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ABSTRACT

This study was designed to compare the quality of on-campus and off-

campus courses of Northern Illinats University based upon the perceptions

Of selected facultymeMbers and students; Two groups-Of students,.428 on

campus and 516 off campus, and 2.,3 faculty members from the'Colleges of

Business, Education, and Professional Studies participated in this study.

Each participating faculty member. was asked to distribute a ninety-

six item instrument to/eVery student enrolled in the previously designated

on-campus and off-campus course. This questionnaire consisted of three

,sections: (1) the first asked for demographic information; (2) the second

asked for student perceptions of the professor, of the course, text and
_te

readings, of the examinations and the papers and reports; and (3) a final

section, the Quick Word Test partial scale, asked for responses to 15

questions designed to obtain a measurement of intellectual' ability.

Faculty members .were also given a three part instruiTer' In addition

to demographic variables each professor was requested to respond to 44

queWons about t14 on-campus course and to respond to an identical number

of !questions about the off-campus course in terms of their overall per-

cePtions of the students, the course, text, readings, ,and preparation,

the examinations and the papers and reports.

A one-way analysis of variance, a two-way analysis of variance, a

dependent t-test, and a Scheffe test for multiple comparisons were used

to analyzing the data.



Based upon the data the following 'results were, indicated

2

1. A'significant difference (at the-.05 level) was foUnd between' the

total overall'rEsponses of the on- campus and off-campus students regarding

the quality of on and off-campus courses. Based upon the total. responses

of the student participants, on-campus courses were perceived as being of

a significantly higher quality than were off- campus courses.

2. On the basis of the. seven variables by which the student responses

were examined, the fOlowing results'were indicated:

a. When examined by student age categories there was

a significant difference (at the .05 level) in' the perceived

quality of the on-campus and off - campus courses. Students

in the twenty-one to thirty and thirty-one to forty age range,

when cocpared with students in other age ranges were the least

supportive of both on-campuS-and off - campus courses. 'While

there were only 17 students over fiftyLone years of age who

participated in the study, they were the most supportive of

all 'students regarding the quality of courses.

b. When examined by student university status a significant

. difference (at the,.05 level) was indicated in the perceived

quality of the on=campus and off-campus courses. Undergraduate-
.

students, freshmen thr1ough seniors, perceived the quality of
'c

on-campus and off-campuS courses as being significantly higher

than did graduate students.

,

Graduate students perceived the quality` of off-campus and
4a ,

On-camous.t:ourses as being significantly lower thanOid all .other

Students.



C. Stud? Tin from the College of Professional Studies
t s

4.

perceived the quality of courses as being significantly dif-

ferent (at the .05 level) and greater inquality than did

,students from other colleges. Students from the College or

Educat4on and College of flusinessperceived the quality of,

on,campus and off.-campus courses in a significantly differeht

.manner and were, less supportive of all courses than were

students from other colleges.

d,t Faculty riiember perceived.no significant differences

in the qual-ty of on-campus and Off-Campus' -courses. Faculty

partiipants in this study represented the Colleges of Business,

Education, and Professional Studies.

C.
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RE1/IEW,,OF LITERATURE .

The p,urpose of this initial section- of this papel- is to 'present a

,review of the 1 iterature related to, evaluating, university extension pro-.
,

grams. ;Computerize& ERIC and Datrix csearches, were conducte'd in addition

to reviewing related literature in a variety of university libraries.
'-

Direct communication with the National University Extension Association

was also..initiated by the authbr to assure that the information presented.,

was s:as `dtirrent as possiblet, the time of the initiation of this study.

To d4e. there has been a:limited amount ,'of 'rel.ated research which,

has attempted to compare the" quality of on-camp)us and off-Campus university

credit courses. in 1965, studied- the quality of extension courses

offered for credit at six state supported instituiions of ftigtier education

in North Carol-i,n. In his study on-campus courses were rated by students

as eing of ,significantly better qUal ity than those courses offered off-

amous in the areas- of: (1) avai.lability, of instructional equipment;,and

suppTies , (2) availability of reference materials, ( 3) availability and

ease of use of library facilities, (4) degree and amount of student per-
,

ticipation, and (5) overall quality of the courses. In the same study

students rated the off-campus- course counterpart as being significantly

greater in the areas of: (1) classroom conditions, (2) ease of .securing

and the av liability of textbooks, 't3) degree to which the course served

the goals of the student, (4) amount of time that was available to-see

the instructor, (5) availability of courses and (6) quality of instructors.

Faulty responses associated with Wilde s research supported the student

perceptions of the quality of off-campus cburse work in the arta§ of:



(1),lack of instructional and reference materials for off - campus courses,

(2) difficulty experienced. by off-campus students in making use of library

facilitips,,and (3) the higher degree of interest and parttdipation that

was present i 'the °W.-campus student population.1

FrandsQn,2 in 1973, studied a selected group of. Univdrsity of Cal-

ifornia' at Los Angeles extension students and faculty membys.

The primary objective of this study was:

. . . to test some assumptions which have been widely
held about extension students:,

a) They are not well prepared academically
*.b) They are less likely to complete their

_course work.
c) They do not perform well academically
d) They are less motivated
e) UCLA,,faculty tend to be more Lenient,

i.e. easier course and gy;ading pattern,
(in extension courses.)

frandson's-findings were similar to those.of Wilde' in the areas of learner

o

mcitivation'and participation and quality of instruction, when he indicated

that: "The majority of faculty stated-that ttleir,extension students were

more'motIvated than their campus. students." Wilde' also found

that off-campus students rated the quality.of instruction as being superior

to that of on-campuscourses. FrandsOn2, supported this finding' when he

repOrted:.

