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ABSTRACT

Development of the Coliege Descriptive Index (Form C)
The C.D.I: is an adjective check list -

is reported.

that measures eight dimensions of students’
satisfaction with college. The instrument was
completed by 601 students at four colleges: providing
information on satisfaction in each of the eight

areas. Scoring procedures and a copy of-the
Evidence is presented for

“instrument are included.
C.D.I. multidimensionality, scale homogeneity, and .

criterion related validity.

Notes:
For further information concefning the C.D.I1., contaCt"\

I
/ . Ronald G. Downey, Office of Educational Resources, 215 Fairchild
f " Hall, Kansas State University, Manhattan, Ks 66506. -
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’ The College Descriptive Index (C.D.I.):
DeveTopment and Background Information
Technical Manual - 1983

INTRODUCTION

The College Descriptive Index (C.D.I.)rwas developed as a
research instrument for the assessment of students' satisfaction
with their college experience. The intent was to provide a
measure which is standardized, multidimensional, simple to
 understand and complete, reliable and valid. The C.D.I. is
structurally similar to the Job Descriptive Index (Smith, Kendall
& Hulin, 1969). The C.D.I. taps eight aspects of the college experience:

Teachers

Parents .,

Your Self

Other Students .

Courses »

. Finances : —
Administrators ) :

Non-Course Activities

0O~ OY T L N

DEFINITION OF SATISFACTION

Satisfaction/dissatisfaction is the subjective reaction of an
individual to particular facets of his or her situation. In a
college or university setting, satisfaction and dissatisfaction
represent responses to the intellectual, social, emotional and
physical environment in which the college student participates.

Satisfaction is a complex phenomenon in a complex milieu.
College students are exposed to many new, different, and some times
unsettling experiences. Often the stability of the familiar home,
family, friends, and activities are absent. Students are . ,

simultaneously attempting to understand and respond to academic T

challenges, 1iving arrangements, new acquaintances, sexual
relationships, personal growth, and career exploration. Given
this diversity of environmental influences, it is likely that
satisfaction with college will be multifaceted.

Astin (1977) has discussed in detail the importance of
satisfaction as an educational outcome variable. A
psychometrically respectable measure should prove useful for both
administrators (who could use a satisfaction measure as.one type -
of quality control indicator) and investigators (who could use a
satisfaction measure to compare colleges, groups of students, and

%




relate the college experience to later life exberienée); To B
accurately describe satisfaction, students' subjective reactions
to an evaluations of their experience must be carefully assessed.
The stumbling block, however, has been accurate measurement of
satisfaction. - o :

)
MEASUREMENT OF SATISFACTION

Measurement of college satisfaction has taken many forms, but
the Tliterature has been dominated by two basic types. The
approach most .commoriTy, used involves a single item (or small
number of items) contained in a larger survey (e.g., "How
satisfied are you with your college experience?"). A second
approach involves several concerted attempts which have been made
to develop procedures to assess college satisfaction in a
standardized, reliable and valid fashion. These efforts have
involved development of questionnaires, such as the College
Student Satisfaction Questionnaire, CSSQ (Betz, Menne, &
KTingensmith, 1970), or the Transactional Analysis of Personality
and Environment, TAPE (Pervin, 1967). '

Both of these approaches, however, are limited in several
respects. In the most typical, single item case, responses are
typically made on 3- to 5-point scales with scales which
frequently either lack end anchoring, or use ambiguous response

—__—T1evels. Reliability and validity of these measures is frequently.
unavailable. And, the single question used fails to encompass the
_complexity of satisfaction.

While the second approach is clearly superior, it too has
several limitations. The CSSQ lack generalizability across
environments, uses somewhat ambiguous response options, and
appears to contain both ambiguous and complex items. ‘The TAPE
is probably more generalizable, using a semantic differntial
.structure. However, it relies on a discrepancy scoring procedure
which defines satisfaction or dissatisfaction as the degree of
similarity between Self and Environment measures. We question the
accuracy of this discrepancy scoring procedure, arguing that a
student may report Self-Environment congruency, yet be
dissatisfied, and vice versa.

The lack of consistency and comparability of satisfaction
measures, coupled with the questionnable accuracy of so many
measures, has led to contradictory results and confusion. While
we are adding another measure to the long list, our specific
purpose was to develop & new instrument which avoids problems
not~d above. The process began with the search for appropriate
measurement criteria. .

Smith, Kendall and Hulin (1969) préhosed several general
requirements for the measurement of satisfaction. They are:




1. Measures should be applicable to a wide
spectrum of people. The. general verbal level
should be low. They should avoid long complicated
attitude statements. Because of the ambiguity of-
interpretation of responses such as "strongly
agree" and "strongly disagree," these types of -
response options should be avo1ded

2. Measures should be re11ab1e.

3. Measures should be standardized. Clear
instructions should be provided. The format
"should be standardized.

4, Measures should be multidimensional. Since
satisfaction is assumed to be a complex construct,
separate scores should be ava1]ab1e for each

facet tapped.

5. Measures should be valid. They should allow
for prediction of individual differences in
behavior. They should be understandable,
allowing development of genera] laws and theory
(Smith et al., 1969, p. 3-6).

The C.D.I. was developed in light of these measurement criteria.

DEVELOPMENT .OF THE COLLEGE DESCRIPTIVE INDE&

The C.D.I. was modeled after the Job Descnjptive Index (Smith
et al., 1969) The instrument collects students'™ reactions to
their experience of college life. Eight areas or domains were
thought to be the primary influences in a student's ‘
experience -- teachers, courses, peers, activities, finances,
family, administrators, and the self. These were, therefore,
selected for inclusion in the instrument. (The 1nc]us1on of two
dimensions seemed somewhat questionable at this point. First,
many students have little contact with college "administrators,"
thus the utility of this scale was questioned. Second, while
"parents” provide cons1derab1e financial support for many
students, the extent of their impact on students' experiences
varies widely. Both. of these dimensions, however, were included
for the sake of completeness.) It was expected that there would
be differences in response and in importance from student to .
student and from campus to campus on each of these variables.’

A number of descriptive adjectives were selected to ﬁbmpose
a scale for each dimension, based on the a priori Judgment of the .
- authors that each adJect1ve ‘might be. relevant to a part1cu]ar
aspect of college life. Adjectives were assembled from such
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sources as the Job Descriptive Index (Smith et al., 1969) and the
Adjective Check List (Gough, 1952). . Approximately half of the
items in each dimension were positively worded (e.g., honest,
creative, important); the remaining half were negatively worded
(e.g., irrelevant, offensive, careless). We expected that
students highly satisfied in.an area would find most posit.ve
adjectives descriptive of that area and find most negative
‘adjectives . unlike their experiences. We expected the opposite
with highly dissatisfied students.

Each C.D.I. dimension appears on a separate questionnaire
page to minimize cross-dimensional carry-over effects. The eight
dimensions and corresponding number of items are: o

Teachers  co.vieeieinnnennns e 2G items
Parents ....ciiiiiiiiiinas e 15 items
Your SeTf  wvvrrerrrennnnnenns 17 items
Other Students ....cccvevenns 21 items
COUTSES  tievvnvsevnssnsonanss 16 items
FINances voevevvvvrnsnnoneens 7 items
Administrators .....cc00 0o 21 items
Non-Course Activities ....... "16 items

This manual presents 1nf6nnation on Form C of the College
Descriptive Index (Reed, Lahey, & Downey, 1980).

Form A was originally developed in 1978. It contained 211
descriptive adjectives distributed among the eight dimensions. i
Evaluation of the original instrument, based on a sample of Kansa#.
students, focused on elimination of redundant items and improving
the internal consistency of scales. The first revision yielded
Form B, containing 129 items. A second evaluation of the C.D.I.,
with the same goals in mind, was based on a sample of students
from New York. Form C is slightly.longer than Form B, because
items were added to several Form B scales to restore equal
positive - negative item number balance. Additionally, several
Form B items which appeared to be ambiguous or unclear were’
replaced with synonyms in Form C. (For detailed information on
the development and evaluation of Forme A and B, see Reed, Lahey,
& Downey, Reference Note 1.) The present version, Form C,
contains 133 descriptive adjectives, grouped in eight areas.

A copy of the C.D.I. is reproduced in the Appendix. ~ ' \
SAMPLE | " -
Colleges o o

‘Usable data were received from 601 undergraduaté students
enrolled at four different colleges. The colleges may be ‘
described as follows: ~ /



(a) a medium sized, coeducational, primarily
residential, public Tiberal arts college in' the
north eastern U.S.;

(b) a small, coeducational, primarily residential,
private 1iberal arts college in the north eastern
U.S.; :

(c) a-small, primarily residential, private
liberal arts college for women in the middle
atlantic U.S.;

(d) a medium sized, coeducational, heavily
commuter, public liberal arts college in the
‘midwest. .

