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The central pur,oc2 Ot this study was to discover
how students enrolled in different curricula grodrass
(Vocational-Technical, College Transf.r and General Studies) asscssged
(1) the quality ot 1instructicn; (2) the value of various student
services; and (3) specitftic ccllege practices, policies, and
facilities. Arcther purpose was to determine 1f various success rate
measures were related to the students assessment ot the college. 1t
was hypothesized that there would be no significant ditterences
Fetween the various grcups 1n their perception ot instruction;
student services; and college practices, policies, and tacilities;
and that there wculd be nc significant relationship between student
sduccess and their perception of these factors. One hundred students
in each progran completed the Instituticnal Self Study Survey and
their resgonses were analyzed to determine signiiicant differernces.
The only significant differerce Lketween the groups was in their
evaluation of selected student services; in all cther cases the null
hypotheses were suppcrted. Recommendaticns to the Wright College
community, pased upon the results of the study, are presented.
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ABSTRACT
An Environmental Assessment
(£ Wilbur Wright College by Students
in Differing Curricula Prograns

by R. Edmund Dolan

The central purpose of this study was to <discover how
students enrolled in different curricula programs (Vocational-
Technical, College Transfer, and General Studies) assessed (1)
the quality of instruction, (2) the value of various student services,
and (3) specific college policies, practices and facilities. It was
also the purpose of this study to determine if various success rate
measureas were related to the students' assessment of the college.

‘The null forms of the four hypotheses developed zre:

{1} There is no significant difference in the perception

of the value of student services when comparing students

by academic programs.
(2) There is no significant difference in the percveption of

the effectiveness of classroow instructors when cowparinrg

students by academic programs. ’

(3) There is no significant difference in the pevception ¢f the

appropriatencss of seclected college policies, precticosz
and facilities whea comparing students by aczdewnic proj

(4) There is no significant relationship betwecn student
success and student perception of student services,
instructors, and college policies, practices, and proygravs.
Randoin samples of full-time beginning freshwen {rom each

curricula program were selected. One hundred students in each

-

program were requested to completc the Institutional Self Study
Survey (ISS} and an overall respons2 rate of eighly-ninc per ceant
resulted. The threce subgroups® assessments of the various college

enviromaencal factors were analyzeld and comnpared using the t-test

to determine significant differences. Pearson's Product ioment

1corre‘lations were uscd to deternine relationships betaeen student

ERIC
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assessment and student success. Descriptive profiles of each student
group were also presented, in order to gain insight and better under-
stand the results of this study.

The null hypotheses were supported in three of the four
cases. However, the hypothesis concerning the assessment of student
services was not supported and was thus reje&ted. The three groups
differed significantly in their evaluation of selected student ser-
vices. More specifically, College Transfer students rate the
Faculty Advising service and the Student Counseling service significantly
lowe~ than do the Vocational-Technical and General Study students.

The College Transfer students also assessed the College Orientation
service significantly lower (less valuable) than did thouse students
in the General Studies programn.

Other findings indicate that:

(1) Students view vocational gosls, as opposed to social

goals or academic gozls, as the nost essential college

goals. '

(2) A large percentayge (25%) are undecided in teims of
future vocational role preferences, ‘

(3) Students view college rules and policies as appropriate.

(4) Classroom instructors are assesscd as capable, understanding
and competent teachers.

(5) Students assess the college social progren as inadeguace
and unsuccessful.

(6) Students in the College Transfer program are the most
successful in terms of grade point averages, persistence,
and sclf-retings of educational progress. General Studiag
students are the least successful.

Recoimmendations to the Wrigat College comaunity, based

upon the results of the study, are presented.
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CHAPTER I

Introduction To Prob;c
/
!

#Going down the educational superhighway hell for
1 .

lcath(-r‘,"I was the way the community college movement, was
described by Russell Lynes, fornmer managéng editor of Harper's
Magazine. Tex years ago, one ont of fivd students began his
higher education in a community college. This figure jncreased
in 1966 t.o morc than one out of threec, and very soon it will be
one ount of two.2 Since 1660, community colleges have been
cstablished for the first time in twenty major cities.3

This phenomenal growth is, however, not altogether
surprising, for community collezes were conceived in the midst of

T e o e st t e e v————

1Ru<so11 Lynes, "How Good Arc th: Junior Colleges,™
Harper!s Macazine (November, 1466}, p. 60, :

2.,
{Roston: Houshton Hlfflln Co., 1963) .E:Na: ''''''''''''

w

(X

Ibid., p. 4.
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social turmoil, and in a sence, the very vitality of the
community college movement may be said to be a response to a
changing socicty. As Patricia Cross explains,

Two sozial forces scand out above all others in

creating the distinctive identity of the community

colleges: (1) the demand of an increasing

egalitarian society for the democratization of

higher cducation, and (2) the need of a technological

societv for a tetter educated citizenry. In

combination, these pressures have culminated in a

national commitment o universal postsecondary

education.4

Concomitant with the growth of this institutional sezment

of higher education has heen the developnent of the field of
institutional rescarch. As discussed by Van Istendal: "The
comparative newness of institutional rescarch as a more
formalized process in higher education is reflected, in part, by
the relatively recent development of its own professional
association . ., . during this decadc."s

A revicew of the literature concerning institutional

rescarch in community colleges reveals a paucity of significant

4Patricia K. Cross, "The Quict Revolution," The Rescarch
Reporter, Vol. IV, No. 3 (University of Califo:nia, Berkelcey,
196¢), 1.

sTheodoro G. Van Istcndal, *Ccmmunity College Insticu-
tional Resecarch," a papecr presented to the Association of
Institutional Rescarch, Chicago, Illinois, 1666, p. 1
{mimcograpncd).

- O p— * ———— - —
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studies. Medsker wrote that "little research is conducted which
enahles two-year colleges to obtain facts about their students.“6
He concluded that few two-year institutions have conducted
institutional studies on students, and they have made only
limited efforts to evaluate personnel programs.7 A 1964
natjonwidec investigation of institutional research in the
cohnunity college fourd that 20 percent had foermally organized
programs of institutional research.8 A more recent nationwide
survey found that

1. The average jurior college completes onc
institutional research project per yecar,

2. The arca that receives the greatest resecarch
vmphasis is "student"; the arca of least emphasis
is "instructicn®,

3. Ouly 23 percent had personn:l enployed to

coordinate institutional research.

6Lcland L. Medsker, The Junic¢r Collese: Progress and
Prosiycct (New York: McGraw-Hill Bool Company, Inc., 19657~
p. 194.

111 d.y, p. 165,
8

Herbert L. Swanson, "An Investigation of Institutional

Reseearch in the Junior Colleges of th: United States,"™ unpublished

docteoral dissertation (Los Angeles: ‘Jniversity of California,

1665), pp. 130-183.

' 9John E. Roueche and John R. 3oggs, Junior Collergc
Institutional Rescarch: The Statc of the Art (Washington, D.C.:
Amcrican Association of Junior Collceg:ss, 1908), pp. 47-48.

. o m—a——— o - — —— e
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It seem§ fair to conclude, as did Van Istendaf, "that
although community college institutional research does encompass
two developihg asﬁecté of highev education--the latter,
institutional research, seems to be lagging considerably behind
devefopment and progress of the general community college

itse1g. 10

Purposc Of The Study

To acccp the goal of universal postsecondary cducation
is to acccpt the responsibility to provide mcaningfui and
substantive experiences for all who wish to continuc their
education. Community colleges arc bcéginning to understand the
magnitude of the task. It involves the rcvolutionary concept
that the collcgé must be made to "fit" the student, whercas
tradition has it that students should be sclected to "fit!" the
college. Lsscentially it means shifting thc burden of proof from
tke student to the college. |

In the state of Illinois, home of the first publicly
supported junior collcge (Jolict, 1902), the legislaturc in 1665

enacted the Illinois Public Junior College Act. This Act

loVan Istendal, Institutional Rescarch, p. 17.

12
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stipulates that #* , . . junicr collcge districts shall admit all
students qualified to complete any one of their programs
including general education, transfer, occupational, technical,
and terminal . ."11 |

It is, thus, a demonstrable fact that comnunity colleges
in Illinois have opencd new opportunities for their constituents.
Wh;t is not clear, however, is how well comr nity colleges are
nfitting"” the student or breaking out of the old molds to provide
meaningful education to these new students.

To what extent are community colleges fulfilling their
objectives as spccified in the Junior College Act? More
particularly, how do students enrolled in spccific and differing
programs (generql education, technical-occupational, and
transfer) assess (1) thc quality of instruction, (2) the
effectiveness of various student services, and (3) college
policies, practices and facilities? In addition, is ther~ a
differcence in the "success" rate among these three programs?

Also does a reclationship exist between "success" in the
communi ty college and students' perceptions of sclccted community

college cnvironmental factors?

11Sbatc of Illinois, The Public Junior Colleze Act
(Illinois Reviscd Statutes, 1¢69), pp. 103-117.

— e <A o
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Four hypotheses stzted in the null form shall be tested
in order to answer the abuve questions. The hypctheses are as

follows:

Hypothesis I.--There will be no significant difference
in the perception of the valuc of studcnt services

when comparing students by acadcmic programs.

Hypothesis II.~-There will be no significant
differcnce in perception of the cffectiveness of
slassroom instructors whcn students are compared by

academic program.

Hypothesis III.-~~There will be no significant
differences in the perception of the appropriateness
of selected college policies, practicec and facilities

when students are compared by academic program.

Hypothesis IV.--There vill be no signilicant
relationship betwcen student success and student
perception of studcent services, instructers and

college policics, practices and programs.

Finally, it is hoped that an institutional rescarch model
which has gencral applicability will result. Since emphasis, not
oniy in Illinois but nationwide, is being placed on accountability
of community collecgc program dcvelopment, thc author feels that
the construction of such a model to mecasure the rclative
cffectiveness of multi-programs is indispensable to proper

educational planning and devclopment.

V- - ———" pemma e W]
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Significance 0Of The Study

At this junctu;e, it is appropriate that the question be
raised regarding the value and benefit of such a study. As
previously discussed one purpose of this study is to determine
the students! perception of specific college environmental
factoﬁs. Speaking to this point in her excellent book The Junior

1}
Colleze Student: A Research Description, Patricia Cross remarked:

"In reviewing thc research on junior college students, one is
impressed by the almost total lack of any systematic investigatim
of their (students) reactions to their collcge experiencc."12

The Illinois Junior College Bo:rd in its Standards and

Criteria for Evaluabtion and Recoypnition explicitly states that

"Each college shall develop procedures for . . . evaluation of
instructional prograus. Techniques of evaluation should involve
follow-up studies . . . . Students . . . should be involved in

13

evaluation procedures."”

12Patricia K. Cross, The Junior College Student: A
Rescarch Description (Princeton: Educational Testing Service,

1668), p. 36.

13I11in0ib Junior College Board: Standards and Criteria
for the Evaluation and Recosnition of Tllinois Publie Junior
Colleres and Other Guidelines, Policies and Proccdures Apnroved
by the T)linois Junior Collesc Doard (Springfir ., 1970}, p. 28.

O
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Accountability is currently being inc;easingly emphasized
in American higher educaticn, and properly so. Community
colleges in Illinois must account for their educational programs.
Thus it is imperative that institutional research models,
foll&wing the guidelines available, be developed.

While atterpting to involve students by program (transfer
geﬁeral studics, technical—roationél) in evaluating their
edacation. 1 experience, this study seecks to go one step further,
and examin#s the relationship between students! evaluative
perception and thcir cducational "success", Thus, in this
longitudinal follow-up study,>peréisters énd non-persisters
{dropouts) are included. Success is‘defined in terms of
persistence, acadcmic achievement, and sélf estimates of
educational progress. Relationships between student success
and student evaluation can be extremely beﬁeficial in developing
educational precgrams to fit the students.

Finally, this study seeks to cstablish an institutional
research model, a model which other community collcges in
Chicago, Yllinois, and nationally can easily‘and inexpensively

utilize. -

16
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Limitations Of The Study

This study is designed as a one year longitudinal
‘ollow-up of-full—time freshman students at a single community
:ollege. Thus, it must be understood that part-time students
ana sécond year students are not included. Likewise, this study
is limited to one community college aud should not be interpreted
as representing the City Colleges of Chicago system or community
colleges in general.

A further limitation which must be rececognized is that
student evaluation of educstional programs is but one part of
2 valid evaluation procedurc. Othcr components of the connunity
such as faculty, administrators, and oéutside agencics are also

indispensable centributors in any program evaluation.

Organization Of The Remainder Of The Study

™he balance of this disscertation is divided into four
additional. chapters. Titles have becen omitted and the conten@
sreakdown has becn summarizced under the rcspéctch chapters
indicated below.

Chapter IT.-~Chaptcr Two is devoted to a review of the

~ciated 1iterature. The emphasis will Le upon Lringing together

Sp— pa—_-
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all relevant rcsearch. Particvliar emphasis will be given to
studics focusing upon student perception of college environmental
factors. Likewise studies involving community colleges will be
carcfully reviewed.

Chapter IIY¥.-~The design of the study will be extensively
discusscd in Chapter Three. The sample, collection of data,
in;trument used, hypotheses to be tested, and statistical
trecatment of the data will be covered.

Chapter IV.--An analysis of the results will be presented
along with a discussion of the results. A student profile by
acadenic progran, student evaluation of sclected environimental
factors, and the relatiai::hip bLetwecen student perception and
student "success" will be cxamined in detail.

Chapter V.--The various aspects of the study will be
sunmarized and the findings will be discussed. The rclevance

of the findings and implications for fubure rescarch will be

included,

© e A e - rem— ~ . wrrvee o
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CHAPTER IIX

! Review Of The Literature

Introduction

During>the pas€ fifteen ycars a plethora of research
studies have focused upon the college envircnment. Sociologists,
social psychologists, anthropologists, and other intercsted
educators have sought to explore the college culpure. Educators
have always known that colleges differ from one another in
various ways as familiar classifications of institutions reflect:
liberal arts collegc,'university, junior—commdnity coll ~rxe;
public, private, Catholic, Protestant, rural, urban, residential,
commuter, and so on. The research interest during the past
fiftcen years has been concerned, not with refining ciassifica—
tions but with exploring new ways of viewing and measuring life
styles and thec gcneral institvitional context within which

learning, growth, and development take place.

-11-
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The interest in college cenvironments appears to stem
from several developments. TFirst, there has been the example of
anthropologists characterizing primitive and contemporary
cultures. Second, there have becn numerous studies of change
in collcge students! values and attitudes. Thesec studies have
concurrently sought to identify which conditions or experiences
ma& have contributed to such changes, or to learn whether there
was something about the total atmosphere of the college, or its
programs, or pecr-group associations that was significantly
important. Examples of such studies include Dressel and
Mayhe'w,l Jacob,2 and dey.3 Third, higher ecducation as a fiecld
of rescarch has bccome fertile soil for social scientists from

4

various disciplines. Studies by Lazarsfeld and Thrielens

lPaul L. Dressel and Lewis Mayhew, General Education:

Cxploration_and Evaluation (Washington: Amcrican Cour.cil on

Educatlon, 1954), p. 302.

Ph111p E. Jacob, Changing Values in Collcze (New York:
Havpcr and Brothers, 1957), p. 178.

3Edward D. BEddy, Jr., The Colleszc Influcncc on Student
Character (Washington: American Council on Education, 19557,
p. 185

4Pdu1 . Lazarsfeld and Wagncr Thielens, The Acadcmic
Hind: _Social Scientists in a Time of Crisis (Glencoe, Illinois
IThe Frcy Press, 1958), p. 460.

20
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in 1658, and by Merton and others?

in 1257 are examples. Finally,
the awareness of the great diversity of backgrounds, abilities,
and aspirations found among college stu@cnts has rcsulted in the
hypothesizing that such differences in student bodies mmay explain

the differcnces in atmosphecre among colleges. Two examples of

such studies are those by Darley6 and McConnell and Heist.7
:
Methods and Measiires

!
The ficld of college environmeni.al research was given
emphasis by George Stern and C, Robert ﬁace during the latter
§
part of the 1950!'s, The work of Pace and Stern resulted in the

first objective and systematic measuring instrument for

characterizing collcgé environments, the College Characteristic

SRobert K. sMerton, George G. Reader, and Patricia L.
Kendall (eds.), The Student Phvsician: ‘ntroductoryv Studies in
the Sociolony of Medical Edircation (Cambridge: Havvard University
Press, 1657), p. 300.

6Jolm G. Darley, Promise and Performance: A Study of
Ability and_Achievement in_ Uipher Education (Berkeley: University
of Californiua Press, 1602), p. 161,

7Thomas R. McConnecll and Paul Heist, "The Diverse College
Student Population,” in The American_Collece, cd. by Nevith
Sanford (New York: John Wilcy and Sons, (nc., 1¢62),
pp. 225-252,

21
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Index (hereafter referred to as CCI).8 The CCI is based upon
the dual concepts of personal "needs" and environmental "press?
developed by H, A, Murray in 1938.9 Each person is scen as

having a variety of "necds," psychological. and emotional, that

is viewed as thec "press" that tends to either frustrate or
satisfy these needs in varying degrees.

The CCI is a measure of thirty kinds of press describing
the activities, policies, procedures, attitudes, wnd impressions
that might characterize various types of undergraduaatce colleze
settings.lo In responding to the statemcnts in the CZI, college
students act as obscrvers of what is or is not gencrally true or
characteristic of their college. Their vantage point is that of

participants in and reporters of the collesge environment.

8C. Robert Pace and George G, Stern, "An Approach to the
Mcasurement of Psychological Characteristics of Collegze
Environments, " Journal of Educational Psycholosy, 49 (1$58),

269-277.

9Georgc G. Stern, "Charuacleristics of the Intellectual
Climate in Collcprc Environments," Harvard Pducational Reviecw, 33

{Wintecr, 1903), 5-41.

1oGeor‘gc G. Stern, "ithe Intellectual Climate in College
Environments" in The Colleie Stuwdent and Ilis Cultire: An
Analysis, cd. by Kaoru Yamanoto (Loston: lloughtor: Mifilin Co.,
1968;, p. 200,

LRIC 22
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Another straiegy of analyzing the nceed-press concept
led Pace to construct a different instrument, the Coliegc and
University Environment Scales (hercuafter referred to as CUES).11
The intent of CUES is to identify ¢ set of dimensions along which
colleges diffcr from one another, and to measure these dimensious
by a set of items which most clearly and sharply reflect thcse
di%ferences. This'approach directlys aralyzes environmental
differences between institutions and procceds without referencc
to any personality measurcs., "The {‘ocus is on looking for
patterns which best characterize emvironments, and, for this
purpdsc, the unit of analysis is thc college, not the

12 The institutional score is dcternined by the

ind:ividual.?
nunber of statcments that are judged characteristic of its
erivironment. The scales are labcled scholarship, awareness,
co: nunity, propriecty, and practicality.