,

In general, faculty'are not more lenient.
Certainly in concurrent,courSers.there would be no

:basis for any discrimination of this kind. Moreover,
the majority of faculty teaching XL (extension)
_courses stated that they covered the same material
and graded on the same basis as in their campus
courses.

1



In addition to-these findings, Frandson2 has also sUggested.that:

(Extension students) are well prepared
academically . , . (With) at. least 50% of all
extension students included in this study hold-
ing the bacCalaureate degree. Another .16%-30%
holding master's degrees (and) .an additional
6% holding Ph.0.'s'or professional degrees.
3-

Clasen studied the .quality-df-off-campus courses at the University

of Wisconsin and reported data similar to that of Wilde regarding the
7.4

1.1pality of faculty and of the instructional process in-off-campus courses.

He stated: "The argument that professors who teach off-campus, graduate

/.
level courses are inferior is not a valid one." Additionally, his study

revealed the following responses when students were asked to reply to

questions regarding \the possible learning climate differences between on-

campus and off - campus courses:

Off-campus. students°were significantly more positive
about their courses than were their on-campus counterparts.

. . Off-campus students felt that:
(1) Their courses were focused more on th ir

needs.
(i) Their courses were: influencing their

thinking. '
(3) Their courses- offered opportunities fdr

firsthand learning.
-(4) They were able to apply what they learned.°
(5) Their courses werepractical.'

In'.summarizing these three studies the inference.that ". . 'Off-

campus courses at the graduate level are inferior-to the same courses on-

campus," cannot be supported. However, as Clasen reported: "Off-campus-..

courses may (indeed) be different from on-campus courses."3
. .

.

. -4.
While research specifically comparing the quality of on-campus and

off-campus courses is limited, numerous writers have investigated the

nature and academic abilities of the off-campus or evening =college student.

As early as 1935, the level of aptitude of the adult evening.college



''Student was being investigated in an attempt to determine'if a difference

existed I e.tween the intelligence level of the evening student and the day

student. MdGrath and Froman4 studied the aptitude, of evening school stu-'

° dents at the University of Buffalo during the 1935 -1,936 school year. Their .

fiTldings indicated that:. (1) adult evening studentsliad, on the average,

a slightly- superior aptitude to regular day students; (2) &dult evening'

students tended 4to have previously superioy academic training; (3) there

was no difference between-day and evening students'on standardized aptitude'

test scores; and (4) gVading standards appeared to be the same fo.r both'day.

and evening students. ,Farnum5
agreed with these'findings when, in compar

ing the academic aptitude of university extension degree students to that

of day student counterparts, he found that both the evening student and

, the day student possessedan equivalent intelligence quotient of 110.

Farnum based this assertion on 'a comparative study of extension and on-

*
campus students at the University of Rhode Island. Statistical compar-

,

isons of the mean scores between the groups on the A.C.E. Psychological

Examination and the ..Cooperative.Reading Test shdwed that no significant,

differences existed-between the groups. In 1961 Zahn6 compared the abil-

ities of extension and resident students at theUniversity of California..

She fount that the average university extension student in. the liberal

arts program had a higher mental ability score than 70% of the-college

students upon whom the ability test was nationally standardized.

Ulmer,7 in a related study which compared the classroom achievement

'of evening ar\d day students in 'college courses, found. that the evening
o

students° demons-trated achievement at the same or at a higher level than

did the day students on standardized teacher made tests. In 1970 Puzzoli8

9
ti
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studied the teaching of upiversi.ty extension pfasses by tele-leCtute

the West Virginia University. Courses in mining engineering and modern

<

--mettematfcs were given to college students on campus, Similar courses

were alsogiven to off-campus students at an extension center, 266 miles

.from the main campuvia the tele-lecture and electrowrTter method; A.

comparative,analysis of the achie'vement of the two groups showed that

the achievement of the extensioh students was at least equal, to 'Pr sig--

nificantlY greater than that of the on-campus university student 'aptitudes.

He supported the previously cited findings when he stated: "On the basis

of the data, the suggestion that off-campus students are\inferior is ques-
t

tfonabIe." Gibson,.
9

in 1962, studied 2,035 university students who were

'-classified as either day or evening paAicipants. He compared the two
)

groups using the following variables: student attitudes, study habits and

course achievement. He reported that continuing education student received

significantly higher grade point averages than'did day students, andthat,

Onployed.continuing education students ac ieved higher grades than did all

other students, surveyed.

Other factors concern-1'11g off-Campus students' character and person-

ality have been. examined in several 'studies.' Sackett2,7in discussing off-

campus'student motivational characteristits, stated that:_ "Studies con-

sistently point out that the evening student is more highly motivated than

is'the day student." 'Frpdson,2 similarly reported that:

They, (the extension.students1 are highly
tOtivated,-(and 'that,) the majority of fitult,y4
stated that their extension students were either
equally or more motivated than their on- campus
students.

10
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'Clasen,
3

tended to support these findifigs when he stated that: "Off- 1.

0

campus iostructors in the courses surely Were dealiffg wIth high-quality

.

students who were positively motivated toward their course work."