Because of the request of one college that it not.be explicitly
identified, data are not identified with particular institutions
in this report.

Students - ' v | o : |
sLudents S ;

/

S1xty-three percent (380) of the respondents were women, 37/
percent (221) were men. The average age was 20.5 years (s = 3.9
years; Median = 19.5 years). Students represented all four college
classes, although the largest proportion (49%) were freshmen. The
remainder of the sample included 19 percent sophomores, 14 percent
juniors, and 18 percent seniors. Approximately 58 percent lived on
campus; 42 percent lived off campus , approximately half of whom
commuted from home. Thirty-six percent were attend1ng a college
within fifty miles of home.

ADMINISTRATION AND SCORING

The 9-page C.D.I. instrument contains explicit written
instructions for respondents These include both general
instructions concerning the whole 1nstrument on page one, and
specific instructions for each dimension on the separate page

- which concerns that dimension. The C.D.I. may be adm1n1stered

1nd1V1dua11y, in groups, or as a mailed survey.
To complete the instrument, subjects are 1nstructed (in part):

'...0n the following pages you will see lists of
adjectives which may or may not accurately
describe your college experiences and your
feelings about those exper1ences The words are
grouped in eight areas, concerning your Teachers,
~Parents, Self, Other Students, Courses, Finances,

w



College Administrators, and Non-Course Activities.

e e .

"... Think of your Teachers (Professors).
How well does each of the following adjectives
describe most of your Teachers this semester? -
Circle:
Y for "yes" if the word does describe

. your teachers,

N for "no" if it does not describe

your teachers,
? if you cannot decide.

Item scoring

A high C.D.I. score indicates satisfaction; a Tow score

indicates dissatisfaction. Both positive and negative adjectives

! appear in each scale dimension. Thus, they must be scored in
different fashions for consistency. Included in homogeneity
analysis tables described below (Appendix Tab]es 8 through 15),
are type indicators; negative adjectives are identified by a minus
(-) following the item number; positive adjectives have no
indicator.

Each item is scored 1, 2, or 3=-points; a 3 indicates satisfaction,
a 1 indicates dissatisfaction. [For positive adjectives, a "yes"
response (indicating that the item describes his/her experience)
is scored 3-points ?e.g., "yes"-my teachers are "articulate").
A "no" response to a positive adjective is scored l-point,
representing dissatisfaction since the item is not descriptive.
of the student's experience (e.g., "no" my.teachers are not "helpful").
Negative items are scored in the opposite fashion; 3-points for
a "no" response to a negative adjective indicating satisfaction
(e.g., "no" my teachers are not "inconsiderate"); l-point for a
"yes" response (e.g., "yes" my teachers are "conceited"). Item
scoring is summarized below. ‘ ‘

Item Scoring Key

rd

Positive Adjectives Negative Adjectives
Y=3 pgints : N = 3 points
- ? = 2 points ? = 2 points
N =1 point Y = 1 point

Scale scoring

Because scales were of varying lengths, the Dimension or
Scale Mean was selected as the most accruate expression of a
subject's score on a dimension. A Scale Mean score was computed for
each C.D.I. dimension for each subject. This was, accomplished by -

(a) summing the scores for all items in.the dimension to which the
: \

J;BJ};A | . R :i() - \ .
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subject responded, and (b) dividing by the number of valid item
responses. Blanks (failure to respond to an item) represent
missing data and were omitted. If more than 25% of the items
in a scale were omitted or otherwise invalid (e.g., multiple
response), the dimension score was not computed.

PRELIMINARY NORMS

Combining subjects from the -four-college sample described
above, a preliminary norm distribution was constructed, as shown
in Table 1. A Centile distribution is presented for scores in
each C.D.I. Scale. Also included are group data for each dimension,
including scale mean, standard deviation, median, and number of
subjects ‘on which the measures are based.

Coefficients of internal consistency were computed for each
C.D.I. dimension using Cronbéch's Coefficient Alpha (Cronbach,
1951). Alpha coefficients for the eight C.D.I. dimensions are
presented in Table 2. o

Detailed /information on items and scale homogeneity are'
included in Appendix Tables 8 through 15.. Item information
includes: adjective and indicator ?1).1f it is negative; item
mean and standard deviation; squared multiple correlatfion with
other items in the scale. Scale statistics provided include
summative scale mean and variance, mean item mean and variance,
mean inter-item correlation, %ca]e alpha, and number oq items
in the scale. R

In general, homogeneity indices are moderately high to high,
ranging from .77 to .93. They indicate that each resulting scale
can be used with a moderate degree of confidence. f

\ |
SCALE INTERCORRELATIONS
|
Intercorrelations of the eight C.D.I. scales were computed.
The 28 correlations are presented in Table 3. In general, the
correlations are moderately low. A striking exception is the
relationship shown between the logically related scales Teachers
and Courses (r = .53). \ :




Table 1

Centile Distribution of CoTlege Descriptive Index Scale Seores. | |

Centile | Teacher  Parents  Your Self Other Stud. Courses - Finances f' Administr, INonQCoursq' Centile

L0 | 30 3 %0 30 30 a0 30 3w | L0
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|
.\fzt | Table 2
Coefficients of Inte;na1XConsistency e
xifor Efﬁht C.D.I. Dimensions |
Scale , : ’ : Alpha
Teachers " - .78
Parents T : 7l.85
Your Self b ._ ' .78 -
Other Students o . .84
Coursies o < 87 - -
Finances . y.' ' “? | } | ;;§4////’J”W””L”“”'////H .
Administrators ———— 93
; Non-Course‘Activities/ l' ; .él\
. \ ;

14
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N .
Taled . ” !
Intercorré]ations Between College Descriptive 'Index Scales | ; |
| Teahers . Paremts Yo Self  Other Stud Courses  Finances I’Ad'ministr.'
Parents. — W Ji — |
fout Self T /
Other Stuents .36 20 31 /
Coursels, ’ 53 14 31 | 29 /
B 2 X 1 |
~ Ministrators 29 2 19 3 B 0 i
Non-Course Act. 21 19 27 .36 ) 20 .il | / 403
Not§§: Maximum 1 = 596 o ™~ “ f“' |
O Minimum . - 560 R ’\
' | | ,’ N
|
|
|
15 i
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C.D.I. DIMENSIONALITY

Dimensionality of the 133 items was assesséd using factor

'analys1s to determine whether (a) items ass1gned logically to a

scale were empirically related to other items in the scale; and ~
(b) whether clusters of ites 1mportant for one scale were
1ndependent of other scales.

Because of the total number of items in the C.D.I. and
available computer resources, it was not possible to include all
items in a single factor analysis. Therefore, items were grouped
by scales, and three factor analyses were computed. Each scale
(and item) was included in-two different analyses so that each
scale was examined with each other scale at least once. Items

- within scales were grouped as follows: Analysis I, Teachers,

Parents, Your Self, Other Students, Courses, Financés; Analysis II,

Other Students, Courses, Finances, College Administrators,

Non-Course Activities; Analvsis III, Teachers, Parents, Your Self,
College Adm1n1strators, Non-Course Act1V1t1es _This analysis
strué&gre is illustrated conceptua]]y in Append1x Figure 1.
Attempting to enhance compar1sons between the three analyses, each
ana]ys1s was performed using Pr1nc1pa1 Axis factoring with
communalities 6f 1.0 on the main diagonal of the corre]at1on
matrix, followed by var1max rotation. :

_Factor analysis rgsu]ts

. Results of the factor analyses are included in Appendix
Tables 16, 17, and 18. The three analyses were extremely
consistent with each other. In each analysis, an approximation to

-simple structure was achieved. "Most items on an a priori. scale

have high loadings on a factor common to other items on that

N sca]e, and relatively 10w loadings on a]] other factors.

The c]eanest scales from the standpo1nt of low cross 1oad1ngs
and concentration of one scale on one factor were: Courses,
Administrators, Parents, Non-Course Activities, Other Students,
and Finances. The least clean scales weré Teachers and Your Self,
although there was. Tittle overlap between these scales and other
C.D.I. scales. The Teachers scale, unifactorial in ‘Analysis III
(Table 18, Factor IV), composed a strong Factor IV in Analysis I
(Tab]p 16) but spiiled over to a separate weak factor IX. The
primary focus of this second factor appears to be a_pleasant-
helpful dimension which is tapped in Factor IV to some extent.

