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This study was designed to evaluate an-innovative

Moines, Jowa. The "Three-Year Program for Superior Students®-began in
1970 as an experiment in inter-institutional cooperation with
selected four-year institutions in Iowa. Students admitted to the
program have beén able to take their junior year, in certain major

-

areas of study, at“the. junior college. Transfz: to the cooperating

- Senior institutions has been achieved with no 1loss of credit.

Evaluation of the program was made by asking former participants of

the program to rate the instructional, curricular, and honors program

of the college, according to a common questionnaire., Supplementary*
data on the students were obtained from each of the:cooperating
institutions concerning grade point averages and time required for
completion of degrees. The results of the study were baSed on-. -
individual responses to the questionnaires and some interviews, 'as
well as academic records at GVC and the cooperating institutions. The

-results indicated that former honor students rated GVC very high in

terms of curricular and instructional services. The honors program,

. however, drew- criticism in terms of its apparent lack of academic

orientation. It was obvious that the program had-fulfilled a basic
need in the college®s total program at one time, but it was not
beginning to lose not only its distinctiveness but also its

. importance to the student.’ Hence, the final recommendation of the

study was that GVC ought to move from an honors program for the
select studert in the direction of a three year baccalaureate degree.
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' “ - «This study was designed to evaluate an innovative junior college

program for honor-'students at Grand View éollege, Des Moines, Iowa.

Py

»

" 7 The "Three-Year Program for Superior Students" began in 1970 as an

experiment in inter-institutiopal cooperation with selected four-
. * t

.year institutions in Iowa. Students admitted to the program have

been able to take their junior year, in certain mgjor areas of study,

at the junior college. Transfer to thé cooperating-senior-institu<’

tions has‘beeri achieved with no loss of credit.

-
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Evaluation of tb-: program was made b} asking former ﬁa;ticipants
-of the.progrmﬁ to rate, the igstructional, ;urricular, and honorg pro-
giaQ of the college) according to a ‘common questionnaire. Supple-
mentary ‘data on the students-was obtained.f;om each of the cooperating
instituqi;ns concerning grade point averages and time required for
compietioé of degrees. The results of the study were based on indi-
- ‘; vidual responses to the Questionnai;es and some intetyieés, as ;ell
as academic records a; GVC -and the éooperatiggﬁinsﬁiﬁutioﬁs.
. The results indicated that former honor students rated Gyé very
high in terms of_éurr%;ular and instructional services. The honors
/prograr, however, drew some criticism in terms of its apparent lack
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of academic orientation. It was%bvious that the prcgram had ful-
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filled a basic neqd in the college's total -program at one time, but
- it was now beginning to lose not only its distinctiveness, but also

"its importance to the student. Hence, the final recommendation of
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. the study was that GVC ought te move from an honors prégram for “the

select student in the direction of a three-year baccalaureate degree

K 3 J’ -
which would be open to more students and which would catapult the
’ . N - -

institution into a position of educational leadership., Furthérmare,
- B . - A

. 3
the model offered by GVC no longer seemed viable for two-year
institutions which might find it to their advantage to go toward
. b ~
. the three-year degree., .
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joﬂ?hal articles, reséaxcﬁ teports, conference.proceedings, and ~}
. 2, \

dissertations has been that "more research is needed" {Roueche and .

) CHAPTER T -~ . - . R

o

*  NATURE AND SCOPE OF THE PROBLEM

4 N

a4

Need for institutional research. ,Charles Dudley Warnmer's egif L

torial comment about the weather in 1897 has also held true for ‘

: . . - el
institutional research -- everyone has talked about it, but no one

te

has’ done anything. Moreover, the concluding comment of many books,

LI ~

. . y ‘. ’ N
Boggs, 1968a). 1Indeed,.the necessity of more re#gﬁ%ch has not been
: s

' denied, but researchers haveé avoided asking what type.of study is

R

needed. - = :

In an attempt to provide an answer to that question, the propheey ,'

of David Starr Jordan, made in 1929 thle discussing the value of the y ;

et .

university, provided a useful insight: { ’ .
Rightly or wrongly, sooner or later, the American - . i,
college must give what the students want. The : I
. supply must. meet' the demand or there will be no . )

13

. demand. No doubt, we professors know better what
is good for the dent than the student himself}
but unless we fonvince him 6f that, we must let him Lot
have, to.a gre xtent,- his own way as to what his
studies shall be' (pp. 11-12). ,

&

After the decade of,the 1960's, the prophecy became a statement of ° s .

history. But, for the deca&e‘of_thé 1970's, the statement became a

.three-fold challenge to every educator’ concerned with the future of ‘

2

et

Bighé} education in.the United States, First, the field of education

L3

E. A

needed to become aware of what students wanted, ay well as- what
-le )

s

£
i
%
¥
{
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" society wanted of the students.

. . computations of national figpres with little or no.relevance to the .

.

, individual institution.-

. mand for knodledge and its abserice has béen the greatest (Roueche ..

Secoud, higher education needed to .- ?
K T

dddress itself to-those wants, neéds, and desires in order to remain

S
- - "n

a viable institution on the American social "and education 'sgene. . ,
“ X X A
Third, great efforts needed to be'expended to bring into harmony . ' -,

. . .

the diverse desires of both students and facplties. . "

'3
.

: - A Fe]

However,- such grandiose challengés remained relatively meaning- .
N
less as' long as there coutinued to exist the.dearth of educational
research concerning stnde;ps' wa -and the ability of higher edu-' _ ) o
cation to satisfy Such;dgm;:dgjjp::reover, recent )ears have wit- -- ' , o i"v

nessed the gPowth of such studies in the area™of four-year collegiate‘°

L]
-

ifstitutions to the neglact of their gister instrtutions at the two- L Lo

year or junior college {evel.. Such factors have been surprising in. o ’ .
[} " M. . : %

Iight of the fact thatﬂin.l968 an averaée-of about one:third of all -

1
.

students entetring higher education started their programs in junior\

-

. ~ s

colleges (MedSker\and\zillgry, 1971) S o .

v ~ ’ . .

" T* % need, however, has not been for more and more statistical .t L
N

] Rather,_concern.shobld'have been directed ‘ o v .
towards increasing.ddr knowledge of individual'institutibns‘in berms ";g .
of their peculiar and specific’environments. bnforpunately, it has ) : . #
N Lo .
been in this particular area of institutional research. that the de- -

“ ' v .

- . . . )
e’ , 1

and Boggs, 1968b), While some institutions have provided this type ‘
. - l . ‘. )
of data for the past fifty years, it ought to be remembered that the .

. I . .

T T AL . oA T bt e -
{

greatest amourit of research has. occurredronly in the paSt decade and .
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.

a half (Cowley, 1960).

In 1969, Arthur M. Cohen undeyscored the necessity of institu-
tional research, particularly in the junior college, when he noted:
Now that the junior college is fairly launched
and has carved a niche in American higher edu-
cation, calls are being made for research to
demonstrate/the effectiveness of its program,
to help institutional planning, and generally
to 1mprove/the quality of education received
‘ ' by its eprollees. The Peterson Report (1965,
p: 26),-a study of California.junior colleges,
. ' ranked research second only to "improvement of
1nstrudt10n as a critical need. The report
noted part1cularly that research should be
"conducted by the institution....as a way of
enhancing instruction (pp. 101-102). *

. .

’

Furthermore, O'Connor went beyond Cohen's analysis to'suggest a spe-
y y 1424 P

cific type of research as being indispensable to the junior college:

” .

Foliow-up research is as important to the

junior college as market research is to a

4 pfoneering business. Without the data ob-

tained from such research, it is impossible

. for junior colleges to réspond quickly and
effectively to the dynamic forces which shape
and change communities and which have such

-obvious impact on their citizens.

¢

" The’ negﬂ_fgr institutional research in the
* junior, college is imperative, perhaps even
more '$0 than’in the four-year institutions
Two-year Qolieges must be especially sensi=
Ol S -tive to all sociological and technological
’ chariges if they are to meet the needs of
. budfiness .and. industry and at once satisfy
i the. requirements of students with a broad
' range of interests, aspirations, and
abilities. Moreover, junior colleges have
only two years, sometimes less, in which to:
* make an impact qn their students. Follow-
upy therefore, is an indispensable zid to
vitality, efficiency, and productivity of
the institution (1965, pp. 9-10).

However, research which has existed has been o a limited nature °

( V\
L]
- ’

I
4

@ |-

(
!
i
?
i

v




educatlon,‘and evaluate its educat10na1 product, wéll-designed ird-

A

4

(Roueche and Boggs, 196éb). In a more normative vein, Ikenberry noted

that "there is little good research on the instructional process . ."
r ‘. . - . -

(1967, p. 44). More recently, Van Istendal, commenting on institu-
tional research in the community college, compared the studies of
Swanson (1965) and Roueche and.Boggs (1968«) and concluded:

« Differences between the findings of these two
« studies include the more recent Roueche and
Boggs study findings of no relationship between
type of ‘institutional control; public or pri-
vate, and research activity, whereas the former
Swanson study found public_ juniaqr colleges to
have the more active programs.” Alsgo the" Roueche
and Boggs study found the research category of
.+ "students" to receive the’ most emphasis (42
percent of all reported studies) with least
emphasis placed on "instruction" (1.3 percent
of all reported studies). ‘Curriculum and pro-
.grams received second most emphasis with 21 -
percent of all reported studies being in this
category (1970, p. "127).

In summary, Blocker, Plummer, and Richardson have stated, "If the two-

« - - .

year college is’ to adapt to the changing env1ronment, provide quality
) v

-

stitutional research is essential"™ (1965m p. 286).

Need for evaluative studies. When administrators have been asked

. . . . L4
what problems they would like to have researched, "instruction" almost

aiyays ha§;ranked high. 1In one survey, it ranked third behind "stu-
2 ' '
dents" and "curricdlum and programs‘ (Roueche, '1967). A vast majority

J
of studies of junior .college students have related to the success of’

the transfer student (Roueche -and Boggs, 1968b) which reinforced data
‘e
going back as far as 1928 (Roueche, 1967). However, studies of the

I N ‘-
transfer student have been continuing (Emrick, 1972) and need to be

continued as a means of assessing contemporary junior college programs




.

and their viability.

In recent years, however, the language has changéd so that admini-

strators and facylty members have “been confronted with the' concept of

"accountability.” Moreover, as, Liéberman has noted, accountability -

N .
-

exists 'when resources and efforts are related to results in ways
that are useful for policy-making, resource allocation, or cémpen-
sation” (1970, p.  194). 1In short, accountability has been.primarily

evaluative research designed to '"produce information which can be used
. gned p

-

_in educational decision making” (Astin, 1971, p. 285). The goals have

been the same - - to discover whether the outputs of the program, pro-

cess,y or curriculum fit the professed goals of the individual and/or
the institution.
Moreover, accountability understood as the as?essment of quality

‘has been able to dc at least two important things for the institution

<
-

which has sought to implement its nominal commitment to quality edu-

cation. First, such an evaluation has provided -a ranking of -various

¥

a . . .
programs in terms of their relative merit. Such a ranking has distin-

guished, between those programs which needed to be continued or

strengthened and those which needed "to be abolished. Second, it was
possible that programs which fell relatively low in the rénking could
be improved with little effort, thus gﬂhancing the overall quality of

the institution's program. Programs which were clearly identifiable
» 4 - .
as substandard and which showed no.promise- of benefiting either the

institution or the individual were then marked for discontinuance

-
-

(Saupe, 1976). -

.~

v
s
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fImgortance of the junior college; In October, 1971, the Carnegie

Ve
Commission on Higher Education noted that "the most.f;bidly growing

-

institutions in American higher education are. the two-year colleges

2 @
X

and specialized institutes, They-accountgg for 1,061, 'or 38 percent,

of all institutions and for 28 percent of the students in 1970"

(p. 21).

Not only have the statistics been significant, but also the fact
has been established that "junior colleges are versatile institutions"

-

(Bright, 1968, p. 23).. According to Spencer:

The junior colleges seem to me to offer our
best chance to stimulate genuinely fresh in-
vestigations, and then to do something about

the answers. Free of the rigid traditions which
tie ‘most schools and collegés to their admini-
strative and instructional arrangements, junier
colleges can tinker with all sorts of new dideas
and put them to.work in their ¢tlassrooms |
(1967, p. 5). : %

B4 N $

Historically, juninr cclileges were established primarily for two
reasons. First, a number of institutions emerged which were designed
to‘provide a haven for the study of religion. Many of these institu-

tions later became seminaries to prepare ministers and lay persomnel
. ¢ )

for geographically diverse groups of peopie-having a similar religious

and cultural heritage. GCther institutions arose to provide an interim
. .

education for those who could not enter a universiti ihmediately'after
< k]
high school. Most often, the reasons given for this pattern included
. 7 . i

o

-items such as academic, “financial, or persdnal problems. °Possibly,

A ¢

there was also a gzograbhic element vhich has been overlooked; the

-

early junior colleges'maintained a degree of flexibility in terms of

courses and calendars which has been unmatched_by the universities,
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This fact became all the more:striking when it was recalled,thet the
. rise of junior colleges paralleled the rural growth patterns of the
United States from the Civil War to the Second World War. But,'what-
) ever_iheareas?n for tpe emergénce of the junior college, what pas.pﬁhe
a trickle of studenfs has now grown ieto a flood. Medsker:ahd Tillery
. 2 . .

. noted that "nationally;;at least one-third of all.high schoo} éradu7

by

ates who enter collegeé choose - this rouEe, while in Floride'and
Cal1fornia, this is true of 69 and &0 percent, respectively, of en-

tering students" (1971,rpp. "57- 58). . Gleazer has also noted this im-

oo pact upon the contht of‘the junior col}éEE?T\\ b

: Some of its early supporters e o o+ saw thé role
of the Junior collegeoas limited to providiag the
st two years of ‘a baccalaureate program, thus
elieving the \iniversities of the responsibility"
of offering the freshman and sophomore years. Many
thingsrhAye happened, however, to arter-the nature
-and alm$~of a majority of the country's junior
colleges. . The -population has grown rap1d1y, and
‘the demand for college-opportunity has increased
in the face of new social and economic reeds.
] irations=gf "Americans have risen as society has
become more complex, and as the advantages -of edu-
-cation in terms of employment and advancement on
the job have become .more evident. While the
conventional liberal arts and general education
programs leading to transfer are stili a vital part
of the two-year college endeavor, most of the in-
stitutions now also emphasize courses of study
that will- prepare men and women .to fill positionms
immediately in-business and industry, government,
social service, and other areas essential "to the
development of the nation. The importance of
education to-the fulfillment of the individual
has also been recognized in the changing pattern
of junior college education (1967, pp. 3-4). .
\
Consequently, for many years, the importance of the junior college

-

needed to be recognized on at least two counts. ?irst, by weight of

sheer numbers they have firml& established themselves on the American -

3 . N
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a b .
’

educational scene. Second, their versatility in education, as well as

their utility to people and snciet&, has made them an imgortant focal

.point in education. . )

-
o

THE PROBLEM : - a

-
>
]

Junior college inmovation. It has become commonplace to suggest

that American Society.has entered an age of innovation and ‘experi-

.t [ .7 -z . ’ ' -
mentation. All -across. the country, new programs of instrdction have

-
-

been emerging at-all levels of education, In l969, Johnson explored

many of the éhanges in the communiéy'colleges while Brick and McGrath

)

were studying innovative trends in the liberal arts colleges, and

e .

Dressel was focusing his attention on new trends in undergraduate

curricula. By 1972, Berte was able to‘prgsent a compilation of se-

. > . .
lected institutional profiles in innqvation at the undergraduate

level which had occurred in that three-year time span and which tended

. . . q o =
to demonstrate the pervasive quality of .innovation in higher education.

-

— However, -if the junior colleges were truly versatile institutioms,

. . >

as has been suggested, what has been studied of their innovation and

€

experimentatibn?' Unfortunatély, very little. Johnson concluded in -
1967 ’

There is-increased interest in innovation and
experimentation among junior colleges nationally.
Experimentation and innovation are less frequently
reported in vocational programs: than in academic or
general education offerings. o o e e

Experimental colleges -- and this applies alike to
senior.institutions and to two-year cglleges ==
tend to be innovative rather than experimental
insgitutions. e oo (p. 17).

o

>

R s e s e Subopln o it
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¢ Moreover, knéwledgé é%out specific innovative programs at the junior
s .

A hd

~ . collgge level has escab?d'the inquiring minds o% researchers for many

yearé. . ;“f \ * o 7
ﬁurfhermore, innovét}on wﬁicﬁ\has. #en place has often bee?

L diff;cﬁlt to assésd in t§§ms of anylop’é tive measure. Dressel and

> . L DeLislé noted in 1969: L’ii o .o

.* " . Much*of what:passes as innovdtion is buf_ the .-
. . . hdsty adoption of fads. Most educational ideas
. ) ’ . &re not new, ithough they may seem so to. the )
) individual orxithe institutior. ,Sound innovation® . '

- , comes about Qﬁéniideas and ‘practices are organized,
' in new and créative ways, into_a coherent whole
which promoteﬁfstudent learning. . Change on this
fundamental base is rare (p..2). : ’

<

y 1971,. the tone .of Dressel's comments had,significantl§gbqgn'
strengthened; "ol
Much of what passés as innovation in colleges and
universities is really only fadism and tinkering.
Changes in requireménts, changes in grading prac-
tices, freshman seminars, independent study, or
alterations in the calendar are often introduced
. into or grafted onto a program with$ut Tethinking
s : the totality .of the educational experience and °
* » ) without really modifying the views or the instruc-
. . tional practices of the faculty. Evaluation of
= - the effects of this patchwork approach to inno- .
¥ ) vation' is usually sketchy and, in any case, of
e . 1 limited significance bepausé-@t is impossible to -
. .sort out the effects of the patches.- They-tend -
to be defended as beneficial rather than being
. evaluated’as 4 possible element in a coherent
total program. Major alterations in the char- .
acter and impact of higher education are not  —
likely from such patching activity (p. 1),
Y o 4
What was missing in theqé‘analyses, however, was the fact that inno-
' '
vation needed to be considered as a relative concept. Very few

3

b e s vt

s W aat et Sl e b

R . . . k) . .
. institutions could ever have been.considered innovative in terms,of the

. totality of higher education; however, when thé same institutions were

PN
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perceived in light of their peculiar environments and histories, inno-
vation and experimentation were often equated with radicalism.

. The .three-year baccalaureate. One .innovative concept which has

-
. ’

emerged in recent years has been the idea of a three-year baccalau-

reate. Educators(have been raising serious questions about the
]

b .. . .
traditional structure of the educational experience since William Raney

Harpé?“mecame president of the University of Chicago and tried to es-
;ablish his "junior an&.eenior coileges" wirhin’the nniversity. How-
ever, the concerns which have prompted renewed interest in a shortened
degree program have been as diverse as thef have been numerous. Kirk,

in 1960, statdd:

“The .most insistent problem in higher education
-today is the necessity to reduce the time spent

in preparation for careers, The trend toward
_Specialization and the mounting - emphasis on
“ipost-graduate work require men and women entering
professions to devote nearly half their productive
lives. to academic instruction before they can
begin to support themselves and contribute their
-knowledge to the public welfare. This is’'not only
2n intolerable social and economic waste; it is
also deterring many of our ablest students from
applying their talents "to essential fields (p. 21).

In 1968, Woodring offered the following commentary on the concept:

By renbving all professional‘specialization from
the undergraduate program it would be possible tos
grant the 'A.B. degree after three years instead
of four and still provide twice as much time for
the truly liberal studies as is now available

in colleges requiring highly specialized majots .
and offering professional training (p. 220).

Finally, in January, 1971, the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education
expanded on thig theme to prdbose a position very similar-to that of

Woodring. In effect, the educational establishment has been challenged

-
’ »

—

TR TN e conen tn i ve




-11-

to rethink the tofhlifyaof ¢éducational experience in the United States

~ N
3 ¢

. 2
N o
4y o .

and to gear up for a new day. ° .

NN NPT TR ’
The future of junior collepes; Asséssment.of the impact of a

three-year baccalaureate on exist{ﬁg'junior colleges would be'purely
2 4 [ 7/

g

- hypothetical and beyond the scope of this project. However, the mere

* introduction of the concept was a primary reason for this -particular

> N

investigation. The introduction of a shortened time period for earning
the first degree will not be without impact upon existing institutions
of higher education. As a result, -this study began with the recog-
nition of three hypotheses concerning the impact of a shortened ‘degree’
period on juniof colleges:
. 1. Junior colleges will show no sigﬁificaqt change
: in terms of their numbers and the number of stu-
dents-they attempt to serve. :
Junior colleges will ‘decline in importance as .
the universities attract more and more students
to the new degree program with a more rapid
turnover rate in terms of the number of under-
- graduates they are able to serve. " -
3. Junior colleges will increase as they replace

the colleges and universities as the agent for
granting the new degree.

The first hypo;hesis suggested that the new degree would have no
appreciable effect on juﬁio; Eolleées as they have geen coﬁ?tituteé..
This is certainly plausible where the "junior colfege curriculum has
been predominately yocationélyy oriented, ’ Hoﬁever,.if the‘inétitu-

tion has had a strong tradition of academic preparation and has boasted

of highly successful programs df articulation, then it is unlikely thdj

the junior colleges could remain unaffected. As social organisms,

(. \ .
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3

these institutions will be: faced with the necessity of adapting

N . ) A - " .
changing environment, <

~

3

The second hypothesis suggested that the™new degree structure

<
T

- would draw academically or1en§ed student® away f*om the Junior~colleges,
x . \ -

, ° P
<

thus enabllng those 1nstitutions to concentrate’ their resources on vo-
cationalfpreparation. Since the unlver51ty would be turning students
out in three yeafs as opposed to four, they’s wonﬂd be able to handlé a
. : ~vL2_4aLw
greater number of students than was poss1ble ea@ﬁier. Moreover,
P4

financial resources could be_dlstrlbuted to even greater.numbers of

people so that the financial burden-of a university ‘education could be

’
.

effectively reduced. T e - .

