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_ABSTRACT

{hié study was degigned to}compare’the qhaiity of on-campUs and off-
cdﬁpds courses of Northern ITTingte Un1wer51ty based upon Ihe percept1ons ’
of selected facu]ty members and students Two groups of students, 428 on
Lampus and 516 off campus, and 23 faculty members from the’ Co]]eges of
Busjiness, Educat1on, and Professional Stud1es participated in this study

Each participating faculty memben.was asked'to distribute a ninety-
six item instrument tO/eVery'student enrolled in fhebprevious1y designated
on-campus and off-campus course. ?his 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

readings, of the examinat{ons and the papers and reports; and (3) a fjnél

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

questioﬁs*designed‘to obtain a measurement of 1nte1{ectuaT abifity.

Facd]ty memberst@ere also given a three part 1nstrum§r* 'Inqaddition .' P
to deméd;aphic variables each p?ofessor was réquested to respond to 44
que#tions about tﬁ@ on-campus course and to Cespoﬁd to an identical numSer
ofjduestions‘about‘thq off-campus cour;e in terms of their overall per-

. ceptions of the students, the course, text, readings, and preparation, -

thé examinations and the papers and reports.

A one-way analysis of variagnce, a two-way analy$is of variance, a

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

4

ih ana]izing the data.
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. all -students regarding the quaJity of courses.

<

Based upon the data the fo110w1ng resu]ts were 1nd1cated

/

'il, A sugn1f1cant d1fference (at the- .05 1eve1) was found between- the

tota1 overa]] responses of the on- campus and off- campus students regard1ng
the qua11ty of en and off- campus courSes Based upon the tota] responses

of the student part1c1pants, on campus courses were perce1ved as being of

v

. a s1dn1f1cant1y h1gher quaT1ty than were off~ campus tourses. -

v

. 2. On the.basis of the. seven Vatlab1es by ‘which the student responses

were exam1ned the fo]]ow1ng resu]ts were indicated: ~ °

1'. - . a. When examined by student age categor1es there was

a significant difference (at the .05 1eve1) in the perceived
qua11ty of the on- -campus and off- campus courses Students

=in the twenty one to thirty and th1rty one LO forty age rande,

h~3

when co.pared w1th students in other age ranges were the Teast
support1verof hoth on-campus- and off—campusAcourses. "While
there were.on1y 17 students over fifty-one yearsuof‘age who

participated in the study, they were the most supportive of

. ’ h; When exam1ned by student university statusa s1gn1f1cant

difference (at the, .05 1eve1) was indicated 1n the perceived . -«
2
quality of the onicampus and oft—campus courses., Undergraduate'

on campus and off-campus courses as be1ng s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher -

~than did draduate students. . J .
‘ o
Graduate Students perce1ved the quaT1ty of off campus and

‘\1 2

on-campus-chrses as be1ng s1gn|f1cant1/ lower than d1d all other

students. ' v o

\
students, freshmen through sen1ors, perce1ved the qua11ty of -~ .

oL




e

‘ onwcampus and off-campus courses in a significantly different s

. ' ~
manner and were~1ess supportive of all courses than were <

- C. Seudeﬂfé’f%om'the‘Col1ege ofAProfessio%a1 Studies

. & ’ . - ‘ 8
~ perceived the quality of courses as being significantly djf—‘°

N ' P

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

Students from other colleges. Students‘fngm the Co]iege or

s

Educatign and Co11ege“bf‘Bueiness‘perce{ved the quality of.-

PR

students from other colleges. )
dw Faculty membery perce1ved no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences
in the qua11ty of on-campus and off—campus ‘courses. Facu]ty
part1c1pants in this study represented the Co]]eges of Business, -

Educat1on, and Profess1ona1 Stud1es - °




~ ease of use of Tibrary faci]ities, (5) degree and amount of student par- ‘

<

P 'RE‘VIEw\.OF'LIT”ERATURE : R : _

. o kY

“The purpose of th1s 1n1t1a1 sect1on of th1s paper is to present a

A

review of the 11terature.re1ated to‘eva1uat1hg un1vers1ty extens1on pro- :

grams. Computer1zed ERIC and Datr1x searches were conducted in addition

'

to reV1eW1ng re1ated 11terature in a varJety of un1ver51ty 11brar1es

Direct commun1cat1on‘w1th the Nét1ona1 Un1vers1ty Exten51on Assoc1at1on

’ was a]so initiated by the author to assure that the 1nformat1on presented

-

was +as ‘current as posstp1ekatwthe time of.the 1n1t1at1on of this study,
* To date there has been ef11m1ted amount(of‘herated research which,

Ll

has attempted to compare the quality of on-campus and’offaéampus uniuersity

| credit'courses Wilde,! in 1965, studied: the qua11ty oF extension courses

~ ’ -

offered for cred1t at s1x state supported 1nst1tut1ons of thher education - .
R ‘

in North Carol1np In his study on- campus‘courses'were rated by SLudents +
as e1ng of 'significantly better qua11ty than those courses offered off-
Campus 1in the areas of: (T) ava11ab111ty of 1nstruct1ona1 equipment gand

o . N L)

suppTies;f(Z) ava11ab111ty of reference materials, (3) ava11abn11ty and ¥

<

ticipation, and (5) overa11 quality of the courses. In the same study

- . )

" students rated the of f-campus: course counterpart as being significantly ’

greeter in the dreas of: . (1) classroom conditions, (2) ease of .securing
and the a§€11ab111ty of textbooks,‘TB) degree to which the course served_

the goals of the student; (4) amount of time that was available to.see

the instructor, (5) ayaj]abffity of courses and (6) quality of instructors.

Faculty responses associated with WiTde's research'supportéd the student o

perceptions of the quality of off-campus course work in the arzes of:

2 o




h (2) d1ff1cu]ty exper1enced by off- tampus students in mak1ng use of 11brary

o

(1) Tack of 1nstruct1ona] and reference materials for off-campus courses,

fac111t1es, and (3) the higher degree of interest and part1c1pat1on that

was present in the oﬁf-campus student popu]at1on 1

Frandspn,2 in 1973, studied a se1ected group of Un1vers1ty of Ca1-

o

ifornia at Los Angeles exten51on students and facu]ty memb%rs.

The primary objettive of thds study Was: - ‘ o

. to test some assumpt1ons wh1ch have been widely
: he]d about extension-students: .