Despite these findings which are solbportive of off-campus learning

experiences, there exists conk iderable body of literature Which questions

'the value of quaTily-of-o f--;caMpus, extension or eve0ing'uniyersity

courses.

Sackett,27 in discussing perceptions of faCulty and administrators,

reported that: "Many people both'Withi4 and wi.thout the pro'fession, look

upon evening education as substandard at, best." NAuistl° has tended to

criticize evening prograMs as being too often devoted to entertainment

rather/than thee dignity of. higher education. Hdule,11 expressed a feeling

that perhaps the quality of the course was a major problem.which caused
/--

much of the criticism of these programs Peterson and Peterson12 expressed

a similar concern and have called for a level and quality of learning

which is appropriate to a university.
,

McMahon13 summarized the concerns of .those who classify evening,

adult, or off-campus courses as perhaps being inferior to day courses when

he 'stated that: "There is a wide spread feeling both on and off
i

tf-4 campus

that standards are lower in higher adult eddcation." This view was sup-

ported by Dyer; 14 and by Houleill who stated that: In at least some in-
\ .

stitutions, theofferings of the evening colleges and extension divisions .=

tend to have lower standards thq do their on-campus counterparts."

There a're those who. have felt that the issue-of comparing standards

o,

° of on-campus and off-campus was not a legitimate Or valid' concern. Porter15

suggested that ". . . the misunderstanding of stan4rds comes from the

\

),1
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b'elief that different standards from day programs seem to imply lowgr
r

standards."
.9

A..-MortOh 16
,Countered these inferences when he'suggested:

The belief that any standards different from
campus standards are necessarily lower. s obviously
a "fallacj. They can be practical and eelbality high-
standards although'thse"Wi11 undotibtedly_haytto
be distinctly different from traditional standards.

The literature,,however, fails to present clear -cut evidence concern_

ing the nature of standards for on-campus programs as compared to those for

off-campus programsi McMahon,'3 in.reporting on the.debate regarding-on

and off-campus standards stated: "Despite all the'discussion of standards,

`there is no objective data to prove that standardS are lower in evening

colleges."
I

Porter,15 in studying faculty attitudes toward selected aspects of a

university continuing education. program at Syracuse Uniyersity in 1969,

.

found that a more favorable attitude was expressed tow&.d continuing educa-

tion by female faculty members than was expressed by male faculty members.

Addqionalfy,,tte investigator found that the faculty membei-s who. held thee

4

, .

rank of instructor expressed amore positive attitude toward continuing

education than did those who held :the rank prOfessor. In the same study

faculty irlembers from professional schools were found to express a more

fvorable attitude toward continuing education than did those from liberal

0 .

arts and sciences colleges. Porter15 also reported that no\signq.icant

difference existed in, the expressed 6ttitudes of. faculty\Members'toward

continuing education when compared by, age group, and that there was no

significant difference between the responses of faculty members in the

social sciences and thosen the natural sciences. Dahle17 however, in

studying university faculty attitudes, foundthat the age of the respondent

12-
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was significant, and that faculty members over thirty-five years old ex-
.

pre e, amore favorable attitude toward continuing education than did
O

younge, -aculty members. He alsol:reported that faculty members from the

,social sciences possessed the least favorable attitude toward continuing

..,

education of all faculty Members studied and supported Porter's findings.

,4-'

that professional school_ faculty members expressed the most favbrable at-
.

titude toward continuing- ,education.. Carey 18 concluded.that faculty members

r.

in the .departments of.business and education were more sympathetic'toward

continuing education than. were :those in other. departmghts.

.

Cthe? authors have provided evidence which tend to support the findings.
.....,

.

,,, .

t
.

. of.Por,ter regarding therelationship of.facultylrank to attitudes toward
,

f

-continuing educati-on. Dahle,17 in addition to discussing the relationship
. .

between attitudes toward :continuing educatiOn and college affiliation found
..,

,. .

..
,

that those who.heid a lOwer academic rank seemed to be more favorable toward

continuing education than did those holding a higher academic rank.

ai6neault,.lg in a study involving twelve institutions suggested that .senior.

faculty members regarded.evening college teaching as an onerous'task. How-

ever, -Dekker2° reported conflicting evidence-when he suggested that faculty
10

members who had reached a high academic rank found a greater relevance and

appreciation of.cootinuing education activities.

1 3
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DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Recently tne College of Continuing Education of Northern Illinois

University as well as c ntinui0jeducation and extension programs at

otheruniversities throughout the nation have experienced a very signif

icant rate of growth in the .number of courses offered off-campus and an

attendant increase in enrollment.. With a head count enrollment of ap-

proximately 3,100 in the fall semester of 1973,_4,700 in the fall semes-

ter of 1.974, and 5,500 in the spring semester of 1975, Northern Illinois

University has become one of the largest extension programs. in the State

o IllinoiS,.and has experienced a pattern of increasing growth typical'

of many other university extension programs during the past five years.

