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A SURVEY OF CERTAIN CHARACTERISTICS
'OF ENROLLEES IN COURSES QFFERED BY
- ~ UNIVERSITY EXTENSION, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY.
- . IN THE FALL, 1976 TERM T
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A} . . . “
h Background: A perspective on
- T " Adult Education Research
! _
- In 1961, Dr. Cyril Houle summarized the conclusions of research
] .

on adult students as follows:

- »

While the clientele of -each institution
has its unique features, certa:n characteristicyg
qre commen to all the graups served. 1In general,’
high income groups are more likely“to take part
in educational activities than low income groups.
Eafticipatia% is also positively related to size . -
of the community, the length of residence in it,
y and the number of different kinds of educational
- o . activity available . . . Ago js important: the
very young adult seldom :akes part, but there is
e ! a sharp upturn in the lz-e twenties, 'a fairly f
consistent level f activity unti} the age of
fifty, and a decline afterward. Married people
participate more than single .people, and families
with school-age children more than families with- )
- out them. Many more professional, managerial, and
technical people take part relative.to their number
in the population than do reople from other occu~
" : ' pational groups; next in significance are clerical
. workers; then.skilled laborers, and lastly unskilled
laborers. But the most universally important factor
is schooling. The higher the formal education of
" , the adult, the mor» likely it is-that he will take
part in continuing education. ‘
- . ' S -
éubsequént research has filled in many details, but generally

_ confirms Dr. Houle's statement. ) : , R ’ ‘&J
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Since 1961 the rbsearch in adult'edueatien has followed ane or the

N

ocher of two breoadly conceived methodological psths. The Zmacrn or needs

\ -

dssessment path deals with a population of adults aad attempts te determine

-
LJ

the nature and extent of education in their lives, their attitudes about
- education, and their needs for cantinuing education., The "micro" approach
begins with a population of adult studenés and usually is concerned with

determining the underlying psychglogical motivations behind their part1c1patien

t

in education, and, demographic eharacteristics which might differentiate
participators from non-participators. Tt is important to see the distinction
r between these two appreaches because ‘the Togical implications which may

. be drawn from each approach are sometimes confused in the literature. The

- -

second (”micro”)/appreaeh is most often employed because a student pqpnlatfon

is easier to define and data dn students is usually.easier to collect ‘Yet B
it should be noted that this approach does nert logically allow inferences
- . to groups mot included in the study; it cannot indieate an;thing about those

who are not becoming students. . For this reason, "micro" studies cannot be

© validly used for ‘the very purposes whiclf adult educators find most interesting --

. maxﬁet surveys and weeds 3ssessments.
On the other hand there are serious methodological problems i{n those
- "macro" studies which include in their scope the assessment of. the motivations -

-+

- . of participants in adult education. First, such studies must deal with &

. sub-set of the selected'sample (the participants as oppésed to the non- partxcxpants)

and seeondly partxelpation must be defined With narrow definitions of

-

. ‘partic1pat10n (say, participation in a degree program at an accredited
t S . .
institution) the sub-sample is very small and non-participants dominate. ‘

Broader definitions increase the number and diversity of thlv&leﬂh possible

‘L\_, (and their interaction) whdch vitiztes the power and’ importance of the findings. '

L
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A large number of "macro" studies have been made, including g = .

- -
v &

.

- semxinal and méésive project done by Johnston and Rivera in 1962 entitled
Volunteers for Learning. This study sucéessfully.survgyed 11,957 house-

holds (out of a probability sample of 13293) an& gollected data oﬁ 23,950
. - : - . ;

.

S

adultsy 1928 unmarried youths, and 11,554 childrer. Sub~samples of this
X,

papulati‘§ were more closely examined_for in-depth-participarion and

o/

« . - motivatiggal pAtterns, so "micro" elements were also included in the study. --
- * ’

« " Another séch stud§ was done in Oakland; California by London, Wenkert, and

— Hagstrom. =~ - - oo
. - &

-

'l

. , Of particular influence 'it this "macro" area has been the work of
Allen Tough} Dr. Tough has tackled the problem of defining participation
mentioned above by adopting perﬁépg the broadest possible definition of

I . 8 .

adult learning. In the process he has developed the concept of the "major

'

learning effort" or "léﬁrning project.” . "

In brief, a learning project is a highly deliberate
effort to gain and retain certain definite knowledge and
skill, or to change in gome other way. To be included, a.°
series of related learning sessions (episodes in which the
persen's primary intention ig to learn) must add up’ to at
least seven‘hours. - . '

- ) - . .

The definition has been designed to include the enfird
range of major learning efforts. Any method can be included --
reading, listening, observing, attending class, reflecting, « .
\ practicing, getting answers to questions -- if the person's
primary’intention during that episode was to gain and retain
certain definite knowledge and skill.?

Based on this definition Dr. Tough and others using his definition
have performed some audacious (and in my view, questionable) studies of adult
learning in the U.S. Their extrapolationd from the selected samples to the

total U.S. population allow (in their view) some conclusions which are, in
L) : .
! the terms of ‘this paper, truly "macro': -
. - |
First, how many persons conduct at least one major
learnimg effort during the year before the interview?
The answer is probably 90 per cent, . ., . Now if we
look at the mean or median person among these men and -
women, two dramatic statistics emerge. The typical

3 * -~

J. . o .




.studies: the validity of ext polating from the sﬁmple to the population

wJas surveyed by'interviewers, Demographic characteristics ~- sex, age, -

. | | / ’ | § | ;

learner conducts five quite distinct IEarniné projects -
.1in one year. He or she learns five distinct areas of , -
Jknowledge and skill. The person spends an average of

) . 100 hours per learning effort -- a total of almost 500 -
hours per year. This is almost 10 hours per week. . . .
In summary, sbout 20 per cent’ of all learning projects are ' N
rlanned by a "professional” ... . The professional operates ,
‘. in aAgroup (10 per cent), in a one-to-one situation (7 per cent), ' y
. or iadirectly through completely preprogrammed nonhuman resocurces

such as programmed instruction or television series (3 per cent),
In the other 80 per cent of all learning projects, the day-to-day
. planning is” handled by an "amateur.”" This is usually ‘the .
learner nimself or herself (73 per cent), but occasionally3
is a friend (3 per‘cent) or a group of peers (4 per cent).

The ,above is.presehied not only because of the national influence

thar Dr. Tough's work has had but also because it illustrates some of thes "

difrficulties with the Ugpacro" approach. The external validity of the

L - »

-

at large, 18 questionable. Further, it is difficult to use the results

.1in any practical way. This last difficulty stems priﬁcipally out of the

broadness of the definition.

A number of states, seeking informatieﬁ for policy formulation, have

commi'ssioned needs assessment studieg:of adult education. Most of the

\
. «

recent studies of this type have been very usefully summarized by Cross

. -

®
and Zuswan in The Needs of Non-Traditional Leaimers and the Responses of

Nem-rreditional Programs. Typical of these studi®s, and most pertinent

——
L]

to what fqllows in this paper, is a study done in Ca¥ifornia in 1975 by

. ~
Hefferlin, Petersen, and Roelfs (alifornia's need for postsecondariy

-

alternctives. In this study a probability sample of 1048 adult Californians \
’ ~ :

r

race, educational attainment, occupational category, und annual income --

were tabulated and the extent of participation in adult education as well as

-~

attitudes concerning the form and substance of adult education were surveyed.

A ]

. LR A . .
"Macro" reports such as this can serve (as will this California report
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later in this pager) as base~line data against which surveys of segments

or the population surveyed may be compared Thesé reports may also be
& -

replicated and. the results compared cver time to discern trends.

As indicated above, the most valid use of "micrc studies has* been . '

t

to derive demographic prpflles of ‘the 'student characteristics of defined ‘

student populations and to attempt to understand the'factorS'which motivate
these ssudents to participate in formal adult education programs. Perhaps

the most sustained and sophisticated work im the motivational area has ‘

-
. *

been done by Dr. Roger Boshier of the Unjiversity of British Columbia. I

r .

his view motivation.l research is _important so that programs may be ‘ .

developed which are "compatible with the needs and moctives of the participants" v
. Y

aad in ovder '"to create learring environments congruent with the needs, *

-

expectations and learning styles of adults."& Dr. Houle's work, The Imguiring

Mind, cjted in the beginning of this paper, provided the catalyst if not

. \ ~ .,

the tﬁeoretical foundation for adult educatidn mptivation studies. Haule
~ . .

proposed a three~factor typology for cﬁéracterizing the motivations for

. \
participation in adult education -- adult learnegs are,eﬁ{her gaoal, learning,

or activity oriented. 1In order to test the validity of this typology,’

" Boshier devised an Education Participation Scale (E.P.S.) to measure adult

orientations to learning. The~scale was developed by'haying participants
rate the applicabiﬁity to their own experience of statéments about possible

reasons for participati?n in adult educgtion on a Likertrlikg scale of

five values ranging from "very much influence" to "very little influence."