, % ' . .
- The third hyéothesds‘sﬁggested that }qpior colleges could in-

crease in number§=and in éervices as they erpand their.facilities to

enable them to offer the third}year thémseives, thereby not losiné

their students’tg‘the'cotleges and uniiérsfties for the‘first'degree:

: o ) -
.Colleges and uﬁi;ersities Q;u}d then be free to pursue gradoate and

.

professional education while the junior)colleges would be transformed

-

into the new colléges of the day.

¥ v .

Y

-

-~ . r
\

Consequently, Junlor colleges have the responsibillty and the

- «
’ .

obligation to betabreast of changing times in educatlon. Any movement

.
hd )

in higher education has ‘Had an effect on the two-year instditutions and
g [ y ]

undoubtedly will continue to do s0. WhetheE'the effect was beneficial

or. harmful has always.been dependent on what action was, taken by the .
. A . . -“ i - . m\ .

junior colleges in the United States/ ~

k] , -~ .y

Purpose of the study. 1In 1969, Grand View Copllege, Des Moines,

Iowa, instituted a third-year program which was grafted onto the
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existing junior&college arrangément that had dominated the college
L ) ,

since 1925.v Fcf‘the purpbses'of this study, former participants-in

the program were asked’to rate the 1hstructiona1, curricular, and

. LRV -

! =
honols program to determine how adequately the college had met the

- -

needs of“those it professed to serve. 'The bas1c~aim was to secure

-S
"a

the Judgment of students and transfer institutions as an aid to assist

. — ¢ -

in determining the merit of the program. With the new emphasis on a
A - .
* “three~year baccalaureate degree, it is possible thé program may some-

’ 1

day be seen in retrospect as a.transitional project ‘prior to the .

institution of a baccalaureate degree. Little institutional research

has been done at Grand View:College and none hasvbeen~undertaken since

a non-comprehensive alumni survey was completed in 1969. The results
of the research were desired by the faculty and administration of the

[ I
college, the cooperating institutioms, as well as the accrediting

Fa -

"

association.

Since the program was generally-conceded to be a upique experiment,
re M *

there is little to report in the way or related research. Chapter II,
therefore, will be ccncerned with presenting an.institutional profile
of Grand View College, emphasizing its‘unique cultural heritage and the
cpntrihution of that heritage to the program. Moréover,ﬂthe same
chapter will also discuss the major features of the program in_terms of
professed goals as.well as its realities. The research design, the
_popuiation surveyed, the instruments designed, and the employment of
the instruments are discussed in Chapter III, The results of the study
follow in Chapter IV. The conclusions, summary, and recommendations for

[

Grand'View College may be of use to other educational institutions and

*
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A are presented in Chapter V.
5efinitions of term; used. As used .in this papér, ;he\thrée terms
listed *below shall be interp;ézed éﬁd‘defined as follbws:
¢ ‘1. ar;iculaiion. Tye’prbcesgswhich provides a:more or less
' . continuous flow of s;udéqts between educational fnséitu;ions (Kintzer,

' ' 1970, p. 1). R R

. - ! ) ’ 2, cur;iculum. All the courses, irreépective of credit,)offeged .-

by Grand View College as listed im its current catalog.

3. junior college. In: an unqualified-sense, junior collégé iﬁ

E ) ‘ often regarded as a generit designation for all institutions that offexr:
. N
: - . * LA
Jtwo-year college programs (Hillway, 1958, p. 8; Thornton, 1966, p. 73),+ .
. * 4 . N
A e . However, in this study, the more limited definition of junior college

. will be used to imean a "two-year college, qftgﬁ p}ivafely controlled,
" which concentrates primarily on preparing its students to transfer to%,

four-year colleges to pursue the bachelor's degree"-fThanton, 19%6,';

. p. 73).

-

,’ ‘ . Limitations and delimitations., The fesearch was limited to the

N »

services performed as regards curricular, instructional, and_honoxs

s

. , g;rviges specifically for the participants in the three-yeai progriip

at Grand View College. ) . LT
v ' * . o 4 -
. ’ . see - - While the college has enjéyed a fine reputation for its high rate
. . ) Lot . 1 )
‘L . ] of very successful transfer students, it -was not the purpose of this
- .

> T

o study to assess the total transfer program but only that portion which -

o b it v s e v e o o o ~ -

distinguishes Grand View‘College from hundreds of similar institutions
throughout the United States. 'Is was further limited to the fesponﬁés

1 by and success of these particular third-year students, including grade
~ [y ' * -
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point averages and other information pertaining to their aghievements

o -
-

at their transfer institutions. The u\timate gauge of,qﬁccess for the

: - : ) .
program can only be in terms of individual student successes., £
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CHAPTER II .
: L4
. THE COLLEGE AND THE PROGRAM . .

«

Introduction. Grand View College (GVC), a two-year, co- :

educational, liberal arts college, located in Des M01nes, Iowa, has.

. been owned and operated by the Lutheran Chunch in America. Founded in

1896 by the Danish Lutheran Church in America, the school was origi-

nally conceived of as a Démish UniVé?Eity~in America. Like the parent
church body, the college over the years, had to undergo the difficult
proce;s.of.Americanization without, however, sacrificing any of its
basic educational'and religious ideals, In its early years, the. -
college traiﬁed men_for service in the church, and until ;930, it was
bilingual, An academy, established in 1912, was the primary department
of instruction until 1925 when education along junior college lines was
formally introduced. In 1936 the academy was.discontfhued,:and in 19Sd
“the junior college became accredited by the North Centrgi'hssociatioh
of Collegee and Secondary Schools (NCA), In_1968 & new and uuique
dihree-Year Program" was introdiced, Four years later, GVC celebrated °

= v

its 75th Anniversary a$ an educational institution which had been in

-
v

continuous operation since its original.founding.

The Community. Hi§torica11y, GVC has served the city of_De§

-

Moines very much in the capacity of a community college.b Until 1968,

there were no publicly supported junior colleges in the’ immediate vi- -

L)

cinity of the city. Although Drake‘Univérsity, a private iﬂetitution,

has provided a twoeyear program for Des Moines residents, it has been
. -16- -
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.at a substantially higher cost-than GVC: By 1972, however, the edu-
. o A i |
cational marketplace had become quite competitive

¢ - -
‘ ]

Des Moines, according to the 1970 census, had a population of
. ‘ : . .
201,404 or 14 percert of ‘the state's total population. The greater

metropolitan area has supported three institutions of higher learming-
{

-GVC, Drake University, and a new corﬁmunity college. Moreover, Des

S .

s

* Moines is located 30 miles from the State University of Iowa; 65 miles

- —

from Iowa Universi%y; 20 miles from Simpson College; and 45 qiles from
Central College. The general decline of student enrollments in higher

\
educatior, coupled wqth the increased competitive nature of the in-
F] = 1

stitutions-throughou% Iowg has caused GVC to seriously rethink its own

¢ i ' »

raison dletre. ‘ .
\ .

- THE COLLEGE ' :

History. The history of GVC has been-told in several. publications,

and it would not watrant extensive treatment here (Hansen, 1972;°

- Nielsen, 1962), Nevertheless, a few histcrical cdmmgnts seemed worthy

of inclusion to emphasize the .varied perspectives which created GVC,

-"By 1877, the role of the Danisfi Lutheran Church in America in edu-

2
° cation was sufficiently clarified to provide the broad themes which -

were later to create GVC.' It .was clear from the church convention at

-

Neenah, Wiscomsin, in the preceding year, that the church membership

»
’

"'had'grbwn to substantial proportions and was.scattered through the
© 4

v

Midwestern states, One of the primary to%jcs at that convention was

Hgjskolen, i.e., the folk higﬁ school.

The aebisiqn to have such a échdol had alreadf.been made; it was
: . 2 .

. B
o b o v e T2

- N e
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then more, a questi&h of ownership. On November 1, 1878,_the Danish

Lutherans+of Elk Horr, Iowa,opened a proprietary folk school based

on the classical Danish model, Two years later, the Elk Horn school
became the property of the‘church. An ensuing struggle over the role

of the school as a seminaxry became a point of contention at subsequent

*

conventions of the church. Finally, in 1886, the general comvention
at Cedar Falls, Iowa, voted to estaglish a separate facility at West
Denmark for the preparation of men éqr’thé ministrf.

The church's thirg step in the educational fiéld came with the

establishment of Grand View College in 1896, According to Nielsen,
In its genesis, the new school in Des Moines
! is quite unlike the schools at Elk Horn and
West Denmark, It is not conceived of as a
folk high school, but as an institution of
higher 'education for future pastors, .but -
general education.for the youth of the church.
In this respect, the new co-educational school
is different from either Elk Horn or West Den-
mark, Where each of the two schools, Elk Horn
and West Denmark, operated exclusively with a
. single program in each school, folk high school
in the one and theological educetion in the other,
.Grand View embarks from the very outset on a
broader base and higher educational level, The
‘general education curriculum is ready by the
opening of che school in 1896, Theological
education is not offered until the following
year, 1897 (1962, p. 3).

The history of GVC for the next few yea;;“Qas also the history of in-
. ternal struggling W%Fhin the church}“ With theAelection of Pastor
Thorvald Knudsen in 1912 as the fourth presi@éﬂt of the college, the
movement to create a Danish folk high schoo; out of GVC reached its
- zenith, It was not until 1923-24'that the college sought to assert

. ' .
“itself as an institution of higher education., The steps were slow

) . »
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and sometimes painf;l as the church made the transition, although the
Synod Board had authorized the creation of & junior college in 1921..
With an adequate faculty aund staff, GVC began offering junior collgge
instruction in 1925.

However, new institutions have never been withou; their growing
pains, and hopes for éarly accreditation were soon dashed. 0Oddly
enough, it was precisely those people in the church who had been

' working toward the establishment of a Danish folk high school that led
the battle against accreditationf Their position was that credits,
) 'gFades, and examinaéions became ends in themselves. Moreover, there
“was a certain apprehension aboutAinéerference by external agencies,
such as the State Department gf Public Instrucéion -~ a fear which
was also common in Demmark during the previous cent@ry.

Slowly and painful%r; the faculty and administration of GVC con--
fronted the task of éroviding.a dual system of education -- one di-
rected towards its students and.lhe other directed toward the church

itself. In 1958, the battle for accreditation was wom, but not without

" . many sacrifices along the-way. Yet, the early history of GVC left an
. . = rs

indelible mark upon the character of the institution as it prepared to

» ’

enter the last half of the twentieth century. As Nielsen noted, "In

-

my judgment the concern on the part of the Danish- folk high gcﬁool§

for genmeral enlightenment and freedom is their, greatest contribution"

(1962, -p. 9).

The Church Relationship. The merger of the United Luéheran Church,

the Augustana Lutheran Church, the Suomi Synod, and the American

Evangelical Lutheran Church was completed in 1962, resulting in the
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Lutheran‘Church in America. Undogbtédly, the merger of these maj%r
strands of the Lutheran Church marked a new chapter in the history of

GVC.

Structurally, GVC was established aé a college of the Iowa Synod

PRNys

of the LC. in 1963. The Board of Coliege'Education an& Church Vo-
cation (LCA), which has been résp;nsible for all educational insti-
tutions within the church, recommended that GVC be related to both the
Illinois and-Iowa Synods, effective 1967, 1In essencé,,this move meant
that the college received primary financial support from the Iowa Synod
and secondary support frqd';he Illinois Synod -- a-move which rein-
forced the college'§ past history of continuously operating in the
black:'

Educationally, the merger has brought the leaders of the colleges
of the church into closer relationship witg one'another. Moreover, it

- .

has had the additional benefit of increasing inter-institutional co-

%
~

. " . . 3 . #
operation among academic programs and facilities.

Educational Philosophy. According to the college catalog, GVC has

defined its educational purposes by seeking:

-to show edfcational and Christian concern for the
advancement of the individual student as a human
being by helping him gain a fuller realization of
his own mental, moral, physical, and social apti-,
tudes, abilities, and interests;

-to provide broad intellectual experience of high
academic quality so that the students may be pre- ,
pared for contemporary living and for participation
as a mature citizen in our dynamic culture;

-to provide educational opportunities suited to
student of different backgrounds, abilities, and
goals; '




-21-
/ . . -

" =to help tée student prepare himself for a pro-
fession or ‘occupation through courses leading
to further study in a senior college, or in a
professional or technical school‘

-to render educational services to the churches
and to the community (1972-74, pp. 10-11).

Moreover, according to the visiting team of the Commission on ColTeges

nd Universities of the -North Central Associatiom, "the college quite
//C

uccessfully accomplishes this end" (l962, pe 2)

Dr, Ernest D, Nielsen, president of the- collége from 1952 until
his retirement in 1972, has imbued the college with a sense of pre-
paring students for further education. >He,has been consistently opposed
te the suggestioh that the junior college in any way provl@ed a "termi-
nal" educaEional progfam. He has, in fact,»mainﬁained that the use of
the term in the literature of, junior colleges has lly done mﬁc@ to .
undermine their role and function. With this thought in find, CVQ has
consistently'avolded_becoming involved with terminal irogréﬁs by con-
fining its attention to stiengthening its liberel arts programs,

Central' to the phllosophy‘ofxthe college has been the need to
attempt to bridge the gap.betwéen high school and college; Hence, a
significant part of its efforts has been directed towald sélvaging
students who failed %o perform to their full qapacify while in high

school. As the visiting team of the North Central Association noted in

March, 1969:

A - e

The institution has built up a program of liberal
arts studies with an orientation quite different
from the usual public community college curricula,

. The college does not chbose to develop vocational
programs and students and faculty support this
position.
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In essence, Grand View College is primarily a
single purpose institution with characteristics
similar to a four-year liberal arts college.
There is no doubt but that its principal function
remains one of providing two yedrs of. academic
studies comparable to the first two years of a
baccalaureate program at a four-year college

(P° 2)0

-

Consequently, admissions policies at GVC have purposely been kept éluid
" to encourage sEuden;& to attempt some college-level wo;k.

Moreover, a% the visiting team's report also noted, "Within the
context of itsugqgricular goals, ?tand View‘Collgge's_programs of

instruction are, for the most part adequate or excellent” (p. 4). A

number of arrangements have been constructed to significantly broaden

-

the spectrum of possibilities for students of widely differing abili-

ties, interests; and aptitudes, Receqtly, three degrees and a certifi-
- & -

cate have been offered by GVC: tﬁe Associate of ArFs degreen(A.A;),

@

the Associate of Liberal Arts degree (X;L.A.), the junior coilege‘
dibloma, and the Three-Year Certificate. ,

The A.L.A. proéfam‘was designed primarily for college transfer
students a;d reflected the feeling of the faculty'abo;t how goals
should be achieved through a genérél educationﬁbackground._ The A.A.

program was developed for the student ﬁishing to gain an educational

backgfound with a minimal degree of breadth while still providing the

opportunity for the development of majors., fhe Junior College‘Diploma

- was developed for the student whose major is so restrictive that a‘'more
liberal courée'of stuéy would Sgopardizé completion of a degree within

. four years, The %hrge-Year Cert}fica;e was des;gned to recognize stu-

dents who completeé the college's "Three-Year Prdgram,"bwhich is

Y
° . .
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jointly decided upon by ¢VC and a cooperating four-year imnstitution in

which the baécalaureate degree may be earned through an additional year

<

of study. ° . ‘ .

®

Institutional Profile,, The preceding comments regarding. the his-

Y

tory and philosophy of GVC, while'interesting, have presented-a far

from adequate summary of the institution, Therefore, in order to'com-

&

plete the relevant background 1nformation, it was necessary that some

*

summary be made of the inst1tution as it stood when this project was
$

5
1 N - o
. .

being comTIeted. Four areas appeared to warrant specific attention:

admission, graduates, facuity}iand students,

N

a. Admissions. According to the 1972-74 catalog .of the, college,

»

admission standards for the freshman applicant have been developed

Y

‘along lines that "the applicant should be a graduate of an accredited

high school, and give ev1dence‘of the ability to do satisfactory

college work. One who does not meet these entrance requirements may
contact the Admissions Office for further counsel" (p. k6) However,’

;S

admission as a special student has been an- available option for those

who have fai1ed to qualify under this standard. Usually, the special
P . .

student would have been asked to submit a G.E.D. test score in order

to have the normal.requirenents waived, Fall semester enrollment

figures have been summarized in Table 1 for the d%cade 1962-72, It

has been a significant trend for GVC that-while the total number of

students during the decade has shown some degree of flexibility, the
‘ 3

-

’

number of juniors admitted to the college's pr0graﬁ has increased,

.

2

relative to the_remainder_of the student body. Simflarly, even though ‘

GVC has not had a selective admissiomns policy, there has been a rather
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consistent mean ACT score for new freshmen, since that test became part

of the college's requirements in 1968.

¢

.
. .

]
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TABLE 1:  ENROLLMENT waHHMHHOm. FALL ancme 1962-1972 ~°

A N

”,

11962-63

1963-64

1964-65

1965-66

1966-67

1967-68

1968-69

1969-70

1970-71

1971-72

1972-73

SFull-time

667

539

674

917

1,039

1,004

1,027

1,051

- '9y7

850

665

Part—-time

175

425

1352

360

382

454

517

=

517 °

486

.~ 364

Y

»

160

Male students

588

»

691

#00

)

882

979

997

997

' 997

902

749 -

<

> 475

Female students

254

.273

,

395

442

461

517

. 571

561

465

4350

TOTAL

842

964

1,277

1,421

1,458

1,568

825

Freshman**

688
(54)

1,018
(70)

mow:oaommm

423
(46)

440

Juniors

b (30) -

£

Special

Mean ACT scores

w

*figures in parentheses are percentages

**first enrollment in any course

Q
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. b, Graduates, GVC has attempted-to provide a number:of viable
alternatives to serve its diverse student population. Accord%ngly,
4 H . . -

three dégree structures have emerged in recent years to provide ‘the .-

» . *

'§tuden§ with flexibility ia terms of.occupational or career goals and |

: \ ] r

e

‘. aspirdtions, Table 2 summarizes, the number of degrees awarded over °
* N A
¥

>

the decide 1962-72,

[y
-

.

.t . . .
. . By-far, the most common degree has been the standard. junior
college diploma which is ‘the Least'restrictiJ% of thg'degreeq available,

Whilé the theory hgs bekn that the diploma will afford the greatest.

‘ -~ - .
leeway in pursuit of career goals,-it hgs been an option most often

taken by the student who-Has been uncertain of his academic future or
who has failed to earn credit in certain cofirses required for the other \
degree structures, " . . ' T

-

While the Asso;iatendf Liberal Arts degree_.was firsg offered in

3

i9§5, it was not unti1(1?68 that any, students availed themselves of
this option. The degree contained a nuﬁber of reqhi;ed courses which-
reflected‘the }aculty’s Eonp;rn for ;vgegeral liberal arts education,
ﬁ&h;AAssociats of Arts degree ha; 5een‘2tilized prémariiy as it
was'intendgd .- ; degree which permits the! transfer student to have
minimal breadth in the lib;ral arts and yet an opportunity to begin to

-« develop major programs in order to attain career goals and individual

-
ae s -~

aspirations, BT .

According to the 1968 Alumni‘Survey conducted by the college, GVC

. e ,
graduates have consistently pursued careers requiring more education

beyond Grand’ View. Their findinés are summarized in Table 3. Further- -

» more, there has been every indication that the number of students

-
%
-
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¢ B

pur;uing advanced education has been ‘increasing since 1968. Uafortu-

R

nately, there were no available statistics to substantiate this trendi-
|

ﬁévertheleés, conversations wiéh,individual stddenfs have led to this

conclusion. Moreover;'since;1968 the faculty has been in égreement,

that even though objective measures of student ability have remained- -

- [

constant, individualﬁmotivation has increased,

- -, L
Ty .

- -
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¢, Faculty, For the 1972-73 school year, GVC has a faculty of

38 full-time members; 19 part-time instructors; and two librarians with

faculty status, Three of the faculty have earned doctorates,and three
others were candidates‘for the degree., Only five faculty members had

less than a Master's degree., Tables 4 and 5 summarize faculty degrees

for both the full-time and part-time staff. -

P

"Moreover, all faculty members have been assigned teaching res-
ponsibilities in the areas of their primary degrees. Furthermore, the

student-faculty ratio at GVC has consistently been a source of the

college's strength in appealing to new students. Class size has

. ! Yo
averaged about 25 students, although some classes have existed with as

' .

few as seven students.

d. Students. Students at GVC have not. varied from the clafslc
descfiption offered by Cross (1968) with the.possible exception of the
fact that GVC students have had a ‘relatively higher academic standing

than that which has traditionally been associated with the junior

<

college. Tgblé 1 provided the mean ACT score for entering freshmen

since 1968, It has been in this respect that the college has noted

certain affinities with the four year {nstitutiqns, particularly with
what the Carnegie Commission ha; called,'"Lhe,invisi?le colleges"
.(Austin,.L972). ] ) .

In terms of socio-economic chatacterisﬁics, the- GVC student has
been reflective of the society'frqm wiiich he was draén. Both extremes
of the socio-economic scale have been represented.at GVC; howEver,.the

vast majority of the students have been drawn from the middle class to

the lower middle class background. Largely, ‘this has been a direcg

™~

fo-

.
[
H

LTSIy SO
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result of the fact that for many years GVC offered a quality ‘education

-

with a relatively low cost factor, at least in comparison with tﬁe

ma jor private universities in and around.the ciﬁ} of Des Moines.

