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Summary of Individual Reports

1) Kuan-Wen Chuang: He examined the idea of Active Learning approach in form of
“Team-Work Study” and applied them in teaching PHYS 320 (Thermodynamics) at
Active Learning classroom Fall 2015. He assembled groups of students with assigned
leaders for “Team-Work Homework”, “Team-Work Exercise”, and “Team-Work Quiz”.
He did not achieve his goals in “Team-Work Homework” due to the lack of proper
communication between group leader and team members and also him. In future he plans
to provide more clear and complete descriptions about the responsibility of the group
leaders. However, in the other areas of teamwork such as quizzes his goals were met and
the overall class performance was acceptable for him.

2) Eric Marinez: His plan was to use iClicker questions instead of in-class quizzes in his
second semester Organic Chemistry course. The goal was to encourage students to read
the material before coming to the class and immediately after any lecture. While he had
met the goal of students’ active engagement in class discussions he encountered
limitations in term of his required time for the lectures and for that reason he had stopped
the practice. Accordingly he is planning to redo many of his lecture notes to truncate
them so that time is available to permit an open discussion.

3) Gary Shin: His goal was to examine the impact of iClicker in improving Students’
Engagement and Attention in his large BIOL 200 lecture. He hypothesized that actively
participating students in the clicker questions would have a higher retention of course
material. By comparing his students’ performance in clicker questions and the exams, he
noticed that there are indications that clickers improve course performance among
students and there was a general positive trend between clicker and exam performance.

4) Eric Sorin: For his CHEM 377B (Physical Chemistry Lecture), he decided to give
students points for assigned homework/problem sets. To offset the additional points
available to students, he removed “Exam Zero” (E0) from the course curriculum, which
previously tested students’ preparation for the course (pre- requisite math, calculus,
general chemistry, and general physics concepts and problem solving) following a 1
week review of these concepts and skills. He concluded that the proposed change did not
improve the students’ performance. In future he will NOT award points for the
completion of homework/assigned problems. Rather, he will administer non-“pop” in-
class quizzes, while also exploring alternative assessment techniques such as course
projects, the implementation of “social homework,” and/or the implementation of a
“game-based” curriculum/point system, as reported by Daubenfeld and Zenkar [J. Chem.
Educ., 2015, 92 (2), pp 269-277].



Personal Summary & Suggestions on the FL.C

Working as a co-leader and a leader in two consecutive semesters was a great opportunity
for me to learn from the valuable discussions and ideas, which were exchanged among
the participants. I viewed my role as a facilitator of the process and tried to make the on-
line discussions more engaging for all of us. However, I should emphasize that the level
of interest among the participants is not near to what I experienced when I participated in
the first cohort of FLC members at CNSM. Specially, close to the end of the process
some people quit and I had very hard time to ask participants to post their thoughts about
the modules. Some times I had to reach the participants personally and extend the
deadlines for them. My personal opinion is that most of the faculty members who view
the effort as a great value on their personal developments have already completed FLC
and the interest among the others is not the same level as what it used to be not very long
time ago. Therefore, immediately after completion of my first semester as the leader, |
requested a meeting with all the FLC leaders and Dean Kingsford to share my experience
with them. Accordingly, Dr. Onderdonk (FLC leader for the following semester) decided
to choose a different approach by breaking the modules to smaller pieces and having
weekly discussions to maintain the momentum in form of continuous process. My other
suggestion is that perhaps having one FLC cohort per year (instead of two) may result in
more effective effort. The cohorts may be assembled among the newly hired faculty
members, some lecturers and those who have strong beliefe and commitment to FLC.
The Faculty Learning Community can continue to run the Munch and Learn events each
semester and can potentially devote some effort towards organizing teaching related
workshops for interested CNSM instructors.



Participation Data on the FLC

The Piazza forum was used to enable online discussions on the modules. Some data is
presented below, which I suggest to use as the basis to recommend the level of the
stipend (full or partial).

