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ABSTRACT

A Profile of the Multiple
Evaluating Environments within a College (VAR}Y
JUDITH D. HACKMAN o THOMAS D. TABER

Yale Universitcy University of Cincinnati

The paper demonstrates an approach for describing educational

‘organizations in terms of ;heif multiple eva;uating enviraﬂmanésg

A college profile is drawn based on the diverse criteria that
students, faculty, adr:l:mis;n:rat:c::'1‘*5_,i admissions staff, and athleéiﬁs
- staff use to assess the sugzeés or failure of undergradﬁgtési The
relative values that 377 ;egpandents plsééé on 21 dimensions aﬁdﬂiz
types of undergraduate performance are analyzed. DifféﬁEﬂcés and
unifying themes in their responges are presented, and the iﬁpact of
mﬁl;iple institutional goals on organizational diagnosis aﬁé

éévelépmént is discussed.

The authors wish to thank J.R. Hackman, J.H. Hoskins, M.H.Holford, and
P.M. Powell for their contributions to the College Criteria Study.




Introduction
Recall your first days in an unfamiliér place-—say your arrival at a new
school or the beginning of a new job. Remember the anxiety caused by not knowing
what to do, not knowing what was considered "right" or "wrong'" behavior. As géﬁ
became increasingly familiar with the new satting, you undoubtedly found certain -
peaple_in thé organization who gave out sigﬁsls aboutr what was expectgd_” They

were evaluating your behavior in both formal and informal ways, se,d, ng out subtle

~-and sometimes not so subtle--messages; and your behavior, in turn, was being

affected by *heir gsllective evaluating Eﬂviraﬂment. You also probably discov-.

ered different groups within this respcadiﬂg envi:@nmentr'grcups thgt fevéried

"and.fejette& somewhat differen: kinds of behavieor. Ihare actually were’ multig

luatiﬁg environments to which yau responded, each with difierant goals and

expectations and roles in the organization. One of your first Easks.in the new

setting was to sort out these differing messages and then Eﬂ“fgrmﬁyauf own

Evaluating Envi:anmgnts are an impartant chafa:teristic of any nrganizatian
Thé purpose af this paper is to démﬂnstraﬁe thelr exigtence in an educatianal

arganigatian——Y ale College——and then to draw a profile of the cglléga based on

:thé deﬁ@nstratiani

One compelling reaaaﬁ for looking at colleges as multiple evaluating envir=

" onments is the current {and perhaps peféﬂnial) crisis of putpase in higher edu-

cation. Even college presidents have been heard to demand "a new rationale for

why students should go to zéllegebsnd for why soclety should support higher

- e&ucétién (Newman, CHE Q/E?/?Ej - In ﬁan?'éuartgts there 15 serlous

doubt about Ehe rg;avance of academic values for tcday‘s ingfeasiﬁgly mﬂre'eamplgx

'~~‘and~in§ustri§;iged~wgflé;i.it Ehaﬁla.be ina tructlva to examina ‘colleges and uni- - -

: vetsities in terms of their conzeptinna’éf purpose.’ Wa shall do this by studying

7:~hgw a cullege agmmuﬁity avaluates tha suehess and failure gf its unﬂergraduaLES



' haspitals, prisnns and carregtianal institutians, Ehe majﬁr ggal is ta alter the

i 'Engewhat relatad m@des of zaseaf:h to deacribe arganizatians would be Dawis et al.'s if
',»analyses of arganizatians as reinfarcef systems (Dawis, et al., 19745 Smart, 1975), © w-

on the gro ,,ds tﬁaﬁ the successful education of stu&eﬂté isiane,af'theAiwa,majgr

purpcses of calieges, complementing and Eameﬂimes'cgmpating-witﬂ their fesearch purpose.
In dlscussing the lack of resaarch on cclleges and universities as nrganiza=

tiong, Smart and Elton (1975, p- 580) ndté=that'“campreh3nsivé gnalyses f American

colleges and universities are éél&ém faﬁpd in therlit%fatufé of higher education."

They répﬁrg Eﬁat HQCDnﬁell (1963) attfibutei this dearth-of ofganizatiﬂnal réseafzh

to the absence of an acceptable conceptual framework which WaﬂlvafﬁﬂétE s?sﬁematié

thiﬂking about the ways colleges aré Brganized am‘l Wﬂit_‘ﬂ would lead to substan™

- tive new hypgthesés for invéstigaticn. Conen snd March (1974) cantend that ;elleges o

and universities belong to a 1 ass of organizations ealled 'arganisadraga:chies;
becausé they have illsdefiﬁed goals, lack an aégeptéb;e'éducatiana; ;echnalagj,
éﬁé épetateby'akd;gisiaﬁamakiﬂg process in which iﬁdividﬁai‘paﬁtiéi?aﬁtgrﬁéfy frﬁm‘-
gnertime to anntheﬁi | - | |

- The apprsszh to describing arganigations that we propose-in the current

paper:is .one type of f:smewark that can be appliad both to calléges and t@ athar,

kinds of afganiﬁatiﬂns. The examination of multipls'evaluating anvirgnments is -

- a way"ﬁg asgess-both the existing snd the ideal gaals that a callege cgmmunity

holds for its studencs‘z

Describing organizations in this way seems especially important for organiz-

ations in which people are the pfimafy product. Drgauizétiaﬁs have béen.éegcfibéd

at many levels (e g. nntmal structural appraaches such as Hall'a Study of buxgau— o

w

' But seldgm are. the; desgribed at a level Df analysis that 1ead5 ta understanding uf
the behaviar af individuais within them. When the praduct af_the:érganizatien )

. ;§~1ndividualsi then such an appfaagh isAparticulafly appfapriate; S

Fr

PSQPlEéPdeQEEE' in acc d,,:e with same institu&icnsl standards——same of which

study af nrganisatiunx as Eystems fogaals CSEE? Wielsnd &.Ullrich 19?5).



may not be explieitly reeegnieed Ey'the ieetitutien. Many decisions erueiel'te S
the qdivideel are made as a reeeequenee of whether he or she is evaluated eﬁ

Yguccessful'--er "cured" or "reformed" or "educated."

There are several eddieieeel reagsons for describing organizations in terns 7
of their multiple eveluetiﬁg envifenmente:'
1. In intensive technology nrgeeieeeieee where human beings are the pro-

~ducts, the norms ebeut eueeeee:end feilure of the'peepleipredeete largely deter- -
mine eﬁe‘envirenmeete thet exist for the pefeeﬁs'in'tﬁe eYetem;r In enderetend;ﬁgi“

huﬂen behavior in eheellege, then, it is necessary to describe ﬁhe.eﬁvireﬁmeete R

m .

t.

bin ’hieh ee,de,,e:exi
| 2;;'Pee§1eé§eeduet‘ergenﬂeetieneeiffef in’e %ery'ieperteﬁtrwef ffem eil_etheff,
“typee'ef,ergenizetien; Ihe pfaduct t inks. i'St:ee};'j}.f‘;geﬂ:el,'ei:siic:neebi.:i,ee,‘f'eler;_?t;i*ic?;.;
ness erGEEEfe' expectations about them; etedente{'ﬁeetei ?etiente;vend ?;ieeeere—'
can and do. | | |
| 3. The 1deee about eueeeee end failure held by eeverel key ' gatekeeper
individuals CLEWiE;lQSl) have a pewerful effeet over decieinne as to whr_: ie ellmred
to enter an ergenieetien, Qhet :eeeureee‘e:e eveileble ;e these whe enger (e;g-, |
eehe;erehiee,'henere, epeeieiveefzieele,’ete;);'wheffemeieeriﬁ the eegeni, tian,'
who leaves it end with what credentials. IE ie useful teo ideﬁtify thEEE gate—
‘keepere and to determine‘their'eeneeptiene ef guc sful and unsuc eeeful pemp1e=
Vpreduets (e.g., eueeeeefel end uneueeeeeful student perferﬁence)
é. Fefmel 1neﬂitutienelieed measures ef success end feilere mey differ in
-significant ways ffem the eetuel-eriterieeinieee ef the key membefe ef'en ergenieﬁ o
'_etieni For exemple; a college mey baage meet Eermal etudent releted deeieiene on
grede peint everegee. when ‘moat membe e,ef Ehg g}'ieetien ugeé very different ;,muel,d;e;
3Aeriterie to eveluete etuéente end send out. very different dey—te—dey eignele i
'febeut their‘eenelueieee,; Theee efiterie in :eel uee mey, in tufn, differ frem

"the ideele ebeut etudeﬂt eueeeee end feilufe held by the membere. S




5. Etzigni (1966) has qges;;ﬂned the utilityvéf déscribigg an organizaticn in
terms of the gap existing between its actual and ideal goals. Such a gap, he
says, is té be expected in all organizations. Hawever, in people-product organiz-
ations, such gaps——even 1f expected--need to be identified and understood. Iﬁﬂgnsis=r
tenciés between real and ideal may be éans;iéfabla for some of the key "gatékeépgfs“
7 aﬁi this may produce organizati@nal conflict, These gaps also may produce conflict
and anxiety in the studénts who are evaluated in inconsistent ways by various of
the multiple environments in which they find thémsélvesi

In college organizations, the studeéts‘are both product and part of the evalu-
gtiﬁg gnviranmentg Und,riraduatés can cﬁpase, in fact must‘zhééseg to participate
in a nuﬁbej of quite different evaluating environments within a college community.
The groups of people with whom students assoclate and tgrwhgm they attend will o
strongly affect what tﬁay learn in college.

As undergraduates move through a college organization, from admission to
graduatigﬁ (ai ﬁitbdrawalj, the college cammgnitywﬁas a 2Ens£ant efféct on thaif
education and'soéializatian; In any ccllggé'theré are actua;ly‘muitiple avalu%i
ating envifﬁnﬁénts Qha affect and educate students with their rewardé and .
—j,Perhaps'tbe”mgétrrasiéﬁgi divisién:ig among the formal stfucturés';hat have a
direct éantacg with students inian educational fﬁnetigﬁi uThesé are thg‘gféups
that we wiil,léak at ir.this papéf: stﬁdeats,zfaéu1é§; deans and masters kmasﬁers'

‘are the héads’cfitheriz rééidentiai cﬁliegéa at Yale where students'livé; eat,
) éﬂ& have §afyiﬁg ﬁegreés éfzsézig; aﬁd eéuéatiaﬁalvatﬁachﬁEﬂtji adﬁisgigns étafi
(the'iditial gatékeape§s),:and athletic coaches. We will ansiyzenthe two largest
éﬂdvpréﬁabif'mcéé,influéﬁéiél g;guéé;;ééudénts an&-ééﬂuiﬁj;éiﬁ'méfe'détail; |

| Many argue that an undergraduate's fellow students have more impact wpon
.his;ar hérfg&ucatian thénﬂény atﬁer<member55éf~ﬁhe college gommuniﬁyf: fhey have
ﬁ5§e ffeqﬁEnt5Ec§esB to the iﬁdiﬁidual studené aﬁd aearﬁim ér,ﬁgr iﬁ,a g:éaEEE

7
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variety of séttings than do mést other groups. Campbell (1571) suggests that

" Ythe output of college is more dependent on the type of student input than on any
charactéristi;é of thé institution" and thatr“ggéd studéﬁﬁs are themselves an
educational resource" (pp. 645~6). Within a student body there are many dif-
'farent groups; one breakdewn can be made along demographic lines. 1In this paper
we look at the varying ways that ‘men and wamén evaluate student performance, E§m=

pare the ﬂistinctiaﬁsaf racial gréups, and examing differences aﬁﬂng tlasg yearsi

We have divided the faculty along ééparﬁmancgl lines. Pfavlaus research

"has déicnst:ateé that depaftments differ iﬁ a numﬁer of ways( Gamson, 1966;

Loﬂahl ~J.B., & Gordon, G., 1973; Vreeland R.S. &Bidwell C.E., lSEE} We have used’
Eiglan s 3-way classificaticn of academic disgiplines that groups departﬁe
‘according té‘(l)»thé degree tg'whigh they have a paradigm (haﬁdﬁscft)? (2) their
concern with life systems as objects of sEudy(iife—nanlife)grand (3) their emphésis
on a@plicaﬁién (pﬁraaaé@lie&)(Eiglanj l§73§);_ Biglan (1973b) and Smart and Elton
(1975) have found that écademic depaftmentsxalagsifiééwﬁyVéﬁis model differ in
departméntal goals, gask cﬂﬁmitménts, soclal connectedness, and scholarly output.
Qur'gampariscns'will test whether they also differ.in the va;ues they hold for
student success and failure.

or ganizatinn af the Paper

We will demonstrate tha multiple Evaluaﬁiﬂg envirgﬂments appraach ta studying
é@llegés as,arganizatians by examining the following six hypgthesés:

Hzpcthesis I. A college's evaluating environment uses multiple criteria.

