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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Statement of Problem

The evaluation of higher education has been the subject of
many recent studies._1 With few exceptions, student input into these
studies has been minimal, if at all present., WJhat has arisen out of
these evaluatioﬁ studies is a need for student input, particularly
in the subject area of rating universities. This study was an attempt
to obtain needed'information about student evaluation and ranking of
universities. Students were viewed as the primary consumers of
university products and thus their perceptions of ratings and quality
of their university and other universities was important. Because
of the increasing competitiveness for quality students ty universities
and the increasing concern of students for quality education, the
perceived rating of universities and their components may become
increasingly impdrtant for students, universities, and future
employers. If current enrollments produce more graduates than the
labor market can absorb, then what may matter is not the degree but
where the degree was obtained. The rating of schools may thus become
increasingly important to graduates seeking admission into the labor

market. Higher education policies may in the future be directly

lFor_recent examples of studies see Gourman (1967); Trow (1972);
Roose and Andersen (1970); and Margulies and Blau (1973).



related or influenced by étudies of rating. This'study makes the
assumption that student rating and professional rating are becgming
“increasingly importahf in the area of higher education. This study
will investigate student perspectives on rating (evaluation) and

some possible factors which might influence these perspectives.

Problgms Facing Higher Education

There are éeveral problems facing higher'education at present.
Many of these problems can be related directly to the subject matter
of this research. The following problems that will be mentioned are
by no means meant torbe exhaustive of all of the problems facing
higher education. The problems stated however do seem to be those
which are related to this research, apply to higher education in a
general sense, and are considered_by many experts to be of great
importance. The problems are treated only in a general sense here be-
cause each is of a complexity which would expand far beyond the scope
of this research. The problems are divided into sub-areas, all of
which are related to each other in various ways.,

Financial Problems

The financial problems facing higher education today are immense,
They all seem to have two things in common. One is that many experts
agree that they exist. Secondly, unless drastic changes occur, they

will worsen in the future. Earl Cheit's The New Depression in

Higher Education provides a systematic study of the financial aspects

and difficulties of current higher education. Cheit made an attempt
to determine the extent of financial difficulty in American higher

education. Cheit used the following as his definitions of degrees



of financial difficulty:

"An institution is judged in financial difficulty if its

current financial condition results in a loss of services :

that are regarded as a part of its program or a loss of

gquality. An institution is classified as headed for

Tinancial trouble if, at the time of the study, it has

been able to meet current responsibilities but either

can not ensure that it can much longer meet current

program standards or can not plan support fo; evolving

program growth., Those colleges. and universities which can

meet their current program standards, and can with some

assurance plan program growth are classified not in

financial trouble." (Cheit, 1971: 37)

Cheit based his findings on 41 campuses in 21 states. Using the
previous classification system, Cheit determined that 71 percent (29)
of the institutions were either headed for financial trouble or
already had financial difficulties (Cheit, 1971: viii). Cheit
concluded that all types of institutions are affected by financial
problems. Cheit also found that the "Direction of the academy will
'in the next decade be influenced more by its financial situation,
than any other" (1971: 18). The importance of the Cheit study is
that it was a major effort to point out current financial difficulties
and those which lie ahead. It established preliminary findings as to
the extent of the financial crises of higher education. Cheit's
study serves to point out the existence of financial problems of"
higher education. The next step is to look at some of the con-
tributing factors to these financial problens.

One contributing factor to the financial difficulties of
higher education is that of government support. Higher education,
since the end of World War II, had until recently experienced a

gradual increase in federal and state support as a whole. Evidence

suggests that governmental support will either remain constant or
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will decrease. Clenny (1973: 5) suégests that the proportion of the
Gross National Product going to higher education will not continue to
increase, particularly‘at the state level. Thus, it appears fﬁat
Eighér educétion may'be facing a decline in much needed governmentali
support.

| Other governmental policies, at the federal level, such as the
student aid programs are having an effect on colleges and universities,
but in recent years has shifted more to the trade and technical schools.
These policies have a tendency to rediétribuﬂé students away from
college-type institutions. |

Eﬁpenditures of schools appeér‘to be on the increa,se.2 factors

which contribute to the iﬁcreases of expenditures and costs for
higher education. Economic recession and/or inflation have increased
the costs for higher education which in turn raises éosﬁs to students
for edUca£ion. Such inflafionary trends help put higher education
out of reach for many students economically., Inflationary costs also
raise thé overhead for school functioning. ‘Inflationary costs are
going up for schools in the face of decreased governmental support
for college-type schools. College and university budgets are often
“cut by the government as inflationary reduction measures. Another
bit of evidence which demonstrates the effects of inflation on
higher education is the expenditures per student. According to
Cheit, from 1959-60 to 1969-70, the expenditures per student
increased an average of 8.1 percent per year (19?1: 104). Besides

the effects of inflation, faculty salaries have increased,

2566 Mayhew and Brown for further development (1970: 167).



institutional growth has occured, campus disturbances have made
some legislators apprehensive of support to higher education, and
several other economic facfors seem to be adding to the financial
difficulties of schools.

Population Factors

Thé "Post War Baby Boom", as it is labeled, is essentially over.
Evidence suggests that the péol of youth from which college students
are drawn appears to be decreasing. These decreases in population |
will probably be reflected in decréaéed attendance at colleges and
universities. Decreasing birth rates may have a tremendous influence
on college attendance rates. Glenny (1971) contends that population
trends will have a long run effect on higher education in America.

The Rise of Alternative Post Secondary Education

Community and technical schools are experiencing'rapid growth,
Student enrollment at these schools is increasing. Glenny notes
that "In the past two years, 85 percent of all the increase in the
number of first time students entered the community colleges"
(1973: 7). Assuming that the community colleges and technical
schools ar; in competition with college and universities for students,
one can deduce that the inéreases in these schools has a negative
effect on college and university enrollﬁents, though four year
colleges and universities are still the largest degree granting
institutions of post secondary education. As a whole, there is an
increasing shift to junior (community) colleges (Stern, 1970: 168).
Additional altermatives of correspondence schools and university

without walls are other programs that may be viewed as replacing
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traditional college tyve educations.

Labor and Higher Educationz

Traditionally in American soclety, education has been vieﬁed as
a means of social mobility (Havighurst and Neugarten, 1967: 54). -The
educational system in America is regarded by many to be one of the
main avenues for upward social mdbility. _Though unsupported, the
researcher would contend that most students further their educa£ion
with some particﬁlar occupation in mind. In short, students major in
hathematics.so'they can be a mathematician when they graduate, or
. psychology so they may become a psychologist. They attend school
with an occupation in mind. This contention does not imply occupa-
tional motives to all students in higher education, but does suggest
that many students have occupationally related motives for attending
schools. Inherrent in this idea is the belief that as long as
education provides a workable means to occupational ends, students
will continue to attend schools. If, on the other hand, degrees
become worthless in the occupational attainment process, college
enrollments may drop sharply.

The level of edﬁcational attainment and its relationship to the
occupational structure has been the subject of inquiry by many experts
in the field.u As a long-term trend, the level of educational
attainment has been a critical factor in determining the level of

oécupational attainment for many members of society. Whether this

3The state university system in Nebraska has a correspondence
program of higher education entitled SUN--State University of Nebraska.

aFor a good example of the treatment of educational attainment and
. occupation see Anderson and Foster (1964).
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continues to remain the same is subject to debate. There are

several possibilities in terms of the current and future education-
occupation controversy. Tﬁe following are some ideas shared between
experts in the area and the researcher. The scheme utilized is an
abstraction from the researcher's conceptualization of the problem.
The scheme should be viewed as a simplistic tool to aid in under-
standing'the problem at hand.

The scheme used combares college enrollment levels with labor
demands for college educated graduates, All of the possibilities have
one thing in common and that is that problems are inherrent with
every possibility.. In short, each possibility will create problems for
. ‘higher education and these problems will vary in severity. It is
important to note that these possibilities are meant to be applied to
future developments.,

One possibility is that college enrollments will decrease. This
contention is supported by forecasts of population growth. As the
population decreases, the demand for higher education may also
decrease;5‘ Thus, higher educational institﬁtions may face increased
competition for necessary student enrollments.

If enrollments qecreaSe and labof demand for college graduates
also decreases, then problems, from.the schools perspective, may
have drastic effects. With enrollment declines would come declines
in ihputs-such as finanCiai and social resources. Decreases in inputs

‘into schools would mean schools would have to experience cut-backs in

services and operations. In light of decreased enrollments, if the

5For further development see Glenny (1973) .



labor demand increaseq, then'student enrollments would probably
increase té meet the demands of the occupational structure. At this
timé any_drop in enrollment would probably bring levels of educational
attainment more in line with occupational demand.

A second major possibility is‘that enrollments will remain constant.
There are approximately 9.2 million college students at present
(Margulies and Blau, 1973: 21). Enrollment figures are at an all
time high level. The level of educational attainment for society as
a whole, and for groups, has risen, though gaps between the educatéd
and poorly educated seem to be widening (Jencks and Riesman, 1968: 79).
The higher levels of attainment and the current high enrollment |
numbers musé‘be viewed in light of current labor conditions,

Given the current high enrollment figures and labor demands,
there appears to be an overproduction of higher educational degrees
in many fields. Overproduction is defined here as more graduates
than jobs évailable in their respective fields. A Bachelor's degree
in several fields does not guarantee admission into the occupational
structure.as it once did. Thefe is simply an overproduction of
graduates in many areas. The nearest estimates of degrees earned
for the 1972-73 school year were 980,800 Bacheior's ana first
professional degrees, 250,000 Master's, and 37,700 Doctor's degrees:
(Treem, 1972: 2). It is difficult to imagine that labor demands for
college graduates will approximate the above mentioned figures.
.Evidence'in support of students' concern for the labor market is
observed in the rise of technologiéal school enroilments which are

currently offering training that is more in tune‘with the labor



demands of society.

If enrollments remain at the same level but labor demands for
graduates decréase, then conditions may worsen and competition fqr
Jjobs among college graduates may increase in severity. Then, where
one attends school may become an increasingly important factor in
determining access to the labor market. If enrollments remain the
same but demand for graduates goes up, tﬁen more graduates may be
able to find positions and possibly fhe students' demand for educa-
tion will also increase.

Current prediétions that only 2 out of 10 jobs in the future
will require a cbllege degree~educa£ion are observed by Farber (1970).
farber indicates, in reference to a Bureau of Labor Statics study
that, "More remarkable is BLS's prediction that eight out of ten jobs
to be filled in the seventies will be open to young people without
college degrees. Most favored, the report adds, will be people with
some vocational training beyond high school" (Farber, 1970: 22);
Thus, the demand for college graduates, giveh the current conditions,
shows little signs of improving.

The third possibility is that enrollments may increase, If
enrollments increase then the number of graduates will also increase,
The projected earned degrees in highe? education for the year
1980-81 is 1,679,400 as»contfasted to a recent approximation of
1,268,500 for 1972-73 (Treem, 1972: 2). The net increase between the
two estimates is 410,900 graduates. If enrollments increase and
demand increases, then higher education will continue to expand

with less difficulty than any other of the possibilities. If
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enrollment increases but the labor demands decrease, then competition
for jobs by college graduates will be at its most competitive state.
Graduation will not guaranﬂee admission into the labor market, but
other factors may become increasingly_important. Eventually, demand
fof education would probab}y decrease to a level which would approximate
labor demands.

An excellent summary of college graduates and predicted labor

conditions is the Carnegie Commission's College Graduates and Jobs
(1973). The Commission's report contends fhat the lébor market for
college graduates is a serious concern of higher education and will
continue to be so. The report refers to three studies, all of which
port?ay an overproduction of college graduates in the future. 1In

its entirety, the report paints a dismal picture of the college

graduate - labor market situation., . The report also points out some
social tensions that might be generated. Given any of the possibilities
of enrollﬁent.and labor conditions, one thing is clear; that is major
problems are certain to evolve for higher education, college gradu-

ates and thé labor market.

Summary of Problems

Major problems facingghighér education were described in brief
in the previous sections. ‘The financial difficulties facing higher
education are evident. Increased expenditures, inflation and many
other economic factors contribute to the financial problems of
highér education, Cheit's findings seem to support the existence of
such problems in higher education.  Problems stemming from population

run along the basic line of decreased enrollments due to decreases
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in college age individuals. The rise of alternative education to
college may be a major factor, for community and technological schools
are displaying increased enrollments, which in some instances draw
students from potential college attendance. The labor market and
higher education are facing some difficulties unless maJjor changes
occur. These, and other factors, are contributing to the decline of
higher education. These factors are summed by O'Brian with his list:

a) the segment of the population resulting from the baby
boom of post World War II is past college age; b) economic
recession or inflation have led students and their families
to alter plans for college; c¢) drug usuage and/or protest
riots on campuses have lead student and their families to
avoid higher education; d) increasing earnings stemming
from a college education no longer compensate for the

cost of the education; e) increased importance is being
attached to vocational-technical schools, often tuition
free; g) more young people desire to travel and gain

experience before beginning or resuming higher education,
and so on. (O'Brian, 1973: 22)

It would be foolhardy to try and predict what factors will be
present or what may be the status of higher education in the future.
One can explore some of the possibilities, which was attempted here.
Some of the possibilities described here are mutually supportive and
others are in conflict, It is fairly certain that pressures will
be exerted on'higher education many of which may stem from the
mentioned problems. The relationship of these problems to this
study are presented in the following paragraphs. One must legitimately

ask how these problems relate to the objectives of this study.



Importance of Study

The importance of the study is stated in this section.

Many of the problems facing higher'education at present will set
the boundaries of problems in the future.

Whereas it is beyond the means and scope of this study to predict
concrete occurrences in the future of higher education, it may be of
some value to point out soﬁe_of the relationshipé between this study
and‘possible future developments, By attempting such a task, the
importance of this study may be made evident.

The researcher wduld contend, as would O'Brian (1973), that
higher educafion is moving from a seller's market to a buyer's market.
Higher educatioh had recently been in a'seller'é market which means that
the demand for higher education exceeded the supply of higher education.
Thus, many schools were flooded with applicants and enrollments
increased. Because of some of the mentioned problems facing higher
education, the demand for higher education is moving tdward a point
in which the supply exceeds the demand. 1In the case of the buyexr's
market, the supply exceeds the demand. In operational terms there is
an abundance of educational services being offered to a decreased
demand for college-type education; If enrollments decline in a
buyer's market, then it is logical to conclude that potential
‘students will have more schools to choose from. This is more true
in a buyer's market than in a seller's. One overall possible effect
of this process may be what is termed, a "Marketing of Higher Educa-
tion", in that schools will be forced to sell their product

(services) to prospective students. If such marketing occurs, then
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promotional tactics utilized by schools may be of great importance.
The quality of education offered may be a central selling point of
schools attembting to recruit students. The quality of education is
closely associated with student perceptions of quality and particularly
ranking and evaluation. Hence, a major aspect of this study is the
importance.of student ranking and evaluation, The following para-
graphs relate the marketing of higher education to this study.

If competition for students increases among colleges and
universities, then what students consider to be important in
selecting a school ﬂill be of: primary importance to such schools.
Assuming that the selection process by students involves some form
of evaluation, the criteria students use will be of iﬁportance to
higher education. The basis of evaluation by students is viewed as‘
constituting the criteria on which they base their selection. It
is a major objective of this study, and of importance to higher
education, to determine'what criteria students use in evaluating a
school., Certainly such criteria as cost and location are important,
but evaluative processes of other characteristics of‘schools are
also important to.students. What governments, private concerns,
communities, interest groups, etc. consider important criteria may be
of secondary importance to what students use as criteria. This study
attempts to find out what some of the student criteria might be.

Such findings might be of importance to schools seeking aid in the
student recruitment process. Given such data, and an'increasing
avareness of stuient needs by people in positions to execute change,

a realignment of school policy may be more feasible;‘
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Closely associated with the criteria thatlstudents'use are the
priorities they might attach to such criteria, refered to here as
components of a uniVersity. The'priority of components is the next’
logical quesiion stemming out of the criteria question. Universities
usually consist of basic components such as libraries, faculty,
facilities, -etcs The researchef'is not convinced that university
priorities are in line with student priorities. There is'a need to
defermine what the priorities of students are. The importance of
determining student priorities is twofold. First, there is a need
to determine what are the priorities of students., Higher education
as a fileld, knows very little about what studenté think is important.
Second, once priorities are established, the groundwork for the
reallocation of resources is present. Administrations would have
a priority basis from which to redirect resources more in tune with
the students’ priorities. Reallocating resources to compcnents which
_are at a high level of priority for students would possibly aid in
the recruitment 6f other students. Schools could point to their
development of high student priority components. For example, if
good libraries are a high student priority item, then resources could
be directed to improving tﬁe library and thus improving the chances of
student recruitment. This_would'apply more to high priority components
than low priority items. Since students are at present the primary
consumers of educational services, the qriteria and priorities they
utilize may be of.prime importance. Thus, the importance of obtaining
some initial data on student priorities is evident.

A major item of importance is that of student rating of
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ﬁniverSities and university components. There is a need to determine
how students evaluate universities and their components. Closely‘
tied to this rating questiqn is the question of the ability of students
to evaluate., Of importance is the'establishmenﬁ of preliminary findings
on this subject area. The overall rank of a university and its
components may provide an overall indication of the student's per-
ception of school quality. This perception of school quality may be
an important factor in determining whether a current student would
recommend a school to a prospective student, would attend again, will
remain in school‘and a host of other things. Several items might be
influenced by the student's rating ability and perception of rating
of schools and school components. Such rating by students and
prospective students may become increasingly importént in the future
selection of schools.

Basic differences between professionals' perspectives and those of
students are believed to exist in higher education. An objective of
this study is to compare and contrast the two differing methods of
evaluation;ﬂ It is believed that higher education has been geared
more to professional standards than student standards. By establish-
ing that the systems of evaluation differ, insight into the nature of
sﬁudents, university products and higher education might be gained.

In a general sense, this objective of compafing the two perspectives
of evaluation is viewed as being'important.

The rating of schools-mayvbecome increasingly important in the
labor market. Any information cOncerning professional and student

ratings may prove to be useful. The researcher is unaware of any
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synthesis of rating studies in order to determine the degree of
commonality between rating‘systems. This study is important then, in
that a section is devoted to relating professional ratings to one
another to find common-points. By finding common points, the student
and prospective student may gain insight into how the professionals
perceive schools. The assumption made By many employers within the
uniyeréity system‘and outside of it is that better schools produce
better graduates. The higher the rank (quality) of a school, the
higher the ability of the graduates it produces. Whether this is
true or not is not the point. The point is that schools are perceived
as differing in quality and in the quality of graduates they produce.
For example, a B.A. from Harvard is viewed by many as worth more than
a B.A. from Hooterville A. and N.é Ackﬁowledging that perceived
differences exist is important, but even more important may be
differences perceived in the future. Given some of the possible
problems facing higher education in the future, what may matter is
. not certification, but where the degree was obtained.

It would be difficult to point out all of the possible aspects
of this séudy which might contribute to ité importance, The researcher
would contend that as the social context changes in some of the
possible directions described in the problems section of this study,
the importance of evaluation and ranking studies will increase for all
parties concerned.

Cne important aspect of this study is that given ihe present

state of affairs in evaluation and ranking, it is very seldom, if at

6Hooterville A. and M. is not a real school.
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all, that students are asked for input. There is little student input.
despite the fact that students are a neceségry condition for higher
education. Students are also the major consumers of higher educational
services. They represent a crucial input into higher education and are
necessary if higher education is to survive., Research often fails to
acknowledge students and their potential contribution into the better-
ment of higher education. In light of this neglect of students, this
study seeks to obtain some student input into the evalgation and rank-
ing of schools and school components,

The final point to be made about the importance of the study is
that it may serve as a basis for further research. It may poséibly
serve as a spark to further investigations into the subject matter of
student evaluation and ranking. By pointing out the importance of
the topic area and some preliminary findings, such a task of promoting
future research may be accomplished. .

Students

This section is a general treatment of students in relationship to
this study. It attempts to point out some of the characteristics of
students, studentvselection of schools, recruitment of students and
‘student aséessments of schools. All of these processes are viewed as
being related to student's:evaluation_(rating) of schools and school
components. Many of the generalizations in these sections apply to
both prospective students and the students themselves, Since students
and student evaluation of schools and school components are central
guestions in this study, it was thought to be necessary to include

some background information_on students. The treatment will be brief.
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Sevefal-attempts have been made to define and characterize the
American student. A workable definition of student is an individual - -
who is engaged in or given:to study. The students we are concerned
with in this study are those enrolled in colleges and universities.
lany view the students' experiences at schools as a socia;ization
process falling Lelween adolescence on one hand and full adulthood
.on the other (Parsons and Platt, 1973: 164). Othefs»stress the efforf
of students to.obtain certification. Some view students from a
cultural vperspective. Whatever.definition or emphasis one selects,

7

it is probably tc some degree useful. Of particular interest to
this study are the following processes associated with students and

prospective students.

Student Selection of Schoole

With the market for higher education moving towatd a buyer's
market the process of selecting schools‘that prospective etudents use
may be of ekfreme importance to colleges and univereities. Student
selection of schools is the outcome of several factors;8 selection
of schools‘is'not necessarily a rational process for students. Often,
lack of information, values, prestige, misinterpretation of informa-
tion, false information, aﬁd other processes intexrfere with tHe student

selection process., Feldman and Newcomb cite various studies which

7One of the most representative works on students and student
behavior containing a summary of several decades of research is Feldman
and Newcomb's The Impact of College on Students (1969). The emphasis
of their work is on the "Impact" of college on students.

‘ 'SSee Feldman and Newcomb (1969: 110-121) for a summary of recent
findings on school selection by students.
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support this contention (1969: 112).9

In describing student selection of schools one must ask: What
do students think is important? Harris suggests that students placel
the greatest emphasis on the "uality of training offered, while the
cost of education seems to be the second most important consideration' -
(1972: 48). Quality, as méntiOned, is a somewhat abstract concept and
thus is probably used here as meaning several things. Others conceptu-
alize the subject4into larger categories. Douvan and Kaye (1962)
contend that two factors influence individuals in selecting and
appraising a school, one of which is individual standards and the
other is sources of influence such as parents, counselors, and the
like. It is reasonably safe to conclude that several factors probably
play a role in college selection.

Selection of schools is viewed by the researcher as being
increasingly important in the future. If labor demands are as low
as some predict them to be in the future, then life chances will largely
be dependent upon getting a good education. A good education, in turn,
depends on the student's selecting a good school., Witness the degree
of inbreeding in the top twenty institutions of higher education in
this country. The selection process may prove to be crucial for
individual careers as well as a critical variable in determining the
survival of schools in the.coming buyer's market. The student
selection process is only half the process. The recruitment of students

constitutes the other half, which is the next subject undertaken.

9Jencks,and Riesman typify student selection processes with their
statement, "We can only conclude that students are like shoppers trying
to decide between two makes of automobile about which they really know
nothing." (1968: 140).
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Recruitment of Students

The recruitment of students has been a problem facing many'
schools for several years. Every school must set admission standards,
fees, and other school policies at levels which guarantee a sufficient
flow of desigable applicantg,into thelr particular institution. The
existence of a college or university is dependeént upon the presence.
of a sufficient number of students enrolled. If enrollmehés drop
below sufficient levels, then schools may face a decline in support
from outside contributors such as legislatures, communities and
business, Extremely low enrollments would eventually force man&
schools to close, It is of importance then for schdols to create a
situation invwhich their products and services are in demand by
students and prospective students. The means by which this is
accomplished is often refered to as the process of recruitment. The
importance of recruitment should not be underestimated, particularly
in the highly competitive market for students that many schools find
themselves in., Concerning the competition for students, Ben-David
states, "Next to soliéitation of community support, tﬁe competition
for students has been the most important determinant of the conduct
of American institutions of highgr education" (1972: 35)., Most
experts would probably agree that the recruitment of students has
had some degree of influence on the shaping of higher_education.\ If
market conditions worsen, then vhat students .consider important may
increase 1in overall importance.

The selection and recruitment processes are related. Students

go through the selection process to choose schools, and schools
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provide literature in order to aid students in their selection process.
The literature that schools provide can be viewed as a form of
recruitment. There are fhree major sources of information which
prospective students may use to select‘a school or that schools may
use to recruit students.

One source of information is the general guide books (Fine 1973
and Lovejoy 1970). Guide books serve as descriptive surveys of higher
education instifutions. Several schools are usually briefly described
in short sections. Guidelines are usually provided to aid the student
in selecting the best possible school. Examples of this qum of
information available to those selecting a college are found in
chapter II of this study.

A second source of literature made available to prospective
students is the professional rating articles. In these art;cles
ratings are presented based on some measurement of quality. In
these studies schools and schools' characteristics are subject to
some form of evaluation. Most representative of this form of
literature are Gourman (1968) and Astin (1970). References to these
studies and others are included in chapter II of the study. Each
of this type provide a rating from which the student may base his/her
selection of schools.

A third, and probably most widely used source of literature, is
the college and wniversity catalogs th;t schools provide. These
catalogs provide a general description of the schools and its
characteristics., Besides presenting facts about the school, the cata-

Jogs also provide information which might be classified as idealistic
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and contaiﬁ'very little information from which students can make
"evaluations and selections; McCracken describes college catalogs as
being uninformative (1972: 53). This lack of information and idealism
is evident in many catalogs (McCracken, 1972). To illustrate these

points, the researcher quotes a section from the Undergraduate Catalog

for U.N.O. The section is entitled, "The University at a Glance'".

«eesTO €arn a living

and live a cultured 1life
Not as two processes
But as one ...

The primary purposes of the University of Nebraska at Omaha
are first, to maintain a faculty of dynamic teacher-scholars
of high character and competence who will inspire able and
willing students to achieve to the maximum of their abilities;
and second, to provide an environment conducive to learning of
the highest order. (Undergraduate Catalog, 1974: 2)

It would be difficult to deny the subjective and idealistic nature
of this section. The terms "...highest order", "...higher character"
and "...richer fuller 1ife", are all basically value ladden statements.
The point of including this section is to suggest that’duite of'ten
little information is present which wduld help §rospective students
evaluate and select a school.

College.catalogs are also similar in content to each other; they
provide little basis from which comparisons caﬁ‘be made. They may
often be deceptive, providing information tha% is incorrect.lo

The reason for describing some of the literature available to

prospective students is that much inéight may be gained into the

Os¢em (1970) describes what he calls the "Freshman Myth" as
the product of the vpoorly informed student. The "Freshman Myth" is
viewed by Stern as a highly idealistic view of schools that incoming
students have. Stern makes an interesting point .that only one group
on campus shares the "Freshman Myth", and that is the administration.



nature of school selection and evaluation by observing some of the
sources of information from which students make assessments and
selections. Though literature is not the only source of information,
it is an important source and will continue to be so0. The researcher
would put forth the notion'tha£ literature may increase in importance
as labor conditions worsen and students beécome more concerned about
the quality of education offered at schools.

Student Assessment of Higher Education

Students and potential students have always assessed the guality
of the higher education they have received. They have used various
ways of assessing and displaying their evaluations. Violence, boycott,
petitions and other means represent some of the ways students have
assessed their education. 'PreFMedieval assessments were based on feés
paid directly to lecturers. Medieval assessments were based, in some
instances, on the size of enrollments in the lectures., If enrollments
were too small, faculty members were fired. Harclerod suggests that
three major types of assessment have existed'in the colleges and
universities in the Western World for nine centuries: "First teachers
have assessed students; second Western society has assessed its
higher educational instituﬁions; and, third, students ha&e assessed
their teachers and their institutions" (Harclerod and Cornell, 1971: 3).
The importance of this staﬁement is that it acknowledges a long trend
of student assessment of higher education. ~

Harclerod concludes that; "Undoubtedly, students will continue
their drive to participate, in evaluating three areas: first, the

curriculum for its relevance, second, the administration for its
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willingness to hear all sides of questions and give careful considera-
tion to student 1ideas, and_third, faculty assessment, both ih the rele-
vance of material ﬁaught aﬁd the quality and efficliency of the instruc-
tional methods used" (Harclerod and Cornell, 1971: &). It is apparent
from the literature on the subject that students have alwa&s assessed
higher education and will probably continue to do so in the future.

Quality and Prestige |
Quality
- Quality is an ambiguous term to define when referring to the
evaluation of higher education, Some experts view it as something
which can be objectively measured. Others refer to quality as a
subjective assessment. "Quality is", to Cartter (1966: 4), "an
attribute, not easily subjected to measurement." Others view quality
as a simple act of measurement, like for example counting the number
of Ph.D.'s on the faculty.ll Stern (1970: 169) associates quality
with range of a school's offerings. Others might stress an institu-
tion's specialization in particular fields. The researcher would
contend that quality is difficult to determine because there is no
clear definition of what the term quality means. The researcher
would contend that several factors might contribute to institutional
quality; that such factors may be both subjective and objective'in
nature; and that the percepfion of quality is hore‘important than the
actual existéncg of quality.

Three final points about quality are necessary., First, knowledge

lReece lMcGee contends that students' success in past graduate
work is an objective and quantitative measure of institutional quality

(1971: 163).
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‘of an institution's quality may be viewed as desirable. For example,
Cartter states: "Just as consumer knowledge and honest advertising are
requisite if a competitive economy is to woik satisfactorily, S0 an
improved knowledge of opportunities and of quality is desirable if
a diverse educational system is. to work effectively", (1966: 3).
The point Cartter is making is that knowledge of various degrees of
quality is desirable when placing students in the best educational
slots available to them.

A second point is that the effects of quality or perceived
quality on higher education are believed to be real. Several experts
agree that‘degrees-from "High Quality" schools are perceived as being
worth more than equivalent degrees from "Lesser" institutions (Cartter,
1966: 3). The point is that the effects of percelved quality are
‘very'real in some instances and particularly in.the labor market.
Academic inbreeding, where schools of equal status trade their own
faculty and scholars among themselves, is an excellent example of the
real effects of perceived quality.

The third point to be made about quality is excellently stated by
Jencks and Riesman:

The second factor was growing public concern with the

quality of higher education for the young. As the over-

all number of B.A.'s rose, the psychological importance

of quality differentiation within this '‘cadre rose cor-

respondingly. More legislators were anxious that their

state have a first-rank public university rather than a

second-rank one, for the mere existence of the

university no longer seemed much of an achievement,

Similarly, more parents were concerned with where their

children went to college, for a degree in itself no

longer seemed unusual. (Jencks and Riesman, 1968: 14)

The point being made‘by Jencks and Riesman is the increased concern
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by many for quality in higher education. The last line indicates that
a mere degree was not enough for some, but where the degree came from
'waé of éoncern. If labor markets become flooded with collége graduates,
as some suggest, then quality ‘and concern for quaiity will be more
important.l2
Prestige

Closely associated with the concept of quality in higher
education is the concept of prestige. Like quality, prestige is
difficult to definé, but not difficult to identify. It is not clear
what prestige 1s but many are aware of its presence. "Although", Gross
writes, "it may certainly be guestioned whether reputation oxr ﬁrestige
is equivalent to 'quality', the members of‘sets believe they can detect
it or at least any change in it" (1968: 535). The point is that it is
often easier to detect prestige than to define what constitutes
prestigef Secondly, Gross is indicating that guality and prestige
may or may not be equivalent.

It is apparent to many observers of higher education in America,
that there exists a prestige system of colleges and universities. For
example, Ivy League schools have more prestige than Rocky Mountain
schools, It appears that universities and colleges are ordered in a

hierarchy of prestige. Attempts have been made to determine what

lepaeth and Greeley conducted an excellent study on the relation-
ship between institutional quality and recent alumni. Their Recent
Alumni and Higher Education, (1970) demonstrates the importance
alumni attach to institutional quality. Spaeth and Greeley discovered
that 82 percent of the recent graduates they surveyed thought high
academic standing was of great importance in choosing a college for
their children as contrasted to 12 percent who indicated low costs

(1970: 6). '
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\ factors contribute to the prestige system that exists in American
higher education. Ben-David (1972: 47) indicates that the cultural
standing of the students' and faculty served as one of the first
bases for the prestige system. A second one later developed out of
the importance attached to research. A third basis later developed
was the professional and technological training p:ovided, along with
services to the outside. Ben-David now suggests that research is the
current source of the prestige system of American higher education
(1972: 47). It is easy to observe that the bases for prestige and
prestige'systems differ and differ over time. It is important to
acknowledge the existence of the prestige system in higher education
and some of the effects of the system.

The relationship of quality and prestige to the subject matter of
this study is eviden£. .Qgélizz_ggg£g§gg§§F§§§fgyexall_eza;uation of
%w§999°lH§§§\§E§ CQmPQEEEtSf Rating of schools and school components
are thought to be processes by which the quality of schools may be
determined. Quality represents a higher order of abstraction when
we are addressing the gquestion of evaluation and ranking of higher
education and its segments. Quality répresents a higher order than the
aétual ranking and rating giyeh items in question. Prestige is
.related to the subject mattér of the study in that quality and prestige
are often related to each oﬁher by experts and students alike. The
importance of the prestige System is difficult to exaggeraﬁe (McGee,
1971: 187). Much of the student selection and recruitment processes,
labor market placement, etc. is influenced_by the perception of

prestige and quality. The prestige and quality of schools may have
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lasting effects on the institutions themselves and the graduates
they produce. The quality‘and prestige systems present in American
higher education may be viewed as functional or dysfunctional.13 Of 
impqrtance to this study is the acknowledgement of their existence
and influence on the shaping of higher education. in America.

Objectives of Study

There were several objectives of this study. Objectives were
conceptualized as falling into four’broad categories. The following
sectiqns are brief summaries of the four categories and the objectives
contained within,

The first major objective category was entitled criteria. A
mejor objective of this etudy was fo determine whether students
possessed a set of criteria that they used for evaluating (rating)

a university. A subarea of iﬁvestiﬁation was to determine the ability
of students to rate schools., 1In sum, the objectives within this
category were first to establish what criteria students use, second
what was the ability of students to evaluate and finally, what factors
might influence this ability.

The second category of objectives fell under the label of
priorities. The major objective here was to deterﬁine whether
students® ranking of components of a university fell into any definite
pattern. After this initiel step, the study attempted'to determine if
differences exlsted between groeps when ranking the components in order
of priority. If differences did exist among groups, then the study

attempted to investigate some of the possible factors influencing

13Por a discussion of functions and dysfunctions of organiza-
tional prestige see Perrow (1961).
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these diffe:ences. Inherent in establishing the existence of ranking
patterms (priorities) is the order of importance attached to components.

The third category of‘objectives fell under the label of rating.
The objéctive was to determine what ratings students give to major
cémponents of universities, other universities and their‘own‘universityt
The potential influenée»of variables on these ratings was also subject
to investigation. In summary, the major objectives of this section
were to determine what ratings students assign to universities, their
university and its components. The second objective was to determine
the effects of selected variables on the mentioned ratings.

The fourth category of objectives fell under the title of choice
and'additional findings. Given the nature of the reéearch design
employed, it was anticipatéd that several results would be discovered
which could not be’classified into one of the previous three major
categories. It was thus decided that a general category of important
findings should be construcﬁed.