Name Days Online Threads Viewed Contributions
Kuan-wen Chuang 10 11 6
Eric Marinez 12 10 12
Gary Shin 15 14 8
Eric Sorin 29 12 19
Rebecca Bishop 10 11 17
Shahab Derakhshan 53 20 35
Nate Onderdonk 21 15 18




Kuan-Wen Chuang
Lecturer
Department of Physics and Astronomy

After the participation of Faculty Learning Community (FLC) selected by the Dean Dr.
L. Kingsford and Department Chair Professor C. Kwon, some of the changes of my
teaching strategy are from “I expect you” to “I wish you” and also from “I test you™ to “I
help you”, in addition to the most important and fundamental principles of my teachings

“love, respect, and responsibility”.
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The difference between “I expect you” and “I wish you” is that I wish students learn
physics based upon their background in physics not from my point of view. And the
difference between “I test you” and “I help you” is that I help students study physics to
obtain the “Clear and Reachable Target”. “Clear” is defined as that the materials in
physics for students to learn and test are clearly described in the beginning of the classes.
“Reachable” is defined as that the materials in physics for students to learn are based
upon their background in physics. Finally, “Target” is defined as the grades which the

students want to get not only “pass”, but also “A” or “100”.

Then “Team-Work Study”, “Clear and Reachable Study”, “No Cheating” were formed in
my teaching methods. Particularly I applied them in the teaching PHYS 320

(Thermodynamics) at Active Learning classroom Fall 2015.

The idea of “Team-Work Study” including “Team-Work Quizzes”, “Team-Work
Exercises”, and “Team-Work Homework™ is that the team members shared the idea of
diversity of individuals skill sets and provide the potential for better ideas for solving the

same problem.

As for “Clear and Reachable Study”, I clearly told the students that the problems of the
midterms and final exam would be totally from homework problems in the beginning of
the semester. I also posted the “Hand-Writing Lecture Notes of assigned chapters™ and
“Homework problems of whole assigned chapters” in the beginning of the semester. The
idea above was that [ wished them from “Team-Work Study” to receive good results

from individual test.



“No Cheating” would be the most important policy to prevent the students from cheating
to obtain good grades and also guiding the students to learn physics in the correct

“attitude”.
The applications described above to PHYS 320 are described as following:

There were 36 students with 6 large rectangular tables and electronic facilities in the
classroom AS-235. Before the class began, I sent the survey form to the students in the

Beach Board to understand the students’ background in Thermal Physics.

In the beginning of the class, I set up six groups (one leader for each group) with “Team-
Work Homework”, “Team-Work Exercise”, and “Team-Work Quiz” for the processes of

“Team-Work Study”.

About “Team-Work Homework”, the assigned homework for each chapter was on a
regular basis and posted in the beginning of the semester on Beach Board. The students
may work together on the assigned homework from group leader for each team member.
Indeed, I encourage them to work together to understand the problems. However, they
must each separately write up solutions in their own words (and equations) and may not
turn in something they do not understand. (That is, they may not simply paraphrase
someone else’s solution as their own.) Paraphrasing without understanding, or outright
copying, will be considered plagiarism. But the effect of “Team-Work Homework” was
not reached what I hoped. The main problems were from the communications between
group leader and team members and also from me. Only 3 out of 5 group leaders could
do good communication among team members. I did not give a very clear and complete
descriptions about the responsibility of the group leader, I need to continue thinking a

suitable job for group leaders.

The group leader is a very important role in each group. Assigning and collecting
homework from each team member were very tuff but important job for the group leader.
Also organizing the team member to work on the exercises and quizzes in class was very
difficult. One of the group leaders was complained by his team members, and I then

broke that group up and sent the team members to the other groups.



About the tests (Midterms 1, 2 and final exam) I assigned one table for all the group
leaders to sit together during the examinations (three different versions for each test).
Rest of them can sit anywhere without same version of the test sheets around. No smart
phones, no graphical calculators (I also prepared number of scientific calculators for
some of them), no scratch papers were allowed. Formula sheet was provided. No cheating

was very important for every student.

