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ABSTRACT

An Environmental Assessment
tf Wilbur Wright College by Students
in Differing Curricula Programs

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

measures were related to the students' assessment of the college.

The null forms of the four hypotheses developed are:

(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 pciL:eption of
the effectiveness of classrocw instructors when comparing
students by academic programs.

(3) There is no significant difference in the perception of the
appropriateness of selected college policies, practices
and facilities when comparing students by academie prol;ram.

(4) There is no significant relationship between student
success and student perception of student services,
instructors, and college policies, practices, and programs.

Random samples of full-time beginning freshmen from each

curricula program were selected. One hundred students in each

program were requested to complete the Institutional Self Study

Survey (ISS) and an overall resporwe rate of eightynine per con'z

resulted. The threo subgroups' asses:ments of the variot:s college

environmenzal factors were analyzed and compared using the t-test

to determine significant differences. Pearson's Product :oment

correlations were used to determie relationships bet,:een student.

3



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 supporter: in three of the four

cases. However, the hypothesis concerning the assessment of student

services was not supported and was thus rejected. 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

lower 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 those students

in the General Studies program.

Other findings indicate that:

(1) Students view vocatiomi.1 goals, as opposed to social
goals or academic goals, as the most essential college
goals.

(2) A large percentage (25%) are undecided in te-,:ms of
future vocational role preferences.

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

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

(5) Students assess the college social program as inadequate
and unsuccessful.

(6) Students in the College Transfer program are the most
successful in terms of grade point averages, peLsistence,
and self -re tings of educational progress. General Studi'is
students aro the least successful.

Recommendations to the Wrig'at College community, based

upon the results of the study, are presented.

4
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CHAPTER I .

Introduction To Problem

"Going down the educational superighway hell for

leather, "
I
was the way the community college movement was

described by Russell Lynes, former menagng editor of Harper's

Magazine. Te: years ago, one out of fiv students began his

higher education in a community college. This figure increased

in 1c6C to more than one out of three, and very soon it will be

one ouf of two. 2
Since 1960, community colleges have been

established for the first time in twenty major cities.3

This phenomenal growth is, however, not altogether

surprising, for community colleges were conceived in the midst of

1
Rusell Lynes, "How Good Are thc Junior Colleges,"

iarp(Tis nazine (November, 1966), p. 60.

2
Edmund J. Gleazer, This Is The Community Collrgp

(Poston: 1!m'ht.on Mifflin Co., 1968), n. 4.

3Ibid p 4.

-1-
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social turmoil, and in a sense, the very vitality of the

community college movement may be said to be a response to a

changing society. As Patricia Cross explains,

Two social forces stand 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 education, and (2) the need of a technological
societ" for a better educated citizenry. In
combination, these pressures have culminated in a
national commitment to universal postsecondary
education.4

Concomitant with the growth of this institutional segment

of higher education has been the development of the field of

institutional researM. As discussed by Ven Istendal: "The

comparative newness of institutional research as a more

formalized process in higher education is reflected, in part, by

the relatively recent development of its own professional

association . . . during this decade."5

A review of the literature concerning institutional

research in community colleges reveals a paucity of Significant

4Patricia K. Cross, "The Quiet Revolution," The Research
Reporter, Vol. IV, No. 3 (University of Califolnia, Berkeley,
1969), 1.

Theodore G. Van Istendal, " Community College Instiu-
tional Research," a paper presented to the Association of
Institutional Research, Chicago, Illinois, 1969, p. 1

(mimeograpned),

10
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studies. Medsker wrote that "little research is conducted which

enables two-year colleges to obtain Facts about their students.

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

nationwide investigation of institutional research in the

community college found that 20 percent had formally organized

programs of institutional research.8 A more recent nationwide

survey found that

1. The average junior college completes one

institutional research project per year.

2. The area that receives the greatest research

Lmphasis is "student"; the area of least emphasis

is "instruction".

3. OAly 23 percent had personnel employed to

coordinate institutional re3earch.9

6 Leland L. Medsker, The Junior College_:_ Progress and
Pros.lcct (New York: McGraw-Hill Boob Company, Inc., 1960,
p. 11)4.

7lbid., p. 165.

8Herbert L. Swanson, "An Investigation of Institutional
Reseixch in the Junior Colleges of th,? United States," unpub/ishedl
doctoral dissertation (Los Angeles: 'Jniversity of California,
1965), pp. 130-183.

9John E. Roueche and John R. 3oggs, Junior Colleae
Institutional Research: The State of the Art (Washington, D.C.:
American Association of Junior Colleges, 1968), pp. 47-48.

11
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It seems fair to conclude, as did Van Istendal, "that

although community college institutional research does encompass

two developing aspects of highe education--the latter,

institutional research, seems to be lagging considerably behind

development and progress of the general community college

itself." 10

Purpose Of The Study

To accepr the goal of universal postsecondary education

is to accept the responsibility to provide meaningCul and

substantive experiences for all who wish to continue thcir

education. Community colleges are beginning to understand the

magnitude of the task. It involves the revolutionary concept

that the college must be made to "fit" the student, whereas

tradition has it that students should be selected to "fit" the

college. Lssentially it means shifting the burden of proof from

the student to the college.

In the state of Illinois, home of the first publicly

supported junior college (Joliet, 1902), the legislature in 1965

enacted the Illinois Public Junior College Act. This Act

10Van Istendal, ,Institutional Research, p. 17.

07.11.111.1.11.
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stipulates that . . . junior college 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 community colleges

in Illinois have opened new opportunities for their constituents.

What is not clear, however, is how well corm- nity colleges are

"fitting" 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 specified in the Junior College Act? More

particularly, how do students enrolled Jr. specific and differing

programs (general education, technical-occupational, and

transfer) assess (1) the quality of instruction, (2) the

effectiveness of various student services, and (3) college

policies, practices and facilities? In addition, is they' a

difference in the "success" rate among these three programs?

Also does a relationshiF exist betaxen "success" in the

community college and students/ perceptions of selected community

college environmental factors?

11 State of Illinois, The Public Junior College Act
(Illinois Revised Statutes, 19691, pp. 103-117.

ti
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Four hypotheses stated in the null form shall be tested

in order to answer the above questions. The hypotheses are as

follows:

Hy?othesis I.There will be no significant difference

in the perception of the value of studcnt services

when comparing students by academic programs.

Hypothesis II.--There will be no significant

difference in perception of the effectiveness of

:Lassroom instructors whcn students are compared by

academic program.

Hypothesis III.--There will be no significant

differences in the perception of the appropriateness

selected college policies, pranticc.7 and facilities

when students are compared by academic program.

Hypothesis IV.--There will be no significant

relationship between student success and student

perception of student services, instructors and

college policies, practices and programs.

Finally, it is hoped that an institutional research model

which has general applicability will result. Since emphasis, not

only in Illinois but natthnwide, is being placed on accountability

of comnunity college program development, the author feels that

the construction of such a model to measure the relative

effectiveness of multi-programs is indispensable to proper

educational planning and development.

...errovi 11r,
14
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Significance Of The Study

At this juncture) 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

factors. Speaking to this point in her excellent book The Junior

College Sfoident: A Research Description, Patricia Cross remarked:

In reviewing the research on junior college students, one is

impressed by the almost total lack of any systematic investigation

of their (students) reactions to their college experience."
12

The Illinois Junior College Do%rd in its Standards and

Criteria for Evaluation and Recognition explicitly states that

"Each college shall develop procedures for . . . evaluation of

instructional progratas. Techniques of evaluahion should involve

follow-up studies . . . . Students . . . should be involved in

evaluation procedures."13

12 Patricia K. Cross, The Junior College Student: A
Research Descri,ption (Princeton: Educational Testing Service,
-1-§-6MT11. 36.

13Illinois Junior College Board: Standards and Criteria
for the Evaluation and Recognition of Illinois Public JuLior
Colle-es and Other Guidelines, Policies and Procedures Apnvoved
by thn Illinois junior Collerze Board (Springfir' " 1970), p. 28.

15
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Accountability is currently being increasingly emphasized

in American higher education, and properly so. Community

colleges in Illinois must account for their educational programs.

Thus it is imperative that institutional research models,

following the guidelines available, be developed.

While attempting to involve students by program (transfer,

general studies, technical-vocational) in evaluating their

edJeation. l_ experience, this study seeks to go one step further,

and examines the relationship between studentst evaluative

perception and their educational "success". Thus, in this

longitudinal follow-up study, persisters and non-persisters

(dropouts) are included. Success is defined in terms of

persistence, academic achievement, and self estimates of

educational progress. Relationships between student success

and student evaluation can be extremely beneficial in developing

educational programs to fit the students.

Finally, this study seeks to establish an institutional

research model, a model which other community colleges in

Chicago, Illinois, and nationally can easily and inexpensively

utilize.

alma

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

:ol/ege. Thus, it must be underStood that part-time students

awl second year students are not included. Likewise, this study

is limited to one community college arid should not be interpreted

as representing the City Colleges of Chicago system or community

colleges in general.

A further limitation which must be recognized is that

student evaluation of educ ional programs is but one part of

a valid evaluation procedure. Other components of the community

such as faculty, administrators, and outside agencies are also

indispensable contributors in any program evaluation.

Organization Of The Remainder Of The Study

The balance of this dissertation is divided into four

additional chapters. Titles have been omitted and the content

3reakdown has been summarized under the respective chapters

indicated below.

Chapter II.-- Chapter Two is devoted' to a review of the

reiatd.litevature. The emphasis will be upon bringing together

e 1,
17
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all relevant research. Particviar emphasis will be given to

studies focusing upon student perception of college environmental

factors. Likewise studies involving community colleges will be

carefully reviewed.

Chapter III.--The design of the study will be extensively

discussed in Chapter Three. The sample, collection of data,

instrument used, hypotheses to be tested, and statistical

treatment 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 program, student evaluation of selected environmental

factors, and the relatiu.1 hip between student perception and

student "success" will be examined in detail.

Chapter V.--The various aspects of the study will be

summarized and the findings will be discussed. The relevance

of the findings and implications for future research will be

included.

11
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CHAPTER II

Review Of The Literature

Introduction

During the past fifteen years a plethora of research

studies have focused upon the college environment. Sociologists,

social psychologist;, anthropologists, and other interested

educators have sought to explore the college culture. Educators

have always known that colleges differ from one another in

various ways as familiar classification& of institutions reflect:

liberal arts college, university, junior-community coll'z,e;

public, private, Catholia, Protestant, rural, urban, residential,

commuter, and so on. The research interest during the past

fifteen years has been concerned, not with refining classifica-

tions but with exploring new ways of viewing and measuring life

styles and the general institv.tional context within which

learning, growth, and development take place.

19
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The interest in college environments appears to stem

from several developments. First, there has been the example of

anthropologists characterizing primitive and contemporary

cultures. Second, there have been numerous studies of change

in college students1 values and attitudes. These studies have

concurrently sought to identify which conditions or experiences

may 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

Mayhe0,1 Jacob,2 and Eddy. 3 Third, higher education as a field

of rescarch has become fertile soil for social scientists from

various disciplines. Studies by Lazarsfeld and Thrielens4

1 Paul L. Dressel and Lewis Mayhew, General Education:
,Explorltion and Evaluation (Washington: American Council on
Education, 1954), p. 302.

2 Philip E. Jacob, Chanaina Values_in Collcae (New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1957), p. 178.

3 Edward D. Eddy, Jr., The Collette Influence on Student
Character (Washington: American Council on Education, 1959
p. 185

41'aul F. Lazarsfeld and Wagner Thielons, The Academic
'Land: Social Scientists in a Time of Crisis (Glencoe, Illinois:
The ['roe Press, 1958), p. 460.

( /..d./71.1. MINIIIINI=1.4.1111M OVINIIMP.ONNEINIP1110 ......11111111.! +1110,10:11.11=11Nr.IMION. ...
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in1958,andbytIortorlandothors5in,57 are examples. Finally,

the awareness of the great diversity of backgrounds, abilities,

and aspirations found among college students has resulted in the

hypothesizing that such differences in student bodies may explain

the differences in atmosphere among colleges. Two examples of

such studies are those by Darley
6

and McConnell and Heist. 7

Methods and Measdres

The field of college environmental research was given

emphasis by George Stern and C. Robert Paco during the latter

part of the 19501s. The work of Pace and Stern resulted in the

first objective and systematic measuring instrument for

characterizing college environments, the College Characteristic

5Robert K. Merton, George G. Reader, and Patricia L.
Kendall (eds.), The Student Physician: :ntroductory Studies in
the Sociology of Medical Edicatiou ceambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1957), p. 360.

6 John G. Darley, Promise and Performance: A Study of
Ability and Achievement in Higher Education (Berkeley: University
of California Press, 196),7. 191.

7Thomas R. McConnell and Paul Heist, "The Diverse College
Student Population," in Thc American Collcr;.c, cd. by Nevitf;
Sanford (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1962),
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 seen as

having a variety of "needs," psychological and emotional, that

he strives to satisfy. The -.Ivironment in which the person lives

is viewed as the "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, and impressions

that might characterize various types of undergraduate college

settings.
10

In responding to the statements in the CCI, college

students act as observers of what is or is not generally true or

characteristic of their college. Their vantage point is that of

participants in and reporters of the college environment.

8
C. Robert Pace and George G. Stern, "An Approach to the

Measurement of Psychological Characteristics of College
Environments," Journal of Educational Psvelolo,Tv, 49 (1958),
269-27Y.

9George G. Stern, "Characteristics of the Intellectual
Climate in College Environments," Harvard Educational Review., 33
(Winter, 19G3), 5-41.

10
George G. Stern, "!'he Intellectual Climate in College

Environments" in The Collrere Student and His Cult ire: An
Anal.sis, ed. by Kaoru Yamamoto (Loston: Houghtoi: Mifflin Co.,
1968 p. 206.

22



pwwlry.,S.411,

-15-

Another strategy of analyzing the need-press concept

led Pace to construct a different instrument, the College and

University Environment Scales (hereafter referred to as CUES).
11

The intent of CUES is to identify a set of dimensions along which

coHleges differ from one another, and to measure these dimensions

by a set of items which most clearly and sharply reflect these

differences. This approach directlf analyzes environmental

differences between institutions an.1 proceeds without reference

to any personality measures. "The Cocus is on looking for

patterns which best characterize environments, and, for this

purpose, the unit of analysis is thc college, not thc

indvidual."
12

The institutional score is determined by the

number of statements that are judged characteristic of its

env. ronment. The scales are labclee scholarship, awareness,

co lunity, propriety, and practicality.

