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I. Origins ¢f the ZJuestionnaive

A few years ago Patricia Cross completed a "descriptive survey of ti.»
junior college student population" (Cross, 1968) that indicated several
important gaps in understanding about junior college students as a population
differing in many ways from college students generaily. 'While we have some
information about students' reactions to their junior college experiences,
almost all of it is from students who later transferred to four-year cclleges.
We really do not know how vocationally oriented students feel about their
junior college experiences, nor do we know much about the satisfactions and
dissatisfactiovs of thosc who drop out. We know almost nothing abou:t those

students with obviously unrealistic aspirations (Cress, 1968, p. 50)."

-

These observations c¢f a number of informationz’ gaps led Cross to suggest
a need for a rew kind of standardized procedure that would help junior college
administrators .nd faculty mexbz,5 learn what educational concerns junior
college students had and how effectively they saw their needs being met. The
College Entrance Exemination Board followed her suggestion with funds for an
interview survey of junior college students, faculty members, and administrators
to verify the 1 she perceived and to gath:r information on the form and content

of a questionraire that would help meet that need.

Interviews conducted early in 1969 ot 18 geographically scattered junior
colleges generally confirmed the desirability of some form of quesclonnaire to
gather information systematically about junior college students' perceptions
nf their college experiences. With joint support from the Ccllege Board and
Educational Testing Servj&e, a questicrnzire was developed, criticized, modified,
tried out, reviszd, tried agajn, revised again, and made ready for publication.

This report is a description of that process.

a
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Specifications for development of the questiovnaire

In Cross's original preposal for the development of a junior college question-
naire, several specifications were established that guided the questionnaire's
development. In spite of some modifications, they were followed fairly closely

throughout the project.

1. The prirary purpose of the questionnaire was to serve ac a vehicle
through which students could provide administrators and faculty
with information vo be used in planning and revising educatisnal
programs and services. Imphasis was to be on arcas of student
concern about which the college could do something. The infcrma-
tioq provided was to indicate actions that could be taken by tte

college. Rescarch purposes were to be secondary.

2. The questionnaire was to provide information about the collective
views of groups of students. Responses of individual students
would be used only to arrive at those collective views and would

probably not be useful indicators of individual student attitudes.

3. The questiornaire results were to be understandable to junior
college staff members and students without the need for interpre-
tation by a researcher or methodologist. The items weve to be
specitic enough that possible corrective actions for undesirable
situations would be apparent, yet general enotgh =¢ be more than
trivial. For example, an item like "my ‘astructors are doing a
good job" would be too general to be useful. 'My math instructo:r

doesn't correct our «2kly quizzes" 1s prol'ably too specific to
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he part of a broadly uscd questionnaire of limited length. But
"my instructors are available outside cliss at times convenient
to me" carries general information that may be important and
about which action can be taken if a large proportion of students

say it is false.

Simplicity and directness were to be major goa.s, both in the
content and wording of the items and in the nature of the infor-
L~tion provided in the results. The users shou'd peither be
swampaed with data nor provided only with general summaries from
which few specific conclusions could be reached. Items should
be worded to deal directly with issuce of concerit rather than to

approach them through subtle allusions.

Each item should be capable of standing alone, providing useful
inforration independently cf other items, and the usefulness of the
information should be obvious to the students. Ascing students to
respond to que¢-tionnaires having little obvious relevance to their

education or to their college is increasingly difficult to defend.

The respondents were to be students who had had a m.nimum of about
one term's experience at the college. While the views of new
students, prospective students, facultv members, administrators,
alumni, employers, and others concerned with junior colleges all
are importgnt for some purposes, .hey were not to bSe the cencerrn
of the present questionnaire. The coentent and wording of the

items were therefore to be appropriate to experienced junior

college students.
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7. rlexibility should be provided in the usz; to vhich the results
could be put. Opportunities should be provided for individual
colleges to add items written locally to reflect concerns of
particular interest. Provisions should 1lso be made for grouping

) students in ways of interest at each particular college. Group-
ing according to distance of the college from the students' homes,
for example, may be important at one college but not another,
while grouping according to age may be important at the second

college but not the first.

These considerations helped in the resolution of a nurber of issues in
the development cf the questionnaire, some relatively minor and others more

important. One such issue was the determinaiion to consider experienced students

as the respondents. This permits the items to deal cetrospectively with
recent past expc.iences, but i‘ ails) prevents the questionnaire from being
used effectively with entering students. Another issue revolved around the

instrument's purpose as an indicator of collective studen. views. With this

purpose, identification of individual students is unnecessary and student

While student anonymity is considered important, some relaxation of this point

has been made in providing for a local option that would permit identification

of individual students.

Anticipated content

' . L.
Cross's (1968) reviow of junior college student characteristics

had suggested a number of areas about which students could provide useful

anonymity could be built into the procedures for administering the questionnaire. l
information. Among them wcre the following:

ERIC
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Self concepts—-perceived strengths to build upon, weaknesses
to be reamedied.

Interests, preferred activities, personality orientations,
styles of living.

Goals, aspirations, reasons for attending college.
Experiences in college~-with classes, other students outside

class, programs, and services.

Home environment--conflicts, sources of ercouragement,
problems of housing, transportation, etc.
Financial needs.

Problems of educational and vocational planning.

All these arcas have not becn equally represented in the final questiom.aire.
Self concobts and interests, for example, gradually lost ground as the question-
naire war develerzd. The student~' reactions to the college as an external,
environmental influence on stud: experiences took nre (Jom e over student
attitudes about themselves and other person-focused views. An exception was in
the area of student plans, which remained in the questionnaire. This shift in
cemphasis resulted from the expressions of concern voiced in the interviews and
from student reactions to the early trial items. The final version therefore
evolved throrgh several stages from a version in which the arcas above were more
equally 7vepresented to one that more accurately reflected the coacerns students

said shoull be expressed.

ERIC
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I1. lInterviews

Interviews to identify concerns of students, faculty members, and admin-
istrators were conducted early in 1969 with 1€.. students, 60 faculty members,
and 45 adninistrators in 18 junior colleges in five states {rom coast to coast.
The interviewers were staff members or graduate students associated with the
College I'mtrance IxaminatiIon Board, the Center for Rescarch and Development
in Higher Fducation, the Ma“ter of Arts ir Teaching pregram at the University
of North Carolina, the Regional Educational Laboratory for the Carolinas and
Virgini.:, the Learning Institute of North Carolina, and severzl offices of LTS.
The intervicws were loo Ly structured around 20 general, opepn-endec questions
that the interviewers claborated or at their discretion. The persons interviewed
were asked, in effect, to describe issues they corsidered important in each of

the areas represented by the 20 i.voad questions.

In each college, interviews were conducted with 2 to 4 persons from among
the president, the dean of inst.uction, the dean ¢f student personnel, the
director of counseling, or comparable administrators; with 2 to 4 faculty
nembers, including vocational or technical teaching staff as well as transfer
program staff; and with 6 to 10 students. Many kinds of students were includcd--
adults ond part-time students as well as full-time students {resh from high
school; minority group students; the academically talented as w:ll as the
academically undistinguished; those aciive in student organizations and those

not; satisfied, uncritical students as well as contentious, vocal, critical

students.

Because of the exploratory nature of the interviews, “he quest- ons were
intended to be no more than indicators of broad areas within which the persons

interviewed could describe thelr own observations and experieuces as members ¢f
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Interviews were conducted individually, bt also in groups of two
or three persons. The group interviews were o.ten particularly productive as
pvints got corroborated or as a comment by one person triggered an amplifying
or contrasting remark by another person. Tne persons interviewed had been
informed of the reasons for the interviews several days in advance, and so

time to reflect con the issues of concern to them rather than havin

.

had ha

¢. respend only with their initial thoughts.

Content of the interviews

Four major kinds of coumments emerged in the interviews. The concerns
rost often expressed by the interviewed students dealt with (1) instructional
problems, such as the 1neffectiveness of remedial courses, or lack of faculty
interest in students and (2) administrative problens, such, as difficulty in
scheduling desired courses. But these often were tied to (3) student goals and
expectation<, as when course recuirements seemed inappropriate to the student's
goa}s, or (4) living arrangements, as when the desired classes couldu't be

scheduled because of constraints imposed by commuting or a job.

Instructional experiences include out-of-class studying, college facilities,
and staff-student relations as well as classroom experiences. Administrative
requirements include such things as course prercquisites, patterns of courses
required for graduation (e.g., "breadth"” requirements), and administrative regula-
tions (e.g., a course cannot be dropped after the fifth weeck of the semester).

Living arrangements include housing, transportction, financial matters, and

social and extracurricular life. Student goals and expectations were inferred

directly from comments indicating what the students would like and indirectly
from the kinds of problems they said they were facing or staff members thought ]
|

students might be facing.
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In: volume of student compents in each of the four general areas, and
the nuzber of issues raised in euach, suggested that the instrument be designed
with instructional issues ».iven the r.ajor emphasis, 1dninistrative requirements

secondary erphasis, and goals and living arrangerents some representation.

Faculty and adnin“strator views could be organized in the same four broad
areas as the student views, tat their ¢ nhases ¢iffered fiom those of the stu-
dents. Staff menbers stressed a desire to know what the students wanted from
college, their gouls and e~pectations. ‘ihis view seemed to reflect a genuine
and pervasive concern on the pirt of the staff 1erbers to provide educational
experiences the students would want an-d value. Bnt 2z also - liea an attitude

that it the staif reibers couid only be told what the scudents wanted in terms

of noderately lom,-range goals, the siaif could then, as professional educators,

organize progranms that would bring students o Siose goals.

The student concerns were rore irnediate. Students wanted to tell the
staf{ about the good and bad aspects of college zs they anpeared in the students'
daily encounters with the college. The process of their education was their
primary concern; the outcome or product was important but <econdary. Staff
riembers, in contrast, were more interested in hearing abont the students' desired

outcomes than about the daily processes of education.

This is an over-simplified statement of staff and student differcnces in
viewpoint. Some staff members did express more interest in irmediate student
concerns than in their long-range goals. Nevertheless, the general picture of
staf f members being primarily interested in knowing the students' educational
objectives, while students wanted to deal with nore immeuiate problems, is
reasonably accurate. And the two views, in spite of their different emplases,

can be accommodated in a single set of items.
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Detailed observations from the interviews, organized into the four areas
just described. are presented below. These observations and others like them

were the primary source of item content for the questionnaire.

-
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Intervicew Results

Instructional Eaperiences
A system is needed for students to evaluate the quality of instruction.
Sorme students criticize individual teachers; others criticize teaching methods.

Faculty members also criticize the teaching as unimaginative and irrelevant,
sugpesting that teaching techniques othe:r than lectures be tried.

-

Students express their view of faculty iudifference in such statements as,
"They don't teach, they test." They fecl they are left on their own to get
whatever they car from the beok. They also complain that the coursework is
"busywork," not caallenging, only time-consuming. Some students say their
iastructors "go over and over the muaterial until everybody gets it."

On the other hand, manyv students feel the faculty is overloaded with classes
and too rany extraneous duties. Students get discouraged over the inability to
see faculty. Faculty salaries and working conditions are often censiderad
inadequate.

Low morale is indicated by students who say, "lt's like a high school,” and

faculty members who say, "It needs more of an academic environment."

"The faculty expect too much" is countered by the equally often stated view
that ""the faculty expect too little."

Both faculty and students Z.27 o need for younger teachers and teachere with
a background in college teaching rather than in high school teaching. Adminis-
trators do not necessarily agree with this., Teachers from high school backgrounds
tend to treat the older adolescents as high school students. Veterans are espec-
ialiy resentful,

Remedial courses evoke ambivalent reactions from students. Administrators
generally feel that they are deing a good job 1n their tracking and tutorial
programs and in their efforts for academically deficient students. Students do
recognize their academic deficiencies. They appreciate the opportunity offered
in rem~dial courses to improve their basic capatilities, but they don't like the
stigma associatesd with such courses. They alsoc resent having to take them
without academic credit and are not impressed with the "help" provided by many
of the courses.

Faculty members are concerned about the selection and placement of students
in remedial programs, occupational programs, or any set of courses for which
students are expected to have certair qualificaticis, or t» lack certain qualifi-
cations.

Instructors would like tests that place students appropriat~ly with respect
to sequences of remedial English or mathematics courses. 1n manv of the occupa-
ticnal programs a test of mechanical information is consider.d desirable.

ERIC '
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According to stide .ts, selection or placenent procedures that seem reasonable
to college staff often (Jd to their confusion, uncertainty, and discouragement.
Such procedures sometime s limit the options open to many students and impede
their progress throug: t e institution.

Many students hav. t-ouble with the institutional structure, administrative
or imstructional, but {‘:e they are not able to complain about their difficulties
effectively, They say l2t er channels are needed for expression of student
grievances and more deci.i n-making power should be given to student representa-
tives and to the student > iy as a whole. ’

Faculty members and a.r inistrators tend to say that students participate
freely in college affairs. ‘tudents say that may be true, but that the partici~
pation is ineffectual.

Most administrators and aculty feel it is difficult to cetermine how much
students are participating in ‘he existing opportunities for student involvement
in governance, or how they fee about their role.

Students vecice a strong desire for feedback on studies of student charactex-
istics and opinion. Some are suspicious of the motives of the resecarchers, the
sponsoring agenci2s, and those who have access to the information.

Communication is not as open and effective as faculty members and adrin-
istrators think. Administrators think they ar« reasonably close to the students;
the students don't. In some cases students don't even know who the administrators
are. Exceptions are those students active in student affairs.

Faculty in general feel that administrators are too far removed from the
students. Even so, administrators say they feel closer to students than they

do to the faculty.

Teacher-to-tecacher communication is very poor, and if it does exist, it is
primarily within departments.

Faculty often show a reluctance to change, i.e., a desire to preserve the

status quo.

Communication is often poor betweem instructors and counselors, and con-
flicting perceptions exist as tc the college's function and the instructors' and
counselors' roles.

The faculty feel they are not involved in decision making. Faculty and
counselors are critical of admiunistrators becavse they feel administrators are
not aware of their problems, and when they are they are slow to move.

On the other hand, administrators express difficulty in working with faculty
senates ard in finding faculty who are willing to understand and become involved
with students.

LY

Although communication secems better between faculty and students than
between administrators and students, areas of tenzion or mistrust exist between
students and faculty. At many colleges, informal contact hetween students and
faculty 1is rare.
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The punitive effect of grades and the instructors' power to penalize
students inhibit student-faculty communication. (A grading system of Pass or
No Credit is suggested as one way to remove the punitive element f{rom grades.)
So does the tendency for some faculty members to treat junior college students
simply as older high school students. The segregation of rest rooms and eating
areas into faculty and student facilities is also a source of student resentment.

Interestingly, faculty members seem more concerned than students abtout
faculty-student cowmunication.

Students are critical of the library and suggest it be expanded.

All groups note the lack of quiet places for study on campus. Students say
the library is not a good place to study, but most feel that they cannot study
well at home either. Faculty members believe the home environment is not con-—
ducive to study.

The book store should be more responsive to student needs and should be g
more efficient. ’

Suggested additions to facilities are laboratories, shops, an auditorium,
a gymnasium, and more faculty office space.

Administrative Rejuirements

Registration procedures and other administrative irritants are widely
criticized and at times provoke more than irritation. Some students see much
of the administraiive routine to which they are subjected as hidden tuition in “~
the sense that thair time is imposed on simply for the convenience of the
administrative staff. ’

A number of ~omments dealt with the problems students face in working
their way through the organizational structure of the institution or with the
constraints impos2d on students by organizational patterns, for exarnle in
fulfilling program requirements. .