The more critical problem, however, was with Your Self. - Although
unifactorial in Analysis III (Tab]e 18), it split into two
relatively strong factors, VI and VIII in Analysis I (Table 16).
Subscales were constructed based on Analysis I results and
homogenei ty ana]yses were computed for each subscale. The maximum
scale alpha computed for any Self subscale was .70, obtained by
deleting items to form one 7-item partial subscale (less-than the
total Your Self scale alpha). Given these results, and no

17



convihc1ng exp]anat1on for subscale composition, both the Teachers
and Your Self scales were treated as s1ng]e entities in all -
/subsequent anaiyses. |

Recalling the diverse nature of the samp]e used (students~
from four different colleges, inclusion of both public and private
institutions, and \representation of all four college classes) we
are pleased with these factor analysis results. These analyses
indicate that the ipstrument is multidimensional, and that. the h \
eight scales are relatively homogeneous and independent of each other.

-

VALIDITY | W

Three types of evidence for criterion-related validity of the
C.D.I. were examined: (&) Regression ana]yses were performed

relating C.D.I. scales to three general satisfaction measures; }\'

-(b) Bivariate correlations were computed between the C.D.I.
‘scales and each of twelve criterion questions; (c) Sc aies were
evaluated in terms of their ability to d1fferent1ate between
demographic groups ---e.g., gender differences, d1fferences between,
colleges, and class-in- co]]ege d1fference” :

n The 12 items used as cr1ter1a are displayed 1n Table 4, which

.. -~ presents the text of each 1tem, response options provided to the
subject, and the po1nt scor1ng system used for each item. These

. questions were conta1ned in a survey accompanying the C.D.I. (see
Reed, Lahey, & Downey, Note 1; Downey & Lynch, Note 2, for further

. details). . ) , » -

Criterion prediction results \

Three separate stepwise multiple regress1on ana]yses were
computed using the eight C.D.I. scales as predictors. Genera] _
satisfaction criteria used were taken from an accompany1ng survey
sent to each C.D.I. respondent. The three criterion questions
were each scored on a 5-point scale. The wording of each of these
General Satisfaction items (A, B, and C) 1% provided in Table 4. -
A total of 560 usable cases were included in each ana]ys1s , .

Table 5 reports the results of these ana]yses -Six.C.D.I.
scales combined to significantly predict the\most genera] cr1ter1on,‘
overall satisfaction (item C); the most patent predictor was
Courses. Four C.D.I. scales combined to significantly predict ['
the second criterion, progress toward 11fe goals ‘(item B); the ,
most important predictor was Your Self. - Four C:D.I. scales
combined to predict the third-criterion, a measure of sat1sfact1on
with the particular institution (item A); the best predictor of !
the likelihood that one would reselect th1s college .was Non- Course
Activities. Three C.D.I. scales (Teachers, Courses, and i
Non-Course Activities) were significant predictors of |

15



Tab]ev4

Questions used as Criterion items for c.D.1,

.

Validity Estimates

[
[4)Y

[tem

Response Options

AREA General sat1sfact1on

A. If you were to start college over agair, how

DN
VS
VS

DS
VS
VS

Vs
DS

DS

VS

DS

VS

1ikely would ycu be to come to college here? DS PS PN
B.: Progress toward your life goals VD , MD MS
C. -Overall satisfaction with.colilage VD MD MS

" AREA: Aéademic issues. | '

D. Quality of teaching DH - MW MS
E. The intellectual challenge of your cou}ses :,w<¥5§ VD MD- MS:
F. Accessibility of instructors for cgqfe}ences ~ VD . MD MS
AREA: Students. A
.G. The 1nte11ectua1 quality of other students- VD MD MS
H. Fr1end11ness of students | DW MW MS
I. Opportunity for extra- curr1cu1ar act1v1t1es DW MW MS .
AREA: Other issues.
J. Housing arrangements VD MD MS
K. | Availability of-'financial assistance W MW MS
L. (The way this coi]ege is run (administration) VO MD MS

kaponsengz_ v : Points Response &fy
DW = Definite Weakness ‘ 1 . VD= Very D1ssat1sf1ed
MW = M re a Weakness than a strength 2 MD = Moderately Dissatisfied
I = In\ between 3 N. = Neither /:
MS = Mote a Strength than a weakness 4 MS = Moderately Satisfied ,
DS = Definite Strength 5 VS = Very.Saty fied -

Response Key ; - ~ Points

DS = Definitely select this college again. 5

PS = Probably select this college again.. 4

U = Undecided. 3

PN- = Probably not select this college again. 2

DN = Def1n1te1y not select this co]]ege again. 1




Tmmé

Stepw1se Mu1t1p]e Regression Analyses re]at1ng

E1ght C.D.I. Scales w1th Three Log1ca1 Sat1sfact10n Criterion Measures

(ollege Descr1pt1ve Index Sca]es Entered in Regress1on :

Ffor -

Overall Regre§516n Results

(Regression Constant)

Criterion & Scale Nares Sple 8 deta Malt. | Stand,  Regr.
or' o Wefght  Wefght - Incluston R Evor O F
. CRUTERION:  Qverall satisfaction with college.
Courses R S N X
Non-Course Activities .36 A9 2 29.0
Administrators ) 29 7 1 14.3
Teachers JBoon ol 5.4
- Other Students 32 18 Q8 3l
Your Self 2 0 2.1 N
(Regress1on Constant) (+.80) B2 T 0
. CRITERION: Progress toward ]1fe goa]s
four Self " R N R )
Courses .30 A0 1T 144
Teachers 34 EXT 11.3
Finances ‘ 04 -0 -0 24 o
(Regress1on Constant) ( 59) ' 50 87 6.2
CRITERION: Likelihood that_you would rese]ect th1s co]]ege t0 attend
/
Non-Course Activities T R T
Other Students 30 bl 16 13.7
- Courses . 24 g3 9.9
* Adninistrators- 2l 2, .08 3.8 .
(-.64) 40 1,48 21.0

Note: C.D.L. Scales are Tisted in order of entry into Regression Equations.'
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each general criterion. One C.D.I. scale (Parents) did not
significantly contribute to prediction of any criterion.

Correlations with~other variables

In addition to the three general satisfaction questions
discussed above, nine additional items were selected from an
accompanying student survey. Those items represented specific
aspects of the student experience and were thought to be somewhat .
indicative of satisfaction in each area. Those nine items are”
displayed in Table 4 in three general areas: academic issues,
students, and other.issues."

. Eo .
Bivariate correlations between C.D.I. scales and each of the
12 criterion questions are presented in Table 6. The Teachers and
Courses scales were most strongly related to specific items in the

general area of academic issues (items D, E, and F).. Other Students -

- and Non-Course Activities scales were most closely related to
specific items concerning students (items G, H, and I). The
Administrators scale was strongly related to item L, a measure

of student satisfaction with the way the college is.run. The Your
" Self scale was highly related to the question concerning progress
toward life goals (item B). The Finances and Parents scales did
not appear to be related to any of the criterion -items used.
(Relationships among the 12 criterion items, in the form of a
bivariate correlation matrix, are presented in Appendix Table 19.)

Group discrimination

Three separate Stepwise Discriminant Analyses were computed
using C.D.I. scales as discriminating variables. Group membership
predicted was based on three demographic variables: (1) sex of-
the respondent, (2). college the student was attending, and (3)
class standing in college. These results are presented in.Table 7.
Three scales contributed to-significant discrimination between men
and women. Five scales composed three discriminant functions to-
discriminate among the four colleges. Six-scales aided in
differentiation on the basis of college standing.

|
1
!

18



\v

|
\

. Tale )

 CorreTations between (.01, Scale Scores and 1 Survey Questions used as Criterda

College Descriﬁﬁve Index Scales

-~ (riterion Itens | e |
Teachers Courses  Your Self Oth.Stud, Non-C.Act. Administ. Finances Parents .

b, Reselect ths oollege FA R S B N WY WS BN
b rogress toward Tife goals M B & 4 8 M W

ool Satisfactio & B B T IR I

0. Quality of teachig ML % 6 205 00
E. Intellectus] challenge courses .29 A0 10 17 Q0 w8
Folnstrctor aceessibiliy 4 2 08 a0 907

6. Intellectl quality studets 2 A1 2 %82 @ M
0 Stuert friendliness L6 L4 - 07 % %9 -0 0
1 portun, extracic, activ. 06 .08 019 M@ 05 06

). busirg SRS RN S, BN Y RN SR
Chalailiy fcid eid A1 88 A 8 0 B 08 -
L. oy college is un TSN A SO Y. NN SN B

6T

Q 2 3 , ' / : | '; o -
ERIC : - | o



Tablle ]

(DI, Scale d1fferent1at1on between Groups based on
D1scr1m1nant Ana]yses usmg 3 separate Cr]tema