Another example of the collective perception approach to

describing environments are the college press scales developed

11 C. Robert Pace, C01/.(IC and University Environment
Scales. Preli,minatly Technical ManwTUrinceton: Educational
Testing Service, 063).

.

.

12
Ibcd., p. 8.

ww10.
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by Thistlethwaite in 1959. 13 Thistlethwaitc's purpose was to

identify items which were related to institutions? production

of future doctorLtes in the natural sciences an in the arts,

humanities, and social sciences.

A more recent instrument which utilizes the collective

perception approach is the Institutional Self Study Survey

Questionnaire, College Student Form (ereafl,:cr referred to as

ISS), developed in 1969 by Donald Hoyt and the American College

Testing Program. 14 The ISS seeks sadent perceptions of various

college services, classroom instruc'ion, and college facilities,

practices, c .d policies; likewise information concerning

Aspirations, Goals, Personal and Educational Backgroynd, Self

Estimates of Educational Progress and Out of Class Acadeic and

Non-Academic Activities. A more detailed description of the ISS

instrument will be presented in Chapter III.

A different way to characterize environments is to

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

is that a college environment can be d(termined by assessing

13Donald L. Thistlethivaitc, "College Press and Student.
Achievement," Journal of Educational Psveholo-rv, 50 (109),
183-191.

14 American College Testing Program, Inc., Institutional
elf Study Survev Minna] (Iowa City: American College Testing"
Program, 1969), d. 108.

1

24
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the characteristics of the students and the number and type of

degree holders produced by the institution. Based upon this

proposition, Astin and Holland developed the Environmental

Assessment Technique (E.A.T,). 15
. The E.A.T. utilizes the

following eight measures: (1) institutional 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, Social, Conventional, Enterprising,

and Artistic).
16

By factor analysis, Astin determined six factors

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

(3) Status, (4) Leadership, (5) Pragmatism, and (6) Masculinity)?

An institutional profile is sketched by relating the six student

diff.rential factors and the eight institutional factors.

15Alexander W. Astin and John L. Holland, "The
Environmental Asser,sment Technique: A May to Measure College
Environments," Journal of Educational Psvcholottv, 52 (1961),
308-316.

16Alexander W. Astin, "Further Validation of the
Environment:al Assessment Technique," Journal of Educational
Psvcholortv, 54 (1963), 217-226.

17
Alexander W. Astin, Who Coes Where to Collect° (Chicago:

3cicncc Research Associates, 1c65), p. 20.

25
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Althougn this approach helps prospective students determine

the orientation of various colleges, it has little value in

institutional self -study and evaluation.

The typology of student subcultures described by Trow

10:018 represents still another 2pproach based on the

assumption that students make the college. The four main types

of campus subcultures--vocational, collegiate, academic, and

on-conformistwhere used by the Educational Testing Service

in constructing its College Student Questionnaire in 1965. 19

The institutional atmosphere is characterized by the prJportion

f students identifying themselves with each of these four value

atterns.

Of the above mentioned environmental assessment

techniques, the most frequently utilized are the CCI and the

CUES instruments. Measures based upon the collective perception

approach seem to be the most direct. Within limits, no one

nethodology or measuring device is logically or empirically

18
Martin Trow, "The Campus Viewed as Culture," in

Research on Collee Students, ed. by H. T. Sprague (3oulder,
;olorado: The Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education,
1960), pp. 105-123.

19 Richard Peterson, Collcrre Student nuestionnaires and
technical anual (P,-inceton: Educational testing Service, 1965),
o. 60.

,7 .1.19.V... -040 `i1110.41-1....
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superior. The crucial issue, as Pace pointed out, is not the

choice of methods, but the choice of questions to which the

methods are addressed.
20

General Findings

Despite the differences in approach, strategy, and

assumptions, there are general similarities in the relevant

results that have been obtained to date. It is our intent here

to summari2:e these results before focusing our attention upon

the research studies concerning community cGlleges.

Evidence indicates that the perceptions of incoming

students differ from those of students who arc presently enrolled,

and that the perceptions of these incoming students do change

after they :lave been at the institution for a -;:Tiod of time.

Studies by Pace,
21

Birdie,
22

Standing and Parke:, 23
and

20
George C. Pace, "Methods of Describing College

Cultures," in The Collerre Student and His Culture: An Analysis,
cd. by Kaoru Yamamoto (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1968),
p. 203.

211:.
Robert Pace, "When Students Judge Their College,"

College Boord Review, 58 (Winter 1965-66), 26-28.

22
1.;:a1ph F. Birdie, "Changes in University Perceptions

During the First Two College Years," The Journal of College
Student Personnel, 9 (March, 1968), 85-89.

23
G. Robert Standing and Clyde A. Parker, "The College

Characteristics Index as a :lear-,ure of Entering Students'
Preconceptions of College Life," The Journal of College Student
Personnel, 6 (October, 1964), 2-6.

..... . ,....11,1:
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Krupius
24

further indicate that in particular the intellectual

climate was perceived as being much greater prior to entering

college.

Likewise, one's place of residence seems to have some

bearing on the perception of the c"vironment, in that residential

students have different perceptions than do commuter

25,26,2,7
students. Major field of study affects the perception

of the environment on larger campuses, but appears to have littlz'

significance on the small single-purpose institutions.
28

'

29

24Richard W. Johnson acid Wayne J. Krupius, "A Cross-
Sectional and Longitudinal Study of Students' Perception of Their
College Environment," The Journal of Collef;e Student Personnel,
8 (ay, 1967), 199-203.

25 Charles Lindahl, "Impact of Living Arrangements on
Student Environmental Perceptions," The Journal of Collo-Jo
Student Personnel, 8 (January, 107), 10-15.

26
S. R. Baker, "The Relationships Between Student

Residenr,c and Perception of Environmental Press," The Journal of
Coller-o Student Personnel, 7 (July, 106), 222-224.

27
Ralph F. Birdie, "College Expecttions, Experiences,

and Perceptions," The Journal of Coll ,re Student Personnel, 7
(November, 1966), 336-344.

28 C. Robert Pace, The Influence of Academic and Student
Subcultures in Colle!re and University Environment, Cooperative
Research Project 10S3, Office of Education (Los Angeles:
University of California, 104).

.29John A. Centro, Student Pcn:cutiops of Total University
and Maim' Field Mivironment (unpublished Doc Loral Thesis, East
Lansing, Michigan; Michigan State University, 105).

-Rd..-
28
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Faculty-student perceptions securer: to be linked to the size of

the institution, with homogeneity existing in the smaller

college.
30,31

What is clear from the studies conducted to date
32

is

that college emtronments differ greatly from one another in

many characteristics. Accumulated results indicate clearly that

the common classifications of institutions mask a great deal

of diversity.

30 Ellen E. Ivey, C. Deaa Miller, and Arnold D. Goldstein,
"Differential Perceptions of College Environment: Student
Personnel Staff and Students," The Personnel and Guidance
Journal, 46 (September, 1967), 17-21.

31 Beth L. McPeck, "The University as Perceived by Its
Subculture: An Experimental Study," Journal of the National
Association of Women Deans and Counselors, 30 (Spring, 19:67),
129-132.

32The following are complete literature reviews of
college environment research studies:

C. Robert Pace and Ann McFee, "The College Elvironment,"
Review of Educational Research, 30 (1960), 311-320.

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

Kenneth Feldman and Theodore Newcomb, The Impact of
Collerr.e on Students (San Francisco, California: JosscyJass,
Inc., 1960.

29
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Results Of Community College Studies

Even though the assessment of college environments has

in recent years become so popular, the community or junior

colleges have remained, by and large, unscrutinized. The

paucity of research studies focusing upon this crucial area of

higher education is unfortunate. There are, however, several

notable exceptions.

Richards, Rand and Rand33 in an attempt to provide

necessary knowledge for intelligent planning of community

colleges undertook a replication of Astin's study of four year

colleges using a population of community colleges. 34 The basic

purpose was to organize the information available about

community colleges into a brief profile. Such a profile could

then be used both to characterize individual community colleges

and to study the effects of college on students.

Utilizing institutional information from ACT files and

institutional scores on the Enviionmental Assessment Technique,

33James M. Richards, Lorraine Rand nnd Leonard Rand,
A Doscrinf;ion of Junior Collc:res (Iowa City, Iowa: American
Colloge Vesting Program, 19G5a p. 28.

34 Ibid., p. 10.

30
/.. ims71
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thirty-six (36) variables were reported for five hundred and

eighty-one (581) community colleges. Through factor analysis

it was possible to reduce the number of variables from

thirty-six (36) to a more 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 year colleges and universities.

Having established a simple set of items for assessing

community college environments, Richard,;, Rand and Rand in

another stuc'y'6 sought to examine if different historical

traditions, social environments, and economic needs 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

communit;, colleges be considered socially adaptive institutions,

but useful information might he provided about alternatives for

the orderly development of community colleges. 37

35ibid., p. 24.

36James M. Richards, Lorraine Rand and Leonard Rand,
Regional Diffcrencf.ts in Junior Colleges (Iowa City, Iowa:
klerican College Testing Program, 1965b), p. 17.

37-1 1.
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Regional factors were found in all six factors, thus

reinforcing the diversity of patterns of higher education,

including community colleges, across thn country.38

In an attempt to determine 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 Environmental 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 characteristics

occurs. 40

Utilizing Pace's CUES, Gelso and Sims41 sought to

determine if there were any differences in the perceptions of a

residential, community college environment among (a) studcnts

who live at home (commuters), (b) student: who reside in college

38
p. 16.

39 lames M. Richards, Larry ,'. I3raskamp, Tho Goes Where
to Junior Collec,e (Iowa City, Iowa: American Colle,ce Testing
Program, July, 1967), p. 28.

40Ibid., p. 27.

41 Charles Gelso and David Sins, "Perceptions of a Junior
Collef;.e Environment," The, Journal of Collv.!-e Student Pe.'sonncl,
(January, 1969), 40-43.

...../ -.9a -.. ~ow. re. extmaa-K ww.., ..-Ineoverwaro[...v...
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dormitories (residents), and faculty member:;. The results

of this investigation indicate that a person's location and

position in a community college significantly affect some of

his perceptions of the characteristics of Clat institution.

They conclude by stating: "Recent research in this area has

offered much evidence that different campus groups cannot be

dealt with as if they were a homogeneous boly."42

Benjamin Gold43 also using the CUES investigated

student perceptions of the Los Angeles City College environment.

Gold concluded that the students characterized their college as

one where instructors are competent and businesslike, although

sometimes difficult to approach, and where considerable learninL

takes place outside the regular classroom program.

A study conducted by Wilson and Dollar44 sought to

determine whether there were differences in perceptions of

community college environments among (a) administrators,

42Ibid., p. 43.

43Benjamin K. Gold, "The Junior College Environment:
Student and Faculty Perceptions of Tjs Angeles City Colle!;c,"
Research Study 68-2 (Los Angeles: Los Angeles City College,
1968), p. 29.

44Ronald Wilson and Robert Dollar, Students, Teachers,
and Administrators Perceptions of the Junior College
Environment," the Journal of Colle,re Student. Personnel, 11

(May, 1970), 213-216.
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(b) faculty teaching transfer courses, (c) faculty teaching

vocationaltechnical courses, (d) students majoring in transfer

programs, and (e) students majoring in vocational-technical

courses. Results reinforce the .need to recognize that

significant differences exist among groups in their perception

of a single college environment, and that generalizing findings

from one campus to another is mislead4ng and without substance.

Of particular significance was the finding that vocational-

technical students and transfer students were quite similar in

their perceptions of the college environment.
45 It is also of

interest to note that the Community Scale was ranked lowest

by all groups except administrators, who ranked it next to

lowest. As Wilson and Dollar note, "One of the strongest

selling points of the community college has been the community

scale; i.e., small classes, individual attention, availability

of faculty, and, in general, a friendly, group-oriented

campus . ."46 Serious questions are raised by such a finding.

45Ibid., p. 216-21'.

46 Ibid., p. 216.
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Using former community college students along with a

group of students with no community college experience, Greer47

conducted an inquiry to compare perceptions of the community

college environment. Ten facets of the environment were

measured on bi-polar 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-year students showed great variance in their

perception. This, the author cbserves, was probably due to

differences among the thirteen colleges on which the respondents

were reporting.

At Hutchinson Community Junior College in Hutchinson,

Kansas, Stringer" utilizing the ISS survey form sought to

determine if perceptual differences existed among students of

various levels of academic status and progress. He found that

47 Thomas Greer, "Perceived Characteristics of Junior
Colleges, Peabody Journal of Education, 44 (1966), 3.

48James Stringer, "Identification and Analysis oC
Educational Status and Progress of Five Hundred Sophoore
Students at Hutchinson Community Junior College," paper
presented to the Institute for Student Personnel Workers (East
Lansing, Michigan: Michigan State University, May, 1()69)

46..
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students who were academically dismissed, as a group, were more

critical than other groups of (1) the quality of instruction

and (2) the rules and regulations of the college.49

Summary

The information contained in Chapter II has been

relevant and germane to the area of environmental studies and

to the present research being presented. The section titles:

(1) Methods and Measures; (2) Genal findings; and (3) Results

of Community College Studies comprise the major areas which

were reviewed.

A review of the various instruents being utilized tc

measure college environments and the assumptions these instrument=

rested upon was presented. Tt was observed that no one

methodology was innately superior to another and that the

choice of questions to O!.ch methods arc addressed was crucial.

The relevant g-eneral findings with respect to students'

perception of the environment were reviewed. Comprehensive

reviews of the literature were cited and it was concluded that

common classifications of institutions, such as liberal arts

colleges, unive.,sitics, etc., mask a great deal of diversity.

491.114-,942.11d-, p. 38.
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In reviewing commtiity college research studies it

is evident chat characteristics differ considerably from

region to region. There was evidence that within regions

two-year colleges likewise differed considerably. Finally,

it seems that different groups on the same campus perceive the

college environment in different and significant ways.