Registration procedures need to be improved. According to students,
achieving a desirable program of classes is difficult primarily because of
time conflicts or an insufficient number of sections. Required courses are
especially hard t> get. Classes fill so quickly at registration that students
often are forced to fill out their programs with a hodge-podge of courses at
the last minute.

Students want organized orientation sessions prior to registration.
Some students feel that the teacher/student ratio is too rigid. 1If a

teacher is particularly good, the size of his classes stould not -e arbitrarily
limited.

Other problems with organizational structure have t¢ do with transferring
course credits to four-year instituticns, to parallel institutions, from other
astitutions into the junior college, and across programs within a single
colleges Student:; express uncertajinty and concern over all these procedural

E i%z«questions.
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Disagrezment is found wit! respect to rules. Students, more than faculty,
criticize college rules for a variety of reasons. Many fecl the rules are too
lenient and permissive and advocate establishing new rules, such as dress codes,
and stricter enforcement of existing rules, such as class attendance require-
ments. These students tend to feel that other students goof off, ne:d regula-
tions, and have no regard for school grounds or property.

Other students feel the rules for student conduct are too much like high
school rules. To them, there are a lot of "picky" rules, so many, in fact,
that few or nonc of them are really enforced. They advoc.ce avolition of dress
codes and "cut" systems. These students feel that the faculty and administration
do not treat students as adults.

Admission requirements for particular classes are an important issue with
both faculty and students. Some say the requirements are too strict; others
say they're too loose.

At several colleges, presidents talked about their open door policy, but
the students felt is existed only in principle, not in practice. Students and
faculty together. complain of the corsequences of open admission, especially
the presence in college of the unmotivated, academically marginal students,
who are seen to interfere with faculty members trying to teach and with more
capable students trying to learn.

Students feel that grades are necessary, but there should be a 'mo report"
grade in general education subjects and more use of the pass—no credit system.

Attrition is an issue administrators report. Where faculty members are
strongly concerned with the success on the job of graduates of their progrars,
an unnecessarily high dropout rate may be induced, sometimes leaving as few as
25 percent of a program's entering students completing the program. Other
reasons, of cours2, can also lead to high attrition with a program, and high
attrition isn't always considered undesirable.

Wide disagreement exists, among students and among faculty, on the desir-
ability of flexible or rigid curricula and of broad or narrow academic require-
ments. Some favor required, '"well-rounded" programs for all students. Others,
especially vocational students and faculty, think students have too many required
courses outside their major field while supporting a highly *structured progran
within a field. Still others think students should have wide latitude in *heir
choices of all courses.

Some colleges have as their main function preparation for transfer to a
four-year college. Others are almost entirely job-oriented, with little concern
for transfer to senior institutions. Still others concertrate on educationsl
remediation in preparation for the other two preparatory programs. Wherever
there is an unbalanced emphasis on certain programs, some students are unhappy.

Students at colleges stressing transfer programs and who plan to get jobs
feel their courses should have greater vocational relevance with respect to
breadth, variety, and content. Students at job-oriented colleges but who want
further education after junior ccllege say their courses don't adequately pre-
pare them for transfer to four-year colleges.

Ways of evaluating institutional effectiveness are needed, including
gathering information on graduates.
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Stucdent Coals and Expectations

—_—

Students generally say they are personally getting what they want out of
the college and doing what they want to do. However, a large number of students
are uncertain about where they want to go and vhether what they are doing is
getting them there. They want help with self-direcctior, establishmert of
purposes, learning about available goals, and making decisions.,

Many students don't think they have enough,information to make decisions
about courses or programs or jobs or what they might be using their college
experience for. This makes many of them willing to follow imstructions or
standard programs if they think the faculty and administrators know what they
are doing.

The faculty, on their side, often see one of their major functions to be
givihg disection, telling students what they sliould do, what courses to take,
what occupations to prepare for, how to proceea through college to reach the
highest educational level the student's aptitude will permit.

An impression produced by these comuwents and otheres Is that students are
of ten unsure of themselves and whether what they are doing is really productive.
They want information from the faculty that will let them evaluate their current
activities and directions so they/can resolve their uncertainty.

What students would prefer, though, is not being directed by faculty or
administrators, but being givén enough information about possible options for
them to decide their own directions. They are mildly vesentful of the fact
that neithcr the programs nor personnel of the college give them the information
they need. ‘They either don't consider or don't accept the view that the infor-
mation they wanc may not exist and if it does the faculty may not have it to
give them.

Students want to know, for example, whether they can be a nurse even if
they can't handle chemistry or whether they have enough artistic ability to be
an architecc. When faculty members and counselors can't give them answers,
the students are often left with a feeling of having been let dovn.

In spite of their uncertainties, students, especially the younger ones,
find it difficult to admit that they need help. Counselors verify this in
admitting that they are not overworked.

Students at a college fortuitously, becausze of location or some other
relatively extrancous reason, often seem to be directed into a particular
vocational (or transfer) program on the basis cf availability of programs, or
availability of openings in a program. [!'>r the large number of students who
ar.:. uncertain about their goals, the initial direction of their progra- thus
seems to be determined largely by happenstance. And, when these studeunts have
not yet developed a large measure of independerce or when they attend an
institution concentrating too much on one type of program, they sometimes
find 1t difficult to change directions after ge*ting started in college.

" v

Differences in prestige or status among programs seem to influence students'
decisions about their majors. All segments of the college feel uncertain what
role the coliege staff plays, purposefully or inadvertently, in influencing

1ose decisions.
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Faculty, administrators, and students all express a desire for bstter
counseling services. Students say they want a counselin~ service th;t can
reduce their uncertainties. Their criticists of the counselirng services,
which are frequent, centar around the counselors' inability to give them
adequate information -~ about job possibilities, job requirements, transfer-
abilitv of course credits, course prerequisites at four-year institutions,
and other 'facts" with rthich to direct their activities.

Students often say they don't know to whom to go for certain kinds of
help.

Administrators and faculty members give the complemer.tary picture of the
desired counseling service. They want better tests so they will be able to
classify studeats better and direct them with more assurance through the various
paths to jobs of further education. Both groups indicate that people in advisory
capacities should be better prepared and that better communication is needed
between the faculty and counselors.

On their sice, counselors say they have little power and prestige;
therefore, they can do very little to nelp the student.

The diversity of the student body is recognized as a problem. Most pecple
agree that all students are not served equally well, and the various colleges
seem to have their own str:ngths and weaknesses in this respect. ,

Two student groups -- older students and students whose academic skills
1o deficient -~ have reasons for being in college that differ in s variety of
ways from those of otuer students. Students in either of these groups cften
differ from other students in, their immediate objectives, in the specificity
of their goals, in their readiness to defer decisions while exploring various
alternatives, in the kinds of programs they find suitable, and in other ways
that go beyond simple differences in curricular preferences.

One common weakness, recognized by students and faculty alike, is a failure
to accommodate adz2quately the older students who return to school after being
away from it for several years. These students often feel out of place. While
conscientious, their study patterns may not be efficient. Student activities
are geared toward young, single adults, with the older students geldom partici-
pating in out-of-class college activities.

How to serve the variety of students enrolled seems to be a major prcblem.
Many faculty members like the diversity in intellectuality of the students ard
find it a challenge to their teaching skills. All groups feel better accom-
modation is needed of the range of student abilities and educational geals.

Students and faculty as well as administrators are concerned about the
local community's support with respect to part--time employment, housing, job

faculty members think local industry should be responsible for helping with
vocational prograns that provide them with trained personnel. All agree that
community suppert is iImportant, and that where it is lacking, junior college
can be a frustrating experience for students and faculty.
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Some junior colleges, or some departments within a junior college, ot some
instructors within a department pride themselves on the accuracy with which
théy respond to occupational requirements within the surrounding community.
Commendable as this 1s, it represents an educational orientation too narrow
for many students who want to explore a variety of ecucatioral anc occupational
options.

Living Arrangements

Students repeatedly mention time as a major problem. Even th; full-tire,
unmarried students juggle on-campus and of f-campus activities, and travel
between the two, tc make the most of time that ic broken up into a jumble of
odd-sized pieces. The married, emplcyed stucdents have even more difficulty.

Although this is a problem not peculiar to junior colleges or to students,
some attention needs to be given to class scheduling, administrative routine,
transportation facilities, study facilities, food services, basy-sitting
services, and other problems of simple existence and allocaticn of time.

More financial aid is needed.

kmployment sarvices should be better, both for part-tiwe jobs while in
college and for job placement after leaving college.

A number of students express concern about the job opportunities available
for graduates with an AA degrec who don't transfer but haven't taken an occupa-
tional program.

Extracurricular activities are often nonexistent. More social events and
nonacademic campus programs are needed,

.

Agreement is widespread that physical facilities need improvement. All
segments of the college feel there are insufficient funds to provide enough
facilitic;--classrooms, studgnt wmeeting places, ctc.  On most campuses there

are inadequate facilities for parking, lounging, cating, studying, and recreation.

(@]

Students are aware of tihiese inadequacies and their ill effects on the
co.lege. For exanpie, the sterile buildings a :ollege nay occupy can dampen
any spirit of consideration and warrth anong o collepz community.

Many of the colleges have only minimal food services.

Help is needod with heousing ard transpc:s  -Izn.  Ixpanded parking facilities
are wanted.

Students fecl that the lack of a daily c:zudent newspape: contributes to the
general Jack of communication. :
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| III. Conferences

The subjective analysis of reports of interviews structured as loosely

as those conducted with the junior college students and staff has at least
o

two deficiencies. TFirst, no protection exists agairst the colrring of the
results to reflect the biases of the person carrying out the an.lysis, whether
done consciously or not. Second, a person who has had detailed interviews
with a number of students and staff members can be expected to have formed
valid and useful impressions of the college and its scveral .onstituencies
as a collective result of the interviews, impressions that mav .ot be appareant

in any single interview report.

To remedy both these deficiencius, at least to some extent, two one-day
conferences were held with the interviewers and other junior college personn=21
involved in the pivoject. The conferences, one on the east coast and one on
tae west coast, were intended to clarify the irformation provided in the
interview reports, establish some hic¢rarcihy of importance in tﬁe information
to be gathered by the prospective questionnaire, and discuss its form and
potential uses. s a result of the conferences several decisions further
defining the nature of the questionnaire, with respect to both content and
form, were possible. Matters relating to content have been incorporated in
the detailed list presented in the previous section of issues discussed in

the interviews. Issues regarding form are presented below.

<

1. The questionnaire was to be directed to experienced students rather
than entering freshmen, since its purpose was to provide college personnel
+ith information about student reactions to college--problems encountered

and critical observations about the college's frograms and procedlres.
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Faculty neubers, aluwmni, and potential emplovers, as well as entering students
and high school seniors, were rejected as putential r<spormdents. Even though
these groups could provide useful information about a collepe's programs, all
of thein could not reasonably be accommodated with a single lnstrument. The
most important source of information was considered to be Current, experienced

students. .

2. The questionnaire had been planned froa the first to provide
institutionel information rather than infernms’ion about imdividuai students.
This view was strongly supported .. the conferences. Ressongbly general
agrecrent scemed to be reached that student names should vpol be required and
that ind:vidual students shoild not be identii:ied on the abgwer sheets. In
fact, many felt that student names should not even bLe optional, that no space
should be provided in which names could be put.  Other jnstruments, or special
procedures in the use of the present questionniire, such 8 precoding question-
naires .darinistered to those kinds of students of particylar interest, would

i
be necessary for some purposes otherwise served through the identification of
individual responidents. This seemed a2 reasonable price te nay for student

trust.

3. The instrument was to be designed prinarily as g device to help students
convey to faculty and administration their views on how tde college's programs
and procedures might be improveéd. This purpose--giving students a vehicle for
eypressirg their siews--differs in a subtle but important %gy from the purpose
initigily contempla;cd——providing administrators with useful information. ‘the
constituency to be served by the questionnaire was primayjily students and
secopdarily staff members. Services to these two constituvencies should not be
incompatible, whi:h accounts for the subtlety of the distincegion, but the
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emphasis was to he clearly on the students. The need for ar irstrunent
directed explicitly to this revised purpose had been pointed out in a Report
to the President by 22 congressmcn who visited a number of colleges in 1969,
talking informally with students. "On campus after campus we found widespread
criticism from students who feel unable to communicate with administrators and
facul ty. They btelieve thac no channel is open to them to make their views

known (Congressional Record, 1969).

That adi‘inistrato.s and faculty should {ind the instrument valuable was
of course important, but it. value to them was considered largely dependent on
the stu'ents' accepting tic instrument as one directed to their own interests.
The iutcrvicews and the conference parcicipants' experiences indicated that
many st dents resent being asked to spend time filling out questionnaires to
serve sume arcane purpose of an administrator. Students find little credibility
in administrators' assertions that they snced information from students in crder
to serve them more effectively. The instrument, therc¢fore, was to serve the
students directly by helping them communicuate their ideas on what they consider
important. An incidental conscquence of this shift in orientation was that
students, or a student representitive, were to be sent veports of resulcs
directly, or at the minimum, procedures were to be established for students
to have access to the results. Most of the conference participants fzlt that
the instrume.t ¢hould also be aveailable to gudent groups for administration

and that studei.ts should be involved in he plunning when the institution

‘nitiates its use.

In summary, the questionnaire should be completed anonymously by experienced
junior college students to indicate their concerns and suggestions for improving
their college experiences. The primary purpose shonld be to act as a channel

for the communicaticn of student views to the faculiy and administration.




“2-
. pard Iritts
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. . o U oo bt oout in the interviews turned out
o « Lt atle. A stort first section comsisted

‘r teasens for attending college to which
o Lting the importance of each goal

.ol tleay were with their progress

© o uetiiute the rmajor part of the question-
LT roanived into a threc- level hierarchy.

3t werte to be offered in each of the

“tr.ative ond curricular

=+« o Lenice of envolling in

v oeesoples was "The instructors grade faivly."

T ite o oda five-point scale from "always false"
*o.te o . {yare 1. Depending on that response, tue
otoor te s dtere through which they were to

1 £ L, s tetenment wae true or false., This kind of
Q
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3. The instructors grade fairly.

Always Usually Sometimes true,
false false sometimes false
() () ()

I

Because (check one or more):

( )a. Grades are used as punishment ( Ja.
if the instructor thinks you
should do better.
( )b,
( )b. They grade according to how much
you agree with their point of view.
{ dc.
( )c. They allow personal feelings toward
students to influence grades.
( )d.
( )d. Th.y set impossible standards;
hardly anyone gets an A. (Je.
( Je. Their exams don't test how much

you krow.

Figure 1.

Usually Always
true true
() )

II

Because (check one or more):

They allow for differences of
opinien.

Standards of performance are
reasonable.

They use a variety of measures
to determine a grade.

-

The exams are realistic.

They let students know what is
expected of them.

Illustrative item
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elaboration is also illustrated in Figure 1 fo¢ the item oun the fairness of instructors'
prades. The content ol the basic statements and of the reasons for rheir being

true or false werc culled from the interviews. Instructions to the students

were to checx the claborative comments only in that column that was pertinent

unless their response was ""Sometimes true, sometires false.'

