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ABSTRACT

Within the tradition of applied sociology of education, the aim of this research

project is to determine whether or not the first theoretically informed and empirically

validated measures of the student perception of "quality of university student life" can be

established as performance indicators for institutions of higher education. In order to do

this, a theoretical model fotlowing the status attainment approach is constructed to

examine the causal impact of these indicators on student academic attainment. More

specifically, the study examines the effects of cognitive and affective quality of university

student life variables on academic attainment, while controlling for important university

background, social background, and individual social psychological variables.

The study was conducted in a faculty of education at a large Western Canadian

university in l992,and it is based on data collected from questionnaires administered to a

stratified random cluster sample of 269 undergraduate students.

Lance Roberts and Rodney Clifton's theory of effective learning and quality of
university student life guides the project. In short, this theory suggests that the ideal

leaming experience for university students is one in which challenging cognitive demands

occur in a supportive; affectively warm environment. To evaluate the theoretical model,

the structural equation modeling procedures of multiple regression and path analysis are

employed. The results indicate that the quality of university student life variables have

the largest significant effects on academic attainment. More specifically, the affective

quality of student life is found to have the strongest positive relation to academic

attainment, while the universi¡y background, social background, and personality variables

are controlled. Therefore, the findings of this study provide partial confirmation of

Roberts and Clifton's theory in that a waün university environment, characterized by

positive interactions with professors and among peers, is an important prerequisite for

students to attain high grades.
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CTIAPTER I

INTRODUCTION TO TFIE STUDY

Statement of the Problem:
Establishing Quality of Student Life Measures as

Performance Indicators for Institutions of Higher Education

Higher education is facing a common but unwelcome dilemma--to prove its worth

to an increasingly skeptical and critical public. ln North America, students, taxpayers,

and their political representatives are spearheading a campaign to increase the

"accountability", "performance", and "productivity" among universities and colleges. In

the words of the President of the University of Manitoba, "it is clear that [educational]

institutions are generally under pressure to 'be accountable' for prudent use of resources

and effective operation" (Naimark, cited in Berkowitz,Igg5:6). By developing valid and

reliable measures of the quality of universities, and then investigating the impact of such

measures on important student outcomes such as learning, sociologists can contribute to

the creation of valid performance indicators, and therefore make a significant contribution

to the assessment and rationalization of post-secondary educational institutions.

At the present time, however, the overwhelming majority of existing measures of

the quality of educational institutions are based on an eclectic collection of quantitative

management statistics--ranging from incoming student grades and class sizes to operating

budgets and reputational surveys--that have not been shown to relate to important student

outcomes. This is problematic because only those measures of the quality of educational

institutions that relate to student outcomes--such as student satisfaction, academic

attainment, and attendance--can be deemed valid "perforrnance indicators" (Berkowitz,

1995: 6). Thus, it is critical to understand the definition of a performance indicator when

evaluating the quality of educational institutions.



What is a performance Indicator?

According to the Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada (AUCC),

there is no end to examples of poorly used statistics aimed at measuring whether

universities are performing as they should. "Quite often, anything that a number can be

attached to is called a performance indicator" (Tausig Ford, 1995 :2). Atrue performance

indicator, however, is a policy relevant statistic, number, or qualitative description that

indicates whether or not a university is performing as it should. In other words, ?

performance indicator is a result-oriented measure,that indicates progress toward an

established goal and suggests means of improvement.

The widespread development and utilization of perfonnance indicators is a very

recent phenomenon, beginning in 1990. This "accountability movement", as it has come

to be known, developed out of a largely campus-based "assessment movement"

characterized by voluntary compliance, which was characteristic of the 1980s. Beginning

in this decade, however, standardized reporting of performance indicators to broader non-

campus constituencies such as legislators, employers, and the public, became the norm

(Gaither, 1995: l).

According to Ruppert (1995: l3-15), four converging conditions have stimulated

the growth of performance indicators in the 1990s. The first is the decline in govemment

appropriations for higher education. On the heels of a global economic recession, North

American universities and colleges have faced significant decreases in funding from

government sources. This means that more of the responsibility of paying for higher

education is shifting to students and families. Another significant trend has been the

change in the demographic profile of students seeking postsecondary education. Decline

in the size of the traditional college-going cohort (18- to 22-year-olds) during the 1980s

was more than offset by growth in older and minority student enrollment rates. Thirdly,

societal needs and expectations of higher education have risen. Higher education is being

given more value and importance by governments and the public. Governments view



higher education as a critical source of research and public service that can be marshaled

toward addressing many of the complex "ills" plaguing modern society; and for

individuals, a university or college degree serves as a gateway for personal economic

mobility that a high school diploma served a generation ago. Even though a majority of

individuals feel a university education is becoming increasingly indispensable, they also

see it slipping increasingly out of reach. According to public opinion polls, an

overwhelming 88 percent agree that a high school diploma is no longer enough to quali$

for a well-paying job in the United States (Yankelovich, 1993-1994). Nearly the same

number of people, however, feel that university costs are rising at arate that will put

university out of reach for the majority of the population. According to Ruppert (1995:

I 5):

In short, fthe first three conditions indicate that] higher education has entered into

a new era in which colleges and universities face the challenge of educating a

gtowing, increasingly skeptical, and diverse population of students to higher

levels of attainment with, at best, moderate increases in government resources.

To many observers, both within and outside the academy, these conditions raise

serious concerns about limited student access, erosion of quality, and additional

burdens related to cost. Beyond the issue of cost, many are asking how well the

money that colleges and universities do receive is being spent.

The final condition to stimulate the growth of performance indicators has been increased

skepticism and scrutiny of all social institutions. The public's concerns about higher

education in the 1990s provide a glimpse into prevailing public attitudes toward

institutions more generally, particularly public and government institutions. Put simply,

the public is asking and demanding answers to tougher and more probing questions about

costs, affordability, and results. Many government policy makers have responded to these

concerns by applying to the public sector the management principles developed initially

in the business sector and private industry.



It is important to note that performance indicators can be contrasted with what are

known as "management statistics", which include the range of data maintained by

academic institutions, such as numbers of students, numbers of graduates, and teaching

costs. Even though performance indicators may be based on management statistics, as

noted above, they are evaluative measures with a purpose to assess and judge.

An examination of Maclean's magazine's university ranking technique provides a

good example of the distinction between performance indicators and management

statistics. Each year Maclean's ranks the "excellence" of Canadian universities using

questionnaire data collected from university presidents on a range of factors in six broad

groupings: student body, classes, faculty, frnances, library, and reputation @owsett

Johnston, 1995:31).1 Even though the magazine purports that its indicators are

"meaningful performance measures" (Dwyer, 1994:29),the author of the study provides

no justif,rcation for the selection of the statistics, nor does the author attempt to relate the

indicators to student outcomes. Therefore, Maclean's ranking measures are nothing more

than management statistics. For example, while Maclean's cites average class size as an

t 'Student Body'measures include: incoming students'average high school grades,
proportion of out-of-province sfudents in first year undergraduate classes, percentage of
international graduate students, graduation rates, and the percentage of full-time
undergraduate students in their second year who go on to graduate from the institution
within one year of the expected time period. 'Class Rankings'embrace the entire
distribution of class sizes at the first and second year levels, as well as third and fourth
year levels. The'Faculty Rankings'assess the caliber of faculty by calculating the
percentage of those with Ph.D.s, and the number who win national awa¡ds *ã r."*.
grants from each of the three major federal granting agencies. The'Finance'section
examines the amount of money available for currenJ expenses per student, as well as the
percentage ofthe budget spent on student services, scholarships, and bursaries. The
'Library'measure assesses the breadth and currency of the university's collection in terms
of: the number of volumes per total number of students, total holdings regardless of
student numbers, and the percentage of operating budget allocated to fiUrary services and
updating the collection. Finally, 'Reputation'is measured by a reputational survey sent to
university graduates as well as members of the community, incluãing chief executive
offtcers of corporations, university administrators, and high school guia*". counselors.



important demonstration of a university's quality, it has been demonstrated that there is

little or no relationship between class size and student satisfaction or academic

performance (Vale, 1995: 40). "There is an assumption that [a] smaller [class] is better,

but there is evidence that . . . what goes on in the classroom matters more than the size of

the class" (Gilbert, cited in Vale, 1995 : 40). Maclean's also makes the assumption that

universities that have high per-student costs are high quality institutions, while a set of

indicators being developed by the Alberta goverTrment will likely reward those

institutions that keep their costs per student low, seeing that this is evidence of a

university acting effrciently and using public dollars wisely. Maclean's is not justified in

concluding that small class sizes and high per-student costs are performance indicators of

universities unless they can provide evidence that each statistic is related to positive

student outcomes.

Considering the immense popularity of using objective quantitative management

statistics to evaluate the functioning of universities, it follows that more subjective

evaluations of the students, professors, and others working in educational environments

have not received adequate attention as potential performance indicators. This is

particularly unforrr¡nate in light of the fact that sociologists are becoming increasingly

interested in the recently articulated argument, as proposed by Beck (1990), that the

"quality of student life", as perceived by students, should be a principal yardstick for

measwing the worth of educational institutions.

In keeping with the problems associated with prior investigations into the quality

of higher education, at the present time there is no evidence to support the claim that a

student's subjective perception of his or her quality of student life can be interpreted as a

performance indicator of universities or colleges. One cannot assert that quality of

student life in a university is a valid performance indicator of the quality of academic

institutions until social scientists conduct studies to determine whether or not quality of

life has a significant causal impact on students' learning. This research project is the f,rrst



study of its kind to examine such a link. ll/ithin the tradition of applied sociolog of

education, the aim of this research project is to establish theoretically informed and

empirically validated measures of the student perception of "quality of university student

life" as performance indicators þr institutions of higher education by examining the

causal effect of these indicators on student academic attainment.

The purpose of this opening chapter is to provide an introduction to the main

components of this research project. Discussion begins with a review of Roberts and

Clifton's theory of effective learning and quality of university student life that provides

the basis for the project, followed by a discussion of the practical and intellectual

relevance of a sociological investigation into quality of university student life. The focus

then turns to a review of both theoretical and methodological limitations of this project.

The chapter closes with an overview of the remainder of the study, which outlines chapter

contents.

Theoretical Approach

The conceptual framework guiding this project is based on Lance Roberts and

Rodney Clifton's theory of effective learning and quality of university student life (Clifton

& Roberts, 1993; Roberts & Clifton, 1988, 1991)--a theory that is grounded in prominent

sociological theories of socialization and social psychology.

Fffective I.earning

Schools are agents of socialization that systematically influence the individuals

who constitute their membership-students. In the classroom context, teachers, as

representatives of the school system, are responsible for changing students in specified

directions. Students resist leaming, however, because genuine learning threatens each

student's identity and individual integrity (Bredemeier & Bredemeier, 1978: 168-174). In

addition, not all students adjust to the school environment in the same way (Webb &



Sherman, 1989: 320). Some join the system wholeheartedly and become model students,

while others reject the institution and define themselves through rebellion. Another

grouP, the large majority, learn to "'make do" within the school. Thus, the question for

teachers at all levels becomes: what conditions optimize effective learning by

overcoming students'resistance to change while making sure their identities a¡e

preserved?

Social psychologists note that power and affect are two prominent dimensions that

must be regulated if significant and lasting changes in individuals are to occw (Brim,

1966; Boldt, Lindquist, & Percival,1976; coser, 1979; Roberts & clifton, lggg).

Teaching requires both the imposition of clear and meaningful demands of the learner

(the power dimension) as well as the ability to understand and support the learner's

personal integrity and dignity (the affective dimension).. Therefore, to ensure that

students learn, teachers necessarily incorporate some combination of power and affect

into their teaching styles. The power dimension can be conceptualized as instrumental

demandingness. Teachers must have demonstrated expertise in a subject area to be able

to make credible demands on their students. The affective dimension, in contrast, can be

labeled as expressive warmth. Students need to feel as if their teachers understand them,

support them, and appreciate the difficulties they are experiencing, in order to make the

changes that are being demanded (Clifton & Roberts, 1993: 86-87).

Even though demandingness and warmth are separate dimensions, they are not

independent of each other; theoretically, these dimensions are related in an inverse

manner. At some point, the more teachers are empathic and identifu with their students,

the less they will be able to make demands on them; conversely, the more teachers make

demands on their students, the less tikely it is that they will be perceived by their students

as being empathic. Figure 1.1 illustrates the inverse relationship between the two

dimensions. Demandingness (or power) and warmth (or affect) form a continuum such

that enlarging one of these dimensions compresses the other. Since each of these



dimensions is associated with effective learning, varying the mixture of these variables

has important consequences for the learning process.

Figure 1.1 :

The Relationship Between Two Dimensions of Effective Learning:
Instrumental Demandingness & Expressive Warmth a

d From Clifron & Roberts (1993: 89).

On one end of the continuum, the combination of high demandingness and low

warmth is not conducive to effective learning. Students consider their teachers to be

threatening, impersonal, and uncaring because they demand extensive changes and do not

provide social support for the preservation of identity and integrity. The result is likely to

TYPOLOGY RESPONSES TO
SOCIAL INFLUENCE

TYPES OF
TEACITERS

Instrumental
Demandingness

Compliance Traditionalists

Internalization Warm
Demanders

Expressive
Warmth

Identification Sentimentalists



be short term compliance by the students; in other words, students will invest minimal

resources in meeting their teachers' demands, while devoting significant energy to self-

maintenance. According to Kelman (1961; 1974) compliance is one of three responses to

social influence. This term best describes the mode of behavior of a person who is

motivated by a desire'to gain reward or avoid punishment. When people comply, they do

what the influencing agent \¡/ants them to do, or what they think he or she wants them to

do, in order to receive a positive response from him or her. They learn, essentially, to say

or do the expected thing in particular situations, regardless of what their private beliefs

may be. Therefore, in classes characterized by high demandingness, students do what

their teachers want them to do in order to earn good grades or to avoid poor grades.

Kleinfeld (1975) labeled these highly demanding teachers as "traditionalists".

On the opposite end of the continuum, the combination of high warmth and low

demandingness does not lead to effective learning either. Students identifr with their

highly reinforcing teachers because they display extensive understanding and support, yet

they make few demands for change. The problem with this arrangement, of course, is

that because few demands for change are being made, little systematic change is likely.

The identification that students demonstrate when interrelating with their teachers is

another one of Kelman's (19611'1974) responses to social influence. Identification is a

response to social influence brought about by an individual's desire to be like the

influencer. In identification, as in compliance, people do not behave in a particular way

because such behavior is intrinsically satisfuing; rather, they adopt a particular behavior

because it puts them in a satisffing relationship to the person with whom they are

identifuing. Thus, if one person finds another person appealing, the first person will be

inclined to accept influence from the second person and adopt similar values and

attitudes--not in order to obtain a reward or avoid a punishment (as in compliance), but

simply to be like that person. Therefore, when students find their empathic teachers

attractive, they conform to classroom expectations. This type of learning is not likely to



be effective in the long term, however, because it is based on relationships; students are

learning only because it puts them in a satisffing relationship with the highly reinforcing

teacher. These extremely \¡/ann teachers, who are liked by their students, are known as

"sentimentalists" (Kleinfeld, I97 5).

There is, however, in the middle of the continuum, an optimal combination of the

dimensions of power and affect that is conducive to encouraging the long-term, genuine,

and enduring changes in students that are characteristic of effective learning. ln these

circumstances, teachers make rational and meaningful demands of their students without

sacrificing their ability to understand and support each student's personal integrity and

dignity. These conditions maximize the chances of encouraging lasting and meaningful

changes to students, since frustration is minimized through support of students'integrity,

while clear and speciflrc expectations exist for change. In other words, this combination

of warmth and demandingness encourages students to internalize the knowledge and

skills they are taught. Internalization is Kelman's (1961 ;1974)third response to social

influence. The internalization of a value or belief is the most permanent, most deeply

rooted response to social influence. The motivation to internalize what is learned is the

desire to be right. The reward for the belief is, then, intrinsic. Therefore, if a teacher is

perceived to be warm, trustworthy, and of good judgment, the student accepts the beliefs

that the teacher advocates and integrates them into his or her own belief system. Students

incorporate what is being taught into their personal identities and make the classroom

material 'their own'. Such an internal incorporation of ideas is most likely when students

identiff with their teacher and feel that he or she is concerned about them, while

appreciating that the teacher has specific, rational expectations regarding what needs to be

leamed (Clifton & Roberts, 1993: 88-91). When teachers incorporate this optimal

combination of power and affect into their teaching styles, they are known as ',\ryarm

demanders" (Kleinfeld, I97 5).
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Qualitv of University Student Life

In context of this research project, Roberts and Clifton's theory of effective

learning maintains that when university students perceive challenging cognitive demands

to be taking place in a supportive environment, this will have a positive effect on their

learning experiences. In accordance with their theory, Roberts and Clifton conceptualize

that the mission of a university, as an institution of learning, is to enhance quality of

student life by stimulating and challenging students' intellects in the cognitive domain

(instrumental demandingness) while supporting and enhancing their feelings of dignity

and self-worth in the affective domain (expressive warmth) (Roberts & Clifton, 1991:

13). Therefore, based on the principles of socialization and social psychological theories,

the quality of university student life is conceptualized as consisting of two

complementary domains: the cognitive domain, based on the model presented by Bloom,

Engelhart, Furst, Hill, and Krathwohl (1956); and the affective domain, based on the

work of Williams and Batten (1981) and Spady and Mitchell (lg7g).2 Universities need

to attend to both of these domains of students' lives, because cognitive development,

which is the main objective of universities, requires both a demanding intellectual

environment and a supportive emotional climate.

The Cognitive Domain

First, to determine whether or not the objective of enhancing quality of life in the

cognitive domain is being achieved from the student perspective, Roberts and Clifton

employed Bloom et al.'s (1956) taxonomy of six, hierarchically ordered educational

objectives: knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation.

As the lowest level of cognitive demandingness, lvtowledge represents the ability of

2 The theoretical background, conceptualization,and operationalization of concepts in
Williams and Batten's ( I 98 1 ) Quality of School Life Scales are discussed at length in
Chapter Il--Review of the Literature.
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students to remember and recite specific facts, concepts, and principles of a discipline.

Comprehension rcquires students to translate this information into their own words, while

application involves the ability to take the material and utilize it in new situations.

Analysis is more complex in the sense that it involves decomposing complicated ideas

into their basic factual and conceptual components, while synthesis involves composing

complicated ideas from basic components. Finally, the most demanding cognitive stage,

evaluation, denotes the students'ability to judge the value of material.

The Affective fiomain

To examine student perceptions of whether or not quality of life in the affective

domain is being enhanced by a university, Roberts and Clifton employed two global

dimensions of positive and negative affect, as well as four specific dimensions of status,

identity, opporhrnity, and professors (Williams & Batten, 1981). First,posilive affect

refers to students' perceptions of their experiences in university as a whole, in terms of

their happiness or positive feelings; conversely, negative affect pertains to the intensity

and frequency with which students are consumed by negative feelings such as depression

and restlessness. ,Støtzs relates to the sense of well-being that students experience from

having the confidence and respect of their peers, while identity taps students'recognitíon

of their mutual interdependence as parts of an integrated institution. Opportunity

concerns the feelings of competence students gain from having opporfunities to

demonstrate their abilities and be assessed on their competencies. Finally, professors,

refers to the sense of well-being that students experience from having supportive and

helpful relationships with their professors, both inside and outside of the classroom.

In short, Roberts and Clifton's theory of effective learning and quality of student

life posits that the ideal leaming experience for university students is one in which

challenging cognitive demands occur in a supportive environment. A discussion of the

means of operationalizing these theoretical domains is contained in Chapter III.
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The Relevance of the Problem

lnvestigating the causal link between quality of university student life and

academic attainment is a worthwhile sociological endeavour for both practical and

intellectual reasons.

