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° RATIONALE
The College Stedent Experiences questionnaire, first published
in"1979, and slightly revised in a svecond edition published in
1983; is a uhique.in§trument for assessing the qualfty of under-
graduate stedent education and examining the sources.of student
progress towerd the attainment of important goalé of college
| educetion;"The intellectual .origins of this instrument come from |
' a Variety of views:and concepts about the nature of‘higher.edecation; ’
.abeut accountability, about student 1earning and develobment,land
about. the need for new meaeures in the evaluation of higher education .

programs. -

The Concept of Quality

Education is both a process and a product. When we evaluate

educetional programs, however, we have typically viewed education
as a producf -- knowledge acquired, skille_iﬁprOVed, attitudes and,
‘va]ues modffied, personal traits developed. We have typically
ihoﬁght of educational processes in terms of what they contribute
to the product--with some processes or methods judged as betier
" than others because .they produce more 1eefning, higher test scores,
or whatever the intended eautcome may be. We readily agree‘that'

{ some eroducte are inherently better than others -- knowledge is

! ] - .
“better than ignorance, tolerance is better than bigotry, however

(they may be attained. Is it not alsoc true that some processes are

'

?inherently better than others, regardless of whether they produce
more learning? The process or experience of trying to see how

things fit together; as in making an outline, is a better educational
\ | : ‘
experience than the process of memorizing dates in a history book. R
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seemed ‘to me that "“e_';?“"}“' ty of the educational experience or

~process should somehow be taken jnto account. We need ways to

The intellectual level of the furmer is highef than the intellectual
Tevel oﬁ'the latter, and that is So whether or not it.leads to a
higher score on some achievement test. The experience of sééing
the Grand Canyon jn AIjzoﬁ; is qualitatively different from the

experience of seeing picfures of it in the National -Geographic.

The value of the'experience is inherent in the experience itsé]f.

-

‘Whether it leads to\?§higher'score on a geology test is irrelevant.

S0, in thinking.abodtthh"wejeyaluate educational brogramsgit‘

measure the qua1ity of the process as well as the-quality.of the

_ product.

Another line of thinking stems from the following basic fact:
all learning -and development require an investment of time and

effort by the student.. Time 15 a frequency dimension. Effort is

" a quality dimension in the sense that some educational processes

require more effort than others. it's fairly easy to look ﬁp a
given reference in the: library. it's more difficult, takes more
effort, to develop a set of references for'a_report.‘ It woesn't
take much effort to look up a word in'the dictionary. ‘It takes
more effort, nore initiative, to ask other people to read something
you have written to see if it is clear to them. In bbth of these
examples the activity requiring the greater effort is also poten-:
tially more educative. It takes more effort to get to the Grand
Canyon thén it takes to get to the library! -Quality of experienée
and quality of effort are similar concepts, connected with one

another in that the likelihood of having high quality experience
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depends on investing high quality effort.l By-measuring Yeffort"
we may have the key to judging the quality of the educational
process. | |
Sti11 another line of argument influenced my feeling that
' QUality.of effort was an importaht and timely toncept. Much of ~
~ the current rhetoric about institutional accountability and con-
sumerism in higherleducation is onesided.; If studénts don't
graduate, thé{instiiution,is accountabiet If students don't

learn, the teacher is accountable. If ;hé;graduatesidon’t get

good jobs, the institution is to blame.
There are many questionable assumptions in this common rhetoric.

It assumes that leavihg college before getting a degree is a sign

of féilhré when in many cases it may be a prudent and well=informed
decision. It assumes that professors producé-learning;. It assuﬁes"f“
that the ‘college, not the naﬁidngl econpmy, controls the job

market. It assumes that if Students don't beﬁefit from going to
college, it's the college's fault. ‘It assumes that the student is
buying a product when actually the student, at a later point in

time, is the product. |

Co]légeS'ére, of course, accountable for a lot of things.

They are accountable for the resources and facilities, the programs
and procedures, the stimuli and standards they provide for stﬁdenti'
learning and development. But surely the students are alSo account~ : -
able for the amount, scope, and quality of effort they fnvest in

their own learning and development, and specifically in Qsinglthe

facilities and 6pportunitfes that are available in the colfege

setting. -Accountability for achievement and related student
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‘the initiative") about 95 percent of undergraduates from all over

outcomes must consider both what the institution offers and what
the students do with those offerings.

Students know that they are accountable. Asked their opinion

E\Ebout the following statement ("If students expect to benefit from

what this college or university has to offer, they have to take -

the-country said they agreed with that stétement They know that

what they get-out of college will depend to a considerabie degree,- _

on what they put-into it.

Determining the Content

Granted the importance of ﬁouaiity_of effort," one next faces
the question "Effort ot what’“ There-are-a great r:any experiences.
in different aspects of coiiege 1 fe that contribute to student
learning and deveprpent How does one decide what. aspects of
college life to look at’ And how does one decide—on the\ungeriying.
quality dimension in each of these aspeots? There should be some
theoretical or conceptuai-backing for the way one answers those |
questions. | | |

The coilege experience consists of the events that occurlin
the college env1ronment Many of these experiences stem from

events and’ conditions which the coiiege makes possible and which

at least in some - respect are intended to facilitate student iearning

and development. The most salient of thece events and experiences

are clustered around a number of fairly common facilities =--
classrooms, iibraries; laboratories, residence units, student
unions, chapels, athletic spaces, studios, galleries, theatres,

auditoriums and others. Each facility has a particuiar‘purpose
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* “commonly exist in the college setting. The total number of topics

and there are characteristic activities that occur in them. Other

events and experiences, not associated w1bh any particular physical

' setting, are also of major importance in college iife These

would include contacts with faculty members, involvement in student
ciubs.and organizations, student friendships, -informal conversations,
and-a great variety of relationships. We'decided that the topics

about which we would construct quality of effort measores should

‘include major facilities-and major types of opportunities that

should provide reasonable coverage'of important Kkinds of events

and experiences.

Since the focus of the measures would be on student iearning
and development, the‘seiection of content within each measure
would be guided by basic concepts of ]earning and deveiopn
With respect to ciassroom learning we had already determined that
the quality dimension would be one of increaSingiy higher cognitiver
levels. For other topics, concepts about personality development
woula be more relevant. Personality develops és it encounters new
experiences which require new modes of'response. One-does not
grow Without having something to grow on. There must, in other
words, . 2 some contact, some encounter, some set of events and
experiences which theoretically reflect increasing levels of
involvement, cheilenge,”and effort. For still other topics,
concepts of learning or personality development might. not provide
an appropriate underiying structure. For example, in Sone aspects
of the college experience, the concern would be in the way students j

used a particuiar physical facility. Here the underlying quality
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dimension mfght oe simply an educaﬁional one which holos that
quality. of effort is suggested by'the extent to which students use
the potential irnherent in the facil%ty. In the very broadest
'sense, and probab]y with respect to all of the quality of effort
measures, one could say that the onderlying~qoa1ity dimension or -
concept wac that of capitalizing on the potential foo'learning.end
development inherent in the nature of the particular category of'
experience. ) |

‘We oade-four other decisions about the content. We oecided
that we would not»coosider facilities or experiences off-campus.

Our focus would be on facilities which the college provides, and

- on experiences or opportunities that exist within the colleg_

environment. Secondly, we would limit our scope to major, facili-

ties. found on all or_most campuses and that all or most students
would or cou]d readi]y use. - Consequently, we would exclude chapels,
art studios, shop fac111t1es etc. Thlrd, in our cons1deratfon of
‘student act1v1t1es.we woulovjncludern1y activities that are
presumed to be desirable io fostering leafning and personal.oeVelop-
ment in,direction; intended by the college. Thus, we would exclude
interesting but>inappropriate activities such as slept in class,

cheated on a test, drank beer, smoked marijuana, etc., regardless

of how much effort students may devote to such matters. And

fourth, we would not be coocerned with attitudes, feelings, ﬁraumas,
identity crises, frustrations, or similar matters of clioical |
interest. We would focus, as far as poss1b1e on activities and

| objectively observable behav1or

+

2
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In short, the content of the quality of effort measures would
be "up front," and would focus on how students use the major
resources and opportunities for learning and personal growth that

are provided by the college for that purpose. ]

The topics, or aSpects of college, included ih/the subse=

Lo I/'

quently developed measures 1nc1ude the follow1ng facilities: - /

classroom (courses), library, science facilities, 'cultural fac111-
ties (art, music, theater)~student union, ‘athletic and recreational
facilities, and residence facilities (dormitory or'fraternity[.
sorority); and the follewingfother“opportunities for persohal and

interpersonaf'experiences: experience with facuity, clubs and

organizations, experiences in writing; personal euperiences (related

to self-understanding), student acquaintances, topics of conversation,_ |

and information in conversations.

The Method of Measurement

©

We have already 1nd1cated that quality. of effort would be
judged by the activities students engagedlin that some act1v1t1es
would requ1re more effort than others, and that some activities
would have a higher quality (greater potential: for: 1nf1uenc1ng |
learning or personal growth, or be inherently "better") than
others. |

The format for translating these ideas into-a measure is a
Tist of activities, ranging from ones tﬁat are“easy to do to ones
that require here effort, with students asked to'report about how
often they have engaged in each of the activities during the
current school year by checking "never," "occasionally," "ofteh,"

or "very often". By giving one point for "never," two po1nts for
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"occaeionally," three points for "often," and four pointe for
"very often," one can-get a score for the'eategory. Since a high
}score can only be attained by.engaging with'sOme frequency_in the |
- higher quality activiites, the ecore reflects 9quaTity of effort.".

Most of the check-lists devised for each topic consisted ef'ten
activities, so a student s score could range from 10 to 40, w1th
10 meaning -that the student had never engaged in any of the act1v1-
ties, and 40 meen1ng that the student had engaged "'very often" in
all of the activities. '
| This etyle-of measurement Ean be called a scale.. The defini= |
tion of a'scale as used here is as follows: 1) the-activit1es
within'it are a cbhefent universeiof content--that is, .if the
scale'purports to measure quality of effort in using the library,ﬂ
- then all 1tems or act1v1t1es would refer to using the library,
2) the act1v1t1es, in so far as poss1b1e would reflect a uni-
dnmens1onal hierarchy, meaning that they are interdependent, 1n
the sense that engagement in the higher quality or most difficult
activities subsumes engagement-in the lowen quality or easier
activities. When these conditions are met, the result is a very
reliable score which a]so-has a very eXplicit‘meening. In_this
way, it is possible to have”re]iable measures_with a_nelatively
small number of itens.'fThis type of measurement was originally
devieed by Louis Guttman in the 1940s.. I have previously used the
model in constructing scales to measure the involvement of college
graduates in various activities-=-political, civic, edltural, etc.

It seemed a natural and suitable solution for a way to measure the

and opportun1t1es for their education in college

ERIC | o - u 14 BEST COPY AVAiLAbL.
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The topics, previously noted, are listed below with an indica-

tion of the underlying quality dimension for each‘topic:

Classroom (course learning scale) (10 activities)-.

From: ‘relat1ve1y simple cogn1t1ve act1v1t1es--such as taking
3 notes, under11n1ng, etc.

To: higher level cogn1t1ve act1v1t1es--such as efforts to
explain and organize . :

Library (10 activities)

From: " routine, moderately exploratory use~-such as using the

card catalogue

To: 1ncreased amount of 1ndependent exploration and focused
activity--as in browsing in the stacks, developing a .
bib1iography

Facilities related to the Arts (Art, Music, Theater scale) (12 |
activities). . |

From: talking about and attending

To: - efforts toward greater understand1ng (seek1ng the
’ views of experts and critics) and personal 1nvolvement

Facilities related to Sc1ence/Technology (pr1nc1p1es procedures, and
computers) (12 activities)

From: memorizing, watching, reading. | |

To: efforts to explain,.experiment, and'develop skills
Student Uninn (10 act1v1t1es) n

From: casual and informa) use--had snacks, met fr1ends, etc.

To: programmat1c use--attended events, he1d meet1ngs, etc

Athletic and Recreation Facalwtles (10 activities)

From: generally informal use--exerc1se, games
To: ' greater efforts toward improvement and skilled per-
formance :

Dormitory or Fraternity/Sorority (10 activities)
From: general socializing
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To: | . more personal exchanges--helping, shar1ng, studying
together work1ng on projects _

Experiences with Facu]ty (10 activities)
From: routine and eausa1

To: . more serious contacts--such as discussing careers,
1nV1t1ng cr1t101sms, seeking -counsel

Clubs and 0rgan1zat1ons (10 activities)

From: awareness of events and organizations
To: - attending events d1scuss1ng programs, work1ng in
‘ organ1zat1ons _

Experiences in-Writing (10 activities)
From: _ genera] concern with words, grammar, revisions"

To: seeking criticism from others, greater concern with™
clarity and style

Personal Experiences (10 act1v1t1es) :

From: general curiosity about understanding one's own:
’ behavior, and others--ta]ked with friends etc.

To: more focused and expert]y informed sources of se]f- _
understanding--as in reading, taking a test, ts1k1ng
with a counselor

Student Acqua1ntances (10 activities)

' From: making friends with different kinds of people:fbrgadths_mm

To: serious conversations with people who d1ffer from
you=-=depth :

Topics of Conversation (12 items)

From: personal and 1nterpersona] topics of 1mmed1ate experi~ -
ence--Jobs mOV1es, social events :

To: 1ntellectua1 and cultural top1cs concern1ng values and
' soc1a1 issues

Information in Conversations (6 activities)

From: conversations in which information about the top1c is
relatively casual and infrequently introduced .

13
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- To:  conversations that typ1ca11y have expert1se,
' "knowledge, and persuas1veness brought to bear on the
topic - -y | '
These are the top1cs in, the revised second ed1t1on 1983.
With one exception these are also’ the top1cs in1t1a11y 1nc1uded in
.'the 1979 edition. In that earlier ed1tion there was a scale
labeled Sc1ence Laboratory, but it was subsequently replaced by -
the'scale labeled Science/Technology. Many students had been:
_unable to answer the items in the Sc1ence Laboratory sca]e because
they had not had-a "laboratory" course. Also in thegConversat1on :
Top1cs sca1e ‘the 1983 edition has two additional subJects The
overal] content of the instrument is nearly the same as the 1979
- edition, and most items are identical.
In summary, we dev1sed 14 scales (11sts of act1v1t1es which

reflect increasing levejs of effort and potential value), seven

"addressed ‘to students' use of major campus faciTities and seven

',“ addressed to other opportun1t1es for experlence in the college en-

' v1ronment The responses to these scales can be scored produc1ng

a measure of the qua11ty of effort 1nvested in each of the topics
'_or aspects of col]ege 11fe _ Whale the measures are -not perfect '
scales in the literal def1n1t1on of a scale by Guttman, and need
" not be'so the idea of a'scale influenced the selection-of activie
ties, and the result, as the sectpon on RELIABILITY will report

is a series of measures that are "similar to" Guttman's concept of‘
"a scale.

| Viewed in anotheryway, the 142 activities in the,14 quality
of effort scales provide a systematic inventory of the campus
experiences of undergraduates. These activities comprise half of
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year in‘schooi,'where one lives (dormitory, etc.), whether.one is

etc.).

the content of the Coiiege Student Experiences questionnaire--Bk

pages out of 7 pages of questionnaire items. -

The Larger Scope of-Inquwry. _ -

- The total content of the questionnaire is-desighed‘to provide
additional information about the Significance of quaiity of effort
in: the evaiuation of higher education. How, for exampie, 1s it

reiated to the characteristics of students, to their particuiar

-status in coi]ege to characteristics of the coiiege environment,

to student satisfaction and progress toward important goais of o

undergraduate education?

The first part of the compiete questionnaire consists of a
series of items under the heading "Background Information " There
are two types of information_in this section--first, information
about the individual: namely, age; sex, marital status, racia) or
ethnic.identification, educational level of the.parents and, in
the 1983 edition, citizenship and foreign student 1dentification,

and second, information about- the student's’ status in college:

a transfer student, grades,'majér field, expectations about con-.
tinuing for an advanced degree, full-time or part‘time attendance,'
amount of time spent studying, amount of tihe if_any'spent working

on a job, and proportion cf'coiiege expenses paid by parents\or'

family. These items: enabie one to determine the relationship = . . wmf;fﬂ‘
between quality of effort and important personal characteristics

and various conditions in coiiege (major fieid, residence, grades, .

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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- There are no questions about high schoo] activ1t1es personality, .
or college apt1tude scores. The main focus of the quest1onna1re
s on what soudents do in college, and on what cond1t1ons in colleg
linfluence what they do and what they ach1eve It is in this place
.and time period that college faculty and adm1n1strators operate
It is possible, although not very probable that qua11ty of effort
is-determined'by the chromosomes; but how does one ask about that
in a questionnaire{ _As to personality, a recent study found no
' refationship betneen quality of effort and any of the'personaljty
~ traits measured by the Meyers-Briggs Type Indicater (the Jungian
typology of extrovers1on-1ntrovers1on thinking-feeling; judging-
‘ perceiving; sensing-1ntu1t1ng) In any case the College.Student"
.Exper1ences questionnaire 1s not a clinical 1nstrument There “is
| also no qoest1on_about ‘student's SAT scores, because some students
don't knOW'the answer, some stqdents'regard%the question as an
invasion of.orivacy;*and it‘s-onnecessary because three questtons
in the background section provide information that correlates well
with SAT“scores--namely, college.grades, parents’ educat?on;'and :
‘educational plans to continue beyond college for an advanced
degree ' _.
Fol]oW1ng these "Background Informat1on" items, and follow1ng ' ¢
the fourteen quality of effort ‘scales, there are two or three |
1tems of spec1a1 1nterest ‘In the 1979 edition .one of these
.items was designed to see what students really meant when they had
answered the quality of effort 1tems by checking "never," occas1on- | .
ally," "often," and "very often;" Seven items from the quality ofd
effort scales,.representing quite different content, were repeated,
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- with students now asked to indicate the number of times. they had

~ engaged in that.activity;'the options now heing "never," "once or
twice during the year;" "aboht.three to six times durino the
year " "about once or twice a month " "about oncé a week," "m:re
than once a week." These: quest1ons obv1ously were meant to clar1fy
-the meaning of the response’categor)es. This content was 1ntroduced'
because of my personal tnterest in the psychology of conparatiVe
'juogments, and because the infobmation wouldvhavefpractical bearing

'_ on inter-institution comparisons ifﬁ"often"_at Anherst'doesn't
mean the same as "often" at UCLA The:reeearch on this topic has
been reported in a Journal article by Pace. and Fr1ed1ander, showing -
that the meaning of the response_categor1es wasfma1n1y relatedlto
the topic or content; and slightiy related to the schooltv Having
satisfied tne‘basic research purpose of-askjng;the question, the
revised second edition of 1983 did-not jnclude’that item. Instead,.
a newjand very timely set of‘questions was introduced-aoout the
extent of reading and.qriting students had done during the current

" school year. - | | -
Also, ‘in both the 1979 and 1983 edit1ons, there were two

questions that in combination produce an 1ndex of students' satiSf
faction with college: How well do you like college? If you'could f

start over again would you go to the same college you are now

”attending? Finally, thevthird question in this-brief section was
the one quoted prev1ous1y wh1ch had shown that students agree (95%
or s0) that "1f students expect to benefit from what this college
‘or university has to offer, they have to take the in1t1at1ve.

Their response to thie question validates the importance of measuring
: ' )

K

"quality of effort." _ ! B .
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The next major section of the questionnaire focuses on char-
acteristics of the college environment. A great deal'of-research
over the past twenty years has documented the importance of the
'college environment in faci]itating students learning and develop-
ment. Much of this documentation was made possihle by the inven- |
~tion of new'measures to characterize.the environment--especial]y '
‘the Coliege'Characteristics Index by Pace and Stern '1958 ‘and the
College and University Environment Scales (CUES) by Pace, 1963,
ahd 1969. These*measures sought to characterize the "psychological
climate"-of the campus. There have been, and still are, studies
concluding that the coiiege environment hasilittle impact. on

' . student achievenent, but those studies have usually-oonsidered the
.physicai and economic environment (size, library holdings physical.