(riteria.and ﬂjof | o Univariate
S1gn1f1cantCDI Pred1ctors Functions ~ Ghoup Means 1 -~ Lambda
RO S of vespnen, 1 Fmlk o Male |
CTeher. AR B TR
Other Students =~ M2 14.4 96
Your Self | SR B 5.5 95
CRITRON Gllege sttending - 3 A B L D
- on-Gourse Activities oy 2B 2 250 Wl 4
- Teachers. 2.5 2% .75 2.5 130 .8
Adinistrators 28 2% 23 B 86 Rl
four Self 2% L3 24 a6 4D N
Finances L8l L 206 4,2 A1
CRITERION:  (Tass standing, 3 Fresh  Soph.  dumior snior
Non-Caurse Activities F2 YA R SO /AR AR
Your Self 231 20 - 2% 2K 26 94
- Adninistrators 24 23 2% 26 4Y 1
Courses 2,36 2.5 2.3 23 4.0 90
Finances 208 (200 L% L9 28 8
Other Students 4y e kR L

&

2

oz



REFERENCES

Note 1. Reed, J. G., Lahey, M. A., & Downey, R. G. (1982).
Deve]opment of the College. Descr1pt1ve Index -- A
measure of student satisfaction. Submitted for journal
review. (author manuscript available)

Note 2. Downey, R. G., & Lynch, M. L. (1978). The Kansas ~
State University Student Survey. Manhattan, Ks:
Kansas State University, Center for Student Deve]opment
Program Deve]opment and Evaluation D1v1s1on

Astin, A. W. (1977). Four critical years. San Francisco, Ca:
Jossey-Bass. _ ' ‘ N\

Betz, E. L., Menne, J. W., & Klingensmith, J. E. (1971). The
measurement and ana]ys1s of college student satisfaction.
Measurement and Eva]uat1on 1n Guidance, 4, 99-106.

Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the 1nterna1
structure of tests. Psychometrika, 16, 297- 334 *

Gough, H. G. (1952). The Adjective Check List. Palo Alto, Ca:
.Consulting Psychologists. Press.: -

Pervin, L. A. (1967). Satisfaction and perceived self- environment
similarity: A semantic differential study of student-
college interaction.” Journal of Personality, 35, 623-634.

Reed, J. G., Lahey, M. ‘A., & Downey, R.-G. (1980). ‘
The Co]]ege Descr1pt1ve Index. Copyr1ght 1980 by the.authors.
(Note: the C.D.I. may be reproduced in limited quantities
- for use in research.)

Smith, P. C., Kendall, L. M., & Hu]in, C. L. (1969).-
The measurement of satisfaction in work and retirement:
A strategy for the measurement of att1tudes Chicago:.
Rand McNaily.

27



APPENDIX

Questionnaire: The College Descriptive Index

Reliability analyses for C.D.I. Scales:

Table 8. Teachers .......cceeei.enn. e
Table 9. N
Table 10. Your Self TR .
Table 11. Other Students’ ........ e
Tqb]e 12. Courses ..... FEREEE SR
TaB]e 13;. Finances ..;.....;.: .........
Téb]e 14. Administrétors e EEEERYY
Table 15. Non-Course Activities s

Factor analyses:

Figure 1. Variable partitioning scheme

Table 16. Analysis I vovedivuninnnns PR
Table 17. Analysis TI  ..oeeeennn, .
Table 18. Analysis III  ......evevn.n. |
Table 19. Critérion intercorrelations ......
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The

~ College
D_escriptive

Index

In this questionatre you will
be asked about your- college exper--
fencas, On the following pages
" you will see lists of adjectives
which may, or may not, accurately
describe your college experiences
and your feeTings about those

experiences. The words are grouped

In-gight areas, concerning your -
Teachers, Parents, Self, Other

- Students, Courses, Finances, the
College Adninistrators, and Non- -
Course ‘Activities (extra~currics
ular activities), You should
fdentify which of the adjectives
accurately describes your .
situation 1n each area, Please
answer each item, |

-

-, e e R e R e ] el el il et e, e el kS ot e D

Quee - |
T' Form ¢ lblﬁﬂf/ |

Think of your Teachers (Professors),

How wel) does each of the following

~ adjectives describe most of your

Teachers this semester? Circle:

Y for MESY 4 the word doas

describe your teachars,

N_for "N0" iF it dous NOT

describe your teachers,
‘7 {f you cannot decide.

TEACKERS ( Professors ) o

Uhderstanding
“Inconsiderate
Competént
Articulate
Helpful
Available
Offensive
Humorous
Conceited
Knowledgeable
Inpractical
Flexible ™
Biased
Insensitive

Enthusiastic
Tactless
Opinfonated
M) - |
Patient -

?
!
?
1
?
!
1
?
[
?
!
?
!
1
?
?
!
!
?
T N Nitpicking

L

Think of your Parents (or Guardian).

. What are they 1ke most of the tine?
. How.well does each of the following

words describe your Parents'
attitudes and relationship toward
you and your college experience,
in general? Circle:- - |

Y for "YES"-t-the-word-does
describe your parents,
N for "N0" 4f 1t does NOT
describe your parents,
- 1f you cannot decide,

-----------------------------------

. PARENTS ( or Guardian )

Intolerant

- Thoughtful
(losed-mindad
Unrealistic

* Affectionate
Trusting
Nosey
Stubborn -
Concerned *
Supportive
Fault-finding
Understanding
Dependable
Sensible

" Impatient

"3 D ead 3 D cad > :.-Q a3 oD -\). —\; nd e sa¥
== .02 B I I = o= _z I S~ S A -

€€




’V \ [
mmmmmmm.mmmummwmmmummwu', mmwwwmmnmmmm
fael most of the tine this senester? | know and see reqularly this senester, | What'are they 1ike most t of the tine?
Circles How wel1 does each word describe  Crele: |

. most of those Students? c1rc1e
Y for "YES" {f the word does Y MrWB"Hthwdma
~ describe Your Self, ffor "WES" iF the word does - ~ describe your Courses,
N for "NO" if it does NOT describe other students, K for "NO" If it does NOT
* describe Your Self, N for "NO" 1f it does NOT * describe your Courses,
7 if you cannot decide, . describe other students, 7 if you cannot decide,
NenmrEassesaamEehaanana s e 1 if you cannot decide; ]  seseeeesmcsscasevmsaencenscccvcnannn
YOUR SELF . COURSES
| OTHER STUDENTS' SR
Y 7N Moody | Y 2 N Creative
Y 7N Relaxed ¥ TN Honest 2N Irielevant
Y 7 N Foolish Y TN Sympathetic cY N Routine
Y 7 N Confident Y 7 N Apathetic V?“N.mmmnmg
Y 7N Aloof Y 7 N Indifferent Y 1 N Disappointing
Y 1N Lazy V1N Ly | Y ?ﬂ Enjoyable
Y. 2 N Frostrated Y 2 N Responsible Y 2N Repetitive
Y 7 N Eager Y TN Tolerant Yy N Disor‘gani‘zgd-
Y 2 N Honest Y 7N Qbroxious Y TN Horthwhile
Y 7 N Optimistic ¥ 7 N Hard-to-neet Y TN Frstrating
Y 7 N Obstinate Y 2N Friendly Y 7N Boring
¥ 2N Helpful Y 2 N Stimulating ¥ 2N Exciting
Y 7N Tinid {7 Inconsiderate Y PN Satisfying
f 2N Successful Y 2 N Open-ninded Y 2N Unpleasant
TN Sarcastic Y 7 N Complaining - Y 2N Challenging
4N Orgnized YN bitios Y TN Dforathe <
Y2 N Careless Y 7 N Imginative ,
| Y 7 N Confident
Y 1N Unreliable
° YN Prejudiced -
3] Y 1N Arrogant N
“ Y TN Studious B L
| B L
b ‘




Think of your Financal Situation
" this semester. How well does each
of the following words describe

- your finanes? Circle:

Y for "YES" 1f the word does
describe your finances,

N for "N0" if the word does NOT
describe your finances,

7 if you cannot decide. '

FINANCES
Y 7 N Broke
Y 7 N Inadequate
Y 2 N Well off
Y 7 N Secure
Y 2 N Indebted
Yy N Tight
Y 7 N Satisfactory
33

Think of the College Adninistrators=
with whan you have had contact (e.g.
Deans, Department Heads, Registrar...).
How well does each of the following

“words describe them? Circle:

Y for "ES" 1f the word does
describe Administrators,
N for "N0" 1f 1t does NOT
describe Adninistrators,
? 1f you cannot decide.

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS

N Intelligent

N Admivable.