Another cxample of the collactive perception approach to

describing environments are the college precss scales developed

C Robert Pace, Col'lerc and University Environment
Scalaes., _ Preliminary 1 Technical WnnualgrPrlnLLLon. Lducational
Testing Scrvice, 1963)

121hid., p. 8.
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by Thistlethwaite in 1959.13 Thistlcthwaitc!s purposc was to
identify items which were related to institutions'! production
of future doctorates in the natural sciences an in the arts,
huranities, and social scicnces.,

: A more recent instrument which utilizes the collcctive
perccption approach is the Institutional Self Study Survey
Questionnaire, Colleze Student Form (liecrcafucr referrcd to as
1S8), devecloped in 1669 by Drnald Hoyt and the American Collcge

14

Testing Program. The 18S seéks scvadent perceptions of various
college scrvices, classrcom instruc“ion, and college facilities,
practices, ¢ .d policics; likewise information concorning
Aspirations, Goals, Personal and Educational Bacligrouvnd, Sclf
Estimatces of Educational Progress and Out of Class Academic and
Non-Academic Activitics. A morce detailed description of the ISS
instrument will be presented in Chapter III,

A different way to characterize environments is to

describe the type of pcople who live in them. The assumption

is that a collezge cnvironmeat can be determined by assessing

13Donald L. Thistlethwaite, "College Press and Student
Achievement," Journal of Lducational Psvchelogy, 50 (1469),
183-1¢1. .

.14Amcricnn College Testing Progran, Inc., Institutional
Self Studyv Survey Mannal (Iowa City: Amcrican College Testing
Progsram, 1669}, . 108.
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the characterisvics of the students and the number and type of
degrce holders produced by the institution, Based upon this
proposition, Astin and llolland dcveloped the Environmental
Assessment Technique (E.A.T,).ls the E.A.T. utilizes the
following eight mcasurcs: (1) instituticnal size, (2) intel-
ligence level of the student body, and (3-8) the proportion of
students in each of six types of major fields (which are labeled
as Realistic, Iil<llectual, Social, Conventional, Enterprising,
and Artistic).16

By factor analysis, Astin determined six factors

differentiating students: (1) Intellectualism, (2) Estheticisnm,

(3} 3tatus, (4) Lcadership, (5) Pragmatisn, and (6) Masculinity.ll

An institutional profile is sketched by relating the six student

diff rential factors and the cight institutional factors.

lsAlcxandcr W, Astin and John L., llolland, "The
Envircnmental Asscosment Technique: A Way to iMeasurc College
Environments,” Journal of Educational Psychology, 52 (1661},

308-316.

16Alcxandcr W, Astin, "Further Validation of the
Environmental Assessment Technique," Journal of Educational
Psycholoay, 54 (1963), 217-226,

17Alcxander W. Astin, lho Goes Vhere to College (Chicago:
2cicnce Rescarch Associates, 1665), p. 20,
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Althougn this approach helps prospective students deternine
the orientation of various colleges, it has little value in
nstitutional self-study and evaluation.

The typology of student subculﬁures described by Trow
in 19"5018 represénts still zno”her epproach based on the
assumption that students make the college. The four main types
of campus subcultures--vaocational, cnllegiate, academic, and

on-conformist--wvhere used by the Educational Testing Service
in constructing its Collezse Student Questionnaire in 1965.19

fhe institutional atmospﬁcrc is charactcirized by the prouportion
of students identifying themselves with cach of these four value
maticrns.,

0f the above mentiened env1ronm0ntal asscssuitent
Lechnlqucs, the most chquentlv utilized are the CCI and the
CUES instruments. Measures based upon the collective perception
approach sccia to be the most direct Within limits, no one

nethodology or mecasuring device is logically or cupirically

1SMarbin Trow, '"The Canmnpus Viewed as Culturc," in

Pescarch _on_Collerxe Students, ed. by . T. Spraguc (3oulder,
colorado: The Western Interstate Commission for lHgher Education,
1960), pp. 105-123.

l9R1chard Peterson, Collese Student Muestionnaires and
Lechni cn'l Jlanual (Princetons Lducational h.qu.ng Scrvice, 19635),
1)- ‘JU.
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superior, The crucial issue, as Pacc pointed out, is not the
choice of rethods, but the choicec of questions to which the

methods are addrcssed.20

General Findings

Despite the differences in approach, strategy, and
assumptions, there are general similarities in the relevant
results that have becn obtained to date. It is our intent herec
to sunmarize these results before focusing cur attention upon
the rescarch studies concerning community cclleges.

Evidence indicates that the perceptions of incoming
students differ from thosec of students who arc preséntly cnrolled,
and that tlic perceptions of these incoming students do change
after they have been at the institution for a2 - :1riod of time.

22 . 23

Studiecs by Pace,21 Birdie, Standing and Parke:, and

2OGeorgc C. Pace, "\Iethodc of Dcscﬁibing College
Cultires,™ in The Collere Stwdent and Ilis Culture: An _Analys:
cd. by Kaoru Yamanoto (Boston. Houghton Mifflin Co., 1968)
p. 203.

ZIL. Robert Pace, '"then Students Judge Their College,®
Collere Bosrd Review, §8 (Winter 1965-66), 26-28.
2‘?alph F. Birdic, "Changes in University Percceptions
During the First Two College (ears,” The Journal of Collere
Student Personnel, 9 (March, 1968), 85-8¢.

zsh. Robert Standing and Clyde A. Parker, "The College
Characteristics Index as & ‘lcasure of Entering Students!
Prcconiceptions of College Life," The .Journal of Collese Student
Personnel, 6 (%ctober, 1904), 2-6,
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Kr‘upius24 further indicate that in particular the intellectual
climatc was perccived as being much greater prior to entering
college.

Likewisc, one's place of residence scems to have some
bearing on the perception of the cavironment, in that residential
students have different perceptions than do commuter

25,26,27

¢
students, Major ficld of study affects the perception

of the environment on larger campuses; but appears to have littlc

8,29

significance on the small singlec~-purpose insbitutions.2

24Richard /. Johnson and Wayne J. Krupius, "A Cross-~
Scetional and Longitudinal Svudy of Students! Perception of Their
Collegc Environment," The Journal of Collere Student Personnel,

8 (May, 1967), 169-203,

2SCharlcs Lindahl, "Impact of Living Arrangecments on
Student Environmental Perceptions," The Journal of Collecse
Student FPersonnel, 8 (January, 1467), 10-15.

265. R. Baker, "The Rclationships Between Student
Residenre and Perception of Environmentsl Press," The Journal of
College Student Personnecl, 7 (July, 1666), 222-224,

2]Ralph F. Birdie, "College Expectutions, Experiences,
and Percepiions, The Journal of Colleze Student Personnel, 7

(November, 1966), 330-~344.

28C Robert Pace, The Influcnce of Acadenmic and Student
Subcul Lures in Collere anc University Envirvomment:s, Cooper ative
Rescarch Projcct ..o, 10b3, Urtice of Education (Los Angcles:
University of California, 1¢64).

-..._.-..__.—n._.._ ———-
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Faculty-student perceptions seeme:l to be linked to the size of
the institution, with homogeneity existing in the smaller

30,31

college.
What is clcar from the studies conducted to date32 is

that colleze eniironments differ greatly from one another -in

many characteristics. Accumulated results indicate clecarly that

the common classifications of institutions mask a great deal

of diversity.

30Ellen E. Ivey, C. Deana Miller, and Arnold D. Goldstein,
“Differential Perceptions of College Environment: Student
Persomnel Staff and Studcnts,™ The Personnel and Guidance
Journal, 46 (September, 1667), 17-21.

3lBeth L. McPe.k, "The University as Perceived by Its
Subculture: An Experimental Study," Journal of the National

Association of Women Deans and Counseclors, 30 (Spring, 15677,
126-132.,

2, . , . ) .
3 The following are compleie literature reviews of
college environument rescarch studies:

C. Robert Pace and Ann McFee, "The College Eivironment,”
Review of EBducational Research, 30 (1$60), 311-320,

William B. Michael and Ernest L, Boyer, "Campus
Environment," Review of Educational Resecarch, (October, 1965),
pp. 264-276.

Kenneth Feldman and Theodore Newcomb, The Impact of
Collere on Students (San Francisco, California: Josscy--dass,

Inc,, 10¢6V).

29

b P e RIS B AT B el L A AP § LS WA POV | AR ST & s W LA T P S



E

-22-

Results Of Community College Studies

Even though the assessment of college environments has
in recent years become so popular, the community or junior
collecges have remaincd, by and lérge, unscrutinized. The
paucity of rescarch studies focusing upon this crucial area of
higher education is unfortunate, There are, however, several
notable exceptions.

Richards, Rénd and ﬁand33 in an attempt to provide
necessary knowledge for intelligent planning of community
collegcs undertook a2 replication of Astin's study of four year

34

colleges using a population of community colleges, The basic
purpose was to orpganize the information available about
community colleges into a brief profile. Such a profile could
then be used both to characterizc individual community céllcgcs
and to study the cffects of collegce on students.

Utilizing institutional information from ACT files and

irstitutional scores on the Enviivonmental Assessment Technique,

33 James M. Richards, Lorraine Rand and Leonard Rand,
A Deseription of Junior Collcres (Iowa City, Iowa: American
Collego lesting Program, 1965&), p. 28,

31hid., p. 10,
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thirty-six (36) variables wecre reported for five hunidred and
eighty-onc (581) community colleges. Through factor analysis

it was possible to reduce the number of‘variables from
thirty-six (36) to a morc meaningful six (6).35 The six factors
are titled: <Cultural Affluence, Technological Specialization,
Size, Age, Transfer Emphasis, and Business Orientation. The
community college factors are not congruent with factors from
four ycar colleges and universities.

Having established a simple set of items for assessing
community college envircnments, Richards, Rand and Rand in
another stuﬂysé sought to examine if different historical
traditions, social environments, and cconomic nceds could
conccivably have produced various patterns in two-year colleges
from one geographic region to another. IF different patterns
were found to exist, it was hypothesized, then not only could
comnunity colleges be considered socially adaptive institutions,
but gseful information might be provided aboutl alternatives for

37

the orderly development of community colleges.

351bid., p. 24.

36James M. Richards, Lorraine Rand and lLeonard Rand,
Regional Differences in Junior Collvacs (Iowa City, Iowa:

Anerican Collcze Testing Program, lUbSb), p. 17.
37

ibid., p. 1.
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Regional factors werc found in all six factors, thus
reinforcing the diversity of patterns of higher education,
including comaunity colleges, across the country.38

In an attempt to detcrmine if certain kinds of students
were likely to go to certain kinds of community colleges,
Richards and Braskamp related institutional factor scores to
various student characteristics.39 Environnmental factors and
student characteristic scores co-varied in interesting and
meaningful ways. The results supported the notion that to some
extent a "matching® of students and college cliaracteristics
occurs.,

41

Utilizing Pace's CUES, Gelso and Sims sought to
determine if there were any differences in the perceptions of a
residential, community college cnvironment among (a) students

who live at home {comnuters), (b} student:s vwho reside in college

381bid., p. 16.

39 James M, Richards, Larry &. Draskamp, Yho Gocs Whcre
to Junior College (Iowa City, Iowa: Amcricen Colleje Testing
Program, July, 19¢67), p. 28.

493p1d., p. 27.

AIChavlcs Gelso and David Sias, "lPcrceptions of a Junior
Coilerre Environment, " The Journal _of Collere Student Pessonnel, ¢
{January, 186G}, 40-43.

- son
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!

dormitoéics (residents); and faculty memberﬁ. The results
of this investigation indicoete that a person's location and
position in a community college significantly affect some of
his perceptions of the characteristics of that institution.
They ;oncludc by stating: "Reccent research in this area has
of fered much evidence that different campus groups cannot bc

dealt with as if they were a homogeneous bo-:iy."42

Benjamin Gold43

also using the CUES investigatced

student perceptions of the Los Angeles City College environment,
Gold concluded that the students characteriied their collcge as
one where instructors are competent and businesslike, although
sometimes difficult to approach, and.whcrc ;onsidcrablc learning
taltes place oulside the regular classroom p;ogram.

A study conducted by Wilson and Dol]av44

sought to
deteranine whether there were differences in perceptions of

community collezec cuvironments among (a) administrators,

421pid., p. 43.

43Benjamin K. Gold, "The Junior Collegc Environuent:
Student and Faculty Perceptions of !os Angeles City Collerye,?
Rescarch Study 63-2 (Los Angeles: Los Angeles City Collcic,

1968), 17 29-

44Ronald Wilson and Rebert Dollar, MStudents, Tcachers,
and Administrators Perceptions of the Junior Ceollege
Environment," fthe Journal of Callese Student Personncl, 11
(May, 1970), 213-2106.

{
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(b) faculty teaching transfer courscs, (c) faculty teaching
vocationai-technical coursez, (d) studcents majoring in transfer
programs, and (c) students majoring in vocational-technical
courscs. Results reinforce the .need to recognize that
significant differences exist among groups in their perception
of a single college environment, and that gencralizing findings
from onc campus to another is misleading and without substance.
Of particular significance was the finding that vocational-
technical students and transfer students were quite similar in
their perceptlions of thce college environment.45 It is also of
interest to note that the Community Scale was ranked lowest

by all groups exccpl administrators, who ranked it next to
lowcst. As Wilson and Dollar note, "Onec of the strongest
sclling points of the community college ilas been the community
scale; i.c., small classes, individual attention, availability
of faculty, and, in genecral, a friendly, group-oricnted

46

campus Scrious questions are raiscd by such a finding.

451pid., p. 216-217,

401hid., p. 216.
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. Using former community college students along with a
group of students with no community college expericnce, Grecr47
conducted an inquiry to compare perceptions of the community
college environmcnt. Ten facets of the environment were
measured on bi-ponlar adjectival scales. Differences in
perceptions by the two groups were evident on five of the
scales, Of greater importance, however, was the finding that
former two-ycar students showed great variance in their
perception. This, the author cbserves, was probably due to
differences améng the thirteen colleges on which the respondents
werc rcporting.,

At Hutchinson Community Junier Colleze in Hutchinson,
Kansas, Stvingcr48 utilizing the ISS-survcy form sought to
deteruine if perceptual differcnces existed among students of

various levels of academic status and progrcess. He found that

47Thomas Greer, "Perceived Characteristics of Junior
Collceges, " Peaboedy Journul of Education, 44 (1966), 3.

48Jamcs Stringer, "Identification and Analysis of
Educational Status and Progress of Five Hundred Sophouore
Students at Hutchinson Community Juniotr Collere, ™ paper
prescnted to the Institute {or Student Personnel VWorlkers (Bast
Lanséng, Michigan: Dlichigan State University, May, 106¢)
p. 46, .
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students who were academically dismissed, as a group, werc niore
critical than other groups of (1) the quality of instruction

49

and (2) the rules and regulations of the college.

Summnary

The information contained in Chapter II has been
relevant and germane to the arca of environmental studies and
to the prcesent reszarch being presented. The scction titles:
(1) Methods and ieasurcs; (2) Gennral Findings; and (3) Kesults
of Community College Studics comprise the majer arcas which
were rcvicwed.

A revicew of the various instrurents heing utilized t¢
measuve colleze cnvironmcqts and the gssumptions these instrumenty
rested upon was presentced. Tt was observed that no one
nethodology was innately superior Lo another and that the
choice of questions to which methods are addresscd was crucial.
The reclevant rgeneral findings with respect to students!
perceplion of the environinent were revieved. Comprchensive
reviews of the literaturce were cited and it was concluded that
comnmon classifications of institutions, such as liberal arts
collcg;s, univessities, cte,, mask a great deal of diversity.

—— e e e 4 e

10id., p. 38.
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In revicwing commuisivy collesze rescarch studies it
is evident chat characteristiés differ considerably from
region to region. There was evidence that within regions
two-yecar coileges likcwise diffeyed cousiderably., Finally,
it secems that different groups on the same campus perccive the
college environment in different and significant ways.

! The findings here provide definite direction to the
subscequent chapters by focusing the attention of this study
on a single commvnity college. The literature contains very
little conccerning the rclatiouship of multiple groups!
environmental percepticons to various mcasures of ecducational

SUCCCSS.,
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CHAPTER III

Pesign Of The Study
Introduction

The basic methodology used in this research study will
be discusscd in this chapter. More specifically, this chapter
will include sections on the sample sclection: procedures
involved in da’a collection; the develepnent, reliability, and
validity of the instrument; hypotheses to be tested; and

statistical trcatment of the data.

Selection CGf Sample

The sample groups selected for this study were students
who had cnrolled at Wright College as full-time, beginninyg fresh-
men in the Fall sciuester of 1969, A full-time student is defired

as onc who has rogistercd for 9 or nore scmester hour credits., A

- 30~
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beginning freshman is defined as onc who has no previous college
experiencé. In the Fall of 1669, 1,201 full-time,.beginning
freshmen entered VWright College. Of this group 553 werc
identified as vocational-tecinically oriented, 209 enrolled in
the general studies program, and 439 indicated prefcrence for

the college transfer program. In selecting the stratificd random
sample, a table of random numbers was uscd. A list of the nancs
of the full-time beginning students in each of the three prograns
was obtaincd; conscculive numbers were listed next to the

student namcs on each roster (1-553, 1-439, and 1~-209¢), and
finally onc hundrecd student names were randonlv sclected from
cach roster.

The rationale for sclecting ful]-time; beginning
freshmen wvas: As full-time enrollecs the students will have
been on campus for an centirc ycar and thus been part of the
environment long enough to form judgmuents régarding the college,
Also, as beginning freshmen all students yill have had no
previous collcege exposurce and will have started college at the
samc {intc,

Because the collese environment is described in this
study by asking students to repor{ on their perceptions, it was

ncecessary to select samples large encush so that wusual individual
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perceptions did not exert unduc influcnce on the results. In a

monograph by Linn, Davis and Cross entitled A Guide to Research

Design, samples of between 50 and 100 are recommended,

Data Collecction

In order to maximize the response rate scveral
stratezies were cmployed in collecting the data. Student
packets containing (a) a personalized cover letter with a
specially preparcd instruc -ion shect,2 (b) the survey booklet

3

and answer shect,” and (c) a postage-paid rcturn cnvelope were
preparcd, Information concerning students! home addresscs,
telephone numbers, and class schedules was made available by the
Wright College Office of Rescarch and Evaluation. All packets

were either distributed in class4 or mailed during the week of

May 4 - May 11, 1970,

1Rohcrt Linn, Junius Davis, and Patricia Cross, A Guide
to Rescatrch Desiong Inr{LLuL10n°1 Rescarch Proaran for HlSﬂEE
Lducatlon (Pr;nccton. Education lcsLlnn burv1CL, 1905),
PD. 21-22

2Sec Appendix C:  Letter to Students with Instructions.