- plant, endowment, tuition, faculty-student ratio, etc.), not the |
psychological environment. Learning and .personal development are
'psychological phenomena, not physical or economic phenomena

My own studies of -college enVironments based on results from

the Col1ege and University Env1ronment Scales, had identified five
major dimensions along which environments differed dime.sions
labeled Scholarship, Awareness, Community, Propriety, and Practica’ity.
Other researchers, using other measures, have always identified
dimensions very similar to these, sometimes-using different labels,
sometimes describing environments in greater detail, but vith
resultsjthat basicaliy”confirm the importance of several common
dimensions.. |

One of the mostgrolific and careful nresearchers in‘the study

of environments has been Rudolph Moos at Stanford. Whether studying

o BESTCOPYAvBe &




the environments of college residence halls, high school classrooms,
hospital wards, military units, work env1ronments, etc., he found
that there were alvays three types of elements:  personal develop-_. .........
_ ment or-goal elements (aspects that support that main purpose of t‘
the environment--such as morale in the military, learning in the
classroom, etc.);*interpersonal relations (especially the extent
to which ‘people in the environment are supportive of one another),
and organizational elements (flexible adaptive,-vs. rigid, rule-
| bound, etc.). = - - . | . B
iNearly all of the creative—research about environments over
the past 20 years'has heen'based on "colleciive perception" as the
source,of knowledge about the “psychological climate." This
remains, in my opinion, the most valid way to characterize an.
environment psychologically For the College Student Experiences

questionnaire however, I felt that the collective perception ‘

method would require too many 1tems to reach satisfactory reli-

ability. ‘My compromise was to ‘ask students to rate the college
environment, based on ‘their experience in it, along a set of | _ '1;ﬂ
characteristics that represented .my own past research and the |
.ertensive research‘of Rudolph.Moos. ‘
In the 1979 edition there were eight rating scales. The
first four ask students to indicate how much emphasis they feel is
given at the college to certain aspects of student development
Those aspects are emphasis on the development of academic, scholarly,
and intellectual qualities; emphasis on the development of esthetic,

expressive, and creative qualities; emphasis on being critical,

evaluative, and analytical; and emphasis on the development of
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vocational and occupatinrii competence In the 1983 edition a
fifth rating was introduced regarding emphasis on the personal

‘relevance and practicai value of the courses.. For each of these

. emphases there is a.sevenijint rating scale, ranging from strong
emphasis at one end to weak emphasis at the'other. Then there are
three rating scaies.thet refer to personal relationships within
the college environment--reiationships with other students, rela-
tionships with facuity members and reiationships with administra-

" tive offices and officials. Here again on a seven-point scaie,'
‘the student is asked to characterize the nature of those relation-
ships at his or her coiiege. The relationships with students
range at one end from friendiy'and supportime, to uninvolved and
alienated .at the other end. ~ The reiationships with faculty members

-range from approachable, heipfu],'understending, and encouraging -
at one end of the scale to remote, discouraging, unsympathetic at
the other end. The relationships with administrative offioes and

W‘OffICIaiS range fromm;pproachabie heipfui open-minded at one end
of the_scaie to rigid, resistant, bound by regulations at the'

" opposite end. In the 1979 edition, but not in the 1983 edition,
there was a scaie'referring to the general style of operation as
an organization. One end of that rating scaie was described as
fiexibie open, adaptive the other end of the scaie was described
as remote, difficult, impersonal. These rating scales are intended
to capture in a brief fashion important quaiities of the college
environment: the extent to which it'emphasizes certain objectives
or guals, the nature and quaiity-of personai relationships within |
the environment and particularly the supportiveness of those
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- relationships, and the ‘general flexibility of the organization and

- administration as students perceive -it.

The f1na1 sectlon of the questionnaire is called "Estlmate of o
Gains. This con51sts, in the 1979 edition, of elghteen statements
of fairly typ1ca1 and important objectives, such as vocational

tralnlng, a broad general education, writing clearly and effectlvely,_

ability to think analytically and logically, and- so forth. For

each of these eighteen statements, the student is asked: ' To what
extent do you;fee1'you have gained or made progress (in co1lege up .

to now?) The student.could answer by indicating "very 1ittle,"

"some," “quite a bit," or "very much." These oelf-neported gains

can. be regarded as an indication of the extent to w!' ' :zn - rraents

believe they are achieving important objectives of college educétion;

and-one can then determine the extent to which high quality effort

contrlbutes to high attainment or progress towgard related goals.

In the 1983 edition there are. 21 goal statements--two—added—enes ——
and one edited one.

Summary of Rationale

1. Education is both q'process and a product.

2. A1l learning and development requires an investment of time and
effort by the students.

3. Students are accountable for what they put into using the fac111-
ties and opportunities prOV1ded by the co11ege for their learning
and development

4. The amount, scope, and quality of studentc' effort is a key to
1dent1fy1ng the quality of the educational process.

5. It is this "student act1v1t1es" element of education as a process

that has not been well represented in previous evaluations of
higher education. - .
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“intended-to—promote tearning and ‘personal growth. ~ The relia~

The topics, or aspects of college 1ife, represented in the
College Student Exper1ences questionnaire consist of major
facilities and maJor opportunities found on nearIy a]l o]lege
campuses. - e -

The 1nventory of student activ1u1es is 11m1ted to facilithes

provided by the college and opportunities that exist withfn the

college environment-~thus excluding off-campus act1V1t1es, : )
activities not intended by the college, and aspects of experi- - - a
ence that are primarily internal or clinical rather than '

- external and objectively observabie.

Within each topic or aspect of co]lege experience, the activi-
ties are ihtended to form a scale ranging from activities
requiring relatively little effort to ones requ1r1ng much more
effort and 1n1t1at1ve

The form of response is for students to indicate the frequency
of their participation in each of the activities dur1ng the
current schoo] year, .

The complete.College Student Experiences. questionnaire also
includes information about student characteristics, about their
particular position or status in college, their sat1sfact1on
with college, ratings of characteristics of ‘the college environ-
ment, and estimates of gain or progress toward important ob- -
jectives‘of higher education. -

The fourteen quality o} effort 'scales can be viewed as a battery
of tests, a set of reliable measures of student activities

bility and other propert1es of these measures are the subJect of
the next section in th1s report. :




RELIABILITY |
Sincé we have repeatehly referred to all the ﬁualipy of 4’
effort adtiv{ﬁies in the questionnaire as;forMiﬁg,a set of measqrés
or scales, a battery of tests rather than:some unstructured aésort-

ment of student behavior, we are obliged to examine and report

" their propefties_as tests so one may judge whether they are good

tests. The quality of effort measures are somewhat }naIOQOUS to

- achievement tests. Each measure or test deals with a specific

topic or aspect of college life; students' responses to the ftems .

‘produce a distribution of scores ranging from high to low; the

reliability of these scores can be estimated by statistical methods;

and these and other measurement properties, following classical

~ test construction theory, are reported in this section. What we

will consider under the heading of re]iabi]ity is, however, broader

than tﬁe.usuaI ‘textbook definition of test reliability. In a

larger sense, our concern is with confidence. Are fhe results on

the measures congruent with what ohe might expectlfrom_prior
research:and théory? ‘How much credibility can one reasonably ; ;>'
attribute to students' responses to the questionnaire items?

Basic Psychometric Data

Before the College Student. Experiences questionnaire was ini-

- tially availablg in 1979, preliminary versions of the various

measures had been pre-tested and subjected to careful psychometric
analysis and several' revisions had been made to improve them. In : ~
the spring of 1979 the questionnaire was given to samples of |

students at 13 colleges and universities and new psychometric
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studies of the finished or final scales were made. The 13 institu-

g,'f 3 tions included two eommunity.colléges. Since the tests were
intended for'undergraguates in four-year baccalaUreete degree-
'granting institutioqs,.the_responses from the comnunity colleges
and from students who had classified themselves as fifth-year:or
graduate students weee eliminated, leaving'someyhat over 3,000
cases to:be analyzed--from 3 doctorai granting universities, 3
-comprehens1ve un1vers1t1es, and 5 liberal arts col‘eges

A good test is d1scr1m1nat1ng, reliable, and va11d Table I
prov1des_ev1dence related to d1scr1mjnatgon and re11ab111tyf' The
items_comprieing a ﬁest sheuid have a pesitive relation to one
another, indicating that they “go_together;"» The item intereor-
relations in the table are a11 positive, albeit some are a bit too
low and others are a bit too high. On ealance, indicated by the "
median of the 1ntercorre1at1ons of items in each 'scale, the rela- :
tionships are close to the ideal one seeks 1n a group of test :

items. The next group of numbers in the table show that, w1th1n

each scale, .every item makes a'significent and positive pontribu-
tion to the scale score. - The scale seores, it will be recalled,

are obeained‘by giving 4 points to each activity marked "very

often,” 3 points.for'"often,“ 2 for "occasionally," and 1 for
"never," so, on a ten-item scale the scores could range frem'lo to
40, Tﬁe means and standard deviations of scoree on eech scale,
shown in the table; ihdicate thét there are indeed,'individual
differences in students quality of effort Since the poesible
range of scores on the 10 item scales is’ 30 points (10 to 40), and

since the obta1ncd standard deviations are typ1ca11y between 5 and

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

e BEST COPY AVAILABLE o BRr




7 points, and since, in a normal distribution, two sigmas from the
mean would encompass 95% of all the scores, the fact;that‘the
obtained scores range from two-thirds to nine-tenths of this.
theoretical~territory indicates a very good spread of individual_
differences The reliaoility estimates shown in the tables are
"Coefficient Alpha," an index that is based partly on the variance -

of scores. These reliability coeffic1ents, unusually high for

such short tests, 1nd1cate“that.the;sceres~are-disc1nﬂﬁnmtrng“and -

~ depéndable. | |
'Tﬁé“btherfE&S”BAéd&ﬁQs“}hTiASiéfi;fsnowiﬁg the results of
factor analyses and Guttman scale analysis, are concerned with
test content. A-factor analysis was made of the-items.in-each,
scale. 'If the item content is totally'coherent-and interrelated
then all the variance in the test scores would be accounted for by |
a s1ngle totally dominant factor. .In two of the quality of-

. effort scales this is true; in eight of the other scales, more ;
than 80% of the variance is accounted for by one dominant factor;
and in three scales the percent~accounted for is 70% or better.
Factor analysis:and reproducibility data are'not.shown for the
art, music, theatre scale because the activities refer separately -

to the three tobics, and no cingle hierarchial element was sought.

On the whole, one can regard the content coherence of the activi-
ties in each scale as very high. The coefficient of reproducibility

1nd1cates how well the scale scores meet one definition of a

“scale." In his early work, Guttman suggested that ‘a coefficient
of 85% would be a good criterion to use. "It means that, knowing

individual's scores on the test, one could reproduce 85% of all
. nl’/‘?‘, L4 ’)'v ’
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TABLE 1

- & | |
{3:53» QUALITY OF EFFORT SCALES BASIC PSYCHOMETRIC DATA
X - - -
s . “
S;:" . - o ' . Percent -
,g!? - Number ~ ~ . Item. Item-scale ~  Distribution  .-Reli-  Variance Coefficient s
rm Scales C of Intercorrelations Correlations of Scores  ability First: .of Repro- . -
o 1979 Edition Items Range Median Range . Median Mean - Sigma Estimate Factor ducibility-;;yg
Library | 10 04 to 61 26 6to62 51 - 19.2 4.9 79 88 .. 83
Faculty ' 10 18 to 63 - 44 36.to71. 64 - - 19.1 5.4 82 100 -9
Course. Learning 10 . 08to59 27 36 to 58 47.° 297 5.0 79 0 84
Arts, Music, Theater 12 06.to 66 26°  32to66 46 - 2.1 6.2 8 == ' =
Student Union - 10 12 to 77 30 . 24 to 71 51 20.9 5.9 83 80 - 86
' Athletic Facilities ~ 10 25 to 69 46 - 48 to 73 66 17.5 6.9 89 . 8 - 88
" Clubs | 10 20t069 46 - 41to75 67  19.2. 6.8 90 - 89 88
Writing | 10 08 to 70 33 19 to. 61 57 - 24.3 5.9 84 82 86
. Personal Experiences | 10 - 08 to 62 26_ - 28 t¢ 60 51 21.8 5.8 s 82 N 81 |
Student Acquaintances 10 13 to 67 36 44 to 66 58  23.9 6.3 87 74 .81' ,
Dormitory F/S - 10 22 to 65 44 '50to70 64 251 6.8 - 8 - 8 - .83
Science Lab 10 ~ 20to66 47 48 to 76 67 23.7 6.8 90 88 82
Conversation Topics 10 -~ 05 to 59 25 36 to 49 48 25.6 5.4'. 80 74 78
* Conver:ation Information 6 20 to 65 36. 45 to 64 58 14.7 3.1 81 100 84
Scales - 1983 Edition
. Science/Technology 12 4 t08 30 47 to68 56 21.8 7.1 88 el
2 Conversation Topics 12 b0 to 66 26 27 to 61 49 29.6 5.4 81 62 80

*Note: Decimal points have been omitted from all correlations.




their responses accurateiy Put another way, if one knew that a

student "engaged frequently" in four of the activities, one would : - | .(
,also know, given a perfect scale, exect]y which four'activities |
they were. A sca]e defined in this way, means that there is a
ocoherent and hiorarchiai universe of content The reproducibi]ity
'coefficients in the table indicate that the quality of effort

measures are ciose to. the criterion for a good sca]e It is

,part]y because the activities in. each measure have roperties
similar to a “sca]e“ that the reliability of scores 18 S0
' satisfactory | o
The 1983 revised edition of_the'coiiege:Student Experiences -
| fquestionnaire no']onger_inciuded the Science Laboratory scale, and
in_the COnversation.Topics'scaie one item Qas modified and two new
~ ones were added. Psychometric data for the new Science/Techno]ogy'
“: scale, and the rev1sed COnversation Topics scale have been added.
to Table 1. For these 1983 scales N=2298. Novfactor~ana1ysis and
reproducibiiity data are shown'for the Science/Technoiogy scale ..
because it, by intent consists of three different topics--science
principies, science Iaboratory activities, and computers--and no-
51ngle hierarchy was sought. The revised Conversation Topics
. scale has some item 1ntercorre1ations that are too low, and a1so '
now shows only 62X of the variance in’ the first factor. This’
factor consists of the topics related to major sociai issues and
inte]lectua] subJects
Table 2 shows the distribution of scores on each of the
quality of effort scales of approximately 10,000 students from 40
colleges, obtained during the three-year period 1979 through 1981.'
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‘TABLE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES ON THE. QUALITYH OF EFFORT SCALES
(N = 10,156 students in 40 colleges, accumulaied from 1979 through 1981) .

3
- o
SCORES S LIB FAC  COURSE -~ UNION.  ATH. ~ CLUBS .
%-40 . 1 1 12 2 3 . s
SN : 31-35 3 ) 4 - 30 .5 5 6
__“_“_.“..:___.2_69.30_._-._.ﬁ___ﬂ.____._u___,l,}u;-. SUIPE ¥, T 36 ; 14 - ' | g‘“‘ T 11“"
21-25 C24 24 19 27 15 19
. 16‘20 _.....-._T._:__ _. _._._,3,8_.:.,__.-....,%..h.. ._39.___._:._&._,..-‘..._._.3.... R _,_31 — 25 Cm 29
S . 18 20 0 19 31 - .27
10 (never) 2 _1  _ 0 2 12 3
©(100%)  (100%) - (100%) -~ (100%) . (100%)  (100%)
Mean . 19.9 201 29.4  20.8  18.3 202
Sigma- 51 55 50 :861. 7.1 7.3
SCORES WRITE “ PERS EXP ST ACQ DORM F/S " SCI LAB  CONV TPS
6-40, 4 2 6 7 - 4 .5
31-35 3 7. 12° 13 1 - 13
26-30 26 17 4 s 20 32
21-25 - 32 30 - 29 29 28 . 34
16-20 20 . 32 23 . 19 21 " 13
11-15 5 13 5 5 6 3
. 10 (never) __ 0 = . __1 1 2 11 0
©(100%)  (100%)  (100%)  (100%)  (100%)  (100%) -
Mean - 207 . 21.8  24.6  24.8 226  25.7
Sigma 5.8 5.8 6.3 6.5 7.3 5.4
' 7
See Appendix for key to abbreviation of scale tq‘tlesf
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TABLE 2 (continued) .
SCORES -~ AMT ﬂ - SCORES CONV INFO
4348 0 2228 3
7-42 2 o 19-21 8
31-3 . 6 16-18 . 26"
25-30 15 13-15° 36
19228 32— e . 23
1318 . 39 T | -3
© .12 (never) 6 . - 6-(never, -
= - - (100%) | (100%) ~ (100%)
Mean 203 .  Mean 147
Sigma 6.2 - - -Sigma’ 3.2
1983 data for new. or revised scales
(N = 2,299 from 8.colleges)
SCORES ~ _  SCI/TECH ~ CONVTPS
’ 43-49 | 1
37-42 3 9.
31-36 ' 8 30
25-30 17 38
19-24 29 | 18
13-18 37 o
12 (never) - 5 —
| -(100%) (100%)
Mean. ' - 21.6 - 29.1
Sigma - 7.2 5.8
29 . BESTCOPY AvAIlARIE
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~When data for eleven“colieges in 1982 were added, no percentage at
| any point in the distributions was-changed.by more than two points,
and nearly two- thirds of the new percents were identicai with the
'ones shown in Table 2. The 40 colleges included 8 large doctoral
‘granting universities, 14 comprehensive colleges and universities |
| about equally divided between-public and private, and 18 1iberal
I'srts colieges'about;equa]ly divided between Types I and II in the_j
: Carnegie Commission*s-classifdcation system. Apparently: by the
end of the three-year:period/the distribution of scores:had become
qUite stable. ,\ | i _ _ |
Two -of the distributions (Athletic and Recreational FaCilities,
“and Art Music, Theater) show scores concentrated at the low end
iof the scale owing mainly to the fact that many: students have
little or no contact with those facilities. One distribution”
(Course Learning) has its scores concentrated toward the high end
~of the scale,. indicating that manv students engagesfrequently in
most of the course learning activities. The other scales have
distributions of more normal shaoe | |
The scor~ distributions on the new scales for the 1983 second
edition are based on 2,299 students from 2 doctoral universities,
1 comprehensive coilege;:and 5 ]iberal/arts'colleges. These
distributions may well change when'a larger and more etiectic.data
base has been attained. The scores at the low end of the Science/
'Technology scale are ouing main]v to the lack of.student activities
involving use of_c?mputers, and‘the fact that somertudents:have

‘not had experiencj in a science laboratory..
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Internal Relationships .

~Another way to judge_the confidence one might put in the
varinus measures in the College Student Experiences questionnaire
is to examine whether their reiationShip with other variables
"makes sense." | |

The first set of ‘explorations that should "make sense" are

.ones between certain quality of effort scores and characteristics
of the students' status in college. For example, some quality of
"effort scales are clearly concerned with academic and 1nte11ectua]
activities-~use of the library, contacts with faculty members,
course learning, writing, and science laboratory. One would
«-surelm expect or at least hope that these intellectual efforts
would be greater among seniors than freshmen would pay of f in '
higher grades, be greater among students who aspired to continue |
their education beyond coilege, and-who spent more time on the1r
studies Table 3 shows that these expectations are amply ‘confirmed.
Any difference between mean scores of 1 0 or more. is statistically _
significant. On the scale measuring experience in writing there
ﬁare no differences related to year in school, but there are-the
-expected differences related to grades, aspirations, and time
spent on academic work. Table 4 shows that on the various_quality
of effort scales related to the use of non-academic facilities on
the campus and to the opportunities for students interpersonal
relations and self*understanding-cnamely, the scales concerned
with cultural facilities, clubs and organizations, the'student
union, athletic and_recreation facilities, personal experiences,

and student acquaintances--there are significant differences
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COLLEGE STATUS CHARACTERISTICS
RELATED TO ACADEMIC EFFORT

TABLE 3 -

~ College Status

Quality of'Effort Mean Scores

LIB FAC  COURSE = WRITE  SCI LAB

Ye;r'in College
“Freshman 17,9 17.8 20.00 287 22.6
Sophomore '19.1 - 18.6 29.6.  24.5 23.7 -
Junior . 19.4 19.2 29.9 2.0 - 23.9
Senior 20.5 20.3 29.9 26.6 - 23.6

_ Grades

B- or lower. 18.5 175 28.1 23.6 - 22.3
B 19.3 19.0 29.7 26.6 23.3
B+ or higher 19.8 20.2 1307 24.7 24,7 "

rAspire to Adv. Degree ‘
No 180  17.9 282 233 219
Yes 19.8  19.5 30.1 24.8 24.2.

Hours on School-

Related Activities
20 or less 17.8 17.7 . 21.8 23.1 20.9
30 19.1 18.6 . 29.8 24.2 23.0
40 or more 20.4 20,3 30.8 25.3..  25.5

B | 36
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 TABLE 4

COLLEGE STATUS CHARACTERISTICS
- RELATED TO USE OF NON-ACADEMIC FACILITIES AND
OPPORTUNITIES FOR PERSONAL AND INTERPERSONAL ASSOCIATION

| , Quality of Effort Mégn Scores
College Status AMT  CLUBS - UNION  ATH ° PERS EXP- ST ACQ

Have Lived on Campus -

No 18.3 159 187 154  20.5  21.9
Yes - 214 213 220 19.4 228 255

Where'tive Now

With parents - . 18.3 16.4 19.4 16.0 .20.7  21.8 :
Apt. away from o : ‘ ' C L i
. campus 18.9 16.6. . 18.6  15.4 20.7° 22.5° |
Apt. near campus = 20.5 19.0  21.5  18.0  22.0 4.1 I
College housing 2.7 21.8 - 22.0 19.8 22.8  25.9 ~ . '

Enroliment | , N

Part-time 169 140 160 141 196 . 20.3 |

Full-time 20.1 19.0 2.6 17.6  21.8 23.9
//“ /’
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between student§ who havpl1ived]on campus at some timé and those
who have never lived on,cambus, between those who now live in

- campus housing or near the'campus and ones- who livq farther away
or with parents, and between full-time students and part-time
students. Another comparison, in Table 5, shows the very sharp7 | -
contrasts.that.are_fouhd between science majors and hUmanitiés/
érts majbrs in the quaiity of effort scales related io thése
fields. Sciencg majors are strikingly much more involved in the
Séience_Lab.scale actfvities_than ﬁre_the Humanities/Arts majpré; |
and precisely the_§pposite is true of the activities related to
cultural faciities and writing where the Humanities/Ar;s majdrs"

. havq.much higher scores. Thﬁég three tables present findings that
._'are'fhlly supportivé'of what some people . in the field of measurement
might call the: concurrent or conSfruti Validity of,the dualify of

effort scales. The results are éongruent with pr{or research -
showing that residents are much more involved in campus activities
thanAafe commuters. We alsb.know'from prior research that people

.. who asbiré to advanced degrees and who get high grades are dsual]y
more cqmmftted to taking advantége of the opportunifies for learning
and stddy and intellectua? contact that college provides. And we
would mnst surely expect to find the differences between science
and humanities/arts’majors that are reported. All these,re]ation-
ships "make sense" an& iﬁ that respect add confidence to'yhat is

- being measured. ' T

The Credibility of Self-Reports
"A11 questionnaire surveys are based on self-beports. What

evidence is there that students' responses to the various items in

E

r
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~ TABLE 5
CONTRASTS IN QUALITY OF EFFORT BY MAJOR FIELDS

@ .
_ Quality of Effori Mean Score
Major Field - " SCI LAB - MT . WRITE
Sciences 27.6 19.1 23.7
. Humanities/Art . 20.4 . 25.0 26.0

the College Student . Experiences questionnaire are credible? Can

" we believe what they say about their activities, their progress,

their status in co]lege and .about themseives?