’

“

1
t
|
|
|
I
i
f

LRI
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TABLE 4: m»ﬁZmu.UMOWhmm HELD BY FULL-TIME INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

. Number whose highest earned degree is:

» Doctors

Masters

Bachelvrs

Other

Specialist

1

Ph.D.Candidate

4

. ' K
i P .
i |

:

FN

| _. N :
TABLE 5: EARNED DEGREES H:<LD 3Y PART-TIME INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

. Number whose highest earned degree is:
Ph.D.Candidate Mastérs ‘Bachelors Other

~ °

1 ) . 1 % &

Doctdrs

e

C‘:

Q
PAFuText Provided by ERIC
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s THE PROGRAM

Bgckground. While GVC was waging its battle for accredﬁtation,
Dr. Ernest D. Nielsen, then pre;ident of the college, prepared a
memorandum for the faculty and the Board of Directors regarding the
possibility of expanding the college's education program. In January,
1958, the ideas were‘formglized‘in a paper, "A Challernging Opportun;fy:
An Action Program," which raised a numbexr of questions aboutzéhe gifted

student in the first two years of college and which suggested that.a

special program might be added as an adjunct to the summer and eveni:.

‘division of the college for those Students.

[N
.

For two years, Dr. Nielsen wrestled with the problem of the gifted

L

student and the junior college. One of the first people he consulted

about such a project was Dr. C. Arild Olsen, then Executive Secretary

-for the National Council of Churches of Christ and a former president

of GVC. The letter, dated December 27, 1960, reads in part:

If you will permit me to convey a few more
thoughts with which I am struggling, I think
that some foundation ought to ccma along to
give a private two-year college a five year
grant to experiment with a'three-year program, . .
not for every student, but for a group large
enough to be tested. Then the program should
be related to a few select universities which
would agree to cqoperéte.'. . « the students
should then transfer, at the end of the third
year, either to the divisional level (as at the
University of Chicago) or to the professional
schools. 1If we would set up a three year

- liberal education program excluding pre-
professional courses), there is no reason to
believe that we could not do an excellent job.
In my book, this kind of program leading to
earlier admission to the graduate school -- not
for the purpose of shortening the course, but
for the sake of really learning how to undertake
graduate work and research giving the studeat
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actually one more year at this level -- is more
: valuable than early admission to college (i.e.
from high school), [During] the first two years
I should want to see the first year as strictly
. * foundational; the second year the student would
begin to know what he wants to do, and the work
e at the foundational level should be broadened. . .
the third year should be one of concentration and
integration (with a large degree of responsibility
placed upon the student himself,)

Dr.'Olsen's repl} was-primarily concerned with developing two
qnestions: (1) Can a tno-year college really ocffer a liberal education?
and (2) Is the teaching in a two-year college on a high level? 1In
brief, the concern was whether or not the college had an adequate
N U ‘ faculty toﬂneeomeAinvolved-;n—such7a proéran :- mereAehan just an ex-

periment, but a whole mew concept in junior college education.

. Impetus was given to tne proposal\whep GVC was invited to partici-
pate in the Junior Collegé Dean's Conference, Januery 9, 1@61, at Iowa
State University. The engineering depaftment presented a paper,
"Engineering at ISU," which indicated that it might be possible to have
a three-yea; professional period for engineering students after the
completion of basic cour-: ‘hich would last from one‘to two years and

. which could be carried on at a junior college, '

In February, 1961, Dr. Nielsen pregered another paper for -the
faculty and Board of Directors of the college, "The Prospect for
Educational Advancement in the Yea;s Ahead." After reviewing the
current trends in education and noting the enormous groyth of state-
supported institutions and the relative decline of the private colleges
and universities, Dr. Nielsen proposed a number of items for breaking ‘

away from conventionalism in higher education. Chief among the pro-

posals was thé concept of a three-year program, based upon a somewhat
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. N

novel and distinct view of liberal educatiom:

Basic to my own thinking on the subject of a
liberal education is the thesis: that the
criterion of a liberal arts college is not
primarily the length of the pregram. A
genuine liberal arts program is one where the
liberal arts and professional segments are
differentiated; it is, educationally speaking, ) . ;
a ‘program which rests upon the assumption, that
we know where collegiate education ends and
professional begins. Personally, I believe
that is is possible for a superior student
to acquire a truly liberal education in pre-
paration for graduate and professional studies

_in less- than four years. I am. not speaking of
acceleratiiig the student's .program by one year.

_I.am advocating an educational experiment on
the ground-that. . . graduate work will expand
in the 'years ahead and require a quality of
instruction and emphasis on research, which will
necessitate a re-examination of our course offerings
at the undergraduate level. I would advocate that
we would do a better job in our graduate and pro-
fessional schools, if we extended their program by
one year . . . starting such work at the end of the
third year in college, provided, of course, that the
instruction in each of the three years had contributed
significantly to the liberal education of the students
preparing for graduate work.

Moreover, great pains were taken to point out that the proposal differed - X

in at least two respects from similar plans. First, there was no ad-

PNy

vocacy of a Baccalaureate degree based upon the fact that such a degree

often implied a terminal education, and the central concept here was to o

¢ s ¥

be one of "continuiné education." Second, an accelerated program was .§

avoided becauseuserious questions existed as to whether or not students ‘é

had sufficient maturity énd insight to gaiﬁ—siénificantly from accel- 'é

5 erated course onk. ‘;5
’ Furthermore, the program as envisioned would be undertaken by §
2

s 35 K

phases which would correspond to the academw?c jyear, In the first phase,

L0

e i o
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or year, the student would be introduced to the foundational courses

The second year,sor phase, would be concerned

of a liberal education.

with broadening the foundation, while the third would be devoted, to

concentration and integration. Dr. Nielsen formally proposed that,

hopefully, the program could be initiated in the first semester of the _

[

l§62-63 academic year, =~ - .. N
" However, funds to help underwrite the costs of the program were .
not as readily available as it had been hoped they would be,‘and not

.

. . all of the graduate schools responded fevorably to thé Proposal. In
March, l962, the visiting team of the North.Central Association
recommended that "perhaps the President's plan snould be examined” by ‘ |
a larget body and its strengths and weaknesses mote ptecisely deter=- ;

mined." . : - T

¢
. ‘

Dr. Nielsen spent the remainder of 1962 trying to secure support g

for the program from various sources. In May, 1962, he approached ’ !

\ Dr. Homer D, Babbidge, Jr., Assistant Comm1ss1oner for Higher Edu-

catzon, Department of Health, Educat1on, and Welfare, who responded -

¥

with sympathy but nothing else. Fin;lly, on Auygust 10, 1962, Dr, . i

L

Nielsen prepared for the faculty and Board of Directors of the college, -

.

$ another paper,. "The Three-Year Plan," which stressed that:

We must cease being obsessed by the ﬁixed idea .
that undergraduate education-is either two or )
four. years. Higher education, i.e. education ‘
beyond the high school, whether‘ecademically,
professionally, or occupationally oriented, will, g
have to be carried on in a diversity of patterns Q
and on a continuing basis in the years ahead ”;
(p. 12) s . ©

- . - '
Still, there was no money to implement'the,program. From 1962 until *

T R A L e Rt R

2
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- October, 1965, Dr. Nielsen's energies were consumed in attempting to

find foundational support for the program, and as a consequence, the

proposal lay dormant. °

. However, Dr. Nielsen was invited to speak at the Phi~Delta Kappa

___meeting in conjunction with the Annual Convention of the Iowa State

.

»

.

Education Association held in Des Moines, Iowa, on October 22, 1965.

*

For this august gathering, Dr, Nielsén's address, "The Private Junior

College in the Face of Educagionql Change: What Can We Make of It?"

! Jnoted the changes which were taking place in higher education and sug-~

gésted that the time required for a Bachelor's degree.be shortened

by one year to more clearly distinguish between college and university

~

work. Moreover, the success of the program, accoiding to Dir, Nielsen,

. would largely be dependent upon the amount of idter-institutibnal

cooperation the undergraduate institution could establish with ‘the

.
»

participating schools, ' ' .
The significant.point here was that there was a noticeable shift

. L] .
in Dr. Nielsen's thinking. He apparently moved from the area of being
concerned simply about the superior student whose goals clearly demanded
. , 0
a graduate education to the student who merely sought a liberal edu-

cation at the undergraduate level. The position was more explicitly
stated in a letter from Dr. Nielsen to Dr. Francis Keppel, Commissioner

of Educétién, on November 12, 1965: ,
The underlying rationale is: (1) The explosion
of knowledge, and (2) continuing education. The .
explosion of knowledge gives a new urgency to the
need for curricula which instead of aiming at
completing a man's education would, onfthe con-
trary, give him the best.posSsible foundation for
his own continuing education, Hence, since edu-

\
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eatinnﬁin the world today is interminable, the
progosal is to shorten the time for the first
degree and spend more time on the second degree

' without lengthing-the total number of years,

. Hopefully, the outcome would be two fold: (1)
A much clearer distinction between college and
university, and (2) three years for a Master's )
‘Degree which ought to make both that degree and
graduate studies leading up to’it more meaningful.
I think this is an objective which can‘be realizeds
Personally, I believe that if the experiments were
successful, the result would be a significant
contribution to strengthening higher education.

A week later, administrative officers from GVC and the University of

- Towa met at Iowa City to discuss implementation of the program. While

a discussion of the transfer of credits occupied a major portion of the

meeting, it was agreed either examination or validation would be

sufficient until the progrém had the necessary accreditation. ‘It was
() « v
also suggested that it might be possible to, grant a degree for the
- ¢ R ’ j .
. ; Ao
program, possibly a Bachelor of General Education which would permit

the universities to grant an A.B. or B,S. at the same time the M.A.
‘ ¢ N
would be awarded. ‘ ‘
Névgr relenting, Dr. Nielsen continued to seek outside support for
the program from foundations and industriés, as well as from the edu-

cational establishment itself. In December of 1965, Dr. Nielsen re-

ceived support from ﬁdmund J. Gleazer, the Exgcuting Director of the

. : "

®American Association of Junior Colleges and a former president of

’

Graceland College in Lamoni, Iowa:

I would certainly encourage ekperimentatioms of
the kind you describe. One of our great problems
' ,at the present is that our educational structure
_goes not seem very tolerant of innovatiomi Both
the regional associations and the constituents of
a college want to know whether the inscitution

~ . s

y o

B T ST
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is a four-year college, and if you do not fit
neatly into one of those categories, the problem
_ of interpretation is difficult. So I would
! : certainly like to see tried the kind of program you
describe. o ) -

¢

Similar responses were also received from such distinguished scholars

]
N s B __as Dr. Robert M, Hutchins, director of the Center for the Study of i
Democratic Institutir and a former presidént of the Claeemont
Colleges for Men.
o In March, 1966, Dr. Nielsen finally appeared before the Iowa . i
Synod of the Lutheran Church in America to inform them qf the new -
) - . programs ./\ .
~ ‘- No single institution is unaffected by change. .
No two instjtutions need to be alike. Grand . .
. o View College is not only undergoing change, but
AN . 'it\;s deliberately experimenting with new con- .
. ' R cepts orient datowards establishing a three< ) o
. N year prograg?(alongside its two year program) .

T which will be quite distinctive in its emphasis ;
on acgq§mic quality and unique in inter-insti- :

tutional cooperation.

s At the‘pre-opening faculty conference, September, 1966, Dr. Nielsen ;

. T . ; . ke . .. _ :

b presented the program to the faculty and challehged'them,to créate the ;

courses and course sequences necessary to insure the succesc of the -

3

program.
- >
Part of the program, as it was conceive%!,woufd be a seminar type
’

- of experience, the sole aim of which would be the "inteération“of know-

-
 ven o o e st s

ledge" for the students, Dr. Nielsen did the preliminary work om this
' part of the program by suggesting thgt sixteen two- hour sessioms each
semester during the third year wouldybe a viable vehicle for -integrat-

' ing the various participating disciplines so that the student would be

sub}ected to a new type of learning situation rather than simply
h : . A

!
. y
|
.
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, amassing new informatibn: Hence, he believed that it would be un-

necessary for "busy-work" to be 1nvolved in this experience; however,

that needed to be worked out with the coordinator and the participating

~
faculty .members. o7

In January, 1967, Dr. Nielsen continued his Search for outside . _

>

ssupport by formally presenting to the U. S. Commissioner of Education
a proposal for a research grant of 510,500, for a three year period.

Basically, the grant would have covered part of the salary for the
. -

.

coordinator and additional faculty members-who would bé neéessitated

The re-

©

" by the additiou of the third year to the college's program.

quest was simply deniéqi’

AN

A
.

< -
However, outside support began to manifest itself in non-finan-

cial wayss In October, 1967, Dr. Nielsen received the following
P ;

letter from Dr. Norman Burns of the North Central Association:

The North Central Association has no objection
to the experiment in interinstitutiomal co-
operation that is being initjated between Grand
View College and the three state universities
of Iowa. .

You are free to report the position of the
North Central Association in your final progress
report to the Presidents of the three universities
and. to your Board of Directots. - .

We wish you every success in this experiment,

»

Finally, as though history does indeed.come full circle, Dr. Nielsen
wrote to Dr, C. Arild Olsen in.November, 1967, conveying these senti-

.-

- ments of the North Central Association and pointing out a major -

. ; e e
T s e M
o ot e R

modification in the original concept of the program:‘

Originally, I thought that the program might
be limited to a three or four year period of
experimentation. However, Presidents Bowen
"and Parks [of Iowa University and Iowa State

¢

. .
w s e e L
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University, respectively] both felt thatr a
test of this. program should be extended to
six- years so as to enable the un1versit§es
to determine the value.of this program; ndt
only for Grand View but also for the univerr ™
sities. "It was not part of our conception *
that students should enter this program
unless they were destined for, the Master's:
_Degree._ Here, the deans of each of the thtee
universities [the University of Iowa, Iowa
State University, and the University of
nrthern Iowa] felt that we were in error,
" a encouraged us not to bar qualified stu-
dents for this program even if they were ..
to decide to terminate their education at’
the level of the Bachelor's Degree.

&

Consequently; the "Three-Year r Program for Super1or Students" was

{
formally 3dded to- the college in the fall semester, 1968

W The Prqgram Today. Although the program was or1ginally designed

3

for students in English, history, sociology, and bfology, available
1 7 Al

majors have been expanded to include also political science, education,3

and speegh; Moreover, while the program began as an experiment in \_

inter~institutional cooperation with the three state universities in

Iowa, it has been expanded to inclnde Drake University in'Des Moines,
Iowa; Simpson College im Indianola, Iowa; and Dana Coltege,:at‘Blair,
Nebraska. Since the program began, GVC has not been actively recruiting .
cooperating four-year institutiona;’on the contrary, the edditidns

which have been made (and are currently being negotiated) are a result

of those institutions wanting to become involved in the prograd}

Program Requirements. %ﬁpplication for-admission to the program:
. . > )
needed the approval of the -Director of Admissions and the Three-Year

.
“ .
L #?

Prbgram Committee, which is composed of the faculty members from each

'
s

of the participating disciplines. Any one of three criteria may be




used for admissidn:* o
Q
, 1. That the student has graduated from high school -in the
upper 15 percent of his classj§ or . ‘.
2, That the student has graduated in the upper 25 percent
> of his high school class, provided that he has attained
- a standard sgore of 26 or above on college bound norms -
~ of the American College Test (ACT); or g
3. That the- student has completed one year at Grand View.

College, with d B average, or better,
Continuation in the progrhm is dependent upon the student g malntalnlng

aB average,-ano liis progress is reviewed annually by the faculty

committee involved. Moreover, during his third year, the student must

=

participate satisfactorily in the Honor's Seminar, for which credit is,

A
given withinnhis major. . \
s . \
lPr~gram Objectives. The objectivesof the program have been de-

‘.

* velgped primarily with regard to ‘the educational development of the

student, as opposed to the institution.” First, the program was de-

signed'tb;prepare "carefully selected students to enter upon a course

b

i Y *
of studies with concentration" in one of the participating disciplines.,

Second, the program had as a primary objeitive tne'development-of‘ﬂp

hign degree of articulation between college and university." This}’
would be accompLished througn inter-institutional cooperation, "com-
bining the college's primary empnasis‘dn teacling with the universi-’
ty's standing.as research institntion;" . // W
Beyond the personal'objectives, the program was also'expected

make certain other contributions,’ It would:
Offer a significant example of inter-inetitutional
cooperation between private and public higher edu-
cationj
Demonstrate the feasibility and capability of the
academically Strong private two-year college to

oy
ST R R e g ¢
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evolve a unique programi . .
3, Provide the first attempt to explore whether a strong junior .
cbilgge-offering a three-year program for able students can
. . provide the cooperating universities with well-qualified )
’ candidates who otherwi&e might not have the opportunity for °
L\ upper division and gra uataawork; .
- ;b Contribute to the fullest utilization of excellent facilities;
N 5 Provide the academically talented high school student, who
' - —gtarts his college education in a junior college, with the
., maximum opportunity to proceed to the Master's Degree; ° . ,
6. Set a.pattern within the junior.college movement, not in E «
T opposition to the vocational and technical community of ‘
junior colleges, but as institutionms orientad toward
. o academicslly able students who should de epcouraged-to do
. : ;grgduate work. L . :
\ / .

: L . i -y .
The remainder of this research was devoted to ascertaining whether

or not. the various objectives, both individual as well‘aé‘;nstitutiodhl,

v . -
‘

were met.
.

¥ . ! o
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'CHAPTER III |

DESIGN

It has already been ingicéted that research pertinent %o the,*

problems of:this study has simply been lacking, unless one wanted

to travel well-trodden ground and use traditional articulatfbn

1

" studies. Howevér, a review of some of the research literature in-the

first chapter indicated that there hés-éxisted‘relatively little

material on institutional research, ﬁarﬁicularly concerhing the in-

structional, purfihular, and honors-services of the,junior-college.
Furthermore, evaluation of existihg programs of'iﬁstfucgion for
Honors'scudents has jbeen neﬁrlx as ﬁbn?existent as the programs
themselves. Innovati;q,‘by &efinition, has neededncénstant‘re_

¥

assessment from all ségments'in order to satisfy the iqstitution and-

its student constituents that its fug:&idnal utiiity-g;n be justified

and perhaps even extended, =~ : L.

-

: ’
Mogeovert sifice the program uﬁder sFudy.in this project has

genera%ly beén conceded as ﬁ ﬁnigue'exper%ment in providing new edu-

cational ai%ernatives for the supe;iog_student in the junior collegé,

it was apparent that much o t?e research design could ot foliow.

. prep;red Blu;prints} Iﬁstegd;%ﬁt was decided that a. highly }ndivf-

dualized design would be ngcessary to assist the institution in

evaluatiné itg own 'program. As Medsker foreéarngd:
/ -43-

L]
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« . ' T ebbe :

Any institution must always bear close cexamination .
and evaluation, With- the eyes of the nation now .
. . on the junior college, it is doubly-important to

- . describe it accurately -- both its weaknesses and .

. its merits. The purpose of such an evaluation is )

not to condemn the institution or to reduce its . )

) effectiveness, but to assist it in rendering even
.- 'greater service (1960, p. 27).

o “ PCYULATION OF THE STUDY >

The student population of,this~study‘consisted of forty-eiéht

q

C . students, twenty—four males and twenty-four females. The students

o S were all participants in the Three-icar Honors Program at Grand View

e
College, during the years 1970 .1971, and 1972. Ten of the partici- )

pants did not receive certificates indicating their full participa-. . '

- e
‘tion in the program. The majority of these students did not maintain

the grade point average required of participants in the program (a

'"B" average), while others, by their own choice,simply did not remain

for a full year (i.e., two semesters) in the program. .

. i :' ) . Preliminaty research on the forty-eight students was .conducted

‘ ' ‘byvusing‘thEir permanent records at the college and a letter and e, o B
. 2 . questionnaire to their transfer institutions (see Appendir A) which®

sought 1imited statistical data regarding grade point averages and

time spent at the transfer ifstitution. Grades were available only -

o

.
o o b
" Wy P

5. °
) for students in the classes of 1970 and 1971. Within this group of . Ty

»
-

twenty-three students, one female did not continue her educationoh et ‘é

. - ] N : (

because of family health problems and one female tock only six hoprs’ ":

. -~ N ~ . . f

beyond GVC during the-early'monthstof:her pregnancy (her GVC cumula-~

- ‘ tive grade point average was 3,54, and her six hours of transfer- - §
) g : work earned a 4.0). Since the study Jas‘concerned with full-time s [
g f: : R ‘ - z - 'L ‘ . “ . .V .
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students, twenty-one students constituted the population for the t§

.
¥
LI ~

purpose of computing grade point averages._

While the cooperating institutions were providing the requested

Q

information, each of the forty-eight participants was sent a question~-

»

raire seeking his (or her) personal responses to thirty-four
questions which had been grouped into four general sections -- con-
cerning gaculty advisors, instruction, curriculum, and the Three-~

Year-Program. The rating scale had three choices — disagree, un-
. ‘ ' '
decided and agree.