The study's objectives centered around four central themes:
criteria, priorities, rating, choice and additional findings. All
were rélated to each other directly or indirectly. It is important
to acknowledge that the descriptions provided here are very general
and are not meant to cover all of the objectives in fine detail.
Additional‘information concerning each of these objectives and other
objectives are found in the respective chapters dealing with each

major item.
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Characteristics of the Sampled University

The University of Nebraska at Omaha was first incorporated as
the University of Omaha inil908. The name was changed in 1931 to
Municipal University of Oméha. The»University merged with the state
system in 1968 and became the University of Nebraska at Omaha. The
university is a coeducational, non-sectarian school located in the
city of Omaha, Nebraska. The university is a commuter university in
that there are no housing facilities for students on campus. The
university is fully accredited by the North Central Association of
Colleges and Secondary Schools and Various other agencies., .The
university consists of eigh£ undergraduate colleges: the College of
Arts and Sciences; College of Education; College of Business Adminis-
tfation; College of Engineering and Technology; College of Continuing
Studies; College of Home Economics; College of Public Affairs and
Community Service; and the School of Fine Arts. In addition to the
undergraduate colleges, there is a Graduate college.

The enrollment figure is approximately 13,000 students composed
of about 5,500 day students, 4,200 evening students and 3,000 students

who attend both (Undersgraduate Catalos, 1974: 2). The percentage of

Freshman applicants accepted runs about 97 percent (College Charts,

1972: 60). vThe requirements for admission according to the College
Catalog (1974: 8—9)\are: graduation from any accredited high school;
those not graduating from accredited high schools may be admitted
provisionally; and.those applicants at least 18 years oid who present
equivalent academic training (General EducationalvDevelopment Test)

or who have otherwise demonstrated adequate preparation may be admitted.
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In brief, admission requirements to the university are minimal. The
figures vary as to the number of out-of-state students enrolled. One
figure indicates that 7 percent of the students are out-of-state
students (Furniss,. 1973: 933), whereas anothe£ figure estimates

that 19 percent are out-of-state students (College Charts, 1972: 61).

Cf the 13,000 students enrolled, approximately 25 percent of the

student body have some form of financial assistance (College Charts,

1972: 61). Residents of Nebraska pay a tuition for each semester
credit hour of $18.00 plus additional fees. Non-residents pay $48.25
for each semester credit hour plus additional fees.

According to the Undergraduate Catalog (1974; 33-36) there are

approximately 103 organizations available to undergraduate students
on campus., Intercollegiate sﬁorts in football, basketball, baseball,
wrestling, and track constitute in part some of the student activities
available., A considerable amount of student social life centers
around the Milo Bail Student Center. Programs in student orientation,
career development and placement, counseling and testing, health
services, minority affairs, financial aid, radio and television,
~intramural sports, alumni and others are available for ;tudent use,
The grounds consist of 'a 52 acre site which is presently expanding
to the West of the existing campus. The physical facilities include
the following major buildinés. The Administration Building contains
administrative offices and classrooms. The Fieldhouse includes a
stadium with an astro-turfed playing field. The Gene Eppley Library
maintains a collection of over 320,000 volumes, 125,000 documents and

over 3,200 periodicals (Undergraduate Catalog, 1794 38). The Milo
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Bail Student Center consists of a university bookstore, cafeterias,
meeting rooms, recreational areas and offices for various studgnt
services and organizations. The Engineering Building consists_of
classrooms, offices, and laboratories which is also ﬁhe case with
Allwine Hall and Kayser Hall. The Performing Arts Center houses an
auditorium, classrooms and office space. Capital construction on
other major buildings is under way such as a new 3.7 million dollar
business building, new library, physical maintenance plant and others.

The schooi has approximately 468 full-time faculty. Approximately
250 (53 percent) of the faculty hold a doctorate or its equivalent.
There are 193 (41 percent) masters degrees held by other faculty
members, with the remainder holding Bachelor degrees 25‘( 6 percent).
These figures do not take into account the number of graduate teaching
assistants. |

Variable§ Under Investigation

There were several variables under investigation in this study.
The variables can be divided into two classifications, those which
were considered independent (background) variables and those which
were classified as dependent variables. HEach variable studied will
be described in the following sections }ith the operational definition
presented as it was used in the research.

The variables were classified as being independent‘or depencent
on the basis of the following séheme outlined by Zetterberg. Zetterf
berg states, "When we know or assume the direc£ion in which the
variablés influence éach ather, we can designate one as a determinant

(cause or independent variable) and the other as a result (effect or
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dependent variable)." (1965: 64), All of the variables that were
treated as independent were thought to have had influences on the
dependent variables. This characteristic of influence was the.criteria
used for classifying the variables as independent or dependent. All of
the background‘variables such as sex; age, G.P.A., year in. school,
enrollment status, acadewic major, exfra~curricular involvement, having
atténded other schools, having applied to other schools, having read
about other schpols, having attended U.N.L., and having attended
Creighton University were classified as being independent, All of
the priorities gnd ratings'were considered to bewthe dependent
variables, They were dependent because the background variables were
thought to iﬁfluenCe them in some manner.

"Year in School

Year in sbhool has been a key yariable for many studies, Year
in school was selected for study because it represented the important
dimension of time. The studeﬁt's year in‘school may give a good
indication of changes that occur over time. Year iﬂ school was
defined as the student's educational status in terms of credit hours
acquired. Inherrent in this definiﬁion was the idea that there was
a time period involved in acquiriqg credit hours. The university
" classification scheme for jear in séhool is Freshman (0O through 26
hours), Sophomore (27 throﬁgh_57 hours), Junior (58 through 90 hours)

and Senior (91 through 12% hours) (Undergraduate Catalog, 1974: 11),

Graduate students are those students who have graduated and are-
currently enrolled in the graduate program at U.,H.0. The university

definition of year in school served the operational definition of



year in school for the purposes of the study. To determine the
.student's year in school, the researcher constructed a:scale based
on the five classifications of freshman, sophomore, junior, senior,
and graduate, The respondent's checking the appropriate space was
deemed as the workable definition of the year in school of students.

Enrollment Status

Enrollment status was defined as whether a student was a full-
time or part-time student. The university definition of a full-time
student is a student who is enrolled in 12 or more credit.hours during
the semester. Those students enrolled in less than 12 hours are
classified as part-time students. The operational definition of
enrollment status was the number of credit hours that a student is
‘enrolled in which was divided into full time (12 or more hours) and
part time (less than 12 hours). It was determined by requesting the
student to check the appropriate'space of either full- or part-time
student.. Enrollment status was selected as a variable for study
because it was thought part-time students might differ from full-time
students in their perspective. Part-time students should have had less
commitment to their school.

Age

Age was defined as how old the respondent was in years. Age was
selected for study because 1t was thought to represent a rough measure
of maturity. Respondents were asked to indicate their age in a space
provided. Two classifications were used for age. Those respondents
23 years old and over were classified as falling into the older

category. Those who were under 23 years old were classified as
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younger students. The rationale was that those students falling into
thé younger age category represented the approximate age groupvéf-
students who had recently graduated from high school (within 5 years).
.The older students were considered to’have not recently graduated from
high school.

Academic Major

Academic major was defined as the student's degree intentions at
the time of the survey. Academic mijor was the stated area in which
the stndent‘was currently Seeking a degree and/or 5ertification. The
operational definition of academic major was the stated area of
‘sPecialization that the student indicated on a spaée provided on the

questionnaire. Because of the diversity of academic majors, re-
classification procedures were ﬁndertaken during the coding. These
reclassification procedures and their rationale are described at
_length in the coding section of this study. The student's academic
major was selected as a variable because the researcher thought
differences might exist among academic majors. For example, Physical
Education majors might place more emphasis on quality of athletic
programs than other academic majors because it is more relevant to

their degree.

Extra-curricular Involvement

Ex£ra—curricular involvement was the degree of commitment of
students to various activities and groups, other than academic, that
were offered on the campus. The degree of extra-curricular iﬂvolve-

ment was measured by the responses to the following question:
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"With regard to extra-curricular groups and activities on

campus, would you consider yourself: _ Very involved

____Somewhat involved ___ Not involved."
This question was believed to be a workable operational definition of
the degree of involvement of students in extra-curricular activities.
It is important to note that the degree of invblvement was determined
by the student's own perception of invqlvement. The variable of
involvement was considered to be important because extra-curricularf
activities can play an important role in the student's college career.
Extra-curricular dinvolvement can draw upon the student's time and

resources.

Attendance at Other Schools

Attendance at other schools was a variable that was considered to
be the. highest level of the comparative pex‘lspectfwe.]‘LL Attendance at
other schools was simply whether the respondent had ever enrélled in
any college or university other than U.N.C. Students were reguested
to indicate a yes or no response to whether they had ever attended
or not. This question constituted the operational definition of
attendance. Those students who had previously attended another
school were classified as being in the highest level of the compara-
tive perspective. The comparative perspective will be described in
detail following the next two variables.

Applied for Admission to Other Schools

The applied-for-admission—to~other-schools variable was whether

the respondent had ever sought admission to a school other than U.N.O.

QSee page 37 for the definition of comparative perspective,
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by going through admisslon procedures established by the school(s) the
student sought entrance to, Applicatiqn was operationally defined as
the indicated responses to the question:

"Have you ever applied for admission to a college oxr
university other than U.N.O.? Yes No."

The question and checked space provided a workable definition of
whether the student had applied or not, Respondents having applied
fell into the second level’of the comparative perspective. The
variable was often referred to in the study as "having applied”.

Read Literature on Other Schools

The next variable was that of the student's reading exﬁosufe to
literature about other colleges and universities other than U.N.O,
The variable was referred to in the study as "having read". Havihg
read was defined as whether the student had beeﬁ exposed to any |
information of a literary nature. about other schools. It was opera-
tionally defined as the student's response to the question:

"Have you ever. read any college guide books or catalogues
other than U.N.O.'s?. Yes No."

The question was thought to be an operational definition of having
read. Responses were interpreted as workable indi¢ations of whether
or not a student had been<eﬁpirically exposed to the literature in
question. Respondents who had indicated a positive response were
classified as falling into the third level of the comparative per-
spéctive. Those who inaicated a negative response were classified
into the fourth level of the comparative perspective.

Comparative Perspective

The comparative perspective was a cumulation of the variables
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of having attended, having applied, having read and those students who
had done none of these. The comparative perspective‘was defined as
_the student's conceptualizdtion of schools, based on the student's
exposure to various schools. The comparative perspective was thought
‘to exist in different degrees (levels). The highest degree was that of
students who had attended another school. The researcher believéd that
direct exposure to other schools provided an empirical base from which
students>c§uld nake Jjudgments. This assumed that students having
direct exposure would be more iikely to draw comparisons based on
their previous experiences., This deduction led the researcher to
believe that these students would thus be more critical of U.N.O.

The second degree (level) of the comparative perspective were those
students who have applied to other schools. The procedure of applying
required a degree of knowledge about a school and a certain degree of
involvement. Applying does not require as much involvement as actually
attending, but does require more involvement and knowledge than found
among those only having read the liierature. Having read the
literature constituted the third degree of the comparative perspective.
The experience with having read the literature was believed to be an
indirect experience, in that the students gain their information from
second hand sources. The lowesﬁ degree of the comparative'perspective
was .found among those students who have not atténded./applied or read
any literature. They ﬁere‘considered to have little exposure and
involvement with other schools. The comparative perspective is further
elaborated in the study. Since the comparative perspective was the

combination of the three previously described variables of having
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attended, having applied and having read, it was thought™ that the
operational definition of the comparative perspective was the combina-
tion of all of the three variables. Each of the three variables was.
viewed as a different level of the cqmparative perspective.
Sex

Sex was the fespondent's gender, The respondents sex was
operationally defined as the response to a space which requested the
respondent ﬁo indicate his/her sex. This question itself was the
operational definition of sex. Classifications were male or female,
based on the indicated response.

Approximate Grade Point Avérage

The variable of grade point average was defined as the respondent's
mean (average) for grades feceived in course work. It was operationally
defined as the grades received (A equals 4, B equals 3, C equals 2,

D eguals 1 and F equals 0) divided by the number of credit hours taken
and/or attempted. Respondents were requested to indicate their
approximate grade point average in a space provided on the question-
néire. Responses were classified into three categories for analysis
purposes. Those students indicating a below 2.0 average (Below C)

in their course work wvere élassified into the category labeled below
2.0, Those indicating a 2.0 to 3.0 average (C to B) were classified
into a second category of 2,0 to 3.0 average students. The final
category was the above 3.0 (Above B) students., Any student with a

3.0 oxr above average was classified into this category for analysis

PUrposes.
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Attendance at the University of liebraska at Lincoln (U.N.L,)

Attendance at the University of Nebraska at Lincoln was considered
to be a variable worthy of inquiry. Attendance at U.N.L. was defined
as the student's enrollment at the U.N.L. campus. Attendance at U.N.L.
was selected for study because students coming from U.N.L. had some
exposure fo U.N.L. and thus could evaluate it and second they attended
"a local school and thus would be aware of the local situation., The
operational definition of the variable was the question:

"Have you ever attended the University of lFebraska at
Lincoln? Yes No."

Those students checking "Yes" were considered to have been students
at U.N.L. Those responding "No" were interpreted as not having ever
attended U.N.L. as a student.

Attendance at Creighton University

Attendance at Creighton was a variable treated in a manner similar
to attendance at U.N.L. Attendance at Creighton was defined as actual
contact with Creighton as an enrolled student. Attendance at Creighton
was selected for the same reasons as atténdance at U.N.L.

The same basic definition of attendance that applied to U.N.L.
students applied to Creighton students. The operational definition of
attendance at Creighton was the question:

"Have you ever attended Creighton University? _Yes No."

The respondents were requested to indicate their appropriate response
to the question. Those indicating a positive response were considered
to be previous Creighton students and those who had responded "No" were

classified as having not attended Creighton University as a student.
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These thirteen variables constitute the basic background
(independent) variables utilized in this research. The following
items were classified as the dependent variables of the study.

The next twelve items were all concerned with the question of
priorities. All of the items were either professional or student
generated. They were included on the basis of professional or student
emphasis. Exact interpretation as to their meanings was dependent
upon the student's interpretation of the item. Of importance was
‘the rank assigned to each item. The assigned rank was thought to
be the variable in the case of the items. The rank was defined as
the student's ranking an item from 1 to 12 on the basis of importance
in comparison to other items on the list of 12, This was operationally
defined by the questioni

"The following is a list of characteristics of a university.

Please rank them in order of importance, with 1 being

most important, 2 being the second most important, 3 being

the third most important, etc. (Please be sure to rank

every item)." '
Responses in the form of ranks were thought'to represent the degree
of importance attached to an item. The items, in order of occurance
‘on the questionnaire ﬁere:

uality of Library

Number of Courses Offered

Quality of Athletic Facilities

Social Atmosphere ‘

Academic Quality of Student Body

Extra-curricular Activities

Quality of Teaching (student-teacher relationship)

-Quality of Administration

Quality of Academic Departments

Quality of Physical Facilities (Buildings, etc.)

Juality of Student Services (Counseling, Health, etc.)
Quality of Faculty (Percentage of Doctoral Degrees)



42
The rankings of these items as a whble were referred to in the study
as priorities. Comparisons may be made between items, based on their
‘relative ranks on the scale. The ratings differed from priorities in
that'they were on a scale of "Poor" to "Excellent" instead of from
"1" to "12". Ratings were concerned with the question of evaluation
of items. The priority rankings were concerned with the order of
importance of items.

Rating of Library

The rating'of the library was defined as ﬁhe overall evaluation,
by studenté, of UN.0.'s library on a provided scale. Students were
permitted to use whatever critéria they desired to rate the 1ibyary.
The rating of U.,N.O.'s library was operationally defined.as the
student's response to the question:

"How would you rate U.N.O.'s library as a whole: Excellent
Good Average Fair _Poor."

The student's response was considered to be an indication of the
rating given the U.N.O. library from the student's perspectiVe; The
rating of U.N.O.'s library was selected for study because libraries
are thought to be of central importance to schools.

Rating of U.N.O.'s Academic Reputation

The student's rating 6f U.N.O.'s academic reputation was again
viewed aé subject'to the student's own interpretation. The rating
of fhe academic reputation was determined by the student's rating on
an Excellent to Poor scale. The rating of academic reputation was
operationally defined as the student's response to the question:

"How would you rate U.N.C.'s reputation as an Academic
institution?"
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Responses were viewed as representing the student's rating of U.N.C.'s
academic reputation as a whole.

Rating of lMajor Department

Rating of major department was defined as the student's evaluation
of his/her academic department. Academic department was essentially
the department from which the student sought a degree and/or certifi-
cation. The rating of major department was operationally defined as
the student's response to the question:

"How would you rate your major devpartment as a whole?"

The Exéellent to Poor scale was provided for students to register
their responses.

Rating of Departments Other Thah Major Department

,Besideé determining the rating of major departments, it seemed
necessary to obtain ratingé with non-major departiment ratings. It
was important because the researcher wanted to compare major depart-
ment of academic departments other than the students' major depart-
ments. Non-major departments were all the academic departments on
campus other than the student's major department. It is important to
note that since students differ in course work taken, their conceptu—
alization of other departménts was limited to the number of courses
taken and the areas of such course work. Students will vary in the
number of depértments they are exposed to. Academlic departments were
principle organizational units of schools and thus were included in
the variables under study. The operational definition of the rating
of departments other than the student's major department was viewed

as the responses to the question:



"How would. you rate departments other than your major
department as a whole?"

The responses were recorded on the Excellent to Poor scale with
results being. interpreted as the student's rating of departments

other than major department as a whole.

Rating of Faculty

The student's rafing of U.N.O.'slfaculty was - the next variable
under investigation. U.N.O.'s‘faculty was defined as those individuals
who were currently instructing at U.N.O. The‘students were allowed to
use whatever cfiteria they wished to rate the U.N.O. faculty. Rating
of U.N.O.'s faculty was operationally defined as the student responses
to the question: |

"How would you rate U.N.O.'s faculiy as a whole?"
The students were requested to indicate their answer on the Excellent
to Poor scale provided. The recordéd responses were interpreted as
representing the student rating of U.N.O.'s faculty as a whole.
Faculty were thought to be.a necessary and important factor in univer-
sities, thus the rating of the faculty was considered to be an impor-
tant variable to study. »

Rating of U.N.O.

The rating of U.N.O. was considered to be a central variable of
of this study. The rating of U.N,O. as a whole was defined as the
“student's overall evaluation of U.N.O., using whatever criteria the
student wished. 'In operational terms, the rating of U.N.O. was defined
as the stﬁdent's response to the question:

"How would you rate U.N.O. as a whole?"

The Excellent to Poor scale was provided for resbondents to record
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their answer. Results on ﬁhe scale were considered to be the student's
rating of U.N.O. as a whole.

Rating of the University of Nebraska at Lincoln

Determining the rating of U.,N.,L, followed virtually the same
procedure as for the rating of U.N.O. U.N.L. was selected for study
on the basis of its visibilify to U,N.O. students. U.N.L. is a large
university within the same state education system‘and is relatively
close to the U.,N.O., campus geographically. The rating of U.N.L. was
operationally defined as the responses to the question:

"How would you rate the University of Mebraska at Lincoln
as a whole?" ‘

The Excellent to Poor scale was provided for student's to regiéter
their responses. The student's selection of one of the categories
was interpreted as the student's rating of U.N.L. as a whole.

Rating of Creighton University

Creighton University was, as with the case of U,N.L., selected on
the basis of its visibility to U.N.0Q, students. It is a reasonably
large university located fairly close to U.N.O. It was believed that
it was visible enough to U.N.O. stﬁdents for them to be able to
evaluate it in a general sense., The rating of Creighton was defined
operationally as the student's response to the question:

"How would you rate Creighton University as a whole?"

The Excellent to Poor scale was used for students to record their
ansvers. Responses to the question were interpreted as being an

indication of the student's iating of Creighton as a whole.

Rating of Fellow Students Academically

‘The rating of fellow students academically wés a variable aimed
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at determining how students perceived their student cohorts in terms
of academic criteria. Criéeria were based on what the student, as an
individual, believed was important. Fellow students were those enrolled
at the same time as the respondent at U.N.0. and/or of whom the student
had some recollection in an academic sense. The operational definition
of rating of fellow students academically was the responses to the
‘questioﬁ:

"How would you £ate your fellow students academically?"
The Excellent to Poor scale was provided. The student's response to
the question defined the rating of fellow students academically as an
important aspect of the student's‘unive:sity experiences., It was
beiieved important to include the student's rating of fellow students,
Comparisons could be made between professional ratings and student
ratings of other students.
Choice
The variable labeled choice involves both the student's evaluation

of a school and its componenﬁs and the option of attendance. Choice
was defined as whether a student would attend U.N.0. again if other
options were available to him/her., In a sense this variable was the
ultimate question dealing with school quality and student evaluation,
for the act of attending a school was the ultimate judgment from the
researcher's perspective. The variable of choice was operationally
defined as the student's responsé to the question:

"If you had it to do all over again and had a éhoice, would
you attend U.N,O,7?"

The responses possible were Yes and No. Registered answers were

interpfeted as whether the student would attend G.N.O. again or not.
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A key to understanding this variable is in the wording of the question
and particularly the phrase, if you had it to do all over again and
had a choice. This is purely a hypothetical question, in that we
usually do not have it to do all over again and are limited in the
choices we can make., Whereas the students probably do not have a
chance of attending U.N.O.'again, the key is not the actual attending
U.N.O. again but the conceptualization of students regarding this
guestion.

Rating of Student-Book Ratio

A variable which was used in determining the student's ability
to evaluate schools and school components was the rating-of‘a set
ratio of books ver student. The ratio was 100 library bookg per
student. Students were asked to rate such a ratio of books per
student. The question utilized as an operational definition of
book-student ratio was:

"A ratio of 100 books per student in a university library
would be considered?"15

The Excellent to Poor scalé was provided for students'to-registér
their responses. Responseé to the question were considered to be

a workable oPerétional definition of student's rating of the book-
student ratio. The student's rating of the student-book ratio was
included because it was théught to‘represent an indicator of ability
to evaluate.

Rating of Student-Faculty Ratio

A variable similar to the previously mentioned one was that of

rhe 100-1 student-book ratio and the 20-1 student-faculty
ratio were based on the professional standards found in Fine(1972).
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student's rating of a set student—faculty ratio. A fixed student-
faéulty ratio of 20 students per faculty member was provided ip the
question. The student's rating of the ratio was operationally defined
as the response to the queétion:

"A ratio of 1 faculty member per 20 students would be
considered?" ‘

The Excellent to Poor scale was provided for responses. The replies
were interpreted as fepresenting the rating of the faculty-student
ratio. Resultis were employed in the ability-to-evaluate section of
the study. The student's rating of the student-faculty was selected
for study because it represented an indicator of ability to evaluate.

Characteristics of the Sample

The sample was drawn from the population of students enrolled in
100 level and 400 level courses at U.N.O. spring semester 1974. The
total number of students in the sample was 471. The general charac-
teristics of the selected sample of students will now be described in
detail in the same order as they appear on the questionnaire.

The first characteristic of the sample dealt with the respéndents'
year in school. Of'the 471 respondents, all correctly‘indicated their
year in school. There were 126 Freshmen (26.8 percent), 69 Sophomorés
(14.6 percent), 88 Juniors (18.7 percent), 134 Seniors (28.5 percent)
-énd 54 Graduaté students (11.5 percent)l6 included in the obtained
sample., Altogether 417 students (88.5 peroent) were classified as
being undergraduate students. Of importance here is the fact that the

target sample of 100 Freshmen and 100 Seniors was obtained. The

loAll of the graduate students selected were selected on the

basis of their enrollment in 400 level course numbers.
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Freshmen and the Seniors are the two largest groups of students,
with Seniors slightly outnqmbering the Freshmen. The éampling
procedure was designed to éccomplish the end of increasing the
number of Seniors and Freshmen obtained and to some degree was
successful,

The next‘characteristic of the sample was the enrollment status
of the respondents. A tofal of 470 responses were recorded which
vcould be classified és either full-time or part-time students. A
total of 332 (70.6 percent) of the respondents were full-time students.
Full-time was defined as those students enrolled in less than 12 hours
of coufse work.“ The number of respondents who were classified as part-
time students was 138 (29.4 percent).

Respondents were requested to indicate their age which, during
coding, was classified iﬁto two major categories of younger and
older students. The range for the younger students in years was the
“"normal" college attending:age of from 17 to 23 years and oldef being
'thosé students over 23 years old. Of the respondents, 262 (55.7
percent) were classified as being younger and 208 (44.3 percent) as
older. The distribution of'respondents in both groﬁps represents
a fairly balanced sample for comparisons between the groups. One
réspondent faiied_to indicate age.

Respondents were asked what their academic major was. Because
of the diversity of majors, it was necessary to analyze some of the
majors in terms of the colieges to which they belong. The following
section describes the academié.majors of the students in the sample,

with their coded classifications underlined;



1., Social Sciences

Economics 3
Geography 2
‘History 30
Political Science 6
Psychology 14
Sociology 20
Pre-law. 3
Total 78
2. MNatural Sciences

Biolog ‘ 20
Chemistry 6
Mathematics 6
Computer Science 3
Micro-piology 1
Science 2
Total 38
3. Humanities

English 6
Journalism 4
Speech 5
Broadcasting 3
Total 18
L4, Business Administration
Accounting 10
General Business 16
Management 1
Real Estate 1
Business Administration _9
Total 37
5. Continuing Studies
Continuing Studies - L
University Division(Added)?
Undecided (Added) .18
Total 29

6. Education
Counseling and Guidance
Elementary and Early
Childhood Education 1
Secondary and Post
" Secondary Education
Secretarial Scilence
Specizl Education.
Speech Pathology
Urban Education
Physical Education
- Recreation

EONH O NN O

6. Education (continued)
Bducation
Total

i)

3

7. Engineering and Technology

Civil Engineering
Industrial Engineering
General Engineering
Industrial Technology

~Conatruction Engineering

Technology Drafting
and Design

Electronic Engineering
Technology Construction

- Engineering

Fire Protection Technology
Total

8. Fine Arts-
Art

Music

Fine Arts
Total

‘9., Home Economics

Food and Nutrition
Interior Design
Total

13

L
10
10

10. Public Affairs and Community

Service
Public Administration
Social Work
Urban Studies and Affalrs
Total

11. Law Enforcement
Law Enforcement -

Criminal Justice
Total

12. Medical Helated Areas
Medical Technology
Nursing

Radiology

Pharmacy

Pre-med

Dentistry

Physical Therapy

Total

Unclassified

W
HEwNDwWOoLn

SN
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The following figures present the percentage breakdown of the sample:
Social Science (17 percent); Natural Science (8.3 percent); Humanities
(3.9 percent); Business Administration (8.3 percent); Continuing
Studies (6.3 percent); Education (13.7 percent); Engineering (15.9
percent); Fine Arts (3.5 pércent);»Hdme Economics (3.9 percent); Public
Attairs and Community Service (1.7 percent); Law Enforcement (5.2
percent); and Medical related areas (12.2 percent). There were 12
respondents whieh could not be classified into any cdllege or major.

Out of approximately 92 possible academic majors (Undergraduate Catalog,

1973-1974) 60'of them were represented in the sample.

As a whole the respondents were minimally involved in extra-
curricular activities on campus. Of 470‘responses, 354 (75.3 percent)
considered themselves as not involved, 104 (22.1 peréent)vas‘somewhat
involved an@ 12 (2.6 percent) as very involved in extra-curricular
activities. A total of 97.4 percent of the sample were somewhat in-
volved or less. In brief,vthe-eample was characterized by a lack Qf
involvement by respondents.

Of the 471 respondents, 219 (46.5 percent) hed attended a college
or university other than U.N.O. The number of students having attended
only U.N.O. was 252 (53.5 percent). The number of students in both
categories was reasonably balanced for data analysis and comparisons.

Those students having applied to a college or university o£her
than U.N.O. were 284 (60.3 percent) of the sample whereas the number
of students who had not applied was 187 (39.7 percent). All students
responded to the question correctly. It is important to note that
more of the students in the sample had applied to schools than had

actually attended them.
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A total of 392 (83,5 percent) of the respondents had read
college guide books or catalogues and 77 (16.4 percent) indicated
that they had not. Again it is important to note that more respondents
had read books than had appliéd or had attended other schools. Tﬁo
students failed to respond to this question. |

The breakdown of the students by sex was 304 (64.7 percent) male
and 166 (35.3 percent) females. One-student failed to indicate a sex.t?

A total of 457 respondents indicated their grade point averages.
It is impertant to note that grade point averages would probably be
approximations in that students may find it difficult to estimate
their averages. Grade point averages were classified into three
categories: those above 3.0; those between 3.0 and 2.0; and those
below 2.0. The number of students below thé 2.0 grade point average
was 6 (1.3 percent). Those students between 2.0 and 3.0 was 189
(41.4 percent) and those aSove 3.0 numbered 262 (57.3.percent). Many
possible factors might account for the seeming laék of students with
under 2.0 averages. Some possibilities might be that students tend
to drop out or flunk ocut of school and some students may have been
-prone‘to eliciting a socially desirable response., The number of
students above 3.0 is seemingly large since the majority of the
respoﬁdents were above 3.0,

The number of studenté having attended the University of
Nebraska at Lincoln was 41 (8,8 pergent) and those having not pre-
viously attended was 425 (91.2 percent). Those having attended

Creighton University were 21 (4.5 percent), whereas 445 (95.5 percent)

17Hawes and Novalis estimate the percentage of men on campus to
be 60 percent and women 40 vercent (1972: 286).
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indicated that they had not attended Creighton. The number of students
not indicating a response was five.

Contentions

Barly in the planning’stages of the study the researcher developed
some preliminary ideas on the subject matter of the study. The
researcher believed that certain patterns might be present. The
‘preliminary ideas were thought to be more than just "Gut" level
thoughts, but less than hypotheses. Hypotheses are usually tied
dedﬁctively or inductively to some theoretical framework. The
researcher. employed no theoretical framework from which hypotheses
could be deduced. It is important in deductive approaches to have a
theoretical basis; such was not the case with these preliminary ideas.
Ih'terms of inductive approaches, the researcher would‘suggest that
" because these preliminary ideas occured prior to the field experience,
they were not totally inductive in nature. They were preconceptions
occuring before the data gathering procedure. One could also argue
that these thoughts were not designed to move toward any particular
theory. '

The researcher felt the need to develop a concept which dealt
with the nature of these pieliminary ideas. A concept was needed
that did not treat the ideas as hypotheses but did attempt to give
them some structure. In searching for an appropriate label for
these ideas, the researcher developed the idea that these preconceptions
could be labeled contentions. Contentions usually involve some sort of
reference to putting forth an argument. A statemént of position or

poiht is often.refered to as a contention. The researcher defines
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contention as a preconception that the researcher has prior to the
data gathering procedure, of which the researcher would argue in favor.
The basic contentions of the‘study were the following:

1. Students know very little about how to evaluate a university
in a professional sense. This contention was based on the belief that
students 1ack the ability to evaluate.

2. As year in school increases, the ability to evaluate and rate
increases. This contention was supported by the notion that Seniors
will be exposed to more information about their academic environment
than Freshmen and will.thus be better able to evaluate their university.
There was an expected difference between Freshmen and Seniors in
evaluating.

3. Students possessing the comparative perspecti?e may be better,
in a professional sense, evaluators (in ability) than those students
who do not have such a perspective. It was expected that there will
be a difference between high comparative perspective students and
low comparative perspective students. The key idea behind this line
of thought was that students who have had contact with other schoolé
will possess a better basis for comparison.

.4. Students will have a tendency to overrate their membershipv
school (higher fhan professionals), ‘Students wére believedAto think
highly of their own university.

5. Students will have a tendency to overrank their membership
school, but underrank other visible area schools; studenté rationalize
that their school is‘better than area schools.

6. Students will have a tendency to overrank their university's
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components.  They will thiﬁk highly of the services offered by their
university and its cbﬁponeﬁts. ‘The contention being put forth here,
and in number four, is that students, in spite of school characteri;tics
(good or bad), tend to rationalize thai they are feceiving-a good
education.

7. Those students who have attended other schools, applied to
other schools, read other catalogs and guide books, will be more
critical of U.N;O. than those students who have not. As the level of
comparaiive perspective increases, the rating for the membership
school becomes more unfavorable. Students with wide experience were
thought to be more critical of universities in general, for they would
have more experlence on which to base their judgments.

8. Students will overrate their membership academic department
in reiation to other academic departments on campus. The rationale
was that students have stronger loyalties to their own academic
department.

9. Older students willvhave a tendency to rate the membership
school lower tﬂan younger students; they have more experiences on
which to base their evaluations.

These then were the basic contentions of this study.



CHAPTER II

PROFESSIONAL LITERATURE
This chapter cohsists of exémples}of‘professional ratings and
guide books. The studies were thought to be representative of
professional literature. The chapter is divided into two sections.
The first section deals with undergraduate literature. The second

section 1s devoted to graduate literature.

A. Undergraduate Literature

Astin

Alexander W. Astin, in his article "How Colleges Are Rated"
(1971), contends that two major factors indicate the rank of a college
or university. The factors are the size of enrollment and the selec-
tivity of the school. Selectivity is defined as the academic ability
of the enrolled student body. Astin states, "We believe that selectiv-
ity and size fap two important gspects of inétitutional status: quality
(presumed academic'excellence) and visibility (how well the institution
is known to outsiders)," (1971: 11). Enrollment figures were made
available by schools and the selectiviiy of a school was determined
by the mean aptitudé test scores of freéhmen on the 3.A.T.

The level of test performance was divided into 8 categories.
Schools were then classified as a whole on the basis of these two
factors.

Astin made the following observatidns'basedhon his teqhnique.

56
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The least selective schools tend to be the small colleges and a very
few large schools. The larger institutions tend to be more selective.
Astin indicates, "It would appear that high selectivity is a sufficient
condition fér high status except in the very smallest institution%."
(1971: 85). Astin and his associates view selectivity and size as
a working operational defiﬁition of institutional status.

According to Astin, there are differences between the peer environ-
ment of the highly selective schools and non-selective schools. He
suggests that highly selective schools are characterized by indepen-
dence and academic competitiveness among students. Astin suggests
that attendance at highly selective schools increases the.likelihood
that’a student will stay in school and go on to further education.
Astin points out other advantages and disadvantages of high ranked
schools. Of importance to the preseht study is Astin's use of size
and selectivity as a basis for ranking schools.,

Barron's

Although not a ranking of schools, Barron's Profiles of American

Collezes is an excellent example of a guide book to highef education.
The work does not rank schqols, but does provide the prospective
student with some benchmarks and suggestions for evaluating and
selecting a school., . It provides .the following characteristics of
schools that should be taken into consideration by students.

General charactéristics of the school such as accreditation
status, climate, history‘ana features are to be viewed by the students.
Evaluation is not necessarily based on this information. The éuthor

of the guide book is Benjamin Fine. When considering enrollment
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figures, Fine seems to suggeSt that a large university has some
advantages over small schools and one gets the feeling that he is in.
favor of larger schools. The same can be said of hi$ treatment of
coeducational schools. Fine points out that one-sex schools may be
on the way out. Fine believes that more important than the size of
the school is whether it is a college or university (1972: vii).