Six itewms in each of eight arecs, with ten elaborative statements for each
item would make ¢ total of 48 hasi:z items and 480 elaborative items. No student,

however, would be expected to respond to all the items. First, the instructions
te the students asked then to skip anv items dealing with areas they considered

- . _// N . . .
relatively unimportant. Second, only «tout half of the elaborative items would
be checked. Most students, then, woule be expected to respond to something on
the order of 150 itens in total. Having chosen thesc 150 items Jrom among more
than 500 on the bosis of their importance to him, the student would have provided

far morc useful “nformation *rar L~ would 1f the questionnaire were limited to

about 150 items, with the student asked to respond to all of them.

Review of the above prototype questicunaire by a number of peuple within
A4 N
ETS led to some reduction and simplification. The small first section consisting
of items on student goals was abandoned, and its content was incorporated into
the remainder of the questionnaire. Rather than being stated explicitly, goals
were to be inferred irom the student's responses to items about his specific
concerns, such as, "'I'm not learning much that will be useful in a job." The

basic items were reduced from 48 to 30, each with about ten elaborative items

giving reasons for the student's response to the basic iten.

Further review within ETS led to the conclusion that the dual form of items
described above was still too complex to be feasible. A third draft’ question-

\?ﬂire was then developed that retained the content of the 300 items of the
4
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second version bhut presented it in a simpler format. The 30 issues represented
by the basic items of the second draft were retained, and eacn 1ssue was made
the basis for ten specific items. In the third draft, however, each item was
to be recponded to independently of any other instead of in the two-stage

p: ss of the first draft. The ten items representing each issue were made
up of three different kinds of items, but the ability of each item to stand
alone, withQJt reference to any other item, seemed to simplify the response

process.

In every group of ten items, three referred to specific events during the
preceding two weeks (e.g., talked to an instructor about a grade). Four items
referred to general impressic?s about the college (e.g., working for grades
often keeps me from learning as wuch as I might). The finral three items in
each group of ten were statements to which the student would respond by indicat-
ing whethe~ or not he would like to find thai xind of experience in college

(e.g., grades based more on day-to-day work than a few big exams or papers).

This third draft of the questionnaire, Yequiring a less complex task of
the respondents than either of the first twe drafts while retaining the content
developed from the interviews, went through tliree more preparatory processes
before being given a major trial with a large number of students. Two small-
scale pilot trials, each at a single junior college, were conducted to determine
what response format to adopt. Finally, a group of 16 students from 6 junior
colleges spent two days reviewing the questionnaire in detail, item by item,
suggesting changes in wording and occasionally in content to make the items

sound natural and realistic to junior college students.

.
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V. .ormat Trials

Two decisions about the format of the questionnaire were examined with two
small pilot administraticns in October, 1970. One was to test the feasibility
of giving students a large nunber of itens with instructions to skip those
they consider unimportant. The other was tn determine ects of different

nunbers of response categories.

Option to skip itews

The purpose of the questionnaire is to indicate common student perceptions
of the collcge and of the students' experiences in the college. If students are
encouraged to skip items they consider unimportant, the time to complete the
questionnaire can be spent on important issues rather than being partially
dissipated on items that are uninportant to some groups of students or in certain
situations. A larger total number of items and broader content could be offured,
and wore useful information might ve gathered. On the other hand, whether any
real saving in time could be achieved, and whether the decisions to skip items
would be based on item importance or on extraneous considerations, such as the
nunber of words in the item and the time it would take to read it, were not
known. Further, the possibility seemed worth testing that item interrelationships,
and therefore item meanings, when all the items were important to the student

would be different than when some were important and some unimportant.

To examine the effects of the option to skip items, a heterogeneous group
of 558 students at West Valley College in Campbell, California, was split approx-
imately into thirds. One group completed the entire questionnaire, skipping
items considered unimportant. The other two groups completcd random halves of

the questionnaire without the cption to skip items. The questionnaire was

v
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administered in classes, with ‘he three foims distributed randomly within
each class. There was no time limit, but students were expectc to spend no

more than a class period, cr about 45 minutes, on the questionnaire.

Because the questionnaire was organized into 30 groups of items, cach
consisiting of 10 related items, the omitted items were expected to occur in
groups of cen. The numbers of students responding to common sets of items,
even with the cption to skip, were expected to be large enough to permit factor-
ing of the items. 1If the factor structures were similar enough to indicate
that similar inferences could be made about common student perceptions, whether
items were skipped or not, and if other difficulties did not appear, the option

to skip would be retained in ithe final form of the questionnaire.

The results were equivocal. Even with grouping of related items,

the numbers of students completing common sets of items were too small to permit
reasonable results from a factor analysis. In another sense, tnough, the option
to skip clearly failed in that most of the students who had the option to skip
simply omitted the last third of the items. The assumption that the students

would judiciously selec* the items to which they woula respond was unsupportable.

Several reasons can be offered for the failure of the !tem-skipping option
to produce better information in a limited amount of time. For the selection
process to work, some procedure must be provided for the students 1o scan the
total body of content of the questionnaire. The initial instructions, and the
brief descriptions of the general content of each item group, may have been too
vague to let students make sensible decisions about which item groups to exclude.

The grouping of the items, which was done on the tasis of appearance of similarity

of content rather than on any empirical basis, may have been inconsistent with

student perceptions and might have ¢onfused rather than facilita.ed item selection.
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Finally, the lay-out of the questionnaire, with 30 pages and 10 items per page,

may have interfered with the expeditious cverview of the content that would be

necessary for sensible selection.

If economy in administration time is important, improved procedures for
grouping items and for permitting selective responses may be worth further
exploration. If factor analysis should reveal a consistent underlying structure
in the questionnaire, the items could be group:d in terms of factors, those
consistently showing the highest loadings appearing first. After responding
to the three or four items with the highest loadings on a factor, the student
could be instructed to omit the remaining items in that group, unless he con-
sidered that topic particularly important. The item groups might then be
assembled into the total questionnaire in order of decreasing importance of
the content to the persons administering the questionnaire. The students'
tendency to omit more items toward the end of the questionnaire would then

concentrate the rcsponses on the move important items.

On the other hand, the saving in respondents' time and the extension of the
content covered may not be great enough to justify the complications introduced
by the option to skip items. A set of items may be found that is both small
enough and comprehensive enough that skipping items may not be necessary with
reasonable administration time. The difficulties in interpreting data in which
large gaps exist, even when the gaps are imposed :-:cionaliy, may be too high a
price to pay for cconomies in administration time. In any case, the effort with

Student Reactions to College was unsuccessful.

)

Effects of different numbers of response categories

The items ask the students to indicate their attitudes, experiences, and

nreferences. The responses called for can range from a dichotomous, Yes-No,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




response to a more firely graded response indicated by a choice of one {rot

among any number of ordered categories. The optimal number of response categories
depends on a number of interacting considerations. The reliability of multipl?-
item sceles, for example, is not appreciably affected by the number of response
categories (Matell & Jacoby, 1971), except when the reliability is low to begin
with (Komorita & Graham, 1965) or the comparison is between two response cate-

gories and any larger number {Bendig, 1954).

These conclusions do not necessarily apply, however, when the information
of interest is in multiple responses to individual items. The potential amount
of information in an item, whether treated individually or as an element in a
multiple—item scale, increases with an increase in the number of response cate-
gories (Garner, 1962). Yet most respondents are unable to use more than about
nine categories effectively and, depending on the nature of the item, may be
able to use no more than five (Miller, 1956). Validity has rarely been studied

in relation t¢ the number of response categories (Matell & Jacoby, 1971).

Considerations other than reliability and validity also enter into deter-
mination of the optimal number of response categpories. Low response time per
item may be associated with a high effect of response set (Trott & Jackson, 1971).
The acceptability of the items to the respondents may vary with the number of
response categories (Strahan, 1971). Whether the items refer to the respondents

personally or to nonpersonal or external content may also affect the way the itenms

function (Rundquist, 1966).

Since the items of the present questionnaire were not intended to be

coubined into multiple-item scales, and since the basic information was to

apply to the institution rather than to individual respondents, questions of
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scale reliability were not approptiate. Different numbers of response categeries
could affect the time required to complete the questionnaire, student acceptance
of the questionnaire, and the meaning of the response. To examine these effects,
three abbreviated forms of the questionnaire, each consisting of the same items
but with different numbers of response categories, were administered to a total
of 558 students at City College of San Trarcisco. The ilentical numbers of
students in the two format trials was the result of happenstance. Groups of
approximately 600 were desired.

Fach form of the questionnaire consisted of the same 70 items that had been
selected randomly from the total number of items on the questionnazire. One form
asked for a tuo-category (No-Yes) response. A second form added an intermediate,
uncertain category labeled with a question mark. The third form provided five
response categories labelec¢ Definitely Net, No, ?, Yes, Definitely Yes. The
three forms were distributed haphazardly within a set of social science classes,
approximately equal muubers of cach form being completed in wvavi class. No time
Jimit was imposcd, but the students all started on signal and recorded, to the

nearest nintte, the time thzy erent completing the questionnaire.

Response time did not 2. lcr appreciably among the tiree respense formats.
The mean times to complete the three 76-item forms were 9.2, 10.2, and 10.4

minutes for the two-category, three-category, and five-category forms.

To examine the three response formats for differeunces in the meanings

implied by the responses, the threce sets of items were factored. If the meaning

in a set of responses to an item is unaffectzed by tle number of response c~tegories

provided, the pattern of relationships among a group of items, or their factor
patterrs, should also be unaffected. The factor patterns of the three sets of

items were examined to arrive at subjective judgments of similarity. The patterns
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for the three-catego.; and five-cctegory response formats appeared quite similar,
while the two-category factor pattern seemed clearly different from the other
two. Since the groups of students completing each form were quite similar,
being enrolled in ‘the same classes and being undifferentiable with respect ro
age, sex, program in which enrolled, and several other characteristics on which
they provided information, the response format is the most likely source of the

difference in factor patterns.

On the two-category and three-category forms, a common practice of the
students was to place asterisks or exclamation marks beside some of their
responses, a practice that did not occur on the five-category form. This
suggests that many students want the opportunity, provided with five respcnse

categories, to express particularly strong views about selected items. 7

In summary, the increase in response time required for the five-category
form relative to :che other forms was small--about 13 per cent mece than that
required for two categories and 2 per cent more relative to the three-category
form. The two-category form, forcing the students to mgke a gross decision of
some sort, seems to lead to somewhat different interpretations of the items

than do either of the response formats that allow an uncertain response.

Finally, some students seem to value the opportunity to give particularly strong

responses that is provided by the five-category form. For these reasons, the
final form of the questionnaire provided for five categories of response except
where the content of the item made a smaller number more appropriate. The

items asking about the frequency with which some event had occurred, for example,

were kept in the three-category form.
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VI. Trial Administrations

Extensive interviews, confcrcnce§, discussions with students and” junior
college staff remiers, trials to compare formats, and editing sessions produced
a set of items Fhat seemed likely to provide information pertinent both to
students and to their colleges. VWhether the items wouid ultimately bc‘useful,
however, could be determined only with actual use. In the spring of 1971,
therefore, a variety of junior collepes around the country were asked to admin-
ister the questionnaire to several hundred students. From these student re-
sponses in a variety of college settings the following information was desired:

a. TItem response distributions for different colleges and
different student subgroups.

b. Inter-item correlations in different colleges and different
student subgroups.

c. Dbefinition of student subgroups recurring in several coll ges
that are adentifiable by particular response patterns rather
than by the usual variables fo? student grouping, such as sex,
age, and field of study.

Each of these kinds of iniormation will be discussed more fully in the pre-

sentation of the results.

An opportunity was provided in the trial questionnaire for students to
write in issues of importance to them that were not adequately covered in the
203 1tems of the questionnaire. The write-in provisions were not left for
the end of the questionnaire; but were provided with each of 24 sets of items
dealing with a common area, such as the scheduling of clas.es or administrative
requirements. If a student had additional comments in the same area as the set

of items to which he had just responded, he had a space where he could write

them ‘n immediately.




Sample of colleges and Students

~

The major consideraticn of the selection of colleges was that theylinclude
a w_de diversity of students and educational settings. Since the questionnaire
was to serve as a vehicle for students to describe their experiences at their
own colleges, norms representing either students or colleges would be of little
use. Car. vl sampling from a defined por: lation of colleges was relatively
or.imp.ortant. Some indication of the variation in item response patterns tc be
expected across different kinds of studengs in different colleges, however,

-

was considered i-purtant and led tr the desire for diversity.

Examinaticn of the distributions of junior college characteristics across
the entire ponulation of almost 1,000 junior cc ‘eges in the country showed
that a group of about 24 colleges could be selected that would provide broad
representation acroess the spectrum of college characteristirs. Public and
private, large and small, rural and urban, transfer oriented and vccupationally
oriented, as well as other distinguishing features could all be represented
within a grou; of 24. While these features could not be treated independently
of each other in a group that size~~s%nce qualities like small size, rural

locations, and private control would tend to occur together--each feature

wotld have an opportunity to be observed in the student respcnses.

The colleges asked to participate were individually selected to provide
the desired range of characteristics. Of 56 colleges that were asked, 27

participated, providing 6,495 completed questionnaires.

By design, most of the colleges were in California, Texas, Illinois, and
North Carolina, four of the five states having the largest rumber of junior

colleges and two-year technical institutes. Also by design, six colleges were

—




in states having limited numbers eof junior colleges, most of the six located

where they constituted the only local institution of higher education. The

-

participating colleges are listed in Appendix A-1.
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Enrollments in the colleges range from less than 500 to more than 17,000
students with a mean enrollment of around 4,450, While most have cced student
bodies with a moderate overrepresentation of men. two are predominartl: for
women and four predominan.ly for men.‘ These and other college characteristics

are tabulated in Appendix A-2.

The percentages of full-time students range from 32 to 100 per cent. A
third of the colleges have more than half of their students attending part-time,
Freshmen comprise 48 to 82 per cent of the student body, with about a third of
the colleges having three-fourths of their students in first-year courses.
Evening students vary frem none to 63 per cent, with about half the colleges
having a fourth or more of their students in the evening division. Veterans
constitute from 2 to 30 per cent of the students, with half of the colleges

having at least 10 perceat of their students veterans.

The colleges have offered post-high school courses for from 1 to 170

years; 10 opencd before 1940 and 10 after 1960. Most are publicly controlled,
but one is a private, indc ndent college and anoiher is church—related. Seven
of the colleges are isolated geographically from other public colleges and pro-
vi¢: the only local access to higher education. Others are J]ocated Within
commuting distance (usually 40 miles or less) of from 1 to 20 public junior
colleges and from 1 to 7 public four-year colleges. Five of the colleges are

in subutus of large metropolitan areas, four in citic¢s of 500,000 or mc -e, three
in cities of from 50,000 to 500,0C0, 8 in smaller cities and 7 in communitice of

less than 10,000 or in rural areas.

In half of the colleges at least 60 per cent of th: courses carry transfer
credit. The percentages of students in tiansfer programs range from 10 to 82

per cent, with halt o. the colleges having at least 40 per cent of their

students in a program that does not transfer to four-year colleges.
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The colleges were free to choose their clesses in whatever ways were most
convenient, but a reasonable representation of the various types of students—-
colley2-transfer, part-time, cvening, first—-time students, etc.--was requested.
The range of students and problems within a college was to be fcstered by the
selection of classes that varied with respect to level, time of day, ac ~1¢

or nonacadenic charactér, and subject matter.