BScc Appendix A: Suvcvey of REducational Status and
Progress:  Student. Form, Reforred to thouvhout “as the 1SS
questioumaire,

4Scc Appendix D: Memo to Faculty
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Two wecks later ncarly 50 percent of the students had
responded. At this time (May 25 to May Zé) all non-recspondents
verce called on the telephone. The telephone calls scrved to
zlarify the purposc of the questionnaire; to aﬁswcr questions as
Lo how irdividual students werc sclected, and to express
appreciation for cooperation. By June 10, the response rate had
risén to 88 percent. At that time a sccond follow-up lettcrs was
sent to the non-responding students. Final responsc rates were:
Iransfer Group, ci hty-rinc (8%) percent; Vocational-Technical
iroup, ninety (90) percent; General Studies Group, nincty-thrcece
(93) percent., The total overall responsc rate wvas nincty‘and
six-tentis {60.6) percent,

During the third week of June ofticiai cuinulative grade
point averages wc;c collec ted and recorded, Also, final
acadenic statué was determined in terims of persistence and non-
persistence and recorded. Data collection Qas complete by
June 2§ and all results were sent to lowa City, Iowa, where the
data werc processed by the ACT Computer Center. In processing the
data, it was arranged to have ACT access their Ft&dvnt Data Bank
to obtein previously collected data which were uscful for this
investigation.

5Scc Appendix 53 Follow-up Lettler to Studeats
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Ingstrumentation

The instrument usecd in this study is the experimental
version of the Institutional Sclf Study, College Student Form
(sce Appcndix A), developed by Drs. Donald Hoyt and Oscar Lenning
As described by Lenning, the ISS consists of stundard questions
about student goals and educational experiences. Likewise
student cvaluations concerning faculty, classroom atmosphere,
institutionul policies, facilities and student services arc
assesscd.6 The questionnaire is divided into the following
sections:

1. Goals and aspirations
2. Svaluation of collese policies, practicés and
facilitics
3. Evaluation of college student personnel
scrvices '
. Progress toward various cducational outcomcs
Evaluation of collecge instructors

. Out of class intecllectual activities

NN A

Out of class non-acadenic accomplishuents
In consultation with Dr., James !laxie, Dircctor of

Research Services at ACT, Dr. Henry Moughaaian, Coordinutor of

_UOscav Te Lenninwg, The Institotional Self-Study Service
Manual (Tova City: Ao 1cx‘1cnn “Collcge Testing Pro OIran, ll/U),
pris 9-10,
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Instructional Scrvices at the City Colleges of Chicago, and
Dr. Ralph Smith, Dircctor of Ré&search and Evaluation at Wright
Collecge, it was decided to utilize only scctions on~ thr.ugh five
of the ISS quecstionnaire. The sections concerning out of class
activities were judged inappropriate for the students of this
urban community collegec,

The ISS survey questionnaire, College Student Form, is
a straightforward sclf-report instrument. ‘The amended ISS
questionnaire as uscd in this study recquired about twenty (20)

minutes to complete. The experimental version of the ISS

questionnaire, Survey of RBducational Status and Prosress, was
utilized because it was appropriate to the method of data ccllec-
tion strategics employcd. The items in the experimental version
arc as they appcar in the marketed version,

The development of the initial ISS survey instrument
grew out of several yecars of work by Donald P. Hoyt. The

experimental version was centitled the Survey of Educational Status

and Premress,  The instruwment became operational in the spring

of 1969 as the Institutional Sclf-Study Survey and was in the

form of a scorable booklet. The present version of the ISS

questionnaire is a recusable boolklet, and students mark their
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PeSpOASuS on a scparate answar shcet, All items in ﬁhe new
edition werc transmitted from the previous cdition, with minor
clarifications and vocabulary updating, Thus, thc¢ national
norms developed during 1668 are still applicnble.7

A number of the ISS questionnaire items have their,
roots in rescarch conducted over the yecars by ACT staff members,
while othesrs arce based upon university conducted resecarch.
Recognized expertise, rather than research, was used in
developing items for two sections and cach section was complected
only after a thorough review of the literature pertinent to that
area and consultation with cxpert practitioners in the ficld, A
summary description of the items used in this study and their
deveclopment is presented in Appendix B,
Yalidity

For most of the items the validity rests primarily on
rclevant resecarch and consultation with cxﬁcvts in the field.
Another cviderce of content validity rests in the items
themselves, They arc cssentially straightforward statements,

witli no atteupt to develop subtle sealcs.9

e et i & e e e i

Appendin B: Swanmary description of amended ISS survey,

glAwnlinq, 158 Manual, p. 56,
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Student ratings, and cspecially s?udcnt sclf-~ratings,
are often criticized for a varicty of rea&ons. However, a
number of research studies give strong cvidence for the validity
of self-report information. Walsh10 found that students seldom
distort self reports, even when incentives to do so are
introduced, Davidson!! found that self-rcported high school
grades corresponded to actual grades recorded on official
transcripts, A reanalysis of Davidson's data demonstrated
correclations ranging from ,91 to .93.12

In most scctions of the ISS questionnaire only the
student could be expected to give a competent answer, Questions
about the students! plans, goeals and aspirations, sclf-perccived
progrcss in rcaching various objectives, and assessment of the
various aspects of the cellege cnvironment require the stwlents!
oWn responscs,
Reliability

In establishing reliability data for the ISS

qucstionnairc, Hoyt and Lenning rcport reliability cestimates

1OWi11inm B. Walsh, "Validity of Self Recport," Jourpal
of Counscling psveholoey, 14 (1667), 18-23.

11Oluf M. Davidson, "Survey »f Reliability of Student
Sclf Report High School Grades" (lowa Citiy: American Collese
Testing Pracran, 1904).

12} cnning, ISS Mamtal, pp. 56-57.
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based upon the total weighted sample of sophomores and scniors
used for developing ISS national norms. Kuder-Richardson
formula 20 and Kuder-Richardson formula 21 reliability
coefficients for the various ISS scales far cxceeded the minimum

. 13

acceptable valuec of .40.

Hypotheses Tested

The hypotheses tested in this study will be stated in
null form. The direction of the testing was to reject the null
hyoyotheses at the established level of significance, which
was 0,085,

Hypothesis I.-~There is no significant difference in
the perception »f the valuc of student services when
comparing students by acadcemic progranmns,

Hypothesis II.~~Therce is no significant difference
in pcrception of the cffectiveness of classroom
instructors when students are conparcd by academic
prograat.

Hypothesis TIl.~-There is no significant differcnce
in the pcrception of the approbriatcncss of selected

college policies, practices and facilitics when

students arc comparcd by acadenic prograu,

B3ibide, p. 59.
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Hypothesis IV,~~There is no significant relationship
between student success and student perception of
student services, instructors and college policies,

practices and programs,
A studentil!s success is measured-by the following
Factors: (1) cumulative grade pecint average, (b) persistence vs,.
non-persistence, and (c¢) sclf-cvaluation of progress toward

specific educational objecctives,

StatisticaL»Treatmcnt Of Data

To test the differcnce between means of the groups
which were coaparcd the t-test was utilized, The null hypothesis
lis that the two populations from which thc samples wverc drawn
Pave the sanmec mecans (HO: Ml = Mz). In other words, the ncan
of onc sample is equal to the mean of another sample. Stated
in null hypothesis terns, there is no differcnce befiween the
neans of the two samples (groups).

The 0.05 level of confidence was uscd in determining

14

the significance of the t-ratio. Piflfercnces which were

significant at the 0.01 level arc speccifically noted.

-ldscc Appendix [ for formula,
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Analysis of the interrclations of the variables under
study was made utilizing Pcarson's product moment corrclation
coefficientﬁls Product momenrt corrclation cocfficicents arc
utilized because a linear relationship cxists between the
variables in question. Statistical treatment of the data
obtaincd was processed by computer ut the Research Center of. the

| . .
American College Testing Program.

15Sce Appendix G for formula.
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CHAPICR IV

Prescntation And Analysis Of The Data

Introduction

The primary objcctive of this investigation was to
study student ratings of various factors of the Wright College
canpus cnvironment, and to compare variocus subgroups of the
stuuent population. Furthceruore, it was decided to analyzc the
results to seec if any relationship existed between student
perception of the institutioncal cnvirohmcnh and various nmcasurcs
of success, As indicated in Chapter IIXI, ninety (G0) lechnical-
Vocational students, eighty-ninc (8%) College Transfer students,
and ninety-thrce (,;3) General Studics students responded to the
quustionnaire.

This chapter will first present descriptive data in order
to give the rcader a profilc of the three student subgroups which
cempr.sc this study. The sccond part of this chapter will focus

ipon «data dircetly rclevant to the hypotheses stated in Chapter TIL

-41-
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Descriptive Profile

Table 1 lists the total number of full-time beginning
freshmen at Wright College in the Fall of 1969, as well as the
number of the original sample and the numnber of students who
responded with valid information and thus were included in the
analysis. It is noted that eighty-cight (88) of the ninecty (60)
questionnaires rcturned by students in the Vocational-fechnical
program were usable for rescarch purposes. Ail eighty-nine (8¢)
of the College Transfer group responses were usable, and

ninety-two (€2) of thc ninety-thrce (83} General Studies

studenis! responsces were valid for rescarch purposes,

Table 1

Full-tire Beginning Freshmen at
Wright College, Fall, 106¢

T B Original Sample  final
— Student Prosranm Group Group Sample
Vocational-Technical Program 5§53 100 88
Transfer Progran 439 100 8¢
General Stuciies Projram 209 100 92
TOTAL 1201 300 269

The high response rate is apparent by obscrving the
nuabers included in the final sample. The overall responsc ratc

of nearly nincty (¢0} percent is most satisfactory. It is noted

WS B 4 NPl ey o)
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that the following tables of information will include only thosc
students who comprised the final sample. In presenting the

following tables, the N of each group will remain constant; i.r.,

Vocational-Technical eighty-cight (88), College Transfer cichty-

ninc (89), and Gencral Studics ninety-two (92), unless otherwvise

noted.
' Table 2 gives a distribution of ACT compositc scores by
p--~gram with national normative figures. The ACT compositle

score is made up of four subtcst scores: Englisn, Mathematics,

Social Science, and XNatural Science.

Table 2

Distribution of Coslposite ACT Scorcs
(Percentages)

Standard ~ Vocational  Collerc  General  hat. 2-Year

Score Technical Transfer Studies __ Cell. Sample
26-36 0.0 2.3 0.0 5.0
21-2§ 7.3 30.2 0.0 24.0
16-20 45.6 58.2 19.5 38.0
11-1§ 39.8 9.4 64.4 26.0
1-10 7.3 0.0 16.0 7.0
Mecan 15.7 19.7 13.1 17.6
S.D. 3.2 3.0 2.8 4.9

N 68 86 87 140, 314}

lAmcrican Collere resting Program, EBastern Rezional
Of{ice, "National Couwnunity College Class Profile, Fall, 196¢,"
pp. 1-28. (iimeographed.)
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The students in the Transfer program have the highest
mean score (19.7), followed by students in the Vocational-
Technical (15.7), and General Studies (13.1) programs. The
General Studices group, with the lowest mean ACT score, is in a
prograﬁ which is tailored to their needs and which attempts to
aid them in acquiring the academic skills they nced to perform
satisfactorily in college level courses. The College Transfer
group, with the highest mean score, is in a program which is
tailorcd to scnior college progiams,

Tablc 3 presents a distribution of the vocational choices
of the thrce groups as well as norms for public 2-ycar collcges.

In the Vocational-chﬁnical group necarly twenty-four
percent (245) of the students chosc the Business, Political and

Persuasive ficlds, and eleven percent (117) chose Engincering,

|
In the Transfer group ncarly twanty-six percent (26%) preferrcd

the Educational ficlds end nearly seventcen per ecent (175
Business, Political and Pecrsuasive fields. In thc General Studic
group scventecn percent (17%) chose Art and lHumanitics and scven-
tecen perecent (1735) chose the Business, Political and Persuasive
ficlds., Thus, whilc cach group chose a different vocational fiel
first, cach ranked the DBusiness, Political and Persuasive ficlds
as the sccond hishest vocational field. Also of interest must be

the large percentaze of undecided students in cach group.
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Table 3

Distribution of Vocational Choices
(Percentages)

—per e AT, s,
S S Ly e3

Vocational Voc;fional~ Colleze Gencral National
Choices Technical Transfer Studies N=140,000
Educational Fields 7.9 25.8 8.7 13.5
So?ial Science and Religion 1.1 : 3.4 4.3 5.5
Business, Political and )
Persuasive Ficlds 23.9 16.9 17.5 16,8
Scientific Fields 1.1 2.2 2,3 2,2
Agriculture Fields 0 2,2 1.2 3.0
Health Ficlds 6.8 5.6 8.7 7.8
Art and Humanities 4.6 3.4 16,8 5.7
Engincering 11.4 5.6 7.6 5.7
Trade, Industrial and .
Technical 6.8 1.1 0 5.3
Housewife 3.4 2,2 1.2 1.1
Other 10.2 6.8 2.3 8.9

Undecided 22.7 24.7 26,3 24 4

Tablce 4 shows the distribution of student vocational rolc
prcfercence.  The vocational role focuses upon the type of work an
individual may wish to engage in, as opposcd to the ficld of work

——a

or vocational choicc as depicted in Table 3.
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Table 4
Vocational Role Preference
(Percentages)
~  Vocational Vocational~ College Gencraf~Nation£iﬁ
Role ___ Technical Transfer Studics N=140,000
Researcher or Investigator 8.4 4.7 4.8 6.4
Teacher or Therapist 6.0 28.2 15.5 18.8
Administrator or .
Supervisor 13.3 7.1 17.9 .0
Promotcer or Salcsman 8.4 2.4 7.1 4.7
Practitioner or Producer 14.5 : 9.4 11.9 “17.4
None of the above 18.1 10.6 19.0 1.1
Two or morc roles - 7.2 7.1 6.0 2.7
Don't know; undecided 24.1 " 30.6 17.9 21.3

Of intcrest here is the large number of Transfer
students, twenly-cight percent (28%), who prefer "teacher or
therapist" roles. The Vocational-Techuical and General Studies
students! preferences scem to Le relatively evenly distributed.
Agzain we call attention to the large percentage of undecided
rcsponscs,

Table § prescents a distribution of the degrees sought
by the .threce groups. Of special interest in this table is the

percent of General Studies students who aspire for a professionanl

W —— =5 g~ b AT o) ¢ S R YR A VIS N VAR I UYL L MY MO AT S S Bl e e W o

ERIC 54

IToxt Provided by ERI



-47 -

degrece beyond the Bachelor level. Whereas over twenty-eight
percent (28%) of the General Studies group have such aspirations,
only seventecen percent (17%) of the Vocational-Technical group

aspire to iaster degrce level or beyond.
Table §

Level of Educational Aspiration
(Percentages)

Vocational- College General

Educational Technical Transfer Studies National
Level Goal N=88 N=8§0 N=8¢ X=140,000
Vocational or Tecchnical
(less than 2 ycars) 4.5 1.1 5.4 3.1
2~-ycar college degree 26,5 10.1 14.1 22.6
Bacheclor!s or Equivaicent 44.3 . 5t.7 41.3 43.6
Maﬁtcx‘s (MJA., MBA) 12.5 25.8 18.5 17.6
Ph.D. or Ed.D. 0.0 1.1 3.3 3.4
M.D, or D.D.S. 2.3 3.4 4.3 1.6
Bachelor of Laws (L.L.B.) 2.3 2.2 2.2 1.6
Bachelor of Divinity 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3
Other 4.5 4.5 10.9 5.6

Table 6 reports student reactions to four '"college goal®
scores, Using a four point scalc, students indicated the degrec

of importanzc they attachied to twelve (12) cducational goals.
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These twelve educational goal scores cluster intc four college

goal scores. Each student rcceives a score for nis total rating

of four types of goals.

Table 6

Importance of Four Typecs of College Goals
{Mcan Score)

e ot e s Bt ot

T TEducational : Voéhtional-habllegc General National

Goal Technicanl _ Transfer Studics N=8,5290

i M 5.85% 6,07 6,12 6.13
Acadciiic SD 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.6

, . M 6.68 6.65 7.13 6.77
Vocational SD 1.3 1.5 1.3 1.8

C . M 4.83 4.69 5.01 5.03
social SD 1.6 1.8 1.7 1.9
Non- M §5.22 5.10 5.590 5.18
Conventional Sbh 1.9 1.7 1.8 2.0

FInterpretation: Essential
Important

r g Desirable = 2, 3, or 4
y 6, or 7 Not Important = 0 or 1

no
w1 o
o]

The academic goals reflect such cultural desires as
increasing the ability to thinl;, intellcctual interests, and
appreciation of aré, music and literature. The vocational goals
were concerned with discovering one's vocational interest and

obtainins the spcciflic skills or academic requircements necded

in a profcssion or job. Soncial goals included items dealing
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with iﬁproved skills in interpersonal relationships, lcadership,

and social capacity. The Nonconventional goals concerncd

independence and sclf-reliance, political or social justice, and
the identification of causes to which one can become dedicated,
These goals were derived from Trow's typology of college student
subcultures (sce Appendix B, pp. 107-116),

are viewed as the most important of the college goals by all

threce student groups. The acade goals are ranked sccond by

emic
eacli group, followecd by nonconventional goals and social goals,
This pattern is similar to the two-ycar college norm group. Of
particular interest is that the General Studices students rate
each of the four goals as more important than do either of the
other groups, As such, it is interesting that the College
Transfer students do not rate academic moals as (! c most
important.

