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o ' The Paracollege of St. 01af College is an

jiexper;mental program in which students participate in a self-dlrected

study curriculum where no grades are given and students work at their ,

own pace. This document presents the results of a study designed. to . "
- find out what image is held of the Paracollege by those enrolled in o
‘the regular curriculum at St. Olaf, and what personal characterlstlcs:

" or other factors contributed +to the formulation of that image.

Several conc1u51ons are made: (1) When students hold favorable or

" unfavorable 1mpress1ons of the. Paracollege, it is at least as much a
. function of their own educational preferences and personal -
characteristics and attitudes as it is of 1nformat10n or eV1dence ;

',about the effectiveness of spec1f1c features of the program. (2) If

"the Paracollege is to be expected to live up to its original charge

- to serve a cross-section of the St.. oOlaf student- body, it will need

to make a ‘concerted effort to counter its developlng image by

. deliberately attempting to attract the kinds of students who now view

"Paracollege as inappropriate for them. (3) Within the student body-
 there is a diversity of educational preferences and styles that seem
“to suggest.that more rather than fewer currlcular optlons mxght be
~made available to students. . (HS) . . : :
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0r1g1nally the "ra1son.d etre“ for an 0ff1ce of Educat1onal
'Research on the St. Olaf campus was to evaluate or assess the: 1mpacts of the
_Paracollege exper1ment.v Clearly; the most'cruc1al of those 1mpacts are-the
ones that man1fest themselves 1n the learn1ng and development of students

. enrolled 1n_that program; and-the four-year long1tud1nal assessment now .

,‘underway placesjits emphasis on learning mhat happens to students asfa result

of the. Paracollege exper1ence.' But»th. exper1mental prograns and units
-that have been establ1shed across the country have been’ found to have other

1mpacts as wellm Among these addltlonal 1mpacts are those Whth effect the

‘ functlonlng of ‘the. parent 1nst1tut1ons in one way or another. And insofar as-

these 1mpacts on the parent 1nst1tut1on are felt ear11er and are more eas1ly

‘observable than are. the educat1onal 1mpacts on students, it is they wh1ch have

‘most often determ1ned the fates of programs establ1shed in recent years. For .

'fexample; 1f‘a programvhas beenﬂsaid to‘be fiscally.inefficlent,vthought to

attract an "undes1rable“ type of student, or v1ewed as in any way 1ncongruent

w1th the obJectlves of the parent . 1nst1tut1on, 1t has been scuttled Or if a,'if«

program has been thought to'be responsible for increasing the student
applicant pool, enhancing an institution's prestige or attracting otherwise

unattainable outside funds, it has been allowed to survive. To be sure,

1 Gaff, Jerry G. and Associates. The Cluster College. Jossey-Bass Inc.,

San Francisco, 1970.
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'-these:lmpacts»arebcritlcal'and:maytindeed'be viable grounds for such decisive
vaactions; especfally“lfuthey”really'do jeopard1ze~or enhance the educational
program of Lhe parent 1nst1tution.- The problem has not been $0 much thaL
ffsuch dec1s1ons are premature --rthat thcy fall to .ons1der the more spec1f1cally
l‘educat1onal 1mpacts on. students.: Rather the ploblem 1s that the dec1S1ons have
too- often been based on. the emerglng "y maae" character1st1cs of the new.programs

"W1thoutlsystematrc assessment e1thcr of" l) whether the "1mage" has any ba51s
'l':1n fact or 2) what have been thc dynam1cs of the 1mage-bu1ld1ng process - the
:features, events and att1tudes that brought the 1mage into be1ng .In order to

f see how fraught w1th p1tfalls th1s 1mage based dec1s1on mak1ng ‘can be,

' espec1ally in the case of new programs, let us . cons1der for a moment whaL is

'hh known about the effects of college 1mages.

| V1rtua11y all of the research on how students college cho1ceq are
”made ‘and much of the: research descr1b1ng college env1ronments deals 1n one way
or another'w1th the.concept of college 1mage. 2. The term 11rst came 1nto use
:as a research concept to descr1be the process by wh'ch students self—select
'fthemselves into. colleges on the bas1s of rheil assessment of the "f1t"
hbetween themselves.and-thgrcollegeenv1ronments; VThe’plcture or-"1mage"'to
which students matched themselves was found to belderived from a variety of
- resources including college catalogues, admissions representatives, campus

visits,'information from friends, parents, teachers and high school

2 Feldman; K and T. Newcomb. The Impact of College on Students. Jossey-
Bass Inc., San Francisco, 1968




o tounselors and information from thc mass medid. 3 And the importance of thic'

'.process is underscored by *he fact that research has consistently found Lhat

: it is this overall image more often than any other specitx reason'for choice l,h

”1that determines which college a student w11l attend Needless to say,'Lhere f

,.:is invariably some misperteption or mis1nfoimation‘involved in’the process

3; s0 that there is always sowme discrepancy between image and ieality._ But tov-; .
the extent that a college S. image over time be"omes salient enough to attract

_fa student body matched w1th it, the discrepancy is minlmlbhd and image has a‘

-‘way of becoming reality; . | | o

o Though little reseaich has been dane on the images of experimental

E:programs w1thln larger institutions, the general phenomenon piobably applies.

'fthere also._ That is, prospective stndents. current students, facnlty and stcff

'1‘derive an image of a new program from their own sources of information [iltered

through their own perceptual biases. 'Since thesejprograms,arejnew -< in the

The follow1ng description of Likert type scale items is reprinted from'
Anastasi, Anne. Psychological Testigg, The Macmillan Company, New York
1954, p. 588 . ' :

"Likert scaling procedure does not require the clasSification uf lthS by
‘a'group of- Judges, Items ' are selected solely on: the basis of internal L _
cons1stency-- For this purpose, the preliminary list of statements is - .. . -
~administered to a large number of subjects and the correlation of each
item with the total score is determined."

