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‘ Foreword

Defining and measuring quahty n general and the quahity of student expe-
rience in particular has been clusive This s true inpart because quahty s a
relatiseteem Something is percen ed to beof high qualitvaif i meets certain
ideahistic standards, ot if 1t fulfills better thar something else certan speci-
tied needs 1 ey ervone had the same pereeptions, defining quality would be
casy But since standards and needs vary according to the indis wdual and the
aituation, the defimtion of qualits nccessarily varies

Because the concept of quality s relatnve, there is also a problem m
guantifvuing the concept Not only 15 the process of precisely measunng
quahty hindered by alack of a umiversally accepted defimtion, it s also
hindered because the whole 1s usuathy different from the sumot the indinvad.
ual parts That 15, arcinstitution may appear to have only average parts
(faculty, stidents, academic environment, etc ) but the end product (re-
wearch, academic and career achesements) mn be constdered of high
quality  or conversely

In this monograph, George D Kuh,associate professor, Schoolot Educa-
von. Indiana Unnersity, has helped o develop greater clarts m dehnang
quahty of student experience by Tnutving and reviewing specitic indis os
ot quahty In doing this, he has analvzed the hterature that addresses three
important areas (1) the multple properties ol quahty, (2) the unhny o
ditterent methodological approaches to quality assessment, and (3 the
opinton and empirical rescarch about guality i the undergraduate expe-
rience Through this analssis he has dey cloped afour-part framework that
will greath aid mstitutions i then ey aluaton of the undogaduate
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Director
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Overview

At varous times during the past 20 years, different themes have influenced
pohcies and practices 1n mnstitutions of higher education. Excellence in the
early 1960s, access n the late 1960s, and egalitananism 1n the 1970s were
1ssues that challerged administrators and faculty alike One of the salient
themes of the 1980s promses to be quaiity

Instead of steady and, at times, seemngly exponential expansion, col-
leges and unmversities have been preparing for fewer students with more
3 diverse learning abilities and ecucational goals. Concurrently, federal and
state agencies have reduced financial support as a result of the sluggish
ecrnomy, and state boards of higher education have become more involved
1n matters of curriculum. In response, mstitutions of higher education have
begun to develop self-regulatory procedures to monitor the “quality” of the
educauonal experience, particularly at the undergraduate level Theretore,
the 1dentification of appropnate indices of quality is of current interest to
manv

Indicators sucl: as institutignal resources or student abiiity have been
used most often to estimate quality. To be valid, indicators should predict
enanifestations or after-the-fact attributes of quahty such as achievements
resulting from a college education or the degree and kind of effort students
invest in the learming orocess Although quality is often addressed in the
literature, few detalled discussions of what connotes quahty in the under-
graduate experience have appeared Most observers have agreed that gual-
stv 1s a multidimensional concept that eludes a succinct, operational defini-
tion But toassess quality, the properties of the conceptrequire some levelof
descnption

Most approaches to assessing Guahty w the undergraduate expenence
have been quanutative 1 nature, using scores on entrance examnations
(student ability), faculty salanes, hbrary holdings, and su on. Qualtauve
approaches represent an equally valid paradigm for as<essing quality and
extensivelv use inquiry methods common to case studies, such asinterviews
and observations Because quahty is a multidimenstonal property. anec lec-
tic or holistic perspective on estimating quality that encompasses ¢lements
of both quantitanye and qualitative approaches was considered valuable in
analvzing vanous indices of quality previously reported in the hterature

To orgamze the discussion of quality indicators and mamfestations, a
tour-part framework was developed. Context indices representinstitutional
Characteristics that remain relatively stable overtime, suchas expenditutes
per student and size of student bedy Inputindices reflect characieristics of
entering students, such as ability and aspirations Manifestations of quality
are evidenced by mvolvesnentand outcomeindices, the former characterve
interactions between and among students and faculty, such as satisfaction
and frequency of contact, and the latter reflect intended products or unin-
tended offocts associated with college attendance, such as perestence, aca-
demic achievermnent, and alumni attainments

Commonly used context indicators of quahty include size (number of
undergraduate students), clarity and consistency of institutional purpose,
orgamzational processes such as deasion-making strategies and grading
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practices as well as informal systemic properties such as faculty norms and
morale, financial resources such a; saiaries and hbrary . ollections; and
student living envirenments. Four context indices seem particularly useful
In estimating quality: size, purpose, student living environments, and infor-
mal organizational properties.

The following input indices have been used to indicate quality- student
ability, biographical characteristics of students, and nonintellective charac-
tenstics, such as aspira.ions andinterests In general, input indices have not
been particularly useful in predicting juality.

As manifestations of quality, coonmonly used involvement indices have
been instructiona! activities provided by faculty, informal interaction
between students and faculty, and the degree and kind of effort both
students and faculty invest in their respective roles. Involvement indices
make up one of the most important and perhaps accurate ways of assessing
quality and deserve further attention by assessors of quaiity.

The most often used outcome indices as mar.ifestations of quality hav.
included persistence, student achievement (usually measured by Graduate
Record Examination scores), intellectual and social/emotional develop-
ment of students, and alumni achievements, such as income and commun-
1ty service. For the most part, outcome indices have nct reflected value-
added increments in terms of student achievement. Alumni manfestations
have been upderemphasized but represent perhaps the most powerful vi-
dence of quality in the undergraduate experience

Based on a synthesis of the findings from this framework, the following
conclusions seem warranted

1 Certatn conditions contribute to a higher quality undergraduate expe-
rience For example, quality appears to be mediated by the size of the
nstitution or the living-learning unit and by the involvement on the part of
students and faculty. nother mediating vanableis continuity, the degrec to
which dramatis personae remain relatively constant over a relatively long
period of time. Continuity contibutes to generat: aty, the capacity of those
frequenting the environment to be supportive, canng, and shanng of their
expenences with one another. Quality is also enhanced by the degree anc
kind of energy students invest in their learming ana social activitics. Faculty
also influence quahty through the selection of nstructional approaches
Most important, quality is a function of a clear, coherent mstitutional pur-
pose that lends direction to student and faculty efforts toward acquInng an
integrated system of knowledge, values, and behaviors

2. Whenone or more of these conditions 1s absent, qualuy s less hkelv 1o
be evident,

3 Quality 1s probably beyond the direct influence of only a few st
tional agents such as the president or key faculty; for mstitutional qualhiy o
he evident, the commutment and active involvement of adnunistrators,
faculty, students, and others are required

4 Bothqualuative and quanttative assessment methods must be used in
concer! to accurately estimate quabhty

. 2 @ Indicies of Quahn
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The Meaning and Measurement of Quality

Although quahty in Amenican higher educa‘ion has been an enduning con-
cern for over 200 vears (Stauffer 1981), the correct level of interest in the
quality of practices and procedures in institutions of higher education may
be greater than ever before In 1980, for example the two largest higher
education associations used “quality” as the theme of their respective con-
ventions (Benezet 1981), and noted spokespersons such as Ernest Bover
(Bonham 1978), Harold Hodgkinson (1981), and Shirlev Hufstedler (Connell
1980; have 1dentified quahty as an important rnatter for institutions of
higher education in the decade ahead.
Quality 1s irrevocably related to higher education enterprise

Qualuy 15 mextricably nedtosuch issues as equa lity of access and choe,
postbaccalaureate employment and the volue of a college degree, curricu-
L structure, and student developmen' and outcomes Only by under-
standing how quahity has been assessed can we know how and 1 what
contexts 1t showld be measured and which mterventions should vield
vmprovement (Lawrence and Green 1580, p 3)

Various indices can be used to eshmate the quahty of the undergraduate
experence in Amencan higher education This report focuses onthe wavsn
which the concepts undergirding qualitv ratings are defined and assessed,
particularly emphasizing quahtv as expenienced bv undergraduate stu-
dents

The Case ‘and Need) for Quality

Concern for quality 1s not unusual 1n umes of dimimishing financial re-
sources. After decades of expainsion, the Amercan svstem of lugher educa-
tion will likelv have to endure a penod of maintenance level economic
support As pressures to ¢conomize mount during this penod. institutional
decisions are hkelv to be influenced hy the politics of sutvival Therefore,
quality assessmeats mav be used to help determine vwhich in<titutional
programs and scrvicesare tobe etained and which curtailed or tecminated
(Kuh 1979; Straumanis 1981).

At least four societal trends and their interactions have underscored the
importance of qualty. (1) dechning enrollments, (2) changing student cher-
acteristics, (3) changing societal expectations tor higher education, and (4)
national and local economies

Declining enrollments. The svstem of American hicher educations about to
experience the leading edge of the “haby bust” (Weathersby 19791 ¢ fewer
college students of the traditional age Prognosticators disagree, however,
asto the impactof fewer 18-vear-old freshmen For example, Froomkin and
Dresch(1974) predicted a 25 percent dechne in enrollments from 1975 levels
by 1985 Latei, Ctossland (1980) forecast a IS pereent decrease between
1982 and 1995 A more optimistic predictionis anincreasein postsecondary
enrollment to unprecedented levels by 1990, abqut 3 5 percent Ligher than
in 1980 (Frances 1980)

j ¢, Indicesof Qualiy m3
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The prediction of dechming enroliments coupled with other factors such
as taltening local econonnes (those hnked with the automobile industry, for
exarnple) have forced legislators to reduce funding tor state-supporied
services, includiag colleges and universities In response, higher education
lobbuists have argued that institutions can increase the quahty of dehvered
services bv maintaiming or shghtly increasing support duning a period when
fewer students must be accommodated (Weathersby 1979) Smaller classes
and freer access to hibraries and other matenals and activities could stimu-
fate both students and faculty to higher levels of achievernent

As enrollments dechine, the competition for new studenits will mcreas.
ingly force institutions to make difficult but 'mportant decisions For exam-
ple, some institutions may lower entrance standards to admit the number of
students necessary to remain open, with educational gquahty suffening as the
result. Institutions that can successfully identify, document, and articulate
what rnakes therr respec e college or university a “better” educational
environment mav have an advantage in attracting students and in increas-
Ing ¢v maintaining “quahty "

Changing student characteristics. Increasing proportions of undergraduate
students are pursuing major fields with epphed or vocational emphases
such as business and computer science (Astin, King, and Richardson 1979)
Increasing numbers of older students with ditferent learming stvles and
expectations for college are populating campuses (Chickering  nd Havig-
hurst 1981; Cross 1976) At the same time, prospective students ot traditional
coliege age appear less academically able as evidenced by dechning scores
on entrance examinations and inadequate reading and study skills Some
observers have suggested that ;he influx of “new” students with nontradi-
tonal charactenstics, a product _f the egahtanan movement, has threat-
ened theles el of quahity in Amencan higher education (Cross 1972; Mayhew
1977, Meyerson 1975) At the least, traditional evaluative critena for quahty
general education curnicula will be less useful and perhaps less accurate
when applicd to students with nontraditional charactenstics (see Gaff 1980)

Changing societal expectations. Expectations that educational institutions
can alleviate societv's problems such as racism, unemplovment, and infla-
tion have remained perhaps unrealistically high. and policy maaers nmiay
have tinally recognized that schools cannot solve society’s ills. Employers
may no longer be satisfied with a credential such asa diploma but ratier w:ll
expect other evidence of accountability or quality control (Drucker 1981)
For example, the increased demand for better pupil performance in elemen-
tary and secondary school systems may force some postsecondary insty u-
tions to describe their Lurposes more specifically and te develop devices to
assess how well they have achieved their objectives (see, for example, Wise
1979).

In institutions of higher education, accreditation reviews are thought to
adequately momitor quahty (Harcleroad and Dickey 1975; Thrash 1979,
Young 1976). The influence of accreditation on institutional functioning has

4 B Indicies of Quality I i
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been questioned however (Benezet 1981), particularly concermny the
degree to which students are recensing adequate and accurate mformaton
(Levine 1980)

National ana local economies. Dechning enrollments, students” changing
charactenstics, and soctety's changing expectations are all influenced to
varving degrees—and not necessarily in the same directron—Dbv the state of
natonal and locat economies. On the one kand, if the gross national product
increased substantizlly, less attention wouid perhaps be given to ascertam-
ing whether college graduates can indeed perform as promised because the
tolerance for error i creater in an expanding market On the other hand.
economic downturns traditionally have been linked with increasing enroil-
ment Recent evidence suggests that enrollments may indeed be increasing
at presepi, postpomng the predicted dechne in numbers of students (Maga-
rell 1981) and therefere the ncreased nterest in quahty resulting from
fewer students

The Meaning of Quality

Quality 1s judged every dayv m the ompanison of institutions {Astin 19804,
Jennv 1979; Young 1976). With few ex-eptions however, (Heath 1968, for
example), the quality of the student expenence a such s not treated in amy
depth or with any detail in the hierature At least two reason for this
omisston are possible

1 Few catezones of events common toinstitutions of hagher education
are evaluated by and reported in the hterature from the undergraduate
student’s perspective The evaluation of instruction s an obvious exception
although tacultv question the accuracy and vahdity of this perspectine
(Blackburn et al 1980, Reed 1981).