The findings here provide definite direction to the

subsequent chapters by focusing the attention of this study

on a single community college. The literature contains very

little concerning the relationship of multiple groups'

environmental perceptions to various measures of educational

success.

tumor., . *Mr - Ivor 4 is. dr ar 1
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CHAPTER III

Design Of The Study

Introduction

The basic methodology used 3.n this research study will

be discussed in this chapter. More specifically, this chapter

will include sections on the sample selection: procedures

involved in dam collection; the development, reliability, and

validity of the instrument; hypotheses to be tested; and

statir.tical treatment of the data.

Selection OE Sample

The sample groups selected for this study were students

who had enrolled at Wright College as full-time, beg-inning fresh-

men in the Fall semester of 1969. A full-time student is defined

as one who has registered for 9 o: more semester hour credits. A

-30-
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beginning freshman is defined as one who has no previous college

experience. In the Fall of 1969, 1,201 full-time, beginning

freshmen entered Wright College. Of this group 553 were

identified as vocational-technically oriented, 209 enrolled in

the general studies program, and 439 indicated preference for

the college transfer program. In selecting the stratified random

sample, a table of random numbers was used. A list of the names

of the full-time beginning students in each of the three programs

was obtained; consecutive numbers were listed next to the

student names on each roster (1-553, 1-439, and 1-209), and

finally one hundred student names were randomly selecte :t from

each roster.

The rationale for selecting full-time, beginning

freshmen was: As full-time enrollees the students will have

been on campus for an entire year and thus been pa"t of the

environment long enough to form judgments regarding the college.

Also, as beginning freshmen all students will have had no

previous college exposure and will have started college at the

same time.

Because the college environment is described in this

study by asking students to report on their perceptions, it was

necessary to :ielect samples lar;;e enough so that ui usual individual

rd...., . IR 1.5- .... .-.
39
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perceptions did not exert undue influence 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.1

Data Collection

In order to maximize the response rate several

strategies were employed in collecting the data. Student

packets containing (a) a personalized cover letter with a

specially prepared instrue-ion sheet,
2

(b) the survey booklet

and answer sheet, 3 and (c) a postage-paid return envelope were

prepared. Information concerning students/ home addresses,

telephone numbers, and class scheduleS was made available by the

Wright College Office of Research and Evaluation. All packets

were either distributed in class4 or mailed during the week of

May 4 - May 11, 1970.

1 Robert Linn, Junius Davis, and Patricia Cross, A Guide
to Research Desirl-n: Institutional Research PVCPWOM for Hi,.,her
Education (Princeton: Education Testing Service, 1965),
pp. 21-22.

2See Appendix C: Letter to Students with Instructions.

3Sce Appendix A: Su-vev or Educational Status and
Pro.,:*ress: Student Per:a. Referred to throuhouL as the ISS
questionnaire.

4Sec Appendix D: Memo to Paculty

4
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Two weeks later nearly 50 percent of the students had

responded. At this time (May 25 to May 29) all non-respondents

were called on the telephone. The telephone calls served to

1.arify the purpose of the questionnaire, to answer questions as

to how individual students were selected, and to express

appreciation for cooperation. By June 10, the response rate had

risen to 88 percent. At that time a second follow-up letter5 was

sent to the non-responding students. Final response rates were:

fransfer Group, ei hty-Line (89) percent; Vocational - Technical.

3roup, ninety (90) percent; General Studies Group, ninety-three

(93) percent. 'no: total overall response rate was ninety and

six-tenths (90.6) percent.

During the third wer!k of June ofticial cumulative grade

point averages were collected and recorded. Also, final

academic status was determined in terms of persistence and non-

persistence and recorded. Data collection was complete by

June 25 and all results were sent to Iowa City, Iowa, where the

data were processed by the ACT Computer Center. In processing the

data, it was arranged to have ACT access their Studont Data Dank

to obtidn previously collected Vata which were useful for this

investigation.

5Sec Appendix 2: Follow-up Letter to Studelts
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Instrumentation

The instrument used in this atudy is the experimental

version of the Institutional Self Study, College Student Form

(see Appendix A), developed by Drs. Donald Hoyt and Oscar Lenning.

As described by Lenning, the ISS consists of standard questions

about student goals and educational experiences. Likewise

student evaluations concerning faculty, classroom atmosphere,

institutional policies, facilities and student services arc

assessed!) The questionnaire is divided into the following

sections:

1. Coals and aspirations

2. ".;valuation of college policies, practices and

facilities

3. Evaluation of college student personnel

services

4. Progress toward various educational outcomes

5. Evaluation of college instructors

6. Out of class intellectual activities

7. Out of class non-academic accomplishments

In consultation with Dr. James Maxie, Director of

Research Services at ACT, Dr. Henry Mougha,lian, Coordinat;or of

Oscar T. Lennin-;, The InstitnOnnal Solf_LSCudv Service
(Irwa City: Acrican College TesLing PruL;p;Im, 1t)70),

pp. 9-10.

42
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Instructional Services at the City Colleges of Chicago, and

Dr. Ralph Smith, Director of Research and Evaluation at Wright

College, it was decided to utilize only sections on" thr.ugh five

of the ISS questionnaire. The sections concerning out of class

activities were judged inappropriate for the students of this

urban community college.

The ISS survey questionnaire, College Student Form, is

a straightforward self-report instrument. The amended ISS

questionnaire as used in this study required about twenty (20)

minutes to complete. The experimental version of the ISS

questionnaire, Survey of 2ducational Status and Progress, was

utilized because it was appropriate to the method of data ccllec-

tion strategics employed. The items in the experimental version

are as they appear in the marketed version.

The development of the initial ISS survey instrument

grew out of several years of work by Donald P. Hoyt. The

experimental version was entitled the Survey of Educational StiLus

and Pre,rress. The instrument became operational in the spring

of 1969 as the InstitutionalSelf-Studv Survey and was in the

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

questionnaire is a reusable booklet, and students mark their

43
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responses on a separate answ-Jr sheet. All items in the new

edition were transmitted from the previous edition, with minor

clarifications and vocabulary updating. Thus, the national

norms developed during 1968 are still applicable.7

A number of the ISS questionnaire items have their.

roots in research conducted over the years by ACT staff members,

while othes arc based upon university conducted research.

Recognized expertise, rather than research, was used in

developing items for two sections and each section was completed

only after a thorough review of the literature pertinent to that

area and consultation with export practitioners in the field. A

summary description of the items used in this study and their

development is presented in Appendix. B.8

Validity

For most of the items the validity rests primarily on

relevant research and consultation with experts in the field.

Another evidence of content validity rests in the items

themselves. They are essentially straightforward statements,

with no attempt to develop subtle scal.es.9

7Lenning, p. 53.

8Appendix B: Summary description of amended ISS survey.

ISS M;Innal, p. 56.
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Student ratings, and especially student self-ratings,

are often criticized for a variety of reaons. However, a

number of research studies give strong evidence for the validity

of self-report information. Walsh
10

found that students seldom

distort self reports, even when incentives to do so are

introduced. Davidson 11
found that self - reported high school

grades corresponded to actual grades recorded on official

transcripts. A reanalysis of Davidson's data demonstrated

correlations ranging from .91 to .93. 12

In most sections of the ISS questionnaire only the

student could be eNpected to give a competent answer. Questions

about the students' plans, goals and aspirations, self-perceived

progress in reaching various objectives, and assessment of the

various aspects of the college environment require the students'

on responses.

Reliability

In establishing reliability data for the ISS

questionnaire, Hoyt and Lenning report reliability estimates

l° °William B. Wal sli, "Validity of Self Report," Journal
of Connselinr, Psvrholor,v 14 (1c67), 18-23.

11 01uf M. Davidson, "Survey of Reliability of Student
Self Report High School Grades" (Iowa City: American Colleqe
Testine: Proeram, 1c64).

12
Lennin[:-, ISS Nanu.-11., pp. 56-57.



-38-

4M1:117671,1117C Irlie,1101,110%

based upon the total weighted sample of sophomores and seniors

used for developing ISS national norms. Kuder-Richardson

formula 20 and Kuder-Richardson formula 21 reliability

coefficients for the various ISS scales far exceeded the minimum

acceptable value of .40. 13

Hypotheses Tested

The hypotheses tested in this study will be stated in

null form. The direction of the testing was to reject the null

hypotheses at the established level of significance, which

was 0.05.

Hypothesis 1.--There is no significant difference in

the perception )f the value of student services when

comparing students by acadmic programs.

Hypothesis II.--There is no significant difference

in perception of the effectiveness of classroom

instructors when students are compared by academic

program.

Hypothesis III. - -There is no significant difference

in the perception of the appropriateness of selected

college policies, practices and facilities when

students arc compared by academie program.

"Ibid., 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 student's success is measured by the following

factors: (1) cumulative grade point average, (b) persistence vs.

on-persistence, and (c) self-evaluation of progress toward

specific educational objectives.

Statistical Treatment Of Data

To test the difference between means of the groups

which were compared the t -test was utilized. The mill hypothesis

is that the two populations from which the samples were drawn

have the same means (110: MI = M2). In other words, the mean

of one sample is equal to the mean of another sample. Stated

in null hypothesis terms, there is no difference between the

,means of the two samples (groups).

The 0.05 level of confidence was used in determining

14the significance of the t-ratio. Differences which were

significant at the 0.01 level arc specifically noted.

.14Sce Appendix F for formula.

4 7
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Analysis of the interrelations of the variables under

study was made utilizing Pcarson/s product moment correlation

coefficient ' 15 Product moment correlation coefficients arc

utilized because a linear relationship exists between the

variables in question. Statistical treatment of the data

obtained was processed by computer ,4t the Research Center of. the

Amei,ican College Testing Program.

15See Appendix G for formula.
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CHAPTER IV

Presentation And Analysis Of The Data

Introduction

The primary objective of this investigation was to

study student ratings of various factors of the Wright College

ampus environment, and to compare various subgroups of the

student population. Furthermore, it was decided to analyze the

results to see if any relationship existed between student

perception of the institutional environment and various measures

of success. As indicated in Chapter III, ninety (90) Technical-

Vocational students, eighty-nine (89) College Transfer students,

and ninety-three ()3) General Studies students responded to the

questionnaire.

This chapter will first present descriptive data in order

o give the reader a profile of the three student subgroups which

unpr:.se this study. The second part o7 this chapter will focus

pon data directly relevant 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 number of students who

responded with valid information and thus were included in the

analysis. It is noted that eighty-eight (88) of the ninety (90)

questionnaires returned by students in the Vocational-Technical

program were usable for research purposes. All eighty-nine (89)

of the College Transfer group responses were usable, and

ninety-two (92) of the ninety-three (93) General Studies

studenLs1 responses were valid for research purposes.

Table 1

Full-time Beginning Freshmen at
Wright College, Fall, 1969

Student Prorram
Original
Group

Sample
Group

Final
Sample

Vocational-Technical Program 553 100 88
Transfer Program 439 100 89
General Studies Program 209 100 92

TOTAL 1201 300 269

The high response rate is apparent by observing the

numbers included in the final sample. The overall response rate

of nearly ninety (90) percent is most satisfactory. It is noted

50
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that the following tables of information will include only those

students who comprised the final sample. In presenting the

following gables, the N of each group will remain constant.

Voc;ttional-Technical eighty-cirr,ht (88), College Transfer eighty-

nine 8 ), and General Studies ninety-two (92), unless otherwise

noted.

Table 2 gives a distribution of ACT composite scores by

p7-gram with national normative figures. The ACT composite

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

Social Science, and Natural Science.

Table 2

Distribution of Composite ACT Scores
(Percentages)

Standard
Score

Collette
Transfer

General
Studies

Vocational
Technical

Nat. 2-iear
Coll. Sample

26-36 0.0 2.3 0.0 5.0
21-25 7.3 30.2 0.0 24.0
16-20 45.6 58.2 19.5 38.0
11-15 39.8 9.4 64.4 26.0
1-10 7.3 o.0 16.0 7.0

Mean t5.7 19.7 13.1 17.6
S.D. 3.2 3.0 2.8 4.9
N 68 86 87 140,3141

1 American College Testing Program, Eastern Regional
Office, "National Co:omunity College Class Profile, Fall, 196C,"
pp. 1-28. (2limcographed.)

51
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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 Studies group, with the lowest mean ACT score, is in a

program which is tailored to their needs and which attempts to

aid them in acquiring the academic skills they need to perform

satisfactorily in college level courses. The College Transfer

group, with the highest mean score, is in a program which is

tailored to senior college programs.

Table 3 presents a distribution of the vocational choices

of the three groups as well as norms for public 2 -year colleges.

In the Vocational-Technical group nearly twenty-four

percent (245) of the students chose the Business, Political and

Persuasive fields, and eleven percent (115) chose Engineering.

In the Transfer group nuarly twenty -six percent (265) preferred

the Educational fields culd nearly seventeen per 'ent (175)

Business, Political and Persuasive fields. In the General Studies

group seventeen percent (175) chose Art and Humanities and seven-

teen percent (175) chose the Business, Political and Persuasive

fields. Thus, while each group chose a different vocational field

first, each ranked the Business, Political and Persuasive fields

as the second highest vocational field. Also or interest must be

the large percentage of undecided students in each group.
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Table 3

Distribution of Vocational Choices
(Percentages)

Vocational Vocational-
Choices Technical

College
Transfer

General.
Studies

."1"K16. 4 Z.=

National
N.--140,000

Educational Fields 7.9 25.8 8.7 13.5

Social Science and Religion 1.1 3.4 4.3 5.5

Business, Political and
Persuasive Fields 23.9 16.9 17.5 16.8

Scientific Fields 1,1 2.2 2.3 2.2

Agriculture Fields U 2.2 1.2 3.0

Health Fields 6.8 5.6 8.7 7.8

Art and Humanities 4.6 3.4 16.8 5.7

Engineering 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 29.3 24 4

Table 4 shows the distribution of student vocational role

preference. The vocational role focuses upon the tv21.. of work an

individual may wish to engage in, as opposed to the field of work

or vocational choice as depicted in Table 3.