"The Likert-type scale, moreover, calls for a graded response to each state-
ment. The response is usually expressed in terms of the follow'ng five
categories: strongly agree (S.A.), agree (A.), undecided (U.), disagree
(D.), and strongly disagree (S.D.). The individual statements are either
clearly favorable or clearly unfavorable. To score the scale, the
alternative responses are credited 5,4,3,2 or 1, respectively, from the

favorable to the unfavorable end. For example, "strongly agree" witha = |

favorable statement would vreceive a score of 5, as would "strongly dis-

agree'" with an unfavorable statement. The sum of the item crecdits

represents the individual's tuotal score, which is interpreted in terms

of empirically established norws."
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‘loxmatlve stage and lacslng a trad1t10na1 1mage --‘they are cspec1a11y vulnerabl

jb'h1gh1y un11ke1y that those of us who have 11tt1e or no d1rect anolvemeﬂt Ln Lt;’
';w111 be able to res1st the temptatlon to make judgements about thc v1ab111Ly‘
"‘of the Paracollege on thc basls of 1ts 1mage.: Iu.fact,:the'1nvest1gationid
: reported here -was- undertaken, in 1arge part, because | the researchcrs werecwr'd””
-puzzled by the many unsolrcltcd ‘and of ten conf11ct1ng JudgemeuLs made about
'ﬂ1 Paracollege in 1nterv1ews w1th students and 1n conversatlons around the campus.”'

'It seemed worthwh11e, theretore,fto makc a systemat1c effort to 1earn- 1) what o

by non Paracollege students and what had been the dynam1cs of bang1ng that-
- 1mage 1nto ex1stence. W1th that 1nformatlon at 1east one would be 1n a some- j.'
' .what better pos1t1on to judge cr1t1ca11y the c1a1ms that are made pro and con_;

]about the Paracollege."t

curriculum who are being studied through their four years at St. Olaf. (N.= 267).

"thought, might be related to attitudes toward the Paracollege.. It should be

to. the 1mage-bu11d1ng process.»’ Such is the case w1th the Paracollege, and 1t 1s’-”

features of the Paracollege are most f1equent1y the focus of studean pos1t1ve-'

'~.and negat1ve judgements, and 2) to whar extent a generally favorable or’ un-'
,favorable att1tude toward the Paracollege is re1ated to other att1tudes or =
’pgcharacter1st1cs of the persons mak1ng the judgemean.' In other words, Lt.::

' seemed worthwh11e to attempt to 1earn what is the 1mage of the Paracollegt held;7v1:

The samp1e for the f1rst phase of the research reported here was

the panel of randomly se1ected sophomore students in the regular St. Olaf
It seemed wise to use this‘group rather than a specially selected cross-
section of all classes because there was already a wealth of longitudinal data

available on these students, including expressions of attitudes which, it was

remembered, however, that the sample does not include upper division students

whose longer term experience at the college and generally greater waturity

might have affected the attitudinal distributions reported.
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"survey 1nd1cated that. the vast maJor1ty of enterlng students had neutral or

R )

.o

} A questlonnalre completed by members of the sample dur1ng the

: v
'month prlor to the11 entrancc to the freshman year lncluded a numher of items }
-fwhlch attempted to get at pre-enrollment v1ews of the Parncollege.“Studentsv.'
v"were asked to descrlhe:thelr general att1tudes towaxd the Paracollege, to{"
'hind1cate to‘what extent they mtght “he ', nterested in enrolllng in the Paracollege
‘and to list what they saw ‘as the strong andbweak.polan of the Paracollege
'-"program as they understood it from the 1n£or atlon wh1ch has. becn made ava1lable

- to them prior'to~entrance. Th1s 1nformatlon constltuted the pre enrollment

,"image" of - the Paracollege for our purposes. In gencral the results oE that

.favorable att1tudes toward the Paracollege. Only 19% descr1bed the1r general
"J'yatt1tude as‘ unfavorable or very unfavorable. : rurther“ nearly 40% of the
lstudents enrolllng in the regular St. Olaf currloulum for the [1rst ‘time.
_lndlcated they had at least "some 1nterest" in enrolllng "1n the Paracollege or.
{a sim1lar program. » It was puzzllng, however,:to note that 30% o[ the enteang
':students sa1d they.d1d not- know enough about the Paracollege to know what }" ﬁ
@their stance would be toward 1t,l1nclud1ng 10% who c1a1med 1tver to have heard
hVof the Daracollege. The ‘most frequently mentloned 'advantage" of thc Paracollege.

'program was the opportunity it was seen to’ prov1de students to’ "follnw their

own interests', ."develop their own educational plans", or "work at their own

pace." A large number of other students phrased what is probably the same

feature in negative terms suth as, "eliminates unnecessary distribution require-

ments" or "avoids rigid requirements." A sizable minority mentioned the absence
of grades and/or competition and nearly % saw the potential for close student-
faculty;contact as the primary advantage.

The most frequently naned disadvantage‘was something whieh might
not be seen as a feature ofvthe Paracollege program at all but as the opposite

side of the coin of that feature most frequently cited as an advantage. That is,

6




a good many students, 1nclud1ng many who cla1med to’ have a "tavorable"j'i‘

att1tude Loward the Paracollege, Lndicated that Lhey d1dn t feel they had the

"disc1pl1ne";or weren t "self mot1vated":enough to: handle "the freedom" of thej,f>
! program. Others were concerned‘about how openly graduate and protess1onal schools

'would accept exper1mental college g1aduates. And st1ll others said they needed

”dper10d1c feedback on the1r acadcn1t progress wh1ch they felt would be lack1ng in

:the Paracollege presumably because there are no gradcs and/or courses.i And,
‘:f1nally, about 10% of the students.expressed concern that belng Ln the’ Paracollege .a
'm1ght set them apart f.om the rest of the St; Olaf communlty or 1nterfe1e w1th
ithe1r 1nvolvement in campus-wide act1y1t1es. v'”

| These, then, constrtuted Lhe pre.enrollment’bases for students
hattitudes toward the Paracollege exper1ment--the pre-enrorlmcnt "1mage" 1f.you
.iwill As.the year wore on,>1t was clear that some of these 1mage characLer-‘
iist1cs--espec1ally the reservat1ons about graduate school adm1ss1on and lack of

‘feedback on academic progress--pers1sted in the comments made by students about

vﬂthe Paracollege in 1nter,1ews. 'It‘was'also clear however;‘that other‘1magc
";characterlstics,‘not prominent at entrance, were develop1ng on: the bas1s of poste
1‘Lfenrollment observatlons. Though no attempt mas made to: categorlze or’ duantlfy

these, it seemed to.the researchers that the greatest 1ncrease came in the number

. of comments made about the personal characteristics of Paracollege students and
faculty and the way those characteristics "flt" with”the image held of the
Paracollege structure and/or learning styles. 1In other words, the'primary
sources of information'about the Paracollege had changed.from descriptive
brochures to people and direct or indirect contacts with'them. The following
remarks from student interviews ln January of the freshman year illustrate this

change in focus from program alone to fit between program and persons.