B . v

a) They are not well prepared academically !
* *.b) - They are less iikely to complete theTr o
- . . course work . S
", c) They do not perform well academ1ca]1y ’
+ - + d) They are less motivated . ' ~
e) ‘UCLA, faculty tend to be more lenient,

ile. easier course and grading pattern
(in extension courses)

Frandson'sinndings were simﬁ]ar to those of Wildel in the areas of learner .

’

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

K

- that:_ "The majority of facu1ty stated -that their extension students were

equa]ly,‘br more ‘motivated than the1r campus. students." Wﬂde1 also found

that off campus students rated the qua11ty.of instruction as be1ng super1or ‘

-

to that of on qgnpus ‘courses. Frandson% supported this finding when he

reported:' . - .o ' ’ : -
In general, faculty are not more lenient.
Certainly in concurrent, courses. there would be no
'basis for any.discrimination of this kind. Moreover,
the majority of faculty teaching XL (extens1on)
.courses stated that they covered the Same material
and graded on the same bas1s as in their campus
courses.

4 i
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courses may (1ndeed) be different from on-campus courses.

In addition to-these findings, Frandson2 has also shggested.that:'
(Extension students) are well prepared

academically ... . (With) at. least 50% of all

extensign students included in this study-hold-

ing the bactalaureate degree. Another 16%-30%

holding master’'s degrees (and) -an additional

6% ho]ding Ph.D.'s or professiona] degrees

Clasen” studied the qua11ty SF off- campus courses at the Un1vers1ty :

of Wiscons1n and reported data s1m11ar to that of W11de reqard1ng the
»

_qqa1|ty of facu[ty and of the instructional process in of f-campus courses.

He stated: “The'argumept that professors who teach off-campus, graduate

Tevel courses are inferior is not a valid one.“?_Additiona]iy, his study
' .‘ N . LB B Lo
revealed the following responses when students were asked to reply to

: queetions regarding the possible learning climate differences between on-

campus and off-campus courses:

0f7- -campus. students=were 51gn1f1cant1y more p0x1t1ve
about théir courses than were their on-campus counterparts.
. Off-campus students felt that:
(1) Their courses were focused more on thair
" needs.
%) Their courses were influencing the1r
thinking. /

w

()
(3) Their courses offered apportun1t1es for
first;hand learning.
(4) They were able to apply what they tearned.’
(5) Their courses were pract1ca1 » -
" Insummarizing these three studies the inference that ". . . Off-

campus courses at the graduate level are inferior to the same courses on=
o

cannot be subported. However, as Clasen reported}_ "Off-campus
3 .

campus '

M I
While research spec1f1ca1]y comparing the quality of on- campus and

. off-campus courses 15 11m1ted, numerous writers have investigated the

nature and academic abilitiés of the off-campus or evening:coliege student:
‘ . i .

As early as 1935, the level of aptitude of the adult evehing’co]1ege




- ”
. . .
*

q\student was be1ng 1nvest1gated in an attempt to determ1ne if a d1fferenoe
4exgsted ween the 1nte111gence 1eve1 of the evening student and the day
) student. McGrath and Froman? studied the apti.tude of evening schoo]'stuJ
® dents at.the University of Buffa]o,durfng'the 1935-1936 schoo1‘yeari Their -
'findings'indicated that; (1) adult evenind studentsjhad, on the average, )
a slightly. superior aptitude to regular day students; (2) aduft‘evening'
students tended %o'have prevjous1y superiOr academic traintng;.(3) there
was no d1fference between~day'and evening students ‘on standard1zed apt1tude
etest scores; and (4) grad1ng stanoards appeared to be “the same for both day
‘and evening students Farnum5 agreed with these: f1nd1ngs mhen, in compar-

1ng -the academic apt1tude of un1ver51ty extension degree students to that

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

. the day student possessed-an equivalent 1nte111gence quotient of 110.

Farnum based this assertion on a comparative study of extension and on-
) : oampus students at'the UniverSity of Rhode Island. Stat1st1ca1 compar«,/

E

_isons of the mean scor€s between the groups on the A.C.E. Psycho]og1ca1

-Exam1nat1on and the Cooperat:ve Reading Fest showed that no s1gn1f1cant
- ———f'l-

differences existed: between the groups. “In 1961 ZahnP compared the abil-

ities of extension and resident students at‘the,Universﬁty of California.

- T,

She found that the’average university extension student 1nfthe 1iberal
arts program had a h1gher mental ab111ty score than 70% of the“co11ege
students upon whom the ab111ty test. wds nationally st%ndardized

U]mer,7 in a re]ated study which compared the c]assroom achievement

)

of evening awd day students incollege courses, found-that the evening

—~  students demonstrated ach1evement at the same or at a h1gher 1éve1 than

did the day students on standard1zed teacner made tests. In 1970 Puzzoli®
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AR ]

‘studied the teaching of-university‘extension cTasses by te]e-]eoture at
,the Nest Virginia University Courses in m1n1ng eng1neernng and modern
-—mathemat1cs were given to co11ege students on campus Similar courses

Were also-given to off-campus students at an extension center 268 miles
_from the main‘campug, via the tele-lecture and‘e[ectroerter method. A~

\comparative analysis of the achievement of:the two groups showed that
the ach1evement of the exten516h students was at Teast equal, to‘or 51g-~

' n1f1cant]y greater than that of the on-campus- university student ‘aptitudes.
He supported the preV10usxy cited findings when he stated: "On the ba51s

of the data, the suggestian that off-campus_ students are\ Tnferior 1is ques-
. L
tionable."” G1bson,9a1n 1962, studied 2, 035 un1vers1ty students who were
& .Ct . .

“cTass1f1ed as either day or even1ng part1c1pants He compared the: two

PR

- groups u51ng the following var1ab1es student attitudes, study habits and
\
- gourse .achievement. He. reported that cont1nu1ng educat1on students receqved

Q

s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher grade pownt averages than did day students, and that,

eMp1oyed cont1nu1ng educat1on students achlieved higher grades than d?g all
other students‘surveged. | o
Other factors'concernfhg off-éampus students' character‘andtperson;h”
ality have been.examined 1n‘severa1'studiesé’ gackett%7in discussing off-
campusfstudent motivational characteristiCS,vstated that: "Studies con-
sistently point out that the evening student is more highly motivated than

s the day‘student." 'Frandson,z similarTy repDrted that:

N )
They, (the extension. studenfs). are h1gh1y p e
motivated,- (and that,) the majority of fatulty} . N
stated that their extension students were either’
~equally or more motivated than their on-campus .

students.