Practical .Tustifications for the Study

Practically speaking, not only will this project contribute to the development of

theoretically informed3 and empirically validated university performance measures, it will

be the first to evaluate the quality of university life in the classroom, as perceived by

students, as a performance indicator.

Ruppert (1995: I 1) has noted that North American policy makers are growing

increasingly interested in performance indicators because their results serve mariy

purposes. By reporting performance publicly, policy makers are seeking to demonstrate

higher education's accountability to its many constituencies. In addition to accounting for

the public investment in higher education, performance data can be used to assess

progress toward institutional goals, or to guide planning and budget decisions. Other

applications include identifuing areas in which productivity or efficiency can be

improved.

It is also important to note that performance indicators can provide both formative

and summative evaluations of universities. A distinction between these two types of

evaluation \¡ias proposed by Scriven (1967). Summative evaluationsjudge a program's

3 Roberts and Clifton's conceptualizationof quality of university student life is the only
measure to be theoretically grounded in prominent sociological theory. The other
atheoretical or superficially theoretical measures of quality of student life in post-
secondary educational institutions cited in the sociology of education literature are
discussed in Chapter Il--Review of the Literature. They include: the College
Characteristics Index (Pace & Stem, 1958); the Environmental Assessment Technique
(Astin & Holland, 1961); the College and University Classroom Environment lnventory
(Fraser, Treagust, & Dennis, 1986); and the College Classroom Environmental Scales
(Winston et al., 1994).
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value and worth once the pro$am is complete; such evaluations deal with the product of

program development; they provide decision makers with information about whether to

use the final form of the program. [n contrast, formative evaluationsjudge a program's

value and worth midway through the program so that meaningful changes can be made

prior to program completion. Therefore, formative evaluations deal with the process of

pro$ram development; they are goal-oriented and provide meaningful feedback about

program strengths and weaknesses (Mason & Bramble, 1989: 395-396).

Intellectual Justifications for the Study

The execution of this study is further justified by the following intellectual

reasons. First, this research will provide the first empirical test of Roberts and Clifton's

theory of effective learning and quality of university student life. Several specific

combinations of instrumental demandingness (the cognitive quality of university student

life) and expressive warmth (the affective quality of university student life) in the

classroom will be evaluated in terms of their effect on student academic attainment.

Moreover, this study will make a significant contribution to the status attainment

tradition. Research on status attainment began with Blau and Duncan's (1967) seminal

work on educational and occupational attainment. Their classic study of American males

provided empirical support for the hypothesis that academic attainment plays an

important role in the transmission of status from one generation to another. Specifically,

their basic status attainment model found that a child's educational attainment is

influenced by his [or her] family's social status. In the late 1960s, Sewell and his

colleagues at the University of Wisconsin, extended Blau and Duncan's model by linking

socioeconomic status to academic attainment by means of mediating social psychological

variables (Sewell & Hauser, 1980). This "Wisconsin model" is based on social

psychological theories of socialization that view educational attainment as the result of a
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complex set of associations among socioeconomic status, ability, ambition, and

encouragement from significant others (Kerckhoff, 199 5 : 47 8).

This project builds upon the Wisconsin model, and it is the first to include quality

of university student life as an intervening social psychological variable in a status

attainment model. By examining the interrelationships between social background,

university background, quality of student life, individual social psychological variables,

and academic attainment, this research project assesses the degree to which the quality of

student life and other social psychological variables (specifically self-concept of ability

and alienation) mediate the effects of students'background characteristics in predicting

academic attainment.

Finally, a review of the quality of student life in education literature, which will be

discussed in detail in Chapter II, provides substantial justification for the execution of this

project. In short, the quality of life in educational institutions has been largely ignored by

social scientists. After reviewing thousands of published articles investigating the quality

of life, Michalos (1986: 59) found that a meager I percent of them focused on the

educational domain. Secondly, to compound this problem for those sociologists

interested in post-secondary education, the quality of university student life has received

inadequate attention in the sociological literature, in comparison with the quality of

student life in elementary and secondary schools (Fraser, Treagust, & Deruris, 1986: 43).

only two isolated exploratory studies (Fraser & Treagust, 1986; Fraser, et al., 1986;

Genn, 1975) have examined the linkage between post-secondary students' subjective

perceptions of their educational environments and their satisfaction (an attitudinal

leaming outcome measure). Therefore, this study will be the first of its kind to test the

hypothesis that student perception of quality of university student life has a causal effect

on academic attainment, while controlling for important social and university background

characteristics, as well as individual social psychological va¡iables.
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Limitations of the Project

Readers should bear in mind the project's theoretical and methodological

limitations, which will be presented under the following two subheadings.

Theoretical

The first theoretical limiøtion is the extent to which a theoretical model, which

will be discussed in detail in Chapter III, can explain the complexity of students' learning

in university. With 11 variables in the model, this study's explanatory power is limited.

ln broad outlines, the theoretical model guiding this study consists of the following four

blocks of variables. The first block of variables includes three university background

variables (year of university, number of credit hours, and program) and three social

background variables (gender, age, and socioeconomic status). The second block of

variables includes the cognitive and afflective domains of quality university student life.

The third block of variables includes two measures of individual social psychological

dispositions: self-concept of ability and alienation. The final block consists of one

variable: academic attainment, as operationalized by cumulative grade point average.

The second limitation pertains to the quality of student life and the individual

social psychological variables in the theoretical model. In this study these variables are

treated as static rather than dynamic processes. Considering the way in which these

variables are measured, which will be discussed at length in Chapter III, there is no way

of knowing how students'perceptions of their quality of student life, alienation, and self-

concept of ability vary over time. Given the diffrculty in capturing the dynamic nature of

these processes, however, this study still provides a more extensive conceptualization of

the social psychological processes that affect the leaming of university students than has

previously been examined.

t6



Methodological

In addition to the above noted theoretical limitations, this study is also limited

methodologically. The first of these methodological limitations concerns the cross-

sectional nature of the study. As discussed in the third chapter, survey responses obtained

from a representative sample of 269 undergraduate education students from the

University of Manitoba provides the data analyzed in this study. Cross-sectional data

does not, however, allow the researcher to control the causal sequence of variables

introduced into the model. Therefore, the time-ordered sequence of five variable blocks

in the theoretical model is an estimate, as opposed to a true representation, of causal

sequence. Ideally, a study of this kind should track the same students over a period of

time in order to more accurately observe how their perceptions change as a function of

time.

The second limitation considers the validity of using self-report dat4 as opposed

to qualitative techniques--such as naturalistic inquiry, case study, ethnography, or

participant observation--for research in sociology of education. Some may view the

approach of this study as problematic, particularly with respect to students'perceptions of

interactions with their teachers and classmates. Walberg and Haertel (1980), however,

have advanced fivejustifications for the use ofself-report data in educational research.

First, quantitative paper-and-pencil measurement of perceptions does not require training

observers, making it more economical; in addition, perceptual techniques are based on

experiences over time, whereas observational data is restricted to relatively short time

spans. Thirdly, perceptual data allows one to pool students'reports or judgements, as

opposed to relying on a single observer; and in ffiffiy, if not most cases, students'

perceptions are more important determinants of their behavior than is the competing

objective reality. Finally, perceptual measures have frequently accounted for more

va¡iance in student learning outcomes than have interaction variables identified through

observation.
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The third limitation is the relatively small sample size of 269 students.

Nevertheless, the sample was generated by employing a rigorous and sophisticated

stratified random cluster procedure. The procedure involved identifying the mandatory

courses in each one of four years of the undergraduate education programs, and then

selecting a random sample of classes from these progïams. Twenty-four classes

representing approximately 20 percent of the population within each academic year were

selected for the sample.

The fourth limitation addresses the issue of generalizabitity in that the fìndings of

this study are based on data from a single faculty in a single Canadian university.

Readers, therefore, should be careful in generalizing the results to students in faculties

other than education, and other universities. In spite of this cautionary note, however, it

should be noted that the students in this sample are similar in social background to

students in the university, particularly the students in the faculties of arts and sciences.

who are in the majority.

The final methodological limitation concerns the measurement of variables in the

theoretical model. First, several variables--such as program, gender, socioeconomic

status, quality of life, selÊconcept of ability, alienation, and grade point average--are

measured at the nominal or ordinal levels. Halli and Rao (1 992) andTabachnick and

Fidell (1989) suggest that researchers should proceed with caution when using structural

equation modeling procedures with variables not measured on ari interval level.

Although some statisticians are hesitant about using regression analysis with data

measured at these levels, others such as Dometrius (1992:79-80) and Pedhazur (1982:

274-289) argue that regression analysis and other parametric methods are robust enough

to be used with variables measured below the interval level. Furthermore, nominal

variables can be recoded and transformed into interval level dichotomies using a

procedure known as "dummy variable analysis". In addition to the shortcomings of using

nominal and ordinal level variables in the model, readers should be cautioned as to the
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operationalization of learning as grade point average. Other important cognitive,

attitudinal, and behavioral leaming outcomes--such as student satisfaction, absences,

attendance, and class paficipation--are not included in the theoretical model.

An Overview of the Study

As pointed out at the outset, the aim of this study is to establish theoretically

informed and empirically validated measures of the student perception of quality of
university student life as performance indicators for institutions of higher education by

examining the causal effect of these indicators on student learning. A theoretical model

following the status attainment approach has been developed to guide this study of quality

of student life. This model examines the effects of cognitive and affective quality of

university student life variables on academic attainment, while controlling for important

social background, universitybackground, and individual social psychological variables.

The purpose of this introductory chapter has been to introduce readers to the main

components of the study. The chapter began with a statement of the problem to be

addressed by the research project; this was followed by a discussion of the theory of
effective learning and quality of university student life, a discussion of the sociological

relevance of investigating quality of student life, and the limitations of the study.

To locate this project in the existing literature, Chapter ll--Review of the

Literature--will open with an introduction to the "quality of life" research in general,

followed by a review of the quality of life research that has focused specifically on the

educational domain. A review of the quality of student life research in elementary and

secondary schools will follow. Five popular pioneering instruments will be examined in

detail, succeeded by 13 more recently developed tools. Then, the impact of quality of

elementary and secondary student life on learning outcomes will be discussed. The next

major subheading in this chapter will concentrate on describing the quality of student life

in post-secondary institutions. Five major instruments measuring quality of university
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student life will be reviewed in detail, and then research on the impact of quality of

university student life on learning outcomes will be discussed. With the review of the

literature review complete, a synopsis will be presented.

Chapter lll--Methodology--will begin with an overview of the theoretical model

that guides this study. This introduction will be followed by an examination of five

different aspects of the methodology used in the study. First, a brief background of the

study will be provided, the sample of students will be described, and the measurement of
the variables in the theoretical model will be discussed. Next, the data analysis

techniques of multiple regression and path analysis that are employed to test the

theoretical model will be outlined, and finally, the univariate and bivariate assumptions of

these structural equation modeling techniques will be addressed.

In Chapter lV--Results--the theoretical model will be empirically tested. Before

this is done, however, the multivariate assumptions of the structural equation modeling

techniques will be discussed and verified. Once it has been established that all of the

assumptions are satisfied, the zero-order correlation matrix will be examined, and then

the theoretical model will be tested by three main multivariate analyses. Discussion will

conclude with an examination of an interaction effect between the cognitive and afîective

domains of quality of life of university students

Finally, in Chapter V--Conclusion--the most important aspects of the theoretical

framework, the sample, the statistical procedures, and the results will be summarized.

Under the discussion heading, the major frndings will be related to Roberts and Clifton's

theoretical framework, as well as the literature on quality of university student life. The

discussion will be followed by a review of the practical and methodological implications

of the findings for the quality of student life, with a special focus on prescriptions for

further research. The chapter will close with an assessment as to whether or not the

quahty of student life measures should be established as meaningful perfornance

indicators for universities and colleges.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF TFIE LITERATURE

The purpose of this chapter is to locate this project in the existing sociology of

education literature by examining the quality of student life resea¡ch in elementary,

secondary, and post-secondary educational institutions. In the first section, the concept of

"quality of life" is introduced by means of an overview of the history of quality of life

research in general. Discussion in the second section turns to a review of numerous

instruments designed to measure the quality of student life in elementary and secondary

schools, followed by a review of over 50 studies that have investigated the predictability

of students' leaming outcomes from their perceptions of the psychosocial characteristics

of their schools and classrooms. In the third section, a review of instruments designed to

measure quality of student life in post-secondary institutions is presented, succeeded by a

review of two exploratory studies that have examined the predictability of students'

learning outcomes from their perceptions of their classes, departments, and faculties.

ln sum, this literature review establishes two very important points. Firsq even

though the general quality of life theory and research deserve accolades for development,

the quality of life in educational institutions has been largely ignored by social scientists.

Secondly, to compound this problem for those social scientists interested in post-

secondary education, the quality of university student life has received inadequate

attention in the sociological literature, in comparison with the quality of student life in

elementary and secondary schools. According to Fraser, a leading researcher in this area,

"despite astrong tradition of resea¡ch and practical applications involving perceptions of

classroom psychosocial environment in primary and secondary schools, surprisingly little

analogous work has been conducted at the tertiary level" (Fraser, et al., 19g6: 43).

2l



The Hisrory & Origins of eualiry of Life Research

Even though "concem about the good life is probably as old as civilization

[itself]" (Schuessler & Fisher, 1985: 130), most observers note that a serious examination

of the concept of quality of life began in the United States in the 1960s (Bredemeier &
Bredemeiet,1978; Collins, 1989; Schuessler & Fisher, 1985). Such "thoughtful concem,'

(Schuessler & Fisher, 1985: 130) about quality of life began in this historical period

because social conditions in the United States were undergoing rapid and extensive

change. The dramatic changes characteristic of the time--from the rising power of the

baby boom population to the booming economy--acted as stimuli for people to begin

thoughtfully reflecting on the quality of their lives, as opposed to taking life for granted.

Society-wide recognition of quality of life issues was exacerbated when,American

politicians began to incorporate quality of life initiatives into their programming agendas.

According to Campbell (1931: 4), American president Lyndon Johnson introduced "Great

Society programmes" in the early years of the decade to improve quality of life in a wide

variety of institutional sectors, from health and welfare to education and community

development' With so many resources being appropriated toward social welfare policies

with the intent of improving the quality of life, it became essential to determine whether

or not programming goals were actually being realized. It was at this time that

sociologists, along with other social scientists, came to the fore to criticize existing

quantitative indices and develop valid and reliable measures of the quality of life in the

gamut of societal domains. Developing these measures, however, necessitated that social

scientists first develop conceptual definitions of quality of life.

Arriving at a Conceptual Definition

Even though "the terms used to invoke notions of life quality differ depending on

one's profession" (Andrews, 1986: ix), a basic distinction between "quality" and

"quantity" of life does appear in the literature. On one hand, quantity refers to the amount
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of various outcomes, while quality refers to the degree, kind, or grade of experience. I¡
addition to the qualitative/quantitative distinction, Gerson (1976:794) notes that there are

two traditional approaches to defining the quality of life: an individualist orientation that

considers individual achievement to be the determinant of quality of life, and a

transcendentalist orientation that sees an individual's quality of life as deriving from his

or her contribution to society.

Campbell, Converse, and Rogers' specific definition of quality of life (or well-

being) is particularly popular. They conceptualized life's quality as "a sense of

achievement in one's work, an appreciation of beauty in nature and the arts, a feeling of

identification with one's community, [and] a sense of fulfillment of one's potential"

(1976: 1). In more general terms, quality of life refers to the degrees of satisfaction, or

sense of well-being, fulfillment, or contentment that people experience in a specific

domain of life activity (Roberts & Clifton, l99l:4). Defrnitions along this line allowed

social scientists to develop quality of life instruments that measure an individual's

satisfaction with the multifaceted aspects of life, such as health, mariage, job, religious

faith, govemment, and friends. The quality of life instruments developed for each

domain aided in "humanizing" the potentially alienating encounters that individuals could

have within each organizational context. While extensive work on quality of life

instrumentation has occuned within psychology (Palys & Little, 1980), marital and

occupational satisfaction (Michalos, 1986), and gerontology (Larson, 1978), the ensuing

discussion will focus on the quality of life in the educational domain.

Qualitv of T ife in the trducational Domain

After reviewing thousands of published articles investigating the quality of life,

Michalos (1986: 59) found that a meager 1 percent of them focused on the educational

domain. Therefore, despite the fact that quality of life resea¡ch is well developed in other

social domains, it is a topic that is seldom applied to educational institutions. ln the
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words of Williams and Batten, "quality of school life fas a concept] is neither well-

defined nor the subject of much research aimed at definition and measurement" fl981:

4e).

Quality of Student Life in Elementary & Secondary
Educational Environments

Over nearly three decades, considerable attention has been shown internationally

in the conceptual ization,measurement, and investigation of quality of student life in

elementary and secondary schools. The following review of the school and classroom

environment research will focus on the shared perceptions of the students and sometimes

the teachers in that environment, and how these perceptions, in turn, influence students'

learning outcomes.

Methodologically, investigating subjective perceptions of classroom learning

environments can be contrasted with two other major approaches to the examination of
quality of student life. One approach, commonly referred to as classroom interaction

analysis involves the direct observation and systematic coding of classroom

communication patterns and events by trained outside observers (Rosenshine & Furst,

1973). Another approach to studying classroom environments that has gained popularity

in recent years involves qualitative techniques variously referred to as naturalistic inquiry,

case study, ethnography, and participant observation. The reader will recall from Chapter

I that Walberg and Haertel (1980) have advanced the following arguments to justift the

use of student perceptual measures as opposed to qualitative observational techniques

when studying classroom environments: (a) quantitative paper-and-pencil measurement

of perceptions does not require training observers, making it more economical; (b)

perceptual techniques are based on experiences over time, whereas observational data is
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restricted to relatively short time spans; (c) perceptual data allows one to pool students'

reports or judgements, as opposed to relying on a single observer; (d) in ffiâny, if not most

cases, students'perceptions are more important determinants of their behavior than is the

competing objective reality; and (e) perceptual measures have frequently accounted for

more variance in student learning outcomes than have interaction variables identified

through observation. Therefore, "although objective indexes of directly observed

behavior in classroom settings certainly have their place in educational research, they do

not tell the whole story about complex, weighed, subjective judgements made by students

and others who have an important influence on learning" (Fraser, 1986 2).

Before proceeding to review the instruments designed to measure perceptions of

educational environments, it is important to make a distinction between cløssroom-level

environmentand school-level environment. One way of understanding school-level

environments is to assume that "the school environment is largely a sr¡m of the classroom

environments within the school" (Johnson & Johnson, 1979:115). A more common way

of viewing school environment, however, is to consider it as something distinct from, and

more global than, classroom environment. According to Fraser (19g6), whereas

classroom climate might involve relationships between the teacher and his or her

students, or ¿rmong students, school climate might involve relationships between teachers

and their teaching colleagues, department heads, and principals. Similarly, while

classroom environment is usually measured in terms of either student or teacher

perceptions, school environment is usually (but not exclusively) assessed in terms of

teacher perceptions.

Despite their logical linkages, these two literatures have developed and remained

remarkably independent. Nevertheless, the following discussion will attempt to break

25



away from the existing tradition of independence between these two fields. and discuss

measures of both school and classroom environments.

Measures of Quality of Elementary & Secondary student Life

Many researchers employing quantitative techniques to examine students, and

teachers'perceptions of school and classroom environments have focussed their energies

on constructing instruments that allow respondents to report their perceptions of the

environment as they experience it. Since the early 1960s, a variety of measures with a

variety of theoretical perspectives--and some with none--have emerged.