Fine points out the advantages and disadvaﬁtages of both, with no
statement as to which is mére preferable,

Fine's description of the library is a detailed one, He begins
by cautioning that the number of holdings in a library does not mean
-that the holdings are of value; somé may be outdated or of no use to-
undergraduates., With this cautionary note, Fine states a number of
ratios that could be used as guidelines to evaluating a library. He
indicates, "For a university a ratio of 1 undergraduate to 1000 books
is extraordinary, but such ratios occur in a rare few of America's
most distinguished university libraries. A ratio of 1 to 500 implies
.an outstanding library, l to 300 a supefior library, 1 to 200 an
adequate library, 1 to 100 or less an inferior library", (Fine, 1972:
viii). Ratios are also stated for colleges. Figures for fhe number
of'periodicals are also given., A figure of 15}000 periodicals per
university library is suggested by Fine to be outstanding and 6,000
more than adequate depending on the degreeé offered (1972: Viii).
Fine's treatment of the library is one of the more explicit and
involved sections to be found in higher education guide books.

Fine also addresses.the topic of the faculty., He indicates

that there are three factors which give an indication of the nature
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of the faculty and its possible relationship to students. OCne measure
is the percentage of Th.D's on the faculty, which is considered by
Fine to be a good indication of a school's ability to draw faculty
members with scholarly credentials. Another indicator of the status
of the.faculty, assuming that faculty go where the money and benefits
are, is the amount of facuity compensation at schools., If salaries
are high, Fine contends, good faculty will stay, but if it is low
they will tend to leave. The final indicator of the faculty situation
at a school is the faculty-student ratio. FineﬂdOes not elaborate but
indicates that; "In geﬁerdl, a student-faoulty ratio of 10 to 1 is
very good", (1972: ix). The assumption is that a low student-faculty
ratio is desirable,

Additional considerations mentioned by Fine are: student life,
urban vs. rural, college calendar, financial considerations and the
student drop-out rate. Where the drop-out rate is more than 15
percent, Fine cautions, "the freshmgn academic atmosphere is bound to
suffer by virtue of the number of non-students in any given freshman
course”, (1972: xi). The proportion of students going on to.graduate
education may also be viewed as an indication of the degree of study
orientation of the undergraduate student body, a figure of 50 percent
or more iﬂdicates a otudy orientated student body, while a figure of
70 percent is considered to be a high percentage.

Fine's work contains a section on the selectivity of colleges
and universities. Fine warns that_fhe classification scheme used is
not a ranking of schools, but is designed rather to act as a guide

for applicants, demonstrating the variations of difficulty in being

admitted. Fine's Barron's Profiles of American Colleges is a fairly
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comprehensive work. In it the author suggests criteria which should
be taken into consideration by prospective students in evaluating a
school and making a selection. Fine is explicit when he describes

the criteria, to the point of actually quantifying the variables under
question. The scheme is a combination of what would be considered
subjective and objective information.

Cass and Birnbaum

Cass and Biynbaum have compiled data on virtually every accredited

four year college in the country. In their annual Comparative Guide to

American Colleges, they point out that no attempt is made to reach

Judement on any school being "good" or "bad". They do however, as

with the case of many guide books,—provide data so:that prospective
’—/”/ ST T T e N

EEE%EEE§—9§25E§E§—EL§§‘deCiSions,Eﬁ selecting a_school. Criteria and
guidelines are mentioned in the introduction of the work in order to
help the student evaluate schools. Characteristics of schools and
other related information are divided into sections in the introduction.
The first section is entitled admissions. Cass and Birnbaum
present background information on the nature of admissions policies.
Of particular interest is Cass and Birnbaum's selectivity index which
consists of categorieé‘of;v"selective", "very selective", "very (+)
selectivef, "highly selective", or "among the most selective in the
country", (1973: xix). The index is based on several factors such as
average test scores of applicants, percentage of applicants accepted,
ranking of students in their high school class, and other possible
factors. Cass and Birnbaum indicaté that, "This index is a crucial

measure of the academic quality of a college because, as current
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research on higher educati@n_indicates, an institution of hicher
learning can never be much better than its student body--and is not

1likely to be much worse", (1973: xix). Cass and Birnbaum, as with

other researchers, make the conclusion that,the selectivity of a
‘ SoTE Ve o

scéggi_is_a_kgngactor in determining the overall academic quality of

3‘53382}' Cass and Birmbaum also suggest that SAT and ACT scores
provide a helpful, but not complete, gpide to the academic quality of
tbe student body.
In addition to the previously mentioned indicators of the
academic quality of the stu&ent body, Cass and Bifnbaum provide a
séction bn the academic environment., 1In this section they describe the
pass/fail system, degrees offered, undergraduate degreés-conferred, and
the numbexr of National Merit Scholars, which they view as a rough guide
to an Institution's attractiveness to the nation's best scholars.
The percent of entexring freshmen who graduate is believed to be an
indication of the nature of the student body and academic¢ environment.
The percentage of students going on to graduate study and the number
of doctoral degrees conferred is also noted. All of these items are
considered to be indications of the nature of the academic environment.
Next to the student bady,‘Cass and Birnbaum believe that the
faculty is the second most important factor in determining the naturé
and quality of a college (1973: xxv). To determine the quality of the

faculty two basic criteria are used. The first is the percentage of

faculty holding a doctorate and the second is the amount of faculty

e

compensation. They make the assumptions that the more Ph.D's and

the higher the compensation the better are the chulty.
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In addition to sections on academic environment, admissions, and
faculty, Cass and Birnbaum  include sections on the-student body,
religious-orientation and'campus life, HNothing is mentioned.in these
sections which could be used for academic evaluation purposes.:

The general thrust of“the Cass and Birnbaum study is the impor-
tance they attach to the academic environment of_%he school, which is
based on the academic quality of the student body and the quality of
the faculty. Cass and Birnbaum seem to lay primary emphasis on the
quality of the student body.

Gourman
Of ten described as the "Establishment" of the college and

university rankings, The Gourman Report represents a comprehensive

ranking of essentially every college and university in the country.
To set the tone of.his work, Gourman indicates that the public is
not very well informed about the quality of education present at
collegés and universities, Often, he indicates, false images exist
about schools due to the lack of truthful objective evidence. Gourman
views his work as providing objective data about colleges and universi-
ties.

Schools are rated on a College Board-like scale from 200 to 800.
The rating assigned to a s¢hool is based on a departmental rating and
a nonmdepartmental.rating averaged together. Gourman ranks each item
considered to be important in the following manner with the following
symbols: A for superior (800), B3 good (600), C fair (400), and D for
poor (200). Tt is believed that the numerical scores for items will

be comparable to the student's capability which is represented_by SAT
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scorés; The items and methods for determining ratings are now
described in detail,

Departmental evaluation is separated by Gourman from non-
departmental. Each academic department is given a letter grade
based on the following items:

The initial rating of any department 1s based upon its

accreditation. An unaccredited department would be

rated as a D, and if the department (or college) is

accredited by one of the six accrediting boards, it

would be rated as a C, From this initial evaluation,

the rating will be modified from data available on

‘the number of ccurses offered, faculty evaluation as

provided in the non-departmental portion of the rating,

availability of adequate research and library tools,

general plant efficiency, the honorary societies,

and the scholarship and fellowship awards of graduates

of the various departments. (Gourman, 1967: xi)

The importance of accreditation, faculty, courses offered, academic
facilities and academic awards are what Gourman observes as being
the most important items.l

Gourman describes the non-departmental items and methods in
more elaborate detail than the departmental. Non-departmental items
are concerned with the administration of faculty and students. Non-
departmental items are divided into four areas of concern: Administra-
tion, Faculty, Student Services and General Areas.

The Administration is evaluated in texms of nine items. One
item is the commitment to excellence, which is the effort of the
school to develop the student to his/her fullest potential. The
overall effectiveness of the staff to help accomplish this goal is

taken into consideration. The extent of community support is the

4

1Gourman also adds that a comprehensive study of students who
were avarded fellowships and scholarships of national scope was
undertaken when evaluating schools. )
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second item. The extent of community §upport is an indication of the
degree of acceptance by the community, and thus a school's academic
standing. More specificaiiy the "ratio of financial support to
'stﬁdents is of prime consideration in this evaluation," (Gourman,
1967: xii). The administration—faculfy reiationship is the next item.
Here suéh factors as faculty morale, the hiring of competént faculty,
balance of power between administration and.facul@y and the ratiq of
staff members to students is observed by Gourman, The fifth item is
the amount of foundation grants. This evaluation is based on the
amount of grants reéeived by an institution on a grants-per-student
ratio. The nature of the administration is the sixth item. The
item:of general administrafive considerations is subdivided into
three factors: the professional skills of the administrators, compre-
'henSive uﬁderstanding of the school's charter, and finally the
leadership capacity of the administration. The amount of government
contracts is also considered to be an item of concern. Only one
rank is given and that is an A for those schools receiving over one
million dollars per year from the government. The image of the
institution is the next item mentioned. Gourman, in dealing with
this item, is taking into cqnsideration the reputation of the college

or university. 3By reputation, Gourman means actual changes in the

.status of academic departments and not the public's view of a school.

The éighth item is evaluation based on the school as a naticnal
institution. Gourman defines this item by indicating, "This rating
is based upon the effectiveness of the school in attaining the objec-

tive of national stature and considers such factors as out-of-state
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students, foreign stgdents, visiting faculty, and the number of
vermanent faculty which has national or international stature",

_(1967: xiii). A texn which might clarify the way Gourman defines a
national institution is visibility. The'final itém under administra-
tion is the purposes and objectives of a school. Gourman compares the
stated objectives and purpﬁses with the actual, to deteimine the degree
of fit between the two,

The second area of concern under non-departmental items ‘is the
faculty. The faculty is divided into five items, the first being
faculty effectiveness. Faculty effectiveness depends on a number of
factors. The factors, Gourman states, "...include earned graduate
degrees, research bﬁblications, library facilities, the intellectual
-spread of students, which can affect the method of instructing",
(1967: xiii) and other factors such as the number of teaching
assistants in the classroom and the number of non-professional
educators employed. The second item is faculty morale, which is
based on such factors as salary, teaching loads, tenure, benefits,
publishing, research facilities and fringe benefits. The method of
instruction is the next item in‘which the effeétiveness of the faculty
is a key factor. The ratio of staff to students is the fourth item.
Finally the amount of research activity is considered. Gourman
believes that the amount of research is related to tﬁe effectiveness
of teaching. The concern is for the amount of research activity
undertaken by the faculty members and the facilities and publications

related to research activity.
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The third area is labeled student services by Gourman. The first
item under student services is the academic balance between.athletic
programs offered at schoqls and the academic environment. The
assumption that Gourman makes is that a healthy balance between
athletics and academics should be maintained. The competition fér
national fellowships is an item that Gourman attémpts fo measure, In
this case the competition for the fellowships is what is important
and not the actual winning. The counseling program is the next item
under consideration. The counseling program is evaluated in terms of
its ability to guide students with realistic information. The
fourth item is the curriculum mace available to students., Effective-
ness was defined by Gourman as the progressiveness of the programs.
Another item was the amount of financial aid available to students
by the school. The sixth iﬁem was the freshman year of studies.

When studying the freshmah year, Gourman cbserves the drop—outbrate.
failure rate and transfer rate. Additional items concerning honors
programs and available scholarships are mentioned by Gourman.

General areas are the final area that Gourman considers when

évaluating non-departmental items. Gourman begins by evaluating the

alumni association. The dollar raising capability, position,
e U .
influence and effectiveness of alumni is of importance in evaluating

the alumni programs at schools. The second item considered is the

computer center which is evaluated in terms of adequacy to meet the
\_——/'

_needs of the university and its components. Gourman believes in the

importance of the third item,  the library. The quality of a library,
— -

to Goumman, depends upon not only the number of volumes but also on
e T
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the number of periodicals, research documents, journals and the

adequacy of the reference section. The fourth item considered is

planf efficiency where such factors as adequate classroom space are
§tudied. The importance of the physical facilities is a recurrent
theme in Gourman's work. The public relations department is also
‘considered to be an important item by Gourman. The public relations
department is evaluated in terms of its ability to produce factual
information. The final item 'is the board of trustees and their
ability to contribute guidance and service to the objectives of the

school.

In sﬁmmary, The Gourman ﬁgport is an important work in evaluating
colleges and universities. It is a comprehensive guide to the major
colleges and universities. The Gourman rating of a school is the
average of a total departmental rating and a non-departmental rating
average. The departmental and non-departmental ratings are based on
letter gr&des assigned to various items classified under each. Letter
grades are thén accunulated in order to ﬁrovide a SAT score which,
when scaled, might reflect the overall status of a school.2

A few additional comments about The Gourman Report are '

necessary. Gourman is very explicit in labeling the items he uses
in evaluating a school. What Gourman fails to indicate are the
actual meaSureﬁent criteria he uses. 1In short, how do we know what

levels of the items constitute "Excellent", or "Good", etc. Gourman

%GOurman makeé‘the important statement, "that no positive proof

is yet available that this Gourman Rating coincides with the student
SAT grade." (1967: .x).
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fails to elaborate on what criteria he used to determine these
measurements., tAlthough being comprehensivé has its advantages, one
becomes skeptical of how well such a task as.evaluating vitually every
college and university can€be‘ac00mplished. A certain degreeiof
generality must exist in order for such a task to be accomplished.
Despite its appérent weaknesses,'the work constitutes a serious
najor effort to evaluate higher education. It remains as one of the
most significant studies to date on the ranking of undergraduate
schools.

Lovejoy

Lovejoy's College Guide falls between a guide book and a ranking

of schools. The key to the evaluation scheme‘utilized by Lovejoy is
the accreditation of the schools., The scale ranges from having the
highest accreditation attainable to institutions which are considered
to be a part of higher education but are not accredited and have
prngams that are "unusual", (Lovejoy, 1970: 85). Lovejoy also
presents descriptive information about each school in his work. Most
of the information that Lovejoy presents can be obtained through
college catalogues. Lovejoy does however indicate some criteria thaf
might be used in evaluating a school in respect to the specific needs
of the student.

Lovejoy suggests that the prospective student should g;§;g_gge

college or university under questlon in order to get a feel for the

- campus. On such a visit the student should examine the facilities

(buiidings) and the sOcial'opportunities on campus. He assumes the
R

better the facilities, the better the school, and the more




69

opportunities for involvément. Otggf considerations that prospective

students should make are: the size of the school, whether it is co-ed,
the prokimity of the school to home and the amount of regional
scholarships available.

In summary, Lovejoy's Colleze Guide ranks schools on the basis of

accreditation but the thrust of the work is centered around the task

of helping students select the best school for their-personal-needs.

P

Lovejoy lists a number of factors that prospective students should
T— T

consider in making their selection. It is impoxrtant to note that

the factors mentioned should be adapted to the student's needs.

R

Lovejoy states, "It is utterly impossible to measure with a yardstick
some of the intangible and inponderables about colleges", (1970: 71)
in reference to quantitative measures of schools. He thus views
selection and evaluation as a personal and subjective procedure.

Trow

Mariih Trow's Technical Report: Carnegie Commission National

Survey of Higher Education, has two general purposes. The report

attempts to gather information and develop ideas useful to public
poiicy and to investigate aspects of American higher education. Trow
and his a;sociates administéred a questionnaire to faculty¢ graduate
students and undexrgraduate students. An important control variable
Trow uses 1is the quality of the school.

Trow divides his classification scheme of quality into seven
groups: three groups of uniVersities. three groups of four year
cclleges and a final group of all Jjunior colleges. The major source

for establishing a school's rank was The Gourman Report. Trow
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(1972: 93) indicates that his use of Gourman's ranking is pragmatic -
in that Gourman fails to state how he combines the rankings of .the
various items to produce scores, but the report does however produce .
results similar to other efforts. Trow considers high quality:
universities as those scoring 580 or above on Gourman's scale, medium
quality between 477 and 579 and low quality less than 477 on the
Gourman scale (Trow, 1972: 94).

For four year colleges both The Gourman Revort and College-Rater

rankings were used by Trow. For four year colleges the scale used

was: top quality colleges scored 445 or above on the Gourman and 719

or above on the College-Rater, middle quality scored from 378 to 444

on Gourman and between 550 and 718 on College-Rater and low quality

‘scored less than 378 on the Gourman and less than 550 on the College-
Rater (Trow, 1972: 96). For Jjunior colleges, only one category was
used.

The reasons for including Trow's report are twofold. First,
Trow's report, though not é ranking, is a good example of a combina-
tion of two different ranking systems applied to a set of problems.

The Gourman Report and College-Rater are treated as very similar in

their methods and’results<by Trow. Second, Trow's study points'to
the importance of quality (rankings) of schools as a variable in

studying higher education.

B. Graduate Literature

Graduate Sducation

The relationship between graduate and undergraduate education'is

an iﬁportant one. The performance of a graduate program may reflect on
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the overall nature of the undergraduate programé; Five points will
be made here on the relationship between graduate and undergraduate
education,

It is reasonably safe to conclude that graduate programs exert
an influence on undergraduate education. Jencks and Riesman support
this contention‘with thelr statement, "The graduate schools are there-
fore by far the most important shapers of undergraduate education",
(1968: 2u47). Jencks and Riesman view undergraduate education in
some schools, with little exaggeration, as simply a cut-rate, mass-
produced version of graduate education (1968: 247-248). The
possibiiity exists that departméntal, as well as school reputations,
stem more from their graduate training programs than from-their
undergraduate. Criteria for ranking such as publications, research,
scholarship, and production of graduate degrees, evolve out of
graduate programs more so than undergraduate education. Grigz (1965:
30) indicates, "The ultimafe classification or ranking of a university
is based on its graduate program, on its‘reputation for scholarship,
and on the research that the graduate faculty produces."

The second poiht to be made concerns the correlation between the
ranking of graduate schools and undergraduate. When comparing Gross
and Grambsch,  who rank graduate schools, to.Gourma.n's ranking of
undergraduate schools, Abbott and Schmid found a correlation between
the two ranking systems of .83 (upknown: 19).3 Those schools with

leading graduate programs also tend to lead in undergraduate programs.

3Abbott and Schmid based their correlation on the ranks of 79
schools, :
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There are other facets to the relationship than Jjust a simple
correlation., The relationship between undergradvate school and
éraduafe school may also be important in terms of gaining admission to
the ocCupational structure and/or higher echelons of education.
Berelson contends, as do other experts, that there exists a system
of stratification in higher education and:

ithere graduate students come from and where they go is

determined in large part by the institutions through

which they pass. Given the stratification of both under-

graduate and graduate institutions and the differing

quality of students, something like a rough matching

goes on of students to graduate training institutions

(out and up) and products to employing institutions

(out and down)" (1960: 226). -
In short, baccalaureates from better undergraduate schools generally
go to the better graduate schools. This statement is more. likely to
be true when graduate schools have an abundance of applicants since
they may tend to be more selective and use the undergraduate institution
as a contributing factor in selection. Students taking their under-
graduate degrees at top hniversities tend to attend top university
graduate schools which in turn hire faculty from top universities.
This process is known as the process of in-breeding.

The importance of the relationship between graduate and under-
graduate education is evident. As there are perceived differences
in undergraduate quality, there are also percelved differences in
graduate quality. Evidence suggests that the two are correlated. If
such is the case, then it,is of - value to study the various ways in

which graduate education has been evaluated and contrast these ways

with criteria used by undergraduate evaluators. The two should be
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similar aﬁd of value to each other. The value of graduate evaluations
(rankings) is the fourth point to be made. Upon inspection, thé
student of rankings will observe a considerable a.mouﬁt of overlap
between ihe two systems of ranking and evaluation.

The previously mentioned points are not meant to be exhaustive of
all of the relationships or characteristics of grgduate and under-
g:aduate education. They do represent some themes wnhich aie of impor-
tance to ranking and this study. The points stated justify the
inclusion of graduate ranking studies in this research., Though not
a comprehensive treatment of graduate education evaluations, the
following studies do reflect the nature of'graduate schoql rankings.
Berelson

Bernard Bexelson's Graduate Education in the United States,

presents an overall 'picture of graduate education in the late 1950°s.
A section of his work is devoted to the ranking of graduate programs,
with varticular emphasis on programs offering doctorates. Berelson
bases his work on the previous studies of Keniston (1958). Viewing
ratings as subjective, Berelson defines quality as, "largely a matter
of what the field recognizes as such", (1960: 125). Berelson believes
that often quality is mixed up with prestige; though not the same,
they are believed to be related.

Berelson surveyed various experts in the area of graduate
education such as graduate:deans, graduate faculty, recent recipients
of doctorates, school presidents and representatives of industrial
firmms, in ordéi to gain information on the nature of graduate

education; From this data, Berelson was able to .construct a
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classification scheme for universities and colleges. The tqp 12
universities constituted the first class, the next 10 schools were
the second class, and the third group of schools were those belonging
to the Associ&tion of American Uﬁiversities and/or the Association of
Graduate Schools. Colleges were also.divideq into three groups: those
recelving accomplishment awards were the top group; the next group
were those colleges receiving some recognition for accomplishment but
not as high as the first group, and the final class of other colleges.

To validate the classification scheme used and the appropriate
ranks of schools, Berelson looked at the percentage of doctorates
produced by each school and for each group as a whole. He found that
the top 12 universities produced 34 peréent of all doctorates, the
second group 20 percent and the third group 20 percent with the
remainder fgiling outside of the first three classes (Berelson, 1960:
126). As a second indication of validity, Berelson studied what he
termed the contributions of schools to science and scholarship.
Contributions wéfe operati&nally defined as authorship of articles
in major learned journals in 1958. A ratio of authors per 100
facuity members was computed for every school in the study. The
results, Berelson concluded; seem to support his classification
schene and the ranks assigned to the schools. It is important to
note that numerical ranké are not used by Berelson, but instead
schools are grouped into guality classes. ' The ranking scheme
Berelson uses 1s only par£ of the larger trcatment of graduate
education that he undertakes., Three items constitute his ranking:

-

professional opinion, production of Ph.D's and amount of publications.
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Cartter

Allan Cartter's An Assessment of Quality in Graduate Zducation,

‘is a serious attempt at evaluating major graduate departments in the
United States. It asks what the strengths an& weaknesses of graduate
schools are in providing wgll trained scholars for research and‘teach-
ing. Cartter begins by making the important point that objective
measures of quality are in reality subjective. He states, "In an
operational sense, quality.is someone's subjective assessment, for
there is no way of objectively measuring what is in essence an attri-
bute of value", (1966: 4). Cartter viewed his study as a survey of
informed opinion.

Cartter's study encompasses 106 schools which offer doctoral
work., Questionnaires were sent to department chairmen, distinguished
senior scholars and junior:scholars. In reference to each department,
each respondent was asked to give a best judgment of: the quality of
thé graduate faculty, the effectiveness of the doctoral program and
tﬁé degree of expected chahge in the relative position of departments
in relationship to other departments in the field.

Responses were assigned:a numerical weight and mean scores for
each department<were COmpared. Departments were then classified
into the following categories: Distinguished, Strong, Goocd, Adequate
Plus and those not classified. A scale of attractiveness of programs’
was also constructed. Carﬁter attempted to evaluate the validity of
his methodology by comparing'the_ratings of his étudy to ratings of
panels, faculty salary levels, library resources, number of fellow-~

ships and number of publications. He viewed these items as supporting
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his original findings.

In summary, Cartter viewed all rankings as subjective, including
his own. He had respondents rate departments in their field in terms
of the effectiveness of the dpctoral program, quality of graduate
faculty‘and amount of percéived bhange. Measures were taken to assure

4

some degree of validity.

Marzulies and Blau

A ranking of professional schools entitled "America's Leading
Pfofessional Schools" was undexrtaken by Margulies and Blau. Margulies
and Blau requested the deans of 1,180 professional schools to complete
a questionnaire. They make the assumption that deans will be the most
knowledgeable evaluators of professional education. Deans were asked
to name the five most outstanding schools in their own profession.

The schools that were most often mentioned by the deans were interpreted
by Margulies and Blau to be the top ranked schools. Margulies and Blau
indicate that there might be several factors that could influence the
rating of a professional school. They suggest that, "...the salaries
bffered, the gualifications and commitment of the faculty, the ability
of the students it attracts, the academic environment of the university,
the flexibility of its structure and its responsiveness to changing
conditions, and so on" (lMargulies and Blau, 1973: 21) could play a role
in the quality of the school and thus its selection by deans (Margulies

and Blau, 1973: 21).

uIn 1969 Roose and Andersen replicated the Cartter study. Employ-
ing the same design as Cartter, Roose and Andersen expanded the study
to allow for new departments and new majors. They also made an attempt
at measuring the degree of improvement of departments. See Roose and
Andersen 1969,
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Of particular interest in the Margulies and Blau study is not
their method of inquiry but thelr analysis of the data. They study
the various characteristics of the schools that attained the highest
ranks., Geogravhic location, size, student-faculty ratios, drop—out
rates, quality of students, fiexibility. exiétence»of sepafate library
and maﬁy other charaqteristics'of schools were subject1to study. The
Margulies and Blau study may be characterized as a "sfandar " type of
professional réting. They let deans use the criteria they desire to
identify the most notable schools. What is important is the fact
that only deans were asked to complete the questionnaire. Faculty and

student input was non-existent.

Summary of Professional Literature

| The professioﬁal liferature suggests that professionals use a
wide variety of criteria when evaluating universities and colleges.
In spite of the wide variety of items used by professionals, there
seem to be points of agreement amcng them; certain criteria are
mentioned by many professionals. The major points of agreement were
observed to be the following.

An item that is mentioned by several professionals is the quality
of faculty (Gourman: 1967;§Fine: 1972; Berelson: 1980; Cass and
Birnbaum: 1973). There is a tendency for most professionals to stress
the quality of the faculty:as an important criteria. Professionals
have a tendency, when evaluating faculty, to think in terms of the

percentage of Ph.D's, publications‘and/or research, and compensation
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levels. -Seldom is teaching ability mentioned, if at all.5

A second major item comes under the heading of quality of the
student body. The quality of the student body is often associated
with the admission policies of the school and this is referred to as
selectivity. Several professionals mention this criteria (Astin: 1971;
Cass and Birnbaum: 1973); :Staﬁements such as, "the quality of a school
is influenced by the quality of its students," are evident in the
professional literature.

As a whole, professionals often mention the quality of faculty
as a criteria. The researcher concludes that the quality of faculty
is one of. the most important criteria used by professionals. In
addition to these major items other criteria are: academic departments,
libraries, administrations, physical facilities, student services,
extra-curricular activities, environment, etc. The list can be very
extensive. The point is that professionals use a wide yariety of
criteria when evaluating schools.: It is important to acknowledge
this as well as pointing out some areas of agreement.

Professional literature is important in that many individuals
involved with higher education have access to it,_including prospectiye
students and present studeﬁts.

)

.¥hat this implies is that professional literature may have an

impact on higher education since there appears to be a high degree of

5As will be shown later, studenis rate teaching highest in priority
and use teaching as an evaluating criterian. See chapters 5 and 4
- respectively for further descriptions.

6See chapters 5 and 4 for further elaboration on the students’
use of the quality of the student body.



consensus on the ratings of schools; in this sense, professional
ratings and guide books serve as a stable standard of comparison.
These professional studies:were psed in the present research as
standards of comparison for student evaluations and a basis for

.assessing their ability to evaluate.
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CHAPTER ITII

METHODS

Overview of Study

The research method employed was primarily that of survey
research. The research design foliowed the basic format of acquiring
a‘random'sample from the population, collecting the data, and then
analyzihg the data.l Sampling was conducted during the preliminary
stages of the research; The sample was derived from the population of
students attending the Universityvof Nebraska at Omaha, Spring
semester 1974, |

The development of a questionnaire for the obtained sample was
also undertaken as a preliminary step. Questionnaire design was based
in part on initial research iﬁvolving students and preliminary library
research. The goal of these preliminary tasks was to develop a work-
able questionnaire which would best answer the proposed areas of
inquiry.

After the questionnaire had been fully developed as a workable
research tool, the‘administration of the questionnaire to the selected

sample occurred. Other minor tactics were utilized to obtain maximum

lResearch designs tend to map out a neat and orderly procession of
research stevs (sequential). Many honest researchers will indicate
that such designs are desirable and look attractive on paper, but are
often difficult to put into practice. I will contend that often _
researchers allow needs of studies to be primary influences on research
design rather than strict methodologies. ‘

80
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response to the questionnaire., The final major task centered around
the analysis of the data. To facilitate this procedure the computer

program of Statistical Package for the Social Sciences was utilized. .

The following sections of this chapter will further elaborate on the
procedures used.

Sample and Sample Frame

The obJjective of the sampling procedure was to obtain a simple
random sample of students attending the University of Nebraska at
Cmaha Spring semester 1974, A simple random sample 1s one in which
each individual has an equal chance of being selected and all
combinations must be equally probablé (See Blalock 1960: 393). The
procedure used to accomplish this goal was to randomly select a number
of undergraduate'courses being faught during the spring semester.

The procedure of selecting courses seemed to be the most efficient
when contrasted to other possible proeedures.2

The original number of randomly selected courses was 20 Freshman
level courses and 20 Senior level courses. The total number of 40
courses was thought to be sufficient enough to accomplish the target
sample of 100 Freshmen and 100 Seniors. In the case of the Freshmen
such was the case; however, it was necessary to conduct a second
random sample of Senior level courses because the initial projections
of class sizes fell short. In the second selection procedure 5 addi-

tional courses were randomly selected. Out of the 20 Freshman courses

2’I‘he use of courses was thought to provide a time saving, low
cost, 'means of gaining access to respondents. For example, the direct
use of student names would have required more time and cost and would
have probably yielded a lower response rate.
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selected, 17 were administered the questionnaire.3 Out of the 25
Senior courses selected, 18 were administered thé questionnaire.u The
total number of students randomly selected by this procedure was 471,
The figure of 471 constituted 3.62 per cent of the approximately
13,000 students enrolled.
The procedure fo;,obtaining a random sample was to first obtain

an undergraduate Class Schedule for Spring semester 1974. The

schedule consists of the following important items: (1) a unique
call number which is assigned to each course; (2) a course number
which gives an indication of class level of a course; (3) the name of
the course; (&) the instructor of the course; (5) classroom used;
(6) time and day that class is in session. All 6 items in the
schedule book were utilized to either conduct the sampling procedures
and/or to administer the questionnaire.

On the'basis‘of course numbers in the schedule book, all
Sophomore and Junior level courses were omitted so as to maximize
the number of Freshmen and Seniors in the sample. Only the Freshmen
and Senior level courses were used in the sample. The rationale behind
this step was based on the original proposition that Freshmen and
Seniors when compared would maximize any differences that might have

occurred during collegiate exposure. It is important to note that

30f the 20 courses selected, the researcher was unable to contact
one instructor, one of the selected classes was over, and the 20th
class was too close to the end of the semester to administer the
‘questionnaire.

Of the 25 Senior courses selected, 3 were independent study'
courses which had no students enrolled, one instructor refused to
cooperate, one class was cancelled, and time expired on 2 courses.
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this procedure of maximizing Freshmen and Seniors did not exclude
Sophomores, Juniors, or Graduates from responding to the questionnaire.

All of the Freshman and Senior level courses were listed, in order,
on i inch squares. All squares were measured to assure uniformity in
the sampling procedure. As course and call numbers were added to the
squares, each course was checked off in the schedule book. These ~
.checks served as a guide to whether or not a course was included in
the sample frame or not.

All courses were included as standard procedure, however the
following rules were also applied. Lecture sections were included
but if labs or discussion sections were reguired instead of using the
larger sections it was believed that'the smaller lab or discussion
sections would prove to be more feasible.5 Sone 1ectures had a lab
included but no lab course number because there was only one lab; in_
such instances the lecture course number was used. When labs were
opticnal, lecture numbers were entered so as to not exclude any
students that did not exercise their lab option.

When courses were cross-listed, that is‘they were interdepart-
mental, only one sample entry was made. This was to insure that no
one class had more than one chance of being included in the sample.
Independent .studies cou;ses were included, even though no formal class

period was being held, for they constituted possible student course

5,

For example, one large lecture of 300 students might over-
represent a group of students, would satisfy the target sample in only
one class, and would be mechanically difficult to administer. The
smaller lab and discussion sections approximated the size of other
classes and instructor cooperation was easier to secure given the
smaller number of students invelved.
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work. Classes ending March 6 were omitted because the actual
administration of the questionnaire would occur at a later date.

After completing all of_the entries, sample squares were divided
into two separate pools, one of Freshman courses and one of Senior . *
courses. A random sample was drawn, with replacement, from both pools.
This steé was taken by means of plaéing the squares in a box and draw-
ing them out one at a time. Selection was made by individuals other
than the researcher so as to assure objectivity in the‘selection
process., Drawn numbers were added to a master list in order of
occurrence and then returned to the box. The number of courses dravwn
was based on projections based on previous text book sales‘whichvgives
a rough estimate of the number of students enrolled in a course,

Course numbers were then traced back to the original course
title and instructor. The instructor of the selected course was
mailed an introductory note which provided preliminary information
about the study. Instructors were then contacted by the researcher
and asked to cooperate with the administratiqn of the questionnaire.

Data Collection

Data collection occurred during fhe academic Spring semester of
1974, The data collection:procedure, fgr analytical purposes, may be
divided intp two distinctive, but related, stages. Given the nature
of the research problem, it was necessary to conduct a preliminary
data collection procedure. The following section describes the
rationale and procedures utilized in this research stage.

Preliminary Data Collection Procedures

The nature of the reséérch problem dictates that some degree of
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"grounding" in the Glaser and Strauss sense (Glaser and Strauss, 1967)
would be necessary in ordergto gain insight into the problem area and
in order to construct a more valid questionnaire. The purpose of this
stage was to provide some student input into the research procedure
early in the design. Two téctics were used to obtain student input.
The first tactic was the informal discussion of the topic between the
researcher and U.N.O., students. 3Students were permitted to state any-
thing'they wished about U.N.O.6 The researcher, however, did ask two
questions of respondents. The first question asked the respondents to
rate U.N.O. as a whole. The second question asked the réspondents to
indicate what criteria they used to evaluate a university. All
questions were open-ended and students seemed to hold strongz opinions
on the subject matter. Altogether 12 undergraduates were subject to
these informal discussions. All responses were recorded after the
discussion had terminated.

The second tactic utilized in the preliminary stage wasxthe
administration of two open-ended questions concerning the subject area
to two classes of undersraduate students. The f£irst question asked the
studentsvto rank U.N.0. as a whole with any term which they thbught
would best describe U.N.O. -Students were instructed that if they wished
to elaborate they could. The second open-ended question asked the
students what criteria would they use to evaluate a university and

again they could elaborate if they so desired. Altogether 30 students

6 .