"Somet1mes I think I would have been happier in something like the
Paracollege. I mean, I've just never been a 'learn on schedule’ type
person, and Paracollege students learn what ‘they want when they want to."




"Or, on the other hand - . : - :
' "Even if 1 did want that" k1nd of frecdom I wouldn 3 like Pararollege'; -
e You have to be radical to fit 1n soc1a11v there." :

" As a result of these and s1m11ar‘tomments; the investigatorsvdecided
to include,'1n a questlonnaire adm1n1stered to the full research panel in
May of‘theafreshman”year,_avmore comprehensive set of_scaleable items designgdfp‘;h -
'hto”measure;iinﬁc0mbination,;a.generally'favorablehor unfavorable:stance tomard ‘
iithelParacollege. An efforL was made Lo erte some 1tems wh1ch would call for a xv.j‘jg »
- : L o _ |

'y‘Judgement only about the structures 01 methods of the Paracollege and others:'

'h whirh allowed Judgements about the perceived att1tudcs and personal character-:

. 1st1cs or styles of persons 1nvolved 1n the Paracollege. 0bv10usly some items‘f
'f(e g. those toncernlng percelved student faculty relati nshlps) dealt thh.bothtv
, And most of both types of 1tems ashed students to compare the Pa1\college w1th
tne reoular St. Olaf program.” All were phrased as statements and students were
‘asked to 1nd1cate the - extent of the1r agreement or disagreement w1th each 1tem>on

~a five-p01nt Llckert scale.‘? g Examples of the items are"

"As far as preparation for graduate or’ profess1onal school is

‘?,concerned the regular St. Olaf curr1cu1um is probably better :
than Paracollege." : : S

"Most Paracollege students work Just as hard as regular St.vOIaf"
' students do." g : _ 3

and;imﬂ

"Paracollege faculty take a greater interest in szudents'academic
problems than most regular St. Olaf faculty do. M o

One hundred n1nety-s1x, or 73$ of the or1g1nal 267 regular St. Olaf

students in the sample responded to the Spring questlonnaire. Data presented in

the remainder of this report are from 184 regular St. Olaf students who

answered all of the "Paracollege image" scale items.

Refer to footnote on page 3.
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There were. 18 image Ltems on the questionnaire. Since there had o

"been no opportunity to pre-test the 1tems, and s1nce it scemed des1rable to
‘learn which 1tems and/or features mosL clearly distinguisheda generally
?:favorable or lunfayorable stance toward the Paracollege. a factor analysis was run . :

,‘t.o cull the"weak" .1tems. Factor analysis is a statistical techmque designed

: to clarify and re£1ne a scaled d]mens1on by trac1ng c1usters or patterns of inter- s

relationship of responses and ass1gn1ng weights to 1ndiv1dual 1tems on the I)asis

: _of the1r "contribution" to the d1mens1on being measured Ite_ms,v receiviug the :
heav1est weightinz,s discriminate best the dimens1on and . therefore, define most .

'accurately what is actually being measured by the scale.-

The results of the. factor ana1ys1s--thaL is,, the _pattc'rns ,dlscernab_le,

.*'1n therelative'we1ght1ngvofvvarious scale items--was 1n 1tsel£ an 1nterest.ing “:
"<-find1ng.-,. In general that f1nding was - that, although the'f scale creatc» did indeed
‘ avmeasure a. kind of "£avorableness" of att1tude toward the,‘.Paracollege, ‘the
."‘components of that att1tude were not e:cactly what had been expected by the‘

"-"{ .researchers.sf Eliminated from the scale w1th low weightings (1 e. because they

‘ vdid not discr1m1nate a range of responses) were all of the 1tems to which a

response of "agree" or strongly agree" wou]d have denoted a negative JudgemenL

about some feature of the Paracollege structure. ) Retained in the scale vere

those items to which a response of agreement would have denoted a preference for

‘arrangements in the regular St. Olaf curriculum. In other wordé, most students

had been reluctant to make negative judgements about the Paracollege structure,

3 The use of the term "find1ng" here should not be 1nterpreted as a result -

of statistical analysis not reported. Rather it is a judgement made by the
researchers about the implications of the results of the factor analysis on
the bas1s of patterns of item content.




»I‘:but were qulte wllllngto show the.range of the1r op1nlons about features of
‘v‘_the regular curr1cul um. Presumably tlus would have somethlng to do w1th the1r o
greater fam111ar1ty w1th thelprogram in whrch they were. tnrolltd but it also
‘suggested that few regula1 St Olaf students had any quarrel w1th the structural
: _features of Paracollege. ‘ However 'when the 1tems asked for _]udgements not about
'..structures but about Paracollege studean; the‘pattern reversed 1tself Studentsv‘ L
'were qu1te w1111ng to demonstrate'the extent of their agrcement or d1sagreement
w1th statements such as, "Qui.te a few students go 1nto Paracollege JUSL so they
"-‘can slough-off 1n the1r work."‘.llehJ.s f1nd1ng seemed to support our - earl1er
_.observatlons that after enrollment, students 1nages of Lhe Paracollege are based
o more‘on observat1ons of people than on’ structural features.“

Nevertheless 1t seemed by any exerc1se of log1c, thaL the scale

"‘_Idfr ved was really measur1ng two separate attltudes--‘ “one s approval of trad1tlon-_. . o

-al educatlonal arrangements on: the one hand and one s skepticLsm abouL thc".' .
: academ1c style of Paracollege students on the other. Yet the factor analys is
‘showed clearly that by 1ts cr1ter1a the two were so closely relatcd as to bc 2
1nd1&9:rngu1shable. . (The factor analys1s produced no uther "factor _ or cl uster )

5 That is, the same students ‘who were skeptlcal about Paracollege st.udents were S

L those who showed the strongest preference for traditional educatlonal arrange-- R

ments. An internal check in the available data made it po‘ssible to see whether
‘the scale based on this combination of attitudes could really be said to discern.
favorable or unfavorable attitudes toward the Paracollege.