N Intolerant

N Credible

N Anbitious

N Arrogant

N Impractical

N Deceptive

N Respacted

N Unhelpful

N Inpartial (fair)
N Compatent

N Honest

N Inconsistent

N Inflexible

N Common-sensical
N Conscientious
N Concerned

N Understanding
N Stubborn

N Disorganized

. -—0 .= -—0 -—0 -—0 -—> -—0 -—_D -2 -_—D -—D -_—D -—_D> -—_D —D

— — i
— — — — -_< — — — — — — — — —r T

- N "R L] -—

‘—<—<—<‘—<—<-—_<—<—<—<—<—<—<—<—<—<—<

Think of the Non-Course (extra-
curricular) Activities in which

you have participated. How well
does each word describe those
activities? Circle:

Y for "VES" 1f the word does
describe your activities,
N for "NO" 1f 1t does NOT
describe your activitles,
7 1f you cannot dectde, -

NON-COURSE ACTIVITIES .

N Limited

N Important

N Tiring

N Creative

N Repetitive

N Disorganized
N Fun

N Stimlating
N Relaxing

N Disappointing

N Excitin

N Worthless

N Easily-accessible
N Relevant

N The Pits -

N Enjoyable

c3 enD =D emD w3 e =D > > 3 5

-~ -_— -_—D

Ao
e

e

Se
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Table B 3
leiggm Descriptive Indey |

Scale Descriptlive Statistics % Reliabllities:

\
'

TEACHERS Scale !

Items Mean S.D. R~&0] .
|
T 1. understanding 2.7 b LW 27
T 2.=~ Inconsiderate 2. . ' 23
T 3. . competent 2 W4 w24
T 4. articulate 2.6 b L2
T S.  helpful _ 2 -4 - 25
T 6. available 2. o .17
T 7.~ offensive - 2.8 .3 .26
T . humarous 2.6 b 15
T 9.~ conceited 2.7 ol « 23
T10. knowledgeable 2.9 « 2 .15
Til.-~ impractical 2.6 b .17
T12. flesible 2.5 o7 .19
T13.—- biased 2.4 .8 - .20
. T14.- insensitive 2.8 .S .28
] T15. enthusiastic 2.6 7 23
Ti4.—- tactless 2.7 5 .23
T17.~- opinionated 1.8 .9 16
~- R o I = AR i 51 o § B Rt S { BE T = T £ T Rt

T19. patient 2.6 -7 27
T20.- nitpicking 2.2 .8 . w17

Total Scale Mean 92

Total Scale Variance 28.9
Mean Item Mean (Scale. Score) 2.61
Mean Item Variance : W37
Mean Inter—-Item Correlation - 16
Scale Alpha ' .78

N of Items y 20

et Srtnt et SvrS S o P caree Prees oS e Y ek PR et SR eSS FPRSS Amde o SO ey SO e SV e R A4 o SO TR GO b PO TSR YOS M S come $0004 b Rt SAbe9 SR ey ST pe

Note: Scoring of negative items (-) reversed for
consistency. T




Table 9

College Descriptive Index
Scale wacriptivw Statistices % Reliabllities:

FARENTS Scale

Items ' Mean - 8.D. R-aq.
Fl.- intolerant 2.8 b . 20
F 2.  thoughtful 2.9 W s
FoA.- closed-minded 2.5 .8 « 50
= 4.~ unrealistic 2.7 =) .
P affectionate 2.8 .5 34
F & trusting 2.8 S . A0
F 7.~ nosey i ‘2.4 . B 21
F 8.~ stubborn CR.2. 7 - E2
F 9. moncerned 2.9 .3 25
F10O.  supportive 2.9 o4 et
Fll.- AFaultfinding 2.4 .8 37
Fi2. understanding 2.8 "G S50
FLE. dependable 2.9 4 « 47
Fil4. sensible 2.9 4 .44
F15.- impatient 2.6 .7 .38
Total Scale Mean . 40.4
Total Scale Variance , 26.3
Mean Item Mean (Scale Score) 2469
Mean Item Variance ' v W37
Mean Inter-Item Correlation 29
. Scale Alpha : T. «89

N of Items A 15

Note: Scoring of negativeaitemé (-5 reversed *or'
consistency.

-
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Table 10

Golledge Descriptive Indey

Seale Descriptive Statistice % Reliabllities:

11

nmuuwey

1 .
~
e

o
‘-t W

4,

(=2
[ R

bum

mm

8.
9.
§510.
H511.
812.
§135.~

n

S14.

§515.~
516.
8§17~

7'*‘

YOUR SELF Gcale

a 4

sarcastic
organized
careless

Items g Mean 8.D.
moody 1.8 9
rel axed 2.1 9
foolish , 2.5 7
confident 2.4 « 8
aloot 2.5 o7
lazy 2.2 .9
frustrated -1.8 «?
eager 2.5 7.
honest 2.8 . 4
optimistic 2.5 7
obstinate 2.3 .7
helpful . 2.8 .
timic 2403 .8
L successful 2.4 7
2.2 .9

2.3 8

2.5 8

Total Scale Mean
Total Scale Variance

Mean.Item Mean. (Scale Score)
Mean Item Variance
Mean Inter-Item Correlation

Scale Alpha
N of Items

R-50.

v 29
~
" ala

20
ey
14
« 32

PR
~

%

13

Note:

Scoring of negative items (-) reversed for
consistency. ’ '

37
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Table 11

College Descriptive Index
Seale Descriptive Statistice % Reliabilities:

| DTHER STUDENTS Stale

L Items Mean S.D. R-¢.
0. \\hmnmmt 2.5 o7 29
0 2. \aympath@tic Db .7 el
0 3.~ tapathetic 2.1 .8 .19
0 4.- indifferent 241 .8 .30
0 8.~ lazy 2.3 S . 29
0 6. respongible 2.5 -7 b
0 7. tolerant 2.4 7 .29
0 8.~ obnoxious 2.3 . 8 . 2b
0 9.~ hard-to-meet 2.5 .8 . 23
Q10. friendly 2.8 " o 40
11, stimulatling 2.3 7 27
012.- inconsiderate 2ab 7 o 35
013, open-minded 2.6 7 .29
014.- complaining 2.0 .9 26
015, ambitous 2.5 7 W31
016,  imaginative 2.5 "7 RS
017. confident 2.5 .7 .18
018.- unreliable 2.5 7 BpGS|
Nie.— prejudiced 2.3 .8 .22
‘ 020.- arogant 2.4 .8 . 25
- 021. studious 2.2 .7 .29

Total Scale Mean 50.7

Total Scale Variance Sbh. 4

Mean Item Mean (Scale Score) 2.41
‘Mean Item Variance .53

Mean Inter-Item Correlation 21
Scale Alpha ' . 84

N of Items . 21

e 1 ceeee st s et oo S vt e PSR S oo oo vt e v $O030 e S G W04 SR $4348 S 44 ST OGN ST ST e T G4 e (T s e (T e ST e ¢ e T e

Note:  Scoring of negative items (=) reversed for
consistency. »
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Table 12
.~ Collegé Descriptive Irdex >
"Secale Descriptive Statistics & Reliabilities:
S -~ COURSES Scale
Items ' ) Mean 5.D. R~sq.
C 1. creative 2.2 .9 » 33
C 2.- irrelevant . 2.5 .8 .34
N - C 3.~ routine 1.7 N P32
C 4. . interesting 2.6 w7 6
e C 5.~ disappointing 2.4 RS = - 44
T G 6. enjoyable 2.5 7 .36 -
C 7.- repetitive S2. .9 .26
C 8.~ disorganized 2.7 ) 16
c 9. woirthwhile 2.7 b .48
Ci10.~ Afrustrating 1.9 A 22
Cii.~ boring 2.2 .8 .44
Ci2.. exciting 2.0 .8 .38
Ci3. satisfying 2.5 .7 .52
C14.~ unpleasant 2.7 b PR
Ci1S. challenging 2.7 =) 30 |
Clé. informative - 2.9 -4 .26
‘Total Scale Mean . 7 8.2
Total Scale Variance ' 46,1
Mean Item Mean (Scale Score) 2.39 5 -~
Meari Item Variance - : i
Mean Inter—~Item Correlation .31‘ N

~— Scale, .ﬁha”*/ﬂ' . ) .S?f.
,/’,,,~’N’6T/Y€éms . ©16

veess s22ae sesse ceres s0008 S4000 s8s0s So020 Sevne Fmne S5538 2208 Sa220 4SS0 Sevws semm Seaas eubyd 4SSO S4LRE SeLRs $9000 S00NS NSS S0000 Seees (o SHALE Sea0n S4RRS Seees Semem s 4SS0 S0008 Sesed ST SAMAS S004S et $0020 faer TS eses SA018 Ssses sasse

" Note: Scoring of negative items (~) reversed for
consistency. : :

39




Table 13
“ College Descriptive Index
Scale Descriptive Statistics % Reliabilities:

FINANCES Scale

Items : " Mean S.D.