%hé statements were phrases such as '"to seek knowledge for its own sake"

’
i

or "to meet new friends." . The responses to these statements were then
subjected to factor analysis §o determine if the ccfrelatians between N
‘ I
) A
- -
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the scorés of particular items resulted "in any obvious groupings or clusters.

The make-up of the clusters was then examined and a descriptive name was
assigned to it as a motivational "factor." Five or six factors emerged --

: ‘ - ¥
job competence, social welfare, escape/stimulation, social contact, cognitives

interest, and external expectations. -

A number of 6ther researchers have followed this same general methadology ’5

Including mast notably Paul Burgess A summary of these studies thtough 1975

-~
7

is provided by Roger Bo?hier in Adult Ed&;gtion No. 1, 1976. ' _ :
Although providing some insight into possible motivations, these stuaies

suffer from beveral‘dréw—backs. First, there is the question of the:

application of the results of a‘particular study to any other population

of students. Secoqd; there is the difficulty of interpreting the scale

factors in a meaningful way. -Giv?n high cagﬁitive scores, what are the

. -

implications for action, what can you say about the students which makes

3
4

sense-in practicual terms. Third, there is the questionable methodolagical
assumptions regarding fhe strength of the interéctions between the factors.
Statistical analvsis of Likert (or ordinal) measures, especiallv as spplied
to self-judged emo}ianally and sitdationa}ly influenced preferences, must

be v}ewed with healthy scepticism. ~Théﬁmost valid (and unadventurous)

use of "micro" studies is for the purpose of determining demographic
characteristics of a defiﬂed student body. By the most. conservative .
reckoning, going beyond demographic surveys imtotattiFudés and motivations
mn§ be ju;tified, but inferences should be confined to the population
surveyed énd certainly not to any populatians not surveyed (non-participants,
for instance). .

In summary, it is important to select a methedology appropriaste to the ‘/

research questions in adult education, and to be aware of the limitations

of the methodology selected. This may seem to b2 an obvious conclusion,

Pl
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and yet examples sbcundifgyen”ﬁg the most prestigious resetrch journals,

L

el
of an inappropriate methodological approachgg. g

T S ' . .
o P JBa'ckgrbu:?d: -The Present Study _
T : ' . v
- The study that is presented.in the following pages of this paper was-

- 1]

s prompted by’

the need for more information about the students served by

N\

University Exqusion, University of Califprnia, Berkeiey. '

University Extensien] along with every other element of higher education,

-

e is increasingly being required to supply external zgencies as well as

K} (Unf@ersity administration yith facts and figures about its student body.
- Furthermore, a systemafic understahding of the studeni body characteristics
is important to Extension management and prbgramming staff in order to

better assess program effectiveness and market trends. These j-creasing .

_ demands are often either very expensive to meet because éhere is no way

to summarize the data that is available, or impossible to fulfill becaqse
L ' the requested informatioa is simply not collected. For instance, at Berkeley,
enrollment appticatioés (by iaw).do mot request or indicate the sex of the

studeht,‘let alone the marital status, age, and other data. 1In such a

L

R - sitUation,sgme kind of sta&istical sampling approach is clearly indicated.

. ~ With¥n the Un}versity of California Extension system there have Jbeen
$ R . '

T ’ earlier attempts at surveyimg student.characteristics. “Perhaps the most

elaborate of these.studies was done by Phillip Frandson at UCLA Extension

tz

in Spring, 1967. This study wa§ based in statistical ﬁethodology and
2>samp1ed for maﬁy of the same attributes tested in the present study. Margcrie

Ahaevitz surveyed students enrolling in University Extension‘ San Diego in the
- . " - Winter quarter, 1971. Of the 5653 students enrolled in that quhrter\\3069 (54%)

received questioﬁnaires,‘and 2022 (66% of those receiving guestionnaires) returnéd
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questinnnaiqe%. Klthoggh the lack of a randomized selection process and

i} -

[ &

‘the relatively high$:ate nom-refurn probebly made valid statistical inference .~
from this study impossible, it neverthecless provides useful information and

corroborates other studies.

Purpose

. . _
The purpose of the present study was to provide reliable statistical

. i ( -
qata regarding certain characteristics of University Extensign, Berkeley,

- -

students. These charatteristics might then be compared to thoge results
generated by prior studies to perhans indiéate a shift in the character of
service provided by University Extenéion._ Results might also be compared

with a contemporary 'macro" study cnnduétéd in.California to determine.
the.ébgmenc of the need for postsecondary education Ehat University Extension-

was successfully meeting.

3 "

“ Secondarily, it was hoped that, within the scope and limitations *

- 1

ocutlined in previous sections of this paper, degree of student satisfaction
-w.

with the service provided by Extensigﬁ\sould be correlated with demographic

characteristics. As will be seen, this secondary purpose was frustrated,
because of skewed results from satisfaction measures. . N

L]

Methodology . "ty

, p -
Questionnaire. A ouestionnaire was developed and then tested on a

foew Extension programmers and students (see Appendix 1), The questionnairé-
is divMded into two pafts with the first part designed to gather personal _)

data about the student, and the second part designed to discover what the

student liked or disliked about the course in‘which he/she enrolled and

.

about his/hexr relationship to, and degree of satisfacticn with, Univers&ty

. ¢ . *
Exténsion. Where practical, possible answers were given precoded numerical

-

.o Ji n -

-~ -
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valugs to the right of the center column.” Where precoded answers were

. N } ’ \ .
not practical, for imstance for the question about the namé of the last

school artended, the answers were written down ahd‘khen later coded after

\ e
all the interviews were completed. - 7 .y

As the development of the questionnaire progressed, it became apparent

that the amount of information *we wanted was rather extensive. A knowledge

)

of our student body and the experience of other studies indicated that a

‘mailed questionnaire would probably not result £ a high percentage.of-

returns. It was therefore decided that the~teiephd§é interview method
would yield the best fesults. Both work and home telephone numb;rs are

rau?inely requested in the enrollment a;ﬁlicaticns. The interview techiique
has its drawbagks, however, gnd these shguld be clearly explained, especially

-

since some of the results could be interpfeted as having been directly
influenced by the choice of survey technique. Personal interviews, even

over the telephone, are probably more likely to result in answers‘which the

< : .
interviewee believes to'be congenial to the interviewer. The high satisfaction.

-

and low number of criticisms of University Extension:courses were probably
4 ' y

attributable in part to the selection of survey technique. On the positive
& .

side however, is the fact that the interview technique was also employed

by the "macro” study which is used as a comparison with the present study.
Tlius any survey biases caused by the selection of the survey methodology

would be in the same direction .

The Effect of Sample Size. The main purpose of' the study was to
sample the student population for certain attributes, or, in other words, to
. L) ~ . .
estimate the proportion of the total population possessed of a certain qualicty

(married, for instance). Under such'a.circumsbancet(assuming random selection

and independence between subjects) the formula for determining sample size is:
[ ] ~— .

9

o
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n = 22 (P) QL/: P)
A*

o« . * P

-

[

: T A ‘
where n is the sample size, P is-the proportion of the sample possessing the
- * ’I - .

attribute and E is the maxﬁ?yﬁxallowable error. Cons&de}ing the time and
resources available to the study we considered that the highest number of .
people we could contact wasAZOB. We also determined that we wanted to a
deg£ee of confidence of .95. Under these. circumstances the maximwn error' (E)

was calculated as being + 6.9, as follows:

L 4

r

u-2 . . .
. . E -qu 1.96 (.5 (3) .069 or 6.9 percentage .
200
points

t

\A

That is, if the éample proportion of males and females turned ﬁut to be .50 ‘
then we could be "95% confident" that the real population proporiion of males
{and fqmales) was between 43.1 and 56.9%. Although this seemed to be a

rather large congidence interval it was felt that the study would yield useful
results‘and that increasing the sample size would not result ir significantly
morelprecise results (doubling the sample to 400 at the .95 confidence level
would decrease the maximum error to .049 or 4.9 percentage points).