»




/.\

<

. . = ¥

3

Clasen,” tended to support these f1nd1mgs when he stated that: "Off-

campus 1nstructors in the courses surely were dealing with high- qua11ty

N
.students who were pos1t1ve1y'mot1vated toward their course work."

Al

e Despite these findings which areHSubportive of offecampus learning

experiences, there'exists%jon§£derab1° body of 11terature which quest1qns

the value of quality of gff-campus, extens1on or evening un1vers1ty cred1tb

courses.

[

* Sackett,2/ in d1scuss1ng percept1ons of facu]ty and adm1n1strators,
N
reported that: ”Many peop]e both within and without the profess1on, 1ook

upon even1ng educat1on as substandard at best ! Ny'dmst10 has tended to
: \ ' '
criticize even1ng programs as being too often devotsd to enterta1nment

rather,than-thebd1gn1ty of.h1gher educat1on. Hou]e,11 gxpressed a feeling
. ‘) : . N \‘ .
that perhaps the quality of the courses was a major problem.which caused
VAR . -

much of the criticism of these programs , Peterson and'Peterso'n12 expressed

a similar concern and haVe ca]]ed for a ﬂeveT and qua11ty of 1earn1ng

- which s appropr1ate to F um1vers1ty 3 . \

| : . ;
McMahon13 summar1zed the concerns of those who c]ass1fy evenhng,
adu1t, or off- campus courses as perhaps bewng 1nfer1or to day courses when
he Stated that: “There is a wide spread feeling both on and off th campus

“that standards are 1ower in higher adult educat1on "" This view was sup-

ported by Dyer,‘l4 and by\Hou]e,—11 who stated that: “In at 1eastfsome in-

stltutions, the-offerings of the evening colleges and extension divisions .

tend to haVe lower standards thap do their on-campus counterparts.”

@

There are those who have felt that the issue .of compar1ng standards

»

of on—campus and off-campus was not a 1eg1t1mate Or valid concern. Porter15

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




be]lef that d1fferent standards from day programs seem to 1mp1y 1owe%\‘Q¥ -
B a7 N ’ - ~
standards " S

’
g

Mort h16 countered these 1nferences when}ﬁysuggested
L4
) , The belief that any standards different from
. - campus standards are .necessarily lower s dbviously
. ' a fallacy. They can be practical and edqtality high
, ~standards although these will undoubtediy have. to
o "~ be d1st1nct1y different from trad1t1ona? standards

_The 11terature, however, fails to present c]ear cut ev1dence concern— -

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

-

of f~campus’ programs McMahon,13 1n,report1ng on ;he.debate regarding-on

, . ~and off-campus stanﬁards stated: '“Despite a]lythe'dissussion of standards,
- ‘ L

‘there is no ob]ect1ve data to prove that standards are lower in gvening

a .- L
. co11eges \ : _ o S : .

‘ .. Porter,15 in study1ng facu1ty att1tudes toward seTected aspeCts of a

. . e
un1ver51ty cont1nu1ng educat1on program at Syracuse Un1ver51t/ in 1969 |

1] I 4

found that afmore favorable attitide was expressed towérd cont1nu1ng educa-

tion by fiemale facu]ty members thah was expressed bj male faculty members.
ik

- Add1§1ona1ff¥athe 1nvest1gator foﬁnd that the facu]ty members who held the

rank of 1nstructor expressed a more positive attitude toward cont1pu1ng T o

N

educat1on than did those who held the rank professor In the same study
! -
facu]ty members from profess1ona1 schools were found to eypress a more .

favorab]e attitude toward cont1nu1ng educat1on than de those from liberal -

P

arts and sc1ences co]]eges Porter15 a]so reported that no\sogn1f1cant

d1fference existed in the expressed att1tudes of. facu]ty members toward
: cont1nu1ng education when compared by(age group, and that there was no
significant difference between the responses of facu]ty members in the'
social scienoes and those”in the natura] sciences. Dah1e17 however, in ’ ‘ '
studying'university faculty attitudes, foundfthat the age of the respondent
12 - _J | | -

»~
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was significant, and that faeu]ty members aver thirty-five years old ex-

. * D,

prezsed & more favorable attitude toward cont1nu1ng edurat1on than did
younger recu?tj members. He a]DQpPEPOPth that facu]ty members from the
;—seciai sc1ences possessed the least favorable attitude toward continuing e
o 'teducation of all faculty mémbe%s studied and suﬁported bprter's findings

that §¥0f935i0na1 school_ faculty members expressed the most favorabte at-
% N . B

ti tude toward contanu1ng educat1on, ca?éy18 cbnc]uded.that'faculty members

in the departments of . busWness and educat1on were more. sympathet1C'toward

zant1nuxng education than were those in other departmgpts.

i

. Cther authorsAhavehpfeéideg\evidence which tend to support the findings

[

: .o « " .
. of Ponter regarding the’ relationship of faculty'rank to attitudes toward
R LI - ) . ) ™ . ) ..

“continuing education. Dahle,l’ in addition to discussing-the relationship
between att titudes toward continuing education and college affiliation found -
. ‘ “ . Q, T . . . o7 . N N
that tnose who.held a Tower academic rank seemed to be more favorable toward

Q . . " o $ Lo}

continuing education than gid those holding a higher academic rank.

- > [T . . . . e L3 \ .
sazéneaultilﬁ in a study 1nv01V1ng twelve institutions suggested that senior

“

zuity members regarded evening co]]ege teach1ng as an onerous task How-

+
ﬁ;

eyer,lﬁekkerze reported conf11ct1ng ev1dence when he suggested that facu]ty

marhers who-had reached a high academic rank found»aggreater relevance and -

: : N P
appreciation of continuing education activities.
” :

13
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DESIGN OF THE ,STqu '

Recent]y tne Co]]ege of Continuing Education of Northern I11inois
Un1vers1ty as well ac\\bntlnu1nﬁleducat1on and extension programs at
other un1vers1t1es throughout the nat}on have experienced a very signif-
icant rate of growth 1in 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-
tervof 1974, and S,SQO in the spring semester of 1975, Northern I11inois
.University has become one of the 1arge§t extension programs, in the State
‘of'111ino§%,'and has experienced'a pattern of increasing growth tyotcar
of many other universityfextension programs during the past five years.
With this® Qont1nu1ng 1norease in enro]?nent came a request from facu]ty,
sta i and students of that 1nst1tut1on for an 1htens1ve ccmparative in-
vestigation of the equa11ty of courses offeredaon and off campus Some
‘facu1ty members at Northern . I]]1no1s had characterized off-campus’ courses
as being step- ch1]dren of on- campus courses, with others v1ew1ng off-campus
~ courses as: hav1ng :uper1or instructors and more enthu51ast1c students .25