.17
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Table 4

Vocational Role Preference
(Percentages)

Vocational Vocational- College General National
Role Technical Transfer Studies 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 9.6

Promoter or Salesman 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 19.1

Two or more roles 7.2 7.1 6.0 2.7

Don't know; undecided 24.1 30.6 17.9 21.3

Of interest here is the large number of Transfer

students) twenty -eight percent (287,), who Prefer "teacher or

therapist" roles. The Vocational-Technical and General Studies

students' preferences seem to be relatively evenly distributed.

Again we call attention to the large percentage of undecided

responses.

Table 5 presents a distribution of the degrees sought

by the .three groups. Of special interest in this table is the

percent of General Studies students who aspire for a professional
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degree beyond the Bachelor level. Whereas over twenty-eight

percent (28%) of the General Studies group have such aspirations,

only seventeen percent (17%) of the Vocational-Technical group

aspire to Master degree level or beyond.

Table 5

Level of Educational Aspiration
(Percentages)

Educational
Level Goal

Vocational-
Technical

N=88

College General
Transfer Studies

N=89 N=89
National
N= 1,40000

3.1
Vocational or Technical

(less than 2 years) 4.5 1.1 5.4

2-year college degree 29.5 10.1 14.1 22.6

Bachelor's or Equivaient 44.3 51.7 41.3 43.6

Masters (n.A., NBA) 12.5 25.8 18.5 17.9

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 1.9

Bachelor of Laws (L.L.B.) 2.3 2.2 2.2 i.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 scale, students indicated the degree

of importan:c they attached to twelve (12) educational goals.

----ft.-- -
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These twelve educational goal scores cluster intc four college

goal scores. Each student receives a score for his total rating

of four types of goals.

Table 6

Importance oC Four Types of College Goals
(Mean Score)

_ _ .

Educational
Goal

Vocational- College General National
Technical Transfer Studies N=8,529

Academic

Vocational

Non-
Conventional

Interpretation:

M
SD

M
SD

M
SD

M
SD

Essential =
Important =

5.85 4
1.4

6.68
1.3

4.83
1.6

5.22
1.9

8 or 9
5, 6,

6.07 6.12
1.3 1.3

6.65 7.13
1.5 1.3

4.69 5.01
1.8 1.7

5.10 5.59
1.7 1.8

Desirable = 2,
or 7 Not Important =

6.13
1.6

6.77
1.8

5.03
1.9

5.18
2.0

3, or 4
0 or 1

The academic goals reflect such cultural desires as

increasing; the ability to think, intellectual interests, and

appreciation of art, music and literature. The vocational goals

were concerned with diovcring one's vocational interest and

obtainin:; the sl;ccific skills or academic requirements needed

in a profe:sien or job. Social goals included item3 dealing

SEA
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with improved skills in interpersonal relationships, leadership,

and social capacity. The Nonconventional goals concerned

independence and self-reliance, political or social justice, and

the identification of causes to which one can become dedicated.

These,goals were derived from Trowts typology of college student

subcultures (see Appendix B, pp. 107-116).

Analysis of the table demonstrates that vocational goals

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

three student groups. The academic goals are ranked second by

each group, followed by nonconycnttppal goals and social goals.

This pattern is similar to the two-year college norm group. Of

particular interest is that the General Studies 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 goals as .,!r; most

important.

Vocational goal statements refer to discovering

vocational interests, attaining vocationally related skills, and

meetinl job requiroments. Hoyt and Yunday point out that

students who score hih in this aven will probably respond most

favorably to practical-applied approaches to academic work.
2

2 Donald P. Hoyt and Leo A. Mnnday, YourColle,,,e Freshman
(Iowa City, Iowa: Amori.can Testin,l- Program, 108),
PP. 21-22.
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Table 7 contains a distribution of cumulative grade point

averages earned after one ucademic year. Fifty-two percent (52%)

of the General Studies group, forty-six percent (46%) of the

Vocational-Technical group, and thirty-four percent (34%) of the

College Trwisfer group carucd grade point averages of less than

2.00.

Table 7

Distribution of Cumulative Grade Point Average
(Percentage)

Grade Point
Avora7e

3.80-4,00

Voca t,i on al

TechHcal
College
Transfer

General
Studies

3.50-3.79 2.3 3.4

3.2(1_3.49 3.4 1.1

2.90-3.1(; 5.7 9.0 4.3

2.60-2.89 6.8 13.5 12.0

2,30-2.59 13.6 21.3 9.8

2.00-2.29 25.0 15.7 20.7

1.70 -1.99 23.9 12.4 13.0

1.40-1.69 12.S 9.0 9.8

Below 1.40 10.2 12.4 29.3
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Table 8 contains information regarding studctt

persistence. Persistence is defined as having remair.-:d in

school for the entire academic year. As demonstrated in

Table 8, students in the Vocational-Technical program had the

highest persistence rate and students in the General Studies

program, the lowest.

Table 8

Distribution of Persistence
(Percentages)

Vocational College General
Persistence Technical. Transfer Studies

Completed
Academic Year 94.3 87.6 80.4

Did not
Complete Year 5.8 12.4 19.6

---

Table 9 contains the average self-ratings of progress

toward specific educational goals. The items relating to this

table were suge,ested in research by Pace and Baird (see Appendix

B, pp. 107-116). The assumption is that one can learn

valuable things about a student's development simply by asking

him to evaluate it. The student is asked to indicate the degree

to which he feels he has made substantial progress (3), some

59
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progress (2), or not much progress (1). The higher the score,

then, the more progress an individual feels he has made. The

twelve educational goals are clustered into six "college goals".

The number of items which comprise each college goal is

indicated.

Table 9

Average Self- Ratings of Educational Progress

College
Goal

Vocational College
Technical Transfer

General
Studies

National No.
N=.5_,46A Items

Intellectual- M 5.63 6.50 5.78 6.44 3

Humanistic SD 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.5

Group 3.94 4.25 4.19 4.28 2

Welfare SD 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.0

Scientific- 6.39 6.80 5.97 6.86 3

Independent SD 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.4

Practical- 4.20 3.57 3.54 4.33 2

Status SD 1.1 1.1 1,.1 1.1

Personal- 2.32 2.31 2.41 2.45 1

Deve,opment SD 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6

Communication M 2.20 2.32 2.15 2.30 1

Skill SD 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.7

The College Transfer students indicated the greatest

degree oC educational progress in four of the six goals. As

demonstrated in Table 9, the College Transfer group's mean score

Go
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was the highest, thus indicating a rating of greater progress,

on the Intellectual-Humanistic scale, the Group Welfare scale,

the Scientific-Independent scale, and the Communication scale.

The Vocational-Technical students' self-rating on the Prae;ical-

Status scale (4.20) indiCated the greatest progress on that

scale, whereas the General Studies group indicated the greatest

degree of progress on the Personal-Development scale.

In viewing the three groups we see that the College

Transfer group achieved highest on the academic achievement

scale (ACT = 19.7) and also, after one year, that over siLty-six

percent (66;;) of the group achieved a grade point average of 2.00

or higher. This same group rated themselves as having achieved

greater educational progress than the other two groups on four

of six scales: Intellectual-Humanistic, Group Welfare,

Scientific-Independent, and Communication Skills. Over thirty

three-percent (330) planned to pursue a master's degree or

higher and vocational goals were viewed as the most important

college goal. Academic and non-conventional goals were rated

as important while social goals were seen as desirable. The

teacher or therapist vocational role was preferred by over

twenCy-eight percent (285) of thrl College Transfer group and over

twenty-five percent (25;'!,) planned on entering the educational

ftl,: 11- 1, yna -,CM =WWft...mma.S .1C/ /1/00mM.V.,VMeww If .0.1 -2
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field. A large percent were unsure of either their vocational

field (245) or their vocational role preference (30.6%).

The General Studies group had the lowest composite ACT

score (13.1) and had the loftiest. 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 (805), they viewed themselves as making more progress on

the Personal Development scale than did the Vocational-Technical

group or the College Transfer group. Likewise, the General

Studies group rated each of four educational goals (Table 6) as

more important than did either of the other groups. The

educational aspiration of students in the General Studies program

is relatively high. Over twenty-eight percent (285) aspire to a

degree beyond the Bachelor's level. The vocational role

preferences of this group focused around Administrator or

Supervisor (185) and Teacher or Therapist (165), with a

significant number being undecided (185). Nearly thirty percent

(305) said they were unsure of the vocational field they

eventually wished to enter, whereas eighteen percent (185)

visualized the Business, Political, Persuasive fields, and

another seventeen percent (175) visualized Arts and Humanities.

The Vocational-Technical group is distinguished by

having the highest persistence rate, over ninety-four percent

Tow,alsOMNIF:ww. 117.1.0 .111..10.1.
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(94.30). An ACT composite score of 15.7 falls between the other

two groups and near the thirty-fifth percentile nationally.

Over fifty-three percent (53;;) achieved a grade point average

of 2.00 or higher. This group rated themselves higher than the

TranSfer group and the General Studies group in attaining

educational progress on the Practical-Status scale. They rated

themselves lower than the other two groups on the Intellectual-

Humanistic Group Welfare and Scientific-Independent scales.

Academic, Vocational, and Non-Conventional goals were considered

important, whereas Social goals were viewed as desirable.

Nearly twenty-four percent (23.95) indicated vocational choices

in the Business, Political, and Persuasive fields, and nearly

fifteen percent (14.55) chose Practitioner or Producer as their

vocational role preference. High "undecided" rates characterized

both the vocational field .end vocational role choices.

Having drawn a profile of each group in terms of the

academic achievements, vocational preferences, educational

aspirations, educational goal preferences, and success indicators

as measured by cumulative grade point average, persistence, and

self rating of educational progress, let us turn our focus upon

the student groups' evaluation of the college environment.
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Presentation Of Results

In comparing the three groups on the basis of their

perceptions of the environmental characteristics of the

institution, thc data will be presented in the order of the

stated hypotheses:

I There is no significant difference in the

perception of the value of student services

when comparing students by academic programs.

II There is no significant difference in the

perception of the effectiveness of classroom

instruction'when students arc compared by

academic programs.

III There is no significant difference in the

perception of the appropriateness of selected

college policies, practices and facilities

when students arc compared by academic programs.

IV There is no significant relationship between

student success and student perception of

student services, instructors, and college

policies, practices, and programs.

Evaluation of Student Services

Table 10 shows the comparison of group evaluation of

various student services.
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Table 10

Evaluation of Student Personnel Services
(Percentages)

-

Service Ratinrr
Vocational
Technical

College
Transfer

General
Studies

Faculty
Advising

Counseling

Financial
Aids

Extracurricular
Advising

Orientation

Health

Remedial

Very valuable
Worthwhile
Little benefit
Never used

Very valuable
Worthwhile
Little benefit
Never used

Very valuable
Worthwhile
Little benefit
Never used

Very valuable
Worthwhile
Little benefit
Never used

Very valuable
Worthwhile
Little benefit
Never used

Very valuable
Worthwhile
Little benefit
Never used

Very valuable
Worthwhile
Little benefit
Never used

23.9
45.5
23.9
6.8

28.4

35.2
25.0
11.4

8.0
9.1
4.5
78.4

4.5
11.4
19.3
64.8

9.1
26.1

34.1
30.7

4.5
6.8
5.7

83.0

15.9
15.9
11.4
56.8

13.5
41.6
36.0
9.0

10.1
29.2
43.8
16.9

3.4
7.9
4.5
84.3

1.1
11.2
15.7
71.9

9.o
21.3
43.8
25.8

0.0
1.1
6.7

92.1

2.2
9.0
9.0

79.8

37.0
44.6
17.4
1.1

38.0

39.1
20.7
2.2

9.8
8.7

12.0
69.6

4.3
28.3
19.6
47.8

18.5
27.2
33.7
20.7

4.3
10.9
6.5

78.3

26.1
29.3
19.6
25.0

n.- Oar,. +D.,. low
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The General Studies group rated the Faculty Advising,

Counseling, and Orientation services as more valuable than

either the College Transfer group or the Vocational-Technical

group. The College Transfer group found all three services

the least valuable. The Faculty Advising service was rated the

most valuable service by all three 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. However, a majority of the College Transfer

students who used the service found it of little benefit. The

Remedial service was evaluated favorably by the General Studies

students, whereas a majority of the other two groups did not

use the service. The Financial Aids :ervicc was utilized by

only a small percentage of students. this is also rue or the

Health service. It is interesting to note that the Extracurrieulit

Advising service was utilized by over fifty percent (50;;) of the

General Studies group, whereas only thirty-five percent (W) of

the Vocational-Technical group and twenty-eight percent (28) or

the College Transfer group utilized this servire.

To test the null hypothesis, that the to ,; groups did

not evaluate these services in significantly different ways, the

xr..... 11". Nie...Maonwe
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t-test of the difference between two means was used. Only those

services which at least sixty percent (60%) of each group

utilized and thus evaluated were subjected to analysis.

Table 11 presents the t-ratio between groups'for the

Faculty Advising Service, the Counseling Service, and the

Orientat:Lon Service.

Table 11

t-Ratios for the Comparison of All Groups on
Selected Student Personnel Services

Faculty Advisiw,I
........_____..._.....
Counsclincrn. ,___._.Orient-Ition

(role Mean S.D. t-ratio Mean S.D. t-ratio Mcnn S.D. t-ratio

Vo.-Tech. 2.00 0.7 2 08*
Coll. Ti. 1.77 0.7

2.04 0,8 1.64 0
45-1.

0.7
13 941.61 0.7 1.52 0.7 -2-

Vo.-Tech. 2.00 0.7 2.04 0.8 1.64 0.7
1.81 1.29

Gcn. Stu. 2.20 0.7 ---- 2.18 0.7 "..1.' 1.81 0.8 ---
I

Coll. Tr. 1.77 0.7 1 oc,, 1.61 0.7 co 1.52 0.7 2.25*
Gen. Stu. 2.20 0.7 .'2'2-.4=2'' 2.18 0.8 1.81 0.8 ----

*Significant at the .05 level.
**Significant at the .01 level.

As can be seen by the information presented in Table 11,

siv.nificant differences are found bettrccn students in the

Vocational-Technical program and students in the College Transfer

program in their rating of both the F;:culty Advising services

as-/. wwo ...v.- a p.m.. ow.- Iwwwwoe
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and the Counseling service. Statistically significant t-ratios

exist between the College Transfer students and students in

the General Studies program on each of the three student

services: Facultr Advising, Counseling, and Orientation.