¢ .
Sample Selecticn. A sample of 200 enrollees was selected from all of

-

the enrollments bétweén Scptember 15 and October 15} 1976; a period of par-
ticuiarly heavy enrollment for Berkeley Extension. There were approximately
10,000 Enrollments‘during the period, or approximately 1/5 of the total annual

enrollment. 7Tt was felt that this period was representative of the total

¥

annual enrollment population. The sample was selected from cash register “"ring

3

up” numbers. . All enrollments, whether paid or not, and all refunds, transfers,

etc. are rung through the two cash registers. Cash register tapes for the



P

perind were inspected and all non~enrollment items were removed. - Each re- o

-

maining ring up‘numbe?\waé given a serial reference number. The sample was
then selected by using a random.number table, and relating the random number
to the ordered serial reference nymber. The original enrollment application

was then retrieved from tf> file so that the student cpuld be contacteﬁ.

Interview Techniques. Most of the telephone interviews were con-

ducted by two students who'ﬁad\exﬁerienceixxtelephone interviewing. All of

the people involved in the study met several times while the interviews were ,

being coﬁduéte to compéré notes. } - :
l Codin;f\h$his stddy used the Statistical Fackage for the Social

Sciences (SPSS) for the analysis of the data. The codebook for the variables
. (v\g e
in the study is given in Appendix II. After the study had been'completed,

several of the open quesfjpns were: analyzed and the subject variable recoded
-and grouped into ‘categories (see Appendix ITI). For instance, the variable
cccupgtion (OCCU) was recoded so that the occupatidn student and unemployed

was coded to 0, teacher coded to 2, anfl so forth,

Findings™~ .
_.———-g-— i \

-~

The results of the survey are given in Tabl. ;:\\Sé\thevzﬁo students
selec;ed; 168 were succé35fully interviewed (see Table II).
« *~ In addition to Ealculating‘a éimple breakdown of che characteristics
-shown ip Table I, the data was subjected to several other tests available on
S?és; The Pearson Correlation Coefficient was computed for all ﬁéssible pair-

ings of the variables. The Pearson Correlation Coefficient is a measure of

relative association betweeﬁrtwo variables with a zero coefficient usually

- -

) ¥
indieating eemplete independence between variabfes and 'a +1 ér -1 indicating

total correspondence (either positive or negative) between the two variables.

11
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Table I

UNEX - BERKELEY
UNEX Student Survey

Fall 1976
I.. Personal Characteristics - A / !
Sex _z % of Cases Confidence Interval- (.95 level
* Male 50.6 . 42.9 - 58.3 of significancc
Femyle 49.4 41.7 - 57.1 -
~ ..
17-24 ' 4.0 - 12.4
25-38 61.0 53.5 - 68,5
39-66 28.9 21.9 - 35.9
Ethnicity
Caucasian 88.3 83.4 ~ 93,2 g
Minority ? 11.1 6.3 - 15.7
Missing (1 case) .6 .
Marital Status N(
‘Married 54.9 47.2 ~ 62.6
Single_ 45.1 37.4 - 52,8
Children . ' h
Have at Least One Child" 47.5 Vi 39.8 - 55.2
No Children ) 52.5 " 44.8 - 60.2
Regisgéred California Voter
Yes 84,3 78.7 - 89.9 .
No 15.7 10.1 -~ 21.3
Employed
Full-time" 72.2 65.3 - 79.1 .
Part-time 110.5 5.8 - 15.2
Unemployed 17.3 11.5 - 23.1
Occupational Group
Student/Nonei 7.4 3.4 - 11.4
Service % 19,1 13.0 - 25.2
Teachers ‘ 1.1 13.0 - 25.2
Quasi-professionals 414 33.8 - 49.0
Professionals 13.0 ) 7.8 - 18.2
‘ l1a



UNEX Student Survey (Continued) ' Table I (Continued)

]

) % ‘of Cases Confidence interval

Family’ Income (annual)l (.95 level of significance)

)

$2,000 - 10,000 19.0. 13.0 - 25.0 .

11,000 - 20,000 37.9 | 30.4 ~ 45.4
21,000 - 30,000 24.9 T 182 - 3146
31,000 - 40,000 - 10:9 /6.1 - 15.7
' 41,906 - 97,000 7.3 7303 - 1143

(25 Missing Cases)

Level of Education (formal schooling) »
Less than bachelor's deéree" 22.3 . 15.4 ~ 28.1
Bachelor's degree 40.1 32.5 - 47.6

TN Professional, Masters, PhD 37.6 ° "'30.1 - 45.1

Last "School Regularly Attended ]
© U.C. . 204 14,2 - 26.8

Local Four Year 15.4 : 9.8 - 21.0
Non~local Four Year - 38.3 30.8 - 45.8
Community College/Other 25.9 19.2 - 32.6

fIx Purpose : -

Why Was Course Taken?

Personal Reasons 37.0 ©29.6 - 44.4
Credential or Degree 15.5 9.8 -~ 21.0
Job« Related 47.5 39.8 - 55.2

Are You Taking the Course for Credit?

Yes - Toward a Degree ‘ 13.6 8.3 - 18.9
Yes - No Degree Goal 32.1 24,9 £ 39.3
No 53.7 46.0 - 61.4

- Missing .6

First Received Information Regarding Courses From
Brochure (cataloguéj 26.5 19.7 - 33.3
Friend or Spouse 22,2 ‘ 15.8 - 28.6

! Work/School 30.2 23.1 - 37.3 -
" Other 21.1 - 19.7 - 33.3 -

1. The large number of missing cases makes ghis tgble difficult to
interpret except in a very general way. It is valid only if onme assumes
that the missing cases are distributed proportionately among the income
groupings. '

ﬂﬁ " 11b

b
g _




TN -~ < . :
- UNEX Student Survey (Continued) .S ' 'l\p-ble I (Contimued)
! 0l all students contacted 32.7% (25.5 ~ 39.9) claimed thay his/her
- capleyer knew he/she was taking an Extensidn course and was in favor of
the undertaking, 22.8% (16.4 -.29.2) had received or expected to receive
N i ‘uition reimbursement from theTemployer, and 11.1% (6.3 - 15'.9) -thought
: _ thar successful completion of the course-would be a factor in the emplover
- «viluation of the student, 3
s i
_ - 1. ‘wontinuing Educatfon Orientation/Sahisfaction
- ¥ . L .
) ’ % of Cases ConfWNMnce Interval
. A - oo (.95.1%el of sipnificance)
. Yowr Many Courses Have You Taken With Extension? ‘
L] Ny
O A 44,0 36.& - 51.6
} ol or 3 ‘ 33.0 26.1 ~ 40.7
_. : . .
G o»r o lure 23.0 ' - 16.5 - 29,5
e .
'- .
. Ie You Taken Continuing Education Courses In Other Schools?
_ _ s C 50.9 43.2 - 58.6
- v 49.1 41.4 - 56.8
o . ‘ '
W You Expect to Take Extension Courses in the Future?
oA | | 0.1 85.57- 94.7
. e 9.9 5.3 - 14.5
. ,
_ nr e nd You Rate Your Experience with Extension?
- Very satisfied \ 46.9 39.2 - 54.6
Satisficd B I 38.0 ~.53.4
T
- Issntistied 5.6 2.1 - g,1
ot dissat st {od ’ 1.2 0 - 2.9
- ° Yossing .6
I
N . Ogher ,
L Student awarencss of the Continuing Educatidn Unit was much higher
o Toluan capected, with §4,7% (37,0 - 52.4) having at least a rough idea of

St was, and YYL0T (22,0 - 36.0) expecting to use the CEU in the future.

- -
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< Table . i |

Disposition of Students Selected

No. of Students

.

Successfully inferviewed, coded and entered | 162
Successfully intervieweld but lost.in keypunch processj - 6
Successfully interviewed S . {68
Contacted but received refund ot 13
Refused to cooperate . 2
Unable to contact \ ‘ . : 17
Selected | | - - 200
) ’
\ AR
< ’
{
»
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Because in this case it is a relative measure of association between largely

qualitative variavles there is no statistical method of determining where a

partirular association is important -- one is left to his own interpretation.

\J
[

However, as a matter of convention, the following guideiine may be uséd

(where @ is the Pearson Cérreiatfcﬁ Coefficient): .
, g n

Strength of Association Range in b
Weak 0 <@ < .33
Moderate ' «33 < @ < .67
) Strong ' ’ 267 < @ <1.00 - ]

A table of selected coefficients is shown (Table III).
A ﬁucb more weful device for testing for systematic associations

among selected variables is the crosstabulation, or joint frequency distribu-

ru

tion procedure. This involves the construction of frequency distribution

tables which indicate the proportian'of correspondence between two or more

| '
variables. A high chi-square value with a low level of significance would

indicate that the vgriabléé are, indeed, associated in some way. A selected
number of these tables and their interpretations are:shawn (see stle'IV‘A
through Table IV G). In some téb{es only the coefficient of correlation has
been compgted.