In survey research generally,_the accuracy of'enswers-depend
on the clarity of questions, on whether the respondents have a
good base in experienoe for answering the questions, on whether
the form in which the answers are to be given is appropriate, and
on whether the respondents regard the questions themselves as
meriting.e-serious and shoughsful response. ,

Several facts about the questionnaire lead us to the belief
that all of the above conditions are met. ’In pre-testing'meny of
the activities in the qualipy of effort scales we'informelly“asked
some students whether tney had any trouble responding to then
because of eny 1ack'of clarity. They'said no; We tried to;limit

the activities to ones that were quite specific so-that students

would immediately know whether they had done them, and we asked

- them only to recall what they had done "during the current school

year."
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- The form of'response for the activities scales gave them a
choice of indicating "never," "occasionally," "often," and "very
often." The meaning of "never" is. self-evident. What one ‘student
means by "often" is not necessarily the same as what another
student means. But- for any individual_student there is no doubt

that "often" is more frequent than "occasionally," and‘that "very

often" ig more frequent that "often.'

The items under the Est1mate of Gains sect1on of the ques- .

~ tionnaire are not so obviously explicit and specific as ti.e

activities. items, and students are asked to consider how-much gain

-'or progress they be11eve they have made "in college up to now."

At the same t1me the topics are ones that are surely fam111ar to
college students-~topics such as writing well, thinking log1ca11y, -

the ability to find'information'they need, etc. Credibility in

~this crucial part of the quest1onna1re rests on whether the1r )

responses’ match what we know from other sources about student
achievement, and_on certain internal consistencies in the:
responses. -We have already noted the sharp differences in quality

of effort scores between science and humanities majors. We know

- .from decades of data on objective achievement tests such as the

Area Tests of the Graduate Record'Examination the advanced subject-

matter tests of the GRE, and the major field tests of the Educational .

Testing Service that students make the1r highest scores on those
tests, or parts of tests, that are most closely related to the1r
major field, or to their "area of interest." Since we know this :
is ohjectively and extensively documented, the students' self-

estimate of gains in the questionnaire should reflect that truth.
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They do. Students whosn major field is sc1ence‘L ort“the most
gain in science-related goals.™ %or example, tow:1; the objective
""understanding the naturesof-science and experrmentation," 84% of
the science majors reported substantial progress, compared to 11%
.and 15%'respective1y for fine arts and humanitiesfmajorsl Toward '
. the objective "developing an-understanding and enjoyment'of art,
music, and drama," 85% of the majors in fine arts reported sub-
stantial gains. ' This percentage is tnree times greater than the
percentage'for science majors or socialfscience-majors. Toward
the object1ve "broadening your.acquaintance and enjoyment of
literature," three-fourths of the humanities majors reporied sub-
stantial gains compared with one-fourth of the science maJors 'ﬁﬁé“

~ For other object1ves--such as "understand1ng other people"~~

all sources of external ev1dence are subJect1ve By analogy w1th

the- correspondence‘between*magor f1e)ds*and “both- reported ga1ns
and obJect1ve1y measured 'gains, we can look for correspondence
between reported experience and reported progress that "makes
”wsense." For example; students who make the most use of athletic
and recreational facilities also report the most gain in "developing

yvod health habits and physical fitness." Students who have ‘the |

highest scores on -the "Student Acquaintances" scale,_and'students_

who 1ive in college housing, report the most progress toward the N
objective of "understanding Other.people and the ability to get

along with different kinds of peoplet" There are many other

examples in the questionnaire responses of congruent or validating
relationships between:activities and acnievement. Consequently,

we can accept the self-reports of activities and the self-estimates

of progress as broadly credible, valid, and-true to the facts.
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Other observations also iend support ‘for the beiief that

_students responses shouid be accepted as reiiabie and vaiid

This is evidence that they responded conscientiousiy to the questions.

The instructions for answering the questionnaire are to use a soft

black leac pencil, to fill in the‘circles carefully, and to fill

_ _in'an 1.0. number that'is printed at the end of the questionnaire.

b

Our estimates, from inspecting many questionnaires as they were
turned in, are that 95% of the students filled out the entire
questionnaire carefuiiy_and neatly. Aiso,hwe‘haue examined the
computer print-outifor eyery item"response in the 1983 second |
edition and have found that, with a couple of very small exceptions,
.never more than 2% of tle students left an item blank. On the

activity scales, and any other part of the questionnaire that

produces a "score," the computer instructions are to compute a

score only for those students who -answered all the items in the

_scaie. Again,.with very minor exceptions, no more than 2% of the

cases were left unscored. In short, in 95% to 98% and more of the
students' responses. we found no cause for concern ubout the care
with which their ansuers were reported.

Finally, we have.been told by administrators at several |
colieges that quite a few students saidrthey liked the question-'
naire, enjoyed filling it out, and felt they had learned something
about themselves. Given the urual student attitudes toward ques-
tionnaires, these favorable student comments suggest that they
regarded the content of thiquuestionnaire as meriting a serious

and thoughtful response.




-RESULTS -

OQer the last few years, since thefCollege.Studént'ExpepienCQS
qdestionnaire was first méde available;-many studies have been
made of the questionné%rejrqsults.' Pérhaps the most important -
line of inquiry has been to asse#s what conﬁectionsfthere'may be -

between students' quality .of effort and their attainment of

~ important goals of educaticn -toward which their gffobts were

presumably directed. In the first section Qe-notgd]thatﬁprocess-

variables were usually evaluated by the cdntribution théy made to -

“outcome or product variables. - So, we begin this section on results

by reporting those connections. . Having then-dqcumented the 6Verall‘

significance of quality bf'éffort, we turn_to_éome'studies of the

diagnostic and differential significance of quality of effort=~the .

‘insight it gives to explaining and modifying the presumed benefits

of "time on task;" of'living on campus; of identifying the elements -
that contribute to the success or failure of, community collége
transfer students; of the significance of‘readingvand wfiting
activities in college education today; and of -the very diffgrent
activities and achievements associated with the studenﬁsf’major

field of study. 'These.capabilities of the quality of effort -

measures are further examined in a larger context--noting, for

example, differen;es between types of'institutions; differehces
among colieges that on most sUrface aspects appear to be very
similar, and evidence of the uniqueness of a hitherto unstudied
segment of higher education, namely, Bible colieges. And finally’
we propose, and give evidence to support, an index of the quality

of undergraduate education, or more sbecifidally the quality and
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viiality'of undgrgra¢uate.student experience. Along the way, we.
-shéll indulge 1n‘commgnts about the popular conéept bf "value .
added,“ ab6u§ the relations between gains and initial status,
about tie use of.the_Collegé.Student Experiences questionnaire in o ,_.;
~ institutional .research anq_in the self-study éspect Af accreditation
ferew, and.ﬁltiMatély'try to ?édd up" what we have Téarneq about :
the qua]ityiand effectiyeneés of.undeﬁgraduate education. We.can
fsay,.in'a preview of theﬁe results that quality of effort js,a
concept whose value is predictive, diagnostic, énd perv;sivé in
unders;anding stUdeni 1earning and developmeﬁg ip“the coliege

environment.

1The Pré&iction of Aéhievement
The'fir;t.set of results, based on an analysis of 3,006
studeﬁt'responses;ét ll'collegeé‘ah& univér;ities in 1979, is, in
many-respects,fthe most dramatic. Subsequent analyses have merely-'-
“confirmed these resg1ts, The question td be answeréd is thié:
given é]l the elements in the,Questibnnaire--students background
cﬁaractéristics,'their'status in ;ollege, their~§atisfaction wi;ﬁ - B :.f
~ college, their assessment of the college environment, and their - -  me9%
séores onxthe yqrious quality of effdr;.(QE)‘scaJes-bwhat best |
prgdicts.their achievement with'respecl.tq_;he list of”goals of .
higher education? In thé 1979,ed1tion of the que#tionnaire there
was a list of 18 goals. A faétor analysis of these goals indicated
th&t they cou]dAbe groupéd into four brbad élusters as follows:
1. Personal/Social Development, |
Developing your own véﬁues and ethical star dards

Understanding yohrself--your abilities, interests, and
personality cg, ’ . '
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Understanding other peopie and the ability to get
' aiong with different kinds of peopie

Ab111ty to function as-a team member
| Deveioping good health habits and physical fitness
2. Genera} Education, Literature and Arts

| Gaining a broad genera1 education about different
fields of knowledge

-Deveioping an understanding and enjoyment of art
. ' o | ousic, .and drama :

Broadening your acquaintence and enjoyment of literature .
. ' | , '-writing.cieariy and effectively

Becoming aware of ditferent phiiosophies cultures,
- and ways of 1ife

3. Intellectual Skills | |
Ability to think ana1ytica11y and 1og1ca11y

Abilitv to put ideas together, to see relationships,
similarities and differences.betweenuldea5~

Ability to learn on your own pursue “ideas, and find
information you- need ,

. | :s L "Acquiring background and specialization for further
: ) ‘education in some professionai, sCientific or
- - scholarly field .

4, Understand1ng Science

Understanding the nature of science and eXperimentation

Understanding sc1ent1fic and technical deveiopments
and their appiications in society

Quantitative thinking--understanding probab111ties,
proportions, etc

Students reported progress toward each of the obJectives in thase
four groupings were added up to give an estimate of progress
toward the more general objective defined by the group category.

‘These four categories of achievement were then used as”criteria of
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attainment3 to be predicted'or-explained_by-all the information we
have about students, environments, ano quality of effort, The |
statistical procedure is called stepwise multiple regression
This simply means that the computer program first ident.ries the |
variable that has the largest relationship with the criterion, ‘
- then the variable that has the next largest relationship, etc.,
until adding more variables contributes little or nothing more
(less than ES) toward‘accounting for the performance on the criterion.
Technical tables giving the results of the factor. analysis. |
.and of the regressions are in the Appendix--Appendix Tables 1 and
.2' '. | |
What the .figures in'those tables'show is quite clear. In
| 4 relation to every one of the four main categories of achievement
one or more of the quality ot effort scales (QE) makes the greatest
';contribution.towardzexplaining that achievement. The numbers -

under the column labelled'Rz

are really percentages--that~is,-they
~ show the percent of the variance on the criterion that is "accounted |,
- for," or more simply, "when you know these things this is how much
of theiresult you have been able-to_explainlor predict‘" |
lhe.best'predictors of students' progress toward_personal/social |
development objectives are the'quality of effort scales‘dealing' |
with activities'intended to promote_self-understanding and with
the use of athletic and iecreation facilties. The bestlpredictor
of students'. progress in acquiring intellectual'skills is the
- quality of effort they devote to course learning activities. The

best predictors of progress toward goals related to general education,.

literature and arts are the quality of effort students invest in
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using‘the cultural facilities on campus’ for art, music, and drama,
and. the'quality'of effort they- put into writing activities The
_best predictor of students progress in understanding science is

the quality of effort they put into using science laboratory

- Another way to highiight theé contribution that quality of
effort makes in predicting achievement is to:put‘al]fthe'variabies"
into the computer in a predetermined sequence: first;'put in all
the students‘ batkground or status variabies;.second, put in all
_the-college status'variabieS} third, put in_all,the environment
ratings; and finally, after all these;commenly.utilized variables.
have contributed.as much as they can te_exp]aining'aChievement,_
put in_the'quality bfieffort variables to see whether‘they add.
anything 1Q-explaining_the_achievement. These results are shown -

. in Appendix Table'3:-. | .

'Before entering the quality of effort measures,_pne}can

~ account for somewhere between 24% and 36% of the“result'on the
criterion.4 This is.almest exactly what many past studies have
shown. When the guality of effort measures are added; ohe can now
explain from 39% to 47% of the performance on the cr1terion--a
substantial increase in our understanding, from 10 to 15 percentage

| pownts better than past research has typically been able to explain

The results just described iead to a very significan* concluSion,

one that differs from much prior research which has held that
student characteristics and family background are the most importht
ceterminants of achievement. The new conclusion is this: granted

the importance of all the elements that influence who goes where
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to college, once the students get there what counts most is not

who they are or where~theyfare'but'whatuthey do. Prior research

" has not included what turns out to be the most influential
variable--the quality of effort that students themselves invest in
“"using the facilities ehd opportunities for learning and develop-

ment that-exist’in the‘collegefsetting. Now that "quality of

effort" has been included, better exblanetidhs and new cohclusions'

" emerge.

: i

The. Pred1ct1on of Ach1evement Reaffirmed
| | Because the 1ntroduct1on of qualify of effort 1nto equat1ons
for pred1ct1ng achlevement has clearly mod1f1ed the generaliza-
tlons made from prlor research, one needs to be sure that the new
.generalizatlons ‘are reasonably,stable. When the revised second
edition questionnaires'fbom 2299 students}et 8 col)eges had been

filled out, we repeated all of the anaiyses we have just reported--

 results obtainediffom different.studehts, at different colleges,

at a different time, and with a questionnaire that .contained a few

slightly different items. Do we still get-the same results? The

answer is yes, with a few minor adjustments. These analyses were

made by Karen_Lefever. The'previous analyses of.the'1979 data had
been made by Jack Fr$ed1ander. :

The first analysis we had made, shown-in Abpendix-Table_l,
was a factor ana]ys1s of the estlmate of gains. In the secoed.
edition of the questionnaire there were 21 statements of obJect1ve .
One of the original- 18 bbjectives,'"chational'training--acquirln
knowledge'ang skills applicable:to'a career,'" was now divided int

two objectives, one focused on specific job training, and one
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3focused;on broaderdcareer'reievance; -Another of the objectives
I listed in the 1979 edition was now also split jnto.two more clearly
| defined statements' the goal "understanding scientific and technical.
Idevelopments and their applications in soc1ety" was expanded in |
the 1983 ed1tion into two goa1s~-one focused on understanding new -
'deve]opments and -one focused on awareness of the consequences of
new app11cations Also, in the 1983 edttton there was a new '
.obJect1ve "Acquir1ng familiarity with the use of computers."”
The factor ana]ys1s of ‘the 21 items 1ncluded in the Est1mate
of Ga1ns'section of the rev1sed quest1onna1re is reported in
Appendir Table 4. There now emerges a fastor.we have'called
"Vocation" consisting of three items. In the 1979 questionnatre
there had on]y been one goa] statement about vocat1on and 1t did
not fit into any of the four goal categortes in the 1979 factor
ana]ysts. Except for.-this new factor, which~ye had hoped would
emerge, the factor ana]ysjs resu]ts_of the.new data are near]y-'

identical with the previous analysis. . For the revised second

edition quest1onna1re, the maJor categor1es of goals are -as fo]]ows
1. Personal and Social Deve]opment

Understand1ng other people and the'abi1ity-to get
along with different kinds of people

Understanding yourseif--your abilities, interests, and
personality

Developing'your'own values and ethical standards
Ability to function as a team member
_/ | Deve]oping good health habits and physical fitness

! : 2. General Education, Literature and Arts

- Broadening your acquaintance and enjoyment of
- c ~ literature.
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 Writing clearly and effectiveiy'

Developing an understanding and enjoyment of art,
- music, and drama

- Becoming aware of different philosophies, cultures,
and ways of iife _ ..

‘Gaining a broad general education about different -
fields of knowledge .

3. Intellectual Skills |
Ability to think anaiyticaiiy and logically

Ability to put ideas'together, to see relationships,
similarities, and differences between ideas

Quantitative thinking--understand} ng’probabilities,
: proportions, etc.

Ability to ‘Yearn on your own, pursue ideas, and find
information you need

4, Understanding Science/Technology

Understanding new scientific and technicai deveiopments '

Understanding the nature. of science and experimentation
Becoming aware of the consequences (benefits/hazards/
dangers/values) of new applications in science :
and technology : :
| Acquiring.famiiiarity with the use of computers.
5.  Vocation ’ "

Vocational training--acquiring knowledge and skills
applicable to a specific job or type of work

‘Gaining a range of information that may be relevant to

a career
- Acquiring background and specialization for further
education in some professional, scientific, or
scholarly field '
Results of the step-wise muitipiegregression analysis of all
variables in the questionnaire in relation to each of the above

five categories of goals are in Appendix Tables 5 and 6. Again,
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- 'scores on various quality of effort scales emerge as major con-

- is the qua]ity of effort scale iabeied acience/Technoiogy Inthe

tributors to students' achievement. For exampie,'toward the broad

- goal of parsonal/ social deveibpment,'students"quaiity of effort

. on the Dormitory, Fraternity/Sorority scale makes the largest

-. contribution, with the quaiity of effort scaies reiated to Athietic
and Recreation facilities, and to Personal Experiences also being_
influential. Toward the cluster of goals related to generair

education, literature and arts, the biggest_contribution comes

_from students' scores on the quality of effort scale in using the

campus facilities of. art, music, and theatre. The top_contributor

"to students"progress toward Onderstanding science and technoiogy

development of inteiiectual skiiis[ having an environment character- . L
1zed by a strong emphasis on being’critical, evaiuative,.and
,anaiyticai heads the 1ist of influential variables, followed by

the quality of effort scaies regarding ﬂcience/Technology, and the

| 1nformationai and persuasive ievels of student conversations. For

the outcome labeled vocation, no schificaily related quaIity of

.effort scale had been developee. For this outcome the most influ-

~ _ential variables were an erivironment with strong emphasis on the

development of vocationai and occupational competence and a strong o ﬁ'
emphasis on the personel relevance and practicai'vaiue'of the
students courses; |
When all the variables were put into the regression equation
in a predetermined order--first, student characteristics; second,
college status variables; third, ratings of the college environment;

and finally, quality of effort--the results again show that quality

o 51 BEST copv AVAILABLE



of effort makes a significant added contribution to explaining the

outcomes. For the personal/social .development goals, R® incréases

from .34 to .46 when quality of effort is added to the predictors; ”

2 is from .48 to.

for the general education goals, the increase'in.R
' -.55;'for intellectual sijls the increasé is from .37 to .46; for
§;ience'goals the increase is from .3 tq'.59; and'for vocation
the increase in-R2 is from .45 to .50. | |
| For the second edftion-1983 resu{t53 we'have also summarized
' the simple and dihect(correlations of~a11 variables with each df
the clusters of gains. This information, of coqrse,{dverlébs witﬁ
the regression analysis;results;lbut it prbvidéﬁ'a little differeﬁt:
and more detailed understanding of}how=the,qata-fit togéther. In
the lists beloﬁ, all correlation of-;éo or higher are shown. (See

Appendix for ah explanation of the abbreviations.) ';

Correlations with Personal/Social Development Gains

QE:Dorm F/S . .40

QE:Cpnv Tp$ ' o .39

QE:Pers Exp | TS ‘
QE:Conv Info ..34

QE:Clubs -~ .33

QE:St Acq - 32

ENV:Student .32

-ENV:Rel ' | .31

QE:Ath1 ~ : .31

Qt:Course . i .31 |
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Correlations with Intellectual Skills Gains
/

ENV:Crit | .43 .
QE:Course ; _ - .40 .
* QE:Conv Info | . .38
. QE:Sci/Téchmm%"m;hrnff:JM__mﬁ,'B%mmu;" n
ENV:SchﬁI““”;/ " ) '
Correlations with General Education, Literature -and Arts -
Gains | - '
QE:AMT a9
QE;cobv Tp7 o .'.“ 41
ENV:Crit RS
Read Tekfsﬁ'“’ o o .36
CQE:St Ac| | .36
QE: Conv Info .‘ o | .35 | i\' |
- | QFc [ L
CQEwrited i3 R
QEtCoqf$é : .33 ]
ENV:Esth ~ .
"Write ape;s | | ,'.30
Corre]étions with Understanding Science/Technolqu Gains
| Qszsﬁz/recu S n
Correlations w/th Vocation Gains f ; o
EWNoc . .43 | .
ENV:Rel .
) |

- The frequency with which QE measures appear in these lists is

- very obvious. In addition to the 29 correlations identified

\

“ 53  BEST COPY "AV'AII.ABLI‘“




S T T R T T e e e P 3y R

.above, there are 44 others thai fall between the range of .20
and .29, making a yetal.bf 73. When all of these are classified
_és to their origin or type, the results are as follows:
None are Sthdentlcnaracteristiee.variables
15 ane College Status vaniab]es
22 ane College Environment variables
. and 36 are Qua]ity of Effort variables.