The sample of students was divided into three equal‘size groups
according to High, Middle and Low scorers on the ‘s_cale which we decided,
tentati.vely, to call the Paracollege Image Scale. High scorers were those who
had most consistently stated a preference for traditional educational arrange-
ments and a skepticism about Paracollege students'. Low scorers were those
most critical of traditional arrangements and most favorably disposed toward

Paracollege students. A frequency d1str1butlon of responses was run. for cach

.LO
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of the groups on a non- scale 1th from the questlonnalre wh1ch asked dLrectly, ;
‘-"'In general how would you descr1be your attltude toward the Paraco]lege”"» The
responses to that questlon for ngh M1ddle and Low scoring groups on’ the

'Paracollege Image Scale are seen on Table 8.1.

o h TABLE 8.1 . | |
‘L -Percentage D1str1butrons of Responses of - ngh, Mlddle and Low
Scoring Groups to:. '"In general how would you descr1be your .~

att1tude toward the Paracollege"" _

- "High oo MidL o U Low .
. favorable . - - A Y R T § VS SRR 29.5
- Favorable R oo 1707 S 23.8 0 - 47,5
‘Neutral or S R RN . DT , B
Mixed feelings . " 56,1 .- _58.7 23,000
- Unfavorable - - . . - 18.0 . L 03,2 L eea
" Very unfavorable . 4.9 ’ L eme T T

Clearly the f1gures demonstrate that a student s score on the -

.'Paracollege Image scale is’ very hlghly correlated w1Lh lus conscrously held
""lattrtude toward the Paracollege.. Note that wlule 77% of the Low scorers clarm ‘a.
'. favorable stance toward the Paracollege and’ none claLms an unfavorable stance, .’
‘ only 19‘7.. of the ngh scorlng group cla1m a favorable stance andl 23% c.onscxously

‘cla1m an unfavorable att1tude. Thus it appears that although ‘most studean

: are reluctant to respond in a negatlvely cr1t1cal way to spec1f1c [eatures of thc

:'Paracollege structure, a largL nu'"ber are w1llmg to respond in defense of"

traditional arrangements and in criticism of the percelved style of Paracollege

students. And the more cons1stently one responds in the lacter pattern, the more

likely one is to admit to have a "mixed" or "unfavorable" attitude toward the
Paracollege. Given this as the basis for a student's overall attitude toward the
Paracollege, it seemed'likely to the researchers that High, Middle and Low

scorers on the Paracollege Image Scale would differ from one another in their

responses to other items from the Spring questionnaire as well. More speciflcally,

we hypothesized, High scorers might be expected to have not only quite drfferent e

educatlonal objectives than Low scorers, but might also be found to d1ffer most

Fasmt QB2 e o e 5 Vendizr L
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from Paracollege students and Low scorers on other measures of attitudes and

educational preferences. In other words, we hypothesized that those students who

‘hold an unfavorable attitude toward Paracollege are those whose personal styles

are most different from those of students in the Paracollege and this would"

explain both their preference for traditional structures and their disapproval of.

Paracollege students. Before turning to these Questions, however, let us
return for a moment to students responses to specific items on the Paracollege
Image.Scale.

It was indicated earlier that several of the original items on the
scale were eliminated in the factor analysis. This is surely not to say,
however, that’the eliminated items were of no vaiue in the research. Indeed, the
reason that some items were eliminated from the scale was that they elicited
such uniformity of response in one direction or another that they did not help

to refine’an otherwise favorable or unfavorable stance. In a sense, then, these

" items distinguish the most salient "1mage" characteristics of the Paracollege--

the features about which there is most agreement among students.

For example, only 4% of the students in. the total sample disagreed

with the statement, "It is my impression that Paracollege students develop closer

working relationships withlfaculty members than students in the regular
St. Olaf program do." Indeed, more than 1/3 (mostly High scorers) responded
"neutral or don't know", but practically none quarre]led with the idea that the
objectives of the tutor-tutee relationship are being achieved.

Similarly, only lZ%\of’the sampie disagreed with the statement, '"As

rule, Paracollege students seem to be more 1ndependent and outspoken than

v

’most regular St. Olaf students." In this case, only 25% took a neutral stance

‘and 63% agreed or strongly agreed. Thus, though the item was eliminated from the

scale, it shows again that at least one aspect of the Paracollege image has to do

w1th the presumed personal character1st1cs of its students. In this case the

T R
L
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characteristics named apparently were ones which most students could attribute
to Paracollege students regardiess of their general stance toward the program.
| Finally, two other eliminated items shed some light on the views
many students hold of the structural features of Paracollege. On the one hand,
a sizeable majority of students agreed that, "Paracollege provides a better
opportunity for concentrating on a major area of study than the regular
St. Olaf program does." At the same-time, there was no such confidence
demonstrated in that program's ability‘to "develop breadth of interests or a
good general education." Apparently freshmen in the regular St. Olaf
program, occupied themselves with the breadth phase of.their'edUCation, view-
the freedom of Paracollege as ireedom to concentrate one's interests, but with
the attendant risk of neglecting the breadth aspect.

In.any case,»it»is clear that some aspects'of the Paracoilege image
are "real' -- in the sense that they are shared by most students. It has been
‘demonstrated earlier, however, that students disagree'with regard to other
potential image characteristics and that the view one holds toward these is
related, among other th1ngs, to one's sat1sfaction with traditional educational
arrangements. In the section of the report that follows we will examine the
educational views of students who scored high, Middle and Low on the Paracollege
Image Scale.

Section 2:‘ Educational Objectives and.Preferences,of High, Middle

and Low Scorers on the Paracollege Image Scale

In addition to the educational preference items a1ready mentioned as
part of the Paracollege Image Scale, the Spring questionnaire also included
several non-scale items on educational goals and objectives. Among these are
questions which attempt to clarify the process of choosing a major, assess the
changing educational goals and objectives of students, specify the activities

which students see as useful in attaining those objectives and measure the degree

13
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of satisfaction students say they receive from features of their current
programs. Before looking at the responses to these items by each group, however,
let us examine the three groups--High, Middle, and Low scorers on the Paracollege
Image Scale--on other measufes, to see whether they differ from one another in
some obvious ways whiéh might explain their differences in educational
preferences,

Table 8.2 shows the mean scores on SAT verbal, SAT math, normalized
high school class rank and first year Grade Point Average for the three groups.
Tests of statistical significance showed that on none of these measures did the
groups differ significantly from one another. Similarly, there were no
~ differences among the groups in the majors they had chosen by the end of their
freshman year, except that while about % of the Middle scorers and 1/3 of the Low
scorers had not yet chosen a2 major, only 9% of the High scoring group was still
undecided, suggesting that those students with unfavoréble attitudes toward
Paracollege are more likely as freshmen to have clear-cut educationai plans and,

" perhaps, vocational plans as well.