) Finally, the data was submitted to an SPSS subprogram which pérﬁorms
factor analysis. We were particularly interested in wgether or not certain
characteristics of the studentApopulation would be grouped with satisfaction.

v

Primarily because of the high level of satisfaction expréssed by most enroll-

ees, the analysis was not significant and the results were unintefpretable -

no discernable clusters of characteristics could be found.

s
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Selected
Variables

Sex/Expect
tuition from
employer

.Family income/
Taking course
for credit
U - .

Family income/

Taking course

* ;toward a degree

Subscribe to a
newspaper/Taking.
course for degree

Subscribe to, a
newspaper/Expect
course to help in
advancement on job

Attend lectures/ -
Employer was in
support of student
taking course

ﬁ;giSCered‘voter/‘
Taking course
toward degree-

Taking course

for credit/
Expecting tuition
reimbursement

Would use CEU/
Attended lecture

Table 111 _
. >
PEARSON. CORELAT ION COEFFICIENT AND INTERPRETATION FOR
SELECTED VARIABLE PAIRS - a
Measure . Intrepretation .
6 = - ,3264 . @ Moré men than women expected
.n = 69 ' tuition reimbursement
5= ,006 ‘ '
)
A .
@ =~ ,2092 :
ns= - 138 Those of higher family
S = ,001 income were less likely
to be taking a zcourse
.6 = - ,3316 for credit or toward a
n = 66 < degree,
S=  ,003 '
p
8 = - 4176 | ‘
n = 76 Those who subscribe to
S = .001 a newspaper were less
, . - likely to be taking a
6 " - .2985 course for credit toward
n = 51 a degree or expecting the
S = .017 course to help them advance
on the job.
a = - ,6580 Those who attended a lecture
n = 54 were unlikely to be taking
§= ,001 8 course with the support of
' their employer.
A
g = -.3180 Registered voters were
‘n = 75 less likely to be taking
S = .003 a course toward a degree
B = - ,3491 Thos: 10 were taking a course
n= 58 for credit were lesgs likely to
S = .004 be expecting reimbursement
from their employer.
@ = - L2713 Those who attended a Wecture
‘n= 70 would be less likely to
S = .012 use the CEU while those
. ‘Continued, , .]
124




- Would use CEU/
Employer supporr
A ]
el Wc’)uld use CEU/
- Advancement on
) job
-
‘Sex/Use CEU
.
® ' Spouse works full
time/Would use
CEU
-
Course for credit/
. Opportunity to
- .
influence course
-
. i §
]
[
_ﬂ
L
_ &
LS
Eu

Table III (Continuaed)

'

A

n s = uhn >

7/ < .~

L |

mo e .

R

.2796
28
.075

.3333
27
.045

<2948
70
.007

«3651

28
.028

.3010
158
Iool
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vhose employers supported /
them and who expected the"
course to advance them on
the job" would use the

CEU.

More men than women
weuld use ‘the CEU

Those whose spouse works

full time voul¥ be less

likely to.iuse the CEU. .

"

Those who took non-credit
courses felt they had less
oppottunity to influence th
course than those who took the
course for credit.



. " Table IV A ~ “’
& Y\\
L
. Number of Courses Completad
by Why Course Taken «
a. - )
) | . cowr § WHY COURSE TAKEN
- * ROW- PCT § CRE- '
® COL PCT IPERSONAL DENTIAL/ JOB ROW
. . TOT PCT § . T DEGREE J 1 TOTAL
— NCRSCMPL -2 $ + v——
1 27 1 10 | 30 1} 67 °
- Number of Courses I 40.3 I 14.9 | &44.8 [ 41.4
NONE 1 45.0 [ 40.0 1 39:0 |-
Completed with ¥ 16.7 T 6.2 1 18.5
UNEX 1 33 | 15 47 1 95
: . . 10R § 34.7 f 15.8 | 49.5 1 58.6
o MORE I 55.0 I 60.0 | 61.0 1
‘ , I 20,4 1 9.3 I 29.0 ¢
_ $ — —
: * COLUMN . 60 25 77 162
e TOTAL !3?-0 15-4 47.5 100-0
_l T _ N LY

r = —,01 (Not Significant)

i
\

\

- In general, thgre was little relation between why course taken
: and whether student is new or repkater. New students generally take
classes for same reasons as repeaters. Slightly more than the expected
number of new students were takingagqgfées for personal interest,

N : \‘ »
; ‘ A

A\
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SEX

IVE

Table
——p——

—‘.—/ -

~

- -
Sex by Why Course Taken

WHY COURSE TAKEN

. COUNT i
. _ ROW PCT ] CRE-
COL PCT IPERSONAL DENTIAL/ JOB ROW
TOT PCT f DEGREE {' 1.TOTAL
< ‘F 4
1 22 9 51 1 82
1 26.8 11.0 | 62.2 I S0.6
MALE | 36.7 36.0 I 66.2 I
1 13.6 5.6 I 31.5 I
‘ . 1 38 16 I 26 | 80
’ 1 47.5 20,0 [ 32.5 | 49.4
- c?i% FEMALE 1 63.3 64.0 § 33.8 ¢
, . 1 23.5 9.9 1 16.0 |
, < COLUMN 60 25 77 162
TOTAL 37.0 15.4 47.5 100.0

Men are more likely to take a course for job related reasons,

women for personal interest reasons.

-
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Credit Toward a Degree by Education

- LY
‘ | COUNT EDUCATION . - |
. ROW PCT LESS ™ )
! CoL PCT THAN BA+ ROW .
, TOT PCT | BA TOTAL
’ . . - g — .
NOT v 44 54
APPLYING| 18. 81.5 71.1
) - TOWARD | 47.6 80.0 .
CREDIT DEGREE 13.2 57.9 -
NI Y 22
APPLYING! 50.0 50.0 28.9
TOWARD | 52.4 20.0 .
DEGREE | 14.5 14,5 :
COLUMN | 21 55 76

TOTAL, 27.6 72.4 {00.0

r=-=-.,27 (s = .01)

. * While 60% of the non-BA group were taking a course for credit ]
(compared with 43,7% ¢. BA+ group), over half were applying credit toward
,a degree, while only | in 4 of the BA+ group were applying credit toward
a degree. . .

4

12e

{2%4

» a2



“ .
~e . L'y
Jable IV
! Why Course Taken by Occupation —
: OCCURATION
COUNT o 5
‘ ROW PCT | - ‘ PROFES=-
COL PCT [STUDENT SERVICE TEACHER Q-PRO  SIONAL  ROW
TOT PCT 1 - i N S t I TOTAL
o ; i ~ | t {
~ t 8 | itr 8 29 | 4 | 60
‘ - © L1331 183 1 13,3 1 48.3 1 6.7 t 37,0
WHY COURSE® PERSONALI 66.7 | 35.5 | 25.8 | 43.3 | (9.0 I
‘ I 4.9 | 6.8 | 4.9 [ 17.9 | 2.5 1|
TAKEN ~I — ! |— { i E
. CRE- . { 2 | 4 | i2 | 71 0 1. 25
DENTIAL/I 8.0 | 16,0 | 48.0 | 28.0 | 0 1 15.4
N ‘\ - DEGREE | 6.7 | 12.9 | 38.7 | 10.4 | 0o 1
: .2 1 2,5 | T34 | 4.3 | 0. |
- o - s | S
i 2 | l6.. | bteor 30 17 77
I 2.6 | Z20.8 | 14.3  40.3 | 22.1 | 47.5
JOB I 16,7 1 516 | 35.5 | 46.3 { 81.0 |
IoJd.2 1 29,9 {. 6.8 | 9.1 | 10.5 |
~f fo—— | ——| | t
T CoLUMN L (2 31 3 67 21 162
TOTAL 7.4 9.1 9.1 4.4 ~ 13,0 100.0
(Chi square = .0002) ' N
‘= oLl7 (s = .0

Students were over represented in the "persocan! -Interest" category;
service workers were slightly over represented in "job-rglateq" category;
feachers were over represented more than 2 to | in "credential or degree"
category; quasi-professionals were siightly over‘represented In "personal
In;gresf," and professionals were highly concentrated in " job-related"

category. In general, there is a.systematic rel
occupation and why course taken.

\. {
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Jable IV E .