Five Popular Pioneeiing Instruments

The three instruments used most extensively in prior classroom-level research at

the secondary school level are: (a) the Leaming Environment lnventory (Anderson &

walberg, r974;Fraser, Anderson, & walberg,l9ï2);(b) the classroom Environment

Scale (Moos & Trickett,|974;Trickett & Moos, r973);and (c) the lndividu alized

classroom Environment Questionnaire (Fraser, rggl; Rentoul & Fraser, lgTg). rn

addition, the My class lnventory (Fisher & Fraser, l gg l ; Fraser, Anderson, & walberg,

1982), a simpler, re-worked version of the Leaming Environment lnventory, has been

utilized in numerous studies at the elementary and junior high school levels. The most

widely usedÏnstrument in school-level environment research in elementary and secondary

schools is the OrganizationalClimate Description Questionnaire (Halpin & Croft, 1963).

Table 2.1: Overview of Five Popular Pioneering Instruments Measuring the euality of
Elementary arid Secondary Student Life, has been assembled to provide a brief

introduction to the insfuments, while more detailed descriptive information is provided

in the remainder of this section.
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TabIe 2.1:

Overview of Five Popular Pioneering Instruments Measuring the Quality of
Elementary &. Secondary Student Life

Instrument

Leamrng

Env¡rcnmanl

Invêntory

(LEr)

My Class

Inventory

(Mcr)

Classroom

Env¡ronment

Scale

(cEs)

#of

Secondary

stud€nts'

peræpt¡ons

El€mentary

stud€nts'

peræpt¡ons

Seændary

studenls'

p€rc€ptions

material env¡rcnmsnt

¡nvolvement

affìl¡ation

taacher support

personalíälion

partic¡pat¡on

disengagemenl

hindranæ

osprit (moralê)

inl¡macy

sâtisfacl¡on æmp€t¡tiveness

ænssrveness

friclion

cl¡quensss

fâvor¡tism

formality

oemocfircy

satisfadion æmpet¡l¡vonsss

æhesivenÊss

fücl¡on

task oriBntation ord€r & organ¡ætion

comp€t¡t¡on ruls clarity

teacher control

innovat¡on

¡ndependenco d¡ffer€nt¡ation

¡nvsst¡gat¡on

aloofness

produc{¡on

€mphas¡s & thrust

ænsìderation

difüqllty

spathy

div€re¡ty

goal diroct¡on

d¡sorgan¡zation

Indiv¡dual¡zed Secondary

Classroom students'

Env¡ronment p€ræptions

Qu€stionnaire

(rcEQ)

Organizat¡onal Secondary

Climate teachers'

D€ssiption peræptions

Questíonnairs

(ocDo)
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Both the Leaming Environment Inventory @EI) and the Classroom Environment

Scale, which is discussed below, are theoretically grounded in Murray's (193S) work with

environmental press- Environmental press refers to the psychological influence or impact

of an environment upon its inhabitants, and is measured by obtaining information from

the inhabitants about their perceptions of the environment along a number of
psychological-educational dimensions. Murray hypothesized that individuals respond

differently to prominent environmental features, or press, according to their individual

"needs". In other words, press perception is an individual matter. The individual

describes how he or she sees the environment, and the real environment for an individual

is the one he or she sees and feels, and with which he or she interacts. However. to the

extent that there is generally a considerable degree of consensus with respect to

environmental perception, it is possible to use this consensus as a basis for a description

of dominant, general features and characteristics of the environment.

Recognized as the most popular of all secondary instruments, the LEI was

developed to measure the dominant features of classroom learning environment as a part

of Harvard Project Physics--a seminal research progïam associated with Walberg at the

University of lllinois at Chicago Circle in the late 1960s. This inventory meas.oes

students'perceptions of 15 dimensions of the affective, or social domain in conventional

classrooms, including: material environment, satisfaction, competitiveness,

cohesiveness, friction, cliqueness, favoritism, formality, democracy, speed, diffrculty,

apathy, diversity, goal direction, and disorganization. Each dimension is measured by

seven indicators--which take the form of statements to which respondents give Likert-

type responses, ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. A brief explanation of
each of the l5 dimensions is provided below.

To classifu the individual scales of the LEI, Anderson (1982) found it useful to

employ Taguiri's (1968) climate taxonomy. According to Taguiri, the four dimensions of
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an environment include: (a) ecologt, the physical and material aspects; (b) mitieu, the

social dimension concerned with the presence of persons or groups; (c) social system,the

social dimension concerned with the patterned relationships of persons and groups; and

(d) culture, the social dimension concerned with belief systems, values, cognitive

structures, and meaning.

Material environment is the sole measure of ecology and it taps the availabitity of
adequate books, equipment, space, and lighting. similarly, satisfaction, which

determines the extent of enjoyment of classwork, is the only measure of milieu. In

contrast' seven scales of the LEI gauge the social system: competitiveness, cohesiveness,

friction, cliqueness, favoritism, formality, and democracy. The competitive¡zess scale

measures the emphasis on students competing with each other, while cohesivene.ss probes

the extent to which students know, help, and are friendly towards each other. Thefriction

scale examines the amount of tension and quarrelling among students, and on a related

note, the cliqueness scale measures whether some students refuse to mix with the rest of
the class. Favoritism is the extent to which the teacher treats certain students more

favourably than others, andformatity isthe extent to which behavior within the class is

guided by formal rules. Finally, the democracy scale measures students' ability to share

equally in decision-making related to the class. The final six scales of the LEI can be

categorized within the culture dimension. They include: speed, diffrculty, apathy,

diversity, goal direction, and disorganization. The extent to which class work is covered

quickly is known as speed, while the extent to which students find diffrculty with the

work of the class is known as dfficurlty. The apathy scale reflects whether or not students

feel affrnity with class activities. Diversity probes whether or not differences in students,

interests exist and are provided for, and goal direction determines the degree to which

there is goal clarity in the class. The final dimension of diso rganizationmeasures the

extent to which classroom activities are confusing and poorly organized.
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The My Class Inventory

The My Class Inventory (MCI), which is a simplification of the LEI suitable for 8-

to t2-year-olds, also measures students'perceptions of the affective domain of

conventional classrooms. The fact that this instrument requires a significantly lower level

of reading ability adds to its suitability for younger audiences at the primary school level.

The MCI differs from the LEI in three important ways. First, in order to minimize fatigue

among younger children, the MCI contains only 5 of the LEI's 15 scales including:

cohesiveness, friction, satisfaction, difficulty, and competitiveness. Second, item

wording has been simplified to enhance readability. Third, the LEI's 4-point response

format has been reduced to a 2-point (Yes-No) response format. See Figure 2.I:My

Class Inventory.

Figure 2.1 :

My Class Inventory a

DIRECTIONS

This is not a test. The questions a¡e to find out what your clæs is actually like.
Each sentence is meant to describe what your actual classroom is like. Draw a circle a¡ound:

Yes

No

if you AGREE with the sentence

if you DISAGREE with the sentence

Pleaseanswerallquestions. Ifyouchangeyourmindaboutananswer,justcrossitoutandcirclethenewanswer.

l. The pupils enjoy their schoolwork in my class.

2. Children are always fighting with each other.

3. Children often race to see who can finish first.

4. In our clæs the work is ha¡d to do.

5. In my class everybody is my friend.

6. Some pupils are not happy in clæs.
'l . Some of the children in our class are mean.

8. Most children want their work to be bener than their friend's work
9. Most children can do their schoolwork without help.

10. Some people in my clæs are not my friends.

ll. Children seem to like the class.

12. Many people in our class like to frght.

13. Some pupils feel bad when they don,t do æ well as the others.

14. Only the smart pupils can do their work.

15. All pupils in my class a¡e close friends.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No
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16. Some of the pupils don't like the class.

17. Certain pupils always want to have their own way.
18. Some pupils always try to do their work better than the others.

19. Schoolwork is ha¡d to do

20. All of the pupils in my clæs are like one another.

21. The class is fun.

22. Children in our class fighr a lot.

23. A few children in my class want to be first all of the time.

24. Most of the pupils in my class know how to do their work.
25. Children in our class like each other as füends.

¿ From Fraser (1986: 196-197).

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

The Classroom Environment Scale

At the same time as the LEI was being developed in lllinois, Moos's world-

renowned social climate research on psychiatric hospitals and correctional institutions at

Stanford University led to the development of the Classroom Environment Scale (CES).

The CES is one of a set of ninea separate, but somewhat similar instruments, called the

Social Climate Scales (Moos, 1974). This scale measures students'perceptions of nine

dimensions of conventional classrooms using a 90 item social climate scale in a true-false

response format. The dimensions measured by this scale include:. involvement,

affrliation, teacher support, task orientation, competition, order and organization, rule

clarity, teacher control, and innovation.

In addition to the fact that the CES is theoretically grounded in Murray's (1938)

vvork on environmental press, each of the nine dimensions included in this instrument

were chosen to represent elements of the three general categories proposed by Moos

(1979) for conceptualizingthe individual dimensions characterizing diverse psychosocial

environments. These three categories include: (a) relationship dimensions, nature and

a The other eight instruments which are a part of the Social Climate Scales include: the
University Residence Environment Scale (URES); the Ward Atmosphere Scale (WAS)
for hospitals; the community-oriented programs Environment Scalè (copES); the
Correctional Institutions Environment Scale (CIES); the Military Company Environment
Scale (MCES); the Family Environment Scale (FES); the Group Envirònment Scale
(GES) for social and therapeutic groups; and the Work Environment Scale $fES).
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intensity of personal relationships (b) personal development dimensions,basic directions

along which personal growth and self-enhancement tend to occur; and (c) system

maintenance and system change dimensions, extent to which the environment is orderlv.

clear in expectation, maintains control, and is responsive to change.

lnvolvement, affrliation, and teacher support represent the fi¡st category--

relationship dimensions. The involvemenl scale describes the extent to which students

have an attentive interest, participate in discussions, do additional work, and enjoy the

class. Affiliation measures the degree to which students help each other, get to know each

other easily, and enjoy working together. The teacher support dimension measures

whether or not the teacher helps, befriends, trusts, and shows genuine interest in students.

To tap the dimension of personal development, the task orientation and competition

scales were devised. The degree to which it is important to complete planned activities

and to stay on the subject matter measures task orientation; and.in terms of competition,

the question can be asked whether or not students compete with each other for grades and

recognition. The final four dimensions (order and organization, rule clarity, teacher

control, and innovation) relate to the concept of system maintenance and change. The

order and organization dimension examines whether there is an emphasis on students

behaving in an orderly, quiet, and polite manner, and on the overall organization of

classroom activities; while the dimension of rule clarity measgres whether rules are clear,

students know the consequence of breaking rules, and the teacher deals consistently with

students who break rules. Next, the extent to which rules are enforced and rule violations

are punished is def,rned as teacher control. Finally, innovation draws out whether or not

the teacher plans new, unusual, and varying activities and techniques, and encourages

students to contribute to classroom plaruring and to think creatively. See Figure 2.2:

Classroom Environment Scale.
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Figure 2.2:

Classroom Environment Scale d

DIRECTIONS

This questionnaire contains statements about practices which could take place in this classroom.

You will be asked how well each statement describes what your class is actually like.
There a¡e no 'right' or'wong' answers. Your opinion is what is wanted.

Think about how well each statement describes what your actual clæsroom is like. Draw a circle a¡ound:

True

False

if it is TRUE or MOSTLY TRUE that the practice actually takes

if it is FAISE or MOSTLY FALSE that the pracrice actually takes

Be sure to give an answer for all questions. Ifyou change your mind about an answer,just cross it out and circle another
Some statements in this questionnaire are fairly similar to other statements.

Don't worry about this. Simply give your opinion about all statements.

l. Students put a lot ofenergy into what they do here.
2. Students in this clæs get to know each other really well.
3. This teacher spends very little rime just talking with students.
4 We often spend more time discussing outside student activities than class-related material
5. This is a well-organized class.
6. There is a clea¡ set of rules for students to follow.
7. Students daydream a lot in this clæs.
8. Students in this clæs aren't very interested in getting to know other students
9. The teacher takes a personal interest in students.
10. Getting a certain amount of clæswork done is very important in this class.
1 I . Students are almost always quiet in this class.
12. Rules in this clæs seem to change a lot.
13. Students a¡e often "clockwatching,' in this clæs.
14. A lot of friendshíps have been made in this clæs.
15. The teacher is more like a friend than an authority.
16. Students don't do much work in this clæs.
17. Students fool a¡ound a lot in this class.
I 8. The teacher explains what will happen if a student breaks a rule.
19. Most students in this class really pay attention to what the teacher is saying.
20. It's easy to get a gloup together for a project.
2 l. The teacher goes out of his/her way to help students.
22. This clæs is more a social hour than a place to leam something.
23. This clæs is ofren very noisy.
24. The teacher explains what the rules are.

4 From Fraser (1986: 194-195).

True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False
True False

Notwithstanding the wide application and proven value of the LEI and CES, these

instruments exclude some aspects of classroom environment that are particularly relevant

in non-conventional classroom settings. Developed in 1979,the Individualized

Classroom Environment Questionnaire (ICEQ) is a 50 item scale that measures students'

perceptions of frve dimensions in "open", or enquiry-based classrooms, characterized.by
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individualized learning programs. Each item is responded to on a S-point scale with the

alternatives of aimost never, seldom, sometimes, often, and very often. The ICEe can be

used either on its own in studies focusing exclusively on individualizedsettings or in

conjunction with an instrument such as the LEI or CES to provide coverage of a broader

range of classroom characteristics. The five dimensions of this scale include:

personalization, participation, independence, investigation, and differentiation.

Like the CES, the ICEQ's dimensions were chosen to include at least one scale

classifiable as each of Moos's (1979) three general theoretical categories for

conceptualizing environments. While personalization and participation examine the

relationship dimension, and independence and investigation measure personal

development, only the one dimension of differentiation describes system maintenance and

change.

The personalization scale describes the extent to which there is an emphasis on

opportunities for individual students to interact with the teacher, and on concern for the

personal welfare and social growth of the individual. On a relate d, note, participation

measures the degree to which students ¿ìre encouraged to participate rather than be

passive listeners. On the subject of personal development, the independence dimension

asks whether students are:allowed to make decisions and have control over their own

learning and behavior; and, the investigation dimension describes the degree to which

there is an emphasis on the skills and processes of inquiry, and their use in probiem-

solving and investigation. The final dimension, dffirentiation, exarrines the extent to

which there is an emphasis on the selective treatment of students on the basis of ability,

learning style, interests, and rate of working. See Figure 2.3: Individu alizedClassroom

Environment Questionnaire.
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Figure 2.3:

Ind ividualized C I as sro om Environment Que sti onnaire a

DIRECTIONS

This questionnaire contains statements about practices which could take place in this classroom.
You will be asked how often each practice actually takes place.

There a¡e no 'right' or 'wong' answers. your opinion is what is wanted.

Think about how well each statement describes what your actual classroom is like. Draw a circle a¡ound:

I ifthe practice actually takes place

2 ifthe practice actually takes place

3 ifthe practice actually takes place

4 ifthe practice actually takes place

5 ifthe practice actually takes place

L

2.

3.

5.

6-

7.

The teacher talks with each student.

Students give their opinions during discussions.

The teacher decides where students sit.

Students find out the answers to questions

from textbooks rather than from investigations.

Difflerent students do different work.

The teacher takes a personal interest in each student

The teacher lectures without students askins

or answering questions.

8. Students choose their partners for group work.

9. Students carry out investigations to test ideas.

10. All students in the class do the same work at the same trme
I l. The teacher is unfriendly to students.

12. Students'ideæ and suggestions are used during
clæsroom discussion.

13. Students a¡e told how to behave in the clæsroom.

I 4. Students carry out investigations to answer questions

coming fiom clæs discussions.

I 5. Different students use different books, equipment

and materials.

16. The teacher helps each student who is havins trouble

with the work.

17. Students æk the teacher questions.

18. The teacher decides which students should work together.
19. Studens explain the meanings ofstatements,

diagrams and graphs.

20. Students who work faster than others move on to
the next topic.

21. The teacher considers students,feelines.

ALMOST NEVER

SELDOM

SOMETIMES

OFTEN

VERY OFTEN

Be sure to give an answer for all questions. Ifyou change your mind about an answer,just cross it out and circle another
Some statements in this questionnaire are fairly simila¡ to other statements.

Don't worry about this. Simply give your opinion about all sratements.

Almost Seldom Some-

Never times

Often

I

I

I

2

¿

¿

I

I

3

J

J

J

J

J

A

4

4
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I

I

I

very
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5

5

5
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5

5
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5
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22. There is classroom discussion.

23. The teacher decides how much movement and talk
there should be in the classroom.

24. Studens ca¡ry out investigations to arswer questions

which puzzle them.

25. The same teaching aid (e.g., blackboard or overhead

projector) is used for all students in the class.

ø From Fraser (1986: 190-19l)

The Organizational Cl imate DescriFtion Questioruraire

Relying heavily on earlier work onthe organizational climate in business

contexts, the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ) was developed

by Halpin and Croft in 1963. Unlike the instruments described above, this questionnaire

focuses on the institutional school-level climate. Therefore, it allows researchers ro

measure teachers' (as opposed to students') perceptions of either elementary or secondary

school climates. The OCDQ has been used in over 200 studies in at least eight diffleient

countries and has achieved something of bandwagon status in research in the field of

educational administration (Thomas,1976). It contains 64 items, of 4-point response

format, that measure teachers'perceptions of eight factor-analytically derived dimensions.

Four of these dimensions pertain to teachers'behavior and are called disengagement,

hindrance, esprit (i.e., morale), and intimacy,while the other four dimensions pertain to

the principal's behavior and are called aloofness, productÌon, emphasis and thrust, and,

consideration. Furthernore, Halpin and Croft have suggested a method by which profrles

of ocDQ scores can be used to classiÛ schools into six climate types: open,

autonomous, controlled, familiar, paternal, and closed.

This instrument has also formed the basis for the development of some new

factor-anal¡ic school environment scales for use in secondary schools in England

(Finlayson, 1973) and Australia (Deer, l9B0; Finlayson & Deer, rgTg). Deer's

instrument, for example, has two scales measuring student perception of teachers and

other students (teacher and peer concem for students, and teacher and peer control of
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students), four scales measuring teacher perception of the teacher gïoup (ob orientation,

school organization, personal relations, and communication), three scales measuring

teacher perception of head of department behavior þarticipatory management, a\ /areness,

and professional concern for staff) and four scales measuring teacher perception of the

school principal's behavior þarticipatory management, sensitivity, professional

consideration for stafl and personal consideration for staff).

Even though the LEI, MCI, cES, ICEe, and ocDe are the most popular, many

other scales have been devised to measure various dimensions of quality of student life in

primary and secondary educational institutions--by examining both students'and teachers'

perceptions. Therefore, attention in the fotlowing sections turns to other classroom- and

school-level environment instruments that have been designed in recent years. As noted

earlier, the classification of a particular scale as either a classroom-level or school-level

instrument, is quite often an arbitrary one.

Other Classroom-I evel Fnvironment Instruments

A review of additional instruments that measure perceptions of psychosocial

environment at the classroom-level is provided by Fraser (1986: s7-64). These

instruments include: the Classroom Atmosphere Scale (Silbergeld, Koenig, &

Manderscheid,1975); the Class Activities Questionnaire (Steele, House, & Kerins, l97l);

the Learning Preference Scale: Students and the Classroom Learning Atmosphere Scale

Secondary (Owens & Straton, 1977, 1980); the Treatment Perception Scale (Stayrook,

Corno, & Winne, 1978);the Transmission-Interpretation Scale (Gardner & Taylor, l9S0);

Our Class and lts Work (Eash & Waxman, 1983); and the Barclay Classroom Assessment

System (Barclay, 197 4, I 984).