The d1chotomy of thought inherent in these statements occasioned -

that research be performed to determ1ne the relative qua]wty of on and -
off-campls courses at Northern 1111no1a Un1vers1ty Untw] the development
~and 1mp1ementatton of the research”reoortedfon in this study, few studies
had been performed which attempted to_determine the-qua1tty of university
sponsored off-campus tredit courses. The need for such researoh was also
indicated by the emphasﬁs p]aced»on»the“expansjon qf Northern I171incis
University‘s otfecamous mission in the'I111no{s Board ofthgher Education's

/

- . f




proposed Scope and MissfAon statement, which stated:
- Norgflern 1119pois University . . . should
‘ continué to develop a strong off-campus mission
.. -{offering graduate education . . . within
an economically diverse and expanding region
. (and) is also encouraged to .explore _the
devplopment of hon-traditional programs.

[

" Purpose and Objectives
’ . o _
The purpose of the stuay was to compare the quality of on-campus

and doff-campus courses of Northern IT]inois University based upon the
perceptions of sélected faculty members who taught the- same course on and

off campus and of students who were enrolled in’these,QOUrgéﬁ;

The objectives of the study were to: S
1. determine if there was a difference in thévperception of the
quality of off-campus courses and on-campus courses based upon the per-

+ ceptions of students enroiled in the same coufserwhich was taught on and S

off campus by the same facu]tybmember;

'2. :detéfmine-if the g\was a d1fference in perception of the qua11ty

' Y
of off-campus courses and-on-campus courses among students who dlffered

e

in age; ' . _ -

3. ,detérmine if there was a difference in the perception of the
quaT ty of off- campus and on-campus courses among students who differed
“in. un1vers1ty status, .

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

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

in academic discipline; : . : L .
5. determine if there was a difference in the perception of the

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

in sex; - ' ' | o -

15
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6. determ1ne if there was a d1fference in the perceptlon of the
‘quality df off-campus 2nd on- campus courses among students who differed

~in 1nte11ectua1 ab111ty as measured by the Qu1ck Word Test partial sca]e,

7. determine if there was a difference in the percept1on\of the

quality of off-campus and on-campus couriei\among studdnts who differed

in educational goals; ' S z’\>
8. determine if there.was a difference in the perceptioh;of the

* it

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

d1ffered in grade point average, . :
o ) : )
9. compare the qua]ity'df off-campus and on-campus courses based

L.

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

- campus and off campus ;

10.° determine if there was a difference in the pefcepfion of the
Weua11£y of 6ff;campus courses and on-campus courses among faculty members
who differed in age; | o -
| 11. determine if there was e differenCe‘in the perception of the
'que11ty ef off-campus courses and.on«campus eourses among facu]t} members'
who differed in sex; = | |
1z. ~determine if there wgs a difference in tﬁe perceptionlof fhe
quality of off-campus-courses and on-campus courses among faculty members
wno differed 1n professor1a1 rank; and . o . | o
13. determine if there was a d1fference in the percept1on of the
quality of" offvcampus and on-campus courses among facu]ty members Whol ’
differed {e‘col1ege'of abpointment. '
Limjtations of the Stgﬁy ' = . '§

This study was limited to:

1. a sample of students who were enrolled in courses offered‘simu1%
. _ : i

-

£
i e
. i PNV
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f taneously, on campus and off campus by the same Northern I11inois Univer-

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

year;

>

2. a sample of Northern I11inois 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 c]assiﬁﬁed by Northern I11inois University
as an undergraduate student, a graduate student, of“a‘student-at#1afgegd
| 4. facu]fy members who held the rank of 1hstrUctor, assigzant pro-
fessor, associate prdfesspr, or fh]] professor at Northern 111inois Unil
~Qer§1ty§
5. courses which were offered for gfaduate ;bedit or upbéﬁ diQision

hY

undergraduate credit. _ t -

Statement of Hypotheses

Based upon theée‘objeét1Ves, the gengﬁa1 research hypotheses for.
this study were 1isted as follows: ' h
) H1. Faculty members who teach the same course on-campus and off-
campus will pgréeive the quality of the on-campus .course to be greater
‘than that of the off—cémpus“courSe.
H2;ﬁ Students enro]]ed in the offfcampus~courée that is taught by
the same faculty ﬁember‘on-campus w11J;perce1ve the hué]jty of the.off-
cémpus course to be greater than do the students enrolled in the on-campus
course. “ A
| The null:hypotheses for this study were:' . “
HT. ’Thére is no significant differencefié the‘qua11ty of on-campus
and_off-c?mpus‘courses based upon the mean scores of on-campus and off-
ﬁampus gtudents on the modified FACE instrument. 4?(//

K
2%
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l H2. There is no significant d1fference in the qua11ty of on-campus
. and off-canpus courses based upon the meen scores on the modified FACE
*instrument when cnmpared by the age grozps of students.
| H3. There is no signifitant interaction betweenbeourse'1ocatioh and

_ the age groups of students. v

¢ "H4. There is no significant difference between the qué]ity of oh-
T campus and off-campus courses based upon the mean scores on the modified
| FACE instrument when compared by the'universityhstatus of students.
H5. There is no significant interaction between course location and
‘the universﬁty'status of students.
" H6. The>egis no sienjficaht difference betweén the qua]ity of on- ':;
campus and off-caﬁpus’courées based upon, the mean sceres onlth@ modified <
FACE 1nstrumen;\when compared by the academic d1sc1p11ne of the students.
H7. »There \§ no s1cn1f1cant 1nteract1on between course 1ocat1on and
the acadeh1c d1scup11ne of students .

. ) o
H3. There is 'mo significant. difference between the quax1ty of on-

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

iFACE'?nstrument when compared by the sex of the student. - -

»

H9. There is no significant interaction between course location and

the sex of the studen ;.

4 a

- H10. There is no s1gn1f1cant difference in the qua11ty of on- Campus'
and off-campus courses based upon the mean scores on the mod1f1ed FACE
~instrument when compared by the intellectual ability of students as

measured by the Quick Word Test partial scale.