Significant differences beyond the 0.05 level are found on five

of the nine group comparisons. Thus, there exists sufficient

evidence to reject the null hypothesis at the 0.05 level of

confidence. In other words, empirical evidence indicates that

significant differences in the perception of the value of

selected student services does exist when comparing studenLs by

academic programs. Specifically, the: College Transfer students

assess the faculty Advising service and the Counseling service

significantly lower than do either the General Studies students

or the Vocational-Technical sLudents The College Transfer

students also rate the College Orientation program significantly

different (lower) than do students in the General Studies

program.

Evaluation or Instructors

Table .1 presents student reaction to classroom instruc-

tors, fourteen items have been clustered into three factor

areas: Class Conduct, Student Involvement, and Teaching Style.

Students were aacd to respond to a statement in terms of whether

goANIM111AINMA ANIMPA',114A Ash.,
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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 feel

that their instructors do not have an unusual facility for

communicating their knowledge to students. uencral Studies

studcnts arc more critical of their instructors than either the

Transfer group or the VocationalTechnical group in rating

instructors' ability to distinguish between major ana minor

poinis. The College Transfer students rate their instructo "s

more positively than the other two groups it terms of relating

cour::e material to contemporary problems. Students in each of

the three groups believe that out of class Assignments arc

reasonable and th t only a small minority of their teachers give

disoganized, superficial or imprecise treatment to their

material.

In analyzing the Student Involvement factor we note each

student group views a majority of their instructors as

encouraging student classroom participation. The statements

" Instructors don't seen to care whether class material is

under -stood or not" and "Instructors seem tout of touch' with

69
11



.a..... vs.:47111

-62--

Table 12

Student Assessment of Instructors
(Percentages)

____
Vocational.

Factor Technical
College
Transfer

Min

General
Studies

10 Mn
CLASS CONDUCT

Mj* Mn Mj

Unusual facility Communic .
Knowledge 11 34** 16 39 11 33

DisorgrInized, Superficial
Imprecise 6 75 0 83. 5 63

Assignments Reasonable
insuf. Distinc. Between

55 13 56 11 43 14

Major & Minor Points 13 45 8 56 13 33
Relate Content to

Contemp. Problems 24 16 45 19 29 19

STUDENT INVOLVEMENT
Encourage Class Particip. 81 7 76 5 67 7
Permit Student Voice in
Class Direction 16 A8 10 53 23 29

Don't Care if Material
Understood 5 7& 8 75 10 63

Out of Touch with Student
Life 9 GO 7 67 13 54

TEACHING STYLE
Lecture!: Dry, Dull,
Monotonous 8 51 7 53 16 35

Uneasy and Nervous 3 90 0 98 8 75
Criticize, Embarrass

Students 1 79 1 92 2 82
Entertaining Manner 19 37 15 35 15 .28
Describe Pers. Opinion
& Experience 28 17 32 27 35 16

*Mj="Majority of my Instructors" **(Percents do not total 100 as
Mn=mMinority of my Instructors" "About half my instructors"

response not reflected in
Table 12.)

Inv mrry..../. =.1.
70
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student life" are characteristic of only a small minority of

faculty. College Transfer students feel that a majority of

instructors do not permit students an important voice in

determining class objectives and procedures.

Whereas only eight percent (80) of the Vocational

Technical students and seven percent MO of the College Transfer

students felt that dry, dull and monotonous lectures were

descriptive of a majority of their teachers, sixteen percent 061

of the students in the General Studies group felt this was

descriptive of a majority of teir instructors. Results also

indicate that General Studies students found more instructors

to appear Iweasy and nervous than did either of the other two

studeIt groups. All groups indicate that few instructors

criticize or embarrass students in the classroom. rich group

reported that presenting material in an entertaining manner was

found to be characteristic of only a small number of instructors,

whereas giving personal opinions or describing personal experi-

ences was characteristic of a greater number of classroom

instructors.

To test the null hypothesis, that the three groups did

not evaluate their instructors in significantly different ways,

the t-test of the difference between two means was utilized.

11
71
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Evaluative statements were grouped into three factors: Clz,ss

Conduct, Student Involvement, and Teaching Style, and are

compared by student groups. Table 13 presents t-ratios between

groups for the factors named above.

Table 13

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

Class Conduct Stud. Involvement Teachinrr Style

Mean S.D. t-ratio Mean S.D. t-ratio Mean S.D. t-ratio

Vo.-Tech. 8.61 1.7 1.46 6.20 1.4
Coll. Tr. 8.21 1.9 6.43 1.5

1.04 7.91 1.7
- 7.81 1.5 0.4k

Vo.-Tech. 8.61 1.7 6.20 1.4 1.20 7'91141.69 1.42Gen. Stu. 9.04 1.7 - 6.51 1.9. ---- 8.29 1.9

Coll. Tr. 8.21 1.9 6.43 1.53.0P* 0.1.1 78:N 11: 1.80Gen. Stu. 9.04 1.7 ---- 6.51 1.9

**Significant at the .01 level.

As demonstrated in Table 13, differences between group

means were not statistically significant on the Teaching Style

or Student Involvement factors. Likewise on the Class Conduce

factor the Vocational-Technical and College Transfer groups did

not differ significantly, nor did the Vocational-Technical and

General Studies clroups. However, the Colle,,e Transfer and the
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General Studies groups did differ significantly on the Class

Conduct factor. Since on eight of the nine possible combinations

there existed no significant differences, we would not reject the

null hypothesis. Rather we tend. to accept the null hypothesis

that significant differences do not exist when comparing

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 Selected College
Policies:,. Practices and Facilities

Table: 14 shows the comparative group evaluation of

selected college policies, practices and facilities. Students

were asked to respond in terms of agreement. disagreement, or

no opinion to statements about specific policies, practices and

facilities. I,. Table 14 the respont.e "partly agree and partly

disagree" is not reflected. Statements are clustered into

three factor areas: Academic Matters, Rules and Policies, and

Non-Academic Facilities and Programs.

1110.111.0011, SNIOnaglia .1 MalaIMI /wry .1.0,
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Table 14

Student Reaction t..) Selected Policies,
Practices and Facilities

(Percentages)

Vocational
Technical

College
Transfer

D N

General
Stildies
A D N

ACADEMIC MATTERS
A D N* A

Labs. - Phy. Sci. OK 22 11 51 16 20 46 19 9 53
Labs. - Bic. Sci. OK 13 11 60 29 16 33 24 10 41
Exams are Fair 40 14 1 40 11 2 33 20 2

Library accessible 72 8 6 77 2 3 66 10 5

Teachers will assist 68 5 5 65 3 2 56 10 2

Program for gifted OK 35 5 47 35 4 40 32 5 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. is
Policy Making OK 17 17 26 19 23 27 28 16 17

Discipl. Proc.,
Policies OK 37 7 28 42 6 27 35 11 32

NON-ACAD. FACIL. A 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 38 25 7
Cultural Programs

Adequate 32 11 23 33 14 16 30 16 22
Recreational racil.
Adequate 51 30 2 42 30 7 55 22 4

Social Program
Successful 9 ?0 37 7 37 35 23 24 34

Food Service Satis. 18 51 6 13 43 9 21 44 4

*A=Percent who said "Agree"; D=Percent who said "Disagree";
N=Percent who said "No opinion".

**Percents do not add to 100 as those who said "Partly agree
and partly disagree" are not included in table.

1,-,- ......r- mow ...me. . -
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Under the Academic Matters factor, laboratory facilities

are rated favorably with the exception of the College Transfer

students' response 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 Genera]. Studies group. Each group found library materials

easily accessible and instructors generally available for

assistance with classwork. Finally, each group felt that

adequate provisions had been made for gUted students, through

honors programs and the like.

Under the Rules and Policies factor, students in each

group agree that rules governing the invitation of controversial

speakers are reasonable. Likewise they view regulatioss

governing academic probation and dismissal as sensible and

disciplinary procedures and policies as fair. Regulations

governing student conduct, although viewed as constructive by

Vocational-Technical and College Transfer students) were less

favorably rated by General Studies students. Twenty-four

percent (240 of the General Studies students feel that student

conduct regulatioas are constructive, twenty-one percent (210

75
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disagree, eight percent (85) had no opinion, and forty-seven

percent (475) partly agreed and partly disagreed. The

Vocational-Technical students have no consensus with respect

to whether students have ample opportunities or not to

participate in college policy making. The General Studies

students indicate that such opportunities are present, whereas

the College Transfer group seems to indicate that they are not.

Under the Non-Academic Facilities and Programs factor,

students in each group are highly critical of the college

social program. The college food service, in terms of quality,

cost and efficiency, is viewed as unsatisfactory by a large

percentage of students in each group. Whereas recreational

facilities are rated as adequate by r majority of students, a

sizable number of students in each group feel that sufficient

recreational opportunities and facilities are not available.

Provision for student privacy is viewed as adequate by a

majority of Vocational-Technical and General Studies students,

and as inadequate by a majority of students in the College

Transfer program. A majority of students in the General Studies

program and the College Transfer program agree that the college

newspaper gives a balanced presentation of controversial events.

Vocational-Technical students are more critical of the college
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newspaper. Finally, each group tends to agree that the cultural

program is satisfactory in terms of quality and quantity.

To test the null hypothesis, that the three student

groups did not differ significantly in their perception of

selected college policies, practices and facilities, the t-test

of the difference between two means was utilized. Table 15

presents t-ratios between student program groups for the

factors identified above.

Table 15

t-Ratios for the Comparison of All Groups on
Selected Policies, Practices and Facilities

Non-Acadenlic
Academic Matters Rules a Policies Facilities-Pro2-rams

Grog Mean S.D. t-ratio Moan S.D. t-ratio Mean S.D. t-ratio

Vo.-Tech. 6.66 2.5 6.66 2.7
.56Coll. Tr. 7.42 2.7 j-2-9-.2- 6.44 2.3 0

Vo.-Tech. 6.66 2.5 6.66 2.7
Gen. Stu. 7.45 3.0 1429 7.21 2.7 1---3-1

Coll. Tr. 7.42 2.7 6.44 2.3
0 07 7.21 2.7 14.21*

10.51 2.9
Gen. Stu. 7.45 3.0 9.90 3.4

1.28

10.26 3.0
10.51 2.9

10.26 3.0
0.74

9.90 3.4 -----

*Significant at the .05 level.

As demonstrated on Table 15 the Vocational-Technical

students and the College Transfer students significantly differed

.OPNINO, /OH walla
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in the responses to the Academic Matters factor. The other two

group combinations, the Vocational Technical-General Studies

and the College Transfer-General Studies, did not differ

significantly on the Academic Matters Factor. On the Rules

and Policies factor, one of the three combinations, the College

Transfer and General Studies, significantly differ beyond the

five percent level. On the third factor, Non-Academic Facilities

and Prognams, none of the three group combinations differ in a

statistically significant manner. Again we accept the null

hypothesis that no significant differences exist between the

three groups in their general perception of college policies,

practices and facilities as on seven of the nine comparisons

significant differences were not found. We note, however, the

significant differences found in comparing the Vocational-

Technical and College Transfer students on the Academic Matters

factor and in comparing the General Studies and College Transfer

students on the Rules and Policies factor.

Relationships Between Success
and Sttylent_yerceptions

The relationships between success and student perceptions

arc measured by utilizing Pearson's product-moment coefficient

of correlation. Table 16 presents correlation coefficients

between measures of success and student perception of student
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personnel services. Table 17 presents correlations between

success measures and student ratings of seected college policies

practices and facilities. Table 18 presens relationships

betwf n measures of success and student ralAng of instructors,

The measures of succcss are: persistence and non-persistence,

cumulative L'radc point average, and self-ratings of progress

on the Intellectual-Humanintic scale, the ..;roup Welfare scale,

the Scientific-Independent scale, the Practical Status scale,

the Personal Development scale, and the Conmunication sale.

Table 16

Cormlations Between Measures of Success
and Bvaluation of Student Perscnel Services

-----=======
College General
Transfer StudiesMeasures of Success

Vocational
Technical

Persistence-Non-Persistence +.10 +.06 +.01

Cumulative Grade Point Average -.06 f +.11 -.03

Intellectual-Humanistic .15 .13 -.03

Group Welfare -.06 -.07 .06

Scientific-Independent -.12 .05 .09

Practical Status -.OS .i3 .15

Personal Development .27* -.11 .22*

Communication SI:ill -.11 .13 .11

*Significant at the .05 level.
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As demonstrated in Table 16 very low, non-significant

correlations exist between group evaluations of student. services

and persistence and non-persistence. Very low, positive and

negative, nonsignificant 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 level. Correlations on the

other self-rating scales are found to be non-significant.

Table 17 demonstrates non-significant correlations,

both positive and negative, between all measures of success

and student ratings of college rulesvpolicies and facilities.

The exception is the significant correlation found between the

Personal DevelopMent scale and students in the Vocational-

Technical program.

Table 18 demonstrates low non-significant correlations

between student ratings of instruction and persistence and grade

point aver3ge. Nine of the eighteen correlations on the self-.

rainq scales are significant, and we note that each is

positively related.

.1 FM.
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Table 17

Correlations Between Measures of Success and Ratings
of College Rules, Policies, & Facilities

Measures of Success
Vocational
Technical

College
Transfer

General
Studies

Persistence-Non-Persistence +.01 +.03 +.07

Cumulative Grade Point Average +.02 .00 -.02

Intellectual-Humanistic .01 .13 -.09

Group Welfare -.04 .07 -.18

Scientific-Independent -.15 .12 .00

Practical-Status -.06 .16 -.02

Personal Development .32* -.06 .00

Communication Skill -.15 .08 .08

**Significant at the .01 level.

Table iE

Correlations B 'ween
and Rating

Measures of
of Instructor

Success

Measures of Success
Vocational
Tee'lnical

College
Transfer

General
Studies----

Persistence-Non-Persistence I-.19 -.03 -.13

Cumulative Grade Point .00 +.15 +.15

Intellectual-Humanistic .19 .31 .14

Group Welfare .31** .24* .14

Scientific-Independent .11 .22* .24*

Practical-Status .08 .11 .19

Personal Development .29* .21* .24*

Communication Skill9 .12 .28* .13

*Significant at the .05 level.
**Significant at the .01 level.