This again reinforces the conclusion that, in the predict1on
of ach1evement in college, what counts most is not who you.are
(student characteristics variables), or where you are (co]]ege
‘status and college environment var1ab1es) but what you .do . (qua]ity
of effort variables). |

5 The Prediction of Satisfact1on with College

If students don' t like what they are doing, and would rather

be somewhere else than in the college théy are presently attending, = - s ;{

ehe chances are that they ‘are Qasting'their time and not taking
advantage of the oppontuhiiies evai]abie to them. Enthusiasm,
satisfaction; and a sense of worthwhi]enesé are pefsonal feelings
~ that contribute to productivity- and accomp]ishment Fortunately,.
most students in most colleges 11ke be1ng there The’Co11ege |
Student Experiences questionnaire produces an index.of setisfaction
based on reSpenses to the fo]]oning questions: |
How we]]._ do you like college?
I am enthusiastic about-it
I Vike it
I am more or less neutral about it
"1 don't like it |
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If yoy could start over agaia, would you go to. the same

college you are now attending?
Yes, &efinitely
Probably yes
Probably no
| No, definite1y |
By giving 4 points to the most favorable response to each question, .
3 points to the next most favorable response, etc. and adding the |
points, one gets a score, oﬁfsétisfaction index, ranging'from'z to
8. The meaning of scores 8 or'7 at the most favorable end of the
scale, and of scores of 2 or 3 at the mosf unfavorable end are
clear. A score of 6 is nearly always obtained by students who
said "I like it" to the first quest1on, and "Probably yes" to ;he
sqcond question, Anyone getting a score of 5 or lower must have
answered at least one questlon negatively or neutrally.
An analysis of responses from a cross-section of UCLA under-
graduates in 1979 produced the following d1str1bution

Satisfaction score

8 points . . 22%, very satisfied

7 points 27%

6 points » 28%  satisfied

5 point§ 13%

4 points ' 7% neutral to negative
3 points o 'AZX

2 points 1%,

In the UCLA study of satisfaction we divided the students

into three groups, as defined above--very satisfied, satisfied,
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and neutral to negative--and then compared the respbnses of these

‘three groups with respect to the quality of effort scores on all
14xaspects of the college experience, their characterizations of
the college énvironment on'all of the environment ratings, and
_their ratings of progress toward all of the objectives. On every
qua}i;y of effon; scale, and on every characterization of the
.environnnnt,'and.pn reported progress toward enery objective, thr:
highest (most favorable) mean scores were made by the';tudents who'
were "very satisfied" with UCLA, the next best scores ‘were made.:f
* students whn were "satisfied," and the lowest scores were made b ‘-
those who were "neutral to'negativg,f' There were no exceptions tol\
this pattern. |

Students who are most satisfied with college put the most.
into it and get.the most out of it, Using satisfaction with
Co!lege as the criterion, and then determining which variables of
all the ones included in thé}questionnairefﬁnve ﬁhe highest rela?.
tionship to'fhat criterion (best predict or bestvexplain‘it), the
two most influential variables were as fo1lows; first, students'
gains in the group of objectives we .have dgécribed as intellectual
skills, and secand, environment in which relationships among
students were characterized as friendly and supporfive.' So, when
students are very satisfied tney believé they are developing their
intellectual powers, and find the envirorment to be ffiendlv and
supporiive; Since we don't really.know the direction of these
relationshins we can also state the generalization another way:
Qhen students ane making progress.in the development of their

intellectual pqﬁers, and when their experience in the environment

A..\
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is characterized by friendly and supportive relationships with
other students, they are very satisfied with college.

Since having "satisfied" students is surely a desirable
condition, further exploration of what contributes to satisfaction
more generaliy, not just at UCLA, was conducted. It.is possible,
for example, that student satisfaction at researco oriented univef-
sities may result from a different combination of conditions than

at other types of colleges and universities

Yo examine this possibility, Oscar Porter ran stepwise multiple

regression analyses of all the qdestionnaire elements against the :
criterion of satisfaction (the satisfaction index score) separately
for five different types of institutions--doctoral universities,
public comprehensives, private comprehensives, liberai arts type

I, and libepal'arts type II.. Tho result of tpesé regression
analyses are shown in Appendix Tablo 7. In all types of»colleges,
the single most 1mportant contributor to students satisfaction was
an environment described as friendly, supportive helpful etc.-- |
most commonly the supportive relations among students, but also in
some cases the helpful, encoupagingprelationships with faculty
members, or the’ flexible, considerate style of the colloge's'

operations. Also contributing to satisfaction was an environment

.strong in its emphasis on intellectual qualities--whether academic,

scholarly, or critical, analytical. Parallel to this intellectual

emphasis are the students' belief that they have gained in acquiring

a broad general education, and, in all types of institutions that

they are making good grades or at least not making poor ones.




The only quality of effort scales tﬁat entered into the
regression equations were ones.thatzinvolved pérsonal/social
relationships--Dofmitory, Fraternity/Sprority. Studght Aﬁquajntencés, '
Clubs and QOrganizations, Athletic and Recreation Facilities, |

f ‘ Studént Union, Conversation Topics,‘and, the one exception to this
1i§t; Library. - |

"By noiing all the'var;qbles inj;heﬁrqgressions that had a

simple direct correlation with.the Satisfacfion Index of .20 or
higher, we can.SQp wfth‘additional clarity the common soufces'of

’ student satisfaction Jith college. 'Of ihe 55 variables 1f5ted.in
‘Appendix Table 7, 32 had correlations of .20 or higher with the
Satisfaction Index. These 32 correlations are ident1f1ed in
Appendix Table 8. .The categories or_sources.of these e]ements
throw further light on what contributes to satisfaction. Of thé
32 corre]étions listed, 17 are ratings of .the ENVIRONMENT (with 12
of those referring to the supportiveness of:personél relationships
within.the enyironmént); 9 are estimates'of GAIN or progress
,towafd imbortant goals (acquiring background and specialilat%on
for advanced educat1on breadth of knowledge, and self-understand1ng),
and 6 are QUALITY OF EFFORT t0p1cs (a1l related to group faC1l1t1es
and 1nterpersonal relationships). None of the 32 elements came

from the College Status, or thg Stqdeqt Characteris;ics categories.

The Diagnostic Value of Quality of Effort

Quality of effort, introduced into equations in predicting
students success in college, has significantly modified previous
generalizations about_what best accounts for achievement. The

predictive value of quality of effort is more powerful than the
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predictive value of family beckgroend, racial or ethnic identifica~.&
. tion, age, sex, marital status, or vapfous characteristics of the
college environment. - There is, in addition to ihis preeictive .
sjghificance, a diagnostic value in measuring quality of effort .
which also leads to some modifications in the conclusions from
prior re;earch; Examples of'iheée_fefinements-are described next.
One of the variables that has been wide?y introduced in
edueetionai\ﬁeseer;h,.eSpecially as related to achievement in
a'elementary aed secondary school, is variab]e called "time on
task." For example, a high school math course may be schedu]ed
for one hour a day, five days a week for 15 weeks but from
observations gf what really oceurs during the class period one
discovers that ihe‘actual time spent on the task (math work) has
not been 75 heurs, but, fn some cases, no‘more than 50 hours,
owing to variq@s interruptions, diéreeeions,*etc., whefeas‘ini
other ceses,as much as 90% of the time Qes actually spent "on
task." Time on task is a-much better pfed}ctor of.studente“
| ach1evement than t1me allocated to the subJect in the curriculum.
" In our research with the Col]ege Student Experiences question-
. naire we do not have any literal (direct observation) counterpart
te time on taek. but we have made comperisons between time spent
and quality of time sgent. These comearisons have been made by
Jack Friedlander. For these comparisons, two definitiens are
similar to the idea of time on task. One is how long the students
have been in college; the other is how many hours a week“the
students usually spend on activities relatee their- school work.

The analyses cenfirm the irportance of time, but also the greater
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'importance of effort. It's true, for example, that gains on the

outcome measures related to inteiiectuai skills and t6 general

education are related to how’ iong one has been in coiiege--the

tgains reported by seniors are significantly greater. than the gains

reported by freshmen But the whole truth is that freshmen whose
quaiity of effort scores with respect to inteiiectuai/ academic
experiences (course learning, iibrary, contacts with faculty, and
writing) are above average report greater gains in intellectual
skills and in generai education than juniors or seniors whose
quality of effort'scores are peiow average. It is aiso.true that .
sheer time spent-on academic work"(number-of hours a week) is
related to pr/gress toward obJectives related to generai education,‘

to inteiiectuai skills, and to grades. But the whole truth is

. that students who spend a lot of time at a Tow (below average)

level of quaiity make iess progress than students who spend feuer

hours at a high (above average) level of quality; and students who '

-spend about 40 hours a week of high quality effort get better .

grades than students who spend 50 or more hours of low quality of

effort. Compared to quality effort time spent (years in coiiege)

-and time on task (hours spent on academic works are reiativeiy

weak expianations.-

These_reiationships between time, quality of effort, grades,

?nd gains are documented in Tables 6 and 7, based on students from

30 colleges and universities. .
Living on campus"has been found by many researchers to be

positively rétlated to satisfaction, retention, and benefits of

- various kinds (both intellectual and social). In a study of
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TABLE 6

LENGTH OF TIME IN COLLEGE RELATED TO GRADES AND GAINS
AS MODIFIED BY QUALITY OF EFFORT

Year in College and Quality . : ' : _ .
.of Academic/lntellectual - Gains in : Gains in

. .
e

in Effort S Grades Intellectual Skills’ General Education
Freshmen . 2.9 | 0.6 117 __
Low QE o 2.8 L 9.8 10.8
High QE 3.1 11.5 ‘ 12.9
}Sdph6MOres ‘ 3.1 o 1Ls - . 12,3
Low QE 3.0 _ 10.7 - ' 11.1
High.QE ° 3.2 12.3 13.5
Juniors - 3.2 11.8 12.3
Low QE - 3.0 ©10.9 11.3
‘High QE 3.4 | 12.5 13.2.
Seniors 3.3 | 12.1- ) | 12.5
Low QE | 3.1 - 11.3 11.4
High QE . 3.4 - 12,7 13.3
N = 7700
Note: Grade point‘averages are 2.0 = C; 3.0 = B; 4.0 =A. Mean scores on the

Intellectua! Skills and General Education objectives that are different
from one another by .3 or more are statistically significant.

S
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TABLE 7

HOURS PER WEEK ON ACADEMIC ACTIVITIES RELATED TO GRADES

AND GAINS AS MODIFIED BY. QUALITY OF EFFORT -

Year in College and Quality
of Academic/Intellectual

Grades

* Gains in

\C

- Gains in

in Effort Intellectual Skills General Education
About 20 hours or less 2.9 10.6 11.2
Low QE 2.8 10.0 10.5
High QE 3.0 11.8 | 12.6
About 30 Hours 3.0 ) 11.3 } 12.2
Low QE 2.9 : 10.6 . 11.3
High QE 3.1 12.1 13.2
About 40 hours 3.3 11.9 12.7
Low QE 3.2 ' 11.1 : 11.6
High QE 3.4 12.4 13.4
About 50 hours or more 3.5 - 12.3 - - 12.6
Low Qe | 3.3 11.5 11.2
High QE 3.6 12.8

(Y- 4




campus !§~off-campus residents at four large.doctoral granting
universities as well as a special study of UCLA students, the
data from the College Student Experiences questionnaire are
generally supportive of prior research on this topic--but with one -
diagnostic refinement when quality of. effort is considered. The
analyses of these data were made - by Mary Beth Snyder The'student’
respondents from the four universities differed in several ways--_'
such as the proportion of freshmen vs upperclassmen, etc.,.but the
differences between those who lived on campus (dormitory or'.
fraternity/sorority) and those who did not were so large along
certain dimensions that other variations between the groups could
not have reversed the conclusions Moreover, with respect to the
‘quality.of effort'students invested in using group facilities and(
opportunities for personal and_social development and_with gains'
related to personal and social'development, and withjoverall
satisfaction with college, the differences are totally consistent
in all four institutions, except for one:item at one institution.z
'The.biggest differences'between campus and off-campus groups
were in-the estimated gains in personal and'social'development as
shown in Table 8.

The much higher proportion of campus'residents ¢laiming sub-
stantial gain'in;these respects is parallel to the much higher
percentage of campus residents yho score above a certain level in
“the quality of effort scales related to those gains as shown in _;/‘
Table 9.

The other main difference between campus and off-campus -
residents is in the former's perception of the environment as
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8 . TABLE 8 | o
S - "COMPARISONS BETWEEN CAMPUS AND OFF-CAMPUS RESIDENTS IN
- : ' GAINS RELATED TO PERSONAL AND SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT
-~ S _ L
é’ ' _ Percent Reporting Substantial Gain .
e Values, Ethics - Und Self : Und Others Team - Health
Campus Off-Campus Campus 0ff-Campus Campus 0ff-Campus Campus Off-Campus Campus Off-Campus '?f;
University A 57 51 73 67 82 60 52 32 54 2
" University B 79 5 82 69 87 - 51 59 26 43 32y,
University C 66 55 73 - 89 .79 62 39 . 2 . 35 29
University D 71 59 77 65 82 68 60 42 56 . 35
o ‘ 5 R
° 4
, | TABLE 9 |
- COMPARISONS EETWEEN CAMPUS AND OFF-CAMPUS RESIDENTS IN
QUALITY OF EFFORT RELATED TO PERSONAL AND SOCIAL-ACTIVITIES
Percent Scoring Above a Defined Level of QE . o
QE: PERS EXP QE: ST ACQ QE: CLUBS - QE: ATHL QE: CONV TPS
- Campus Off-Campus Campus Off-Campus " Campus Off-Campus Campus Off-Cambus Campus Off-Campus
University A 62 47 T 44 24 36 . 22 34 15 54 . 44
~ University B 62 43 48 23 33 11 38 28 57 - {42
64 University C 55 45 45 30 25 .. 26 34 30 59 45
University D 55 43 40 26 47 16 46 - 22 56 46




having a supportive and friendly relationship among students to a C ‘
. much greater'extent. |
Other vqriébles--such as quality of effort in academic,
intellectual topics, and gains with respect to intellectual skills
and general educatfon, and in other characterizations of the
'_environment--did not show cénsistentIy latge differences between
campus and off-campus groups; aqd,.in fact, residence seemed to be
neutral rather than positive in its influence.
The mere fact of living on campué has some influence on
students' pfogress toward goals of personal and Social development
. and the quality'of effort.they put into variouS'gpportunities for
group associations. But this is not the whole truth. On the
“scale measurfng the quality of effort students who live in a group
setting on campus (QE: Dorm, F/S) put into using those opportuni- .
ties, some students have very high scores and others have very low
scores. Some students, despite living in'a group setting take
little advantage of it. OnnthSe.bhjectives most related to
- personal and social development, students whose participation in
the residence Qnit activities ranked'them in the lowest third of
the scores on that scale gained no more than students 1living atm | ,
home with iheir parents. These relatively uninvolved campus
residents might as well have stayed'at home. 'In this respe;t, thé_
qﬁality of effort scale permits a more refined and diagnostic
understanding of the generai value of living on campus, for the
whole truth is that the benefit depends partly on what they do,

not merely on where they live.
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A third special study illustrating the diagnostic value of
quality of effort was a tocal s;ﬁdy at UCLA by'thn Lara of community
f college transfer students. comparing the quality of effort.at UCLA
of transfer students wh0'had'pérsisted and those who had dropped
out, and also the quality of effbrt'of'ihese.two groups when they
were in community college. fhg academic quality of effort scales
were used in this‘study--course léarning, library, writing, and
~ faculty contacts. The population included a1l comﬁunity'coilege
transfers to UCLA in the fall of 1977. Sixty one percent.of them
were located anq réspondéd to a questionnaire 1h'the spring of

1979--824 respondents were still enrolled at UCLA and 312 had

dropped dutt The students indicated—how often they had engaged in
“the various activities at UCLA and also how often they had engégeq
in those. same activities wrzn they were in community college.

Other parts of the questionnaire asked about some environment

‘characteristics at community colleges and at UCLA,'and progress
toward certain objectiges at_community cpllege and at UCLA. On

the quality of effort scales for lib;ary, Qriting,'and coufrse
learning., the scorés of bbih the dropouts and tﬁe persisters were
higher at UCLA than they had been at the coﬁﬁdﬁ?ty college; but

the difference was much greater for persisters than for dropouts.

In other words, the dropouts had inqreased their quality qf effort
somewhat, but not nearly enough and not nearly as high as the ber- '

sisters.- For example, on the Course Learning scale, the percent

scoring 26 or higher on the scale was 55% at UCLA for those who
‘had dropped out compared with 37% when they were in community

college. In contrast, the corresponding percentages for those who
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were persisters at UCLA_was 50% when they were in community college,
increasing to 80% at UCLA. -On'theAljbrafy_scale.thé pefsisters
had 65% scoring 21 points or above at UCLA, compared with 31% for
the dropouts. For both groups the percentages representgd aﬁ
‘inCrease over what their quaiity of effort in library use had been
“at the community college--the dropou;s having increﬁsed from 16%
to 31% Fnthhé persisters increasing from 28% to 65%. ) o o }'
These differences between éommunity college and-ahe'uniQersity
ére also reflected in Studentﬁ' ratings of progresé toward importaht
objectives. In communify college, less than a ﬁhird of the tranSfef
students felt they had made very much or quite a bit of progress
toward the objective of ability to think analytically and logically
(34% among those who subsequently persisted at UCLA and 27% among
° ‘those whd'subéequén;]y dropped out). At UCLA, among those who
| persisted, 85% claimed very much or quite a bit of gain, comp.red
with 46% among those who.had dropped out. ‘
Frbm these eiamp]es, and from ﬁﬁny others like them in the |
complete study, two generalizations can be made: first, the.
‘quality of academic effort needed-for persis&fnce at the university

was much higher than'the quality of effort needed at the community

college to become eligible for transfer; and second,:cnmbared with

the students who later dropped out, the students who were successful’

at the univefsity had not only made a much larger increase in

their prior quality of effort but also had reached a much higher N
absolute level. - ‘ | : , | .

This study had a major fnfluence on the enactment of revised

policies tor the admission of transfer studehts; and for the

1
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provision of resources to assist §hose,who may need help to succeed
at UCLA. 5 |

. ;. _
The Ditferentia] Value of Quality of Effort

Coliegeé differhfrqm 6ne,another 1n_man§ ways--in size,
affluence, programs, selectivity, etc.f-andothe question now
raised is whether and how they might also differ froﬁ one another

-~ in the quality of effort of. their students. We do not, at this
point, gonsider whethebrcoflege A is diffefént from college. B, 5u}
rather in a broader context.whether certaiﬁ types of colleges.
differ in some systematic way from other types--not in ways we
already know they differ, but in ways revealed by their students

\responses to the College Student Exper1ences que§t1onna1re. $1nce
the unique feature of the College Student Experiences'questidnnaire
is its méasurement of students' quality of effort in using Qarious
facilities and opportunities for learning'and development, the
first éoncern is in what d{fferences-there aré in that respeét.“

. There are 14 quality o7 effort scales. Considering the
resﬁlts from 14,615 students.at 62 éo1feges, collected over the
four-year period from 1979 through 1982--doctora1'granting univer-
sities (DL), cdmprehengive colleges anduuniversitiés, public (PUB .
COMP), and private PRI COMP), liberal eris colleges, types I and
I1 based on selectivity (LA I and LA II),.and Bible’éo11ege§--what“
differences are there in students' quality of effort at those
institutions? The data from Bible colleges wili be considered

separately. The first comparisons, then, are between the other

five types of colleges and universities.
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others which differ by more than 2.

. . /
Differences in mean scores on the quality of effort scajes of
1.00 or more are always statistically significant, given.the large

number of cases in the present analyses. But even though statisti-
\

'ca11y s1gn1f1cant, such relatively small differences are pvobably

of little pract1ca1 or visible import. So, we dec1ded to focus '

mainly on differences in mean scores of 3.00 or greater. Of the
1? quality of effort scales there are eight in which differences

Jbetween institutional types are of his larger magnitude, and two

"bﬁt less than 3.00. Of the

10 differing by 2.00 or more, three e activities related to

A

academic schoiarly efforts, three concern personal and social

P

the campus. In other words, between the five types of 1nst1tu-  .
tions, 10 of the 14 quality of effort stales revebl major differ-
ences in student actiyities. These differences include all the

primary aspects of éo]lege experience--academic, personal/social,

and the use of institutional facilities.

On other quality of effort scales, the differences in scores
between institutional tyggs are small.: There are apparently few

difference in student'actiVitiés, no matter what sort of school

one attends, with respeét to Course Learning, Experience in Writing,

Informatjon in Conveﬁgétions; or Personal Experiences.

What emerges with striking clarity in comparing quality of
effort differences between institutional typés is the remarkable
and almost dniversa]lsuperiority of the academically selective
liberal arts colleges (LA 1). They have the highest mean scores

/ _ _
on the scales concerning Library, Experiences with Faculty, and
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Science Laboratofy; a150'oh the scaTes:concerned with Conversation
Topics, Student Acquaintences, and Art, Music, Theater; and further
on the activity_scalés regarding Clubs and Organizations, and
Athletic and Ré;reatioh Facilitfes. . o
These results at the selective liberal arts colleges are |
consistent with all pridr'research regarding iﬁstitftional differ-
ences. There are also results on the quality of effort scales |
A that are consistent with all prior research on thg,characteristicsi'
of student life at big schools vs. sma]l'sch?/)s{/ For example,

‘the small schools have hlgher qu@llty of effort scores/on Experiences

with Faculty, Personal'Exper1ences ~Studént Acqua)ntences¢ Clubs

and Organlzatlons, Student Union, 3/ Athletic and Recreation

Facilities. So, quality of effort is a va:1ab1e that, on 1ts own,
reveals important-institutional differences.

The unique virtue-éf'the selective liberéI.arts colleges is
further documented by strong emphasis in their énvironment on
scholarly qualities, on being analytical and critical, and on
students' characterizations of the faculty as approachable, helpful,
understanding, and encourag1ng

The combined features of high quallty effort and the env1ron-
mental emphasis on intellectuality and personal supportiveness in
the se[ective,libera] arts co]iéges is further enhanced, or perhaps
helps to produce, gains towérd many important objegtives thét are '
significant]j greater than_inﬁother types of colleges. The unique
quality of these liberal arts cdllegés is in the.progréss their

students report in general edutatién, literature, and arts. In

breadth of knowlege, in becoming aware of different philosophies,
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xégltures, and Qeys‘of life, in broadening their acquaintence and
enjoyment of literature, and developing an understanding and

./+\\anoyment of art, music, and drama, more students in the.selective.

liberel arts colleges report substantial.progreés than do students
in.any other type of school.- They'also report most progreee
toward develﬁbing various intéllectuatr%kiljs; |

The objective toward whith feyer students in the selective
liberal arts colleges than in ail other types of colleges report
substantial gain is "veeational training=-acquiring knowledge and.

ski1ls applicable to a career." This finding, from the reports of

students in college today, is of particular significance .in relation

‘to the frequehtly expressed belief that todays students are mainly

"vocatioﬁa]“ in their orientation and, presumably, not much interested

in the "liberal arts." However, it is also the students in the

selective 1iberal arts colleges who are most satisfied with college.