"It should be noted that the researcher made every possible effort
to be informal and let the respondents generate the information flow.
In short a minimum of structure was present during these discussions.
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responded to these questions. Data gathered from both the discussions
and written>Questions was later used in‘questionnaire COnstrucfionf

After preliminary procedures were implemented a pretest of the
questionnaire was undertaken. Pretests act as an important aid to
planning (Simon, 1969: 190). A pretest was given to determine the
feasibility of the questionnaire and determine whether respondents
had any difficulty in responding tc the questionnaire. Another purpose
of the pretest was to determiné the amount of time necessary to
complete the gquestionnaire, whiéh was an important factor in securing
instructor cooperation. The pretest was administered to 10 students
over a three day period. None of the ;tudents had any difficulty in
answering the questions as requested. ‘The time necessary to complete
the questioﬂnaire ranged from 4 to 7 minutes. Although the pretest
was based on a small sample, the researcher was confident that it
would suffice, because none of the respondents had any difficulty
completing the questionnaire. ‘Results from the pretest were inter-
preted to mean that thé questionnaire was basicaliy sound for the
research purposes. |

The second stage of data coliection-involved the actual adminis—
tration to students in the selected courses and the mailing of the
qﬁestionnaire to students enrolled in independent stﬁdigs courses.
The in-class administration'of the questionnaire included the follow-
ing steps.

Initial permission and scheduling occurrcd through contact with
course Iinstructors., Administration of the questionnaire began during

the first minutes of the class period. Prior to the distribution of
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the questionnaire, the following instructions we;e.statéd: (1) students
were asked if they had preQiously completed the guestionnaire and if
they had they were no£ given another questionnaire, (2) students were
informed that the purpose of the questionnaire was to gather data for
an M.A. thesis in sociology; (3) verbal instructions were given for
completing’question number_ll,7 (4) the students were informed that
completing the questionnaire was optional; (5) students were asked if
there were any Questions; (6) students were thanked for‘theii coopera-
tion. Questionnaires were gathered upon completion from the respondents.
Altogether 452 questionnaires were completed in this classroom manner.
The in-class administration of questionnaires took place over a three
week period.

Independent studies, because of their lack of a class perilod,
p:esented a unique problem of obtaining student responses. Rather than
contacting students on campus, the option was taken of using the mail
as a means of gathering data. The procedure of contacting students and

securing responses is now outlined in detail.

7Some'respondents failed to complete the questionnaire completely
“and/or properly. It was discovered that question 11 was not being
correctly filled out in some instances. Usually, the respondent who
failed to complete the question correctly would rank the 12 items 1 to
3 instead of 1 to 12 as directed verbally in class and on the guestion-
naire. Some of the failure to properly complete the questions may be
due to poor questionnaire design. The researcher feels however that
an undiscernable amount of improper responses were due in part to a
lack of cooperation on the part of students. This conclusion is based
in part on the researcher's observation of non-verbal communication of -
respondents. For example, facial gestures and time needed to complete
the questionnaire often gave an indication of whether question 1l was
filled out properly, in that those finishing first usually failed to
comvlete question 11 correctly and those respondents "acting" as if
completing the questionnaire was bothersome also failed to f£ill out
the question correctly.



88
The instructor. as with the ;n—class procedure, was contacted and
asked for cooperation. If the inétructor was successfully cqntacted
and agreed to cooperate, then a list of students currently eﬁrolled in
the selected course was obtained from the instructor. After the list
of students was compiled, the next step was to contact each student
by telephone and ask for their cooperation. Each étudent contacted by
thone was: (1) infoxmed of the researcher's name and status (sociology
graduate student); (2) informed.that their course (course name was
stated) was selected by random procedures for,sampling;'(B) informed'
that the instruétor of the course was aware of the study and had agreed
to cooperate; (4) asked if they would be willing to complete the
questionnaire; (5) informed that the questionnaire was for an M.A.
thesis in sociology; (6) informed of the instructions (same as in class)
~with special emphasis on question number 11; (7) asked if they had
completed the questionnaire previously;‘(B) thanked for their coopera-
tion; (9) informed that they would be receiving a questionnaire and
self-addressed stamped envelope. If a respondent was not contacted by
telephone, the researcher's effort to contaét‘them was indicated by a
statement in the instructional letter included with the questionnaire.
The statement indicated that the researcher was unable to reach the
resﬁondent by telephone and it included the information conveyed by
the telephone.
In order to obtain a high response rate to the mailed questionnaires
various tactics were utilized. One tactic was to hand fype each letter
"and add a personal note such as the respondent's name. As Longworth

discovered, "A personal noie and typed letter of explanation on
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1etterhéad paper increased returns." (Longworth, 1953: 313). The prac-
tice of personally contacting the respondenﬁs by.telephone may‘haVe
also increased the retum rate. The name of the instructor and course
were included to add to the legitimacy of the questionnaire. Self
addressed stamped return envelopes were included for ease of return
(Ferriss, 19511 247). The letters were typea on University of
Nebraska at Omaha official stationery to add to the legitimacy of the
study.

A total(of 22 questionnaires were mailed out using the previous
prOcedures.‘iof the 22 mailed, 18 were returned, which yielded an 81.7
percent return rate, one which many social scientists would consider a
high rate of return.8

R[uestionnaire Design

"The general format of the questionnaire was closed response,
(See Appendix A). Questions‘invoived either filling-in-the-blank or
cheéking the appropriate response. By using closed questions, the
researcher gained uniformity of responses along the specific dimensions

9

under investigation. There were also cexrtain advantages gained with

8Non—responses,may be due to several factors: change of address,
transfer, non-cooperation, dropping out of school, previous completion
of the questionnaire, etc. For a summary of the importance of non-
response see Mayer and Pratt (Mayer and Pratt, 1966: 637-646),

9The criticism may be raised as to whether it would be more meaning-
ful to use open-ended gquestions which permit more freedom of response
and allow respondents to use their own definitions in responding.
Given the nature of the problem, that of comparing student ranking with
professionals, it seems more plausible to use a structured questionnaire.
The yuestionnaire 1s based in part on open-ended questions which might
overcome some of the problems present with closed questions. The closed
seemed to be more feasible for this particular study, but one must be
aware of the advantages and disadvantages of it and other methods.
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the use of this design in énalysis. coding, and measurement. The
qgestionnaire was designed~td last five minutes, an important factor
when instructérs were considering copperation. The small period of
time required to complete.the questionnaire was important to instructors
because they did not want to take up very much class time.' There were
36 questions on the questidnnéiré'which were divided into three
sections.

The first 10 questions dealt with background information about
the respondents. Respondents were requested to indicate their year iﬁ
school, enrollment status, age, academic major, extra-cur:icular
involvement, having attended other schools, having applied to other
'schools, having read literature about'other schools, sex, and
approximate grade point average. The respondepts vere requested to
either cHeck or £ill in thevappfopriate response. Data gathered with
these questions were treated as independent variablés in analysis.

A major<set of questions centered around question number 11 on
the questionnaire. Respondents were given a set of characteristics of
a university and were requeSted to rank the items in-ofder of impoxrtance
from one to twelve. Respondents were requested to rank every item with
a unique number. The items (characteristics) on the‘list were drawn
from either professional literature or studenfs. Of.the twelve items
listed, two were specifically student generated: those concerning the
number of courses offered and the quality of teaching (student-teacher
relationship). An additional item concerning the quality of the
faculty was also student'geﬁerated, but also is often mentioned by

professionals. The three student items were developed during the
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preliminary stages of the research. The professional items were
gathered from professional rankings and guide books. The rationile of
ﬁixing student criteria and professional criteria was based on the
problem of determining whether students would place priority on student
items or professional items. Question 11 was.considered to be a
central question of this study. The researcher viewed the response to
question 11 as a good indicétor of whether the questionnaire was being
completed,correctly.

Questions following question 11 were of a scale type. Respondents
were requested to check the appropriate response in one of five
categories provided. The categories (responses) were: Excellent,

Good, Average, Fair and Poor. A total of 11 questions utilized this
scaled design. Three additional Yes-No questions were also . included
on the questionnaire. The design of thé'questionnaire vas intended

to maximize the amount of data gathered in the least amount of time.

’Coding Procedures

Coding procedures are divided into two specific stages. The
preliminary stage determinés the categories which will be used in
the analysis of the data prior to the collection:of the data; this is
termed the precoding procedure. The second stage occurs when the
data collected is prepared:for counting and tabulation by classifying
responses into meaningful predetermined categories. The procedures
of precoding and coding will be described in order of the occurrence
of each variable in the questionnaire, keeping in mind that the two
procedures actually occurred at different points in the research

design.
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The first response to be coded was years in school. Years in
schoel was divided into fi?e categories with a numerical symbol
assigned to eaéh; the five categories'and symbols used were:'Freshmaq
(1), sovhomore (2), Junior (3), Senior (4), and Graduate (5).

The second variable to be coded was enrollment status. Full-
time students were coded with a number 1 and part-time 2. Graduate
students require only 9 hours to be full-time, however they were
still subject to the same classification criteria as undergraduate
students.,

Age of respondents was divided into two categories of younger
which was symbolized by a number 1 and older symbolized by a number
2. Responses were coded into the appropriate catesory after the
data was collected.

The fourth variable vwas academic major. Majors were, as a
. general rule, classified into categories based on the academic major's
membership college;lo however, the following procedures and classifi-
cations were also employed. The College of Arts and Sciences was
sub-divided into three categories: Social Sciences, Natural Sciences

and Humanities. Inclusion of majors was based on the Undergraduate

Catalog classification.ll The rationale of these divisions was also

1OOriginally the study had proposed to use the academic major as
the unit of analysis. The researcher did not foresee the vast number
of majors on campus. The number of different majors was tooc vast to be
meaningful for analysis. It was necessary to create categories that
would prove to be large enoush to be meaningful but not too broad to
lose information.

. 1vlSee section on characteristics of sample for actual breakdovn
of majors in each category.
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based in part on the premise that Humanitiles, Social Science, and
Natural Science students are usually required to'take‘differing‘course
work and tﬁus migzht possibly incorporate student sub-cultural<differf
BlHCES, Becéuse of the diversity of majors in the College of Arts
and Sciences.and the large student enrollment in the colleze, it was
believed to be fruitful to break the cpllege into the categories.

The.Collegevof‘Continﬁing Studies posed a somewhat unique problem.
Students falling into this category were viewed as ﬁot‘really falling
into any specific college in that Continuing S5tudies represents a
general approach to higher education. A student could belong to the
Continuing Studies program, yet majof.in several possible speciélity
areas. Requirements within the college are fairly lax and thus
students have more freedom to take electives throughout the university
than other students. IFany of the students enrolled in the program are
taking coﬁrses as non-degree students., The College of Continuing
Studies was viewed as a universal category in which students under-
taking a broad. approach to:their education as well as those not
committed to an academic major could be classified. Four Of.the
respondents were offkially.registered in the continuing studies
program. Also included in this category were those students in
University Division énd Undecided., It was believed that all students
coded into this catégory had the commén characteristic of ihdecision
and/or wide exposure to the various colleges and courses on campus,
more so than those students firmly committed to an academic majbr.

The iaw enforcement and criminal justice majors were separated

from the College of Public Affairs and Community Service for two major
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reasons. The first was that it represents one of the largest majors
on campus and secondly it was believed that the students enrolled in
the program might differ in their responses from other students
within the college and university.

An additional category of Medical Related Areas was also included
to incorporate students in medical fields. In some-instances, students
enrolled in medical areas were only exposed to U.N.O. in a limited -
sense in that the majority of their credits would be acquired outside
of the U.N.O. campus from their respective nursing schools, medical
schools, schools of dentistry, etc. Aside from the following excep-
tions the membershilp collegerwas used.

In summary, the categories used and their code numbers were:
Social Sciences (1); Natural Sciences (2); Humanities (3); Business
Administration (4); Continuing Studies (5); Education (6); Engi-
neering and Technology (?); Fine Arts (8); Home Economics (9); Public
Affairs and Community Service (10); Lay'Enfbrcement (11); and Medical
Related Areas (12).

The level of student involvement in extra-curricular activities
and groups was classified into three categories and code numbers:
very involved (3), somewhat involved (2) and not involved (1). The
three variables of having attended other colleges, having applied
to other colleges, and having read college catalogues wexe all coded
in the following manner.  Yes responses were symbolized with a number
1, with a number'Z‘representing no responses. The variable of sex
was codified with a number 1 signifying a male and 2 a female,

Grade point averages were divided into 3 categories with a number 1
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symbolizing a below 2.0 average, 2 symbolizing a 2.0 to 3.0 average
and a 3 signifying an above 3.0 average.

The list of characteristics of a university were all coded in the
Same manner. The coded symbol used for each variable was the actual
1 to 12 rank given to it by the respondent. Every characteristic on
the list had to have a unique rank from 1 to 12 in order for the
responses to be coded and recorded.

Questions 12 through 20 and 22 to 23 all dealt with the respond-
ents' selection of their response on a provided scale. The responses
and ‘their numerical symbol were: Excellent (5); Good (4); Average (3);
Fair (2); and Poor (1). All of the questions in this scale requested
the respondent to evaluate or rank the item under question.

Questions 21, 24 and 25 requested information on choice in
attending U.K.0. again, attendance at the University of Nebraska at
Lincoln, and attendance at Creighton University respectively. Yes
responses were coded with a number 1 and no were coded with a number 2.

All of the coding was executed in numerical form to facilitate
key punéh operations and the ease of coding data on to I.B.M. code
sheets., The use of numerical symbols, as opposed to alphabetic symbols,
.meant that the computer would pe;form mathematical functions on the
data, but with the caution. that all assumptions about the code and
numbers would be made by the researcher. All coding was done with an
avareness of the effects of fatigue on the researcher. To assure
some degree of reliability of the coding procedure, the researcher
always used the number 1 for positive responses, a number 2 for

negative and always kept a coding procedure sheet at hand. The data



cards were repunched to assure the reliability of the key punch
operation.

Statistics and Analysis

All of the computations made on the data were executed by the

computer program entitled, Statistical Package for the Social Sciences

(1970). The program will bYe referred to here as the SPSS program.
Three differenf procedures were utilized in the analysis of the data.
.The procedures of codebook, crosstabs and Guttman scale were pro-
cessed by the computer. Each of the procedures will be briefly .
described in the following paragraphs, along with the appropriate
~statistics comgufed in each procedure.

The first frocedure utilized was that of codebook. The codebook
procedure computes eleven statistics of which the arithmetic mean,
median and mode were used in this study. The arithmetic mean is
defined as the sum of the scores of a variable dividéd by the total
number of valid cases for that variable (SPSS, 1970: 272). The

formula the SPSS program utilized was:

N
Where X equals the mean, Xivequals the score of each case and N
represents the total number of valid cases (SP33, 1970: 272).
Anothervstatistic utilized in the codebook procedure was the
median. The médian is défined as a number which has the property of
having the same numper of scores with smaller values as there are with
larger values (Blalock, 1972: 59). -The median is'qbtained by first

arranging the cases in order according to the numerical values of the
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scores., If an odd nﬁmber of cases is involved, the median will be

the score of the middle case; when an even number is involved,vthe
median will be determined by computing the mean of the scores of the
two middle cases. The median then, is the value of the middlepoint

of an array that is such that half of the items are above it and half
below it. It is often reférred to as a positional measure, in that it
locates a p;sition of a case relative to other cases in the axray.

The mode is the next statistié computed in the codebook procedure.
The mode represents the most probable value of 'a distribution. It is
defined as the most frequeantly appearing score in a distribution.

The simple percentagé is the next statistic computedf It is
calculated as the proportion of cases to the total number of cases
multiolied by 100. The adjusted percentages were used to allow for
missing cases. Percentages were computed throughout the study. In
addition to percentages, frequencies were also computed. Frequency
was defined as the number of cases occurring.

The next procedure executed was the crosstabs procedure. Thé

.following table is an example of the crosstabulation procedure used
in this study. The Table I below prdvides an example of the basic
table format.

J
EXAMPLE OF CROSSTABULATION G TABLE I

: Variable B Row
Variable A Total
a. Ao e
b'_ b. b'
d'
3.
b.

Column Total ’ (N)
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L]

The first variable mentioned is treated as the A variable. The
A variable is always on the left hand side of the table. It increases
as one reads down the column (when applicable). The B variable is at
times treated as a dependent variable., The B variable is alwaysA
mentioned second and reads from left to right, which increases in value
as one reads to the right (when applicable). The a. in the first cell
represents the freguency of cases in that cell. The frequencies are
computed for every'cell in the table. The b. represents the row per-
cent for that particular cell, which is again computed for each cell
ih the table. ?he c. represents the column percentage for the cell
and the d. represents the to£a1 pexrcent for the cell., The frequencies
for the cells and the cell row percentages were utilized in analysis.
By using the row percentages, the researcher was able to make comvari-
sons between the differen£ values of the A variable to measure effects.
By using row vercentages, differences within categories wére made
‘comparable. In addition to the cell computations the margins were
computed aiong with the total number of cases (N). The following are
some of the statistical tests produced in the crosstabulation procedure.

One of the statistical tests computed in the crosstabs procedure
is Chi square. Chi square}was crosstabulated in every crosstabs
operation. The Chi square statistic operates at least at a nominal
level. Chi square is defined by Blalock as, "...a very general test
that can be used whenever we wish to evaluate whether or net fre-
quencies which have been empirically obtained differ significantly
from those which would be expected under a certain set ofetheoretical

assumptions," (1972: 275). The formula for computing Chi square is
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as follows:

¥% = (fo-fe)z
fe

Where X?}equals Chi square, fo represents the observed cell
frequehcy and fe equals the exvected cell frequency. The Chi square
is obtained by first taking the square‘of the difference between the
observed and expected frequencies iﬁ each cell. We divide this figure
by the expected number of cases in each cell in order to standardize it
'so that the biggest cqntributions do not always come from the largest
cells. The sum of these non-negative quantities is the value of Chi
square (3lalock, 1972: 277).

The degrees of‘freedom present in the table is computed with the
Chi squaye statistic., The degrees of freedom is computed by the
following formula:

af =‘(c -1) (r -1).

Where c equals‘fhe number of columns and r equals the number of
rows., The number one 1is sﬁbtracted from the number of columns. Then
one is subtracted from the number of rows. The remainders of both are
then multiplied, with the end result being the degrees of freedom.

The value of Chi square needed for significance increases as the
degrees of freedom increases. ‘here the value of Chi square was found
to have a probability of‘.O5 or less, it was considered to be signifi-
cant.

The next statistic is an ordinal measure of correlation. The
statistic is Tau e, Tau ¢ was crosstabulated in every crosstabs‘

procedure. The variables must be at least at the ordinal level for
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Tau ¢ to be used. The Tau ¢ value is computed by the following steps,
The first step is to count all of the possible nﬁmber of pairs (%) N
(N - 1), then partition these into the following three groups. The
P'group which equals all pairs in which the order on one variable is
the same as the order on the other-concordant pairs. The Q group
‘which equals all pairs where the order on one variable is the opposite
of the order on the other~discordant pairs. The third group equals
2all of the palrs in which at least one variable shows a tie. The

Tau ¢ formula is:

Tau ¢ = __2n (P - Q)
N (m - 1)

Where m represeﬁts eilther the number of rows oi the number of
columns in the table, whichever is smaller. The Tau c statistic
measures the'strength of the relationship present. The scale used by
the researcher for interpreting the Tau c values was: .50 or above
was considered sfrong; .2 to .5 was moderately strong; and .20 or less
was interpreted as being weak. fhe Tau ¢ values can range from -1.0
to +1,0. |

In interpreting the importance of cell frequencies for tables, a
standard procedure was to first find if any ceils exceeded 25 percent.
If any cells did, then neighboring cells were observed for similar
high percentages. Furtherfpercéntage comparisons were always made on
the,fables. The cell's row percentage was subject tp analysis, to
determine the extent of percentage variation between rows (variable
»catagories). Percentages and frequencies were stated.when deemed '

important, importance being defined as major differences in percentages
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between variables (usually around 5 to 10 percent).

The‘finalfprocedure was the construction of a Guttman scale. One
Guttman scale was computed for the study. The definition of Guttman
scale‘used here is, "A Guttman scale is a means of analyzing the under-
lying operating characteristics of three or more items in order to
determine if their interrelationships meet several special properties
which define a Guttman scale." (Nie, 1970: 197) These properties are
that it must be unidimensional, which means that the items must measure.
movement toward or away from a single underlying object: It must also
be cumulative which means that the items can be ranked in order of
difficulty in such a way that respondents falling in the highest item
category also fall into the décreasing item categories, The same
applies to the additional ;tem categories. (Nie, 1970: 197).

Two tests were used to evaluate the Guttman scale, the coefficient
of reproducibility and coefficient of scalability. The coefficient of
reproducibility is defined as, " ...2 measure of the extent to which
- a respondents' scale score is a predictor of his response pattern.
Mathematically it is 1 minus the result of dividing the total number of
errois by the total number of responses.” (Nie, 1970:201); It varies
from 1 to 0. The ccefficient of scalability is obtained.by, " oeee
dividing the percent improvement by the difference between 1 and the
minimum marginal reproducibility. The denominator represents the
largest value that the percent improvement may obtain, and the result-

ing ratio is called the coefficient of scalability;“lz The coefficient

2 ' :
l'E‘or a definition of the percent of improvement see (Nie, 1970:
201).
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of scalability varies from 1 to O and should be well above .60,

The Nature of Survey Research

The survey attempts to arrive at generalizations by making
quantitative comparisons of data gathered by uniform question-aﬁswer
p:ocedures. The broad category of survey research is divided into two
major data gathering techniques which are the interview and the
questionnaire. Many articles have been written'on the advantages and
disadvantagea of survey research. There seéms to be some consensus
among social scientists as to what are the major advantages and dis-
.advantages.

Advantages of the survey method begin with the idea that the
survey is relatively low in cost, ghen contrasted to other methods
(Simon, 1969: 243) and in some instances existing records and data
may be utilized. Some contand‘that with a survey the researcher can
get closer to the "real" world than using other methods such as the
experiment which they contend is conducted in an artificial environ-
ment. - Another advantage is that often respondent cooperation is
easier to obtain with survey research than with other methods.

A characteristic of survey research is its standardization.'
Standardization offers a hajor advantage in that it gives " ... social
scientists a_quantiiative method for establishing relationships and
for generalizing about known populations," (Dean, Eichhorn and Dean,
1967: 247) but it also has a major disadvantage in that it exposes
each respondent to identical questions and classifies responses into
a few simple types regardless of the distinctive qualities of each

response, Jith standardization, some information is lost and scme is
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gained in responses to questions.

A major disadvantage indicated by many researchers is that with
‘the survey design there is a lack of control of the independent
variables. Thefresearcher can manipulate.variabies during data
analysis to help compensate for this weakness, Another difficulty is
that respondents, at times, respond in a manner which they perceive to
be socially desirable. This effect may be decreased by assuring
anonymity of respondents.

In summary, the advantages of survey research are its low cost,
standardization, use of existing records, high cooperation, the
ability to study several variables and in some instances to bring the
researcher closer to the "real" world. Disadvantages are the lack of
control of independent variables, the loss of some information because
of standardization, the existence of socially desirablé responées, and
other problems of data manipulation.

Thq Questionnaire as a Research Tool

The Questionnaire is one of the most commonly employed research
tools. The questionnaire, as with other tools, has certain advantages
and disadvantages. .Of tﬁe disadvantages, one frequently mentioned is,
"There is always a degree of vagueness attachéd to language." (Phillips,
1956: 118). Respondents may find it difficult to understand a question
or may interpret the question‘differently‘than intended by the research-
er. A further disadvantage is also that respondents may not be moti-
vated to answer the questidns.f Another disadvantage is that questions,
especially fixed alternative, are often inflexible and are not easily

adapted to the respondents' perspectives, The nature and type of data
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_gathered are limited to the actual wording and design of the question-
naire. Questionnaires are;representations of thé'researcher‘sAcon-
ceptual framework and are fhus limited to a certain extent by those
cqnceptuai frameworks. Limitations in conceptualization of question-
naires pose problems to the researcher, especially in undertaking
explbratory research. Another disadvantage i1s that the categories for .
classifying responses are at times too general to cope with the mean-
ings the»fespondent may wish to convey (Dean, Zichhorn and Dean, 1967:
271).

Certain advantages are opresent with the use of the questionnaire,
One édvantage is that the questionnaire is relatively low in cost when
contrasted with other methods. The savings of time in the data gather-
ing procedure may also be evident in that respondents of ten neéd only
a few minutes to respond to questions. A standardized questionnaire'
can control for differencés stemming from researcher variability. The
questionnaire, if properly'designed,'can generate a considerable
amount of data with minimal effort in administration and response.
.Often the questionnaire affords an opporiunity to take a larger sample
of the population than other methods might reasonably permit. Whereas
the questionnaire often lacks in flexibility, the lack of flexibility
means that responses may be more consistent with the objectives of
the study. Consistency of questions controls to some degree the
variation in responses and thus aids the procedure of coding and data
analysis.

In the present-study,-ﬁhe questionnaire, despite its disadvan-

tages, was viewed as the best research tool available. It is
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importaﬂt to deséribe how the researcher attempted_to overcome some of
the disadvantages of QUestionnaires. To begin with,:the disadvantage
of the vagueness of language is difficult to overcome; however, the
questiocnnaire was designed to be simple in nature and was pre-tested
to determine whether respondents would have any difficulty in inter-
preting questions.,

‘ - The problem of motivation and.respénse was slight since the
quégtionnaire‘was administered in class and because of the techniques
employed to elicit a high mail return rate. The inflexibility of the
questionnaire posed a problen fhat was partially overcome by asking
oven-ended questions of students in the preliﬁinary research stages.
Flexibility was especially important with question number 11 since
it was developed to determine what students thought was important
about universities. GClassification of responses into general cétegories
may be a disadvantage ih that some information may be lost. However
the first 11 questions of the guestionnaire were of such a factual
nature, that specific responses could be indicated by the respondents.
The classification of K responses into the scales employed in the
questionnaire leads to some information loss. One of the most impor-
tant points pertaining té disadvantages of questionnaires in this study
~as well as others is thatvthe data gathered is limited to the conceptu-~
alization of the questionnaire wording and design.

The advantages of using the questionnaire as a research tool seem
to outweigh the disadvantages. The questionnzire used was low in cost
and took very little of the respondent's time to complete - 5 minutes.

The advantage of consistency in administration by researchers was not.
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important in that the same researcher administered all of the question~
naires. The questionnairgiwas advantageous in~tﬁat it produced a
considerable amount of data for analysis. 1In all, 36 responses were .
recorded for every completed questionnaire which. provided an abundant
source of data. Time was an important aspect in the design of the
research in thét cooperation was‘based on the time involved and the
study's data collection had to occur during Spring sémester. The
questionnaire proved to be efficient and could be administered in the
limitations posed by time. The use of the questionnaire provided the
opportunity tq sample a large number of students, a larger sample
than would have been reasonable by such methods as the interview.
Finally, the questionnaire provided consistency in responses which
aided ih the process of analysis and coding. The consistency of
questions and reSponses allowed for a certain degree of cross
comparisons among groups under study. In all research there are
advantages and disadvantages to the research techniques and tools
‘employed. +What is important is for the researcher to be aware of the

strengths and weaknesses of the research design utilized.



CHAPTER IV

STUDENT CRITERIA AND ABILITY TO RATE

Cne of the major objectives of this study was to gather some
vpreliminar& data on the criteria that students use to evaluate a
university. The basic question was: What do students_think is impor-
tant in e§aluating a university? The data served two purposes. First,
it constituted some preliminary information about the criteria students
use to evaluate universities., Second, it served the purpose of aiding -
in the construction of the questionnaire. In addition to the major
task of gathering data on student criteria, the study also attempted
to gather some data‘on the ability of student to evaluate. These two
questions will be described in this chapter, with the criteria problem
veing the first to be described.

The problem Qf détermining what criteria students use in
evaluating-a university was one of the first operations undertaken in
the research procedure. The need to determine what criteria students
use was viewed as important, for the student criteria form the basis
for evaluation. Three tactics were utilized to gather information
on student criteria. Two of the tactics were executed in the pre-
liminary stage of the study. The third was executed during the in-~
class administration of the questionnaire.

Glaser and Strauss (1967) point to some of the advantages of

107
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inductive strategies in social research. The reseércher interpreted
their work as suggesting thét often the lack of pre~-conceived structure
is desirable in sccial reséarch. The lack of‘structure is most‘appli-
cable to situations in which the researcher is not deducing from any
‘theoretical framework. Such was the case with this study.‘ There

were no clear cut hypotheses or theories from which to work. The
study was basically inductive in nature. A tactic which was viewed

as inductive in nature was the open-ended question.

The open-ended question, though limited by the'quesfion itself,
does vermit the respondeht to generate any response that comes to
mind. -In the case of this study such open-ended questions were
employed. One form of gathering preliminary data was to ask U.N.O.
students two open-ended questions about U.N.O. A total of 12 students
were asked two questions about U.N,O.

First, "How would you rate U,N.0.?7" .
Second, "What criteria would you use to evaluate U.N.0.?"

Both questions were open~eﬁded and thus respondents were permitted to
respond in any manner they wanted.

The same two questioné were asked of 30 students at U.N.O., but
instead of asking them to verbally respond, they were requested to
write down their responses. The responses to both types of data
gathering procedures numbered 42 in all.

The résults of both procedures were compliled with the folloking
results. The ratings of U;N.O.‘yere usually "Good"for "Average" with
no students rating U.N.O. in a manner which could be interpreted as .

poor. The largest number of responses were in the average (18) and
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good (11) ratings. These.were the exact terms that students used to
rate U.N.O, except for one O.K. which was interpreted as meaning
average. In addition, 3 students rated U.N.0. as excellent and 6 as
fair. Others failed to have a response or didn't have an opinion.

The second question was what criteria do students use to evaluate
a ﬁniversity. The responses were varied. Altogether 36'categories of
responses were generated. A category was determined by using the
exact subject that the student mentioned. For example, accfeditation
was mentioned by 3 stﬁdents, and was a category. Social atmosphere
was mentioned by a student and was £hus a category. Because of the
vast number (36) of categories generated. the reséarcher selected
the three ﬁost frequently mentioned items by students as being
representative of student criteria (See Appendix.B). It is important
to note that some students mentioned more than one item.

The three most often mentioned items were teaching (7), courses
(studies) offered and the number of quality faculty (teachers)., 1In
relationship to the item of teaching two categories mentioned were
viewed as similar but worded differently by students. One was
teachers' attitudes toward students (1) and the other was student-
teacher relationships (l).; In relétionship to the category of the
number of quality faculty, two Qategories were viewed as related;
faculty treatment (1) and diversity of teachers (1). Some students
elaborated on the courses éffered and suggested that what was impor-
tant was the number of courses offered.

Of importance is the students' emphasis on academic related

criteria. Teaching, quality of faculty, and courses offered can be
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directly related to academic concerns. In contrast, such items as
extra-curricular activities, athletics and btherAitems would not be
typified as being academic areas. One could argue that everything
on campus is academic in nature, but the researcher would contend
that differences in the degree of academics are evident. The thought
that some items are di:ectly related to academics and some indirectly
relaied occurred to the researcher. |

As previously mentioned, these three student criteria were
incorporated into the questionnaire design. The responses to the
question of ranking priorities were thqught to verifly whether students
did use the three items as criteria. The importance attached to én
item on the list of 12 on the questionnaire was interpreted as being
representative of its use as a criterion by students. The three
student criteria items were mixed with professional items to determine
whether students would select these student items as high priority
items. If the sﬁudents did, it would be interpreted as supporting
the importance of the criteria and the existence of the criteria as
evaluative measures. It is important to note that one of the student
criteria items 6verlapped with the professicnal criteria and that was
the quality of the faculty. The quality of faculty was mentioned by
both students and professionals. Other student criteria such as the
quality of teaching and number of courses offered are not emphasized
in the professional studies.

Of the 12 items on the list, students selected the quality of
teaching more often as most important (ranked first), quality of

academic departments as second, quality of faculty third and numbex
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of courses offered fourth. All three of the student criteria litems
were ranked high by students on the questionnaire. Students had a
tendency to select student generated criteria as impoftant to a
university. This evidence seems to support the idea that these
criteria are used by students to evaluate universities and are
considered by studen#s to be of importance. The’chapter in this
study on priorities describes the priorities of students in greater
detail. The results from the chapter on priorities would seem to.
support the conclusions about student criteria.

The importance of academics té students seems to be supported
by these results. " Academic related items had a tendency to be
mentioned by students as being criteria and were selected by students
as being of high importance to a university. Because of the mention-
ing of the three criteria items by students during.this preliminary
stage and the high ranking given the three criterié by students on the
questionnaire, it may be safe to conclude that although students use
many different criteria to evaluate a university, many of them use
the quality of the faculty, quality of teaching and number of courses
as criteria and'they attach importance to such criteria. There seems
to be an emphasis placed on academic criteria as opposed fo non-
academic criteria,

A problem that was closely associated with the question of student
ériteria coﬁcerned the students' ability to evaluate, ability to evalu-
ate in reference to profeséional standards. The students"ability
was compared to professional benchmarks. The more in line the students

were with the professionals, the higher their ability to evaluate.



112

The more they wouldvdiffer; the less their ability to evaluate. There
was an assumption that professionals' -ability was more valid than
students', Professional standards were ﬁtilized as a standard for
comparisons. Ability then»was in reference to professional standards.

To determine an.apéroXimation of ability two questions were asked
of the respondents. One question was:

"A ratio of 100 books per student in a university library
would be considered?"

A scale was then provided from excellent to poor for the'students to
record theirvresponses. Thus, students were asked to ‘determine
whether a set ratio of 100 books per student was a good, average, etc.
ratio, The book ratio was selected for two reasons. Fifst. a’pro—
fessional standard was readily available and was quantitative. Second,
libraries are an important part of any university and thus they were
thought to be an item in which students might have some experience and
Judgments about.

The results for the eqtire sample were that out of 454 students
‘who responded to the question: 13 (2.9 percent) of them rated the ratio
as poor; by (9.7 percent)_as‘fair{ 123 (27.1 percent) as average; 202
(44.5 percent) as good; and 72 (15.3 percent) as excellent. A total
of 12.6 percent rated the ratio below average, as contrasted to 60.4
percent who rated it aboveéaverage. As a whole, there was a tendency
for students to rate the stated ratio as above average.

The professional benchmark used in the instance of the book ratio
was Fine's (1972) sctudent-book ratio. A ratio of 1 student per 100

books or less would be considered by Fine to be inferior (1972: viii).
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Thus by a representative professional standard, a ratio of 1 student
per 100 books is inferior or otherwise below average. One student
per 200 books would be labeled by Fine as adequate (1972: viii). It
appears that, if one assumes that inferior means bélow average (fair
ot pobr), then most students rating the stated ratio above average know
little about student-book ratios. A secondary indication of the
ability to rate, related to the student-book ratio question, was the
ratings given U.N.0.'s library by students. The U.N.O. library
ratings are described in detail in the chapter on ranking (Chapter 6).
In general the ratings given the U.N.O. library were favorable in
spite of an approximate student-book ratio of 1 student‘per 25 books.
The ratings of the student-book ratio were viewed és only one indica-
tor of the ability to evaluate.