W

The rating scale, an answer sheet, and a cover B

. letter were mailed to each of the forty-eight participants. A self-

~

addressed stamped envelope was included in the mailing for their
convenience. The letter which sought to explain the purpose of the

survey agnd research as well as the questionnaire may be found in

Appendix.B. “, : ‘ -

. -
.
- e K]

Althoﬁgh the questionnaires were returned anonymously, some

-

individuals felt compelled to append,indiv1dual letters indicating

*

their reasons for. certain responses.

vV

These letters were then stapled

,to the answer oheets to assist the researcher in the compilation of
> —
total responses. In addition ‘to the questionnaires and rating scale,

,several personal interviews‘were conducted with the transfer students

-

for. additional comments and information; the results of these inter-
: X . p 5

views werevused both in the final analysis and in the recommendations

;

C=

of Chapter Five.

[N
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STATIS$ICS

From the answer sheets returned by the students, the responses

to the'ra;ing scale were coded on a master sheet. From this, a

distribution analysis of responses was obtained, which employed nine

variables: total response, male response, female response, graduate

response, participant response, male graduate response, female

graduate'response, male participant response, female participant

response. Collectively, they were summarized in Appendix C.

- - A-separate table was used for each statement rated in order to ~

analyze the number and percentage of students, as distributed above,

who responded to each item. For each statement and table, a summary

with implications was used to descTibe the analysis which is included

.

~in Chapter Four.

-

S




CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Y {

Preliminary Analysis, Table 4.1 brovided a capsulized statement

regarding GVC participants in the "Three-Year Program for Superior

Students." The categories were constructed to permit demonstration

of variations within particular class years as well as a composite
‘ R - \

e e e e g e ——— e o

-picture;— —- -

"+ Table 4.2, however, attempted to provide follow-up data for stu-
dents in the classes of 1970 and 1971 according to the questionnaires

returned by the cooperating institutions (see Appendix A). A number -

of items appeared to warrant further explanation.

L4

First. While the transfer means grade point average (GPA, with

4.0 equal to "A") has decreased, the decrease was not as large as

_might have been expected. The only available major study of Iowa

transfer students covered the period of June, 1953, to March, 1955, and

was correlated between various types of institutions of higher edu-
cation with the three state institutioms. Sﬁudents from private junior
colleges averaged a;nét léss in mean GPA of 0.30; however, tgey did
account for ‘the highest percentage of sﬁudents eventually receiving
degrees (Medsker, 1960, p. 356): A study of table 4.2 indicated that
GVC has made tremendous advances in providing student articulation ;ith

.

no appreciable GPA loss for its honor students, "~

‘Second. The séme'Medsker stdhy also indicated:that the_greatgst

» al

. D 4. ' o
N
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single loss in GPA occurred when the private' junior college student
enrolled at the State University of Iowa (p. 536). The data obtained
on the one transfer student from GVC to the State University in 1970

substantiated the earlier finding., In 1955, the average loss was .

.

L 0.43; for the GVC student in 1970, it was 0,36, While one case could

-

not indicate a statistically significant fact, it was, nevertheless, an

interesting phenomenon. !
rd - - e e

‘ e Third., Of the four students in the class of 1970, two transferred

and completed their degrees in less than two semesters, which had been
the expected norm. No explanation has been obtained from those in-:
volved, and college‘records indicated there was no course'overload. .
One interpretatign, houever, could have been than the level of pre-
paration and mastery was sufficient to permit the students to havew -
normal college requirements waived. | ’ N
. Fourth. Students in the class of 1971 have,*on the uhple, taken
longer to complete their degree requirements than was anticipated. In
'most cases, the extra time ranged from: three to six hours and was
usually undertaken in summer school, The reasons for the extra time
were varied. There were some cases of poor advising at GVC; for others,
- it was a desire to complete a second major: In still other situations,
‘ albeit only a few, there were some problems inTtransferring courses
| - . h
| 'which had escaped the attention of the co-ordinator. On the whole,
*however, the students themselves accepted the respoﬁ%ibility‘of tahing

an extra semester to work toward their dégrees.‘b ) . .

e e . Fifth. _Five graduates_in_the class of 1972 have been awarded .

N

grants for tuition and books in an M,A., degree program at Drake

[
-

P aas
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g v

University in Des Moines. The five have also received stipends of

$105 ‘per week under the Drake-Des Moines Public School Teacher Corps

program, . -

The remainder of this chapter was designed to sunmarize and indi-

cate the implications of the responses to each of the questions on the’,

1ndividua1 questionnaires (see Appendix B). Moreover, it was deemed

b

advisable to summarize each of the four sections of the questionnaires

g ey

immediately following the group of questions which constituted that -

division.

<
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SERVICES OF FACULTY ADVISORS AT GVC

&

Table 4.3:° Were you adequately advised by the faculty at GVC re-
garding transfer_of courses to the four-year'follege‘that you

attended? o
disagree. undecided agree:
‘N % N 2 .- N A
4 27 1 6 10 67
Female 4 21 3 16 - .12 63
8 24 4 ‘12 22 64
517 2 8 18 75
4 .40 2 - 20° 4 4 40
1 -9 1 9 9 82 4
3 23 1 8 9 69 ¢
3 \75 _0 0~ =1 25
1 *r7 2 33 3 <« 50

subsequﬁntly httended.

& { - ’ N
ticularly from.male participants who had a level of disagreement of 75

percent. a7

Summary. Only 24 percent of the students disagreed, and 64 per-

3

cent agreed that they were adequately advised by faculty personnel at

_GVC regarding transfer of courses to the four-year institution they

L4

5

ceptible area of disagreement between participants and graduates~-par-
\ , &

-

RS )
]

ki  m

v o e

However, table 4.3‘indicated there was a-per-

P L

Implications. of tne three male participants'who disagreed with

the question, one student has finally completed degree requirements,

taking longer to do so than the expected twd semesters.

however, the students rated the faculty personnel rather high for trans-

fer advising. Reasons for disagreement were not indicated by the data,

-

»

However, interviews with some of the students seemed to indicate that

both student and advisor must share equally in the responsibility for -
such errors. Stﬁ’éntsa generally, were completely’ unaware of the re-
quirements for their ma}or at the transfer institutions.

.sonnel, on the other hand, were not always advised by the students

[

On the whole,

Faculty per-

ety i mn e cn
.
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when courses were dropped or added. Thus, wost- faculty members have
not had complete knowledge of their advisee's‘progress while-attending :
GVC,'nor have they_hadgsubstanti?l knowledge of the student's goals

B, . £ . . +

Py ]

One possible solution to this problem would have been to give to

» “~

each advisor a personal file folder for each advisee,'containing perti- !

-

nent test and'transcript data, At the conclusion of each semester, a

<

copy of the student's schedule and "his grade‘report could be entered

in the file. Beyond .BUCh mechanical devices, ‘Predicated upon
“ . .
adequate advisee assignment in-the first place, the fact would remain

that the most important element would be that both the student and the
. &
faculty~member'must be thoroughly informed of the particular current ’ .

requirements of each transfer.institution. - ' . S sy
Table.4.4: At GVC, were you ever advised by faculty advisors to !
take courses which were unnecessary for your major at- the four-
year college to which you transferred? :

A

- g %

.disagreé undecided = ° ..agree . !
N % N> - % N % total . |
Male 7 . 46 4 27 4 27 - 15_ K ‘L
Female 12" 63 1 N 6 32, 19 ¢
Total 19 56 5 15 10 29 . 34 i
\ .
Crad, 13 54 4 17 7 \29 24
Part., - 6 60 1 10 3 3{) 10, _
M.G. 4 36 3 28 4 36, 11
E.G, 9 69 - 1 8 K 23\ 13
M,P, 3 75 1 25 0 0 4
F.P, 3 50 0 0 3 50. " 6

Summary. Only 29 percent of all the, students in the survey indi-

[N

" cated agreement with the question, and 56 percent disagreed. Moreover, -

similar percentages were found to’ exist within each of the various : ' .




-
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.

categories.. Only among female partic1pants did the question obtain a

-
<
50 percent level of agreement ?
o)

Implications. Genera11y speaking, the' students rated the faculty

& avm

members high in their advising regarding courses necessary for the

student's major at the t;ansfer(inStitution. The high level of

successful articulation for GVC during the past twenty years has meant

..

that faculty and administration have taken tremendous steps in aligning

¢
the -college's curriculum with ‘the cooperating institutions. Moreover,

in cases where ﬂhnnecessary" courses were advised, it.was often part of

the’ more general GVC degree requirements and transferredaa afgenerel

elective for the student.

Table 4.5 Would you say that your GVC advisor was knowledgeable
about your major? ) .

»

disagree . undecided °

N YA % N % .

1 6. - 12 ) 82 15
6

7

32 ' 10 . ) 58 19
21 11 68 34

3

T : — %8 T
0 70 10

¥

10 91 _ 11
6 46 13
25 2 50 4 .
17 - "5 83 6

~

4

Summary. Again, former students rated the .faculty high‘with 68

percent‘indicating“that their GVC advisor was knowledgeable about their

r'd

majors as opposed to only 21 percent who disagreed. The ‘female gradu-’

-~ N . \ L4 5
ates were the only group which indicated their displeasure with their

/
advisors by sp1itt1ng their responses evenly between agreement and dis-

agreement.

Crwt ey ol L
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Implications;

~54-

The respomses to this question correlate rather

closely with the previous dtatement in Wthh 56 Percent of the former

students agreed they had been adequately advised while they attended

4
been explained by the fact that GVC imstructers

+

bave been employed

"GVC. The high level of agreement on this:question.could possibly. have .

[

in their primary teaching fields which carries the correlated impli-

cation that faculty advisors may have had a professional orientation

. 3
quirements in their respective disciplines.,

°

Moreover, many of -the

,

'”by,which they have tried to keep tﬁemselyes abreast of . changing re-

faculty advisors involved with the Three-Year Program have- tried to

institutions to insure the acceptance of "their" students,
Table 4.6

_for the forms?

L3

Wast the only time you ever consulted with your '
faculty advisor at GVC during registration to obtain a signature

s

~stay in,direct contact with the cooperating departments‘of the other

N
N,

N

vt

- L N 1

. disagree ~ undecided agree v§\ ‘.

N yA N’ % N~ total
Male 11 4 73 0 0 4 K __. 15
Female 10 53 1 5 8 42 19 N
Total = 21 62" ¢ 1 3 12 '
Grad, - 17 71 0 0 7 29 24
Part, - 4, 40 - 1 10 5 50 10 °

- 1]

M.G. 10 91 -0 0 1 ) 9 11
F.G.. & 54 - 0 0 6 46 13 .
M,P. 1 25 0 0 3 75 4
F.P, 3 50 1 - 17 2 33 6

. Summary,

visor at GVC was to obtain his.signature on forms for registration.

v

Only 35 percent of the former students agreed while 62

.percent &isagreeﬁkthat the only time they consulted their faculty ad-

'However, the largest deviation in responses to be noted occurred be- "
‘ . ]

.

v o s s e et s 5 5
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. ) P ’_ " ; |
tween the sexes; 73 percent of the gales disagreed with ‘the question
as opposed to only 53 percent of the females. '

_ Implications, The most’ interesting th1ng suggested by Table 4,6

was that a correlation might exist between the students whoagraduated
; *

and saw their advisors often as opposed -to students who saw advisors
f
only rarely and who ended up as only participants in the progtam. The
. £+ J

high "disagree" percentage among graduates as opposed t? the lower per-_

centage of part1cipants seemed to indicate that such consultations’e
/ i

merited further attention' by the college.,
- ) v v

" Furthermore, there was nothing in the data to explain the apparent

harsh attitude of the males. It may have been possible that female

*

respondents were being less critical towards the program and the
’ ! !

©

college than were the males, but such an explanation fould only have -

been conjecture.

r

One resolution to the problem of frequency of f culty-student

-

-

contact would have been to put into the program of the college a semi-
mandatory program of advising so that students and faculty could “have "
gained a better knowledge of one another and,establ%shed a more ‘
harmonious relationship. I f

Table 4e7: Would you say, that your faculty advxsor was well-
informed regarding the netéssary courses needed for your major at the
four-year institution? ’

disagree undecided ’ agre
N % N - - % N % total
Male- 2 14 5. 33 . .8 I~ 53 15
Female 9 47 4 21 i 6 I 32. v 19°
Total 11 32 9 27 L4 | 41 ) 34,

® I ‘ .
'

o

!
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Table 4.7 (continued) °
' disagree g undecided ~agree5 .
N % . % N % total
Grad. 8 34 -6 24 10 .42 24
Part. 3 30 3- - 30 4. 40 10
M.G. T 9 ~3 . 78 7 63 11
F.G. 7_- 54 3. 23 3 23 13
Mopo 1 25 ’ 2 N 50 1 ‘25 4‘
Summary . While only 32 percent of the students disagreed with the’

question, and 41 percent agreed with it, there was a significant number

.

" who weré simply uncertain -- 27 percent of the tespondents, It was also
AN

A} » 1}

significant to note that 47 percent ,of ‘the- females as opposed to only
l& percent of the males seemed to disagree regarding the knowledge of ,

faculty advisors at GVC.

Implications. Whereas the previous item demonstrated a split be-

tween.graduates and participants with only a small schismbetween male

. « o . . -
respo;dents, this question indicated a massive split between male and
female students., Moreover, it was appareﬁt from -the individual re-
sponses that there was a common area of concern involved for both

1

males and females, although the individuals did not necessarily have;

the same_advisors. The female and male respondents who disagreed with

" the questionvaere predqminantly education majorss Ho&ever, only part

of the responsibility could be laid at the doorstep of any individual

advisor when one considered the’ fact that the requirements for edu-

‘cation majors have been in a state of flux at each of the cooperating

institutions. Nevertheless, the‘implications were certainly present

that some areas of advising were in need of substantial improvement.

¢ -
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Table 4. 8s Would you say that your faculty advisor at GVC was
‘more helpful than the one you had at the four-year college?

© . ’'disagree - undecided agree
: - N % N % N % total §
Male A 26 5 34 -6 . 407 . 15
Female 9 47 7 37 3 e 19
Total* ‘13 38 . 12 35 9 27 34
Grad. 6 24 - 10 42 8 . 34 24
Part, 770 - .2 _ 20 Agiw' 10 - 10
M.G. 1 9 4 36 6 55 11
F.G. 5 38 6 46 2 16 . 13
M.P, 3 75 1. - 25 0 "0 4
FR 4 66 1 AT 1 17 6

: Suﬁnﬁrz. Once again,~students seemed simply uncertain about the ’
helpfulness of ‘their faculty advisors at GVC. While 38 percent of the
,resp&ndents-disagreed outright and only 27 percent agreed, there re-
mained 35’ pefcent of the-former studehts who could (or would) not make
such a judgment. Moreover, the greater criticism seemed to rest with
femates who had 47- percent disagreemegt and participants who had 70
percent disagreement. I sum, it could only be said that nearly one-
third nf the respondents agreed the £aculty advisor at GVC was more -
helpfui than -at the four-year college, ’

“

. Implications.. The obwious conclusion drawn from this question - was

that’ one-third’of the: former honors studénts were more satisfied withthe
advising received at the fout-year 1nstitution than at GVC. Moreover,as
far as the female responses were concerned, there was ‘some continuity
W1fh ‘the preyeous question regarding the knowledgeability of GVC faculty
adﬁlsors. However, there appears to have been a greatér negative Tre~
Sponse level” td. this, question on. the pa%t of participants than had been
expected, There was nothmg in the data to xndicate any z;eason for this

type of response Ievel amongathe patticipants. e ~

N

Summary of faculty advising’at ‘GVC, On the whole, the data indi-

cated that the ﬁVC advisingvprogram with regard to .its honor students was

-
~
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above average. The high degree of successful articulation 'between - %

- * A

j.nstitut:.ons was indicative of the fact that advisors were knowledge-

t 3

3 t . ) alile about institutional requlrements beyond. GVC, However., 'there has .
) . . ; pee_r‘x deglohstrated the problem of lack of student:perception 'with. regard- f\ Y
Y "4 to 't’he knowledgeahility of éﬁndi’v‘id’ua‘l a.dvisors. T . ' ; l, ' . ‘,.'.:
. . ., “Generally speakmg, it has been noted that females (mth the o A‘ -
. < . Y : 3 .

exceptj.on of Table 10 6) tended to demonstrete greater disagreem .t than -

L \

B ' NS . males, Moreover, it has been sh/own in several areas th%t participants o
' ; L have‘\isagreed more than' graduates. Whether students became partici- ’ . . N
CE .'# e 'pantsr%ecause of the type of advising they had could not be shown b}} *
. z& . ":", ﬂ:t_ e : the ?ata collected for this .Study.” In all pro%ability, th1s was not 5

! “uh

K

; - - oy the case, However,, GQC has succeeded in alienating a small number of-
s “its st‘udents as demonstrated by- several of. the responses. fn the | :

. N “ ' following chéptér some positive suggestions will ‘be offered which will T
N . < perhaps, COT;QC\. thgfs éitt’iation 1n the future, assuming it is deemed
¢ ' * ‘! '

. : <. & advisable' to continue this type oj program.

. - e 3 . ‘ . )
' - Lo msmucno%wr Gve S .

.
* .

hd )
'y . . . . +

%_ ) - - Table 4 9oy’ Did.your background at GVC give you a good back-
e . « "ground for completing' yout ma jor?, ° . '
L A - ° ¢ . "o . ® "

o L
-
. [ ’ —

‘q diSagr‘ee ;;',, Y u'hdecided . agree - ' D
N % w e N % SN § total : :
S Y RS NS (ST S !
0 0. 0 - 19 . 100--° ',19 T
2 3 9 , 29 :

v

85 34 -

Y - 20 84 N
: 1 L ° .9 50 :

. N
. ) N

24
10

z 63 11 ° R .
. F.G. 0 0 0 . - 13- ‘100 13 .
. M.P. 0 1. 25 - .3 75 4 R s

0 0 . ’ 100 ‘6 ’

. -
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‘ t ’ Summary. Only 6 percent of the respondents disagreed while 85

S ,Q " percent "agreed that their education at GVC gave them a good back-

— ' ground for completing theirv n{ajor. -However ,- l'?:*percel-lt“‘of “the males— — - T
. ¢ 1

d;sagreed with the question %hile-none of the female respondents dis-

agreed On the other hand, 68 percent of the males and 100 percent of

-

- Implications.

’

F . ~ f', the females -agreed with the question. : . .

2

" The results 1nd1cated that.as far as the honor stu-

B —_—— —_—

dents were. concerned GVC offered a suff1c1ent background for the com-

)
At e aannd
+ ol o ¢

- ) pletion of md jors at other institutions. In fact,_pr1vate conversa-

, t1ons w1th a number of the respondents indicated that in certain
disciplihes; the background offered by GV¢ was, in fact, deemed

super1or to that offered by the four-year 1nst1tut1on.

ey

. Table_a.lO: Did you pursue the same major at the four-year

college: ) )
disagree . undecided agree ;
. N % N % N "% total
Male 3. 20 0 0 12 80 ° "~ 15
Female 0 - 0 0 "0 19 100 19
Total 3 9 .0 0 31 91 . 34
. Grad, - 3 12 0 0 71 88 24
Part. 0 0- 0 0 10 100 34
M:G. 3 28 0 0 8 72 11
o F.G. 0 - 0: 0 * 0 13 100 13 .
M.P. 0 -0 0 "0 4 100 4 I
F.P. 0 0 0 0 6 100 6 ’
) Summary. Only three students, which constituted 9 percent of the "

. samplet,indfcated'they had changed their majors after transferring to

— *“the—four%year“fnstitufion: ts wer

v

‘Moreover, t those three students were males .

who had graduated with fvll participation in the Honors Program,

Implications.

The implications were that the vast najority of the
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Honor Students had self-defined goals, which were established-while

ettending GVC, resulting in large measure from a good instructional and

.

" ‘guidance program there. Mqreover, ‘the results indicated these self-
, defined goals were exceptionally strong among the female students.
Furthermore, by the third year at GVC, a student has begun to

develop a mhjor field of study. Great care has been exercised by most

of the academic departments at GVC to ensure that the1r courses and

A e U R — ——_ -

requ1rements are compatible with those of the cooperating institutions.
Thus, responses of the degree which were achieved with this question
indicated thet the Honors Program at GVC nas been_highiy su%cessful in
fulfilling its function of integrating knowledge during the third year,
thereby allowing thé student to develop an even‘stronger major during ‘
- the fourth or transfer'year: “

’ Table 4.11: Would you say that the anee-fear Program does

an excellent job of preparing students for transfer to the’
four-year college?

ro
disagree - undecided agree
N % N % N % - total
Male I 6 . 9 6l . . 5 33 15 ’
Female 1 5 5 41 13 54 19 .
Total 2 6 14 - 41 18 53 34
Grad, 2 8 1L 4. 11 %6 94 °
! Part, 0 0 3 30 7\ 70 10 .
]
- M.G. 1 9 6 55 4 36 - 11
F.G. 1 8 - 5 38 T 54 13
. M.P, 0 0 3 75 1 25 4
F.P, 0_ Q 0. 0 6 100 6

Summary. Only 6 percent ‘of the students disagreed and 53 percent
agreed that the Three-Year Program did an excellent job of preparing )

students for transfer to the four-year college. Moreover, 8 percent

o
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of the graduates disagreed ‘'with the question while none of the parti-
cipants disagreed. On the other hand, 70 percent of the*participantg

agreed.as compared with only 46 percent of the graduates.