H11. There is ndﬂsignificanf 1nteraction be tween cOurse'1ocation

and- the . 1nte11ectua1 abi 11ty of students as measured by the Quick Nord

Tes+ partial scale. o L\\~d/§




H12 There- is no significant difference in the qua%ity of on-campus
and off campus courses based upon the mean scores on the modified FACE
instrument when compared by the educational goais of students “

.H13. There is fo Significant interaction between course iocation
' andvstudent educational goais.

H14. ’There is no significantvd‘?ference in the quality of on;campus

and off-campus courses basedinpon the mean scores on the modified FACE .{

© instrument when compared by seif-reported student grade point average.

.
N

H15. There is no significant interaction between course location

-

and self-reported student grade point average.

\,
N

“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 F§“
instrument of facuity members who teach the-same Course on and off campus. - \\\

< H17. / There is no Significant difference in the quaiity of on- campus

and off-campus courses based upon the mean scores ef facuity members;on

‘ the modified EACE instrument when compared by professoriai rank

ﬁ H18. There is no significant interaction between course iocation
and the professorial® rank «of the facuicy member.

H19. " There is no significant difference in _the quality of on-tampus

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

the modified FACE instrument when compared by college of the facuity members

[

H20. There is' no Significant interaction_between course location

and the college.of the facultymember.

¥

.ot

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

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

N

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

-
-

o . 19
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H22.. There 1is no signific;nt interaction between course location
and the age of facu]ty member ’ : T "o

H23. There is no significant d1fference ﬁn the qua11ty of on-campus
and off—campus courses baseddupon the mean scores of facu]ty members on
the modified FACE 1nstrument;when compar%q by the sex of the faculty member. .

H24. Thefe is no signffican% interaction between course location

9

and the sex of the faculty membér.

Population and Selection of the Sample

- The sample used’in the s tudy included ‘two d1§¢1nct elements: (1) -, -
facu]ty members of Northern I11inois University who taught the same cou;se‘

_on campus and off campus during the spring semester of the 1974 75 academic
year and who'were willing to partwc1pate(;n this study, and (2) students-
enrQ11§d 1n.the on-campus and off-campus courses of the part1c1pat1hg
facy]ty‘membErs} . )

| ~ Table 1

Faculty Participants as Identified by
Co]]ege of Academic Appointment’.

(N 30)
: ’ ) , . Percent of
: : P ¢ Number of Faculty ) . Faculty -
College . Participants o Sample
Busines§ - : ' < 8. SR . 26.70
‘ \ \ ) . » :
Education SR 8 . - 60.00
Libe?a1'gyts & Sciences -« ' 1 ' . - 3.30 _
Pro%essio%@] Studies ' ' 3 ) ' ’ 10.00 L
Visual & Pé(forming Arts o0 | 00.00 ;

\\ -

TOTAL Ve | o 100.00
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-Table 1 provides an ana]ysis of tdcu]ty members by college whe were

contacted and agreed tD part1c1pate An this study 21 °

3

Table 2 prov1des an analysis of the on- campus student sampie by

co]]ege who part1C1pated in th1s study 22

5 . .

p . T%b1et2 ) ¢

On-Canmpus Student Partitipants asEIdentified
. . By College of Enrollment -

T - T

. _ Number of ~ + Percent of Percent
. o On-Campus On-Cappus of Total
Co]]ege\"{;; X Student - Studgnt-  ~  Student
_ L N Participants - Samgle Sampie
Business - 272 S §;.91 © 0 18.99
Education - 349 T 49.93 24.39
Liberal Arts - = o | - -
& Sciences _ 25 ' 3.58 1.:74
Professional - . 4; , . -7
Studies - - 53 - | 758 T "3.72

~ Visual & Perform1ng\u. . : ‘ ‘
Arts | ¢ - 000 0.00

~

TOTAL - . 699 . 10000 - . 48 .84
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Table 3 provides an analysis of the off-campus student savple by >
_college who participated in thisigtudy.23 . o
Table 3 '
Off-Campus Student Participants as ‘.
; Identified by College of
Enrollment
(N = 733) :
= ” ' S - Number of « Rercent of | Percent
o ’ v . Off-Campus 0ff-Campus of Total
College ) ' © . " Student Student Student
: Part1c1pants - Sample " Sample .
, ' - 2 - ’ )
; Business . - 260 - 35.47 ‘ 18.16
Education , a0 58.66 30.00 "
~Liberal Arts- » o |

& Sciences S 14 : 1.91 .. ° .97
Pkofessibnai . v . : .

Studies .29 . 3%?6 N 2.02
Visual & Performing . T

Arts _ . * 0 : 0.00 0.00
TOTAL S 733 100.00 51.15 * ,

: : g N

— . - . , 45 :'./
For purposes of this study the assumption was made that the sample of" T

’ \ of f-campus students and on-campus students who participated in this research

b

were of a simd]ar'naturé and there%oﬁe were not random]y selected.
Ker11nger24 has suggested that random1zat1on is:

» . . . the ass1gnment of objects of a universé . .
“ 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 probab111ty of Depng -

‘chosen for that ass1gnwent

h ! - _ ' D

22 . 7
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Idea11y,‘assdgnment to the on-campus and off=-campus partictpatton
groups would have been made in this manner. However, sjnce the student
participants had already individually chosen whether to attend an off-
campus or an onecampus'course, it nas therefore not‘possih1e to use a
randomtzed procedure in this study. Kerh’nger,4 defines ar ideal experi-

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

But,a]so'sta“u, it is not 1ikely 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 waslsupported by an

examination of trhe demographic data available from the Northern I11inois

University 0ffice of Analytical Studies .25

Procedures for Data Collection ,

. Data for-this study were co]]ected during Apri] 1975.  The fo]]ow1ng

procedures were used to gather data wh1ch were re]ated to the objectives

“and hypotheses of this study

1. ,The,cr1ter1a for parttcipaticn based upon & review of the 1{ter-

*o i

ature and the objectives of the study were develooed by the investtgatori i

Y 2. Participants who met these criteria were identified and selected

from members of the Northern If]iﬁoisaUniversity faculty and student bodyr
:

3. Potential’ part1c1pants were contacted by the AsS1stant Dean of the - .

‘ Co]]ege of Cont1nU1ng Education at Northern I111no1s Un1Vers1ty, 1nformed

about the nature of- the study, and requested to part1c1pate in the data

co]]ect1on process

o c

4 uach potential. part1c1pant was contacted by the investigators

4

- and provided with further information regard1ng thetnature and de51gn of

>

the study.