Hypnthesis II Theﬂpre&ominang types of studeat succass and failure in a
;QLlege g evaluating envirgnment are varied in content althnugh felativaly few
in numhar,,' .

Hyp;;x;hég;is ITI. Faculty, student, administrative, admissions, and athletic
‘ groups within a collge evaluate student perfarmancg diffe:ently.

_ 7 Eypgthesis IV. The aiiensiaﬁs and types of studanc perfarmange that faculty
" ‘members value differ 5ignificant1y among academic departments classified accarding
~ to Biglan s madel o 8




Hypothesis V. The dimensions and types of student performance that uvndergrad-

uates value in their fellow students differ according to the undergraduates' sex,
race, and class year. : )

Hypothesis VI. An analySLS af a college's multiple evaluating environments
can provide a profile of the college's central values and can clarify the many
forces affecting and educating its students.

After briefly reviewing the Method of the College Criteria Study, on which

this paper is based, the six hypothesis will be Eogsidated one by one. Each of
the Results and Discussion sections will describe analyses relevant to a hypathesis
and then report and discﬁsg our findings about that particular aspect of a gollege'sr
_gvaluatiﬁéwénvirgnmant; Résuits’tables will be found in Appendix A.

The Summary and Conclusions section will sumarizésghe profile that we have
developed for Yale Céllage and then consider other ways that this approach ﬁa

organizational analysis might be used and studied.



This paper is based on the College Criteria Study, a research préject

that examined the multiple Qiitgtig used by a tétairéééaemic community (Yale

College) to evalgate the éu;zessvand Eaiip:e of its andérgradga;gsf
?fo;§§g§g§. Data gathering pr@éedures are described in detail in an
parlier paper (Taber & Hackman, 1976}‘, Respondents were asked in an
=t ‘iﬁtérviéw éetting to naminaﬁé,'from ﬁhé Elaséé*‘éf 1973§197?; tﬁa under-
graduates whom they cgnsidéféa "most successful" énd tﬁc éansiiéred "least
—successful" students. They then described égcb of thei: four nominees
| ",5imu1taneausly on the College Criteria Questiongaire (CCQ)ﬁ The CCQ is a
bghavigfally anchored rating instrument, developed in pilot research, that
includes 67 Eomprehensiée categories used by this academic community té
evaluate.studént perfarmancéi
Sample. A Eétai of 434 members of the Yale College academic :omenity'
were contacted, of whom 377 (85%) completed the CCQ. The 377 respondents
included 116 faculty, 212 undergraduates, 25 administrators (deans and
maSiéfs);'LZ édmiSSiéns”SLaEf;iahd 12 athletics staff. The analyses in
this paper are based onvregpondenéigaminée units. That is, each descrip-
tion of a néminée»aﬂd the data abaut that respondent 1s treated as a
separate case. No nominee is included more than once but respondents are
included in 1 to 4 ﬁnitsi ' 7 -

'CCQ dimensions. Previous analyses of the 67 CCQ catégofieé identified

21 underlying dimensions thaé we have grouped into five areas of academic
life--general academic, specific academic, personal, interpersonal, and
_ institutional (Taber & Hackman, 1976). Dimension scores for each nominee 7

~were formed by averaging ﬁatings across thome categories best defining a

dimension. These dimensions are presented. in the first Results and

‘Discussion section, Hypothesis I.

IEI?:i(;Vkli: ‘f;j;i'Av:ii:,ﬂfi;';‘:;ﬂi;.>: EEREE l:;i"t‘:_];(?j:}":




Student patterns. Twafétudent typologies were develoPed from nominee

descriptions on the 21 dimensi ns usin g multivariate statlstlcal procedures
(Hackman & Taber, submitted for publicatlon) Success patterns were derived
from descriptions of the "most successful' nominees and have been named:
Leaders, ASzh lars, Careerists, Gfinds, Artists, Athletes, and Socializers.
The nonsuccess patterns were derived ffom-"léast successful" descriptions
and iﬁclude: Extreme Grind, Disliked, Alienated, Unqualified, and Directiaﬁﬁ
less. Validity of the typologies was assessed further by analyses of

differences among the types on demographic char ,aztaristics, quantif;ed adnis-

sions data, college records, and post-college plans. The studgnt gatteghs

4. =

are described under Hypothesis II.

Compilation of the colleg*ipfcfilé. The relative values placed by

respondents on the 21 dimensions and 12 types were analyzed. Analysis of
variance, multiple discriminant analysis, and.éther teghﬁiques were used to
identify'significant diff erences among the following kinds of respondent
groups and to determine common vaiues across groups.

Comparison of five college groups. Hypothesis III in the Results and

Discussion contrasts the criteria that the five formal groups of iéspandents=e
faculty, students, deans and masters, admissions staff, and athletics staff--
use tovevaluate student performance. Analyses cc aring the five groups on
‘therzl criterion dimensions are préééﬁted, We repofﬁ the priorities that
the,fiﬁe groﬁps assign to the dimensiané both in évaluatiﬁg the réalrstudénts
tha; they nominated in the study (real use) and in rating how much they
Qagiéxideally use each of the dimensions if they had comprehensive informa-
tion about students (ideal use). We als@ report the student tyﬁes valued

,by each collége group by shewing the distributions of types into which each

11



groups' nominee descriptions were 213551f12d

Comparison GfiségAdepgrtmen;alﬂggﬁulgy,gf@ggs{ Hypothesis IV

examines our faculty regp*'dénts divided into groups accarding to the
academic classification empirically loped by Biglan (1973a, 1973b) and
further validated by Smart and Elton (1975). The Yale College academic
departments fit into 6 of the 8 cells formed by Biglan's threeséiEEﬁsianal
model. Dimension one reflects the degree to which a paradigm existg in é,
specific academic discipline and is labeled hardévéfsus=saft. The second
dimension reflects ‘an academic area’ s involvement with 1iving or. ofgaﬂic

abgects of study and is named life!versus—nonlife systems. The third

dimensicﬂ EAEEEVEESUSﬁappliEd, reflects a dlEEipliﬁE s concern with the

practical appli;at n of its subject matcéf. Two of Biglan s 8 cells
(Sof t-Life-Applied and Hard-Life e=Applied) are omitted from our aﬁalySES'as
none of the Yale College azadeﬁic departments difEQElf’fESEmblE these
Qprimarilytgaehar edgcatigﬁ'and agricultural) areas. Most of the»Yale
departments appear in one of Biglar's articles, Eut those that do not were -

logically assigned to a group. The six groups are compared on their real

the 21 criterion dimensions for evaluating student success and

=
. o
=y

se o
nonsuccess, on the classification of the students they nominate into types
and. on their ideal use of the dimensions.

Qigssifica;;ggipf‘students by,@gmgg;aphigicha:gcter;sgigs. Students

were ﬁriginallyvselécted,tc participate in the study according to a 3—way

stratification of sex, race (black, Spanish-American, and white & Dthgr),

'and class year (freshman, sophomore, junior; senior). In the Hypé§§§51s;¥7'

Y

sgctiagj»ﬁe report significant differences in the kinds of patfcrmsﬁge valued

by students of different sex, race, and class year.

12




'¥ugain Iewards and- avuid punishments.f{fﬂ'v

In an- ea,liEr papaf, we. havé shown that the Qriteria actually used by tha P
- j;gollege cammuniﬁy Examined (Yale Cgllege) can: be described by 21 ;gmprehansivel'au

5;gc:1terian dlmensionsfaf student performance (Taber & Hackman, 1976) Although2;f

'U}Ehi :set of dimensions dnas ‘not cover: every kind of student performan:é that PR

ggsti nnaire Dimensicns

e

éintelié al dEVElDPEEHt during undergraduate years:i -

: (1)+j;; ,
71(2315 gniiive Prqficiengy=gskill in absﬁraﬁtian, analysis, and synthesis of~~ .
L ,f,' fideas plu ?general intelligenca IO P lw Sl T e




.'perspective, integration’ of content. from various fields, bfeedth of »
knewledge oy informetien,‘end apelicetion cf ghstract Eéﬂgeptﬂ'tg Perﬁ*vl”
ticular eituatione : B S . P : . S

'7;(4) Intellectual Pefepeefive & Curie ity==intelieetuel cufioeity, intellectuei

.;?(5) 'C tive Performane 1—perceived creativity end originelity

'*17(§);uAeademie Eifert & Achievement‘=fulfiilment of couree requiremente; exertion
© . .. 'of academic effort in: studies, organized effieient manner, overall
- academic achievement (especially grades), potential for: prefeeeional/ :
",gremuete school entrenee,_eommitment to leerning, gemerel goel echievee S
ment, undertaking of" uneeeigned ecedemie werk ' s

‘(7)*fSeif Direeted Behevior—=eelf Sufficient, eelf=directed manner end general
R goai achievement . . : T s

7ﬁ’(§) ZCereer Goele—=eereer plene, set of pereonel goele, and commitment to eﬂ,
e : eeademic field : - ,

?P I_ e cAmEMic DIMENSIONS

~(9) “Math emetieel Proficieﬂcy==ekill in heﬁdliﬂg methematicel concepte

(lD) Foreign Lenguege Pr fiei,ney=ﬁtiueney in epeeking one or more fof g,
ienguegee : : o R .

(11) Artietie Performeﬁeeﬁ=ertietie eehievement level and general artietie
ectivitiee eﬁd intereete : »

1ty and edjuetment, end eaee of eocielieing with othere

(lé) Ethlcal Behevier"eet of pereonel veluee, dependeble emd truetWOrthy be! S

(i5) Athletic Perfermence-‘ethletic eehievement level eme geﬂerei ethletie

B aetivitiee and . intereete S

INTERPEREDNAL DIMENSIQNS

(15) Perticipetion iﬂ Organizat ions——leadefehip ekills, range. of ectivitiee ard - -
;intefeete, balance between academic and nonacademic 1ife, eontributiom :
‘to Yale, pertieipetion in student orgenieatione, perticipetlon in e N
f‘community activities and. intereete, perticipetion in polltlcal activ-_ .-
'mitiee end intereete : o S

, extent . -

m

@an InterEefsonal Sociebiiityﬁ=emount of interactlon wieh other peop
' -1iked or eeepected by others, ease of eoelalieing with othere.

;—(iB):I[ rpereomel Reeponeiveneee reeneiE1ve “and uﬂderstending manner towefd

others, -openness- and tolerance to differences in others, helpful end
_altruistic manner toward others, extent liked or respected by othere,'
emd ueing other people -for: their- mutuei benefit . o

~with- eexiet ieeuee

(19) Diecrlmlnetior ‘Issues Behev1or deeiing with iﬂterreeiel issues and d ling

iNSIITUTIDNAL DIMENSIDNS f‘ i ,:,ij' e 'Lt 'i 'i" - '}i N ff; ;;fitésgj

;Greduetionashigheee reeing for greduetion emd loweet
,’,7withdrewal from the college _




Tﬁ'avaluatiﬂg envirOnment are varied iﬁ cantenﬁ althougb Iél gz;y,fey in- Qggbgg,

Hypatﬁesis II propéses Ehat a variety of - p EEETQS of Studéﬁﬁ behavior are
?;frewardéd and punished in 3ny educaticnal org anisationwand éﬁatiit“ié péssiblé
§f;ta p:eserve Ehé EOmplexity Df these pazgérns Jn a relatively smsli aet of studeng

VfEYPES’ Although eac tudg"t is uniqué:and'cha:ts a Eingular EDUISE EhTOugh

  fcal1ege, we propDSE that for any particular :allegg certain p t erns of p rfarm—j

© -ance fréqu ly recur. Thése patterns, somewhat analagous to syndramesg can

then be u d to examine and deszribe the. ﬁollaga ofganiz lé'i‘ We cén,sea

ﬁhigh'*ypés are valued by which groups iﬂ a cnllége and also can drsw conzlusionsr o
' abcut the total Qaﬁfiguratinn of types that' predaminate in that patticular
"'evaluatiﬂg énvizénmént;

Eariief analyses have,identifigd 7 student paﬁter: co ,sidg ed par*iﬂularly

sugeéssful in Yale G@llégé and S considéred unsugge ful (Hackman b=r, sub“'

fi miétgé fér publi:atiOﬂ)i Each af the 12 types i% Eth&EEEIiZEd by a uﬂique

. profile éf‘éééresfagrng’the 21 criﬁerianVﬂimensings,aescribed onfthemp %viaﬁs,jf

o The EuQﬂESS tYPEB: derived fram the SLB suzzéssful nomiﬁee deszripLions,‘
:f;havg been labeled

VfLéaﬁérS' Scﬁclafs VCaréErists Grinds'
Artists “Athletes Sncializers

~14} The nDnEUEQFES types, dgtifed,ftamrthe?&67 unsueéessful¥nqminee ﬂgsgﬁipﬁioﬁé; :;}’”

~have. béen Ealled

D151iked ‘Extreme Grind A;ienatéd

Unquallfied DlrEEtiﬂﬂlESS

‘Wé’pfésent’these pattéfhs graphigally' nF guré 1, plotted agaiﬂst a back—

L;E nd that EiVES Ehé range of Prnfile means for all success or nomsuccess ;ypesi4 e

:'Tn pgepare ;ne Eggfilesi‘wé firs;_s;andnrdisad diménsignrseores acfossrthe,éﬁtifég¢

:: BHé km n &’ Iaber (submittéd for publiaation), describes the pa Eé TNs and
- their develc
- variabl

opment in-detail and also demonstrates. how they differ:on de mographlc';,dfi?