2 Estimates of the quahtv of the undergraduate student experience have
generally rehed on surrogate or proxy mdicators thought to predict mar-
festations of quahty That is certain valued vanables or characteristics
(indicators) have beenidentified, and the degree to whichthe charactenstic
1s exhibited by students or institutions has served as an approximation of the
quahty of the educational experience Manifestaticns or after-the-fact
attributes of quality, such as a high degree of interaction between students
and faculty outside class, haverecsived less attention in the hiterature Tobe
vahd and useful, indicators must be empinically related to mantf estanons ot
guality (Straumanis 1981)

For the most part, the information considered 1n the following pages 15
based on apphicable currogatemdicators of mstitutionalquahty rather than
students’ mamfestations of quality Where appropriate. inferences about
the qualty of the student expenence are made from the surrogate mdices
The terms “index” and “indices” are used n a generic sense and embrace
both indicators and mamfestations of quality

Guiding assumptions. Two a prion assumptions concerning quahtv guide
the search for the meaning of quality in the undergraduate experience

Indicies of Qualuy ® 5
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I Thequahty of studensy’ expenience s related 1o a vaieets of tactors ond
not the extent to which one o1 two vargbles (such as studeat abilits or
cxpenditures per student) are present (Bever and Snipper 1974, Olscamp
1978, Pace 1979, Palola 1976, Solmon 1981, Stark and Lowther 1980, Strau.
mapis 1981)

2 Quality s afuncion of purpose in that the relativ e value of a student's
expertence s related to varous factors such as the student’s expectations
for college. the institution’s mission, and the behavior of facults and signth-
cant otheis m the insttution (Haishinan 1979, Keeton 1974)

e way 1o see how ditficult fquahiv]is 1 grasnis 1o consider what nught
be commonhy agreed 10 as the 1en prcipal “dicators of qual

i We caw Iist 4,000 different acadenin courses, thiriv kinds of misir-
mtronal faciliwgs, forty student services, the boc kground of the fuculn
menthers, the mimbers (even ki, ') of books tn the hbrary, the profes-
storwa! pav scale, Ihcc\kurw ter of the mstunnon’s newhbors, the SAT of
s studenis, the size am\ﬂm'allh of us alurmim body, and its inconie per b 11

student, and we suildo npt knowewhether the pysutusion v a good one o
not Evenf we know thelcowses were all taught splendidh, the facihies
were misuperor condition, the student services warlored (o the students
needs, and so o we Sall have not esteblished the vistution as one of
sapenor qualin i e eves of all on whont i mav depend for sy -
bewnrg Purents, students, alummn of various soris, faculty wwembers neve,
fuculin members elsewhere, legislators, foundation officials, the Office
far C L Raghts, the jurm i a law sui, the policeman who hundles rish

hovr tratfic~—all will have different views nd even wien two pisit

aons have all the Isted trmgs v common, then evaluators mas rate one
pisitticion better than the other becanse the match benseen 1o, elements
widars professed purposes s dlear and the corresponding match of the
second pivntunon s taadin (R 1978, p 21

The sabience ol the mstituuon's purpose 1s important (Keetor 1971} An
mstitution’sy arposes tollow trom philosophical gardeposts stggested by g,
commement to w particalar relyzous, ideologreal, or Cultiral perspecin e

Fachin an agrecment on prvpose, there cannot be cear Criterra as 1o
whether the ontcomes of the program: are pood i the wavs briended
Groenanagreement on piepose, there may suldl be disagrecment as 1o th
hest wavs o pursie fqualis |, but at least the merits of the sethods oo
hoargued on the hight of objectives thatare supposed o be sen ed (Recton
IEAC Y

Lawrenceand Green (1980) suggested that qualiny should bereferenc ed
to stated departmental or institutional goals and objectives (see also Scott
1981) While such statemients can serve to Garifs central purposes of a
programorinstitution, exclusive attention to goals and objectives can divert
attention from the process through which students learn and dey elop and

6 Irl(lac’tcs‘()f Qualuy 1
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tocus onlv on outcomes o lasting mamfestations of the experience In
addition, assessing the degree to which goals and objectives are attamed
generally results in the use of quantitative indices of quahty While such
indices are not to be overlooked, qualitative approaches mas wae be helptul
1n esttimating quality (Stark and Lowther 1980)

Adequacy, excellence, and quality. The concepts of qualty adequacy, and
exc ellence discussed in the hteratut e have similar connotations, butthey are
not interchangeable Theretore, unless these terms are carefully dehined,
considerable confusion canres Itinthe search for usetulindices of qualits

These three concepts tequ re comparison with some predetermined
critena toassess th e attainment of a particular purpose ot tequirement The
shades of distinction between these terms are assoctated with the degreesto
which ment and worth are important considerationsin the respective com-
panson Lincoln and Guba (1979) have atgued that mierit represents an
intrinsic, context-tree value, “mdependent of any requirements ol appiica
bility or use” (p 1) For example, certamn scientihe discoveries may be
Mertorious because scientists appreaiate an important addion to knowl-
edge tor its own sake If a discovery were without theoretical sigmibieance
(without me 1t) but had utihty in a practical context, the discovers would be
worthwhile In other words, worth 15 an extrinsie, content-specthic value
(See Lincolr and Guba tor a thorough discussion ot the distimction between
mertt and worth)

Adequacy suggests alevel of suthiciency for certam personsinaspee 1
context or setting and embodies the elements ot worthbut notnecessanls ot
ient (McCarthy 1981, Wise 1976) Eacellence mumates an abselutely
supenior standard of attarr ment, standards that are not bound by timie o
conwent and are good m their own g b, therelore, the antena tormenare
met but not necessaridy those tor worth The concept of gualinn embodies
clements ot both ment and worth, that 1, a high (but not necessanh
stipenton fevel of attainment s required that alse has unlity o worth tor
those who take part in the cyperienee

Methodological Approaches to Juality Assessment

In general, methodologic il approaches to quality assessment can be divaided
INto two ategories quantiiatne and qualitative Vancus terms are used to
describe these approaches For exainple, quantitative quabity assessments
are often grounded in the tadition of the agricul_ural-botany and pavcho:
metrte paradigms (Sherman 1981) and rely almost exclusively on”opera-
tonaliv’ detined {Astin 1980a) and “objective” measures (Astm and Solmon
1979) By cortiast, qualitative inquiry is sometimes referred to as naturalis-
tic or cthonographic and tepically embraces a vanets of more subjective
assessment taols (see Guba 1978, Wilson 1977, and Woll 1979 tor detatled
discusstons of naturahstic ngairy methods) In practee, etorts to 2ssess
quality within an institution usuahy incorpotate elements trom both pata-
digms Nevertheless, these two approaches are separated here tor two
teasons Fust, adherence to one approach to the exclusion of the othe

1 Y Indiaes of Quulitv @7
<

A




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

substantally influences what 1s assessed and the assessment strategies
smploved, and second, quanttative methods have dominated quahty
assessments for a considerable po 1w0d of time, and 1t therefore seems
appropriate toalluminate the advantages, limuations, and relative utihty ot
various approaches (Stark and Lowther 1980) A tnird approach, the holistic
perspective, combines elements of the quantitative and qualtative methods

Quantitative methods. Attempts to estimate the quality of undergraduat »
stugent experiences using quantitatve methods tend to focus on factors
related te the isutution about which objective data exist or can be
gathered. Objective, standardized measures are preferred because (1) they
permit comparisons within and across institutions over time, (2) thev are
amenable to traditional computer-assisted analvtic procedures, and (3) they
are consistent with the dominant psychometnc parudigm ot the social
sciences as well as the values of many mstitutional reseachers Although
multivanate procedures can assimilate more than one set of measutes at a
time, quantitative appicaches tend to emphasize unidimensional perspec -
tves, resalting almost exclusively in indicators rather than manifestations
of quabitv Examples of indices otten used in quantitative assessments of
quabtv are aptitude or achiev ement scores in exanunations like the Scholas-
tic Aptitude Tests, rank 1in high school class, expenditures per student,
proportion of facultv with doctorates, taculty salares, ibrarv collections,
and number ot fellowships awarded to seniors

Qualitative approaches. If t}'« "Guahtyv’ of an experienc ¢ 18 to be estimated,
those mvolved in the process must be afforded * an opportumits to describe
thair expenence, assess the quality thereot, and comment on the meaning of
those expeniences tor them " (Wolt 1979, p 1) The qualitative assessment
paradigrn emphasizes manitestations of quality (e g, studentinvolvement or
studentansutution interactions and outeomes) and recognizes the impos -
tance and vahdity of multple interpretations of reahin
In qualtative qualits assessments, objectivity 18 emphasized less and
case studv methods such as interviews, observations, and anal ses of exist
ing documents are used extensiely (Sherman 1981) Naturalstic or ethno-
graphic methods are generally considered less rehiable when used to eval-
uate difterences between institutions or even withininstitutions  This 1s not
to sa. that qualitative methods cannot be used to compar e institutions For
example, consider the sich desenptive compansons between the Uniersity
of Massachusetts Boston”ollege, and San Francisco State College made by
Riesman and Jencks (1962) However, ethnographic approaches are some-
tmes challenged on the grounds that mstitutional differences i purposes,
students, and resources are so great that evaluanve comparisons are mean-
ingless (see Camipbell, Converse, and Rogers 1976 for a discussion o
the 1ssues assoaated with desenptive and evaluative uses of quahity
assessments)
Sources of informanon availlable for qualitative assessments of the qual-
ity of the student expertence mctude student reports of satisfaction with
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varous aspects of the mstitution, faculty reports of satstaction with student
performance, biservations ol students’ behavior 1 class and out of class
vis-a-vis the mstitutional mission and purpose, records of students” partici-
nation inextracurncular activities (see Brown and Citrin 1977), and records
of Lbrary use

The holistic perspective. Quahity 1n higher educationis not a unidimensional
concept (Kuh 1980a, Lawrence and Green 1930, Palola 1976, Webster 1979)
Theretore, exclusively using either aqualitanve or quantitative approach to
assess quahity in the undergraduaie expertence will hikelv oy erfook impor-
{wnt elementsin the expernience that could markedly influence conclusions
about quahty and, perhaps more important, what can be done to improve
the preseai level of quality (Astin 1980a) A holistic, eclectic perspective of
quahty assessment recognizes the vahdity and importance as well as the
hmitations of contrasting inquiry methods and the difterent kinds and
sources of mformezuon tvpically considered important in the quanutative
ar . qual tatne paradigms (Stark and Lowther 1980) In hobstic quahty
assessnients, the methods used to gather data are dictated by students’
charactenstics, the imstitution’s nussion, and the purposes of the quahty
assessment suallh more than one form of data gathermg s required to
iluminate the varnous aspects of the students” expenience (see Parlett and
H untitor 1976 tor ade taled discussaion of hohstic “dluminative” strategies)
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Quality in Review

Several conceptual frameworks descrbe the va~ious elements contributing
to institutional quality Most of them have resulted from essentially unidi-
mensional assessments relvinig extensively on quantitative indicators such
as student ability or hbrary resources (see Lawrence and Green 1980 for a
detalled summary of these approaches) However, muitiple dimensions of
an experience must be considered to estimate the degree to which quality 1s
present in the undergraduate years (Epstein and McPartland 1976, Kuh
1980a, Palola 1976).

Astin (1977: 1980a) has described an tnput-environment-output model,
perhaps the most popular multidimensional approach to assessing quality
Imputrepresents what students bring with them to college (abihity, interests,
etc.), oulcomes are measures of cognitive and affective changes associated
with college attendance; and environment includes both interactions
betweens students and others (facultv peers, etc ) and actual institutioral
resources such as hbrary holdings, expenditures per student, and so forth
Student interaction or invelvement and institutional resources—Astin's
“environment”—make conceptually distinct contributions to quality The
former are manifestations of stedent effort, the latter are made up of
institutional indicators Therefore, these two sets of factors have been
separated in this report to more clearly describe the elements that contiib-
ute to quality in the undergraduate experience The four structual com-
ponents of a popular evaluation model (Stuftlebeam ct al 1971) have been
redehined to enable a comprehensive analvsis of the factors related to
quahty 1n the undergraduate expenience The result s an organizational

ramework with four dusters of varables contevt, mput, i olvement, and
outeonte

Context indices of quahty are those charactenistics of an institution’s
environinent that are relatively stable over time, such as expenditures per
student, size of student body, proportion of taculty with doctoraie, and <o
on Theseindicators have been relativ el casy to produce, usually by tradi-
nonal quantitative methods Context vanables masy interact with as well as
mediate mput and imvolvement vanables to subsequentds influence the
behavior of students and others 1 the institution

Input indices are thuse charactenstics of entering students such as intel-
lectual ability, interests, aspirations, and biographical characteristics (e g
size ot high school graduating dass, sex) Input varables interact with and
often mediate imohement vanables and subsequenthy intiuence the be
havior of students and othersin theinstitution Like context variables, most
input varables serve ac indicators of gualits and have been assessed using
traditional quantitative methods

Involvement ndices arc those interacoons mantfestations) that charac
terize the environmentin which students hive and lean, such as the amount,
type, and opportunity for informal interaction between students and
taculty, students” sansfaction with the mstitution, and students” effort
tnvested mcuricular and cocurncular activities These indices tend o be
more sui)]ccll\'c in nature that the other vanahles and often must he
assessed by quaintative methods
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Qutcome indices are those intended products or unintended effects
(mamtestations) associated with college attendance such as retention rates
achievement levels (¢ g, Graduate Record Examination scores, postgrad-
uate fellowships), measures of student development (cogmuve, attective,
and psyvchomotor), and alumnm achievements (¢ g, income and community
service) Thesevarables are vften estimated through quantitat e methods,
although quahitatn e approaches mav be more appropnate for some varia-
Lles (personal growth measures, for example) Qutcoineindices are thought
to result from interactons between context, mput and ol ement
vanables

The distinctions between Justers are not pure For example, whether
swstemic propetties of instatutions such as norms and decision-making
srategies are most appropriatels placed m the context or the imoh ement
custer 1s ditficult to determine Whai 1s most important 1s not s here the
vanables are placed but wherher the vanable 1s mcluded and whether o
Wlarminates how gquahty i the student experience can be assessed

Context Indices

When conmidered as cotrelar = of quality context mdicators are often
thought of ax covitonms tal factors” (Astin 19773 o1 “1esources” (Seont
19R0-R1)

Institu*ion size. Studenis at fogh o st sinadivn nstitutions have been found
to achiey e (s theasur ed by GREsvat higher evels thanthen counterparts at
Larger mstitutions {Rock Centra and Linn 1970) Yetmn another study, the
wize of the mstitution was tound to be untelated to acadenuc achievoment
(Astn 196%4) However cocurnoalar achievement teg student govern-
ment oftices athletics, ete Yhas been negativels corrdated with sze, that s
students at smaller astitutions tend to exhibit mote covmeular achicve
ments (Astin 1977, Chickerig 1964

Mecth (1973 suggested that size of depatament could be related m
verselt to erality That s, as the department incrcases i size (numbet of
coursest, tacolty usualiy have heatser teaching loads, resuiting i ess tine
avalable to spend with more students Cornverseiv Millett (1979 werned
that acollege can pethaps b toosmall to ensare quality and posted that
Jeast four tacnlty mombers wre requnied o adequat. by provide o nuagor
degree of study

AL the least, size s taas to b telated to percened reputation and prestige
of the matitution © Preoccupation with the pumenical size of o college
obuures the realsigrihcance of thesaueof size whichisthe evperience of
helongngness” (talics added) (Heath 1962, p 241 Chichenng (1964
posited that as the size of the insutution increases, the opportunitics
decrease for students to assume posiions of feadership moinsitational
government and soqial organizanons (see also Pace 1981) He suggested
tatger mshituhons be subdinaded miro smalter hvigz-earmg: dustars to

“Alcxander Astn porsonal comnmunic ation
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increase the oprortunmties to become actively involved 1n the ife of the
mstitution  After a review of the research and opimon relating size and
student outcomes, Bowen (1977) concluded that “smaliress 1s associated
with educational advamage” (p. 248),