. :‘ . o | ~23
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N

N
5. A quest1onna1re based upon the hypotheses and obgectﬁves of the

Studym a rev1ew of re]ated Titerature, suggest1ons of _the Co]]ege of Con-

o

tinuing Education Adv1sory Counc11, and the Facu]ty and Course Eva]uat1on

Instrument des1gned By dlan L. Sock]off and V1ncent T. Deab1er‘26 was con-

: stguéted. The questionnaire was-deve]oped in two sections.. The first

3
-

was distributed to participating faculty-members. The second portion was

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

6. The faculty portion of the questionnaire was submitted to a /

Jdnterdisciplinary panel of faculty members for critical analys,is and
: - ‘ 4 /

review. S y I
3 : ’ . .3
7. The student portion of the questionnaire was submitted to a
- % - :

representaftve sample of Northern I11inois University graduate students

for critical.analysis and review.

N .

8. ,The faculty and student sections of the questionnaire’were\revised

. in accordance with the suggest1ons of the pane1 of graduate students and

-the pane1 of facu]ty
9. The rev1sed quest1onna1re and d1rect1ons for adm1n1strat1on were
d1str1buted to the facu]ty part1c1pants
10. The quest1onna1re was adm1n1stered in each c1ass us1ng the
fo110w1ng procedures | : .
A. A uniform set of direccTOns was read 1n’eachvc1ass
. by the participatjng faculty member; /
B. Each student was then biven a paqéet of. materials
wh1ch 1nc1uded a set of d1rect1ons, a qdest1onna1re, and

a response sheet; . ‘ "/

/

G
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C. .Pa;ticipatihg Etudents and facu1ty members Completed
the qoestjonnaire and placed the response sheet in an envelope,
which was then sealed by the professor in the presence of a
designated class member, and retuhned'tofthe 1hyesti§ator.
It was felt that by- minimizing the contact that a faculty member wou]dq

have with the response sheets,_students would feel Tless threatened and \

\

L L \
give more accurate responses.

L3

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

facu]ty member d1str1bute the quest1onna1re ‘and have the responses return— ’

ed by mail, (2) have a staff member of the Co]]ege of Cont1nu1no Educat1on
and the investigator personally . distribute and collect the completed ques-
tionfajres, or (3)(aﬂ1ow the distribution of the instrument by each faculty
membem'in class ano when completed have Tt returned in a sealed envelope

to the 1nvest1gator Doe to the diffﬁcu]ty in obtaining a satisfactory
return v1a a mail ~response and the logistics of art1cu1at1na a small: staff

to persona]]y distribute -and co]]ect the questionnaires in the vast geo—

grapnwca] area in wh1ch the off-> campus Courses were 1ocated the th1rd

"Opt1on was selected as the means by wh1ch the data were collected.

'0 11. - Each response was 1n1t1a11y reqorded on a 10 fo11 LBM 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 moﬁtip1e comparisons. All results were re-

~

ported at the .05 level of significance.

5

. The original sample for this study oonsistéo of thirty facujty mem-

bers and 1,432 students: 733 students were taking courses off-campus; -

‘ . 25

, ~In an attempt to reduce any potential skewing of the data, severa](\\;‘vﬂ\, . .
a]ternat1ve methods for d1str1but10n of the questionnaire and collection .

[




[
! ) ’

699 were énrolled fn on-campus courses. Of these participants twenty-
three respondents (or 76.66 bercent) in the facu]ﬁy sample and 944 re-.
spondents (o 66 percent) in the student sample completed the instrument.

The seven faculty members who did not perticipate in the study indicated .

the fo]]cwing‘reasons~for not doing’sO' (4 a lack of time due to adm1n1- v

strative and cther profess1ona1 respon51b111t1es prevented complet1on of
‘the 1nstrument, (2) a des1re notvfo have the students eva]ua%e the qua11ty
of instruction offered; (3) a lack of class t1me proh1b1ted ‘the comp]et1on

of the 1hstrument' and (4) a desire not to part1L1pate w1th no- further

I

réason expressed. Of the seven non- respand1ng facu]ty members, two were |

N

from the Co11ege of Bus1ness, three from the College of Educat1on, one

) from the Co]]ege of Liberal Arts and4Sc1ences and one.from ‘the Coliege

0

of Profess1ona1 Studigs.., Table 4 presents an ana]ys1$pof the chrected

. tota‘s of facu]ty part1c1pants by co]lege ~ | , P S
. Table 4 . ) .
&
¢« Faculty Participants as Ident1f1ed by ) :
. . College of Academic App01ntment A R T
' : Corrected Totals e et
. (N-=.23) ;
. .. . kg o
- } " 5 : A . - ~ Q Vi
College - K , - -~ Numter of Facu]ey +  Parcent of
Cot v Part1c1pants T Faculty Samp]é“
. :x n - ' : . ’J{' .
Business \ . "~ b Ty . 26(30 .

. Education T 5 S B 65.20 - -
LiBer@l?A§$s ?ASciences ' 0 ; o D.OO’
Professional Studies’ 20 b oot - 8l
A - ) & . R K

- Visual & Performing Arts . 0o e -7 0.00
4 . K4 - B S : \‘ 5‘* = -.‘ )

. f X . - C} . - S i - N7 .
- TOTAL. - : 23 " ’ R 100.00 »
.~ ’ﬂ . :. . . . . .;. ) ’4‘
‘-..}\a‘ - p / R <y .
» 4 ,l,' 5] . ’ “ . .
. N 20 5 LY
> ‘:” -Q 4y

N : | -
ro. . . N . .

et
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?tfteen'fﬁﬁ.Zﬂ percent) of the/rgsponding facu]tysmembers héid ap-
pot ﬂt went in the Lul?ege ofitducation. Six faculty pafticipants (26.10 -
:.g&rcentg were from the Tollege of Business The remaining ‘two faculty °
members” {3.70 percent) held appo1ntment in the Co]]ege of Profess1ona1
Studtes. %o FaCu!ty members from the Co]]ege of L1bera1 Arts and Sc1en es
or oilege of l1sua] aﬁd Performing Arts participated 1n the study.

o ' The student sample for this study, after allowing for attrition o A
..~ caused by absenteeism on’ thé day or evening when the‘1nstrument was com-
. pleted 0: for tge deiétion of the toté] class at the request of the faculty
o memher,,tensistgd of 942 (or 66 percent)¥of the'participants who were orgi-