Why Course Takén by Education

COUNT ,
. | ROW PCT
COL PCT  NON © ROW
TOT PCT 1 BA  |. BA+ | TOTAL
z z L4
i o JA L 48 1 6D
L, - “?{ 23.3 | 76,7 | 37.0
. WHY COURSE PERSONALI 40.0 | 36.2 | \
: | 8.6. 1 28.4 °|
TAKEN : - = |
) o CRE- | 7t 18 1 25
' DENTIAL/I 28.0 | 72.0 | 15.4
DEGREE | 0.0 | 14.2 1.
‘ - S5 T S Y A
—~i l i
' L4 1 83 1T
© 1 182 | BI.B |
JOB -1 40.0 1| “45.6 |
| 8.6 | 38.9 | :
— - | , "
COLUMN 35 127 . 162
TOTAL 21.6 =+ 78.4  100.0

In general, people who do not have at least a BA take courses

for the same reasons that people with BA's

£y

take cours%F

L4

N



Table IV F

~

. . Why Courss Yaken by Age
/. ‘ AGE
R COUNT |~ '
ROW PCT |
COL PCT | 17-24  25-37 38-66 OVER 66  ROW
TOT PCT | .ot | { | TOTAL
s r z ~—I !
| 3 35 | 21 | Pi- . 60
: ¥ 5.0 |  58.3' 35.0 | .71 3R0
PERSONALI 23,1 | 37.2 1 40.4 1 33.31
WHY COURSE : s i.9 1 2161 13.0 | 6 1
: v L - | E z t
TAKEN * K CRE- | 3 15 1 61 « 1. 25
' DENTIAL/ (/- 112,01 60.0 1 24,0 | 4.0 1 15.4
DEGREE | “23.4 1 6.0 1 11.51 3.3 |
x (.9 | 9.3 | 371 .0 51
— s | | |
- ) . | 717 44 25 | o 77
‘ | S.t 1 37.0 0 32,51 .31 47.5
> JOB I 53.81 46.8 1 48.1 | 33.3 |
C- . 4.3 1 27.2 1 15.4 & .6 |
- B i ! i |
g UMN I3 94 52 -3 162
‘ ~ TOTAL 8.0 58.0 32,1 1.9 100.0

| r =05 (not signi ficant)

. fn generai age seems to have very iIffie To do with why courses
. . are faken. This was true when the table was racalculated using only
o under 55 and over 55 years. People over 55 take courses for the same

reasons pedple under 55 do. ' co

12h
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Table IV G -

>
Age by Sex
4
- COWNT [T SEX s
ROW PCT |
COL'PCT I MATE™  FEMALE ROW
TOT PCT | o : [ TOTAL
- [ f I
. ! 6 | 71 43
-~ | 46.2 | 53.8 1 8.0
. ' ' [ 7-24 | 7.3 | 8.7 |
’ ' i 3.7 1 4.2 |-
—~1 — !
[ - 45 | 48 | 94
{ I 47.9.,1 52.1 I 58.0
25-37 | 54.9 | 6i.2 |
. ' ) I 272.8 1 30.2 1
AGE -1 f !
: i 30 | 22 | 52
’ ] 57.7 1 42,5 | 32.1
38-66 | 3.6 | 27.5 | A
i 8.5 I 13.6 |
—i I [
| I 2| 3
i . fod 33.3 1 56.7 | .9 -~
OVER 66 | 1.2 1 2.5 | )
| 6 | .2 1
-1 1 | v
COLUMN 82 80 162
TOTAL 50.6 4G .4 {00.0 R
r=—1i0 {(s = [10)
‘ ‘There were slightly more women than men in the 17-24 and 25-37
age group, but this is offset by the higher proportion of males in the.
« . 38-66 age group.-
/7 ‘
L a
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hh\\\\\\ ‘ Conclusions

There were few surprises regarding the distribution of student
attributes (Table I). University Extension kerves ﬁeople who are well into,
- adulthood, who are white and well-off financially, and who are well educated.

) .
Most of the proportions shown are anticipated in Dr. Houle's analysis at

the beginning of this paper. The results confirm previous studies and the

- ' ;nfcrmed guesses.of University Extension instructors and programming staff.
. 0f particular interest was the confirmation of the impfession that' the over-
whelming majority of University Extensioﬁ studentslg}ready bave at least a -
- bachelor's &egree == the study indicates that this is true of 77.7% of the
_ student population, and over one~third had a second degree. .
t ) Also interesting was the pattefn of resp&nses to "why was course
5 taken." For philoiephical reasons specified earlier in this paper, and )

pract;cal reasons associated with the collection of meaningfui data, the
- possible answers were collapsed into only t?fee'respoﬁses, with “personal
reasons’ serving as a catch-all for'a nu&ber of possible psychological moti-
vations. The pattern of responses to this kind of quest{on has‘long been
- known to have low'validity -~ people éend to raspoﬁd in ways which are con-
- .
sidered socially acceptable and to choose the "job related" option most often
A; because of ;he predisposition of society to emphasize the importance of work,
But despite this predisposition, a large minority (37%) of the respondents
indicated 'personal reasons' as the primary reason for taking the course.
- Those unfamiliar with Extension, who do not know that as a unit, Extension
in the University of California does nzt grant degrees, will bé surprised by
:f tﬁe low percentage of people indicating ob:a}ning of a aegree or credential
as the main reason for taking t%e course. / N

Perhaps the most encouraging finding was that over half of the

- students sampled were repeaters (had taken University Extension courses

8
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before) and that the overwhelming number gére satisfied or very satisfied
;iﬁxtheir experience Qith Extension.and expected to “take an Extension

course in the future. This statistical result was confirmed by interviewer
experience. It wa; anticipated that there would be some resistance from the
selected students -- the questionnaire was extu.scive, requiring about 15 to

20 minutes to édministe;, and some, of thenquestionsaskéd were of a rather
personal nature. However, the interviewers found most people were pleased
with the interest that the study signified. Again, this may be the“result

oé the high educational level of the students —- they could understand why -
the survey was being performed and how it was likely to be used.

In relating variables, it was interesting that neither education,
age, nor whether or not the student had taken a University Extension course .
previously had any relation to why the student took tﬁe course. The results
listed in Table IIT and in Table IV B indicate that women are still less
likely to take courses for job-related reasonms, and are less likely to be
supported by an employer.

Despite the failure of the factor analysis, and despite the lack of
any discriminating external variable which could be isolated in a Fable, there
are hints in the data (Table III) and hints from the subjective experience of
the interviewers, that University Extension éontinues to serve a small but
significant number of people who have a serious intellectual orientatio& to-
ward their education -- who are not'takiné University Extension with job re-
lated or credentially related objectives, or even as diversions from the worldly
concerns of everyday life. Thesé few people take courses for intellectual
stimulation and out of interest and curiosity and find University Extension a

valuable resource.

-
-



< Comparison With Other Studies

A comparison of this study,with a nearly contemporary 'macro' study

of California adults done‘ by Hefferlin, Petersen, anfd Roelfs in November

1974 presents the most interesting possibilities. The stu&y asked-a‘sys—'

_tematid?probability"sample of 1,048 adults throughout the state about their

education interests and activities. Of those interviewed, approximately 221

or 21% indicated that they were participants in education beybnd high school, .

and of these, 136 indicated they were part-time as opposed to full-time

students.

-

Table V compares the age distribution of the adult learners of the

two studies and the age distribution of the entire adult population of

California per the 1970 censug.

-

Table (A

£

Comparison of Age Distribution

of Califomia Adults and Adult Students

‘ €Ca%ifornia Study (Nov. 1974) >
Adult Population Combined University Extension

1970 Part-time Full- Part- © Study
Age Census & Full-time time time (Oc¢tober 1976)
18-29 29% ’ 597 83% 347 . 30.4%
30-39 18 .19 12 27 ©39.9
40-49 18 13 5 20 18.3
50-59 15 7 - 14 8.9
60+ \ 19 2 = 5 2.5

997 1007 100%  100% 100%

Since University Extension does not enroll full-time students, the

[ Y

most valid comparisons are of the University Extension data with the part-

time data of the California study and the census data. This table indicates

15
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. ‘ . E
1. that in the 18-29 and the 40-49 age groupings the distribution :
“between the total adult population, the population of adult -
- . education participants (California study), and the University 2
.,._‘
. . Extensjon student population is approximately equal. b §
. ‘ N A
i“ 2. that University Extension enrolls a disproportionate number of ﬁ b
. . \ 3
. ' \ '3
~ adults it the 30-39 age group as compared with the total popu- o \ "
lation and the population of adult students, and a lower than ‘\\‘
proportionate number of students in the 50+ catégory. ' \
" Table VI shows the racial distribution of the three subject populations.
. . ;
- - :
Table VI '
3
Comparison of Racial Distribution - . ‘
of Californig Adults and Adult Students in California .
- : ‘ _California Study (Nov. 1974)__;
B ’ Adult Population Combined ! University Extension
i S 1970 . Part-time & Full-  Part- "Study
-, ’ Race Census Full-time . time time (October 1976)
- \ White 5% . 85% 84% 85% 88.3% :
- ‘Minority 25 15% 16 15 ©11.1
- . ! 100% 100% 100% 1007% 99.4% :