In general, thc questionnaifé was administered in 10 to 25 classes in each
college. 71he colleges were encouraged to select enough classes randomly from
a list of all the classes given the current term, excluding very large classes,
to provide the desired number of completed questionnaires. No student was to
be asked to complete the qucstionnaire twice, and no instructor was to have
more than one class involved in the administration. There was no fixed t..e
limit, but participating instructors were askel to allow an entire class session,

o

or at least 45 minutes, a time limit within which at least 907% of the studeats

were expected to finish,

Response . istributions

The most funcamental information in the results of the trial administrations
was in the response distributions of the individual items, since this was to be
the basis for reporting results to users. The most desirable response distr.bu-
tions were presumed to be those that were neither flat, with responses uniformly
distributed over the rcsponse range, nor concentrated in a single response
category. On the other hand, neither a flat ncr a concentrated distribution
would necessarily be undesirable without additional indications that the item
was not providing useful information. The results of the trial administrations

that provided the response distributions are given in Appendix B.
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Flat reoponse distributions. A flat response distribdu:ion for an item would

oczur In either of twe situations. Student experiznco. and perceptions might
varsy so much with respec. 12 that Izen thet no sin,le r2cponse would be any

mora characteristic of th

[Pl
(¢
o

llegc s any other. For some items, such as
those concerning studeant »lans, a Zlc: response diotribution might usefully
indicate the diversity of :chose nlans. For many items, thougr, such as those
involving an assessment of some aspect of the jnstructional program, a definite

clustering of student views i onz or zerhaps twe odjacent respense categories

a number of different nterpretations, leading stu.ents o resizic Jou. a variety

of reasons across all respoase categor _os.

Neither flat nc~ zeavily cencentrated distribuzions appeared in large
numbers. Of the 203 Items, 132 provided five response categories in the form:

.

¥ Nol-=No--7--Yes--Defi~Itely Yes. The remaining 71 items, referring

Definicel
to specific experiences, were in a three-category format: Not at All--Once or

Twice--Z Iimes or Mcro,

0L the Iive-catogory items, tlhcse for w.ofch she most -oans
had no more than 33 per cent of the responses {twice as ...y as tue average of
the cther four categories) would have shown a relatively s:irong tendency for

students to scatter their judgements gver tha raigs ¢f oeasihle responses. Qut

of 132 fiy wlloul LoD ooricocion for
urifcrrity of distribution. Frr the “e'l:a3d versi. _. t-a g.z2stionnaire, 6 of

these items were dropped, 5 were rewcrdad tc clarifv and sharcen their meaning,

and 12 were left uncharnged in the bel 27 :ha* truz varlability in student per-

ceptions rather than ambiguity was th: r2rson for tte flat response distribution
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and that the infcrmation provided would be useful to the coliege 1n spite of

the absence of any modal student view.

An ex-mple of an item dropped is “Without the regulations this college would
be like a jungle." The absence of any experiential referent was thought the most
likely reason for the flat respense distributions, and the item was dropped.

To that item, 10 per cent of the students responded '"Definitely Not' and 12 per
cent "Definitely Yes;" 30 per cent said "Wo'' and 23 per cent 'Yes'. While ‘hat
degree of response variability indicates that the item conveys more information,
in a technical sense, than one with a more concentrated set of responses, the
information conveyed seems more likely to be asscciated with the personality

traits of the students responding than with their college experiences.

One of the items retained was "L've lost time toward a BA degree because

some of the courses I've taken won't count in a four-year college."

The responses
to t.is item were distributed very neasly like those to the item in the previous
paragraph, but it refers to reasonably specific experiences. Determination by

the college of the kinds of students who say '"Yes' to this item could lead to

Airect ameliorative action.

Among the items with three response categories, those havihg fewer than
40 per cent of the responses in a single category were examined for ambiguity.

Only two such items were found and both were dropped from the final version.

Peaked response distributions. In contrast to the items having flat response

distributions were those in which a predominant proporticn of students gave a
common response. The informational value of items with low response variability
is limitec Yet even items with their car~city for the communication of infor-

mation limited by low response variability may be valuable because of the
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importance of the limited inform °ion they de provide. For example, the item,
"This term I have dropped a course because it wasn't giving me what I wanted,"
was answered "No" by 71 per cent of the total group of students. Yet even though
affirmative responses were relatively uncommon, that information should be valu-
aBle to colleges in examining further the characteristics of the students and

courses to which the item applies.

As an arbitrary rule of thumb, items were selected for further examination
when 70 per cent or more of the responses to a three-category item fell in a
single category, and 50 per cent or more for the five-category items. Among
the 71 itews with three response categories, 15 fit the adopted criterion of an
excessively peaked response distribution. Five of these 15 were deleted from
the revised version of the questionnaire an two were rewritten to increase the

variability of response. The remaining 8 were thought to provide valuable infor-

mation in sp... of their limited range of respense.

A similar examination of the 132 five-category items showed 17 with at
least 50 per cent of the responses in a sirgle category. Ten of these items

were deleted and five reworded.

Items _evoking uncertain responses. The 132 items with five response categories

had the middle category labeled "?". TFor 6 of these items, Ab per cent or more
of the responses appeared in the middle category. FYour of these six were deleted
and the other two were reworded either to clarify their meaning or to nake them
apply to more specific experiences. An additional 13 items had from 30 to 39

per cent of their responses in the uncertain middle. Two of thesc were deleted

and all the remairing 1l were reworded.

Frequently omitted items. The final characteristic of the response distribu~

@ 5 examined was frequency of omission. The proportion of omissions increased

RIC
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regularly from the beginning to the end of the questionnaire, vaiying closely
around 1.5 per ceat for the first 80 items, rising to around 3 per cent at

aboﬁE the 90th item, to 5 per cent at the 130th item, and reaching 12 per cent
by the 200th item. The omission rate at the 150th 1item, the length of the final

version of the questionnaire was about 7 per cent.

Six items showed omission rates markedly higher than those of the items
around them in the questionnaire, indicating that the students either had urusual
difficulty responding to those items or objected to them. Four of these six
were deleted from the questionnaire and the other two were rewritten to improve

their acceptability. -

AN

Staff Practions and Student Write-ins

Many of the staff members responsible at cach college for coordinating the
trial administrations provided information about the reactions of students and
facully ﬁemﬁers to +he questionnaire. They geverally confirmed the belief that
the questionnaire was pertinent to educational problems in juaior colleges and
that the range of possible issues of importance had been covered reasonably
well. Nevertheless, many students took fuli advantage of the invitation to add
their own write-in items. DBoth staff and student comments were given lengthy

consideration in revising, deleting, and adding items.

The most common negative comment wes that the questionnaire was too leng,
even though it nad been pared to 203 items from an earlier version of 300.
Some students needed more than 45 minutes to complete the questiounaire, and

some instructors reseuted having to glve up so much class time.

Some students and faculty objected mildly that some items were not relevant
to their particuler college. For example, one instructor wondered 'what con-

stitutes a make-up course?"
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At one college '"the students scemed to have no problems in filling out the
forms and as the day wore on and the students were aware of what they would be
doing in class that day, the attendance in class was not influenced adversely.
As a matter of fact, some instructors indicated that it might have been a little

bit better than it would have had they lectured."

A few of the colleges reported that ihe accordion-like form was confusing
to some students. The questionnaire consisted of 12 pages printed on the {ront
ancd back of a single sheet 6 pages wide. Folded up, the form could be completed
as a book except that at the end of page 6, tne form had to be turned over. The
nunber of students omitting items increcased somewhat at the beginning of page 7,
indicating either some confusion with the questionnaire format or dismay at

finding so much more to be completed.

One of the coordinators reported possible bias associated with administering
tne ydesiionnaire in c¢lass. In scanning through the completced questionnaires
from each class, ne found "a remarkable consistency in the vehemence of the
views and kinds of comments expressed by students in particular classes." Each
class's set of questionnaires gave him "a distinct impression of the atmosphere
and instructor-student relationship in that class.' For example, several ex-
tremely critical commets were expressed in one class; none at ail in another.

He also noticed '"the care with which students completed the questionnaive: in
some classes, most were carefully and neatly done; in others (primarily those

with bitter comments), they tended to be untidy and incomplete."

Although the questionnaire is intended to elicit responses about students'
college experiences, the respenses should not be dominated by the students'
reactions to the particular class in which they complete the questionnaire.

Clarifying the instructions at the beginning of the questionnaire, or administering
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it outside a class setting, may minimize this tendency. It may also be capitalized
on, however, with sufficient attention to the classes chosen for administration

of the questionnaire.

>
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VII. The Final Questionnaire

Examination of the response distributions fron the trial administrationms,
students' write-in items and comments, and a final review by a group of “junior
college facult; members, administrators, ard students led to the elimination of
86 of the 203 items of the trial version. Forty new items were written and 53 were
reworded, making a total of 157 items in the final questionnaire (Appendix C).

A table showing corresponding items in the trial and final versions appears 3S

Appendix D.

Content

The items can be classified by conter. into the following categories. To
some extent this is arbitrary, since some items that could be placed in more
than one category have been counted only in the category that seemed primary.
Some of the items classified under Instruction,‘for example, could also be
placed under Faculty/Staff Contact with Studer.s. Nevartheless, the following

classification scheme does reflect the emphases of the qoestionnraire.

Instruction (48 items). These items are concerned primarily with student
experiences in the classroom, with observations about the nature of the course-
related experiences and of the teaching styles of the instructors. The
orientation of the courses and student prefereaces for different teaching

procedures are alco included.

Studying (14 items). Though closely related to instructional activities,
these items are classified separately because they deal with the students' own
efforts and activities independent of their instructors. They are concerned
with studying procedures, use of the librury, and the students' sense of

academic effectiveness.
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Other groups of items based on related content could be forned that would

cut across these categories. Counseling services are one important area touchcd
*

on b- items in several categories. Student estirates of their own acaderic

performance s dealt with in both of the first two categories. Other categorics,

with fewer items, can also be formed v:thin some of the nine broad categories.

Student views on grading and credit, placement in classes, relations with other

students, and academic advising are all examples of topics touched on by several

itens.

One of the criticisms of the questionnairce expressed by faculty members
and administrators wag that it was too negative in tone. Attempts were .made
from the begiuning to balance the wording of the items so that roughly equal
numbers would be stated favorably and unfavorably. "My instructors have been
easy to talk to" is an example of a taverably worded item. "My instructors
have taught their courses like high school courses' is worde% unfavorably.
Some important statements about students' colicge experiences were difficult
to put in a favorable form, howeve~, without twisting them into an awkward
construction. "I have been sent from one office or person to another trying
to get information" is an example of an unfavorably worded item that could be
made favorable only by wording it negatively, which would lead to an awkward
double negative in the responses of students wno had not experienced that kind
of administrative runaround. In the final version. 43 per cent of the items
are unfavorable statements about the college in the form in which they are
stated;‘éé\per cent are favorable statements; 29 per cent are neutral state-

ments referring to situations that are neither favorable nor unfavorable in

general.
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Response format

Write-in comments and reactions of student consultants suggested that the
content of some of the items was not appropriate to either a Yes-No response
or a response indicatiug the number of times an event had occurred. Some

,

items, such as '"Mv instructors have been easy to talk to", are more appro-
s ) s I

priately responded to along a dimension consisting of Almost never--Sometimes--

0f tep--Almost alvavs. This four-level response was therefore provided for 46

of the 157 items.

The items in the trial version asking how often an event had occurred,
such as 'Did badly on a (uiz or exam,' had been provided with three response
caregorioes, Not at all--Once or twice--Three times or more, The highest cate-
gory of these three consistently had relatively few responses, the median being
14 per cent. The median usage of the middle category was 37 per cent. To

spred the responces, the three categories for these items were labeled ingtho

4
/

final version, No--Yes, Once--Yes, twice or morg. This distinction between a

single occurrence of an event and two or more occurrences, besides spreading
the responses, seemed more appropriate for many of the items than a distinction
between one or two occurrences and three or more. Such an item would be '"Had

to buy a textbook that was not really necessary.'" Of the 157 items in the final
questionnaire, 42 were given the three response categories from No to Yes,

twice or more; 42 were given the four categories from Almost pever to Almost

alvays; 73 were given the five categories from Definitely not to Definitely ves.

A final modification was made in the respoanse format to accommodate those
students who indicated with write-in comments some frustration over teing
unable to respond to items that were not appropriate at their colleges. "Not
applicable'" was provided as an option for 20 of the 157 items. It was not

provided for the other 137 {tems to prevent 1its being used indiscriminately.




Optional procedures for administration

The standard form of the questionnaire provides 12 items for classifving
student respondents. These consict of age, sex, field of study, and other
variables commonly used to . .assify students. They de not include items that
would provide information on high school performance or parental character-
istics such as education, occupation, or income. “The decision not to include
such background items was mad. in spite of strong arguments for their "mport-

ance by several consultants to the project.

The‘majcr reason for excluding variables on high school and family back-
ground was that many junior college students are returning to a formal educational
setting after having been dissatisfied or unsuccessful or both in their prior
educational expericnces. They are adults going to coliege because they cheoose
to, and many of them find questions ashing about their parents' characteristics
e WILh school caverionces domeaning, or at bert irrelevant. Yor the 25 per
cent of entering junior collepe freshmen vho are 21 years or more of age, and
the 12 per cent of all junior college students who are 25 or older (Bushnell &
Zagaris, 1972), neither high school record nor parental characteristics are

particularly informative.

While such information is valuable for some purposes and for some students,
those purposes need not be served by this particular questionniare. The accom=

modation to student sensitivicies in omittin, such items seems far more important

>

in preventing student rejection of the questionnaire than does the inclusion

/ﬁf‘aki the kinds of student information that may be useful for whatever purposes.

u ’ Nevertheless, provision has been made for colleges, at their option, to add

(

0 items, each with 5 levels of response. These locally written items can ask
fOX information on student background characteristicsy—student self{-ratings,

| FRIC |
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or additional aspects of their college experiences not covered in the question-
naire. They will be tabulated and reported to .ne college with the other
questiommaire items. They can also be used to group students, with results

for the remainder of the questionnaire reported separately for those groups.

A second option permits the college to ask for the students' names or
identification numbers. While the standard form will not have this provisicn,
because of a concern for student anonymity described earlier, situitions may
exist in which student identification is necessary. The User's Manual will
describe ways to avoid identifying students while still accomplishing some of
the purposes for which student identification is used, but that option will be

available when necescary.

Reports

Reports to the college will ccasist basically o% the distribution of re-
sponses of all the students to cach of the 157 content items, the 12 student
classification items, and »s many of the 10 locally written items as are used.
Difficulcy in absorbing or interpreting this amount of data makes breakdowns
into subgroups of students and items almost essential. A variety of ways are
available to group the dava into small sets of manageable size and related
content. The most desirable ways have not yet been determined, and they are

likely to vary in cost. Some of the possible reporting procedures are described

below as illustrative cexamples.

Selection of subgroups to be reported might be based on cross-tabulations,

as when a college might ask for six subgroups on twe categories of sex and three

caFegories of age. The distributions for a relatively few items of particular
\ )

|
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interest to the college might be provided for ‘a larger number of student groups
or for selected groups for whom the items bave particular relevance. For
example, a college might want responses to those items concerned with class-
room procedures, such as grading practices, class organization, and teaching
styles, provided for a variety of student groups. Or items found in the trial
administration to differentiaté minority students from other students might be
examined for student groups formed according to rare. An example is an‘item
expressing a desire for more study facilities on the campus, which was responded
to affirmatively by minority students more commonly than others. The user's
nanual will report items found previously to differentiate among particular

student groups so college users will be able to make sensible selections from

anong the items.