. ~F 1.- broke 2.4 .9
F 2.- inadequate 2.1 .9
F 2.. well ‘off 1.4 W7
F 4. secure 2.2 W F
. F 5.- "indebted - 2.4 “? .
- F &.— tight ' \ 1.8 .9
F 7. satisfactory 2.3 «9
‘Total Scale Mean 14.4
\ Total Scale Variance 19.3
Mean Item Mean (Scale Score) 2,06
Mean Item Variance . W78
Mean Inter-Item Correlation L W43
"Scale Alpha . . - .84
N of Items , 7

s e se0m taee seme smne s St S et onr S 1o Srna St S o St S et St Gt S sk S0 S e Ak S e St i iS00 S5 ST SRS S Tt S S et cnnd S s s

Noite: Scoring of negative items (=) réveksedffoh
consistency. L :




Tablé'14

Lollege Descrlptlve Indexy

‘Scale  Descriptive StatlStlLS b7 REllabilltIES'

QDMINISTRQTDRS Scale'

Ttems P Mean S.D. R-sq.
A 1. intelligent 2.6 b .45
‘A 2. admirable 2.1 .8 .41
A-Z.—~ intolerant 2.4 .8 » 40
A 4. credible 2.5 v .47
A S.' ambitious 2.5 -7 e 30
A 6.~ - arrogant | 2.3 . .8 « 45
A 7.— impractical 2.4 7 .45
A 8.~ deceptive 2.4 .7 39
A 9. respected 2.4 7. « 44
CA10.~ unhelpful 2.5 -7 .42
All. impartial 2.4 7 « 38
AlZ2., - competent 2.6 ) « 50
Al3. honest 2.6 b . 90
Al4.~ inconsistent 2.2 .8 .48
AlS.~ inflexible _ 2.3 .8 « 44
Alséd. common—sensical 2.4 .7 .38
Al7. conscientious C 2.4 .7 .31
AL, concerned - 2.5 -7 .82
A19.  understanding 2.4 .7 SO0
AZ20.~ stubborn 2.3 8 « 47
AZ1.~ disorganized 2.5 ° .7 '\35
" Total Scale Mean 50.6
Total Scale Variance 9541
Mean Item Mean (Scale Score) 2. 41 -
Mean Item Variance .52
Mean Inter—~Item Correlation « 38
Scale Alpha 23
N of Items

Note: Scoring of negative.items
consistency.

41
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Table 15
- vColle el Descriptive Indey .
Scale Descriptive| Statistics % ReliaBilities:

- NON-COURSE ﬁCTIVITIESj;?/e

Items C ' Mean 8.D.  R—sqg.
N 1.~ limited i 2.0/ .9 .28
N 2. important Z.Q/i .8 30
N 3.=- tiring-; 27Q .8 .09
N 4. ‘creative/ 2.4 .8 W24
N 5.~ repetitive 2.2 .8 W16
N 6.~ disorganized ///2 4 .8 20
N 7. fun / ‘ /2.8 .5 .66
N 8. stimdlating .~ -/ 2.6 b .55
N 9. relaxing e 2.5 7 . 20
NiO.— disappeinting 2.6 .7 A4
N11. exciting. / 2.5 7 - 52
N12.~ worthless 2.8 .6 27
'N13. easily-accessable 2.5 -7 10
N14. relevant ./ 2.4 .7 . 20
N15.— the pits/ 2.8 3 w45
_N16.  enjoyable 2.8 .5;&J\ 62
Total Scale Mean b ]39.8
‘Total Scale Variance . 34.6
Mean Item Mean (Scale Score) =~ 2.49
Mean Item Variance’ T S
Mean Inter—Item Correlation o 24
Scale Alpha L - .81

N of Items o 16- -

7 . . .
Note: Scoring- of negative items (-) reversed for
consistency. ' ’ ’ .
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Figure 1. Schematic represéntation of partitioning of variablesset into

three groups for factor analyses, showing overlap in analyses.
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Table 16

Factor Analysis I

81""CollegP Descr;ptlve Index Scales

// T A : . Varimax Rotated Factor Loadings o ,
/o -1 11 I11 IV Vv VI  VII VIII' IX.
TEACHERS Scale - _ ' IRt
. T1 understandlng 13 =03 -08 —-40 - 02 ~09 =02 03 = 38-
L T2 Jncon51derate -10 02 05 . 35 Q0. ~06 0o - -09 -159
- T3 . competent 26 - —~0Z ~03  —-45 09 06 2 07 o @2
- T4 articulate 2% ¢ 00 ~07 ~24 =03 . 13 05 09  -08
TS helpful ' 21 ) 02 ~-35 =03, -12 -0 ~03 =0
T& available 18 ~17 00 -24 06 T -05  —12 00 44
T7 offensive -04  -04 11 58 ~07 16  -01 05 ~146
© T8 humorous o 20 ' -01 ~-08 -6 —03 09 - 07 06 - 31
T9 conceited o0 . 05 18 - 49 =05 19 06 ~01 - 04
T10 knowledgeable 19  0& 05 -24 15 0% .. 20 01 -17 .
Til impractical ~14 14 07 . 41 -01 .5 =02 =01 -11 =02
Ti2 flewible S 06 =13 ~02 -41 -0&4 =09 13 . 09 33
T1Z biased =02 06 09 51 08 14 O3 00 07
Ti14 . insensitive ~ ~ =03 = 11 14 53 04 o1 - -0  ~01 ~-26
T15 “enthusiastic 6. ~01 -04°  -08 @ 06  OF 14 15 27
Tlé ‘tactless ~18 07 19 46 .06 01" 03 02, 14
T17 opinionated ~-07 0z RS 32 o=02— 20 - 19 10 - 04
Ti8 dull’ -46 05 07 %z -08 - 11~ 03 -10 -15
T19 patient 17 -« -0 =23 -38 10 ~0& 0O 14 24
T20 nitpicking —-20 1z 13 8 .01 0 -02 - 16 -13 . -0
FARENTS SCaIL
F1 1ntolerant S 03 58 . 09 06 o1 o0 11 -of 00
P2 thoughtful o0 =859 07 -1 . -02 . 03 28 10 - - 14
FZ  closed-mindad  —07 b8 13 01 01 07 08 -09 02
F4 unrealistic ~09 - 57 16 01 11 o3 07 -18 0b
F5' affectionate . 0l ~54. 04" 02 -06  -01 19 =01 21
. F& trusting -01 -64 =08 - ~06 ~ ~-02° =09 11 05 . 11
F7 nosey ~014 48 07 - .10 ¢ ~02 20 12 03 16
P8 stubborn . =01 . 54 06 04 - 04 15 - 23 02 05
F? concerned - =01 ~33 10 =15 ~0r3 02 2 =09 22
F10 supportive 02 -61 10 =02 -08° 04 24 -7 15
F11 fault-finding -7 &1 - 10 09 - 00 18 17 -04 13
F12 ~ understanding -03% =74 0Ol 03 03 ~08 14 07 11
F13 dependable -01 =58 ~-01 ~07 - -08 07 . 20 0b 03
Fi4 sensible 04 ~béb -08 01 -04 0% 20 06 . —05

F15 impatient’ ~10 62 08 11 02 15 11 =09 . 01
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Table 16 (continued)

YOUR SELF Scale

\

S1  moody .- ~13 11 13- 02 . 06 23 05 ~4b 11

52  relaxed e ~0b -09 -07 -01 =03 17 64 7 01
. 83 foolish.’ 00 10 10 14 —-02 45 © 120 =20 10
84 confident 06 =07 -04 0O -08 -28 - 14 58 10
85 aloof ~08-" 09 15. 07 01”7 44 0 02 02 0b
S6 lazy ‘ ~-19 = 02 08 - —03 09 70 ;. ~01 . =01  —04&
S7 frustrated ~16. 11 08 10 18 10 11 =657 01
~ 88 eager 22 0o_. 1 19  ~01 —44 25 61 24
§9 honest , 03z -06 =07 =06 08 —-40 07 6. . 07
510 optimistic 19 =07 =01 -09 ~02 =28 @ 45 =3 12"
S11 obstinate -~ - 01 20 17 07 05 25 03 ~01. . 09
S12 helpful . 10 ~06  ~07 00 © 05 /=30 . F1 17 . 22
S13 timid ‘ 04 0 11 13 . 03 =06 17 <14 =35 .1-09
S14 successful 14 -04 01 -03 -11 - =38 10 . 44 14,
515 sarcastic -17 11 22 14 06 - 39 06  ~03 19
S16 organized 06 ~Q7 08 01 - ~18 ~51 03 22 04