Yocational goal étntcmcnts refer to discovering
vocational intercsts, attaining vocationally related shkills, and
meeting jobh requirenents, Hoyt and Munday point out that

students who score high in this area will probably respond nmnst

favorahly to practical-applicd approeaches to academic worl,

ZDonald P. lovt and Leo A. Minday, Your Collesa Freshman

(Iowa City, Iowa: Amcriecan Collerne Testinst Proziam, llOG)
pPe 21-22,

o7
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Table 7 contains a distribution of cumulative gradc point
averases carncd after onc academic ycar, Fifty-two percent {527
of the General Studies group, forty-six percent (463) of the
Vecational-Technical group, and thirty-four percent {34%) of the

College Truansfer group carned gradec point averages of less than

2,00,
Table 7 .
DisCribution of Cumnlative Grade Point Average
(Percentage) :

ifﬁﬁﬁuﬁgﬁfi:::;:5§§ffﬁiﬁﬁ. ~f%;llcge Gcneraf:t:

—Averame  Technical _ Transfer Studies
3.80-1.00 - - -
3.50-3.7¢ 2.3 3.4 -
3.20-3,4¢ - 3.4 1.1
2.90-3,1¢ §.7 9.0 4.3
2.60~2,89 6.8 13.§ 12.0
2,30-2,5¢C 13.6 21.3 9.8
2.00-2,2¢ 25.0 15.7 20.7
1,70-1,¢9 23.9 12.4 13.0
1.40-1,6¢9 2.5 9.0 9.8
Below 1,40 10.2 12.4 29.3

——— — e 1
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Table 8 contains informatioan regarding studeit
persistence, Persistcncce is defined as having remaire=d in
school for the entire academic yecar, As demonstrated in
Table 8, students in thc Vocational-Technical program had the
highest persistence rate and students in the General Studies

program, the lowest.,
]

Table 8
Distribution of Persistence
(Perccntages)
T T T T T T Tocationa. “College Genoral
Persistence  Technical __ _Tvansfer  Studics |
Completed
Academic Year 94.3 87.6 80,4
bid not
Complete Ycar 5.8 12.4 19.6

e L o r ey

O A Lt . e e e g . . e g s

Table ¢ contains the average sclf-ratings of progress
towvard spcceific educational goals., The items relating to this
table were sugnested in rcescarch by Pace and Baird (sce Apbcndix
B, pps 107-116). The assumption is that one can lecarn
valuable things about a student!s development simply by asking
him to cvaluate it, The student is asked to indicate the desrece

to which he fcels he has made substantial progress (3), some
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progress (2), or not much progress (1). The higher the score,
then, thec morc progress an individual feels he has made. The
twelve educational goals arce clustered into six "college goals".

The number of items which comprise each coliege goal is

indicatcd,
Tablc 9
Average Sclf-Ratings of Educational Progress
‘=€§fﬁ§;f:‘~ Vocational College dbgcral Nationalwﬁ;?tgfn
Goal e Technical Transfer Studies N=5,464 Ttems
Intellectual- M 5.63 6.50 5.78 6.44 3
Humanistic SD 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.5
Group M 3.94 4.25 4.19 4.28 2
Welfarc Sb 0.9 0.6 1.0 1.0
Scicntific- M 6.39 6.80 5.97 6.86 3
Independent SD 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.4
Practical- M 4.20 3.57 3.54 4.33 2
Status SDh 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1
Pcrsonal- M 2.32 2.3t 2.41 2.45 1
Deve.opment SD 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
Comuunication M 2,20 2.32 2,15 2,30 1
Skill SD 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.7

—— - a—— —

The Colleze Transfer students indicated the grcatest
degree of cducational progress in four of the six goals. As

demonstrated in Table ¢, the College Transfer group's mcan score
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was thc highest, thus indicating a rating of grcatcer progress,
on the Intcllcctual-Humanistic scale, the Group Welfarc scale,
the Scicntific-Independent scale, and the Comaunication scale.
The Yocational-Technical students! self-rating on the Practical~
Status scale (4.20) indicated the greatest progress on that
scale, whereas the General Studies group indicated thie greatest
degrec of progress on the Personal-Development scale.

In vicwing the thrce groups we see that the College
Transfcr group achicved highest on the academic achicvenent
scale (ACT = 1¢.7) and also, after onc ycar, that over siuty-six
percent (06653) of the group acliicved a grade point averase of 2.00
or higher, This sane group-ratcd themselves as having achicved
greater cdicational progress than the other two groups on four
of six scales: Intcllectual-flumanistic, Group Welfare,
Scicntific-Independent, and Communication Skills, Over thirty
threc-percent (33%) plannced to pursuc a ma;tcr's degrec or
higher and vocational goals werce viewed as the most important
college goal. Acadcmic and non-conventional goals were rated
as important whilc social goals were scen as desirable. The
tecaclier or therapist vocational role was preferred by over
twenty-cight percent (28%) of the College Transfer group and over

twenty-Cive percent (257%) planncd on entering the cducational

- B e ol
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field. A large percent were unsurce of cither their vocational
ficld (24%) or their vocational role preference (30.6%).
The General Studies group had the lowest composite ACT

score (13.1) and had the lowest .percent (47.9%) to achieve a
grade point average of 2.00 or higher., Although this group had
the lowest academic achievement scores and the lowest persistence
rate (80%), they viewed themsclves as making more progress on
the Personal Dcvelopment scale than did the Vocational=Tcchnical
group or the College Transfer group. Likewise, the General
Studies group rated cach of four educational goals (Table 6) as
morc important than did cither of the athcr groups. The
cducational aspiration of students in the General Studics progran
is relatively high. Over twenty-eight perceat (28%) aspirc to a
degree beyond the Bacheloi''s level. The vocational role
prefercences of this group focuscd around Administrator or
Supervisor (18) and Tcacher or Therapist k16%), with a
significant number being undecided (18%)., XNearly thirty percent
(30%) said they were unsure of the vocational ficld they
eventually wished to enter, whercas cighteen percent (18%)
visualized the Busincess, Political, Persuasive fields, and
another scventeen percent (17%) visualized Arts and Humanities.

" The Vocational-Technical group is distinsguished by

having the highest persistence ratc, over ninety-four percent
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(94.3%). An ACT conposite scorc of 15.7 falls between the other
two groups and ncar the thirty-fifth percentile nationally.

Over fifty-threc percent (535) achicved a grade point average

of 2.00 or higher. This group rated themselves higher than the
Transfer group and thc General Studies group in attaining
educational pirogress on the Practical-Status scale. They rated
themseclves lower than the other two groups on the Intellectual-~
Humanistic Group Welfarc and Scientific~Independent scales.
Acadeniic, Vocational, and Non~Conventional goals were considercd
important, whercas Social goals were viewed as desirable.

Nearly twenty-four opercent (23.9$) indicated vocatiénal choices
in the Businecss, Political,.and Persuasive ficlds, and ncarly
fiftcen percent (14.53) chose Practitioner or Producer as their
vocational role prefcrence. High "undecided" rates characterized
both the vocational field 2nd vocational role choices.

Having drawn a profilec of each groﬁp in terms of the
academic achievements, vocational prefercnces, cducational
aspirations, cducational goal prefercences, and success indicators
as mcasurecd by cumulative grade point average, persistence, agd
sclf rating of educational progress, let us turn our focus upon

the student groups! evaluation of the college enviroument.
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Precsentation Of Results

In comparing the thrce groups on the basis of their
perceptions of the environriental characteristics of the
institution, thec data will be prescnted in the order of the
statcd hypotheses:

I There is no significant difference in the

perception of the value of student services

when comparing students by academic programs,

II Therc is no significant differcnce in the
perception of the cffecctivencss of classroom
instruction wiien studeats arce compared by

academic programs,

III There is no significant difference in the
perception of the appropriateness of selected
collcgé policies, practices and facilities
when students arce conpared by academic prograns,

IV There is no significant relationship between
student success and student perception of
student scrvices, instructors, and college

policics, practices, and prograns.

Svaluation of Student Scrvices

Table 10 shows the comparison of group cvaluation of

various student secrvices,
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Table 10

Evaluation of Student Personncl Services
(Percentagcs)

————— e e

. — A S . e RATS E  PER A v £

- et et e

Vocational Collegc General
_Scrvice Rating Technical Transfer _Studics
Very valuable 23.9 13.5 37.0
Faculty Worthwhile 45.5 41.6 44.6
Advising Little benefit 23.9 36.0 17.4
! Never uscd 6.8 9.0 1.1
Very valuable 28.4 10.1 38.0
13 e Vorthwhile 35.2 29.2 39.1
Counscling Little benefit 25.0 43.8 20.7
Never used 11.4 16.9 2.2
Very valuable 8.0 3.4 9.8
Financial Worthwhile 9.1 7.9 8.7
Aids Little benelit 4.5 4.5 12.0
Never used 78.4 84.3 66.6
Very valuable 4.5 1.1 4.3
Extracurricular ‘Yorthwhile 11.4 11.2 25.3
Advising Little bencfit 19.3 15.7 1.6
Never used 64.8 71.9 47 .8
Very valuable 9.1 9.0 18.5
. . Worthwhile 26,1 21.3 27.2
Oricntation Little benefit 34.1 43.8 33.7
Never usecd 30.7 25.8 20.7
Very valuable 4.5 0.0 4.3
_ Worthvhile 6.8 i.1 10.9
Health Little benefit 5.7 6.7 6.5
Never uscd 83.0 02,1 78.3
Very valuable 15.9 2.2 26.1
Y Worthwhile 15.9 6.0 29.3
Remedial Little benefit 11.4 9.0 16.6
Never uscd §56.8 76¢.8 25.0
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The General Studies group rated the Faculty Advising,
Counscling, and Orientation scrvices as more valuable than
either the College Transfer group or the Vocational-Technical
group. The College Transfer group found all threc services
the léasc valuéble. The Faculty Advising service was rated the
most valuable secrvice by all threc groups. A majority of the
students in the Vocational-~Technical group and in the General
Studies group who used the Counseling service found it worthwhile
or valuable. Ilowever, a majority of the Collcge Transfer
students who used the service found it of little benefit. The
Remedial service was evaluated favorably by the General Studics
students, whercas a majorit; of the other two groups did nof
usc the service. The Finaucial Aids wervice was utilized by
only a small percentage of students. lhis is also 'rue .or the
Health service., It is interesting to note that the Extracarricula
Advising service was utilized by over fifty percent (50%5) of the
General Studics group, whercas only thi;ty-fivc percent (35%) of
the Vocational-Techuical group and twenty-cight percent (283) of
the College Transfer group utilized this scrvicoe,

To test the null hypothesis, thup the thi ¢ groups did

not cvaluate these services in significantly different ways, the
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t-test of the difference between two means was used. Only thosc
services which at lcast sixty percent (60%) of cach group
utilized and thus evaluatecd werc subjected to analysis.

Table 11 prescnts the t-ratios between groups for the
Faculty Advising Scrvice, the Counscling Service, and the

Orientation Service.

Table 11 )

t-Ratios for the Comparison of All Groups on
Sclected Student Personncl Services

s . = I

Faculty Advising Counscling Orientation

__ Groun Mé::ﬁgjstﬁz::gzio Mecan S,D. t-ratio Mean S.D. t-ratio_
Goiimn 17 0 zesr TEH GG st 10 o
bon.'Seas 2120 017 L8t DT L 110 pas
oot 3 87 dwsee BUEE baws 12D aaw

#Significant at the .05 level.,
#¥Significant at the .01 level,

— e — e - —— —

As can be scen by the information presented in Table 11,
significant diffcrences arce found betvcen students in the
Vocational-Technical program and students in the College Transfer

pro:stam in their rating of both the Ficulty Advising scrvices
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and the Counscling service, Statistically significent t-ratios
exist bLetween thae College Transfer students and students in

the General Studies program on each of the thrce student
services: Facultr Advising, Counseling, and Oricntation.,
Significant differenccs beyond the 0.05 level arce found on five
of the ninc group comparisons. Thus, therce exists sufficient
evidence to reject the null hypothesis at the 0.05 iCVCl of
confidence. In other words, emnirical evidence indicates that
significant. differcnces in the perception of the valué of
selected student scrvices does exist when comparing students by
acadcmic programs. Specifically, the College Transfer students
assess the Facully Advising‘scrvice and the Counsoling scrvice
significantly lower t¢han do either the General Studices students
or the Vocational-Technical students. The College Transfer
students also rate the College Oricntation progranm significantly
different (lower) than do students in the Guneral Studies
progran, |

Evaluation of Instructors

Table .2 prescnts student rcaction to classrocom instruce
tors., Fourtecn items have been clustered into three factor
arcast Class Conduct, Studcnt Involveient, and Teaching Style.

Students werce asked to respomdd to a stateuent in terms of whether
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it was true of (1) a majority of their instructors, (2) a
minority of their instructors, or (3) about half of their
instructors. Table 12 presents the percentage of students
responding to the first two options,

A significant number of students in each group fecl
that their instructors do not have an unusual facility for
communicating their knowledge to studz2nts. uencral Studies
studcnts are more critical of their iastructors than either the
Transfer group or the Vocational--Technical group in rating
instirnctors! ability to distinguish between major and minor
pointiss The College Transfer students rate their instructors
more positively than the other two groups in teris of relating
course material to contemporary problems. Students in cach of
the thrce groupé belicve that out of class assignments arc
recasonable and th ¢t only a snall minbrity of their teachers give
disorganized, superficial or imprecise trcatment®, to their
matesrial.

In analyzing the Student Invclvement factor we note cach
student group views a majority of their instructors as
encouraging student classroom participution. The statcaents
"Insuruclors don't scenn to care wvhether class matcerial is

undeirstood or not" and "Instructors scem 'out of touch! with
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Table 12
Student Assessment of Instructors
(Percentages)
‘ Vocational. College General
Factor Technical Transfer Studics _
! Mj* Mn | Mj Mn M3 Mn
CLASS COiDUCT
Unusual facility Communic,

Knowledgce 11 34%% 16 39 11 33
Disorganized, Supcrficial

Imprecise 6 75 0 83. 5 63
Assignmencs Reasonable 55 13 56 11 43 14
Insuf. Distinc. Between

Major & Minor Points 13 45 8 56 13 33
Relat:c Content to

Contemp. Problems 24 16 45 19 29 19

STUDENT IXVOLVEUENY
Encourazc Class FParticip. 81 7 76 5 67 7
Permit Student Voice in . '

Class Direction 16 38 10 53 23 29
Don't Carc if Material

Understood 5 76 8 75 10 63
Out of Touch with Student

Lifc 9 §0 7 67 13 54

ZZAGHING STYLE
Lecturcs Dry, Dull, .

Monotonous 8 51 7 53 16 35
Uneasy and Nervous 3 G0 0 98 8 75
Criticizc, Embarrass

Students 1 79 1 92 2 82
Entertaining Manner 19 37 15 a5 15 238
Deseribe Pers. Opinion

& Cxperience 28 17 32 27 35 16

#ij="iajority of my Instructors® ##(Pcracnts do not total 100 as

Mn="Minority of my Instructors TAbout half ny instructors”
responsc not rcflected in
Tablc 12.)
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student life" are characteristic of only a small minérity of
faculty. College Transfer students feel that a majority of
instructors do not permit students an important voice in
dctermining class objectives and procedures.

Whereas only eight percent (8%) of the Vocational-
Technical students and scven percent (7%) of the College Transfer
students felt that dry, dull and monotonous lactures were
descriptive of a majority of their teachers, sixteen percent (167
of the students in the Gencral Studies group felt this was
descriptive of a majority of their instructors. Results also
indicate that General Studics students found more instructors
to appear wucasy and nervoug than did either of (he other two
student groups. All groups indicate that few instructors
criticize or emburrass students in the classroon. Each group
reported that presenting matcrial in an entertaining manncr was
found to be characteristic of only a smallbnumbcv of instructors,
whercas giving personal opinions or describing personal experi-
ences was characteristic of a greater number of classroom
instructors,

To test the null hypothesis, that the threc groups did
not cvaluate their instructors in significantly diffcerent ways,

the t-test of the difference biectween two means was utilized,
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Lvaluative statcements were grouped into three factors: Cleass
Conduct, Student Involvement, and Teaching Style, and are
compared by student groups. Tablc 13 prescents t-ratios between

groups for the factors named abave.

Table 13

t-Ratios for the Comparison of All Groups
on Assessment of Instructors .

Class Conduct Stud. Involvement Tcaching Stvle

Mean S.D. t-ratio Mcan 8.D, t-ratio Mean &.D., t-ratio
Ciltel siainp A6 QS LE ret DT o
G SH T se GRS Le IR Le
SRR IR (T N G JE S

##8ignificant at the .01 level.

As dcmonstrated in Table 13, diffcrcnccs between group
mecans werc not statistically significant on the Tcaching Style
or Student Involvement factors. Likewise on the Class Conduct
factor the Vocational~Technical and College Transfer groups did
not differ significantly, nor did the Vocational-Technical and

General Stuwdics groups., However, the Collersc Transfer and the
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Gencral Studies g?oups did differ significantly on the Class
Conduct factor. Since on cight of the nine possible combinations
there existed no significant differences, we would not reject the
null hypcthesis. Rather we tend to accept the null hypothesis
that éignificant differences do not exist when couparing

students in differing programs with respect to their evaluation
of instructors. In accepting the null hypothesis, we note,
however, that the College Transfer students and the General
Studies students did differ significantly in their evaluation

of their instructors on the Class Conduct factor.

Evaluation of Scleccted Colleze
Policies, Practices and Facilities

Tablc 14 shows the comparative éroup cvaluation of
sclected colleze policies, practices and facilities. Students
werc aslked to respond in terms of agrecment, disagrecement, or
no opinion to statcments about specific policies, practices and
facilities. I. Table 14 the recsponse "partly agree and partly
disagree” is not reflected. Statcments are clustered into
thrge factor arcas: Academic Matters, Rules and Policies, and

Non~Acadenmic Facilities and Programs.
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Tablc 14
Student Reaction tu Selected Policies,
Practices and Facilities
(Percentages)
Vocational College General
Technical Transfer Studics
A D N A D N A D N
ACADEMIC HMATTERS
Labs. - Phy. Sci. OK 22 11 S§1 16 20 46 i9 9 53
Labs. - Bic, Sci. OK 13 11 60 26 16 33 24 10 41
Exams are Fair 40 14 1 40 11 2 33 20 2
Lébrary accessible 72 8 6 77 2 3 66 10 5
Teachers will assist 68 S S 65 3 2 §5 10 2
Program for gifted OK 35 S 47 35 4 40 32 § 40
RULES, POLICIES
Student Conduct ’
Rules OK 32 13 17 41 8 11 24 21 8
Controversial Speaker
Policy OK 40 7 38 43 2 37 37 15§ 20
Acad., Prob. & Dism.
Rules OK 40 10 14 52 11 6 43 10 1°¢
St. Particip. in )
g Policy Making OK 17 17 26 16 23 27 28 16 17
Discipl. Proc.,
Policices OK 37 7 28 42 6 27 35 11 32
NON-ACAD. FACIL. & PROG. ' )
Provisions for St,
Privacy OK 34 25 8 26 28 8 33 21 8
College Newspaper :
is Fair 23 28 15§ 39 25 9 3825 7
Cultural Programs
Adecquate 32 11 23 33 14 16 30 16 22
Recrcational Facil. :
Adequate §1 30 2 42 30 7 §5 22 4
Social Program
Successful 9 20 37 7 37 35 2324 34
Food Secrvice Satis. i8 51 6 13 43 G 21 44 4
#*A=Pcrcent who said "Agrce"; D=Percent who said "Disagrce?;
N=Pcrcent who said "No opinion",
¥#Percents do not add to 100 as those who said "Partly agrcc
and partly disagrcce' are not included in table.
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Under the Academic Matters factor, laboratory facilities
are rated favorably with the exception of the College Transfer
students! responsc to the Physical Science laboratory. No
opinion responses indicating non-usage were highest among the
Vocational-Technical students and greatest usage was indicated
by the College Transfer group. Examinations, each group agreed,
tended to be fair, with the highest disagreement coming from
the Gencral Studies group. Each group found library matcrials
easily accessible and instructors gencrally available for
assistancc with classwork. Finally, each group feclt that
adequatc provisions had been made for gifted students, through
honors programs and the like.