Factors found ccusistently across a variety of colleges ai student groups
will also be reported in the ucer's manual. Those items with high loadings or
factors of particular interest to a college might be examined for selected

groups of students.

Two additicnal procedures might be followed by a college in selecting items
for which it uight request response brzakdowns by student groups. One procedure
would select those items to which large proportions of students gave extreme
responses, indicating particularly strong or definite feelings. A second pro-
cedure would select thosc items on which the students at a particular college
showed response distributions that deviated substantially {rom the response

distributions commonly found.
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VIII. Summary

The process that led to the final form of Student Reactions to college
started with K., Patricia Cross's contention that junior college scudents were
a valuable under-utilized source of information about the effectiveness of
junior college programs. With financial support from the College Entrance
Examination Board, a large number of interviews were conducted with students
and staff of junior colleges acrosé the country to determine the kinds of

information considered important that students could provide.

-
P

Analycis and disc%§§iﬁﬁ‘éf the interview results at two conferences of
junior college experts provided guidelines for development of a questionnaire, .
jointly underwritten by the College Board and ETS, that would provide the desired
vehicle for students to express their views of their junior college experiencgs.
Items were written reflecting the cuntéqﬁ and crphasis brought out in the inter-
views. Several tentative fcrms for presenting and organizing the items were
attempted and abandoned before the trial version was produced for a widespread

administration. -

Two issues of form were tcsted at West Valley College in Campbell, California,
and at City College of San Francisce before the trial version was set. First
a tentative plan to present a l-rge number of items with instructions to the

students to skip any items that were of little importance to them was abandoned

when it appeared that location toward the end of the questionnaire rather

than importance was the dominunt reason studeuncs skipped items. Second, where
the item content justified a multijie-category response format, five response
categories seemcd to be preferred by students and required only a negligible

amount of additional time compared with two-category responses. Further, factor

ERIC
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analyses indicatcd somewhat different meanings in the items with either a five-

category or three-category response compared with tvo-category items.

A form consisting of 203 items plus provisions for write-in items and com-
ments was completed in the late spring d 1971 by 6,495 students at 27 junior
coileges. Examination of the résponse distributions, further review by an
advisory group, and incorporation of some of the recurrent write-in comments

led to item deletions, revisions, and additions. The resulting questionna‘re

consists of 157 items.

Almost a third of the items in the final form of the questionnaire are
concerned with some aspect of the students' classroom instruction. Smaller
numbers of itemszdeal with student goals and planning, sgudent activities,
administrative problems, out-of-class studying, varicus aspects of daily living

H
such as housing and transportation, fipancial corcerns, and student-staff contact.
Culilxges will be able to learn from the ways vtudents respond to these items
what student expectations are not being met, what instructional procedures are
causing difficulty fo# students, which kinds of students necd particular kinds
of help, what program changes would be well received by the students, and in

general, a variety of ways in which the college's programs and the students'

needs are and are not congruent.

The results of administering the questionnaire to a sample of students will
be reported to a college broken down by groups of items and groups of students.
Those issues identified by the coilege as of primary importance will be emphasized
in the report to prevent the usersffrom having to deal with a large body of
unorganized information. Secondary analyses of the results will be possible
afte} the Jnitial report has been examined by the college. Procedures for admin-
istering the questionnaire and for making the most effective use of the results

will be presented in a user's manual.
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Participating Colleges

California

Texas

Illinois

I

Diablo Valley College

Hartnell College

Imperial Valley (ollege

Los Angeles Trade-Technical College
Monterey Peninsula College

Orange Coast College

Reedly Colliege

Sacramento City College

Amarillo College

Colleg« of the Mainland

El Centro College

Galveston College

Laredo Junior College
Southwest Texas Junior College

College of DuPage

Yoraine Valley Community College
Olive~Harvey College R
Southeastern Illinois College

North Carolina

Central Carolina Technical Institute
Isothermal Community College
Mitchell College

Other States

Bismarck Junior College, North Dakota
New Mexico Junior College

Oterc Junior College, Colorado

Ricks Ccllege, Idaho

Vermont Technical College

Vincenncs University, Indiana
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Characteristics »f Colleges 1n the Trial Admimistrations

(Figures are numbers of colleges)

Location Control of college Percentage of male students®
Califorma 8 T.ocal 15 70 - 100 4
Texas 6 Some state 10 58 - 69 11
Nlinois 4 Church 1 46 - 57 9
North Carolina 3 Private, independent 1 €0 - 45 2
Colorado 1
Idaho 1 Faculty-student 1atio Percentage of students in transfer
Indiana 1 l.ess than 1:15 3 programsi¥
New NMexico 1 1:15 - 1:22 9 80 - 100 3
North Dakota 1 1:23 - 130 10 60 - 79 12
Vermont 1 More than 1:30 5 40 - 59 7
00 - 39 3

Age of college 1n 1971

Percentage of courses

3years or less 2 transferable to semor colleges Percentage of evening students*:
4 - 9 years 7 80 - 100 5 46 - 100 3
10 - 25 years 7 60 - 79 9 26 - 45 10
26 - 60 ycars o T 40 - 59 8 10 . 25 8
Morc than 60 years 2 00 - 39 4 Q0 - 0§ 4
Enrollment Pe:rcertage of full-time students Percentage of veterars?
Over 10, 000 4 80 - 100 8 20 - 100 2
5,000 - 10,000 5 53 - 79 8 13- 19 6
2,060 - 4,999 6 40 - 52 8 06 - 12 8
1,000 - 1,999 7 00 - 39 3 00 - 05 7
Under 1,000 5 unhknown 3
Percentage of freshman students
Tuitr0n per year 76 - 100 8
To local student: 66 - 75 9 I
No tuitien lu 55 - 65 7
$50 - $120 6 00 - 54 3
$121 - $200 6
Over $200 5

Number of public colleges within 40 miles

To out-of-state student: Two-vyear and

Less than $225 ° 4 Two-year Four-year Four-year
$225 - $425 11 colleges colleges colleges
$426 - $800 7 None 8 8 7
Over $800 5 1to 3 6 12 4
4to 10 7 7 10

Si1ze of college community 11 to 20 6 0 0
Less than 6,000 5 More than 20 0 , 0 6

8,000 - 35,000 10 )
50,000 - 150,000 3
More than 500, 000

In city

In suburb 5 *No data for one college.

**No data for two colleges.
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CHARACIERISIICS OF ST

1. Sex

Male 59 (40
Female 41 (1

2. Age
Under 18 1
18 - 19 G4
20 - 21 23
22 - 24 13
25 - 29 9
30 - " 7
L0 - 59 3
60 or older 0

3. Marital <tatus
Single
Married
Widowed, divorc

4. Living with paren

Yes 61 (28--
No 39 (l4--

5. ‘Lmployrent
Not employed
Erployed part -t
krployed full-t

é. Ethnic group

Red, American 1

Appendix B-1

STUDENT RLACTIONS TO COLLLGH
Response Distributions for 27 Colleges

Spring 1971

ligures are percentages of a total of 6,495 students (excluding
nonrespondent<} who pave each response. Yigures in parentheses
aie the extrere values among tne 27 colleges.

UDENT SAMPLE

--99)
- 60)
(0-~4)
(25--77)
(11--36)
( 2--21)
{ 1--18)
( 0--16)
(0--8)
(0-- 1)
76 (58--9%) .
21 ( 1--38;
ec or separated 3 ( 0--10)
ts
8€)
70)
42 (19--58)

ime L4 (33--58)
ire 15 ( 1--41)

ndian, Native American 3 ( 0-- 9)

Black, Afro-American 10 ( 0--73)

Brown, Chicano,
Latino, Hisp

Yellew, Asian,

Wiite, Caucasia

7. ‘then do you have

Lay only
Evening only

Mexi1can-American,
ar -American 12 ( 0--77)
Oriental 4 ( 0--17)
n 71 (18--97)

your classes?

76 (36--96)
5 (0--38)

bay and evening 18 ( 3--41)

8. For how nany class hours or credit hours ire you enrolled’

Less than 8
8 - 11
i2 - 15

More than 15

11 0--50)
11 ( 0--19)
37 ( 7--49)

41 (12--92)
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STUDINT (HAPACTLRISTICS

9a. How many previous semesters (or quarters) have you been at this college?
None; this :s my first 13 ( 2--3%)
One 39 ( 9--76)
Two or more 49  (18--86)
b. How many at another college?
None 78 (04--90)
One 9 ( &=--17)
Two or more 13 ( 3--28)

10. dave you served for 90 days or more on active duty 1n the armed services of the Unjted States”?

No 81 (65--90)
Yes 19 { 4 -35)

11. What 1s your major course 'r field of study?

Undecided 10 ( 0--24)
Applied arts (photography, fashion, interior design) 2 (0-- 5)
Fine arts (sculpture, theater, music) 3 (0--13)
Business (accounting, marketing, wecretarial, hotel and

restaurant services) 19 ( 2--35)
Communicatiow (broadcasting, journalienm, public relations,

advertising) 1 (0--4)
Public services (police science, public adm.nistration,

social welfzre, tiansportation) 4 ( 0--15)
Behavioral sciences (sociology, peychology, anthropology) s (0--16)
Social sciences (econmomics, political science, nistory) L& (0--8)
Physical sciences (chemistry, biology, mathematlcs, physics) 4 (0--9)
Natural resources (agriculture, landscape technology, wildlafe

management ) 3 (0--13)
kugineering or architecture 5 (1--27)
Technology (data processing, engineering technology, crafting,

optics) 7 (1--35)
Trade and industry (auto mechanics, plurbing, carpentry, machimst) 9 ( 0--33)

. Home hconomics (clothing ana textiles, dretetics, home nandgenent) 1 (0--3)

Personal services (food technology, cosmetology, child _are) 1 (0--25)
Health services (redical technician, nurse, physical therapiat) 8 (0--26)
tducation (elementary, secondarv, special) 10 ( 6--30)
Liberal arts and humanities (langoiges, laterature, ethiic studies,

philosophy) 3 (0--8)
Other 6 ( 2--22)

12. What does your program usually lead to eventually?

Four-year or higher degree 57 ( 2--80)
Two-year degree 26 ( 3-=76)
Certaf icate 6 ( 1--33)
Neither a degree nor a certificate 1 (0--3)
Uncertain 10 ( 1--15)
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1.

II.

buring the present scinol terpr

v

I have

done budliv In a quiz or
exam because 1 owas taking

LoV many Ccourses

got a grade (on a test,
paper, or other cla s work)
that 1 couldn't understand
the reason for

parf1cipated in a cour: e-
related activity with non-
students off the carpus

had an instructor who g ired
the course to the sturdents!'
interests or abilities

talked tor at least 10 ~min-
utes with an 1nstrugte:
cutsrde of  lass about

coul seworkh

had «n ins ructor who could
not explala things 1n o way
studente could understand

had a courte t' ¢ ¢ thouht
woeuld te dull aue anter -
esting by the dnstructor

Duiing the past two weeks

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

1 hawe

been bored in <liss

been 1n . ~lacs e sion
where the Lnostrustor was
no rore help than just
reading the text would
have been

had an 1nctructor make sore-
thing clear tnat I'd had
trouble understaading before

been {n a class that just
went over nateril T oalready
knew

felt left behind in a course
been unible to understand
what was being taught In

clase

participated Iin a class
discussion

/ 3-3

STUDLKNIS' IN-CLASS ACTIVITILS

No. at
ail

58
(41--72)

57
(35--74)

79
(65--86)

19
¢ 7--27)

24
( 5--38)

30
(13--48)

23
(15--32)

18
( 4--29)

-

(30--49)

13
( 3--20)

bb
(27--53)
45
(32--59)
44

(26--55)

16
( 3--29)

Once or
twice

35
(24--47)

37
(24--53)

15

( 7--26)

55
(40--67)

L
(34--56)

[

(43- 68)

63
(v5- 71)

4,
(394 56)

45

(33~ 59)

56
(41--67)

47
(37--57)
44
(34--5%)
bz
(34--54)

43
(33--55)

3 times
or more

( 0--13)

( 2--14)

( 3--13)

26
(13-~39)

32
(22--55)

15
( 6--28)

13
( 6-~17)

36
(22--54)

22
(12--37)

31
(20~-45)

9

( 4-~19)
12

( 4=<-20)
14

(10-~- 22)

42
(26~-63).
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IN-CLASS ACTIVITILRS

16.

17.

18.

‘social problem

been in u class discussion
that touched on a current

~ -
X

felt frustrated because the

class wasn't movainy fast
enough

had a class assigament that
was really only busy-work

111. In general

20.

21.
22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

I ocan't tell hor well I'm
doin, in a cowrse until 1 get
a grade on a test or paper

the be«t teachers teach the
required courses

the courses I've taken have
been right up to dat~

the instiuctors do more than
just put ocut the material and
leave L up to ne to get it

the instructors treat students
the same, whether they apree
with the instructor's puint of
view or not

most of the lnstructors 1've
had make tueir courses relite
to problers of society waen-
ever possible

a lot of the courses 1've
taken are too much like
high school courses

the instructors I've b»t are
pretty clear abour what they
expect of students

V. I would like

29.

30.

31,

more group assipiments for
class projects s> students
can learn from eich other

at least one course based on
i{ndependent study worked out
on my own with aa {nstructor

the good students and the
glow students put in separate
c¢lasses

B-4

Not at
all

28
(15--39)

60
(39--74)

43
(23--62)

Definaitely
not

15
( 7--22)

20
( §--29)

4
(1--6)

1--15)

s~

12
( 3--20)

( 0-- 4)

( 3--15)

( 3--10)

18
( 7--26)

Once or
twice

L42
(37--54)

31
(21- ~48)

41
(39--55)

16
( 8--22)

21
(11- 33)

19
(11--31)

45
(28~ 52)

1
( 5--20)

30
(20--42)

24
(18- 31)

41
(29--55)

3 times
or more

29
(18--48)

( 5--18)

16
( 5--27}

18
(12--23)

27
(18--37)

18
(10--28)

14
(7--2¢

~

17
(12--25)

17
(11- "8)

13
( 8--20)

12
( 6--25)

18
( 8--22)

21
(14--34)

16
(12--25)

TN

Yes

29
(20--42)

15
( 5--36)

52
(38--65)

54
(45~-63)

45
(37--56)

53
(45--67)

22
(13--33)

59
(50--69)

37
(26~--50)

39
(27--49)

18
(10--33)

Definitelv
yes

( 2--11)

(1--1¢)

(3--16)

13
( 4--20)

10
( 2--19)

( 1--14)

( 3--23)

15
( 4--29)

( 3--18)

10
( 4--20)

( 3--14)
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IN-CT oS AL IVIad s

32.

33.

35.

36.

37.

38.

V. 1he

4n,

41.