Implications. While the results indicated a positive response
toward the'Honors Program at GVC for preparing students for £ransfer,
it was interesting to note the high £eve1 of uncertainty aimong all
groups of ‘respondents, In large measure, this was a result of the
fact th;t‘many of the sfudents‘had not really been away long enough
to make a full and intelligent assessment. Morgo;er, a number of stu-
dents indi;ated theré was a problem with this question in that it was;,
diffiqult for .them to éepar;te the instructional services ofpthe college
itself from that ofAthe Three-Year Program. The general feeling, then;
was that the'Hoqor's Er;gram has no special virtues apart from the i
general cnllege program in preparing traﬁsfer students. In summary,
it was the colleée and not the Three-Year.Program wﬁich stude;ts per-

>

ceived as doing an excellent job of preparing students for transfer.,
Table 4.12: Did you find the courses at the four-year institution
more time consuming?

disagree - undecided
A % A
46 21 33 - 15
47 21 : 32 19
6 48 20 : 32 34

N
7
9
1

12 50 ) - 25 . 25 24
4 40 10 : . 50 10

55 - 28 17 .11
46 23 31 13
25 0 75 4
50 - , 17 33 6

Summary. The ddta indicated that 48 percent of the students dis-

’




grees ;f/unCertainty with regard to this_ question ;' it was apparent A

the/courses at -the four-year institution. Strangely enough, there was
N 13 >

“found 1t necessary to spend a great amount of time on their courses

while attendlng GVC, thus the transition to the four-year college was

“other hand, had, in all likelihood, developed bad study habits during:t

-

. 2=

‘ * . “a

agreed, and 32 percent agreed the courses at the four-year institution

"

were more time consuming. While the percentages demonstrated no major

sp1it between males and females, there was some d1sagreement between y

B

graduates and participants., While 50 percent of the graduates dis-
agreed with the questibn, 50 percent of the participants agreed. that

the courses at the four-yea? college were indeed more time consuming

-

than equivalent courses at GVC.

Implications.. Since many of the students indicated varying de-

.
/ e

.

that the courses at GVC.must have been at least as time consuming as s

T Tree T . -

indication that time consuming courses were related to any particular ) e

institution. TIn most cases, where students claimed time. consuming cour-
. 4 “ - N

ses at the transfer institutionl,it wés related to the individual and = .
his or her own abilities rather than to the'institution itself. This ;

also he1ped to explain why a greater percentage of partic1pants, as (' o o

+
H

- - i P
i

opposed to graduates, agreed with the question. The better students . - A

’

a relatively simple matter for most of them. Partic1pants, on the }

their first two or three years and were then forced -into the’ sudden

realization that more time would be necessary for their courses during .
R o v L ¥

the fourth year just to maintain their status quo in terms of grade

point average. -
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Table 4,13: - Would you agree that the quality of grading at GVC
is tougher than at the four-year level?

4

disagree . undecided
| N % . % %
Male: 7 3 20 40 . 40 15
Female . 6 32 - 36 32 . - 19
Total 9 27 - 38 35 34

P-4
»

GCrad. % R 3% : 42 7
Part, 30 50 , 20 10

- M.G. 28 : — 28 , 44 - 11

F.G. 23 . —__ 38.5. 38.5 13
M.P. 0 75 ‘ 25 4
F.P., .50 . T 33 — 176

b2

Summary. Only 27. percent of the former students disagreed and -

. 35 percent agreed that grading at*GVC is more stringent than at, the

four-&ear institution. While there was some disparity'between.the

.

various classes of.suhjects in this study, the overriding conclusion

was that 38 percent of the students were simply undecided. ' Moreover,
’ >

P

the percentage bf students who reported an uncertain response were

generally participants in.the program who had not graduated.

\

Tmplications. Although a clear maJority of students did not re-

4 } - ®» ~
port that “the grading 4t GVC was® more demanding than at the four-year

1nst1tution, at the same’time, there was no implication that those -

-

institutions hed:grad igg standards szgnificantly harsher than that of

GVC. Many of the reSpondents had simply not attended the transfer

[

institution long enough to fully assess the grading norms of the re-
spective colleges. Furthermore, it was expected that students who, had—
¢ ’ .
encountered some difficulties at GVC, either academically or socially,

would encounter'greatér problemsrupon their transfer. Thus, the higher

. rating from these students corresponded to preconceived-notions of

s -

<
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student achievement.

Table 4.14: Would you agree that the quality of instruction at’
GVC 4s higher than at the four-year college? ) . o

disagree undecided |
- N % .. N %
Male 1 6 9 61 15
Female: 5 - 27. 12 . 63 - ) 19
Total 6 18 . 21 62— — - ) 34

s

Grad. 417 14 - 59 24
Part. - 20 8 80 10 "

9 . 5
23~ . 8
0 -4 100
35 465 v

45.5 5 11

" 61 .2 16 13
0

0

0 4
0 6

Summ ary«- Only 18 percent of the students disagreed and 20 per-

'centcagreed~that the_quality.of.instruction-atAGVanasﬂhigher“than‘WWWf

that of the four-year college. Percentagewise, more females (27) than

males (6) disagreed with the question, however, there ‘was a rather
o

£y

consistent*undecided re:§Onse which resulted in a 62 percent figure

L4

for this -category among/all students. polled. -

e e ey e e S

;gplications. While the majority of former students did not rate

" the quality of instruction at GVC higher than atvthe four-year insti-
tution, there was, nevertheless, a large percentage of undecided

responses. Moreover,.the equivocal nature of those responses seemed

. R ¢

to indicate that while the quality of instruction at GVC may not have

been higher, neither was it lower than at the fourbyear ingtitutions,

Again, ‘those responses could not have been compared with standard

.
S e b, ettt s

articulation studies because of the bfased nature of the sample which

was involved. Most of the student responses were from individuals




* cent agreed that there was more personal interest from the instructors ,

* undecided and’ 50 percent agreed. ) B

T 65

1

who had experienced only two semesters at the transfer institution,
which was not sufficient: time to permit any of them from drawing any

definitive -conclusions.

* Table 4.15: Would you say that you found more personal ,interest
‘from the -instructors at GVC than at the four-year institution?

P

disagree undecided : .agree

N A N 2 N ° A
Male 0 0 4 27 11 73 - 15
Female 3 16 - 2 20 14 64 ~19
Total 3 9 6 - 18" 25° 73 34

-
[]

Grad., 2 17 ' 75 2%
1 10. 2 120 70 10,
—20 :

R S T R ) 11

0 2 -~ —50 . 50 4
17 0 0 " 83 6

0.
2 15,5 = 22— 1535 69 ‘13
0
1

' Summarz. Only 9 percent of the stddents disagreed while 73 per-

at GVC than at the four~year institution. Moregver, there was no
- i

ot

significant deviation from this percentage among any of the classes,

except among male participants who were divided ‘with 50 percent being
L

-

~Implications. . Former honor students at GVC rated instructors as

.

‘having a personal ihterest in the studenté which has traditionally
lent itself to a.desirable philosophy of education, especially

essential-at the junior college level: Moreover; the personali

interest aspect of education at GVC has long been considered one of

>

the unique factors in the existence of the college. Such concern

reflected a majpr portion of its Christian commitment, which has been

i
Ed - . ‘
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a significant element in the institution as it sought to perpetuate

""its ties with the raurch. Furthermore, *llege 8 concern with U

the education and development of the total individual has required
Y
the individual commitment of every instructor to develop a personal

~

interest in and association*with each student, insofar as has been

possible. ?

Table 4 16: Would you say there is’ a friendlier atmosphere at
GvVC than at .the' four~year college?

>

disagree ~undecided: .- - agree’

‘?N :" % N - %
) : 12 13 . 88 15

16 13 63 19

15 -26 76 : 34

20 16~ 68 74

0 - 10 100 ‘ 10

18 - 82 11

23 54 13

9

7
0 4 100
0 6 100 . 6

p— - " %

& ‘Summ mmary.’ Only 9 percent of all respondents disagreed, .while 76

23

percent agreed that there was a friendlier atmosphere at GVC than. at

thé four-year college. Moreover, -the - percentages were even greater

p}
i

among,partic1pants (100) than among)graddates of the program (68),
with ¢ the greatest erosion of support having come from female gradu-
ates who had a 23 percent level of disagreement.

Ileication. The positive response toward the friendller atmos-

phere of‘GVC may have been an indication that the faculty has had

personal interest in the students and has traditionally aided students
in adjusting to the various patterns of college life. Under such an

4
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atmosphere, the student has felt free and relatiﬁely at eas in con- N

[y

sulting with the instructors and asking for- help and advice. While

+this has traditionally been considered an important element for
junior college students, especiazly those who have had 111-defingd

-gdals for themseives, it hég been anothervof the distinéuishing
characteristics of GVC. Moreover, it m%ght.be’anticipateé tﬂét if

this question had been asked of non-participants in the Honors,

Program, a similar respoﬂhe level would have been obtained., While

many private colleges and universities have boasted of the friendlier

atmosphere, few have been able to achiebe’reﬁpoese\rafesiof this
. ¢ Q . i :
magni tude. e
Furthefmore, if the foregoing could be congideréd to be valid, it

then would tend to re-eniforce the interpretation of Table 4.15, re-

. garding the amount of personal interest demonstrated in students by.

et e Sy S ) e s Py W e T
p .
N

the instructors,
Tablé 4.17: . Do you feel that your instructors at GVC were well
"~ qualified and compared” favorably to, the instructors at the
four—year college? -

disagree undecided
N % N %
1 (4 2 12
0 0 2 .10
1 3 .4 - 12

20

9
8
25
17
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Summary. Only 3 percent of the students disagreed, and 85 per-

‘cent agreed that their imstructors at GVC were well-qualified and

~compared favorably with instructors at the transfer institutions.

-

Moreover, there was no signifiéant deviation from this percentage

L3

~ among any of the groups analyzed in the. table.

- - -

£ - - .
Implications. The qualifications of the instructors rated in-
4 - i - >

ordinately high with the gzeater.pércentage of respondents. Whfile

-« i

the instrument permitted students to compare GVC instructors favorably-

.

with instfuctors,at'the four-year institutions, man& students indica-
' o b . ’
ted that.they would have even rated GVC instructors higher had the

questionnaire permittéd such discrimination. ~ Of major *

importance here was the discrepancy between responses received to -

P s Ty

-
»

this quéstion and the one presented in Table 4.14 regarding the

AP

qﬁality,of instruction at GVC. It may be recakled Ebat in that t;?le

the students seemed uncertain about the quality -of education offered

o

then would have been that, the in-

’

at GVC. The general implicatioms

structors as instructors have received févorable ratings, and it had

. .

. ; . Cen ]
to be assumed .that the unceftainty rested mére with ghe,couraes'than
L]

-

with the manner of ‘presentation. Ultimatel&,'then,_the faculty of
GVC seeped to have merited an unusual amount of praise from its - -

‘former honor students while a certain question remained concerning

\ o

the quality of individual courses. - . , .e
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_Table 4,18: Did you find that your instructors at GVC were
always willing and ava11able for 'help? {

S {

2!

B disagree’ _____.undecided -—-agreé-—-
N % N % - N |z ‘total
‘Male 0 0 - <1 6 14 [ 9% . 15
Female- 0 °~ 0 2 " 10 .17 | 90 19
Total. 0 0 3 9 3L .1 91 34
—a _y - : : ) / ‘.
. Grad. 70 0 0 0 24 | 100 .24
Part, 0, 3 30 2l | .70 - 10
= ) " ‘
M.G. 0 0 0 0 - 11 | 100 - 11
F.G. 0 0 0 0 . 13 [ 100 -~ 13
M.P. 0 0 1 15 - 3.1 15 -, 4.
F.P. 0. 0. 2 33 4 | 67 6

i the curxricular

- : )
. -

Summary. ' None of the respondents disagreed wﬁile 91 percent

-

agreed that instructors at GVC were Elways billin and available for
/ g

e

help. However, the incidepce of uncertainfy or undecidedness in-

3creased among the partlcipants (30 percenq) and not with the graduates.

Implications. The instructors at GVé were interested in the

. E - R |
students' progress and achiévements. Th%y were willing to help and

. were available for assisting students. #he extremely high positive '

M >

response of students to thls questlon 1ndicated that students were

not only satisfied but pleased with the |calibre of instruction

& . . ~ -

offered by GVC.» . ’ P ‘ /

v

[ ,
Summary of Instruction. Generally' speaking, the instructional
J ]

' aspects of GVC'were. highly rated by it? former Honor Students. While

\ . Pl

~. . -l; s . —— i )
‘aspe“ts were not treated at length in this.section,

.., S Tk » i v

A N e

thete was“soma ihdi.étlon ‘that the respondents were more, favorably ,

. tion rather. than toward specific courses.

L)

inclined toward‘the instructors and the various mPthods of instruc—

o
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Furthermore, there appears to have bee an element of the "sour
a

grapes ‘phenomenon among participants. These students, unaware or

‘4

unwilling“to face their own shortcomings, apparently ‘have attempted to

displace their hostilities on the whole program.. On the other hand,
graduates of the program have been remarkably favorable in their’
, responses to both faculty adyising ‘as well as instruction.

+

Finally, it would appearithat Gve has been rather successful ‘
among'its Honor ‘Students in achieving fts‘institutional purposes ksee

-... p. 18), particuldrly in the.realm ofAdemonstrating educational and

N . B Ay
Christian concern for the advancement of individual students as human
\

beings. - While it has often appeared trite, to say the least, to

suggest that private, church—related institutions have attempted to

fulfill their Christian‘ggmmitments to the individual it does appear
”to have been the case with’ GVC. Moreover, it would appear that even

though GVC has entered a highly competitive educational marketplace,

one of its strongest assets has remained its high quality of in-

struction and Christian concern gor the individual student.

¢ 3
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" " CURRICULUM AT GVC' - '
Table 4.19: Were the courses .offered at GVC sufficient to
~meet the general requirements at the college to which you
) transferted? N
- -
R -+ disagree undecided agree oo
¥ , N % N % N . % tota1
-« Male 3 20 - 3 20 9 60 15
. r Female O 0 .1 5. 18 95 . 19
Total 3 9 - 4 ° . 12 27 _° 79 34
' Grad, 2 8 8 20 . 84 2%
Part. 1 10 °. 2: 20 7 +70 10°.
- ——M.G. 2 - 18.5 2 18,5 . 7 63 ¢+ - 11
. Cee -F.G. 0 0 0~ 0 . 13 100 13
i M.P. 1 25 - 1 25 2 50 4
. F.P. -0 0 1 17 5 83 6
Summa EZ Only 9 percent of the students disagreed; and 79 perJ

‘ fent agreed that the courses offered at GVC were sufficient to meet
4 ! .
' - the general requireuents of the college to which they transferred.

Again there was some erosion of positive responses from male= who dis-
agreed at a level of 20 percent while the female respondents aéreed at
! . . - b . »
the 95 percent level.

Iéplicationsﬂ Fot curriculum services, students gave a very high

rating to the courses offered at GVC as being sufficient to meet the
i * .. v

four-year colleges' general réquirements. However, it must be pointed

" cut that given the uniqué‘nature'of,GVC and of its Honors ?rogram,

" thls response was antigipated Therefore, the further implication of

this question was that uhile GVC has been offering courses which have

' . been sufficient for the needs of most students, there have apparently

v been areaz in which -course offerings couild have been increased and/or

improved'since the theoretical response to this question should have

-

e f

. e e~
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been at the 100 percent level of agreenent'as'far as the_college has
been concerned. »

- - 1

Table 4, 19 however, provided only a quantitative summary of"

ki
- .3

_course offerings without being concerned with the content of the

.
-

courses. That dimension, therefore, received attention next.
M ¥ .

.

Tahle d 20: Was the cortent of the ¢ourses offered at GVC
sufficient to glve you a good basit background ‘for the courses
which you took at the fourryea;/college?

s
D /

disagree® undecided' agree
‘N A N, % N xS

12 1 6 .12 82- 15

2
1 5 17 . 90° 19
3. I

Y 9 29 85 . 34

LI

7 - 4 21 88 - 24
1 ‘ ' 8, 80 10

&

82 11

12~ 92 13

3 -5 - 4

5 83 6

Summary . 0n1y 6 percent of the former students disagreed and 85
percent agreed with the qupstion that the content of the courses
itecﬁfenedeat GVC gave the students a very good basic background for

courses they pursued at their transfer institutions, The uncertain

group was once again deminated by the participants, but only at a -0

-

percent level.

Imglicationsu‘,The previous - question indicatedcthat 79 percent

of the Honor students thought that the courses offered by GVC were

sufficient to meet the general requirements of theiretransfer.insti- N
“ . [} . \

tutions. However, this question indicated a greater positive feeling
P A

b )
L
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toward the actual content of the courses offered by GVC.

<

implication was that there has existed a serious deficiency in the

-~

breadth of course offerings by GVF. Whereas many institutions have
faced severe difficulties in the qualitative aspects of their curri- .

cula, GVC has apparently beenvﬁlagued with problems of a quantitative

L]

sort. Moreover, it was once again apparent that the "sour grapes'

Thus, the

ﬁhenomenon may have accounted for the types of responses to this

least remained.uncertain rather than negative in their responses and

assessments of course content at GVC.

-~ - -
" question. Even if that were true, however, the students have at

Table 4.21: Would.-you say that you had no difficulty in
transferring auy of your courses to the four-year college?

disagree undecided . . agree. o
N % N % N % total
Male « 6 ° 40 0 0 9 60 15
Female 4 21 1 15 14 64 19
Total . 10 29 1 .3 23 68 34
. - i |
Grad. 7 29 1 -4 16 67 24
Part., 3 30 . 0 0 /7 70 10
!'. . l -
M.G.. 5 45 0 0- |6 55 11
F.G. 2 16 1 8 /10 76 13
M.P 1 25 0 0 |3 75 4
.P 2 33 0 0 | & 67 / 6

Summary. While only 29 perceﬂ:_gglthe students d&sagreed and 68

¢
N LS

percent agreed that there was no difficulty transferring their courses

to their transfer instituti.ns, there was a greater problem for the

-

© graduates than for the participants. [Participants agreed with the-

question at a level of 70 pexcent aslppbosed to 67 percent for

0
graduates.

/

L

1
|
i
?
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Implications. While the data indicated that the majority of

students encountered no difficulty in trbnsferring their courses, the

percentages were not as high as might have been expected given the.

high level of general articulation between the Honor students and

the cooperatingfinstitutions. Moreover; since the Honors program has

been predicated upon the high degree of transferability of codrges,
it wds necessary to elicit individual responses in order to clarify
" these figﬁies. . |

Generally speaking, the problems_encquntered were either with
courses required by GVC which transferred soiely as_electives (e.g.
courses in religion) or they were éelate& to courses in education.
In the latter:case, most of the cooperating institutidns with programs
in education have been jealous of others offering such courses. Each

1
department or College of Education has attempted to pre-empt other

—
efforts of preparing people in that discipline. Thus, while the
general transferability of courses has been rather regpectaﬁle, there-

have been areas where massive advising and planning have been essen~

tial to assisi the student in ‘avoiding certain problems.
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Table 4.22: Did you take some courses at GVC which were
not required at the four-year college?

say
disagree undecided agree
N % N ; i .
Male 3 - 20 1 ' 11 74 15
Female 5 36 0 : 14 64 19
Total 8 24, 1 73 34

Grad. Y ' 79 24
Part. 40 ", . 60 " 10

G.. 18 : ’ . 73 11
.G, 16 ° 84 . 13
P
P

- 25 75 4
. 50— - 50 6

Summary. Only 24 percent of the studen%s»disagreed, and 73 per-

cent agreed that they took some courses at GVC which were not required
!

~~ . .
at the four-year college. Both males and graduates hgd-higher percen-
-y

tages of agreement, 74 percent and 79 percent resp

o

‘the femz :s-+or the participants. ‘

Implications. The fact that 49 percent more of the students
agreed that they took some courses at GVC that were not required at °*
. the four;year college 1mplied that they took elective hours to com-

plete their schedules for graduation. It did not necessarily suggest

that they. lost credit for the. courses at the transf inst#tutions,
/ }fnl grrJ)—v um._._&.’ (R «gfv— -

1nasnuch as unly 29 percent responded to the previo s queFE‘bn that

they had. had difficulty in transferring courses. Morepvery the high

v .

'‘percentage of students taking extra courses indicated that GVC has"

done more than just provide the necessary background for the develop-

ment of majors, it has apparently been able to offer students some

\selection of courges which means that a small element of breadth has

7 -
»
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Y 2 been present. Furthermdre, these figures correspond to a time when

¢

pyc instituted a credit-no Eredif option for courses not in th

Y

student's major, which may have been a contributing factor in per-

mitting students to explore new areas of academic. interest.

Table 4.23: Did GVC do an excellent job- of ﬁreparing you
for your major? .

.

disagree undecided , agree . -

N A N A N %
Male 2 12 6 40 ‘7 48 ~_ 15
Female 1 5- 4 21 14 - - 74 19 °
Total 3: 9 10 29 . . 62 34 -

Grad. 12 17 : 71 24
Part. - 0 60 40 . 10

<

1 28 55
18 ‘84 13
3 75 25~ 4
3 50 50 6

Summarz.‘ Only 9 percent of the students disagreed and 62 percent

agreed that ?VC did an excellent job of preparing them.for their

-
-

mé}or. Morepver, the data iqg}gated disparate elements among all
classes of respondents. For example, malé; disagreed at a level of
12 percent,” nd femiales disagreed at 5’percent. Similarly, the par-

1 . ,
.ticipants did not disagree at all, while 12 percent of the graduates

~
R s da il

disagreed. ..:

9

Implications. Generally speaking, the respondents rated GVC -

reigti%ely high in preparing them for their major, with 53 percent
more of the .students agreeing than disagreeing. However, the word
"excellent" may have been too strong a choice of words which could

. : o | '
- have resulted in the rather high percentages|of students who were
| .

- A

-

-
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simply undecided. 'Perhaps, too, one year in the major beyond GVC was

an idédequate exposure to the major for the majority of these students.
¢ . » DN . : . . .

et - -
Nevertheless, the .college has been able to re-assure itself of

its value as a result of the low number of studeénts who disagreed with

" the Question, Apparently, the strongé?t’implfﬁation was that GVC has

not done a poor job of prepgring séudents for their majors.