Under the Rulcs and Policices factor, students in each
group agrecc that rulcs governing the invitation of controversial
spcakers arc rcasonable. Likewise they view regulations
governing academic probation and dismissal'as scnsible and
disciplinary proccdurcs and policies as fair, Regulations
governing student conduct, although viewcd as constructive bv
Vocational-Techunical and College Transfer students, werc lcss
favorably rated by General Studies students. Twenty-four
percent (24%) of the Gencral Studics students fecl that student

conduct regulatioas are constructive, twenty-onc percent (21:3)

O
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disagree, cight percent (8%) had no opinion, and forﬁy-scven
percent (47%) partly agrced and partly disagreed. The
Vocational-Technical students have no consensus with respect
to whether students have ample opportunitics or not to
partiéipate in college policy making. The Genecral Studies
students indicate that such opportunitics are prescnt, whercas
the College Transferr group scems to indicate that they are not.
Under the Non-Acadenic Facilities and Programs factor,
studcnts in cach group are highly critical of the college
social program. The college food scrvice, in terms of quality,
cost and efficiency, is viewcd as unsatisfactory by a large
percentagc of students in eaéh group. Whereas rcecreational
facilities arc rated as adecquate by » majority of students, a
sizable number of students in each group feel that sufficient
recrcational opportunitics and facilities arc not available.
Provision for studcnt privacy is viewed as sdequate by a
majority of Vocational-Technical and General Studies students,
and as inadcquatec by a majority of studcents in the Collcge
Transfcr program. A majority of students in the General Studies
program and the College Transfer program agrcc that thclcollcge
newspaper gives a balanced prescntation of controversial events.

Vocational-Tcchnical students arc more critical of the college
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newspépcr. Finally, each group tends to agrec that the cultural
program is satisfactory in terms of quality and quantity,

To test the null hypothesis, that the three student
greups did not differ significantly in their perception of
selected college policies, practices and facilities, the t-tcst
of the difference between two means was utilized. Table 15
prescents t-ratios between student program groups for'thc

factors identified above.

Table 15

t-Ratios for the Comparison of All Groups on
Sclected Policics, Practices and Facilities

—— e eotace 2 s o e 1 i iy e
——— L T T I TENIITIIS S = B == F=_===

_ Non-Acadcinic
Acadeinic Matters Rules & Policics Facilities-Prosrams

Group __Mezn S.D. t.ratio ean S.D. t-ratio lcan $,h. t-ratio
Vo.-Tech. 6.66 2. . 06.66 2, 10.26 3.0
Coll, Tr. 7.42 2.7 L23% G 44 203 @586 jol5y 279 Q54

Vo.~Tech, 6.66

2 10.206 3.0
Gen, Stu. 7.45 3

134 Tglgo g 4

Coll. Tr, 7.42

2 6.44
Ge’]. SLU.- 7-45 3

2. 10,51
—tle 7.21 2.

7

3

6.66 2.7
2.7

3 .. 2

5

7

3 1.90

0 et 7.21
7

0

#8ignificant at the .05 level.

As demonstrated on Table t§ the Voéational-chhnical

students and the College Transfer students significantly diffcred

- —— -y N S R e

77




~70-

in the recsponses to the Academic Matters factor. Thé other two
group combinations, the Vocational TechnicaluGengral Studies

and the College Transfer-General Studies, did not differ
significantly on thc Academic Matters Factor. _On the Rules

and Pblicies factor, one of the three combinations, thc Collegc
Transfer and General Studies, significantly differ bcyond the
five percent level. On the third factor, Non-Academic Facilities
and Progrzms, nonc of the threé group combinations differ in a
statistically significant manncr. Again we accept the null
hypothesis that no significant diffcrcnpes exist between the
threce groups in their general perception of college policics,
practices and facilities as‘on scven of the nine comparisons
significant differcnces werce not found., We note, however, the
significant differcnces found in comparing the Vocational-
Technical and College Transfer students on the Academic Matters
factor and in comparing the Gencral Studics and Collcege Transfer
students on the Rules and Policies factbr.

Relationships Betwecn Success

——— - - —

The relationships between success and student perceptions
arc measurcd by utilizing Pcarson's product-moment cocfficient
of corrclation. Table 16 presents corrclation coefficients

butween measures of success and student perception of student
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personnel scrvices. Table 17 presents correlations between
success measures and student ratings of selected college policies
practices and facilities. Table 18 presents relationships
betws n measures of success and-student raiting of instructors,
The Aeasurcs of succcss are: persistence and non-persistence,
cunulative _vadc point average, and scelf-ratings of progress
on the Intellectual-lfumanintic scale, the tiroup Welfare scale,
the Scientific~Indcpendent scale, the Practical Status scale,
the Personal Development scale; and the Coﬁmunication srale,

Table 16

Corrclations Between l!easures of Success
and Evaluation of Student Perscinel Services
1
3

~Vacatidﬁﬁ_‘l‘:ollegc General

Measures of Success Technical Transfer tudices
Persistence-Non-Persistence +.10 +.06 +.01
Cumulative Grade Point Average -,06 - +.11 -.03
Intcllcctual-Humanistic 15 13 -.03
Group VWelfare -.06 -.07 .06
Scientific-Independent -.12 .05 .09
Practical Status -.08 .13 .15
Pcersonal Devclopnment W27% -, 11 22%
Communication Skill -.11 .13 ol

#8ignificant at the .05 level.
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As demonstratcdiin Table 10 very low, non-significan*
correlations exist between group evaluations of student services
and persistence and non-persistence. Very low, positive and
ncgative, non-significant correlations exist between group
evaluations of student services_and cumulative grade point
averages. The correlation ratios for the Vocational-Technical
students and General Studies students on the Personal Development
scale were significant at the .05 lévcl. Corrclations on the
other self~rating scales are found to bec non-significant.

Table 17 dcmonstrates non~significant correlations,
both positive and ncgative, between all mcasures of success
and student ratings of college rules, policies and facilitics.
The exception jis the significant correlation found between the
Personal Development scale and students in the Vocational-
Technical progranm.

Table 18 demonstrates low non—s:gnlflcant corrcletions
betwe~n student ratings of instruction and persistence and grade
point average., Nine of the cighteen corrclations on the sclf-~

rating scales are significant, and we note that cach is

positively rclated.

I Q - —— ——— -
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Table 17

Correlations Between Measures of Success and Ratings

of College Rules, Policies, & Facilities

Vocational College General

Measures of Success Technical Transfer Studies
Persistence-Non-Persistence . +.,01 +.03 +,07
Cumuliative Grade Point Average +.02 .00 =.02
Intellectual~Humanistic .01 13 -4,09
Group Welfare -.04 .07 -.18
Scientific-Independent -.15 .12 - .00
Practical~Status -.06 .16 -.02
Personal Development ‘ o 3233 -.06 .00
Communication Skill : -.15 .08 .08
##Significant at the .01 level.,

"Tablc 1§
Correlations B 'ween Mezsures of Success
and Rating of Instructor

= —“" = Vocational College  General

Measures of Success Technijcal Transfer Studies
Persistence-Non-Persistence .19 -,03 -.12
Cumulative Grade Point « 00 +.15 +.15
Intellcctual-iumanistic .19 « 31 .14
Group Welfare o J18% W24 % 14
Scientific-~Independent o1t 022% 024 %
Practical~Status .08 ' .11 o 1G
Personal Development 20 W21% «24%
Communication Skillg o 12 $28% .13

#Significant at the .05 levcl,
##Significant at the .0l level.
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From the evidence found in Tables 16, 17, and 18 we
are able to accept the null hypothesis that no significant
relationships exist between student success and studentvperceptﬂn
of student services? instructors, and sclected college policies,
rules and practices. In accepting the null hypothesis we note
the signiiicant and positive, but low, correlations which exist
beéween student perception of classroom instructors and self-

ratings of educational progress,

Summary and Discussion

The students in the General Studies program viewed
both the Faculty Advising service and the Counseling services
as worthwhile and valuable. Of thosc who rated the Cricntation
service, the majority found it worthwhile, The Remedial service
was perccived to be of value by a substantial majority of those
students in the General Studies program who utilized it. In
general, instructors were rated quite positively, The food
service was viewed as unsatisfactory by the General Studics
students, as it was by cicch of the other groups. Very few
meaningful rclationships existed between the various mcasurcs of
success, and Gencral Studics students! perceptions of student

services, instructors, ard college policies, rulcs and facilities,

“mr—— .
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The students in the College Transfer program found the
Faculty Advising service to be of value, but the Counseling and
Orientation services were viewed as being of little benefit.
Classroom instructors were, for the mosé part, rated quite
favorébly. A significant number of College Transfer students
felt that their participation in college policy making was
inadequate, that there were inadequate provisions for student
privacy, and that the college social grongram was not successf;l.
Several significant relationships existed between sclf-rating
success mecasures and College Transfer students! perception of
classroom instructors. Other ;elationships between success
measurcs.and student assessm;nts werc non-significant.

The Vocational-Technical students found both the Fa:tulty
Advising serviccfand the Counseclirg service to be valuable. As
did the General Studies students and tl.e College Transfer
students, the students in the Vocational-Technical program rated
their classroom instructors favorably. .The college social
program was vicwed as unsucccssful,-and a large number of
students were critical of the college newspaper. Very few
mcaningful reclationships cxisted between success measures and
student perceptions of student services, instructors, and

selected college policies, rules and facilities.
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Comparing stu-dents in different curricula prog;ams on
the basis of their perception of various student services
yielded several significant results. General Studies students
found cach scrvice, Faculty Advising, Céunscling, and
Orientation, more worthwhile and valuable than did students in
the other two programs. It is interesting to note that
students in the General Studies program found each of these
services significantly more valuable than did students in the
Colleze Transfer program, Genera1<Studies students and
Yocational-Technical students did différ significantly in their
perception of the student servicés, thus indicating the similar
perceptions of those two gro;ps. The Vocational-Technical
students found the Faculty Advising servicc and the Counscling
service signific;ntly more worthwhile than did the College
Transfer students,

Another significant finding resulted when comparing
groups on the Class Conduct factor of Evaluation of instructors.
College Transfer students rated their instructors significantly
more positively than did studcnts in the General Studics program.
Although scveral romparisons approachcd the 0.05 level of
significance, this was the only statistically significant

differcnce when students in differing curricular programs were

compared,
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When comparing student perceptions of selectéd college
policies, practices and facilitics, we note significant
differcnces between the Vocational-Technical group and the
Collegc Transfer group on the Academic M;ttcrs factor. Likewise
we sce that Collége Transfer students and General Studies
st?dcnts differ signif{icantly in their perception of
appropriateness of various college policies ‘and rules. Students

in the Collcge Transfer program found the rules and policies

more appropriate than did the General Studies students.

The Hypotheses

The hypothesis concerning student personnel services
was statcd as Hygothcsis I: There is no significant diﬁfercncc
in the perception of the valuc of student services when comparing
students by academic programs. The findinés indicate that this
hypothesis is, in general, not supported. Evidence from five
of the nine mcasures specifies that therc is a significant
differcnce between the groups. However, non-support is not
total, as four of the mcasurcs were not significant. More
specifically, this hypothesis can be supportced for comparisons
involving Colleze Transfer students but can not be supported for

comparisons between Vocational-Technical students and General

Studics students.
O —
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Concerning the classroom instructors, Hypothesis II was

stated as follows: There is no significant difference in the
perception of the effectiveness of classroom instructors when
students are compared by academic program, This hypothésis is
generhlly supported, as there were no significant differences on
eight of the nine comparisons.

Hypothesis III was formulated as follows: There is no
significant difference in the perception of the appropriateneés
of selected college policics, practices and facilities when
students are comparcd by academic programs, The hypothesis is
supported. Differences between groups cxisted on only two of

.

nine ccmparisons.

Hypothesis IV concerning the reclationship of success to
student pcrccptions was stated as follows: There is no
significant rclationship betwcen student success and student
perception of student services, instructoré and collegec policies,
practices and programs. This hypothesis is supported, as
corrclations on all seventy-two mcasures were low and not
significant.

In perspective we observe that of the twenty-seven
comparisons made, four were significant at-the 0.05 level of

confidence and five were significant at the 0.01 level of
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confidence. Of the seventy-two relat;onships measured, not

one was found to yield moderate or high correlations. Of the
eight significant comparisons, three existed between the |
Vocational-Technical and Collegec Transfér students and five
existéd between the College Transfer and General Studies
students. That there were no sigrificantly different comparisons
between students in the Vocational-Technical program-and

students in the General Studies program is in itself significant.
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CHAPTER V

Summary, Conclusions, And Recommendations

This chapter includecs a summary of the rescarch
problem, purposc of the study, procedures utilized, and
results obtained. Conclusions are based on information obtained
in the course of this study. Recommendations arc bascd upon

the results of this study.

Summary Of Purposc And Proccdurcs

Institutional assessncnt by students in different
colléze programs was the focus of this study. It began by
asking how well a single community college is succécding in its
quest to "fit" the student. No more rcliable way to answer
this question exists than to query the studenté thicmsclves.
Thus thec central rurposc of this study was to discover how

students cnrolled in different programs (Vocational-Technical,

, ~80-
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College Transfer, and Gencral Studies) assess (1) the quality
of instruction, (2) the valuc of various student scrvices, and
(3) spccific college policies, practices and facilities. It
was also the purposc of this study to determine if success
rates, using various mecasures, were significantly related to
the students! assessment of the college, Finally, this study
is viewed as a model which other collezes can emulate in
conducting institutional research sclf-studies. The benefits
of this type of rescarch are: (1) an overall student assecssment
of the college is accomplished; (2) a student assessncnt of
spcecific academnic programs is rcalized; (3) ¢ understanding
o student subgroup characteristics is acquired, and (4)
relationships between student sucress and student assessment of
the college can be examined,

The students sclected to participate in the study
were those who had enrolled at Wright College as full-time,
beginning freshmen in the Fall semester of 196, As full-time,
beginning freshmen all students had maximun exposure to the
institution and had no previous college experience. Likewisc
all students started college at the same time.

Sample groups were sclccted on the basis of the

curriculua prograi. Thus, three groups of one hundred students

O
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each, representing differing academic programs, compriscd the
sample. The following arc the subgroups included in this
study:

1) Students from the Vocational-Technical program
2) Students from the College Transfer progran

3) Students from the General Studies program

' All student participants were asked to respond to
spceific items in the Institutionmal Self-Study Survey of
Fducational Status and Progrecss {ISS) (sce Appendix B for a
description of the survey). Packets containing a personalized
cover. letter, instructions, questionnaire and answer shcet,
and a retwrn addressced, postage-paid cenvelope were delivercd
to cach participant, Telephone calls and follow~-up lctters
aided in accomplishing a nincty percent rcturn, of which
cighty-ninc percent were usable for rescarch purposcs,
Additional information was available from school rccords and
the ACT studcnt data bank.

The subgroups! asscssments of the various collegc
cnvironmental factors were compared using the t-test to
determine the difference between subgroup means, T-ratios
which were significant at the 0.05 level of confidence were
noted. . Correlations, utilizing Pearson's Product-lloient cocfli-

cient of corrclation, were obtained to mcasurc the relationship

O
e o 4 5 it et .
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betwecen student success and student perceptioans. Correlations

significant beyond the .0§ level of confiden:e were noted.

Summary Of Results

Comparison of Student Subgsroups! Asscssment of Student

Personnel Scrvices. Generally the three student subgroups
differed significantly in their evaluation of student services.
More specifically, when comparing mean scores, Collcge Traasfer
students rate the Faculty Advising service znd the Student
Counscling Service significantly lower than do the Vocational-
Technical students and the General Studies students. It is
also noted that the College Transfer group had the highest
percentage of students who indicated non-use of these services.
Conversely, the Cenernl Studies group, which rated both services
of most value, had the highest percentage ofiuse.

The Orientation service was rated significantly lower
by students in the College Transfer program than by those in the
General Studies program. The Remedial service was utilized by a
large percentage of General Studies students and a significant
number of Vocational-Technical students. Both groups rated the

service positively.

e v a— * S——
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Collcie Policies, Practices and Facilities.-~In general each

“asscssmcént. of the laberatory facilities in biolegy and physical
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minor points and in giving disorganized, superficial or iumprecisec
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Other student services were not used by a significant
percentage of students, indicatjng either that such services
arc not available at Wright College or that, if they are avail-
able, a large majority of students do not relate to then.

Comparison of Student Subgroups! Asscssment of Classroom

Instructors.--The three siudent subgroups did not differ
siénificantly in their assessment of classroom instructors,
Generally each group described their instructors in positive
terms, General Studies students did differ significantly from
the College Transfer students on the Class Conduct scale.
Specifically, General Studies students were more critical of

their instructors in terms of distinguishing between major and

Comparisons of Student Subgroups! Assessment of Selccted

student subgroup's asscessment of policies, practices and
facilities was faverable. Also, students in differcnt academic
programs did not diffcer significantly in their assessacntls,
Specific differcences existed between tie College Transler

students and the Vocational-Techinical students in their
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science, The Vocational-Technical students wecre morc critical

of the biology laboratories, whereas the College Transfer

students were more critical of the physgcal scicnce laboratory
facilities.

Rules and policies governinz student conduct and
controversial speakers were generally assesscd favorably by

L]
each group. However, General Studics students were the most
critical, whercas College Transfer students were most
supportive. Student participation :n college policy making
was vicwed as unsatisfactory by College Transfcr students,
whercas a grecater percentage of Genaeral Studies students viewed
such patrticipation as adequate.

The Food Scrvice was judied as being most unsatisfactory
by cach student group. Likewise, thie College Social Program
was rated as unsuccessful by a significant percent of students
in cach program.