An importanﬂ key component of any institution of higher education
is the faculty., Often professionals attempt to evaluate faculties of
schools. The quality of the faculty is offen thought to reflect the
quality of the school. There have been various attempis to measure
the quality of the faculty using different criteria. One criteria
used is the student-faculty ratio at an institution. The basic
assumption made by most professionals is that the more faculty members
per student the better. In order to gain some information about
students' ability to evaluate student-facutly ratios,‘a question was
constructed on a set student-faculty ratio. The same method used for
the student-book ratio was‘used for the student-faculty ratio question.,

The gquestion read:

"A ratio of 1 Faculty member per 20 students would be
consider=d."” '
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Then a scale from excellent to poor was provided for responses. Out
of 463 respondents, the responses were: 5 (1.1 pércent) rated the
ratio as poor; 31 (6.7 percent) as fair; 81 (17.5 percent) as average;
218 (47.1 percent) as good; and 128 (27.6 percent) as excellent. A
figure of 7.8 percent of the students rated the ratio as below average,
as contrasted to 74.7 percent who rated it above avexage, Though
several professionals use the student?faculty ratio for evaluation,
only one professional explicitly mentions his ratio. Fine states,
"In general, a student—fa¢ulty ratio of 10 to 1 is very good" (1972:
ix). The scale provided for studentsvdid not have a "“very good"
0p£ion and is based on a ratio of 20 to‘i. Because of these two
reasons straight comparisons can not be made between Fine's ratio and
the resuits on the questionnaire. The researcher would contend that
by increasing the ratio to twice its original value (From 10 to.lz
20 to 1) the rating of the ratio would decrease to no more than
average on the provided scale. There is no actual way of proving
this, but the researcher feels comfortable by making this assumption.
For the purposes of this study then, the ratio of 20 to 1 was treated
as average. |

Making this assumptioﬁ, it was found that 74.7 percent of the
students rated the ratio as above average, which was interpreted as
representing an overrating. Given a set ratio of 20 students per
faculty member, it was believed safe to conclude that many students
overrate. This tendency was viewed as a lack of ability on the part
of the students to evaluate., It is important to acknowledge that

there was a high degree of consensus among the students in evaluating
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the ratio with most students selécting the good and excellent ratings.
In short, most students overratgd the'student-faculty ratio as they did
the student-book ratio.. The possible reason for this tendency is that
most students don't know ﬁhat a good ratio might be in the professional
sense.l ‘They are probably never exposed to such a ratio and probably
don't feel a strong enoughvﬁeed to find it out. The researcher is
suggesting that they might be naive about such matters.

The ability to evaluate was also viewed in terms of the students’
rating of the university, its components, and other universities.
These ratings are described in defail in chapter 6 on student ranking.
The results in general suggest that students have a tendency to over-
rate universities and university components compa?ed to how profession-
als rate or might rate such items. These results were viewed as
reflecting the students' ability to evaluate.

In addition to the sample aé a whole, other computations were
made on the two indicators of ability. Additional computations were
made to determine some of the possible effects of variables on the
ability to evaluate. The crosstabulation procedure was utilized to
compare some of the variables on the questionnaire with the two
indicators. The crosstabulations that were made are described in thé
following paragraphs.

One of the basic contentions of the study was that as years of
school increase, the ability to evaluate and rank increases. The

ability of students to evaluate their educaticn was thought to improve

lResults could also reflect use of weak indicators of ability to
evaluate. The indicators used may not adequately measure ability to
evaluate,
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as they proceeded through the educational experiencé. Thé rationale
behind this contention was:that as year in schoolvincreases; the student
develops an information base from which to make judgments. To deter-
mine whether there might £e.some empirical justificatioﬁ for ihe cén-
tention, the researcher crosstabulated the variable year in schocl

with both.the ratio Qf studentsfto books and students to faculfy. The
results of the crosstabulation are the following.

The first crosstabulation was between year in school and the
étudent-book ratioc. The crosstabulation yielded a Chi square value of
15.03 with 16 degrees of freedom., The Chi square value was not signi-
ficant at the .05 level. The Tau c value was -.071 which was not
interpreted as being important. Percentage analysis yielded little
variation between the year in school categories. Cells exceeded the
25 percent level, but did so within categories and not between them.
Year in school had no observed effect on rating of the student-book
ratio.

It was thought that the best comparisons could be made between the
Freshmen‘and Senior categories in terms of observed percentage differ-
ences. For the Freshmen: 4 (3.2 percent) rated the student-book ratio
poor; 7 (5.6 percent) as féir; 32 (25.6 percent) as average; 62
(49.6 percent) as good; and 20 (16 percent) as excéllent. In contrast,
the breakdowm for Seniors was: 3 (2.4 percent) rated the ratio as poor;
16 (12.7 percent) aé fair; 32 (25.4 percent) as averaze; 57 (45.2 per-
cent) as good; and 18 (14.3 percent) as excellent. The maximum per-
centage difference was for the rating of fair in which 7.1 percent

more of the Seniors rated the ratio as fair more than Freshmen. For
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the two above average ratings, Freshmen on a percentagé basis, selected
good and excellent more often than Seniors, but differences were
slight (6.1 perceﬁt)'for both ratings combined. Based on the evidence,
there is a slight tendency for Seniors to rate the ratio lower than
Freshmen. The results of statistical tests on the data do not reflect
necessary values or differences to justify that Seniors are better
evaluators than Freshmen, at least in termms of evaluating student-
book ratios.

The next crosstabulation was the comparison of year in school
with the rating of the student~-faculty ratio. The crosstabulation
yielded a Chi square value of 18.76 with 16 degrees of freedom and

‘was found to be significant at the .05 level. The Tau ¢ value was
.037 which was interpreted as being unimportant. The observed differ-
ences were occurring within categories and not between them. Percent-
age differences were found to be slight between year in school cate-'
gories, It was considered to be important to compare the Freshman
with Senior categories.

The breakdown for the Freshmen was: O rated the ratio as poor;

10 (8 percent) as fair; 251(20 percent) as average; 67 (53.6 percent)
as good; and 23 (18.4 percent) as excellent. In contrast, the break-
down for Seniors wasé‘3(2.3 percent)’rated the ratio as poor; 10

(7.6 percent) as fair; 27 (20.5 percent) as average; 56 (42.4 percent)
as good; and 36 (27.3 percent) as excellent. The above average ratings
for both groups were virtuéily equivalent. There appears to be, based
on the statistical tests and percentage analysis, little variation

between Freshmen and Seniors in terms of rating the student-faculty
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ratio.

-The contention that as the year in school iﬁcreases, S0 dges the
ability to evaluate seems to be unsupported by the findings. The find-
ings on student ranking seem to bear this out in chapter 6 of this
study. The thought that Seniors would be better able to evaluate than
Freshmen was not observed in the results or subsequent analysis. This
means that in spite of the increased contact with schools that Seniors
have compared to Freshmen, their ability to evaluate does not seem to
increase based on the results of the two indicators used. It may be
~an easy argument to defend that, if a student enters the échool naive,
‘then the student has a high likelihood of leaving naive, Likewise, if.
a student has'the ability to evaluate, he/she will graduate with this
ability. The point being made here is that schools may have very
little impact on the student's ability to evaluate,

A second méjor_question arising out of the problem of ability to
evaluate is the effects of the comparative perspective on the students’
ability. The major contention was that students possessing the compar-
ative perspective will be better able to evaluate than.thOSe students
who do not. In short, as the degree of tﬁe comparative perspective
increases, so does the ability to evﬁluate. To determine what possible
influenées the different degrees of the comparative perspective might
have on the ability to evaluate, the four degrees of the pefspective
were crosstabulated with the student-book ratio and student faculty
ratio, The'first{crosstabulation was with the book ratio. The sum-
mary of the findings is prééented below. The row percentages and

frequencies are stated in table II on the following page.
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TABLE II
SUMMARY OF THE CROSSTABULATION OF COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE WITH.STUDENT-
BOOK RATIO
Negree of Comparative Rating ’
Perspective Poor Falr Average Good  Excellent Totals
Having Attended 9 . 28 69 o 30 210
: WeBE . 13.3%  22.9% 35.2% 1435 1004
Having Applied 12 30 81 169 40 272
‘ L,z 11% 29.8% 40.,1% 14,79 1004
Having Read 13 35 111 167 51 377
3.4 9.3% 29.4% L4, 3% 13.5% 100%
None 0 8 . 12 3 21 75
' 0% . 10.7%  16% L5,3% 28% 100%
=452

It is important to note that the categories are not mutually
exclusive thus there was considerable overlap among the categqries.
For example, those students having attended also applied and read
literature. Those students having applied, also read litérature. The
most meaningful comparisons may be drawn between those students who

had attended with those students who had not done anything. The
reason for this is because these tﬁo categories are mutually exclusive
and both represent the extremes.

For those students who had attended ancther school other than
U.N.O., 49.5 percent rated the ratio above average. In contrast,
those students who had not done any of the procedures. 73.3»percent
rated the ratio above average. On a percentage basis, those students
having the highest degree of the comparative perspective had a ten-~
den;y to rate the ratio lower than those who were lower. The conten-

tion that as the comparative perspective increases, so does the ability
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to evaluate seems to be supported to a slight degree. The results
were not interpreted as being dramatic by the researcher, In terms
of the ability to evaluate student-book'ratios, the categories of -
the comparative perspective showed'little variation from one category
tb the other, but some degree,of percentage variation was nqted for
the extremes. The point that is being made is that a slight degree
of the variation might be attributed to the comparative perspective
vhen thinking in terms of ability to evaluate and more specifically
the ability to evaluate a student-book ratio.

A second comparison was made between the degrees of the compara-
tive perspective and the student~facﬁlty ratio; The student-faculty
ratio was viewed as an indicator of abiliﬁy to evaluate. The
frequencies and row percentages are presented in table III.

TABLE III

SUMMARY OF THE CROSSTABULATION OF COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE WITH STUDENT-
FACULTY RATIO

Degree of .

Comparative Ratl“g

Perspective Poor Fair Average Good Excellent Totals

Having Attended 2 17 38 93 67 217
- W 7.8% 17.5% 42.9%  30.9% 100%

Having Applied Ly - 20 47 24 85 280
145 7.1% 16.8% Ly, 3% 30.4% 100%

Having Read 4 28 66 182 105 385
1% 7.3 17.1% W47.3% 27.3% 100%

None’ 1 3 15 35 22 76
1.3% 3.9% 19.7% Lb6.,1% 28.9% 100%

' N=461

It is important to reiterate that the categories are not mutually

exclusive, Percentage comparisons between the extremes of those who
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had attended and those who had not done anything demonstrated little
percentage variation. The'percentage difference between the two
categories was 1.2 % for the above average ratings combined. These
results indicate little variation among the comparative perspective
categories, when evaluating the student-faculty ratio.

It was expected that a high'degree of percentage variation would
be present because students attending other schools might be more able
to evaluate based on their contact with other schools. The observed
results do not bear out this rationale. Tt may be suggested that,
based on the two ability indicators used and the results observed in
the ranking section of the study, that the comparative perspective
may play a minor if any role in the students’ ability to evaluate. It
was acknowledged that slight differences did occur.

In addition to the major objectives of crosstabulating year in
school and comparative perSpective with the two ability indicators,
crosstabulations with other variables were undertaken. The additional
crosstabulations were computed for other variables in the study to
determine what role they might play in the ability to evaluate. As
with other ability comparisons, the rankings given the university, its
components and other universities are considered to be evidencekthat
is supportive of the findings presented here., The reader is asked to
refer to‘chapter 6 on ranking for a detailed description of the find-
ings. Additional crosstabulations centered around the problem of
ability are stated in the following paragraphs.

The first crosstabulation was between enrollment status and the

student-book ratio.  The Chi square produced was 3.47 with 4 degrees
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of freedom, which was not significant at the .05 level., The Tau ¢
value was -.O04 which was iﬁterpreted as being too-small té be of
importance. Percentage comparisons between the cells yielded little
variation between cells. The percentage variation was within enroll-
ment status categories and not between them. Enrollment status appears
to have little effect on the ability to evaluate in terms of the
student-Book ratio.

The sécond_crosstabulation of enrollment status was with the
student-faculty ratio. The Chi Squére value observed was 9.25 with
4 degrees of freedom, which was not significant at the .05 level. The
Tau ¢ value was 097 which was interpreted as being too small to be
of importance. The percentage differences were minimal, with the
maximum difference being the rating of average in which 8.1 percent
more full time than part time students rated the ratio as average.

As a whole, the table showed little percentage variation between the
two groups.,.

Evidence suggests that_enrollment status may have little or no
effect on the students' ability‘to evaluate the student-book ratio
and the student-faculty ratio. Both full and part time students are
probably subject to the same sources of information, so it might be
unrealistic to assume that there would be differences.

The variable of the respondent’s age was the next var;able to be
crosstabulated with the student-book ratio. The crosstabulation
yielded a Chi square‘value_of 10,81 with 4 degrees of Treedom which
was significant at the .05 level. The Tau c¢ value was =-.1327 for the

table. The observed frequencies were occuring outside of the
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theoretically expected. The Tau c yalue'was low, but did suggest
that there was some degree éf strength in the reiationship. The
percentage breakdown for younger students was: 5 (2 percent) rated

the ratio poor; 16 (6.4 percent) ?ated it fair; 65 (26 percent) as
average; 122 (48.8 percent) as gogd: and 42 (16.8 percent) as
exeellent, In contrast, fhe breakdown for the older students was:

'8 (3.9 percent) rated the ratio as poor; 28 (13.8 percent) as fair;

58 (28.6 percent) as average; 79 (38.9 percent) as good; and 30

(14,8 percent) as excellent. The maxihum’percentage difference between
the two age groups was for the rating of good, in which 9.9 percent
more Qf the youngexr than older stgdents rated the ratio as good. As
a whole, the results suggest that, in temms of evaluating student-
book ratios, age may make a slight difference. There was a slight
tendency for older students to rate the ratiohlower than younger
students. Thus, age may influence the ability to evaluate if one uses
the student-book ratio as an indicator.

The varialble of age was crosstabulated with the second'ability
indicator of the ratio of students to faculty. The resultant Chi
square value was 5.29Vwith_4 degrees which was not significaht_at‘the
.05 level. The Tau c valué was 079 which was interpreted';g\being
too small to be of concerm. Percentage dif%erences were small except
for the catégory of excellent in which 8.7 percent more of the older
students than younger rated the ratio as excellent.. These results
suggest that age plays a minor, if any, role in the evaluation of the
student-faculty ratio.

Signifiéaht results were observed with the crosstabulation of age
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with the student-book ratio but insignificant results were observed
for the crosstabulation of age with student-facuity ratio. One could
argue that agevdoes affect the ability to evaluate and use the student-
book indicator as evidence. On the other hand, one could argue that
age makes little difference in ability and use the results of the age
with ‘student-faculty ratio as evidence. The reseafcher leans to the
second argument simply because percentage differences seem to be
occurring within age groups and not between fhem.

The variable of academic major was crosstabulated with both the

student-book ratio and the student-faculty ratio. The fesults for the
crosstabulation of major with student-book ratio produced a Chi square
value of 62,91 with 44 degrees of freedom, which was found to be
‘significant at the .05 level. Because of the large number of academic
major categories (12) and the size of the sample, the expected cell
frequencies feli below the level of 5 for some cells. The Chi square
value was thus inflated. Through percentage analysis it was observed
that many cells exceeded the 25 percent level, but did so within major
categories and not between them. 1In short, there was little variation.
.in percentage differénces between academic major categories.

A crosstabulation between major and the student-faculty ratio was

computed which yielded a Chi square value of 40,74 with 44 degrees of
freedom. It was found not to be significant at the .05 level. Per-
centage analysis found cells that exceeded 25 percent, but they did so
in unison with neighboring cells., Differences occurred within major
categories aﬁd not among them. Academic major, the evidence suggésts,

plays little role in influencing the students' ability to evaluate.
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thg student-faculty ratio.

-Given the observed results of the two cfossiabulations of academic
ma jor with the two indicators of ébility, it may be safe to conclude.
that academic major has little if any influence on the students'
ability to evaluate. Given the similar exposure to information for
. all academic majors it may be easy to understand why major would be
unimportant.

The variable of respondent's sex was crosstabulated with the
studentfbook ratio. Tﬁe Chi square value produced was 10.35 with 4
degrees of freedom and was found to be significant at the .05 level.
The Tau c value was computed to be -;002, which was interpreted as
too small to be important. The percentage breakdown for males was:

11 (3.8 percent) rated the student-book ratio poor; 3k (11.7 percent)
as fair; 68 (23.4 percent) as average;.128 (44 percent) as goéd; and
50 (17.2 percent) as excellent. In contrast, the breakdown for
females was: 2 (1.2 percent) rated the ratio as poor; 10 (6.2 percent)
as fair; 54 (33.3 percent) as average; 74 (45.7 percent) as good; and
22 (13.6 percent) as excellent, It was observed that there was little
percentage variation betwegn the sexes, except for the category'of
average in which 9.9 perceﬁt more of the females than males rated the
ratlo as average. The largest percentage differences occurred within
the sex categories and not between them. The low Tau c value suggests
that the strength of the realtionship is almost non-existent. It may
be safe to conclude that sex may have little influence on the ability
to evaluate the student-book ratio indicator.

The crosstabulation of sex with the student-faculty ratio
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produced a Chi sqguare value of 1.989 with 4 degrees of freedom,

which was not significant ét the .05 level. The‘Tau c value was

an unimportant -.00l. The maximum percentage difference between the\
sexes was 5.1 percent for the rating of good, in which the females
rafed the ratio good more often than males. The’respondent's sex
appears to have little influence on the ability to evaluate the
student-faculty ratio.

Based on the'two crosstabulations and percentage analysis, it
may be safe to conclude that sex may have little or no influence on
the ability to evaluate., The two indicators of the student-book and
student-faculty ratios suggest that differences were occurring within
sex categories and not betwgen them. With males and females having
access to basically the same sources of information about evaluation
and higher education in general, it is understandable why there should
be little variétion;between the sexes.

The finalvcrosstabulations were made with the variable of grade
point average and the two ability indicators. The first crosstabula-
tiqn was between grade point average and student-book ratio. The
crosstabulation yeilded a Chi square value of 7.706 with 8 degrees of
freedom which was not significant at the .05 level., The Tau ¢ value
was -.,026, which was interpreted as being unimportant. Percentage
differences were slight between the categories of grade point average.
There was a slight tehdency for above 3;0 students to rate the ratio
lower than other grade point categories, but this tendency was very
slight,

The crosstabulation of grade point average with student-faculty
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ratio produced a Chi square value of 12,17 with 8 degrees of freedom,
which was not significant at the .05 level. The computed Tau’c value
was .05 which was Iinterpreted as being'too small to be of importance,
It was observed that little percentage variation existed between the

grade point average catezories. Most of the variation was within the
categories, |

Evidence suggests that grade point average plays little role in
.determining the ability to evaluate, based on the two indicators used.
Differgnceé were occurring by chance and percentages reflected little
variation,

Two major objectives and subsequent findings were described in
this chapter. The first objective of determining the criteria students
use to evaluvate universities was successful to a certain dégree. It
was found that students take into'éonsideration a wide variety of
items when evaluating a university. Some items were selected bj
students more often than others. 3Based on a small number of students
(42), it was found that sthdents mention teaching, courses offered
and the nﬁﬁber of quality faculty most often, if Qﬁe selects the three-
most mentioned items. Findings in chapter V on priorities support
the initial findings on student criteria. The three student criteria
items were rated high in priority by students on the questionnaire.
The_results of the priorities section point to the importance that
students attach to the three criteria items. An underlying theme
that characterized all of the student criteria was their academic
naturef All three of the items can be directly related to academic

concerns. The implication is that stﬁdents tend to use academic
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criteria when evaluating universities,

The second major objective was to obtain some preliminary_infor-
mation on student ability to evaluate. Two indicators were used to
determine this ability. It is important to point out that it would
not be advisable to generalize too far on oﬁly two indicators as to
the total ability of students to evaluate. bThe two indicators pointed
in the direction of the students' inability to evaluate. The extent
to which we can state this ‘is limited to the two indicators used.
Results on the ranking section of the study seem to support these
findings., Students were found as a whole to overrate their school and
its components. Overrating was interpreted as an indication of the
students' inability to evaluate.

A problem derived from the question of student ability was to
determine what influences some of the major variables might héve on
the ability to evaluate the two indicators. Crosstabulations were
performed on 9 variables in oxrder to determine»their possible effects
on the ability of étudents; Specific contentions as to the effect of
~year in school and comparative perspective were not strqngly supported
by the observed results and calculations, Tendencies were observed in
the student ratings of the ratios, but they were slight. Additional
crosstabulations with other variables and the two indicators yielded
unimpressive results, As a whole, the differences observed between cat-
egories was overshadowed by differences within categories. Evidence
suggests that the étudied variables may have little if any effect on
the students' ability to evaluate.

The researcher was struck by the naivety of students-when



129

addressing the question of»ability to evaluate. Evidence suggests that
students lack the ability to evaluate and really don't develop this
ability despite experiences at school., In short, schools may have
1ittle‘impact on the students' ability to evaluate. This would provide
a plausible explanation for the lack of variation observed in the
results, For example, little difference was observed between year in
school categories as Seniors did not differ much from Freshmen,

Another possibility is the indicators are so out of line that the
students may have the knowledge but simply are not able to relate that
information to the specific indicators used. Students may have the
ability, but the questions failed to measure it.

This concludes the chapter on criteria and ability. The study

will now turn to the problem of priorities.



‘CHAPTER V

PRIORTTIES

A major objective of ihe proposed research was to.determine
whether students rank a seﬁ of schbolrcharacteristics, in terms of
priority, in’any_consistent fashion, Do student's ranking of school
characteristies fall into any definite patterm? The underlying central
question was: What is the importance, in terms of priority, attached
to characteristics of schools by students.

Question 11 of the questionnaire requested the student to rank
a list of characteristics in order of importance. Respondents were
to rank each item from 1 to 12 with 1 being the most important item
on the list, 2 being the second most important item, continuing down
the l1list. of the 12 §haracteristics until every item had a numerical
rank and each rank was unique to that item. The list of characteris-
tics used was compiled from préfessional guide 5ooks and rankings in
addition to the three items that were mentioned by students during the
preliminary stages of the #esearch. Analysis of the data followed two
different pxocedures. One procedure was based on the entire sample as
a whole. The other was baéed on the various variables under study.
As a standard procedure items ranked in the top 3 ranks were labéled
as having a high rank, those with ranks in the next three (4-6 were
considered moderately high, those in the next three (7-9) were moder-
ately low, and those in the bottom three ranks (10-12) were classified

130
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as falling into the low category. The results of the research are
presented in the'followihg séctions.
Sample as a Whole

The rankings of the characteristics for all of the students in
‘the sample were analyzed. The result's for the entire sample have been
tabulated and are presented below in table IV. The names of the
characteristics are listed down the first column, with the name Qf
the statistic shown at the top and the value of the statistic located

in the table.

- TABLE IV
SUMMARY COF PRIORITY RANKINGS'FOR ENT IRE SAMPLE
Name of Characteristic Mean Mediap Mode
Quality of Teaching 2.472 1.874 1.0
Quality of Academic Dept. L. 201 3,549 2.0
Quality of Faculty 4,614 3.863 2.0
NumberAOf Courses 4,678 b, 564 2.0
Quality of Library 5.412 5.238 5.0
Quality of Administration 5.857 - 5.690 4,0
Academic Quality of Student Body 7.214 7,224 9.0
Quality of Student Services 7.398 7.723 9.0
Quality of Physical Faciliﬁies 7.636 7.883 8.0
Social Atmosphere 8.732 9.530 10,0
Extra-curricular Activities 9.853 10.531 11.0
‘Quality of Athletic Facilities 9.916 10.795 12.0
| (N=407)

The characteristics of a university are listed in the table in

order of impdrtance with the highest priority being attached to the
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item at the top of the list of characteristics. The quality of
teaching had the highest oyerall ranking with the quality of~a§h1etic
facilities the lowest. Thé overall rank (placement) of a characteris-
tic is Eased on two.measures, the mean, which is the arithmetic average
-assigned to a characteristic, and the.median, which half the cases
fall above and half fall below, Both measurements produce a rough
scale of the order of importance of the set of characteristics, It

was found that both measurements yielded the same order for the items.

The number one priority that students selected as most important
Wwas the quaiity of teaching. A total of 208 (51.1 percent) of the
students selected the quality of teaching as the mos£ important char-
acteristic, whereaé 78 (19.2 percent) considered it as the second
most important item. Results seem to indicate that the quality of
teaching is of prime importance to students.s The number of students
ranking the gquality of teaéhing Jow was small in comparison. Eight_
students ranked tﬁe quality of teaéhing 10 or lower.

The next three characteristics, quality of academic departments,
quality of faculty, and number of courses all seem to deal with aca-
demic concerns directly, more so than the remaining items on the list,
such as student services and extra~curricular activities. The point
to be made is that there is a tendency among students to select
characteristics directly related to academic concerns over those not
related or only indirectly related. The quality of teaching, number
of courses and quality of faculty were items that were mentiongd by
students during the preliminary stages of the research.

Quality of teaching and number of courses were both student
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generated items. The qUality of‘the faculty was mentioned by students
but also is a common criterion used by professionals in evaluating
schools. The quality of faculty is a fairly standard item used for
ranking and evaluating schools. The number of courses and quality

of teaching is seldom if ever mentioned. The findings seem to suggest
that there may be a gap between professional priorities and student
priorities

At the bottom of the list of ranked characteristies is the quality
of athletic facilities. The number of students ranking the quality of
athletic facilities with the lowest rank of 12 was 151 (37.1 percent),
with an additional 73 (18.9 percent)‘ranking it 11 and 55 (13.5 percent)
ranking it 10. Results seem to indicate that the quality of athletic
facilities is a low priority item for most students. Few students
gave the item a high ranking., To a lesser degree, extra-curricular
activities were also low ranked with an overall position of 1l. As.
academic and/or teaching related iﬁems have a tendency to be ranked high
by students, nonacademic items tended to be ranked low by students.,

The overall results of the student ranking of characteristics
raises some questions and generates some ideas on the subject., Concern-
ing the number one ranked item, the quality of teaching, it may be
reasonable to assume that some students attend universities for academic
concerns such as learning end certification. if such is the case, then
‘the quality of teaching and other academiC'items may be of primary
importance to students,

Student relétionships with teachers and the process of teaching

involves a considerable amount of commitment on the part of the
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.student and faculty. For example, lectures, testing and assignments
are directly related to the instructor and his/her ability to teach
effectively. The teacher and the process of teaching are in a central
position to be evaluated by students. The quality of &eaching_plays a
central role in the student's university career, thus the importance
that students attach to it becomes more evident.

The second ranked priority for the sample as a whole was the
quality of academic departments. The high ranking of departmental
quality must be viewed in light of.the studentS' relationship to
their respective academic departments. A possible explanation for
the high‘ranking'of department quality is that students are dependent
upon the departments for certification, course credits, counseling

“and other academically related services. Most academic majors are
required to take a certain number of courses in their major field
from their major department, The departments constitute what might
be termed a meaningful unit of analysis for students. Whatever the
factors may be, students must deal directly and indirectly with the
academic departments on their campus including a special involvement
with their academic major department.

The quality of the faculty and number of courses were ranked
third and fourth respectively. Again as with the first two items the
underlying theme of the importance of academics to students comes to
the surface. The quality bf the library is a fairly standard charac-
teristic used by professionals to evaluate schools. Students as a
whole ranked the 1ibrary‘the fifth item or moderately high. The final

item ranked by students that falls into the moderately high category is
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the quality of the adminisfration. The academic quality of the
student body received a moderately low ranking pf 7

The quality of student bodies is directly related to the selec~ .
tivity of schools. Some professional evaluations consider the academic
QUality of the student body as one of the most important factors in
determining school quality»(Cass and Birmbaum 1973). Students do
not seem to place as much emphasis on student body quality as do their
professional counterparts.: The quality of student services was ranked
eighth by students. The professionals and students seem to agree that
the importance of‘student services is of less importance than other
items.r Many professional rankings fail to mention student services as
a criterion for evaluation.

Another item that was moderately low was the quality of physical
facilities with an overall ranking of nine.1 The facilities of schools
are often suggested by professionals as criteria for evaluation, but
students teﬁd to rate the item moderately low.

The 'social atmosphere was ranked tenth and thus fell in the lowest
category. The social atmosphere is relatively distant from the academic
éoncerns of stu&entsaas a whole. This statement is particularly trué’
in the case of commuter scﬁools in which'many students are on campus
a relétively small amount‘of time as contrasted to residential campuses.

The researcher would contend that the social atmosphere of commuter

lIn light of the large amount of capital construction occurring
at the sampled university, this finding is interesting., A new class-
office building, library, physical plant and physical education facility
are either under construction or in the planning.
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campuses is of less importance to students than for students attending
residential schools because the students at the commuter campus are
probably on campus a shorter period of time and are less socially
involved.

The eleventh item in the low priority category was extra=-
curricular activities. This finding is not surprising in light of the
characteristics of the sample concerning the degree of involvement of
students. A total of 354-(75.3 percent) of the students considered
.themselves not involved in extra-curricular activities and 104
(22.1 percent) indicated they were only somewhat involved. The find-
ings appear to be mutuallyvsupportive, the lack of involvement of stu-
dents and the lack ofAimportance that students attach'to extra-
curricular activities.’

The final overall ranked item is the quality of athletic facilities.'
There might be several factors which contribute to the lack of priority
attached to the guality of_athletic facilities. One possibility_is
that most university students are not active participants in varéity
sports and thué tend to de-emphasize their importance. As with other
low ranked items, it would 'be difficult to relate athletics to academic
concerns in a direct sense; Other plausible factors might be the
.particular characteristics of the commuter student and/or the nature
of sports and its acceptance at the sampled uhiversity. Any number
of factors coﬁld contribute to the students' ranking athletic facilities
the lowest item on the.lisﬁ.

As a whole, students have a tendency to select academically

,rela%ed concerns over non-academic. The importance of the quality of
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teaching seems to be a majdr priorityvof the students in general.
Students also tend to rank?student generated criieria over professional.
There is a tendency to select student criteria out of the mixture of
professional and student items. If a pattern is present, it is that
students tend to agree as to what their priorities are and these
priorities are related to whether the item is related to academic
concerns or not. The conélusions and'inferenées madé are not meant

to be exhaustive or definitive but rather an exploratory attempt at
suggesting some possibilities on the problem.

As part of the research design, a further analysis of the ranking‘
of characteristics was undertaken. The rank of characteristics
(priorities) was related to various variables to discover what rela-
tionships might exist within the various groups of students on campus.
The data were subject to a somewhat different, more elaborate analysis.
The procedure used will now be described in detail.

The variables under study weré cross—tabuiated with the rankings
made by the students. The variables under question were treated as
independent variables which might influence the dependent variables
(ranking of items), The statistics employed in this were the Chi
square test for significaﬁée. Tau ¢, énd percentages difference. The
following steps were used to assess the recorded values for the tables.

The variable was first crosstabulated with each item included on
the list of university characteristics. The variable read down the
far left column and the rank for the item reads from left to right

across the top, with the value of the rank decreasing from left to



138

right.2 A table was generated for every variable under gquestion and
every characteristic of a ﬁniversity on the list-provided on the
questionnaire. The first statistic utilized was Chi square. The
level of significance was set at .05 for these tables. It is impor-
tent to nofe that some tables had expected frequencies of cells that
fell below the minimum 5. This was due to the large number of cells
and the relatively small size of the sample. Blalock (1972: 285-286)
contends that the expected frequencies of cells should at minimum be

5 cases. If they are not then the researcher has two eptions. He/She
can subtract .5 from all of the observed frequencies to reduce the
value of Chi square. In the case of several cells, the researche; has
the option of combining categories in order to decrease the number of
.cells. With this study the first option was impractical in that there
were a large number of cells and the procedure of subtracting is
basically designed for smail tables. The second option was also
considered to be impractical, for collapsing categories would have
reduced them into less meahingful classifications. The loss of infor-
mation may have been too much to tolerate. It was decided that a
third option might be of value. The option was to present the values
of Chi square in summarized form and explicitly note whether the
expected frequencies fell below the acceptable level of 5 for eells.
The results are thus presehted with special nofation of weaknesses.

It is importaﬁt to note that several tables had expected frequencies
for cells exceeding the 1efel of five and thus were not subject to

this weakness, If both vafiables'were ordinal, then the Tau ¢ value

2Seé methods chapter and particularly the data analysis section.
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was observed. Further steps involving percentages in cells.were also
taken.

The first use of percéntages was to examine the extreme columns
of the tables to determine if any patterns might exist. Any peculi-
arities were noted; peculiarities being‘défined as any cell exceeding -
25 percent of the cases fot a row. If any cell exceeded 25 percent,
then further énalysis was undertaken, The same procedure applied to
other cells in the tables. The rationale behind the 25 percent was
that if seems to reflect a value worthy of consideration and secondly
a set standard of 25 percent assured a certain level of consistency
in analysis. Higher or lower percentages could have been utilized
depending upon the levels set by the researcher. The emphasis on
frequencies and appropriate percentages of the cells is important to
this study. |

The rationale of the researcher for using this third alternative
is that it was simply the best option. The use of the tables and
statistics, despite its apparent weaknesses, was an attempt to mini-
mize the amount of data lost. Rather than discarding the data, the
researcher felt it was of more value to present it, with special nota-
tion of the wealknesses inherent. Not all tables were subject to
problems, several met all Qf the necessary assumptions.,

Year in School

The first variable subject to study was that of year in school,
Year in school was crosstabulated with each characteristic on the list.
‘The'expected frequency for'cells in the computed tables, in some

instances, fell below the level of 5 cases. The results are presented
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in table V .
TABLE V

SUMMARY OF PRIORITY RANKINGS FCR THE VARIABLE YEAR IN SCHOOL

Name of Characteristic o Chi square Significance
Quality of Library 36.56631 . 7793
Numbexr of Courses 41,27711 + 5890
Quality of Athletic Facilities 44, 55157 L6149
Social Atmosphere 55459349 .1129
Academic Quaiity of Student Body 63. 57489 .0282
Extra-curricular Activities . 40,85339 6073
Quality of Teaching L4, 51567 <4499
Quality of Administration 30.99522 9305
Quality of Academic Departments 44,87537 4350
Quality of Physical Facilities 33. 54799 .8738
Quality of Student Services 42.94559 .5168
Quality of Faculty | 48,31593 .3028

| (N=407)

The Chi square values were inflated due to the expected frequen-
cies falling be}ow 5. The significant Chi square values are under-
lined on the table. There are 44 degrees of freedom for all of the
tables computed for the crosstabulation of years in school and the
items. Years in school, when related to the qualityqu library and
number of courses, éhowed very little variation. Ranks assigned to
items varied little between the year in schoql of the respoﬁdents.
There was a certéin‘degree;of agreement concerning the quality of

athletic facilities which proves to be interesting. A large portion
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of the sample ranked qualify'of athletic facilities as 12. 1In terms
of year in school, 25 percent of the freshmen'rahked-it 12, 33.3
percent of the sophomores, 42.5 percent of the juniors, 41.5 percent
of the seniors and 51.1 percent of the graduate students, Over twice
as many graduate students,'on a percentage basis,. ranked the quality.
of athletic facilities as 12 than freshmen. Whereas ail students

tend to rank the item as low, theré is a slight tendency that as the
years‘in schpol Increase, the tendency to rank the item low also
increases. When the rank of 11 is included with those ranked 12,

the tendency is present but diminishes slightly. For social atm9s~
phere, two cells fell above 25 percent, but neighboring cells also
increased slightly. - A table yielding a significant Chi square was the
crosstabulation of years in school with academic quality of student
body. No cells for the significant-table exceeded 25 percent. Upon
Inspection it was observed that percentage differences between cells
was minimal and thus the résearcher is suspect. Differences were
occurring within categories but not between them. _Years in school,
when crosstabulated with the remaining characteristics demonstrated
little variation. If cells exceeded 25 percent, then neighboring cells
also reflected changes, as in the case of athletic facilities in which
the ranking increased beyond 25% for all year in school categories.
(See above). Year in scho&l, based on the presénted analysis, does
‘not appear to have any dramatic effects on the ranking of characteris-
tics. In short, year in school does nof greatly influence the students'

priorities.
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Enrollment Status

The next variable under consideration was tﬁe'students' status.
Status was defined as whether the student was enrolled in 12 or more
hours of credit which classified him/her as a full time student and
less than 12 hours aS'a'pért time student. The variable of status
was crosstabulated with every item. The degrees of freedom were
tabulated to be 1l for all of the tables. The expected frequencies for
every table exceeded the minimum of 5, thus tables could justifiably
use the Chi square statistic. The results of the crosstabulation

and respective computation of Chi square are illustrated in table VI,

TABLE VI
SUMMARY OF PRIORITY RANKINGS FOR THE VARIABLE ENROLLMENT STATUS
Name of Characterlstlc Chi square Significance
Quality of Library 12.02088 . 3621
Number of Courses 13.52461 <2604
Quality of Athletic Facilities 12.57158 L4009
Social Atmosphere 7.23085 .7801
Academic Quality of Student Body 10. 53631 4829
Extra-curricular Activities 11.77211 3810
Quality of Teaching ‘ 13.98219 «2340
Quality of Administration 13.07475 .2885
Quality of Academic Departments 18. 68961 . 0669
Quality of Physical Facilities 4.,19376 . 9639
Quality of Student Services 12,74626 3102
Quality of Faculty 7455575 .7525

(N=l407)
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None of the Chi square values were found to be significant .at
the .05 level. Some of the cells exceeded 25 pefcent on' the computed
tables, however neighboring cells also increased to similar values.