In the beginning, a few of them in the same group tried to use smart phone or laptop to
find the solutions during the Team-Work Quiz or Team-Work Exercise, although some of
them claimed that they needed to read the ebook from the smart phone or laptop. I
allowed them only to open text book and lecture notes for “Team-Work Exercise” and
“Team-Work Quiz”, but no smart phone or laptop. After first midterm, those students

who did not received good grades realized that the way they studied was incorrect.
The average of the whole class for each test is as following: A > 85, 85 >B > 70.
Midterm 1: 76.0/100, highest: 100, lowest: 31

Midterm 2: 79.7/100, highest: 100, lowest: 39

Final Exam: 86.5/100. highest: 100, lowest: 64

The students made a progress in study of thermodynamics shown from the tests, although
a survey given before the class began showed that some of them did not learn thermal
physics or some of them took physics 151 long time ago. Particularly, one of them
received the second lowest grade (41/100) on the first midterm in class, but he received
100/100 on the second and 88/100 on the final exam. Fortunately, all PHY'S 320 students

passed the class, 17 received “A”, 17 received “B” and 2 received “C”.

The most important ideas learned from the Fall classes teaching are that the teaching
materials and the test problems should be suitable for students’ background in physics.
The high completion rates in each class and the increase efficiency of my class teaching

were reached.



Faculty Learning Community: Eric Marinez
Hypothesis:

To gage the effectiveness of iClicker for second semester organic chemistry. My interest
in adopting iClicker was intended to replace 1 minute quizzes which was initially used in
my courses to encourage students to read the notes and textbook prior to my lecture. The
1 minute quizzes also served the purpose of encouraging students to attend class and to

get them to class on time since they were given unannounced at the beginning of lecture.

Results:

Although iClicker was used sparingly during the Fall 2015 semester, it did serve the
purpose of getting students engaged in class and providing instant feedback to course
concepts. However, due to lecture constraints on time, I had to stop using the iClicker as
the semester progressed. My inability to continue with iClicker was strictly based on
ineffective time management. The lack of time for every lecture was compounded by
requiring 6 exams during the semester and this included a review exam, 4 midterm
exams, and a final. In addition, university scheduling also gave students a full week for
Thanksgiving break, which led to one less class meeting for the fall semester.

Discussion:

I am open to continue using iClicker as it did showcase its value by having students
discuss problems amongst themselves. The students discussed each problem out loud and
were encouraged to come to a general consensus to arrive at the correct answer. To
encourage the engagement, it was necessary to permit at least three minutes for each
question. I posed two to three questions per a 75 minute lecture. It was the first time I
witnessed student engagement to the extent and level I observed. Students talked out loud
and discussed why certain answers were incorrect until they arrived to the final answer.
Some of the students even shared why the answer had to be the one chosen based on the
concepts that were just taught. Interestingly, many of the students scrambled to look at
their notes to decipher the concept being asked and to use their notes to answer the
question correctly.

I did observe many of the benefits of using i1Clicker. I did see students engaged and an
increase in student attendance. I did observe that the majority of the students participated
in the discussions and answered the questions. Most importantly, the students and I
received immediate feedback to assess the student learning taking place in the lecture.
For me, this reinforced my assumption that many of my students understand the concepts
being taught as I lectured on each topic. For students, this led to their awareness that they
do understand many of the concepts as it is being taught in lecture. This permitted the
opportunity to discuss with my students how critical it is to review and study their notes
immediately following every lecture and not to procrastinate on processing some of the
more difficult concepts in organic chemistry.
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One of the drawbacks of using iClicker was I lost valuable time normally used to
elaborate on concepts by using experimental data to support how mechanisms are either
supported or refuted. I will need to redo many of my lecture notes to truncate them so that
time is available to permit an open discussion. I aim to start this next semester and I also
hope to inform my division the importance of permitting more time for student
engagement. This will include reaching an agreement on which topics we do not need to
teach which is currently a very dense and ambitious course. Another issue I found was
that some of my undocumented, transfer students were not going to purchase an iClicker
due to its cost. I will either need to acquire additional iClickers to lend out to these
students or adopt Top Hat.