Relationship Retween Success Measurcs and Student

tions.--Relationships between student perceptions and

Percep
the various mcasures of success prceved to be non-significant.
Cumulative grade poinl averages anc student asscssments correlatal
very lowly and in only four of the nine relationships were
COPPelaLiong positive. Likewise, very low corrclations werce

found between persistence-non-pers:istence and student assessment,

e et e e a. e trce M e S x s e ST T2 o L =4 R Sy B Wy 4w bn v
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In examining the relaticanship betlween the various

self-ratings of success and student asse:

significani, positive correlations were found., Corrclations

o8

e

etween student group assessments and self-rating on the
Persoaal Developoent scale were sigaificant on five of the

nine relasionships measarced.  Likeuise, a clusteor of significent

;X

corrcelations verce found Lebtwoen insiractor essoasmant oad
snceoss as neazurad on 2c1l-reting seales. This was po ticulasly

trve e studencs in the College Trevsfer proesicaa. Jn

iy Lorpeedtneg thn o o dfiarmt corpeldabinine ¢ne pnsl roentdioe thed
alihon oo osiiive, the coeealoiianns ; in o o Lo Yoo, wd o
D ORI Timg, 2l v 0 e Foy i et e Yo of

Con e (.",‘5) thir L os RS PR o b v redacienaib o onlsd
for such w Gy e arc v bl fo o aoec ol JTor opave (e Len

peve L (107) of iz vovicazo. Yo coneluaioe g

-~

avalisy of Ghose relatiensid s con be oole,

Studea! Foaftide,eTn o ovdor Lo sain dnado bl ond Lo

07 ¢y s Tt st po tore presonode T vns Tonnd Lhnt U
theee vt G T et de et ot pendioeent o ae cecnavest by
Lhe ACH cnosi e svee, As veuld Lo enpe~led, the Colle o
Tiraaafer srot: hed the highest coponite score and the Gouerasd

Stadics students the Teros
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In responding to the importance of four types of college
goals, each subgroup scored highest on the Vocational Scale.
Previous rescarch by Clark and Trow1 has cencluded that groups

scoring high on the Vocational scale can be characterized as

o
l

mobility-oriented sons and daughters of working and lower-middic
class homes. For these students, many working as much as twenty
hours a week, fcollege is largely off-the-job training, an
organization of colirscs and credits leading to a diploma and &
better job., To many of these hard-driven students, idcas and
scholacrship are as much a luxury and distraction as arc sports
and fratcrnitics."z While cach subgroup places a high premiun
on vocatlional goals, one understands that a large percentage of
students in cach group is undecided and uncertain as to
vocational ficlds and role choices.,

In terms of cducational aspirations, it was found that
the students in the General Studics program aspired to higher

educational levels than did the students in the Vocational-

——— — -

1 : . .
Burton Clark and Martia Trow, "Coltege Peer Groups: The

Newcoab and E, K. Wilson (Chicago: Aldine Publishing Company,
1966) pp. 20~70,

-zlbiﬂ-» pp. 21-22,

O
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Techqical program, The aspirations of the General Studies
students were quite similar to those students in thce College
Transfer program.-

In viewing the various measures of success, it was
found that the Gencral Studies students were the lcast successful
in terms of persistcnce~non-persistence and cumulative grade
pognt averagce. The Vocational-Tcchnical students exhibited the
highest persistence rate, whercas students in the Zollcge
Transfer program carned the highest grade point averages. The
College Transfer students indicated the greatest depree of
cducational progress on four of the six self-rating scales,

Conclusions

The results of this study suggest several conclusions
regarding students enrolled in differing college pro:grams with
respect to students! assessment of their college, The
conclusions are cnumerated below:

(1) 1n general, Wright College has succeeded in
ffitting” the diverse student body it serves, Students in
differing college programs tend to perceive various campus

cnvironnental factors in similar wuays. Students in the

ERIC | 96
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Vocational-Tcchnical program and students in the Genérgl
Studies program are quite similar in their perceptions of the
institutional. environment. Of the nine statistically
significant differences found between g}oup assessments of
various envitonmental factors, none existed between thesec two
groups. Exceptions to this general conclusion are discussed
in item numbecr four,

(2) Although the descriptive profiles of each student
group differ appropriately, each group of students is character-
ized by uncertainty in terms of future vocational goals, The
importance of this conclusion is further understood when one
realizes thal. cach student subgroup tends to view colleze
primarily as a stepping stone to a better job and higher
vocation, '

{3) Students enrolled in the College Transfer progranm
are the nmost successful students attending Wright College.
Students enrolled in the General Studies program are the least
successful students cnrolled at Wright College.

(4) JIn evaluating the student persennel services,
significant diffcrences prevail among the compared groups,
General Studies and Yocational=-=Technical students assessed the

Counsecling service and the Faculty Advising service as being

ERIC 97
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significantly more valuable and worthwhile than did the
students enrolled in the Collegc Transfer program. Perccived

differcnces also existed between General Studies students and

College Transfer students concerning the value of the Orientation

program, Students in the General Studies program found this
service beneficial and valuable, whereas College Transfer
students rated the Oricntatidn program of little benefit.

{5) Thec asscssment of classroom instructors yielded no
significant differences between students in different college
programs. Students in cach program found their instructors to
be capable, understanding and, in general, expert tcachers,
Students in the General Studies program, however, tend to be
more critical of their instructors than students in the other
two programs.,

(6) significant differences were not found when
student groups were comparcd on their assessment of sclected
college policices, practices and facilities. 1In general cach
group favorably rated college policices, rules and facilities,

(7) Students in each group were hirhly critical of the
college social progran, The college feod service was rated as
most unsatisfactory.

.(8) Very low and insignificant relationships exist

between student assessment of instructors, student services,

o Smn e P = e Amam - ——p——
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college policics, practices and facilities and cumulative

grade

point averages. Likewise, low and insignificant reclationships

exist betwecen such assessments and persistence-non-persistence,

These findings lend substance to. the thesis of student
objectivity and lack of bias in assessing various college
environmental factors.

(9) Studcent self-ratings of cducational progress
student assessment of classroom instructors scem to be
positivaly related. Although positively related, the low

corrclations do not support predictive infercnces.

Recommendations

The assumed validity of the collective perception
approach, C. Robert Pace asserts,

Mlies in the argument that 'fifty million Frenchnen

can't be wrong.! Rezgardless of individual behavior,

or assortced physical facts such as moncy or size, the

cnvironment, in a psychological sense, is what it is
perceived to be by the people vwho live in it. Even
if onc grants the possibility of sclf-deception on

a large scale, the perceived reality, whatever it is,

and
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influcences one's behavior and responses., Thus,
realistically, what people think is true is true
for them."3

Supported by the results of this collective perception
study, the following recommendations arc madet

(L) It is rccommended that thesec findings be made’
available to the appropriate college staff mcumbers for their
review and study. These data, along with other assessments of
strengdhs, weaknesses, assets and liabilities of the college,
should have full and open discussion on the part of college
officials, dcans, department chairmen, faculty and students.
They, in turn, should direct thei: attention to suggesting ways
in which the desired objectives of the college can be achieved.
Efforts must be directed toward assisting in the implementation
of any institution-wide prozran(s) which might be forwulated.

(2) Bascd upon the percentagzc of undecided students
and upon the perceived emphasis on vocational goals, it is
rccommented that the college mal:ic a concerted cffort to assist
students in fotrrnulating their vocational roles and plans, A

3¢, Robert Pace, Collete and University Environment
Scales: Sccond Fdition, Technical Manual (Princcton:

Educational Testing Service, 146¢), p. 7.
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strong vocational guidance program can not be.implemented solely
in a centralized counscling center., Such a program must be
decentralized, involving individual faculty members on the
dcpartmental level,

(3) The relative low ratings of the Counseling and
Faculty Advising scrvices by students in the Traasfer program
sugzest a nced for a more critical evaluation of these two
scrvices. It is rccommended that: the Counseling scrvice and
the Facnlty Advising service for students in the College
Transfer prozram be further evaluated by the college in terms
of program objcctlives, functions, and organization,

(4) It is reccommended that the college food service
program be improved, The unanimous dissatisfaction with the
college food service program svogests that vast improvements
arc nccessary, It is further rccommended that studentis be
actively involved with faculty and staff in the process of
examining and upgrading this scervice.

(5) The college social program is viewed as
unsatisfactory, The collegze oricentation pregram is rated as
being of little benefit, It is rccommended that cach of these
programs be reformed to relate direcctly to expressed student
nceds,  Azain it is pointed out that such cffoits can only be

successful if the total college is involved and supports changes

deenced necessary,

B\ (CH—r -
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(6) It is recommended that further research be
conducted investigating the relationships between student self-
ratings and cnvironmental assecssment. That positive correlations
exist between such assessments and student sclf-ratings,

|
partiéularly on the personal development scale, suggests
intriguing, but as yct ill defined, implications for the
collcge.

(7) As change takes place, and as rccommendations are
implemented, further institutional wvelf-studies would be in
order. Also, in that this study was linited te full~time,
beginning Freshuen, nuwierous other subgroups ought to participate
in such investirations, It is thus reccommended that periodic
institutional sclf-studies be undertaken to assess the college,
Other student groups, faculty groups, and aduinistrators should
be included in order to determine whether there arc differcnces

in perceptions of the college cavironment,

Q e et o me e s e vt - . - ——— .-
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SURVEY OF

EDUCATIONAL STATUS AND PROGRESS

College Student Form

Educational Fields

Counseling and Guidance .................. 01
Education Administration .................. 0z
Elementary Eaucation ................... . 03
Physical Education ... ....... .. ... .. .. 04
Secondary Education ................ ..., 05
Special Education ......... ... i, [13]
Education, Other Specialties ............... 07
Social Science and Religious Fields
HiStory . 08
Home ECOnomiCS . ......ouiivieenanonn. 09
Library and Archival Science .......... .10
Psychology ............ ... ... ... .. .. ... 1"
Social WOorkK ..o 12
SOCIOlOgY v 13
Theology and Religion .................... 14
Social Science
Area Studies ... i 15
Amerir-n Civilization ... ............... 16
American Studies .......... . .0 17
Business, Polilical, and Persuasive Fields
Accounting ... ... ... 18
Advertising ............ ..l 19
Business Adrinistration (4 years) . .20
Business and Commerce (2 years) .......... 21
Data Processing . ........ ... .. .. ... ... 22
EcCcnomics . ... ... 23
Finance .......... . ... it i 24
Indusltriat Refalions ...t 25
Law .. . 26
Merchandising and Sales ............. ..... 27
RAditary ... 2
Political Science, Government, or £ublic
Administration ......... .. ... 29
Foreign Services .................... 30
International Relations . ............ 3
Pubtic Relations ........ ... .. .. ... ... 32
Secretarial Science . ... ... .. .. 33
Scientific Fields
Analomy ... 34
Anthropelogy ..o 35
Archaeology ... .. oo 36
ASIIONOMY . . e 37
Biology or Genelics ...................... 38
Botany . e e 39
Chemistry . ......... . 40
Geography ..., ... oo 41
CGnology or Geophysics . ...... ........ ... 42
17 vthematics or Statistics ................. 43
weteorelogy oL 44
OceonoQraphy o e 45
Y S IC S v e 46
Pliysiology ...... e .47
Zoology or Entomology ... oL A8
Agricullure and Forestry
49

) Aqgriculture

ERIC

Fish and Came Management ............... 0
Forestry ... .. ..o 51
Soil Conservation ............. ... ........ 52
Health Fields
Dental Hygiena .. ... ...... ... .. ... . . ..., 53
Dentistry ... ... e e 54
Dietetics ... 55
MediCing ... e 56
Medical Technology ....................... 57
Mortuary Science ............. . 58
NUISING .. 53
Occupational Therapy . ................... 60
Optometry ... ... o 61
Osteopathy ....... ... .. i 62
Pharmacy ......... .. .. i 63
Physical Therapy ............. ... ........ 64
Veterinary Medicine ....................... 65
X-Ray TectnoloQy ...............c.cco.vunn 66
Arts and Humanities
Arts and Sculpture ... 67
Architecture ... ... ... &8
Creative Writing .......................... 69
Drama and Theater . ................... .... 70
English and English Literature .............. 71
Foreign Language and Literature .......... 72
Journalism ... .. 73
Music ... .. e 74
Philosophy ... ... .. e 75
Radio-TV Communications ................. 76
Speech ... ... .. .. ... o 77
General Education or Libera! Arts (2 years) .. 78
Other Arts and Humanities ............... .. 79
Engineering
Aeronabtical ... L L 80
Agricultutal ... H
Architectural ... ... . o0 L L 82
Automotive ... ... ... ... ... ... . 83
Chemical or Nuclear ... ................... 84
Civil o 85
Etectrical or Electronic ............ .. ... ... 86
Industrial . ........ . ... 87
Mechanical ................ ......... . B8
Other ... e 8%
Trade, Industrial, and Technical
AVialion .. . 0
Constiuclion ... ... . o 91
Drafting ....... .. ... ... ... 92
Electricity and Electronics .............. ... 93
Tndustrial Arts Lo o 94
Metal and Machine ... ... . .00 oo as
WMechanical .o Lo oo e a5
Other Trade ... 00 Q7
My future field o’ training i, notincludad in
the fie'ds listed above ............... .. ... a3
Housewife ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .. .. 93
Undecided ........ ... ... ... ... ... ...... ... 00
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1

Use Mo. 2 lead pencil. Mark all answers on the separate answer sheel.

From the iist on the left page, find
your major fictd. Mark the appropriate
code number on your answer sheet. In-
dicate only one ficld. If you arc unde-
cided, mark 00" on your answer shect
and go on to the next question,

From the list on the left page, find the
best description of your future voca-
tion, and mark its code on your answer
sheet, Again, if you are undecided
about your future vocation, mark 00"
on your answer sheet. o youwr future
vocation is not included in these fictds.
mark 98" on your answer sheet: or if
you anticipate your future vocation to
be exclusively that of housewife, mark
“99™ on your answer sheet and skip
Question 3.

. Which of tae following alternatives de-

scribes the main role you expect to play
in your future vocation? (For example.
if you wiant to be a physicist and work
primarily as a rescarcher, you would
mark 1.7 If vou want to be 4 doctor
who spectalizes in private practice. you
would mark "5, An enginecring ma-
jor who pluns to beconme a sales engi-
neer should mark “4." A teacher who
wants to beconie a principa should
mark 3.7 An art major who plans to
become a professional artist should
nuek 5. ete))

Rescarcher or iavestigator .. . ... /
Teacker or therapist .. 00000 L. 2
Administrator or supervisor ... ... 3
Promoter or salesuian of

services or products oL 4

Practitioner, performer, or
prodiccer of services or produets .5

None of the nbove o000 L. H
Two or morevoles ... 0 ... 7
Dot know or undecided ... ... s

What is the highest level of education
you expect to camplete?

High, sehool diploma o000 0
Vocationad or technical program

(less than bwo years) ... I

b

Twvior colleve deeree
Bachelors degice or equivalent .0 3
Oue or v vears of gradiate

ey winral \Iml‘\‘

(LALLM B A e oo 4
Doctor of pliifosophy or

doctor of ¢wcation

(PhD oo F 0Dy o S

Doctor of medicine or dental

stergery (M.D.or D.D.S.) .. ... 6
Bachelor of laws (LL.B.) ....... 7
Bachelor of divinity (B.1M.) ... ... 8
Other .. ... . o . 9

Questions 5-16 describe college goals. In-
dicate the degree of importance you attach
to each goal by using the following code:

Essential (a goal you feel
vou must accomplish}
Very important ... .. ...... 2
Desirable (a goal of sonie
importance, but less vital

than those rated T or 2) ... .. 3
Not important (d goal of
tittie or no importance) ... ... 4

Be sure to respond to every question.

S

6.

16,

To improve my ability to think and
reason.

To broaden my intetlectual interests
and my understanding of the world.
To increase my appreciation of art.
music, literature, and other cultural ex-
pressions,

To discover my vocational interests.
To attain specific skills that will be use-
ful on a job.

To meet the academic requirements
necessary to enter a profession,

To increase my elfectiveness in inter-
personal relations.

To learn how to be an effective lewder,
To become mare capable and interest-
ing socially.

To tearn how to deal with politica! or
social injustice.

To develop more personal indepen-
dence and self-rehiance.

To find a cause or causes | ean really
belteve in.

A number of college policies, practices or
facilities are described in questions 17-34
below. Indicate your opision of these as
they apply to your college by using the fol.
lowing code:

I8,

1Ny

S T L {
Pty agrec and Partly disagree . 2
Divacree oo 0o Ri
I o noopinion on tie matter -0 N

There is adequate provision for student
privacy.

The regulations governing student con-
duct are constructive.



19. Rules governing the invitation of con-

troversial speakers are reasonable.

20. The campus newspaper gives a bal-
anced presentation to controversial
events.

21. Laboratory facilities for the physical
sciences are adequate.

22. Laboraory facilities for the biological
sciences are adequate.

23. The cultural program (lectures. con-
certs. exhibits, plays) is satisfactory in
terms of quality and quantity.

24. Sufficient recreationa! opportunities
and facilities (bowling, swimming,
etc.) are available.

25. Regulotions governing academic pro-
bation and disinissal are sensible.

26. Examinations are usually thorough
and fair.

27. Library materials arc easily accessible.

28. Instructors are generally availabie for
assistance with classwork.

29. Adequate provision is made for gifted
students (e.g.. honors program. inde-
pendent  study. undergraduate  re-
search, ctc.). .

30. Students have ample opportunity to

participate in college policy-making.
31. The college social program (dances,
parties. etc.) is successful.

32. Housing regulations (living in apart-
mernits, off-campus rooms, ctc.) are rea-
sonable.

33, Disciplinary procedures and policies
are fair.

34, College food services are adcquate in

terms of quality, cost, and efliciency.

Questions 35-43 reler to services which are
frequently piovided by colleges. Describe
your reaction to these services al your col-
lege by using the following <ode:

The service was cxtremely

valuable to me e 1
! found tire service 1o be worthwhile -
I received little benefit

from the service ... .. ... R |
I've never used this service

or our college does ot

ofler this service ... . ... N

35, Faculty advising seivice (assistance in
selecting courses, adjusting schedules.
planaing programs, cte.).

36, Counseling  service  (assistance  in

@ “hoosing amajor. vocational planning.

resolving personal problems, etc.).
Financtal needs service (assistance in
obtaining a scholarship, loan. part-time
job, or assistance in budgeting and con-
trolling expenses).

Extracurricular advising assistance (in
getting started in activities or in mak-
ing the most of extracurricular oppor-
tunities).

. Orizntation service (assistance in get-
ting started in college — learning the
ropes, getting acquainted, overcoming
apprehensions).

Housing services {assistance in locat-
ing suitable housing).

Housing 1dvisory services (assistance
in dealing with roommate problems,
advice in handling everyday concerns,
programs designed to make the hous-
ing arrangement more educational and
enjoyable).

Health service (assistance in dealing
with illness or injury).

Remedial educational services (im-
provement of reading, study skills,
spelling. ete.).

40.

41.

43

Questions 44-55 below list some statenients
describing possible outcomes of a college
education. Indicate the degree to which you
fecl you have made progress on each of
these cutcomes by marking your answer
sheet in accordance with the following
code:

Substantial proeress
Some progress .. .. .. e 2
Not miuch progress

44, Acquiring a broad cultural and literary
cducation.

Acquiring vocational training —- skills
and techniques dircetly applicable to a
job,

Acquiring background and specializa-
tion for further education in some pro-
fessional, scientific, or scholarly ficld.
Understanding different philosophics.,
cultures, and ways of life.

46.

. Social development —- gaining expeti-
cnce and skill in relating to other
Peop'e.

Personal development — understand-
ing onc’s abitities and limitations, in-
erests, and standards of behavior.