‘naily contacted. Tabie‘ﬁ presents an analysis-of the correctestota] of

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

iy

percent; indicatad a major area of study in the College of Education,

118 (27.30 percent) were from the College of Business,N38 (8;90 percent)
o e
ege of Professional Studies, 23 (5. 40 percent) indi-

4

reprasented the Coi

——t

g

cated the Lo ?m ge of Liberal Arts and Scwences as their major area of study,
amd 1 (.20 ce@:ent! renresented the College of Visual and Performing Arts.
ine on-campus students tcrnr1sed 45 .50 percent (425 students) o.“thp total
* N N ﬁ v

[1#]

«

¥
shudent sampl
; 4




W o Table 5 ,

On-Campus Student Part1c1pants as Ident1r1ed
by College of Enroliment

s - Corrected Totals
: : (N = 423) -
, 3 Number‘oﬁ, -:f.. ,> Percent of Percent of
College = - D On-Cdmpus : “On-Campus Total Student -
: - - Student . Student Sample,
Part1C1pants ~ Sample - - b
Business I 16 L2730 12.40
Education ' . N 247 ~ 58.10 2640
tiberal Arts & Sciences | 23 . 5.0 . 2.50
‘Professional Studies -~ _ 38 ’ 8.90 3.60
Visual & Perform1ng E ) A '
Arts o DR ' .20 0
TOTAL S 425 '100.00  45.50

Tab]e 6 pra§ents the corrected tota]s _for the- off-campus student : '

, part1c1pants. The off—campus students compr1sed 54 60 percent 5]] re-

~

spondents, of the total student sample. Ofcthe of f-campus students 284

~(55.70.percent) indicated a major area of étudthithinathe College of

'Edutatien, 135 (26.40 percent) were pursuing major-areas of study within

the College of Business, 47 (9.20 percent) represented the College of :
i
|
|

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

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

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

- . 23
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Table 6
j 0ff- Campus Student Part1C1pants as Ident1f1ed
by College of Enrollment
(N = 512)
: ’ ' Number of Percent of- Percent of'
" College- : 0ff-Campus _ Off-Campus Total
Student - Student Student
- Participants Sample Sample
Business 1% - 2.40 ' 14.40
Education. A » ) 284 55.70 30.40
) Liberal Arts & Sciences 47 “9.20. 5.00
Professional Studies Lo 8.00 - 4.40
Visual & Performing ‘ ' ' '
Arts 4 o .80 .40
TOTAL G 511 ©100.00 . 54.60

The total student sample consisted of 531 (56.80 percent) regpondents
Fromlthe College of Education, 251 (26.80 percent) students from the Co11ege
of Busines§, 78 (8.00 percent) students from the College of Professional
- Studijes, 70.(7.50 percent)~partic1p§nts were majoring in the Co11ege of .
Liberal Arts and Sciences, and 5 {.50 percent) students were from the Col-'
lege of Visua] and Performing Arts. Five studenf’respondents did not
indicate a college of enrollment. Those values were declared missing and |

were excluded from Table 5 and Table 6.

29
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Selection and Preparation of Instruments

The 1nstruments used in this study were based upon the' Faculty and

Course Eva]uat1on Instrument constructed by Sockloff and Deabler® at Temple

University in 1971. Deve]opea from work org1ne11y performed by Kirk in

1968, the Fatu1ty and Course Evaluation Instrument (FACE) was based upon
a list of 30b evaluative charactéristics found on over foo 1nst1tutionaT
evaluation 1nstruments by the Temple Un1vers1ty Testing Bureau. The first
version of the ‘FACE Instrument was constructed by se]ect1ng 160 ‘of the
original identified descriptive statements to be used in a tria] test pro-
.cedure. The f1e1d tested form of the FACE was then again refined with
each of the 160 1tems being factor ana]yzed and restructured to form the -
final 100 item questionnaire. ‘
| A University of California at Los Angé]es s tudy origina11y-performed

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

Faculty Perceptior Scale

Using the 'FACE and the UCLA study as mode]s,cthe instruments for this

study were developed. The first, The Faculty Perception Scale, éonstéted
. . ° Ly
of ninety-three items which were divided into three sections.

- A. Sectijon One - General Information. In this section each faculty
member wae asked te respond to five general questions; egch of which re-
presented a variéb]e by which the facu]tyfresponses wod]d\be statistically
analyzed. The varijables 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-Campuys Course. This section was divided into

four subsections; each ‘acu]ty member was asked to respond to questions
. _




about speéific asnects of the off-campus course. - Subsections dealt with

. -
«

faculty perceptions of the off-campus student, and of the of f-campus course,
text, readings, the preparation and quality of the off- campus examinations,
‘and of the off-campus papers and reports. 4 total of forty-four questions
was thcluded in this portion of the instrument. N o : )

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

'Percention Scale was also divided into four subsections in which each
faculty megger'was asked to respond to questions'about specific'aspetts

of the onttampus eourse. SuBsections dea]t with faculty perceptions of the
on-campus student, of tne,on-campus papers and reports. A total ofkforty-

four questions was included in this section of the instrument. : -

i

Student Perception Scale

The setond instrument (givenbto both on-campus and of f-campus students)v
that was .used in this study was also developed using the FACE questionnaire
and the University of Ca]ifornia at Los Angeles study as models. The stu-
dent perception scale conSisted of n1nety-51x items Wh1Ch were divided

inzo three sections simiiar to those of the Faculty Perception Scale.

o

. Trial Testing Procedure

’

A trial test was‘berformed in order to essure that the instrument ?
developed for this study accurately reflected the issues and concerns
present in related studies found in the Titerature, and to assure that

the format and questiens were present:ﬁ in an easily readable and unam-
biguous fashion. An interdiscip}inary panel of twenty-five Facu]ty mem- |

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

‘reconstructed to reflect the suggestions of this panel of experts.