’admissiéns data, collage rez@:ds, and post—collegé Plaﬁ REf rence is Note -

""" R




'qmbinea eeipleiof eeeeeesful end uneueeeeeful nemineee end then eomputeﬂ ';[ff.fif435

nemineee elaeel'led iﬂEO e pertieu;er type. Anejyeee re

'this peper ‘are beeee on- 1 e ifieetiene of neminee deecriptione LT

- Hypothesis III. - Feeuley, etudent, edminietretive, edmieeione, end ethletie
=f§reupe within a- cellﬁge eveluete etudent performance differeetiy. R

HypetheEee III thrnugh VI prepeee thet eei' p;ions ef etudent sueeeee'f,~.}1?”

*‘ifendlfeilereieiffer,’1g,ifieant1y emong fermelly and infurmslly defined ergenr;
‘ee ienliLE§Beyereme ﬁithin—e 'oll _r In Hypotheeie iII we rediet that

”,n rhere are- imeortent nifferenees in the dimeﬂeiene end typee of undergreduete;,

:Eiib-hevior velued by the 5 respondentngroupsriﬁkour stud feeglty, fellew  3;,

1”;etueente;'edueetienel’edminietretore.(eollege,deene;end;mee;ere),1edmissieﬁe"

‘ngpeople, and athletic coeehee.

The differences emeng theee 5 ‘groups will be exemineﬂ from eeverel per-:xb-

:5igspeeeivee: »

' E—I E,rmetion eveilebje.- How much infermetien3eboet e§ndentS'ie available

17'to’eech,of theee»eollege greupe? ,; o i;;sgfs o ¥f' Sl
er—%Reel use ef eriterion dimensiene.v Areﬂﬁhefe atis ticelly eignlfie,r:

5'?differeneee emeng the five greupe in their uee:ef»the etal eet ef Zl dimeneiene o

'n'ib’ real etudenre whem they nemineted ee pertieulerly eueeeeeful? ‘as i

‘u

- to

‘,pjrtieulerly uneueceeeful?

o —-Ideel use ef Ehe eriterion diﬁeﬁeione. Hew impertant de the greupe }"1 B

eoneider the dimensiene in the ideel eeee? ‘That ie, hew much would they hypoehet—:rﬁ

i%_iee;ly,uee eeeh ef the diﬁeneiane if they hed full infermetien about a etuéent? »Lfﬁ':"x

' ,,%rReei uee of Ehe typee.v Dezthe 5 greups differ significantly in the

”:petterns of performance thet they eoneider per;iculerly eueeeseful? rin the -~

Vf'peteerne they eeneider une eful?

1 eariierr ;
Heclman,:l e
= th’ﬁ




Haw ﬁu:h iﬁi@rmaticn di& thé fivé gfcups have abaut négiﬂées?r Dnel£é§t
1;of this is thg frequency Qith which each dimeusian was sgtuglly used; If -
: reépcndénts did nut use a dimensicn to déscribe a student they prabably had B
littlevor no. 1ﬁfarmatian on which to evaluate Ehe student 5 behavicr in that
’”éiééﬁéicn- (They might alsc have cnﬁsidgredrthe dimEﬂsion'simply irrelevanf
\-but fESpondents wefg expliﬁitly ssked to. compl Ery CGQ item fa: whigh
brfthey had sufficient ;ﬁfarmati@n to make a judgment, and mast did D) T,bl,hl
.V'V(in Appendix A) repctts the percenﬁage whigh each dimensinn waq useé to déscribe
'TSQéEES$— and' nBﬁSUEEESE ﬂ@miﬂééE by member,’ of éa'irof the 5 callege groups; |

Hare information was used to desgribe successful nominees than to desctibe', f

. :.ungugcessful ones. Pérceqtages af use were higher nverall faf ghe succésgful

minees on 20 af rhe 21 diménsians, (the Persaﬁal Grgwth dimensiaﬂ was the
'single exceptign). Perzenzage"of:use raﬁged from Z law of 572 (Fgreign Langﬁ
””uage Prgfiaiency) to a high of 94% (Persisténge Ioward Graduatian) All but
:';;the two growth dime'si ons (Intellectua; and Perscnal Growth) and the five ;;
.topically EpEEifiE dimEﬁsicns (Artistic and Athletic Ferfafmanﬂe, Fﬁreigﬂ Langerﬂ
l iwuage and Mathematigal Prﬂfigiency, and Discriminati Is ues Behavior} were usedﬂ
rﬂémoré_than,thregafourEhS'of the ;ime;" | | | L
" ':Studénﬁs hédégbfg iﬁfétma#iéﬁ'ghégjfééuigy ﬁeﬁb&féﬂap iE_g§ the E1

- dimensions. "Eaéulty used ;hérgeneralfacademic diménsians as much as—raf mcfg'y,"

-~ than, students did, but q§§§ the3$pecific ad emic dimensiaﬁs much legs;u There - . - %

.,'wag 1i§tle,différénﬁé'bétwééﬁ Etudén; aﬂd fécglty,:éSpnndents in use of the ,';,,f”

“per son'l dimensicns and the two 1ﬁstitu iéﬁéleimeﬁsioné;‘ faculty used ‘the
' % interpersnnal dimensions considerably 1&55 than did students;
These differen E%imﬁstrbe interpreted with. cautian; it is impossible to>:‘—
iﬂ:kﬁgw“whéthe; arfeggeﬁdgn; had'aégpally cbservaéré particular bahavinr in evary
;ése,[oruwhethgr he;or she was certain about some it,mS§and~fillgd in thé othérs'

~ to match his or her personal "theory o f per nality"




'ff S

Do zﬁe,f,i e, gup

in theif evaluations Df studenﬁ&, ii iS necessary ta Establish whéthér they

differ. They 33‘; Jékééi_éaéggﬁé (APPEﬂdiX A) Present the rééults of digcrim‘ Emu{

Fgr the success déscriptiﬁns, three significant fgncti@ns (ptnDDl ;Qﬂig:

& .65}1w312=fqund with Ehé Eitstvfuncti;ﬂ ECéauntiﬁg ;é:*hglf af,;he:varianéé; R,
,Glassificatiﬁnﬁfntaithe 5 grﬁupé bésed én:tha diééfiﬁinaﬁé'fuﬁétiéns‘Wés téffeét
fur 53 QA of the réspandents with a majarity gf the misclasaifigacians accurring

hetween the faculty snd gtudant respnndents (i e, stua‘!

;misclassified

" as facuity and faculty misglassified as studaﬂts) Hany nf the daans and ‘masters =~ - |

were sgattered among the nthe: graups, suggesting ﬁnat they dg ﬁgt unanimausly

: agree abaut what co ,'ti', tes tudenL sugc
Ihree Eignificant funztians (p{ DDL, .QDl,{.Ql) alsa were faund foz the

naﬁsuc;ess descriptians, with the first functiOﬁ accaunting fnr uver three—

”‘fnurths Qf Ehé vafianée!; Glassifiﬂatian was EQIEEEE f@r 55 ?2*§f~the fgspandentsgj:;ff

with over- half af the students misclassifled acros the athér 4 gr@up%, aﬁd with '
: faculty'misclassifiéationg gfaupe& mara with administratars and coazhéa'(rathér,”
Ehan with students as was the case: far thEif suzcéss desériptians)

Figure ; éeagfibes‘ he spatval relaﬁianshipg Eméﬂg Ehg 5,g§au’s» dgscfiptiang;

(a

of succesg Etudéﬁts Ey flatting thEif cantroida on fungtiéns I and II_. Figuré 3

"Plats Ehémjfnf n@nsuccess. Interpretations af the functians are nat clearcut

'?ﬁﬁt:it'is possiblé té:ﬂraw some iﬂferénces,ffom the standafdizad disgriminant

3. (These caeffiaients usually indiﬂate

f?cééffi ;ents repérted in Tables 2 and

) the rela ivg cantfibutian of - éach p d tor variable to a functian, althgugh it

is pﬂss'ble tn Eind on itlve gentrald a grcup that daes nnt scgra highe: 331 ; o
Ehe dimensians wiEh pgsiﬁive cgeffi ients (Tatsuoka, 1971) )

13
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To help ;nterpret diffefen:es amnng the 5 grnups, we ranked thg relativeiu»ﬁ

‘.inmpartance Each ‘gave to the 21 dimensi@ns., These rankings a:e given in T u;h g

rff4 (Appeﬂdix A) tagéther with the carrelaticns between dimensinn rating and

1 ?7YPE f cess (whethe: sugcessful or ngﬂsuccessful) f:am which théy were f ﬁ:1‘”“>h;_"

;{idérived.v f a'gérfelatién bEtWEEﬁ dimensien rating and type af s

':‘a high,’:

L.?that indicates that this dimansiun ig caﬂsidared impartant for determiniﬂg level

‘vaf succesgi Ganversely, a law currelaﬁicn iﬂdicates PQDf disgrimination between

'eru:cess and .n successr e i A,._,-r:,;fa_,rw;j;. = wf«;;5r»f:

ambining the infnrmatian in Table 4 with the placemant af the 5 grcupsi 

niyin Fi uresrz and 3— we can make the fgllgwiﬁg :ﬂnglusiuns abuut the gr@ups

iildifferencesrin/student evaluatian.

Faculty and studenté épp ,v tg agréé more wiﬁh gach aﬁher, particuiafly
‘f[in détermining successful students, than with the athef 3 grgups. Functian Ii_;,7’::
»{ in Figure E clea:ly makes this separatian, with the gaaches;,admissinns staff
;f and deans and mastérs plaaiﬁg mcre emphasis un nanacademi: aspects gf ga113525¥;1f

llfPartizipatian in Qrganizatiuns, Ethical Behaviuf, Athletic Pérfnrmsnce, Parscnai ‘?f“

% fGrawth—sthan da the faﬂulty én

avarall.i This cunclusinn i;:

','by the relativa impartance rsnkings 1n Table 4.A Funcﬁign I is nat as Easily

5'intefprated partly becausa the 5 grgups ara not really disparséd widely.,;w,il~'

"grhe différen e'between t serfalling abave and belaw the axié appeazs tg be -

';grades) aﬂd Pérsistence tnward Graduatians—versus Self—D rE' d Béhaviﬂr.:{ )

iff-culty emphasize the traditignal z:iteria more than the stu ents.f‘
_Thera are ééaséréf sider 1 ,g Eﬁéﬂﬁ amnng t ,ifféréﬁt'ségﬁéﬁﬁS'

,;ofrtﬁe‘tniiégéiéémmﬁnityi Mast grnups giva high impartaﬂce ED Cangrucn:e with

- ;he Callege Academic Effnrt aﬁd Achia@aent Ematiaﬁally Stable Behaviar, Sélf

. ;and;InEélle:tual Perspective and Curiasit’ ; They alsa ag:ee Lw:,

an whighﬂ imensiang are peripheral Eo su:g ss— =the 3 spacifig agademic dimensians,

n Wﬁi Disgfiminatign Issuas Behaviar, and Persistenge taward Eradu= .