With thisMontinuing increase in enrollment came a request from faculty,

st-af: and students-.ofithat institution for an ihtensive comparative in-

vestigation of the equality .of courses offered.on and off campus. Some

faculty members at Northern,Illinois had characterized off-campus'courses

as being step-children of on-campus course's, with others viewing off-campus

courses as,havidg sUperior'instructars and more enthus'iastic students.25

The dichotomy of thought inherent in these statements occasioned

that research be performed to determine the relative qdality of on and

off camp :.s courses at Northern Illinois University. Until the development

and implementation of the research reported. on in this study, few studies

had been performed which attempted to determine the-quality of university

sponsored off-campus credit courses. The need for such research was also

indicated by the emphaS'is placed on the expansion of Northern Illinois

University's off- campus mission in the Illinois Board of'Higher Education's
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proposed Scope and Mis on statement, which stated:

Nor ern Illinois University . . . should
contin to develop a strong off-campus mission
. . offering graduate education . . . within
an economically diverse and expanding region
. . . (and) is al so encouraged to .expl ore the
development of Lion- traditional programs .26

Purpose and Objectives

The purpose of the study was to compare the quality of on-campus

and off-campus courses of Northern Illinois University based upon the

perceptions of selected faculty members who taught the- same course on and

off campus and of students who were enrolled in these courses,

The objectives of the study were to

1. deterbine if there was a di fference in the perception of the

,quality of off-campus courses and on-campus courses based upon the per-

, ceptions of students enrolled in the same course which was taught on and

off campus by the same faculty Member;

2. determine. if. the was a difference i n perception of the quality

of off-campus courses and'on-campus courses among students who differed

in age;

3. determine if there was a di fference in the perception of the

clual ty- of off-campus and on-campus courses among students who differed

in, university status ;

4. determine if there was a di fference in the perception of the

quality of off-campus and on-campus courses among students who differed

in academic discipline;

5. determine if there was a difference in the perception of the

quality of off-campus and on-campus courses among students who di ffered

in sex;

15
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6. determine if there was a difference in the perception of the

quality Of off-campus and on-campus courses among students who differed

14

in. intellectual ability as measured by the Quick Word Test partial scale;

7. determine if there was a difference in the perception, of the

quality of off-campus and on-campus courses among studdnts who differed

in eduCational goals;

8. determine if there.was a difference in the perception' of the

quality of off-campus courses and on-campus courses among students who

differed in grade point average;
D

9. compare the quality Of off-campus and on-campus courses based

upon the perception of faculty members who taught the same course on

campus and off campus;

10.- determine if there was a difference n the perdeption of the

luality of off-campus courses and on-campus courses among faculty members

who differed in age;

11, determine if there was a difference in the perception of the

quality of off-campus courses and on-campus courses among faculty members'

who differed in sex;

12. 'determine if there was a difference in the perception of the

quality of off-campus courses and on-campus courses among faculty members

who differed in professorial rank; and

13. determine if there was a difference in the perception of the

quality of'off-:campus and on-campus courses among faculty members who

differed in college of appointment.

Limitations of the Study

This study was limited to:

1. a :sample of students who were enrolled in courses offered simu4

16
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taneously, on campus and off campus by the same Northern Illinois Univer-

sity faculty member during the spring semester of the 1974-75 academic

year;

2. a, sample of Northern Illinois University faculty members who

taught the same course on campus and off campus during the spring semes-

ter of the 1974-75 academic year;

3. students who were classified by Northern Illinois Univertity

as an undergraduate student, a graduate student, or a student-atlarge;,,

4. faculty members who held the rank of instructor, assistant -pro-

fessor, associate professor, or full professor at Northern Illinois Uni-

-versity;

5. courses which were offered for graduate credit or upper division

undergraduate credit.

Statement of Hypotheses

.

Based upon these objectives, the general research hypotheses for

this study were listed as follows:

Hl. Faculty. members who teach the same course on-campus and off-

campus will perceive the quality of the on-campus :course to be greater

than that of the off-campus-courSe.

Students enrolled in the offcampus,course that is taught by

the same faculty member on-campus will perceive the quality of the.off-

campus course to be greater than **do the students enrolled in the on-campus

course.

The null hypotheses for this study were:

Hl. There is no significant difference in the quality of on-campus

and off-campus courses based upon the mean scores of on-campus and aff-

campus students on the modified FACE instrument.

17
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H2. There is no significant differene in the quality of on-campus

and off-campus courses based upon the mean scores on the modified FACE

-instrument when compared by the age groups of students.

H3. There is no significant interaction between course' ocation and

the age groups of students.

H4. There is no significant difference between the quality of on-

campus and off-campus courses based upon the mean scores on the modified

FACE instrument when compared by the university` status of students.

H5. There is no significant interaction between course location and

the university status of students.

.-

H6. is no significant difference between the quality of on-

campus and off-campus 'courses based upon,the,mean scores on the modified
fl p

FACE instrument when compared by the academic discipline of the students..

H7. There no significant interaction.between course location and

the academic disci.Pline of students.

H8. There is 'no significant. difference between the quality of on-

campus'and off-campus courses based Om the mean stores on the modified

.FACE tnstrument when compared by the sex of the student.

H9. There is no significant interaction between course location and

the sex of the student.

H10. There is no significant difference in the quality of on-Campus

and off-campus courses based upon the mean scores on the modified FACE

. instrument when compared by the intellectual ability of students as

measured by the Quick Word Test partial scale .-

H11. There is no significant interaction between course location

andthe intellectual ability of students.as measured by the Quick Word

Test partial scale.

=4.



<W,

17

H12. There-is no significant difference in the qua!ity of on-campus
0

and off-campus courses based upon the mean scores on the modified FACE

instrument when compared by the educational godls of students.