The majority of these other classroom-level instruments are based on the Learning

Environment Inventory, the Classroom Environment Scale, or the Individualized
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Classroom Environment Scale, and they do not represent a significant deparfure from the

pioneering measures'theoretical premises or operationalized dimensions. For example,

the Classroom Atmosphere Scale (CAS) measures student or teacher perceptions of l2

dimensions of secondary classroom environment. Like the CES, all of the dimensions of

the CAS are classifiable into Moos's three dimensions of psychosocial environments, and

6 of the CAS's 12 dimensions ¿Ìre exactly the same those in the CES. Therefore, only

those instruments that represent a significant deparhre from the pioneers will be

discussed under this heading.

First, the Class Activities Questionnaire (CAQ) measures student or teacher

perceptions of the environment of secondary school classrooms using four major scales

and sixteen subscales. A total of 25 items of 4-point response format are used to tap what

mental and emotional demands are made of students. The first two major scales of the

cAQ, namely, lower thought processes (subscales of memory, translation, and

interpretation) and higher thought processes (subscales ofapplication, analysis, synthesis,

and evaluation) are based on Bloom's taxonomy of cognitive objectives (Bloom et al.,

1956). The two other major scales are the classroom focus (discussion, test-grade stress,

and lecture) and the affective aspects of classroom climate (enthusiasm, independence,

divergence, humor, teacher talk, and homework). What charactenzes this instrument as

distinct from the LEI, CES, and ICEQ is that it focuses on the cognitive domain of

student life, in contrast with the former measures' focus solely on aflective aspects of

student life.

The Treatment Perception Scale, Transmission-lnterpretation Scale, and Our

Class and Its Work also make an unique contribution to the literature. Each one of the

three instruments measures the sfudent perception of some teacher behaviors, as opposed

to solely class climate. For example, Our Class and Its Work (OCIW) measures eight

teacher behaviors identified by Rosenshine and Furst (1973) to be empirically linked with

student leaming outcomes. These dimensions include: (a) didactic instruction, extent to
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which the teacher controls instruction (b) enthusiasm, feedback, instructional tÌme,

amount of time that students spend engaged in leaming; (c) opportunity to learn,how

well the teacher ensures that students cover the content; (d) pacing, appropriateness of the

diffrculty and speed of the work; (e) structuring commenfs, whether the teacher provides

overviews at the beginning and end of the lesson; and (Ð task orientation.

At the beginning of this section it was noted that whereas classroom climate

usually is assessed in terms of either student or teacher perceptions, school environment

is typically (but not exclusively) measured in terms of teacher perceptions.s The

following discussion will provide a brief overview of other school-level environment

instruments; however, only those instruments that represent a significant departure from

the pioneers will be presented in detail.

Anderson's (1982:374-376) review of six instruments intended to measwe the

quality of school environments include the following instruments: the High School

characteristics Index (Pace & stern, 1958; Stern, 1970); the Elementary school

Environment Survey (sinclair, 1970); the School Survey (Coughlan, 1970);the pupil

Control Ideology and Pupil Control Behavior (Willower, Eidell, & Hoy, 1967; Willower,

1977); the School Description Inventory (Anderson, L97};Anderson & Tissier, 1973);

s Moos's (1974) Social Climate Scales provide a good illustration of this distinction
between climate types. Whereas the CES measures student perceptions of classroom-
level environment, a completely separate instrument called the Work Environment Scale
(WES) (Moos, 1981) is potentially applicable for measwing teacher perceptions of
school-level environment. Although the WES was designed for use in any work milieu,
its 10 dimensions of work environment seem well suited to describing salient features of
the teacher's school-level environment. The 10 scales in the WES consist of three of
Moos's (1979) relationship dimensions (involvement, peer cohesion, and staffsupport),
two personal development dimensions (autonomy and task orientation), and five sysrem
maintenance and system change dimensions (work pressure, clarity, control, innovation,
and physical comfort).
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and the Quality of School Life Scales (Epsrein, l98l; Epstein & Mcpartland,, 1976;

Williams & Batten, 1981).

First, the School Description Inventory (SDÐ is unique in the sense that it

measures a teacher's perception of the bureaucratic characteristics of secondary school

environments. Specifically, this instrument measures six dimensions of bureaucracv:

hierarchy of authority, rules, pro cedural speci ficati ons, impersonal ity, technical

competence, and specialization. The Quality of School Life Scales also make a

significant contribution to the school and classroom climate measurement literarure.

Their theoretical bases, conceptualizations, and operationalizations are outlined below.

The Quality of School Life Scale developed by Epstein and McPartland was the

first instrument to generalize from the adult quality of life literature to the climate of both

elementary and secondary schools. A student's affective attitude toward school (or well-

being in school) is measured using a27 ítemquestionnaire using three dimensions of

student reactions: satisfaction with school in general, commitment to classwork, and

attitudes toward teachers. Thus, a student's attitude toward school is believed to be

afflected by both the informal and formal aspects of school, in terms of social and task-

related experiences, as well as the relationships with authority figures and peers.

Williams and Batten (19S1) also developed a Quality of School Life Scale to

measure affective quality of student life, and its development began with the same

starting point as that of Epstein and McPartland--the adult quality of life literature. It is

important to note that while the social scientists who created the vast majority of the

instruments described up to this point paid scant attention to theory in the development of

their instruments, Williams and Batten provide a well developed theoretical basis for their

scale' Williams and Batten's scale will be described at length because, as noted in the

preceding chapter, it provides the basis for the affective domain of quality of university

student life in Roberts and Clifton's Quality of University Student Life Questionnaire.

The main thrust of Williams and Batten's argument is this--"students who are happier,
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more enthusiastic, more engaged in life within schools, are, ceteris paribus,likely to learn

more and perform better" (1981: l).

Employing an individualist orientation, Williams and Batten define quality of life

as subjective well-being, or subjectively known and evaluated aspects of life. To expand

upon this definition, they employed Bradburn and Caplovitz's (1969) argument that

individuals have a number of different experiences each day--sometimes they are all

positive, sometime all negative, but mostly they are a mixture of both. Applied to

educational contexts, the sum ofthese experiences can be expressed as three global

dimensions of the well-being of students: (a) general affect,overall feelings of well-

being or satisfaction with school as a whole; (b) positive ffict, a feeling state tapped by

questions about "good" feelings experienced in school over the past week; and (c)

negative affect, a feeling state expressed in reactions to questions about loneliness,

boredom, and depression experienced in school. Campbell et al. (t 976) added to

Bradburn and Caplovitz's work on the three elements of global quality of life by adding a

fourth dimension of well-being: satisfaction with specific domains of life activity. To

apply this idea to the specific domain of education, Williams and Batten capitalized on

the theory of schooling developed by Spady and Mitchell (1979). Therefore, in addition

to the above three global dimensions, four specific dimensions of the quality of life in

schools were added: status, identity, adventure, and opportunity.

Spady and Mitchell drew on both structural functionalist and symbolic

interactionist schools of sociological theory to construct this model. Schools were

envisioned as action systems for integrating individual expectations for personaì.

fulfillment, or student experiences, with societal expectations for the schools to develop

the structure.ç necessary to provide for the nurture of responsibility, integration, personal

development, and competency among students (Mitchell & spady, l97z: 41). First,

schools make use of the structure of supervision so that students acquire a sense of the

societal expectation of social responsibility (subordinating personal interests to the
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general welfare). This is attractive to students to the extent that it provides a feeling that

the attainment of status as a student, with the attendant rights and responsibilities, is

possible within the supervision structures. Secondly, schools employ the structure of

socialization so that they can meet the societal expectation of socially integrating students

into society. This is attractive to students to the extent that it provides a feeling that the

various social integration processes will allow for the development of personal identity,

or self-awareness, in relation to society. Thirdly, by utilizing the structure of instruction,

schools are able to satisff the societal expectation of personal development in students.

This is pleasing to students to the extent that it provides feelings of adventure in leaming-

-an experience that makes learning intrinsically rewarding and therefore should lead to

self motivation. Finally, schools developed the process of certification, or performance

standards, so that students become technically competent in their work, which is a benefit

to society. This is also attractive to students to the extent that it provides feelings that the

competencies developed will lead to real and desirable opportunity in the future (Mitchell

& Spady, 1977:6).

In sum, Williams and Batten proposed a theoretical model of affective quality of

elementary and secondary school life that consisted of seven dimensions: positive affect,

negative affect, general affect, status, identity, adventure, and opportunity.Empirical

analyses of the original model, however, led Williams and Batten to reconfigure their

model in terms of six, as opposed to seven, dimensions: positive affect, negative affect,

status, identity, opporfunity, and teachers. First,positive affect refers to students'

perceptions of their experiences in university as a whole, in terms of their happiness or

positive feelings; conversely, negative affect pertains to the intensity and frequency with

which students are consumed by negative feelings such as depression and restlessness.

Status relates to the sense of well-being that students experience from having the

confidence and respect of their peers, while identity taps students' recognition of their

mutual interdependence as parts of an integrated institution. Opportunity concerns the
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feelings of competence students gain from having opportunities to demonstrate their

abilities and be assessed on their competencies. Finally, teachers, refers to the sense of

well-being that students experience from having supportive and helpful relationships with

their teachers, both inside and outside of the classroom. A recent 71 item version of the

questionnaire is contained in Figure 2.4: Quality of School Life Questionnaire. Each item

is responded to using the four categories of definitely agree, mostly agïee, mostly

disagree, and definitely disagree.

Figure 2.4:

Quality of School Life Questionnaire a

Each item on the next several pages say that School Is A Plsce where some particular thing happens to you or you feel a particular
way. We want you to say whether you Definitely Agree, Mostly Agree, Mostly Disagree, or Definitely Disagree with the items.

Please read each item carefully and tick the answer which best describes how you feel.

Don't forget that you have to put 'School Is A Place Where , . .' in front of each item for it to make sense, e.g.,
'School Is A Place Where I really like to go'(item I l).

AII the ansters you give are confdential.

SCHOOL IS A PLACE WHERE.. .

Definitely Mostly Mostly Delinitely
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

I. I have good friends.

2. People know they can depend on me.

3. I know how to cope with the work.

4. Teachers are genuinely interested in what I do.

5. I have leamed how to find whatever information I need.

6. I am thought ofas a person who matters.

7. I feel bored.

8. I act in a responsible way.

9. Teachers are fair andjust.

I 0. I know what my strengths and weaknesses a¡e.

ll. Ireallyliketogo.

12. Teachers take a personal interest in helping me with my work.

13. Ifeellbelong.

14. Mixing with other people helps me to understand myself.
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I 5. Teachers recognizo any extra effort I make in my work.

16. I have learned things that will be useful to me.

I7. I feel important.

18. I leam to get along with other people.

19. Teachers help me to do my best.

20. People have confidence in me.

2 I . Teachers tÍeat me fairly in class.

22. I W ro do what is expected of me.

23. I feel proud to be a student.

24. I like to do extra work in the subjects that interest me.

25. People come to me for help.

26. Teachers encourage me to express my opinions.

27. I feel lonely.

28. Learning is easy for me.

29. I arn interested in the work we do in class.

30. I can leam whatever I need to know.

31. I feel successful.

32. Other students are very friendly.

33. I like to leam new things.

34. I feel restless.

35. I know that people think a lot of me.

36. I feel I have become a worthwhile person.

37. Teachers take notice ofme in class.

38. Teachers give me the ma¡ks I deserve.

39. I feel I am a reliable person.

40. I feel proud ofmyself.

41. People look up to me.

42. I am trusted to work on my o\ryn.

43. I feel depressed.

44. I know I can reach a satisfactory stafldard in my work.

45. Other students accept me as I am.

46. I feel good about things.

47. I know the sorts of things I do well.

48. I can talk to teachers about the way they mark my work.

49. I get excited about things.

50. I learn a lot about myself

51. Teachers listen to what I sav.

52. I feel happy.

53. I try to look after the interests ofother students.
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54. I am known by a lot of people.

55. I find that leaming is a lot of fun.

56. I get enjoyment from being there.

57. I have leamed to see other people's points of view.

58. Other students listen to what I say.

59. I feel confident.

60. I get satisfaction from the school work I do.

6l . I feel that things go my way.

62. Teachers are friendly to me in clæs.

63. I get to know myself better.

64. I un treated with respect.

65. I know I can do well enough to be successful.

66. I get upset.

67 . I can question the things that teachers say about my work.

68. I can leam what I need to get by in life.

69. I feel great.

70. I have leamed to accept other people æ they are.

71. Teachers treat all students eouallv.

ø From lVilliams & Batten (1981: 58-62).

This section has examined the instruments measuring the quality of student life at

the elementary and secondary levels. Five popular pioneering instruments (the Learning

Environment Inventory, the My Class Inventory, the Classroom Environment Scale, the

Individualized Classroom Environment Questionnaire, and the Organizational Climate

Description Questionnaire) were described in detail, followed by l3 more recently

developed tools. At this point, it is important to note that only one of the measures--

Williams and Baffen's Quality of School Life Scales--is grounded in prominent

sociological theory.

With the review of instruments now complete, discussion will turn to studies that

have attempted to determine the impact that young students'perceptions of life in their

classrooms and schools have on their behavioral, attitudinal, and cognitive learning

outcomes.
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According to Fraser (1980), the strongest tradition of classroom environment

research has involved investigation of the predictability of students'cognitive, affective,

and behavioral outcomes from their perceptions of psychosocial characteristics of their

classrooms. By reviewing over 50 studies of environment-outcome associations in both

primary and secondary settings, Fraser (1985, 1936) provides convincing and consistent

support for the predictive validity of student perceptions in accounting for appreciable

amounts of variance in learning outcomes, often beyond that atFibutable to student

background characteristics. Furthernore, this pattern has been replicated in numerous

countries (including some developing countries), and for a number of classroom- and

school-level environment instruments.

An Ambitious Meta-Analysis

The pattern of findings described above is convincingly illustrated by Haertel,

Walberg, and Haertel's (1981) ambitious meta-analysis. Using rigorous random sampling

procedures, the researchers selected a sample of 12 studies6 examining the link between

socio-psychological environments and learning from over 100 published intemationally

by that time. .Their subsequent analisis was based on734 correlations generated by these

12 studies involving 17,805 students in 823 classrooms and eight subject areas in four

nations' See Table 2.2:Haertel et al.'s Twelve Studies on the Link Between Elementary

& Secondary Classroom Environments & Student Learning Outcomes. Specifically, the

researchers attempted to predict end-of-course cognitive, aflective, and behavioral

learning from mid-course social-psychological perceptions, with and without statistical

control for beginning-of-course measures and ability. Due to the fact that the studies

employed distinct operationalizations of learning outcomes, the researchers recoded

6 Ten of the 12 studies employed the Learning Environment Inventory. In addition, the
majority of these studies will be discussed in detail in later sections of this chapter.
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criterion learning outcomes into one of three categories. Types of cognitive measures

included conventional multiple-choice achievement tests, tests of understanding, critical

thinking, and tests of formal reasoning. Auitudinal criteria included instruments such as

interests measures, motivation tests, and self-concept tests. Behavioral criterion

measures included self-report activity inventories and absence rates.

Table 2.2:

Haertel et al.'s Twelve Studies on the Link Between Elementary &
Secondary Classroom Environments & Student Learning outcomes a

Study Number of
correlations

Number of
classes

Number of
students

Bardsley (1976)
Fraser (1979)
Moos & Moos (1978)
Perkins (1976)
Talmage & Walberg (1978)
Tisher & Power (1975)
Walberg & Anderson (1968)
Walberg & Anderson (1972)
Walberg, Singh & Rasher (19TT)

30
153
19

108
59
20
76
64
150

679

7
11

10
5

5
240
22
150
60

374
541
375

3700
1600
315

2600
1600
3000

14105Subtotal 510

Walberg (1969a)"
Walberg (1969b).
Walberg (1972)-

Subtotal 224 144

Total 734 823 17805

a From Haertel, Walberg & Haertel ( I9g I : 29).
* Three studies (Walberg, 1969 a &. b, 1972) analyzsd a single dara set to
explore predictability across unis ofanalysis and other methodological va¡iations.

3700
3700
3700

144
144
144

84
84
56
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Their conclusions revealed that all three learning outcomes consistently were:

positively associated with classroom environment variables such as cohesiveness,

satisfaction, task difficulty, formality, goal direction, democracy, and the material

environment; and negatively associated with variables such as friction, cliqueness,

apathy, and disorgan ization.T

Both before and after Haertel et al.'s historic meta-analysis, links between

students' learning outcomes and the nature of the classroom environment have emerged in

studies around the world.

This section will provide an overview of the comprehensive prior resea¡ch into the

effects of classroom psychosocial environment on students'cognitive, attitudinal, and

behavioral learning outcomes. The following discussion incorporates a deliberate attempt

to describe notable details of each study's sample, unit of statistical analysis, control for

background variables, and methods of data analysis.

ln 1986, Barry Fraser undertook a comprehensive review of studies examining the

associations between environment and student outcomes. His work yielded an extensive

swnmary table that is reproduced in Table 2.3: Associations Between Elementary &

Secondary Student Classroom Environments & Student Learning Outcomes. This table is

divided into six separate subsections according to the instrument employed: the LEI,

MCI, CES,ICEQ, other instruments, and studies in developing countries. Due to the

large volume of work done in this area, the following discussion will concentrate on the

descriptive details and conclusions of only those studies that have used the LEI.