T

TR

Hnw wauld the five grogps 1deally use. Lhe dimensions? After degcribiﬁg- o

3 their naminees, respandants were, asked ta gansider haw impartant they wouldrl“ﬁ'*ﬁfé?

fiﬁd eagh GGQ categary_whén dlscrimlﬁating successful aﬂd unsu 'pssful-

students from ave §gEKstuden s pravidlng Ehéy had adéquaterinfOfmgtlan Dn

311 the Eategcries. Thase raspaﬁses shauld reflect rhe impartan; ngf:"f”

,,dimgnsicﬁ i,'trrnideal case.1f~~

ETié "idéal" rank arder of thé 21 dimensiaﬁs is given in Iabla 5

(AppendrxA) 7 All gf :he general a:adgmi& dimensiéns (Exgépt Caraer Goals),i -

Ethlﬂal Eade Behavior,‘Personal Gfowth, aﬂd ang:uence with the Callege
rank in the top ﬁén, and receive ratiﬂgs whiéh suggest Lhat they would be
‘usad“frequently*(3;50s4.50.@n.the’las p@int~scalé);:<Lawast:aferthe 3:',
spécif;c academic dimensions Athletic Patfarmaﬁce, Piscrimiﬁation Iséues ;;‘“

Behaviar,~and Persisﬁence t@wafd Graduatian.

Ai'Hmw”doe§ ﬁidéaifuée »comgare with "real use' 7' Hany &imensions afe

acccrded apprﬂximately ‘the’ same impﬂrﬁance in ther reai" and the "ideal"

but there are severai di . Apaﬂcie5 between What respondents say they would"xj”

;{; idéally da with sufficienﬁ infarmation and the dimEﬂsions they a:tually %;;22

Stfégg in evaluatian Qf fgél namine.gs_ R S
‘The fclioWiﬁgAdiﬁEnSinﬁs.Qére rankebféég nly oderat ly iﬁﬁﬁiéaﬁt'iﬁ:ajv

;’Eha ideal ratings, Eut in: fact were very p0werfu1 d crlminato:s ﬂf success ;?i?”

fCriEericn Dimension S Rank éf "Real p§e : Raﬁk of "Idea; e"
. Congruence with the College 1 e - .8 ~y’777'
""Academic Effort & Achievement  '272  10;""'
‘Emotionally Stable Behavinri'_- -3 9
Cognitive Proficiency o 6. PR b Ay
"Intefpersgnal Respansiveness;'J - B

ensions raced as very impartant in- théh"idealnt*




' ‘iﬁg ‘real. students and the importance thay say they wuuld give these same_jff{jf*"

"4-(1 for success’

 Creative- Perfgrmange TN 10 4

% Intellectual Gfowth - N 8 "2, “evaluation) .
- Personal Growth . e -13.5 R/ ’ SRR
',;Ethicalvccdé,Behaviarﬁ L ‘15—*7=,‘3: DRSS -

=

'At ieagt twa altefﬁativa explanatians cguld be given fnr the cansldFrablé;fN*~

R aifferEﬂEES betweeu the impartance respgnden;s give somé diﬁéﬁéi@ﬁS iﬁ ﬁéééfib

dimensians iﬂ the ideai situatian.; Qne passibility is that behaviar fEf snma

dimensians is more easily abservable than éthers, and that gn same dimen—:'

éugg gsful"‘T d "unsuécéssful",béhfviaf ”aSSiblE;, Academic Effgft aﬁd

[:. Achievement, Cong;uence with Yale, and Emutianally Stable Behaviof may be
. re dily Observable aspéets of behaviar in the sense that thg réspnndents use

» them, Whereas Persnnal Grcwth' I”

7;1 are diffieult tg QbSETVE;

’"éfeétive Eerfurmanﬂé, Intellegtual Grawth aﬁd_Persaﬁal :

':  ;Qg”ébééfﬁe'f om Iable 6; hat the grau

Ehﬂt th&y ae undergraduaﬁes in different sattings.kFCamparisans nf ,3




S fewer Laaders than da Ehe QEher five types, but the number gf Each type is

'settings where the 5 gréups knaw thé students that they nominated do shaw
“'significant differences amang the graups (p{ DDl) Fagulty are the anLy j””'

'fgrcup whc repart that thay kFQW ‘some (abgut 2@2) nf their success aniﬂEEE ff_

B Dnly,in formal;mclassrﬂamréé ‘vﬁg i Hawever abaut SDZ af ché fagulty

" nominees are seen in'both £ntm§1 and,infermal‘pla;gs;';Stquﬁts namineanf*

afé73136Akﬁ6§ﬁ ﬁfiméfili iﬁ:fatméiténd'inférﬁalZSituatiéné;(éﬁij ﬁi;hf S

QD? kﬁown in infatmal g rings anly. Atﬁiétigrééécﬁéé; aﬁd'ﬂééﬁs'aﬁﬁz‘}é .y

: 1 masters repgrﬁ a mixturé of etting whereas admissiang staff naminate

t{-mnre scudénts (abaut EQZ) kﬂGWﬁ in infnfmal settings.fl

Even thcugh settiﬂgs may differ far th: g?aﬁps??weré;sgrkn”w that the
;7N5uc¢ess t§pés ara ngt merely d ,eren; siﬁgé_cfVthghééﬁeJétﬁdéﬁts they
'are basicaliy nifferent peaple, and display diffgrént charaﬁtgristics

befare, during, and after Yale (Haekman & Taber, suhmitted for publicaticn)

.- He: bel eve - that substantially different value sets are displayed by Ehe 5 f;-,ﬂ‘”’

'groups iﬂ their ﬂaminatinns of - students

fasséntié;lyfééﬁgl_ IE is likely that students are able to abserve a wide.?bff?
‘- range @f tudent behavlor iﬁ the cammunity, and therefnre can evaluate and

fldentify more kinﬂs of student perfnrmance. They are thE iny grgup tn"

f: nnminate a substantial number of So:ializers,'naminé 48 af the tatal 52*

'r;rit may be that Sacializers afe the gnly highly visible studen 5 in fﬁé;ir T P

': Enmmuﬁity wham e t de ts,-—,especially Ereshmén an&'S ph éres;f?Jkan 




‘,"i"faculcy, and thé kind .:f behavior on whii:h many fatzulty can most- “-‘i‘“fidénﬁli‘f

R javaluafe dents.—

At hl § ,g;;ihes nominate Leaders and

Vigiiﬁ athletic achievement.-= 4 aut gf 5 thnes.v ff1
“nf°prgpartion af athletes of any commmnity group,» Siﬂge cgachES do nat teachfﬁfﬁ E

'-claSEES, Eheir gantazt with students is almost eleusively thraugh sparts,-’""‘"

‘%‘75 Deans ‘and Hasters most frequently name- Leaders and Careerists, fglluwed'fT?

K2

by . Schglars.' 7"".,:;¥"

Admissinns Staff di tribute their ngminatiﬁﬂs aﬁrass all but the Griﬁd E

" but useiha;£~éErthéir_nominations,far Leaders-‘”

'Vfﬁgﬁspﬁggs§j;j§§sg{;1he Ln&ergraduatES naminatgd by fell@w Sﬁu&ents,as '";_f

unsuccéssful ar

'_Erfcrmancg.:vDVEfvhalf of,;h ;faﬂu;

i_uDiIEEtiEnléEE-~;i ?' f




iﬁég“;&af

Hypothasis IV. The dimensions and types af shudeat perférmaﬁce that 4}'”

faculty members value digfaf significantly among - aéademic déparﬁments_ =

'_classified according to Biglén 5 madel

B n (19733, 1973b) and Smaft and Eltnn (l975) have shown that s
3academic depaftments differ in thEif departmental goals, task cnmmit-u

'ments, social connectednass, and scholarly cutput ﬁhén"claSSifiéd according . .

to Biglan s empiri:ally derived model of aeademic subjeéﬁréréasg’fThé o
4 mndel s 3 dimensigns inalude. (1) tne Existence af a 51nglé paradigm
(hard versus scft), (2) concérn with 1iving or nrgani: objeztg Df 7
studf (life systems versus nonlife systems), and CB) concern witﬁ pra:*icai
VIapplication of subject matter (Esgg!versus:'gglied) S |
Dur hypcthe i praposes that the différenges fcund amnng Eiglan 5
aaademiz clusters will. Extend to the valuesvfagulty hgld ahaut SLudEﬁt 7>'71
sg;ceés and failure. T t t the hypothesis we have assigned the
fééﬁltfrﬁésﬁoﬁdeﬁﬁé to 5 of . Biglan 5 8 :ells. (Nane gf the iala Callege

departments fit intu Eigla 's prlmarily agricultutal Pure—Life—Applied

iar‘hié éiucatigﬂally Gfiéntéﬂ Saft=Life=Applied'cluste;ég) Ihe~deparﬁe~

,ments represented in our analyses are described in the’ follawing chart. fk77,?;*‘

Classifigation of Criteria Study Academlc Degartments
Using Biglan's 3—Dimensianal Hadel :

Task - e Hafd B -f o ' : Safthhﬁ’ L -
Area ) Nanlife System - Life System c,;q Nnn1ife SystEm'J Life Sy stem
= Pure :'AEErDﬂme l A'~""Bi§l§gy;v : | American Studigs :Anthropalagy s
S Chemistry - | Molecular Bio- | Classics | Political Sei. - -
Geology . - physics & English- - - = ,ngchglogy '
_Mathematics . Biochemistry | Romance Lang. . .| Sociology . L
Physics = - : : & Lit. o Linggistics B
B L IR ‘History . - | oo o
Music
‘Philosophy

Religious Studie o
_Germanic Iang.

&-Lit.- :
Near Easteru Lan'f
Sl .. ——— SN ISR SO, ~ it ~. _—
u'Applied ,.Engineerinﬁ S “Administrative - |
_ o pplied Sei. | -~ o . Sciences
|- Computer Science | T | " (OperationsRes.)
’ '*Statisti\:s e e 26 N

"EEOBOmiﬂS,:, _‘V|_7 ; <: 
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To test this hypothesis, we will examine whether the E'agadcm;c:cluatcrs
differ on the following aspects of student evaluation:

~-Real use of dimensions. Do the departmental groups differ in their

descriptions of students whom they consider particularly successful? those
considered unsuccessful?

--Ideal use of the dimensions.-.Do they differ in the ways they would

- ideally use the criterion dimensions to evaluate undergraduates, provided
that they had enough information about ll 1 dimensions of performance?

saﬂpmi aﬁ;pnﬂcfhatcdcﬁt types. Do the 6 cluaccra differ inrthcrtjpca

 cf aucccaaful ‘student behavior that thcy valuc? of unsuccessfu l student

Real use

[n]

f dime aicaa. In their evaluations of successful students,

) thc departmcntal g:cupa differ aignifacantly. Thcy do not, howcvcr;'havc

oo

tacia i ally aignificant diffcrcncca in their unaucccaaf“l student

»7§cacripticnaa - 7
| Two significant dis riminanc fucctlcna (p=. GOl ‘05)'wcrc-fcuﬁd fcr'
thcraucccaa daacripticaa on the crita:ion dimensions, with chc.ficat
funccica acccuncicgrfof 60%- of chc‘variancc. (See Taclc 8, Appaﬂdixfa)'

"Ccncrcida of thc»é gfcupa'arc,c:cacctcd in Fig. -4 . Classification baaad

~on the discriminant fuccticca ialccfrcct for 66.94% of thc facu1ty mccccra;

;rﬂfhc aoftcnoﬁlifa—purc (humanitica) and acftalifcepu?c’faccial acicntc)
' faculcy‘wacc'm st accurately claaaificd with the soft-nonli f;%applicd ’
'(prinarily cccﬁcmica) aﬂd hard—ncnlifc—pufc ( sgical acicncaa) faculcj
c,‘haviﬂg the mcat miaclaaaificaticna ‘
- Diacrimiﬂant functiona pcrmic paraimcnioua intcrprataticna of &imcnaioca"
riunderlyiﬂg gfcup differcncea (Tatauaka, 1971) Although directr':'inﬁéfé 

i prctatiana are nct alwaya pcaaiblc, thc nature of thc dimcnaicn represented

27 ’
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by a discriminant function may be assessed from its standa rdized discrimin-
ant coefficients which indicate the relative ccﬁtrihutioﬁ of each predictor

variable. The largest coefficients for functions I and II are given in

Vﬁab;era.and interpretation is suppleménted by Table gg(Appendix'A) which.
reports F-tests on c?iterion dimension means for hard versussoft and

life versus nonlife systems. It should be nated that although groups

represented by positive centroids usually place a- greater absolute emphasis
on the predictor variables with large positive discriminant weights and
vice versa, this does not always have to be the case. The efote, it is
hélpfgl ‘look at average pradictar scoies when ccmpating the hard-soft
and life-nonlife extremes of the two functions.