.N13. There is no significant interaction between course location

and student educational gOals.

H14. There is no significant difference in the quality of on-campus

and off-campus courses based upon the mean scores on the modified FACE

instrument when compared by self-reported student grade point average.

H15. There is no Significant interaction between course location

and self-reported student grade point average.

'H16. There is no 'significant difference in the quality of on-campus

and off-campus courses *based upon the mean scores on the modified FACE

instrument of faculty members who teach thesame Course on and off campus. \\

H17.1 There is no significant difference in the quality of On-campus'

and off- campus courses based upon the mean scores of faculty memberSOn'

the modified FACE instrument when compared by professorial rank. '

1-118. There is no significant interaction between course location

and the professorial' rank of the faculty member.

H19. There is no significant difference in quallty of on-Campus

and off-campus courses based upon the mean scores offaculty members on

the modified FACE instrument when compared by college of the faculty members.

H2O. There is no significant interaction between course location

and the college_of the faculty member.

H21. There is no significant difference in the uaptv of on-campus

and off-campus courses based upon the mean scores of f culty members on

the modified-FACE instrument when compared by, age of faculty member.

1)



H22. There is no significant interaction between course location
CD
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and the age of faculty member.

. H23. There is no significant difference in the quality of on-campus

and off - campus courses based upon the mean scores of faculty members on

the modified FACE instrbmence. when compared by the Sex Of the faculty member.:

H24. There is no significant interaction between course location
9

and the sex of the faculty member.

Population and Selection of the Sample

The sample used'in the study included two disttinct elements: (1)

faculty members of Northern Illinois University who taught the same course

on campus and off campus during Pie spring semester of the 1974-75 academic

year and who were willing to participate in this study, and (2) students

enrol-ed in the on-campus and off-campus courses of the participating

faculty members.

?Table 1

Faculty Participants as Identified by.
---College of Academic Appointment.

(N = 30)

College
Number of Faculty'

, Participants

Prcent of
Faculty
Sample

Business 8. 26.70

Education- 18 60.00

Liberal Arts & Sciences - 1 3.30

Profession\al Studies 3 10.00

Visual & Perfoming Arts 0 00.00

TOTAL 30 100.00

20
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-Table 1 provides an analysis of faculty members by college who were

contacted and agreed to participate.in this study.21
a

f
1

Table 2 provides an analysis of the on-campus student sample by

college who participated in this study.99

Table. 2
[

On- Campus Student Partitipaqs as Identified
By College of Enrollment

(N = 699). ..,

Colleges:

Business,

Education

Number of
On-Campus
Student
Participants

Percent of
On-Ca pus
Stud nt-
Sam le '

Percent
of Total
Student
Sample

Liberal Arts
& Sciences

Professional
Studies

Visual & ng
Arts.

272

349

25

53

49.93

3.58.

7.58

0.00

18.99

24.39

T.74

'3.72

0.00

TOTAL . 699 oo-.00 48.84

r.
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Table 3 provides an analysis of the off-campus student sample by

college who participated in this 'study.23

Table 3

Off-Campus Student Participants as
Identified by College.of

Enrollment
(N = 733)

20

College

Number of
Off-Campus

. Student
Participants

Percent of
Off - Campus

Student
, Sample

Percent
of Tatal
Student
Sample

4 4

Business 260 35.47 18.16

EduCation 430 58.66 30.00

Liberal Arts-.
& Sciences 14 1.91 .97

Professional
Studies 29 3.96 2.02

Visual &- Performing
Arts 0 0.00 0.00

TOTAL 733 100.00 51.15

For purposes of this study the assumption was made that the sample of

off-campus students and on-Campus students who participated in this research

were of a similar nature and therefore were not randomly selected.

Kerlinger44 has suggested that randomization is:

. . the assignment of objects of a universg
to 'subsets of the universe in such a way that, for
any given assigment to a subset, every member of

the universe has an equal probability of being
chosen for that assignment.
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Ideally, assignment to the on-campus and off-campus participation

groups would have been made in this manner. However, since the studenl

participants had already individually chosen whether to attend an off-

campus or an on-campus course, it was therefore not possible to use a

randomized procedure in this study. Kerlinger,4 defines an ideal experi-

ment as one in which all factors or variables would be known and controlled,

but also .sta:. it is not likely that this could be done. While it was

not possible to make use of random assignment techniques for the on-campus

and off-campus groups, the assumption of similarity was supported by an

examination of the demographic data available from the Northern Illinois

University Office of Analytical Studies.25

Procedures for Data Collection

Data forthis study were coll'acted during April 1975. The following

procedures were used to gather data which were related to the objectives

and hypotheses of this study.

1. ,The criteria for participation bated upon a review of the liter-
,

-r
ature an-d the objectives of the study were developed by te investigator:

2. Participants whb met these criteria were identified and selected

from members of the Northern Illinois,University faculty and student body

3. Potential participantt were contacted by the Assistant Dean-of the

College of Continuing Education at Northern Illinois UniVertity, informed

about the,nature of-the study, and requested.to participate in the data

collection process.

4::'Each potential ,participarit was contacted by the investigators

and proVided with further information regarding the nature and design 'of

the study.