TABLE 8.2

Mean SAT Scores, High School Class Ranks and First Year G.P.A,
for High, Middle and Low Scorers on the Paracollege lmage Scale

High (N=61) Middle (N=62) Low (N=61) Total Sample
SAT-Verbal 574 591 600 587
SAT-Math 610 : . 628 605 613 -
High School Class '
Rank (Normalized
on SAT scale) 660 670 ’ 652 658
First Year St. o
‘Olaf G.P.A. 2.97 2.98 2.92 2.95

" And, finally, a series of questions about satisfactions in relation-
ships with faculty showed no differences among the groups. Students were asked
to estimate the proportion of faculty at St, Olaf who they would consider

""superior'" teachers, who they see as showing interest in students academic

problems and in '"students lives‘outsidé the classroom', and "who they know well
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enough to talk”with about matters unrelated to school or course-work." It ﬁas
thought that éhese items might uncover a source of the High scoring students'
satisfaction with traditional arrangements, but such was not the case. In fact,
the response figures showea that larger numgers of Low scoring students than
High had been‘pleaséd with these.aspects of their relationships with faculty,
though the differences were ﬁot statistically significant.
| wa, then, are the differences in educational preferences uncovered
by the Paracollege Image Scale manifested in student's responses to other items
about education? The items which showed significant differences among the
three groups indicate that the basic difference_ggj be that while Low scoring
students claim to be educationally motivated by intrinsic interests in subjeét
matter and prefer independence in pursuing those interests, High scoring students
are oriented to extrinsic rewards and goals and prefer greater prescription in
achieving them. Data presented in the third section of the report suggest that
these motivational differences are, in turn, related to how personaliy
autonomous one is and whether one's basic orientation is to a flexible present -
or a stable future.
The most brdadly stated example of this was seen in the responses
to an item which asked students to select from a list of commonly stated educa-
tional objectives the two they considered most important in their education.
Significantly more High scoring students (56%) than Low scoring students (23%)
namgd "Acquire vocational training, develop skills and techniques directly
applicable to my career.'" On the other hand, significantly more Low scoring y

students (58%) than High scoring students (30%) named "Acquire and use the skills

and habits involved in critical and constructive thinking."

T U AU S S L P




Again at the level of general educational outlook, Table 8.3

shows that students in the three groups also differ significantly from one

another in the extent to which they desire freedom to follow their own

inte;ests in pursuing the content of an education. It should be noted,

however, that when the total sample is considered, a majority claim to
reject the idea of a "body of knowledge to be learned" and only % of even

the High scoring students subscribe to that prescription for the liberally

educated man.

However, the data in Table 8.4 seem to indicate that most’

students reject only the idea that there exists a body of knowledge which an

educated man must know -- not the idea that within a given field there should

be guidance or prescription. And it is at this level of in-course prescription
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TABLE 8.3

Percentage Distributions of Responses of High, Middle and
Low Scoring Students to an item that asked Which of Two

' . Educational Views 'comes closecr to your own."
Educational Views nes closer your .

View ‘High'..'"“"" © Middle Low

Students should be

given very great . : |

freedom in choosing 48.2 : 60.3 81.9
their subjects of study

and in choosing their

own areas of interest

within those subjects.

There is a body of

knowledge to be

learned, and the

faculty is more :

competent than the 48.5 38.1 16.4
student to direct the

student's course of

study, through requir-

ed courses, pre-

requisites, and the

like ' ‘ ‘ ‘ -
No answer 3.3 1.6 1.7

that the High, Middle, and Low scores
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ca the Par college
company most clearly, While large majorities of the High and Middle sgo:érs
expect or prefer course aésignments that arc "definite" znd prescribed, more
th#ﬂ 3/k of the Low scorers prefer "assignments where the topic‘or approaéh
is left up to me." |

TARLE 6.4

Percentage Distributions of Type of Class Assignmcnts Preferred
by High, Middle and Low Scorers o= the Paracollege Image Scale

Type of Assign- High , Middie ne
ment Preferred .
T prefer definite

——

assignments 770 66.7 _21.4
I prefer assign- o . }
ments where topic, . 21.4 . 3.7 76.6

approach, etc., are
left up to me. _
No answer - . 1.6 - .6 1.6

An  indication that the groups are differentially
‘motivated by extrineic and intrinsic vewards ccme from o sevies of cusstions
‘about grading. When students were asked, 'How do you feel ahout competing °

'iwith dthek stuqenté-fbr g:édes an§ r¢cogﬁ££ion2ﬁ;'86%1@5 chequw‘sco:ihg;g“if
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. group responded that thcyv"dislike it", while only 40% of the High scoring
group so answered. On the other hand, nonec of the Low scoring group.said
they liked.it, even "somewhat", while 32% of the High scoriag group'said
they did. |

Another item .asked, ﬁIf you had to choose between earning
superior grades or expressing your truc fcelings, ideas or knowledge, even
whenvthey.cOntradic; the professor's, wﬁich would you choose?" As might
be expected, a majority of cach group responded that they would opt for

"expressing their true fcelings, etc." But while only 8% of the Low , N

.scoring group opted for grades,.37% of the High ' scoring group did so,
‘ indicating that for a significant minority of that group "making the grade"
is a high priority goal.

énd,. finally, there were sigpificant.differences also_amohg

the groups in the campus activities they named as providing the highest
degree of satisfaction in attaining educaticnal goals. While signifiCantly
gréatcr pumbers of High scoring students namedi"coursework 15 the field of
major" and "athletics", significantiy greater numbers:ef Low-scoring students

named "individual study or resecarch,” *'getting acquainted with faculty

ﬁembers," and "individual artistic or literary work."