111.
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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 student perception

of student services instructorr:, and selected college policies,

rules and practices. In accepting the null hypothesis we note

the sign4.Iicant and positive, but low, correlations which exist
4

between 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 Orientation

service, the majority found it worthwhile. The Remedial service

was perceived 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 Studies

students, as it was by ec.ch of the other groups. Very few

meaningful relationships existed between the various measures of

success, and General Studies students' perceptions of student

services, instructors, and college policies, rules and facilities.
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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 most part, rated quite

favorably. A significant number of College Transfer students

felt that their participation in college policy making was

inadequate, that there were inadequate provisions for studcnt

privacy, and that the college social trogram was not successful.

Several significant relationships existed between self-rating

success measures and College Transfer studentst perception of

classroom instructors. Other relationships between success

measures and student assessments were non-significant.

The Vocational-Technical student:, found both the Faulty

Advising service and the Counseling service to be valuable. As

did the General Studies students and tLa College Transfer

students, the students in the Vocational-Technical program rated

their classroom instructors favorably. The college social

program was viewed as unsuccessful, and a large number of

students were critical of the college newspaper. Very few

meaningful relationships existed between success measures and

student perceptions of student services, instructors, and

selected college policies, rules and facilities.
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Comparing students in different curricula programs on

the basis of their perception of various student services

yielded several significant results. General Studies students

found each service, Faculty Advising, Counseling, 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

College Transfer program. General Studies students and

Vocational-Technical students did differ significantly in their

perception of the student services, thus indicating the similar

perceptions of those two groups. The Vocational-Technical

students found the Faculty Advising service and the Counseling

service significantly 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 students in the General Studies program.

Although several comparisons approached the 0.05 level of

significance, this was the only statistically significant

difference when students in differing curricular programs were

compared.
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When comparing student perceptions of selected college

policies, practices and facilities, we note significant

differences between the Vocational-Technical group and the

College Transfer group on the Academic Matters factor. Likewise

we see that College Transfer students and General Studies

students differ significantly in their perception of

appropriateness of various college policies and rule. Students

in the College Transfer program found the rules and policies

more appropriate than did the General Studies students.

The Hypotheses

The hypothesis concerning student personnel services

was stated as Hypothesis I: There is no significant difference

in the perception of the value of student services when comparing

students by academic programs. The findings indicate that this

hypothesis is, in general, not supported. Evidence from five

of the nine measures specifics that there is a significant

difference between the groups. However, non-support is not

total, as four of the measures were not significant. More

specifically, this hypothesis can be supported for comparisons

involving College Transfer students but can not be supported for

comparisons between Vocational-Technical students and General

Studies students.
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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 hypothesis is

gener'ally 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 appropriateness

of selected college policies, practices and facilities when

students are compared by academic programs. The hypothesis is

supported. Differences between groups existed on only two of

nine ccmparisons.

Hypothesis IV concerning the relationship of success to

student perceptions was stated as follows: There is no

significant relationship between student success and student

perception of student services, instructors and college policies,

practices and programs. This hypothesis is supported, as

correlations on all seventy-two measures 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 relationships measured, not

one was found to yield moderate or high correlations. Of the

eight significant comparisons, three existed between the

Vocational-Technical and College Transfer students and five

existed between the College Transfer and General Studies

students. That there were no significantly 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 includes a summary of the research

problem, purpose of the study, procedures utilized, and

results obtained. Conclusions are based on information obtained

in the course of this study. Recommendations are based upon

the results of this study.

Summary Of Purpose And Procedures

Institutional assessment by students in different

college pi.egrams was the focus of this study. It began by

asking how well a single community college is succeeding in its

quest to "fit" the student. No more reliable way to answer

this question exists than to query the students themselves.

Thus the central purpose of this study was to discover how

students enrolled in different programs (Vocational- Technical,

-so-
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College Transfer, and General Studies) assess (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 success

rates, using various measures, were significant7y related to

the students' assessment of the college. Finally, this study

is viewed as a model which other colleges can emulate in

conducting institutional research self-studies. The benefits

of this type of research are: (1) an overall student assessment

of the college is accomplished; (2) a student assessment of

specific academic programs is realized; (3) k.1 understanding

o:7 student subgroup characteristics is acquired, and (4)

relationships between student sue,.!es:.: and student assessment of

the college can be examined.

The students selected to participate in the study

were those who had enrolled at Wright College as full-time,

beginning freshmen in the Pall semester of 1969. As full-time,

beginning freshmen all students had maximum exposure to the

institution and had no previous college experience. Likewise

all students started college at the same time.

Sample groups were selected on the basis of the

curriculum program. Thus, three groups of one

3110.

hundred students

We 07. w-
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each, representing differing academic programs, comprised the

sample. The following arc the subgroups included in this

study:

1) Students from the Vocational-Technical program

2) Students from the College Transfer program

3) Students from the General Studies program

All student participants were asked to respond to

specific items in the Institutional Self-Study Survey of

Educational Status and Progress (ISS) (see Appendix B for a

description of the survey). Packets containing a personalized

cover letter, instructions, questionnaire and answer sheet,

and a return addressed, postge-paid envelope were delivered

to each participant. Telephone calls and follow-up letters

aided in accomplishing a ninety percent return, of which

eighty-nine percent were usable for research purposes.

Additional information was available from school records and

the ACT student data bank.

noted. .Correlations, utilizing Pearson's Product-Noment coeffi-

cient of correlation, were obtained to measure the relationship

which 'ere significant' at the 0.05 level of confidence were

determine the difference between subgroup means. T- rat.ios

t

The subgroups' assessments of the various college

environmental factors were compared using the t-test to
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between student success and student perceptins. Correlations

significant beyond the .05 level of confiden+.1e were noted.

Summary Of Results

Comparison of Student Subgroups' Assessment of Student

Personnel Services. Generally the three student subgroups

differed significantly in their evaluation of student services.

More specifically, when comparing mean scores, College Transfer

students rate the Faculty Advising service end the Student

Counseling 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 General Studies group, which rated both services

of most value, had the highest percentage of use.

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.

11.11-...".... - =:11 01.11.%*111.-1+ 111
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Other student services were not used by a significant

percentage of students, indicating either that such services

are not available at Wright College or that, if they are avail-

able, a large majority of students do not relate to them.

Comparison of Student Subfironpst Assessment of Classroom

Instructors.--The three student subgroups did not differ

significantly 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 wore more critical of

their instructors iu terms of distinguishing between major and

minor points and in giving disorganized, superficial or imprecise

treatment of their material.

Comparisons of Student Subf!roups1 Assessment ofSelccted

Colt cre PolieiestPractices arid Facilities.--In genera] each

student subigroup'S assessment of policies, practice:. .11(1

fat.ilities was favorable. Also, students in different academic

programs did not differ significantly in their assessments.

Specific differences existed between the Collet;c Transfer

students and the Vocational-Technical students in their

assess7a0nt of the lobe -atory facilities in biology and physical
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science, The Vocational-Technical students were more critical

of the biology laboratories, whereas the College Transfer

students were more critical of the Dhysical science laboratory

flcilities.

Rules and policies governin,; student conduct and

controversial speakers were generally assessed favorably by

each group. However, General Studi,:s students were the most

critical, whereas College Transfer :;tudents were most

supportive. Student participation college policy making

was viewed as unsatisfactory by Conege Transfer students,

whereas a greater percentage of Gen4:ral Studies students viewed

such participation as adequate.

The Food Scrvice was judged as being most unsatisfactory

by each student group. Likewise, tie College Social Program

was rated as unsuccessful by a significant percent of students

in each program.

Relatfonshtp_fletwecn Success Meaures_and Student

Perceptions.--Relationships between student perceptions and

the various measures of success prcvcd to be non-significant.

Cumulative grade point averages it student assessments correlated

very lowly and in only four of the nine relationships were

correlations positive. Likewise, very low correlations were

found between persistence-non-peps: stence and student assessment.
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In examining the relationship between the various

self-ratings of steces and student assoszlmcnt, sovcral

significant, positive correlations were found. Correlations

beteen student group asr.f.ssmont and selfrating on thc

Persona]. Dove] op:;en siIlificc.ut on five of the
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In responding to the importance of four types of college

goals, each subgroup scored highest on the Vocational Scale.

Previous research by Clark and Trow
1 has concluded that groups

scoring high on the Vocational scale can be characterized as

mobility-oriented sons and daughters of working and lower-middle

class homes. For these students, many working as much as twenty

hours a week, "college is largely off-the-job training, an

organization of courses and credits leading to a diploma and a

better job. To many of these hard-driven students, ideas and

scholarship are as much a luxury and distraction as are sports

and fraternities."
2

While each subgroup places a high premium

on vocational gonis, one understands that a large percentage of

students in each group is undecided and uncertain as to

vocational fields and role choices.

In terms of educational aspirations, it was found that

the students in the General Studies program aspired to higher

educational levels than did the students in the Vocational-

I Barton Clark and Martin Tro, "College Peer Groups: The
Organizational Context," in Coller4e Pee_Grovs, ed. by T. M.
Newccmlb and E. K. Wilson (Chicago: Aldine Publishing Company,
1966) pp. 20-70.

.

.

2
Ihld., pp. 21-22.
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Technical program. The aspirations of the General Studies

students were quite similar to those students in the College

Transfer program.

In viewing the various measures of success, it was

found that the General Studies students were the least successful

in terms of persistence-non-persistence and cumulative grade

point average. The Vocational-Technical students exhibited the

highest persistence rate, whereas students in the College

Transfer program earned the highest grade point averages. The

College Transfer students indicated the greatest degree of

educational progress on four of the six self-rating scales.

Conclusions

The results of this study suggest several conclusions

regarding students enrolled in differing college programs with

respect to students' assessment of their college. The

conclusions are enumerated below:

(1) In general, Wright College has succeeded in

"fitting" the diverse student body it serves. Studcnts in

differing college programs tend to perceive various campus

environental facLors in similar ways. Students in the

.10-61...-m-,:. 7. 1011.111 leofpayogra
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Vocational-Technical program and students in the General.

Studies program are quite similar in their perceptions of the

institutional environment. Of the nine statistically

significant differences found between group assessments of

various environmental factors, none existed between these .tyro

groups. Exceptions to this general conclusion are discussed

in item number 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 that each student subgroup tends to view college

primarily as a stepping stone to a better job and higher

vocation.

(3) Students enrolled in the College Transfer program

are the most successful students attending Wright College.

Students enrolled in the General Studies program are the least

successful students enrolled at Wright College.

(4) In evaluating the student personnel services,

significant differences prevail among the compared groups.

General Stud:Les and Vocational-Technical students assessed the

Counsefing service and the Faculty Advising service as being

97
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significantly more valuable and worthwhile than did the

students enrolled in the College Transfer program. Perceived

differences 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 Orientation program of little benefit.

(5) The assessment of classroom instructors yielded no

significant differences between students in different college

programs. Students in each program found their instructors to

be capable, understanding and, in general, expert teachers.

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 compared on their assessment of selected

college policies, practices and facilities. In general each

group favorably rated college policies, rules and facilities.

(7) Students in each group were hit;hly critical of the

college social prograo. The college food service was rated as

most, unsatisfactory.

(8) Very low and insignificant relationships exist

between student assessment of instructors, student services,
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college policies, practices and facilities and cumulative grade

point averages. Likewise, low and insignificant relationships

exist between 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) Student self-ratings of educational progress and

student assessment of classroom instructors seem to be

positively related. Although positively related, the low

correlations do not support predictive inferences.

Recommendations

The assumed validity of the collectve perception

approach, C. Robert Pace asserts,

"lies in the argument that 'fifty million Frenchmen

can't be wrong.' Regardless of individual behavior,

or assorted physical facts such as money or size, the

environment, in a psychological sense, is what it is

perceived to be by the people who live in it. Even

if one grants the possibility of self-deception on

a largo scale, the perceived reality, whatever it is,
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influences 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 are made:

(1) It is recommended that these findings be made

available to the appropriate college staff members for their

review and study. These data, along with other assessments of

strengths, weaknesses, assets and liabilities of the college,

should have full and open discussion on the part of college

officials, deans, department chairmen, faculty and students.

They, in turn, should direct their 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 program(s) which might be formulated.

(2) Based upon the percentage of undecided students

and upon the perceived emphasis on vocational goals, it is

recommended that the college make a concerted effort to assist

students in formulating their vocational roles and plans. A

3C. Robert Pace, Copr.1-e andPniversit_Fttvironwent,
Scales: Second Fdition DTec'ude. A.Inwil (Princeton:
Educational Testing Service, 1)(;), p. 7.
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strong vocational guidance program can not bc.implemented solely

in a centralized counseling center. Such a program must be

decentralized, involving individual faculty members on the

departmental level,

(3) The relative low ratings of the Counseling and

Faculty Advising services by students in the Transfer program

sugest a need for a more critical evaluation of these two

services. It is recommended that the Counseling service and

the Faculty Advising service for students in the College

Transfer progrom be further evaluated by the college in terms

of program objectives, functions, and organization.

(4) It is recommended that the college food service

proram be improved. The unanimous dissatisfaction with the

college food service program sorT,csts that vast improvements

are necessary. It is further recommended that students be

actively involved with faculty and staff in the process of

examining and upgrading this service.

(5) The college social program is viewed as

unsatisfactory. The college orientation program is rated as

being of little benefit. It is recommended that each of these

programs be reformed to relate directly to expressed student

needs. Alain it is pointed out that such efforts can only be

successful if the total college is involved and supports changes

deemed neeesf:ary,
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(6) It is recommended that further research be

conducted investigating the relationships between student self-

ratings and environmental assessment. That positive correlations

exist between such assessments and student self-ratings,

particularly on the personal development scale, suggests

intriguing, but as yet ill defined, implications for the

college.

(7) As change takes place, and as recommendations are

implemented, further institutional self- studies would be in

order. Also, in that this study was limited to full-time,

beginning freshmen, numerous other subgroups ought to participate

in such investirvItions. It is thus recommended that periodic

institutional self-studies be undertaken to assess the college.