VBlglan s hafd—softdrf ension éleérii is represented by function I and

his life-nonlife dimension by dimgnsienriia We can see from Figure4 that
one cluster initially appéafs éut—aféplace. “Biglan's ampirical research l .

classified econamics depar*ments in the soft —nonli fe=applied ;ell'whereas

our SNA group. (abo;ﬁ 2/3 economics faculty and 1/3 operatians résearzhgts)
is canteredvamong the hard disciplines. This placement ag ees with ther

. neaclassicai emphasis ofvtﬁé ¥alé College economics department which,
unlike the other "soft" dépaftménts,'follcwsra pafadigm (i,é}; has‘é
gammonly greed upon set of prable g for study and approved methods to be
used in tﬁgiéwexpiorafian)_ The oparafiaas research faculty also fits the
desériptioni 7 | |

| WLth this Lnterpretati on of ﬁhé SNA group as more hard than soft, we can
see ‘that funcciaﬂ 1 cleatly differentiatés the soft disciplinés==humanities

',ané social s iencesfﬁgrém,the,hafd areas. The students ncminated by the -

: héré faculﬁyrmemb3férafg‘désgfibed'as ig ificantly higher (p§ DOL) 4in

,259




Hathemah*ﬁal Proficiency. Thé humanities and social science faculty
déscribe their success nominees as signifi:antly highér (p§ 05 or better)
in Intellectual and Personal Gfowth, in Communication Proficiency and in
Fateign Language'?raficiéngy; } ”

" Function II differentiates the life and nonlife dépaftiénts, with the

" goefal and biological scientists located on- the positive-end of the function.

Examination of*Figure 4 and Table 9 indicates that the life disciplines
emphasize‘(pi.QE or better) Career Goals, Intérpérsaﬂal Responsiveness,

Persistence toward G d, tio n, aﬁd Congruence with thé Callege. The

[z
e
[e)

nonlife departments' namiﬁees are significanzly highar (p§ DE) in Artist
Perfarménggrand tend tﬁrbé highér i Cre tive Perfarmangs.

Nominatian of student typea. As would be éxpectéd'ffam their different

- uses of the real and ideal dimensions, the 6 deparcmental groups' descrip-
tions Df successful students fall into sigﬁificantly different types (p< DDl)

The praportians af each of the 7 succass typés nominated by the faculty groups

T

rare shown in Table 12 (Appgndix A) The sg;ifl szientists name Primafily

Ca féerists and Sghalars, they are the anly group with no nomiﬁaas classi-
fi »d as Grinds. * The humanitias faculty disﬁribute their neminations mostly
amang Szhalats, Artists, Grinds, and Leaders. Gver half af the ‘students

-,désgribed as successful by the ecanomist=qperatiaﬂs researghg;s aﬁd by the

-primarily giﬂeeringsand—applied—scien Eroup are Grinds or Garea:istsi

The majority of physigal scien:;sts naminatgd Careerists- whereas the

'“,Ei 7§g_ggl s,; T ists place major emphasis upon Scholars and Grinds.

.
=
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Do the 6 departmental groups differ in their ideal use of the criterion

. dimensiong? The soft aﬁd hard departments say that they would use the dimgnsigns
differently, 1f they had full information about a student they were evaluating.
-The different values that these twﬁ groupings place on the dimensions are shown
in the one significant discriminant function found for evaluating successful
stﬁdénts and again for evaluating nonsuccessful ones (p<.05). Results of the

and hard disciplines are reported in Table 11 {in Appendix A).  The placements

epartmental clusters on function I in each analysis are shown in

jal

of the 6

Figures 5 and 6. Over kalf of the variance is accounted for by each function I.

The soft and hard depérméntal gr@ﬁps éu;e di\fided in idéal use very m&jc;li
_ésrthay_diffEf an'déscriptianévéf real students. Hathematical_?rofiéiéncy aﬁdv
Creative ,erfa:maﬁgerééntinué to be m@ré'higﬁly regardéd by the éﬁongﬁistsgi
7hj5ical sclentists, bilological scientists,rsnd angiﬁééring‘& statistics faéulty

than by the humanities faculty and social scientists. These dimensions have

the highest positive coefficients on function I , and univariate t?ZEStS'ETE.f”

significant at the pt.001 level. Although Athletic Performance is not considered
very impafﬁant faé undergraduate evaluation by either ggauping,:the hafé dépaftﬁenté
génsidgr 1t gignificantly more impéftant than do the soft faculty (ﬁg;DS); o
és it was for real use of the dimensiéns;hFagéign Lsnguage-?r@ficientj discfiﬁina;es
batﬁean thé'saftJand hard fagultg;—even though neither gféup rates this skill
particularly giucialgl_The safﬁ faculty are higher in Foreign Language impartaﬁ;e, 
iﬁ Céﬁmu?;éaﬁion Préfigiengy impaftance'(wri&ing and s?eaking skills), and they

also consider Congruence with the College more important than the hard faculty daf
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- Flgure 5.
Centroids of Six Faculty Group for the
Ideal Use of Criterion Dimensions
in Evaluating Student Success
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- Figure 6

Centroids of Six Faculty Groups for the .
~ . 'Ideal Use of Criterion Dimensions
in Evaluating Student Nonsuccess -




value in their fellow students differ according to the undergraduates' sex, race,
and class year,

Hypothesis V., The dimensions and types of student performance that undergraduates
i

Sex and race differences. Students participating in the College Criteria

Study originally were selected from a stratification of sex, zsee, and class year.
This makes it possible to compare the nominee desecriptions of 6 sex—-race groups:
white men, white women, black men, black women, Spanisthmgziéan men, Spanish-

American women. Results of multiple discriminant comparisons and univariate

analyses of varilance are reported in Tables 13, 14, and 15(in Appendix A).

7L§cati§nsrgf the group centroids are shown in E;gggggjlgégéiﬁi
Two significant functions (p<.001, .10) were found fof both the success
and nonsuccess student descriptions. of éhe 6 séx%facg groups. The first success
function accounts féf 45% of the variance; the first nonsuccess function for 35%.
For both kinds of success descriptions, fungtian I differentiates betwaén‘the
women and men respandentsi'(The exception is that the Spanish-American women's
' nonsuccess désariptiaﬁ centroid places with the men.) This clear difference
between men and wamenrin their evaluétian of other students is reinforced by the
,ﬁE;Esulgs;gfanniga:iate;ana1gagslzzﬂhen,snccessmand,nansg;ggss,des;;ip;iansiaze
grouped together, women rate their nominees higher Ehaﬁjaébgen on all of the
‘Althaugh the women's descriptions of successful nominees are slightly higher than

hose of men for Academic Effort & Achievement and Persistence toward Graduation,

r+

these two more traditional criteria of student performance have weights on the

‘men's end of function I. This indicates that the men place relatively greater..

" emphasis on these criteria than would be expected, given their emphases on the

other dimensions.
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" In evaluatinz the success or nonsuccess of other students, women dif fer

from men in their relatively greater emphasis on a number eﬁ dimensions that are
ot primarily academlic in nature. The women's end of the first function is charac-
terized by Gengrueneerwith the Gellege, the 4 intefpereeeel dimensions (Participation
in Organizations, Interpersonal Sociability, Interpersonal Responsiveness, Dieeriﬁr
ination Issues), Career Goals, and Optimistic, Emotionally Stable Behavior. This |
contrast is sepporﬁed by the ene;yeee ef variance in Table 13_ |

Function II separates white and minority respondents for their success descrip-
tions; and, for nonsuccess deeeriptiene,reorte eee the minority men from the reet!'
The one criterion dimension that consistently differs for whites and minorities
ie Cengruenee with the Cellegeg' Hinerity etedente deeefibertheir?eeeeeeeful )
nemiﬂeee as significantly less eengruent with Yale than de the whitee, end their

ueeucceeeful nemineee as more cengrueﬁt (p< 001).

A eimiler pettern ‘occurs fer

The 6 race-sex greupe elee differ in the tygee ef etudente Ehey dee ribe

B

as eueeeeeful (p{ 01), but not in theit dietribetien of uneueeeeeful &eseriptiens.,

The eueeeee type percentages are given in Table 15 (in Appendix A)

l yeer end zex differencee. We also divided the undergreduete reepeﬂ—

dente into 8 eleee yeereeex gfeepe end cempered ﬁheir deecriptiene of eueeeseful

- nominees eﬁd then of uneuceeeeful ﬁemineee_m Two eignifieent functions (p%.ODl,.Ol)

were found for the success deeeriptin, and o <i001) for the noneuceeee

ones. (See Teblee 17 and 18 fer the multiple diserimiﬁent enelyeie reeulte.

ﬂTehle lQ givee eignifieenee 1evele of univeriete enelyeee of" verienee on the

- dimeneiens for sex by class year by eueeeee type, eeperetely for white and minerity

o etudenEE—)

_ The reletinnehipeemeng the 8 eleee yeer—eex groups can be seen in Figuree

7;79 end 1D Euﬁetien I dieerimineeesbetween the men end wemen, with the ‘men felling

°H‘en the negative eﬁd and Ehe women pleeed pesitively. Dnly the freehmen women ere; o

'i-f:p iened elightly within the men' e territeryy " 'As we neted in the dieeueeien:
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of respondents' éiffez,¥ges along sex aﬁd race lines, it is pafticulafly'diffigalt

to interpret the underlying méanigg of the sex function I bécausé women rétg their -
nominees consisterly higher than the men. The pattern of functionm II is less appareﬁﬁ:
than that of the first success function. It does not represent a clear p?aéfessian’

'facross class years; however, the two freshman groups do separaté out tagecher

ment in the Yale scene.Because the upperclas women in our study were among.: the
first women's classes in Yale Cgllege, they would not be expected to resemble
‘their "fellow" 1a§smates in a systematic way. However, the men and women centfgids
are ordered in a parallel way on function II: junliors lowest, then Eqphamﬂres,

ig s, and freshmen highest.

Dnly the first discriminant function ih sigﬂifigant (pi 001) far these grnups v

description of their nonsuccess ﬂgminees_VInterpretatia;i ikig function is

unclear. : . : S ‘_,_ﬁa'u _ ;
The univariate analyses reveal Z dimansions that hav& SJgn;fi;ant interactinns
amcng the students when grouped by class year, sex, and t?pe of su;:ess being”

~ des ibed Theae findings iﬂdicaﬁe that, for men, both Academic Effort and Achieve-

- ment and Career Gaals became'ingréasingly important du:ing their Cﬁllége years.’
There is a much wider gap between the suc:ess and nonsuccess of freshmenssnominees

- on thésé'diménsions than fa ni . WomEﬂ describe their nnminees as cnnsider=

" ably high than the men's on Care Gaals from the freshman year on up,,”Iheir ratings':
alsa suggesg an increase in the im@grtance of Career Goals duriﬁg college; but,
v Academic Eff@rﬁ & Aghievgment dggs not make as drastic a change.

As nght be expected fram our nthér findiﬂgs, the § class year=sex gfaups differ?ﬁ-

 ,7These pefcentages are given in Table ZG. The women gansiatantly name lafger o

p:g' tiéns af Sehglars and Eareerists than do the men. Men name gréater pra% .

40




' Hypothesis VI. = An analysis of a 61}
can provide a profile of the college's .c

ege 's multiple Evaluating envi:anmgan S
ntra 1] values and can clarify the many

forces af?ecting and’eduaéfiﬁg its stud Es

- mWErhave already repnrtéd datavto=supporththis hypathesis=in=eaf1y Results

: and Discussian Eections. “The: content af the prafile that emérges frﬂm the pfevin ss

3iiihypatheses ill bj revied in the fg;lﬂwiﬁg Summary and Conclusians.

41




. Summary and Conclusions = =~ = .

In this paper ve have proposed that multiple evaluating environment

-'Dllege>based Qn the anaLysis. Six_hypavheses have bééﬂ examinéd with the'

. Hypnthesis I .

f;iWe have shuwn that

deevelnped fram thé Cnllege Griteria Questiu 11 i re. Qﬂ which mémbers nf the

Liala Callagayaammunitg (gtudants, fagulﬁy, daans and masters, admisainns Etaif

Ti_aﬂd aEhleﬁig achas) deaazibad 2 "mnst Euécessful" and 2 "1east successful" .
students.' 7 } o ) ;.f'."’ ;

'772 prad@minaﬁt typas af sﬁuden ﬁfjf T and failure in "hm;;'

f  Hypﬂthesis II.