My initial interest in using iClicker was to replace 1 minute quizzes, which was used by
Dr. Donald Paulson of Cal State Los Angeles as an effective active-learning strategy to
get students prepared for lecture and on time. Several years ago I implemented 1 minute
quizzes and gave them randomly throughout the semester so that students were required
to attend lecture and keep up with the reading. The quizzes were worth 10 pts. If they
missed both questions but attended lecture, I gave them 2 pts for showing up to lecture on
time. If they did not attend lecture or were tardy, this was documented as receiving a 0 on
the 1 minute quiz. In order to be most effective in implementing 1 minutes quizzes, |
gave up to 12 of them each semester with the policy that I would drop 2 quizzes with the
lowest scores. The quizzes required a dedicated GA to assist with the grading and also to
assist with grading 3 midterms. When I decided to implement 4 midterms and a review
exam, | stopped issuing quizzes since they often took at least 5 minutes of class time to
pass out their bluebook by name and to get them collected. My argument was that 12
quizzes at 5 minutes each amounted to a loss of 1 lecture, therefore going from 3
midterms to 4 midterms would require that I drop the 1 minute quizzes.

I will implement student engagement from now on and now understand the importance of
time management to permit this experience. I will try a combination of my one-minute
quizzes with iClicker questions to develop more student engagement in the class. In order
for me to conduct a class using a combination of active learning strategies, I must cut
back the volume of lecture notes I am currently using so as to permit at least 5 minutes
every period for this new student engagement strategy
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FLC SUMMARY

Gary Shin
Department of Biological Sciences

HYPOTHESIS:

Large lecture classes such as BIOL 200 generally suffer from a lack of student
engagement and attention. To increase student involvement, I punctuated by lectures with
clicker questions. The questions were distributed throughout the lecture in order to break
the period into shorter, more manageable chunks. Questions were of three basic varieties:
(1) a reading quiz type question usually delivered at the beginning of lecture; (2) concept
checks to verify whether students grasped the topic being taught; and (3) application
questions, in which students were asked to apply their knowledge to a given situation. |
hypothesized that those students who participated in the clicker questions would have a
higher retention of course material, which would be reflected in higher exam

performance.

RESULTS:

Participation in the clicker questions was not mandatory, but over 70% of the class did
record data for at least one of the clicker questions (225/306). Those that did register
clickers had highly variable involvement, with some students answering 100% of the
questions, while others answered only a few. The average clicker score for all

participants was 14.6 out of a possible 30 points.

Overall, students who participated with clickers demonstrated a 5% improvement in
exam performance (261.7/400 for clicker users versus 239.6/400 for non-clicker users, p
=0.003). This might suggest that clickers are highly effective at increasing student
performance, but may also be an artifact of self-selection (i.e., highly motivated students

are the ones participating in the clickers).

To effectively assess the impact of clickers on exam performance, I examined student

clicker scores versus overall exam scores.
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While a positive correlation was seen between clicker performance and exam
performance, the relationship was not as compelling as I had hoped it might be (+* =
0.2159). High performance on the clicker questions did not necessarily guarantee high
performance on the exams, nor did low performance on the clickers necessarily indicate

low exam performance.
DISCUSSION:

Although the data is not perfectly clear, there are indications that clickers did, in fact,
improve course performance among students. Students who did participate in answering
clicker questions did markedly better than their counterparts who did not participate, and
there was a general positive trend between clicker and exam performance. But even
without clear evidence that they improve exam scores, there are several reasons why
clickers might be helpful tools. (1) Clickers help to increase student engagement in class.
Rather than simply sitting and listening, students can discuss with their peers the answers
to the questions, which can increase cooperative peer-to-peer learning. (2) Clickers are

also helpful to assess whether students are grasping concepts as the instructor goes over
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them. Concepts such as photosynthesis are difficult to teach, and using clickers, an
instructor can assess whether a class has a sufficient grasp of the material before moving
on. And (3) clickers can be used to start discussions. In discussing stem cell research, I
assessed whether students supported it or not, then discussed the arguments for and

against the work, then reassessed whether their opinions had changed.