In @ parzllel item which asked students to name tﬁe chief
‘interests or activities of their cicsest fricads, significaatiy more High
scorers said "dating and social life" and "'thletics"; and significantly more
‘Lew scorers caid "outdoor activitics such_as hiking, etc." There were no

differencec cmong the groups in the proportioasvwho named "studying for formal

At

- academic work"_and'"intcllcctual'diScussions‘o: ‘rap' sessions."

Ovc*all, then, it appca.s that there are indeed differences in the

self-xcportcd{educational vieuws of High, Niédlc, and Low scorers on the

e T e te T e T B it L g D e i . . . N RS co
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“aracollege Lmage ocale. Yet rhcsc differencef do not appear to be related to:

"-_‘acadcmic aptztdde m measured by the SAT. Neither do they appear to be areflectionp-rV‘
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" pot view the future as stable and/or unchanging. Consequently their attitudes

- college program ‘which challenges the educatlonal status quo. And it is
‘.cqually understandable that Low scor1ng students niOht be uncr1t1ca11y

venamored with that same program for the same reason. Indeed data noL»
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of differential rates of "succeas" in past or current academic work, since
there were no differences among the groups in high sehool class rank'or
grades earned at St. Olaf. What do seem to be the bases for the distinctions’
are: 1) a basically different orientation to the purposes or functions of

a higher education, and 2) differecnces in personal styles preferred in
pursuing that education. More Specif1ca11y, High scorers view education

as a fairly clear-cut, well-established and basically unchanging means to

an end--a future oriented life style plan or a specific vocation. Since for

 them the future is viewed . as re1atiue1y'stab1e, both perscnally and for

their society, they see their educational task as magtering a distinct package
of skills and information and they are, therefore, eager to know what has
been learned in the areas related to their life plans and willing to rely on

the expertise of those who have preceded them.  Low scorers, on the other hand.

are less likely to have specific future plans in mind. £nd, as wili leseen, mast do

are more present-oriented and they see education as an end in itself--

though it will almost certainly lead to something "ao0d." And since knowledge,.

} like a11 else, 1s in a state of flux, Low scorers see themsclves as right-

fully taking a more active role in the process~ hence the lesser concern for

'maintaining e*tabllshed ways and thc greater cencern £or individual *csearch,

literary, or artistic work. (It mlght also be noted th“r while 88% cf thec

- Low scorers said "Studcnts should participate significantly in the content

and organizatlon of courses, academ1c pollcy making and matters of this

sort," only 32% of the High scorers' agreed.) Thus it is understandable that

. High scor1ng students would be indifferent to or unfavorably impressed by a

ii'presented here indlcate that the studcnts w score low on the Paracollege S

AT o Y Tt aui i v AN
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Image scale and who claim to have a "favofable" or "very‘favorable"
atti:ude toward the Paracollege ae the end'of their freshman year are those
~ who share the educational preferences held by students who are aetpally |
enrolled in the Parecollege. |

In a report prepared previously by this Office, it was found
that the educational preferences held by students at entrance to college were
reiated to their vieﬁs on social and political issues and appcafcd to be
rooted in basic personality differences measured by the Omnibus Pefsonality
Inventory. 6. The final section of Ehié report examines’these views and
‘characteristics by the groups of High, Middle, aﬁd Low scorers on the
Pafacoilege Image Scale in an effo:t to learn whether persons who hold
,generelly favorable or unfavorabie‘views toward the Paracollege may be
characterized by other than their educational preferences;

Section 3: Persenality Characteristics and other Attitudes

of High, Middle, and Low Scorers on the
Paracollege Image Scale.

‘It wil} be recalled from Report 5 in the series describing the
Class of 1974 at entrance that Pafacollege students were found to differ
-significantly as a group’from their peers ip.the'regular St. Olaf program on
six of tﬁe fourteen seales of the Omnibus Personality Inventefy. More
Specificallf, the} ecored higher on the Thinking Introversion, Theeretical
Orientation, Estheticism, and Completity scales whlch, 1n comb1nat1on,

} compbise the elements of what the Inventory authors call "Lntellectual

Disgps1t1on." The 1IDC coneept allows for "...an identification of students

"Parland, . Ronnald W. and Stephen M. Bragg.'"Pcrsonallty Characteristics .
of Entering Freshmen as Determinants of Attitudes and Opinions",
Office of Educational Research St Olaf College, Northfleld

. June, 1971.
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who range in types from those with broad intrinsic interests in intellectual
. pursuits (ﬁigh IDC Ievels) to those with 1imited or restricted'oriéntations
in the area of cognitive learning (Low IDC levels). Where the fotmér seck
out and Be?omevinvolﬁéd in.a variety of perceptual and learning experiences,
with considera51e~emphasis given to the literary and esthetic spheres, the
latter are ﬁotable‘fof ﬁheir pragmaﬁic and non-infellectuél concerns, bqth
in the immediate learning situation and in the later utilization of their
knowledge and skills.7 In addition, Paracollgge sfudents were found to be
significantly more "autonomous" and significantly less "practiéél and
materialistic" on scales measﬁring those characteristics.

In light of the earlier conclusion that regular St. Olaf students
who are Low scorers on the Paracollegevaage_Scale share the educational views
of students enrolled in the Paracollege, it is more than a little interesting
to note on Figure 8,1'that they also differ froﬁ High scorers on the same scales
of the OPI on which Paracollege students were found to differ from the regular
-St. 61af student body'as a group! 1In addition to é#pressing the saﬁe tepdency
to héve "broad~int:insic interests in intéllectual,pursuits", measured by the
first four scaies, they also score significantly higher on the Autonomy scale
which measures "a tendency to be independent of authority as traditionally imposed
through socialbinstitutions." ACcording to the authors' definition of that scale,
"they oppose infringements on the rights of individuals, and are tolerant of the
Qiewpoints of others; they tend to be realistic intellectualfy, and much less

ll8_

judgémental than lqw scorers. High scorers on the Paracollege Image Scale, on

the other hand, score significantly higher on the Practical Outlook scale of the

7 Heist, Paul ana George Yonge. Omnibus Pérsonality Inventory Manual:
New York: The Psychological Corporation, 1968. p. 24.