Other student groups, faculty groups, and administrators should

be included in order to determine whether there arc differences

in perceptions of the college environment.
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SURVEY OF EDUCATIONAL STATUS AND PROGRESS
College Student Form

Educational Fields Fish and Came Management FO

Counseling and Guidance 01 Forestry 51

Education Administration 02 Soil Conservation 52

Elementary Eoucation 03
Physical Education 04 Health Fields
Secondary Education 05 Dental Hygiene 53
Special Education 06 Dentistry 54
Education, Other Specialties 07 Dietetics 55

Medici 56

Social Science and Religious Fields Medical Technology 57

History 08 Mortuary Science 58

Home Economics 09 Nursing 59

Library and Archival Science 10 Occupational Therapj 60

Psychology 11 Optometry 61

Social Work 12 Osteopathy 62

Sociology 13 Pharmacy 63

Theology and Religion 14 Physical Therapy 64

Social Science Veterinary Medicine 65

Area Studies 15 X-Ray Technology 66

Amerir-n Civilization
American Studies

16
17

Arts and Humanities
Arts and Sculpture 67

Business, Political, and Persuasive Fields Architecture
Creative Writing

68
69

Accounting 18 Drama and Theater 70
Advertising 19 English and English Literature 71
Busines3 Administration (4 years) 20 Foreign Language and Literature 72
Business and Commerce (2 years) 21 Journalism 73
Data Processing 22 Music 14
Eccnomics 23 Philosophy 75
Finance 24 Radio -TV Communications 76
Industrial Relations 25 Speech 77
Law 26 Geleral Education or Liberal Arts (2 years) 78
Merchandising and Sales 27 Other Arts and Humanities 79
Military 28
Political Science, Government, or public Engineering

Administration 29 Aeronautical 80
Foreign Services 30 Agricultural
International Relations 31 Architectural 82

Public Relations 32
.................

Automotive 83
Secretarial Science 33 Chemical or Nuclear 84

Civil 85
Scientific Fields Electrical or Electronic 86

Anatomy 34 Industrial 87
Anthropology 35 Mechanical 88
Archaeology 36 Other 89
Astronomy 37
Biology or Genetics 38 Peck, Industrial, and Technical
Detany 39 Aviation 90
Chemistry 40 Construction 91
Geography 41 Draft ing 9)
Geology or Geophysics 42 Electricity and Electronics 93
l! ithematics or Statistics 43 Industrial Art:, 94
I ,roteorology 44 Metal and Machine 95
Oc.eonegrriphy 45 Yectignical 98
Physics 46 Other Trade 97
Physiology 47

Zoology or Entomology 48 My future field training i.. not includzd in
the fields listed above ng

Agriculture and Forestry Housewife 99
Agriculture 49 Undecided 00



Use No. 2 lead pencil. Mark all answers on the separate answer sheet.

From the list on the left page, find
your major field. Mark the appropriate
code 'lumber on your answer sheet. In-
dicate only one field. If you are unde-
cided, mark "00- on your answer sheet
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 %'ocatien. mark "00"
on your answer sheet. you' future
vocation is not included in these fields.
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.

3. Which of to following alternatives de-
scribes the main role you expect to play
in your future vocation? ( For example.
if you want to he a physicist and work
primarily as a researcher. you would
mark -1." If von want to he a doctor
who specializes in private practice. you
would mark "5." An engineering ma-
jor who pions to become a sales engi-
neer should mark "4." A teacher who
wants to become a principal should
mark "3." An art major who plans to
become a professional artist should
ma, k "5."etc.)
Researcher or investigator . .

Teacher or therapist
Administrator or supervisor
Promoter or .%alesman of

services or products
Practitioner, perf(»rner, or

producer of services or poduct.)
None of the above
Two or more roles
Don't Amor or undecided . . . .

4. What is the highest level of education
you expect to complete?
nig/. At11001 dipt0Ina
1'11(WCumal Or led: Mild. program

(less than 100 years)
Junior deguce
itac1)e/01. CC of cquivalepa
011C OF 100 1( t'1(1(1

1111,;( %1101'

11.:1 %LILA
Dolor ()1 viirbof Tin. Or

(10(1(1? Or iff4 11114M

(('hi) (.1).)

....

4

5

7

(1

4

S

Doctor of medicine or dental
surgery (M.D. or D.D.S.) .. 6

Bachelor of laws B ) 7
Bachelor of tiiinity (B.P)
Other 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
you must accomplish)

Very important
Desirable (a goal of some

importance, but less vital
than those rated I or ))

Not important (a goal of
little or no importance) 4

Be sure to respond to every question.
5. To improve my ability to think and

reason.
6. To broaden my intellectual interests

and my understanding of the world.
7. To increase my appreciation of art.

music, literature, and other cultural ex-
pressions.

8. To discover my vocational interests.
9. To attain specific skills that will be use-

ful on a job.
10. To meet the academic requirements

necessary to enter a profession.
11. To increase my effectiveness in inter-

personal relations.
12. To learn how to be an effective leader.
13. To become more capable and interest-

ing socially.
14. To learn how to deal with politie.O. or

social injustice.
15. 'Fo develop more personal indepen-

dence arid self-reliance.
16, To find a cause or causes I can really,

believe in.

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

8

tiv cc and Partly dig,ce .

Illwerec
I I, no Opilih (In /he 11111111 .

17. 111cie adequate pins ision for student
pri ;icy.

I 8. 1 h' t.'12.01;lt 'ling student con-
duct are contrtit:tie.

3
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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. Laboratory 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 recreational opportunities
and facilities (bowling, swimming,
etc.) are available.

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

26. Examinations are usually thorough
and fair.

27. Library materials arc easily accessible.
28. Instructors are generally available for

assistance with classwork.
29. Adequate provision is made for gifted

students (e.g.. honors program. inde-
pendent study. undergraduate re-
search, etc.)..

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-
ments. off-campus rooms, etc.) are rea-
sonable.

33. Disciplinary procedures and policies
are fair.

34. College food services are adequate in
terms of quality, cost, and efficiency.

Questions 35-43 refer to services which are
frequently provided by colleges. Describe
your reaction to these services at your col-
lege by using the following code:

The service was extremely
valuable to nu'

I found the service to be worthwhile
I received little benefit

from the service
lye never u.s-ctl this service

01' curt college flocs not
oiler this sett

35. Faculty advising service (a:si:tance in
selecting courses, adjusting schedules.
planning programs, etc.).

36. Counseling service ( assistance in
choosing a major. vocational planning.

4
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resolving personal problems, etc.).
37. Financial needs service (assistance in

obtaining a scholarship, loan. part-time
job, of assistance in budgeting and con-
trolling expenses).

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

39. Ori`ziitation service (assistance in get-
ting started in college learning the
ropes, getting acquainted, overcoming
apprehensions).

40. Housing services (assistance in locat-
ing suitable housing).

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

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

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

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

Substantial i»vc!ress 1

Some progress
Not much progress

44. Acquiring a broad cultural and literary
education.

45. Acquiring vocotional training skills
and techniques directly applicable to a
job.
Acquiring background and specialira-
lion for further education in some pro-
fessional, scientific. or scholarly field.

47. Understanding different philosophies.
cultures, and ways of life.
Social development gaining evpcti-
ence and skill in relating to other
peop't:.

Personal development understand-
ing one's abilities and limitations. in-
'crests. and standards of behavior.

46.

49.



50. Knowing how to participate effectively
as a citizen in one's community and in
wider areas.

51. Developing an ability to write and
speak clearly, correctly, and effectively.

52. Developing an ability to think critically
and to undorstand the origin, nature,
and limitati..)ns of knowledge.

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

54. Developing an understanding and ap-
preciation of science and technology.

55. Improving prospects for making high
income and gaining professional status.

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

A majority of my instructors
About half of air instructors
A minority of my instrucws 3

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

57. Lectures are dry, dull, and monotonous.
58. Students are given an important voice

in determining class objectives and
procedures.

59. Instructors appear to he uneasy and
nervous.

60. Faculty members have an unusual fa-
cility for cornmunicating their knowl-
edge to students.

61. Instructors criticize or embarrass stu-
dents in the classroom.

62. Instructors present material in an en.
tertaining (e.g.. dramatic, humorous)
manner.

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

64. Instructors give personal opinions or
describe personal experiences.

65. Instructors don't seem to care whether
class material is understood or riot,

66. Out-of-class assignments I readings,
papers, etc.) are reasonable in length.

67. Insufficient distinction is made between
major ideas and less input taut details.

1

68. Instructors relate course material to
contemporary problems.

69. Instructors seem to be "out of touch"
with student life.

Questions 70-99 refer to your use of leisure
time while you have been attending college.
If, while 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
recall 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-economic

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
friends.

76. Attended a scientific exhibit.
77. Tried some sketching. drawing, or

painting.
78. Watched four or more TV news spe-

cials in a year.
79. Read a technical journal or scientific

article.

80. Attended a poetry reading or literary
talk.

RI. Discussed social issues (e.g., civil
rights, paciticism) with friends.

82. Attempted to solve mathematical puz-
zles.

83. Attended a stage play,
84. Discussed campus issues with friends.
85. Attempted to develop a new scientific

theory.

86. Read six or more articles a year in At-
/a/We, Cormnonweaf, Harpers, and or
Saturday Review.
Aftendcd a lecture on a current social.
economic, or political problem.
Discussed a scientific tlikoty or event
with friends.
Discussed art or music with friends.

87.

88.

89.

S
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90. Read the editorial column of a news-
paper at least once a week.

91. Devised a mathematical puzzle.
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-

entific advances (in Time, Newsweek,
ctc.).

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

96. Read a biography or autobiography
of a political or social reform leader.

97. Explained Or illustrated a scientific
principle to someone.

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

or history.

Questions 100-199 also deal with experi-
ences you may have had in college. 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 are true of you by blackening
the appropriate space or spaces on your
answer sheet. If on a given list none of the
ten items are true for you, blacken the first
column on your answer sheet ("None") and
go on to the next list.

List 1. Leadership
100. Elected to one or more student offices.

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

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

103. Elected president of class (freshman.
sophomore. etc.) in any year of col-
lege.

104. Served on a student - faculty CO11311111-
tee or group.

105. 1 I Cited or appointed as a member of
a campus-wide student group. such as
student council, student senate. etc.

10(i. Serced on goveining hoard or even
tic e council of a student group.

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

108. Elected president of g "special inter-
est" student club, sucl. as psychology
club, mountain climbing club, etc.

109. Received an award or special recog-
nition of any kind for leadership.

List 2. Social Participation
110. Actively campaigned to elect another

student to a campus office.

111. Organized a college political group or
campaign.

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

y in a student move-
ment

ac,.\ e113. Worked ti 1

to change institutional rules,
procedures. or policies.

114. Initiated or organized a student move-
ment to change institutional rules,
procedures, or

115. Participated in a student political
group ( Young Democrats. Young
Republicans. etc.).

116. Participated in one or more demon-
strations for some politic-al or social
goal. such as civil lights, free speech
for students, states' rights. etc.

117. Wrote a "letter to the editor.' regard-
ing a social or civic problem.

118. Wrote a letter to a state legislator or
U.S. representative or senator about
pending or proposed legislation.

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

List 3. Art

120. Won a prize or award in or: compe-
tition (drawings. painting. sculpture.
ceramic's. architecture. etc.)

121. I:..v.h.r.ter. or pabl'Shc.'d at Illy college
one or mow works of art. such as
(haw ings. paintings. seldom es. cc-
ramies. etc.

I 22 I I; t d tim.r lies. photographs. or 0011.-
;lit work publkhed in a public news-
paper or magazine,

(,
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123. Entered an artistic competition of any
kind.

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

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

126. Sold one or more works of art, such
as drawings, paintings, sculptures,
ceramics, ea:.

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

128. Designed, made, and sold handicraft
items such as jewelry, leathercraft, etc.

129. Created or designed election posters,
program covers, greeting cards, stage
settings for a play, etc.

List 4. Social Service
130. Worked actively in a student service

group or organization.
131. Worked actively on a charity drive.
132. Worked as a volunteer aide in a hos-

pital, clinic, or home.
133. Served as a big brother (sister) or ad-

visor to one or more foreign students.
i 34. Organized a student service group.
135. Worked actively in an off-campus

service group or organization.
136. Worked as a volunteer on a campus

or civic improvement project.
137. Participated in a program to assist

children or adults who were handi-
capped mentally, physically, or eco-
nomically.

138. Voluntarily tutored a fellow student.
139. Received ;In award or recognition for

any kind of campus or community
service.

List 5. Scientific
14(1, Built scientific equipment (laboratory

apparatus. a computer, ctc. > on my
own (nett as a part of a course I.

141 Was appointed ,1 teaching or research
assistant in a scientific field.

142. Received a prize or award for a scien-
tific paper or project.

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

144. On my own not as part of a course),
carried out or repeated tne or more
scientific experiments, recorded scien-
tific observations of things or events
in the na:m-al setting, or assembled
and maintained a collection of scien-
tific specimens.

145. Author or co-author of scientific or
scholarly paper published (or in
press) in a scientific journal.

146. Invented a patentable device.
147. Member of a student honorary scien-

tific society.
148. Entered a scientific competition of

any kind.
149. Wrote an unpublished scientific paper

(not a course assignment ).

List 6. Humanistic-Cultural
150. Developed and followed a program of

reading of poetry. novels. biogra-
phies. etc. on my own (not course as-
signment ).

151. Member of a student honorary soci-
ety in the humanities ( literature. phi-
losophy, language. etc. ).

152. Built a personal library around a core
collection of poetry. novels. biogra-
phies. etc.

153. Attended a convention or invcting of
a scholarly society in the humaniti:s
( literature. pi ilosophy, language,
etc.).

154. Author or joint author of an original
paper published (or in Tess) in a
scholarly journal in the humanities
I literature. philosophy, language.
etc.).

155. Read scholarly journals in the hu-
manities on my own I not as a course
assignment).

156. Read one or moro "classic- literary
works on Illy own ( not course assign-
ment).

I57. WIOli on Illy 0111 (not a COlit!,C
signnicnI1 an unpublished scholarly
paper in the humanities.

158. Won a prize Or award for caulk in the
humanities.

7
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159. Gave an original paper at a conven
tion or meeting sponsored by a schol-
arly society 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 more offices in a religious

organization.
164. Led one or more religious services.
165. Taught in a church, synagogue. etc.
166. Attended one or more religious re-

treats. conferences. etc.
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 arrannd music which

was publicly performed.
171. Publicly performed on two or more

musical instruments ( including voice)
which do not belong to the same fami-
ly of instruments.