7 While positive leaming environments and positive learning outcomes appear to go
together, their causal relation to learning is plausible, but unproven by this meta-
anal¡ical study.
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Table 2.3:

Associations Between Elementary
Environments & Student Learnins

& Secondary Student Classroom
Outcomes a

Studv Outcome Measures Sample

Studies Involving the Learning Environment Inventory

Anderson & Walberg (1968);

Walberg & Anderson (1968);

Anderson (1970);

Walberg (19694b, 1972)

Walberg & Anderson (1972)

Lawrenz (1976)

Fræer (1978, 1979)

Power & Tisher (1975, 1979)

Hofstein et al. (1979)

O'Reilly (1975)

Haladyn4 Olsen &
Shaughnessy (1982);

Haladyn4 Shaughnessy &
Redsun (19824b);

Haladyn4 Shaughnessy &
Shaughnessy (1983)

Cort (1979)

Selected from: achievement;

understanding of nature of
science; science processes;

participation in physics

activities; science interest;

attitudes

Examination results

Science attitudes

Inquiry skills; attitudes;

understanding of nature

ofscience

Achievement; attitudes;

satisfaction

Attitudes

Achievement

Attitudes

Achievement & attitude

criteria

Various samples (maximum

of 144 classes) ofsenior
high school physics students

mainly in USA, but with some

in Canada

1,600 Crade l0 & I I
students in 64 classes in

Montreal, Quebec, Canada

238 senior high school science

classes in midwest USA

53 I students in 20 Crade

7 science clæses in

Melboume, Auskalia

3 I 5 junior high school students in

20 classes in Melboume, Australia

400 Grade I I students in
l2 chemistry classes in Israel

48 Grade9 & l0
mathematics classes in l2
schools in Onta¡io, Canada

5,304 science, mathematics

& social studies students

n277 Grade 4,7 & 9 clæses

in Oregon, USA

8l Grade 5 & 6 social studies clæses

in 76 schools in states in USA
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Studies Involving the My Class Inventory

Talmage & walberg (1978) Reading achievemenr 1,600 primary school studenrs

in 60 classes in lllinois. USA

Fræer & Fisher (l982ac) Inquiry skills; 2,305 Grade 7 science
understanding ofnature students in 100 clæses in
of science; attitudes Tasma¡ria, Aust¡alia

Payne et al. (1974-75); Achievement; 6,151 Grade 4 students in
Ellett et al. (1977); school anendance g9 schools in Ceorgi4 USA
Ellett & Walbere0979)

Fræer & O'Brien (1985) Word knowledge; 75g Grade 3 studenrs in
comprehension 32 clæses in Sydney, Australia

Studies Involving the Classroom Environment Scale

Trickett & Moos (1974) satisfaction & mood criteria 608 students in l g classes in usA

Moos & Moos (1978) Absences; grades 19 high school classes in one

school in USA

Moos (1979) Indexes ofstudent reactions 241 secondary school classes in USA

Fisher & Fræer (1983) Inquiry skiils; attitudes l 16 Grade g & 9 science clæses

throughout Tasmani4 Ausralia

Martin-Reynolds & Clæsroom robustness Ohio, USA
Reynolds (1983)

calluzi et al' (1980) psychorogical outcomes 4r4 Grades srudents in usA

Humphrey (1986) Self-control 750 Grade 4 & 5 children

in South Añica

Wright & Cowen (1982) Mood; achievement; 5l I Grade S & 6 students &
popularity; adjustment their23 teachers in USA
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Studies Involving the Individualized Classroom Environment euestionnaire

Rentoul & Fraser (1980)

wiestra (1984)

Fraser ( I 98 I ); Fraser &
Buru (1982)

Fraser, Nash & Fisher (1983)

Fraser & Fisher (1982b)

Perkins (1978)

Studies Involving Other Instrumcnts

Kelly (1980) Achievement

Johnson et al. (1981);

Johnson et al. (1984);

Slavin (l 983a"b)

Eash & Waxman (1983)

Talron (1983)

lnquiry skills; enjoyment

AtTitudes; achievement

Attitudes

A¡xlety

inquiry skills; attitudes

Diflerent studies included :

achievement; cross-ethnic

relationships; cross-

handicapped relationships

Reading

Attitudel achievement

Basic skills

285 junior high school students in

l5 classes in Sydney, Australia

398 l5-16 year-old students in

9 classes in the Netherlands

Maximum of 712 studens in 30
junior high school science classes

in Sydney, Australia

I l6 Grade 8 & 9 science classes

throughout Tasmani4 Austraha

I l6 Grade 8 & 9 science classes

throughout Tasmania, Australia

41,657 students in 1,735 schools

in l4 developed countries involved

in an IEA science study

Various samples involved in
studies of cooperative leaming

strategies especially in USA

762Grade4 & 5 students in

36 clæses in Chicago, USA

1,456 Grade l0 biology students

in 70 classes in 4 schools in

North Ca¡olina, USA

3,703 Grade 4 students in 42

elementary schools in a south

east state in USA
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Brookover & Schneider (1975);

Brookover et a[. (1978, 1979)

McDill et al. (1967, 1969)

Ga¡dner (1974,1976)

Payne et al. (1974-75);

Ellett & Walberg (t979)

Marjoribanks (1979, 1980)

Studies in Developing Countries

Walberg, Singh &
Rasher (1977)

Fræer, Peane & Azmi (1982)

Achievement

Mathematics achievement;

college plans

Attitudes

Achievemenl

Intelligence; personality

Achievement

Satisfaction: anxiew

8,078 Grade 4 & 5 srudents

in Michigan, USA

20,345 studenrs in 20 high

schools throughout USA

1,014 Grade I I physics studenrs

in 58 clæses in Melboume,

Ausnalia

3,350 elementary, 3,613 secondary
students & 1,200 teachers in
Georgi4 USA

250 12 year+ld students in
South Australia

3,000 Grade l0 science & social
science students in I 50 classes

in Rajasthan, India

373 Grade 8 & 9 students in
l8 social studies classes in
Padang, Indonesia

1,621 Grade 6 students in 60
schools in East Java, Indonesla

2,533 Grade 3-5 studens in
90 clæses in Brazil

1,277 Grade3 & 6 studens in
l8 schools in Jamaica

989 Grade l2 physics students rn

3 I classes in or nea¡ Bangkok,

Thailand

Paige (1978, 1979)

Holsinger ( 1 972, 1 973)

Persaud (1976)

Chatiyanonda (1978)

Achievement; individual
modemity

Information leaming;

individual modemity

Noncognitive outcomes

including social gro*th
& aspiration Ievels

Attitudes

a From Fræer (1986: 89-92)
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CES, or other school- and classroom-level instruments to determine the impact of quality

of student life on learning outcomes.s The first two subsections deal with studies that

used, respectively, the LEI and CES, while the third subsection deals with studies

involving other instruments.

The seven Path Breaking studies of Harvard project physics

The earliest research into the associations between students'learning outcomes

and their perceptions of classroom environment utilized the LEI as a part of the research

and evaluation activities of Harvard Project Physics--an experimental physics course for

high school students. These studies are especially important because not only did they

provide a foundation upon which later research was built, they illustrate the use of a wide

variety of important methodological techniques. In general, the design of this series of
studies involved the prediction of learning outcomes measured at the end of a school year

from student perceptions of the classroom environment measured during the year, usually

with statistical control for performance on corresponding beginning-of-year learning

measures.

A Focus on Physics

Before embarking on a review of studies utilizing the LEI, Fraser (1986: 93) notes

that when examining the complex research of Harvard Project Physics, one should be

made aware of five important points. First, different studies employed one of three

similar but not identical classroom environment instruments (namely, the final 1S-scale

version of the LEI, a slightly different earlier 14-scale version of the LEI that excludes the

E The reason for the selection of these three groups of instruments is that they are the most
closely related to the instrument and sample utilized in this research project--in terms of a
focus on conventional post-secondary students' perceptions inan intiustrialized country.
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competitiveness scale, and a preliminary version of the LEI called the Classroom

Environment Questionnaire). Secondly, different studies involved use of different

overlapping samples made up of classes drawn from a random national American sample,

a nonrandom national American sample, and a sample from selected regions in Canada.

Thirdly, different studies used different batteries of learning outcome measures selected

from a physics achievement test, a test on understanding of the nature of science, a

science process test, a measure of voluntary participation in physics activities during the

previous year, a science interest measure, and semantic differential scales measuring

various affective objectives. In addition, different combinations of units of statistical

analysis have been used in different studies (namely, individual environment perceptions

versus individual leaming scores, class mean environment perceptions versus individual

leaming scores, a¡rd class mean environment perceptions versus class mean learning

scores). Finally, when estimating the environment-learning relationship, different studies

provided control for different student background characteristics (i.e., general ability, a

corresponding learning pretest, or a set oflearning pretests),

V/alberg and Anderson were the first researchers to examine the relationship

between quality of classroom climate and leaming outcomes. Their first study (196g)

investigated the relationship between individual students'perceptions on the Classroom

Climate Questionnaire (a preliminary version of the LEI) and individual scores on nine

learning criteria, including: achievement, understanding of the nature of science, six

affective outcomes, and voluntary participation in physics activities. The sample size

available for different analyses ranged from76 to 96 individual students. When simple

correlations were calculated between each leaming environment dimension and scores on

each leaming outcome posttest regression adjusted for corresponding pretests, it was

found that the number of significant correlations wÍrs more than four times that expected

bv chance.
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An examination of the relationship between class means on environmenr

dimensions and class means on learning outcomes has been reported by Anderson and

Walberg (1968). Multiple regression and canonical analysis were used to relate scores on

the Classroom Climate Questionnaire in 49 classes to simple gain scores on the three

learning criteria of achievement, understanding of the nature of science, and attitude.

Multiple correlations obøined between the set of environment variables and gain scores

on each learning outcome were 0.68, 0.57, and 0.59 respectively (i.e.,46,33, and 34

percent of variance explained). However, only the multiple correlation for the

achievement scale was statistically significant. The canonical analysis revealed one

significant canonical correlation at the conventional .05 level of signifrcance, and this

suggested that gains on all three criteria were associated with greater friction, personal

intimacy (cohesiveness), and strict control, and less disorganization, stratification,

subservience, and formality.

ln 1970, Anderson undertook a study to test the relations between individual

student learning and the class mean of environmental perceptions. The LEI was utilized

to measure environmental perceptions and the four learning outcome measures were

achievement, understanding of the nature of science, science processes, and voluntary

participation in physics activities. The sample consisted of 800 students randomly

selected from a larger nonrandom group of some 2,500 students in I l3 classes distributed

throughout Canada and27 states in the United States. In that analyses were conducted

separately for males and females, the sample size available for diflerent analyses ranged

from 60 fo 224. Data were analyzedusing a separate S-term hierarchical regression

analysis for each outcome, with each environment scale in turn as predictor and using the

following order of entry: generat ability, an environment dimension (l-15), a general

ability by environment interaction (l-15), a curvilinear general ability term, and a

curvilinear environment term. Because of the large number of analyses performed,

Anderson provided only a sunmary of the findings and sketched some informative
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regression surfaces depicting results for some of the 5-predictor regtession equations.

Overall findings from this study confirmed the effects sometimes were curvilinear and

differed for students differing in gender and general ability.

V/alberg analyzed a data set based on a national sample of 3,700 students in 144

classes in the United States in several ways to provide further valuable information about

the predictive validity of student perceptions of their classroom learning environment. In

the first of these studies, Walberg (1969a) performed multiple regression analyses in

which 14 LEI class means, as a set, were used to predict class mean residual gain scores

(i.e., posttest scores adjusted for corresponding pretest scores) on each ofsix learning

criteria. The six learning outcomes were understanding of the nature of science, science

processes, physics achievement, voluntary participation in physics activities, science

interest, and a semantic differential measure of affective objectives. It was found that the

set of 14 LEI scales accounted for between 13 and 30 percent ofthe variance in residual

scores on the different outcome measures (i.e., the multiple correlation ranged from 0.36

to 0.55), and this was statistically significant for five of the six outcomes.

In his second study, Walberg (Igilgb)calculated simple, multiple, and canonical

correlations between class means of raw scores obtained on the same six learning

outcome posttest measures. The number of signifrcant correlations between an outcome

and an LEI dimension was six times that expected by chance. The multiple correlation

between an outcome and the set of LEI scales ranged from 0.43 and 0.63, and was

statistically significant for each of the six outcomes. Canonical analysis revealed two

significant canonical variates: the first loaded positively on the difficulty scale and

predicted cognitive posttests, while the second loaded positively on satisfaction and

negatively on füction, apathy, cliqueness, and predicted affective and behavioral

posttests. In further analyses, it was found that the two canonical variates of environment

variables accounted for significant and substantial variance in raw posttest scores and

residual posttest scores after several variables (e.g., general ability) were controlled.
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A third article reporting analysis of the same data set employed the student as the

unit of analysis and a variety of different data analysis techniques (Walber g, 1972). As

random fractions of the class had answered each instrument, the number of students

available for any analysis was no less than 715. The four outcome measures analyzed,

were understanding, achievement, attitude, and voluntary participation. The first analyses

involved calculation of simple and multiple correlations whose magnitudes could be

compared with those obtained previously (Walberg, 1969b) using the class as the unit of
analysis. Walberg found that significant correlations between LEI dimensions and raw

scores on the outcome posttests differed in magnitude but not in sign for the two

sampling units. The multiple correlations between the set of LEI dimensions and raw

scores on leaming outcome posttests were 0.29, 0.30,0.22, and 0.25 (three significant)

when the individual was used as the sampling unit compared with 0.63, 0.5g,0.4g,0.43

(all significant) when the class was the unit of analysis. In another analysis reported in

this article, two significant canonical correlations of 0.35 and 0.25 were found between

the set of 14 LEI scales and raw scores on the set of four learning outcome posttests. In

further multiple regression analyses with each learning outcome posttest as criterion, the

two canonical variates were entered into the equation after all four learning pretests and

general ability. This provided support for the incremental predictive validity of students'

perceptions because one or both variates of LEI scores accounted for a significant amount

of learning outcome variance even after four pretests and general ability had been

controlled.

Moving Beyond Physics

Even though the studies related to Harvard Project Physics provided substantial

evidence supporting the predictive validity of students'environment perceptions in

physics classes, Walberg and Anders on (1972) explored this question for a variety of
other subject areas. Their sample in this study consisted of approximately 1,600
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secondary students in 64 classes in Montreal. Extemal examination results in eight

subject areas (three sciencee and five non-sciencelo) were used as criterion variables.

Multiple regression analyses employing the class as the unit of analysis revealed that the

set of LEI dimensions accounted for a significant increment of 5 I percent of cognitive

examination achievement variance beyond that attributable to general ability. Also the

environment-achievement relationship was found to be consistent across classes of

different mean general ability and nearly constant across subject areas.

Moving Beyond the Harvard Project

. kt l976,Lawrenz conducted another large-scale study of the predictive validity of

students' environment perceptions in science classrooms. A random sample of 238 senior

high school classes from l2,states in three Midwest regions in the United States provided

responses to 10 scales selected from the LEI, as wellras a science attitude inventory.

When multiple regression analyses were conducted separately for biology, chemistry, and

physics classes using the class as the unit of analysis, it was found that the amount of

variance in raw attitude scores accounted for by the block of l0learning environment

variables was 39 percent for biology, 32 percent for chemistry, and,29 percent for

physics. These amounts were statistically significant at the .05 level in each case.

Fraser (1979) explored the predictability of seven science outcomes (three inquiry

skills, understanding of the nature of science, and,three attitudes) from student

perceptions on a modified 9 scale version of the LEI, which incorporated changes to

make it more readable for seventh graders, and more suit¿ble for individualized science

classrooms. The sample consisted of 531 seventh grade students in 20 classrooms in

Melbourne, Australia. The sampling unit was the mean for the subgroup in the class,

e The three science related subject areas included: physics, chemistry, and biology.
l0 The five non-science related subject areas included: geography, mathematics, English
literature, history, and French.
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formed by grouping students similar in socioeconomic status, general ability, and gender.

ln fact each class provided eight of these subgroups (e.g., high socioeconomic status/high

general ability/female, . . . low socioeconomic status/low general ability/male). Multiple

regression analyses revealed that the increment in end-of-year achievement variance

accounted for by the set of environment scales (beyond that athibutable to corresponding

beginning-of-year scores, socioeconomic status, general ability and gender) ranged from

2'9 to 22.4 percent (with a mean of 8.2 percent) for different learning criteria.

Furthermore, these increments were statistically significant for five of the seven

outcomes. In analyses of other data collected from the same sample (Fraser, lgTg),it was

found that more favorable classroom environments (especially in terms of more

satisfaction) tended to promote more positive attitudes to experiments as a source of

scientific information, while less favourable environments (especially in terms of more

diffrculty, competitiveness, disorganization, and a worse material environment) tended to

promote more positive attitudes to three nonexperimental and more authoritarian sources.

namely, experts, books, and teachers.

Hofstein, Gluzman, Ben-Zvi, and Samuel (1979) used a modified version of 13 of
the LEI scales in investigating attitude towards chemistry among 400 eleventh grade

students from 12 classes in eight Israeli schools. Attitude towards chemistry was

measured by four factor-analytic scales (attractive and exciting, clear and understandable,

necessary and useflrl, and inexact and confusing). A canonical analysis using the student

as the unit of analysis resulted in two significant canonical correlations of 0.48 and 0.41,

respectively, between LEI dimensions and raw attitude scores. When canonical loadings

were plotted and orthogonally rotated through 45 degrees, it was found that attitudes to

chemistry were more favorable in classes perceived as having higher goal direction and

satisfaction and lower disorganization, diffrculty, friction, and speed.

O'Reilly (1975) t'sed the LEI in mathematics classes in investigating the

relationship between achievement and classroom environment among a sample of 4g
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Grade 9 and 10 classes in 12 schools in eastem Ontario. Simple, partial, and multiple

correlational analyses were performed using the class mean as the unit of statistical

analysis. It was found that 10 significant correlations emerged between mathematics

achievement and an LEI scale, but this number dropped to three when general ability was

controlled. Also the battery of LEI scales accounted significantly for 67 percent of the

variance in raw achievement scores.

Combining the LEI with Other Instruments

In an Australian study, Power and Tisher used a modified version of the LEI,

together with the Class Activities Questionnaire (Steele, House, & Kerins, 1971) in

predicting eight learning outcome criteria (two achievement, three attitude, and three

satisfaction) (Power & Tisher, 197 5, 1979). Their sample consisted of 3 1 5 junior high

school students in 20 science classrooms. Data analysis techniques used in relating

classroom environment characteristics to outcomes included a canonical analysis with the

student as the sampling unit, and a simple and partial (with conesponding pretests

controlled) correlational analysis using both students and classes as the units of analysis.

Moreover, multiple correlation analyses were performed using models that included an

environment-IQ interaction term and a quadratic environment term. Overall the results'

suggested the existence of a number of statistically significant but comparatively weak

relationships between outcomes and environment dimensions. Examples of the results

obt¿ined from the partial correlational analysis are that achievement was significantly

greater in classes charactenzed by greater cramming and interpretation, and less apathy.

Combining the CAQ and LEI to examine classroom environment was not

particular to Australia. On the other side of the globe, Cort (1979) incorporated these

learning environment scales in a study of 8l social studies classes at the Grade 5 and 6

levels in 76 schools throughout 11 American states. Classroom environment was

measured at mid-year by a composite variable based on principal components analysis of
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the Class Activities Questionnaire (Steele, House, & Kerins, 1971) and another composite

based on principal components analysis of three scales adapted from the LEI (namely,

satisfaction, apathy, and diffrculty). Leaming outcomes consisted of l0 selected social

studies achievement and attitude criteria measured at the beginning and end of the year,

and another 10 follow-up measures administered either 6 or l2months later. Multiple

regression analyses with the class as the unit of analysis revealed that the composite

variable based on the Class Activities Questionnaire accounted for a significant increment

in posttest variance (beyond that attributable to corresponding pretest, class size, and

percentage of females in the class) for I of the 10 immediate ourcome measures and for

three of the follow-up measures. The composite variable based on the three LEI scales

accounted for a further significant increment in variance for 2 of the 10 immediate

outcome measures but for none of the follow-up measures. Also, an informative

canonical analysis reported by Cort confrrmed the presence of a relationship between

classroom environment and measures of cognitive and affective outcomes.

Haladyna and Shaughnessy have reported a study of the effects of classroom

environment on student attitudes, which involved the use of an instrument based on the

LEI and CES. Their sample consisted of 5,804 science, mathematics, and social studies

students in277 Grade 4,7,and 9 classes in oregon, usA (Haladyna, olsen, &

shaughnessy, 1982; Haladyna, Shaughnessy, & Redsun, 1982a, l9g2b;Haladyna,

Shaughnessy, & Shaughnessy, 19S3). Simple correlational and multiple regression

analyses performed separately for each subject area and grade level (with sample sizes

ranging from22 to 38 classes) revealed numerous statistically and practically significant

relationships between student attitudes and classroom environment dimensions. For

example, environmental factors such as cohesiveness and organization were consistently

linked with more positive attitudes at different grade levels and for different subjects.

Generally relationships were stronger at higher grade levels.
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ln addition to the comprehensive studies involving the LEI described in detail in

the first subsection, several other investigations of outcome-environment relationships

have involved use of the CES.

The Four Path Breaking Studies by the Creators of the CES

Trickett and Moos (1974) first used the CES to explore the relationship between

student satisfaction and moods, and their perceptions of their classroom environment.

The dependent variables consisted of four satisfaction variables (satisfaction with school,

other students, the teacher, and the material learned) and three mood variables (feelings of

anger, security, and interest about the class). The sample consisted of 608 students in two

matched goups of l8 classes from 18 different high schools in the United States. When

simple correlations between CES and raw criterion scores were calculated separately for

the two matched goups using the class as the unit of analysis, it was found that the

number of significant correlations w¿rs approximately six times that expected by chance.

In particular, the data demonstrated a relationship between noncognitive variables like

satisfaction and mood and CES scales classifiable as relationship dimensions in Moos's

scheme. In a related study, Moos (1978) compared the levels of student satisfaction,

student mood, and teacher satisfaction in five distinctive types of classes. These five

types--control oriented, innovation oriented, affrliation oriented, task oriented, and

competition oriented--were identified by cluster analysis of CES scores from a sample of

over 200 classes. Results generally indicated significant differences between clusters on

the various student satisfaction, student mood, and teacher satisfaction scales.

