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) . Students holding dialetrically opposed opinions about
the guality of instruction at the University were compared on a °
number of,other attitude variables. A .comparisom was made of 2,310
™\ students chodsing itea 2B and 1,625 students choosing itea. 3B on the
1969 University Student Census, an at€itude and qctivities inventory
- given annually to all full-time undergraduates. There appear to be
»  some differences between students who feel the best thing about the
'school is the "quality ‘of instruction"(ZB) and gthose vho feel it is
" the.worst thing about the -school (3B). The 2B oup tended to seek
self- develpplent and be stimulated by coursework and "‘felt "this
conrsevork required more ‘intensive study outside the classroom. They
. also tendgg to have higher- educational’ aspirations. to 11 vith
their parents, and to have. less well-eancated fathet's<c erally, the
.2B group had more positive feelings about the university, its .
....faculty,.and facilities..They.tended .to feel.that students had. more . ..
channels for expressing complaints aind poliqy-laking opportunities,
‘. were more likely to feel. students who disrupt the univerSity should
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\\\ Students holdlng dlametrncarly opposed oplnnons about the quelsty

of nnstructlon at the Unlversnty were compared on a number . of other
\ .

.. ‘e

’ §
T attl ude variables. Studtnts choosnng optnons 28 and 3B to the 1969

) University Student Census (USC) (see Appendlx) ware:compared.

>

N . Results nnd*cate that there are some differences between stydents

who feel the best thlng about the school is the Uquallty of‘lnstryction"
“._ " (2B) and those who feel it is the worst thnng about the school (38)

e, - The 28 group - tended to seek self development and be stimulated by

.
.

coursework (ttems ZZl 30) and felt this coursework required more intensive

study outside the classrogm (item 39). They also tended to have°hlgher §
C educational aspirations (ltem l6) to llve wnth thblr parents {rtem 23) T

" and to have.less well educated fathers\(ltem 28) Generally the 2B group )

\d . y .,

le - ~had more positive feelings abgpgathe UnlverSIty, its faculty and facilities

B . ;

, (items .3| 33, 35 ll»O Li,b2,44), '[hey ‘tended to feel that studénts had 3’more S

| \ c’ .-,
e channels for expressing complalnts (ntem hh) and pol:cy maklng opportunutnes

.s__%'; +3 T(J tem 35, Were.mqre lnkely to.feel students who disrupt the University -'.

4 1

= -':f' : should be suspended (ltem 38) and were less likely to percelve racism at
the Unnversnty (ltem lO) thah the 33 group.4 (,/>

F ‘ p o
o \ s ' Thus evidence is provided here that att.itudes about what transpires

- .

in the classroom are directly. related to student attltudes on a variety

,!t ¢

[T of topics concerning the Unlverslty. - A
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, , Much interest has been expreised in the interaction between the '
g

student and his envirOnment. the student's reaction ‘to, attitude touard

*land op|n10n of his academic setting; ‘and the impact of the college ex-

-
~

perience upon the student (SedTacek, 1968; Feldman and Newcomb 1969;

. Pace, 1969). Even wlth all thls attention on the student and his feel-

L4

|ngs, many students are |nslstnng that their voices are not heard and that

theur wishes ‘carry lnttle or no weight in determlnung school pollcy. _Re-

& l

.searghers have1grouped;students according to their similarities with regard

to attitudes, interests, orientations towafd ideas and 'the university, '

- 4

S

‘8

. 1963; Richards and Holland, ISbS;iﬁarren: 1968).. Though much research has

. ’ . N
' few studles “have been put to practlcal use. : k &

'Clark and Trow (1966) derlved thelr four types of student subcultures.

fran the comblaat|0n of..two varlabies, degfee of student |dentnf|cat§on

©° - with his cdljege and degree of student.identification with ideas. The
& .
: Academ*c aubcu}ture is characterazed by identification wnth ideas and - .

1 R |

R }" » the college' the- Coiiegiate subcu#ture is charactertzed by-tdent:fncatton.
_ wuth the college but not wqth’»deas. the Nonconformnst subculture is char-

l

r :,. '_ﬁﬁcterlzed*by ndentaﬁlcatnon.wlth |deas but not with the college and the
. . - ’, 1' «u.
o . ﬁocatuonal subculture IS pharaoterlzed by Iack -of |dénttf|cat10n with both

the college and tdeas. Though the Clark-Trow model has some. unherent weak-

” “
.

ne;ses (Frantz, 1969) the exlstence of at lea)t four student subCultures'

\

b

s.mcla; to the model have been Valndated (Gott
P-_'.
- Pemberton 1963 Rlchards and Holle:d\ 1965 ; Van Adams,‘l966 Peterson,

ieb and Hodgkins,, 1963

A .{ ° l968 warren, 1968 F«ore and Sedlacek‘ 1970). L. t
.‘f. ) ‘ : ""l S | ’
I} < b S ;‘ ! >
iy B s :

been performéd to test for the. existence of distinct student orientations,

academlc'expectatigds, etc.‘ (Apostal, 1968; Clark and Trow, 1965; Pemberton;



e SR e -
One aspect of the University of Maryland environment which appears

worthy of further study is qdality of instruction. Schmidt and Sedlacek .