-

University Extension enrollr a disproportionate number of whites as
_ | students in comparison with the general population, although the proportion is-
. only slightly higher than the ‘proportions indicated when only adult students

are considered.

i6
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~ _ Table VII ‘

Comparison of Distribution of

Educational Atossinment of Adults and Adult Students
\

(Lalifornia Study (Nov. 1874)
Adult Pop. Full-time

. 1970 & Full-  'Part- University Extension
Educational Level Census Part-time time time Oet. 1876)
Less than B.A. 87% 67% 72% 61% 22.3%
Bachelors Degree 7 22 20 éd 40.1
Grad. Degree - 6 11 8 15 . 37.6 ‘
| 100% 100% ' 100% 100% 100% -

This table indicates, as expected, that the higher the educational
level of a California adult, the more likely he is to be a participant in adult
education, and the highef the educational levei of a California adult sfudent,'
the moYe likely he is to enroll in’University Extension.. Put another way,
University Extensioﬁ serves the more educated end of the spectrum of adult students

in California,.

Table VIII

Comparison of Income Distribution
» of California Adults and Adult Students

_California Study (Nov. 1974)

Aﬁnual Family Adult Pop. . Full-time Full- Part- University Extension
Income 1970 Census & Part-time time time {(Oct. 1976)
Under $7000 27% 26% . 41 10 8.0%
$7000-$9999 18 13 13 13 3.7
$10,000-$14,999 28 21 - 10 31 27.0
$15,000 + . 27 40 35 46 . 61.3
100% 100% . 100% 100% 100.0%
(¥ !

"Again, Table VIII holds no surprises. University Extension serves a

disproportionate number of higher income pcople. .

17
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In addition to these purely deﬁogtaphie statistics the California

stgdy comes to an interesting conclusion congernihg the motivation behind

f

enrollment in post-secondary courses. "California ddults are interested
almost equally in wgfk—related learning and general education."® This find-
ing is confirmed (if only tentatively} by the present study which indicates

that approximately half of the subjects interviewed indicated a job~related

reason for enrolling (Table I).

It may not be appropriate to compare the results of the present study

with either of the two other studies done én University of California Exten-
sion students. Certainly any such comparisons should be made with serious
qualifications as to their validity. 1In only two demographic elements is it
possible to compare gﬁe two studies ~- ége and educational level obtaine&. It
is purely speculation as to whether the differences diicerned in the results
arise out of the different geographical settings, the ﬁethodology employed
(including most importantly sample selection), or,ias would be the_most in-
teresting cause of variance, the passage af‘time. R d

The earliest study was done by Phillip Frandsonat UCLA in 1967. He

selected 'a probability sample of some 531 enrollees in credit courses (aca-

~demic and professional) in the.Spring semester in 1967, Although Dr. Frandson

-

émployed statistically valid methods, his restricting his sample to enrollees

v

in credit courses may inhibit wvalid comparisons with the present studies. The

H

other study is the dne previously‘described in this paper performed in the =~

.,

Winter quarter, 1971, by Marjorie Shaevitz in San Diego. This study was not

performed according to statistical methods, but nevertheless over 2000 students

were polled. Again because of a lack of statistical validity, it(may be in-
appropriate to compare the results of this study with the present study or

with Dr. Frandson's study. However, despite the caveats above the data is
1

presented in the two following tables and conclusions are drawn from the

4

comparisons as though the comparisons are valid.
18
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Table IX

Comparison of Aée.nistribution

of Adults in Three Univers

*

UCLA

ity Extension “Programs

San Diego ' Berkeley
Frandson Shaevitz Matkin

Age 1967 1971 ‘1976

30 or less - 25.6% 38% 36.1%
30-40 30.5 26 27.3
40-50 . 26.6 22 '15.8
S0+ 4 15.5 14 10.2
98.2% 100.0% .99.4%

-7

It appears that University Extension may be serviné proportionately

fewer older people as time goes on, even though this -would run counter to

demographic trends.

Table X

Comparison of Educational Attainment of Adults
,in Three University Extension, University of California Programs

Educational Yevel

“Less than bachelors

Bachelors (4 year
degree)

More than bachelor
degree)

Grad degree

Frandson”

1966

"

43.9%

© 34.8

6.0

14.5

99.2%

19

Shaevitz

__1971

22.3%

50.6

’

23.4

96.3%

Matkin

1976

22.32 ‘

40,1

F
%;i%é?i
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It lppearé from this table that the educational level of Universit&

Extension students has increased over the years. This finding would cer-

-

tainly reflect demographic trends.

Conclusion

It is hoped that ‘the usefulness of this study will extend beyond the

information contained herein and that‘in-fﬁture yearf this study might be rep~

licated and the results compared as in the previous section, to discern trends -

and shifts in service areas. These trends and shifts are often iecognize&
progr;mmatically before :hef aré récognizedfby the orgqpi#ation qs.a whole.
Changing serv%ces. changingiclientele, require organiéational adjustments, and
those who wauld change érganizations need coherent, valid informstion with
'external legitimacy. Statistical’ﬁethodologv such as the methods employed in
this study can supg}y that legitimacy and insure the coherency and vglidity

A ’
required.

N
I

s ¥

2 A 1 he



Houle, page 1.
Tough, page 250.
1bid, pages 252-253.

Boshier, page 24.

‘Hefferlin, page 36.
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.+ .  CAPPENDIX I

L ] ] j
. B ,- ' | ‘-4 . . ’
- b 2¢37-{aN | UNEX STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE : .
% . ) . ) a .
< ] - . .
= OBTAIN FROM APPLICATION: COL. - ANSWER/CODE .
| T ) 3 - o
N 1. ORIGINAL COURSE ENROLLMENT . :
EDP ¢ 1 S1G6o. e i < )
) * . - . \
e . or s._£i‘ ‘
| | - §-14 . ;
GOURSE NAME Ciguswie, N Y | _ i
gL Hoae ] R . 3
2.  SEX: : MALE " FEMALE
- P3 0
° -
- "Hello, my name is ¢ _, and I'm with University Extension,

Uhiversity c” Calégcrnia, Befkeley. We're doing a survey of dur students to find
out more about cur student body and how people fepl about the courses they take
with Extension. Yopefully, this inférmation can help us improve our program by
giving us a élue as to the interests of the students. The information is confi-
dential and the interview will only take minutes cr so. Do you have a

fow mindtes to answer, some questions?

3. Wle have you listed as having completed

a course with Extension this fall. Is  {: 'f
. that correct? |  YES - " NO
‘ A 1 0
(If yes, go to question __4 .j\if no,
continue with part 3a.) )
3a. Did you receive a refund? Yis NO
s 1 0

(Tf yes, go to question b, If no, go

to question 4. ' !

-

3b. Why were you unable to continue?




5a.

. APPENDIX I (CONTINUED)
- ) ’ . f
Thank ych very much for your time.
§ A
INTERVIEW TERMINATED
CoL.
May I ask your age? -2
‘ ; 4
Do you consider yourself a member of
r
an ethnic minority? b
"(1f yes, go to question S5a. If no, go
to question 6)
Which one?
. 27
What was the last graée or year of
school that you completed?
Less .than high school graduation :
Completed high school g
Some business school ' .
Completed business school 2 :
1 year college
2 years college 28
3 years college
B.A. or equivalent
M.A. pr'cquiualent
Professional degree
Doctoral degree
Name of last school:'you attended:
99-3b
Are you married? ' . )
37
Do you have any children?
- : 38
How many? 39-vo
z

ANSWER/CODE

YES

[

W‘N

&

wn

>

m}m IN,

et
<

Pt
[

YES

oo

YES

i,..

s



™ 11. Are you currently employed?

L4

{If yes , go to 12-14}

(12.) Full time or part tkme

-

or job titie?

APPENDIX I (CONTINUED)

{13.) What is your occupation, profession .

- N20.) Which one(s)?

(14.) How many years have you been doing this

kind of work? )

(16.) Full time or part time

(15.) Is your spouse cu4ient1y employed?

17. What ié your approximate family |

income?

Bay Area?

18. How many years have you lived in the

Py

19. Do you subscribe to a daily dewspaper?

- .