Table 4.24% Do you think GVC has a well—plénnéd course sequence?
. : . & . -

Y
v

c

e

disagree undecided agree ]

N - 2 N % - N % . .total A
Male 3 20 6 40 =~ 6 40 15 il
Female O 0 - 6 32° 13 - 68 : 19 -
Total 3 9 12 + 35 < .19 - 56 . 34
Grad. 1 4 37" 14 | 59 . 24
Part. 2 20 3 30 5 ~ _ 350 10
M.G. 1 9 5 45.5 5 45.5 11
F.G. 0 0 4 31. ° 9 - 69 : 13
M.P, 2 50 1 25 1 25 ) )
F.P. 0 0 2 33 4 67 ' 6

Summary. Only -9 percent of the students disééréed and 56 percenfn
agreed that there was a well-planned course sequence’at GVC. Again,
there appearé to have been a sharp dif.lerence between males who agreed

(40 percent) and“femalgs (68 percent);'howevef, the only really sig~

nificant disagreement came from male participants (50 percent).

;gplicatiéns. Generally speaking, the respondents rated qu&
high the curriculum planning of GVC; howéQ;r,;hhile.the degree of
< ok ot
agigement was .not perhans as great as the institution might have

wished, it was signifiéant that there was such a ow level of dis-

agreement. Again, part of Ehe undecihgd.responses may have been a

v
3

€

S vt <o AR P AP Sl it s AR S

>
htaiatane e o LN




-78~ ) .

-

result of the short exposure to other experiences at the’ transfer

¥ .
institution. One alternative explanation for this pattern may have

-

) be;y in the individual nature of those reporting the negative responges ¥

resulting,in still another manifestation of the "sour grapes"

-

e o phenomenon. .
- ’ £ : . .
. Finally, it was necessary td be aware-of the fact .that during

, t -
this time period, curricula and c%urse~sequences‘weie undefgoing many |, o

.

modifiéa:ions by most institutione of higher learning, a_nd'the.tran‘_sL

\

-

. ) P < . ’ ‘ ’
<o ) - . fer institutions were no eéxception. Thus, students may have tried. to -

: ¢ make, comparisons which were unwarranted.

%

Table 4.25: Do ypu agree that you had no problem, either
socially or academically, at the four-year college to which

-you transferred? . . v .
. . ,
diﬁagreen - ‘undecided ‘agree o \_.f
. ‘N % N % «: N % ‘total N
Male 5 33 . 4 27 6 40 15 '

Female 1 5 2 10 . 16 85 19 - *

) Total _ 6. 18 6 . . 18 22 64 34, o
! Grad. - 6 24 4 - 17 14 59 24
. Part. 0 0 - 2 20 8 - 80 " 10
: ¢ WB. 5 4% 3 78 3 28" 11
F.G. 1 8y I -8 .11 84 .13
D’icPo 0 0 1v 25 " 3‘» 75 * 4

- F.P. 0, 0 1 17 5 83 6 -

Summary. Only 18 percent of the students dksagreed; and 64 per-
cent agreed Ehat they had no problems, eithér'socially or academically

\ at the four-year éollege to which thevy transferred. However, there

dwas a sharp disparity beiween male and ferale respohsés, Males dis-

+ ’

- agreed ‘at a level of 33 percent while females showed only 5 percent
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disagreement. Alternatively, males were 40 percent agreed as
opposed® to females who'were'85 percent‘agreed.

lmplicc -ons., -‘While GVC has done more than an adequate job of

- providing. services to its students, again there was apparently more:
e .that needed to‘be done. However, the problem has been that of

assesging the general nature of thie problem. Apparently, as the

. -

previous geries of -questions has indicated; the major problem has not
Lo~ ’ , -
beeﬂ the course oOr instructidn-offered by GVC. The implication was ,

<

that the respondents rust have ‘been concerned with _social - problems,

« — R .

P which in turn may be a result of financial problems. The Knoell and

- L ’

.: ' %edsker study of 1965 indicated that the economic plight of junior

E

.

: ' S college students has been-a consistent thread in studying junior

’ .

. colleges (p. §9). Furthermore, this would have accounted .for the.

greater disagreement among males than among females since ‘the American

- ' " . college male has not been liberated from his role as the provider of
: : Y - .
collegiate social life. - . . .

- — o B e .
— b — e e - . e - e -

-

received high ratimgs by §6rmer Honor students of GVC, there has been
a’ general feeling that more could have been done. First, the college

has been providirg sufficient coursed to assure the transfer of its

v

\'6.\_ H

Honor studentq, but it has done nothing about guing beyohd what. has

been simply adequate Apparently,ystudents desired to see more
courses added to the curriculum which would have provided more alter-

o B . . ‘ . e

. o natives in terms of majors and minors.

¢

o
O -

: 3

Summary -of Curriculum. While curriculum services have generally *

o - «
s s 507 v etas g e e . m

- p -




" absolutely essential. 1

-80- _—

Second, as was apparent from Table 4.21, the college has not

.

done all that it could in easing the transferability of courses among

cooperating institutions. ihe type of program which GVC has offered

to its Honor studehts required a degree of cooperation with other

) institutions that has been unprecedented among junior angwsenior

collegesm To He successful, such close coopetration ‘must be considered

X. ‘

7 A } - ’ 9~

Third, Table 4.23 indicated that some of the departmefits at GVC
' . o °

have not done quitelas much as they should have in~preparinéttheir

majors for transfer to other institutions. - Student conversations

have indicated thaﬁ their primary concern has been” the lack’ of pro- .

fessional orientatipn which normally should have begun developing by

<

the junior year. A resolution of this situation would have to take

place between individual departments and their majors.

Fourth, apparently GVC has'not kept abreast of changing'course

sequences as the transfer institutions haveiadopted them. In this- \\

- - - &

_ _ P S e - §-

~

kind of situation, the only saving factor at GVC has been its immense

~ degree of flexibility. However, perhaps the curriculumvcould become

r

even more flexible by establishing department'requirements rather

B 7 .
than college requirements for transfer work.

In summation, éVé has been able to provide an~adequate,curricu1um;

however, the institution must make the future decision as to whether

it wants to.be a good curriculum. ~ : ;

@

"
v

7
T N e e o A ¢

[



~81-

 THREE-YEAR PROGRAM . : o -
: o(” . ’ - . ) e )
» Table,4;26d Would you say.that you benefited from participating
. : in ghé Three~Year-Program? :
' -
disagree undecided agree Lo )
. - N - Z N % N % . total
Male - 2 . 12° 2 12 11 76 15
. Female 0 0 1 5. - 18 95 , 19
Total 2 6 3 -9 29 85 " 34 )
T - N 1
Grad, 2 8 3. 12 19 ~_ 80 24+ - .
Part. 0 0 0 0 10 100 10 -~
MG, 2 17 - 2 17— 7 63 11 1
" F.G. .0 0 1 8 ° 12 92 - A3 _
M.P. 0 0 « 0 0 4 100 4 t i
- F.P. 0 0 0 0 6. < 100 6
. Summary. “Only 6 peréent of  the students disagreed, and 85 per-
cent agreed that they,had benéfited from participation\in the Three-
Year Program, 1nterestingly enough, the onli group that disagreed.
were male graduates’ (17-percent), while the participants were in 100 -
~._percent -agreement., ,- X i - : L'~~

ilgplicatioﬂs. The first and most obvious conclusion’ to be drawn

from this table was that the "sour grapes" phenomenou uiscussed in

< , ™ N .

the section on cusriculum apparently did not apply to the Three-Year

Program itself, just to the curriculum of the college. Moreover,

T

there was also the implication that male students ha&evbeen more de-

manding of the college and the program than have female students, who

“ - T - T o

have been responding rather favérably to‘ﬁbgg‘of the questions. .- R

Second; it was impossible to ascertain from this question in

—

At el ittt o B b e
N

what‘way individuals may have benefited. Private interviews indicated

Ve

e oty o

that benefits were usually assoclated with monetary comsideratioms
5 - . K .

’ . ' first and academics second. : . _ ;

' - »
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Table 4'.27: Would you agf:ee that the _we‘ekly'seminvars wei:e
everything you had anticipated?--

- , .
’ ~ disagree . undecided agree )
« - ‘ N -~ Z .- N Z N Z- total
N Male 8 - 53 3 20 4 -27 15 ~
Female 9 47 7 37 3 16 - 19
fotal 17 ‘50 = 10. 29 7 21 * 34
, , : : : :
Ne | . Grad. 11 47 7 29 6 24 24 _
’ Part. 6 60 - 3 30 1 10 10 .
: M.G. 6 551 2 18 3 27 11 .
~F.G. 5 38.5/ 5 38.5 3 23 13 . '
. M.P. 2 50 1 25 1 25 , "4
. F.P. 4 67 2 33° 0 0 : 6
. v V4 P j . .
Summary. Onlg}i 21 percent of all the respondents agreed, while
50‘percent disagree{d that the weekly seminars were everything they hadg
) ¥ ‘ o ’ - . ‘ N - 3> —
anticipated. ﬁh‘ffe‘: graduates agreed l4 percent more than participants,;a‘ '
’ i
less than one-quarter of them agreed to the question. 7
: £
Implications. Apparently, the seminar aspect of the Three-Year
o~ ;\\~ : A Program has been oversold to the students, primarily- through the )
i '~ o ‘creation of high exlpectations which have not been met. Private inter-
; - _ views suggested that the primary areas of contention involved -the ,
j. topics of the se‘min"‘ar which were not intégrated as the students had {
% ) been led to expect through the literature which had been presented to 2
o them about the program. Furthermore, séiié topics apparently had ' ©d
; . : . ' : ‘ |
f . little relevance for the students in theif junior yea. (e.g. "How to
H R . s “ . ~ é .
Use the Library" -- other topics may be ‘found  in Appendix C); { :
! - . : "3
3 ) " . - 7
g - - Moreover, a number of students indicated concern about the manner 3
. / ’ . ’ - . ) /
E i - /. in wh_iéh,'g:j:ades were assigned for seminar participation. Grades were . .

- - based upcn the subjective evaluation of the coordinator and based “u

'
Pz
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i

upon attendance and individual QOntribution and did not nepessar{&y

. i

reflect any advancement made byithe student within the seminar

experience itself. .. ';‘ . ‘
|

A ot * “

Table 4.28: Dia‘you get\very much out of the seminars?

. 1

disagree * undecided *  agree .

N ¥ .. N 7 N % total "
Male 4 - 27 6 [ 40 5 33 15
Female 5 26 =~ | 21 10 - 53 19 °
Total .9 ° 27 | 29 15 44 . 34
a ) 't _J\ >
Grad. 7 29 -
Part., -2 20

50 24
- 230 10

M.G.

61 13
25 - ~ 4
33 6

’ M.P' -~ -
F.P’:o *

25
17

3

F.G. 4 31
1
1

¢ {

l
]
5 .
27 -1 3 36.5 11
|
{
/
, ' . ! . : - )
Summary. While 27 peréént’of the students diaagtgéd, 44 percent
'agféeq that they 8QF very h?ch out: of the sem;narim Graduates appar-

. .~

ently got more out of the.sgmdnar by 20 percent; however, even.they

were sharply divided between ﬁales aﬁd fema%es. Malejgraduaiga indi-

cated that tﬁey agreed 36.5 percenf of the time,while female grgduatea °

“a
were 61 percent agreed. | v
. t -~
¥

;gﬁlicatiahs. Since jthe qﬁestion was purposely left ambiguous,

it was assumed that tboée_who agreed with the question could identify

something which they had éained. The unusually large number of

¢

" responses fn both .the "d Eagree".and "undecided" categories indicated

that sﬁpdents perceived: the seminars to be less than valuable for

-

them as individuals. lApparently,'responses to this item paralleled

e

the responses to the previous question concerning the, weekly seminars. ,

. ¢

/S
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" In summary, it appearedathat'the seminars were unable to measure

as viable attempts to integrate knowledge; rather they were disparate

mini-courses which appeared to be "irreleuant? and, at tihe%,

“infantile."

Table 4.29: Did you try to encourage fellow students to

enter ‘the Three-Year Program? '

- up to the high expectations held by most of thg pazticipating students.,”

" Interviews indicated that .most students did not‘perceive the seminars

disagree undecided agree )
: N % N L% N % total
Male. 3 30 0 0 12 80 15
Female 2 11 1 .5 16 84 19
Total . 5 . 15 1 -3 28 82 34
Grad. 5 21 N0 0 19 79 24
Part. 0 0 /1. 10 9 90 10 >
M.G. 3 27 E 0 8 73 - 11-
F.G. 2 16 0 0 Il 84" .13
M.P. 0':. 0. 0 0 4 100 4
F.P. 0 o 1 17 . 5 83 6

mmary . Only 15 pergent of the students disagreed ~whiig 82

percent agreed that they tried to encourage their fellow students to

i

/‘
enter the Three-Year Progr?m. while male graduates apparently did

the least reg;uiting; 73 p%rcent of them still indicated some level

-

of encouragement. '«*L
:

- sImplicatidns. While the previous tﬁo questions/inaicatedvsome

dixsatisfarcion°with the weekly seminars, there was apparently enough

»

generaJ satisfaction with the overall program that a majcrity of the )

. Three-Year Program, ~ Quite possibly this may-haVe been explained by

.

participants felt obliged to encourage orue; students to enter-the

2

P o
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- | the generally high level of curriculum and instruction which GVC has
. had. 1In short, the Three-Year Progran may quite possibly have been

viewed as a means to an end -- an opportunity to stay at GVC with

- all its major adVantages ~-.instead of staying because the program

had any inherent merit of its own. ' Furthermore, the institutional .

. AN

. . data presented in Table 1 idicated that while the general enrollmerit e

y

. ] . . .

.- . - "of GVC has shown some decline, the proportionate number of juniors -
: . A . N . . . . 1
has been'increasing. Therefore, the assumption can be made that par- *
' . T o S .
' ticipants have been somewhat successful in their recruitment efforts

.
LI ©

for the Three-~Year Program.

A

.

Table 4.30: If you had it to delall over again, would you,
. 8till enter the Three—Yggr Program?

-

disagree < undecided agree

N« % N © % N % total

“ Male 2 13 . 6 40 . 7 47 T .15

" Female 2 11 -3 16 14 -73 . 19

Total & 12 . 9 26 21, 62 . - - 3%

.o . Grad. 3" 12 5 9 37.5 12 50 . 24

Part, 2. 20/ 0 - 0 8 80 10

- "Nf R 7 - . ¥ )

. 1 M.G. 2 -18 6 55 3 - 27 11 !
"\ F.G. 1 8§ . -3 23 ¢ 9 69 13 ]

M.P. D 0 0 0 A 100 . . 4

N F.P. 1 17 0 0 5 83 6

Summary. ‘Only 12 ﬁercent of the gtudents dxiagreed, while only
. . 62 percent agreed that if they had.the opportunity, they would still

enter the Three-Year Program. Apparently, 26 percent of the students

could not decide’ what they would do. Mbreover, among those who were |

undecided, males made up 40 percent of “the total.

-
o e E
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-

Implications, While there was .general concenSUS among the stu~

dents about entering the program again, it was\surprising to observe
» ) /

the high level of undecided resﬁonses. It was imp0381b1e to ascertain
from this type of question why these people were undecided however,

it might have been a result of their generally 1ow opivion of the
- . - .
honor seminar which many students haye indicated as being irrelevant
- ‘
and unimaginative. . /. .

~ N e

however,.it was difficult to reconcile responses'to'this questiecn

’ ~

with tae previous_item in which'%fudents indicated that on a whole

they would and did encourage‘other students to enter the program. It
. P
was somewhat surprising that they would recruit others for a program
they themselves were undecided about re-entering.‘
0 * . ”
Table 4,31: Was it primarily for acadesic reaspns that you' .
entered the Three-Year Program? . 5.

.

T

-

disagree undecided Co
N - Z % . I total
Male ,.12 80 7=~ 13 . 15 .
" Female “ 11. 58 i . 26 16 - 19
Total W3 67 - 18- - 15 35
Sard . . s .
Grad‘“‘*ifg 67 12 .21 ~24 -
Part. ¢ 7 .40 - 30 . : 0 10

L

M.G. 82 0 . . 18 - R
F.G. "~ 54 . 23 . 23 13
M.P. ~ 75 s 1. 25 0 4
F.P, 69 - 33 0 \ 6

. \ .
Summary. Only»ig?percent of the studei..cs agreed, while 67 per-

cent disagreéd that 1&'635 primarily forfacademic reasons’that:they
- - B Y

had entered the Three-Year Program. Furthermore, none of the parti-

_cipants indicated that it was because of any academic orientation

1

&

1
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that they had entered the program.

. ~ .
,Implicatié'x{ . It was obvious from the responses to this question
H

that although‘ the Three-Year P‘fc?gram..was designed for Honor ‘Student‘_s ..
and has had a multi;:ude of altruistic aims for providing an excellent °*
background prior to embarking‘on a Master"s Degree,“the-'students have
not been impressed with any concept of academics associated with the'
program. Generally speaking, student percept:iona of the program have

-

been directed along lines other than academic excell\nce. or academic
integration of knowledge. What reasons students hadfor entering cEhe
~ program were not readily available throug.h the data obra'ined in this

.question. However, it was indeed sufficiently clear that most of the

part1c1pants have not regarded the program'as an Honors Program but
as a Three-Year Program whlch does not involve a high degree of

L
academic excellence. Furthermore, acCordJ.ng to student responses, the

progtam has done very little itse"if to project an image of being

oriented tqwards any conception of academic excellence.
Table 4.932: D1d financial con51derat10ns enter into your
decision to enter the Three-Year Program?

A s

L3

disagree undecided agree '
N A N % N % total
“Male 2 13 0 0 13 _87 15
Female O 0 0 0 19 100 - 19
Total 2 6 0 0 32 94 34 .
Grad. 2 0 22 92 24
Part. 0 0 10 100 10
M.G. 2 18 0 0 9 82 11
F.G. 0 0 0 0 13 100 < 13
M.P. -0 0 0 -0 4 100 4
F.P. 0 + 0 0 0. 6 100 6

¢
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Summary. Only 6 percent of the students‘di:sagreed, while 94 per-

cent/agreed that financial considerations entered into the decision o~

-

4 o g ~ : -
to enter the Three-Year Program. Moreover, this was the only question .

R 2

on which'everyone either agreed or disagreed.

A}

”Inlplications. In the previous question, it was noted that it was.

not primarily for academic reasons that students ent;ered the Three- .

YearA_Program. The responses to this question clearly indicated that

finances constitu.ted a major reason for participation. ’

- * . .
-

Not only were the students able to save on their tuition at the

transfer institution (usually.Drake University, whose tuition is now

more than twice that of GVC) but partlcipants were also gi.ven a $100

- schdlarship for each semester of successful participation in ‘the

-

- -

program. Furthermore, most of the students perce:Lved the situation as

one of a real "bargain." They were a‘qle to get a high quality educa-
9‘ "2
tion through the faculty and curriculum. of Gve without paying prestige -

prices for'it. . e ' SR

s,

Finally, since the program guarantees acceptance of GVC work \

the cooperating institutions, there has not been any element of

»

chante for the student to cqnsider. 'fhus, the financial aspect of

partic:n.pation appeared to be, of ma_-;or significance in” determming

. -

e be g o

s

student particripation <in the program. - s

Y
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. . x Table 4\33. Since the 'I'hree—-Year Program is designed to
v e Y - permit you to” finish your degree within-a year of your
< - . . transfer, were you able-to complete your degree within o ) :
. one year? - < e
. - , . S - - ' 3
R ) disagree " undecided - ‘- agree . : A
“F N % Nz s N %, total’ " :
v *. " Male 1 7 4 27 . -, 10 - 66 15 <, . .
> . Female 3 - 16 3 16 i3 68 . ‘19 ) B
/ . . - Total 4 " 12 7 21 23 67 - 34 . » _
l A i i - . - ~ . . id
Grad, 3 1 5 21 16 67 7% — ot
. Part, 1 10 2 20 7 70 10
. M.G. "1 9 3 27 ° = 7 =64 T - 117
: "+ F.G: 2 17 - 2 17 9 S 66 . 13 .
M;Po i 0 ° 0 * 1 * 25l 3 75 4 - ‘.
- —FP. 1 17 1. = 4. 66 .6 . -
T Summary. . Only 12 percent of the students disagreed, while 67
) percent agreed that they were able to complete their degree require-»‘ -
" ments within one year froxn the date of their transfer. Moreover, ' .
. ey
‘ while there was no significant deviation among any of the categor:.es, . -
< . -; *
it was. interesting that the participants had a slightly higher 1eve1 5
- RS R
of agreement-than -did_ the graduates of the program. oL . T
13 ") i -
Implications: The Three-Year Program has been highly successful
in terms of enabling students to.complete their degree reguiren:ents _.
at the transfer institution. Those students who disagreed with this ) ;
question were unable to explain whyfi it had taken longer than was T 3» .
S ;
i - expected however, many of the specific reasoqs have already been fa } v -
9 ,
presented as it was gathered from the institutional data (e g - o *
i .

pregnancy, illness, etc.).” Gene‘i'ally speaking, the inabilit’jr“to haVe R

completed a degree within the year was ‘not a fault of the program.

* . v . ’

- i - i
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In most cases, - the reason lay. with the individual student\an'd: his or

-7

z her advisor. ﬁ ) P

4 -
v -
3 ! L . ’
. . .