;; a'ﬂullegg 8 evaluatiﬂg enviranment sré varied inrré ent althaugh felmtivély few

'::in number.. Using the 21 dimensi@ns aa input, wé h ve identified 7 p

avalenz within the

Eallege eamﬂunity studiéd; These patterng are useful in describing a : lle:e*

] nd tha differen, ypes af student pe:farmance valuéd in.itsvarious parts. 

Hypathesis IiI’ [Faculty,'student, administrativa, admissinns, and athletic ﬂl'ff

Ernups within a cnlleg_ evaluate stuﬂenﬁ perf j,m:e differently.-We dasgribéd



studanta wham thay cuﬁaidar auacaaaful, faaulty and atudanta appaaf tu agfaa mara

= with each nthar than aith tha admiaaiana, adminiatrativa, ar athlatia graupai R

“fm"mThawlattar 3 evaluating anviranmanta within"tha«callaga placE*ma amphaaia~an—:5

';"}at haw tha 5 grauﬁ wauld idaally uaa tha dimanainna, givan that thEY had EUfficiEﬂ”
) infarmatian abaut a atudaat.‘ Althnugh many dimanainna wara acanrdad aimila: ﬂ;fiq

{impa:tanaa fo idaal ‘use as for l 152 thara wara tanaidarabla diaafapanciaa

?Far utha:a_‘i The graupa alao diffarad aignifiantly in tha typea of atudants
if};thay vaiuadr Undergraduates spfaad thair naminatiana arruaa tha 7 typaa nf

j[,iauataaa an& 5 typaa of nonsuccess idantifiaﬂ in tha atud .f Fggulty emphaaiaad
‘j'the 3 acadamically OriéntEdisuccesgitY§25 Eﬁd Plaaad almaat twa—thifda ai thaif t;?a

i nanau aa-néﬁinaaa'in tha aaadamiaally Unqualified pattarn Ih,r,thi ti;

o jcaachaa maatly ‘name tha twa typa g it hlr ia aahievamant far auttaaa_ ;"“'

Tha diman o

Hanthasis IV., na and typaa nf EtudEﬁt parfarmanﬁa that facul I

#mambara val =

v’:;tn Biglan 5 mndal Wa faund that Biglan s mod 1 nda ta anal

v'f raal atudanta“aaaaidatad partiaularly

JThiJa were no diffarancaa;>hawavar, among hia”

- Once’we" aaaigaad tha eco amica and aparationa:;ii;ﬁ; h facult

frhiavaaradigm dimaaaian, aur dapartmantal graupa alaa:ly,ﬁ_j
”f*ﬂapartmants and 1ifa-nanli£a diatinatiana.»iﬁ~hard§saft faatar alaa appaara far

}fftha faaulty mambara raparta af haw thay wauld idaally usa tha dimanainnai And,rij*f
;ffitha 6 graup naminata aignifiaantly diffarant typaa ni atudanta aa=auacaaafu1;'"f' o

' Eypot i i; Tha dimanainns aaa typaa af atudant pazfarmaaaa that und

gvaduatas valua in thairrfalinw studanta diffar accarding_¥a tha uadarg;aduataa

tfv‘aadfclasa yaar Althnugh we faund aignificant diffaranaea an atudant

far,é aaxéraaa graupa,~tha primafysdiffaranaa i



f,;wiﬁhiféiévéﬁdfééﬁimiétié;ﬁEﬁQtisﬁall? Stéb1é Béha?;ét;k<Ihebwam§ﬁ'ﬁeﬁ& t§ﬂgivé?";

ﬁgimcre pasitive evaluatiﬂns 1n general and Emphasiza ngnacadamic dimensiang Df

‘!;)éﬁ‘d E Perfnrmance ‘more. than. the‘
 tional college m

ésures——Academic Effart & Achievement (includi g gdéé);sﬁﬁitlfjéﬂ‘ ?

X ;Eersistence taward Graduatinn. The diff

" that students

;; Expé¢;'d' m=n aﬁd wamen name signific r j §iff rént prgpartians af the 7 success

~fﬂtypes, with wnmen g ncmineas 1 s iad mﬂre aften as Schalars and Careerigts;;2f:
ffrand men's marg aften as Artists and Athletesi' They afa similarrin their dis— SR

i;'tributicns Di the DEhEI typ SE Leadérs, Gfinds, and Sacialize EV

Hyputhesis VI.: gs gf_a ;_ge s multiple evaluatigg gnvirﬂﬂments

: ,zan prcvide a p' fié ,f the callage 8 cent:alwvaluesiand g':

B icrcesraffeccing an d gatiug its students.,A majaf themg that reappears thfaugh=-i3ff
o out gur analyses is that thcse students cnnsidared particularly sucﬂessful by
'_Yaleb evaluating EnvirgnmEﬂts are’ the ones whn deal wall with the callege

z;!CGmFIEKitY- a d hcicés,.they*sglect~resauféEE;:.¥¥

2 and thus greate.persaﬁal paths af devalapment thrﬁugh the fale Callege experieﬁce.;;—ff{
Visuccessful paths can lie in a numbér Qf directinﬁ E%;i dérship, »héi féhigJ!; 1*i"
ifaftistic excellence, athhtic aghievemant, sauialwpérfﬁfmanée,‘career”ari” : riA'

ﬁiar academic arientatiani Whatevef the gnal gu&cessful perfnrmanee isycansisteﬁtLysi' 5

d by Ehe student 8 selfidirected =Bnth iﬁ das;ribing feal studentskﬁ'"

'T',fsting tha idéal impartanaé af the different parfgrmanca di' si@ﬁs ; 1£

iédireatéd behaviaf appeats high an ;he list.” In.zantrast, those sﬁudents dgsaribed




the camplexity gf the ggllega 5 many evaluating envircnmentsi

plicatigns and further IEEEEIEE.‘ThE institutianal prafile which hasi'

Qbeen drawn by Examining evaluating gnvirénments‘within a callege affers an o
borganizatianal analysisfthat diﬁfers frum ather énvironmental_maasures (EEE
Baird ;974) and frnm uther student typalngies (see Feldman & Néwcamb 1970' ;if:
Wa;sh ,1974) o | e
The dimensians of zallegé perfarmange identified iﬂ thé Callege Criteria4~?hi;ﬁf

‘ff;.sfudy appear ta be generaligabla to cher ﬁol;ege envirnnments, with 7 sible i'iﬂu
‘;igadditions c: dElEtiOﬁE of same categarias in the Coliege Eriteria Questionﬁairé;f

‘ Scme uf the typas that we derived resemble thase fouﬂd in othér student .
V’i‘ﬁypologies, and wauld undcubtedly rgappéar gn gther cgllege .gampuseS€ v

VVHOQEVEf, thg partigula: cenfiguraticn af types wauld very likely diff er fr@ﬁ"_i; ;fii

Gn mpus Lo aﬂother._ In fact, the typalogigs can pravide a useful picture-y

”?‘gi the valués pfevalent in a particular cull’g mmuﬂity.__

j The knawledge gained f:am suﬂh a cnllege prgfila is help§u1 as an .

A”é:ga i ﬂnal descriptian. I ditién, prufiles could be campared amgng

li colleges to examiﬁe institutianal similarities aﬂd différences. ‘Butvperhaps":-f"”

o are invsluablé iﬂformatian for organigatian l:’ ve "rtsfwiﬁhin an
31 institution. As Eiglan suggests in his cumpsrissns cf diffefEﬁEES amnng (19733,1973b);

aﬁademic fields, the héterggenaity among dapaxtments must be a:knowledged in';g,?7?

5{ making policy, or in ereating change__ Ihg hetetogenaity that exists beyond

departméntal faculty baundarias alsg ‘must be agknowledgad And at. tha samé

time We must SEEk and find thé common. bagds Ehat hcld a E@llege or university' T

1,

L; tagether.
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rnTable 2

1 1 nle Discriminant Analysis of Success Stud criptigns

: by ‘Five College Groups ,
( aculty, Studenﬁs, Athletics, Deans and Ha 's, Admissions)_

_ 'Disgr'imiﬁaﬁﬁ o - , Relétivg - Cam:nical Functians Wilks . :
-.__Function _ Eigenvalue Percentage ~Correlation Derived Lamda ChisSqua:e*’

,,5374;313in20##*1f8&$;;
" .7268 160:828%*% 60 .
©.8926 . 57.290% 38
29754 12,545 . 18

.35252 . 50.46 . .511
22806 32,64 431
.09284 - 13.29 Co.291
.02520 3.6l - (157

T wN RO

RS :H ‘

 rwep00t
*=p, 05

My 7,

Funétioﬁ i- 771 o DR FunctiéniiIf7‘-

sitive if:»Participaticn in Organizatigns +.15 ~ Self-Directed Behavior
2.2 . Ethical .Behavior .. . = . C+.14 0 o R
;= Athletic PerFarmance ) S +.13
T 4013
+.12

;{;f,;*’;ffPersnnal Growth =
E Discriminatian Igsues Behaviér

gétive chnitive Praficiency : ;,_ =;18 “_ Academig Effart & AChiEVEEEﬁt - 23 '
- ']f!f‘, Iﬁterpérgéﬂal RESPQQSivenéss =14 - Pérsistence Toward Gfaduatlan —i15*




Partir:ipatit:n in’ Drganizatians —.22 ' “Academic
.Artistic: Perfomance S  _ 13.7 ,
G A '-[Interpersnnal;Scciability
:.Pérsistence !:award Graduati@n




o *Relative ] Impartan, o the: D ‘for- the Five Gollege-Groups:
‘*fMEhmmﬁDMmﬁﬁﬂmWﬁﬁsu**’“***”“':

terion Dimensioms . .~ St

Acadenic Gaﬂaraerimanaiuna g S FLIRS
~Intellectual Growth - 65 7 sa‘_,;‘;;g SR L R
~Cognitive Praficiancy 6 8% 83 %53 13
ommunication Prafiaiaacy 54 3%
éIntallaatual Perspective
andCurlosity 68 3%
reative | Patfarmanca ‘IQQJT{ .60 ll%
4 _amia Effaft S e

E "”'67 5
ca amiéispaéific.Diaaaaiana**;tf:agfr' ;;;,;ﬁm,.f;;.a;.: A
Mathematical Praflaianay SviE 19}5T"“:';’” ;
Fufaign Laﬂguaga Praficiancy . 26 20j¢, ]




stle 5

L Renkings of 31 Griterion Dimensions fer‘ff' _ :
importsnee in. "Reel Use' snd Importsnee in "Ideel Use '?”’1-;‘¥;:f~¥rj;fim§

:Intelleetesl G:ewth
QCegnitive Proficiency
Communication Proficiency

ntellectual PerspectiVe -
and - Curiosity
C e’stive Perf i;msnee L
cademic Effort & Aehievement
,Se1f=DireeEd Behsvier

_Csfeer Gesls

‘8pec ifie:Aesdemie Dimensiens T T e e e T e s T T
: ‘Mathematical Proficiency. - 45': oo .18 S 19« 19 L0190

13 3
* Ethical Code Behavier . =~ .= o 15 e 70 A0

VFOEEigﬂ Lsngusge Erefieieney R S 2000 o 2200 L0200 2375;

- {stic o e I 7 7160 18 0 17

”Dptimistie, Emstienslly Stsble Behsvior, o ‘11 9
1

"Athletic Eerformsnesé;“ = 21 2 © 2

,nterpersensl Dimens;ens R o o s
“Participation in Drgsnisstians , 13,5 15 15 o 15 e
‘Interpersonal Sociability - ~11.5 12 - 10.5 12 g
- Interpersonal- Responsiveness i 8 13 0 13
Discriminstinn Issues Behsvier.ur.,' .16 18 . 17,

nstitutional ] Dimens ians ffff= A ,f 3 i R o R N R
Congruence with the College 75,.1' : SR A 1w 6 o8

" Persistence toward Graduation . S & - 17 ©.160 -

‘R 3 qrrsnkings are bssed on ordering ‘the. eerfelstiens ef dimens;on rstings snd
Vuceess type for the resl students nomineted in ‘the - study. B Ao

VIdesl Use 'rsnkings are. bssed,en the Ofdering ef impertsnee rstings in answer - to twe
Ju ""How much weuld you_use -the: estegery to differentiate 'Most - Sueeessful' ;
1 defgrsdustes from other students?" and "How much ‘would you use the estegory to .