Institutional purpose. Numerous writers have hinked quality of student
expenence with sahence and clarity of institutional purpose (Chickening
1969, Astin 1980a; Meeth 1974, Kceton 1971) Institutions with numerous
mussions and purposes send mixed messages to students and faculty that
terd to distort the sense of community considered important fo- a “de-
velopmentally powerful” expenence (Chickering 1971). Heath (1968) has
eloquently underscored the .nportance ot a salient institutional purpose to
qualty of experience:

A college community that has an ideal or vision has, in effect, expecta-

ttons of what its members are to become. Such ideals or expectations, so

out of fashion nowadayvs, may be more silent than vocal, they may work

their effects out of awareness; they mav constitute the invisible col-

lege...And when such expectations are conswstently expressed in all'
“tructures and activities of the mstitution, then different communal
experwnces mav mutually remnforce one ano .ier. It is rare that a specific

tvpe of educational experience 1s very sigmficant. .. Rather, t 1s the

coherence, the consistency, the ‘atmosphere”. . . that makes tts unpact on

development (p 243}

In most of the empirical studies related to institutional purpose, quality
has not been operationallv defined; 1athe. subjective impressions of instit-
tional contributions to students’ development have been used as the
dependent variable. Concluding that salient institutional purposes arc po<-
uvely related to high-quality student experiences 1s a product of deductive
reasoning. For example, the degree to which institutions are able to articu-
late their nurposes is thought to be related to a more informed college
selection process (Kuh 1977). That s, students themselves select an institu-
tion with a mission congruent with what the students and other influential
people (eg parents) expect m college Therefore, students are more
satisfied with their experiences, are able to work harder with greater satis-
faction towaid then goals (that by defimtion are censistent with the institir-
tion's goais), and reman m school unul they attain their educational
aspuations

Formal and in{ormal organizational properties. Troutt (1979) suggested
that of the eight evaluative critena often used bv accreditation teams, the
formal organizational structure of the mstitution is one of three critena .
related to quality Conversely, others have argued that the degree to which
studentsunderstand how thenstitution is supposed to function (e.g. lines of
authority sources of tunding, levels of decision making, etc.) is related 10
students’ satisfac ion and that as many students as possible should under-
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stand the institution’s organzation (Benezet 1981, Berdie 1972) Further,
students’ roles 1n nsutunonal decision making have been conceptually
hinked to reduced rates of attntion and thercfore have been inferentialhy
associated with higher quahity learning experiences (Bean 1981) While the
latter arguments have some mtwtive appeal, empinical evidence does not
exst to support a conclusion ihat certain formal admimistrative or organiza-
tiona. structures are more closely hinked with quahty than other structures
(Bowen 1979 In fact, whether formal orgamzanonal structures esplan
much of whar happens most of the tme n institutions of higher educaiion
has been questioned The“alternative orgamzational perspectives” illuma-
nating how mstitutions actually function as opposed to how they are sup-
posed to function (t ¢, the Webernian burcaucratic modely may have heuns-
tic value for better understanding the relatonship between quahty and
college and unnversity management (see Cohen and March 1974, Waick
1079y
Whether grading practices arerelatedto guahty s undear Wilson (1970)

reported that grade point averages actually dechned during the 1960s, a
tme when the average abihty (as measured by entrance examinations) of
<tudents markedhy ircreased However, during the fatter 1960s and the
1970s, grade inflation was widespread throughout . gher education (Birnbaum
1977) During the same petiod, entrance examinction scores dechned (Col-
lege Entrance Examinction Board 1977) One exnlanation tor the higher
grades awarded dunng the 1970s suggests that grade intlation wasfaculiv's
delav ed adjustment to the increased “quahty (abihitvy of students i the late
1960 It 1s alco possible that some professors, particularhy those in depart-
ments wih few majors, may have felt threatened by predicted and sormc-
times real enrollment decr cases and awarded higher grades to “encourage”
students to take thenr courses (see Birnbaum 1977 tor addimonal explana.
tions of the grade nflaton phenomenon) Astin (1977) has argued that
grades are an mmportant source of teedback for students and may serve to
motiy ate and remnforee certain v alued behaviors hhe studving andinterac
tton with facults On balance, howes er, the iterature s undear as to the
relationship between grading practices and quahn

Pascarella (7980) and Webster (1980) have suggested that quabity s
related to the amount of tme that faculty spend teaching, advising, and
mtormally interactng with students Faculty act as important sociahzing
agents

Lhe miterac tion benveon the facults and students forvall and oifor
sl serves as e basis for 19 trg o o of aliitudes and vaites pron
the professtonal to the neophyie. The most suc cessful socalization,
meastored ot ternts of congruency between the profession’s goalsand the
exasiing neopinte’s idennry, 1 a product of a successful coaching relu
fonsap, a consensas arong faculty of the goals ta he achieved, anid a
perception of the collegrality or acceptance on the part of the studeni
Both formal and viforn, 7 piteraction contrihute 1o these condutons
{ Crapg (974 p 26,
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A student-oniented norm or expectation probably exists i those inststu-
tions (usually smaller private collegesy in which the degree of student-
faculty interaction 1s tairly high I has been suggested that the faculty
reward svstem be restructured to encourage more teraction with stu-
dents—that s to deemphasize inquiry and external service contributions and
to emphasize teaching and campis service contributions 1o students and
others—which willin turn increase cuality Student Task Force on Educa-
tion at Stanford 1973), Gaff and Gaff (1981), for example, believe such a
norm can be supported through a formal reward system Certam environ-
ments—such as small colleges that emphasize the importance of the teach-
ing mission o1 cluster colicges in which students and faculty with similar
interests are more hikely to interact—seem to create the condittons that
foster productive relationships between students and faculty (Wilson et al
1975)

Whe*her arelattonship exists tetween faculty morale as a socializing
agent and quality in the undergraduate expenience has not been empiricatly
established Nevertheless, it seems logical to expect that facultv with high
morale would be more enthusiastic about their work and therefore would
be more efficacious role models than faculty with low morale (see Clark and
Kuh 1981 for a discussion of the relationshup between systemic organiza-
tional properties and faculty morale)

Financlal resources. The hiterature concerning the relationship of quahty te
cost1s not defimtive. On the one hand, Troutt (1979) considered an st
tion’s financial resources to be positively related to qualty Rock, Centia,
and Linn (1970} found that insututional income per student was related to
higher GRE scores Adams and Knislov (1978) reported significant correla-
tions between a facultv salary dispersion index and both the Gourman
Rating Index (a specious index of mstitutional quality—see Webster 1980
tor a critique of the methodology used to develop the Gourman Rating
Index) and selectivity indices popularized by Asun (19684) In addition,
Solmon (1972 1975) reported statistically sigmticant relationships between
faculty salary and the subsequent mcomes of a sample of college-educ oted
persuns According to Solmon (1972), the use of facultv salary as asurrogate
indhcator of quahity 1s based on the assumption that morc competent facults
make more monev However, faculty salary indices tend to militate against
certain mstitutions—usually smalier. church-related insututions—that do
not have graduate programs because graduate school faculty tend to make
hugher salartes and therefore inflate the salarv index

On the othes hand, both Meeth (1974)and Millett (1979) have argued that
cousts and gualty are not necessarily perfectly related Inhis study of iberal
arts colleges, Mecth found that the cost per student was not correlated with
mstitutional size and concluded that “higher cost colleges do not necessanh
produce better quality graduates” (p 97)

Using student achievement as a mamfestatuon of quality, Asun (1960a)
reported that the tradittonalindicators of financial resources, such as size of
hibrarv collection and expeaditures per stedent, did not contribute or "add
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value” to students’ achievement as measured by GRE scores, however,
ability of entening students and expenditures per student wererelated to the
percenved affluence or prestige of an institution (Astin and Panos 1969)

The evidence appears equivocal enough to preclude inference that a
direct, causal hnk exists between cost and quality Nevertheless, s tempt-
ing 1o resolve the question of whether finanaal resources are related to
quahty by relving on the

unversal tendency to judge mstitunonal resulis or quality v terms of
mputs . .and to dssiete without evidence that more [resources] some-
how will mevitably produce commensuratels greater or better results

.. There 1s a seriwous logical problem, however, in declaring that cost
dfferences are due e ifferences i program. It 15 by no means clear
whether expensive proerams are @ result ora cause of lagh costs (Bowe n
1981, pp 24-25)

Student living environme=xts. Perhaps as much as 75 petcent of a readent
student’s nme during college s spent partivpating in activties unrelated to
the formal academic curriculum (DeCoster and Mable 1974) Wilson (1966)
estimated that perhaps as much as 70 pereent of what students learn during
college results from out-of -class experiences The living environment s a
crtical factor that must he considered when assessing the guality of the
undergraduate student cpenernice, partiealarly for ressdent students of
traditional age “"When unplanned, this learning mas be either positive ot
negative In the past, it has been largely uncoordinated with other learning
occurring elsewhere. (Riker 1981, p 672)

Brochures desenbing campus hite are replete with statements under-
seonng the importance of the environment to a quahty educanonal expe-
rence (see DeCoster and Mable 1980). Considerable 1esearch has been
conducted to estimate the degree to which certam college iving environ-
ments—restdential versus commuting (Chickening 1974, Astn 1977) and
fraternity and sorority hor-ing (Feldman and Neweomb 1969)—arerelated
to personal development outcomes In addiion, Wilhams, Reilley. and
Zghervnski (1980) have summanzed the relationships of different hving
arrangements within various kinds of residence hall environments, for
example, coeducational iving units and resident hall floors comprising
students wath the same major Thev concluded that “students Iiving m
residence halls make better grades, are more motivated tocomplete degree
programs, have better attitudes about their college or umiveraty nd are
more involved in social and academic acuvities on campus”™ (p 314)

A variety of instruments exist for estimating the quality of student hiving
cnmvironments, and severai have recerved extensive use College University
Environment Scales (Pace 1969), University Restdence Environment Scales
(Gerst and Moos 1972), ( llege Charactenstics Index (Stern 196”7 Stern
1970) Baird and Hartnett (1980) have summarized more than 20 instru-
ments of environmental assessment that can be used to maonitor the qualhity
of students’ iving enviros ents

0~ Indwres of Qualtyy ® 15
[y




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Summary. Most of the empincal studies relating quality to context variables
have correlated umdimensional, quantitative mamfestations ot quahty (for
example, achicvement scores and postcollege income) with quanttatn e
mdicators of context (tor example, expenditures per student and facults
salanes) Size of institution and 1ts clarity of purpose have appeared func-
tionally related, and both have been found to be correlated with quality,
expenditures per student have rot necessarily been tied directly to commen-
surate degrees of qualitv Opinmion has been divided as to whether formal
and informal organi.ational properties are related to quality. While norms
supporting facultvi ..¢craction with students scem important, grading prac-
tices have not been related to quality. Vanous kinds of iving environment«
have been hnked to quaitv, parucularly for traditional-age students
Whether a relatnonsh:p exists between hving environments and guahty of
the undergraduate expenence lor older, part-time studernts has not been
deterrmined

Input Irdices

Input measures are considered the most popular method of estimating
guality (sce, for example, Bowen 1981, Maher 1974, Millett 1979) and have
almost alwavs taken the form ot quantitatin ¢ indicators

Ablility. Most insttutions has e used students’ rank in high school dass as a
surtogate mdicator of quality (Kuh 1977 Watts 1977) High school rank has
rarelv been used in studies involving several inctitutiens, however, because
of the vanations in grading standar ds and students” ability behey (d o exat
across high schools

Scouresonentrance examinations such as the Scholastic Aputudc Test o
the Arnetcan College Testing Progr am are the wdicators most often used to
mfer quality For examiple, Astin (19683) and Asun and Panos (1971
reported that the average acadenne abiliy of entening students was elated
to gualiny (defined as percenved atfluence or prestigey of theinstitutson, this
relanonship has apparenthy remained fainly stable over tme (Asin and
Sulmon 1979) Same have periodically questioned whether openon fowered
admissions standards have a debilitaung influence on quality (Agnew 1970,
Meverson 1975, Tonsor 1971, At some institutions, up to 75 percent of
entenng college students have been judged to be il prepared for college
wortkandtosequnesome sartefriemedial asastance G tes of openradns-
stons say that such large numbers of students with serous defioiencaes
“reduce educational quahty for evervone’ (Flagler 1981 p 1) Empuical
data are lackig to sapport such assertions, howeser (see Lavin, Atha, and
Silberstemn 1679y

Few would argue that student abiits s completely unrelated to educa
vonal guahty Fxclusive reliance on measures of abihty as a reliable indica-
tor of quakty s probabhv tnvopsc 1 the absence of additicnal evidence
documenting whether student~ use therr talents to good advantage s nut
surprising therctore that most attempts to determine “‘qualits ™ have inked
ability with certaon outcome vanables, usuallv achiey ement
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Blographical characteristics. Various biographical varables have been
interentially inked to quahty, depending on the purposes and mission of the
wnstitution under study For example, gender is obviousiv important it the
mstitution is a single-se college with a missien to prepareats siudents for
leadership in education, business, and industry (Astin 1977} College cata-
logs often 1mply that because a number of students from foreign countries
or from different states attend the institution, the quahity of the educational
experience will be enhanced because of the diverse cultural backgroundsto
which the undergraduate student will be exposed How these studente are
integrated into the social svstem of the 1 .sutution 1s probably more ¢ losely
tied to quahity than the number of studentsin attendance

Whether such vanables are indeed important or even related to quahty,
howes er detined, has not been demonstrated empuically, however s
unhikely that biographical indicators, with the po-able exception of gender,
are related to quality (see Astin 1977)

Nonintellective characteristics. “he importance of nomntellectine mdica-
tors such as participation in extracurnicular activities in bigh school, nter -
ests, and aspirations 1s often underscored by adimssions personnel secking a
Tich mixture” of students (Kuh 1977 Such a mixis thought to enhance the
opportumty for a personaliv hiberating coilege expenence and therefors
contribute to a higher quaiity educational expenence (Withngham 1980) Th
highiv selective institutions where a large number of qualified appheas ts
compete for a muted number of placesin the entenng cass, deasions on
admissions somictiroes are bascd on nonmtellective vartables isce Chron e
1981)

Institutional environments congruent with entercg students’ chatacte
Itics and eapectatens iesili in students” greaten satsfacuon w th the st
tuton and therelore a qualits educational expenience (Moo~ 1979, Pace
1969 Peivin and Rubm 1967, Stern 1970) The envinonment s, 10w large
extent, what people percenve it to be Many of themstrurients susina wed
by Baird and Haitnett (1980) for use i assessme the ‘gquahty "ot the college
envitonment—the College Charactensties Inde tor examiple—are grounded
in peteeptual theory

From the charactenstics and preferences of a large number of enterug
sudents, Astin (1968b) dentified six nonintellective factors—intellectual-
sirn aesthetiasng, status, leadership, pragmatison masc uhmity —that ditfer-
entiated between various kinds of mstitutions For example, technologreai
mstitutes ike M LT have heen found, base-d on the charactensties ol enter-
mg students, to differ from hbeal arts colleges hike Oberhn o1 Gonnell on
the tactor s of acstheticsm, pragmatism, and mascubnity. Presumably stu
dents with characteristics consistent with the dominant factors ol a ginen
campus will “tit” better and therefore be more saushed

The hit of students and envitonment can be atwo-cdged sword, horvever
Ou the one hand. students can becorne acchmated so casihy to a college’s
environment that few challenges are presented to students” preterred wavs
of thinking and behaving In this instance, students” desclopment mas be
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stunted. On the other hand, students who are repeatedly challenged and are
without appropriate sources of sypport may be<ocme so dissatisfied that
they leave the insttution. In general, deveiopment seems to be encouraged
in an environment that requires a reasonable amount of adaptation (Snyder
1971) and a number of new responses from the student. That is, curricular
and cocurricular challenges that upset students’ equilibrium and encourage
them to greater degrees of differentiation and personal integration are
considered necessary to encourage development of the “whole person,” a
goal to which most institutions subscribe (see Knefeikamp 1980: Perry 1970,
Sanford 1962).