R " . . - ) P .
_Parenthetically, the students who were undecided about this

ci"uestion were largely‘students who were sti:'l.l Enrolled in‘degree

-

programs at the transfer institutions and who did no; have a finn

. indication from their new advisors a6 to how long it\would take to

-

complete degree. ;equirements.

Table 4.34:

the Three—Year Program?

-

P

Do you think that a student's grade point
, average shodld be the primary- criterion for admission to

.
.e =

. . N ,

disagree - undecided .- . agree . e

- N 4 N 2 N A «__ total
‘Male . 8. 53 4 27 3 20 15
‘Female -8 . 42 - . 8 43 3 10 19
Total = 16 -47 12 35 - bg 18 34
Grad: 13 54 7 - 29 ' 17 24
_Part. 3 30 5 30 20 10

] - -

M.G. +6 55. 3 27 . 2 18 11 .
F.G. 7 .54 o " 31 2 15 13
M.P. 2, 50 1. 25 1~ ¢« 25 . _4&-
F.P. 1 - 17 4 66 1' " 17 - - -~ b

.

ummary. Only 18 percent of

the™ students agreed while 47 per-

cent disagreed that -a student 8 grade point average should be the

-

primary criterion for adnu.ssion to the Three-Year Program.t

the higher percentages which .disa

s,

Moreover ,

greed were found among males as

opposed to females and graduates as opposed to participants.

*——~4~I_plfications .

Since moqtv-students havemindicat;ed that the pro-~

I,

‘gram has lost any meaning as an lionors Program, it was expected that

the -data would indicate that students-would have preferred to see the

grade point dropped as admission

- v

-3

~ C
criterion. .MoQover, it was
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demonstrated,earlier that che high regard students have had t‘or the -
thi_rdAyear has been to.ward the‘currfculum and ‘faculty of GVC rat‘;her
l | than the.specific program under investigation. Perhaps, GVC would
(have been in a better overall p031tion if it had explored the possi-
bility of phasing out the Honc;rs Program and instituting a Third- -
Year Program which wouid‘be open to most students. Co- - .
s . - .-

. wI“deed, in the call semester of 1972, the college lowered the , °

grade point average ‘from 3.0 to 2 8 for -admission to the‘ program. It

‘was_ too early, however, to assess what impact, if any this would'
) ) -

_have on the program. -8 :

- . N

’ .
v -

Table 4.35: Do you thlnk the Three-Year PrOgram should be -
expanded to include more students?

disagree : u'ndecided . agree

L
> > N "% N - % - N % . total _
.+ Male 0 & . 5 33 10 -~ 67 .15 -
*  Female 0 0 5 26 16 - 74 19 .
Total. 0 0 10 29 24 71 . 3% .
] - . 3
S .,rad. >0 0 7 29 17 . 71~ 2% -
. Part. . 0 0 3 30 . 7" 70 410
: - - - /o . )
;\Mc. 0 0 3 21 /-8 13 - - 11
\E.G. 0 0 4 31 7 9 69 13 . .
SAMP 0 -0 2 50 2 50 4
\ 'F. P, 0 0 1 17 5 83 . 6 -

- i;\‘ Sumnarz. None of t:he students disagreed while 71 pereent agreed

K \that the 'I‘hree-Year Program ought to be expanded ito include more

T o 8

students. Moreover, there. was no significant deviat:ion between the
N « * ' - + -‘.

_— ¢
various categories with regard- to this ques tion.

[l s L]

v

\" Implications. 'l‘he previous q‘ugstion indicated st‘rong disagree-

N s

_ment by students regarding the use of' the grade point average to )

"~\ - &
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.
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_determine participatio’n in the Three-Year Program. The data from .

) 'this table clearly indicated that students Would like tb have snen,
- =
/ . the program enlarged in the number of .students it would serve. Pro-
portionately to the remainder of the student body, particigation has ‘

increased However, some of the increase has been a direct result of .-

. lowered admission standards with no 1ndication, to date, of the net

4
.

" " effect of this change. g < ‘ \ .
‘ Furthermore, ﬁlterviews with graduates have suggested that most

¢

: students would 1like tc see the junior year become a permanent addition

"to the college 8 program w1thout necessarily making it an Honors

‘ - w -

: Program *’To this end - the college and its Board of Trustees have

abegun to_ investigate the feasibility of such action during’ the fall

ﬁsemest,er of 1872. . P

1

. Nevertheless, students have seriously’x raised the question of . *.?"

2y

whether such expans:ton would serve any -benefit unless the program

L e -~ -

AY
were to be changed.

- \ - . R . 't. o \'\'
" Table 4.36: Did participation § the Three-Year Program .
_— : give you special sr\atus among_ facultyﬁand administration N
’ " at your transfer school? ) T .
_,ﬁ§2&£§9_f——'———,undecﬁe"qf . - 7 agree . ’
‘. N % N Z N . __total
Male = - 8 ° 53’ 2 14 5 33 . 15
female 12 - 63 3 16 4 - 21 . 19
Total 20 59 - 5 15 9 26 . 34 -
Grad. .15 63 L2 8 1 29 24
MG, - 7 - 94 0 . 0 4 36 y 11 ,
F.G. 8 62 2 15 3 - 23 . 13 >
Mop * 1 25 2 50 " 1 25 N t 4
F.P. 4 67 1 16.5 1 16.5 R ) !

N

. e

-~

I

~
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Summary. - Only 26 percent of the students fgreed while 59 per-
. e ’

\cent d1sagreed that participation in the 'l'hree-Year Program gave

-

them special status among faculty and administration at . the transfe:\

A\~

1nst1tution. As might have been expec‘.ted, status was slightly hi’Tf’er

for graduates (29 percent) as opposed to participants (20 percent)

gnplications.q Apparently, students who participated in .the

LS "\‘ L3

spe.cial -experiment designaf?‘d as an.Honors. Program, had no major 2

‘status increase- confe%red upon them by the faculty -and administration

- .. + ¥, N

of the transfer institution.

-

.In most cases, moreover, where students

indicated special status or preferential treatment it was mpre a
e
result. qf their havmg been students at: GVC than participants in the

~

\

-

’

program per se.

*

Such responses clearly ran .counter ‘to recent findings by Sievert

(1972, p. 1) who, noted that many of the naition s Honor programs have

v -« s

-

been considered elitist and tended tc confer special status _upon -

-
.

participants.. X . T ' :

. . . v
——— . LR} PR | . .
- .

Summary -of the Three-Year Program.

, ) . . .

section indicated that\ students who had p_articipated in the Three-.

- The 11 questions in this

4
-

. ; -

T i, Sooho . e, S e s fom e o oo

* Year- Honors Program@t GVC were less tlan enthu91astic ahout the . R

-

-

" program itself.’ Chief among the benefits which were derived from -

2

pa.rticipation in the program were financial savings for the individual" AP

as well ag the opportunity to continue their studies at GVC for the
. .. ) R
third year. The academic content of the program was not; regarded as

~

a sufficient element in"and of- itself to wan‘hnt stu!ient involvement.
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By and large, student responses to the questions in this section

‘indicated that'they really‘have not perceived their‘participstion as.

. . -

'{nvolvement'in a "Three~Year -Program for Superior Students." Rather, ) .

.the.pfogram hds béén-Viewed‘as,a means- to continue taking quality

. coursework at an acceptable financial cost and in a friendly and <.

helpful atmosphere. Moreover, student assessments of the ~program v

clearly indicated that they have -not been challenged or intellectually

rewarded by their participation id" the program. : . T R

v .
. . +

”hus, while the program has—fulfilled its objectives of starting . \\ £

. v

students on their majors and providing a high degree of articulation e .

\ . . . . v

between*the junior college.and the uniyersity; it“hgs not provided the

~ . .
. [

individual® student with the intellectual stimulation necessary to  °

continue stuo&ing for‘the Master's deéree. 1f, howeper, tHe unique; -

ness of the program has been only in the area of inter-institutional . .

v ot

cooperatlon, the program has been a tremendous success. Primarily,

E)

—%hat remains fo be done is for the college to-reassess its role in

g

+. higher education and then direct its attention‘<éyard the Three-Year .

’ 7 - . L * ' - - ’ "
Program. - R ; s . e
< , Q
* L]
- . ‘
] . . } o ‘J
¥ ’ . 3l ~
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* SUMMARY , CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

.

* ' . hl .

., T ’ R . v - ¢ ~u RN
]

2 : SUMMARYa-‘ e

.

.

. This study Was Hesigned to evaluate an innovative Junior college

program ,for honor students at Grand View College. The evaluation was
S

;‘ made by asking former participants of the program to rate the in-

structional curricular, and honors program of the college according

. to,a common questionnaireu.‘Thiré&-four or 70 8 percent of the. »

L] v -

questionnaires seat to 48 studentS'were ‘returned and evaluated M
. .

z . )
L Supplementary data on all 48_ s_tudents was\ obtained from each——ofw»the"‘.“’ .
k : ’ ; \ :

RIS "o
o coaperating inst1tut10ns c0ncerning grade point averages, ‘time for - h

.

>

the completion of degrees, etc. The results of the study ‘were based R

4 -

. ' Lon ind1vidual responses to these questionnaires and some ointerviews,

. -
© . .

-

as well as academic records at GVC and the cooperating+sinstitution, T

N N -~ e

Assuming student responses reflected their true evaluatdon, " . 7_

o

honor students wete. exceptionally well satisfied with curricular and

¥ et
. 4 g
”» °

1nstruct10nal services at GVC. However, on a whole, the1r responses ) :

. ..
-y ~ N

to the honors program retlected varying degrees of dissatisfaction.

-

R

Furthermore, there was the implicit notion that the criticism which

_was offered was ‘meant in a positive fashion. Most studeﬁts seemed

o

>, -

, Y N i
i satigfied with the“concept of the honors program; they were more
[ 7 I - . e N P

. ) -." . / “ ’



concerned about its shortcomings in practice than with its theo-
' <)
- Furthermore, the questionpaires and interviews indicated that

retical’ constructs.,

. former GVC students perceived their_educational.expériences at GVC
. r T v b . : - « ."
had not onlx been beneficial to'them,~person§lfy, but that they would
.. . B i v

-recommend it for othey studegits,. Both the quality of faculty in-

- . LY
>

struction as well as the courses ‘offered in preparation for further “

college work were rated very:high. The most favorable ratings wage 2

)
given to the quality of course work, the ability of instructors in

“of
teaching, and the general friendly atmosphere ‘of the college. In

summary, the generalizations made on the questionnaires and specifig ®
i
, comments from individual students indicated enthusiastic support for

’

Y

-

GVC. .

L ,

- - The honor students, however, were far less enthusiastic about

ithe program which had been,established for them. Criticisms ranged . " &\
W :

i}

from poqreplanning ‘to specific condémnation of individual partici- -

’ - * .

pating instructors and topics selected for seminar consideration. ) .

’

The .most general.complaint,wasnthat_the seminar did not fulfill its’

+ function of seeking to integrate knowledge through an interdisciplin-

e ¥

ary approach %o a central problem of contemporary life. Topics were

. - ?(f..

g o / ‘

perceived as fragmented often juvenile, and irrelevant. Further- <
/%, / . .

more, there were %gmplaints concerning the perception that grddes N .

were assigned for the course which were not based upon the indivi-

\

[
T e e o e iy ooty ) 4 e N <

dual's performance during each segment or semester. Rather, grades b

were subjectively assigned based upon the student s attendance and ‘

the coordinatot 8 peraonal evaluation of perférmance. Thus, the . D IR

Pty

s - e e M - —— — /

-y
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students often neglected their preparation for the various topics

' [)

assuming that it made little difference in terms of their grades,

» N N

Finally, while the‘proéram.was designed for honor studehts, ]

defined as students\with a "B" average or better. or an ACT score of
26 or more, there has.been some relaxation of these requ1rements to
permit other students to participate. Morzover, even thOugh students
may have had the necessary grades to participate in the program,

there was a recognition on the part of other students that a grade

P

. from one instructor does not have the sameiimplications or signifi-

- @ ’ . - 4 L4
cance as the same grade from another instructor. Nevertheless, the

[

/ one area where students were extremely vocal in their condemnation
- 'y - . ’ . ‘
% Was with'regard to other participants. Peer group evaluation can be
. 1 , . -

‘almost inhuman. This condemnation was'not a matter of simple or
LN

v

petty personality clashes,among students, buf it was a recognition by-

LI

N R
‘students of their respective mental or academic differences. On this

point, moreover, there was little room for tolerance,|

) i

» - former honor students of Grand View College were

-

- ¢ In su

»

. , ) - .
. . extremely cofipiimentary abcut the college in terms of its curriculum

*

. anﬁ-iﬁstructioh. They were, however extremely critical of the

(-4

«

"Three—Year Program for Superior Students" in terms of its academ;c
. g '
\~orientation. The prpgram, at best, was viewed as a means to an end'
. M - . : .( - -
=~ the-‘opportunity to spend one more year at-GVC and benefiti fcrom its

»

curricular offerings. = . .

.

PO
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L . CONCLUSIONS S » e -
‘A number of significant conclusions emerged from this study ° s Lo .
f ¢ " - -
which have many ramifications for the entire college. Primarily, )
A
they may be divided into#uyo broad areas: the College and the . ~
s a6 . ‘.'\. .

-
P

-

Program. . - .

> The’ College. .GVC has a number of very strong a.sets working on

its behalf The first thing to be'considered-is the fact that GVC

has established itself as an edu¢ationaI institution of quality and

excellénce = a fact recognizéd by the‘community, the accrediting _

association, and the students, ﬁeyond this fact, houever, there must
v -

be a recognition that GVC has been able ‘to maintain its Christian

o

~

“\heritage through its commitment to the full development of the indi
vidual student as a.human being. The cohcern for the individual has

-

always been foremost in GVC thinking ~nd, as a result, has helped to

)

-~

provide the college with its mark of distinction from so" many similar

ins)

>

an integral componen

tutions.

.of the colIege.

central theme of the college for its entire history.

«

<

L/of student .pa

A

>

\

3

.

.. 1

The second general conclusion to be drawnl/as”that finances vere

L]
I

rticipation.in the honors program

The, financial aspect of higher education has been a,

»

‘

Beyond‘thatf

» however, ,GVC has existec with <he thought that® there has been more

Py

than one option for a ‘person to-do»advanced.study or even get a

degree in the greater Des Moines envirchmest, ’While:GVC has serGed_

a_specific economic,segment‘of the :community, which would Kave been
: Nl , . .

-
h

-

o N

J

7
L4

4

3

-

A

intellSctually poorer without the institution, it has beeg open to ”

all students, irrespective of socio-economic backgrounds. In its own

. ~

~

N
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way,‘GVC,has:heen an educational "melting pot" for the community, ~
. ¢ . O

-

The Program. _Although the effectiveness of the curricular and
_instuuctional orogram of Grand View College was rated very high by
! o e : ‘ ‘

former honor students, it would appear that GVC needs to rethink its

¢ . ¥

honors‘program.. The academi‘ background which the college has pro- /

vided has beeﬁ—ExcepE1ona1 y good as attested to by the academic
I . .
records of the transfer students. The college, has done an outstanalng,

!

Job of prepar1ng students for academic work at senior colleges and

,»

‘graduate schools..
° r

.

This study began with the prophecy of David Starr Jordan to the

effect “that the "Amerlcan college must give what the students want"
(see p. 1).. The time has come that- the 1nnovation of- Grand View

Fe

College has beeome passe. Whatever the past mér1ts of the program,

ko
('

%
or even its crownlng successes, the future demands even greater

imagination and ‘immovation to meet contemporary student needs and
. S A . N ¥

The alternatives are relatively few, but monumentai. On the one
. B 4

hand; the callege could keep the program either

t is or modify it

to. resppnd sbecificaII& to criticisms suggested by this s udy. On the

'other nd, the possdb111ty exlsts that a more fundamental change could

(XS
< X
N

occur By either elnnlnatlng the _program and reverting to s1nm1y a two=

vaar rpst1tut1on OR, in view of what is currently happenlng in hlgher \

r.S

education, it could ,broaden the whole concept from an honors Pprogram

to a three-year baccalaureate degree pxogram, which wauld be open to
- s
all students.

%

g A
{

L4

oy G e oy e e o

-

PEY——




-100-
'RECOMMENDATIONS

, Since.this study was designed to evaluate the program from the
7 > -

¥

perspective of former participa’.}fs, there was' insufficient data to’

-

suggest which option would be the best for the institution to pursue,

Nevertheless, there were somé indications which could-inf:‘luence the .
. future direction of the program and of the collége. Although the
T o -

ultimite decision regarding the honors program at GVC rests with the * -

-

administration and trustees of the college, certain things appear

sufficiently clear with regard to each of the foregoing alternatives-

to warrant a brief comment, . .

First, if the college were to kee¢p the program as it is presently.

constituted, there is evidence that,student dissatisfaction may have

»
~ -

reached the point where student participation might in fact decline ‘in

favor -of other programs at other institutionms. While the data sug-

- -
3

gested only that foring:r participants were dissatisfied with many of
h-as structure and advising,

~verbal communications indicated varying degrees of hostility towards

the intetnal programatic aspects-suc

the program, Many.of these more vocal individuals -have openly ex--

pressed their reservations to faculty members and to other students ---

especially potential participants.in the program. _Currently, the

negative effect of this activity can be seen in the fact that between

1971 and 1973, the number of-juniors remained thé same (see Table 1).

Furthermore, even though the number of participating departments has

been increased, the faculty and administration have found it in-

_creasingly difficult to promote interest in the program,

s
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I-‘rom a faculty uewpomt, the program has also been 11m1ted as_a

result of at least two outside forces. The first is the growth of.

- r

- r b - .
special programs at various universities baked upon a "2 and 2" con-

cept, w'hereby a student would do on:.y 2 years At the junior college

and must do the tast 2 years at a senior 1nst1tut10n. The second

L}

" foxrce has been the growth of concem regarding a three-year bacca-

laureate degree program. Whlle the data indicated that students have

begun to perce1ve some decline in the quality of instruction at™GVC
S o _
_and the lack of administrative foresight in the area of academic -

-

R ) : -
.excellence, many students have' begun to gquestion the viability ‘of many

courges.currently offered in the GVC curriculum. Students have pexr-

ceived that some institutions now offer a degree within three

_ calendar years,~and _they therefore question the ngcessity of main-

e

~taining the arrangements GVC has traditionally had with its cooperat-

ing institutions. LT - *

Second, if the college were to modify the program to meet specific
<
student criticisms, the institution would not only acknowledge the

.
-

faults of the program, but would also destroy, in part, the or1g1na1
Sl

- - _- e

-

concept of an honors program. The further 1ower1ng of the grade point

average, for example, would decrease the academic quality of the par-

-

ticipants as a whole, and many. of the better students would smply not

waste their’ rune part1c1pat1ng. S1m1lar1y, the development of a more
coherent theme fot the seuunar, .while h1gh1y desuable, places an_
additional burden on the coordmator and the participating faculty

members to prepare segments which lend themselves to relevant and

meaningful \interdisciplinary study. Given present teaching loads
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a%d levels-of compensation, the. human cost factor becomes unmeasurable.

Furthermore, such specific modifications would perpetuate a system of
) ySeEving only a small fraction of- the college's clientele (approximately

3 percent, according to Table 1),

» . .

Third, reversion to a junior college would be impractical because
of the extremely competitive marketplace which currently exists in the
greater Des Moine. environment. As simply a-two-year institutiomn, GVC

-~

.

. =
the nearby community college for a reduced cost. In fact, reversion

has very little to offer the student which could not be obtained at

- -

to a junior college could threaten the very existence of the insti-
tution ‘from the viewpoint of ti}e community as well-as of the student .

constituency it professes to serve, - .

Fourth, expansion of the college from 3 two-year it"t‘stitution to
- ! .

a three-~year degréé-gratiting’ institution ap’pe\qrs to have\the greatest
positive value for Graud View College at this time, The radical,
-nature of this alternative, however, presupposes a will.ingness'and

-desire on the part of the faculty, administration, and trustees to .
totally redefine the role and purposes of the college. _ As has beun

«

demonstrated eariier, the present program has served an extremely . *

small percentage og the students effectively; ﬂowéver, there are many

. 3

N

indicators that this percentage may become~even smaller in the future,

L

This study was not designed to test whether or not non-three year >
- LY . . »

- . - ®
students would_ be able to-complete such degree requirements in the

.

future_unde:; such an arrangement. -However, the premise$ on which this

R s

)

type of péogram have been founded have been well suimlarized’ by Dr.

Virg.iqié.Smith,. Associate Director of the Carr;egie Commission, before

»

-

-
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the AAHE's Southeast Regional Council meeting in May, 19?2, and may be. -

1

applicable to the situation atlcVC::
*Many students entering college are better
prepared than ever before,

*There is .considerable duplication of work , -
between high school and college.

*There is nothing,sacred about the sfour- "
year degree, . .

*There is increased learning outside the
classroom made possible by. inkreased
technology. .

*Education”should be continued throughout
life and not just during a person's youth
(AAHE, PP' J78&8) - .

-
¥
» “

The evaluation of GVC and 1ts°honors program contalned in this

-

study 1nd1cated that “he college has ach1eved a h1gh degree\of )

—-excellénce in terms of its ab111ty to prov1de an educat1on to students.

Moxeover, that excellence.was ascribed to the college notjjust'by

.

former students, but by other'academic'institutions and the regional

-

. B o .
accrediting association. GVC, like many other institutions of higher *

learning, has begun to experience the type of-student whlch Dr. Smith

. referred to in her 'comments. The question is whether or not the

<«

institution is willing to adapt itself to a new age, -

With.that thought in m1nd, the corments of Dr, David T, Kelly,

-+ [y

associate executive secretary, Cmnnlsslon on Colleges, Southern .