In the large doctoral grant1ng unwvers1t1es most of them
strongly research oriented the relationships among students and
between students and faculty shown by the environment ratings are
the lowest or jeast sepportive'qf the five types of institutions.
Students at the dottoral univereities also-have the lowest mean -
score on the quality of effort scale regarding ;ontacts witp
faculty members. Nevertheless, the percent of students at the
doctoral universities who are "satisfied with college" is high=--
higher than the perceet_at the more congenial and supportive
Tiberal arts typeeII colleges or the private comprehensives. A
friendTy environment usually contributes to student satisfaction,
but .t does not assure it. |

AV
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] ‘The basic data showing institutional différences 1n-qua1ity

of effort, environment ratings, énd estimates of progress ébe in
" Appendix Tables 9, 10 and 11. | |
To test still further the ability of fhe quality of ‘effort -
measures to differentiate between collegés, Oscér Porter selected
six colleges that appeared to be very Similar to one another (all
were highly selective liberal arts colleges of roughly similar
size and affluence,;ahd all, in their catalogues and brochures had
very similar statements about their dedication to "1iberal éducafion,".
aﬁd‘their concern for individual students). Yet collegés typically |
believe ihat they offer unique undergraduaﬁé experiences. Pbrtér's
dissertation reseafch sought, among-other_things, to sqg-whether
variations in student effort might pfqvide a key to understénding
institdﬁional uniqueness, Qhetﬁer the ‘assumption of uniqueness ' can
be supported by quantitative data on how the students interact
with the institution's facilities and opportUﬁities for -their
education. |
‘ Composite data, as in cbmparisons between types of institqtions,
" mask whatever differences there may be between individual ihstifutions.

On the 14 quality of'effort scales there were four which showed
large differencg§ between these selective liberal arts colleggs.
Three were scales involving students' use of group facilifies and
associations--student union, athletic facilitieg, clubs and
organizations--and the fourth was the library scale. On the
activities related to student personal ﬁnd social development, and
most of the activities involving intellectual aspe&ts of college

Nife, differences between the institutions were generally small.
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There clearly was some uniqueness which jnstitutions could_claim,
however. | | ) |

The activity "met your friends at the student union or student
center“ was a frequent activity of 86% of the students ab one
college, and of 36% at anothgr college. At one college 47% of tge
students saiQ-theyihad frequently pla&ed on. an iﬁtramura1 team,

compared with 5% at another college. At one college 45% of the

students said they had frequently attended a meeting of a club,

organization, or student governmeht,group; but at another college

‘this was'a frequent activity for 15% of the students. On the

~ library scale, to take one more example, 42% of the students at

one cbllege.fréquently “.-an down leads, looked for further refer-
ences that were listedq 5n-tﬁings_you réad"; at another cb]]ége it

was 15%. These differences suggest the special role that may be

played by certain prominent, and pernaps also attractive, physical .

facilities. In any case, since all six of these colleges described
their missions in very similar terms, the fact that‘some aspects
of‘student life are quite different at thé campuées would enable
each college to claim, and document, a certain uniqueness. This
cou]d be'ah asset in'stﬁdent reéruitmént and student retention for
the college; and in capturing the attention of students and
parents who may be engaged in "comparison sho;ping" about where to
go to college by giving them specific examples of what students do.
A third illustration.of the differential value of the quality

of effort scales is the very special case of the Bible colleges.

" Daniel Brown, in his doctoral dissertation, selected a representa-

tive group of 14 Bible colleges--representative as to denominational
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affiliation, region of the country, etc.~-and obtained three

sources of data about them: (1) charécteriétics of their ihcoming'
- | freshmen from the annual ffeshman surveys conducted by Alexander
o Astin, (2) charactefistics of their environmgnts by administering
‘Pace's College and University Environment Scales, and (3) their
EeSponses to éage's Collegé Student Eiperiénces questjonnaire.

Apparently, Bible colleges had never been studied empirically in
> ' :

these respects. In some ways they are one segment of America's

system of hfgher'education; but in other respects they have regarded
themselves as "a breed apart.": So.baniel'Brown's survey brings to .

light for the first time the similarities and differences betweén
Bible colleges and other institutions of higherléducation,

Bible colleges are not liberal arts colleges with a special
emphasis on Bible and religion. ~Rather, their primary mission. is
in ;he preparation of ministers and others for Christian service.

In student academic seiectivity thay are generally similar to

" Libeval Arts, Type II,.institutionsL Their étudent bodie§ are
very homégeneous, and the Bible college environments are also very
homogeneous. The scholarly embhasis in their enyironments is a’

| iittle above the average for Liberal Arts, Type il, co]leges.

The quality of effort mean scores for Bible college students
are similar to the mean scores at othef typgs.of pol{eges--neither
higher nor lower than the highest and lowest meaé scores at the
other iﬁstitutioné--on most of the scales. The big exception to

this is the Science Laporatory scale, the mean at Bible colleges

being more than six points lower than at any other type of school.

On two other scales the Bible colleges had lower mean scores than
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other ﬁchools. but the differences were mﬁch smaller--1.2 points
lower than any other on the ConVersation;Topics scale,"and .8
. lower on the Experiences in Writihg scalé..\ln general, it_is ﬁpt
the quality of studentsf'éffort'that differentiates the Bible
colleges from other sectors of higher education. Inqeed, their:
similarity to liberal arts colleges of moderate Selectivity is a |
major fipding in Daniel Brown's.stydy. "

‘Nevertheless, tHeLBible-collegeé are clearly différentiated
~ from other institutions in other respects that are measured by the |
College'student Experiences questionnaire; On all the environment’
.ratings regardind relatioﬁships--amqng étgdents, with faculty, :
administration, and style of operation--the Bible colleges emerge : ,:_ -
as very supportive ihstitutipns, more 0 by far in administration
and operatioﬁal style, and also_in friendly relations-among students
land-relations with faculty that aré'descrfbed as helpful and |
encouraging: The other major aspect of the éhvironment whith has
strong eﬁphasis at the Bible colleges‘is-the~vocational emphasis-;
~a result which obviqusly reflects their major purpose.of training
people -for the mfnistry'or similar Christién service: Thé-éstimate
of Gains séction.of the questiqnnnaire_a]so shows ‘a much higher
percent of students at Bible col]egés thﬁn at any of the other
types reporting substantial_gain/progress in vocational training.
Other differences in gains reflect the curriculum at the Bip]e
colleges. Very few student§ report subétantia] Qains related to
science objectives; and also, with'respect to "gaining a broad
general education.".47% of Bible collge students report substantial

~gain, compéred with 63% at the Liberal Arts, Type I1I, colleges.
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In the objectives that refer to.Persona] and social deve]opmens,

the percentage of Bible college students reporting subssantia]

gain fs higher ihan at gny other institutiona]ltype--specifica]]y

the goals of developing values and eshica] standards, understanding
' oneself., understanding bthers; and thefabiIity to function as a

team member. |

The Pervasive Significance of Quality of Effort

Not only does quality of effort have a general predictive
va]ue a specia] diagnostic value, and some .differential va]ues,
as the results thus far prEsented have shown, it also has a very

'pervas1ve va]ue By this we mean that the range or scope of high

quality effort is related tofthe range or scope of high achievement;
The more asbects-of the college experience (use of'facf]1ties'and
oppOrtunities) qne participates in'at an above average level of
qua]i;y of effort, the more objectives (different goals of h{gher
education) one makes-above average progress toward their attainment.
Breadth of involvement and breadtn of attainments go hand in hand.
| Of the 14 quality of effort scales in the questionnaire, 12
are answered by everyone (not a]] students 11ve in a campus resi- | ’
dence facility and so do not respond to the Residence scale, and |
not all students have had a science laboratory course and so do
not respond to the Science Laboratory scale). Of the 12 scales
applicable to everyone, four are mainly concerned with academic/
intellectual activities (course learning, ]ibrary,.faculty, and
writing), four are-primari]y personal and interpersonal (personal
experiences, student acquaintences, conVersation topics, and

conversation level), and four are prirmarily centered around group

12
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facilities and associations (student union, clubs and organiza-

tions, qthistic and recreational facilities, and cultural facili-
ties related to art, musiC, and theater). We devised a "breadth
index" which is defined as the humbef of scales (different aspects
of campus 1ife) on which a ssudent's-score is apove the median of
some baseline group. This baseline could be the median at one's
own institution, or the median sf all student respoﬁses at all
institutions The ‘baseline. we have used consists of the responses
from 11,084 students at 41 coiieges and universities that obtained
their repiies from a good cross-section of the students Scores
on the breadth index could. range from 0 to 12, and in fact do so.
Some studénis invest above average quality of effort on all 12 of
the topics and some students invest abové average quality on none
of the 12 topics. The distribution of.breadth scores for the .
11,084 students at these 41 colleges and universities isfshown in
Table 10. A breadth score of 9 or higher was obtained by 24% of
the students; and about the same proportion (27%) had a breadth
score of 3 or iower.' The other 49% had scores in the middle range
of the distribution.

Using a breadth ssore of 9 or higher (the upper fourth) as a.
definition of "high breadth," large differences between one college
and another were revealed. For example, at:one college only 8% of
the student body had a breadth score of 9.or higher; whereas at
7 another college 55% of the students had a breadth score of 9 or
highér. Clearly at some colleges the vigor and vitaiity of what
students put into the college experience covers a much wider range

of activities, is much more pervasive, than is true at other
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Table 10.

*

DISTRIBUTION OF BREADTH SCORES

(11,084 students at 41 colléges and universities)

Breadth score Percentage of all scores

F

2 %
11 _ 5
10 7 24% High Breaqth'
3 9
8 | -10%
7 10
6 10 49% Medium péeadth
B 5 0 L
4 9
3 9%
2 7
1 7 27% Low Breadth
0 4
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colleges. Indeed, the breadth fndex for a cql1egé may‘be'a very
good indicator of the quality of its undergraduate program, or,
more explicitly, of the quality of undergraduate.student exberi-
ence at the college.

v Evidence that the breadth score might be a Qery good index of
the quality of undergraduate-education on the campus is clearly
suggested by the strdng relationships'between_breadth scores and
outcomes. | | N |

“In Table 11 the students are divided into the three breadth
categorieg--high, Medium, and low; and for each group 6f students
the pércentage attributing substantial gain from their college
experience with respect to each of the 18 objectives is shown. In
every instance the percentage reporting substantial gain is greatest’
among the.high breadth group, and smallest among the low breadth
group. With respect tb some goals the pércentage of high breadth .
students reporting substantial gains is more than twice as large
as the percentage amoi J the low breadth students. So, not only do 3 .
specific quality of effort scales have a cléar relationship‘to
certain specific gains, but quality of effort as a whole has a-

"c1é§r"Fe1ationship to all gains. The more you put ‘into the college
exbérienée, fhe more you get out of it.

:ﬂBreadth of high quality effort is also related tg students'
satisfaction with college. This is true at each major ;ype of
institution, as Table 12 shows. The differences are not as large
as they were between breadth dnd gains, but they are nevertheless

statistically significant.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 11

/ : :

'RELATIONS'BETVEEN BREADTH OF EFFORT AND GAINS

[ | o

I

Percentage repbrting substantial gains among'students with:

Tow i med i um | high . | \

GAINS | _.breadth'scdfes ~ breadth scores breadth-score@ V
3 voC s 0 Tso S 60
BROAD KNOWL . - 53 70 80

ARTS | 17 U . sz

LIT | 17 35 58
WRITE - 34 53 | N
PHILS,CULTS 40 63 78
VALUES,ETHICS 48 - 71 9 87
UND SELF 63 | .81 90
UND OTHERS 60 o 81 | 91
TEAM 3% | 55 70
HEALTH . a2 56
SPEC ADV ED 51, 63 74
ANAL, LOGIC 9 66 - 79
| SYNTH,RELS - 55 % 88
“IND LRN 63 - 82 91
SCI/EXP ! 36 42
SCI/TECH 30 | 35 Y

QUANT TH 37 45 55
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P ' ~ TABLE 12
~ RELATIONS BETWEEN BREADTH OF EFFORT AND SATISFACTION WITH COLLEGE
~ 3 ' . : :
)
| ~ Ameng Stﬁdents With | ~Percentage Satisfied
High, Medium, and Low Breadth Scores (s;bres 6,7,8) - AP &
) : iy o
At Doctoral Univérsities
High breadth-scores - 83 ; - ?
'Mediumhbreadth scoreé | | . 76 |
Low breadth scores | | .68 | | o ,; 

At Public Comprehensives

"High breadth scores S 76
Medium breadth scores 70
Low breadth scores = ' 62

At Private Comprehensives

High breadth scores 74 _ .
Medium breadth scores = YA
Low breadth scores , | 56

At Liberal Arts, Type I

“y_ High breadth scores ' 87
Medium breadth scores ' 81
Low breadth scores =~ " 68

At Liberal Arts, Type II

High breadth géores 76
Medium breadfh scores ‘ 64
Low breadth scores | 66




k4

Breadth of effort also differs by institutional type. The
percentage of high breadth étudents at the selective liberal arts
colleges is twiée_as great as it is at doctoral universities or at
ihe public comprehensives. These latter types bf schools are_all
large schools, Whereas all liberal arts colleges are small schools.

. _ Table 13 shows these Hifferences. It is apparently_easier, or ‘
| more likely, ts be.involvéd in many aspects.of the’poflege éxperif
ence at the relatively small collegeé-thah-at ipefaarge 1nstitUj
- tions- where, presumably, more oppdrtunities/ar; theoretically
| available. Perhaps it is easier to drtﬁtf/or be relatively unin-
volveq, at large “schools; Qhereas at the'smgller places_pressUrgs :
Atd become involved in campds activities may be sfronger.
4~. | In an earlier study,'based on data from 24 colieges, breadth
of effort~w§s found to correlate .80 with breadth of gains. |
';Iqstitutions having the highest bfeadth ipdéxffor quality qf
* , effort also had the highest percentage of their stgdeﬁts reporting ,
gains that were "aboJ; averaée.". Put another way, the most lively
institutions (breadth of high quality student effort) were also

the most productive institutions (breadth of'high level achievement).

' . A somewhat related notion {s"that of Qvalué added." It has
often been assumed that those who start at or iear the bottom on
some criterion are likely to make the largest gains, and that

"therefore an 1nves£ment in the low starting group is especially

) effective.. Unfortunately perhaps, that is not so. Low starting
grouﬁs can be defined in two wéys--low because of low scho]aﬁtic

aptitude as measured by the SAT-Verbal, or low as defined ty the

gains reported at the end of the freshman year in college. As to




TABLE 13

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS AT DIFFERENT TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS

" * WITH HIGH, MEDIUM, AND LOW BREADTH SCORES

, ~ Percentages

Doctoral - Public. " Private  Liberal  Liberal
Universities Comprehensive Comprehensive Arts I Arts II

High breadth . 17 “15. 19 35 25

Medium breadth 50 = 45 50 49 - 50

Low breadth 33 40 2 16 25

c b
. 5} -
|
BEST COPY AVAILABL|




. selectivity, the rank order correlation of .4 schools between

'seléqtivity (Freshman SAT) and breadth of gains, was .42. In

other words, -the schools that had the "Ségt“ students to begin

with also showed -the greatéét breadth or scopé of-gains'made by

the students. More pértinant,-perhaps, is the relation between

' academic selectivity and academic:gains--academié gain defined:as

the,f;ﬁgier‘of objéétives we have.called general education and the

cluster calléd intellectual skills, Between'SAT-Verbal_and general

educgtion gains, at the 24 colleges, the rahk-ongr correlation

was .57, énd between SAT-Verba] and gains in intellectual skills

the correlation was .66. In other wordé, the more academic ability

you.have to begin with, the more,ydu are likely to gain in academic,

intellectual achjevement in college. -
A stili more pertinent compari§on is between gains at the end

of the freshman year and gains at the end of the senior year.

These are, of course, differences between two cross-sections of

students, not differences between thé same stbdents at a later L

period of time. But any college would surely hope that its seniors

who-afe abou', to graduate wouid report gains on impqrtant educational

'objectives that‘were greater than the gains repor;ed by its end-of-

year freshmen.. One technical problem here is how to define the

gains--is it merely the difference in percentages between freshmen

and. seniors who claim substantiai gain, or is it the percentage of

possible gain that should be used? If 60% of eng-df-yéar freshmen

say they have made substantial progress toward_s&%e goél, and 80%

of séniors'say they have made substantial.progpesé, one could

report the difference in two ways: first; that there is a differ=-
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ence of 20 percentage points between freshmen-and seniors, or,
second, that the gain’is 50% of the possible gain (if 6ne starts
ct 60%, the possible gain to 100% is 40; so if one ends at 80%,
the gain is 50% of the possible gain). If one considers just the
raw difference ih percentages between freshmen and sen{qrs, the
rank order correlation é; the é4 éolieges bétween,freshman and
senior status fgﬁapproxim;tely zero. But if one considers gain as
the percentage of possible gain, the.;ank order COrrelatioh is .
.46. 'So,.reiatiVe to possible gains, the mére you know or have. in
the first.placé, the more Qou are apt to gain. °

Based on a much.largertéamplg,.and using students as the unit

of analysis, differences in gains repo;ted_by'freshmen and by

~ seniors are shown for each institutional type in Appendix Tables 12,

f13, 14, 15, and 16.- Comparing these results with data previously

reported on the quality of'efforg scores at the diffe;ent types of
institutions again f11usté$tes the pervasive significance of
quality of effort: fg; institutions with the highest gains toward
the most goals also have the highest scores on most quality of
effort scales, énd vice versa. | |

In some aspects of the college experience, quality of effort
scores are notsucceasiveI} higher with each year‘in college. |
Perhaps the experience'tgn&s to occur early, reaching-a peak by
the end'of the freshman or Sophomore year. rThis is often the case’
with the "non-academfc"'aSpects'of college--such as use of the
student union and athletic facilities, and also with respect to

clubs and organizations and student acquaintances. One would not

-expect large additional gains when much effort and much progress
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had already ocCurred during tme freshman year, or during.the first
two years. In the "academic" aspects of colJege--such as use of
the library, contacts with faculty members, course learning
activities, science laboratory, and, to some extent, the informa-
“tional level.of student conversations=-one typical]y.finds qua]ity :
of effort scores that are higher each year from the freshman to N
the senior year. It is also progress toward objactives related to |
intellectual sktlis that show the.greatest'difference between the
.. responses of freshmen and seniors. |

: Readt;g, Writi ng. and Computing !

The 1983 second edition of the College Student Experiences
questionnaire contained new items about the extent of studen&s'
reading and writing activ?ties, and about their experiences with
computers. Both the first and second editions of the qdestionnaire.
included the quality of effort scale labeled Experiences in wrifing,
and the objective described as "Writing clearly and effectively."
‘Because there has been much concern about the reading and writing'
skills of college students, the increased enrollments in remedial
English, plus the new interestAin computers, we have taken a
special look at what students report about these aspects of the

| college experience. |

Responses to the new items come only from the eight schools
that used the second edition of theAquestionnaire in the Spring of
1983. Although there were altogether 2299 students, malf-of_them
were from two eoctoral universities, and one should not, from this ”
composite greup of responses, draw any generalizations about the

typical activities of today's college students. But one can

o
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report the results for single 1nst1tutions, anamed, and note the
very large differenceg that were found.

Unlike othcr items in?the quéstionnaire, the new item about
writing activities asks for a report of what has been requifed by
the college,,not a report of student initiativ; and_effort. Two
types of writing experiencés were asked aboui, as follows: |

During the current school year, about how many written reports
have you made?

Essay Exams in Term Papers or Other
wYour Courses _Written Repqrts

None

-Fewer than 5
Befween 5‘and 10
Between 10 and 20

More than 20

At one institution 51% of the students reported that they had
éither none or fewer than five essay exams {n their courses during
the year. At another school the'corresponding percent was 2%,
Also, at thé fir#t school 18% reported having had betwaen 10 to 20
or more essay exams during the year{ and at the other college the
figure was 38%. The college where students ha& the most essay
exams also had the most term papers or oiher written reports,.with
49% of their students writing from 10 to 20 or more term papers or
other written repofts during thg yeﬁr. At another college only
10% had that much writing required of them. Th;re was one institution
where 13% of the students had 1o essay exams, and 14% had no term

papers or other written work during the entire school year.
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 Practice makes bkogress, or at least so it seems from the
'following comparison. At the college Qhere students reported
having the most essay zxams énd the most number of required papers,
79% of the students felt they had made substantial progress in |
‘their abi\%tx to write clearly'and effectively; but at the college
- where students reported thé fewest essay exams and.the'fewest
required papers, 98% felt ;héy had made substantial proyress in
their ability ﬁo arite well. |
}A further aﬁalysis of writing actiQities, based‘oﬁ 13,000
students from 45 institutions using the 1979 edition of the question-
naire, was made by Karen Lefever.- Although, as previoﬁsly reported
L Appéndik Table 9, differences in mean.scores on the Experiences |
in Writing scale between institutional types were very small,
there were nevertheless several differences in certain spécific'
| »activities. For example, at the selective liberal arts colleges,

- 81% of the students said that they frequently spgnt'at 1east"five

hours or more writing a paper (not counting time spen& in reading
or at the library); whereas at the other.types of schools the
corresponding percents ranged frdm 57% to 66%. Also, students at
the selective libéral arts colleges were somewhat moré likely to
think about grammar and syntax wh11e writing, and to write a rough
draft and then revise it before handing it in.