Overall, I would deploy clickers again in my class. However, I think the implementation
needs to be more integrative. For this semester, I simply had clickers as a stand-alone,
optional element of the class and gave extra credit points for those students that
participated. I think clickers would be better used as an integral part of the students’
grade.
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Eric J. Sorin, Ph.D., Assoc. Prof. of Chemistry & Biochemistry Course:
CHEM 377B, Fall 2015 Semester

Hypothesis

CHEM 377B Fundamentals of Physical Chemistry Il is the second half of a two-semester
sequence in physical chemistry for BS Biochemistry and BA Chemistry majors that

focuses on quantum chemistry and spectroscopy.

The primary change made to this course was based on feedback from students in previous
semesters, who strongly urged me to give students points in the course for assigned
homework/problem sets. Although I had done this in the past, upper division analytical
courses often do not award students points for completing problem sets and |
discontinued this points- for-homework system several years ago upon loss of a grading
assistant for 377 courses. Students in previous semesters felt that giving points for
assigned problems sets would motivate future students to complete assigned problems
within a given time after completing lecture modules and would help students prepare
earlier for CHEM 377 exams. This serves as my primary hypothesis, about which I was

not strongly enthusiastic.

A secondary change made to this course, to offset the additional points available to
students, was the removal of “Exam Zero” (E0Q) from the course curriculum. In previous
semesters, EQ was worth 50 points (out of a possible 600) and tested students’
preparation for the course (pre- requisite math, calculus, general chemistry, and general
physics concepts and problem solving) following a 1 week review of these concepts and
skills. It was determined in 2014-15 that scores on EQ were in no way correlated with
success on future CHEM 377 exams, and it was thus my plan to remove this item from
the point system in this course. In lieu of E0, students were given review materials to

reinvigorate their knowledge and use of pre-requisite materials.
Results

While my expectation was that awarding points for assigned problem sets would improve

student performance slightly in CHEM 377B (i.e. within one standard deviation of that
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observed in previous classes), class average scores on exams remained unchanged or
declined slightly from 2014-15 values, with the same exams being used in the fall 2015
semester as in the fall 2014 and spring 2015 semesters (with minimal changes made to
either [a] clarify the questions being asked or [b] replace specific molecules about which
those questions were being asked (some students were retaking the course, others may
have heard about specific molecular structures included on previous exams). For example,
the class-average RAW score on Exam #1 was 42.0 +20.5 % in fall 2015 compared to
42.7 +23.6 % in spring 2015, and the class-average RAW score on Exam #2 was 53.5 +
19.1 % in fall 2015 compared to 61.7 +23.9 % in spring 2015. In the end, the class-

average score on the ACS-style final exam1 was 43.5 + 9.4 % in fall 2015 compared to
51.0 £ 14.2 % 1in spring 2015, representing a significant decrease in semester-long student

retention.
Discussion

Based on my single-semester assessment of awarding points for completing assigned
problem sets (for the first time in several years), it is clear that no significant
improvement in student performance resulted from this change, as I expected. Indeed,
physical chemistry students who heed their instructor’s hints and suggestions understand
that applying lecture concepts via problem solving is essential to exam and overall
performance in physical chemistry courses. In addition, if secondary modes of earning
non-exam based points in the class are available to students (such as quizzes, see below),
students earning less-than-acceptable exam scores may “earn” a passing course grade (C-

) while clearly not reaching an acceptable level of understanding of course materials.