£ erentiste 'Lesst Sueeessful' underg*sduetes?",' : - L




:'Jl Teble 6

Cellege Greupe Pefeentegee ef Nemiﬁees SRR
in Eeeh Sueeeee TYP%},?«WE cee

‘Leader ' Scholar ,Gried Artiet Athlete Cer eerist -
% T % T & A Rk

. Students f*,9;7,;}113;4j: 16,6 14.7 ~ 15.6  15.0. - 15,
"}(nEZEQ) e ',;v  ' v,ﬂf:~ﬁ L : : v;;v”:

o Feeulty o '6;3 ST 23,4 19,5,}:fl4;3‘1 7.0 . 27.4
Cne128) BT SR
_';_'“Athletiee 47;3e 5.3 0.0 - 5.

P T R R .

.

36.8 5.3

- Deans end.r~' o i s : S o e
" Masters  40.0  17.1 2.9 0.0 86 31,4 . 0.0  -100.0 © -
ST (n=35) PR S e e e e
" Admissions 50.0 12,5 0.0 12,5 = 63 6.3 12,5 100.0
(o=18) S e e e |
Total ¥ 13.5  15.8 15.3  13.3 13,5 18,5 ~  10;0 100, 0
. one.-70 82 79 69 70 96 5% 518
.. Chi square = 133.10 ' ' -
Sp=<.001

.Teble'7‘

Cellege Gre;pe - Percentages ef Nemineeerfyb

in Each Neneueeeee Iyge

B A Eﬁﬁréﬁgk:f7 Ce  ﬁ-f;5~‘
.. Group . . Dislikeﬂ Grind . Alieneted Unquelified DireetienleES' ‘Total -

Tl T z AR 3" TR A N . Z- EE R Zi B . :,- 2
*’;Students ..1 19 3 20,0 2204 - 18, 6~~;‘w~:/ 19.7 .+ 100,05 -
?'f(n-295) B S 157’7fi. --_7;.;,72 e
. Faculty . . 5.4 8.9 . 8.9 643 . 12,5 - 100.0. .0

¢ (n=112) SR E R P R A
"iAthletiee

8.8 18.8 12,5 10000

[
[V, ]
P

325_0'>"
241 ¢ 17.2 - 3.9 .+ 6.9 . 13.8  100.0
3330 0.00 . 467 13.3 o 6.7 100.0 .
79 o 7g. o ole4 136 790 4610

s . 16.9 1617 20.8 A 100,00 et
B Chi squereléelloglg“;' C L co o _
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Multiple Diseriminsv Analysis of Success: Student- Descriptions.,f
by Si 1tv Deparﬁmentgl Graups S

'rrﬁiscfiminant , ' “.: Relativa Gan@nical 'Functions Wilks;j:';f7” CE L
- Function _. gigenva;pg Percentag_ Carrelatian s Derived Lambda Ghi—Squarej_lE;:'

1330,g21& 832***1 1

3681 106.431%
__v;583l- 57.438° - 57
730733, 413;A_j;j,'f;
09009 11,110 - 17

1.76725 ~  59.96 . .799 =
.58412 . 19.82 . .607
.25305 . 8.59.. - . ..449
.23296 . .7.90 S ..435
©.10995 3,?3 Con 315

R N
'ia»ummmkacm

':FLaggggﬁ ndardized Discriminant Functian Coafficieﬂts for First Iwo Fun:t;ons»ﬂ;

Fun:tian l {1' "ff; L Functisn 2 772 »A';-ifiL7

‘Positive Mathematical Proficienzy + 68 " Career’ Gcals?ffwfﬂ% S A T Bt
Discﬁim;natiaﬁ Issue " Interpersonal Responsiveness +.42
. Behavior. , . +.26°  Cognitive Proficiency - LA 250
Cteative Perfgrmanca . +.23°  Persistence toward- Graduation - +.25 e
Self-Directed Behavior -~ +.19  -Athletic Performance .- S 4023
Intellectual Perspective . - .. . -Congruence with the College  +.20
S - -and Curiesity - -~ +.18- Interpersonal: Sociability - +.18 _
S . _Athletic Performance -~ +.1l4 Foreign Language Praflciency 416 e
: --Academic Effort and - - . ~_ Ethical Behavior = .~ .- +.1000
© ' Achievement - 3,12 Participation in Drganizatigﬁs +.10.
Dptimistic, Emotionally .. - Intellgctual Perspéctive & Cur +.25
' Stable Behavior o 4011 , , : il 5_1,7]

P NegativE‘anreign Laﬁguage ’j'  R ,Creative Perfarmance e n,—;67 R
T Proficliency - =41 Discrimination Issues Behavigf - éﬁ'f' i
 Gognitive Proficignﬂy ‘*a%-40i7 Dptimisti:, ‘Emotionally , L
“Intellectual Growth - - =.21 .. Stable Behavior. . - - ’f§*;34f B
- Interpersonal’ Raspg %iVE! o : Artisti; Performance .. - .—=.33 .
.7 ness - -.17 ~-Intellectual Growth R 223
”‘Cnmmunicatinn Prafiglensy -.17 . -Self-Directad Behav1gr'”.;'.f =.19 "’f
Earticipatien in Organi—‘”_, o Cammun;cation ProfizleﬁCy ’ y .18, i
. zations - o .15, ' o T
. Ethical Behavior =~ . .14
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Table 9
Real Use of Criterion Dimensions for Success Stu@gnggpgsariptians
Means and t-Tests for Soft versus Hard and Naq;ife versus Life Departments s
o Inter--
Soft  Hard ' Eggé;fe Life - Aection’

_X X E-Value X _X__ E-Value F-Value
n=53 n=68 , n=91 n=30 N
Geﬂeral Academlc Dimensions .

54 .24 o

intellectual Growth 5.70 5.20 @ 7.23%%* 5.38 5.55

Cognitive Proficiency '6.09 5.91 1.79 5.96 6.06 .37 .01

Communication Proficiency  5.66 5.26 6.01% 5.46 5.36 .35 .56

Intellectual Perspective ’ S N
' and Curiosity 5.78 5.61  1.41 5.63 5.86  1.88 .59

Creative Performance 5.76 5.76 - .00 5.83 5.53 1.92 .05

Academic Effort

and Achievement 5.97 5.93 0% 5.88.  6.15° 3.18 1.16
Self-Directed Behavior 5.93 5.88 L1 - 5.90 '5.89 . .01 - .63
Careet Goals 5.54 5.77  1.88 5.54 6.08 6.70% .39

Specifit Acadenmic Dimgﬂsians ’ . : ! Coen
" Mathematical Proficiency- 4,57 5.86 - 58.78%*% 5,31 ~5.23 .03 2,12
. Foreign Language Pfofigiency 4.85 4.23. - 16.40%** 4,48 4,56 © W12 2,10
4.77 .. 4.51 2,99 4.73 . "4.31 - ,5;87* 8. SD*#

Artistiﬁ Perfcrmanca

'Perscﬁal Dimensions

Personal Growth 5.12  4.65 6.86%* 4.77 5.11 2.51
- Optimistic,- Emotlanally S S C T LT
- Stable Behavior . 5.45 - 5.50 12 - .5.44 5.56 .47 .
- Ethical Behavior - -~ 5,72 5.58 .99 - 5,58 . 5.84 . .07 . .C
. Athletic Performance - ’ 3.70  3.86 . 1.27 . .. 3.77 .. 3.86 - - .32 2.62
Interpprsanal Dimenslaﬂs ; R I .
' Participation in’ Drganizations 5.45 5.50.-..38 4,48 4,59 . - .39
- Interpersonal Sociability - 4.56.. 4.47 1.59 - - 5.,22 " 5.45  1.19 O
" Interpersonal Responsiveness ~ 5.41 ~5.18 1.77 - -5.03 - 5.48 . 7. 75%% . ;
»'Discriminatign Issues Behavior 5.25 5.05  1.50 = 4.47 4.56 44 - »Q
» Institutianal Dimengians : o o PLL
- Congruence with the Callega, '5.92 5,73 1.8 = 5.72 6.08  5.48%
-Persistence toward Graduation5.98 - 6.00 - .02 . 5.88 - 6.33 5.47%

,é,yéiﬁpggiooi
o *kp=<,01
. *PE;‘; _05 )
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Hultigle Discrimiﬁant Analyses of Ideal Criteriaﬂ Dimension Use

by Six Faculty Departmental Groupsl
Discriminsant Relative Canonical Functions Wilks

i bt e o i i

cT
Function Eigenvalue Percentage Correlations Derived Lambda Chi=5qgare df_

‘Fdr Evaluating , 0 .2333  134.637 105
Sgudent Success’ 1 1.04775 55,93 .715 -1 L4777 - 68.339 80 -
; 2 .35834 19.13 .514 2 .6489 40,010 57
! 3 .21044 11.23 417 3 .7854  22.343 36
! 4 .14088 7.52 .351 4 .8961 10.152 17
: 5 .11600 6.19 . 322
For Evaluating : 0 .2253 137.742*% 105
~Student Nonsuccess™ 1 1.18967 59.57 .737 1 .4932 ° 65.375 80
o 2 .45541 22.80 .559 2 .7179 30.661 57
3 .15090 7.56 .362 3 .8262. 17.661 =~ 36
4 . 13095 6.56 . 340 4 . 9344 6.278 17
B 5 .07023 3.52 .256 ' )
*=pQ 05 -
Largest . Standafdized Discriminant Functien Coefficients for Function I '
i : Function I--Evaluating Succéssz B - Function I ——Evaluating Nonsuccess™
- Negative Congruence with the Cnllege -.34 ‘Intellectual Perspective & Curiosity -.42
S ' Artistic Performance -.28 Congruence with the College - . - =41
R : Cognitive Proficiency -.20 - Personal Growth -.38
Ny Communication Proficiency -.17 - Foreign Language Proiicieacy o =31
, Foreign Language Proficiency-.26 __Artistic Performance =.18
‘Positive Mathematical Proficiency + .52 Creative Performance i - |70
: "Creative Performance + 70 ~ Mathematical Proficiency - C +57 .
: Athletic Performance ©+.23 . Academic Effort & Achievement k26
‘ Career - Goals + .32 Earticipatiaﬁ in Drgani;aticns £30 -
3 Interpersonal Sociability +.23 Athletic Performance +£21 =
| .~ Persistence toward Graduationt .34 Persistence toward Graduation 23

1
The six groups are:
Soft-Nonlife=Pure (Humanitias)
Soft-=Life-Pure (Social Sciences)
Soft-~Nonlife-Applied(Economics & Dperatians Research)
Hard-Nonlife-~Pure (Physical Sciences)
" Hard-Life-Pure  (Biological Sciences)
v Hard—Ngnlife—Applied(Engineer:[rg& Applied Sciences,.
: Computer Sziencé, Statistics)

, zRatings on dimensions in response to questian' "How much would you use the category
e - . to differentiate 'Most Successful' undergraduates from other students?"

- to differentiate 'Least Successful' undergraduates?"

_the Ideal Success and Real Uae ‘ratings.

56

“'Ratings on dimensions in response to question: "How wmuch wauld you use the éategaryi

The signs of the coefficients have been :eversed here and in Figure 6 to pazallel ’
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Table ll

t-Tests Comparing Ideal Use of Criterion Dimensiene
by Soft and Herd Depertment Feeul;g

ggi;eriée D;meneiege, For Evaluating Student Sueeege; For Evaluating Student Nonsucces

~"soft Hard B ~ Soft Hard
X X __ t-Value - X X t-Value

General Aeademie Dimensions

0. 76 _ 4.10 3.841.34

Intellectual Growth 4.16 4.02 0
Cognitive Proficiency 3.79 3.83-0.34 3.40 3.41-0.06
Communication Proficiency 4.15 3.80 2.47% 3.84 3.57 1.81
Intellectual Persp. & Curiosity 4.15 4.13 0.12 3.78 3.61 1.21
Creative Performance , 4.28 4.56-1.87 ' 3.64 3.81-0.77
Academic Effort & Achievement 3.91 3.86 0.46 3.61 3.53 0.60 -
Self-Directed Behavior 3.83 3.94-0.72 , 3.55 3.64~0.66
. - Career Goals 3.21 3.49-1.69 3.07 3.09-0.13
Specific Academic Dimensions ' ’
Mathematical Proficiency 2.54 3.49-4.66%%% 2,30 3.05=3.47%%%
Foreign Language Proficilency 3.08 2.28 3.61%%%* 2.52 2.05 2.23%
. Artistic Performance 2,53 2.22 1.50 2.26 2.08 0.97
Personal Dimemnsions : o
Personal Growth v -3.66 . 3.42 1.18 3.72 3,23 2,32%
- Optimistic, Eﬂetienelly Steblenez 93 3.06-0.91 - 3.05 . 3.04 0.09.
'Ethical Behavior 3,71 3.63-0.44 3.63  3.45 0.95
. Athletlc Performance "1.49 1.83-2.33% 1.53 1.85-2.14%
Intet'ereenel Dimensions S - o
Participation in Drgenieetiens 2.43 2.56-1.10 2.49 - 2.60-0.84
Interpersonal Sociability 2.69 2.81-0.85 - 2,77 2.80-0.24
- ‘Interpersonal Responsiveness 2.99 2.98 0.04 2.99. 2.93 0.04
Dieefiminetien>Ieeeee Behavior 2.19 2.07 0./2 2,10 2.07 0.19
Inetitutienel Dimeneiene : I :
Congruence with the College 3.23 '3.00 1.51 3.37 3.10 1.73
2.44 2.50-0.23 2,64 2.72-0.27

'VPereietenee toward Graduation

Raeinge on: dimeneione in reepenee to queetion - "How much would you use the eeteg@xy .
to differentiate 'Most Successful' undergraduates from other students?"