S17 careless o1 07 04 11 16 54 -07  ~20 —03

OTHER STUDENTS Scale

01 honest -5 04, —-59 -15 01+ -07 11 - 15. -06
02 sympathetic 02 ~07 ~57 T =02 07 -07 12 —02—20"
%  apathetic =06 09 3T QR ~02 01 - 00 -02 - 22
04 indifferent - -06 0% - 54 06 07 09 -10 .05 10
05, lazy . | ~14 02 9 ‘16 08 16, —-22 11 26
. 06 responsible 06 =09 —47  -08 ~~04 -02 41 10 07
07 tolerant ‘04 -03  -53  -05 -—04 00« . 09 - 05 09
08 obnoxious ~-0% 00 50, 27 15 06 04 03 - 11
09 hard-to-meet = -08 @ 04 48  -01 00 =05 10 -08 =36
010" friendly - | 12° - -08 . ~63 07 0410 02 05 8
D11 stimulating 17 ~09  -47 14 07 12 22 ~03 24
012 - inconsiderate . -01 05 62 13 04 . 03  -05 —09 - -07
013 open minded 04 0 04 . ~54 .02 —08 - —07 18 12 ' 13
014 complaining -07 05 7 44 19 01 ~03.. . ~-10 ~09 2
015 ambitious . 15 ~05- =27 00 02 ~10 54  ~09  ~07
D16 imaginative 10 -02° 23 10 02 ~01" 48 0O - 10
017 confident 14 =08 -19 -05 ~05 . 07 . 50 08 01
- 018 unreliable ~14 08 57 - 18 -01 18 =-09 -05 ~06
019 prejudiced 00 07 46 . 20 07 23 01 10 06
020 arrogant. = -~09 10 54 20 02 03 14  -08 06
021 studious 06 -08 F -27 -02 o0 ~-14 54  ~03  —09
I3 /J
//
/ 45
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‘Table 16 (continued)

[ . . . . ) . o

COURSES Scale . . o ST e
Ci creative 55 06 OO 05 =02  -01 14 . 06 18
C2 irrelevant ~54 04 04 24 14 02 12 04 . 04

3 routine ~49  0b& 04 07 08 14 13 01 -08 .
C4 interesting 77 ~03 -0&6 ~07 OO o1. 09 . 11 04
CS disappointing: =~ —60 08 19 30 05 -01 01 .-1é 02"

. Cé enjoyable 73 ~04 01 =03 —-02. -09 14 18 14

'C7 repetitive ~45 -, 0b 15 . - 16 03 07 . 13 08 03
£8 disorganized -29 ° 05 10 4 03 -Q7 - ~22 -15 146
C9 worthwhile . 68. . =01 -05 . ~08 00 -07 _ 1if 07 =07

Ci0 frustrating -2 .01 .04 23 . 09 -05 10 =50 ° . 04

~—C11 boring ~&8 o2 12 16 ° 01 09 14 ° =03 08

Ciz2 exciting 59  —~03% 311 08 -17 . 09 02 19

C13 satisfying 72 ~03 00 -06 00 -11 13 12 0b

C14 " unpleasant =51 02 15 30 09 00 -02  -14 05

CiS challenging . 57 00 -06 04 =01  -11- 22 -15 02

Cié  informative 49 02  -03 <18 -03  -02: 29 0z -05

FINANCES Scale . . -
F1 broke - =01 07 10 05 - 7305 02 . =01 QO
F2 inadequate - -04 . 06 10 03 79 11 07 =05 -04

. F3 well off 03 ~04 01 . .09 -2 02 —-05 05 . 05

- F4 secure 06  ~10 - =02 © -0Z2 ~77 . -04 06 - 11 04
F5  indebted =05 . 07 . =04 . 00 55 07 -12 02 7 06
F&  tight 04 -063 0% --01 68 02 09  -05 04

F7 satisfactory 04 06 -07 00 . -Bo- ~05  "08 0z 03

FACTOR EIGENVALUE 11.5 5.4 4.4 3.9 3.2 2.7 2.7 1.9 1.8
% OF VARIANCE 12.0 5.6 4.5 4.0 3.4 2.9 2.4 1.9 1.9
Cumulative % Variance = 38.6 | o o

NOTES: Method,* Prlnalpal Components Analysis.
- 1.0 used on main diagonal of correlation matrix
Decimal po1nts omitted from factor loadings in table.
Min. N = 551, Max. N = 599, for correlations.
Number of Factb#s'SpeCified = 9,




\\\ Table 17

. - Factor Analysigs Il: .
v Flve Collggg Descriptive Index Scales

Varlmav Rotated Factor Loadlngs

I 11 IIT - IV v VI
4
OTHER STUDENTS iScale -
01 honest . Q9 403\ 07 -62 00 05
02 sympatheti 00 .00 13 -55 - 06 18
DT apathetic -11 ~-02 03 C 35 -02 00
D4 indifferen -01 -05 01 - 55 08 ~14
05 lazy : -0 -1&7- 05 49 o8 =10
D6 responsible 12 08 06 . -51 -04 36
, 07 tolerant 11 03 07 S =50 -0% 13
\\ 08 obnoxious -11 . -08 - 02 a7 11 17
N 09 hard-to-meet -06 -8 - 23 37 -01 ~01"
AN 010 friendly 12 07 - - 32 -47 05 15
011 stimulating 11 09 0 23 =31 . 07 42
01?2 ‘inconsiderats -19 - -03 ~17 &0 02 01
013 open minded 13 - 04 11 -48. -08- 27
"D14 complaining .- —16 -0 =06 - 47 -01 . 02
015 ambitious 05 13 02 -3t 00 . 51
Di&6 imaginative B 08 14. =16 02 51
017 “confident - \ _ =01 15 SRR R (05 42
018 unreliable ' L =05 -18 -24 L 57 -01 =07
019 prejudiced -0b -04 =07 51 07 09
020 arrogant =13 -13 = -14 56 - 00 24
021 studious - 13 06 04 -33 -01 - 44
) ' \\\\\ . LY : : . .
COURSES S e/
. S cale. ¢
Ci creative | - -2 - 53 07 06 ~0R 28
C2 irrelevan ‘\< . =08 —60 12 -1 11 16
Cx routine o 0é6 -52 -04 06 08 11.
C4 interesting s 11 76 03 ~uq' 01 15
CS disgappointing = -15 -6b -Q7 22 02 14
Cé enjoyable 03 75 09 03 ~03 19
C7 repetitive . -5 - -44 -01 17 =01 16
C8 disorganized -1 ~36 | -13 18 01 S 03
L9 worthwhile 09 69 =01 -06 01 11
C10 frustrating . -0 ' 39 . =01 11 10 18
Ci1 boring . N 00 -70° 0 ~05 14 0o S 13
Ci2 exciting ~0F 57 10 10° 0b 25
. C13 satisfying . 11 74 05 01 -01 . 18
" C14 unpleasant - - S -13 ~57 -10 20 . 06 10 .
- 1 C15 challenging. 05 52 .18 Q0 02 21
‘ Clé informative 12 51 10, =05 ~01 - 17




Table 17 ( ontinued)

39

~ FINANCES ‘Scale

F1 broke ’ ' ' ~05 ey

13 3 10
F2 inadequate ' 02 ~-0b 10 81 07
F3 well off ' -3 . 01 04 ~-&3 Vb
F4 secure 06 09 ~05 -78 . 03
FS indebted -5 —-06b6 =02 96 0 —02
F&  tight _ -02 04 03 .. 68 10
F7 =satisfactory 05 04 -06 . -81 09

ADMINISTRATORS Scale

Al intelligent . b1 00 05 -14 =03 18

A2 admirable &3 . 05 0b -1 ~-0Q7 20
A% intolerant -5 -08 02 - 19 - ~01 26
A4 credible b5 07 07 ~13 ~06 . 15
A5 ambitious 50 06 00 02 -0 28
A6  arrogant -57 -14 - —-08 20. —08 - 29
A7 impractical —~b4 -12 =05 13 - 05 17
AB deceptive ' -57 -02 —-03. - 27 —-Qb 15
A9 respected 70 -03 .09 00 -+ -2 . 13
A10. unhelpful -63 -0Q7 -11 13 ~03 -02
All impartial (fair) &0 09 T 11 ~0b 06 -0b
Al2 competent - 72 06 05 -07 = =0l 03F
AlZ  honest - ' ; 71 06b6 04 .—14 . 02 05
Al4 inconsistent \ -&7 -09 -06 14 01 08
ALS inflexible . ek 01 ~04 10 —03 ~03
Alsé - common sensical | 62 02 02 —-02 —-03 o7
" A17 conscientious - | 57 . 04 03z - -02 -08 07
AlB concerned /. 68 09 09 05 .. —03 03
A19 understanding /o 76 06 05 -01 01 00
A20 ‘stubborn ' S b4 ~0b -08 . 07 02 . 17
AZ1 disorganized’ —~58 ~03! -7 12 07 -03