43,

jrades osed rote on
Jay ¢ Jav o wers o thay onoa
Lapers

%

few boy exa o o1

no prades piven excopt Pase
ot orart

no gprades at all, jast
wistten corrents by ry
instiuctors

rote clacses without tents
o1 assignments, orpanized
around {nforral discussions

mote swall, informal «<eminare,

even 1f they met less often
wiih the instructor

student fees u.ed to corpile
and distribute <tudent evalu-
ations of teacners cach year

the faculty to spend more tire

in offree hours andg 1nfornal

meerags with students cven of

they taught fewer, but larger
classes

faculty should

see that their courses don't
move o fast that the slower
students are left behind

assign no latlirg grades;
credit should just not be
given for courses taken but
not passed

stay with toprce that have
caupht the clasy's interest
even 1f thoo 3 't cover the
plan.ed arourt of prowad an
the course ’

wotrk out the course content
with the tucents 1n cagy
clasa, even If <ome courses
don't resh very well with the
neXt cnes 1n the sequence

Def. o1y

net

(1--7)

21
( 6--139)

( 3--19%)

(0--7)

(2--20)

(0--13)

30
(17--44)

37
(24-51)

26
(15--34)

21
(14-- 33)

22
( 9- 34)

31
(18--50)

27
(19~--44)

11
( 6--17)

14
( 8--32)

19
(13--25)

16
(10--20)

22
(16--32)

30

(23--40)

23
(16--30)

14
( 8--20)

25
(20--33)

Yoo

45
(36--54)

20
(12--29)

15
( 8--28)

37
(26--58)

41
(30--51)

34
(23--43)

28
(19--40)

51
(46=--64)

32
(25--43)

37
(28--49)

Definftely
yes

24
(13--36)

15
( 6--25)

( 4--16)

(2 -11)

)
i

7--20

lo
( 7--32)

11
( 5--18)
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45,

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

53.

55.

56.

58.

59.

B-6
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TUDINIS' C™CrEhs ABOLG ThPIR OVLRALL COLLLGE PROGRAMS AND THLIR PLANS FOR THL FUILRE

VII. In general

Not at
all
Vi. During the present school term
1 have
tatked with nv adviser®for 38
15 rinutes oy more (13--54)
locked through ccenpationil
or-otion to learn alout
jJob poesabilitaes when 42
finrsh ochool (21--62)
ached 4 student for advice 34
about what caarses to tahe (16--66)
wondered whether the coutses
1 was taking were rerlly what 26
1 wanted (11--44)
taken some tests that helped
me decrde what haind of courses 76
1 want (67--91)
dropped a course because 1t 71
wasn't gaving re what I wanted (53--90)
Qo
talked with g cvunselor about 50
ry future plans (26--606)
been unable to take a4 course
1 wanted becau ¢ I didn't 70
have the preroguasites (51--88)
been wnable to ypet hielp 1
needed with course plannang 75
from « counselor or adviser (60--87)
taken a required course 1 31
didn't want (17--57)
spent course tir: inor
observing an actual job 71
sftudation (38--85)
got bad informatien about
programs or courses from a 77
college staff rember (56--90)
Definitely
not
1f 1 knew better what I
wanted to do 1 could get 9
more out of college { 3--17)
1 may have to change my
major because I'm not doing 32
too well in the one I'm in (18--48)
there aren't enough courses
for me that have much to do 13
with life outside college ( 5--22)

Once or
twice

45
(34--63)

37
(25--45)

46
(27- 58)

(40- 55)

26
(10- 41)

2
(12--39)
5%
(39- 68)

2]
(131--42)

20
( 9--36)

19
(10--27)

4
(31--51)

35
(22--43)

3 times
or more

18
(11--37)

21
(11--138)

20
( 8--14)

28
(13--42)

4

(1--9)

11
( 6--23)

(0--9)

(1--9)

15
( 4--21)

[}

12
{ 6--16)

14
( 8--24)

23
(18--31)

Yes

38
(30--48)

10
( 3--16)

22
(15--30)

Definitely
yes

22
(12--32)

( i--5)

( 4--11)
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CONC Y N WAL hb
Defainjtely Definitelr
1.0t No ? Ye yes .
\\,
61 fnothe prosren 1% am, rthe
COMInes (TC pretty st aadard,
there's not t b que tion s 18 15 48 14
atout what 1~ g e (2-- 9y ( 8--32) ( 3--26) (30--62) ( 3--50)
62 I can’t wa't “o iinioh ang 7 22 16 27 28
set out ( 3--1%) (13--31) (10--24) (20--35) (17--38)
63 My Tourses are fretty cloaely 5 106 19 39 21
tied to ny o ture el plan, ( 1--8) ( 7--26) ( 7--30) (29--45) ( b-=37)
G4 1'r pretty cure oont whiat
I want te de W' 2 1 t,n' L 6 16 14 41 24
here (1-19) ( 8--26) ( 6--22) (24--51) (14--36)
65. I've Joay troe tonard g Ba
depree Locause sose ot oo
courses I've tiben won't 12 37 19 27 1
count an a four vear (clls, e ( 6--29) (15--44) (7--27) (:5--37) ( 6--33)
66 . ey occn gt il plng have 17 40 10 25 8
chanped wsince 1 <tarted tere (10 - 28) (26-~48) ( 5--18) (15--35) ( 2--17)
67. the regaired oot o are
)uu‘! Decacse e, 'rl‘(‘,) L R
* being 11 1tcd Po tcurter anoan 10 2 2 37 6
major field ( 5--14) (16 -28) (19--3.) (19-3%5) (1--9)
VITi. 1 would like
69. a different 1:0ld ot wtudy
that had more dotanite joo 37 21 27 o
poscibilities ( 3--20) (28~ 48) (15--2¢) (13--37) ( 3--10)
70. to change ryv field of tud.
1 1t wouldn't doluv oy 15 49 16 1. 4
finfshing bese (7--21) (39--5K) ( 8--26) ( 9--206) (0--7)
1. rore inforration about job
requirenonts and possibilities '
{nstead of Just ryv own voca 3 14 15 51 17
tional test scorg., (1--9) ( 8--22) ( 9--21) (41--66) (11--24)
12. practical enpericnce {n actual :
Job sftuations cven if {t 4 16 14 R 47 19 |
takes me longer to tiniwun (1--9) (10--28) ( 9--20) (39--58) (12--30) }
|
73, more class vxperiences out in |
the cormmunity even 1f they 3 23 18 47 10
are outyide class, time ( 0-- 8) 16--37) (12--24) (32--55) ( 4--14)
14, more {nformitior about four- 5o 1
year cellege ard gradudge ‘.
school possibilities and 2 15 10 52 21
requirerents ( 0--8) ( 5--35) ( 3--16) (38--65) ( 7--335)
N
SN,
75. more ceurses related o 6 23 31 32 7
ethnic {ssues ( 1--12) (15--135) (24--445 (23--46) ( 2--14)
76. student fees rafsed to provide
better i{ntormaticn about cou s 19 41 22 16 3
and program requirementy ( 6--28) £ 5-=53) (16--131) ( 0--23) (0--7)
17. student fees rdf<ed to brine
in outslde people with up=t> 13 27 21 32 7.
date {nforration about job: ( 7--295) (17--135) (16--26) (23--41) ( 3--10)
O
)
e ——————

—
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CONCLRNS ABOUT COLLEGE PROGRAMS AND THE FUIURE

The college should

79.

cut out some of the required
courses (like physical e¢duca-
tion or a foreign language)
that are noo related to a
student's field

give students what they want
now instead of putting so
much emphasis on four-year
college requirements

lcave to employers ard students
the problem of job information

give more emphasis to job
training and iess to prepar-
ation for transter tc a four-
year college

make 1t easicr for students to
try different programs when
they aren't sure what they
want to do

push studerts to make a
definite decision about thear
school and job plans

Definitely
not

( 3--12)

(1--8)

21
(15--38)

(2--12)

(0--2)

28
(16--40)

Ne

21
( 9--35)

2}
(33--34)

51
(39--62)

27

(15~-36)

(1--11)

44
(36--59)

10
( 5--17)

18
( 6--26)

13
( 8--18)

24
(15--30)

12
( 6--17)

12
{ 5--18)

Yes

37
(30-~-49)

42
(24+--51)

12
( 6--18)

32
(23--45)

65
(«5-~79)

13
(7--25)

Definitery
yes

25
{(13--413,
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s

ro

Yeu

33

(24~--44)

23
(13- 131)

Detinitels

ves

( G-- 8)

11
( 3--21)

10
( 4--14)

Tan
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STUDYING FOR COURLES

befinitely Definitely
not No ? Yes yes
102. speci 1 courses here do a
good jeb pulling wean studonts
up to where they can handle 3 10 45 35 7

the regular courses ( 0-- 6) ( 4--17) (16~--05) (19--53) ( 1--18)

103. ey abilizy teo study has > 20 15 45 15
improved since o care here ( 1-- 8) ( 9--31 ( 8--20) (37---55) ( 7--25)
104. { have trovi-le concentratin,
on waat 1" supjored to be 4 29 15 41 11
studying (0-- 8 (21--39) ( 8--23) (32--49) ( 5--317)
105. 1 have so ruach reading to do
tnat 1 den't nave tite to 5 38 14 31 . 12
reall; undexstaerd 1t (1--12) (22--51) ( 7--20) (21--39y ( 4--21)
X
v
106. 1 can et all = studvane
done in tire tu do whatever 11 39 15 31 4
else T want v oo ( 3--19) (32--51) (11--21) (20--42 ( 1-- 8)
107. py the tire ] fiud 1 need
kelp, I'm too ! benind to & 49 39 21 4
catch up ( 2--13) (38--¢€0) 12--28) (12--39) { 6-- 7,
Xii. 7ihe coliege should .
109. provide =ore space ond
facilities @ ¢ stugents o
stud. on carpus booenlanum
class »1zes arl uling e 7 32 24 31 7
classreen o) wd releaued ( z--12) (19--57) (13--33) (11--53) ( 0--i%)

110. pel - ve Dhrary hooss on g
one-¢iy Cilreulition facis so 5. 33 28 29 6
they woul. be rore evarlatle ( 2--13) (22--50) (13--36, (19--38) ( 1--12)

11, par for more copies in the
library ol the books rost

ofter noed vy crarging for 9 3! 26 24 4
then by the dy, ( 4--18) 27--51) (20--30) (15--40) ( 0-- )

112. glve rore ciass L1ife to
special courses for studente 3
wi~ have trogble with the 2 17 24 53 10

repular courses (0--3) (7-22) (15--40) (32--66) ( 3--18)

113. organize tutering and study
help for all stulents wio 3 10 60 25
want 1t (0--2) (1- 9 ( 3--1¢) (48--71) (i5--45)

L

~
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SIMDENTS' EXPIRTIACES WITH THEL COLLLGL'S RLGULAL1ONS AND ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

During the present term

115.

116,

117,

1

b

119,

120.

121.

1

ro

8.

2.

I have

.
Spent an unnecessdary amount
of time standing 1n line or
filling out forms

mlssed & class session because
of problems getting registered

taken a course [ didn't really
want because the one I wanted
wasn't ava:ilable

been hept fronm su ething 1
wanted (¢ do by et uanecessary
or inappropriate regulation

disregarded a carpus
regulitian

been angered by sorething the
college admuistration did

found the ca~oul police
helpiy]

teken fewer cowsvs than i
had piarned berause of
scheduling rroviers

In gencral

126.

127.

128.

129.

130.

regisiration prrcevdures have
been a0 real bureen tor -e

by the end o the first week
or two ¢<f =sciov,, v class
schesule vas pretty well
settled

a teqgu red cour<e gfiven oniv
ence o oyerr, tart I ocouldn't
gt when I wantad :t, ray
hcld m bach

I have t wa ne_t1oudle petting
~
the-courw»s I went here
‘\
wdministirative jolicies here
are seldor u ressonatle

student blf ratfons are too
tirhtly corirclicd by the
administracisn

the student gevernrment gets
students tae kind of non-

academic progras they want

Not .t
all

43
( 6--66)

74
(42--95)

46
(23--84)

56
(35--75)

61
(22--80)

49
(13--72)

73
(41--92)

61
(37--90)

Defimitely
not

11

(4--17)

(1--13)

(1--13)

( 4--18)

" Cnce or

twice

(25--55)
22
( 5--44)

44
(15--60)

34
(18--46)

29
(14--46)

37
(22--48)

23
( 7-~46)

32
(10--51)

(28--29)

( 1--13)

37
(25--52)

36
(31--44)

23
(14-~33)

33
(18--19)

23
(12--37)

3 times
or more

14
( 5--53)

( 0--14)

11
( 1--21)

10
( 3--25)

10
( 2--37)

14
( 5--38)

( 0--14)

{ 0--135)

12
( 4--18)

(1--8)

36
(15--51)

50
(33--66)

Yes

32
(23--46)

73

(67--81)"

29
(20--39)

33
(246--45)

36
(20--51)

17
( 6--25)

16
( 7--31)

Definitely
yes

( 4--15)

1s

10
( 4--16)

{ 4--10)

(1--12

( 1--19)




ADMINISTRATL/E PROCLDURLS

Definitely Definitely
not No ? Yes . yes

‘

131. the atrosplere here is
pretty relaxed, there are 7 15 15 53 10
no real hassles about rules ( 1--21) ( §--32) ( 8--20) (29--66) ( 5--24)

132. without the regulit:ions,
this college would be like 10 30 24 23 12
a jungle ( 5--18) (13--46) (13--33) (11--33) ( 4--22)

133. adrinistrative errvors have 13 49 16 16 [}
caused problems for me ( 5--19) « {(37- 56) ( 9--23) (10--29) ( 1--15)

XV. 1he college should .

135. ¢« - down the time students ,
spend f1llang out foims by V4 ! - d
using pore electronic data
processing for routine 2 20 28 39 12

, administiative Jork (0--7) ( 4- 36) (13-~38) (20--54) ( 1--33)

136. set up more sections in
required courses even it A
the nurber of elective 10 3 23 27 5 -
courses has to be cut dlown ( 5--19) (23~ 48) (12--32) (17--41) T 1--15)

137. arrange class earollrent RS
procedures that would get —
oy cliss scheaule settled by
the first day of class even
1f that made later chonges 4 32 28 32 4
drf facnlt (1--8) (20--41) (19--36) (26--47) (1--7

138. add several days at the
beginring of the ter™ to
allow stulents ~ore tire i 37 23 18 47 3
with their advisers (1-- 8) (14--42) ( 8--27) (28--60) ( 2--18)

139. let as many stulents as want
te tahe any cdass with any
instructor, even 1f some 13 47 13 22 5
classes Lecdare auge ( 4--23) (36--61) ( 7--18) (14--37) ( 2-- 9)

140. prevest norstud ot radicals
and agitaters tron spearing 15 34 17 19 15
on carmpus — ( 6--26) {(22--48) (13--24) (10--32) ( 5--222 X
P '
141, enforce carpus regulations 10 43 27 16 4
more firmiy { 5- 25) (29--58) (13--37) ( 6~-31) \ 0--10)

142. let any student group organize
and recel on carpue without the 16 44 17 18 6
34- 563 { 9--25) ( 7--3%) (x--

r

administration's rernzssion

143, take disciplinary actien against
students for illegal oit-ca~pus 25 35 16 15 6
activity ( 9-~43) (24--50) ( 8--22) ( 6--39) ( 2--16)

144, pernit outside polite on caspus 10 15 16 42 18
whenever violea ¢ ocours ( 4--20) ( €6--26) (10--27) (27--57) ( 8--31)

145, perfodicaily r¢v1ew, with
students, admin'stiative pro-
cedures like repistration,
enrollment, withdrawal trom 2 10 21 5S4 4
class, stc. ( 0-- 5) ( 5--29) (14--27) (41--55) ( 6--22)

ERIC
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X I During the present ternm

1.7.