Of interest is the crosstabulation of enrollment status and quality of
academic departments., Though the Chi square was not significant, the
results approach the realm of occﬁrring outside of chance alone. There
was as a whole little variation among respondents.

Age

The varia’ble of the ‘respondent'.s age was crosstabulated with
the characteristics of the university. For the tables, there were 11
degrees of freedom.‘ The results are illustrated in the following

table VII. The expected frequency fell below the minimum of 5 for some

cells,
| TABLE VII
SUMMARY OF PRIQRITY RANKINGS FOR THE VARTABLE OF AGE .
Name of Characteristic g Chi square Significance
Quality of Library 11.96581 . 3662
Number of Courses 777670 «7332
Quality of Athletic Facilities 14,71546 .é574
Social Atmosphere 35.58850 0002
Academic Quality of Student Body 22;22849 <0227
Extra-curricular Activities 14,63146 .2000
‘Quality of Teaching 10.80990 4593
Quality of Administration 14,99487 .1827
Quality of Academic Department 19.53845 +0521

Quality of Physical Facilities 7.51119 . 7563
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"TABLE VIT (Continued)

SUMMARY OF PRIORITY RANKINGS FOR THE VARIABLE OF AGE

Name of Characteristic Chi square Significance
Quality of Student Services 18.57307 . 0692
Quality of Faculty 12.05531 . 3595

(Néuoé)

Respondent's age was divided into two categories of older (over
23 years old) and younger (under 23 years).

For quality of library, number of courses and quality of athletic
facilities all of the Chi square values indicated that the differences
between the expected and the observed were occurring by chance. The
crosstabulation of age with social atmosphere yielded a significant
Chi square at the .05 level. The level attained was 35.58 at a level
of‘significance of .0002.  Assuming_that the age of tﬁe respondents
can be interpreted as an ordinal variable, along with the ordinal
variable‘of rank of characteristic, the researcher was able to interpret
Tau c. The Tau ¢ was .25016 for the table which was considered to be
a moderately strong relationship. There was a slight tendency for
older students to rank social atmosphere lower than the younger students.
A total of 43‘percent of the younger ranked social atmoéphere low (10-
12) as contrasted to a slightly higher figure of 59.8 percent of the
older students ranking it iow. | | ’

The crosstabulation . of ége with academic quality of studentlbody
also yielded a significantivalue for Chi square of 22.22. Further

inspection discovered a weak value for Tau ¢ of -.03. The relationship

was thus a weak one, Cellsﬁdid not vary in any consistent fashion and
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no cells exceeded the 25 percent standard level of comparison. The
crosstabulation of age witb extra-curricular activities,.quality of
.teaching and quality of adﬁinistration all had Chi square values that
were not found to be significant. Some cells exceeded the 25 percent
level but did so in harmony with neighboring cells., An almost signi-
ficant Chi square value of 19.538@5 was found, when comparing age

with quality of academic departments.. Though not statistically signi-
ficant, the table was developed further but to no avail, The_Tau c
values were toq low to indicate any relationship.

The additional items of quality of physical facilities, quality
of student services, and quality of faculty were found to have
statistically low values for Chi square.

Though the variable of age, when crosstabulated with‘the charac-
teristics was found to be statistically significant in two instances,
one must be cautious in drawing any conclusions. This is due to the
expected frequencies for some of ﬁhe cells falling below 5.

Academic Major

The variable of academic major presents a major problem for
'analysis. The crosstabulation of the 12 academic major classifications
to the 12 ranks of items involves the construction of 144 cells per
table. With a total N of 397 for each table, it is easy to understand
why the expected frequenciéé of the cells would fall far below the
minimum of 5 cases per cell. Given this fact and the point that
academic major is nominal and not ordinal, the researcher had to rely
solely on the percentages falling into the cells of each table. The

Chi square values computed are presented in table VIII, keeping.in
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mind that they are of minimal value. The violation of the expected

frequency rule is more severe with these tables fhan’any others,

TABLE VIII
SUMMARY OF PRIORITY RANKINGS FOR THE VARIABLE OF ACADEMIC MAJOR
Name of Characteristic ~ Chi square Significance

Quality of Library 138.56252 .1307
Number of Courses 107.06633 .1865
Quality of Athletic Facilifies 118.?8304 2107
Social Atmosphere 145.814@8 « 0602
Academic Quality of Student Body 98.95113 .0726
Extra-curricular Activities 139.47488 .1195
Quality of Teaching 140,90347 .1033
Quaiity of Administration 95,.61000 2 0449
Quality of Academic Departments 136.61897 .1573
Quality of Physical Facilities 121.08063 L4851
Quality of Student éervices 119.82980 ° 4828
Quality of Faculty 145,05962 . 0657

(N-397)

As mentiloned, analysis of majof to characteristic tables involved
in-depth percentage analysis. The column extremes were noted and cells_
exceeding 25 percent were also examined., For the comparison of major
to the quality of library the results vary little from major to major.
There was a slight tendency for business administration students and
home economics students to rank the number of courses offered higher
than other ﬁajorsr An average of 1l.5 percent of academic majors

outside of business administration and home economics ranked the
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number of courSes 1l or 2 as contrasted to 22.6 percent for business
administration and 28.1 percent for home economiés.. A statistically
significant Chi square was:computed for major and quality of administra-
tion, however further analysis suggests that the Chi squére value was
due more to the low expected levels for'the table than factors other
than chance. Tables for other charécteristics crosstabuldted.with
major yielded cells that exceeded the'25 percent limit, howaver
neighboring cells also increased rélative to these cells., If varia-
tion existed among cells, it'was consistent throughout academic majors.

Extra-curricular Involvement

Cxrosstabulation Between the variable labeled involvement and the
complete list of characteristics was computed. The variable was viewed
as being ordinal iﬁ that differences in degree of involvement were
registered by the respondents to the question. Three variations of
the degree of involvement were possible: very involved, somewhat
involved and not involved. Initially the researcher expected a bal-
anced distribution of students falling into the three categories of
involvement. As the results turned out, only 12 (3 percent) of the
students considered themselves very involved in activities. This
percentage of very involved is contrasted to 303 (74.6 percent) of
the students indicating they were not involved. If one couples the
lack of very involved_studénts with 36 cells and 406 respondents, it
becomes evident that the expected frequencies would fall below 5.per
cell. The resulting‘computations are presented in table IX, keeping

in mind the apparent weaknesses of the tables.
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TABLE IX

SUMMARY OF PRIORITY RANKINGS FOR THE VARiABLE CF
EXTRA-CURRICULAR INVOLVEMENT

Name of Characteristic Chi square | Significance
Quality of Library 41.,43237 20073
Number of Courses 49,37625 | 20007
Quality of Athletic Faciliﬁies 56435321 40002
Social Atmosphere 19.92090 . 5880
Academic Quality of Student Body 17.06502 .7598
Extra-curricular Activities 25.37604 « 279
Quality of Teaching 26426747 « 2404
Quality of Administration 28.12216 1717
Quality of Academic Departments 24, 84979 . 3043
Quality of Physical Facilities 28.80428 .1505
Quality of Student Services 35.41032 l_}il
Quality of Faculty - 18.45369 .6788

(N=406)

The tables had 22 degrees of freedom. Analysis was made as with
other tables, by comparing.individual cells., Prior to the administra-
tion of the questionnaire, j‘the researcher felt that differences occur-
ring for rankings might be:attributed to the degree of involvement of
students. For example, the more involved a student was, the more
importance he/she might attach to non-academic concerns such as extra-
curricular activities, social atmosphere and athletics. It was
believed that there might exist an underlying theme of involvement.

Upon inspection of the crosstabulation of involvement with
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quality of athletic facilities no dramatic results were discovered
despite the Chi square value being significant. .The Tau ¢ value»waé
=.03751 so it was deemed as.unimportant} Differences occurring out-
side of chance were not present for the variables of soéial'atmosphere
and extra-curricular activities. Percentage differences among cells
were minimal. A significaﬁt value for Chi square was found in the
crosstabulation of student services.with involvement; however the
maximum variance of a percentage fdr all cells was 10.5 percent.

The percentage of 10.5 was not deemed important in light of the over-
all distribution of the others cells. The Tau ¢ was too small to be
considered worthy -of attention (Tau ¢ -.00075). For the quality of
library, percentages of cells had a maximum difference of 5 percent
for one cell with other cells having less percentage differences.

The Chi square, though significant at the ,05 level, had a small Tau
¢ value of .03510, }The number of courses item &ielded a Chi square
value of 49,37 which was significant at the .05 level (.0007). The
Tau c value increased slightly to . 067 but was still relatively small.
Only one cell showed a slight difference of percentage and that cell
was the rank of 10. Only .3 percent of the not involved students
ranked it 10 as contrasted:to 11 percent of the somewhat involved.
Other diffgrences were minimal for the table. For the remaining
tables, all of the Chi square values were insignificant at the .05
level and all had small Tau c values. Some cells exceeded 25 percent
level for the very involved in several instances but such dramatic
percentages wereAbased on only 12 students. Generalizations based on

only 12 students were not considered to be desirable and thus analysis
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of the very involved. students was not undertaken.
sox .

The crosstabulation of respondents' sex with the list of charac-
teristics was Llhe next procedure of analysis. The expected frequency
of every cell was computed:and was found to exceed the level of 5
cases per cell, Genéralizations'based on Chi square were not subject
to any limitations due to cell frequéncies being too small. The
degrees of freedpm for all tables was computed to be 11. The cross~
tébulation'findings are summarized'in.table X. The observed frequencies
for the tables did not vary shgnificantly from the expected exCept in
one instance and that was for the crosstabulation of sex with quélity
of athletic facilities. The Chi square value tﬁat was computed was
23.19 at a level of ,0261.

TABLE X

SUMMARY OF PRIORITY RANKINGS FOR THE VARTAELE OF SEX.

Name of Characteristic : Chi square  Significance
Quality of Library L.,95174 <9335
Number of Courses 6.45599 8413
Quality of Athletic Facilities 23,19691 ngéi
Social Atmosvhere 9.23329 . 6004
Academic Quality of Studenﬁ Body 11.41180 J094
Extra~curricular Activities 10.46836 .L4888
‘Quality of Teaching 17.10667 .1048
Quality of Administration 7.62317 L7466
Quality of Academic Departments 9.51659 ;5743
Quality of Physical Facilities 11.62143 415

(Continued)
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TABLE X (Continued)

SUMMARY OF PRIORITY RANKINGS FOR THE VARIABLE OF SEX

Name of Characteristic Chi square Significance
Quality of Student Services 7.91645 .7208
Quality of Faculty 6.62271 .8288

(N=L06)

There was little percentage variation for qﬁality of athletic
facilities except for the rank of 12 in wﬁich 9.9 percent more of the
females ranked it 12 than males. The variation between the sexes on
this characteristic might be due to the lack of equitable use and
facilities availéble to female students and thus the lack of importance
attached to athletics by females., Sex is not considéred'to meet the
assumptions of ordinality and thus Tau ¢ was of no:Qalue. Cells in
tables exceeded the 25 percent level in a few instances but cells
increased or decreased in unison, regardless of sex. There seems to
be little variation between sexes on the ranking of characteristics
of a university with the exception of athletic facilities which when

crosstabulated proved to bé significant.

Grade Point Averace

The final variable stﬁdies in relationship to priorities was that
of the respondents' approximate grade point average. The grade point
average of the students was determined by requesting the students to
indicate their approximate average. Student grade point averages
were divided into three categories for analysis: those above 3.0, from
j.b‘to 2.0, and those below 2.0. The problem arose in analysis of too

few students below the 2;O:grade point average. The researcher
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anticipated more students below the 2,0 average would be obtained in
the sample. Such was not the case; a total of only 5 students fell
into that category. The lack of students below 2.0 meant that the
expected frequencies for all of the tables would fall short of the

5 per cell level. In light of this, values for Chi square were
exaggerated. The degrees of freedom for the tables were 22. The

results of the findings are shown in table XI.

TABLE XI
_SUMMARY OF PRIORITY RANKING FOR THE VARTABLE OF GRADE POINT.AVERAGE
Name of Characteristic Chi square Significance
Quality of Library 17.23260 7504
Number of Courses 21.43546 J4940
Quality of Athletic Facilitie§ 42,0189% 20128
Social Atmosphere 35.11491 20377
Academic Quality of Student Body 18.30222 .6879
Extra-curricular Acﬁivitieé 55.25591 «0001
Quality of Teaching 21.59804 . L4841
Quality of Administration 22.73560 4168
Quality of Academic Departments 31.10556 .0940
Quality of Physical Facilities 42,41669 . 0056
Quality of Student Services 18.52292 .6746
Quality of Faculty 26.44756 2330
(N=396)

Four of the crosstabulations yielded Chi squares that were
considered to be significant. Table by table analysis of percentages

revealed that as a whole grade point averages had little effect on
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‘respondents' ranking of items. The following results were observed.
 0911sfdid not vary percentgge wise to a great exfent. For the cross-
tabulation of grade point average with quality of athletic facilities,
a maximum difference of 10.1 percent was found between the above 3.0
and 3.0 to 2.0. This observed difference was observed for theArank

of 12. No other percentagé différences.exceeded this figure. A total
of 41.7 percent of the above 3.0 siudents ranked the item 12, contrasted
to a figure of 31.8 percent of the 3.0 to 2.0 students, Thié might be
an indication of a slight tendengy for higher grade point average
students to put less emphasis on athletic facilities. Other signifi-
cant tables demonstrated little variation between the differing grade
point average students. Analysis of the below 2.0 students was con-~
sidered to be impractical due to the lack of respondents having the
lower grade point averages. If cells exceeded 25 percent, they did
thUnison_with neighboring‘cells.

Summary of Findings on Priorities

The priority rankings:Cf university characteristics has been the
major area of inQuiry in this section. The priority rankings were
first analyzed for the entire sample.‘ The results for the entire
sample seem to point to an4under1ying.theme of.academics. Students
have a tendency to attach the highest priority (importance) to academic
concerns and lowest to non-academic concerns. The three student gener-
ated items of quality of teaching, number of courses, and quality of
‘ féculty were all ;anked relatively high in relationship to most of
the other items on the list. The importance attached to student

generated items seems to support the key role that they evidently play.
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Utilizing a somewhat different procedure, the variables included
in the study were systematically crosstabulated ﬁith each of the 12
items on fhe list and the fanks given to each item. Differences
belween variables were expected to exist and would thus be observed
in the crosstabulations. Slight variations did occur but not to the
extent that might have beenzexpeCted. Interpretation and generaliza-
tions were somewhat limited due to unexpected factors such as lack
of very involved‘and below 2.0 students in the sample. It was
rationaiized that the best procedure was to present a summary of the
tables and explicitly note any difficulties that occurred.

What ié impressive about the findings obtained through variable
by variable analysis is that the differences due to independent
variables‘were minimal., What is important to acknowledge is that
students seem to be consistent in rankKing items in’spite of variations
in independent variables. This suggests that the variables under
questionihave little influence in the ranking of the items. The
overriding academic/non-academic theme seems to be important to
§tudents regardless of major, sex, or any of the other variables under
question, It is important to note that differences were observed for
some variables but were slight. Implications for these findings will

be discussed in the conclusion.



CHAPTER VI

STUDENT RATING

A major objective of this study was to gather information on
student evaluation and rating of séhools and'components of schools.
The particular emphasis was on thé.Sampled university and its com-
ponents. The objectives falling under the realm of student rating
can be classified into four sub-areas, the first being the question
of wﬁat sort of rating do students give to their membership school
and other neighboring schools. The contention made was that students
will overrate their own university and underrate other area schools,
The key idea under gquestion is what are the effects of school member-
ship on student rating of schools? The researcher has put forth the
contention that students will have a tendency to think highly of the
school  they axe attending,:higher than what professionals might believef

The second sub-area of inquiry involves the students' rating of
components of their school. It was a'contention of the fesearcher that
students think reasonably high of their libraries, fellow students,
faculfy, and various other components that go into a university.

The third sub-area of.inquiry centers around the problem iabeled
‘by the researcher as the comparaiive perspective. The overall question
vas: Does a broad experience with objective and subjective informa-
tion about colleges and universities affect the studént's pérception

of a university in temrms of rating? The university under question in

155
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this problem was that of the sampled school. This broad perspective
mentibned_is based on the assumption that‘thé‘coﬁparative perspective
increases as contact increases with other colleges and universities. .
Also under question was whether this comparative perspective differs
*in degree.. It was a contention of the researcher that as the compara-
tive perspeciive increases, the student becomes mprercritical of the
sampled university because the student has had more past experiences
with other schools which could be used as a yardstick (measure of
comparison).

The final sub-area of inquiry was to de£ermine whether ahy of
the independent variables included iﬁ the study might influence the
rating given the sampled university as a whole and'the reputation Qf
the school. Differences between the variables under quesfion were
expected. The techniques and findings ﬁill be presented in the
following sections of.this chapter..

Studeﬁt Rating of U.N.O. and Other Universities

The rating of student's membership échool. in this case U.N.O.,
was a question under study. The overail evaluation or rating of a
student's school may provide an excellent indication of overall satis-
faction with the school and its functioning, The first question under
inquiry was to determine what rating students gave to their own univer-
sity. Data for this question was gathered by requesting the respondents
to rate U.N.O. as a whole, The.ratings were divided into five cate-
gories: excellent, good, avérage, fair and poor. Responses falling
into the categories were inferpreted as representing rough ratings of

U.N.C. as a whole. The question was designed to provide a general
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overall impression of U.N.O.

Out of 464 students responding to the question: 13 students (2.8
percent) gave U.N.O. a rating of péor, 70 (15.1 percent) a rating of\
fair, 190 (40.9 percent) a rating of average, 176 (37.9 percent) a
rating of good, and 15 (3.2 percent) a rating of excellent. A total
of 83 (17.9 percent) of the students gave U.N.O. a beléw average
rating, as contrasted to 191 (ul.Z‘percent) giving it an above average
rating. More students rated U.N.O. above éverage than below., Based
on the résults, the frequencies seem to be distributed in a good to
excellent direction. As a.whOIe 82.1 percent of the respondents
viewed U.N.O. as average or above. These findings will be important
in pontrasting student ratings with professionals. The number of
students fating U.N.O. poor approximated the number rating U.N.O.
excellent. The overall bulk of the distribution falls into either
average or good éatggories, These student ratings fall somewhat
higher than professionals might réte U.N.O., The Gourman rating for
U.N.O. (then the Municipal University of Omaha) was 374 (Gourman, 1967:
672), slightly below the average of 400, It is important to note that
this rating is 7 years old and thus might be‘outdated.1 An update by

Trow (1972: 115) using The Gourman Report and College-Rater placed

U.N.O. in the lowest class: of the college level schools. Trow used
seven classes_for schools, 3 ratings for universities, 3 ratings for
colleges, and 1 for all junior colleges. The variance between the

student and professional ratings does not assume that one is more

1‘I‘he researcher‘realiZed that comparisons across time are not
comparable, but the studies cited were the only professional data
available.
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correct than the other but does point to the tendency of most studénts
to overrate their school ip contrast to professidnal ratings. .It may
be safe to conclude, based on empirical evidence, that students tend
to rate U.N.O. higher than do professionals.

U.N.O. students have a tendency to evaluate in terms of average
and good categories khen rating their own school. There might be
several factors which coﬁld contribute to this perception of the
membership school. It is beyond the scope of this work to elaborate
"and draw inferences on this tendency, however some possibilities
should be mentioned. A student's attendance at a school for four or
more years involves an important commitment on his/her part. To
obtain a four year degree,'the student must invest a cqnéiderable
amount of time, money, effort and actions into the universi‘ty and
university experience. The researcher would suggest that given _such a
large investment on the part of students, they will view the education
they are receiving as worthy of théir efforts. It would seem that
students may find it difficult to admit to themselves or others that
they were receiving a poor education for their efforts. Upon gradua-
tion it may be difficult for students to ever admit that the degree
they had received would be of little worth. The contention being put
forth here is that students, in spite of school characteristics (gdod
or bad), tend to rationalize that they are.recéiving a good education.2
‘This contention of the researcher may in the future be worthy of furf

ther inquiry. Given the large investments that students make, it is

. 2It may be true in an absolute sensenihat they are receiving a
good education. The quality level may be good at all institutions.
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believed that students may‘percéive thelr education as a valuable
asset. Possible cognitive consonance faétors might play a role in
these contentions. It is important to note that these ideaSrconcernf
-ing the rating of membership schools are to be interpreted as informed
speculation as to the nature of student rating and only serve the
purpose of sparking further investigation into the nature of student
ranking. We can conclude that students in the sample do tend (as a
whole) to overrate their university in contrast to what professionals
might rate it. The theme of overratihg by students is .recurrent in
the findings.

Closely associaied wiﬁh the overall rating of U.N.O. as a whole is
the question of how students rate U.N.O.'s reputation as an academic
institution. For this problem, the same five item scale was utilized
as with other questions. A total of 466 students responded to the
question asking how they rated U.N.O.'s academic reputation. Thg
results were: 32 (6.9 percent) indicated that U.N.O.'s reputatioh was
poor, 91 (19.5 percent) indicated fair, 191 (41 percent) aé average,
139 (29.8 percent) as good, and 13 (2.8 percent) as excellent. The
similarity between this distribution and the one for U.N.0O. as a whole
is evident--small extremes with the bﬁlk of thg respondents indicating
an average or good rating for the item. There was a slight increase in
the number of students indicating a below average rating for academic
.reputation, compared to those rating U.N.O. as a whole. The below
average ratings of academic reputatibn had a net increase of 8,5
percent‘over those for U.N.O. as a whole. The slight tendency to rate

the academic reputation of the membership school average or better is
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..observed., The number of students who rated U.N.O.'s academic
reputation average or bettér was 73.6 percent,

The variable of membefship was defined as beionging to or
attending the university under question as a student either in the
past or present. The Qariable of membership in U.N.O. was assumed,
for only U.M.O. students were permitted to complete the questionnaire.
Past membership at other schools of higher education was determined
by questions included on the quesﬁibnnaire and’particularly for those
having attehded Creighton University and the University of Nebraska
at Lincoln. 'These two schools were selected on the basis of their
visibility to U.N.O. students. Creighton University is located in
'the same municipal region as U.N.O. and constitutes a highly visible
major area university. The University of Nebraska ét Lincoln is also
a large échool which is highly visible to U.N.O. students in that it
is a relatively sho:t distance from U.N.0., has a large student
enrollment, and is a part of the same state educational system. It
was believed that both schools were dominant enough for most U.N.O.
students to be able to give a general reaction to them,

The first of the universities that students were reguested to rate
on the excellent to poor séale was thé”University of Nebraska at Lin-
coln, Out of 416 respondents a total of: 5 (1.2 percent) of the stu-
dents rated U.N.L. as poor, 30 (7.2 percent) és fair, 145 (34.9
percent ) aé average, 209 (50.2 percent) as good and 27 (6.5 percent)
as excellent., The contention of the researcher prior to data collec-
tion and analyéis was that students would tend to rate area schools

lower than the school they were presently attending. For example;
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U.N.O. students would rate U.N.O. high but U.N.L. lower in comparison.
Evidence suggests that suchiwas not the case. As a whole, students
rated U.N.L. higher than U.N.0O. A total of 91.6 percent of the
students.rated U.N,L. average or above as contrasted to 82.1 percent
for U.N.O. The largest inc;ease was for the good rating category in
which 209 (50.2 percent) Of;the students rated U.N.L. as a good
school, which may be contrasted to a percentage of 37.9 for U.N.O.
Although both ratings were high, U.N.L.'s was slightly higher. Pro-
fessional ratings of U.N.L. also rate the school higher than U.N.O.
The Gourman rating for U.N.L. was 463 (Gourman. 1967: 681) or slightly
above the average score of 400, When addressing U.N.L., contentions
about the importance of membership seem to be unsupported.

The variable of membership was also compared to Creighton
Universiiy,.another major'area school. For this question, respondents
were requested to rate Creighton University as a whole. The number of
students responding to the question was 423. The findings were: 8
(1.9 percent)‘of the students rated Creighton as poor, 16 (3.8 percent)
as fair, 79 (18.7 percent) as average, 231 (54.6 percent) good and 89
(21 percent) as excellent. The preliminary contentions of the role of
meﬁbership are again unsupported based on the findings. A figure of

- 94,3 percent of the sample raﬁed-creighton as average or above, with
the majority of the respondents giving Creightbn at least a good’
rating. Increases were observed for Creighton University, using U.N.O.
as a standard of comparison, in the good (16.7 percent) and excellent
(17.8 percenf) categories while poor, fair and average categories

decreased percentage wise.
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Professional ratings also tend to rate Creighton higher than

U.N.0. The Gourman Report (1967: 243) ranks Creighton as a 412 and
Trow's update (1972: 100) rates it in the lowest class of universities,
which could be interpreted as a higher rating than those for colleges.
Again the tendency-for students to overrate seems to be occurring in-
that in order for Creightoﬁ to be classified as good by Gourman, a
score of 600 should have taken place.,

In summary,_students_rated Creighton higher than U.N.O., and
the contention that area schools would be underrated and that the
key variable might be membership was unsupported. Whereas it is
possible that membership may influence the ranking of one's own
school, it appears, based on these preliminary findings, that member-
ship may have 1little if any effect on the negative_raﬁing of other
area schools in the case of U.N.O. students. The tendency to over-
rate visible area and membérship schools was observed for the schools
under question. If one uses professional ratings as a benchmark, there
is a tendency for students to overrate. Whether this student ovef-
rating is justifiable is not the question, but rather the discrepancy
between the two systems of rating. Another finding acknowledged is
that the differences between the schoéls' ratings gives- an indication
that studeﬁts do differentiate in terms of school quality. Though the
differentiation may be interpreted as dramatic or slight, the point is
reasonably clear that students do differentiate between colleges and
universities. One can safely, at minimum, generalize to visible area
schools.,

In addition to the previously stated computations, the researcher
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also crosstabulated the‘vafiableé of having attended Creighton and
U.N.L. with the rating of U.N.O. as a whole and its academic reputation,
Attendance at either school was determined by two questions requesting
Lhhe respondent to indicatevwhether‘they had ever attended Creighton
and/or U.N.L. Responses were divided into those who had aitended
either school and those whd had not. A total of 40 stﬁdeﬁts had
attended U.N.L. and 20 had attended Creightoh University.

Of those having attended U.N.L., none of thém rated U.N.O. as
poor, 9 (22.5 percent) rate it fair, 19 (47.5 percent) rated it average,
11 (27.5 percent) rated it as good and 1 (245 percent) rated it
~excellent. These percentages may be contrasted to those non-attending
ratings of: 3.1 percent rating U.N.O. as poor, 4.4 percent as fair,
40,4 percent as average, 38.8 percent as good, and'j.} percent as
ex¢e11ent. There was a slight tendency for students having not
attended U.N.L. to rate U.N.O. as a whole higher: 42.1 percent of the
non U.N.L. students rated U.N.O. above average as contrasted to 30 of
those having attended U.N.L., a percentage difference of 12,1 percent.

The crosstabulation of attendance at U.N.L. and the rating of
U.N.O,'s academic reputatiocn was also tabulated. The results of the
findings were: 5 (12.5 peréent) of the students having attended U.N.L.
rated U.N.O.'s reputation as poor, 11 (27.5 percent) as fair, 14 (35
percent) as average, 9 (22;5 percent) as good and 1 (2.5 percent) as
excellent. In comparison, 25.4 percent of those not attending U;N.L.
rated U.N.O.'s academic reﬁutation as below average which can be
contrasted with a ?igure of 40 percent of those having attended U.N.L.

giving U.N.O.'s reputation a below average rating.” There was a slight
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tendency for those having attended U.N.L. to rate U.N.O's reputation
lower.
The identical crosstabulation were performed on the variable of

attendance at Creighton University;3

For those respondents having
_aﬁtended‘Creighton: 2 (10 percent) rated U.N.O. as a whole poor, 4
(20 percent) as fair, 7 (35 percent) as average, 7 (35 percent) as
good and none of the students rated it as excellent. The largeét
percentage discrepancy between those having attended Creighton and
those who had not was in the below average categories. ‘For-thosé‘
having attended Creighton 30 percent rated U.N.O. as below average
which is contraSted.with a percentage of 17.4 for those students who
had not attended Creighton. The difference was noted to be 12.6 per-
cent between the two groups.

For U.N.0O.'s academic reputation, those previous Creighton
students had a tendency to rate it lower than they had rated U.N.O. .
as a whole. The percentage breakdown for previous Creighton students
was: 3 (15 percent) rated it as poor, 8 (40 percent) as fair, 4
(20 percent) as average, 5¢(25 percent)-as good and none of the stu-
dents rated it as excellent. A total of 55 percent of the previous
Creighton’students rated U.ﬁ.O.'s repﬁtation as below average as
contrasted to 25.4 percent pf the students never having attended
Creighton. Thus, there is a slight tendency fdr previous Creighton
students to rate U.N.O.'s academic reputation lower than those students

who had never attended Creighton.

3

The figure of 20 respondents may be too small from which to
generalize., The reader should interpret the findings with caution.
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In summary, findings seem to indicate that U.N.O. students as a
whole, in contrast to proféssionals, have a tendéncy to overrate all of
the schools under quesﬁion. Student's current membership in a school
seems to have little effec# on the perception (rating) of other area
schools. In general, a larsger percentage of past Creighton and U.N.L.
students rated U.N.O. as a.whole and its academic repﬁtation lower
than those students that had never.attended either school. The results
also indicate that students do differentiate between schools and have
the ability to rate schools, at least in general terms.

Student Rating QQ‘U.N.O.'S.ComDOnents

' The next sub-area of inquiry was the rating of components by
students. Components were selected for study on the basis of their.t'
importance to the students' academic experience and in relationship
to the university and its functioning. Respondents were requested to
rate U.N,O.'s components from excellent to poor. The components under
question were the library, academic major department, departments
other than the major deparfment, faculty, and fellow siudents.

The first component analyzed was the students' rating of the
U.N.0. library as a whole. Students could utilize any criteria that
they desired to rate the library. What was of interest to the research-

er was the overall rating of the library by students. A total of 469

4These findings seem to support the contention of some experts
that private schools are perceived by students to be better in quality.
For example, Creighton was rated the highest of the three schools by
students, but professionals don't recognize the differences that
students indicate. They view the three schools as fairly equal. For
further elaboration of the perception of private schools see Jencks and
Riesman (1968).
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students recorded their responses. The findings were: 28 (6.0 percent)
of them rated U.N.O.'s library as poor, 78 (16.6.percent) as fair,

154 (32.8 percent) as average, 181 (38.6 percent) as good and 28

(6 percent) as excellent.  The ratings of average and good represent
the bulk of the distributiqn. As a whole, students believe U.N.O.'s
library was average or better.5

Professional criteria for rating libraries can give the reader

a general indication of how professionals would rate U.N.O,'s library.

Benjamin Fine's Barron's Profile of American Colleges provides a scale

for rating libraries, which is: one-undergraduate per 1000 books would
be extraordinary, one to 500 outstanding, one to 300 superior, one to
200 adequate and one to 100 or less inferior (Fine, 1972= viii). . By
dividing the approximate U.N.O. student enrollment of 13,000 students
into the number of volumes in the library, (320,000) the student-book
ratio may be determined for comparison. The ratio of students to
books is approximately one student to 25 books. This figufe falls

far below the figures suggested by Fine. The library would be classi-
‘fied as inferior by Fine. For periodicals, Fine suggests (1972: viii),
15,000 periodicals would be outstanding and 6,000 is more than adequate.
The library at U.N.O. subscribes to 3,200 periodicals in comparison.

The Gourman rating of the U.N.O. library made in 19676 rated it with a

5‘I‘wo further comments on the rating of the library are necessary.
One is that students rated the library as high despite the schools’
"student newspaper pointing out the inadequacies of the library, See
Gateway, Feb, 22, 1974 No. 40. The second point is that a new library
is currently under construction which will only increase the volume
space by one-third and double the seating. The one-third may still be
inadequate for student needs. ‘

‘6Data is 7 years old.
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D (Gourman, 1967: 672) which represents a below average rating. 1In
contrast to proféssionals, students tend to rate U.N.O.'s library
higher. Few professionals‘would agree with students that U.N.O.'s
library is a good one. Evidence SUggests that many students overrate
their library.

Students were requested to rate their major department as a
whole. The researcherlviews the student's academic department as a
key factor in the student's higher education experience and one worthy
of investigation. As with the other components rated, the respondents
were requested to réte their major department on the excellent to poor
scale. The findings were based on a total of 456 students. The results
were: 15 (3.3 percent) of the students rated their major department as
poor, 33 (7.2 percent) rated it fair, 134 (29.4 percent) rated it
average, 210 (46.1 percent) rated it good and &4 (14 percent) rated .
it excellent., Only 10.5 percent of the sample rated their dep@rtments
as below average, as contrasted to 60.1 percent that indicated a rat-
ing of above average. There appears to be a considerable difference
between the below and above average ratings. The difference in distri-
bution is in a positive direction for departments. In shoit. students
as a ﬁhole have a tendencyito rate their departments average or above.