More important than these few differences, however, were the
consistenf patterns of relationship between writing and other
variables, irrespective of institutional type. At each of the
five 1nstituti§nal types, scores onlthe'writing activity scale

correlated .35 and above with the other academically oriented

IToxt Provided by ERI
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scales (library, faculty, and coursealearning). Also correlations
of .30 and above were found consistentlw between writing activities
and two of thé personal/social scgles (personal experiences and
student acquaintances) and both of ‘the conversation scales.
Moreove;, gains'in writing ability were consistently related'go
other outhmes,'irresbective of institgtional type. Between
progress in writing and'gaining a broad general education, the
correlations were typically about .30; between progress in writing
and gains in various_intellécfuai skills (analysis, synthesis, and -
independent learning), the correfations wefe typicallyzabout .35;
and between wr{fing progress and gains in knowledge and enjOyhent
of literature, the-cofrelations.were typically about .45. From
these analyses one might speculate that writing is an actiVity
- : that helps to integrate the students' educationcl ek&eriénce and
progress. | |
The amount of'reading students do--assigned and non-assigned--
also varied greatly among institytioné. The question about reading
was-as follows:

" During the current school year about how many books have you
read? _ s

Textbooks or :
Assigned Books Non-Assigned Books

Noﬁe

F wer than 5

Between 5 and 10

Between 10 and 20
.. More than 20




At one 1nst1tuti6n 47% of the students reported that they had read
"at least 20 textbooks during the year. At this particular school
about one-third of the students were humanities majdrs. At another
school only 14% had read that many texts. A similar contrast
existed_for ;he reading of non-assigned books, with 10% at one
school reading 20 or more, ana 2% doing so at another school. At
most colleges about 60% to 70% of the students said that they had
read fewer than five non-assignéd books. At colleges where the

‘ 1ea§t amount of readjng was required or done voluntarily, many of
the students were majors in Business. One might suppose that the
school where students read the most textbooks would compensate for .
this reading load By reading.fewer non-assighed.books, but that

was not the case. Reading seems to be a general habit--the more
assigned books you rea& the more non-assigned books you also read.

- With regard‘tO'experiences with cdhputers, host students,

from half to three-fourths at the eighf colleges, reported that
they had never workéd on a project usjng é computer, used a computer
to assist in course 1¢arning, written a program to analyze data,

or sought out-of-class instruction in.using computers. For about
one-third of the students at each of the co]legeé, "computers and
other technologies" were"neVer amongtheif conversation fopics;
although about one-half occasianally talked about the topic. From
these figures about activity it is not surprising to find similar
figures about progreés. At most of the colleges, f§om 40% to 60%
of the students reporied that they had made "very little" gain/
progress in "acquiring familiarity with the usé of computers."

Progress toward this objective is no doubt dependent. on the

, |
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availability of equipment at the colleges, and the nature of

assignments and probably not attributable primarily to lack of
inierest or effort'among the students. At one colliege, where many
of the students wefé Business majors, and:where computer equipment
was surely available, nearly half of the stutht body claimed
substantial progress in écquiring faﬁi]iarity with the use of
computers. |

Institutional Research, Self;Study, and Evaluation-

Many of the analyses we have made of our inter-institutional -_

data base can also be made within a single institution. The
general questions simply become local questions. ‘What are.the
best predictors of sﬁudent_gains and satisfaction at our school?
What are the differenéeslét our Qchool between residents and
commuters, or between transfer students and others? What are the
differencés sciween fresﬁmen and seniors at our school? What is
the breadth of high quality effort among"dur students?

There are othef analyses that may be.more-appropriaté within

institutions than between institutions. If one wished to compare

the experiences of Hispanic/ Mexican-Amgricah students with "majority

students, one might in a national sample without suitable statistica

controls simply be comparing students in southwestern colleges

with those in other parts of the country. If one wished to compare
"foreign" students with U.S. cifizens, the results might be quite
different.at different colleges. At UCLA, for example, many
foreign students are-Oriental/Asian. At some other college the
foreign student population may come mainly from Saudi Arabia.

Also, in comparing the experiences of foreign students with U.S.

)
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studénts one needs to.take account of the students' major field
and‘otheé factoks which may influence tﬁe resu]is. Sensitfvity to-
such factors is mainly a local responsibility for the obvious
reason that those who are on the scene are more Tikely tc inow

~ about them.

When the College Studenf-Experiences questionrnaire was first
published in 1979, we obtained responses from a random sample of
UCLA hédergraduates and subsequently made a number of -analyses
which we believed would be of interest tb the UCLA administration.
Earlier, we had distributed a copy of the questionnaire to various
.administrators and then met with a group of them td ask whether
there were any analyses or comparisons that would be particularly
useful to them. The group, about a dozen people, in;1uded
ininidua]s from the chancellor's office, the planning office, the
‘office of the vice chancellor for student affairs, deans of 5evera1
.divisions in the college of letters and science, and other academic
personnel. From their discussfons, and fd]lowing their advice
that a series of very brief and clearly focused reports would be
more useful than a sinQ]e comprehensive repori, we prepared and
delivered copies of §uch reports to the chancellor's office and
the planning office where they could then be duplicated and
distributed to selected individuals. Thaie were eight topics about
which special interest had been expressed--course learning, use of
the library, writing experiences, contacts with faculty, students
who lived in the dormitories, transfer students, student satisfac-
tion, and minorities. No analysis was made of the educational

experiences of minority students because the number of cases was
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too small to assure adequate reliability. In addition, we prepared
three other reports which we regarded as important-ja report on
relationships between the data about effort, environMent, aﬁd -.,'
actainment.; a report about breadth or scope of high quality effort;
and a report about predicting Students'_gaihs/progress.

In most of these reports roughly similar type§ of presentation
were made: %irst, the overall percentages of students who responded
“never," "occasionally," "often," and "very often" to the activities
in the particular scale; Qecond, the corre]atioﬁs, or sometimes
differences between high and 1o§ participants, bétween effort and

" such other Qariables as ye?r in school, grades, aspirations fdr-
further education, sex, race, transfer status, residence, etc. as
appropriaterto.the_topic; and third, relationships between effort
and gaiﬁs. Most of the reports were about three pages in 1éngth,
and were self-contained in thg.sgnsé that one did not heed'to read .
any additional reports in ordér to.understand the resglts presented.

In 1983 a new opportﬁnity to survey UCLA undergraduatgs
occured. The University was scheduled for its ten-year acchedita;
tion revieQ cycle by the_Western Association in 1984; and 1983 was
to be the time for its $elf-study. I suggested to the chance1lor's
office that a survey of undergraduate student 1ife might be appro-
priate. Research orieﬁted universities such as UCLA have é great’
deal of external and reasonably objective data about their eminence
in research and scholarly'productivity; and these external ratings
put UCLA among tﬁe top three or four uniyersities in the U.S. But
what do we, or any other major university, really know about the

quality or distinction of the undergraduate program? Ratings of
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department chairmen at other universities, of the sort that are |

| used in judging graduate program distinction, are of litfle value
for this purpose because department chairmen know little or nothing
about undergraduate programs at other universities. Moreover, the
quality of the undergraduate ekperience is influenced by many
elements that are unrelated to the departmental major--elgments
such as student assdéiatf-“s. relations w{th-facuity, clubs énd

| organizations, etc. Institu.ions that may be eminéntvfn certain
respects:may not be especially distinctive in others. Institutions‘
that have an excellent undérgraduate program may not nave any
program at all in doctoral level research,aﬁd training. By takiné
the initiative to survey the quality of its students' bndergraduate‘
experience and education, UCLA could make a special_coqtribution
to the value of the accreditation review process, énd.at the same
time.obtain data that coﬁld stimulate 1ively and ultimately produc-

| tive debate within the university, leadfng, one might hobe, to

more effective and more distinguished undergraduate programs. The

Chancellor's officéﬂEG?eed with the suggestion and provided the
support necessary to conduct the survey.

During April and May of 1983, 846 undergraduates responded to
the College Student Experiences questionnaire. The number repre-
sented a 46% return from a raﬁdomly selected sample, and reflected
reascnably well what is known about UCLA undergfaduates from other
sohrces. ‘Analysis'of the results have been made by Karen Lefever.
One initial interest was. to see whether the new sample of responsés
differed from the 1979 sample., For the most part the results were

very similar, but there were a few changes that were especially

35
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pleasing. The 1983 students had significantly higher mean scores
on the quality of effort scales regarding library use, contacts
with faculty, and writing; and they also had significantly higher
scores on the satisfaction index.. In outcomés,'the.main differencé
was that a highef percentage now reported substantiallgain in

writing effectively,a result that may have besn facilitated by the

increased academic emphasis ahd resources the university had put

y ,
into writing programs. Several institutions have now used the
t

questionnaire on more than one occasibh in order to study change.

When new programs or facilities have been 1ntrodhcsd, the ques-

tionnaire is apparently sensitive enough.to reveal changes in

students’ experience that. were intended by ihe college; snd this
is an important element injgbod evaluation.

- Another ouvious 3nterest in the self-survey%was to see whethe;
the UCLA student responses would in any important ways be d1fferent
from other doctoral un1vers1ties - Compared with a compos.te set
of 3500 responses from undergraduates at ten doctoral grantlng
un1vers1t1es the responses. from UCLA studﬂ"tc were not sharply
different in most respects. For example, with respect to the
envifonment ratings, UCLA was a little stronger in its emphasis on

esthetic qualities, and on critical and analyticdl qualities.

With respect to student relatiohships: the percent of UCLA students

~ rating them as fbiendly and supportive was a little lower (63%)

than the percent at other universities (68%). As to scores on the
various quality of effort scales, UCLA was significantly higher on
ihe Writing scale and the Studens Union scale and significantly

lower on the Faculty scale, the Art, Mhsic, Theatre scale and the
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Ath1eticland Recreational vacilities scale. With respeét to
various outcomes (gains, progress), UCLA_had a higher percent
reporting substantial gains in writing, and lower percentages on
the severallobjectives related to pcfson§1 and social development
and understanding. There were no differences-between UCLA and the
.cbmposite of‘doctoral universities with respect to the intellectual
emphasis on the environment, the repor}ed gains toward the var{ous
goa]s'of intellectual éompeience, thé quality of effort in library
use, or in course 1earning.f |

Inlanswer to the guestion "How well do you like cb]]egé?"
44% of fhe.UCLA'students said "I am enthusiastic about'i;;" éompared

with 34% at other doctoral universities. To the question "If you

could start.over égain, would you go do the same college you are.

- _now attending?" 85% of UCLA students said yes,'compared with 80%

at other doctoral universiti;s;m LT T e e R

Here are some other highlights that are reported in the self
survey. | |

The goals toward which the largest number of undergraduates
believe they have made substantial progregs are ones related to
the development of intellectual competencies-;analysis and logic,
synthesis, capqcity for {ndépendent learning, and the acquisition '
of specialized knoQ]edge for advanced work. These same goals are
also the ones which show the greatest gains, as inferred from the
relative differences between the responses of end-of-year freshmen
compared with the responées of end-of-~year seniors.

The goals toward which the next largest number of students
report substantial progress are those related to self-understanding,
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understanding others, the clarification of per;onal values, and
broad general education about different fields of knowledge.
In both of thy above categories, the proportion of students
indicéting §ubstantiaj gains are generally from two-thirds to more
than four-fifths; and almost none of the seﬁiprs (from 2% to 5%)
‘report having made "very little" progress in the above directidns.
Goa]s‘that related to science, on the oné'hand, and ‘to litera- - ¥
~ture and arts, on the other hand, are apparently so embedded in
-the respectiQe curricula that substantial progress toward science
-goals or toward 1iteratufe and arts is madé.on1y by studentsfkhb
- major in those fields. .Among'fhe total samb]e of undergraduates I
roughly 1/3 to 2/5 reported substﬁntial gains in scieﬁces; and
roughly 1/3 to 1/4 reportéd.substantial gaips in literature and
arts. The contrasts are sHarp. Aﬁdng majors in sciences or . . f
~engineering, 2/3 to 3/4 report substaﬁtiaf gains related to those ,
fields, but genera11y“about i/lO to 1/5 report ;ubstantial gains
| reiated'to literaturekand arts. Similarly, among’méjors in Arts
B and Humanities, about 2/3 to.4/5 reportfsubsténtial gains related /
- | to those fieids, but generally about 1/10 to 1/5 report substantfa] /'

/ gains related to the sciences.

In characterizing the UCLA environment, nearly everyone (85%
to 90%) regards UCLA as having a "strong emphasis" on the deveiop-
/ ment of a student's academic, scholarly, and inte]]ectUé]Aqualities;
but generally oniy 1/3 to 1/2 of the students describe UCLA as
havihg a strong:emphasis on the development of a studeﬁt's vocational
and occupational competence. A]so; gehera11y ébout 3/5 to 2/3 of

the students consider the relationships among students as friendly
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.and supportive, and about the same proportions describe ré]ation-
ships with faculty as‘helpfu1 and encouraéing.

Some of these Comparisoﬁs prompted discussion about general
education, eﬁpecia]]y because the unfversity had recently modified
its dist;ibution requiremenfs; yet sc%enceyand non-science'studenps
remain quite far apart in'many qf their'experiences and attzinments.

Other results prompted discussion of'unaergraduate'teaching.
For example, in some fields the probortion of students rating the
faculty as‘@pproaéhab]e, hefpfu1, Qnder§tanding,'aﬁd encouraging
was typically 7/10 to 3/4, whereas in oﬁher major fields it was.
about 1/2. .

. , 1 .
| One .of the merits in a self-study survey of this kind is in
the qpestions it raiseSf-the results are;rare1y'p]easing to all
observers. Specific¢ data hé1p to focﬁs diScussioﬁ, and raise such
questions as: Why?- What would happen if?  How could this be

e

- modified?

During the 1983-84 school year ﬁany specia11y fbcugéé ;néjyﬁes
of‘the Co]]ege Students Experiences results at UCLA will no doubt |
be made. Those who are particularly concerned with foreign students
want to know about thg experiénces, proéress, and'satisfaction of
foreign stuﬁents, both immigraﬁts and non-immigrants. Those who
administer the residential life programs want to know more about
the aormitbfy residents, about students who live in the fraternities ‘
and sororities, etc. Those.who'p1ah the orientation programs'for
freshmen want to know whether the freshmen exberience has been a
rewarding one for most.students; ‘Those who are particularly

concerned with personal counseling need to know more about the
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"uninvolvedﬂ sﬁudents:-xthese-ére_the opposite of the_"hjgh breadth”
-studeﬁts. Who are they? Are they alsa the dissatisfied students?
Are they the future dropouts? Can their experience be enriched?

This monograph is not the place to report all the results of
the UCLA survgy. We mention.its ;xisteﬁce, and scme of its findings,
primarily to illustrate the potential value of the Col]ege}Studeht_'.
Experienﬁes questionnaire fn the self-study aspect of accreditation.
The .accreditation associations want evidenée about outcomes as
well as.abouf-processesg programs,‘resdurées, administfation,
finance, etc.'.The questionnaire provides data about what students
do_with thé fesources-énd what they get out of them. As more
colleges hse the,questionnajre; horé data will be avai1éb1e fbr,
normative compariﬁons, Additional thoughts about.résearch and
evaluation in higher'educapion, and about the significance of |

results so far attained, are the subject of the final section of

_this monograph.
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REFLECTIONS
Quality of effort is a useful a . measurable concépt. The
original thought that meésuring students' quality of effort may
be’ the key to evaluating the qua]ity of undergraduate education
has been supported by many of the aha1yses over the past five
years. Quality of effort is the best predictor of students'

: progress toward the attainment of important ;ducationa1 goa]g.
Granted aI]_theﬁe1éments that'aécount for the selective distri-
bution of who goes where to cé]]ege, dnce_the-students get there o '“{
Qhat count5.most toward.the{f.attajnment is not who they are or
where they are but what'they do. It i; the quality of effort they
put into capitalizing on the resources and oppoftunﬁ;ies for |

- learning and developmert that exist in the:;o]]ége‘settjng that

, makes the differénce. Fﬁrther,iihe bréadth or scope of student |

\

effort.ﬁs clearly related to the breadth of outcomes toward which
: \

- : |
students make substantial p&?gress, as weii as progress on each
’ 1.

" specific objective. The more students put into their college
experience the mor e they get out of it..

- Quality of-éffoﬁt, and the breadth of high qua]ity'effoft,
-are indications of intitiative. Almost a}ﬂ of the aéﬁiyitiéé_fn .
the quality of effort sca1e§ afe voluntary ones. Going to college
is in itself a vo{untary activity. In college, students don't
have to browse in the 1ibrary.stacks, or make outlines from their
class notes, or Wofk on a committee; or have seripus discussions
wjth students whose religious beliefs are véry different from
their own. But these activities and all the others in the ques-

tionnaire are nnes that can and do contribute to learning and

e
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development. They are activities that professors, counselors, aﬁd
other educators regard as des%rable; but they are not required
activities. In higher education there is no detailed regulatioﬁ
or monitoring of how students spend their time. As education
-moves from kindergaéten to:collegeuthere is prbgressively less
supervision and more individual freedom and responsibi1i£y. ‘The
developmental and educative process from elementéry school to
secondary school to college is not only onevof'aéquiring more and
‘more kﬁpwledge but also.onerrgqgirjng more and more initiative.

‘In this respect one might s;y_that colleée can't give-you an

education, but if you to go col]ege and make the effort to use the

. facilities and opportunities it provides you can get a very good

educatibn.
Despite the clear direction of these results emphasizing the’
importance of student initiative, one should not conclude that

what the college does is of minor influence. It is the college

that proﬁi&és tﬁgﬂ¥éci1itiesdgﬁdk;;éources in;hemfirst place. It
is the college--the administration as well as the professors=--that
sets the intellectual standards, the quality oﬁvperformance it
expects from students, and exemplifies its values by the gquality
of the facilities it provides.

There is no doubt a connection between students' duality of
effort and the QUality'of facilities and opportunities that make
the effort worthwhile. The quality of effort of students is higﬁ
in the elite liberal arts colleges that have very good.facili;ies.
Although the major research uﬁiversities'probably have the most to

offer--the best libraries, the most distinguished research scientists
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and scholars, the most well-equipped facilities in the arts,
music, and theater, the best(athlet%c and retreationa1 facilties,
etc.--the typical stud%nt iqﬁthose universities does not gain as
much as the typical st&dent in the elite liberal arts colleges. I
suggested ear]jen'that xc the big schools it is easier to drift,
partly because nolone really-khows.that a student may be drifting;
whereas in sma]T thools one cannot hide from one's fe]low students
or from the faCu]ty The crucia1 importance of students' initiative,
however, is documented by -the fact that, in the big. doctora]
universities with’ the1r r1ch resources, the students who really
make the effort (the.top 30% on the "breadth index" for those ' o
schools) gain more thap the typical student in the best liberal |
arts co]]egesf This s{mply suggest that the.qdality of outcomes

i

depehd not only on the'Students"quality of effort but alse on the

qua11ty of the resources’and opportun1t1es that are ava11ab1e In

the big schoo]s, h1gh 1eve1 atta1nment is espec1a11y dependent on
high level initiative.

At the beginning Bf this report 1 suggested that there was a
quality dimension to the.educatienal_process as well as to the
educational p;educt. If a cb11ege hopes to stimulate high level
efforts by its students, thenjthe scores of those students on the
quality of effort scales are evidence of how well that objective
has been achieved. In this sehse, the studenta” qua]ity.of effort
scores_are a measure of the college's success; there is, in other
words, a vital and stimulating campus 1ife that permeates the

institition. This brings me Lo some further thoughts about the

importance of "process."
p
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The measurement of process is the missing link in past evalua-

tions of higher education. We know aléreat deal about the char-
acterisiics of entering college students. The student question-
naires éccompanying the SAT and the ACT, as well as the freshmen
surveys initiated by A]exénder Astin at-the ACE and continuing at
UCLA, have given useful information about who goes to college and
how the charécterist}cs-of gntering co]iege students have changed
over the years. Moreover, surveys of freshmen haQe-formed the |
foundation for follow-up studies with respeét'to such things as’
changes in occupational interests, changgs in major fields, etc.
élthough relatiyely_few,of;those follow-ups have extended beyond
thg years of'tollege_graduation. In any case, we have had, over

the years, a moderately-important baseline as to what people were

like when they entered college.

learn in college, based on forty or more years of achievement

testing with such instruments-as the Area tests of the Graduate

- Record Examinations, bther tests of general education, and the

achievement tests in many major fields that have been consfructed
by the ETS. We have measured Etbdentﬁ‘ performance on a good many
objective-and well constructed achievement tests. These measures
have not often been used on a before and after basis,'but never-

theless when they have been, particularly the tests in one's major

- field, the results have uniformly shown substantial gains in test

scores. The one thing students do indeed acquire in college is

new infor&gtion about a lot of subjects.
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We also know, from a number of studies over the years, what

people are like after they leave college. We have inquired about

" their emnloyment, income, and job satisfaction. We have also

inquired about their interests and participation in civic and
cultural affairs. In many alumni studies questions about attitudes,
values, and opinions Have also beer included, especia]]& opinions
about their college experience and the values they attribute fo
it. |

Wfth reébgct to the p}ocess of-education--whaf occurs bétween
eritrance and exit;-most of the dfmensiééé in past research hﬁve‘

been more or less static or unsystematic: for example, whether

students lived on campus, what their major field was, what courses

they_took,'whether they engaged in various extracurricular activities,

etc. Some evaluations have focused on what the teachers do.

These inquiries have, of course, been valuable and informative."

| They have not, however, dealt directly or comprehénsively with

what I believe is the most significant process dimension - the
behavior of students. The Co]]ege.Stqdent Expefien;es question-
ngire is a systematic, conceptually based, comprehensive inventory
of how college students spend their time in using the facilities
and opportunities for learning and development that the college
makes possible.