Summary. Although measures of abihty have been the most often used
input indcators of quality, exclusive use of ability measures does not reflect
the institution’s or students’ purposes for higher education, the effort stu-
dents make to attain personal or institutional objectives, or the degree to
which students benefit 1n various ways {acquisition of information, social-
emotional maturation, critical thinking) from attending the institution. For
these reasons, ability measures have often been linked with context indi-
cators and outcome manifestations to infer quality. Biographical variables
haveoften been logically linked with quality, but empinical evidence has not
been reported to substantate the validity of the inference. The degree to
which students’ nonintellective charactenstics are consistent with the dom-
inantenvironment of the institution has been inferentially related to quahty
because of the empirical relationship between congruence of certan char-
actenstics of studenis and their environment and students satisfaction with
the stitution

Involvement Indices

Astin and Scherre (1980), Pace (1980), and Scott (1980-81) have provided
the rationale for emphasizing involvement vanables in quanity assessments
Qualty is more a function of what students do with an institution’s re-
sources (context vanables) than of the resources themselves Involvement
indices have been used less than other quality indices for at least two
reasons (1) recognition of the importance of active involvement of f ity
and particularly students in effecting quahty in higher education has only
recentlv been underscored (Astin 1977, Pace 1980); and (2) involvement
measures have not usualiy been included as part of institutional manage-
mentinformation systems (Astin 1979, Astin and Scherrer 1980) Asaresult,
mvolvernent indices retlecing manifestations of quality are not readily
as ailable

Involvement with peers. The degree to which students are mvolved and ar e
satisfied with their nvolvement with other students has been correlated
withquaiity (Astin and Scherrer 1980; Feldman and Newcomb 1969). Fartici-
pation in almost any extracurricular activity seems to be pusitively related
to persistence. certain desirable changes in personal development (see Astin
1977 for differences in degree of change related to avolvement in inter-
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personal, academic, and athletic activities), attaining career vbjectives, and
general satistaction with the undergraduate expenence (Astin 1977, Kegan
1978).

Chickering (1974) underscored the importance of the peer group to a
quahty educational expenence “"Once a person identsfies himselt with a
group that group hecomesan anchor and areference point The values and
behaviors approved by the group provide a background for developing
individual attitudes and behaviors.” (p. 88}

The influence of the peer group on the quality of the undergraduate
experience mav be 2 function, in part, of the amount of nme available to and
used by students tointeract with cach other For example, Wilson estimated
that over 70 percent of what a student lear nsin college results from out-of -
ass expenences (1966) If, in fact, students do spend the majonty of thar
time in coliege with peers, the importance of the peer groupis ciear, particu-
farly for resident students Chickenng (1974)reported that the development
{as reflected by a variety of atutudinal and value-onented scales from the
Omnibus Personality Inventory) of students hiving in campus housing wa-
accentuated compared with their counterparts hiving at home The difter-
ences in personal development have been attributed to the relatinely fewer
opportunities commuter students have for peer interaction (Bragg 1976)

However, involvement with certain peers can be debilitating For example
students mvolved in peer groups with diftferent or less positive onentations
to college may reintorce behaviors inconsistent +. th the aims of the institu-
tion {see Stern 1962), thereby becoming less satishied and perhaps leavng
the institution

Instruction. The Literature on quahty of instruction can be divided into two
arcas mtended learning outcomes, and teaching methods consistent with
sudents’ characterstics such as learning stvle and niended mstructional
outcomes (Menges 1981) Menges analvsed the conditions required for
attaiming cach of five categories of outcomes (1) pssehomotor learnimg--
skeletal-muscular reactions mediated by cognitiv e knowledge, such as play -
g a musical instrument or persuasive oral communication, (2) memorsy -
mintmally complex verbal recall tvpicaliy requiring repetinon (3) complex
cogniion—classification, analvas or svnthesis of recalled knowledge in
difterent contexts, such as developing prineiples or the relatienships
hetween concepts, (4) nonhnear cogmuon—holistic and cxpansie
prucesses rather than the analvtical, reductionistic processes connoted by
complex cognition more tyvpical of “creative” persons (see Heist 1968), such
as the capaaity to dream and meditate, and (5) emotional leasning—
dentification and expresswon of one’s own and awareness of other s feelimgs
(See Gagne 1977 for another taxonomy of learning outcomes) Menges
posited that students should be able to demonstrate competence i cach ot
these five learming categories for the aims of hberal education 1o be realized

A varietv of different conceptual frameworks have been put forward to
hetter understand charactenistics of learniers Cross (1976), Knetelkamp
{19803 Kolb (1981), Messick et al (1976), Perry (1970), and Witk ¢t al
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(1977} have underscored the nmporiaace of learners’ Characterstics o
learming and development of the intellect Knetelkamp in particuian has
articulately encouraged faccdty to use concepts from human des elopment
theory to unprove the qualty of mstruction However, relauvely hittle 1s
known about the instrucnonal preferences or stvles of taculty (Koth 1981 1
a noutable exception)

A considerable amount ot rescarchihas been conducted on the redative
effects of vanous instruct.onal methods (see Gage and Berliner 1979,
McKeachie 1978) Although the lecture format s used most often, tew
advantages to learners have been assoated with thes teaching method
Menges (1981) has summanzed the relative ~tiengths of other nstiuctiona!
techmques, given the intended outcomies

To achieve memory outcomes, the lear_o vt rehearse verbal asso-
cratwn aud verbal change Listeninig to a lecture s passive but recttanion
or computer assisted drill ensures rehearsal To achieve e nmuastens of
crottons necessary for accurately percerving emotional messages from
others learners must eceve real messages fromother persons 4 book of
case studies is norsupnicient for such learmng, but group exerises vaany be
D S7g;

From an extensive review of the Biter sture, Menges conduded, that

chowce of msoructiiona! mcthed should be a funcuion of Foth mtended
learsimg wutcomes and the settmg m which lear ving oc s (convenentdy
represented by gronup size), wuk due regard for learner and teacher
haracteristics The magor criterion for assesstug appropriatencss of
riethord s the extent 1o which the method ensures that learners prosi.
iavhs essental to the desircd outcontes (pp 578749

Instructional behavior has also bean related o froquenay of mtormald
contacts with students out of the classoom

Differences i facedty accessibthis 1o student outside of class appear 1o be
related 1o mdondual Graracterisie more complex than the converionua!
hustermyg of acadernc dvsaplines. [ THhose jacults most accessible 1o

cudents bevond the cussroom appear to shere an mterrelated set of
sorss, asstonptions, and valies about the processes of teaching, learning
and stident development of which frequent mformal contact with
ctudents onestde of lass wonld seem 1o be a natural exiesnsion (Pascarellu
19atr p 562)

Faculty behavior related 1o gquality mstrucuon goes bevond tormal
course syllabtand class assignments In what Snvder (1971) has termed the
“hidden curniculum,” faculty communicate in subtle ways o students what
behaviors ¢ rewarded At umes, such behavior 16 actually inconsistent
with the tormal verbalized requirernents stated by professois
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[ ubserved the professor i one dess begumng the term by expluiig
that the studenis were expedted to be creatn e and iy olved, i short, the
were 1o be engaged They wounldd Save the opportonn to wake mtellecual
sivka, 10 mckes mnstakes,  Five weeks later the fost gz was given The
vudents found that they were asked 1o reiurn a large amount of
mformation that they could only have mastered by memor-zation There
was a considerable ducrepanicy between the studenis” expectations for
the conurse and what they were i fuct expecied 1 learn o order 10 pass
the quiz In spite of the professor’s opening pronouncenent, the hidden
hut require Liash was not io be imaginative oy creative but 1o play o
speatfic tighth encumsceribed academite game (Sander 1971 pp 1617

For some students, the discrepancy betweent what 15 stated and what 1«
actually_mequiied creates considerable dissonance and hrusniation some
froos cuiminatmg in attntion

Informal faculty-student interaction. The Student Task Forceon b ducanon
at Stanford (1973) identitied informal student-faculty interaction as one of
the mast important components of a quahty undergraduate education (see
also Sanford 1967, Trow 1975) Students whorepott higherfevels of interac-
tion with faculty also report moere sausfaction with college (Pascarclia
1980), evidenc e higher degiees of achievement as retlected Ty standardized
tests (Centra and Rock 1979), are less hkels to drop out (Bean [1981) anaare
more hkely to ask advanced degrees (Thistle saite 1959)

In addition, "the fac ulty member can be a . ole model of successtul aacht
behayior He can be a source of motivation, a critic or ajudge, ora ‘catalvst
in the students’ reonentation of his value svstem” (Feldman and New comib
1969, p 251) "The teedback he givesinfluences the students self imageas a
learner and as a human being” (Bragg 1976, pp 34-35)

The empincal evidence seem:  nequinvocal Faculty studertinteracton
Is an importan. part ot a quahty undergraduate expenence Yet to be
addressed s whether students cansuccessfully be oo ouragedtowillim tac
become more mvohed with faculty anvs e versa

Student effort. The importance of student effort or imbiaus e in making the
must of mstitutional resources s notanes  encept{(see Brown 1937), but it
has recently been under scored again (see Pace 1980) Intact, "alarge bod,
of evidence (Bloom 1974, Gagne 1977, Kulhavy 1977) shows that stadents
learn best when they imvest time and energy 1o the learning task™ (Astin
1980b, p 5) When commenting o the woctullack of direct contact between
students and faculty, the Stadent Task Force on Education at Stantord
{1973) blamed both the systemue propertics of the institution (noyms, teward
sweiem, ete ) and the lack of student effort n taking advantage of cxsung
opportumt=. tor such nteraction The Task Foree recommended that
undergradaate students be made aware of the impostance ot and thew
shared responsibility tor particaipating n these kinds of activities

Pace (1979, 1980, 19R1) has called attenuon to animpaortant distine ton
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between the amount ot time students are involved in an activity hike study -
mg and the qualbity of tme invested 1o the activity For example, suthmnyg
required readings or interpreting majot ponts to another requires more
eftort and s more educative “than merely underhning passages 1n a text-
book” (Pace 1980, p 10} Based on the findings from a studv of 13 colleges
and unwersities, Pace reported, “the higher the qualty of intelicctua!
effort, the lugher the grades” (p 14), and the more time spent on academc
matters, the higher the quality of effort likelv to be invested in taking
advantage of other opportunities available on campus Apparently, “what
counts most is not whovou are or where vou are but what vou do” (p 16)

Whether faculty or others like student attairs staff and academic
admimistrators can successtully encourage studentsto inerease “quahity” ot
cffort is not known Alse uncleat 1s whether students who expend consider-
able effort dunng the undergraduate vears mav be different in importan
wavs (ltke motivaten and abihity) from peers who invest less effort The
cudence to date has suggested that hignlvinvolved students are different
f1om their less involyed counterparts. The former come trom educated and
relativelv affluent famihes, earn higher grades in high school, and ccore
higher on college entrance examtnations (Astin 1977)

Current methods for assessing the quality of student effort are quaniita-
tive and rely exclusivels on students’ reports about themselves While the
“quality of effort” scales appear to have heuristic value, they have not been
vahidated by other measures such as observations, interviews with “oom-
mates, and so torth Inspite of these mitations, “quality of effort” 18 a rich
perspective hom which to better understand quality 1n the undergraduate
student expenience

Summary. The frequency of students’ interactions with significant others
{c e, peers, faculty, student attairs staff) in the institution has not been usedd
very often as a mamfestation of quality This lack v surprising, given the
overwhelming empirical evidence and opimion inking peer interaction and
student faculty interaction with a vartety of surrogate manifestations of
quality like student satsfaction, achievemnent, and persistenee The quality
ot ettort bothstudents and faculty put forth i their interactions provides an
addinonal and perhaps nicher and more powerful desenptive perspective on
quality Quabtative strategies mav help amehorate the apparent mitations
ol cutrent methods to assess quabit of effort

Outcome Indices

Outcome vanables appear to be second to mputs in frequency of use as
surrogate measutes of guahtsy and are usuallv assessed with traditional
quanttatis e imethods Cuteomes are often constdered “better” than other
indices of guahits because they potenually represeni the “value added’ by
the undergraduate expenience (Hodgkinson 1981, Millett 1979)

The basic argrment underlving the value added approach is ihat true
qualin restdes i the mstuution’s abidis waffeci s stidents favorabh 1o

¥
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imake a positn e difference m thetr mtellectual and personal developmient
The highest-quality msiduions, i this view, are those that have the
greate 1 papact—add the most value—to the audent's knewledge, per
vonalt . and career developie ng (Asun 1980b, pp -4