172. Conducted music which was publicly
performed.

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

174. Attained recognition in the form of
an award or scholarship in a national
Or international music competition.

175. Have been paid for performing as a
professional music teacher on a con-
tinuing basis.

176. Composed or arranged music which
has been published.

177. Attained a first division rating in a
state or regional solo music contest.

178. Have been paid for performing as a
professional musician on a c:ontintling
basis.

179. Author or co-author of a book, arti-
cle. or criticism bearing on the gen-
eral subject of music.

List 9. Writing
180. Had poems, stories, essays, or articles

published in a public (not college)
newspaper, anthology, etc.

181. Wrote one or mote plays (including
radio or TV plays) which w e given
public performance.

182. Was feature writer, reporter, etc. for
college paper, annual, magazine, an-
thology, etc.

183. Was editor for college paper, annual,
magazine, anthology, etc.

184. Did news or feature writing for public
(not college) newspaper.

185. Had poems, stories, essays, or articles
published in a college publication.

186. Wrote an original, but unpublished
piece of creative writing on my own
(not as part of a course).

187. Won a literary prize or award for cre-
ative writing.

188. Systematically recorded my observa-
tions and thoughts in a diary or jour-
nal as resource material for writing.

189. Member of student honorary group
in creative writing or journalism.

List 10. Speech and Drama
190. Participated in one or more contests

in speech. debate. extemporaneous
speaking, etc.

191. Placed second, third. or fourth in a
contest in speech, debate, extempora-
neous speaking, etc,

192. Won one or more contests in speech.
debatv. extemporaneous speaking.
etc.

193. Had one or more minor roles in plays
produced by my college or university.

194, I lad one or more leads in plays pro-
duced by my college or university.

195, Had one or more leads or minor roles
in plays not produced by my univer-
sity.

196. Gave dramatic performance on radio
or TV program.

197. Received an award for acting or other
ph.,se of drama.
Cto a ieciial in speech.
Participated it a poetry reading. play

Min,;, dramatic production. etc.
(not a voUrm.!

199.
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APPENDIX B

Description and Development of
Items Used in Research Study
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Educational-Occ(Tational Plans and Aspirations iTtems 1-4)_

These items were taken from the Student Profile Section

of the ACT Test Battery. Each person is asked to report his

academic major, his planned vocation and vocational role, and

his aucational aspiration. The purpose is not only to note

the students' present outlooks and goals in this area, but to

see the direction and amount of change that has taken place in

various groups of students since college entrance.

Colle,re Coals (Items i-16)

For this section, twelve college goals are grouprA into

four categories repref;cntinr; the four colle.:,e student subcultures

postulated by Trow. 1 Cluster correlation analysis placed the

1 The folloiru; research studies describe the develop:3ent
of student subcultures:

Martin Tro, "The Campus Viewed as Culture," in Resclarch
onCollcv.Studputs, cd. by H. T. Sprague (Boulder, Colorado:
Western interstate Comission for Higher Education, 1(,60).

Martin Tro, "Student Subcultures and Administrative
Action," in Per.sonalityractorson the_Collef;c Camnus,__Review
or a Syrunosin1 cd. by R. L. Sutherland, W. H. Holtzman,
E. A. Harle, and B. K. S!oith (Austin, Texas: The Hogg
Foundation for Mental Health, 14;62) .

Burton Ciak and Mrtin Trow, Ti "e Or!;ani7ation Cente\t,"
in Coll!-,e_ Peer Cronw-i, cd. by T. M. Newco71,b and E. T. atii.l son

(Chicagb: Alcli.n , Publishiw; Company, 1c66).

- 1.1 - - 'Mew' warmr.o.
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first three items in the academic goals category, the next

three in the vocational goals category, the third three in the

social or collegiate goals category, and the final three in the

nonconventional or idealism category. Each student's responses

arJ weighted from zero to three (not important = zero,

desirable = 1, very important = 2, essential = 3), which mcar.s

that each of the four goals scales can vary from zero to nine.

A higher score indicates that greater importance is placed on

goals of that type,

and FaclitiesjItcris7-14)

No research literature was available to guide the

development of items in this section of the questionnaire.

Therefore, texts in higher education and student per;onnel work

were the only sources that could be consulted. Preliminary

items were developed based on the literature review and on

Dr. Hoyt's wide experience in this arca. Subsequent modification

were. made in the items after consultation with various college

administrators, professors, and members of accreditation scams.

Each item in this section of tho questionnaire is a

positively worded statement about particular college policies,
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practices, or facilities. The possible student responses arc:

ai7rpe, partly agree and partly disagree, disagree, I have no

opinion on the matter.

Student Personnel Services (Items 3S-4a1

Once again the lack of research literature necessitated

complete reliance on student personnel texts, the author's own

experiences, and consultation with various experts.

Those who have used each of the services are asked

whether the service was extremely valuable, worthwhile, or of

little benefit to them. For those who have not used a

service, response possibilities have boon modified in the new

ISS questionnaire. In the new questionnaire version, the

statement "I've never used this service or our college does not

offer this service" was separated into two response choices.

The statement that a service was nc.Jer used implies knowledL4c

that such a service exists. A large nunber of students

respondin?; that the college does not offer this service, when

in fact it is offered, implies that publicity and promotion may

be lackinr; for the service. Coparin:,,: the proportion hero with

the proporCion respondinr; that the service was of little benefit

may add further insights.
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Proress Toward Attaininr7 Possible Collprre Goals (Items 44755.).

The items in this section were suggested by research

by Pace and Ilaird.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

student-reported attainments in college to the different campus

environmental empllases and to student personality characteristics,

the patterns obtained supported such an assumption.

Pace and Baird's achievement categories were used to

classify 10 of the 12 self-ratings. The categories, and the

specific items included in each, are as follows:

(1) Intellectual, humanistic, aesthetic - Items 44,

47 and 53

(2) Group welfare - Items 48 and 50

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

(4) Practical, status-oriented - Items 45 and 55

The other 1 :o items arc, in effect, single item scales. While

they do not correspond to one of Pace and Baird's general

achieveent categories, they do represent commonly accepted

goals of education. They are:

.

2 C. Robert, Paco and Leonard L. Baird, "Attainment
Patterns in the Environmental Press of College Subcultures," in
Collw,ePccrGrolas, cd. by T. M. Newcomb and E. K. Wilson
(Chicago: Aldine Publishing Company, 1966), pp. 215 -244.
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(5) Personal development - Item 49

(6) Communication skill - Item 51

The student is asked to indicate the degree to which he

feels he has made progress on each of the 12 possible colle-fc

outcome,:. For each he is to respond whether he has made

substantial progress, some progress, or not much progress.

Instructor Behavioral Ratings (Items 56-69)

The ISS instructor behavior items were selected on the

basis of two factor analytic studies, one by Isaacson et...._&3

and one by Solomor 4 (1c66). These studies were designed to

describe the cliensions of collek: teaching performance. As

such, they provide .rnidelines as to the typo oC teacher

behavior which s'Iould be sariplcd in order to obtain a

comprehensive charaeteri7ation.

3R. L. Isaacson, W. J. :4cKcachic, and J. E. Milholian-J,
kesearch on the Characteristics of Sffective Colle:fe Machin-
U. S. Office of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of
Education, Cooperative Research Project 850 (Ann Arbor,
Aichivint University of Nchian, 196:!).

al). Solo:ion, "'reacher P.ch:tvi ;low:tow-7., Course
Char.ic t cs, ane, Sturle:It. :',valtuiti oi Teachers, " c
F.tillra Li on...1 "er-ircil cotri1.111 3 (1r,66), 35-.17.
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The Isaacson, et. al. study was a replication and

extension of a study conducted by Gibb5 about ten years before.

This more comprehensive study generally confirmed some factors

which had been identified in a number of previous studies by

other researchers.

study by Solomon was a follow-up of an earlier

factor analytic study.6 The results were similar even though

la-gc differences existed between them in method of data

collection and in the samples of courses and instructors.

It should also be noted that Solomon explored a variety

of iostrurwnts: observers' global ratinr;s, scoring of a number

of categories of teachers' and students' sreech from tape

recordin:,,s of class sessions, questionnaires in which teachers

described their objectives and motives while teachin;, and a

questionnaire in which students rated a wide variety of teacher

behaviors. Analyses across instruments suggested that adequate

and economical measures of teacher behavior could be obtained

from a student questionnaire alone.

SC. A. Gihb, "Classroom Behavior oC Teachers,"
Educational and Psveholwrieal 'Ioasnverlent IS (1955), 254-26:;.

6
D. Solcyr,on, W. E. Bezde14, and L. 1:oson17er.;, Toachirili;

St.v1c,; and Loarnin-r (Chicago: Center for the Study of Lileral
Education Cor Adults, Ic63).
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Ten of the ISS instructor behavior factors were denoted

by Solomon, with four additional ones being contributed by

McKeachie and associates. One item is given for each of the

fotirteen factors. To reduce response bias, every other item

is a positive statement about the instructors, and each is

interspaced with a negatively oriented statement.

The first ten items relate to factors described by

Solomon. 7 These factors, which item loads on each, and whether

it is a negatively or positively worded statement about the

instructors, arc as follows:

(I) Lecturing vs. encouragement of broad,

expressive student behavior - Item 5'

(2) Ener:;y, facili4:y of communication vs. lethargy,

vagueness - Item 57

(3) Criticism, disapproval, hostility vs.

tolerance - Item 61

(4) :ontrol, factual emphasis vs. permissiveness -

It,em S3

s) Warmth, approval vs. coldness - Item 65

(6) Obscurity, difficulty of prescpc,ation vs.

clarity - Item 60

Solomon, Behavior Dimensions, pp. 37-40.

122
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(7) Dryness vs. flamboyance - Item 62

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

(9) Nervousness vs. relaxation - Item 59

(10) Impersonality vs. personal expllession - Item 64

Isaacson and associates found six table factors which

were consistent over sexes, different semesters, different

groups of introductory psychology students, and different

psychology teachers. Usj.ng different items, and for introductory

economics courses, four of the same factors were derived. It

was suggested that these fors factors might be fundamental

dimensions of classroom instruction in general because all four

appeared in studies using different forms for different academic

areas. The four factors, wIi ch arc represented by ISS items,

arc as follows:

(1) Skill - item 68

(2) Overload - Item 66

(3) :structure - Item 67

(4) Rapport - Item 69

Though they appear to provide a good representation of

the major behavioral options op ,-n to teachers, the 14 item

ratings were 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! behaviors.

1 -.. - , - + . -- - - .... -,,,,ma
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APPENDIX C

1, Letter to Students

2, Instructions
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V\T L...:01 'U:F, w G. :Ea o
A CAMPUS OF

CHICAGO CITY COLLEGE

3400 NORTH AUSTIN AVENUE CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60334

SPRING 7.7900

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 aild all of your responses will be kept
strictly confidential. We as ?: that you complete and
return the enclosed survey as soon as possible.

Upon completion of the survey, please 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 home address.

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

Sincerely yours,

Ralph E. Smith
Director of Research and Evaluation

R. Edmund Dolan
Research Assistant

126
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'INSTRUCTION.5
PLEASE READ PLEASE READ

In completing the Survey please obServe the followinu:

1. Use a PENCIL to indicate answers on the answer sheet.

2. Do not FOLD the answer sheet at any time:.

3. Look at Name and Social Security number. If incorrect,
please correct. IGNORE the rest of the information
requests (sex, class, G.P.A., etc.) and go to
Question One (1), Major Field.

4. COMPLETE each question, one (1) through sixty-nine (69) . .

Questions seventy (70 through t,;:o hundr.cd (200) are
optional. If time permits, please complete.

5. When you have completed the survey, please place the
survey form and answer sheet in the envelope and
return to:

The Of';fice of the President
Wright. College
Rood 114
3400 N. 7.ustin Avenue
Chicago, GOG34

6. If you 11::.e any :3;:kliLion:1 w:ite o
a sc:pc,rc,t, piece of We w,.:1c0:::c any

co:.1nt_s yo,.: icy have.

7. P.E1'_=0. Use pencil..
Do not fold answer sheet.
Complete all questions 1-69 (the

rest aie opti.onal).
Retu;:n as soon as possible.

If you hay_ ,eny plce 26r2-S2:30

913-017.; (n5c_iht)

and a!7,% fcr : -d Doln.

,Lgz=i1-1 yoll!
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APPENDI D

Memo to Faculty
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S.W1H
3.20

Kay 5, 1(270
1)cla

Faculty
To:

Der

We are as!.ih:j s'ulftn:;,,, in your Cass to co:.%;)rF.Le in a stwly

will give us so importont irifoitici about stoderit attitudes and
beliefs.

Will you ploes2 distribut,-: the attck..J packet ,.;. ro directions fro:o
you to the stu!or,t ere nee,:-,sary L-sut chcrovart from you to the
studont to to:'.e th rE..quiYed 15 T,Inuf.,,2s to fill out the questionnaire

and return it pro xuld b pprciatd.

lhonk ou for your coo:!ortion.

RS:fo

Ralph S5-.ith
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APPENDIX E

Follow-Up Letter to Students

....Toga./ J.
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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 sheet, our sincere thanks to you.

RED:mhs

131

Sincerely,

R. Edmund Dolan
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APPENDIX F

T-Test Formula

*Yea*. ,..- ...1.-0...... .00 VFW 10, I
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T --Test Formula

MI - M2

INI 612 + N2 2- IT E X
2

6"
2 I 2

N1 + N2 - 2 N
1
N
2

M
I

= Mean score of first sample group

M2 = Mean score of second sample group

N
I
= Number of subjects in first sample group

N
2
= Number of subjects in second sample group

6;1 = Standard deviation of first sample group

6-22 = Standard deviation of second sample group

.1114111. 1..1. anw, WV...W.410R M.71MMINIMINAV. - .0.evo
133
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APPENDIX G

Pearsonis Product Moment Coefficient
Correlation Formula
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Product Moment Coefficient Correlation

Nrxy - (Ex) (u)

!Me (EX)2 NEI'
2

- (EY)
2

N = Number of subjects

EX = Sum of first variable

Ex2 --- Sum of the squares of first variable

EY = Sum of second variable

EY
2

= Sum of the squares of second variable

EXY = Sum of the cross products

*Emma
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