o1,
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I have

missed a class becouse 1
couldn’t get a babys.itrer

skipped lunch or dinner be-
Causc 1T tock <o long and |
had (o get te (lags

rissed a class ass e ent pe-
cause 1 dida’t have roney for
the books or other supplics

needed

noved tooa dr

Trve

ot place o

cul «a cloas ciuse of on

cutside proble

Soa0l more Laar $23 1o o lothes

maemsad g closs becaay of oa

trans, rration prdle

SPenl sevelas eurs trwvan

th el serr ol woc Lt dioayan
Oal te. e 01 Lty Y, D
e
Shorved o0 roc P Lot g
Ve os
didr 't Pave Cowevr 7 anes
aeial
t MR AN : R ' g

v the « N [

ol eel Unre 1ot ot ten

tras poat ety - L L e
1L Lt oY e o el Part -
Lite  n¢ Lemmerar. jor s

Lue sl o ool s e

TOre {ham e ol

Pooaer nad o

{50, «c ¢ tanle weivir e noar
the olie, o

LA ST B A S O TR RSO T
SLUG I, Pee] T orocl
haive tire for aavtnn o celse

€

where T odave, 1 forl

cul oot

froo the camy e

i have had to nay torgpont .
that woere not r ally npecesaary

Lote
fang patt=time o1 oter ::r.(p\r-
. . ™
‘,J
,

B-13

STUDINTIS' LIVING

Not at
all

93
(87--100)

50
(34--83)

70
(52--88)

84
(73--96)

30
(12--43)

ke
(23--44)

55

(HA:}-’.)

iz

( L~=213)

15
( €--27)

( G-- 9)

CONDITIONS

Once or
twice

( 0--11)

30
{14--36)

(10--36)

3
(14--50)

2n
la- 34)

(i1- 35)

3
(31--60)

4
(35--52)

24
( 8--44)

3 times
or nmore

2
( 0--5)

20
( 3--32)
( 6--13)

( 0--6)

~
o8}
1
)
—
o
~

20
( Y4--35)

10
( 1--15)

( 1--19)

( 5--17)

( 2--19)

[4

24
( 6--51)

14
( 5--31)
25

(14--41)

19
(12--33)

(1--34)

&4

( 5--33)

43
(31 -54)

Definiteiy
yes

&
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B-14
LIVING CONDITIONS
Definitely Definitely
. not No ? Yes yes
165. 1 could use sore help finding 11 35 11 28 15
' a part-tine of tenporary job ( 4--22) (25-~4>) ( 7--16) (16--40) ( 7--23)
166, living with my parents pre-
sents problen that outwergh 18 38 7 21 14 9
the advantages ( 9--25 (28--50) (14--37) (10--22) ( 2--13)
167. 1 will have to leave school 21 46 16 12 5
for a while ti earn money ( 8--28) (32--57) (11--23) ( 5--21) ( 2--9)
XVI1II. The college snoula
169. give students a briager role an
gecidlng whaet services will ve 2 11 21 52 13
paid for out of student fees ( 0-- 8) ( 6--27) (14--28) (30--63) ¢ 5--30)
170. tabe rore responsibrivty fer 2 10 22 53 14
getting loans for students ( 0-- 5) € 5--20) (11--32) (42--73} ( 6--24)
171. hire studerts and student
spouses for the colloge’s 1 5 15 60 )
*clerical and mauntenance 0S5 ¢ 0-- &) ( 2--13) ( 8--22) (48--75) (11 -31;
172, use roney from stuaent feec o
run an oflice wiere students
can get adv,co 2 FTODLwTS
lihe tho draft, bousiny, wih-
trolling Ilving o penses, 3 12 17 50 18
social activities, efc. ( 0--7) ( 6--25) ( §--22) (43--62) {10--25)
173. set ripi~ur houstny stand:rds
for landlords w o rent to 3 2 17 50 19
students C1--7) (7--212 ( 6--25) (40--64%) ( 7--35)
174, train and pav siudents to
help jrofessionil counselors 2 g ’ 19 56 15
work with studext probtlers ( 0-- 5) ( 3--19) (i1--27) (46--68) { 5--23)
175. cut out unessen.ial but cor-
pulsery stulenl costs, suzh as
those for stu it activities,
athletios, the .tudent news- 7 23 22 31 12
paper, etc. ( 3--13) (22--41) (12--30) (21--41) ( 5--18)
x1h. 1 would line .
7
177. more places on campus tO relax
or study betwee. lasses, even
if classrou= spr-ce ras to be 3 26 17 41 12
used ( 0-- 6) (10--44) ( 7--26) (26-~64) ( 3--25)
178. advice and help heeping lLiving z 20 17 49 . 12
costs down ( 0-- 6) (11--30) ( 9--28) (36--64) ( 3--23)
P
175. childcard centars proviced on 4 20 33 33 10
or ncar%t!?c car;us ( 2--10) ( 8--41) (23--45) (14--44) ( 3--22)
' 180. textbooks 1 could rent so ! 2 14 12 50 21
wouldn't have tc buy so many (0--7) ( 6--29) ( 5--21) {42--€2) (1--3%)
- 181. heln in forming car pools 4 28 27 32 9
with other studenis (1-- 8) (19--44) (18--40) (16--41) ( 4--15)
O




. STUDI'NTS' INTERPLRSONAL EXPERTINCES ON CAMPUS

XX. During tle present term

183.

184.

185.

186.

187.

188.

189.

190.

AXI. In

192.

193.

194.

195.

AXTI.

197

198.

tne

1 have

felt that a college staff
merber didn't understand
what I was saying

gone to a meeting or social
activity of . schocl organiza-
tion

got help from a faculty or
staff nember witn a problen
1 vas having 1in college

fone to a meeting or activity
organiczed by an ethnic group
at the college

made a serious suggestion to

a faculty or staff Tember about
how *something at the college
could be 1rmproved

been sent fro. one office or
person to another trying to
get information

azttended a meeting or lecture
on the carpus anpout a provle-
our society & facing

felt bitter or anpry abont the
leck of sensaitivity of the
ccllege raculty or staff

nast two weeks I have
talked with an wnstiructor
casuyally about things not
connected with clans

el somenne at s~hool T bope
te get to know better

spent tirme between clae o
talking with other stucents

fot into an interesting activ-
ity going on at the collepe

In general

I have no trouble gettivg the
{nformation I n-ed about school

my fnstructors are avajflable
outside ¢lass at times conven-
fent to me

Not at
all

38
(21--37)

43
( 9--74)

44
(27--63)

73
(52--95)

60
(33--73)

41
(15--57)

53
(23--83)

56
(28--74)

33
(16--44)

21
( 8--35)

6
(1--12)

56
(25--15)

Definitely
not

7
( 3--13)

[

( 0--10)

N

Once or
twice

5t
(38--61)

37
(21--54)

4
(32--56)

2t
( 3--36)

33
(22--54)

45
(34--56)

37

(1€--59)

33
(19--45)

49
(41- 62)

53
(41--61)

30
(17- 49)

29
(19--41)

No

33
(25- 43)

23
(12- 32)

3 times
or more

11
( 4--20)

20
( 5--61)

11
( 5--20)

( 1--12)

( 2--13)

14
( 8--40)

10
( 2--20)

11
( 6--27)

,

18
(13--27)

26
(11--48)

65
(48--81)

15
( 5--38)

20
(12--27)

19
( 8--26)

Yes

36
(27--48)

48
(38--62)

befinitely
yes

( 0-~ 8)

(2--11)
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B-16
IN1ERPFRSONAL EXPERILNCLS
Definitely Definitely
not No ? Yes yes

199. a lot of the activities \
most students like don't 4 32 26 33 5
appeal to we (1-- 8) (20--52) (15--34) (21--46) (2--8)

200. a lot of faculty and staff
members just don't hear
what minority students try [ 25 37 25 6
to tell them (1--12) (16--36) (25--49) (13--39) (1--13)

201. students here are usually
Jdnvolved 1n the administrative 8 20 38 26 3
decisions that affecce them ( 1--18) (16-- 36) (16--53) (14--39) (0--7)

202. most of the people I spend
time with outside class are 5 22 / 50 15
other students ( 0--14) ( 2--37) ( 2--12) (32--70) ( 7--33)

203. I've found a real acceptance
of differvnt racial groups 5 16 27 43 9
at the college ( 2--13) ( 6--28) (18--46) (22--57) L 5--17)

204. a handful of studerts run 9 28 a2 23 9
things here ( 4~-17) (17--37) (15--52) (13--37) ( 3--21)

205. 1nstructors are easy to 2 10 15 62 11
talk with (0--5) ( 4--16) ( 3--23) (53--70) ( 3--2v)

206. I'm pretty ruch like most S 1 16 57 6
of the other students here ( 2--12) (10--25) ( 8--25) (45--69) 3--12)

—~

207. it's very harce for students
to get their coacerns hnown 24 34 34 [
and acted on (0 -4) (12--41) (21--49) {15--48) 1-~14

[ 28]

—~

(354

208, ry sovial life 1s outside 13 10 54 21
school (0--7) ( 3--49) ( 5--16) (31--65) ( 5--34) °

209. the student government does
a good job gett.ng student 9 20 u5 24 2
needs taken care of ( 1--24) {12--35) (17--65) ( 9--36) ( 0--6)

210. students here aie given the
respect and responsibilities 6 15 22 51 6
of adults ( 1--23) ( 5--37) ( 8--32) (37--63) (1--13)
211}, minority student s face a lot
of problems in the college 8 31 34 22 5
that other students don't have ( 3--14) (21--41) (23--50) (13--32) ( (--13)

212, organized socia. activities at
the college are not necessdary
because there are enough things
going on in the surrounding 16 38 28 15 3
area ( 6--48) (29--47) ( 7--39) ( 5--25) (0-- 1)

213. 1've had instructors here who
had trouble undcrstanding what 3 26 23 40 8
the students' problers were « 0-- 8) (16--40) 13--32) (27--53) ( 3--18)

214. ~ crganized ethnic groups on the 8 30 44 16 3
campus have had a big impact ( 2--26) (16--45) (24--60) ( 3--32) 0--10)

—~




B-17 €7 .

INTERPLRSORAL PXPERIENCES

Definitely . . Definitely
not No ? Yes yes
*
XXII1I. The college should .
216. provide more facilities for 6 22 44 24 ‘4
ethnic groups ( 2--10) (13--37) (35-~59) (14--33) ( 0--10}
217. offer more courses and
progrars for people in the ’
comnunity who are not reg- 2 14 23 54 7
ular studeats ( 0~~5) ( 4--23) (16--33) (42--71) ( 3--15)
218. recruir more students from 5 20 36 33 6
minority groups ( 2--9) { 9-238) (23--46) (13--47) ( 1--11)
219. provide more activities for s
special groups of students
instead of campus-wide 5 28 31 31 4
activities (1--9) (15--46) (15--41) (24--41) (0--9)
220. abandon any attemptls to
control students' out-of- 5 23 ° 22 34 16
class activities ( 2--14) (14--46) (13--33) (15-~42) ( 7--30)
221. give more attention to serving
the community and less to send-
ing students on to advanced 15 40 24 17 ) 4
educdation ( 7--39) (30--58) 14--30) ( 8--26) (1--7)
L XXIV. T would like
223. more organized social 3 20 25 42 10
events ( -~ 7) ( 7--35) (12--39) (25--59; ( 3--25)
224, more activities geared te
married students or older 3 23 36 32 6
students ( 1-- o) (13--37) {25~-44) (18--40) ( 0--13)
2 11 29 49 10
225, student -faculty "encounters" ( 0-- 6) ( 5--16) (13- 37) (41--62) ( 4--26)
226. the activities fee dropped;
I can take care of my own S 26 26 30 12
activities {2--14) (14--56) (15--42) (11--44) ( 1--23)

ERIC
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Appendix C-1

oy STUDENT REACTIONS ro COLLEGE

-Directions

This questiornaire is intended to give studentls a systematic way of

" saying what is important in tl cir college experiences. What is valuable

and what is not?, What is going well in college and whal needs changing
or improving? '

Sinc<—3 the imyportant results are in what groups of.studcnts say,
identification of individual students 1s not nccessary., Don'l pul your
name, on the questionnaire, but please complete the .terms below so the
results canbe organized to show how vicws of the college differ for
diffcrent groups of students., Individua] questionnaires will noi be ex- -
amincd by anyce e at the celle o, the total set of questionnaires will be

sent to Educational Testing Scrvice for tabuiafion.

(Altcrnate paragraph: Please print your name (and social security/
identification number) in the space below and black in the circles so a

machine can read it, This is necessary (o let the results get coordinaied

.

with other inforrmation. such as academic performance or changes in

major field, or t» sce how your views of the college may charge as

~

changes occur in the college. Nothing in the questionnaive will enter

)

your academic rccord in any way or will affect how your performance is

judged.) he

(39




¥.

Mostly mornings

Mostly afternoons
Mornings and afternoons
Moslly evenings

Days and cvenings

For how many credit hours
Less than 9
9 - 11
12 - 15
More than 15

Sex: B.
Male ()
Female ()

Marital Status:
Single ()
Married ( )
Widowed, divorced, or
separated ( )

Living with parcnts ? E.
Yes ()

No { )
\
\

Ethnic groa; (Please check only one):
Afro-American (Y RBrowpr
Blatk () Chicano
Negro () Iispano-

Americano
American Indian () Latin-
American
Asian () Latino
Oriental () Mexican-
American
When do you ye your classes?

o~ e
' e S

Age:
Under 18 ()
18 - 19 ()
20 - 21 ()
22 - 24 ()
25 - 29 ()
30 - 39 ()
40 - 59 ()
60 or older ( )
Employment:
Not employed
Employed part time
Employed full time
() Puerto Rican
() Caucasian .
White
()
Other:
()
()
()

wre you enrolled?

—— o~ o~
" —?

()
()
()

—~ e~ e~




1. How many previous semesters (or quarters) have you completed
at this college?
None
Cne

Two or more

— — —
— it

2. How many at another college ?

None ()

One ()

Two or more ()
Have you scrved for })O days or more on active duty in the armed
services of the Unmited States ? .

No ()
Yes ()

What is your major field or coursc of study ? Plecase mark the one
field that scems closest to yours., Exemples are given in parcntheses.

1. Undecided ()
2. Agriculture ()
3. Nataral resources other than agriculture

(ccology, forestry, landscape technology,

wildhfe management) ()
‘4. Applied arts (photography, fashion, interior

design) ()
5. Fin2 arts (sculpture, theater, music} ()
6. Architecture % - ()
7. Business (accounting, marketing, sccretarial,

hotel and restaurant services) h ()
8. Communication (broadcasting, journalism,

public relations, advertising) ()
9. Bchavioral scicnees (psychology, sociology,

anthropolcgy) ()
10. Social sciences (cconomics, history, political

science) ()

11, Public services (police science, pubiic
administration, social welfarc, transportaticn,

planning) ()
12, Biologica! sciences (biology, botany,

physiology) ()
13. Physical sciences (chemistry, physics,

geology) ()
14, Mathematics, statistics ()

15. Engincering ()




C-4

16. Technology (data processing, engineering
technology, drafting, optics)
17. Tradc and industry (auto mechanics, plumbing,
carpentry, machinist)
18. Hcalth services (medical technician, nursing,
“ physical therapy, occupational therapy,
specch therapy)
19. Perscnal services (cosmetology, child care)
20. Hoinc cconomics {clothing and textiles, -
dictet.cz, hoime management)
21. Educalior‘; (rlementary, sccondary, special)
22, Libcral arts and humanities (languages,
ilterature, cthnic studies, philosoph&)
Z23. Other:
1. What does your program usually lead to eventually ?