Persistence. An unportant and relatnely easy 1o produce estimate of
~hether Listitutions are meeting students’ expeciatios < 1s rate of retention
(Ast~ 1G79) For example, Gruson, Levine, and Lustberg '977) have con-
tende.. caat the degree to w hich students persist to the comr tion of thewr
degree objeetn esisavahd indexof the quahity of the undergs aduate expery-
ence Both the institution and the students are thought to be ~efit ecause
persistence 1s hnked with a stable enrollment, which 1s related to a stable
tinancial base (a popular context indicator of quality), and siudents’ satis-
taction with college, suggesting that they are recerang adequate prepara.
non torve cational, avie, and famih responsibtiities Student persistence has
alse been correlated with (1) the frequency (Pascarella 1980, Pascarellaand
Terenzum 1977 Rossmann 1967, Spady 1971 and "qualits” (Pascarella and
Terenzint 1977) of informal student-faculty interactions (2) involverment
with peers and wnstitational activities such as social orgamizations, honer
woueties and athletics (Astin 1975, Astin 1977, Blike 1971, Siebei 1673). (%1
general satstaction with the mstitution (Kegan 1978), (9 self-esteem and (53
undergraduate grade pomnt average (Astin 1975, Asun 1977)

The apparent conceptual ink between persisteace and quabits i be
spurtous ror those students who donot “fit"atone institution or who reguure
a more "developmentally powertul” environment, that 15, an institation
providing optimal challenges that encour age students’ devclopment (Chickening
1971) For example, Hest (1968) reported that highly areative students,
many of whom are among the most academically able at then tespectine
institutions, are disproportionately represented among drepouts or transters
Reducing the numbet of these creatis ¢ people who feave college continues
to be amajor challenge However, aninstitaton ot higher education - annot
be all things to all people Assisting students 1 he transition from one
institutional environment to another more suted to then needs mas weltbe
an carmark of @ quality mstitution (Kuh 1972)

Achieverient “The overw helming weight of evidence s that, ontheas crage
students mizke g uns in substantive knowledge dunng the college vears’
(Bowen 1977, p 68, see also Learned and Wood 1938, Lenning, Munday, and
Maxey 1769) Whether grades and quality are related has been difficult to
dotermine for avariety of reasons For example, grading practices may
differ between and within institutions, students majormg in the saences
may receree lower grades even though they tend to be as mtellectually able
o1 more able compared to their counterparts m other major tields (Astin
1977, Hood and Swanson 1965) In addition, grades are rddative only to other
students at the respective institutton at 1 grven tne and do notrefiect what
a sturient b s dearned (Astin 1974)
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Ttis notclear whether certam factors are related tolevels of achiey einent
ditterent from those predicted by ctudenty” entrance exanunation scores

tchevement i measured by the three wrea tests of the Graduate Recood
Examumation adnunisiered diining  the senmoryear ncollegejis netiher
orproved nor impavred by the miellectual levelof  classma.csor by the
lev- 1 of academic compentiveness hfferences among students i
thetrachrevement . are much more closely inked 1o varicaons mabiiin
that existed prior i the student sentrance thantoany chaactertsnc of
the undergraduate mstitution (At and Pano. . 369, r 145

Although othees have reported similar findings (Nichols 1964) more recent
datasuggest that undergraduate grade point average 1s negetively related to
mstitutional selectivity ge, academic abilityy of entering freshmen (Astin
1977)

Irastudy of 95 mstitutions, Rock, Centra, and Linn {1970} concluded that
the onlv insttunonalyvanables inked to achies ement fas measured by GRE
stores) were expendrtures per student and proportion of faculty with doc to-
rates Smaller mstitutions with higher revenues per student seem to have
had an accentuating nfluence on students” achievernent

Students who are high achievers also are more hkely to informalh
mteract with faculty, beimvolved i campus activities, and o forth Pasca
rella (1980 has warned, howover, that causal direction 1s not elear “ Does
inf yrmal interacvion with facults positivel influence academic pertor-
mance, or ssat mitial perceptions of academic success which eventually lead
stadents to seek contact with faculty bevond the dlassreom? " (p 558)

Prestigious awards tor graduate studv may be more a function of <ta.
dentabihity (npaatsy than a mamifestation of aquality undergraduate expery
ence For example, Rock, Centra, and Linn (1970) did not find arelationship
between proportion of studenis secking advanced degrees and - stitutional
fcontext) vanables Astin (1977 reported mixed findings For example,
graduates of selective msttutions were less hikely to attend law school,
although the <hances of attendimng medical school were increased shghth

When amplementation of occupational or graduaic school plans are
considered the quahity of the undergraduate institution as measured by
students abtlity seems to hasve mummal impact (Sharp 1970)

Intellectual and social emotional development. Many rescarchers have con-
cluded that onthe average college students tend to become more liberal and
sophisticated in their pohtical, social, and rehgious views and to evideni e
more cemplex and autonomous thought processes (Ellison and Simon 1973,
Trentand Medsker 1968) These changes were apparently afunctionof both
maturation and college attendance At the least, college attendance has
seermned to have an accentuaung influence (Trent and Medskaer 1968) The
data have been equivocal as to whether context indicators like size ot
expenditures per student are related to differential degrees of change For
example, Chickerning, McDowdli and Campagna (1969) concluded from
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their study of 13 colleges that average changes onnteliectual (e g, auto-
nomy, theor etical orientation, complety) and social emotional (e g, soual
extroversion, mpulse cxpression aitraista, anxaety) scales of the Omnibus
Personality Inventors were consistent regatdless of the institution’s stated
misston or puipose Clark et ol (1972) and Tient and Modsher (1968)
reperted sumilar findings using comparable forms of the samenstrument
admunstered to different populations

Alumuai. A numbel of rescarchers have studied the cconomice benetits asso-
ciated with college attendance Ingenetal, individual (private) rateof return
onthe investment m a college educationranges from about iSpercentto 18
pereent more than that on a high school investiment, depending on the
assured relationships betw een learmng capacity and income used to com-
pute rate of return (Alexander 1976, Becker 1960, Raymond and Scsnowits
1975, Witnter 1976) In studies speaifically designed to deternun - whether
rar- of return vartes by speaific kind of postsceondary institution attended,
quabits has vsually been detined as an attnibute of the mstitution that
moreases carnngs n later lfe Usig vanables Bhe student ability at
entrance, lacults <alaites, and the Gourman Indes as qual oy indicators,
Soimon (1975} feund that attendanc e at high “quabts” mstitunions resabted
i greater cconomic teturns The rate of return seemed to merease with
exvperencetthelabor force thats, after bang out of collegefor seme ime
(oee alse Solmon 1873, Wadhtel 1975)

Yost studies coifrrm that sindenis who go te collegos of hngher Gl
can i ot e noney, ure more st essfud i graduate stads, than students of
vqualubthi ar d backgrounds who gotocolleges of lesser qualin Ihe
smonetar  retrn o mesimenis mcoliege gualis appear to be o the
order of 7w & per cent (Bowen 1977 p 236;

A number of mcome mdices have mitations that are senous cnongh to
qucstion chett tse as mattdestations of yualin: For example, the vahidity of
the Gourman 1annes and tioultn saloy asiedicators of quabits has been
qusstioned

When alumm are ques oncd docdin concernmy the mipact of the
andergraduate expenance o thar soaal and poliical behiefs, motrepont
that college had 4 sienibicant imp et see Heath 1968 Kuh 1976 When
comparcd with colleeos of snalar goore, certam mstitutions seem to have
Istinct, ©imipas ts as cuidenced by aluman s atatudes toward socalissues,
Community setvice, and honehits of education (Pace 1974y Smualier inshita-
fons seem 0 have somewhat greates “impress” capacities (Pace 19799, thai
1, alumnn e sort Changing in more profound wavs s aresudit aresal dires
ton mferr 1 of attending college

In most studies of alumm, relanonships between quality mdicators ke
audent abiits and manifestations hke posteollege actinties bave been
tather weak usaally falling short of statisticai significance (see Hovt 1966)
t or examiple the correlation botwern mantutional ‘quality’ mdinterestin
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the arts reported by Spaeth and Greeley (1970) was 14 but dropped
almost .00 when sex, socioeconomic status, and religion were held constant
From their own study of alumni and a review of the literature, they con-
cluded that ' tempts toshow that specificinstitutions have speaficeffects
on their students have usually failed. . . . It seems to matter less what college
one attends than that onc attend college” (p. 126).

Chickering (1969) and Bowen (1977) have warned that interpreting o,
come results as conclusive evidence of isignificant differences between
various institutions’ impacts may be misleading. Such conclusions are usu-
ally drawn from aggregated data; therefore, the averaging methods used
tend to obscure rather than illuminate diversity of impact or change among
students (Feldman 1972). Further, involvement factors have not usually
been considered in these analvses. Therefore, attempts on the part of widh-
vidual institutions to enhance the potentsal influence of factors thought to
be related to quahity should not be discouraged (Bowen 1977)

Summary. Persistence has been related to a variety of proxv mamfestations
of quality like satisfaction, achievement, and involvement in campus activi-
ties. Whether students transfer or voluntarily withdraw from an institution
has often been interpreted as a mamfestation of poor institutional quality

When student abilty is controlled, the majority of institutions have not
posttivelyinfluenced achievement. Students’ personal development has als¢
appeared to be independent of the particular nstitution attended Post-
college econoinic returns have been related to several (some of them
specieus) proxy quahty indices Although the lasting influence of college has
appeared mode’ atc across institutions, this finding may be more a product
of the cutccme assessment methods emploved and variables studied than
an accurate estimate ot the gquahty of e undergraduate experience tor
individual students.
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Summary and Conclusions

Salient Indices of Quality

Context. Four context indices may be worthwhile indicators of quahits at
rranv institutions Many posinve indicators and manifestations ot qualits
have been assoaiated with institutional size For example, in smalierinstitu-
tions a greater sense of community 1s often fostered among students. and
opportumties for assummg leadership positions in cocurncular activities
like student government and informal contact wath faculty tend toincrease
Of course, the size of an institution does not cause these things 1o happen,
rather, size encourages their occurrence.

Clanty of institutional pwepase has been referred to repeatedhy as an
carmark ot a high quality institution Large umversities have multiple pur-
poses and missions tosatisfy those competing, diverse audiences thai have a
stake in them (e g, trustees, taxpavers students, alumny) Theretore, such
inshitutions rarely are able to project a clear purpose

Student hving environments appear functionally inked to quainy Stu-
dents spend a disproportionate amount of time during the under graduate
years engaged in nonciassroom activities Therefore, the degree to which
«tudents are challenged by and satisfied with their hving envionments is
worthy of rencwed emphasis in the scarch for quahts

Formal svstenuc properties such as admunistrative structures and
deusion-making strategies have not been empincally related to quahty
Hewever the informal organzation that encourages ot hinders faculty
involvement with students and the >xtent to which students fecl and actas
though thev are members of the acadenuc community seems to be apartic-
ularly promising arca of inguiry

Input. Although they have often been used, inputindicators have not been
powerful predictors of quality mamfestanons Various mguiries with
shghtly different foct have been unable to document whether student abity,
the most ofter: use d indicator of quahity. 1s positivels related to the guahts of
the experience Perhaps case study portravals of stadents w ' ovarving
levels of ability m institutions with different purposes could hap hil the
apparent voud 16 the knowledge about the relationsnip between student
ability and quahty in the undergraduate expenence

Involvement. The degree to which students arenvolsed during the under-
graduate vears s one of the mostimportant and perhaps accurate mamtes
tations of quahtv Involvement s related toa vanety of other indicator s and
manifestations often empincally or Jogically assocrated wath quality institu-
tonal size, general satisfaction with the mstitution ncluding satisfaction
with the hving environment and academic pursuits), persistence to comple-
tion of degree objective, posteollege community service, and ipcome

The degiee to which facultv expend effort ininstruction orinvolved wath
students out of the (lassreom has been posinvely related to many mamfes-
tations of qualitv Identification of the factors related to student ard faculty
involvement (e g . morale, salience of institutional purpose) seems a pronusing
line of inguiry
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Outcomes. Like mstituttonal size, persistence enables students to take
advantage of avanety of other opportunities related to quahity—for example,
interaction with tacults and peers and participation o perhaps leadershipin
mstitutional goterning processes Yet persisteitee may have a permcious
nfluence as well Some students probably persist to graduation without
bemg encouragedto crincally examine ther attitudes, sy alues, and behasior,
which s morc Tikely to be true for the mcreasimg number of part-tme
commuting student~

The search tor mcreased valve resulung from a coliege educaton has
met with ittle success Problems associated with aggregation technmigues
and measuning change have often been ated as factors contributing to
insignsficant findings Interestingly, those few researchers (e g, Cottle 1973,
Heath 1963, Perry 1970, White 1966) who have conducted mtensive studies
of small samples of students and alumns have repoited provocatine
accountsof whathappens tostudents during and after college Like guanti-
tative assessments of the same phenomene  these approaches also have
imitations, but tha insights they may provide (in terms of depth, realization
of mdiv.dual potential, etc ) seein to be wordh the linits of generalization
assocated with them (see Trow 1975)

Studhes of alumni are thought to be the potentially tichest source of
nformation about college quality (Boulding 1975 Frecdian 1962, Pace
1979 Bowen (1979) has suggested that many important outcomes of ol
lcge cannot be docunented at commencement because the mpacts o
changes will not be mamfested until some sears later

the restdue of ucollege educanon—afier the mitial forge g of de ral- -1
avirtual nasieny Moreaver we should be pterested v the values and
attitide s of alioson, ther teresis, then citzensinp then fasmdy e und
thewr careercas those ma iy e beenaffected by ther college cxporie e
r 2%

Quantitative and Qualitative Contributtons 1o Quallty Assessment
Ouality s a multifaceted concept Atter astudy of the avadable hteratur e on
quality i the undergraduate experience 1.is casier to understand why fea
Hortstodeserbe the muluple properties of qualits have been mounted and
why most “guality assessments” rely on guantitative mdicators o guahit
Without takhing mto aceount the purposes ot the mstitution and the
students” persanal goals, the degrec to which quality s present cannot he
deternined Quantitatnve approaches i paiticular tend to underestimuate
the tomendous diversity that exisis within and between institutions of
higher cducanon Infact, quantitative me.hods often are used to Teduc e the
divarats by adenutvig the smallest number of vanables that seers
account tor ditferences between institutions While the results of such
cftorts make interesting reading, they of far hittle assistance 1t facults o 1d
staff responsable 1or determiming and subsequently moditving programs no
cnhance quaitts Inaddihon quantitative measures are usuably msensitive
to postttes unmtended outcomes and are less Bikely than quabitatis
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approaches torecord ther .age and depth of affectne responses to college
expenience such as disappointinent and boredom