8 Ibid. p. s.

<1
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OPI (in contrast to both Paracollege students and Low scorers on the
Paracollége Image Scale.) Again, according to the scale definition, this
means thét they are "more’interested in practical, applied activities and
tend to value materialbpossessions and concrete accomplishments. The

criterion most often used by them to evaluate ideas and things is one of

immediate utility."9

But Low scorers on the Paracollege Image Scale also differ
from High scorers on two scales which did not distinguish Paracollege

students from their peers in the regular St. Olaf curriculum. First, they are

22
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siguific‘antly more. likely than cither Middle or High scoreré to be
"skeptical of conventional religious beliefs, especially those which' are
orthodox or fundamentalistic ia natnre.i'lo At ‘the same tir.ie, they score
significantly higher on the Altruj.sm séale', indicatirltg that they are
Maffiliative, trusting‘, and ethical in relqtioris with 6thers, exhibiting

nll

strong concern for the feelings and welfare of people they meet. In line 5

with the former description, it is interesting to note on Table 8.5 that
"students in the three comparison groups differ significantly in self-
descriptions of their present religious beliefs also. While over 90%

TABLE 8.5

Distributions of Percent Responses to "Which of the
following most closely describes your religious beliefs?"
By High, Middle and Low Scorers on the Paracollege

Image Scale

Regponse * . High Middle Low

Lutheran 70.5 ‘ 49,2 -29.5
Other Protestant 19.7 ' 17.5 21.3
Roman Catholic 1.6 4.8 -
No religious beliefs -—- 4.8 - 14.7
No formal religion : 3.3 __15.9 27.9
Other ' 4,9 - -———
No answer : -—- 7.8 - 6.6

* The categories presented in the Table have been “collapsed"
from specific designations made by students.

.of the High scorers claim a Protcétant affiliation, onl& 51% of the ‘Low do

so. Note also that the significantly differeht cells are those which
.i.r'tdic‘ate that over 70% of the High scorers but only‘ 29% of the Low scorers
clai.m a Lutheran vaffiliation, while there are no diffefenc'es, amon.g the
groups in the proportions of "other Protestants." But; tﬁe-telling d.ifference'
comes in the'gells which indicate a skepticism about of outrigﬁt rejection
of organized religion. While 43% of the Low scorers fall into those
categories, only 3% of the 'High scéfers do. This would seem to be no‘t_:‘ only :

conéistent with the differences in scores on the Religious Orientation

o mbidepe s

scale of the OPI, but congruent with the earlier stated.interpretation that

P es. o o
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Low scoters on the Paracollege Image Scale are generally more skeptical.
of exi:sting social institutions. (See Report 1 for evidence that st_udents '
respondingi"No formal religion," are not nccessarily non-religious but are
skeptical of "organ1zed religion.") Another indication of this was seen
in an item which asked students to name their political af[111at1ons.v While
63"/. of the High scorers named omne or the other of the major polltlcal |
parties (49% Republican), only 22% (8"/, Repnbllcan) of the Low scorers dld,
with 71% opting for "Independent."

The Autonomy scal_e defines Hign scorers on th.at scalve as
"opposed to infringements on tne rights of others", '"'more tolerant of the
views of others", and "less >judgementa1." The Altruism scale defines High
scorers on that scale as i'exhibiting strong. concern for the feeiings and |
welfare of people they meet." Since Low scorers on the Pa_'racollege Image
Scale scored si’gni‘.fica‘n'tly higher on both of these than did High scorers,
it is interesting to note that while 957. of the Low scorers 'indic.ated‘ that
they are "in favot" of "Recent Supreme Court decisions upholding civil
rights," only 41% of the High scorers so responded, with the remainder being
"neutral" or '.'against" those d‘ec‘isions. What is probably the same attitude
_syndrome came actoss in students' responses to the quest1on, "Do you feel

that homosexual acts between consent1ng adults. are immoral?" Wh11e nearly %

- of the High scorers and 1/3 of the Middle scorers responded "Yes", only 10%

of the Low scorers did.

. There were also differences among High, Middle and Low
‘scorers on a series of items dealing with the concept of freedom of speech _
and dissent. On none ofv these did a major:.ty of any group stand‘ in
opposition to the concept, but differences in the distrioutions were
significant. Fot exémple, while only 6% of the Low scorers said they were

"against' "Non violent civil disobe'dien'ce as a form of dissent," 40% o'f‘ the

RS
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High scorersvsaid’they were. Slmilarly;v882 of the Low scorers disagreed
vith the statement, "Legislative committees should.inﬁestlgate tﬁe political
“beliefs of college faculty members;" and the remaining 12% said they were
undecided. But 227 of the High scorers agreed with the starement, 20%
mdrejaere."undeclded“ and the rema1n1ng 58% disagreed. And, f1nally, the
groups? responses,td»the statement,‘ﬁA person who advocates unpopular actions
~ or holds unpopular~ideas; no matter how extreme, should be allowed to spezak

to students on the campus" are seen in Table 8.6. Note that while virtually

'TABILE .8.6

Percent Distributions of Respopses to "A person who advocates
unpopular actions or holds unpopular ideas, no matter how
extreme, should be allowed to speak to students on the

campus." ‘

- . ‘ High ' Middle Low
Strongly agree . - 11.6 : 28.6 55.7
Agree : . 441 49.2 34.5
Neutral or e ‘
don't know 18.3 17.5 4.8
Disagree 25.0 . 4.8 4.8

" Strongly disagree = 3.2 --- - .-

,all'of the Low scoring stddedts on the‘Paracqllege Image Scale view freedom
‘of speech as applying to the campus scene without reservatiom, ohly‘57%
of‘the High;scorers do. .And,28% of the latter group disagree with the
statement altogether.v

Clearly, then, the educational views and preferences expressed
. by students at the end of one year of college are not developed 1ndependent
) of prev1ously ex1st1ng att1tudes, and commitments in areas of llfe which, on
the surface, may appear to be unrelated to learnlng. Indeed the fact ‘that
' patterns of such att1tudes are reflected in measurable personallty

d1men51ons is evidence that they may be rooted in quite basic and diverse,
. value priorities and approaches.to the organization of experience. More

iﬁpbrtaﬁt for'purpbseS‘of the present project; the differences apparently'
are significantly related to the lmages-these students hold'df-the‘Paracollege

. at St.POlaf.i~Let,us‘review, in'summary,.thefchrodology of tﬁat‘image |

| development. - 26 -
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_First, it has been shown that prior to entrance to the freshman
year over 80% of St. Olaf students hold neutral or favorable attitudes toward the
Paracollege. At that point in time their images of that program focused on

structural features described in admission literature. A surpr1s1ngly large

proportion of entering students apparently were not well informed about the

Paracollege at all, but those that were were mos: favorably disposed to the
opportunity Paracollege had been described as‘providing for individualizing:
educational: programs, though many recognized that they personally had no need

for or lacked the discipline to benefit from that individualization. Their

' reservations centered also on such things as whether Paracollege membership

would hinder their chances for graduate school admission or limit‘their
involvement in campus-wide activitiesvand social life.