Fou,-vear or higher degree
Two-1tar dogree
Certincate 51 diploma

No formai educational goal
Uncertain

— o~ p— p— p—

— N N’ e




N Madaeatie Sehant 4 hihae SNt e gl e e
; »
c--
Pleasc mirk only oac choice for each statemert on tr« Icliowing pages.
Trv to respond to every statement, Cince differcent groups of statements
have diffcrent lewd-in ptrases and ask tor u:fleront kinds of response, be
surc you stay with the labels at the top of each ¢ lumn of circles. The
"Not Applicable' response slould be usea only where 2 circle s provided
for it,
Not Almost Some- Almest
o Applicable never ‘imersa. Often Aways
~
This term my instructors have
I. been available outside class -
at times convenient te me () () () () *
2. been easy to talk t¢ . () { ) () ()
3. had trouble understanding
what the students' problems
were : ") () - () ()
4, gearcd their instruction to
the students' intevests and T
apilitics () () () ()
‘ ,
5. bcen unable to explain some-
thing in a way1 couid under-
stand it <) () () ()
6. respected student points of
view that were diffcrent )
from their own ~ () ( ) () ()
7. prcsented more in class than -
I lcarned from recading
the text () () () - () . J
8. rcally listened to student o
questions and discussions
in class () () () ()
9, donc more than put out the
. matcri al ard leave 1t Lo me to
‘ get what I can ‘) ) () () .
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Not

Arnracable

Almost
never

Some -
“times

Often

Almost
Always
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Not No Yes, fTes, twice
Applicable once ¢r more

-

During the present term Thave . . .

19. participatedan a course-
related activity off the

_ () ()

Py
—r

campu.

20, tall:sg about course work
for at least 15 minvtes with ane-——"—
instructer oafside of class

tima . ’ () () ()

21.  done badly on a test () { ) ()
22, got help en coirseworh .rom
a facully merber outside ¢! -ss () () ()
*

23.  had to buy a tcxtbook that was

not really necessary () () ()
24.  helped anothor student staly () () ()

25. beer unable to 1 se the T1bra -
when I needodi to becarise 3

relearning nouth thor 1 e 04

have known () () (

-

27.  gothelp stu in Jror
another student { ) () ()

2 - . - 1
FA had to go th-

.
SCr L ie s A,

4

Prooce o b . e
(S8 TP . ‘

to) ) () v

~~

wasn't open () () () ()
26, had to spend Jime learning or
|
F
3

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e




c-8
Not No Yes, Tes, twice
Applicable once  or more
During the present term I have . . . ‘
30. been inconvenienced by an
administrative error () () ()

31. talked with an instructor about
things not connected with class
32.  talked w.th an adviser for
15 minutes o more () () () ()

33. asked a studcent for advice
about what courses to take () () (

N

34. looked through occupational

inforimation to lcarn about job

possibilities for when I finish

school : () () ()
35. taken tests to d
of courses to take () () ()

ccide what kind

36,  tried unsuccessfully to get help

~—
—
~—

from a counselor or adviser { ) (
-”
37. Dbeen given wrong information
about programs or course$ by
a ccilege staff member () () (3

38. gone to a mecting of a college
orgar .ation or to anorganized
soci-.l ac’*ivity at the college () () ( -

39. gone to a meeting or 2ctivity
organizced by an ethnmic group at -

the co_llcgc / () ( ()

40, faced a problam anvolving

housiny, a jobh, soirces of

firancial axd, transportation,

or sorixthinr - Ve eonnecte d

with porns oo colle oo that the :

colleye oboala e helpc e

worth ot gt v { ) { )

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Cc-9

Not No Yes, Yes, “twice
Applicable once or more

During the present term I have . . .

41. missed a class assignment
because I dic¢n't have money
for the books or other

supplies I neoded () () ()

42. looked serioung!
succe s for part-time or
temporary work () ) ()

43. thought seriously about
dropping ocut because of 1ack
of money () () (

S

)

. bcen faced with unexpected

W
=Y

cosis counnccred with college
tnat have made problems for

me () () {)

b

Q ¢

E ERIC ;

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Applicable

This term I have .

53.

55.

57.

known how well I was doing
in my courses before 1 got
2 grade

had class assignments that

were really only bugy-weork
been bored in class

becnin a class that just went
over mater 31 I alrcady knew

felt ieft bemind in a cl: we

teenunable to understard
what was being faugh in«iass

felt frustr :ted because the
class was 't moving fast
enough

t.d troubic concentrating on
vha: 1 was suppesed to be
stucdying

had sc¢ much reading 10 do that
I didn't Fave time to really

understand it

been able to get help with
studies ~hen I've needed it

fouad I couldn't understand

~ what I was studying ~ven

though I understoed it carlier
in class

felt bitter or angry about the
lack of sensitivity of a member

of the collcge facully or staff

had problermns getting to and

from the campus

Almost Some-

Ofien

()
()
()

()
()
()

Almost
always

———



PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

Defind oy
Not No

coutd e

Oy

1 .
Cpcsent apsangemnent that provides .

LRSS
a0

ST ATL
s Geiite

Al . . .
teuul one ccutse based
X

donendont ctugy vl an
: >

FRUrS 3

thon frequent

/

classes that stay on the course

¢ inct ad of following

sch.ednl

s dent arterosts

at jeadl one coarsce in which I

am 1.0’ grad::"-.

courscs orgnmzed around a
varety of source material,

rot just simrle text

cour.es I could got credit
for by studyina onmy owD

and passing an @Fara

Yee

Trefinited

Yes
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Cc-12 o
Definitely

Not No

I would like . . .
or
I like the present arrangement that provides . . .

68. practical experience in
actual job situatior.s
even tf it take, me longer

to finish () ()

0" ,. class experisnces out 'n
the community or away
from .2 collepe () {

~——

70. a stu-dent-ru office,
supported by student fees,
for advice on housing, ne
draft, 1 ving expenses, druZs,
contrscention, ard otner
nona-. ademic cunce - nrs of

stuacnts () ()
71, orgenized soc il aclivities () ()
72. cultaral e. - or campus--

art exhibits, theater,

concerts, ctic, () ()

B FRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o

Yes

()

()
()

()

Definitely
Yes




C-13

Not Defintely Definitely
Applicable Not No ? Yes Yes
In general . . .
73. I'm doing well in my
major field () () () () () ()
74. I know what I want to do
when I finish here () () () () ()

75. I've lost time toward a BA
or BS degrec because some
of the courses Z've taken
won't count in a four-year

college () () () () () ()
l 76. my occupational plans
have changed since 1
started here () () () () ()
77. I know as much as I neced .

to know about four-year
colleges and thei,
requiremerts () (V) () ()

-
—

78. the coilege is set up to
give me pretty much

what I want () () () () ()

79. I've ncever learned to study
well enough to handle the work
in the time I should () () ()

o~
~—
-
~—

80. stuuer. publications are
~ too tightly controlled by
the aamirastration () () () () () {)

81. the rules and reculations
arc pretty reiased here,

nchbody ‘eels Lassled () () () () () {
l
|
|
l

Y]

the faculty and staff

~
e

ltsten when tinority
studcrts tell them H

sotncthany ( ) ( ) \ ) ( ) ( ) ( )




~

C-14

Not Defiritely Definitely
Applicable ‘Not Na Yes Yes
In general .
83. ruv ~s and regulations
"~ that affect me are made

by the administration

without enough consultation

with students () () () ()
84. students herc have a rcasonabie

role in deciding what services

are pdaid for from student .

fees () () () () ()
85. a handfil »t students

run tnings here () {) () ()
86. students here don't

care about much except

getting through with

co'lege ) () () () 7
87. the campus is a place -

where studente juct go to ‘

cl: ¢s; not much else

happens here () () () ()
88. food services on the campus

arc adequate for my needs () () () ()
89, I have had problems getting

acceptabie housing () () () () ()
90. where Ilive I feel cut off

from the campus () () () ()
91. ihe college does as much as

it can to hire students or

their spouses inits clerical

and maintenance jobs () () () ()
92. 1 will have to leave school for

a while to carn moncey ) { ) () ()
93.  I'm uncertam aboat wht

I'm gettines D ooms college () () { ) ()
G4 I woala ¢dange noy field :

of sty 1l Toawonnlut

G T B R e

gw g onligy SAPEREEEEE o ey ovwametll




C-15

Not Definitely Sefinitely
Applicable Not No ? Yes Yes

*

This term . . . :

95.  the carapus bas been \ : _
& friendly, comfortable . v
place to be | () () () () ()

96. registration procedures : .
were a real burden () () () () () -

97. I got the courses I ) ‘
wanted () () () () ()

98. the struggle and chaos
of getting started lasted .
too long into the term () { ) () () ()

99, there’s a close connection
between my courses and
what I want to do when I

. leave - () () ( () ()

——

100. required course . in my
major field kept me from
taking other courses I wouid /

have liked { ) () () () () ()

101. I'm here for the classes;
I don't need’'the non-
curricular aclivities () () () () {

~

102. costs of books and
supplies have been a

problem (y ()Y Yy ()1 O)

102 I've seen a real
acceptance of students
frorm racial minorities
at the college ()

—_
~——
—
~—
-~
~—

() ()

104 organized cthiac groups
have had a vip fivpact

on the canipus () () () () () ()




C-16 .
Not Almost Some- Almost
Applicable “never times Often Always

In general .

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

110.
111,
112,
113,

114,

115,

I've had trouble knowir ~
what courses to take () () () ()

it's very hard for students
heyre to get their concerns
known and acted on i () () () ()

the administrative policies
herc arc reasonable { )} {0 {

~—
—
—

students here arc given
tk ¢ respect and respon-

~~
—
—

.
—
—
——r
—
-

sibility of adults

mirority students face a
lot of problems in the
c-llege that other students
don't have () () () ()

-
—

information about what's going
on at school hie bheon cacgy

to get > () () () ()

the ~rganized student
activitics have appealed

i,ome' () () () ()

the student yyovernment
aas done a good job with
things important to me () () (

—
—
—
—
—

I feel nnsafe on the campus

after ark { ) () () () ()

I fcel unable to lay down a
book or anything else on
campus for fear it wiil be

stolen () () () ()

classes, ctudying, and
1.

a job have kept me too
busy for anything elsc () () () ()




C-17

No - Yes, one Yes, two
a ' or more

This termn I have . . .
. 116. dropped a course because \
it wasn't what I wanted () {) ()

117. been kept out of a course I
wanted because I didn't meet '
the requirements ’ () () ()

118. taken a courge I didn't want or
need because the course I i
wanted was closed () - () (}

<

- $
119. stayed out of a course I wanted
becausc the bnroks or supplies

S—
-~
—

would havz cost too much ) (

120. had io take a coursc below the
level of one I wantgd and could -
have har dled ()

—_
—
—

-

121. been tranped by rigic drop and
add requircments ir a cours- }
found I didn't nneed o1 want . () () ()

122. :ezen prcevented by scheduling
problicins from taking a course
required in ny field . () () ()

123. missed a cecurse I need because
it wasn't given . () {) (

~—-

124. taken a course mainly for my own
satisfaction in Jcarning what it

offered () () ()

125. takensa required course that's
been a waste of time () () (

126. had aninstructo. who consistently
camc te class unprepared () () ()




T wroaw 4 ad o . Ty e e e -y " e ol TN
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c-18
No Yes, one Yes, two

This tevmn I have . - or more
127. got so far bchind in a

course that before I restived

it, it was too late to catcliup () () ()
128. been inta course slanted too

heavily toward persons going

from here intc 1 job in that

field \ () () ()
129. taken a course goared too _

much fo studerts »lean g.to f

go te a four-yiar ¢ nllege (M) () ()
130  had a course Ithought would /

| be dull furn ou* to be interesting’ () () ()

131. had a coursc 1 thourht would be .
interesting tur 1 out to be dull () () ()

\

i




c-19
Definitely Definitely
Not No ? Yes Yes

I nced.
132, someplace on campus

where I can study with

other students () () () () {)
133. someplace on campus

where I can study withcut

being disturbed () () { ) () ()
134. morc information about

what the job situation will

be like when i leave here () () () (3} ()
135.  a child care center on or

near the campus () () ¢ () ()
136. alocker on campus=--

something I dor't have

noy () () () () ()
137.  help finding a temporary

or part-time job ) {) () () {1




C-20
Not Definitely
Appiicable Not No

The college should . . .

138.

139,

140.

1413,

143,

144.

145,

1nake available a large

group of good students

that other students could

go to individually when

they need help with

studies () ()

limit more iibrary books

to one-day circulation so

they would be more

available () ()

stock more copies of

texts and other required

books in the library for

rental by the day or week () ()

cut down the time students

spend filling out forms by

computerizing the routine

administrative work () ()
cut out unessential but

coripulsory student costs,

su.:h as those for s'mdent

activities, intercollegiate

athle*i1cs, the student )
newspaper, etc, () ( )

rut more of its employees-
on a part-time bisis so
students cculd be hired () ()

offer more coursecs and

prcgrams fo:- people in the

community who are not

regular students () ()

have student recerds and

transcriots chow only a list

of the courses the student has

passcd, without grades () ()

-

T

Yes

Definitely
Yes




Not

Applicable

The college shcula . . .

146.

147,

149,

150,

151,

152,

153,

155,

record grade, -al’ina
studant's n.aj -+ 1 14,
and just lict .. :ier
cour,es a s‘uvder: has
Fassed

[

o{fer more coursces
related to ethnic issues

provide more a:ti ~ties

for special grcaps of
students instead of genecal
campus-wide activilies

let students enroll in classes
they feel they can hand.ce,
regardless of their te t
scores Or previous grades

add several dayc at 1,2
beginning of the ter~ to
allow students more time
to work out their programs

le* as many s-_dents as

2ant to take any -l .ss with =«
any ir.tructo~ even if some ©
classes become huge

enforce campus -_-egulations_,%
more firmly )

let student groups organize
and meet cn campus without.””
haviag to get permission from
the administration

deny permission to speak @
campus to nonstudents with
extreme political or social
views

let students drop a course at
any time without being given a

failing ograde
T3 °F

Cc-21-

Definitely
Not .

(.

(

(.

(

(

(

)

)

)

)

)

)

-~

L o

No

L )
p

.~

Yes

-~
-

Definitely

Yes

-~

-




Not
Applicable

The colizxge should . . .
156, provide morec opportunities

to get together with other

students on campus
157. drop the activities fee; I

can take care of my own

activities ( )

Cc-22

Definiiely
Not

()

()

No

()

()

()

)

Yes

(

(

)

)

Definitely
Yes

()

()




-
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Trial
Version

Final
Version

21

19
4
20
5
130
27
7

48
=9
50

51
46
45

17
6,10

18
11
58
59
60
61
62

63

64

Appendix D-1

Corresponding Items

Trial
Version

45
46
47
48
49
50

51
52
53
54
55
56
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
79
80
81
82
83
84
86
87

Final
Version

32
34
33

35
116
~
117

36
118

37
93
73
99

74
75
76

94
134
68
69
7
147

129

22

Trial
Version

88

89

90

91

92

93

94

95

96

97

99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
109
110
111
112
113
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
124
125
126
127
128
129
130

Final
Version

24

25

55
27

52
53
©9
127
132
139
140

138

122
96

123
97
107
80




Trial
Version

131
132
133
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
165
170
171
172
173
174

Final
Version

81

30
141

150
151
154
152
153

88
41,102

57
42
43

44
89
115
90
23
137

92
84

91
70

D-2

Trial

Version

175
177
178
179
180
181
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
192
193
194
195
197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209
210
211
212
213
214
216
217
218
219

Final
Version

142

135

38

39

29

56
31

110
111

82

83
103

85
106
112
108
109
104

144

148

Trial
Version

220
221
223
224
225
226

Final
Version

71

157