21.° Do you subscribe to a monthly or

quarterly journal?

.} Which one(s)?

3.
COoL. ANSWER/CODE
. YES NO
N4 1 0
FT PT
‘4.1 { D
93-S0
4
S1-52A
YES . NG
53 1 -0
) FT __ PT
54 1 0%
Jas-Te % '
57-58 )
, YES NG
49 1 0
60 67T
YES NO
b8 1 0
AR




24.

25.

26.

27.

How Shany times have you attended a

>~

-

RTARE lecture in the past three

months? ‘

P
What, if any, social, fraternal, pro-

fessionat, or community organizations

do you belong to?

-

Are you a registered Ca)?fornia voter?

How did you first hear of University

-Extension?

-

(f¥om a frioend, Lifelong Learning,
newspaper, radio, television, other)

Did you take the course for credit?

[

(1f yes, go to 28)
.)Do yau'ggpect to apply the credgt you

"receive from taking this course toward

a degree?

. Why did vou decide to take an extension

course? *

{ ~d

3-10

it

12-19

20

R

- ~ APPENDIX I (CONTINUED)

,{{.

ANSWER/CODE

YES

YES

YES

il



(31.)

. 33.

35.

36.

(37.)

x}ﬁ S o AFPFulUis 1 \GURL LWl

(probe: work on degree, take classes

which may eventually apply to a degree,
learn more about yourself, to pursue a
personal interest, develop a skill, aid
for job or job preparation, to associate
with people of similar interests, etc.)
Is your employer in support of your

taking an Extension class?

Does your employer consider successful

completion of tic course as one basis

for advancement? v

L

Was part or all of your tuition paid-

for. by your employer?

Are you aware of the Continuing
Educatﬁq& Unit? (CEU)? (if yes go to

next question, if no go to 35.)

If so, did you or.would you use this

option? Yes No

How many courses have you previously

completed in University Extension?

Are you considering taking other classes |

through University Extension?

If so, in what fields?

s

. COL, ANSHER/CODE
YES
Y 1
YES
EX i
YES
32 1
YES
33 ';
VES i
3y 1
35-3,
VES
37 1
3 - 5"

n O




41.

4z.

fook? h

- poor__ Very poor__

" APPENDIX I (CONTINUED)

Have you completed any night school or

adult education courses other than at

CoL.

“6

YES

ANSHER/CODE

University Extension?

If so, what was the last éourse you

o1-59

Where?

55 -2

Wnen?

63- 68!

What was the format of the Extension

course you took {or are taking}?

67- 16,

(probe: workshop, seminar, formally
structured class, lecture series with
guest speakers, residential (live-in)
conference, intensive one-day conference}

&

CARD 3

How gbod was this format in terms of
your needs and interests? Very good_

Somewhat good __ Neutral__ Somewhat

How qgood was the course in general, in
terms of your expectations from the
publicized description? Very good

Somewhat good Average____SDmewhaEx,f~

poor _ Very poor N/

2
<o




APPENDIX I (CONTINUED)

' COL. ANSWER/CODE
43. What specifically did you dislike about
present or past courses taken through
University Extension?
3-(0
44. What did you like?
<+
R 1-18 | -
35. Did you feel you had an appartunity to
influence the direction of the course to
fit you% needs and interests more closely?
High opportunity- Some opportunity 4 H? Sg . Ng
No opportunity '
46. What things, if any, might make it ‘
i
difficult or prohibit you from taking {
Extension courses?
- ] so-27
(probe: family commitments, work ccmmit-
ments, cost, location, child care, other
)
47. preferred hours, if any: 28-34)
A




48.

50.

I

What types of classes, programs,
certificates, credentials or degrees
would youliike to séé Extension offer

that it is not now offering?

o

APPENDIX I (CONTINUED)

COL.

B3

Speaking generally about yaLr experience
experiencé(s) with University Extensién,
were (ére) you very satisfied;__n_.
somewhat satisfied  , neutral

somewhat unsatisfied s, Or very

unsatisfied ?
Comments:

»

ANSWER/CODE

"uréfi'ﬁéir‘-i f,‘ﬁ?“‘i’ *

BT T T S

topat A

S TR



Kecord 1

Vi = FOp

Ve

SEX

V3 = AGE

V4 = MIN

V5 = EWC

V6 = SCHOOL

V7 = MAR
V8 = CHILD
. V9 = NUMCHILD
V10= EMPLOY
Vi{= FTPT
Vi2= occy
V3= rﬁgwax
Vib= SPSRMPL
Vi5= SFTPT
V16= FAMING
V17= YRSBAY
Vi8= Nus
Vi9= NAMNWS

COJ-Q:
1k

5«10:°
11=-12:
13:
14-23;

: 24-25:

26.27:

-
28.29:

30+33:

| 34-&36 .

[l L IS

38:

39<40:

49s

h2:‘
\bj-kéz

47-50:
51=52:
53:
Shs
55=5%:
37-58:
59:
60-63:
6467

'APPENDIX I
CODEL K

| Cash'rngistar nunber(X.D.) \

-

Course EDP number

BLANK L ¢
0=Hala:'1=Faualef

BLANK

Ago; 99=no answer

Ethnic minority: O=not minority; 1=Rlack: 2=Chicano;
3=0Oriental: 4=American Indian; 5=0ther suppressad minority

Last prade completed

Four-lotter abbreviation of last scﬁuel attended
BLANK

Married: 1=Yes: O=No - <
Children: 1=Yes; 0=No - | | :

Numbor of children

Currsntly enployed:( 1=Yos; 0=No

1=Full-time; O=Part-time; SxpNj
Occupation.'prafessidh. or job title: Four-lectter abb.
BLANK | | |
Numbér_of years.doing this kind of work

Spuuse currently employed: 1<Yes: 0=No: 8=DNA
15Full-time; O=Partetime; 8=DNA

Family income, in thcusa;ds: 88=DNA; 99=me answar
Yoars lived in the Eay Are;.:‘ 88=DNA: 99=no answer
Newspaper subseription: 1=Yes; 0=Yo
Name of néwpaper: Four-letter asbb,
BLANK

RN S
Ce

7 o

. - 3
- . B

*ird

A7

ROPRRY. 23



I : T 4
o AeTRRULA L T e e ; N :

kit

Record 1.'cod%.

y20= JRNL Monthly Jjournal subscription: “1=Yes: 0=No: 9=no answer

V21= NAMJRNL  69-72: Four-ietter abb. of fisld of the journal.

Record 2 - . )
V22= LECT 1-2 : Humber of timos attending a public lecture in last th;ée mOs.: |
. C0=mons; 99=no answer o '
V23= MEMBER J=4: Number of organizational menbsrships kse& questionaire)
5-10: ELANK - -
V24=VOTE 11: Ragistered California votor: 1=Yes: O=No

V5= SRINFO ~ 12-15: How did you hear about UNEX?: Four-lettsr abb.

18-19: BLANK
V26= CREDIT 20:_‘Ceur£§ for credit: ‘1=Yes; O=No
Ve?= TDLGRFE 21: Application of credit towvard degroe: 1=Y;s: 0=No; o=DNA
V28= WCT 22-25: Why course ta&en: Four-letter abb. ‘
26-29: BLANK |

2G= EMPLRSPT 30: Employer support: 1=Yes: 0=No; 8=[NA

V30=.ADVANCE 31: Does employer consider course as advancement basis?:
1=Yes; O0=No; 8=DNA

Vii= TUITTD& 32: Tuition paid by employer: 1=Yes; 0=ﬁa:‘8=DNA

V32= CEV 33. CEU awareness: 1=Yes; 0=No

V33=.USECEU b Use of CEU option: 1=Yes; 0=No:; 8=DNA

V3= CRSCMPLT 35-36: Number of coursss completed in UNEX: =none previous

V35= OTHGLSX 37: Considering taking other classes through UNEX: $=Yes; O=No
| 38-45: ELANK _ |
v35= OTHCLS 46: Other night school or adult education other than UNEX:

1=Yes; 0=No; 9=no answer

i

S
~F

2



APPENDIX TI | - ) 3 4
L ' -
‘Reocrd 2, cont. ) :
47-48:  ELANK |
Vi7= FRMT 69-72: fomt of nﬁxx class: Fourwiettsr abb, -
73-80:  BLANK o .
Record 3:
| _ ‘ i
— V38= FRMTEV * 1: How good w;a the class format; 1=very good: S5=very poor ‘
V39= CRSEV ‘ 2: 'How good in genoral was ths coursg: 15; 8=DNA.‘
3-18: BLANK . | ; _ ;
ViO= INFOPP 19: Opportunity to influefxcc course: ' 1=High: 255:::@: Z=Nons
Vi4=' DIFF 20-23: Things making it difficult to take UNEX courses: Four-lettar-ab
' | - @L-27: BLANK - N | \
. V2= PHRS 28=31: Prere.rred hours: F‘o‘ur-lett«sr abb, ) :
| | 32-43: ELANK |
V3= TEV &4: Overall satisfaction: 1-5; 9=no angwer
" 45-80: BLANK
o
.