At some future point, just as we now have systematic .inventories
of studentsfon arrival, and achievement test measures of'their

subject-matter learning, and periodic surveys of what they are’

- 1ike some years after graduation, we need to introduce on an

equally large-scale, systemaiic basis what has been, until now,
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the mosi significant missing element in understanding the process
and effectiveness of higher education--namely, what students | -
themselves do when they are in college. __ L /
I; would be fncorréct.to say that researchers have not been
interested in students' behavior. Teachers, administratofs,
counéelors, and many researchers have a1yays been interested in
and concerned about studenfs behavioh--they'ob;erOe {t, dea] with
_ jt, stimu]atg it, reward it, day in and day out. Thére are also
many measures of students' behavior if.behavior is broadly defined
to include attitudes, intefesfs, vé]ues;-and persona]iiyuiraits.
It is, however, the.pragmafic'qcope of the activities in the

[

College Student Experiences questicnnaire that gives it a special

L

value. Many of the activities reveal how students use faciliites

on which. the college spends a lot of hohgy. Such information is

‘e particularly useful to those who manage tﬁe facilities; and the
specificity of thelactiQities suggests exactly where io focus
attempts to stimu]ale-better usage. - So too, many of the activities
involving interpersonal associations have clear relevance to the
concerns of student personnel administrators. For example, if 80%
of the students report that‘they havé-neQer talked with a counselor
or other specia]jst about problems of a personal nature, it is ‘ :
because théy don't really haQé any problems?
The fact that the questionnaire is organized around campus - :
facilities and opportunities and in relation to educational goals

distinguishes this instrument from other student questionnaires

which are usually organized around psychological dimensions.
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Quality of effort is not tﬁe same as m9tiva£ion. Motivation is
often described as-a general psychological phenomenon. Quality of

~ effort is more specifica]iy an educational éttiviiy related: to
specific-aspects of éducationa] experience. -Nor iS quality df
effort the same as persistenge, far persistence does not inc]udé

“initiative.. Nor is quality of effort a_per;;na1ity trait, for
scientists and-engjneers exhibiting high quality of effort in
various aspects of their educational experience are quite different
in persoqa]ity frgm quqpists and aréists who are also exhibiting ' |
high quanty of eftfort.. The.essen;e of quality of effort, if it a

. has én essence, may be identified in future research. Méanﬁhi]e,
we know that it is a practical and powerful concept that can.
enrich our und;rstanding of student learning and development in
college. It is a variable that future research can i1l afford to
ignore.

There is another aspect of the'College Student Experiences
questioﬁnaire-that is ver& timely in view of the beiief that the
effectiveness of college education should be judged on a “value
added" basis._ My own opinion .is that '"value added" is an interesting
idea, but an ideq not yet well defined. It is ;1ear1y inappropriate -

. if one uses achievement, .~ other tests on ;hich the brightest and

bes£ jnforméd students make such high scbres initially that the
test is incapable of identifying added value. It is redundant
when before and after differences are obvious: Nevertheless,
although itA;ay have‘been,fortuitoug rathér than foresighted on my
part, the question in the Estimate of Gains section of tﬁe ques-

° ]

iionnaire is a value added question. It doesn't ask students to
\ . ) Y. o
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estimate how much thgy have behefited from college, or how well
they can do certain fhings, or how much they know. It asks how
mych they have gained, how much they have added to their knowledge,

eir intellectual skills, and to other abilities and insights as
awresu]tipf their eiperiences in college.

Wh;t.they were like at entrance is self defined, and what -
progre;s they claim is also self defined; but the response is a
value added judgment. -When students.fill out thé.dﬁestionnaire :
they are engaging in recall, introspection, and judgment. We know
from both internal and exte}ﬁal evidence that their recall of
activitiec and their estimates of gain are credible, and that they
respond carefu]lyland perﬁaps inlmany cases with personal interest
to the content bf the duestionnaire. Because their responses are
congruent with other judgments, and because fof some goals the -
students may well be the only qualified judges of whether they .are
any different today from what-they were when ;hey arriyed, we must
pay attention to ghat they say.

Some distinguishéd educators, Clark Kerr among them, have
said that in most }espects-higher education }s a very successful
institutio:; but that general education, or liberal education, is

a disaster area. If this means that one cannot find a commo~

“curriculum, or any common core of knowledge, in the education of’

today's students, the judgment has some validity. But if one

means that the-goa]s traditionél]y associated with liberal education
are no longer being achievéd, the judgment has.éuch less validity.
Our evidence shows that most students (3/4 and more) have made

substantial progress in shgrpening their intellectual skills=-~the
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ability to analyze and be logical, the abi]itylto_seé relationships
~and to synthesize, the ability to pursue ideas and find informatton
'one,needs. Our evidence also shows that most students (3/4 and

more) have made substantial progress in understanding themselves
and.othérs, and in clarifying thein values and ethical standards.:

Our evidencezfunther siows that most'students (2/3 or so) make
substantial progress_toward‘gaﬁning a broad general educationr ;
about difterent fields of knowledge, and becoming aware Jf_different
phi]osophies,lcu]tures, and ways:of life. The approximate percentages
(they_vary somewhat at different types of institutions) are percentages
claiming substantial gains ("quite a bit" or "very much".progress).

If one adds those who claim at Jeast "some" progress, rather than
"very little," a]]‘df the abovelpercentages4approach 100%, usually
coming to 90% and more. |

In the Appendfx Tap]ésf12 to 16 where.percentages of freshmen

and seniors reporting substantia] gain are shownlfor:éach fnstitu~l
tional type, one needs to add a cautionary note. There are a few
instances in which the reported gains of‘seniors'are']ess than the -
reported gains of end-of-year freshmen. In many institUtions

there are large numbers of transfer students, and therefore all -

the seniors are not ones who have spent four years or more ét the:
school. The difference in percents needs to be interpreted in‘

this light. At the public comprehensivé universjties in our

samples, 45% of the respondents were transfer students} In the
doctoral universities, the private.comprehensive univeféities, and

the liberal arts II colleges, about 1/5 were transfer students.

In liberal arts 1 colleges about 1/8 were tnansfer students.




In a very }eal sense, the entire experience of higher edhcation
is a value édded experience. Every event that occurs in_college
and_thét is meant to contribute to student learning and development
is a value added event. One could think of value added units as
-all things that did not exist before and so have been added to'
.one's life--courses taken, exams bassed, papers finished,'conqerts
attended, etc.; etc.,.etg.

‘What our research shows is that this value added element, or
in our terms the percent of students who make sdbstantiél progress.
toward the'éttainment'of imbortant,goals of higher education, is
brimarily the result of the quality of effort students put into

their education. | S . o o .

' Lt
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INFORMATION ABOUT OBTAINING AND USING THE QUESTIONNAIRE

'Normal]y,_coileges give the questionnaire to samples of iﬁeir
undergraduates in the Spring of the year.

When.the questionnaires have been fi11ed~out_byhthe students,
the college sends the'completed questionnaires to Intran Corp.,
4555 W. 77th Street,.Minneapolis, MN 55435. Intran "processes"‘
the results. The college gets a tape 6r cards confaining all the
responseﬁ,of.all fts students and all the scores on the various.
scales, The college can then analyze its results in whatever says .
it wishes.

" The colle§e~also.gets, from the‘Higher_Education Reseéfch.
Institute, a sé?ective print-out of its own results, and a tomposite
report showing results from different types of collegés‘and'univer-
sities that'have'been accumulated over a period bf several yea;s.

A Allmordeps;~billingymbayments,mcpnnequndenée sﬁould‘bé |
addressed to the Higher Education Research-fnstitute, UCLA Graduate.
School éf Education, 405 Hilgard Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90Q24.

Costs areas follows: o )

' Copies of ‘the questionnaire at 40¢ each
° Processiﬁg completed questionnaires at $1.00 each

© Basic institutional participation fee of $175.00
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KEY TO ABBREVIATIONS
" QE = Quality of Effort

. The QE scales are:

LIB = Library Experiénces

FAC

Experiences with Faculty
COURSE = Course Learning

AMT = Art, Musi%,-Theatre
UNION = Student Union

_ATHL = Athletic and Recreation Facilities

CLUBS = Clubs and Organizétions

WRITE

Experience in Writing | B
“PERS EXP = Personal Experience , - S _'u‘

ST ACQ = Student-Acquaintances

SCI LAB = Science Lab Actijvities

SCI/TECH = Science/Technology

DORM, F/S = Dormitory or Fraternity/Sorority
CONV TPS = ConVersation'Topics

CONV INFO = Information in Conversations

. - 113 .
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" KEY TO ABBREVIATIONS

ENV = Environment

The ENV ratings are: - _ |
SCHOL = Academic, Scholarly, Intellectual Emphasis

ESTH = Esthetic, Epress{ve, Creative Emphasis

CRIT Critica]x Evaluative, Analytical Emphasis

- VOC = Vocational Emphasis

REL

|

“Personal Relevance of Courses

STUDENT

-‘FACULTY = Relationship with Faéu]ty--He]pfu], Encouraging
ADM-= Re]atiohship with Administfation—-Considerate,"F}exib]e

" OPER = Operational Style--Open, Adaptjve
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KEY TO ABBREVIATIONS

GAIN = Gains/Progress

The GAIN topics are:

JOB = Knowledge for speciffc job or type  of work

_SPEC_ADV ED Spec1allzat1on for further education

. ] "
General educat1un about d1fferent fields of know]edge

.~ * BROAD KNOWL
| ' CAREER = Information relevant to a career
ARTS = Appreciation and eejoymenfﬂof.art, music, drama
| LIT = Aequaintence and enjoyment of literature
| WRITE = Writing.clearly and effectively
COMPUTERS -= Familiarity with use of compuﬁers |
PHILS, CULTS = Awareness of different philosdbhies and cultures
VALUES, ETHICS = Develobihg values and ethical-standards
UND SELF = Understand1ng self--abilities, interests, per;ohelity;‘ o =
UND OTHERS = Understand1ng other people and abi]ity to get along
- TEAM = Ability to function.as a team member
HEALTH =.Good health habits and physical fitnees_
SCI/EXP ¥ Uneerstending nature of science and experimentaiion .
SCi/TECH = Understanding new scientific and technical deeelopments

CONSQ SCI/TECH Aware of consequences of new app11cat1on in
science and technology

ANAL, LOGIC Ab1l1ty to ‘think analyt1ca11y and 1og1ca11y
QUANT TH = Quantitative thinking

SYNTH, RELS = Ability to put ideas together, see re]at1onsh1ps,
similarities

IND LRN = Ability to learn on your own, pursue ideas, and find
information you need .

e BEST COPY AVAILABL: . 11_5 | |
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APPENDIX TABLE 1 \
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF ESTIMATES OF GAINS
| 1979 DATA
(N = 3006)
- Factor 1 " Factor 2 ~° Factor 3 Factor 4
‘ Personal/Social General Education Intellectual Understanding

Gains Topics Development Literature & Arts Skills - Science

UND OTHERS 72 L2 . 17 02 -
"UND SELF | 68* 27 - a - 04

TEAM | 64* . | 06 14 08

VALUES, ETHICS 59 38 18 . 03

HEALTH - B5% 06 . 14 - . 08

LIT [ B £ L |1 -01

WRITE o9 s 28 01

PHILS, CULTS 29 - | 53* - 13 - 02

ARTS 16 52% . -05 . -02

BROAD KNOWL 11 g as* 19 13
-S-YNTH-_;-REL-&-- e .......23____..__'___._.____. . . S 71* ‘ 12
CANAL, LOGIC 17 | 1. e “36

IND LRN - 3% L 32 47*. 08

SPEC ADV ED 14 13 38* 30
_SCI/EXP | 10 02 LT 19 ' 86*

SCI/TECH 08 05 - 24 g*

QUANT TH U -06 - 54 . 47%

voc 23 02 ' 26 15

* Factor loadings--principal components with Varimax rotation
* Decimal points are omitted in Tables 1.~ 7

 BEST COPY AVAILAW: w1y




APPENDIX TABLE 2

MAJOR PREDICTORS OF STUDENT GAINS/PROGRESS TOWARD

THE ATTAINMENT OF IMPORTANT COLLEGE OBJECTIVES

(PREDICTOR VARIABLES LISTED IN ORDER

OF THEIR IMPORTANCE)

¢ 1979 DATA .
(N = 3006)
Multiple R = . R Change .in RZ
 Personal/Social Development 2 \
QE: Pers Exp L e 38 14 | 14
QF:Ath1 . 48 123 109
ENV: Student . 54 29 | 06
Satisfaction 56 . 31 \02
QE: Conv Tps 57 33 o2
Years in college 58 34 81
ENV: Voc 59 35 1
QE: St Acq 60 36 01
Other variables 62 39 - 08
Total 62 39, ~\ :
Intellectual Skills | : -
" QE:Course 36 131 13
Satisfaction 45 20 ¢ 07
‘Year in college 49 24 05
ENV:Crit 54 29 04
QE: Conv Info 56 32 ! 03
QE:Sci Lab 58 34 | 02
ENV: Faculty - 59 35 02
Sex (male) 60 36 01
QE:Lib 61 37 01
Grades 61 38 01
Other variables 63 40 02
" -Total 63 40 --
1
BEST COPY AVAILAR'- . 1-1



APPENDIX TABLE 2 (continued)

2

113

Multiple R : 32 Change in R
General Education, Literature & Arts .
QE: AMT 43 18 18
QE:Write 50 . - 25 07 -
ENV:Crit 55 30 05
ENV:Faculty 57 33 03
QE:Conv Tps 59 35 02
Major in Fine Arts/Hum. 61 37 02
ENV:Esth 62 38 01
Satisfaction 63 B 39 01
QE: Lib 63 e 40 01
Other variables 65 42 02 -
Total 65. 42 -
Understanding Science
QE:Sci Lab 52 27 27
Major in Sciences 56 31 - 04
- Sex (male) 59 34 03
' QE:Course ' .6l 37> 03
(neg) Major in Fine Arts/Hum 63 40 03
T Satisfaction 64 41 01
Year in college 64 42 01
Majo® in Engineering 65 43 01 -
QE: Coriv Info 66 44 01
ENV:Crit . 66 44 V) o B
(neg) Lived on campus 66 45 01
Other variables 68 46 01
Total . 68 46 --
BEST COPY AVAILAb 118




'APPENDIX TABLE 3

ADDED CONTRIBUTION OF QUALITY OF EFFORT
TO THE PREDICTION OF STUDENT GAINS/PROGRESS TOWARD
~ THE ATTAINMENT OF IMPORTANT COLLEGE OBJECTIVES

1979 DATA
, (N = 3006)
. ' 2 .l
Multiple R R - Change in R
Personal/Social Development | _ . - . _ |
"~ Student background 36 13 . .13
College status : 47 22 - 09
Environment . 49 24 02
Quality of Effort 62 39 .15
Intellectual Skills ‘ | .
Student background 10 01 - 01
College status. 53 28 : 27
Environment _ 55 . 30 02
_ Quality of Effort 63 e 40 10
General Education, Literature & Arts ' '
Student. background 14 02 02 :
College status - 48 - 23 21
Environment = - 88 . .30 ... ... .07 .. ... ..
Quality of Effort 66 43 13
Understanding;§cience _
Student background 23 05 05
College status 58 ' 34 ' - 29
Environment 60 36 ) 02

Quality of Effort 68 47 11

Q BEST COPY AVAILAF 114 119



APPENDIX TABLE 4

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF ESTIMATES OF GAINS ' ~ : ¢
- SECOND EDITION, 1983 '
(N = 2299)

Factor 1 a{//Fﬁgzgr 2 Factor 3 . Factor 4 = Factor 5
- Personal/Social” Science/ General Education, Intellectual '

Gains Topics Development Technology Literature & Arts Skills Vocation .
. UND OTHERS - . -73% 04 18 1“1
UND SELF - ~70x 04 25 - 20 09
© VALUES, ETHICS 63* 06 31 15 05
TEAM ~ 60X 09 05 07 21
HEALTH 0% 17 09 05 12
SCI/TECH 07 93% 00 | 13 13
'SCI/EXP 14 83* 01 13 05 -
CONSQ SCI/TECH 12 74« 10 17 13
* COMPUTERS  -03 18* -10 19 19
LIT . 08 -02 83* . 01 -01
. WRITE ~ 12 03 53% 23 - 02
__~~ART S _18_ et e et 01 e S e e ._.5.2*__ —— ,09 02
| PHILS, CULTS 34, 09 o ae* .14 03
'BROAD KNOWL 16 07 B & X 09
ANAL, LOGIC 2 35 20 66* 14
SYNTH, RELS 31 14 ‘ 31  64% 09 -
QUANT TH 14 44 05 - 55X 15
IND LRN 38 07 31 o 43% 19
JOB 16 04 -09 01 73%
CAREER 25 08 15 12 61*
SPEC ADV ED 12 26 ‘ 15 21 . 52%
1 4
BEST COPY AVAILABLE - .
pRIC 120




APPENDIX TABLE 5

MAJOR PREDICTORS OF -STUDENT GAINS/PROGRESS TOWARD
THE ATTAINMENT QF IMPORTANT COLLEGE OBJECTIVES.
(PREDICTOR VARIABLES LISTED IN ORDER OF. THEIR IMPORTANCE)
(SECOND EDITION, 1983)
' (N= 2299)

Multiple R - 52 Change in 52
Personal/Soc1al Deve]opment . )
QE: Dorm -F/S 40 - 16 16 -
ENV:Relevance 48 o 23 07
Senior : 53 ' 28 : 05
QE:Athl e 56 31 . - 03
QE:Pers Exp = . 59 35 04
: . ENV: Student. - 61 37 02
' QE:Course 62 8 - 01
Major in health flelds 63 40 02
ENV:Crit 64" 41 01
(neg) Freshman - 64 - 41 01
Other variables- 68 - 46 05
Total o 68 46 --
. General Education, Literature & Arts
QE: AMT e - 89 . .24 . . 24 _ )
ENV:Crit ’ , 57 32 08
Read texts ' 61 37 05
ENV:Esth : 64 41 04
ENV:Faculty 65 42 01
Major in Humanities 67 45 03
Senior . 68 46 0l
QE: St Acq ' 69 48 . 02
Major in Social Sciences 70 49 01
(neg) Major in Engineering - 70 49 01
Write papers . 71 50 01
(neg) Freshman . . 71 _ 50 01
- Other variables 74 55 05

Total 74 55 --

o BEST COPY AVAILAG. e 121 .
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APPENDIX TABLE 5 (continued)

Multiple R 52 Change in BZ
Intellectual Skills
ENV:Crit . 43 19 19
QE:Sci/Tech . 52. 27 , 08
o QE:Conv Info . 57 32 05
& (neg) Freshman - 60 36 04
ENV: Faculty .61 o 37 01 .
QE:Course 62 ' 38 - 02 S
Satisfaction 63 40 02 -
(neg) Sophomore . 64 T4l 01
Other variables . 68 S 46 - 05
Total 68 : 46. -
~ Science/Technology -
QE:Sci/Tech 71 «50 50
ENV:Relevant 72 52, 02
Senior ' 73 i3 ' 01
QE: Ath] ' - 73 53 : 01
(neg) Major in Business } 74 55 02
QE:Write 74 55 - 01
ENV:Crit , 75 . 56 01
Major in health fields 75 - 56 : 01
Other variables 77 59 - 03
Total , 77 59 --
Vocation , :
ENV: Voc 43 18 18
(neg) Freshman 51 . 26 08
ENV:Relevant 55 30 04
QE: Course 58 34 04
(neg) Major in Social Science 60 36 02
(neg) Major in Humanities 62 _ 38 02
QF:Clubs ' 63 40 02
Major in health fields 64 41 01
Major in Education 65 42 01
Senior ‘ 65 42 01
ENV: Students 66 . 44 02
QE: Athl - 66 44 01
(neg) Plan adv. degree 67 45 01
Major in Computer Sci 67 ' 45 ‘ 01
Qtzfaculty 67 45 01
Other variables 70 49 04 -
Total 70 49 --
) QT
;e BEST COPY AVAILABLE 17 199




APPENDIX TABLE 6

~ ADDED CONTRIBUTION OF QUALITY OF EFFORT
" T0 THE PREDICTION OF STUDENT GAINS/PROGRESS TOWARD
THE ATTAINMENT OF IMPORTANT COLLEGE OBJECTIVES

(SECOND EDITION, 1983)
(N = 2299)
2 . 02
Multiple R R Change in R
" Personal/Social Development _ , _

Student background: .22 ' 05 ' - 05

College status 49 24 ' 19

Fnvironment. o 58 34 . 10

Quality of effort ' 68 . 46 - 12
Intellectual Skills ’

Student background 12 01 01

College status 51 26 25 .