After a year in residenee on the campus on which'Paraeollege was
actually operating, however, there are some interesting developments in the ways
regular>St. Olaf students'describe Paracollege. Some pre-enrollment image
characteristics persist, such as the reservat1on about graduate school adm1ss1on.
And there is still, after one- year,‘a reluctance on the part of students to be
negatively critical of the educat1onal principles upon which the Paracdllege-

structure rests. In fact, nearly all regular St. Olaf students in the sample

believe that the tutor-tutee‘arrangement of the Paracollege'does provide closer

student faculty relat1onsh1ps and a large major1ty view the: Paracollege as

provid1ng a "better" opportunity to develop one's spec1al interests, albeit with

the poss1ble risk of neglecting breadth educat1on. But there is also an increased

tendency in the first year of college for regular St. Olaf students to describe

the Paracollege in terms of the "fit" between the program'and'the perceived4styles

df'students in it That is, many. regular st. Olaf students attribute to’

vParacollege students, r1ghtly or. wrongly, a set of character1st1cs and styles

,‘wh1ch are viewed as "appropr1ate" to features of the Paracollege program. Forg

?J?
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some the image of students and the image of the Paracollege apparently are one

in the same. And the data presented herg_éuggest that 'to the extent that a
regular St. Olaf studen# exhibits attitudes and preferences similar to Paracollege
. students,.to that extent is he likely to hold a favorable attitude koward thé
Paracollege in general. On the other hand, a student who‘exhibiﬁs attitudes and
preferences unlike those of Paracollege students is likely to prefer traditional
educational arrangements and to admit to having "mixed" or unfavorable attiﬁudes
toward the Paracollege. |

| .ReseArch conducted previously by the Office of Educational Research
has found tﬁat students self-select iﬁto the Paracollege on the basis of seQeral
dimensions of interests, attitudes and personal characteristics. The present
‘report suggests that regular'St. Olaf students are "aware' of that self-

" selection, although their descriptive terms may be different from those of the‘
research. - And insofar as students perceptions of the dynamics of that self-
selection process become an important waybof describing the Paracollege, that part
of the Paracollege image is likely to become reality in that only students who fit
the pgrceived pattern will bother to apply to the program. Indeed a study of the
fchafaéteristiqs of reguiar St. Olaf studenté who have transferred intb the |
Paracollegé after a semester or more in:the'regular program shows that almost
without exception those studenté afe different from their regular college peers
ion.the same dimehsions as are Paracollege students at. entrance.

'What, then, has been learned from this study of students' images
_.of'the_ParaCollege?"First, it has bgen’shown that whén studénts hold favorable
or unfavoréble impressions pf'the Paracollege it is at least as much a function
of their own éduéational preferences and personal characteristics and attitudes

as it is of information or evidence about the effectiveness ofjépecific features

-of the program. Thus one shouldvexercise caution in making ‘judgements about




the viability of‘the Péracollege on the basis of student obiniqns alone. Second,
the data suggest that if the Paracollege.is to be expected to 1live uﬁ to its
original chérge to serve a cross-section of the St. Olaf student Qody -- in the
:fullest sense of that teim -= it will need to make a concerted effort to counter
its developiﬁg image by deliberately attempting to attract the kinds of students
who now view Paracollege as inappropriate for them. Third, it is clear that

the common admissions criteria such as SAT and class rank do notidisc:iminate

the diveisity of educationallstyles that make for appropriate selection to special
programs. And finally, the data sureiy suggest that within the student body

there is a diversity of educational preferences and styles which seem to

suggest that more rather than fewer curricular options might be made available

to students.




APPENDIX A

~ Below are the items originally written for inclusion in the development .
of the Paracollege Image scale. Those marked with an asterisk are those
which were actually included in the factor analysis. The six marked with
two asterisks are those which received the heaviest weighting in the
analysis and, consequently, "define" the dimension.

49, Using the key below, please indicate the extent of your agrcecment or
' disagreement with the following statements. (Put one number in
each blank.)
Strongly agree
Agree
Neutral or don't know
Disagree
Strongly disagrec

UTIJ-\WN'-‘
I

* a) It is my impression that Paracollege students develop closer
working relationships with.faculty members than students in
the regular St. Olaf program do.
% b) Generally Paracollege students stick together and won 't have much
to do with students in the regular St. Olaf program.
% ¢) There is about the same range of personalities and attitudes among
Paracollege students that there is among students in the regular
St. Olaf program.
*% d) As far as developing breadth of interests or getting a good
. general education, the regular St. Olaf program is preferable.
* e) It appears to me that students in the Paracollege usually develop
closer or decper relatioaships with onc ancther than students in
the regular St. Olaf program do. '
** ) Quite a few students go into the Paracollege just so they can slough-of £
in their work. .
%% g) In terms of preparation for graduate or professional schools, the
regular St. Olaf program is probably better than Paracollege.
* h) Paracollege provides a better opportunity for concentrating on a najor
- area . of study than the regular St. Olaf program does.
* i) Paracollege faculty take a greater interest in studeuts' academic
problems than most regular St. Olaf faculty do.
j) I would like to be a student in the Paracollege.

* k) The Paracollege policy of allowing students to create thelr own
majors is going to cause a lot of problens come graduation- time.
* 1) As a rule, Paracollege studcnts scem to be more 1ndependent and
outspoken than regular St. Olaf students.
%% n) Paracollege allows more freedom than one really needs ‘in his
" education.
%%k n) It would be my guess thaL regular college students acqulre more
knowledge in a year than Paracollege students do.
¥k

0) Most Paracollege students work just as hard as regular St. Olaf
' students do. '

50. In ‘general, how would you describe your attitude twoard the Paracollege?
1. Very favorable ‘ S
2. Favorable - ' o T ' . R
. 3. Neutral or mixed feelings '
4, Unfavorable
5. Ve'y unfavorable