'VISEDP: 01,02sArts, Husanities

V6=5CHOOL:

_APPENDIX IT

CODEROOK SUI'BLEMENT _

b=t}
o
n "
o
.
o
»

05,06=Science, Math
1C,11=S021al Science
15,16,17=Business Management
20,21=Education
25=Environmental Dosign
30, 31=Enginaering
; SInternational Studiss
75,76.," Indcpendent Studios

AWIRV. N« ¥ S STV ¢ - 2N

o

LONE=Lons Mountain College
SFST#San Fransisco State
FEOLY=Holy Naxe College
WELS=Wkllasle§ngiiege_‘
UCIR=UC Irvin '
CUNUT=University of Utah
COLU=Coluxbia ‘
ALAM=Collegs of Alameds .o
GENU—Georre Washington University
BERK=UC Berkeley ‘
UORE=University of Qregen
. CREI=Creighton Univarsity
BRYN=Bryn Mawr
INDI=Irdisna University
STAN=Stanford
GOLD=Gnlden Gat: University
CALT=Csl Tech Paisadona
TXTC=Texas Tschnological
CABR=Cabrini College
SJST=San Jose State
CONT=Contra Costa College
FRES=Froesnc State
MNHT=Manhatanville Cellege
UNNH=University of New Hsmpshire
UNNC=Univarsity of Nerth Carolina
BOCO=Bosten Stats College
UCSF=UC San Francisco
LANE=Lanay College
CSS5A=Cal State Sacromento .
AZSU=Arizona State University
DEAZ=DeAnz2a .College
SFCC=San Francisco City Collcga
CSPP=Cal School of Prof. Psych.
CSNO=Cal State Northridge °
NUCA=Duquens
HAWY=Cal State Hayward
BARB=UC Santa Barbars
FERN=3an Fernande Stats College
CARN=Carnegic-Mollon University
QORN=Cornell .

] Mg

’

1=UC~ 2-Laeal Leyesar (non-tC); 3=Non-1ncal non-UC, 4-yoar- “‘Commnnity

Collepes
HARV=Harvard T
HAWA=Univarsity of Hawaii
CHIC=Chico State )
MITT=MIT .
CALW=Cal Westsrn University

- SJCC=San Jose City College

UCDA=UC Davis

MISH=Mills High School

CIAS=Cal Inst, of isian Studies
CLAR=University of Santa Clara

~ DIAB=Diable Valley College

WHAR="harton College .
SOLA~Solano College —
SFLO=South Florida University
USCA=USC

UBRC=University of Rritish Colunbia
WIOM=University of Wyoming :
TULA=Tulans

0CCI=0ccidantal

RICH=Richmoxnd High

SYRA=Syracuse

KANS=University of Kansas
CCSA=City Collegs of Sacremento
ARKA=University of Arkansas
MERR=Merritt College 5
CSLA=Cal State L.A.

CCSB=City Collegs of Santa Barbara
BOGA=Bogan Jr, College
ARIZ=Univesity of Arizona
CALP=Cal Poly San Luis Obispo
RED=Red Bluff High School

WAY I=Waynes State -
WRSJ=Univerley of Washington.
NME.=University of New Mexico
SMAT=College of San Mateo

CLAS=Claremont Graduate School

WILL=Willamettes Univarsity

‘COLO=University of Colorads

DREXsDrexel University ;
EVAN=BEvanston College \
MILL=Mills College
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APPENDIX II | ~

—_

Vi12=0CCU: O0=Nons; 1=Service; 2=Teacher; JRQuasi-professional and suparvisory:

> . 4=High professional
NONE=Ncne ' . RFAS=Rosearcher
. - CRED=Credit field, leasing agent BOOK=Bookespsr
i TEAC=Teacher - SOCW=Social worker .
STUD=Student ARCH=Architact d
' - BATE=Bank teller ENVI=Environzental designer
"o LABT=Lab techniecian -LIBR=Librarian
' . SUPE=Supervisor . DIET=Niotician
| - SECR=Secretary BROK=Stock broker
- M¥DC=Medical clerk : STAT=Statistician
- " SALE=Salesperson -PUBL=Pyblisher
SYAN=Systams analyst DETE=Dantal Technician
.. BANR=Banker SMBS=Retailer
DOCT=Doctor (M.D.) - INSU=Insuranco
CIVE=Civil engineer PAIN=Paintaer:
& PRF=Professor . PLAN=Planner
o . STR’=Stewardess CONS=Consul tant,
: NURS=Nuree LAWY=Lawyer
- PSYC=Prychologist DEST=Designer
- ACCT=A¢countant ' , CHEM=Chonist
S ENGN=F1pincer EXEC=Executive
‘FHAR=Fharmacist ' " CRAF=Craftsman

ARTI=Artist ANTM=Animal keesper
FMSR=Buployee Services ,

LFAS=Legal assistant

~

VI9=NAMNWS. ‘1=Local; 2=Examiner, Chronicle, or Tribune; 3<Natiomal

- - FBEE=Frusno Bese MBFF=Modesto Bee
- EXAM=S.F. Fxaminsr LATI=L.A. Timss
- . - ALAM=Alameda Nows NAPA=Napa Register
CRON=S.F. Chronicle NYTI=New York Times
- CREX=Chronicle and Examiger QONT=Contra Costa Times
. TRIB=CGakland Tribune ST0C=Stockton Record
- GAZL=Berkuley Gazetts " VALL=Vallejo Nuws
- ‘ SJMN=San Jose Mercury News TAHO=Tahos Dsily Tribuna
: GZCR=Gazotts and Chronicle RICH=Richmond Indopendent
_ ; CRTR=Chronicle and Tribune ROSA=Santa Ross Press Domocrat
WALL=Wall Street Journal FBCR=Frssno Bee snd Chronicle -
- : SBER=Sacremento Boe GLEX=Gnzette and Exauiner
DYON=Dayton Dnily News SMAT=San Matoo Times
PALO=Palo Alto Times CRUZ=Santa Cruz Sentinol
. +
: V2I=NAMJRNL: . ‘ '
- TRON= Jectronics journals CHM=Chemistry journals
- GOVT=Cevernmmental EDUC=Education journals
SCAM=5Scientific Amsrican AMSC=American Scholar
MEDI=Medical journals : AUDOxAudebon Socisty
- LEGL=Lagal journals BUST=Eusiness and accounting
( REAL=Real eststs ARCH=Architectural journsls
) PSYC=Psychiatry SCIE=Science journals
- FNGN=Engineering HIST=Historical Journsls
S0Cl=Socin] seionne ARTT=Mat journals -
o . 311




APPENDIX II

V25=SRINFO

OWNI=Own initiative
. WORK=AL job, through work
- BROC=Brachurs in mail
- FRIE=Kriend
- . SROS=S5pouss
B SCHO=At school, was student, etc,.
NEWS=Nowspaver .

- V28=WCT
v 3

PERS=Personal inteorest

CRED=Credentisl

JOBSsJeb=ralatsd

- BUSI=To hslp business

_ - DEGR=Degree '
} REAS’fHase‘arch

- L]

T VB?‘—'-FI’NT

—. . , FORM=Formally struttured course

— WORK=Workshop

. ODSE=One«day seminar

_ TNSE=TWo=day seminar
TWSE=Twn-woekend seminar
SEMT=Full-length seminar
GUES=lacture with guest speskers

y FIEL=Field gtudy '

-

- . V41=DIFF

BADL=Dangereus location
DIST=Distance = teco far
WORK=Work committments
> NONE=Nothing
' FAMI=Fanily committments
WOFA=Work and family commitiments
- C0ST=Cost

- VB2=PHRS v vt

NONE=Nora AN
WEND=V/aekend

LAFT=Late afternoen

- EVEN=Evening

..3’;

Racode: ’

QWM N

-l

NNW*AN

DICC=Distance and cost .
WOCO=Work commitiments and cost
TIME=Time constraints (gonsral)
DIW=Distance and work committrents
PARK=Parking )

TIWO=Tine and work committmonts

e

MORN=Mornings
EVWE=Evenings and woekends
DAY T=Daytime
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