In comparison, the only professional rankings of departments are

the graduate ratings of departments and The Gourman Report. The
graduate ratings usually adaress only the departments offering the
Ph.D., so they would not have any ratings of any U.N.O, departments

since at that time no Ph.D.'s were offered at the school., The Gourman

Report rates every academic‘departmenﬁ with a letter grade. The
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average letter grade for all departments was C except for one which
received a D evaluation (Gourman, 1967: 672). Tﬁus, the average rat-

" ings given by Courman would:not be in agreement with ﬁany of the stu-
dents, It may be safe to conclude that if we used professional evalua-
tions as a standard, it would be observed!that students tend to over-
rate their major department as a whole,

It was a contention of the researcher prior to data collection and
analysis, that students would rate their major department higher than
they would other academic departments on campus. To test this con-
“tention, students were requested to rate departments other than their
own as a whole. The rationale behind this contention was that the
membership and degree of investments might influence the perception of
the major depaitment and other departments. The academic major depart-
ment involves what is believed to be a stronger sense of faith by
students, for career development and other factors are dependent upon
the major department more so than fdr others. For example, the sociology
department has a different meaning for a sociology major than for a
student téking courses as electives from the sociology department.

The number of students responding to the question was 456. The
frequency and percentage bfeakdown for the ratings were: 2 (.4 percent)
rated other devartments as poor, 52 (1l.! percent) as fair, 217 (47.6
percent) as average, 177 (38.8 percent) as good and 8 (1.8 percent) as
excellent. Percentage differences were noted for each of the five
categories for major department and other departments. The bategories
of poor, good and excellent were larger for the students' major

departments than for other departments: 2.9, 7.3 and 12.2 percent
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larger respectively. Likewise, the fair and average categories were
4.2 and 18.2 percent larger respectively for other departments than
for major‘departments. A total of 40.6 percent of the students rated
other departments as above average in contrast to 60.1 percent who
rated their own department as above average. Though differences are
not what one would cpnsider'dramatic, they do indicate fwo points., As
a whole there was a tendency fof sbme-students to rate their own major
departments higher than other departments and secondly'there are
differences between‘départmental and other departmental ratings and
thus students do differentiate., Differences were not as dramatic as
expected, but the tendency to overrate by students is sfill obse:ved.

The next component under question was that of the faculty.

Faculty constitute what many would consider one of the most important
components of the higher educatiqnal experience. Students, in response
to this questionnaire, ranked faculty the third item on their list of
priorities and faculty was mentionéd as a criteria for evaluation by
students. - The faculty and particularly the rating of the faculty
represented a question worthy of inquiry. Students were asked to rate
U.N.O.'s faculty as a whole.

The number of students indicating a response was 462. The find-
ings of the question were: 18 (1.7 percent) of the students rated the
U.N.O. faculty as poor, 43 (9.3 percent) aé fair, 173 (37.4 percent) as
average,.ZZO (47.6 percent) as good and 18 (3.9 percent) as excelient.
Only 11 pexcent of the sample rated U.N.O.'s faculty as below average,
which may be contrasted with 51.5 percent who rated them abbve average.,

Again the tendency for some students to evaluate in terms of average
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and good is observed.

Though professionals do not, as a rule, raté faculty they do
provide some workable guidelines as tb how to evaluate them. A very
good student-faculty ratio is subjeétively suggested in Barron's

Profile of American Colleges (Fine, 1972: ix) to be 10 students per

faculty member. Anolher measure of the quality of the faculty is the
percentage of faculty holding the Ph.D. degree, which ié interpreted
by some to be an indication of success in having been able to employ
faculty members with "scholarly" credéntials. For U.N.O., the break-.
down in Ph.D's and other credentials was as follows: 53 percent had
Ph.D.'s or equivalent, 41 percent had masters and 6 percent were
feaching with bachelor's degrees. The professional formula suggests
that as the number of Ph.D.'s increases, the academic quality increases

(as a general rule). The Gourman Report assigned a letter grade to

each of the evaluated items concerning faculty at U.N.O. A "C" was
given for faculty effectiveness, "C" for faculty morale, "C" for

. methods of instruction, "B'" for ratio of staff to students, "D" for
research activity and "C" for salary provisions (Gourman, 1967: 672.
It is important to acknowledge the gap between Fine's idea of faculty-
student ratios and Gourman's. The avérage ratings made By profession-
als and the relatively low number of Ph.D.'s on the faculty seem to
suggest that the high ratings given to the faculty by students may be
unwarranted, at least in the professional sense. ’The point with these
comparisons between student ratings and professional ratings and cri-
teria is to acknowledge the variance between the two. Students tend

to overrate'faculty; The researcher would suggest that professionals
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use a different set of criteria than students for rating faculty.
Professionals tend to think in terms of percentage of Ph.D.'s, where
faculty received their degfees, compensation, research activity, etc.
but fail to ever mention téaching‘ability., Students on the other hand
stress teaching (see'priority rankings) as important. The gquestion
arises as to whether Ph.,D.certification is correlated with good teach-
ing. A gap between the students and professionals iS believed to exist
when addressing the qualitj of facuity and the criteria for evaluating
the facglty. Students stress teaching whereas professionals stress
number of Ph.D.'s and salary levels. This does not assume thatvstudénts
are not concerned about certification of faculty and the cher profes-
sional items, but rather it suggests that these items ma& play a
secondary role to teaching when students evaluate faculty.

The nature of the student body is a crucial faotor'influencing_
the nature of the university and certainly the university influences
the nature of the student body. Many professionals and experts in the
field view the academic quélity of the student body as the single most
important factor determining the academic quality of a school. (Closely
related to the academic quality of a student body is the selectivity
of the school. As a generai rule, as the selectivity increases, the
academic quality of the student body alsé increases. Cass and Birn-
baum (1973: xix) suzgest that the selectivity of a school is a crucial
measure of academic quality because a school can never be much better
than its student body and is not likely to be much worse. Astin (1971)
used selectivity as one of the two determinants of academic rating of

schools. Barron's Profiles of American Colleges provides the reader
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with a "College Admissions Selector", which indicates the degrée of
competition (selectiyiﬁy) for admission at schools. The rating for
the competitiveness for U.N.O. was “Non-competitive", (Fine, 1972:
xxix). In contrast, Creizhton University was rated as "Very competi-
tive" (Fine, 1972: xxiii) and U.N.L. was rated "Non-competitive"
(fine, 1972: xxix).. The nqn-competitive category simpiy requires

7

graduaticn from an accredited,high‘school. U.N.O, accebts approxi-
mately 97 pe;cent‘of the freshman applicants, which makes it charac-
terized as non-selective in nature., If selectivity is used as a basis
for evaluation of séhools.vthen U.N.O.'s policies would not fare very
well., The low selectivity of U.N;Oi and U.N.L. appears to be a state-
wide policy, since both schools have basically'the same "opeﬂ" policy
of admissions. This liberal policy classifies U.N.O., and U.N.L. in a
unique category, for as Jencks and Riesman indicate, "Only a handful
of state legislaturgs still cling to the principle that a high school.
diploma should entitle a student tb enter the leading_public university
in his state." (1968: 282). So in the p%ofessional view, because of
the minimal admission requirements, U.N.O. has an excellent chance of
having a poor academic quality'student'body, in contrast to more
selective schools.

'The U.N.O. students' perception of their fellow students academi~
cally was the question under investigétion. Students;were requested to

rate their fellow students academically on the provided scale. It was

a contention of the researcher that students would overrate their

7See the admission requirements for U.N.O. in the section dealing
with the characteristics of the sampled university.
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fellow students in contrast to how professionals mighf rate the U.N.O.
student body.

The numBer of students responding to the question was 465, The‘
observed results were: 5 (1.1 percent) rated their fellow students as
poor academically, 16 (3.4 percent) as fair, 178 (38.3 percent) as
average, 245 (52.7 percentj as good and 21 (4.5 percenf) as excellent.
The largest number of responses fell into the goéd rating., Only 5.6
percent of the sample rated their fellow students below avérage which
can be contrasted to 57.2 percent rating them above average. A total
Qf'9l percent of the students rated their fellow students as average
or good, which represents the. bulk of the distribution. In short,
there is a strong tendency fqr students to rate fellow students average
or above, Given the contrast to professionals, these findings are
thought provoking. Because of the stress on selectivity in admissions
made by professionals, it would be difficult to suppose that U.N.O.
students would be rated high by professionals. Evidence suggests that
there may exist a gap between students and professionals on the matter
of rating students academicaliy. The contention that students overrate
'their fellow studénts academically seems to be supported if one uses
the professional criteria gs a benchmark. That is to say, there is'a
tendency for students to overrate their fellow students,

Comparative Perspective

The influenée of what was labeled the comparative perspective was -
subject to analysis. The comparative perspective is basically a temm
that applies to the degrée‘of experience that a student has had which

could be utilized in evaluating a school. The rationale is that as
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the student increases his/her comparative perspective, he/she becomes
more knowledgeable and objéctive in evaluating schools. As exposure
to various schools increases, knowledge from which to méke workable
comparisons is thought to increase. For example, a.transfer student
that had attended several schools would be better able to evaluate
his/ner current school because he/she could base the evaluations on
previous experiences and chtact with the other schools. Judgments
are easier to make when the student has some benchmark or standard for
comparison. With this problem, the researcher used the degree of
contact with other schools as a critical factor influencing the
student's comparative perspective. Inherrent in the comparative
perspective is the idea that students, when evaluating schools, use
comparisons as a basis for rating and evaluating.,

By design, four basic degrees of the comparative perspective
were thought to exist. The highest level of attainment of the compara-
tive perspective were those studenis who had previously atéendedvanother
school. Attendance at anofher school involves the student's active
‘commitment and experience with the specific school attended. Assuming
that exposure and social contact are necessary conditions for attend-
ance, the researcher would propose thét students having attended other
schools would have more empirical experience on which to base their
judgments.

The second level of the comparative perspective was whether the
student had applied to a school other than U.N.O. Though applying
usually does not involve direct empirical experience with other schools,

it does give an indication‘that the student has made an important effort
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to gain admission and learn about the school(s) applied to. Whereas
thé contact with_éther schools is not actually aé direct or inyolved‘
as attending, the studentszin this category have had some correspond-
ence wilh other schools. Along with this correspondence is the
‘exposure of the student to data about the school(s) applied to. In
short, students learn abou£ schools before they apply fo them. either
squectively‘or objectively. The aét‘of applying represents a second
level of commitment and involvement with schools other than U.N.O.

The third category are those students who have read college guide
books and/or catalogues other than U.N.0.'s. The reading of liﬁerature
on various schools provided what ﬁas believed to be a third degree of
the comparative perspective. The student's reading of literature could
constitute a basis for evaluation, though limited by what was in print.,

The final category are those students who have never attended,
aﬁplied or read anyfliterafure about schools other than U.N.0O. This
classification represents fhe lowest degree of contact and exposure
to other schools and literature about other schools. These students
were believed to have the iowest amount of information to use for
evaluation and comparison.

To determine what category students fell into, each student was
requested to indicate whether they had ever attended another school
other than U.N.C., applied to another school ofber than U.N.O. and
ever read any college guide books and/or catalogues other than U.N.O.'s,
Responses to the questions were either yes or no, gith no responses to

all three of the questions placing the respondent in the fourth cate-

gory. The researcher had reason to believe that students who had
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attended a school had also applied and read some school literature.
Those students only applying had read literature, and those having
only read about other schoﬁls constituted the final logical category\
There was assumed to be a logical order of the items. To support this
logical assumption, the researcher computed a Guttman scale of the
three items which had a coéfficiént of reproducibility‘of 9744 and a
coefficient of scalability of .9253. -The logic behind the sequence
seems to be supported by the data. Having elaborated on the nature of
the comparative perspective, the follbwing~constitutes fhe findings.
The three variables of attendance, applied and read were cross-
tabulated with the_rating of U.N.0. as a whole and its academic
reputation. A contention 6f the researcher was that siudents having
attended other school(s) would be more critical of U.N.O. in that it
might be easier for them to discover some of the weaknesses. This
would be especially true if students had attended schools of higher
quality than U.N.O. Those students having attended considerably lower
schools might rate U.N.O. higher, bﬁt'because of the 1§w professional
rating given U.N.O., this possibility was thought to occur in(iny a
few cases., The lowest rating was expected to be from those students
who had attended.ether schools. The second lowest rating was believed
to come from those students who had applied to other schools but not
attended. The third lowest rating were those students who had read
some literature other than U.N.O.'s. Knowledge of qther‘schodls, even
if it was second hand,vwould still provide a better basis for compari-
.son. The highest rating for U.N.O. was believed to come from those

students who had little knowledge about other schools. Though
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differences were expected within groups,ithe<focus was on differences
between groups on the rafiﬁg given U.N.O, These'differences were.
reflected as percentages. For U.N.O. as a whole and for U.N.O.'s
academic reputation, the findings'are presented in the respective
tables XII and XIII.

‘TABLE XII

SUNMARY CF FINDINGS FOR THE VARIABLE OF COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE WITH
RATINGS GIVEN U.N.O. AS A WHOLE®

Comparative ’ Rating for U.N.O.

Perspective Poor Fair Average Good Excellent Totals
Attendance 2.3 15.8 40 37.7 4,2 100%
Applied 2.5 15.4 L3.6 35.4 3.2 100%
Having Read 2.8 16.1 42,5 3545 3.1 100%
None 2.6 10.5 32.9 50 3.9 100%

(N=l54 )
*Tn percentages

TABLE XITI

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR THE VARIABLE OF COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE WJITH
RATINGS GIVEN TO U.N.0.'S REPUTATION AS AN ACADEMIC INSTITUTION

Comparative Rating for U.N.O.'s Academic Reputation

Perspective - Poor Fair Average Good Excellent Totals:
Attendance 6.9 21.6 40.8 27.1 3.7 100%
Applied 7.5 20,7 41.1 27.9 2.9 100%
Having Read 7.0 21;9 39.7 28.9 2.6 100%
None 6.6 7.9 47k 3.2 3.9 100%

(N=h5k)

*In percentages

For the‘rating of U.N.O, as a whole, the percentages were evenly

scattered for the four groups. The observed slight differences were
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interpreted to mean that there was little variation among those stu-
dents having attended, appiied or read literature about other schools.
when rating U.N.O. For thé three differing degrees of fhe comparatiye
perspective the maximum percentage difference was 14,6 percent. The
larzest percentage differeﬂce was between those having not done any-
thing and those having_applied to other schools in the good category.
Based on the differences observed in the above average categories,
there appears to be a slight tendency for those students having not :
done anything to rate U.N.O. slightly.higher than the studenﬁs falling
in the other categories of the comparative perspective, With the
exception of the stgdent nét having done anything, what is striking
is the overall lack of variation between thé other three groups. This
lack of variation is due in part to overlavping categories. For
example, those students having attended also applied and read litera-
ture. This lack of mutual exclusiveness of categories explains_a
considerable amount of fheilack of variation away. The differences,
in any event, should have been greater between groups to support some
of the contentions made by the researcher, |

It was observed that for the rating of the academic reputation of -
U.N.O. the same lack of variation existed. Only one rating of fair
varied considérébly between groups.. Only 7.9 percent of the not
exposed students (None) rated U.N.O.'s academic reputation as fair as-
opposed to approximately 20 percent of the other students. The per-
centage of not exposed students was slightly larger than other groups
for all of the above average ratings. Thus the slight tendency for

these students to overrate siightly higher than other students is
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observed.

As a whole,/the comparative perspective, if it exists, prqbably
has little influence on the ratings of U.N.O. as a whole and its
reputation. It is important to acknowledge that the construction of
the categories used might have decreased the differences to some
degree. Differences were ﬁot as dramatic as what was éxpected by the
researcher, but they did seem to exi;t“between stﬁdehts possessing
some degree of comparative perspective and those students who had no
comparative perspective. The researcher has an inclination to con-
clude that the comparative perspective has minimal influence on student
ranking and evaluation of U.N.O. This does not rule out the possibili-
ty, but evidence does seem to suggest that such is the case.

Background Variables Influence on Rating

The final sub-area of inquiry concerned the ratings of U.N.O. and
the background variables of year in school, enrollment status, agé,;
major, ektra-curriéular involvemen£, sex and grade‘point average of
students., Cross-tabulations were made fo; the above variables with
the rankings of U.N.0. as a whole and its academic reputation. Differ-
“ences were expected to eccur among the variables under question. The
Chi square test of significance was employed along with Tau c. Fre-
quencies and percentages were also noted. The first variable under
investigation was the yeaf in school of the reSpondent.

Year in school was expected to influence the overall rating of
U.N,.O. as a whole. :The reéearcher believed that upper-classmen would
have a tendency to be more critical of U.N.O. due to their’experiences_

‘with the inadequacies (in the professional sense) of U.N.O. For
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example, the increased contact with U.N.O.'s library (rated inferior
by professionals) that seniors would have, might‘influence the seniors
rating of-U.N.O; as a whole in a negative direction. The under-
classmen have fewer experiences on which to base their Jjudgments and
would thus be more naive about the conditions at U.N.O. To investi-
gate these beliefs about the influence of year in school on rating,
the researcher treated year in schooi<and‘its five ciéssifications as
an independent variable which was crosstabulated with the five ratings
of U.N.O. as a whole. The results produced a Chi square value of 2?.0;
with lé_degrees of freedom, which was found to be significant at the
«05 level. The computéd expected frequencies fell beiow-5 for some

of the cells so inferences based on the Chi square statistic are
limited. The value of Tau c was observed to be .06 which is too small
to be of concern. Percentage analysis revealed little variation be-
tween groups. The maximum variation for below average ratings was
between sophomores and freshmen, which was a percentage difference of
11.4 with freshmen ranking U.N.O. lower than sophomores.  At the above
average end of the scale, the maximum percentage difference was between
seniors and juniors. A total of 26.4 percent of the juniors rated
U.N.O. as above average, as céntrasted to 52.6 pércent of the seniors.
Seniors out distanced all other year in school groups in rating U.N.O.
above»average. This obserVationvis opposite to the preliminary belief
‘that seniors would tend to rate lower. The observation does suggest
the possibility that as the investment of students increases, the
perception of worth of degree and school also increases., ThefTau.c

value of ,06, though very small, reflects this. This observation is



181

recurrent in other crosstabulations.

The crosstabulation bétween year in school and rating of U.N.O.'s
academic reputation was also computed. The statistical tests of Chi
square and Tau c¢ yielded results that fell in the realm of chance
alone. Further inquiry info percentages also suggested‘that differ-
‘ences among years in school groups were also minimal. .There appears
to be a high degree of consensus between groups on the academic reputa;‘
‘tion of U.N.O. Beliefs that as the year in sc¢hool increases for
students; the tendency for thém to be more critical increases seems
to be unsuppoxrted.

The next crosstabulations were made for the variable of'enrgll-
ment status. Status was divided into part time (under 12 hours) and.
full time (12 or more hours) students. The crosstabulation of status
with the rating of U.N.O. as a whole ylelded a Chi square value that
was not significant . at the .05 level., Percentage differences between
full and part time students and their respective ratings of U.N.OC.
were slight. The maximum percentage difference between groups was
2.7 percent. At face, it appears, that status of studenis has 1little
bearing on the rating given to U.N.O. as a whole.

The results of the next calculations are presented in table XIV,
The table states the frequencies of part and full time students rating
U.N.O.'s academic reputation in the five categories prbvided on the

questionnaire.
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TABLE XIV

ENROLLMENT STATUS AND RATINGS OF U.N.O.'S REPUTATION AS AN
ACADEMIC INSTITUTION

Rating of Academic Reputation

Status Poor Fair ‘Average Good. Excellent’ Row‘Totalé
Full Time 29 69 129 95 6 328

%5 21% 3% 2975 2% 100%
Part Time 3 22 62 Lh 6 137

2% 16,% 4574 32% Lt 100%

(n=h65)

Column
Totals 32 91 191 139 12

The value of Chi square was 11.62 with 4 degrees of freedom at
.0263 level., The findings'were observed to be significant at the .05
blevel; The Tau ¢ value was 1137, which was considered lqw. Differ-
ences between the observed and expected were found to exceed the
eleménts of chance. It is important to note that one cell had an
expected frequency of 3.5 which was slightly below the level of 5 per
cell. This factor may cause the Chl square value to be slightly in-
-flated. It was observed that there_was a slight tendency for full
‘time students to rate U.N.O.'s academic reputation as poor and fair.,
As with other computations; differences seemed to be small between
’groups. In short, there appears to be a great deal of consensus
between both groups of students when rating U.N.O.'s academic reputa-
tion.

" The next v;riable under investigation was‘thai of_the respondent's

age, The respondent's agezwas crosstabulated with both the rating of
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U.N.0O. as a whole and its academic reputation. It was believed that
younger students would rate U.N.O. more favorably than older, due

to their lack of "experience". It was also believed that older
students might demonstrate a more "mature” perspective on the condi-
tions at U.N.O. In short, they might prove to be more objective and
realistic,.

The first computations were made comparing age with the rating
of U.N.O. as a whole. The‘Chi square test was applied to the data
shown in table XV.

TAZLE XV
GE AND RATINGS OF U.N.O. AS A WHOLE

Rating of U.N.O, as a Whole '
Age Poor . Fair Average Good Excellent Row Totals

Younger 9 Ly 117 85 i 259
3% 17% L57 33% 2% 100%
Older L 26 73 90 11 204
2% 137 3685 uiz 5% - 100%
(N=463)
Column .
Totals 13 70 190 175 15

A total of 463 students responded to the question. The Chi
square value was 13.81 witﬁ L degrees of freedom at the .0079 level.
The observed results were interpretéd as falling outside of the realm
of chance factors. The percentage breakdown for younger students was:
3.5 percent rated U.N.O. as a whole poor, 17 percent as fair, 45.2
percent as averaze, 32.8 peréent as good and 1.5 percent as excellent.

These percentages may be compared to those of the older students which
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were: 2.0 percent rated U.N.O. as poor, 12.7 percent as fair, 35.8
percent as average.‘UQ.l‘pércent as good and 5.4‘percent as excellent,
The older students demonstrated a slight tendency to rate U.N.O. higher
than the younger. This observation was opposite of what was antici-
pated by the researcher, The Tau ¢ value of .,16784 gave an indica-
-tion of fhe'strength of the relationship, vhich was interpreted as
being minor. H

For age and academic feputation of U.N.0., the Chi square test
for significance was adminisﬁered but with results that were insignifi-
cant at the .05 level. Percentage differences between the younger and
older students were minor. The maxihum percentage difference was for
the excellent rating inlwhich l.ZIpercenﬁ_of the younger rated U.N.O.'s
academic reputation as excellent as contrasted to‘4;9.percent of the
older students. As a whole, the results seem to‘indicate that age
plays a more important role in rating U.N.O. as a whole ‘than for its
academic reputation. The findings'also suggest that older students
are not more critical than younger in evaluating. The contention that
older students would rate U.N.O. lower in both items seems to be
unsupported., The opposite, in a mild sense, may be the case.

‘The next variable subject to inquiry was that of the student's
academic major. Academic majo: was crosstabulated with the ratings of
U.N.0. as a whole and its academic reputation. Chi square values and
percentage differences were too sm&ll to deem worthy of attention from
the researchér. The bulk of the distribution fell in the average and
good categories for each majbr. There was a slight tendency for

medical area students to rate U.N.O. as a whole fair, more so than
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other academic majors. As a general rule, differences were found
within majors and not betwéen them. The observations and computations
of major with academic reputation demonstrated similar results. The
resulting Chi square value had a high likelihood of occurring by
chance and percentage differences were not particularly dramatic;8

The variablg of sex was crosstabulated with the rating of U.N.O.
as a whole and its academic reputation. Findinés were discovered to
be insignificant at the .05 level., In terms of percentages, 43.5
percent of the males rated U.N.O. as a whole above average, compared
to 37.2 percgnt of the females. Differences based on sex appear to
be extremely slight., The rating of U.N.O.'s academic reputation also
yielded a low value for Chi square. The same tendency for males to
rate slightly higher was also observed. ‘A total of.34.7 percent of
the males rated the academic reputation of U.N.O. above average, as
contrasted to a figure of 28.8 percent of the females. Resuits were
not interpreted as being of extreme importance. The respondent's
sex may have an influence on rating, but as the observations suggest,
its influence may be weak in nature.

The investigation of the vaiiable of grade point average was under-
taken, comparing it to the two ratings of U.,N.0. Because of the lack
of below 2.0 students in the sample, the analysis of the data proved
to be limited. Percentage comparisons based on only 6 studenté in the

below 2,0 category were deéﬁed to involve high risk and were thus not

8Crosstabulations were made for the variable of extra-curricular
involvement, but were found to be extremely small. There was virtually
no variation between the differing degrees of involvement when rating
U.N,O., as a whole.
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undertaken. The rémaining'categories of 2.0 to 3.0 and above 3.0
were compared using the observed percentages. ‘Fdr the»rating of
U.N.O. as a whole, 2.0 to 3.0 students had a slight tendency to rate
U.N.O. average more than the above 3.0 students.. The abové 3.0'studeﬁts
on the other hand had a slight tendeﬁcy to select the good rating of
U.N.0., more Lhan the 2.0 to 3.0 students.. Other categofieé were
virtually equal"between the two groups, for none of the pefcentages
varied more than 1 percent between the two groups. A total of 45,7
percent of the 2.0 to 3.0 studentsrrated U.N.O. average andl34.9 per-
cent rated it good.'-A total of 37.6 percent of the above 3.0 studeﬁts
rated U.N.O. average and.al.l percent rated it good. As a whole, the
results démonstfate little variation between the two groups. The Chi
squafe value for the comparison of grade point average with rating
of U.N.O., as a whole was found to be insignificant at the .05 level.
The students' grade point averages were also compared to ihe
ratings given for U.N.O.'s academic reputation. The Chi square test
was employed but failed to yield a significant value. Percentage
differences were considered to be unworthy of concern. The results
lead the researcher to believe that grade point average may have little
influence on ratings of U.NE.O. Findiﬁgs might vary considerably if-
more below 2.0 students were included in the sample.

Conclusion to Rating Findings

Student rating of schools and school components was the ma jor
area of investigation in this section. It is believed that student
rating is of extreme importance to higher education at present and

will continue to bé so in the future. Four sub-areas were investigated
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under the heading of studeht rating. One sub-area was concerned with
the kinds of ratings students give their own school and other area
schools. The researcher pﬁt forth the contention that students would
vverrate their own school in‘contiast_to how professionals would rate
it. Evidence seems to support this line of thought. It was also
suggested thaﬁ siudents might rate other area schools lower in compari-
son to their own school. The opposite proved to be the case. Student
membership had little if any influence on the perception (rating) of
other area schools. Anfimportant finding related to the mentioned
research was that students do differentiate between schools; in short,
they perceive differences in quality.

The second sub-area dealt with the students' rating of the com-
ponents of their own university. It was a general contention that
students as a whole would overrate all of their university's components
in comparison to professional standards. A consistent tendency was
observed for students to overrate components such as the library,
faculty and fellow studenté.

The third sub-area of investigation was the comparative perspec-
“tive., Tﬁe comparative perspective yas essentially based on the degree
of contact and involvement of students with other schools. It was
thought to exist in differing degrees from having attended, having
applied, having read literature, to having little contact with other
schools. Findings suggest that if'the comparative perspective exists,
it has a minor influence on students' peréeption 6f their membership
school.

The final sub-area that was investigated was to determine the
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influence of background variables on the rating of U.N.O. as a whole
and as an academic instituﬁion. The variable Qf.year in school was

the first subject of study. The researcher believed that older students
would be more critical of U.N.O. because of their increased experience
with U.N.O. There was obsérved a slight tendency for this to occur

in the opposite direction. Seniors had a slight tendency to rate U.N.O.
hizher than the other groups of students. Beliefs that as‘the year in
school increases, the tendency fog students to be more critical seems
to be unsupported. Enrollment status was observed to have slight
influence on ratings of U.N.O. The respondent's age was expected to
have some influence on rating. It was thought that older students
might be more critical of U.N.O.; older students were thought to be
more objective and knowledgeable in evaluating. It was observed that
there was a slight tendency fof older students to rate U.N.O. higher
than younger students., The students' academic majors were investigated,
with evidence suggesting that there was little variation between
academic majors when evaiuating U.N.O. and its academic reputation.

Sex was another area of inquiry. Males had a tendency to rate higher
than females és a group, though differences were small. The final
variable under question was that of the respondents' grade point
average. It was a‘contention of the researcher that higher grade point
students would rate U.N.O. higher. The lack of below 2.0 students
‘limited research in this area. It was observed that 1little variation
exists between grade point:éverage,groups. What is striking about the

analysis of the background variables is the high degree of consensus
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between groups. Evidence suggests that there is more variation

within groups than between them.



CHAPTER VII

CHOICE AND ADDITICNAL FINDINGS

This analysis chapter consisfs of findings related to the variable
of the student's choosing to attend U.N.O. again and important
additional findings. The importance of a given item was determined
by the Chi square value and Tau c value observed. If both demonstrated
a significant value then further analysis was undertaken. The major
thrust of this chapter deals directly with the question of student's
choice of again attending U.N.O., referred to here as choice. The
order of presentation will'bé first to describe and present the results
of - the. choice crosstabulations and then to include any additional
findings.

The variable of choice was viewed by the researcher as an impor-
tant aspect of the student's evaluation of a school and its components,
in this particular instance U.N.O. Choice is defined as whether a
student would attend U.N.O, again, if other options were available to
him/her. Students were noﬁ‘viewed as actually having it to do all
over again, but were thought to be capable of conceptualizing such a
gquestion and response. The question on the questionnaire read:

"If you had it to do all over again and had a choice, would
you attend U.N.C.? _ Yes No." ‘

The question was designed to let cconomic facturs be minimized by the

expression, "if you had a choice." The responses to the question were

190



191

a- forced dichotomy of yes or no.

The question of choice was believed to be of central importance. -
Importance, because whethef a student would attend again or not is
representative of the degree of satisfaction and‘the evaluation of a
school as a whole. It serves as an indication of the relationship
between the characteristics of U.N.O. and the key quesfion of free
choice in attendance,

For the sample as a whole, out of 463 students, 288 (62.2 percent)
indicated a yes response to the question of choice. A figure of 175
(37.8 percent) of the students indicated a no response, which meant
they would not attend U.N.Q. again if given a choice. From the
researéher's perspective the figure of 37.8 percent of the students
indicating no is relatively high, but in light of some of the condi-
tions at U.N.O. by professional standards it may be possible to gain
some insight into such a sizable percentage.

In light of some of the high‘ratings given U.N.0. and its compo-
nents by students, it was deemed necessary to attempt some further
investigation into some of the variables and their relationship to
choice. It was believed to be necessary to compare some of the back-
ground variables and rating results with the variable of chcice. The
following paragraphs contain the results of such crosstabulations.

The first variable investigated in relationship to choice was
year in school. The five classifications of year in school were cross-
tabulated with the two responSes of choice. The resulting crosstabula-
tion produced an insignificant Chi square vaiue of 1.270. The Tau c

value was -,0343 which was too low a value to be of importance.
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Percentage breakdown by year in school wast Freshmen, 61.3 percent
indicated yes and 38.7 indicated no; Sophomores,.éz.l percent indicated
yves and 37.9 percent no; Juniors, 59.3 percent indicate yes and 40,7\
percent no; Seniois, 62.4 percent indicated yes and 37.6 percent no;
and graduate students, 68.5 percent indicated yes and 31.5 percent no.
Of'particular interest is the lack of variation among £he different
year in school categories. It appears that year in school has li‘ttie‘
bearing on the studeth's choice of attending U.N.O. again.

The second vapiable crosstabulated with choice was enrollment
status. ‘The crosstabulation process yielded a Chil square value of
1.113 which was not significant at the .05 level. The percentages
that were observed were: Full-time students,'éo.a percent indicated
yes and 39.6 percent no; Part-time students, 66.2 indicated yes and
33.8 percent no. A difference of 5.4 percent was observed between
the two groups, but was considered to be slight. Based on the observed_
results, the researcher would suggest that enrollment status plays a
very minor, if any role in:determining whether students choose to
attend U.N.O. again.

The variable of the respondent's age was the third variable cross-
tabulated with choice. The Chi square value produced by the crosstabu-
lation had a value of 4.634 with 1 degree of freedom at a level of
significance of .0313. Thus, the Chi square value was interpreted as
being significant at the .05 level. Further computation of the Tau ¢
yielded a low value of .1068. The percentage bfeakdown was: for the
younger students, 57.6 percent indicated a yes and 42.4 percent no;

the older, 67.8 percent yes and 32.2 percent no. There was a slighi
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tendency (10.2 percent) for younger students to indicate no responses
to the question. The strength of the relationship was interpreted ﬁo
be small in light of the léw‘value for Tau c. Whereas‘the 1ikelihopq
of the distribution occurring by chance is slim, the strength of the
rélétionship was weak.

The variable éf academic major was crosstabulated with choice.
The computed Chi square vaiue was 14.5, which was not signifiicant at
the .05 level. The percentage breakdown for the majors was: Social
Science, 65.8 percent yes and 34.2 percent no; Natural Science, 514
percent yes and 48.6 percent no; Humanities, 55.6 percent yes and
L4, 4 percent no; Business Administration, 63.2 percent yes and 36.8
percent no; Continuing Studies, 67.9 percent yes and 32.1 percent no;
Education, 62.3 percent yes and 37.7 percent no;'Engineering, 72.2
percent yes and 27.8 perceni no; School of Fine Arts, 50 percent yes
and 50 percent no; Home Ecqnomics, 76.5 percent yes and 23.5 percent
no; College of Public Affairs and Community Sexrvice, 50 percent yes
and 50 percent no; Law Enforcement, 70.8 percent yes and 29.2 percent
no; Medical areas, 48.2 percent yes and 51.8 percent no. The differ-
ences 1in percentages reflect differences between academic majors and
colleges., The maximum percentage difference was between the 76.5
percent of the Home Economic majors indicating yes as contrasted to
48.2 percent of the Medical students indicating yes.

The variable of involvement in extra-curricular activities was
crosstabulated with the variable of choice. The crosstabulation
yielded é Chi square value of 2.018, which was not significant at the

.05 level. The Tau ¢ value was a small -.05221, The percentages’
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observed'were: Not_involved, 60.5 percent indicated yes and 39.5
percent no; Somewhat involved, 66.3 percent yes and 33.7 percenﬁ no;
Very involved, 75 percent indicated yes and 25 percent no. A differ-
ence of 14.5 percent was observed between the Very involved and Not
involved students. One muét note that only 12 students classified
themselves as being very involved, thus making generalizations on only
12 students hazardous. Keéﬁing this weakness in mind, theres was an
overall slight téndency for the likelihood of yes regponses to increase
as the involvement of students increases., .