I

23
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5. A questionnaire, based upon the hypotheses and objectives of the

`Study, a review of related literature,,suggestions of the College of Con-

tinuing Education Advisory Council, and the Faculty and Course Evaluation

Instrument designed ley elan L. Sockloff and Vincent T. Deab1er26 was con-
,

. strilkted. The questionnaire was-developed in two sections. The -first

was distributed to participating faculty'members. The second portiOn was

given to the on- campus and off-campus,student participants.

submitted to a6. The faculty portion of the questionnaire was,

:interdisciplinary panel of faculty members for critical analys.is and

review.
8

7. The student portion of the questionnaire was submitted to a

representatiAe sample of Northern IllinoiS University graduate students

for critical.analysis and review.

8. ,The facuity'and student sections of the questionnaire were revised

in accordance with the suggestions of the panel of graduate students and

.the panel of faculty.

9. The revised questionnaire and directions for administration were

distributed to the faculty participants.

10. The q.uestionnaire was administered in each class using the

'following procedures:
4

A-. A uniform set of directions was read in each class

by the participating faculty member;

B. Each student was then given a p ket of. materials

4* ,

which included a set 'of directions, a

a resPonSe sheet;

stionnaire, and
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C. Participating students and faculty members completed

the questionnaire and placed the response sheet in an envelope,

which was then sealed by the professor in the presence of a

designated class member, and returned to' the investigator.

It was felt that by minimizing the contact that a faculty member would

have with the response sheets, students would feel less threatened and k

give more accurate responses.

In an attempt to reduce any potential skewing of the data, several

alternative methods for distribution of the questionnaire and collection

of the responses were considered. Among these were: (1) to have each

faculty member distribute the questionnaire and have the responses return-

ed by mail, (2) have a staff member of the College of Continuing Education

and the- investigator personally distribute and collect the completed q'ues-

tionnaires, or (3) allow the distribution of the, instrument by each faculty

member in class and when completed have it returned in a sealed envelope

to the investigator. Due to the difficulty in obtaining a satisfactory
an.

return via a mail response and the logistics of articulating. a small staff

to personally distribute and collect the questionnaires in the vast geo-
,

graphical area in which the off = campus courses were located, the third

option was selected as the means by which the data were collected.

, 11. Each response was initially recorded On a 10 foil 1,13M answer

sheet and was then transferred to a computer disc. The data were then

analyzed, using a one and two way analysis of variance, a dependent t

_test; and a Scheffe test for multiple 'comparisons. Al 1 results were re-
,.

ported at the .05' level of significance.

The original sample for this study consisted of thirty faculty mem-

bers. and 1;432 students: 733 students were taking courses off-campus;
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699 were enrolled n on-,campus courses Of these participants twenty-
2

three respondent's (or 76.66 percent) in the faculty sample and 944 re-,

spondents (o' 66 percent) in the student sample completed the instrument.

The seven faculty members who did not participate in the study indicated

the following reasons for not doing'So: (11) a lack of time due to admini=
.

strative and ether professional responsibilities prevented completion of

the instrument; (2) a desire not ,to have the students evaluate the quality

of instruction offered; (3) a lack of class time prohibited the completion

of the instrument; and (4) a desire not to participate with no: further,'
,

reason express -ed. Of the seven non-responding faturty:memperg, two were

from the College of Business, three from theCollege,of Education, one

froM the College of Liberal Arts and/Sciences and one from 'the College

of Prof-Ssional Studies., Table 4 presents an analysi3of the corrected

totals of faculty partiCipants by college.

Table 4

4 Faculty Par.ticipants as Identified by
College of Academic Appdintment

Corrected rotaJs
(N-= .23)

College - Number of Faculty
Participants

Businegs 6

Education 15

Li6era,Arts & Sciences , 0

Professionthl Studies' 2
,

Visual & PerforMing Arts 0

.

TOTAL- 23

-

-26

4

Percent of: ,

Faculty Sample:,

r

2610 , J.

65%20 -

.00

6 oo
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Fifteen (65.20 percent) of the responding faculty members held ap-

ntcent in the College of Education. Six faculty participants (26.10

...pfarcen, ) were from. the College of Business. The remaining-tWo faculty

members'(8.70 percent) held appointment in the College of Professional

Studies. No faculty members from the College of Liberal Arts and Scie4es

or the 'College of Visual and Performing. Arts participated in the study.

Tie ,student sample for this study', after allowing for attrition

caused absenteeism On'the day or evening when the instrument was com-

plated or for the deletion of the total clats at the request of the faculty
4.

member,, consisted of-944 (or 66 percent) of the participants who were orgi-

''nally contacted; Table 5 presents an analysis- of the corrected total of

the on-campus student participants. Of the on- campus students, 247 (58.10

percent) indicated a major area of study in the Colle e of Education,

C2.7.30 percent) were from the College of Business, 38 (8,90 percent)

represented the College of Professional Studies, 23 (5.40 Percent) indi-

2
the Coll e of Liberal Arts and Sciences as their major area of study,.

and perent) re.retented the College of Visual and Performing Arts.

ne o

dent :sac

mpus students comprised 45.50 percent (425. students) ofc'-the total

27
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On-CaMpus Student PartiCipants as Identified
by College of Enrollment

Corrected Totals
(N = 423)-

College
Number of
On-Campus
Student_ .

Parti el pants,

Percent of
On-Campus
Student
Sample

Percent of
Total Student
Sample.