(1970) found that lack of stimulatims courses was a principal source of

student alienation. Additiedally Sedlacek (1968) reported that there-

o was more dissatcsfactnon with the faCulty s manner of presentang material

\

at ?and than at other public univers |-ties across the country.
h

e purpose of this study is to describe two groups of.students who

ot

have indicated diametrically opposed opnn:oas about ‘the quallty of in-
structEOn at the University, of Maryland The attitudes and opinions they

" . have indicated by responses to the Unlverslty Student éensus (usc) will

.

be compared in an attempt to gain |nformat|on about the orientations of

-
-

these two groups toward the University. ' , ' h
Method o ' )

Students choosing option. B to items 2 (N=2310) and 3 (N=1625) in

the 1969 University Student Census (USC) were seba;ated'and compared
by chi square analyses on 29 USC items. The USC, is .an attitude and |

4

activities inventory given anhuallx\:: all full-time underdraddates.at
the University of Maryland.' The Appendix contains items 2 and 3 of the

Usc. ' B \
. o . ) . A . .’ N

Results ,

Seventeen of fhei;g items showed significant differenpes beyond the

T~

".001 level (see Table l):\ggautiOn should ;be taken in generalizing any

significant differences found in this study to samples with smaller N's..

» The size of the samples used .in this study are so large that small differ-
* - 2

ences will tend to achleve statistical significance while perhaps being
nonsignificant for practical purposes. ' >



Discussion .

Resg}ts fndlcate that there were some differences betwsen students
who feel the best thing about the school is;the'"quality of instrUction"
(28) and those who: feel it is the worst thing about the schoal (38).

l The 2B group tended to seek self sevelopment and be stimulated by
eoursework (items 7,2!.30) and felt this coursewdrk required more intensive
study outside the classroom (itep 39). They also tended to have higher
educat ional aspirEtions (item 16), to live with their, parents (iters. 23)
and to have less.&ellfeducatedmfathers (item 28). Gererelly the 2B group -
had more positfie f;elings about the Unfversity,-itsftaculty and facilities
(items'3|.33}35;h0,&;?hz;44). They 2ende9 to feel téat students had more
-channels for e;beessfqg sbéplaints (item L4) and PoiiCy mak ing bpportunities
(item 35), were mpre.llkely to feel students who disrupt the University
shoJld be suspended }tﬁem 38) and were less llkely to perceive racism at
the University (ltem IO{ ghan the 38 group.

. Thus evndqise is preVWded‘here that attntudes about what transplres
in the classroom ?re drre;tly related tq student attltudes on a varnety‘
of topics coneernihgéthe.Universjty. As noted earlier, lack of stimulation
in one's courses has been Iunked with student alienation (Schmudt and
Sedlacek 1970) . Additionally the groups identified in this stqdy resemble
-at least twd of Clark and Trow's (1966) types: Academic for the 28 group
and Nonconformist for the 38 group. o o\

Some readers may feel that the nonconforming 38 group lslless able

~

and therefore they get lower grades and one would expect more negatlve
-
‘attitudes from such a group.v Research indicates that it fis students wntb

the most ability (Collins & Sedlacek 1970) that are most critical of the

- I

¥
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UNTVETSity. However, future research should further expiore {hLS relatioﬁ-

ship as webl as relating other variables to attitudes toward quality of

lnstructhn, including faculty and departmental ratings, age, sex, and

. ) - - ‘ !
grades, :
- . : L
Of courge no cause-effect statements can be made based on these da\a .

but faculty and administration should be made keenly aware .that student

‘attitudes toward quality'of instruction do not exist apart from other

aspects of the university or society. - .o ' -
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Pmont Responses. to USC [tems Showling Significant DIfferences (,001 Tevel) Botween Students
Choos Ing USC Rupoms 28 and 30 (sos Appendlx)
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hlch of the fol lowing contributed most
to your own devoTopmnt during the past
ym?

A Coursa'work In ny-major field of

interest

B, Extra curricular organization
activities

(. Individual or Independent research
or study

: “9,- ‘Soclal Tife (dating, partles, etc.)

E, Course work in general °
l:'-,L Friendships made

6: Job experience

H; Contacts with faculty member (s)

What is the maln reason you feel there |

are few black students at the University .

of Haryland at College Park?

A, Blacks prefer to go to black colleges

B, The University discourages thén fron

coming because of its tough academic
reputation
€. The University's racist practnces
discourage them from coming
D, The University's racist inage -
discourages them
£ Don't know |
F., Other

16

- B 3B

1

2% 3,
38 35

R

< £ O U
O L o >

How much edpcation do you expect
to.get during your lifetime?