Retinge on dimensions in response to question: . "How much would you use the eetegery '

to differentiate 'Least Sueeeeeful' undergfeduetee?" : = o

1.

) *j**spfg DDL :
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Table 12
Six Departmental Groups: Percentages of Naminees
in Each Suzcess Type

Leader Sehnlar _Grind Artist 'Athlete Gafeerist Saﬂialigj; Tot gl

Soft-Nonlife-Pure - =
(Humanities) - 15.4 35.9. 17 9 17 9 5 1 7.7 0.0 100.0%

(n=39)

SaftaLife=?uré ' ' C . .
(Soclal Sciences) 7.1 35.7 0.0 7.1 7.1 42.9 - 0.0 100.0% -
(n=1%) ' : ' '

_ Soft-Nonlife-Applied
~ (Economics & Operationms

Research) (n=16) 0.0 18.8 37.5 0.0 183 250 0.0  .100.0%
Hafdsﬂanlifa;?uré 7 7
(Physical Sciengés) : 7 o
(n=21) : 0.0 0.0 9.5 23.8 9.5 52.4 4.8 100.0%

" 'Hard-Life-Pure '

(Biological Sciences) : L - : ' >

~(n=16) - 0.0 43.8 31.3 6.3 6.3  12.5 0.0 100.0% -

Hard-Nonlife-Applied
(Engineering, Statistics, .

Computer Science)(n=15)0.0 6.7  33.3  20.0 . 0.0 333 6.7 100.0%
"Total % 5.8 24,8  20.7 140 7.4 25.6 1.7 100.0°
o .7 30 25 17 9 31 2 o121

Chi?squareéSQ_7é
p=<.001




Table 13

Mulclple Discriminant Analysis of Suce Students DNesgcriptions
by Six Groups of Se\—}\lu sStudent Groups
(White Men, White Women, Black Men, Black Women,

Spanish-American Men, Spanish-American Women)

+ Discriminant ' " Relative Canonical Functions Wilks

Function  Eigenvalue Percentage Carreiatian Derived Lambda Chi-Square - df
: T 0 .6594  180.512%%* 105
1 .20024 - 4514 .408 1 .7915 -101.3892 - 80
2 .11682 26.34 .323 2 .883% 53.493 57
3 .06956 15.68 .255 3 .9454 24,339, - 36
4 .03394 7.65 -181 4 .9775 9.873 .17
5 .02304 ©5.19 =150 - : S :
*k*=p¢ 001
a=p(; 051
;a;gg$; §tandardi3éd'D;sggim;pgngiEgﬁctié ,Qngficients f@f First Two  Functions
Function 1 : o - Function 2 3 o
Posgitive Career Goals ’+;20' Intellectual Develgpmént . -

"Self-Directed Behavior +.15  Interpersonal Sociability .
Interpersonal Sociability +.14 Communication Proficiency
Participation in Organizns+.10 ‘ S

++ +
(SRR
RN, AR

Discrimination Issues Be. +.10 AR

Negative Academic Effort .

: and Achievement =.21 Congruence with the College = -.22
Persistence toward , Optimistic, Emotionally

Graduation 7 ' -:10 Stable Behavior. -,15"
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Table 14

Multiple Discriminant Analvsis of Nonsuccess Student Doscript fonn

by Six Groups of Sex-Race Student &raups

(White Men, White Women, Black Men, Black Women)
Spanish-American Men, Spanish-American Women)

Discriminant . Relative Canonical Functions Wilks
_Function _ Eigenvalue Percentage Correlation Derived Lambda Chi-square - df
o : 0 .6733 155.245%%% 105
1 14772 35.57 .359 1 .7728 101.18923 80
2 .10804 . 26.02 - w312 2 ~.8563 . 60.90 57
B 3 T .06975 16.80 - .255° 3 .9160 34.436 36
4 ...05407 13.02 . «226 4 .9655 ° 13.767 17
5 .03570 8.60 .186 '
#&*sp( 001
a=p(. 053

' L§;gespiStandardizeé_giscrimiggggiFuq;;ion ngﬁf;;;eg;,for Firs;;iggiFunctigns:

'Fungtian 1 . B s FuncEiOﬁ 2 S
“Positive Interpersonal Responsiveness+. 14 Mathematical Prafleiency 4,16
Optimistic, Emotionally Intellectual Perspective -
Stable Behavior - +.14 - and Curiosity - + .15
Intellectual Perspective Artistic Performance S+ .15
and Curiosity +.11 Intellectual Growth + .11
Congruence with the College +.10 Career Goals o+ ,10
Negative IntEEPEfgonal Sociability =.21 Academic Effort : ‘
" Cognitive Proficiemcy ~ =.16 = and Achievement : -.17
Ethical Behavior . -.15 Creative Performance , -.13
" Self-Directed Behavior =.11 Personal Growth =12
.. Athletic Performance -.11
. Cognitive Proficiency @ . = =.10" -
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Tg?}grli
Anggggﬁ?amparing Sﬁudgnfrﬁ riptinns
for Sex by Race by Success Type
of Respondents Significance Level of Fitésts
' ' Mean Dimension 8 Where Significant gex X rTace X sex X
Criterion Dimensions _ SUGGESS o NONSUCCE?Sr suctyp _sex race gu;tyﬁ suctyp race X
1eral Academlc Dimer 1sions suctyp
itellectual Growth , dkk *% '
i . »
sgnitive Pruficiency~:§iii§? E% minggity w516§ m%nggity *kk *kk L
ymmunication Proficiency weik kkk
itellectual Pers. & Curiosity kkk *k
kk%k :

reative Performance

sademic Effort & Achievem K . Cge. R k% '

=1f—D1fected Behaviaziii:ffggigs m%n ; WB%E? mi?gﬁity kkk k% . %

weer Coalssm— 301 R dedl wdadh Y M

apifig Academic Dimensions _ K _ ‘

ithematical Proficiency kkk - )
fekk x % -

yreign Language Proficiency

ftisﬁic Performance *kk *%
*snnal Dimensiéns E ' - :;& 

:rsonal Growth te m%ngaiﬁy kkk

stimistic, Emo. Stable Be . 3.14 *kk okE *
:hical Behavior i 1 women kkk ko
:hletiche:fcrmanga - - kkk * o R
erpersana; ‘Diménsions o - o :

e men _wol women e Y-
irticipation in Drgagizatig 2? b, ?%9 .14 - KRk ek *

93 -3.73 T
.51 3.49 ' %
713,79 x

ltarpersanal Soeiability
iterpersonal Responsiveneas
lserimination Issues Be..

stitutional Dimensions
mgruence with the College
iraistence toward Graduatio

=
5
5
4
vhite mingrity whi inority - s o
3158 TR TR CITY
men women meil women . kxk

. wRkmpl,001 . -
- kk=pd, 01 ‘
S *=pd.05

" a=p<.054
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Table 17

Multiple Discriminant Analyses

Student Descriptions by Eight

Discriminant - Relative Canonical FunctionsWilks o
Function  Eigenvalue Percentage Correlations Derived Lambda Chi—square df

0 L4274 258.867%%% 147
1 .36052 38,52 .515 1 L5814 165.122%% = 120
2 18769 20.05 .398 2 L6906 112.744 .95
3 .13609 14.54 . 346 3 .7845 73.892 72
4 . 10069 10.76 . 302 SRR .8635 44.679 51
5 . 06984 7.46 .256 5 .9238 24.122 32
6 + .05698 , 6.09 .232 6 .9765  7.249 15
7 .02409 2,57 .153
*kk=p€, 001
 *k=p<£, 01

Lérgést Standardized Discriminant Function Coefficients for Functions 1 & II

_ Function I __ ' " Function II o

Interpersonal - Rgspansiveness =47 : Participégian in Organizations =.30

Academic Effort & Achievement -.24 Personal Growth = -.29

Optimistic, Emotionally Stable Be-.21 . Persistence toward Graduation =.29

- - " Intellectual Persp. & Curiosity-.30

B - Intellectual Growth - =-.28

- Career Goals ~ +.59 _ Interpersonal Sociability  +.62
- Interpersonal Saciability ' +.35 . Self-Directed Behavior .47

Foreign Language Proficiency +.37  Cognitive Proficiency - +.32

Participation in Organizations +.31  ~ Artistic Performance +.21

Cognitive Proficiency. +.25 Diserimination Issues. Béhaviaf +.20 -
Self-Directed Behavior , +.22
Persistence toward Graduation +.22
Discrimination Issues Behavier +.24

“The eight groups are: .

" Senior Men Senior Women
Junior Men Junior Women
Sophomore Men Sophomore Women

- Freshman Men Freshman Women
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Table 18

Student Descriptians by Eight Glass Year—Sex G:aups

Discriminant ' Relative Canoniecal FunctionsWilks
_Function Eigenvalue Percentage Correlations Derived Lambda Chi-square d

: v 0] .5009 193.256%%%147
1 -19819 26.93 <407 1 .6001 142.719 120
2 .16529 22.46 .377 2 .6993 99.965 95
3 .11285 15.34 .318 3 - .7782 70.079 72
4 .09808 - 13.33 .299 4 .8546 43.928 51
5 .05927 8.05 .237 5 .9052 27.834 . 32
6 05774 7.85 -234 6 <9575 12.144 15
7 .0444] 6.03 -206 : : ' )

*kk=p<, 001
v Largest SEandardized Dis;fiminant Functicn Coefficients for Functian I
Negative Career Goals =.59 ‘

Interpersonal Responsiveness =.37
Creative Performance o -.35

Intellectual Perspective & Curigsity

B et T

Posgsitive . Academic Effort & Achievament . 71

' Artistic Performance - +.46
Mathematical Proficiency +.40

‘Optimistic, Emotionally Stable Behavior.36

-Cognitive Proficiency : v , +.25.

153& Table 16 for the eight class year-sex groups.
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Table 19
Anovas Comparing Student Descriptiens
for Class Year by ‘Sex by Success  Type .
far White & Hinérity Student Respondents

el

Signifizanze Levels ‘of Various F-Tests
» ) Minority Student Respondents ‘;7 Whité Student Raspnndgnts
Criterion Dimensions . Class Class X Class Class X Sex Class Class X Class Class X. Sex
General Academic Dimgnsians Year Suctype X.Sex X Suctype Year Suctype X Sex X Sugtzg 7

Intellectual Growth : * : * - -a
.Cognitive Proficiency a ' o
‘Communication Proficiency ' a
- Intellectual Pers. & Curiosity i
"Creative Performance ' : ' ' ' " a
Academic Effort & Achievement o k% , . k&
Self-Directed Behavigr * * ) a
* k% *%

Career Goals

Spaclfic Academic Dlmensians

Mathematical Praficiency .

-Foreign Language Proficiency %
‘Artistic Performance - o k% o :

?ersonal Dimensions o . s
‘Personal Growth 7 a e , , aen
Optimistic, Emo. Stable Be. ’ . o ) ok
:Ethical Behavior - o , i i

Athletic Performancé

nterpersanal Dimansions _

Participation in Organizations . = - ' * . .
Interpersonal Sociability » : *
Interpersonal Responsiveness - ' o
Dlscriﬁlnatiaﬁ Issugs Be,

nstitutional Dimensians

Cangruence with: the College , a a
Persistence toward Gfaduation o L a % ca
**S;p - GD_L - oy
**_p .01

“%k=p .05

§§a=§ .10

i Differances in dimensinn scores betwaen Buccess and nnnsuccess (su::ess typé), men and -
“: women (sex), and sex X success type - interaetinﬁ are repartad for statistically
R significant Fﬁtasts iﬁ Table 15. N :
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