ERIC 4
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50. Knowing how to partizipate effectively

as a citizen in one’s community and in

wider areas

Developing an ability to write and

speak clearly, correctly, and effectively.

. Developing an ability to think criticaily
and to understand the origin, nature,
and limitations of knowledge.

. Developing an appreciation and enjoy-
ment of art, music, and literature.

. Developing an understanding and ap-

preciation of sctence and technology.

Improving prospects for making high

inconie and gaining professional status.

51.

55.

Questions 56-69 ask you to describe the in-
structors you have had at this college. Use
the following scale to indicate how fre-
quently each statement is true:

A majority of my instructors . ...

About half of my instructors
A minority of iy instructors

Instructors give students ample oppor-
tunity to participate in discussion, ask
questions, and express points of view.

. Lectures are dry, dull, and monotonous.

. Students are given an important voice
in determining class objectives and
procedures.

Instructors appeur to be uneasy and
nervous.

. Fuculty members have an unusual fa-
ciiity for communicating their knowl-
cdge to students.

Instructors criticize or embarrass stu-
dents in the classroom.

Instructors present material in an en-
tertaining (c.g.. dramatic, humorous)
manner.

6.

62.

Instructors give disorganized. superfi-
cial, or imprecise treatment to their
material.

64, Instructors give personil opinions or
deseribe personal experiences.
Instructors don’t seem to care whether
class material 1s understood or not,

0S5,
66, Out-of-class  assignments  (readings,
papers, ete.) are reasonable in length.
67. Insuflicient distinction is made between

Q  najor ideas and Tess impornant details,
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68. Instructors relate course material to
contemporary problems.
69. Instructers seem to be “out of touch”

with student life.

Questions 70-99 refer to your use of [eisure
time while you have been attending college.
If, whilz attending college, you have en-
gaged in the activity ON YOUR OWN, i.e.,
NOT AS A PART OF A CLASS ASSIGNMENT,
mark the Y (“Yes”) response. If you cannot
recull having participated in the activity
while in college (except, perhaps, as part
of an assignment), mark the N (“"No")} re-
sponse.

7C. Attempted to invent something.

71. Read some poetry.

72. Discussed merits of political-cconomic
systems (e.g., communism, socialism)
with friends.

73. Attended a scientific lecture.

74. Visited an art exhibit.

75. Discussed world or national political
problems (candidates, issues)  with
fricnds.

76. Attended a scientific exhibit,

77. Tried some sketching. drawing, or
painting.

78. Watched four or more TV ncws spe-
cials in o year.

79. Read a technical journal or scientific
article.

80. Attended a poetry reading or literary
talk.

81. Discussed social issucs (c.g.. civil
rights, pacificism) with friends.

82. Attemipted to solve mathematical puz-
zlcs.

83. Attended a stage play,

84. Discussed campus issues with friends.

85. Attempted o develop a new scientific
theory.

86. Read six or more arlicles a year in Ay-
lantic, Conmmmonweal, Harpers, and  or
Saturday Review.

87. Attended a lecture on a current sawial.
ceonomic, or political problem,

88, Discussed a scientific thuory or event
with friends,

89. Discussed art or music with friends.
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90. Read the cditorial column of a news-
paper at least once a weex.
91. Devised a mathen:atical puzzie.

92. Discussed philosophy or religion with
friends.

93, Read an article or book analyzing in
depth a political or social issue.

94. Regularly read popular accounts of sci-
entitic advances (in Time, Newsweck,
cte.).

95. Discussed plays, novels, or poctry with
friends.

96. Read 2 biography or autobiography
of u political or social reform Ieader.

97. Explained or illustrated a scientific
principle 1o somcone.

98. Attended a music recital or concert,
99. Rcad a book on psychology. sociology.,
or history.

Questions 100-199 also deal with experi-
ences you may have had in coflege. They
are grouped into ten lists of “‘out-of-class”
accomplishments (Leadership, Social Par-
ticipation, etc.); each list contains ten items
which describe specific accomplishments or
awards.

Read the items in each list, Then indicate
which ones ar2 true of you by blackening
the appropriate space of spaces on your
answer sheet. If on a given list none of the
ten items are true for yov, blacken the first
column on your answer sheet ("None*) and
go on to the next list.

List 1. leadership

100, Llected to one or more student oflices.

101, Appointed to one or more student of-
fices.

102, Active member of four or more stu-
dent groups,

103, Eleeted president of class (freshman,
sophomore, cle. ) in any year of col-
lege.

104, Served on o student-faculty commit-
tce or group,

105, Blected or appointed as aomember of

O
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acampus-wide stadent group such as
student couacil, student senate. cte.

106, Served on governing board or exeou-
tive council of o student group.

110

List 2.

List 3.

[(7. Elected as one of the officers of a
class (freshman, sophomore, etc.) in
any year of college.

108, Elected president of 2 “special inter-

est” student club, sucl. as psychology

club, mountain climbing club, clc,

Received an award or special recog-

nition of any kind for leadership.

109.

Social Participation

110. Actively campaigned to elect another
student to a campus office.

111, Organized a coltege political group or
campaign,

112, Worked actively in an off-campus po-
litical campaign.

113, Worked actively in a student move-
ment to change institutional rules,
procedures, or policies.

L14. Initiated or organized @ student move-
ment to change institutional rules.
procedures, or policies.

115, Participated in a student political

group (Young Democrats. Young
Republicans, et ).

116. Participated in one or more demon-
strations for some political or social
coal, such as civil rights, free speech
for students. states” rights, ete.

LI7. Wrote a “letter to the editor™ regard-
ing a sovial or ¢ivie problem.

TS, Wrote a letter to a state fegistator or
U.S. representative or senator about
pending or proposed legistatian,

119, Worked actively in a special study
group (other than a class assign-
ment) for the investigation of a social
or political issue.

Art

120, Won a prize or award in art compe-
tition ¢(drawings, painting, sculpture,
ceramics, architecture. etel)

121, Exhibited or pubbshed at my college
one or moie works of wrts such as
diawings, paintings, sculptures. ce-
ranics, cle.

122, Huad diawings, photographs, or other
art work published in o public news-
paper O magazing,



123.

124.
125.

126.

127.
128.

129.

List 4.
130.

L.

133.

KES
5

136.

137.

138.
139.

List 5.
140,

141,

142,
O
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Entered an artistic competition of any
kind.

Produced on my own (not as part of
a course) one or more works of art,
such as drawings, paintings, sculp-
tures, ceramics, ete.

Exhibited or published not at my col-
lege one or more works of art. such
as drawings, paintings, sculptures, ce-
raniics, etc.

Sold one or more works of art, such
as drawings, paintings. sculptures,
ceramics, eic.

Own a collection of art books, paint-
ings, or reproductions.

Designed, made, and sold handicraft
items such as jewelry, leathereraft, ete.
Created or designed election posters,
program cevers, greeting cards, stage
settings for a play, ete.

. [

Social Service
Worked actively in a student service
group or organization.
Worked actively on a charity drive.
Worked as it volunteer atde in a hos-
pital, clinic, or home.
Served as a big brother (sister) or ad-
visor to one or more foreign students.
Organized a student service group.
Worked actively in an off-campus
service group or organization,
Worked as a volunteer on @ campus
or civic improvement project.
Participated in a program (o assist
children or adults who were handi-
capped mentally, physically, or cco-
nomically.
Voluntarily tutored a fellow student.
Received an award or recognition for
any kind of campus or community
service.

Scientific
Built scientific cquipment (laboratory
apparatus, 4 compulter, ctes) on my
osn (ot as i part of @ course .
Was appointed ateaching or research
assistant in a scientific field.
Received a privze or award for aseien-
tific paper or project.

144.

145.
146.
147.
148.

149.

List 6.
150,

INE

155.
156.
157.

158,

11

Gave an original paper at a conven-
tion or meeting sponsored by a scien-
tific society or association.

On my own (not as part of a course),
carried out or repeated ¢ne or inore
scientific experiments, recorded scien-
tific ohservations of things or events
in the nuainral setting, or assembled
and maintained a collection of scien-
tific specimens.

Author or ca-author of scientific or
scholarly paper published (or in
press) in a scientific journal.
Invented a patentable device.
Member of a student honorary scien-
tific society.

Entered a scientific competition of
any kind.

Wrote an unpublished scientific paper
(not a course assignment).

Humanistic-Cultural

Developed and followed a program of
reading of poetry. novels, biogra-
phics. ete. on my own (not course us-
signment).

Meniber of a student honorary soci-
cty in the humanitics (literature. phi-
lasophy. language, cte.).

Built a personal library around a core
collection of poctry. novels. biogra-
phics. cte.

Attended @ convention or cecting of
i scholarly socicty in the humanitias
(literature.  pinjosophy,  language,
cte.).

Author ar joint author of an original
paper published (or in poess) in a
scholarly journal in the humanities
(litcrature.  philosophy,  Tanguage.
cte.).

Read scholarly journals in the hu-
manitics on my own (NoL as 4 course
assignment).

Read one or more “chissie™ literary
works onmy own (not course gssign-
merit}.

Wiole on my own (not g course as-
signment) an unpublishied scholaly
paper in the humanities.

Won a prize or award [or work in the
humanitices.



159. Gave an original paper at a conven-
tion or meeting sponsored by a schol-
arly socie'y in the humanities.

List 7. Religious Service

160. Active member of a student religious
group.

161. Organized or reorganized a student
religious group.

162. Active member of an off-campus re-
ligious group (not a church).

163. Held one or imore offices in a religious
organization.

164. Led one or more religious services.

165. Taught in a church, synagogue. etc.

166. Attended onec or more religious re-
treats. conferences. ctc.

167. Participated in a religious study
group.

168. Worked to raise money for a religious
institution or group.

169. Did voluntary work for a religious in-
stitution or group,

List 8. Music

170. Composed or arranged music which
was publicly performed.

171. Publicly performed on two or more
mustcal instruments (including veice)
which do not belong to the same fumi-
ly of instruments,

172, Conducted niusic which was publicly
performed.

173. Presented a solo recital in public
which was not under the auspices of a
college or churclr.

174, Attained recognition in the form of
an award or schoelarship in a national
or tnlernational music competition.

175. Have been paid for perfarming as a
professional music tezcher on a con-
tinuing basis.

176. Composed or arranged music which
has been published.

[77. Auained a first division rating in a
state or regional solo music contest.

[78. Have been paid for performing as a
profcssional musician on g continuing
busis,

179. Authar or co-author of a book, arti-
cle. or criticism bearing on the gen-

Q  eral subjeet of music.
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List 9.
180.

181.

182.

183.
184.
185.

186.

187.

188.

189.

List 10.

190.

191.

193,
194,

195,

1906.
197.

19v,
199,

Writing
Had poemns, stories, essays, or articles
published in a public (not college)
newspaper, anthology, etc.
Wrote one or mose plays (including
radio or TV plays) which w ¢ given
public performance.
Was feature writer, reporter, ctc. for
college paper, annual, magazine, an-
thology, etc.
Was cditor for college paper, annual,
magazine, anthology, elc.
Did news or featurc writing for public
(not college) newspaper.
Had poems, stories, essays, or articles
published in a college publication.
Wrote an original, but unpublished
piece of creative writing on my own
(not as part of a coursc).
Won a literary prize or award for cre-
ative writing.
Systematically recorded my observa-
tions and thouglits in a diary or jour-
nal as resource malerial for writing.
Member of student honorary group
in creative wriling or journalism.

Speech and Drama

Participated in one or more contests
in speech. debate. extemporitneous
speaking, ete.

Placed second, third. or fourth in a
contest in speech. debate, extempora-
necous speaking, ele.

. Won one or more contests in speech.

debatc.  extemporancous  speaking.
cte.

Had one or more minor roles ia plays
produced by my college or university.
Had one or more leads in plays pro-
duced by my college or university,
Had one or more leads or minor roles
in plays not produced by my univer-
sity.

Gave dramatic performance on radio
or TV program.

Received anaward for acting or other
phuse of drama.

Guoeoa tecital in speech.
Participated ir a poctry reading, play
reading, dramatic production. cle.
(nol a course assignment).
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APPENDIX B

Description and Development of
Items Used in Research Study
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Educational~Occupational Plans and Aspirations (Ttems 1-4)

These items were taken {rom the Student Profile Section
of the ACT Test DBattery, Bach person is asked to report his
academic major, his planned vocation and vocatiounal role, and
his cducational aspiration. The purposec is not only to note
the studcats?! prescnt outlooks and éOals in this area, but to
sce the direction and amount of change that has taken place in

various groups of studcents since college entrance.

For tLhis secction, twelve college goals are groupacd into
four categorics representing the four collegze student subcultures

postulatcd by ’1’1‘01\'.1 Cluster correlation analysis placed the

The following rcscarch studies desceribe the development
of stuwlcnt subcecultinres

Martin Trow, "Thc Canmpus Viewed as Cuoluure," in Rescarch
on_Collcoce, Studontx, cd, by #§, T. Sprague (Boulder, Coloradat

Western Jnterstate Commission for Higher Educatlon, 1¢60).

Martin Trow, "Student Subcultures and Adninistrative
Action," in Personality Facltors on the Collere Campus, Review
of o S\'r'nrn)_”, “ed. by R. L, Suthcerland, W, I, llolLﬂmn,
tarle, and Be K. Saith (Austin, To.\ns. The Hogyr

Foundation for Mental Healtth, 16¢62), )

Burton Clark and Martin Trow, "The Orcganization Contoext,t
in Collese Peer Cronps, ods by To My Neweconh and E. T, Wilson

(Chicaso:  Aldine Publishineg Company, 1C66),

(D  rrtn e e e e = T T ST £ e ———T—— T T\ e =i ) S W
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first thrce items in the academic goals category, the next
threc in the vocational goals category, the third three in the
social or collegiate goals category, and the final threce in the
nonconventional or idcalism catcgory. éach student's responscs
are weighted from zero to three (not important = zero,
desirable = 1, very important = 2, essential = 3}, which mcars
th;t cach of the four goals scales can vary from zero to nine,
A higher scorc indicates that grcater importance is placed on

goals of that type,

Collcig Policics, Practices, and Facilities (Itens 7-31)

No rescarch literature was available to guide the
development of items in this secction of the questionnaire,
Thcrefore, Lextslin higher cducation and student personncl work
were the only sources that could be consulted. Prelininary
items werce developed bascd on the literaturce review and on
Dr, lHoyt's wide cxperience in this arca. Subscquent modification
were nade in the items after consitltation with various college
aduinistrators, professors, and ncmbers of accreditation teans.

Bach iten in this scction of the questionnaire is a

positively worded statesent ahout. particular college policics,

LU R —— — e e e o &
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practices, or facilitics. The possiblc student responscs arc:
agree, partly agrce and partly disagree, disagree, I have no

opinion on the mattcer,

Student_Personnel Services (Items 35~43)

Oncc again the lack of rescarch literaturc necessitated
complete rceliance on student personncl texts, the author!s own
expcricnces, and consultation with various cxperts.,

Those who have used each of the scervices are asked
whether the service was extremely valuable, worthwhile, or of
lJittle benefit to them. For those who have not uscd a
service, rcesponsc possibilitices have been nodified in iLhe new
I3S questionnaire. In the new questiconnaire version, the
statement "I've never uscd this service or our collcre docs not
of fer this service' was separatced into two responsc choices.
The statement that a service was never used implies knowledise
that such a service exists. A large nuaber of students
responding that the college does not offer this service, when
in fact it is offered, implics thut publdicity and promotion may
be lacling for the service. Conparing the proportion here with
the proportion respondinet that the service was of little benefit

may add further insights,
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Progress Toward Attaining Possible Collerqc qulngItéms 44-55)
The items in this scction were suggested by rescarch
by Pace and Bait‘d.2 The assumption is that one can learn
valuable things about a student's development simply by asking
him to evaluate it., When Pace and Baird related the various
gtudent=reported attaoinments in college to the different campus
enviromnental emphases and to student personality characteristics,
the patterns obtained supported such an assumption,
Pace and Baird's achievement categories werc uscd to
classify 10 of the 12 sclf-ratings. The eaterories, and the
specific items included in cach, arc as follows:

(1) Tntellectual, hunanistic, aesthetic - Items 4.4,
47 and 52

(2) Group welfare - Itcus 4§ and 50

(3) Scientific, independent - Items 46, 52, and 54

(4) Practical, status-oricentcd -~ Items 45 and 55
The other two items are, in cffcct, single item scales. While
they do not correspoid to one of Tace and Baird's gencral
achicvenent categorices, they do represent. commonly accepted
rgoals of higher cducation, They are:

.2C. Robert Pace and Leconard L. Bairvd, "Attainment
Patterns in the Environmental Press of Collcere Subecultures,” in
Collcue Peer Groups, ed. by T. M. Newcoub and [, K, Wilson
(Chicaze: Aldince Publishing Company, 1606), pp. 215-2.04.,
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(5) Personal development ~ Item 49
(6) Conimunication skill - Item §1
The student is asked to indicate the degrec to which he
f'cels he has made prozress on cach of the 12 possible college
outcomes, For cach he is to rcspond whether hie has made

substantial progress, some progress, or not much progress.

Instructor Behavioral Ratings {(Items §6-69)

The ISS instructor behavior items were selected on the
basis of two factor analytic stludies, onc by Isaacson gj,_.___.j_}._.s
and one by Solomort (1666). Thesce studies were designed to
describe the dimensions of college teaching performance.,  As
such, they provide zuldelines as to the type of tcacher
behavior which should be sampled in order to obtain a

comprehensive characterization,

SR. L. Isaacson, W. J. McKeachic, and J. L., Milhollani,
KRescarch _on t,_hc Charvacteristics of Bffcctive Collare Teaching,
U, s, 0ffice of Health, Education and \r:]i.uc, Orfice of
Education, Coopcrative Rescarch Project Xo. §50 (Ann Arbor,

dichi-an:  Unjversity of Michiman, 10064).

41). Solosion, "Tecacher Dehavior Dinensions, Coursce
Charactleristics, and Student Uvaluation of Teachers,” Auacrican
Idneationa] Rescavch Jomnal, 3 (1660), 35-
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The Isaacson, ct. al. study was a replication and
extension of a study conducted by Gibbs about ten ycars before.
This morc comprchensive study generally confirmed some factors
which had been identificd in a number of previous studies by
other rescarchers.

' .e study by Solomon was a follow-up of an earlicr
factor analytic study.6 The results werc similar cven though
la=gr. diffecrences existed between them in method of data
collection and in the samples of cour ses and instructors.