Qualitative assessrnents are usualhy rich in detail For purposes of mak-
ing single institutional poli v decrsions and monitonng quality, qualitative
methods hold great promise, partrculariy if the reports of persons trequenting
the environment are valued. Naturahistic inquiry strategies tend to be sensi-
tive to unintended effects and outcomes because facuity and students are
encouraged tocandidlv report their experiences in detail, therefore, the data
collection 1s not hmited to information related to instituttonal goals

However, qualitanve approaches tend to be labor-intensive and tvpically
result in profiles of one o a small number of nstitutions, programs, or
students Fot these reasons, researchers hay e not used them extensivels for
quality assessments acrgs. many mnstitutions

Both quantitative and qualitative approaches have hmitations Because
quality 1s a multidimensicaal concept, data gathering techriques charac-
teristic of both approaches are required to accurately estimate the degree to
which quality is present (Solmon 1981) The resnits from holistic qualty
assessments may be less valid for comparisons across institutionis, however,
they will be extrermnely valuable to institutional agents intercsted i how to
increase the quality of events on thewr campus

Concluslons

The following conclusions seem warranted by the review of the literature
periammng to commonly used indicators or mamfostations of quabtsy i the
undergraduate experience

Quality 1n the undergraduate expertence can be expedted under certain
conditions

® Quahtv is mediated by <1ize At a time and 0 a naton of mass highe:
education, this conclusion—if interpreted as a pohicy recommendation—
may seem sophomoric Over a decade ago, Chickering (1969) came to a
stmilar conclusion and suggested, as have others, that large institutions be
subdivided into small, quast-autonomous learmng and living units The
reorganizationor adminis.rauve structures that were otten associated with
attempts to reduce size mav not be necessarv, however For example, staff
on major umversity campuses have had some success m mestilling lovalny
and a sense of community within students grouped by resideat umt This
sense of community seems to be parncularly important in encouraging
persistence bevond the first vear or two of college While students are more
likehy to be involved m vanous activities in smaller institutions, the relation-
ship between size and quality may be survilinear and mediated by other
vanables (e g, degree an.' kind of student faculty interaction, mstitutional
purpose), that is, below a certain size, curnicular and personal develop— ent
opportumties may fall beiow a tolerable level

® Quality 1s medrated by continuity If students remarm associated with the
college environrient tor only an abbreviated period of time, 1t s unhkels
they will benef t from the hberahzing potential of the colicge expernence
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Therefore, neither the students’ objectives nor the institution’s purposes can
be attained However, not all students can be expected tonor should persist
through graduation from the onginal institution Some students’ needs and
personal objectives mav he better met at anether institution or ensviron-
ment Therefore, quality mav not be ads ersely affected by attrition per se If
however, substantial numbers of students or faculty shaning personal goals
ostensibly consistent with the instituton’s purposes leave the institution,
guahty may be threatened In this sense, persistence 1s more than the pro-
portion of students or faculty that return each fall The continwts of partici-
panis contnbutes to the support and commutnient to attarng the institu-
tion’s and students’ purposes, therefore, continuity seems to be a bridging
vanable between size, involvement, and venerativiny

® Quality 1s mediated by mvelvement _a the part of both students and
faculty Students who ... » more involved in both curnicular and cocurncu-
lar activities seem to benefit more in different wavs than their less involved
counterparts They are happier, are more hkely to persist to graduation, and
exhibit higher levels of achievement and personal development Cempar-
able information on faculty 15 lacking, although the sociopsychological
tenets that account for students’ satisfaction with the institution should also
generally apph to faculty

® Qualityisenhanced by a generative learmng community Thisconciusion
15 based not so much on the weight of the empinical evidence as on the clanty
and cogency of arguments offered bv learned observers of higher education
across decades A generative learning community 1s characterized by sup-
portive, caring people who mix freely with each other n active pursut of
ideas, principles, and values {Knefelkamp 1980, Newman 1852) Heath
{1968) ohserved that the role of faculty was most influential when “thes
knew both their students and each her intimately and aleo when they
shared an intercommunion’ (not just ‘intercommuracation’) with cach
other «p 247) The members of this community willinghy share the meaning
of their experience with others and are committed to ensuting that the next
generation will bencfit from what has been lear ned and endut ed (Browming
1973) In sum, a gencrative learning community mamtams links with the
past present, and future. thereby fulfilhng the basic aimic of the academy

preserving, transmitting, and enniching the culture (see Knefelkamp 1980
for a “generativity checkhst')

& Quahty s enhanced by “qualiny” of studens and faculty effort Pace (13580
has undetrscored the importance of the kind as well asthe degrec ot involve:
ment While time on task (which1s conceptuall simdar tonvolvement—sec
Astin 1980b) 15 necessary, it is not suthcent to produce quahty In other
words, students must be engaged in an acuvity i a wey that contnibutes
something to as well as takes comething tron: the expenence Faculty also
manifest quality of cttert through: thewr use of sttucuonal strategies For
example, structuring Jdass activiiies appropnate to the desired learming
ontcomes (see Menges 1981 consistent with the purpose(sy of the instiiation
and students objectives requires higher lesels of involvement trum both
msti uctors and students
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® Quality 1s a function of a coherent and consistent purpose Chickering
11969), Heath (1968), Keeton (1971, 1974), and many others have under-
scored the powerful soclalizing influence of a sahent institutional purpose
on students development of an cnlightened and integrated system of
knowledge, values, and behawviors. Too often overlooked, however, 1s the
direction a clear, coherent mnstitutional purpose provides for facultv and
staff behavior Without purpose, whether faculty make exemplarv oreven
acceptable instructional contnbutions 1s difficult to determine The extent
to which students’ learning and personal development goals are in tacit
agreement with the institutional purpose is probably related to persistence
and, more impontantly, to continuity This tacit agreement 15 oftep mani-
fested by students as “general satisfaction” with the institution

Standing alone, no one of these conditions is sufftcient evidence of quality in
the undergraduate experience Because qualtyis a multidimensional prop
erty. the conditions cited above, with the possible exception of swe, are
required in some degree before quality can be expec.ed Frequent nterac-
tions between and among students and faculty may be the best single index
of quahty, but without purpose, continuity, and gencrativity, such interac-
tions mav be stripped of their developmental and educative power

Quality cannot be directly manipulated by certain mstntional agents but
requires the willing cooperation and computment of various groups that
hold a stake 11 the isatution Theinfluence of rationality in institutions of
higher education supports the behef that students’ acquisition of knowledge
' a process over which the institution’s agents (facultv and staff) have
considerable control. In the past, the search for indices of quahts has been
colored by this belief as evidenced by the reliance on quantitasive measures
of context and input vanables as indicators of quahty In realits, institutions
have httle “control” over how studenes and faculty behave Certain policies
and procedures may encourage student and facultv involy ement, but, kke
kuman development, quahity cannot be "programmed " o1 even perhaps
“facihtated” (sce Perry 19815 Quality 15 a product of the interaction of
certain mdnaduals (¢ g, willing students and compete it dedicated tacultvy
under certain conditions (e g, n smaller istitutions o i academie units
with salient purposes)

Netther quanittative nor qualuat:ve methods of assessment alone are satws
fac tory for adequately and accurately estrnating quality A holistic perspec-
tiv e on quahty aswessment thatintegrates app Hpnate data gathenngstrate-
gies from both yuantitative and quahtative inquiry paradigms will provide
the most useful and relevant information for nstitutional pohcy makers
(uality 15 a by-product of the human experience and s therefore subject to
muluple reahties Nothing short of a hohstic approach characterized by
multiple data sources, trangulation or cross-vahidation methods, and solia-
tation of student and { aculty reports can be afforded if accurate and usefnl
estmiates of quality are expected
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Quantitative context and mput vanables have not proved particularly
helptul in estimating quality, largelv because they rarelv have been func-
tonally related to manifestations of quahty Gnstitutional size is a notabic
exception) However, few studies exist that focus on what students do with
institutional resources or vice versa, re., manifestations resulting from the
interactions between students and institutional agents and resources Pat-
ucularly lacking are empinical investigations into dimensions of quality
associated with nontraditional students or learming environments (see
Harshman 1979; Keeton 1974) Therefore, assessors of quality would do well
to redirect their energies from reductiomstic efforts to 1dentity several
casilv quantifiable vanables and to focus instead on the development of
quahty momtonng strategies that are sensttive to the manifestations of
quality described above Astin (1979, 1980b). Bowen (1979), Knefelhamp
(1980), and Law rence and Green (1980) have offered pithy suggestions for
m-titutional pohcies and procedures consistent with these conclusions

Quality inthe undergraduate experience s not a “mystertous” concept as
some wish to believe (see Astin 1980b), and the technology 1s available to
estimate the extent to which qualty 1s manifested. The utility of many
previously identified indicators of quality has been reduced because of the
lack of a clear defimtion of quahity as an independent vanable Therefore,
the major challenge ahead 15 to tashion context-relevant defimtions of the
voncept to guide institutional policy studies designed to enhance guabty

32 @ [ndices of Qualiry r
<J




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

Bibliography

The ERIC Cleannghouse ori Higher Education abstracts and indexes the current
hterature on higher education for the National Institute of Education’s monthly
bibliographic journal Resources tn Educatton. Most of these publications are avail-
able through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). For publications
cited in this bibliography that are available from EDRS, ordering number and price
are included Readers who wish to order a publication should write 1o the ERIC
Document Reproduction Service, PO Box 190, Arlington, Virgima 22210 When
ordenng, please specify the document number Documents are available as noted in
microfiche (MF) and paper copy (PC).

Adams, Arvil V , and Knslov, Joseph. "Evaluating the Quality of Amencan Umiversities
A New Approach’ Research in Higher Education 8 (1978). 97-109

Agnew, Spirc T “Toward a ‘Middle Way' in Collzge Admissions Educanonal Record
S1(1970). 106-11

Alexander, Kern, “The Value of an Education ” Journal of Educanonal Finance |
(Spnng 1976). 429-67

Astin, Alexander W. “Undergraduate Achievement and Insututional Excellence”
Science 161 (1968a): 661-68.

—_ “"WhoGoes Where to College " In The College Stua. 1 and His Culture edited
by Karou Yamamoto Boston. Houghton Mifflin, 1968b

“Measuning the Outcumes of Higher Education " In Evaluating Institunons

for Accountability, edited by Howard R Bowen New Directions for Institutional

Reseach, No | San Franasco: Jussey-Bass, 1974.

Preventing Students from Dropping Out San Francisco Jossey-Bass, 1975

- Four Cnncal Years San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1977

_____ “Student-Oriented Management A Proposal for Change " In Evaluating Eau
cational Quality A Conference Summary, pp 3-18 Washingtor, DC Counci on
Pustsecondar v Acceditation, 1979 ED 165 648. MF-$1 09; PC-$5 05

— “Replyto'Academic Quahtv An Alternative View’ bvGeorge D Kuh' Change
12 (January 1980a) 48.

“When Does a College Deserve to be Called ‘High Quahty™” In Iraproving
TeachmgandlnsllmmmalOualuy 1980 Current Issues in Higher Education, No |,
Washington, DC American Association for Higher Educanon, 1980b, pp 1-9 ED
194 004 MF-$1 09; PC not available EDRS

Astin, Alexander W, King, Margo R, and Richardson, Gerald T The Amerwan Fresh-
wman Nanonal Norms for Fall 1979 Los Angeles Graduate School of Lducation,
University of Califorima, Los Angeles, 1979 ED 181 812 MF-$1 09, PC-$19 31

Astin, Alexander W, and Panos, Robert I The Educational and Vocational Develop
mentof College Students Washington, DC Amencan Councilon Education, 1969

“The Evaluaton of Educatonal Programs ™ In Educaticnal Measurerment,
edited bv R L Thorndike. pp 773-75 Washington, DL American Counail on
Edi.cation, 1971

Astin, Alexander W, and Scherren, Rina A Maximiung Leadersip Effechiveness
Impact of Adrunisirative Stvle ont Faculty and Students San Francisco Jossey-
Bass, 1980

Astin, Alexander W , and Solmon, Lewss C “Measurng Academic Quahty Anlntenm
Report " Change 11 (September 1979) +8-51

Baird, Leonard L, and Hartnett, Rodney T Understanding Studeni and Faculty 1 ife
San Francisco Jossey-Bass, 1980.

Bean, John P "The Synthesis of a Theoreical Model of Student Attniron” Paper
presented at the 1981 Meeung of the Amencan Educauonai Research Association,
April 1981, 1n Los .wngeles, Califorma. Duplicated. ED 202 444, MF-$1 09, PC-$50%

Indicies of Quahity ®33

Ty




L e T -~

Becker, Garv S Undennvestment in College Education ™ Amierican Economin
. Review SO (Mav 1960) 336-54

Beneset, Louis T A Question of Accrediation Time tor a General Review Chang,
13 (Apnl 1981) 48

Berdie, Ralph F'The Studs of Unnvevats Students  Journal of College Student
Personnel 13 (1972) 4-11

Bever, Jamce M, and Snipper. Reuben Objective versus Subjective Indicators of
Quality 1n Graduate Education ” Sor totogy of Education 47 (1974) 541-57

Birnbaum, Robert “Factors Related to Uniyer sity Grade Inflation “Journal of Higher
Fducauon 48 (1977) 514-39

Blackburn, Robert T, Pellino, Glenn, Boberg Al and O'Connell, Colman  ‘Are
lnstructional iniprovement Programs Off-Target?®” In Improving Teachimg and
Instructtional Qualiy 1980 Current Issues in Higher Educanon, No 1, pp 312-48
Washington, DC Amenican Associaiton for Higher Education, 1980 ED 194 004
MF-$109, PC not available EDRS

Blcke, Edward, Jt "4 Case Studv m Producing Equal Educational Results The
Teuwteen-College Curniculum Program ™ In Assessiment of Colleges and 1 nner-
stiies (Monograph 6), edited by Fred F Hardleroad and J H Cornell Towa Gty
Amencan College Testing Program. 1971 ED 058 857 MF-$1 09 P(—$& 70

Bioom, Benjamun "Tine and Learning ™ Amer._an Povchologst 29 (1974) 682-s8

Bonham, George "The Federal Stakein a Learning Society An Interview with Ernest 4
L Bover” Change 10 (May 1978) 21-25

Bowen Howard R nvestmeniin Learniag The ndnidualand Sociai b ol v of 1,
can Higher Educatior San Francisco Joswev-Bass, 1977

Goals, Outcomes, and Academic Evaluation In £ alvatmg Foiuen nn,, !