The first segment of the comparative perspective was that of
attendance at schools other than U.N.O. This variable was cross-
tabu}ated with the variable of choice. The resultant Chi square value
of 1,123 was not found to be significant at the .05 level. Percent-
ages observed were: for those having attended other sChools,65 percent
indiéated yes and 35 percent no; for those not having attended other
schools, 59.8 percent indicated yes and,hQ.Z percent no. The differ-
ence between both groups was 5.2 percent which was interpreted as
being small. Results seem to indicate that attendance at other schools
has little bearing on choice. Findings from this crosstabulatiqn
wére compared to the otherithree compérative perspectivé variables,

The second variable of the comparative perspective was whether
the student had eVer'appliéd to a school other than U.N.O. This
variable was crosstébulated with the choice variable. The resulfant
Chi square value of 4169 was not found to be significant at the .05
level., Percentages observed: for those having applied 60.9 percent

indicated yes and 39Ql percent no; for those not having applied, 64.3
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percent indicated yes and 35.7 no. A percentage difference of 3.4 per- -
cent was observed, but wasiinterpreted as being emall. Those etudents
having applied displayed avslight tendency to choose no more than tthe
who had not applied.

The third variable of the comparative perspective was that of
whether the student had read any college guide books or catalogs other
than U.N.O.'s. The Chi square value observed was 2.999 at a level of
. 0833 eignificance. The resultant Chi square was not considered to
be significant at the .05 level. Percentages were: out of those
students who had read, 60.6 percent indidated yes and 39.4 percent no;
of those who had not read, 72 percent indicated yes and 28 percent no.
The percentage difference was 1l.4 percent with those who had not read
any literature selecting yes more often than those who had read some
literature.

The figure of 72 percent of those having not read was contrasted
to the figure of 65 percent who had attended, 60.9 percent who had
applied and:60.6 percent who hea read. Those students not having a
comparative perspective had a tendency to choose to attend again. The
possibility of the comparative perspective having a slight effect on
choice may be observed. A:possible rationale might be that students
having attended other schools might have less tendency to attend U.N.O.
agaih Eecause they might be more critical of U.N.O. because of their
past-experiences;

The variable of the-respondent's sex was crosstabulated with
choice. The computed Chi square value.of .9118 was not significant at

the .05 level. Percentage breakdown for the two sex categories was:
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for males, 63.9 percent indicated yes and 36.1 percent no; for females, -
58.9 percent indicated yes and 41.1 percent indicated no. The per-
centage difference between males and females was 5 percent, with'malgs
selecting yes more often than females. The crosstabulation of sex

with choice was characterized by an overall lack of variation between
sexes.

The final background yariable that was crosstabulated with the
variable of choice was grade point average. The Chl square value was
computed to be 5.839 with 2 degrees 6f freedom at a level of signifi-
cance of .054. The Chi square value was very close to being signifi-
cant at the .05 level} It is imporﬂant to note that the expected cell
frequencies fell below 5 for some cells and thus.the Chi.square value
would be inflated. This low expected was due to the lack of below
2.0 students. There were only 6 students who fell below the 2.0
average grade point who answered the question., The Tau c value observed
was -.1004, which was interpreted as being a low value. Percentage
analysis yielded the following breakdown: Below 2.0 students, 33.3
percent indicated yes and 66.7 percent no; 2.0 to 3.0 students, 57.3
percent indicated yes and 42.7 percent no; above 3.0 students, 66.3
" percent indicated yes and 33.7 percent no. Of interest is the tendency
for higher grade point average students to choose to attend U.N.O.‘
again'if given a choice. The situation is reversed when the grade
point average is low. The grade point average of students may be a
slight factor in dstermining choice of attending again. Given the
low number of below 2,0 students, one should exercise caution in

generalizing to the 1arger population. The results suggest that
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grade point average does not pléy an important role in influencing the
respondent's choice of attending. The analysis 6f.grade point‘average
¢oncludes the comparisons of background variable with cﬁoice, The
‘folioﬁing paragraphs contain additional comparisons of other variables
to the variable of choice,

Additional variables were crosstabulated with choice. The first
variable crosstabulated with choice was the rating of the U.N.O.
library. The five ratings of poor, fair, average, good, and excellent
were crosstabulated with the variable of‘choice. The Chi square value
produced was 8.958 with 4 degrees of freedom at a level of signifi-
cance of .0621. The levél‘attained was close to the .05 level bgt was
ndt’considered to be significant. The percentage breakdown was: out of
those students ratihg the library poor, 53.6'indicated yes and 46,4
no; those fair, 52.6 indicated yes and 47.4 no; average, 60.5 indicated
yes and 39.5 percent no; good, 66.9 percent yes and 33.1 no; excellent,
78.6 percent indicated yes and 21.4 percent no. There appears to be a
slight tendency for students rating the U.N.O, library high to choose
to attend U.N.O. again as compared to those rating the library low. As
a whole, as the rating for the library increases, so does the likelihood
that the student will chooée the yes response to the ;ttend again gques-
tion (Choice).

The next variable crosstabulated with choice was the rating of
VU.N.O.'S academic reputation. The overall rating of U.N.O.'s academic
-reputation was thought to be worthy of presenting the results in table
form. The results are presented in the following table XVI. The fre-

guencies and row percentages are presented.
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TABLE XVI
CROSSTABULATION OF RATING OF U.N.O.'S ACADEMIC REPUTATION WITH CHOICE
Rating of U.N.O.'s Choice .
Academic Reputation Yes No Totals
Poor 5 27 .32
15.6% 84, 4% 100%
Fair 50 L1 91
54, 9% 45,1% 1007%
Average 112 74 186
60.2% 39.8% 100%
Good 107 130 137
78.1% 21.95% 100%
Excellent 13 0 13
100% o 100%
(N=459)
287 172 '

The Chi square value for the table was 54.67 with 4 degrees of
freedom and was significant at the .05 level. The Tau c valﬁe was
-.3248 which was interpreted as moderately strong. The results
reflected in the table seeﬁ to demonstrate that as the rating of U.N.C.'s
academic reputation increases, so does the likelihood that the student
will choose to attend U.N.d. again., The results may be a good indica-
tion of satisféction with ﬁ.N.O.'s academic reputation by students.
Lower rating students had é tendency to select no as a response more
often than other students rating it average or above. The table of
“academic reputation was pfesented here because of the importance
attached to the rating of U.N.O.'s academic reputation as_a-whole.

The next variable crosstabulated with choice was the rating of

the student's major department. The crosstabulation yielded a Chi

P
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square value of 33,65 with 4 degrees of f:eedom, which was significant
at the .05 level. The pergentage breakdown was: of those students
rating their major department as poor, 20 percent indicated yes and
80 percent no; fair rating, 65.6 percent yes and 34.4 no; as average,
52.6 percent yes, and 47.4 no; as good, 63.2 indicated yes and 36.8
percent no; as excellent, 87.3 percent yes and 12.7 percent no.

The extremes of poor and excellent_ratings were’qn a percentage
basis reversed. The fair énd good categories were virtually equiva-
leﬁt in their observed results. Those rating major departments as
excellent had a high tendency to choose to attend U.N.0O. again as
opposed to all other ratings of major departments.

Another Variagle,_closely assoqiated with the rating of major
department, was the rating of departments other than the major depart-
ment by students, This variable was crosstabulated with the variable
of choice. The resglting Chi square value was 25.91 with L degrees of
freedom and was found to be significant at thé .05 level, Thevexpected
frequency for some cells was.below 5, so the Chi square value was
inflated., Only 2 students rated other departments as poor and 8 as
excellent, thus the extremes of the tabulation were too small from
" which to generalize, Because of this‘apparent weakness and the lack
of variation for the other ratirng catezories, no fﬁrther percentage
analysis was undertaken,

The next variable crosstabulated with choice was the rating‘of
the faculty. The Chi squafe value obtained was 38,47 with 4 dggrees
of freedom which was found to be significant at the .05 level. The

value of Tau c was -.2926 which was interpreted a moderately strong
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‘relationship. The expected frequencies for some of the cells fell
below 5 so the Chi square value was inflated. The percentage break-
down,'though small for the categories of poor and excellent as was
with the rating of other departments, was: for those students ratipg
the faculty poor, 25 percent indicated yes and 75 percent no; as féir,
’40.5_percent yes and 59.5 noj; és average, 5l.2 indicated ves and 48.8
no; as gbod, 74.8 percent as yes and 25.2 percent no; as excellent,
77.8 percent indicated yes and 22.2 no. The extremes of poor and
excellent‘reversed their percentages in terms of yes and no responses.
Based on these observed percentages, one may conclude that as the
rating of faculty increases, so does the tendency for students to
choose tb attend U.N.O. again.

The next variable to.be crosstabulated with choige was the rating
for U.N.O. as a whole., The results are presénted in the following
table. The entire table was presented due to the importance attached
to the rating of U.N.O. as a whole. The frequencies and row percent-
ages are both included in the table. The results of the crosstabula-
tion of the rating of U.N.0. as a whole'with choice are present in the
below table XVII.

"TABLE XVII

CROSSTABULATION OF RATING OF U.N.O. WITH CHOICE
Rating for U.N.O. : Choice
-as a Whole Yes : No , Totals
Poor 2 11 17
15.4% 84, &3 100%
Fair 20 50 70
28. 6% 71 4% 100%

(Continued)
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'TABLE XVII (Continued)

'CROSSTABULATION OF RATING OF U.N.O. WITH CHOICE

Rating for U.N.O. ' Choice
as a "Whole Yes No - Totals
Average 103 84 187
55.1% Ly, 9% 100%
Good 148 27 175
8L, 6% 15.4% 100%
Excellent 13 2 15
86.7% 13.3% 100%
(N=460)
286 ' 174

The Chi square value computed was 90,86 with 4 degrees of freedom’
which was significant at the .05 level. The Tau ¢ value was -.4599
which was a moderately éfrong relationship. By observing the resultis
onefwill notice that as the rating cf U.N.O. increases, the likelihood
‘that students will choose to attend U.N,O. again increases. .A steady
percentage increase ‘is observed as one reads down the yes column. An
almost exact reversal is observed for the extremes, 84,6 percent of
the poor rating students would not choose to attend U.N.O. again as
opposed to only 13.3 percent of those students rating it excellent.

The results in the table seem to reflect the importance of the students'
perceived rating of U.N.O. - Those students rating U,N.O, low have a
higher tendency to not want to attend U.N.O. again. Those students

who rated U.N.O. high who had a high tendency to choose to attend U.N.O.
again: These results indirectly point to the impo:tance of rating and
attendance, at least in a conccptual sense.

The final crosstabulation was based on the variable of choice and
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. the rating of fellow studenfs academically. The Chi square value was
21.57 with 4 degrees of freedom which was significant at the .05 level,
The Tau ¢ value was -.1799 which was of low'strength. Two of the qells
fell below the expected frequency of 5 because only 5 students rated
their feilow students as poor academically. The following is the
percentage breakdown accor&ing tb ratings given to fgllow students

was: as poor, 100 percent indicated no; as fair, 50 ?ercent indicated
yes and 501percent'no: as average, 55.U4 percent indicated yes and 44.6
percent no; as good, 66.4 percent indicated yes and 33.6 percent noj;

as excellent, 90.5 percent indicated yes and 9.5 percent no. There
appears to be a tendency for those students perceiving their fellow
students as high academically to choose to attend U.N.O. again. As
the rating of U.N.0.'s students decreases, so does the likelihood that
the student will elect to attend U.N.0O. again if given a cboice.

In a very general sense, it was observed thét most of the back-
ground variables seem to have little influence on the variable of choice,
The lack of variation was noted in most of the crosétabulations. Ob-
served frequencies ﬁere apparently occurring by chance or had a high
likelihood of occurring by phance. The final background variable of -
grade point average did disﬁlay some potential worthy of investigation.

In contrast, the rating variables (rating of. faculty, students,
U.N.O. etc.) seem tQ display some consistent patterns. As a general.
rule, as the rating increased for an item, so did the likelihood that
the respondent would choose to attend U,N.Q. again. This tendency
was observed in every crosstabulation of ratings with choice. Based

on the observed results, there does appear to be some relationship
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between rating in general and the variable of choice. The perception
of ratings may be a criticél factor influencing Student's choosing to
attend U.N.O., again. Thisbconcludes the crosstabulationg of chbice.\
The following paragraphs deal with additional findings.

The variable of the rating of U.N.O.'s academic reputation was
crosstabulated with the vafiable of the rating of U.N.O. The fre-
quencies and row perce;tages are presented in the below table XVIII.

fTABLE XVIII
CROSSTABULATION OF THE RATING OF U.N.O.'S ACADEMIC REPUTATION WITH'THE
o RATING OF U,N.O. AS A WHOLE

Rating of U.N.O.'s Rating for U.N.O. Row
Academic Reputation Poor Fair Average Good _ Excellent Totals

Poor 7 18 5 2 0 32
21.9%5 56.3% 15.6% 6.3% 0 %
Fair 1 32 L2 13 0 88
1.2% 36,4 47,75 14.8% o5 19. 2%
Average 2 14 109 62 1. 138
1.3%  7.4% 587% 3374 « 5% 417
Good 1 5 32 93 7 138
7% 3.6% 23.2% 6747 5.1% 30.1%
Excellent 0 0 0 6 7 13
A % L6.2%  53.8%  2.8%
(N=459)
Column Totals 11 69 188 176 15

The computed Chi squafé value was 338.41 with 16 degrees of
freedom and was found to be significant at the .05.leve1; The Tau c
value was 4532, which was also found to be significant at the .05
level. The Chi square value indicates that the observed distribution
is not likely to occur by chance. The Tau ¢ value observed 1s

interpreted as being of moderate strength and close to being strong.
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The expected frequency for some of the c?lls fell below five bvecause
of the lack of poor and excellent ratings. The percentages demonstrate
that as the rating of U.N.O.'s academic reputation increases, so does
the rating of U.N.O. as a whole, Students rating reputation high had
a.tendency to rate U.N.O. as é whole high. Those rating reputation
low also had a tendency to rate U.N.O. low. There appears to be a
relationship between the perception of U.N.O.'s academic reputation
with the perceptiqn of U.N,O., as a whole. The stress‘that students
place on academics appears to be the reason for the apparent relation-
ship between the two ratings.

It was felt important to present these results because both the
perception of U.N.O. as a whole and the perception,of its academic
reputation are major questions of great importance. They both repre-
sent a high order of perception (abstractiqn), in that they both
encompass a number of characteristics of U.N.O. A student probably
takes into consideration several factors before assignihg a rank to
U.N.O. as a whole and its academic reputation. A second reason for
their inclusion is the;r high statistical values. Eoth Cﬁi square
and Tau c¢ values were impressive. Some of thé value'may be attributed.
to low expected cell frequéncies in some instances. It would be
difficult however to imagine that the Chi square value would be in-
flated to so high a valuevbecause of_low frequencies in some cells.
Percentage analysis was undertaken as a cautidnary measure. A final
point to be made is that the percentages and percentage differences
reflect an overall pattern which seems to support the conclusions

made on the Chi square and Tau c. It is apparent that to many students,
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there is little differentiation between U.N.O.'s academic reputation
and the rating of U.N.O. as a whole.

Another finding of importance, which also deals with the rating
of U.N.O, as a whoie is the crosstabulation of the rating of the
faculty with U.N.O.'s ratiﬁg. The frequencies and row percentages are
presented in the below tabie IXX.

TABLE IXX-

CROSSTABULATION OF THE RATING OF U.N.O. AS A WHOLE WITH THE
RATING OF THE FACULTY

Rating for Rating of Faculty Row
U.N.O. : Poor  Fair Averagce  Good Excellent  Totals
Poor 6 3 3 1 0 13
Fair 1 28 27 14 0 70

' 1.4% 407 38. &% 20% (074 15.2%
Average 1 10 123 54 1 189
Good 0 2 18 147 8 175
0% 1.1% 10.73% 845 L,6% 37.9%
Excellent O 0 2 4 9 15
0% 0% 13.3% 26.7% 60% 3.2%
_ _ (N=462)
Column Totals 8 43 173 220 18

The Chi square value for the table was 529.95 with 16 degrees of -
freedom and was significant_at the .05 level., The Tau c valﬁe was .49
which was interpreted as being moderately strong.-iThe observed results
indicate that as the rating for the faculiy increases, so does the‘like-
lihood that the rating for U.N.O. will increase. There appears to be
some degree of consensus, with students rating the'féculty high also

having a tendency to rate U.N.O. high. Those students rating the
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faculty low also had a tendency to rate U.N.0O. low. There seems to
be some'relétionShip between the two ratings. Tﬁe reason for this
might be the student's stregs in teaching which is reflected in the
faculty which represent.an important facet of U.N.O. In short, the
two are associated with each other. The reason for including these
findings was the high Chi square value and Tau c value demonstrated
that significant results were attained. Though the expected fell~
below 5 for some of the cells, chances are the low fréquencies would
not inflate the statistical values to such high levels. The percent-
ages seem to reflect a definite pattern between the two ratings. The
importance attached to teaching and faculty by students might explain
some of the degree of consistency between the two ratings.

This draws to a close the analysis of the data. ‘Other cross-
tabulations and computations were undertaken and the results were
studied. The four chapters on analysis represent the objectives of
the propesed research. Additional findings were not presented due to
either their lack of importance or the limitations of this study. The

conclusion contains a brief summary of the principle findings.



CHAPTER VIII

CONCLUSION

Summary of Findings and a Proposed Model

Ohe of the objectives of this study was to obtainfsome preliminary
information on the criteria students use to'evaluate a university.
Associated with this question was the problem of determining what
students' ability to evaluate might be. The following paragraphs
represent a brief summaxry of the findings on both student criteria and
ability to evaluate.

In terms of student criteria. it was determined that students use
a wide variety of items when evaluating a university. Of these itens,
some were mentioned more often than others. Three items appear to be
major student criteria. These items were feaching. number of courses,
and the number of quality faculty. The three items had an academic
orientation. Results from the priorities section seem to support the
importance of the three items as criteria.

The second question, fhat of ability, was an attempt'to gather
some preliminary informatiqn on the ability of students to evaluate
in relation to professionally selected standards, Two indicators
wvere used to determine this ability. One centered around the ability
to evaluate a étudent—book ratio aﬁd the other around a student-faculty
ratio. Results,.in a_very»general sense,. indicated that students have

a tendency to overrate the two indicators and thus may not be able to

207
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evaluate a university according to professional standards. The find-
ings in the rating section of the study seem to support this notion.

Attempts were made to determine the effects of various variaﬁles
on the ability to evaluate. - The two major variables of year in school
and comparative perspective failed to have any great influence on the -
ability to evaluate. Evidence suggests that, on the whole, background
variables had little influence on the students' ability to evaluate.
The thought that universities may have little impact‘on the students’
abiiity to evaluate may prove to be plausible. In a general sense,
these are the findings of the first section of the stﬁdy.

The objective of the second majbr section was to obtain some
information on what student priorities might be when given a list of
criteria. The criteria list provided was made up of professional and
student cﬁiteria. The overall pattern of responses reflected a student
tendency to attach importance to academic related items more than non-
academic items. ~'_I‘he "Quality of Teaching", "Quality of Academic
Departments", and the "Quality of Faculty", -were emphasized by students.
At the bottom of the scale were the_non-academic items such as '"Social
Atmosphere", "Extra—curricular'Activities". and "Quality of Athletic
Facilities". The student generated criteria items were all ranked
within the top four ranks, which supports their use as criteria by
students, |

‘In addition to the computations for the entire sample, cross-
‘tabulations between priorities and many of the variables were under-
takén. In a very general sense, the variables studied displayed little

-influence on the priority rankings of the items. The priorities
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attached to items remain constant without any important effect from the
variables. Differences within variable categories were more dramatic
than between them. It appéars that many of the variables ﬁad little
influence on priorities., The theme of students concern for academics
is overriding the possible effects of the variables studied. An
important point to be made about priorities is that students have the
ability to rank items in terms of priorities if called upon to do so.

The'third major section dealt with the problem of student rating.
The basic contention was that students would overrate all items with
the exception of visible area schools. Students were observed to
have a tendency-to overrate all of the items on thé questionnaire.
Students had a tendency to overrate the university as . a whole and its
components. Students had a tendency to think in terms of above average
rafings. Some of the possible explanations for this overrating tend-
ency are mentioned in the following paragraphs.

One possibility is that the components and university are actually
above average and students perceive this level of quality better than
'professionais. Inherent in this idea is the idea that professionals
might be wrong about the ratings they gave to U.N.O. and its components.
The question arises as to which set of ratings, professional or student,
may be more valid. Because professionals are "experts" in the field
of rating, the researcher would suggest that they are better able to
evaluate universities and components, based on their expertise and
sources‘of information, Professionals are viewed by the researcher as
being more systematic.

A second possibility‘is that students feel they must justify the
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educational services that are available to them. Given the tremendous
investment of time, money and other resources thét students put into
their schools and educational attéinment'process, it may. be easy to
understand why they would want‘to view their investment as worthy.
Students may have a tendency to rationalize that they are receiving a
good return on their investment.‘ Thus, stﬁdents have a tendency to
overrate their university, its components'and the services it provides.
This line of thought is supported by the findings associated with the’
variable of choice. As the ratings for U.N.O. and its components
increased, so did the likelihood that students would choose to attend
U.N.O. again.

The researcher would suggest that two factors play a major role
in student rating of components and the universitytés'a whole., The
researcher would put forth the notion that the student overrating is
influenced by a combinaiion of student rationalization and lack of
ability to evaluate. The rationalization'process is observed in the
large(number of students rating the university and its components
above average in spite of such negative items as a poor student-faculty
ratio, inferior library, and other negative Jjudgments that profession-
als have placed on U.,N.O. ‘Students may have a tendency to rationalize
"that they are receiving a good education, which 1s aided by their lack
of ability to evaluate thiéleducation. The end product of this combin-
‘ation is overrating. Mostistudents may not want to admit that their
education may be below ave:age and thus think in ierms of above average,
Obtaining a degree requires a high degree'of'trust in an institution and

its components., Students may want to Jjustifly this trust. This
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tendency, when combined with the apparent lack of'ability (in a pro-
fessional sense) might’explain the student tendency to overrate.

A tendency to overrate other area schools was observed, but was
not expected. The other area schools actvally received higher ratings
than the membership school. One could argue three major reasons for
this tendency. One might be that the two other schools are actually
higher in rating than the membership school and students acknowledge
this. Secondly, oﬁé might suggest, "The grass is always greener on
the other side of the-fencef, argument that students perceive other
schools as better than their own. The third major argument might
center around the students' perception of private higher education.
The highest ratings were given to the private university. Experts
in higher education would probably agree that private higher education .
has traditionally been perceived as higher quality than public educa-
tion. Whether this is justified or not remains to be proven; what is
of importance is that it is perceived as being better by people, and
especially by students in higher education.

The researcher would favor the last two stated possibilities for
the following reasons. The first argument is ruled out because, the
differences among the thfeé.schools are small enough (by professional
standards) that students would not be able to perceive them. Even if
the students did perceive reél differences, the ratings given the pri-
vate school are not justified. The student ratings given the private
school were too high in comparison to professional ratings. The
second and third’argumentsbappear to be moreAreasonable to the

researcher. Given the long traditional emphasis on private education
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in this country, it is understandable why students would perceive
private institutions as higher in quality. This.would explain the

high ratings given Creight§n, but does not include the higher ratings
given U.N.L. This is where the "Grass is greener", argument might be
important. Given the negative (professional) characteristices of U.N,O.,
it is understandable why s£udents would view the iwo area schools as -
better, In suﬁ; what the researcher is suggestiﬂg is that the two
perceptions are more important to the overrating of area schools than
actual ﬁifferences.

The variables included in the study were crosstabulated to deter-
mine their influence on the ranking by students. Differences were
noted, but were not as dramatic as expected. Differences were greater
within categories than between them. In short, most of the variables
had little effect'on student rating. There was an overriding tendency
to overrate, in spite of tﬁe possible effects ofAthe variables studied.
Yhat appears to matter are not the effects‘of the background variables
or actual differences in items, but the perception of these items.

The student perception of the items is characterized by the tendency
to overrate.

Whether the respondent would choose to attend U.N.O. again was the
final major area of investigation from which conclusions may be drawn.
Most students indicated théy would attend U.N.O.~again if given a choice.
Further investigation of the possible effects of the background varia-
bles on choice yielded results that displayed little variation between
variable categories. Background variables were interpreted, on the

whole, as haviﬂg little influence on the students' choice to attend.
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Investigation into thé nature of the students' perception of
‘ratings and choice yielded impressive results, As a general pgttern,
those students rating the Qniversity and its components as high, had
a tendenéy to choose to attend U.N.O. again. Those students rating the.
items low had a tendency to.not want to attend U.N.O. again if given a
éhoice. What appears to be important when addressing the question of
choice is not the respondent's sex, major, enrollment status, and
other background variables but the perception of rating of the univer-
sity and ité components. Those students perceiving high quality tend
to choose to attend again. As the ratings increase, so does the like-
lihood that the student will attend again. As the ratings decrease,
so does the likelihood deCréase that the student will choose to éttend
again., The clear implication is that student perception of rétings is
important.

The following model represents the major framework of the findings
of this study and some additional ihought on the subject. It serves to
unify the basic'findings and suggests a basic model for understanding
the possible nature of student evaluation of universities as represented
“in this study. The model is represented in figure 1.

PROPOSED MODEL

FIGURE 1
STUDENT CRITERIA+~—ABILITY TO EVALUATE - Investment Made
(academic) : (1ack of) \\\\\\\\\\Efiiifnalization:process)
PRIORITIES - » RAT ING CHO&CE
(acadenic) (overrating)

The concepts stated represent major areas of investigation in

this study. The lineé and arrows represent lines of influence. Items
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within the parentheses summate the major conclusions of the étudy.
The exvlanation of how the_model was conceptualiéed and how it ope;ates
is described in the following paragraphs.

The starting point for the model are the student criteria.
Student criteria form the basis of the student evaluation procedure.
Criteria constitute the concepts/ideas from which students make their
evaluations., Criteria were found to be academic in nature. Students
selected academic criteria more often than non—académic criteria;

.The criteria that students use has the capability of being ranked
in order of importance. This ranking was referred to as priorities.
Given a set of.criferia and asked to rate them in order of impoftance,
it was observed that students have the ability to rank items in order
of imvportance. ‘The studeht criteria were in general rated higher than
other criteria. One could contend that the criteria that students use
influences the priorities attached to the items. The use of criteria
influences the priority ranking of.criteria.

The relationship between student criteria and priorities is viewed
as a one wvay relatiohshipn Criteria are viewed as a necessary condi-
tion for'priqrities, but priorities are not necessary conditions for
criteria. The point beingfmade is that student criteria influence the
~student priorities attached to such criteria. The students' stress on
academic criteria may have a direct bearing on the priority rankings,
for academic concerns were emphasized both as criteria and high priorf
ity items.

Closely associated with critefia is the ability to evaluate. The

abilify to evaluate is in reference to professicnal standards. It is
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suggested in the model that there 1s a reciprocal relationship between
criteria and ability. "Both are viewed as influencing each other. For
example, students with high ability would probably mention several
¢riteria that they would use. Part of the definition of high ability
would involve the consideration of several criteria. Thus, ability
might influence the number of criteria that students use. Likewise,
if a student possessed a large numBer~of criteria, his/her ability to
evaluate would be affected (increased). Thus, as thé example demon-
‘strates, ability and criteria may be closely iinked.

The general results demonstrate that most students may lack the
ability to evaluate (assuming that the indicators used are at least
partially valid representations of ability.) The researcher had the
impreésion.that students probably lack any high degree of ability to
evaluate. Results from the rating section of the study seem to support
this notion.

The ability to evaluate is reflected in the ratings given the
university, its components and visible area universities. The ability
to evaluate is viewed as having a direct influence on the process of
student rating. One could successfully argue that the ratings given
the items are the end product of the ability to evaluate. In a vexry
real sense then, student ability to evaluate is believed to influence
the rating of-items. The rating results indicate that students have a
tendency to overrate all of the items under investigation.

In addition to the influence of ability on the student rating of
items, aﬁother major process 1s thought to exist. This process though

not verified in this study, might be important. It may be assumed
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that, given the large investments students make in their degrée attain-
ment process in their respéctive schools, studenfs Justify this invest-
ment to themselves and others. They like to think their investment is
worthwhile. _Tﬁis process of justif'ication is referred to as the
rationalization process on the model. The overrating tendencies that
students have may be a product of.this rationalization process along
with their inability to ev@luate.

In addition to the major influences of ability and rationalization
on rating, the researcher would suggest that the criteria that s£udents
use and the priocrities they attach to the criteria might play an
indirect role in rating. The relationship of criteria to ability and
priorities was‘previoﬁsly mentioned. Criteria foxrm the basic building
blocks for evaluation and deductively the process of student rating.

It also forms the basis for priorities, which play a role in evaluation.
For example, if a school stresses extra-curricular activitieé, which is
a low priority item for students, the students may rate the school
slightly lower. The difference between school and student priorities
might have a bearing on the rating of a school. The student criteria
and priorities then, may bg viewed as influencing student rating of
schools and school cornponer‘its.l

The final item located in the model deals with the question of

students' choice in attending again., 1In a very general sense, background

lThe unexpected findings of higher ratings given to area schools
requires a slight modification of the model. - The rationalization pro-
cess 1s revlaced with "The Grass i1s Greener" argument or the private
education argument or both.  The researcher is suggesting that when
students evaluate other schools, the rationalization process is
replaced by these two processes.
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variables such as the respondent's sex, major, and others failed to

‘ .
demonstrate any major infldence on the variable of choice. The variable
of choice was viewed as being an important conceptual question dealing
~ with the student's overall satisfaction with the education received at
U.N.O. The variable of choice could be viewed as the end judgment of
U.N.0. and its compdnents. If the student was satisfiéd with the |
services received, he/she would have a high likelihoda of attending
again.' If there'was a high degree of dissatisfaction, the student
might be expected to not attend again.

Investigatioq into the possible effects of background Variébles
on students' choice yielded results which reflected a lack of varia-
tion between variables. In reference to the crosstabulation of
ratings with the variable of choice the opposite was the case. Signi-
ficant results were observed fér most of the crosstabulations, The
observed patternvwag that as the rating increased for an item, so did
the likelihood of choosing to atteﬁd again.: Aé the ratings decreased,
so did the likelihood that the student would choose to attend U.N.O.
again. The results demonstrate the importance of student's.ﬁerception

~of rating on the variable of choice, Rating variables appear to have
more influence on student's choice in attendance than backgroun&
variables.

fhe proposed model, in brief, suggests that there are relationships
among the major subjects of this study. Some of the relationships are
viewed as reciprocal and others are one way. The major items are all
interrelated. The basic process (format) is that students possess a

set of criteria from which they evaluate. This set of criteris is
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characterized by an academic emphasis, This set of criteria - influences
the studenfs' ability to eyaluate;‘which reciprocally.influences their
sets of criteria. The sets of criteria that students use also influ-
ence the priorities that students attach to criteria. Studént criteria
form the basic building blocks of a priority rankings. Students have
to have a notion of criteria before they can rate those criteria in
‘'order of importance. The ability to evaluate, criteria, and priorities
all seem to contribute to the rating of items by students. An addi-
tional item of rationalization might be another possible influence,

The rationalization process is the notion that s£udents will justify
their investment in education. Thus student ratings may be influenced
by several factors. The ratings given items may prove to be a critical
factor influencing whether the student would choose to attend again or
not. Throughout this mbdelg background variables display a slight
influence on ﬁhe process. Student perceptions of schools and their
components seem to be an overriding'factor on student evaluation. This
then is the proposed model of the items and their inter;elationships;
Evidence seems to support the model, but further testing and investi-
gation are necesSaiy. particularly of the student rationalization

process,
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QUESTIONNAIRE



7o

8.

9.
10.

11.

Questionnaire

Year in school: Freshman Sophomore Junior _ Senior
_Graduate '
‘Status: Full time student (12 or more credit hours) _Part

time student .
Age:

Academic major: .

With regard to extra-curricular groups and activities on campus,
would you consider yourself:
Very involved Somewhat involved Not involved

Have you ever attended a college or university other than U.N.OC.?
~ Yes- If so how many:
No

Have you-ever applied for admission to a college or university
other than U.N.O.7?

____Yes- If so how manys

No

Have you ever read any college guide books or catalogues other than
U.N.0,.'s?

____Yes-'If so how many-

No

Sex: Male Female
Approximate Grade Point Average:

The following is a list of characteristics of a university. Please’
rank them in order of importance, with 1 being most important, 2
being the second most important, 3 being the third most important,
etc; (Please be sure to rank every item)

Quality of Library

Number of courses offered

Quality of Athletic Facilities

Social Atmosphere

Academic Quality of Student Body
Extra-curricular Activities
Quality of Teaching (student-teacher relationship)
Quality of Administration
Quality of Academic  Departments
Quality of Physical Facilities (Buildings, etc.)
Quality of Student Services (Counseling, Health, etc. )
uality of Faculty (Percentage of Doctoral Degrees)

L
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12.
13.
14,

150

16,
17.
18.

19.

20. .

21.

22,
23.
24.

25,

How would you
Excellent

How would you
Excellent

How would you

Excellent

How would you
as a whole:
Excellent

How would you
Excellent

How would you
Excellent

How would you
Excellent

How would you
Excellent

How would you
Excellent

Good

Cood

Good

Good

Questionnaire (Continued)

rate U.N.0.'s library as a whole:

Average Fair Poor

rate U.N.O,'s reputation as an Academic institution:
Good

Average Fair Poor

rate your major department as a whole:
Average Falr Poor

rate departments other than your major department

Good Average Fair Poor
rate U.N.O.'s Faculty as a whole:

Good Average Fair Poor
rate U.N.O. as a whole:

. Good Average Fair Poor

rate the University of Nebraska at Lincoln as a wholes
Average Fair Poor

rate Creighton University as a whole:
_____Average Fair Poor

rate your fellow students academically:
students Good students  __ Average students

Fair students Poor students

If you had it to do all over again and had a choice, would you
attend UN.O.7
Yes No

A ratio of 100 books per student in a university library would be
considered:

Excellent Good Average Fair Poor

A ratio of 1.Faculty member per 20 students would be considered:
Excellent Good Average Fair Poor

Have you ever attended the University of Nebraska at Lincoln?
Yes o
No

Have you ever attended Creighton University?
Yes
Ho
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AFPPENDIX B

STUDENT GENERATED CRITERIA



Student Generated‘Criteria

1. Teacher attitudes towards students - 1
2, Teaching - 7
3. Tacilities - 5
4, Well maintained library - 1
50 COSt "'_ 3
6. Studies offered - 14
7. Atmosphere of learning - 1
8. Number of quality faculty - 13
9. Pleasant surroundings - 1
10. " Atmosphere - 3
1l. Accreditation - 3 ,
12, How students are treated - 1
13. How facilities are run - 1
14, Faculty treatment - 1
15. Grading = 1
16, Administration - 1
17. Student programs - 3
18, Athletics - &4
19. Good texts ~ 2
20, Student - teacher relationship - 1
21. Expansion - 1 '
22. BEnrollment - 2
23, Co-ed - 1
24, Drop out rates for students - 1
25. School help - 1
26, Diversity of teachers - 1
27« Value system of school - 1
28. Provisions for students - 1
29. Services provided for students - 1
30, School views toward race - 1
31. Environment - 3
32, Relevant classes - 1
33+ Appearance of school - 1
34, Lack of rules and regulations - 1
35, Location - 1
36, Library - 1
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