Assoclatlon of Colleges and Schools, made at the same AAHE reglonal

conference, warrant attent1on-

There is nothing in the accred1tat1dn standards
‘that prohiuits three-year degrees or two-year
degrees or any-year degreesS. o o . There is only
a requirement for "an orderly progression of L

7. . ¢ I
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learning from ba51c stnd1es to’ advanced
studies," ., . . o MAocrediting agencies
are concerned with the quality and com-
petence-of graduates produced but do not

" seek to dictate the means to such ends '’
(AAHE 1972 po 8)0 N

L 4

.

PR

Further{nore, these coments echo ear11er sent1ments of Stephen
Spurr, wr1t1ng for the Carnegie Conm1ss10n on ngher Ed“ucatmn*

Degree structures should be flexi‘le enough -
to facilitate the student's fiRgy ng a place in :
the system of higher ‘education appropriate to
- his current ‘interests and abilities, Addi-
tionally, he should have the opportunity of
-movement consonant with the development of*his
motivation, ab111t1es, and performance o e o o
We should define our system of higher education
"in terms of academic degree structures so that
each becomes a natural part of a fluid and
"-interconnecting system. Our aim should be to
keep our degree. structures broadly défined so
as to fac111tate the movement of the student
within.the system and to br1ng him as close- . .
“as possible in accordance with his potentialities ™
{1970, pp. 21 & 23)._ a . =T -

While the’data in this study in no way prov1ded a comprehensnre.

NN

- endorsenient of any of these alternatlves, it did prov1de -some meaning-

-

- <.

ful 1ns1ght 1nto the. current state of academic affairs at gve, The

first and most fundamental fact to be reckoned Wlth was that regard-

.

1ess of,zthe specific factors 1nvolved, the "Three-Year Program for

-
- .

_ Supermr Students" at GVC has not been as successful as it had hoped

i

_ to. be, from the perspect1ve of the past garticipants of the program.

Wh11" the ﬁact 1s 1ncontestab1e that GVC. honor students have done we11

at other . mstitutions (according to the1r achdem1c records), there was

not sufficient institutional data to permit a comparison between tl’e se

¥
’

) \ . .
students and i:heI average two-year student, . -
"

Therefore, in 11ght of candid conversations with former honor-

students comblned with -an awareness of affairs in higher education '

1
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today, the spec1f1c reconnmndations of this study may be summarized
as follows: ) ;"\.’?

‘\

1. Establish a new degree program des1gned to permit ‘the
better qualified Stiident to eomplete the general require-
ments for a baccalaureate degree w thin three years, The
-dggree’ program would replace thezpr sent honors program
and_would s;gnificantly strengthen tNe general position -
—of the college, both@academically and\ financially.

2, - In the establishment of the degree progrgm, requirements
should be established by the individual departments-
rather than by the coDlege to permit the more fluid
development of the 1ndLV1dual consonant with ind1v;dual .
_goals and. aims,’ ﬁ& ] "

tﬂ? . .

3. " Bncourage student and faculty cr1t1cism'of the college
and ‘its programs to perinit constant evolution in the
area of academic excellénce. - Specifically, the- college'
- should avoid.a policy-of* tenure which would prevent’
its removing unqualified . or. non-pccrorming faculty
members.

X
P

/ M,s
N

"4, Heed the vwarning offered by Dr. Richard Peterson for i

the future of-the 1nst1tut10n° ’ o ,
- -4

It seems essential in thesé times that colleges articu-'
-late their goals: to give direction to present and -
future work; to, provide an ideology that can nugture
internal cooperation; communication, and trust; to
enable appraisal of the’ institution as a means-end
system; to afford a basis.for public understanding and -
support, Indeed, the college without the ‘inclination
or will to define itself, to chart a.course for’ itself,

. ican look forward either to ho future -.- to a kind of
hatf-life of constantly responding to shift1ng pressures --
or to a future la;d dovn-by some external -authority,.
Neither'prospect pleases -(1970, p. ll).

What ever future GXIStS for Grand View College is of its own

de81gn. The basic questioiifor GVC and other 1nst1tubions like it iss

i,

Does the present administration and faculty possess the indivzdual and

collective commitment to make' it better than it is? o

.
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L GRAND VIEW COLLEGE

" 1200 GRANDVIEW AVENUE - ‘ DES MOINES, IOWA 50316

~ AREA CODE 515/2654232 .

A COLLEGE OF THE LUTHERAN CHURCH IN AMERICA

' AY

APPENDIX A

Aug@st 25, 1972

’

Dear‘Registrar:,

- I am a doctoral fellow at Walden Univer81ny and an assistant .
professor of political scienc€ at Grand View College.

My dissertation for-Walden University is an evaluation of the
Three-Year Honor's Program which has become a distinguishing
feature of Grand View College. One of the primary indicators
of succéss.is the student s success at his or her transfer .
institution. -

P
-

I would appreciate it 1f you would please furnish. the informa-
tion requested: on -the enclosed forms and return them to me in
‘the enclosed prepaid envelope. If there are any questions,

. please do not hesitaté to call me at 265-4232 (office) or

" 266-8910 (home).

e st A e Ao s 1 P s sty

A

Thankryou very much *for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

James C,VEtchison
- Research Project Director
‘ . e ]
Enclosure '
JCE:rm
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i;l ~a 1

Y

Dear Regigtrar:
- L -

7

‘Our records indicate that . - whjf
number is- : L s transferred to your . .

> , N
N

institution in the Fall of 19 . Inan attempt to do a follow-up .

- study of our three-year graduates, would you please supply us with

- o
-

the following information?

l. Did this student complete his or her degree requirements within

o v,

two semesters of enrolling in your institution? Yes__ No™"

———
k4

2, va not, how long‘did‘it take and is there any indiéation as“to
ﬁhy the delay oecurred? \ o
Réasons for‘delay: 1. Illness .

E Draft“

Cnange in major_;___

Other ‘

3. For eachlof'the oemesters that this tudent attended your insti-
. ¥--tution, how many houts did he or she carr& and nhat was the ‘gpa

each of ‘those semesters?

-

Semester 1 Semester .2 ‘ Semester 3 5t::}

i)

" hours ‘ hours Jhours

gpa

€

gpa © . gpa ___

What was this a:udent s cummulative GPA at the time of graduation?

LR

Registrara




_ GRAND VIEW COLLEGE .
nooGRANowsw AV£NUE R S .+ DES MOINES; IOWA 50316

7

AREA CODE 515/265-4232 ’

\A\ COLLEGE OF THE LUTHERAN CHURCH IN AMERICA

-

APPENDIX B’

Dear'GVC Alumnusf' .y
2 ' 5 ~ -
.  Many of you’ already know me; however, for those ‘who do not, a brief-
introduction is necessary. I am an. Assistant: prRfessof of political
science at Grand View and also-a Doctoral candidate in edueation at
Walden' University. As my dissertation is an’ evaluation, of the three-
. year program at Grand View College, it is ,Recessary for ‘me to call
'upon,you for your,assistdnce® .

Enclosed you' will find a‘short questionnaire and answer sheét re-
-garding some of yoyr. ‘experietices .at GVC and at your transfer insti-
tution. I would appreciate" few minutes of your time to complete °
the questionnaire ~and then return it to me in the enclosed envelope.
N

-All responses w111 sbe held. ,in strictest confidence, You need not

didentify. yourself ‘on the answer sheet. I ‘have coded ycur name on
. the retuyn envelope which will.be destroyed as soon as ail responmses

liave been made. ° It is simply a check to see which of you have not
,responded..'- S {w‘ﬁ . . ( °

)

. -
X » - ~

I think the directions on the questionnaite are self—explanatory,
however, if questions arise,\please feel free to ¢all mé anytime at
,either 265-%232 (office9 or 6—8910 (home) . -

If I get quick and unanimbus response from all _of you, the results
should be ready this~ spring dt the college for any of you who are °
1nterested.

N ’

Thank you for your time’ and .consideration.
« '- . 4
Sincerely yours,

«
N1
’

N

/ C. Etchison
Research Project Coordinator

Enclosure, "’ . ] .
JCE:rm . - ..
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DIRECTIONS* 9Mark the appropriate -positionfon- the answer. sheet ‘for each
o i . ‘*Litruxesponse you select from the following choices. - . :
[ A / ., ' 4
.Zdisagree -3'»undecided 5. agree DO NOT- USE NUMBERS 284 S
* - ’ °- \,’/ - 2 ’

FOR EXAMPLE. If you agree with the statement, blacken the fifch
pace onethe answer sheet. NOTE that the'spaces for answers are
arranged consecutively acréss the answer sheet rather than ‘down. ‘

.~ Alsgrmark the ared for sex on the answer sheet. DO NOT FILL IN YOUR
'y NAME

1 £ . . :- ] \ h( “' B -
- : 3 o SERVICES OF FACULTY ADVISORS AT GVC
S - - ..
o 1. Were you adequately adv1sed by the faculty at GVC regarding
F S - transfer dof courses to the f0ur~year college that you' . . #
2~ attended? , . . : .

v

2. At GVC, were you ever advised by faculty advisors to take
courses which were unnecessary for your major at the, four-

c LT LT o o year college to which you transferred?.. . -
’ Q \ . c ’ h . .
"', ! 3. « Would y0u say that your GVC advisor was knowledgeable about.
Ty S . your Qajor? . .o S

»
*

boe Was the only time you ever consulted‘with your faculty advi-—
sor at GVC during registration to obtain a signature for the
lorms? ; . . ) -

.

. R L. .
5. 'Would you say that your faculty advisor was well-informed ¢

\ regarding the necéssary courses needed for your major ‘at the
o ‘ ~four-year institutﬁons? > ¢ .
6. Would y0u say that your faculty advisor at GVC was more help- . .. ¢
ful than the one’you had at the four-year college? T y
AR L. INSTRUCTION* , c o S : ]
- ‘ ] . . ot
Ly Did your, background at GVC give you a good background for , 1
‘ completing your major? , . . * ’
- . ‘ 8. Did you pursue the same major at the four-year college? ’ - ’ 1

‘ , 9. Would you say thaﬂ the Three-Year program does an excellent\ ‘ |
) job of preparing gtudents for transfer to the four-year : . 1

e o .~ college? Y- . s . | -, ,0
ot ‘o . ) ' V. . Lo
o _ ' 10. Did you find .the courses at’ the four-year institution more )
¥ time consuming? * ‘ L, - § : )

»
.
-
o
-
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Would you agree that the grading at GVC is tougher thanm at
the four-year level? . -
"4 )

. Would you agree that the quality of_instfuction at GVC 1s
higher than at the four-year coilege? iy .
;Would you say that you found more personaliinteresﬁpfrom the
instructors gt GVC than at the four-year institution? *

B » - * . ) ’ ‘ .u.

Would you say there is a friendlier atmosphere at GVC than at
the four-year college? oo - r

Do you feel that your instructors at GVC were well qualifiéd
and‘ compared favorably to the instructors at the-four*year
college?

. Did you find that your instructors at GVC 'were- always will~
ing and available for help? ‘

L)

CURRICULUM ,
. - . - w2 ;

wére the courses offered at GVG sufficient to meet the gen-
eral requirements at the college to which you transferred?

Was the content ofvthe courses offered at GVC sufficient to
give you a good basic background for the’ courses which you ~

took at the four~year college? . ]
19. Would you say that ySu had no difficulty in transferring any
of your courses to the four-yedr college?
20.-.Did you take some courses at GVC which were not required at
the four-year college? i o

, oo

2¢. Did BVC do an excellent-job of preparing you for your major?

22. Do you think that GVC has a well—planned‘course sequence?

23. Do you agree that you- had no problems, eithar socially or
academically, at the four—year collgge to which you ‘trans-
ferred? -

3.

THREE-YEAR PROGRAM .

vy \

Y

% 24. Woul ou say thac you benefited from participating in the’ r
ﬂ\three year program?

5. Wou o a ree “that the weekly seminars were everything you
h.d ticipated? I
“'—"’—-—-——w

. .
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oo
26. Did'you get very much out of the seminars?

»

27, Did you try to encourigé fellow students to enter the three- .
* year program after you had had: the experience?

28.’ If you had it to.do all over again, would- you still enter

. €Pe three-year program? .

- .

s
A

29, Was it primarily for academic reasons that you entered the

"+ * three-year program? . .

30. Did financial considerations enter into your decision to
[[fenter the three—year program?

31

Since the three—year program is designed to permit you to
finish your degree within a year of your transfer;, were you
able to complete your (degree within one year?

N

Do you think that a student's grade point average should be
the primary criterion for admission to the three-year pro-
gram? -

Do you think the three-year program should- be expanded to
include more students? .
bid participation'in the three-~year program give you spe%ial.
status among faculty and administration at your transfer

: school? :

-
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 THEME:

Criqieél Issues of 20th Century America '

ES

§
}
:
o

“*

"~ .. APPENDIX D

. 7

P

"TOPIC S

C 1. Relationship of Higher Educa-
tion to the Chutch. -

]

<3
»

2, The Population Explosion and
Family Control

" 3. Historigraphy and the New

Left Historians ‘

4, Conflict in Current Models
of the Un1v2rse .

’~

‘.

3

. 5. God, Hope,.andﬂthe Future -

‘ REsrousIBIiITiEs:

Ce

-

N

<
[

X

Al

1 : N
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FACULTY CONSULTANT

HONORS SEMINAR TOPIGS FOR THE FIRST SEMESTER, 1969-70

.

DATES

- Steve Rye

Dr\ Ernest Nielsen

!

a

*Wilber Williaﬁson )

3

* Dick Simpson

Don Zinger

e : .
- C e

.

. Last week of

Sept., -Ist

- 2 w_eeks' of

Oct. "

- Last 3-wks,

of Oct.

st 3 weeks

1st 3 weeks

_of Dec.

Ist 3 weeks
of Jen.

The’ class w1ll meet for one 2-hour class period per week
(15 weeks)

Each student will prepare "and presént a’ report on ome, ¢

assigned topic.

LY

«

*

All s'tudents will also be assipned readings for background .
information concerning the other topics of the Seminar.‘

~ ’

q

All students will be "expected to participate in the discuss1on
of the topics during the class period.

=4

T

T A b g b s o e




THEME:

I. Environmental Pollution

3. Individual Rights &
Socigl.Order

4. Language: Form & Thought

5. Introduction to the 'Madden
Concept of Liberty ’

(Note:

2, Censorship in Communica=
tion's Media

e subject to change, however.) ~

’ .

HONORS SEMINAR TOPICS FOR THE SECOND SEMESTER, .1969-70
THREE~-YEAR PROGRAM

.

Critical Issues of 20th Century America

TbPIQ £ ~ FACULTY CONSULTANT "~ DATES

—

\ Jessen~Strasser Feb, 12, 19, 26

Noyes-Dickson March 5, 12, 19

“Bodtker - April 2, 9, 16

-
4
-

" Hvistendahl April 23, 30 and

May.14, 21, 28

h g

The scheduled time “period for thé Honors Seminar is from
3 to 5 P.M., Thursday afternoons. This schedule is

N .
-

RESPONSIBILITIES. —

ae

b.

Ce

-~ -~

_The class w111 meet for one 2-hous period each ~eek. (15 weeks)

Each student will prepare and present a report on one assigned
topic. .

E

All students will also be assigned readings for background in-

formatioh concerning the other topics of the Seminar.

. All students will be expected to participate in the discussion

of the topics during the class,period. . -

A _ |

"l]:[f"' »

May 7 -t

T T i
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HONORS SEMINAR TOPICS FOR THE FIRST SEMESTER
THREE-YEAR PROGRAM, 1970-71

>

THEME: Critical Issues of 20th Century America

_TOPIC ° FACULTY CONSULTANT DATES

1. The College and Student _ Dr. Nielsen 'fNSept. 24, Oct. 1 & 8

2. Territoriality and Human ' T. Rider Oct. 15, 22, 29
Behavior h
~

3. The Sexual Revolution W. Williamson Nov. 5, 12, 20
" 4. Dissent and Nazi Germany R. Thill Dec. 3, 10, 17
5. Concept of Liberty . R. Madden Jan. 7, 14, 21

_(Note) The scheduled time périod for the Honors Seminar is from

3 to 5 p.m., Thursday afternoons. This schedule is
subject to change, however. : -

~

RESPONSIBILIT;ES:

a. The class will meet for one Z-hour period each week. (15 weeks)

b.'All students w111 be respons1bIe for theaassigned readings
concerning each of the topics for the Seminar.

| e

All students will be expected to participate in the discussion
of the topics during the class pericd.

If a student misses a Seminar discussion, a written report on
the appropriate topic will be expected.

D Lt R -
x

Fgn.
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.




“ . HONORS SEMINAR
SCHEDULE, SECOND SEMESTER, 1970-71

TOPIC © ' FACULTY CONSULTANT DAIES

Theatre of the Absurd Noyes & Dickson Feb. 4, 11, 18

:A_Role of the Alienated Etchison - Feb. 25, March 4,
in America’ - ] . and 11

M . > -
A'Look -at the Drug- - Doidge -+ -March 18, 25 and
Scene . .« . ’ April 1

Art and the Expression - Engler . _‘~April 19, 22, 29
of our Times T ’

-

The Appeal of Zen » Zinger ’ " May 6, 13, 20
. Buddhism i : , ‘

‘ (Note: The scheduled time period for the Honors Seminar is from
.3 to 5’ p.m., Thursday afternoons. Place: 2nd floor, -
’ Library )

L - T

RESPONSIBILITIES.

»

The class~ will meet for one 2-—hour period each week. (15 weeks)

All-students will be responsible for the assigned readings
concerning each gof the topics of the Seminar. )

All students will be expected to part1c1pate in the discuss’—
ion of the topics during the class period.

ey 4 "

If a student misses a Semirar period, a written report on the
appropriate topic will be expected.

JRUET QUG
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SUBJECT: Schedule, -Honors Seminar,.Fall Semestér,‘ 1971-72 .
TO: Faculty and Students Involved in the Honors Seminai - _
N » . e ‘7 é

The following list 6f 'tqpic‘s has been’ a_rrangéd for the Seminar

for this fall.se‘mester. Because of the size of- the group, the

Seminear will be divided into two sections on ,c?ertain occasions. Orge‘ -

L ——

~

" section will fnget fxom 3-5 p.m., Tuesdays, and the other section will

meet fro';nfj3_-5 p.m., Thursdaysf

' TOPIC LEADER

1. Mrd. Barbara Bell
2. Mr. Charles ;Iagob;éh
3. Dr: _E;nestrNieisex} ‘
~ 4. Mrs. Pat Stomne

- 5. Mr. Douglas Kachel

What Libraries Can Do
For You -

Soft America and
Physical Fitness

«

Significant Trends in

‘Higher Education

The Rhetoz:ic of
Agitation

The American Indians - )

Minority

.o

Wilber Williamson
Coordinator. :

Sept. 16,.23, 30

v

Oct.' 7, 14
Oct. 21, 28 £
Nov..4, 11, 18

Dec. 2, 9, 16

LY

s !




NS g
January 24,.1972

’

" SUBJECT: Schedule for the Honors Seminar, Spring Semester,
1971-1972 -

- .-

TO: .Faculty Leaders and Students Involved in the
- Honors Seminar . ’

Py

.fThe following list of topics has been arranged for'fne Seminar
for the Spring Semester. Generally the Seminar will meet in.the

* Grand. View Library from 3 - 5 Pefey. Thursdays, ‘unless special

2
-~

circumstances dictate otherwise.

TOPIC LEADER . - TQPIC . DATES

‘Mr, ‘Don Sondrol . The Jesus Mbvement " Feb. 3, 10, l7
Mrs. M. wilkinson- . Inflation and Cost - Feb. .24, Mar. 2
of Living . v

B
-~

Dr. W. Lunden : Prisons and b A 'Mar. 9, 16,~2§
Rehabilitation L N

Mr. We Williamson Absrtions~-Pros and Apr. 6, 13, 20
: . ' Cons . -

v

" Mr. Etchison and Presidential Election Apr. 27, May 4,

Hansen . oo N . and 11
* R Y - . R

"Wilber J. Williamson

Coordinat6r<

-
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i ! TOPIC ASSIGNMENTS - HONORS SEMINAR
(— Ei | f-i\ ~ FALL .SEMESTER 1972 .. T ' o
=N ,,__j Ry P -
1 } f f_ri : ail—f;__\i ’ 4 . B
PLACE: Seminar Room, Second Floor, Grand View College, Library | -
N TIME: Thursday aftemoons, 3:00 - 5:00 p.m. S T
~ . g o I > -
~ .- , .. DATE , ‘e TOPIC - . , . -LEADER .
Sept. 7 Orlentation and Assignment o 'W.'Williamsod
RO Lo Sept. 14, 21 Better Use of the Library Mrs. Burns and
) ; ' . . . Mrs. Rye,
. . sépt.‘ 28, ' ‘ ‘ I s
. ‘Oct. 5,°12 Aiding Abnormal- and Handicapped * Mrs. J. Park
: © Children’ ) . . . )
o Oct. 19, 26 The Nature of the Presidency S8, Rye *
’ * - and the- Election . ' o
- . s - . d c -
"~ Nov. 2, 9, Art.Project and Study . J.'oEngl\e;(
- and 16 ! S e -
Nov. 30, . 'The Indian and Mexican = D. Kachel "- )
‘ &Dec. 7, 14 Minorities T ’ -
& . N . B 4 !
. . _ . ‘
- - ‘3 *
" “ . 3 .
3 - -
- ‘ v » -
L ¢ 3
’, K - . ’ 9
. ° 6/"' ' 4
'!
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