Quali 4 Conferesc Swmmary Washington, DC Counal on PostsecGridons
Accredutation, 1979 ED 165 648 MF-$109, PC-$505

—— ‘Costtfarences The amanng Disparty am "nstritutions of Higher BEdn
cation m Educational Costs per Student” Chann suany Fobraans 1981,
2107

Bragg Ann Kietter The Socwalizanon Process o Huger Fducatuon AAHF-TRYK
Higher Education Researc hReport o 7 Washtegton, DO Ameincan Asseciat
for Higher Fducation 1976 ED 132 909 ME-$1 09 P(-t6 70

Brown kenncth b "iting Qe s Wy thiough College  fonrsalof Hicher £ doe i o
Riioi7y 4587.m3

Brewn Robeit D oand Citnio Raichard S ‘A Student Bovddopment ransonpt
Wssumptions Uses and Formats Lournal of College Stucfesns ersonne /18 M.
1977 163-68

Brownog, Don' S Gencraine Y ow York Dol 1973

Boulding Kenneth T Quahts versins Fyad’ tv The Dilonmma of the Eree ot
Dacdabe 104 01975) 294-303

Camphell Angus, Converse, PhilipE and Rogers Walard I The Qi of D st or
Lie New York Russell Sage Foundane: 1976

Cartter Atlen M A dssesonent of Quatiny m Gradiate Fdican W& whington Do
Amencan Counc on Education, 1966

Lenira John A ond Rocx Donald College Fovromnents and Stadennt e o
tcherement Rescarch Bulletn Ponceton, N T Fducation il Tosting Serviee
970 R D USRI 205 ME-$109, PC-$340

The Besy Colieges Have the Least FHoct Sarurday fvenmy Rivien 53
E971 404

Corpnndong sersus Resadent Stidesns > an Franasco Joasey Baas 1974

Q B Indicres of Uaalin ‘1 B

ERIC




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Chichonng Arths W oand Hnoghorst Robert | The btc Cude o The Moder,
trertcan Coelleze cdited by Arthin W Clrchanpg and Ascediates Sanfranosco
Lossev-Bass 19R1

Chichermg, Arthur W McDoadh Jumes and Carmoagna Drones - Bstitutional
Mitforences and Stadent Devel pment  Townd of Fducatonal Psscholos oo
1969y 315-26

Chronicle ot Higher tduwcaron Davs and Nights at the Rouand Table How Dan
moath Admits Its Freshmen  Apni 20,1981 pp 1-10

Clark Burton R Herst Paul McConnell TR, Trow Martn A and Yonoo Gooree
Sindears and Colley, -~ Iateoracnon avid Change Berkeics Ceater tor Rescarchoand
Dervelopmentin Higher Fducaton Umcersits of Cahtornia, Borkeiey 1977 FDGe S
285 ME-R1T09 PO-S2d 61

Clak David L oand ¥ ch Georee D7 Agony in the Fostasy Somie Thouprhtson bacalt
Morale and the Academy as an Organization Bloopumgtor Indianae Taeans
Urversity schoon of Education 1981 Duplicated

Cobion Michadt D oand March Lows G Teadensbipand ek T Yo o
Colle e Prostdent New York McGraw il 1974

Colope Entiance Fxemenaton Boerd On frrdher bovorsig o0 New York Caologd
Entrance | xananation Board 1977

Comnddb ohostopher Hubstadlor atthe Wheel Chamgs 1204 08 P98t 4o

Cotthe Thomas T The Firects of Cotlepe on Indiaduals Thr oo Drte Stados B 1
Colle e Matter * cdited by Lowrs C Solmon and Paul faubran Sow Y s
Acadomie Press 1973

Cross Patticta & Beoord the Open [ San Fras o Joases Bas .

Yoot om foarnmyy San Franomee Tocsey Biss 19 ¢

Coometand brod B Cnmme to Cope with a Downwand Sope b e 10 e
Argrust T9sth o8 0028

UeUoeter David & and Mable Phalls vas Stads o G oo e d £ o
Cothe e Resador 6 Mo Woahnatem DO Smicnie o Colloe Poranmine s desen
1, (0T

Porseord Foin oo € oorenprns De om0 00 e

Washipton DU Aew tican Collope Porsomnel Assoc s 10

D ckor Porcr Booas Pducation Bcads mto s Babsy Bost Cotppetiroe ol o
Wil Prevan Chronrcde o Highes Fdicwiion Mo 4 1R p se

Filap Aune and Stron Bennert Does Collegs Mako a Porsor Hoaith o d 3
b, P s Colfe pe Marzer ~edinca by T onsd Soldmonoand Paat b ool roar Ny otk
woadde e Pross 1973

Foaeds Jovee and McPartland fames The Coneepr o Me e e ot the O v
b Schood Do domeran Lo o deoniad Recedr 31 fonrs 20001976 1~ 30

Foldim o henpeth A Db uite s Moaanne and Intory Bt hanmec ane St
darmpCall g TG snd Soatent edst dby Rarnoth Y e e oy e b
Porgamumn 1972

Foldman hemnoth A and Neweomb Thoodose 8T8 fron 000 o o~ i
Vol ToSan Franesoe Tossoy-Bass 199

Feagoler Floanor  Is Open Door @ Rovobony Door oo Rear | NP ETTENR RN LTI
Foupss dle rpres Nay S JURT X

Proaes Cared Apacabipte oo Stoatepn Plosonys Foe P dae s At e
P b dd

Proodman N M B Stadu=ol Coller e Alumne In {8 Leere o L0 o
Nevirg Stardord Sow York Walos 1asl

Froamhan Tans oud Preson Stosen PTG o i I TR T

Iradicte s of Qualin 83




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Crincal Exarunanon for Insututional Support i the Context of Historical De-
velopment New Haver Conn Yale University Insttute for Social and Policy
Studies, 1974

Furmss, W Todd “Responding with Quaiity “ In The Closing System of Acade ru
Emplovmen: Atlanta Southern Regional Education Board, 1978 ED 160 032
MF-$109; PC-3835

Gaff, Jerry G “General Education in a2 Contemporary Context” In New Mode ls for
General Education 1980 Current Issues in Higher Education, No 4, pp 1-3
Washington, D C Amenican Association for Higher Education, 1980 ED 194 007
MF-$109; PC not availzble EDRS

Gaff, Jersv G and Gaff, Sallv Shake "Student-Faculty Relationships "In The Modern:
American College, edsted by Artliur W Chickening and Associates San Francisco
Jossey-Bass, 1981

Gage, N L, and Berhner, David C Educanonal Psvchology, 20d ed Chicago Rand
McNallv, 1979

Gagne, Robert M The Conditions of Learning, 3d ed New York Holt, Rinehait and
Winston, 1977

Gerst, Malcolm S, and Moos, Rudelph H “Social Ecolugy of Univeraty Student
Residences ” Journal of Edwcational Psve hology 63 (1972) 513-25

Gourman Jack The Gourman Report A Ranng of Underpraduaie Progrant
Amertcar and International Universities Los Angeles Natiwonal Fdusation
Standards, 1977

Gruson, Edward S, Levinejgavid O and Lustberg, Lawrenee S 1o v A reding
ton Eligibiluy and Institutional Qualis Cambndge, Mass Sloan Lo, imission o0
Government and Higher Education, 1977 LD 184 415 MI-$109, P( 30 7

Guba EgonG Towarda Methodology of Naturatistic Inqur i Educ ioreal Byl
1ton Los Angeles Unwersity of Cabforma, Los Angele  Center tor the stady - f
Evaluation, 1978 ED 164 599 MF-$109, PC-$8 70

Hatcleroad, Fred F, and Dickey, Frank G Educarional A Juvag and Voluntgr Insvi
tutiona’ Accredumg Washington, DC American Assouiaton for Higher Fduca
tion, 1975 ED 102 919 MF-$109 PC-%6 70

Harshman, {arl F A Model tor Assessing the Qualihs of Non-Tradinonag! Progr o, n
Higher Educuatron St Louns St Lows Univeraiy Menopolitan Colloge 1974 1D
175221 MF-3109 P(-31401

Heath Douglas H Growing Up i College San Francseo Josses Bass 164

Hewst, Paul, ed The Cream e College Student An §owmier ( hullerge San Franoweo
Jossey-Bass, 1968

Hodgkinson Harotd L Moving Bevond Facalty Productivy to Qualits 3o rican
Associanon for Highey Lducanon Bullenn 33 May 1981) 122 16

Hood Albert B, and Swanson, Edwara O A Lovk at Student A iy ment i P
ferent Tvpes of College ™ Personnel and Gutdance Journal 44 11965 282-A<

Hove Donald P “College Grades and Adult Accomphshment A Review of Rescard
Fducanonal Record 47 (1966) 70-75

Jenny Hans H 'Insc ional Finanaie! Assessment Methodology and M ating
Research i Higher Education 10 (1979) 5%-70

Karabel, Jerome, and Astin, Alexander W Soctal Class, Acadermie Abilis wnd € ol o
Quaiit Vashington DL Amencan { ouncil on Education, 1972 Duplicated

Keeton, Morns T Models and Mavericks New York Mo Graw-Hill 1971

-~ "AnApproachto a Theory of Quabty Control " In Remiarks toa Conterers v on
Ouainty Control in Nontraditional Higher Fducation Columhia Md Antioch € ol
lege, 1974 ED 098 868 MF-$1 09 P(-$3 40

36 ® Indicies of Qualin




Kegan Damelt  The Qualny of Student Lite and Frnanaial Costs The Cost of Social
olation " Joornal of College Student Personnel 19 (1978) 55-58
Koefelhamp £ ' ce "Faculty and Student Devddopment in the 805 Renewing the
Commun 1y ~f Scholars [ Impron ing Teachuing and instadional Quaias 1980
Current Issucs in Higher Education No 1 Washington DO Amencan Assouia
ton for Higher Educatton 1980
____ ‘Futore Promises " Kevnote address at the meeting of the Amencan Pes
sonnel Association Mereh 30, 1981, Cinanran Ohio
KRuath David 3 Learning Stvles and Disaiphnary Difterences In 77 Modern Ao
can College edited by Arthur W Chickenng and Associates San Franaseo
Jussey-Booas, 1931
Kb Geotge D 'Counsenng the Transter Dacs It Make a Ditterence? The aiton.,
Ve giton, of College Admicsiens Conrelors Tournal 16 0197 2) 16 49
Perastence of the Impact of Colicge on Attitudes and Vaiues Journa” -
College S wont Persenmel 17 11976) 116222
. Ad ons " b follege Student Personnel servies vidited by Wathan, 1
Pochwood pr 3-30 spangheld I Charles O Thomas 1977
Fralnation The Stateof the Artin Student aHaus In fvanarom o Stwdos
39 s edited B Geotge D kith Goannat Ame car College Pursarmet Assecis
e 479
_ Seadome Qualty Ao Alternative Viess L hrge 12 Januars F3%ag 4643
Stadent Altars Admnastraton in the Fogmate Fahins Leapomt s
T g, and Fearnoig S6 (19800 23 W
Rivhavy Ravmond W Feedback i Wntren Instrncoemn Rooee o0 B
Resear 53701977+ 21132
avir Da F Alba Richard D oand Sibbersten Ru hard A Opon Adrmossions o
Fqual Acve-+ A Study of Ethow Groupon the O Triseisty of New Y vb
Hury o d . di catiena? Review 491 chruary 1979 5392
awrenee Tulith R oand Gioen honneth € 4 Quester f Duatss The it e
Fusaceaton Ruwrrngs Game AAHE -ERIC Hygher EJus atir Roscarch Report de o
Washing: n D¢ Amercan Assontateon Fa dhgher Educaton 1980 B0 132 60
HME 08 PCRRTD
carned Weltam S and Wood Ben 13 The Studentand His Anowlodge Bulloe N
S New York Carnegie Foandanon tor Advarcement of Teaching 1918
et g Osear T Munday Leo A ond Maxey b Lanes . Studont Fuiine ol
Crowth dur - th Frest Two Years of Collepe College and T eras 18 (16,
148233
vine Arther Quaalivin H}gha}rl,dl:a ation Wha Proer sgthy £onsee Ry o
of fligher Fducaaon September B 1980 p 4R
ool Youane and Guba Egor & The Distimctrn berwer r Mot and Wont
valuation  Papar presented at the 1979 Meeting of the Bualetion hetwork
S.ptember 24 1979 an Gnonuats Ohso Dupbrated FDOI8Y S74 ME-$1 0
Pi -$3 40
McCarthy Aartha M Adeguacy 13 Bdugationst Prograrmms A egal Peespeiine
Perspectnies tn School Suppar: Svstenny edited by K Forbes Tordan and Neita
Cambron hew York Ballinger, 1981
Mo Keac e Wilhiam § Teac hing Tips A Cudebook for the Beginsting Codo ge Do Fer
7th ed Leungton, Mass Heath, 1978
Magarell Jack “Freshmen Apphcations for Next Fallup 13 Percertfrom 1380 Suave
Finds * Chromicle of Highey Fducation Match 2 1981 p
Maher Thomas Buidding Quabty nto New Forms of Undergraduare Flooats

E MC | B 7 Indices :)k();fa;;;try .37




O

C

‘

Uuawa, Kansas Ottawa Unnversiy, 1974 ED 098 853 MF-$1 09, PC-33 40

Mavhew, Lewis R Legacy of the Sevenites San Francisco Jossev-Bass, 1977

Mecth, L. Richard. Qualiy Education for Less Money San Francisco Jossev-Bass, 1974

Menges, RobertJ “Instructional Methods " In The Modern America College, edited by
Arthur W Chickenng and Associates. San Francisco Jossev-Bass, 1981

Messick, Samuel, and Associates Individuality in Learnimg Implications of Cogmitave
Styles and Creatvity for Human Development San Francisco Jossey-Bass, 1976

Meverson, Martin “After a Decade of the Levelers in Higher Education Rewnforang
Quality while Maintaining Mass Education ” Daedalus {01 (1975) 304-21

Millett, John D “The States Face Issues of Quahty n Higher Education ” Paper
piesented to Invitational Semirar for Members of Statewide Coordinating and
Govermng Boards, “1lv 31, 1979, in Columbus, Ohio ED 177 960 MF-$109,
PC-%$340

Moos, Rudolph H  Evaluating Educational Environments San Francisco Jossed -
Bass. 1979

Newcomb, Theodore 4 "Student Peer-Group Influence * In The Amerseon College
edited by Nevitt Sanford New York Waley, 1962

Newman,J H Theideaof al/nt ersuyi1852) Garden City, New York Doubleday, 1959

Nicholas, Robert C “Effects of Vanous College Charactenstics on Student Aptitudc
Scores ” Journal of Educatonal Py hology 55 (1961) 45-54