Business 116 ,27.30 12.40

Education , \ 247 58.10. 26.40

Liberal Arts & Sciences 23 5.40 2.50

Professional Studies 38 8.90 3.60

Visual & Performing
Arts ' 1 .20 ,10

TOTAL 425 "100.00 45.50

Table 6,prqS5nts the corrected total s for the off-campus student

participants. The off-campus students comprised'64.60.percent, 511 re-

spondents, of the total student sample. Of ,the off-campus students 284

-(55.70 peftent) indicated a -major area of study ,within the College of

Education, 135 (26.40 percent) were pursuing major areas of study within

the College of Business, 47 (9.20 percent) represented the College of

Liberal Arts and Sciences,:" 41 (8.00 percent) were students majoring in
.

the College of Professional. Studies; and 4 (.80 percent) indicated major

areas of study within the College of Visual and Performing Arts,

O

,2B
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Table 6

V

Off-Campus Student Parlticipants,as
by College of Enrollment

(N = 512)

Identified

College.
Number of
Off-Campus
Student
Participants

Percent of
Off-Campus
Student
Sample

Percent of
Total

Student
Sample

BusineSs 135 26.40 14.40

Education. 284 55.70 30.40

Liberal Arts & Sciences 47 9.20 5.00

Professional Studies 41 8.00 4.40

Visual & Performi g
Arts 4 .80 .40

TOTAL 511 100.00 54.60

The total student sample consisted of 531 (56.80 percent) .respondents

from the College of Education, 251 (26.80 percent) students from the College

of Business, 78 (8.00 percent) students from the College of Professional

Studies, 70 (7.50 percent) participants were majoring in the College of.

Liberal Arts and Sciences, and 5 (.50 percent) students were from the Col-

lege o.f Visual and Performing Arts. Five student respondents did not

indicate a college of enrollment. Those values were declared missing and

were excluded froM Table 5 and Table 6.
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Selection and Preparation of Instruments

The instruments used in this study were based upon the''Faculty and

Course Evaluation Instrument constructed by,Sockloff and Deabler6 at Temple

UniVersity in 1971. Developed from work orginally performed by Kirk in

1968, the Faculty and Course Evaluation Instrument (FACE) was based upon

a list of 300 evaluative characteristics found on over TOO institutional

evaluation instruments by the Temple University. Testing Bureau. The first

version Of the'FACE Instrument was constructed by selecting 160'of the

original identified descriptive statements to be used in a trial test pro-

cedure. The field tested form of the FACE was then again refined with

each of the 160 items being factor analyzed and restructured to form the

final 100 item qUestionnaire.

A University of California. at Los Angeles study originally performed

in 1973 was also used in the development of the instruments for this study.

Faculty Perception Scale

Using the FACE and the UCLA study as models,the instruments for this

study were developed. The first, The Faculty Perception Scale, Consisted

of ninety-three items which were divided into three sections.

A. Section One - General Information. In this section each faculty

member was asked to respond to five general questions; each of which re-

presented a variable by which the faculty responses would be statistically

analyzed. The variables included the age, sex, rank, college of'appoint-

ment, and the amount of experience in teaching off-campus courses of each

faculty member.

B. Section Two - Off-CampOs Course. This section was divided into

four subsections; each faculty Member was asked to respond to questions

30

ti



about specific aspects of the, off-campus course. Subsections dealt with

faculty perceptions of-the off-campus student, and of the off-campus course,

text, readings, the preparation and quality of the off-campus examinations,

and of the off-campus papers and reports. A total of forty-four questions

was fhcluded in thiS portion of the instrument.

- c. Section Three - On-Campus Course. The third section of the Faculty

Perception Scale was also divided into four subsections in which each

faculty member was asked to respond to questions about specific aspects

of the on-campus course. Subsections dealt with faculty perceptions of the

on-campus student, of the on-campus papers and report's. A total of forty-

four questions was included in this section of the instrument.

Student Perception Scale

The second instrument (given to both on-campus and off-campus students)

that was,used in this ;study was also developed using the FACE questionnaire

and the University of California at Lds Angeles study as models. The stu-

dent perception scale consisted of ninety-six items which were divided

into three sections similar to those of the Faculty Perception Scale.

Trial Testing Procedure

A trial test was performed in order to assure that the instrument

developed for this study accurately reflected the issues and concerns

present in related studies found in the literature, and to assure that

the format and questions were presentz-1 in an easily readable and unam-:

biguous fashion. An interdisciplinary panel of twenty-five faculty mem-

bers and twenty students reviewed each instrument. The instrument was then

reconstructed to reflect the suggestiOns of this panel of. experts.

3 1
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RepresentativeS from the College of Continuing Educatib; the College of

Business, the,, College of Education, the College of Liberal Arts and Sci-

ences, the College of Professional Studies, the College of Visual and

Performing Ar s of Northern Illinois University and of. the ERIC Clea'ring-

house in Career Education Were-selected to serve on the faculty panel of

field test participants. The student panel of field test participants

'included undergraduate, master's, and. doctoral students from the College

of Education and the College of Business of Northern Illinois University.

Summary of Findings

In accordanCe with the Previously listed objectives and hypotheses,

the following results were indicated:

1. A significant difference (at the .05 level) was found between

the total overall responses of, the on-campusand off-campus students re-
A

garding the'quality of the on and off- campus courses. Based upon the

total responses of the student participants, on-campus course's were per- .

ceived as being of a significantly higher quality than were off-campus

courses..