Representat1Ve§ from'the Co]]ege of Continuing Educatfbn the Co]]ege of
Business, theﬁ?a]]ege of Educat1on, the College of L1bera1 Arts and Sc1-”
ences, the Colllege of Professional Stud1es, the College of ¥isual and
. Perform1ng Args of Northern I111no1s Un1vers1ty and of. the ERIC C]ear1ng-
house in Career Educat1on Were. se]ected to serve on the faculty panel of
field test participants. The student panel of field test participants
g1nc1uded undergraduate, master’s, and.doctoral studente from the Co]iege‘ -

of Education and the College of Business of Northern I11inois Uni&ersity.

t

Summary of Findings

In accordance with the praviously listed objectives and hypotheses,
| the foi]owing resul ts were indicated:

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

the total cvera]] responses of the on-campus’ and off-campus students re-
2

‘garding the® qua11ty of the on and off-campus courses. Based upon the

total responses of the student part1c1pants, On-campus courses were'per- _

ceived as being of a significantly higher quality than were off—cawpus
courses.. |
-2. 0On the basis ov the seven variables by which the stﬁdentireSponses
were examined, the fo]]owing results were indicated:
a. When examined by -tudent age categories there wae a
signifieant difference in t-e perceived quality of the on-campus
and oftfcampus courses. Sti.t:nts aged twenty-one to thirty and
thirty-oneto forty were the “east supportive of bn campus- and
off-campus courses. Students over f1fty—one were the mos t sup- ‘ ‘

%

portive of courses in both locations.It must be -noted however

that of all students participating in this'étudy'(944), 17 (1.80 N

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

AVG A | _ . ~ 32 A. ;




interaction was found to exist between age categories and course

Tocation. i
b. When examined by student univefsity status-a significant

difference was found in the perceived quality of thé 6n7campus

and off-campus course. Undergraduate students percefved the

qua]ify of on-campus and off-campus courses as being significantly’

higher in quality than did graduate students.~ No significant inter- °

action was found to occur between course location and university.

<.
P

s%atus.

| c. Percebtions regarding the quality of courses of oh-campus
and off-campus students were found to differ sjgnificantly when
compared by gtademié discipline. Students from the Cbl]ege of
Professipna1 StudiesAperceived the quaiity of on-campus and Ofﬁf
campus courses as being significantly different and of greater'
quaiity than did students‘from Ggther co]]ege;. Students from the
College of EducationAand College of Business peréeived courses 1in
a sfgnificant]y d%fferent manner and were less supﬁortive’of on-
campus and off-campus courses thgn’wefe students from other colleges.
%No~si}nifjcant interaction was found between location and academic
discipline. It should be noted thét of the student sample, 251
(26.58 percent) were enrolled in the College of Businéss, 522 (55.29
percent) in the College of Education, 70 (7.41 percent) in the CO]ﬂ,
lege of Liberal Arts and Sciences, 79 (3.36 percent) in the Co]Tegeh
of Professional Studies, and 5 (.52 pergent) in the CoT{égé of

Yisual and Performing Arts.

33




jos)
i
.

L / .
d. -A significant difference”was found between the perceptions

of male and female students regarding the quality of on-campus and
off-campus courses ) Ma1e students were less supportiVe of both’bp—
campus and off-campus courses than were fema]e students. No signifi-
cant interaction occurred between course 1ocat1;n and sex.

e. when ana]yzed by studeni\g_l score, courses were perce1ved
as he1ng of a significantly h1gher qua]1ey by: those s;udents dn the
high score group than by those in the low score group.h,No signifi-
cant interaction was found between course 10&ation and QWT score.

. f. When and]yied by student educatioha1’goe1s and location,
a significant difference was found to exist in: the per;eptibns of
students based.upon educational goa1s.‘.Those students- who indicat-
ed that the prfhary reasén for their attendencé was social in nature
rated both on-campus and off-campus courses in a significantly dif-
ferently manner and as&being significantly higher 1n\qua11ty éhan )
ﬁtd a]T'dfher students. | . No significant interaction Was found to-

' ex1st between the goals of students and the’ course 1ocat1on

| g. There was no swgn1f1cant d1fference in the responses of

students when ana]yzed by the location and student self-reported

grade point averages.

3. When the total faculty responses were ana]yzed;dsing a dependent

‘t-test, no significant differences weré perceived regardihg the queiityA

]

of on-campus and off—campus courses by the participating faculty members.
4: No significant'differences were indicated in the perceptioﬁs of
the participating faculty when ena]&zed by four>variables: age, sex,“prq-
fessorial rank, and col]ege of academic eppoinfmenﬁ; No sign{ficant inter-
action was- found when faculty responses were analyzed by the aforeméntioﬁed

T~
o

variables.

34




Conclusions .

The cdnc]usions presented below and=the reEOmmendations?that fo]]ow‘
were based upon: —
7. a-stattstica1‘ana1ysis of the data;
2. knowledge gained from discussions with faculty. members and
students involved in this study, and

3. observations of on campus and off- campus Ln1vers1ty ~redit-

courses of Northern I111no1s Un1vers1ty

Conc]us1ons drawn as a result of th1s study were as fo]lows £
~f

1. On-campus courses at NortHern I11inois Un1vers1ty tended to be ’
. . : :

perceived by students as being of a higher qua1ity than off-campus courses.

2. Students,over fifty-one yéars of age seemed to be the most sup-

{

.;portive‘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 sat1sf1ed with on- campus and off—rampus courses.

Sevedteen CZ.O 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 Business and thé College of Education seemed to be Tess successful 1n

meeting the expressed needs of the on- -campus and off-campus students

Seventy nine 68 00 percent) of the total student sample were majoring in

' the College of Professional Studijes.

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 fu1f311 a
knowledge or vdcationa{ 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 soctd] goa] as their primary/reason for attendance.,

35 l

2




&

Recommendat1ons for Further Research i y \

The following recommendat1ons for further study and 1nvest1gatl9n

evolved as a result of this study

.o

1. Adm1n1strat1ve units respons1b]e for conduct1ng un1vers1ty off—
campus courses should undertake a cont1nu1ng program of evaluation des1gned

to determine the qua11ty of off—campus learning exper1ences.

2. Longitudida] studies should be undertaken to determinesif the

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

>,

o]og1ca1 and soc1o1og1ca1 funct1ons of the aging process ,‘ - ; - \
3." Learning projects of adult students shou]d be carefu}Ty analyzed

with the requtant f1nd1ngs being used to deve]op programs of off<campus

educat1on ' / .

!

g

V'4. Entire un1vers1ty facu]t1es should part1c1pate in €ontinuing
research in order to obtain-a more accurate asseéssment of the nature of ) o

facuity percept1ons of theyqua11ty~of on-campus and off—campus courses.

In summary, while this stud& resylted in data which supported or did . ) /

not support several specific'hypetheses, more questibns'have been raised
. o v v
. that were answered. In that. sense, the study prov1des a point of departure

for further research

5 [
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