Moos and Moos (197S) then went on to use the nine CES scales to explore

relationships between environment perceptions and student absences and grades among a

sample of 19 high school classes in one school. A distinctive feature of this study was

that both students' and their teachers' perceptions were measured in order to compare the
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predictive validity of teacher perceptions with that of student class mean perceptions.

Simple correlational analysis revealed that the number of significant relationships

between the outcomes and either student or teacher perceptions on a CES scale was about

six times that expected by chance. Mean grades were significantly correlated with

student perceptions of greater involvement, affrliation, and teacher support, and less rule

clarity and teacher control. Furthermore, the correlations between grades and teacher

perceptions had the same sign for each of these five CES dimensions and were significant

for the involvement and teacher control scales. Also it was found that the median number

of absences was significantly correlated with student perceptions of greater competition

and teacher control, and with teacher perceptions of less teacher support.

ln the last study undertaken by the creators of the CES, Moos (1979) used a

sample of 24I secondary school classes in the United States to explore the predictability

of five indexes of student reactions to five domains of predictor variables. The five

student reaction indexes were friendship formation, sense of well-being, satisfaction with

learning, satisfaction with teacher, and alienation. One predictor domain consisted of

student perceptions of six classroom environment types formed by cluster analysis of

CES scores (namely, innovation oriented, structured relationship oriented, supportive task

oriented, supportive competition oriented, unstructured competition oriented, and control

oriented). The four other domains of predictors were made up of overall context

characteristics (i.e., school types), organizational characteristics (i.e., class size),

aggegate student characteristics (i.e., male/female ratio), and teacher characteristics (i.e.,

teaching experience). It was found that the total variance accounted for in the different

student reaction outcomes by the five predictor domains combined ranged from 46 to 59

percent. Although the set of aggregate student characteristics uniquely accounted for

more outcome variance than any of the other domains, student-perceived environment

still uniquely explained between I and 28 percent of the variance in different outcomes.

Specific findings included that the classroom environment block uniquely explained

63



about half of the predictable variance in student satisfaction with the teacher, and that

students in supportive task oriented and supportive competition oriented classes showed

the most positive reactions on the outcome criteria.

Moving Beyond the Pioneers

Following the lead of Trickett and Moos, Fisher and Fraser (1983) decided to

employ the CES to study the relationship between students' learning outcomes and their

perceptions of classroom environment in a sample of 116 Grade 8 and 9 science classes

throughout Tasmania, Australia. Relationships benveen a set of nine learning outcomes

(six affective and three cognitive) and the set of nine classroom environment scales in the

CES were explored using the class mean as the unit of analysis and six different data

analysis techniques. Three of these were a simple correlational analysis between raw

scores on outcome posttests and environment scales, a multiple correlational analysis

involving the prediction of raw scores on each outcome posttest from the set of nine

environment scales, and a canonical analysis involving raw scores on the set of nine

outcome posttests and the set of nine environment scales. The other three analyses were

analogous except that, instead of employing raw posttest scores as criteria, use was made

ofresidual posttest scores adjusted for corresponding pretests and general ability.

Overall, these results replicated prior research by furnishing evidence of sizable

relationships between sfudents'outcomes and perceptions of classroom environment.

In the same year, Martin-Reynolds and Reynolds (19g3) used the cES in

predicting classroom robustness (i.e., the level of excitement and importance) among a

sample of 663 randomly selected students in Northwestern Ohio. The multiple

correlation between robustness and the set of nine CES dimensions was 0.69. Greater

robustness was found in classes perceived to have more involvement, teacher support,

affrliation, irurovation, and rule clariW.
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Using Modified Versions of the CES to Predict Social Psychological Outcomes

In recent years researchers have begun to use modified versions of the CES in

attempts to establish associations between student perceptions of classroom environment

and various social psychological outcomes.

When Galluzi, Kirby, and Zucker (19S0) used some scales selected and adapted

from the CES and LEI with a sample of 414 fifth grade students and their 25 teachers in

the United States, it was generally found that students'concepts of themselves and others

were more positive in classes with greater involvement, affiliation, teacher support, and

satisfaction' ln a study of self-control among 750 Grade 4 and 5 children in 36 classes in

the United States,.Humphrey (1986) assessed students'and teachers'perceptions on five

dimensions that emerged from a factor analysis of a modified version of the CES.

Analyses involving the class mean as the unit of analysis revealed that relationships

between student self-control and classroom environment were relatively weak for

teachers' perceptions but much stronger for students' perceptions. In particular, student

selÊcontrol was greater in classes perceived by students as having more involvement,

organization, and rule clarity. Keyser and Barling (19S1) used three dimensions

developed by factor analysis from a modified version of the CES in a study of children's

academic self-effrcacy beliefs among a sample of 504 sixth grade students and their 16

teachers in South Africa. It was found that self-effrcacy beliefs were stronger in classes

in which students perceived to have greater rule specification and student participation.

The four outcomes of mood, achievement, popularity, and adjustment were used

in some research that reported results separately for student-perceived classroom

environment and teacher-perceived classroom environment (Wright & Cowen, lgg2).

The sample consisted of 511 Grade 5 and 6 students and their 23 teachers in the United

States' Classroom environment was assessed by an instrument based on a factor analvsis

of a short form of the CES. For the analysis involving class means of student

perceptions, outcome-environment associations were stronger for "problem" sfudents and
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the main general finding was that student popularity was greater in classes that students

perceived to have higher order, organization, and afFrliation. For the analyses involving

teacher perceptions, relationships were again stronger for problem students, and the main

general finding was that teacher perceived involvement, affiliation, rule clarity, order, and

organization were related to more positive student mood, greater student popularity, and

better adjustment.

lIsing Other Instruments to Predict Learning Outcomes

C I a s sr o om- Lev el Ins tr ument s

Kelly (1980) reported a study of associations between student-perceived

classroom environment and student achievement based on data from the frst survey of

science students conducted by the International Association for the Evaluation of

Educational Achievement (IEA). Of the 19 countries surveyed for several age groups,

Kellychosethe 14-year-oldsampleconsisting of 41,657 students inl,735 schoolsinthe

14 developed countries (namely, Australia, Flemish Belgium, French Belgium, England,

Finland, Germany, Hungary,Italy, Japan, New Zealand, Scotland, Sweden, The

Netherlands, and The United States) for analysis. Student perceptions of classroom

environment were measured by two factor-analytic scales named exploration (emphasis

on questioning, problem-solving, and practical work) and authorlf.,(emphasis on appeal

to the authority or the written word). When the country was used as the unit of analysis

in between-country analyses, achievement was significantly and positively related to the

level of classroom exploration, whereas its relationship with classroom authority was

positive but less pronounced and nonsignificant. Also, when the school was used as the

unit of analysis in within-country analyses conducted for seven of the countries,

significant positive correlations emerged between achievement and exploration in most

countries, whereas the correlations between achievement and authority showed some

va¡iation in sign between countries.
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Eash and Waxman (1983) made use of the final eight scales contained in the

OCIW (Our Class and Its Work) questionnaire to predict scores on the Metropolitan

Reading Survey Test. The sample consisted of 762 students in 36 Grade 4 and 5 classes

in Chicago. When the individual unit of analysis was used in a multiple regression

analysis involving pretest reading scores and the eight OCIW dimensions, inspection of

regression weights indicated that posttest reading scores were significantly higher in

classes characierized by less didactic instruction, more instructional time, and more

appropriate pacing. Nevertheless, none of these significant relationships persisted when

the class median was used as the unit of analysis.

Talton (1983) studied the effects of classroom environment on the attitude and

achievement of a sample of I,456 tenth grade biology students taught by 23 diffèrent

teachers in 70 classes in four schools in North Carolina. Classroom environment was

measured by a locally developed instrument consisting of six indicators (class climate,

curriculum, physical environment, teacher, other students, and friends'attitudes). When

data were analyzed using LISREL, classroom environment was strongly related to attitude

but relatively weakly associated with achievement. However, further analyses suggested

the interesting but tentative finding that attitude plays an important role in mediating the

influence of classroom environment on achievement. In another study involving l2

schools, classroom environment variables again bore consistently strong relationships

with attitudes to science at the Grade 6,7,8,9, and 10 levels (Talton & Simpson, 1984).

S cho ol- Level Ins trument s

In addition to the above three studies of classroom-level environment, there are a

number of other studies that have explored relationships between learning and school-

level environment.

A good example of such research is Perkins' (1978) study involving a large

sample of 3,703 fourth grade students and their 958 teachers in 42 elementary schools in
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five school systems in the southeastem United States. Teacher perceptions of school

climate were measured by 14 scales contained in The School Survey (Coughlan, lg70),

while student outcomes consisted of five areas of the Iowa Test of Basic Skills

(vocabulary, reading,language, work study skills, and mathematics) and average daily

school attendance . Datawere analy zedby simple and multiple correlational techniques

with the school mean as the unit of analysis. Significant simple correlations (at the .05

level) emerged between each Iowa test and each school environment scale in every case

except one (supervisory relations and work study skills), and between average daily

attendance and two environment scales (educational effectiveness and evaluation of

students). The multiple regression analyses revealed that the amount of variance

accounted for by the set of'14 school environment scales was 55 percent for the average

daily attendance criterion and ranged from 64 to 76 percent for the Iowa tests. ln

particular, it was found that teachers' perceptions of the schools'educational effectiveness

was the most important environmental dimension in accounting for variance in

achievement on each of the five Iowa tests.

Brookover has reported another study in which perceptions of school-level

environment are related to the academic performance of students (Brookover, et al., 1978;

Brookover, Beady, Flood, Schweitzer, & wisenbaker,L979;Brookover & schneider,

1975). The sample consisted of 8,078 fourth and f,rfth grade students, 327 teachers and

68 principals in a random sample of schools in Michigan. Brookover's instrument

Ineasures student perceptions of five dimensions (sense of academic futility, future

evaluations and expectations, present evaluations and expectations, teacher push and

teacher norïns, and academic norms), teacher perceptions of five dimensions (ability

evaluations, expectations and quality of school completion, teacher-student commitment

to improve, principal's expectations, and academic futility) and principal perception of

four dimensions (parent concern and expectations for quatity education, efforts to

improve, principal and parent evaluation of present school quality, and present
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evaluations and expectations of students). Simple correlational analysis with the school

mean as the unit of analysis revealed that the magnitude of the simple correlation between

achievement and an environment scale ranged from 0.01 to 0.77. In particular, student

sense of academic futility was found to have the largest (although negative) cor¡elation

with achievement. Multiple regression analyses with the school as the unit of analysis

revealed that the amount of achievement variance accounted for by the set of 14 school

environment variables (before and after socioeconomic status and the ratio of white to

black students were controlled) was 73 and 4 percent, respectively. By narrowing the

focus to students from families of lower socioeconomic statuses who were thought to be

permanently handicapped by their home environments, Brookover and his colleagues

compared schools in low socioeconomic status areas where student achievement scores

were increasing, with schools where student achievement scores were decreasing. They

found that classrooms where students were typically high achievers contained teachers

who set rigorous academic standards and clearly communicated their expectation that

students strive to achieve these expectations. In other words, the teachers of achievement

oriented students were not only cognitively demanding, they provided a supportive and

empathic emotional climate for their students.

McDill, Meyers, and Rigsby (1967) and McDill, Rigsby, and Meyers (1969) have

investigated the predictive validity of school-level environment by using environment

scales derived from a factor analysis of some items based on the High School

Characteristics Index (Stern, 1970). The large sample that provided their perceptions of

school environment consisted of 20,345 students and I,029 teachers in a national sample

of 20 high schools in the United States. Factor analysis revealed that 80 percent of the

variance could be explained by the following six factors: academic emulation, student

perception of intellectualism-estheticism, cohesive and egalitarian estheticism, scientism,

humanistic excellence, and academically oriented student status system. Multiple

regression analyses revealed that, with father's education, student academic values and
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student ability held constant, each one of the six environment scales was significantly

related to mathematics achievement, and five of the climate scales (with the exception of

scientism) were significantly related to college plans.

Gardner (1974,I976) employed a modified version of eight environment scales

selected form the High School Characteristics Index in predicting four attitudinal criteria

from student perceptions of the school environment. The sample consisted of 1,014

Grade 11 physics students in 58 classrooms in 34 different schools in Melbourne,

Australia. Analysis of covariance techniques with the student as the unit of analysis

revealed that the number of significant associations between an attitudinal outcome and a

classroom environment,dimension was five times rhat expected by chance. An example

of the results obtained in this study is that students expressed greater enjoyment of

physics learning in classrooms perceived as highly achievement-oriented, cognitively

well-organized, intellectual, stimulating, and physically well-organized.

Combining Classroom and School-Level Instruments

Regrettably, prior research seldom has examined the joint influence of the

classroom and school environment, as well as the family environment on student

outcomes. Marjoribanks (1979,1980), however, has provided a valuable study in which

both school and family variables are related to the three outcomes of intelligence,

personality, and school-related affective characteristics among a sample of 250 Australian

12-year-olds. Factor analyses were used to isolate two dimensions of school environment

based on two items selected from the CES and the LEI (intellectual orientation and

punitive nature), two dimensions of family environment þarents'press for achievement

and parent-child involvement), four personality dimensions (contemplativeness, self-

reliance, adjustment, and extroversion), and two school-related attitude dimensions

(commitrnent to school and school selÊconfidence). Marjoribanks conducted, separately

for males and females, a series of multiple regression analyses involving linear,
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curvilinear, and interaction terms to investigate relationships between outcomes, school

environment, and family environment, and several regression surfaces were constructed

to illustrate the complex relations among the th¡ee domains. One of the informative

figures provided showed the regression-fitted relationship between commitrnent to school

(outcome), student perceptions of intellectual orientation (school environment) and

different levels of parents'press for achievement (family environment). Taken together,

the complex results from this study refuted much previous research, which suggested,

compared with measures of family environment, that school environment variables bear

negligible relationships with student outcome criteria.

After reviewing over 50 studies of the impact of quality of elementary and

secondary student life on a variety of learning outcomes, as measured by the LEI, CES,

and other school- and classroom-level instruments, it is abundantly clear that there is

consistent support for the predictive validity of student perceptions of their educational

environments in accounting for appreciable amounts of variance in learning outcomes. In

comparison, the research conducted on the impact of quality of post-secondary student

life on leaming outcomes is still in its infancy. Before reviewing this research, however,

the next section will provide an overview of the existing measures of quality of student

life in university and college environments.

Quality of Student Life in Post-Secondary Educational Environments

In stark contrast to the vast quantity of research on quality of elementary and

secondary student life, the attention paid to quality of post-secondary student life issues

has been entirely inadequate. Discussion of the quality of university student life literature

will begin with an examination of the school- and classroom-level instruments that have

been developed to measure this concept, and the two exploratory studies that have
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attempted to understand the association between university students'perceptions of

classroom environment and learnins outcomes.

Measures of Quality of post-Secondary Student Life

Comparable to the techniques designed to measure elementary and secondary

student life, measures of university and college student life can also be divided into

school- and classroom-level instruments. While early conceptualization and

instrumentation predominantly concentrated on the school-level environment of entire

college and university institutions, more recent work has narrowed the focus to that of the

seminar, lecture hall, or classroom-level environment. The College Characteristics

Analysis and the Environmental Assessment Technique are early school-level

environment instruments, and more recent instruments include the College and University

Environment Inventory, the College Classroom Environment Scales, and the euality of

University Student Life Questionnaire--an instrument that provides the basis for this

research project.

The College Characteristics Index

Developed in 1958 by Pace and Stern, the College Characteristics Index (CCÐ

was the ftrst systematic measuring tool for college environments. This instrument

measures "college press", which is defined as the environmental demands that sfudents

perceive to be exerted by a given school. Like the LEI and CES, this instrument is

theoretically grounded in Murray's (1938) seminal work on environmental press. pace

and Stern laid considerable stress on the significance of person-environment congruence

as a possible predictor of the individual's satisfaction and success in a particular

environment. Their work conceptualized and measured individuals in terms of
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psychological needs, and congruence was a matter of need-press similarity or

correspondence.

This test consists of 300 statements about college environments to which

responses of the "true-false" form are given. The statements are organized into thirly l0
item scales, which correspond to the 30 needs in Murray's taxonomy. See Figure 2.5:

Murray's Taxonomy of Needs. The foilowing types of questions guided the writing of

items: what might there be in a college environment to reinforce or reward an individual

who had a high need for achievement, energy, nurturance, play or understanding, etc.?

The items themselves are statements about college life; therefore, they refer a wide

variety of elements of student life from the curriculum, college teaching, classroom

activities, rules, regulations, and policies, to student organizations, activities, interests, as

well as features on campus.ll To each statement in this index the respondent answers

true if he or she believes it is generally characteristic of the college, is something that

occurs or might occlr, or it is the way people tend to feel or act; and the person answers

false if he or she believes the statement is not characteristic of the college, is something

that is not likely to occur, or it is not the way people typically feel or act.

ll For example, a college environment which has a press toward order might be a place
where "faculty members and administration have defrnite and clearly port.d offrce
hours", "professors take attendance in class", or "students have assignèd seating". A
person with a high need for energy might be expected to find fulfillment and satisfaction
in a college environment where "there is an extensive program of intramural sports and
informal athletic activities", "student gathering places are typically noisy and áctive", or
"class discussions are typically vigorous and intense" (pace & stern, tist: zlo¡.
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Figure 2.5:

Murray's Taxonomy of Needs 4

L Aba Abasement - Ass Assurance: selÊdepreciation versus serf-confidence.
2. Ach Achievement: strivtng for success through personal effort.
3- Ada Adaptability -Dfs Defensiveness: acceptance of criticism versus resistance to suggestion.4. Atr Afiliation: group-centered social orientation.
5. Agg Aggression -Bla Blame Avoidance: hostility versus its inhibition.
6. Cha Change - Sam Sameness: flexibility versus routine.
7 . cnj conjunctivity - Dsj Disjunctivity: planfulness versus disorganization.
8. Ctr Counteraction: restriving after failu¡e.
9 . Dfr Deference - Rst ,Resr¿ver?esJ: respect for authority versus rebelliousness.
10. Dom Dominance -Tol Tolerance: ascendancy versus forbearance.
I l. E/A Ego Achievemerf: striving for power through social action.
12. Emo Emotionality -Plc Placidity: expressiveness versus stolidness.
13. Eny Energt -Pas Passivity: efiflort versus inertia.
14. Exh Exhibitionism -lnf Inferiority Avoidance: attention-seeking versus shyness.
I5. F/A Fqntasied Achievement: daydreams of extraordinary public recognition.
16. Har Harm Avoidance - Rsk Risktaking: fearfulness versus th¡ill-seeking.
17. Hum Humanities, Social Science: interests in the humanities and the social sciences.
I 8. Imp Impulsiveness - Del Deliberation: impef¡ousness versus reflection.
19. Nar Narcissism: vanity.
20. Nur Nurturance: helping others.
21. Obj Objectivity -Pro Projectivity: object:e detachment versus superstition or suspicion.
22. Ord Order -Dso Disorder: compulsive organization of details versus carelessness.
23. Ply Play - Wrk lI/ork: pleaswe seeking versus purposefulness.
24' Pra Practicalness -lpr Impracticalness: interest in practical activity versus indifference to tangible

personal gain.
25. Ref Reflectiveness: introspective contemplation.
26. Sci Science: interest in the natural sciences.
27. Sen Sensuality -Pur Puritan¡s¡n: interest in sensory and aesthetic experiences versus austerity or

self-denial.
28. Sex Sexuality - Pru Prudishness:heterosexual interests versus asceticism.
29. Sup Supplication - Aut Autonorny: dependency versus self-reliance.
30. Und Understanding: intellectuality.

a From Stem (1970: 3 1 5-3 17)

From a somewhat different theoretical perspective, Astin and Holland (1961)

produced the Environmental Assessment Technique (EAT) and validated it with the CCI.