NON—COURSE ACTIVITIES Scale

N1 limited | . —04 01 51 . 10 09 —06

N2 important A o | N o 57 11 ~0b 11
CNZ tiring ~07 ~0B 04 11 07 27
N4 creative 01 12 53 ~03 02 <23
NS repetitive -10 ~13 ~4) 18 02 21
Né disorganjized -03 . —08 —~40 30 00 05
N7  fun T 05 0B 82 ~-03F -01. 01
"' N8 stimulating 10 03 78 -01 00 07

N?. relaxing 08 =01 43 ~-09 ol 10

48 -
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Table 17 (continued)

Non—gqurse»Qctivitie;»Scale (continugdii

N10O disappointing -13 00 ~&64 23 03 07
Ni1 exciting” .08 03. - 74 01 0z . 16
NiZ worthless - —-08 ) -53 12 .. 03 0b
N13 easily-accessible 10« 02, - 32 ~13 -06 12
Ni4 relevant -01 17 45 00 -05 01
N1S the pits © -04 - -03 -68 17 T -02 - 06
Nié enjoyable B 05 07 79  -08 - 00 -01
FACTOR EIGENVALUE 12.1 6.0 4.8 3.8 3.6 2.4
% OF VARIANCE ' 15,0 7.4° &.0 4.7 4.4 3.0

Cumulative % Variance = 40.5

eevas et Pevve sovae SeSS Sowes Semes Gmme FYe dmme SreSe SO P SPASS Sems Seuee Sreee Seees Semee Smsat Seves SRS Semes Saést emee SPELS MMSSE Seeee (AP Svmr seefS ST 144t SRS Seves SS0s Semes FEmm ST Fmace SFSGS Sered derit SFSGS SFSLS SUSLS STLAS FMER SUVES Seses STMS dreia BT Seues Srses SUSSH Srmes SSISE demes ST Srmes S et S semee

NOTES: Method = Principal Components Factor Analysis.

- 4.0 used on main diagonal of correlation matrisx.
Decimal points omitted from factor loadingy table.
Min. N = 551, Max N = 599 for correlation c.. -.: . .:ions.
Number of Factors Specified = 6. "




"7 Table 18
- Factor Analysis I11: - _
Five College Descriptive Index Scales

Varimax Rotated.Factor Loadings

I : I1 I11 v v VI
TEACHERS Scale
T1 understanding, 03 - 03 04 -S54 10 04
T2 inconsiderate -Q7 - -09 -01 54 04 11
T2 "competent 13 - 01 03 -51 . 03 04
T4 articulate 06 05 -02 =30 . -03 -08
TS helpful 13 - 04 03 ~51 16 19
T& available 04 -01 .18 =39 14 14
77 offensive ' -03  -0b 0% 57 -05 13
T8 humorous 10 10 01 =28 04 20
T9? conceited ' -03 -07 . ~03 38 -Q7 =4
T10 knowledgeable : 04 -01 -07 ~27 —-05 04
Ti1l impractical -0& =01 -12 . 43 -3 16
T12 Fflenible . 10 03 15 —44 15 10
T13 biased - ' -14 - -04 -03 39 ~0b 24
T14 insensitive o 01 -7 -13 58 ~02 05
T13 enthusiastic 02 11 01 -39 18 2
. Tl14 tactless ' ~14 -0O3 -05 - 43 02 28
T17 opinionated. - -03 04 01 29 -04 I3
T8 dull -02 -03 . =02 33 -20 06
Ti9 patient ‘ C 15 07 04 . =50 14 -05
20 nitpicking =04 03 - -10 41 -0b 27
FPARENTS Scale
F1 intolerant o -03 0o -S4 0b 01 16
F2 thoughtful . 10 - 13 &2 -1é 06 18
F3 closed-minded 08 -08 -&3 03 -10 21
F4 unrealistic ~07. -10 -S54 02 ~-13 - 24
FS affectionate 04 08 357 -03 08 23
F& trusting 07 09 &S5 . —06 11 00
F7 nosey 01 ~-03 43 04 -9 37
F8 stubborn _ T 02 -03 -50 00 -0Q7 3
F9 concerned : 04 01" 39 -17 01 30
F10 supportive 10 04 | b4 —-02 00 20
P11 fault-finding : -04 00, -56 03 -12 37
F12 understanding. - 10 08 73 2 11 03
F1Z dependable 12 03 41 -0b 02 09
‘P14 sensible 10 2 &7 00 05 02
F15 impatient -08  -11 =57 2 -15 24

U




YOUR

S1
g2
=361
54
55
54
s7
58
.89
S10
S11
S12
513
s14
815
514

517

SELF Scale
moody
relaxed

foolish
confident

aloof

lazy
frustrated
eager
honest " .
optimistic

“obstinate

helpful
timid

‘successful

sarrcastic
organized
careless

ADMINISTRATORS Scale

Al
AR
AT
A4
AS

AL

intelligent \
admirable t

Sintolerant
credible '

ambitious
arrogant
impractical
deceptive
respected
unhelpful
impartial -
competent
honest
inconsistent
inflexible
common—-sensical
conscientious
concerned

understanding .

stubborn
disorganized

=y =

=00

13

—oé

= 03

oz
-1

-10"

-4

02

o0
-14
- 06

10

06
-1 0
05

08

b2
b4
-56b
&b

=

52
—57

b4

T -57

70
~&3
61
72
71
-68
-l
&2
Sé
b4
75
-&4

-58

=04

"

)
22
02
15

-9

-1

-0&
15
04
09
6]8)
20
03
14

-11

-Q7

-05

08,
08
02
08
0%
-0
-4
-4
09
-10
10
04
0&
-07

0%
02

07

[ P ———

03
-7
~Q9

51

Table 18 (continued)

-08

___—04

Q5 - —-44 18

06 -09. 40 07
-03 04 -41 36 :

08 ~05 59 08 \\\
—-0b 06 -29 29

00 0z —&0 18
-07 ‘14 ~48 14

01 Q3 45 - 26

06 -Qb .40 -2

08 -20 48 12
-164 01 -18 |

08 -10 < 39 22
-11 . 09 ~-34 11

O -9 61 04
-06 10 S A

046 04 " 37 -10
-7 03 -51 21

06 - =03 R 1 -01

05 01 0Ob 07
-0Q7 11 03 22

2 - =10 04 -01
-2 -Q3 04 21
-4 16 - -0b 27
I 18 O3 17
-5 17 03 14

07 07 02 07
-05 10 -8 ~032

05, 0O 09 -3

04 -12 08 03

10 -09 ~01 -05
~0b 08 ~-0&6 <. 07

04 00 0b

07 ol e 0z

01 -0 046 09

0\ ~-15 .10 04 \
—08~ =12 06 O4

00 06 0Oz 17
02 08 04 08

42




Table 18 (continued)

NON-COURSE ACTIVITIES Scale

‘N1 limited ' -04 . -5l -05 01 04 05

N2 important ' 04 sS4 073 09 3 14

S oNZ tiring =07 04 O3 12 -09 19

N4 creative 03 89 -04  ~-035 03 .- 12

NS “repetitive =12 -39 04 14 -08 23

 Né disorganized -Q5 -43 -11 11 ~0%5 23

N7 . fun 04 82 02 -07 - 09 02

N8 stimulating g 10 - 77 -01 -01 07 01

N9 relaxing 09 44 05 .00 S 05

N10 disappeinting ~14 ~&67 -07 04"  ~04 15

N1l exciting 07 73 S04 =01 07 15
N1Z2- worthless +09 -55 -11 03 ~01 02
N17Z3 ea511y—acce‘51ble 10 2 10 -01 - 07 01,

N14 relevant -02 42 08 = -11 12 06

N15 . the pits -04 -71 S04 12 08 10

"N16 enjoyable » 05 78 05 -09 07 ~01

\\\’_ FACTOR EIGENVALUE 11.7 5.8 4.7 3.9 2.8 2.3

)% OF VARIANCE 13,1 b.b 5.3 4.4 3.2 2.6

| .

\ Cum % Variance = I5.2%

- NDTES: Method = Pr1nc1pa1 Components Factor Analysis.

1.0, used on main diagonal of correlation matrix.
Decimal p01nt5 omitted from factor loadings in table.
Min. N = 351, Max. N = 599 for correlations.

Number of Factors Specified = 6.




Intercorrelations among 12 Criterion Questions

Table 19

VB¢ S T BN
. Reselect this college
. Progress toward 1ife goa]s’ 3
. Overall Satisfaction LTI
. Quality of teaching 2248
. Intellectual challenge of courses .22 42 3% .34
strctor accessibility 08 558
. Intellectual quality of students 23 8 % 28 300 L6
 Student friendliness w5 18 07
- Opportunity extracurricular activity 0 12 .2 03 .08 03 09 .3
. Housing 2402 % 2 1306 28 08 3
. hvailability of financial aid S K I VAN AN SRS G | S 12
ey the college 15 rur 2 M 4 B 0w n 82D
X

14

4

o4