Rather than continuing this practice, I will instead continue to administer in-class (pre-
announced) quizzes on lecture material throughout the semester, thereby providing
students with non-exam based points in the course and allowing continual assessment of
students’ motivation to keep up with presentation of course materials, which has proven a
strong indicator of which students are studying course material as it is presented and
which are “cramming” over the 1 — 2 days prior to exams. This mode of assessment has

proven effective in a myriad of chemistry courses (organic, inorganic, physical,
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biochemical, and analytical) and has consistently received positive feedback from

students as a motivating factor in their weekly study habits.
Follow-up Actions

In future offerings of CHEM 377 (both A and B) I will NOT award points for the
completion of homework/assigned problems. Rather, I will continue to administer non-
“pop” in-class quizzes (as noted above), while also exploring alternative assessment
techniques. This may include course projects, as done in previous offerings of 377A/B;
the implementation of “social homework,” as preferred by our colleagues in Physics &
Astronomy; and/or the implementation of a “game-based” curriculum/point system, as
reported by Daubenfeld and Zenkar [J. Chem. Educ., 2015, 92 (2), pp 269-277], the latter
of which was shown to increase average student study time (outside the classroom) by

“more than 3-fold” to an average of 4.6 hours per week.

'The ACS does not produce exams for Fundamentals courses, such as the CHEM
377 sequence. Like ACS exams in other courses, this exam is a cumulative
examination consisting of 40 multiple-choice questions taken from an ACS
database or designed by me to result in an average class score of approx. 50%
correct answers, with a given time of approx. two minutes per question.
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Modules and Discussions on Piazza

Module 1: Our Students Today

There are two main areas to jump start our discussion: both deal with the device-phillic
millennial generation.

When planning your courses, do you take into consideration who you are teaching? Did
you know how many hours a student works outside of class, how many units they

take as STEM majors, how long it takes them to graduate, how their career goals change
from entering freshman to graduating seniors, how important technology/multitasking is
in their lives?

Will any of your teaching practices (i.e. amount of homework or other tasks assigned, the
way that you try to connect with students, etc) change because of viewing these content
topics? Why or why not?

The students today love their gadgets (and so do we!). Smart phones, laptops, twittering
in the classroom.... What are your policies of allowing technology “toys” (i.e. cell phones,
ipads, internet, twittering, etc) in your classroom. Are they always a distraction? Should
we embrace them and try to use them for the power of good? Can multi-tasking really
happen?

1.1. Eric Sorin
Hi all,

I found this video quite interesting and will happily spend today's free time (??) posting
a comment for you to consider. I'm not sure how lengthy our comments should be here,
so I'll keep this first post relatively concise and linear ...

I find the statement "18% of my teachers know my name" very interesting, but I'm not
sure to what degree this has changed in the last 200 years of academia. Personally, I
make it a goal to know each and every one of my students' names in the first two weeks
of class, and they really respond to that. First, it shows them from day-1 that I'm paying
attention to them individually and, hopefully, that I care about their success in my
course(s). Second, it allows me to "drag" students into our classroom discussions (not
"lectures") at any point in time, which motivates them to stay attentive during classroom
discussions (who wants to be singled out for FaceBook'ing in the middle of a
lecture/discussion?). The fact that they're paying attention, and that I'm periodically
reaching out to them by name, not only keeps them on track, but also helps them
determine when they've "lost track" of our discussion, which leads students to ask
questions when they feel lost or think the material is contradictory in some way, and
which almost always leads to further questions, related or otherwise, by other students.
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[Side note: During my pre-tenure peer teaching evaluations, I was asked by multiple
colleagues "How do you know all of their names so early in the semester?" and this was
commented on in nearly all of my RTP evaluations ...]

1.1.a G.P.
A lot of what these readings claim for millenias as their unique properties look awfully
familiar to me. These are exactly the people I was an undergraduate with.