Olscomp, PaulJ ‘Can Program Quahty Be Guantfed®” Journal of Higher Eduscation
49 (1978) 504-11

Pac: C Robert Coltege and Umiversity Frvoonment Scales Techma! Mamial, 2d ed
Princeton, NJ Educauonal Testing Servie, 1969

o The Denuse of Drveraiy? Berkeley, Cal Carnegie Commisson on Highe «
Educauon, 1974
- = Measuring Outcomes of College Fifty Years of Emdirgs und Rece mime el
frons for the Future San Francisco Jossey-Bass 1979

———  Measuring the Qualitv of Student Effort " In Improving Teaching and
Insttutional Quatin 1980 Current Issues in Higher Fducation No 1 pp 10 1k
Washington, DO American Association for Higher Educaton 1980 ED 194 004
ME-31 09 PC not avaable EDRS

——  "Measunng the Quality of Undergraduate Education Paper prosented atthe
1981 Meeting of the Amenican Educational P search Assocation Aprl 1481 1
Los Angeles Califorma Duphicated

Palola, Ernest G “Quabity Indicators An Approack to Moasuring Program Suce oss
Paper presented at the 1976 Meeung of the Amercan Educational Rescar b
Association Apnl 1976 0 San Francsco, Cabforma, FD 125 451 MI-%1 09
PC-$5 05

Parfett, Malcohn and Harmilton David "Fyaluation as Ilommation A Ne s Appraa b
to the Studs of Innovatve Prograins * In Fraluation Studies Review sl No
edited by Gene V. Glass Beverhy Hills, Cal Sage, 1976

Pascarclla, Ernent T "Student Faculty Informal Contact and ( aflege Oute emes
Review of Fducational Research 59 (19801 545-4%

Pascarella, Ernest T, and Terensim, Patnek, ‘Patterns of Student Facults Inf o n!
nteraction bevond the Classroom and Voluntars Freshman Atntion  Jowr sl o
Higher Educatian 48 (1977) 540-52

Perry, Witham G It Forms of tellec tual and F thical De elopre iz vy the v dep,

Years New. York Holt, 1970
- e "Cogmitive and Ethical Growth The Maksng of Meaning  in Fhe Moders
Amertcan College edited by Arthwr W Chickerning and Associates San Fianc oo

18 & Indicies of Qualin 4 -
L

i
i



Joswey Bass, 1981

Pervin, Lawrence, and Rubin, David “Student Dissatisfaction with College and the
College Diopout A Transactional Approach’ Tournal of Socwul Psvchology 72
{1907) 285-95

Ravmond, Richard, and Sespowits, Michael  The Retuins (o Imesimentin Higha
Education Some New Evidence The Journal of Human Resonrces 10 (1973
139-54

Reed, John € "How Not 1o Measure What a University Dors " Chronicle of Higher
Education May 11,1981 p 56

Rersman, David, and Jenc ks, Christopher “The Viabihity of the American College “In
The Amertcan College, edited by Nevitt Sanford New York Walew, 1962

Riker Hatold C "Residential Learming  In The Modern Amerncan College, edited by
Arthut W Chickenng and Associates San Francisco Jossev-Bass, 1981

Rock, Donald A, entra Jechn A and Linn, Robert ! “Relationships between Coliegs
Characterstics and Student Achievement  American Fducational Rescarch
dssocwnon Journal 7 (1970) 109- 21

Rimsman Jack  An Fxpenimental Studs of Fasulny Adviane Perome Fard Gt
ance Jowrnal 36 11967) 160-64

Sanford, B Nevitt The vmercan College Now York Waley, 1962

Where Colloges Lad A Stady of the Student as o Porven S Franeoe o

Jossey-Bass 1967

Scott, Robert A Program Rovicws Misang Members A Consideraton o Ouabiy ad
Iis Assessmient College Board Revies (Wanter (980-811 1%-21 1

Portran ot 4 Depar wnt Chauperson American 4 woctains for Higdr -

Fducanon ™ i 3% (Febroany 19810 1 3-6

Sharp Laure Mo dicatton and Froplovmens Baltimon Johs Hopkims b o
Press 1979

Shetiman Chatles B Ratonale tor Ese ol Ethnograpby i the Stade s f b ducor !
Problems  CF DR Quarter s 14 Spung 1981 10- 11

Sihed Carnl O Cowtses and a Pius -An Inpovatiee Progtan tor Cradorgradiees -
fourth Year bratuation Paper presented at the mestig of the Nativiial Ao 1ot
of Women Deans and Counsddors Aprd 1973 Closdand O Diaphe

Sivdar Bensnn K Fhe Fdden Curncudion Now York Rnop 0971

Goiheon Lowis O e Detontvor and psipuer of Collo g Oy Now Yook Nab o

Burcau of Foonomn Rescarch 1970 FIOa3 080 ME Y109 PLoxs T

v f

The Dehnttion of Collcge Quahity and fts Iipact o f g Fapl e o
v Footiomn Resean i o aTsy S37.RT
1 Multdim psonal Approach to Qualits Dy Ol andicr § b

Feoneapal Challe nge cdited by Thomas 3 Steittor Washrnpton DO Am
Caunalon Fducation 1R}

Spads Wil Droponts fron Haphor B snon Doaward anc bl Mol
Interchange 2 (097 H s w2

Spacth Josepn 1 and Grodoy Ardecw Revenr Vienpran PHo oo Ldn oot Ny
York MoGraw il 1070

siatk Joan S and Towther Maloohn Mossarng Hodeo Faocator Qb
Rosedrd b o Higher Educenon VY (1980 280 #7

Saufter Thomas M Quahty i Amencan Higher Fdacaton I Qneadn - Hiyhooy
Fducation s Prncipal Challenge cdied by Thomas M Steutto Washimgtor ot
Amencan Counatd on Fdugation 19R1

Stern Geerge G Fovironments for Learnong In The e an ( YTAORNES BT
Ne ! Starford Now York Wiloy el

Indictes of Qualie. B34




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

——— People in Contexi New York Wiley, 1970

Straumarus, Enc "Quahitativc Evaluation and the Assessment of Program Quahtyv
Paper presented at the Associa «on for Institutional Rese>rch Annual Forum, May
18, 1981, in Minneapols, Minnesota Duplicated HE 014 108 MF-$1 09 PC-$5 05

Student Task Force on Education at Stanford The Other Stanford. Palo Alto, Cal
Stanford Workshop on Potitical and Social Issues, 1973

Stuffiebeam, Daniel L., Foley, Walter J, Gaphart, Wilham J. Guba, Egon G, Hammond,
Robert L., Merriman, Howard A , and Prevas, Malcolm M Educarional Evaluation
and Decistonmaking Itasca, [ll. Peacock, 1971

Thistlewaite, Donald L. “College Environments and the Development of Talent’
Science 13011959} 71-70 '

Thrash, Patricia. “Accrednation A Perspective.” Journal of Higher Education 50
(1979y 115-21

Tensor, StevenJ “Commentar, Who Shouid Decide Who Goes to College " In Open
Admussions and Equal Access, edited by Phulhip R Rever lowa City Amenvan
College Testing Prograrm:, 1971

Trent, Jar s W.and Medsker, Leiand L Bevond High School San Francisco Josset-
Bass. 1968

Troutt, Witham E. "Regional Accredstation Evaluative Ciateria and Quality Assuy am ¢
Journal of Higher Education 50 (1979) 199-210

Trow Martin "The Public and Private Lives of Higher Education ' Dacduis 101
{1975) 113-27

Wachtei, Paui “The Effectof School Quality on Achievement Againment Levels, and
Lifettime Earmings ™ Explorations in Economic Research 2 {1975 502.16

Watts, Susan F, ed The College Handbook, 16th ed New York College Entiance
Examination Board, 1977

W cathersby, George B "Issues Faong Student Affarsin the 1980+ ke note addiess
te the Indiana Coliege Personnel Association November 1979, 4y, Bloomington
indhana

Webster David S Huw 1o Assess Quahty in Master « Degree Prograns A New and 4
Better Way  Paper presented at the Assessing Quahty 1n Masters Degree Pro-
grams Conference March | 1979 i College Park Maodand ED 185 916
MF-$109 PC not available EDRS

‘A Bricf History and Cninque of Published Ratings of Graduate Schonds Lo
Angelos Graduate School of Edw ation, Unnersisy of Colifornra at Tos Angdles
1980 ED 18RS 917 MF-$1 09 PC not avallable EDRS

Wk KaitlE The Socad Pochologn of Orgasnzing Reading Mas Addison Weslet
14979

White Robort W Tried fo Progress 2d od New York Holt Rinehart and Winston
]

Withams, on S Reitles Robert Roand Zghesvnsks, Susan M 1 hanpimg Students
andd Changing Residence Halls Research and mphcations” In Personal Fduca
feon Commmuaity, Des elopmients 11 College Restdestce Hualle odited by David A
DeCoster and Phallis Mable Washington DO Amercan College Personisdd
Assorciation 1980

Willingham, Warrenn W The Case bor Personal Quapties in Adminsions TR
Bewird Review V1€ 11980y A2 AR

Wilson Frerett K The Entening Stadent Artnibutes and Ageats of Change  In
{alleye Peer Groups cdited by Theodore M Nowcomb ana Ficett A Wilaon
Chicapo Aldinge 1966

Wison Renneth M Selecnuts ool Grading Standarde Cotlege and o ro, 46

44 B Srdecies of Qualin




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

11970) 46-53

Wilson, Robert C, Gaff, Jerry G, Dienst, Evelyn R, Wood, Lynn, and Ba ry, James |
College Professors and Their Impact on Students New York Wiley, 1975

Wilson, Stephen “The Use of Ethnographic Techniques in Educatinal Research
Review of Educational Research 47 (1977) 245-65

Wise Arthur “Mimmum Educational Adequacy Bevond Schoo! Finance Reform
Journal of Education Finance | (1976) 468-83

o lLegislated Learning Berkely, Cai Umiversity of Cehiforma Press 1979

Witkin, Herman A . Moore, Cai | Ann, Goodenough, Donald A, and Cox, Patricia W
‘Field-Dependent and Field-Independent Cognitive Styvles and Then Educational
Iraplcations ” Review of Educanonal Research 47 (1977) 1-64

Witmer, David R "Is the Value of College Gong Really Dechnings” C hunge 8(Decem
ber 1976) 46-47. 6061

Wolt, Robert L "Strategies for Conducting Naturalistic Evaluation m Sodr bduca-
tonal Setungs * Occasional Pa or Series Kalamazoo, Mich Western M bigan
LUraversity Evaluation Center, 1979

Young Kenneth F “Evaluating Insutuvonal Etfectnveness  Fducatoral Record 87
Winter 1876) 45-52

Indices of Qualiny 841




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

AAHE-ERIC Research Reports

Ten monographs in the AAHE-ERIC Research Report senes are published
each vear, available individually or by subscription. Subscription to 10
1ssues (beginming with date of subscription) is $30 for members of AAHE,
$45 tor nonmembers; add $5 for subscnptions outside the U'S

Prices for single copies are shown below. Add 15% postage and handling
charge for all orders under £15. Orders under $15 must be prepand Bulk
discounts are available on orders of 25 or more of asingle title. Order from
Publications Department, American Assuciation for Higher Education, One
Dupont Cirdle, Suite 600, Washington, D C. 20036, 202/293-6430 Wnite ot
phone for a complete ist of Research Reports and other AAHE publications

1981 Research Reports—AAHE mizimbers, $4 each, nowmenibers, 35 50
each, plus 15% postage/handling
I Minonty Access to Higher Education
Jean L Preer

(39}

Institutional Advancemient Strategies in Ha 1 Times
Michael D Ri hards and Gerald R Sherratt

3 Functional Literacy in the College Setting

Richard C Richardson Jr Kaithrvn J Martens, and Elizabeili C Fish
4 Indicies of Quality in the Undergraduate Expenence

George D. Kuh

N

Marketing m Higher Fducation
Stanle " Grabouski
6 Compu ¢ Literacy in Higher Fdudauor
Francts F Muasat
7 Finandal Anaivers for Academie Units
Donald [, Walters
B Assessing the Impact of Faculty Collecine Barg s
J Vi or Baldridye and Frank R Kemerer
Other titles 10 th 1981 sertes to be announ . od

1980 Research Reports— AVHE sucsmhere, 33 v boviosn, by v e iy
plies 154 postage / handlong
I Federal Influence on Higher Edos ation € ovecut
William V' Mavy 1ile
Program Evaluation
Churles E Feasles
3 lLaberal Education in Transition
Clifton F Comrad and Jearnt C 75 vor

(]

4 Adult Development Implications tor Higher Fducavon

Rita Prescler Weathorshny and hil Matiuck Turule

A Question of Qualiy The Fhgher Foucanion Ratings v
Juduh K Lawrence and Kenneth C Green

S

6 Accreditation History Process and Problems
Fred F Harcleroad

42 8 "udicies of Qualin

4 l‘!




7.

8

9

18

Pohtics of Higher Edu. atior

Edward R. Hines and Leif S. Hartmark

Student Retention Strategies

Oscar T. Lenmng, Ke» Sauer, and Philp E Beal

The Financing of Pubhc Higher Education Low Tumon, Student Aud
and the Federal Goveriment

Jacob Stampen

University Reform: Ar. International Review
Phihp G. Altbach

1979 Research Reports— *4HE members, 33 each; nonmenbers, $4 each
plus 15% postage/handling.

1.

|82

U

10

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Women i Academe: 5teps to Greater Equality

Judith Gappa and Barbara Uehling

Old Expectations, New Realities: The Academic Profession Revisited
Carol Herrnstadt Shlman

. Budgeting in Higher Tducation

J. Kent Caruthers annd Mehun Orwig
The Three "R’s” ot the Eighties Reducation, Retrenchment, and

Reallocation

Kenneth P Mortinicr avid Michael L Tiernev

Occupational Programs in Four-Year Colleges Trends and Tssues
Dule F Campbell anc Andrew F Koron

Evaluation and Development of Administrators
Robert C Nordval!

Academic Advising: Getting Us Through the Eighties

Thomas J. Griic

Professional Evaluation in the Eighties Challenges and kewponiee
Glenn F Nyre and Kathrvn C Reliy

Adult Baccalaureate Programs

Martlow Denbo Fldred and Catherine Marieran

Survival Through interdependence Assessing the Costs ana B nefits
of Intermstitutional Cooperation
Lewis D Pattersor

Il tes of Quali, B43

of)