.2. On the basis or the seven variables by which the student_ responses

were examined, the following results were indicated:

a. When examined by 7tudent age categories there was a

significant difference in t-e perceived quality of the on-campus

and off- campus courses. SAL, 4nts aged twenty-one to thirty and

thirty-one-to forty were the 'east supportive of On-campus-and

off-campus courses. Students over fifty-one were the most sup-

portive of courses in both locationsA:,..It must be-noted however

that of all students participating in this study' (944)., 17 (1.80

percent) indicated an age of fifty-one or greater. Nosignificant

32



interaction was found to exist between age categories and course

location.

b. When examined by student university status-a significant

31

difference was found in the perceived quality of the on- campus

and off-campus course. Undergraduate students perceived the

quality of on-campus and off-campus courses as being significantly'

higher in quality than did graduate students.' No significan;t inter-
,

action was found to occur between course location and university.

status.

c. Perceptions regarding the quality of courses of on-campus

and off-campus students were found to differ significantly when

compared by academic discipline. Students from the College of

Professional Studies perceived the quality of on-campus and off-

campus courses as being significantly different and of greater

quality than did students from other colleges. Students from the

College of Education and College of Business perceived courses in

a significantly different manner and were less supportive of on-

campus and off-campus courses thin were students from other colleges.

.4o-significant interaction was found between location and academic

discipline. It should be noted that of the student sample, 251

(26.58 percent) were enrolled in the Colleget:of Business, 522 (55.29

percent) in the College of Education, 70 (7.41 percent) in the Col-

lege of Liberal Arts and Sciences, 79 (8.36 percent) in the College

of Professional Studies, and 5 (.52 percent) in the College of

'Visual and Performing Arts.

'3 3
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d. A significant difference was found between the perceptions

of male and female students regarding the quality of on-campus and

off-campus courses. Male students were less supportive of both 'On-
,

campus and off-campus courses than were female students. No signifi

cant interaction occurred between course location and sex.

e. When analyzed by.studen'tQWT score, courses were perceived

as being bf a significantly higher quality by' those students ,in the

high score group than by those'in the low score group. No signifi-

.

cant interaction was found between course location and QWT score.

f. When analyzed by student educational goals and location,

a significant difference was found to exist in the perceptions of

students based.upon educational goals.' Those students who indicat-

ed that the primary reason for their attendance was social in nature

rated both on-campus and off-campus courses in a significantly dif-

ferently manner and as,being significantly higher in quality than

dtd all other students. No significant interaction was found to-
,.

eXist between the goals of students and the course location.

g. There was no .significant difference in the responses of

students when analyzed by the location and student self-reported

grade point averages.

3. When the total faculty responses were analyzed using a dependent

t-test, no significant differences were perceived regarding the quality_

of on- campus and off-campus courses by the participating faculty members.

4. No significant differences were indicated in the perceptions of

the participating faculty when analyzed by four variables: age, sex,9pro-
.

fessorial rank, and college of academic appointment. No significant inter-

action was-found when faculty responses were analyzed by the aforementioned

variables.

34
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. Conclusions

The conclusions presented below and 'the recommendations ,that follow

were based upon:

'1. a statistical analysis of the data;

2. knowledge, gained from discussions with faculty members and

students involved in this study; and

3. observations of ox- campus and off-campus university ,redit

courses of Northern Illigois University.

Conciusions'drawn as a result of this study were as,follows:
-4

1. On-campus courses at NortHesrn Illinois University tended to be

perceived by students as being of a higher quality than offcampus courses.

2. Students Jiver fifty-one years of age seemed to be the most sup-
,

4)ortive'and to have had. their needs more successfully met than all other

age groups of students. Students in the twenty-one to forty age ranges

seemed to be the least satisfied with on-campus and off-campus courses.

Seventeen (2.0 percent) of the total student sample indicated ages of

fifty-one or more.

3. The College of Professional Studies seemed to meet the needs of

all students in the most satisfactory manner of all colleges. The College

of Bus=iness and the College of Education seemed to be less successful in

meeting the expressed needs Of the on-campus and off-campUs students.

Seventy-nine (8.00 percent) of the total student sample were majoring in

the College of Professional Studies.

4. Male students tended to perceive both on-campus and off-campus

courses as being of a lower quality than did female students.

5. Those students who attended courses to primarily fulfill a

knowledge or vocational goal seemed to be less satisfied with both on-

campus and off-campus courses than were those students who expressed a

desire to meet a social goal as their primary/reason for attendance.,

3
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Recommendations for.Further Research 4

The following recommendations-for further study and investigatpn

evolved as a result of this study:.

1. Administrative units responsible for conducting university,off-

campus' courses shOuld undertakd a continuing program of evaluation designed

to determine the qulity of off-campus learning experiences.

2. Longitudirial studies. should be undertaken to determineoif the

perceptions of on-campus and off-campus students are related to.the bi-

ological and sociological functions of the aging process.

3.. Learning projects of adult students should be carefully analyzed

with the resultant findings being used to develop programs of off-t.camp,us

education.

4. Entire university faculties should participate in tontinuing

research in order to obtain-a more accurate'assdssment of the nature of

faculty perceptions of the quality-of on-campus and off-Campus courses.

In summary, while this study resulted in data which supported or did,

nbt support several specific' hypotheses, more questions have been raised

that were answered. In that sense, the study provides a point of departure

for further research.
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