It should also be noted that Selomon explered a variety
of instruncnts: observers! glohal ratings, scoring of a number
of categories of teachers! and students! specech from tape
rccordin: s of class scssions, questionnaires in which tcachers
desceribed their objectives and motives while tcaching, and a
questionnaire in which students iated a wide variely of teacher
behaviors. Analyses across iustruments suggested that adequate
and cconomical ricasures of tcacher behavier could be obtaincd

from a student questionnaire alone,

e i s ey ot it o e et

5C. A. Gibb, "Classroom Behavior of Collere Teachers,®
Ednecational _and Psvchological leasuwrenent, 1§ (1955}, 254-263.

0 Lo ! .
D. Scolomon, W. E. Bezdek, and L. Roscenber., Teaching
] ) e A
Styles and Learning (Chicaco:  Center for the Stwdy of Liberal

Education for Adults, 1€63).
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Ten of thc ISS instructor behavior factors were denoted
by Solomon, with four additional oncs being contributed by
McKeachic and associates. Onc item is given for cach of the
fourtecen factors. To reduce response bias, cvery other item
is a positive statement about the instiruclors, and cach is
interspaced with a negzatively oriented statcment.,

‘
The first ten items relatc to factors described by

Solomon.7 These factors, which item loads on cach, and whcther
it is a necgatively or positively worded statcmenlt about the
instructors, arc as follous:

(1} Lecturing vs. encouragcuent of broad,

expressive student behavior - Item 5%

2) Eneragy, facility of conmunication vs., letharay
ERA :)’

vagucncss - Item 57

{3) Criticisn, disapproval, hostility vs,

tolerance - Iteom 61

(4) ~ontrol, factual emphasis vs, permissivencss -

Item §&
'§) Waramth, approval vs., coldness - Item 6§

(6) Cbscurity, difficully of presercation vs,
clarity - Itcm 60

‘78010;1011, DBehavior DRimensions, |‘)p. 37-10.

QO
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(f) Pryness vs. flamboyance - Itcm 62

{8) Precision, organization vs., informality - Item 63

(9) XNervousness vs. rclaxation - Item 59

(10) Impersonality vs. personal cxpression - Item 64

a Isaacson and associates found six stable factors which

were consistent over scxes, differcné semesters, different
groups of introductory psychology students, and different
psychology teachers. Using different items, and for introductory
econonics courses, four of the same factors were derived., It
was suggested thhat these four factors might be fundamental
dimensiens of classroon instruction in general becausce all four
appearcd in studies using different forms for different academic
arcas., The four factors, which are represented by ISS itcems,
arc as follows:

(1) Slkill - Ttca 68

(2) Overload - Ttenm 60

(3) Structure - Jteonm 07

(4) Rapport - Item 6¢

Thouzh they appcar to provide a good representation of

the major behavioral options oren Lo teachers, the 14 item
J { ] 3

ratings woere not intended to be direct evaluations of teaching
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effectiveness, Rather, they simply describe an institutionts
instructional trends. Such descriptions should prove valuable
in examining whether differences in student development arc

associated with certain types of instructors! bechaviors,

B Q e e e e e
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APPENDIX C

1. Letter to Students

2, Instructions
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WILBUR WRIGHT COILT HCGH

A CAMPUS oF
CHICAGO CITY COLLEGE

3400 NORTH AUSTIN AVENUE CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60334

May 4, 1970

Wright College is striving to improve the
quality of education services offered to the community.
One reliable way of assessing the College is to look at
it through the eyes of its students. For this reason,
you have been selected to participate in this important
study.

The time involved in this project will be
approximately twenty minutes. No preparation on your
part is needed and all of your responses will be kept
strictly confidential., WWe ask that you complete and
return the c¢nclosed survey as soon as possible.

Upon completion of the survey, pleasc return
it to the office of the President, Room 114. Results
of the study will be released next fall and a copy will
be sent to you at your homec address.

Thank you for your time and coopcration in
contributing to this project.

Sincerely yours,

Ralph E. Snith

SPRrING 7-7500

Director of Rescarch and Evaluation

R. Edmund Dolan
Rescarch Assistant

126
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\
"INSTRUCTIONS ,
PLEASE READ _ _— .+ . PLEASE READ

[y
m

In completing the Survey 2 opszrve the following:

1. Use a PENCIL to indicate answers on the ancwer shect
2. Do not FOLD the answer sheet at any timel

3. Look at Name and Social Security number. If incorrect,
please correct. TGNURE the rest of tnz information
requests (sex, class, G.DP.A., etc.) and go to

Question One (1}, Major Field.

4., COMPLETE each guestion, one (1) through sixty-nine (€9).
© Questions seventy (70) through two hundred (200} are
optional, If time porinits, pleasc ccuplete. )

the

5. When you have completed thz survey, please plac
survey form and answsr shect in the envelopz an
return to: :

\.

The Office of the President
Wright College

- Room 114

3400 K. Ausiin Avenue
Chicago, Illircis GOG34

6., 1f ditiona
a . Lopand
conienta have.

7. PREHEUDER: Use pencil,

bo not fold

Complictc &l
rest are

Retu;n as soon

If you have any guastions, pleasz ox)) 262-82850 (day)
: 273-017 (night)
and aszk for Bd Dolian,

it yon!
e oyon!l
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APPENDIX D

Memo to Faculty
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Plome from PALPN SATH ‘
~120-~ .

Mey 5, 1470
Dele oo e e

Faculty

[ I I T

Ve are eshing
will give us
beliefls

il you pl
you to the
student to
and return

Thank you for yveur coancrotion.

Ralph Swith

RS: fo
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APPENDIX E

Follow-Up Letter to Students
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WRIGHT COLLEGE

3400 N. Austin
Chicago, Ill. 60634

Office of the President
Room 114 .

Dear

' During the past few weeks you received a survey
which essentially asked your evaluation of Wright College.

Our records show that your survey and answer
sheet are among the few we have not received in return.

We would appreciate your efforts in returning
the survey and answer sheet immediately.

If you have already mailed the survey and
answer shect, our sincere thanks to you.

Sincerely,

R. Edmund Dolan
RED :mhs
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APPENDIX F

T-Test Formula
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T-Test Formula

. - M, - M,
2 ) TN
\/—N1 6,° + N, 6, N E N,
N, + N, - 2 N N,

N2 = Number of subjects in
Standard deviation of

sStandard deviation of

. o T a—

QO
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Hl = Mcan scorec of first sample gtoup
MZ = Mcan scorc of sccond sample group
Nl = Number of subjects in first samplc group

sccond sample group
first sample group

sccond sample group
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APPENDIX G

Pcarsonl?s Product Moment Coefficient
Correlation Formula
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Product Momecnt Coefficient Correclation

————

_ Xoxy - (nx)_ (%Y)
== -

Xy S el
xex? - (zx)? NeY? - (BY)?
N = KNumbrer of subjccis
BX = Sum of first variabile
EXZ = Sum of the squares of first variable
ZY = Sum of seccond variable
'BYZ = Sum of the squares of sccond variable

TXY = Sum of thec cross piroducts

Q- e et - - i e - o e 1 .

| 135




-

BIBLIOGRAPHY |

Books

American College Testing Program, Inc. Institutional Seclf Study
Manual, Towa City: Amcrican College Testing Progranm,

1669.

Astin, Alexander Vi, V¥ho Goes Vhere To Collcme. Chicago:

Science Rescarch Associates, 1965,

Clarlz, Burton and Trow, Martin, 9YThe Organization Context.!
Colleme Peer Grouns. Edited by T, M, Newecoub and
E. T. Wilson. Chicazo: Aldine Publishing Company, 19066,

Cross, Patrieia A, The Junior Collewe Student: A Rescarch

Deseription. Princclon:  Bdilcational Testing Service, 1968,

_A Study _of Ability
Ber I\clcy' University

Darley, John G, ljw(_)_m_qo_'\nn
ﬂ‘ h

and Achu\vmmnb in i

Dressel, Paul L., and Mayhew, Lewis. General DBducation?
Exploration_ and Bvaluation. Washington: Amcrican Council
on I‘ducatlon, 154,

Eddy, Edward D, The Colleze Tnflucence on Student Charactern,
Washington: Amcrican Council on Lducation, 165¢.

Feldman, Kenneth, and Newecomb, Theodore, The Tupact of Collore
on_Students. Sau Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Ine,, 1y06,

Glcazer, Bdmwnd. This TIs The Community Collerme. Doston:
l!ourrhton Miff1in Ca., 1503,

-127~

O

]: lme.— ——— - - M AR B — T S Y 4y FRy g Wt W v W I B




~128-

Hoyt, Donald P., and Munday, Lco A. Your Collcuec Freshman., Towa
City: American Ccllege '1‘cst,1n'r Prowram, 11668,

Jacob, Philip E. Changinzg Values in Collerc, New York: Harper
and Drothers, 1957.

Lazarsfeld, Paul F.,, and Thiclens, Wagner. The Academic Mind:
Soc1a1 Scientists in _a Time of Crisis. Glencoe, Illinois:
The Frcc P'ress, 1658,

Lenning, Oscar T. The Institutional Sclf-Study Scrvice Manual.

Iowa City: Amcrican ( Collcgc Testing Program, 1670.

Linn, Robert; Davis, Juniusj and Cross, Patricia. A _Guide to
Rescarch Desinn:  Institutional Rcacnﬁgh‘Pro~rn§L£9p

Higher lducntlon. Princcton: Lducational Testing Service,

1965,

Medsker, Leland D. The Junior Cellezrec:  Proaress_and Prosnpnrct.
New Yorlk: McGraw-ifill Bool: Comaany, inc., 1960,

MeConnell, Thomas R,, and Heist, Paul., #The Diverse College
Student Population," The Ancrican Coilceuc. Edited by

Nevitt Sanford. New York: dJoitn Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1962,

Pace, C. Robert Collere and University Environment Scales,
Pln]:m)narv T(LhHJCﬂ] _«anual.,  Princeton:  Educational
Testing Sevvice, 1909,

e Co)lgre and University Bnvironment Scales:  Second
Edition, lvrhnlcn] diamual.  Princeton: Edicational

Testing Service, 1969,

.y and Baird, Leonard L., MAttainment Patterns in the
Envirvonnental Press of College Subcultures.® Collese Peer
Grouns, Bdited by T. M. Yewcomb and E. K. Vilson.
Chicazo: Aldine Publishing Comnany, 1600,

Pcterson, Richard., Collere Student OQuestionnaires and Technical

Manual, Princcton:  Ldiucational Testing service, 1605,

Richards, James, and Dhraskamp, Larry. Who Goes VWhere to Juniorn

Colleres. Towa Cily:  American Collvin Testing Prograa,

1607 .

O

.—l: lC"'-."m‘"”"-- B - T o e T — - A " ———— - R T ET . R LS . S

s I(T/




~129-

Richards, James M.; Rand, Lorraine; and Rand, Leonard, A ho-
seripiion of Junior Colleges. Iowa City: Americar
College Testing Program, 1665,

_.__5 Rand, Ior‘aine; and Reond, keonard. Regional
IP'fferences_in Junior Colle«scs. Towa City: American
C

ollege Testing Troziram, 1905,

Rouche, Jolm E., and Bogrs, John R. Junior College Institufional
Rescarcit  The State of the Art, Waohlnﬂton' “American
Association of Junior Collcres, 1468,

Solomon, Danicl; Pezdek, Wiltliam. E.; and Roscnberg; Larry.
Teaching Stvles and Learn’ng., Chicago: Center for the
Study “of Libeval ‘Education, 1663,

State of Illinois, The Tublic Junicr Collece Act, Soringfield:
West Puolishing Compony, 166G,

Stern, George G. "The Intelleclual Climate in College
Environments.® The Colleme Student _and lHis Culture: An
Analysis, EGited by iaoru Yamamotn, Doston: Houwhton
Mifilin Co., 1463,

Trow, Mavtin, "The Campus Viewed as Culture.,” Rescarch on
Collewe | qyﬂd‘ﬂ(%. Bdited by Hal T. Spraguc, Boulder,
Colorado: Vestern Interstate Commission for Higher,
Education, 1f60.

«  "Student Subcultures and Administrative Action,®

-~ —————

Personnlity Factors on_the Co]1c~o Camuus:  Peview of a

e o

SvaOQJu”. “Bdited By R, Sitberland, VW, HolCzman, B. Harle,

and B, Saith, Austin: The Hogyg Foundatnon for Mental
Health, 1662,

Articles

Astin, Alexander W,., and ilolland, John, #The Environmental
Asscssment. Technigquet A Way to Measurce College
Environments.® Jowrnal of Bducational Psychology, §2

(1(1611) 301:\' 3160

]: lC*mn-m—-u--——-w v~— - I R g A WAL -yt i T o8

| 138



E

L 359

130~

Astin, Alcexander W. "Further Validavion of the Environmental
dsscssment Technique.® Journal of Educational Psycholoay,

54 (1963), 217~-226.

Baker, S. R, "The Relationships Betwecn Student Residence and
Perception of Environmertal Press.” The Journal of College
Student Personncl, 7 (July, 1666), 222-22{,

Birdie, Ra2lph F. YChanges in University Perceptions During the
First Two Collegze Years.® The Journal of Colleze Student
Personnel, 9 (March, 1608), §5-89.

_. "College Expectations, Expericnces, and Perceptions.”
The _Journa) of Collese Student Personnel, 7 (November,

1966), 336-344.

Cross, Patricia K. "Thc Quict Revolution.,”" [The Rescarch
Reporter, Vol. IV, Lo. 3 (1969}, 1-3.

Gelso, Charles, and Sims, David, HPerceptions of a Junior
College Environment." Jhe Journal of Collesme Student

Personnel, ¢ (January, 1666}, 40-43.
Gibb, C. A. "Classrooam Behavior of College Teachers.”
Educational and Isvcholorical Measurvement, 15 (1955),

—2‘54~203.

Greer, Thomas. "Perceived Cnaracteristics of Junior Colleges.®
Pcahody_Journal_of Education, 44 (1966), 3-5.

Ivey, Ellen L.; Miller, C. Becan; and Goldstein, Arnold D,
"hifferentianl Perceptions of College Environment: Student
Personnel Staff and Stadents." The Personncl and Guidance
Journal, 46 (Secpterber, 1967), 17-21.

Johnson, Richard W., and Krupius, Vayne J. "A Cross-Scctional
and Lonzgitudinal Study of Students' Perception of Their
Colleze Bnvironuent." Tuge Jonrnal of Colleme Student
Personnel, 8 (May, 1697), 19¢-203.

Lindahkl, Charles. MImpact of Living Arrangements on Student
Environsental Perceptions.” The Jowrnal of Colle:e
Stuwdent, Pevsonnel, 8 (January, 1¢067), 10-15.

O

- e ® B v s -



-131~

Lynes, Russcll, '"llow Gond Are the Junior Colleges?" Hacper's
Macazine (November, 1666}, pp. 538-62,

McPeck, Beth L., "The University as Perceived by Its Subculturec:
An Experimental Study." Journal of the National
Association of Women Deans and Counsclors, 30 (Spring, 1967)
126-132.

Michaél, William B,, and Boycr, Ernest L, "Campus Environmunt,”
Review of Educational Research, 35 (October, 1665),
204-276.

race, C, Robert. "When Students Judge Their College." Collexe
Board Review, 58 (Winter 1965-66), 26-28,

- —_ and McFec, Ann, "The College Frvirorment." Revicw
of Fducational Rescarch, 30 (1060), 311-320,

s and Stern, George G. "An Approach to the lMcasurement
of Psychological Characteristics of College Environments,!
Journal of Fducational Psveholozv, 49 (1953), 269-277.

Stern, Gecorse G, "Chavacteristies of the Tntellectual Climate
in Colleze Environnments.,” Harvard Educational Review, 33
{(Winter, 1662), 5-41.

Standing, G. Robert, and Parker, Clvde A, #Tthe Colleze
Characteristics Index as 2 Measurc of Entering Students;
Preconceptions of College Life," The Journal of Cellesce

Student Pcrsonncl 6 (Octobcr 1064), 2<6.

Solomon, Danicl. "Tcacher Behavior Dimensions, Coursc
Characteristics, and Student Evaluation of Teachcers.!
Anecrican Bducational Rescarch Jlournal, 3 (1906), 35-47.

Thistlethwaite, Donald L, '"College Press and Student
Achievement," Jowrnal of Iiducational Psveholory, 50

(1969); 183"1“1 .

Walsh, William B, "Validity of Self Report." Journal of
Counsclin: Psycholosy, 14 (1667), 18-23.

Wilson, Ronald, and hDollar, Robert, "Students, Tcachers, and
Administrators Perceptions of the Junior Collcere
Environment." The Jownal of Colleae Student Personncel,
11 (May, 1970}, PRREET R

Q e e e e e (o mr e
oo 140




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v

-132-

Reports

Isaacson, Robert; McKcachie, W. J.; and Milholland, J. E,.
Rescarch on the Characteristics of Effective College
Tecachinz, | Coopcratlvo Rescarch Project No., 850, Aan

- ———n e s

Arbor, Jichigan: University of Michigan, 1964,

Pacez, C. Robert. The Influencce of Academic and Student
Subcultures in Col]eﬂc and University Lnvironments.

Cooperative Rescarch Projcct ho, 1083. Los Angcics:
' University of California, Los Angcles, 1964,

Unpublished Materials

Centra, John A. M"Studeuu Perceptions of Total University and
Major Field Environments." Unpublished Ph.D. dissercation,
Michigan State University, 1965.

Davidson, Oluf . ¥Survey of Reliability of Student Self-Report
di,h School Grades." Iowa City, 1904.

Gold, Benjanin K. "The Junior College Environment: Stuadent
and Faculty Perceptions of los Angceles City Collegel.™
Los Anrgecles, 19068,

Illinois Junior College Board: Stamndavds and CPJtOPlQ_f or_the

Evalnation_ and Recosnition of Illineis Puldic Junion
Collczes and Qther Guidelines, FPolicies _and Procedures
Anproved by the Tllinois Junior Collere Noard.

Sprincgficld, 1970,

Stringer, James. "Xdentification and Analysis of Educational
Status and Progress of Five Hundred Sophnmore Students
at llutchinson Commnity Junior Colleze," Paper presented
to the ITnstitute for Student Personncel Workers, East
Lansing, Michigan, 1¢09.

Swansony ilerbert L. "An Investigation of Institutional
Rescarch in the ( mior Colleipes of the Unitcu States.!
Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Los Angelces, 1965,

141



: . -133-

Van Istendal, Theodore G. "Community Collcge Institutional
Research."®™ Paper presented to the Association of

Institutional Rcscarch, Chicago, 1669.

ERIC 142




. . =134-

APPROVAL SIHEET

The disscrtation submitted by R. Edmund Dolan has bcen
rcad and approved by members of the School of Education,

The final copies have been examined by the Airector
of thc disscrtation and the signature whic. appears below verifics
the fact that any nccessary changes have been incorporated and
that thc dissertation is now given final approval with reference
to content and form,

The disscrtation is thercefore. accepted in partial
fulfillment of the reqrircments for the degree of Doctor of

Philosophy.

Datec Signaturc of Advisor

143