There is a tendency for us to forget what our peers were like, because our peer group has
been systematically selected from graduate school on into the professoriate to be ... well,
who we have turned out to be. Studious, patient, independent, tenacious.

Dirac would have been a World of Warcraft player, had such a thing been available. As
it was, he was facsinated by the Sonny and Cher show.

Didn't Socrates complain that students in Plato's generation were not studious, serious,
etc? And, Plato complained about Aristotle's generation of student, and so on right up to
today.

My experience is that students ...in all of their energy and diversity ... have been a
constant ensemble for a long, long time.

1.1.c S.D.

This is a great observation Eric. I also find it very useful to know the names of

my students. This way we send a message that they receive a personal attention and of
course facilitates the in class discussions . This approach will ofcourse work only with
small/mid size classes.

1.1.d EM.

Eric, my own comment on the statement "18% of my teachers know my name" is that
just like you, I have also made every effort to get to know my students. I have to share a
story that happened to me about 8 years ago on this campus. I had a student who took my
course and had problems passing both semesters of organic chemistry. I would say she
probably repeated the course more than 8 times if not 10. Because of this every organic
chemistry faculty member knew her by name. Well it turns out she did not do well in my
class receiving a D. Several years later she came to see me to ask for a letter

of recommendation for medical school. I replied "it would not be easy for me to write
you a letter since you received a bad grade." I requested that she talk to other faculty
members in the college who she may have received a better grade. She emphatically said,
"Dr. Marinez, you are the only one who knows me and has spent time talking to

me." This has continue to resonate with me even today and has driven me to get to know
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my students beyond their name.

I was fortunate that I spent my undergraduate education at CSULA where class sizes
were relatively small permitting interactions with faculty members. Upon graduating with
my undergraduate degree, I recollect that every faculty member knew who I was. I will
be honest and say that I was not a very good student early on because of my own personal
distractions. However, many saw my potential and many continued to pressure me to
recognize this for myself.

In comparison, students from the UC system believe that they are just a number. In
contrast, [ have had the opportunity to engage with many faculty and students at the
community colleges. They all have expressed how more engaging their sciences classes
have been in comparison to CSULB. The students taking chemistry at the community
college take both the lecture and lab with the same faculty member. At some schools, the
lecture precedes the lab and the students walk with the instructor to the lab.

As the video suggests, this lack of communication is strongly correlated with very high
student to faculty ratios. Students at the community college receive the smallest and the
UCs the largest. From my experience with transfer students, it takes them a semester or
two to acclimate to the differences experienced at the institution. I have often told those
closest to me that they were highly patronized at their community college.

1.1.e R.B.

Note that the video showed students in a large lecture class that likely seated a couple
hundred souls... knowing 18% of those people is relatively equivalent to knowing 100%
of a regular sized class (which Eric clearly noted above is a notable

accomplishment). Anyone here ever memorized all 100% of their large lecture course
roster? I'd like to meet them.

Just as a note: ['ve actually had some students specifically say that they enjoy the
anonymity that the large lecture provides them. I wonder what percent of student
agree. I'm not condoning it - just pointing it out.

I wonder what the stats are for faculty knowing their student in standard-sized classes
(say, under 40 students/class)... Certainly a faculty member only knowing 18% of that
population is a crying shame. Does that really happen?

That leaves me thinking about large lectures versus 40-person classes. does out campus
have enough classrooms and hours in the day to accommodate breaking up the large
lectures into smaller classes? Based on my recent experiences around campus, our
facility is pretty packed. We are beyond capacity and large lecture are a way to relieve
some of that issue. So for now, they are a necessity unless we reduce our enrollment (not
a popular idea).

It is difficult to compare the community college, CSU, and UC environments to each
other, since their purposes are clearly different. Community colleges are intended to
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coddle their students... it is an institution that is supposed to be accessible to everyone -
whether they finished high school or not or intend to pursue a degree or not. (Recall the
hot topic is that community colleges are to become free again to everyone, just as they
had been a couple generations ago). In contrast, the CSU is the working man's university
- a filtered population of folks who intend to get a degree (clearly with a purpose towards
getting a job in the general workforce). The UC is a seen more as a research

institution: more theoretical, and less directly applied.