College, but less than 2

bachelor's degree

BA or equivalent

| or 2 years of grad. or |
prof, studles ‘
Doctor of Philosophy or
Doctor of Education

Doctor of Medicine

Dostor of Dental Surgery . |
Bachelor of Laws i
Bachelor of Divinity

Other

21, About SO of university’ studsnts typically

2 3B

SR

]
8
M

O~ OO

1012,
Al
97

53
112

leave before receiving a degree

It this

should happen to you, which of the following
do you think would be the most Tikely cause?

1y

B
C.
D.

3
F
6.
K
I

Absolutely certain | will obtain,
a dsgres

To accept a good job

To enter nilitary service

It would cost more thar my family

~and | can afford’

. Marriage
. Disingerest in study

Lack WF academic ability

. Inefficient reading or stuly skills
i Other
NOA0%
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TABLE | Contd,

semester?
28 38 '
N2l A Paro%or guardian's home
W &4 B, Other @ative's home
7 6 ¢, Off campus room :
1920 D, Rent, Own, Or share an
| ~ apartment
311 E. Fraternity or sorority house
28 32 F. Unlversity dormitory
. 1 G. Veterans family unit’
_ § 3 H. Own or rent a house
22 |, Other
k 100%1Q0%

28, father's education: Please Indicate
which of the following statements
describes your father's edufation.

28

18 1k A, Less than high schoof diplond
25 23 8. High school graduate 9

¢ 6 €., Some college wark at the Univ,

‘ of Md., but no degree
6 7 D, College degree from the Unjv,
. of Md. |
5 6 E. Some college work at another
\ college in the state of Md,
3 5 F. College degree from another
college in the state of Md,
1211 G. Some college work at another
college outside the state
2223 H. College degree from another
college outside the state
Other

F —

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



7.
TABLE | Contd, -
A o c o0 £ F-
-’: ) - 3 : 8 = =
o . . - *
wose 58 8 5 FER O3 03
Grow 38 & 2 5 &5 & 2
30, Most of my courses are 28 9 39 30 13 3 6 100
stimulating and excliting 3 & 13 25 3 19 5 100
31. Most faculty advisors have
) act like they really care 28 1T w38 26 13 5 7 100
about students. A 8 - t4 22 » 27 28 15 & 100
33. Most administrators here act " '
like they really care about 20 7 29 36 15 b 7 100
students. 38 & 16 33 25 172 -8 100
. 35. university s’cnti have ample _ .
opportunity to participate In 28 13 3 27 17 7 S 100
~ University polfcy making. 38 10 21 .26 25 17 3 100
‘37. .Thoro should be a special ' R
college for new students 28 12 b 31 2 6 3 100
undoc!dcd lbout their major 38 19 2 29 21 6 3 10
38. The Unlvorslty should suspend e : . .
students who disrupt the nor-, - e L
mal operations of the Univer- 28 25 28 21 14 7 S 100
sity. 38 . 18 23 22 20 12 5 100
i 39. Most courses require intensive .
. study and preparstion outside 28 20 472 18 9 2 b 100
the classroom. ) 38 17 39 19 17 5 3 100
I 48, MHost orgenized student sctiv= 28 8 8 25 39 15 5 100
r ~ ities on campus are ridiculous. 38 8 13 29 35 12 3 100
L. Hajor University-wide events, .
, draw lots of support and .. 9 37 30 1Is L s 100
enthus iasm, 38 . 5 . 28 31 26 6 L T00
« G42. There are many facilities and ' | ) ..
opportunities on campus for ‘28 15 49 22 7 3 L 100
individual creative actnvntnes. 38 12 L2 25 12 5 L 100
b, Channels.for expressing student
complaints are readily avail- - 28 9 30 3 17 5 . 5§ 100
able. ' 38 7 21 29 28 12, .3 1Q0
. ¢
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K : Append ix ;
ltems 2 and 3 of the 1969 Umversuty Student Census' .
~ . e : ’
. . - . .‘ Q}
; 2. To me, ‘the bost thmg about the Umvers:ty lS ‘ : _
:%b (d‘m Ohe) - . . » ' '
Rl A. Campus atmosphere .- . ' ; o .
B. Qualityofmstrucnon) ‘. ‘ o o ’f :
C. Student acﬁviues avaxlable - ) e
) ’ D. Large size : '» ~
: 2 _E. @graphi&al location T
F. My relatio with fellow students  _
[ A LU
g G. Course subject matter -
* H. "The way it is run - - : )
1L Other ~ : Do
3. To me, the ‘worst thing about the Umversxty is
’ (choose one): _ s
A. Campus atmosphere .
- B. Quality of "instruction .
C. Student actlvmes ava:lable ’ : " !
.‘:.“._,’;: .D. Large size e ..
b E, ‘Geographxm location _— .
, .E. My relatwnsth with fellow students '
: . - G. Course subJect matter >
H. The way it is ryn = N
1. Other Y - _ ".' -
. “: '. ‘ - ! . . 5
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