The EAT is based on the notion, suggested by Linton (1945), that a major portion of

environmental forces is transmitted through other people. We can infer from this that the

character of a social environment is dependent upon the nature of its members.
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Moreover, the dominant features of an environment are dependent upon the typical

characteristics of its members. If we know the character of the people in the group, we

should know the climate that group creates. Therefore, knowing the typical

characteristics of university or college students allows us to understand the climate that

they as a group create. Post-secondary climate is measured using an eight variable

environmental assessment index based on the following student variables: the size of

student body; average intelligence level of student body; and six student personality

types, realistic, intellectual, social, conventional, enterprising, and artistic (Holland,

1959)-12 In combination, these eight variables encompass an extensive range of the

students' attributes, including personality, interests, values, originality, selÊconcept,

goals, and aptitudes.

Recent Classroom-level Environment Instruments

Now that the review of early school-level environment instruments is complete,

discussion will now turn to three recent classroom-level environment instruments.

The College and University Environment Inventory (CUCEI) was developed by

Fraser, Treagust, and Dennis, in 1986, as the first classroom-level instrument to measure

the quality of post-secondary student life. See Figure 2.6: College & University

12 People with realistic orientations are physically strong, unsociable, aggressive, and
partial to the concrete as opposed to the abstract, while those with intellectual
orientations are task-oriented, intraceptive, asocial, and prefer to think through rather than
act out. Sociql people are sociable, responsible, need attention, avoid intellectual
problem-solving, and are orally dependent; conventional people are conformists, and
prefer structured numerical and verbal activities, and subordinate roles. People with an
enterprising orientation possess verbal skills for dominating, selling, leading others, and
are orally aggressive; and finally, those persons who are artistic are asocial, intraceptive,
avoid problems that are highly structured or require gross physical skills, and feel a need
for individualistic expression (Holland, 19 61).
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Classroom Environment lnventory. This instrument is intended for use in small groups

(30 students at the most) commonly referred to as seminars or tutorials, thus it is not

suitable for use in lectures or laboratory classes (Fraser, 1986:29-30). The type of small

group class for which the CUCEI is intended is one that potentially provides scope for

some student involvement, individualization, and the development of relationships

between teacher and students, as well as among students.

Figure 2.6:

College & University Classroom Environment Inventory a

The purpose ofthis questionnaire is to find out your opinions about the clæs you are attending right now.
This questionnaire is designed for use in gathering opinions about srzal/ c lasses at universities or colleges
(sometimes refened to as seminars oÍ tutorials). It is r¡of suitable for the rating oflectures or laboratory classes.
This form of the questionnaire assesses your opinion about what this clæs is actually /ii<e. Indicate your opinion
about each questionnaire statement by circling:

SA if you STRONGLY AGREE that it describes what this class is actually like.
A if you ACREE that it describes what this class is actually like.
D if you DISAGREE rhat ir describes what this clæs is actuaily like.
SD if you STRONGLY DISAGREE that it describes what this clæs is actuallv like.

L The instructor considers students' feelings.

2. The instructor talks rather than listens.

3. The clæs is made up of individuals who don't know each other very well.
4. The students look forwa¡d to coming to classes.

5. Students know exactly what has to be done in class.

6. New ideæ a¡e seldom tried out in this class.

7. All students in the class are expected to do the same work, in the same way and in the same time.
8. The instructor talks individually with students.

9. Students put effort into \ryhat they do in classes.

10. Each student knows the other members of the clæs by their first names.

I l. Students a¡e dissatisfied with what is done in the class.

12. Getting a certain amount of work done is important in this clæs.
13. New and different ways of teaching a¡e seldom used in this class.

14. Students are generally allowed to work at their own pace.

15. The instructor goes out ofhis/her way to help students.

16. Students'clockwatch' in this class.

I 7. Friendships a¡e made among students in this class.

I 8. After the clæs, the students have a sense of satisfaction.

19. The group often gets sidetracked instead ofsticking to the point.

20. The instructor thinks up innovative activities for students to do.

2 I . Studenß have a say in how class time is spent.

22. The instructor helps each student who is having trouble with the work.
23. Studens in this clæs pay attention to what others are saying.

24. Students don't have much chance to get to kno\ry each other in this clæs.
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25. Classes a¡e a waste oftime.
26. This is a disorganized class.

27. Teaching approaches in this class are cha¡acterized by innovation and variety.

28. Students a¡e allowed to choose activities and how they will work.

29. The instructor seldom moves a¡ound the classroom to tatk with students.

30. Students seldom present their work to the clæs.

31. It takes a long time to get to know everybody by his/her first name in this clæs.

32. Classes are boring.

33. Class assignments a¡e clea¡ so everyone knows what to do.

34. The seating in this class is arranged in the same way each week.

35. Teaching approaches allow students to proceed at their oì,vn pace.

36. The instructor isn't interested in students'problems.

37. There are opportunities for students to express opinions in this class.

38. Students in this class get to know each other well.

39. Students enjoy going to this class.

40. This class seldom starts on time.

41. The instructor ofren thinks ofunusual class activities.

42. The¡e is little opportunity for a student to pursue his/her particular interest in this class.

43. The instructor is unfriendly and inconsiderate to\ryards students.

44. The instructor dominates class discussions.

45. Students in this clæs aren't very interested in gening to knor,v other students.

46. Clæses are interesting.

47. Activities in this class are clearly and carefully planned.

48. Students seem to do the same type of activities in every clæs.

49. It is the instructor who deçides what will be done in our clæs.

ø From Fraser, Treagust & Dennis (1986: 54).

The initial development of the CUCEI involved examining the individual scores

and individual items contained in three pioneering classroom environment instruments,

namely the LEI, CES, and ICEQ. This provided a basis for the selection of dimensions

that, after redefinition, were considered salient in post-secondary seminars and tutorials.

A set of items was written and subjected to the scrutiny of a number of college educators.

After rewriting and eliminating many items in the light of reactions obtained, a trial

version of the CUCEI containing 12 items per scale was freld tested with a sample of 127

students in 10 seminars or tutorials. The final form of this instrument contains seven

items in each of seven scales; each item is responded to using the four categories of

strongly agree, agree, disagree, and strongly disagree (Fraser et al., 1986). The seven

scales consist of the following: personalization, involvement, student cohesiveness,

satisfaction, task orientation, innovation, and individualization. Like the CES and ICEe,
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each one of the seven scales is based upon Moos's (1979) conceptualization of the three

basic dimensions of all social environments: relationships, personal development, and

system maintenance and change.

The first four scales þersonalization, involvement, student cohesiveness, and

satisfaction) represent the relationship dimension. Thepersonalization scale describes

the emphasis on oppor[unities for individual students to interact with the instructor and

on concem for students'personal welfare; the involvement scale taps the extent to which

students participate actively and attentively in class discussions and activities. ln

addition, while the extent to which students know, help, and are friendly towards each

other is known as student cohesiveness; the satisfaction scale is defined as the extent of

enjoyment of classes. The only measure of the personal development dimension is the

task orientation scale, which examines the extent to which class activities are clear and

well organized. The final nvo scales are related to the system maintenance and change

dimension. While the innovation scale investigates the extent to which the instructor

plans new, unusual class activities, teaching techniques, and assignments, the

individualization scale probes the extent to which students are allowed to make decisions

and are treated differently according to ability, interest, or rate of working.

The College Classroom Fnvironment Scales

The College Classroom Environment Scales (CCES) were developed by Winston

and his colleagues in 1988 as an atheoretical alternative to the CUCEI. This instrument

was created to assess students'perceptions of their collegiate classroom environments for

practical purposes such as course and professor evaluations. The final version ofthe

scale, validated by both content and construct validity techniques, is comprised of six

scales measured by 62 statements to which students respond using a S-point scale of:

never or almost never true, seldom true, occasionally true, often true, and always or

almost always true (Winston et al.,1994;12). The six scales of the CCES include:
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cathartic learning climate, professorial concern, inimical ambiance, academic rigor,

affrliation, and structure. A cathartic learning climate is characterizedby a charged, high

energy, and enthusiastic academic atmosphere that stimulates students to be active

participants in the class and to seek classmates' opinions and reactions. An academic

climate identified by professorial concerrz is one in which students perceive the instructor

as being personally concerned about them as individuals, and as striving to foster their

educational and personal achievements. Inimical ambiance describes the extent to which

students perceive the academic environment as hostile, highly competitive, and rigidly

structured, expectations and evaluation criteria as unclear, and authority as arbitrary. A

classroom characterized by a high degree of academic rigor is one that is intellectually

challenging and demanding; students perceive a norm of excellence and personal

responsibility, which is expressed through high, but realistic, evaluation standards. The

ffiliation scale examines the extent to which students see the class as promoting

informal interaction and as being highly supportive, friendly, and student-centered.

Finally, structure focuses on the extent to which students perceive the class evaluation

criteria and course content to be clearly articulated.

The Quality of University Student Life Questionnaire

In stark contrast to the atheoretical derivation of the CCES, Roberts and Clifton

(clifton & Roberts, 1993; Roberts & clifton, 1988, 1991) utilized a conceptual

framework based on prominent sociological theories of socializationand social

psychology in the development of their Quality of university student Life

Questionnaires. According to Roberts and Clifton (1991: l3), "without such theoretical

linkages, the findings [of quality of student life studies] will be either meaningless or

subject to competing interpretations." The most recent version of Roberts and Clifton's

Quality of Life in the Faculty of Education Questionnaire (1992), which is contained in

Appendix A, provides operationalizations for their theory of effective learning and quality
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of university student life, which was discussed in Chapter I. Specifically, the

questionnaire's quality of university student life scale consists of 31 items in the affective

domain þositive affect, negative affect, interaction with professors, and interaction with

students) and 17 items in the cognitive domain (structural--iower cognitive processes, and

functional--higher cognitive processes). All of the affective items are prefaced by the

phrase, "The Faculty of Education is a place where . . .", arrd all of the cognitive items are

prefaced by the phrase, "In tlte Faculty of Education, I have been challenged to . . .".

Each item is responded to using the four categories ofstrongly agree, agree, disagree, and

strongly disagree. All 48 of these items, which will be described at length in Chapter III,

were selected because they demonstrated high content and construct validity, as well as

reliability. The rigor of these validity and reliability testing procedures will also be

outlined in the following chapter.

Now that the review of both school-level and classroom-level instruments

measuring the quality of student life at the post-secondary level is complete, discussion

will turn to the studies that have attempted to determine the impact that students'

perceptions of quality of life in their classrooms, schools, and faculties have on their

leaming outcomes.

The Impact of Qualitu of Post-Secondary Student Life on Learning

While an abundance of research has been conducted to determine the impact of

quality of elementary and secondary student life on learning outcomes, only two studies

have attempted to explore the linkage between post-secondary students' subjective

perceptions of their educational environments and their educational performance.
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Two Isolated Exploratory Studies

The Impact of Student Perceotions of Facultv Press on Satisfaction

As the first of the studies in higher education, Genn (1975) attempted to link

satisfaction among 137 Diploma of Education students at one Australian university with

their perceptions of faculty press þress attributable to the behavior of teachers) as

assessed by the College Characteristics Analysis (an adaptation Pace and Stern's College

Characteristics Index). In particular, it was found that student satisfaction was higher

where the faculty was perceived to be characterized by more humanism, welfare, and

scientism, and less practicality. Satisfaction with teaching correlated with actual faculty

press for humanism (0.58), for welfare (0.56), for scientism (0.37), and for practicality (-

0.21) (Genn,I975:78).

The Impact of Student Perceptions of the Classroom on
Satisfaction & Locus of Control

A full decade later, Fraser and his colleagues (Fraser & Treagust, 1986; Fraser et

al., 1986) conducted the only other study on the impact of quality of post-secondary

student life on learning outcomes.

The first phase of their research (Fraser et al., 1986) provided a preliminary report

about what aspects of the environment of higher education classes tended to be linked

with the outcome of greater student satisfaction. By utilizing the College and University

Classroom Environment lnventory on a sampl e of 127 higher education students, it was

found that the multiple correlation between satisfaction and the set of six other scales was

as large as 0.78. Moreover, student satisfaction was found to be greatest in small seminar

classes and tutorials perceived as having higher levels of involvement, task orientation,

and innovation.

Building on this early work, Fraser and Treagust (1986) examined a sample of 372

students from 34 classes (30 Australian and 4 American) for two separate outcome
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measures: satisfaction and locus of control (an assessment of personal efficacy among

students). Association between these two outcome measures and the six classroom

climate dimensions of the CUCEI were investigated using both bivariate and multivariate

statistical tests, with the class mean (N:34) as the unit of analysis. The bivariate statistic

reported was the simple correlation between each outcome and each environment scale;

and, because of correlations among classroom climate variables, multiple regression

analysis was used to provide a multivariate test of the joint influence of the set of six

environment variables on the outcomes, and the unique contribution to outcome variance

made by each individual climate scale,

An analysis of the results of the simple correlational analyses revealed that there

were signif,rcant bivariate associations between satisfaction and all six environment

variables, and between locus of control and the two environment variables: student

cohesiveness and task orientation. Classroom satisfaction was higher in classes

charactenzed by greater personalizaton, involvement, student cohesiveness, task

orientation, innovation, and individualization,whereas locus of control scores were

higher in classes perceived to have more emphasis on student cohesiveness and task

orientation. The results of the multiple regression analysis illustrated that the multiple

correlation between an outcome measure and the set of six environmental scales was 0.86

for satisfaction(74 percent of the variance accounted for), and 0.59 for locus of control

(35 percent ofthe variance accounted for).

In sum, this research tentatively suggests that the nature of quality of life in

university classrooms affects outcomes. Further research is necessary, however, before

too much confidence is placed in the specific results of these two studies. It would be

desirable to replicate the research with other samples and other outcome measures

(cognitive, affective, and behavioral), as well as incorporate provision for statistical

control for student background characteristics such as ability, socioeconomic status, and
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gender. Furthermore, because the majority of the data is correlational, causality cannot be

infer¡ed. Nevertheless, these preliminary findings of associations between student

outcomes and the quality of iife in higher education classrooms are still important

because they replicate considerable prior research at the elementary and secondary school

level.

Summary

In this chapter, the literature on quality of student life and its impact on learning

outcomes was reviewed. Discussion in the first section introduced the quality of life

research. Thoughtful concern about the quality of life began in the United States in the

1960s. As governments established programming to improve quality of life in a wide

variety of societal domains, sociologists and other social scientists began developing

conceptual definitions and quality of life measurement tools for evaluation purposes.

Unfortunately, however, only 1 percent of all articles published on the quality of life by

1986 focused on the educational domain.

In the second section, a review of the quality of student life research in elementary

and secondary schools was presented. Five popular pioneering instruments were

examined in detail, followed by t3 more recently developed tools. Discussion proceeded

to examine the impact of quality of elementary and secondary student life on learning

outcomes. A review of over 50 studies has shown that students'perceptions of quality of

life do affect their cognitive, affective, and behavioral leaming outcomes.

In the final section, the work being done on quality of student life in post-

secondary institutions was described. Regrettably, the quality of university student life

has received inadequate attention in the sociological literatwe, in comparison with the

quality of student life in elementary and secondary institutions. Nevertheless, five major

instruments measuring quality of university student life were reviewed. The two

exploratory studies, which investigated the impact of higher education students'
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perceptions of quality of life on attitudinal learning outcomes, provide tentative evidence

that the quality of university student life affects important leaming outcomes.

It is now abundantly clear that this research project--which involves using

multiple regression and path analysis to examine the causal effect of university students'

subjective perceptions of quality of university student life on their academic attainment,

while controlling for important university, demographic, and social psychological

variables--makes a significant and unique contribution to the existing literature on quality

of student life in institutions of higher education.

Most importantly, by employing Roberts and Clifton's Quality of University

Student Life Questionnaire, this study is the first of its kind to utilize theoretically

informed and empirically validated measures of quality of university student life to assess

the quality of life's influence on important learning outcomes. Theoretically speaking,

while the majority of measures focus solely on the affective/social domain of quality of

elementary, secondary, and post-secondary student life, Roberts and Clifton's

questionnaire is one of only two instruments that focus on the quality of life in both

affective and cognitive/intellectual domains of student life. Furthennore, while the

majority of instruments possess inferior theoretical or entirely atheoretical orientations,l3

13 While the issues of validity and reliability of the Learning Environment Inventory
(LED, Classroom Environment Scale (CES),Individualized Classroom Environment
Questionnaire (ICEQ), Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ),
Classroom Atmosphere Scale (CAS), College Characteristics lndex (CCÐ, Environmental
Assessment Technique (EAT), and the College and University Environment lnventory
(CUCED were discussed at great length by their respective creators, the importance of
presenting a well-developed theoretical basis for the measures was overlooked. Several
prominent instruments, including the LEI, CES, and CCI, seem to be only tangentially
based on Henry Murray's notion of 'environmental press'--the notion that people respond
to features of the environment based on their individual needs. Similarly, the creators of
the EAT only briefly noted that their instrument was based on Linton's notion that
dominant features of an environment are dependent upon the typical characteristics of its
members. In addition, the creators of the cES, ICEQ, CAS, and cUCEI merely made
abrupt, passing comments that their instruments were grounded in Moos's
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Roberts and Clifton's questionnaire is based upon prominent sociological theories of

education.la

In addition, this study is the first to test the hypothesis that student perception of

quality of university student life has a causal effect on a learning outcome, while

controlling for important university and social background characteristics, as well as

individual social psychological variables. It is also the first to examine the impact of

quality of university student life on a cognitíve learning outcome measure--grade point

average; finally, it is the first to employ a sample of Canadian students.

conceptualizationof the three categories of psychosocial environments. Finally, the
CCES and OCDQ were the most theoretically disappointing because their producers
failed to make even the slightest comment regarding their theoretical bases.
14 OnIy two of the measures presented in this chapter are grounded in prominent
sociological theory: Williams and Batten's Quality of School Life Scales, and Roberts
and Clifton's Quality of University Student Life Questionnaire. Williams and Batten
were the first sociologists to draw on quality of life, symbolic interactionist, and structural
functionalist theories to ground their conceptualization of the affective domain of
elementary and secondary student life. In the post-secondary environmental context,
Roberts and Clifton employed the ideas contained within socialization, social
psychological, and quality of life theories to build upon Williams and Batten's work, and
develop a conceptualization of quality of student life in both the affective and cognitive
domains.
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CI.IAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

ln this chapter, the theoretical model that guides this project is described in detail.

This discussion examines five different aspects of the methodology used in the study.

First, a brief background of the study is provided, followed by a description of the sample

of undergraduate education students. The third section reviews the contents of the 1992

Quality of Life in the Faculty of Education Questionnaire, and then the measurement of

all variables in the theoretical model is discussed in detail. In the final section, the

structural equation modeling techniques that are employed to test the theoretical model

are outlined, and then the univariate and bivariate assumptions are addressed. In sum,

this chapter prepares the reader for a det¿iled presentation of the results of empirical tests

of the study's theoretical model, which will be contained in Chapter IV.

The Theoretical Model

Figure 3.1 presents the theoretical model that guides this study. Following the

tradition of status attainment models, the model is to be analyzed in a causal direction

from left to right. The first block of variables includes three universþ background

variables: year of university, number of credit hours, and program, as well as three social

background variables: gender, age, and socioeconomic status. The next block of

variables includes two measures of quality of student life: cognitive and affective quality

of university student life variables. The third block includes two measures of individual

social psychological dispositions: self-concept of ability and alienation. The final btock

consists of one measure of academic attainment: grade point average.
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Figure 3.1:

The Theoretical Model
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Background

The data used to test this theoretical model were collected in conjunction with the

1992 Quality of Student Life study in the Faculty of Education at the University of

Manitoba.