Environment 61 37 11

Quallty of effort 68 46 . 09
General Education, therature & Arts

Student backg¢=ound 20 ' 04 - . 04

College status 61 37 33

Environment . 69 48 11

Quality of effort 74 : 55 | 07
Understanding Science 5 |

Student background 15 02 - 02

College status 54 - 29 _ 27

Environment 58 34 . 05

Quality of effort 77 59 25
Vocation _

Student background - 17 03 03

College statuc 56 ' -3l 27

Environment . 67 45 : 14

Quality of effort 71 50 05

L

BEST COPY AVAILABL.
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APPENGIX TABLE 7

COLLEGE IN FIVE TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS
(N = 12,000, 1979 edition)

|
T MAJOR PREDICTORS OF STUDENTS SATISFACTION WITH

Multiple R 52 Change in 32
Doctoral Granting Universities.
ENV:Student - 31 10 : 10
GAIN: Spec Adv Ed 38 14 04
ENV:Faculty 40 16 : 02
GAIN:Und Self 43 18 , 02
ENV:Schol 45 - 20 - 02
 (neg) Grade mostly C or below 47 - 22 - 02
‘ - QE:Dorm F/S 48 23 0
Grade mostly A-, B+ 48 23 01
" GAIN: Broad Know! 49 - 24 01 ' X
ENV:Oper 49 - , 24 01 : . L
QE:Athl 50 25 _ 01 -
Total all variables 56 °~ 30 - o=-
- Public Comprehensives _
ENV:Oper . k}: 14 14
ENV:Schol .46 21 - 07
QE:Clubs 50 25 04
(neg) Major field undecided 53 . 28 . : - 03 7
QE: St Acq ' 55 30 ' 02 B
{(neg) Major in sciences 57 , 32 , 02 B
(neg) Sophomore 58 .33 01 . I
GAIN: Spec Adv Ed - 59 35 : 02 -
GAIN:Values, Ethics 61 ' 37 02 -
ENV:Voc 62 ' 38 01
Major in Finc Arts 63 40 02
"QE:Dorm, F/S : 64 4] - 0
GAIN:Arts 65 42 - 01
(neqg) Grades mostly B-, C+ 65 43 : 01
GAIN:Broad Knowl 66 ’ 44 . 01
" (neg) Junior a 67 45 01
QE:Athl 67 46 01
Total 411 variables 75 56 --
\
\ | .
|
1 BEST COPY AVAILABLE




APPENDIX TABLE 7 (continued)

Multiple R R Change in R?
Private Comprehensives .
ENV:Student 43 18 18
ENV:Oper - 49 . 24 06
ENV: School . 52 : 27 : 03
GAIN: Job T 53 28 ' 01
GAIN: Lit . - 54 .29 . 01
(neg) Grades mostly B-, C+ 55 30 01
, - Total all variables 61 37 ) ~
Liberal Arts, Type I | : -
ENV: Student S 4] 17 17
ENV:Crit 48 23 . 06
GAIN: Spec Adv Ed 52 27 - 04
GAIN:Broad Knowl 55 30 03
ENV:Faculty 56 32 : 02
QE:Dorm F/S ' 58 33 01
GAIN: Arts o ' 58 - 34 01
(neg) Grades mostly B-, C+ - 58 35. 01
ENV:Oper 60 . ‘36 01
' ~ Total all variables 64 . 41 --
Liberal Arts, Type 11 . '
ENV:Faculty \ 44 20 20 .
ENV:Oper ' 50 25 - 05
GAIN:Und Self . 53 28 : 03
GAIN:Broad Knowl 55 ' 31 03
ENV: Student 57 32 01
Grades mostiy A - 58 - 33 . 01
QE:Conv Tps 58 , , 34 01
"ENV:Esth o 61 37 02
(neg) Grades mostly .B-, C+ 62 38 01
: GAIN: Spec Adv Ed ' : 62 .39 01
QE:Lib . - 63 39 01
Total all variables 66 44 .-
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
9 - - 10 125
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APPENDM™ TABLE 8
CORRELATES OF STUDENT SATISFACTION WITH COLLEGE

At Doctoral . At Public - At Private - At Liberal . At Liberal

Universities " Comprehensives . Copprehensives Arts, I : Arts, II j
ENV: Student .31 ENV:Oper = .38 ENV:Student - .43 ENV:Student .41 - ENV:Faculty =~ .44
= ENV:Faculty .27 ENV:Schol - .34 ° ENV:Oper . .35 ENV: Faculty - .35  ENV:Student - .40
= ENV:Oper .22 o h »~ ENV: Schol .25 ENV:Crit .28 ENV:Oper Y
~ ENV: Schol .20 o ' c ' ENV: Oper .26 ENV:Esth . . .29
GAIN:Sp Adv Ed .23 . GAIN:Sp Adv Ed- .24 GAIN:Sp Adv Ed .29 . GAIN:Und Self .32
- GAIN:Und Seif .23 . ' GAIN:Broad Knowl .28 ~ ~  GAIN:Broad Knowl .27 -
GAIN:Broad Knowl .22 ' U GAIN;Sp Adv -E¢ .25
QE: Dorm, F/S .23  QE:Clubs . .23 | | . QE:Dorm, F/S .28 QE:Union .27
Qt:Dorm, F/S .23 ' ' : 4 .
QE: St Acq .22 ' ¢

126




APPENDIX TABLE 9 h -

INSTITUTIONAL DIFFERENCES IN QUALITY OF EFFORT MEAN" SCORES
o (N-= 14,615 at 62 schools)

13

Mean Scores at Types of Inst1tut1ons

Quality of Doctoral . ' Public =~ Private - Libera) Arts ‘Liberal Arts
Effort Scales Universities . Compreﬁ%n51ve Comprehensive -  Type I Type IT

Academic, Intellectual Effort

- i
e

21,

. LIB : 18.7 - 19.7 20.3 0 20.2
" FAC 18,7 19.4 20.8 21.9 - 21.5
.. COURSE 29.5 129.3 29,4 29.9 29.2
. WRITE 28,2 24,2 25.0 25.1 25.0
SCI LAB . 20.1 : 22.3 21.6 24.9 21.4
) .Porsonal, Social Effort .
" CONV TPS 25,9 24.9 25.8 26.9 25.4
| CONV INFO - 14,7 14.5 14.6 15.1 14.6
- PERS EXP 21.3 21.5 22.4 22.3 22.6
; ST ACQ - 24.2 23:2 25.2 26.5 v 25.3
‘ AMT . 19.8. - 19.1 20.7 22.8 19.8
| . . ¢l .
Group Fac111t1es Effort R : , l
~ DORM, F/S 25.8 22.1 25.5 25.6 25.6
- CLUBS - 19.2 17.7 21.6 23.6 21.5
~ UNION - 19.6 - 19.5 22.3 22.3 22.6
O ATHL 18.4 16.1 18.9 20.4 - 18.8
; | .
' BEST COPY AVAILABLE 128
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- APPENDIX TABLE 10 ‘
INSTITUTIONAL DIFFERENCES IN ENVIRONMENT RATINGS -
| o Percentage with Rétings of '5, 6 or 7 (positive) on'ﬁhe Scale
Doctoral Public  Private  Liberal Arts ~ Liberal Arts
~ Environment  Universities Comprehensive Comprehensive- Type 1 Type I1-
| . S . _
T '
‘Emphasis _
| SCHOL 84 .70 83 .95 . 82
ESTH 43 51 ‘55 60 89 -
CRIT 71 . 57 67 86 . 62
.ovoe 50 64 58 36 - 66
‘\ . .
Relationship .
STUDENT 68 68 76 75 80 .
-FACULTY - 62 67 78 86 - 82
ADM 34 36 51 - 53 - 61
OPER 38 46 a8 56 52
T AVAILABY ¢ 129




APPENDIX TABLE 11

}

. INSTITUTIONAL DIFFERENCES.IN ESTIMATES OF GAINS L oL

Percentage Reporting Substanti§1 GéihSq,_,_,

T

L ' Doctoral . Public ~ Private Liberal Arts Liberal Arts
-Gains o Universities_q Comprehensive Comprehensive - Type I Type II. e ]
voc a7 s 85 36 - 62
" Intellectus] Skills § | - |
~ SPEC ADV ED 64 59. 62 n o 61

ANAL, LOGIC 66 , 61 65 n 63
SYNTH, RELS 71 . 69 - 7% 79 : 73
IND LRN 7% . 79 - 81 . 81

Stience- ' N .
SCI/EXP 44 36 30 41 | 29 o
SCI/TECH 44 39 30 40 28 I
QUANT TH 48 47 46 a3 44

Gederai Education ~ . -
BROAD KNOWL 65 63 69 81 : 63
ARTS 27 : 30 36 . 2 30
LIT & - ————— 30 27 . 37 - 39 35
WRITE 46 50 55 57 58

PHILS, CULTS .60 55 | 57 72 | 60 -




. ‘ i
;
| ~ APPENDIX TABLE 11 (continued)
— —— e — .
. \ _ " S . :
et - -....percentage Reporting Substantial Gains
. Doé&oral Public ' Private Liberal Arts . Liberal Arts
Gains Unfvedfities Comprehensive Comprehensive Type 1 Type 11
~ Personal, Social Deve]oﬁment_ _
'VALUES, ETHICS 57\ - 64 69 75 72
UND SELF - 76! , 75 . 78 . 80 80
UND OTHERS - 76 73 -~ 78 79 80
- TEAM . 49 . : 55. 55 45 60
HEALTH 38 43 . 43 34 44

BEST COPY AVAILAS.
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APPENDIX TABLE 12

PERCENTAGE OF FRESHMEN AND SENIORS REPORTING
SUBSTANTIAL GAINS AT DOCTORAL UNIVERSITIES

(N = 2376) R
Percentage Subsiantial'Gain Change ~ Change as Percentage
GAINS . Freshmen Seniors in Percent of Possible Change
. Intellectual Skills e |
- 'ANAL, " LOGIC " B3 7320 43
SYNTH.REL. ‘ 63 80 - 17 46
- IND LRN 69 85 - 16 | 52
SPEC ADV ED 45 .73 | - 28 Y
General Education : -
~ BROAD KNOWL 63 68 5 . 14
ARTS - 23 29 6 8
LIT 28 31 3 4
WRITE ‘ 45 - 48 3 5
'-PHILS.CULTS ' 54 62 '8 17
.;Personal/Social E | _
VALUES ,ETHICS 61 73 12 31
UND SELF 72 84 12 , 43
UND OTHERS 79 - 79 _ 0 « 0 _ P
- TEAM. ' 45 62 17 31 __"___m“w://_
HEALTH ; 37 - " 43 6 - ' 10 ‘ o
Science - - . .
SCI/EXP - 31 50 19 28
SCI/TECH . . 28 49 21 29
QUANT TH - . 34 - 58 - 24 , 36
Vocatiqnal
vOC 32 58 : 26 - 38
BEST COPY AVAILhw- 130
Q ' | 126




APPEIwWIX TABLE 13

" PERCENTAGE OF FRESHMEN AND SENIORS REPORTING
SUBSTANTIAL GAINS AT PUBLIC COMPREHENSIVES

(N = 1377)
Percentage Substantial Gain Change Change as Percentage .
GAINS - Freshmen Seniors in Percent of Possible Change
Intellectual Skills - o - | S
ANAL, LOGIC 40 61 21 . 35 . |
SYNTH. REL. 45 71 26 - 47 ' f
IND LRN 56 - 77 21 48 ' .
- SPEC ADV ED 32 74 . 42 - 62 :
General Education ' ( ' |
~ BROAD KNOWL - 5 - - 62 6 - 14 |
ARTS - 24 24 0 0 |
LIT - 16 23 7. .8 . i
WRITE 41 "~ 45 4 7 ;e
PHILS.CULTS 44 52 8 14 !
Personal/Social ‘ ) L | | ;
VALUES,ETHICS 49 63 14 | 27 /
UND SELF - 58 _ 74 16 , 8 . i
UND OTHERS 60 .76 16 . . 40 o
.TEAM ' 38 51 13 ' 21 [
. HEALTH ' 29 - ' 38 9 .13 :
. /
Science _ o , .
SCI/EXP - 26 34 -8 11 |
SCI/TECH 28 34 ' 6 ’ 8 }
QUANT TH 27 47 20 27 ]
Vocational | !
voC . 29 66 - . 37 52 -
YR ‘
SEST COPY AVAILABLE | | |




APPENDIX TABLE 14

'PERCENTAGE OF FRESHMEN AND SENIORS REPORTING
- SUBSTANTIAL GAINS AT PRIVATE CCMPREHENSIVES

(N = 2542)
Percentage Substantial Gain Change Change as Percentage
GAINS : Freshmen Seniors in Percent of Possible Change
Intellectual Skills S N .
ANAL, LOGIC 54 73 19 - 41
SYNTH.REL. 66 83 ' 17 50
IND LRN 73 88 15 S 56
" SPEC ADV ED . 48 74 26 50
General Education | N . :
BROAD KNOWL 65 77 12 34
ARTS . 34 41 7 11
LIT B 36 45 9 14
WRITE ' 51 .59 - 8 16
PHILS,CULTS 54 “66 ' 12 _ 26
Personal/Social
VALUES,ETHICS _ 64 76 12 33
UND SELF 73 84 11 41
UND OTHERS 80 - 83 8 15
TEAM 47 59 12 - 23
HEALTH 42 39 -3 ==
Science . _ \
SCI/EXP 27 34 7 10
SCI/TECH - 26 3 8 b1
QUANT TH . 36 47 , 11 }7 )
Vocational : _ » | . i
voc " 40 62 22 37
| |
\
\
REST COPY AVAiLAbLE
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APPENDIX TABLE 15

PERCENTAGE OF FRESHMEN.AND SENIORS REPORTING
SUBSTANTIAL GAINS AT LIBERAL ARTS, TYPE I

(N = 1350) :
_ Percentage_Substantiai Gain Change | Change és Percentage
GAINS - - Freshmen - Seniors in Percent of Possible Change
“Intel Tectual Skills. .
ANAL, LOGIC . 57 . 77 20 47
" SYNTH. REL. 67 . 84 17 . 52
"IND LRN 68 88 . 20 63
SPEC ADV ED 54 - 79 . 25 ' 54
General Education ‘
BROAD KNOWL 79 .83 _ .4 19
ARTS" 37 49 12 19
LIT 43 54 11 19
WRITE 43 64 21 37
PHILS,CULTS . 68 75 7. 22
Pérsonal/Social
VALUES,ETHICS 68 79 11 34
UND SELF 76 - 84 8. - 33
UND OTHERS 77 79 2 9
TEAM ‘ 37 49 1z 19
HEALTH 32 : 33 ’ 1 1
Science L
SCI/EXP 34 45 11 ST
- SCI/TECH 34 : \44 10 16
- QUANT TH ‘ 33 44 11 : 16
Vocational '
voC 22 40 18 : .23
BEST COPY AVAILABLE | 135 |
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APPENDIX TABLE 16

'PERCENTAGE OF FRESHMEN AND SENIORS REPORTING
SUBSTANTIAL GAINS AT LIBERAL ARTS, TYPE II

(N = 1135)

4 Percentnie Substantial Gain Change Change as Peri:entage
GAINS ~ Freshmen Seniors- in Percent of Possible Change
Intellectual Skills N |

ANAL, LOGIC 50 65 15 30
SYNTH. REL. 65 80 - 15 43
IND LRN - : 75 86 11 44
SPEC ADV ED 47 71 - 24 45
General Education
BROAD KNOWL 59 " 64 5 12
ARTS ‘ 26 _ 26 0 0 ,
LIT 35 30 . - 5 -~
WRITE ' 56 56 0 0
PHILS,CULTS - 58 . 60 2 5
Personal/Social ’ -
VALUES,ETHICS 67 72 5 15
UND SELF 77 , 83 6 - 26
UND OTHERS 78 77 -1 --
TEAM 55 63 8 18
- HEALTH . 43 40 _ - 3 -~
- Science .
SCI/EXP 24 34 10 13
SCI/TECH 25 37 T 12 16
QUANT TH 40 48 . . 8 13
Vocational ‘
voC 43 72 29 | 51
4 136




REFERENCES TO UCLA REPORTS ABOUT-THE
COLLEGE STUDENT EXPERIENCE QUESTIONNAIRE

Doctoral Dissertations

Shaver, J. An Examination of the Quality of Effort that College and

University Students Invest in their Own Learning and Development.
Los Angeles:” UCLA Ed.D. Dissertation, 1978.

Friedlander, J. The Importance of Quality of Effort in Predicting

Student Attainment. Los Angeles: -UCLA' Ph.D. Dissertation, 3 -
1980. | | |

Lara, J. A Study of Fall 1977 Community College Persisters and

Propouts at the_University of California, Los Angeles.
Los Angeles: UCLA Ph.D. Dissertation, 1980.

Porter,. 0. Thg Role of'Quality of Effort in Defining Institutional

o : Envifonmentsfﬂ'Aq Attempt to Understand College Uniqueness.-

Los Angelés: UCLA Ph.D. Dissertation,'l982.:

Brown, D. A Comparative Analysis of Bible College Quality.

Los Angeles:’ UCLA Ph.D. Dissertation, 1982.

Reports in Journals or Listed in ERIC -

Pace, C. R. "Measuring the Quality of Student Effort" pages 10-16

-in Improving Teaching and Institutional Quality, Current Issues

In_Higher Educatfoﬁ; 1980, No. 1  American Association for

Higher Education;-Washingtoh, D.C.

BEST COPY AvaAILAg = 137

PR




Pace, C. R., & Friedlander, J. "The Meaning of Response Categories:

How{Oftenlis,'Occasionajly,' '‘Often,' and 'Very Often'?" A
paper given'at the annual convention of the American Educational
Research Association, April 1981, in Los Angeles. Also ERIC
Reports ED 200 620. | .

Pace, C. R., & Friedlander, J. "The Meaning of Response Categories:

How Often. Is 'Occasjonélly,' '‘Often,' and 'Very Often'?

Research in Higher Education, Vol. 17, No. 3, 1982, pp. 269-281.

Pace, C. ‘R. "Measuring the Quality of Undergkaduate.Educat1on."

A paper given at the annqailconvention of the Americén;Educétional
Research Association, April 1981, in Los Angeles. Also ERIC
reports €D 206 228.--- - m m o .

Pace, C. R. "Achievement and the Qﬁality of Student Effort." A

paper prepared for. the National Commission on Excellence in

'Education,'May 1982, Washington, D.C. Also ERIC Reports ED

227 101.

Other Convention Papers

Pace, C. R. "Scales for Measuring the Quality of Student Effort:

A New Dimension for Research in Higher Education." A paper
given at the annual convention of the American Educational

Research Association, April 1979, in San Francisco.

- Pace, C. R. "The Other Side of Accountability: Measuring Students'

Q

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

‘Use of Facilities and_Opportunifies." A paper given at the

annual convention of the Association for Institutional Research,

May 1979, in San Diego.

132

138



" Friedlander, J, "The Importance of Quality of Effort in Predicting

Student Attainment." A paper given at the annual convention
of thé‘Association for the S;udy of Higher Educ&tion, March
1980, in Washington, D.C.

Pace, ‘C. R. “Studenﬁ Effort and Pérsona] Development." A paper
-given at the annual éonventfbn‘of the National Associaﬁion'of
Student Personhnel Administrators, April 1980; in Los Angeles.

Fried]ander.lJ. “Influences of Length of Time in College Verﬁus

| : Quality of'Timé on Co]]ege Student Deve]opment."- A paper’
givén at the annual coﬁvention of the American Educational
Research Associatioh, April lQél,'in Los Angeles.

Lara, J. "Differgnce#‘ih Quality of Academic Effort Between
Successful and Unsuccessfu] Community.Co11ége Transfer Students.!
A paper given at the annual convention of the American-Educationa]

Research Association, April 1981, in LOS‘Angé1es.

Special Reports (available only in fi]é copies at UCLA)

_Pace, C. R. Measuring Quality of Effort: A New Dimension for -

| UnderStanding,Student Leérning and Development in College. A
'report to the Spencer Foundation. Los Ange]es:_.UCLA Laboratory
for Research on Higher Education, October 1979.
Porter, 0., Snyder, M. B., Friedlander, J., & Pace, C. R. UCLA

Underghaduétes: Highlights from a Survey of Their Activities,

Attitudes and Attainments. Los Angeles: UCLA Laboratory for
Research on Higher education, June 1980. A serﬁes of brief
separate reports prepared for the Chancellor's ‘Office as
follows: .

BEST COPY AVAILABLE, , 133 199




Quality of Student Effort in Course Learning
Students' Use of the Library
' Experiehces in Writing
Experiences with F&culty-
Residence and the Collégé Experience
The'Transfer,Students: Are-They Different?
“Satisfaction with.College |
Relationships Between Effort, Environme;t,_and Attainment
* .Breadth of Stbdent Efforiw | |
Predicting Students!.Progress

"Information About. the Measures in the Co]]egg Student

Experiences Questionnaire

Higher Education Research Institute. Composite Comparative Data,

College Student Experiences Questionnaire 1979 and 1980. A
Los Angeies Higher Education Research Institute August

1980. .

Higher Education Research Institute. Composite Comparative Data,

_ CoﬂTegg Studént Experiences Questionnaire, 1979, 1980, and 1981.

Los Angeles: Higher Education Research Institute, September :
1981. o

Higher'Educatidn Research Institute. Composite Comparative Data,

College Student Experiences Questionnaire, 1979-1982.

Los Angeles: Higher Education Research Institute, August

1982. Part II:  Frequency of Student Engagement in 138

Different Activities. September 1982.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
| | 134 14 0




The Questionnaire

Pace, C. R. Co]lege Student Experiences. Los Angeles: UCLA

o Higher Education Reéearch Institute, 1979.

Pace, C. R. College Student Experiences. Los Angelps:ﬁ UCLA

Higher Education Research Institute, 1983 Second Edition. ~~

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 141

.'g,\ ‘ - . ) 135




{

MEASURING THE QUALITY "OF COLLEGE STUDENT EXPERIENCES

“author: © ¢ Robert Pace ; P .,: .i“mmmf_» ﬁ
| Senidr Research Scho1ar, Higher Education Resgarch
Institute, and Emeritus Professor of Higher
"Education,“Graduaté”SChoo1.of Educatioﬁ, University.

of California, Los Angelés.

Production: = Communications Processing Center, Graduate School
of Education, and UCLA Publication Services

Department.

Distribution: Higher Educat1on Research Institute
University of California, Los Angeles
405 Hilgard Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90024

H
¥

Prices: $7.95 payable to Regents of the University.of

California.

" ©Copyright 1984 by C. Robert Pace

142

. BESTCOPY AVAILABLE »