Community college has become High-School part 2 for most folks. Just as the article
said, this generation is delayed in their maturity... so they are not really mentally out if
high school until grade 21 (instead of grade 18). Can we at the CSU level expect them to
think at that higher level with their brains are not ready for it? I certainly can't as my Ist
grader to do 4th grade stuff... I know my comparisons are a little hyperbolic, but I hope
you see my thought. Is it OUR responsibility to get the student up to the speed WE
expect, or is it OUR responsibility to dumb-down our lecture to accommodate this
generation's average learning level? Or is it the STUDENT!'s responsibility? Or the
parents who made the initiative to bring them into this world, but generally don't take the
full responsibility of raising their child, part of which is preparing their child for the
outside world? hmmmmm.....

1.1.f G.P.

My understanding is that community colleges far from coddle students. Students that
make it through that system have done it (particularly in STEM) without a lot of
support. We only see the ones that manage to tough it out for themselves.

1.1.g R.B.

Galen, I hear that. Man, | REALLY want to survey my colleagues who work at multiple
community colleges along with CSULB. On an equal class offered at both institution
types, are the expectations the same, or not? How about the texts? How about success
rates as students move up the ladder? Got me thinkin'! (isn't that the point?)

1.1.h G.P.

The standards of success are remarkably different, and strangely the same. CC measures
student success by the number of AAs they award ... so 2 years of GE, and transfer to
CSU. That is a disaster for us in physics ... probably everyone else too, because you still
have 8 semester prerequisite chains to run through.

The classes are the same (even more rigorous in some cases, because faculty in the CC
are *very™* sensitive to appearances that they are too sift, just as we are sensitive to
comparisons to UC courses). It is the advising that is remarkably weak in the CC,
particularly for people who want to be physics majors.
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1.1.i G.S.

I teach at a community college in addition to my work here at CSULB. I've also worked
in the UC system. What I have found is that at all levels, the top students are pretty much
all the same -- their levels of motivation and preparedness would make them successful at
any level of education. The difference can be found in the rest of the class -- the middle
and lower performing students. Comparing CSU students to UC students, I find that the
range of performance is broader; with an even broader range for CC students. I do not
reduce my expectations for my CC students; but much more class time is devoted to
bringing these students up to speed. A topic that I can cover in a 75 minute lecture here
takes 2 hours at the CC level.

As for Rebecca's assertion that CC is High School Part II for many students, I'm not sure
that I would altogether agree. There is a keen sense that it is a different experience from
high school, but for many of these students, their high schools have not properly
equipped them to deal with the responsibilities and rigor of college level courses. They
are simply bringing underdeveloped skill sets -- the proverbial knife to the gunfight. It's
not that their brains aren't ready... It's their background.

This definitely goes back to the original theme of "knowing one's students." It's important
that we recognize the limitations of our students' backgrounds.

1.1.j E.M.
Rebecca,

What I have found from my experiences with community colleges, is that course
standards are quite variable. Galen, is also correct in that we do see students who have
persevered and are more resilient. Through HSI-STEM, I run a research program for
transfer students who will conduct research prior to starting their degree program in the
fall at CSULB. I also taught and co-developed NSCI 390 for transfer students. I require
the students to write a personal statement which I ask them to turn it in 3 times for editing
and critiquing. Trust me too many stories to share. But I will say that [ had an AB 540
student who took 10 years to finish his AA at ELAC largely because of financial
circumstances. The kids is very bright but he is sometimes unable to reach his full
potential because he is constantly concerned how he will feed himself and pay for school
tomorrow.

I unfortunately have to share that attending a community college is becoming the norm.
Many students do not get accepted into their first choice institution. Often they must need
to relocate to attend the university that have accepted them