This study was originally conducted in the spring of 1987 by co-directors Lance

Roberts, of the Department of Sociology, and Rodney Clifton, of the Department of

Year of University

Number of
Credit Hours

Program

Gender

Age

Socioeconomic
Status
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Educational Administration and Foundations, as a part of a review of the Faculty of

Education mandated by the University of Manitoba Senate.ls A significant component of

this review involved the administration of a questionnaire to both undergraduate and

graduate students enrolled in the faculty. The original questionnaire was designed to

assess students' social and university characteristics, the perceptions they have of the

quality of their programs, their social psychological dispositions, their grade point

averages, and their educational expectations. See Appendix B: Quality of Life in the

Faculty of Education Questioruraire (1987).

ln response to a request by the Dean of Education--Dr. John Stapleton, a follow-

up study on solely undergraduate students was conducted in the spring of l992by a

research team comprised of Dr. Roberts and Dr. Clifton, as well as Dr. J. Welsh--

Curriculum: Mathematics and Natural Sciences, graduate students E. Etcheveny, S.

Hasinoffand D. Mandzuk, and research assistants B. DeBrouwere, A. Elliot, B. Fuller,

and B. Vuketz.

The results of research on the 1987 dataled the research team to redesign the

questionnaire to reflect a few minor modifications to the original scales and to add

alienation and time management scales. See Appendix A: Quality of Life in the Faculty

of Education Questionnaire (1992). The revised questionnaire was approved by an ethics

review committee in December of 1991 and was administered to a representative sample

of students in Februarv of 1992.

ls Other members of the research team included: Dr. Dave Jenkinson, Curriculum:
Humanities and Social Sciences; Dr. Janet B. Webster, Educational Psychology; Shelly
Marshall, undergraduate education student; and Jamie-Lynn Magnusson, research
assistant.
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The Sample

A sample of undergraduate education students was selected by employing a

stratified random cluster procedure. This procedure involved identifring the mandatory

courses in each year of the undergraduate programs and selecting a random sample of

classes from these programs. Twenty-four classes representing approximately 20 percent

of the population within each academic year of the Bachelor of Education programl6 were

selected for the sample; a total of 363 students were enrolled in the 24 selected classes.

The instructor of each class was contacted by the Dean of Education so that

questionnaires could be distributed to students during classroom instructional time. The

questionnaires, which took approximately 25 minutes to complete, were distributed to

those students in attendance during the selected class time. Students who were registered

in two or more of the selected classes were asked to complete only one questionnaire;

some students were absent from class when the questionnaires were distributed, and a few

students chose not to complete a questionnaire. Of the 363 questionnaires distributed,

269 were completed, representing a response rate of 74 percent. By analyzing Table 3. I :

Sample and Return Rates by Year of Enrollment for Undergraduate Education Students, it

is evident that the return rate was relatively similar for the students in the first three years.

but significantly lower for students in the fourth year of the program.

16 In the 1991-1992 academic year,1754 students were enrolled as undergraduates in the
Faculty of Education.
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Table 3.1:

Sample and Return
For Undergraduate

Rates by Year of Enrollment
Education Students

Year Sample $_rze Surveys BgturneO tseSpglgg_lB4e

1

2

3

4

72

113

73

105

60

89

59

61

83.3%

78.8%

80.8%

58.1%

Total 363 269 74.1%

The Questionnaire: An Overview

As stated earlier, the l992Quality of Life in the Faculty of Education

Questionnaire (Appendix A) was designed as a follow-up to the original 1987

questionnaire (Appendix B). In sum, the questionnaire was designed to measure five

principal areas: (a) students'perceptions of the cognitive demandingness of their classes;

(b) students'perceptions of the affective warmth in their classrooms; (c) the entering

characteristics ofundergraduate students; (d) the grades that students attained; and (e)

their objectives upon graduation.

Part I of the questionnaire included 31 items that asked students about their

perceptions of affective quality of university student life. The phrase "The Faculty of

Education is a place where . . .", preceded the items in this section, which ranged from

"the things I learn are important to me" and "I enjoy being" to "I am treated with respect"

and "professors listen to what I say". For each of these items, students were presented

with a Likert-type scale that included four response categories: "Strongly Agree",

"Agree", "Disagree", and "Strongly Disagree". On a related note, the second part of the

questionnaire used 36 questions to ask students about their perceptions of cognitive
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quality of university student life. The phrase "In the Faculty of Education, I have been

challenged to . .", preceded the items in this section, which ranged from "remember an

extensive number of new terms" and "use theories to address practical questions" to

'Judge the logic of written arguments" and "identiÛ bias in written material". For each

item, students were once again presented with a Likert-type scale that included four

response options ranging from "Strongly Agree" to "Strongly Disagree".

Part III of the questiomaire included four sections that examined social

psychological dispositions including professional identity, alienation, self-concept of

ability, and effort. Section 1 began this line of questioning by focusing on student

teachers' "professional identities". Students were asked to focus specifically on their

future identities as teachers by completing a23 item true-or-false commiûnent index that

asked them about their personal thoughts and feelings about being a teacher. Items on

this scale ranged from "When people are discussing the topic of teaching, I probably will

listen and/or join the conversation" to "If people could know only one thing about me, I

would want them to know I will be teacher". In the next section, students were asked

about their feelings of alienation in the faculty. For 21 items ranging from "It is almost

impossible for one student to really understand the feelings of another" to "Students

expect to learn a lot in this faculty", students were presented with a Likert-type scale that

included four response options ranging from "Strongly Agree" to "Strongly Disagree".

The third section asked students 10 questions about their self-concepts of ability. The

first nine items asked students to rate their ability and educational expectations by

selecting from five response choices; and the frnal question asked students to rank, on a

scale from 1 to 10, how influential each one of three groups þarents, peers, and most

significant other) had been to them. Section 4 of Part III asked students for some

information about themselves that relates to the demands on their time. Students were

also asked to use a 5-point scale ranging from "Always" to "Never" to complete l3 items

that related to time auitudes and time planning.
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Part IV asked students for some factual information about their social

backgrounds, including their gender, age, and ethnic origin, as well as their mothers'and

fathers'educational and occupational levels. On a related note, Part V asked students to

provide information about their university backgrounds. Besides asking questions about

their grade point averages and plans after graduation, the items in this section asked

students about whether or not they had a previous degree, whether or not they were

visiting from the University of winnipeg, how many years of university they had

completed, how many credit hours they were taking, and the undergraduate program in

which they were enrolled.

Finally, Part VI of the questionnaire asked students to provide their names and

permanent addresses if they wished to receive a short report on the results of the study,

and Part VII consisted of an open-ended section in which students were asked to record

any opinions about life in the Faculty of Education that had not already been covered in

previous sections of the questionnaire.

Measurement of Variables in the Theoretical Model

With a review of the background of this study now complete, discussion will turn

to the measurement or operationalization of concepts in the theoretical model. Refer to

Figure 3.1. It is important to note that abbreviations and descriptive statistics are

provided for each one of the model's variables, whether it is measured by a single item or

multi-item scales.

University Background Variables

Three university background variables were included in the theoretical model: (a)

year of university, (b) number of credit hours, and (c) progïam.
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Year of [Iniversir,v (YROFU)

Question 3 of Part V asked students about their previous university experience or

year of university. Specifically, it asked, "How many years of university education have

you completed? If you have been a part-time student, then estimate the number of

equivalent full-time years." Students reported previous university education on the ratio

level of measurement. Approximately 15 percent of the respondents reported having four

years ofuniversity education; 67 percent reported having less than four years of

education; and 16 percent reported having more than four years of education. Eight (3

percent) of the returned questiomaires had missing data on this question. Table 3.2

presents the descriptive statistics for this variable. As the table illustates, the mean

number of years of university for students in the sample is2.6: in addition, the

distribution for this variable is slightly skewed to the right (0.599), with no kufosis

(0.01e).

Table 3.2:

".

Mean 2.602
Minimum 0.000

Std. Deviation
Maximum
Skewness
S E Skew
Missing Cases

Kurtosis
S E Kurt

0.019
0.300

1.898
10.000
0.s99
0.15 1

8 (3%)Std. Enor 0.117

Numher of Credit Hours (CRDHRS)

Data on the number of credit hours in which undergraduate students were en¡olled

was obtained from Question I in Section 4 of Part III. Specifically, the question asked,

"How many credit hours of course work are you enrolled in this term?", and each

response was coded on the ratio level of measurement. All except 6 students (2 percent)

answered the question. Students'responses were quite varied, ranging from 3 to 36. A
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significant percentage of students, approximately 20 percent, were enrolled in the

standard 30 credit hours, while 72 percentenrolled in tnder 30 credit hours, and about 6

percent of the respondents enrolled in over 30 credit hours of course work. Table 3.3

presents the descriptive statistics for number of credit hours. As the table illusnates, the

me¿ul number of credit hours in which students were en¡olled is 21; in addition, the

distribution for this variable was not skewed (0.075), but platykurtic (-1.045).

Table 3.3:

Descriptive Statistics for Number of Credit Hours

Mean 20.916 Std. Deviation 7.625
Minimum 3.000 Maximum 36.000
Kurtosis -1.045 Skewness 0.075
S E Kurt 0.299 S E Skew 0.150
Std. Error 0.470 Missing Cases 6 (2%)

Program (PROGRAM, SECOND)

Finally, Question 5 of Part V asked students for the program inwhich they were

registered. Specifically, the question read: "From which undergraduate Faculty of

Education pro$am do you intend to graduate?" The nominal response categories for this

variable included: (a) none, coded as "1"; (b) a secondary program, coded as "2"; (c) an

elementary program, coded as "3"; and (d) I have not made a decision yet, coded as "4".

To make this variable dichotomous, the author modified the coding scheme. First, those

students who were not enrolled in a pro$am or undecided were recoded to system-

missing, and then students in the secondary progïam were recoded as "1", *U those in the

elementary progr¿rm were recoded as "2". Data were missing from 2l respondents (B

percent) for this variable. Forty-eight percent of the respondents responded that they were

enrolled in the secondary program and approximately 44 percent of the respondents
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responded that they were enrolled in the elementary program. This split is very

reasonable at roughly a I :1 ratio.

Table 3.4 presents the descriptive statistics for program. As the table illustrates,

the distribution for this variable is very slightly skewed to the right (0.081) and

platykurtic (-2.010). This reflects the almost identical percentage of elementary and

secondary stream students in the sample.

To satisfu the interval level variable assumption of both multiple regression and

path analyses, PROGRAM was recoded into a dichotomous dummy variable: SECOND

(Secondary Program). The students who reported being in the elementary program were

assigned to the baseline group for comparison purposes.

Table 3.4:

Descriptive Statistics for Program

Mean 1.480 Std. Deviation 0.501
Minimum 1.000 Maximum 2.000
Kurtosis -2.010 Skewness 0.081
S E Kurt 0.308 S E Skew 0.155
Std. Error 0.032 Missing Cases Zl (B%)

Social Background Variables

Three social background variables were included in the theoretical model: (a)

gender, (b) age, and (c) socioeconomic status.

Gender (GENDER, FEMALE)

Data on gender was provided by students'self-reports to Question I of Part IV,

which asked, "What gender are you?" Females were coded as "1" and males were coded

as "2"; therefore, gender was measured on a nominal level. Completed questionnaires

were received from 198 females (75 percent of the sample) and 67 males (25 percent of
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the sample), and 4 respondents failed to indicate their gender. Even though this variable

is not very well split with roughly a 3:l ratio, it is not particularly disturbing.rT Table 3.5

presents the descriptive statistics for gender. As the table illustrates, the distribution for

this variable is skewed to the right (1 .144) and stightly platykurtic (-0.697). This reflects

the higher percentage of females in the sample.

To satisfu the interval level variable assumption of both multiple regression and

path analyses, GENDER was recoded into a dichotomous dummy variable: FEMALE

(Female respondents). The students who reported being male were assigned to the

baseline group for comparison pu{poses.

Table 3.5:

Descriptive Statistics for Gender

Mean
Minimum
Kurtosis
S E Kurt
Std. Enor

t.253
1.000

-0.697

0.298
0.027

0.435
2.000
r.t44
0.150
4 (2%)

Std. Deviation
Maximum
Skewness
S E Skew
Missing Cases

Age (AGE)

To operationalize age, Question 2 of Part IV asked students to respond to the

question, "How old are you?" Each age was coded in years on the ratio level of

measurement. All except 4 students (2 percent) answered the question. Most students'

ages fell within a range of 17 to 35 years; however, a small number of students fell within

a range of between 35 and 43. Instead of deleting these univariate outliers, students 35

17 According to Rummel (1970) only dichotomous variables with a.90 to .10 split
between categories should be deleted. Shiva Halli þersonal communication, January B,
1996) has noted, however, to be cautious of dichotomous variables with is a.75 to .25
split.
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years of age and over were recoded as being 35 in order to normalize the distribution for

this variable.rs Table 3.6 presents the descriptive statistics for AGE. As the table

illustrates, the mean age of students was 23 years and 7l percent of the students were

between the ages of 17 and 23. In addition, this variable was moderately skewed to the

right (1.302) and slightly leptokurtic (0.991).

Table 3.6:

".

Mean 22.743
Minimum 17.000

Std. Deviation
Maximum
Skewness
S E Skew
Missing Cases

Kurtosis
S E Kurt

0.991
0.298

4.536
35.000

1.302
0.150
4 (2%)Std. Enor 0.279

Socioeconomic Status (SES)

The socioeconomic status scale was constructed as an additive scale from three

measures contained in Questions 4 and 5 in Part tV of the questionnaire: father's

occupation, father's education, and mother's education. le

Dataonfather's occupationwas derived from students'self-reports to Question 5,

which asked, "What are your parents'occupations?" Students were asked to indicate their

fathers'occupations by choosing from a list of l5 nominal level occupational categories:

(a) farm laborer, coded as "1", (b) unskilled manual, coded as"2";(c) unskilled clerical,

sales, and service, coded as "3"; (d) semi-skilled manual, coded as "4"; (e) semi-skilled

clerical, sales, and service, coded as "5"; (f) farmer, coded as "6"; (g) skilled crafts and

18 Before recoding, age was moderately skewed to the right (1.833) and leptokurtic
(3.379). After recoding, the skewness of age was reduced from 1 .g33 to 1 .302 and
kurtosis was reduced from 3.379 to 0.991.
le Mother's occupation was not included in the socioeconomic status scale because l8
cases were missing for this variable.
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trades, coded as "7"; (h) skilled clerical, sales, and service, coded as "8"; (i) supervisor,

coded as "9"; O middle manager in business or govemment, coded as "10"; (k)

technician, coded as " 1 I "; (l) semi-professional, coded as " 12"; (m) high level manager,

coded as "13"; (n) employed professional, coded as "14"; and (o) selÊemployed

professional, coded as "15". This fifteen category coding scheme is based on the valid

and reliable Pinneo-Porter McRoberts (PPM) (Pinneo, 1985) socioeconomic

classification of Canadian occupations. The PPM classification reflects the skill level of

an occupation and whether the occupation involves manual or non-manual labor.

The students in this sample had fathers employed in a wide range of occupational

categories. Almost 40 percent of the students' fathers were employed in unskilled, semi-

skilled, or skilled occupations, while 55 percent were employed as supervisors to self-

employed professionals (this figure includes a relatively large number of students'fathers

(19 percent) reported as employed professionals). Fourteen respondents (5 percent) did

not indicate their fathers' occupations. The descriptive statistics for father's occupation

are presented in Table 3.7. As the table shows, the distribution for this variable is slightly

skewed to the left (0.289) and platykurric (- I . I 3 5).

Table 3.7:

".r.ttttt". 
tt"tt

Mean 10.008
Minimum 1.000
Kurtosis -1.135
S E Kurt 0.304
Std. Enor 0.243

Std. Deviation 3.881
Maximum 15.000
Skewness -0.289
S E Skew 0.153
Missing Cases 14 (5%)

Dataonfather's educationwas obtained from students'responses to Question 4 of

Part [V, which asked, "What was the highest level of education that your parents

received?" Students were asked to indicate their fathers' education by choosing from a
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list of nine ordinal level response categories: (a) elementary school, coded as "1"; (b)

some high school, coded as "2"; (c) completed high school, coded as "3"; (d) some

technical, vocational training, coded as "4"; (e) completed community college, coded as

"5"; (Ð some university, coded as "6"; (g) completed a Bachelor's degree (e.g.. B.Ed.,

B.A), coded as "7"; (h) some education at the graduate level, coded as ',8',; and (i)

completed graduate degree (e.g., M.Ed., Ph.D.), coded as "9". Data were missing for 8

respondents (3 percent). For over 50 percent ofthe respondents, the highest level of

education received by their fathers was high school completion or less. Table 3.8

presents the descriptive statistics for father's education. As the table illustrates, the

distribution for this variable is slightly skewed to the right (0.603) and platykurric (-

0.e30).

Table 3.8:

".

Mean 4.042
Minimum 1.000

Std. Deviation
Maximum
Skewness
S E Skew
Missing Cases

Kurtosis
S E Kurt

-0.930
0.300

2.541
9.000
0.603
0.151
8 (3%)Std. Enor 0.157

Data on mother's education was also obtained from students'responses to

Question 4 of Part IV. Data were missing for 5 respondents (2 percent). For

approximately 54 percent of the respondents, the highest level of education received by

their mothers \ryas high school completion or less. Table 3.9 presents the descriptive

statistics for mother's education. As the table illustrates, the distribution for this variable

is slightly skewed to the right (0.552) and slightly plarykurric (-0.758). ,
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Table 3.9:

Descriptive Statistics for Mother's Education

Mean
Minimum
Kurtosis
S E Kurt
Std. Error 0.124

Std. Deviation
Maximum
Skewness
S E Skew
Missing Cases

2.013
9.000
0.552
0.1 50

5 (2%)

3.814
1.000

-0.758
0.299

As noted earlier, the socioeconomic status scale was constructed as an additive

scale from the three measures of father's occupation, father's education, and mother's

education. Therefore, a score of '3' (2 multiplied by "1" elementary school, and added to

" 1'r fàrm laborer) would indicate a low socioeconomic status, while a score of ,33, (2

multiplied by "9" completed graduate degree, and added to "15" selÊemployed

professional) would indicate a high socioeconomic status.

The inter-item correlations and principal component for the socioeconomic status

scale are reported in Table 3.10. As the table shows, the correlations range from 0.30 to

0.59 and are well within the acceptable range for such scales. These correlations are high

enough to suggest that the three items are all measuring the same general construct.

Although some items are more highly interrelated than others, they are all moderately to

highly related to the principal component, which is computed by adding the three items

together.

The factor loadings appear in the array on the right-hand side of the table. When

examining these scores, it is generally assumed that variation in the principal component

causes variation in the items. In this context, a widely-accepted range for these scores is

between 0.30 and 0.80 (see Kim & Mueller, 1976:71). As the table illustrates. all factor

loadings are within this range at0.7l,0.88, and 0.80.
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Table 3.10:

Inter-item Correlations and Principal Component (P/C) for Socioeconomic
Status

Items 1. 2. 3. plc

l. 1.00 0312. 0.48 1.00 0.883. 0.30 0.59 1.00 0.80

Eigenvalue : I.92 Percent of Common Variance:64.00

Table 3.11 presents the descriptive statistics for socioeconomic status. As the

table illustrates, the distribution for this variable is very slightly skewed to the right

(0.121) and slightly platykurric (-0.936).

Table 3.11:

Descriptive Statistics for Socioeconomic Status

Mean 17.096 Std. Deviation 6.g3g
Minimum 3.000 Maximum 33.000
Kurtosis -0.936 Skewness 0.121
S E Kurt 0.304 S E Skew 0.153
Std. Error 0.429 Missing Cases 15 (6%)

Since there were no empirical indicators for measuring the quality of university

student life when Roberts and Clifton began their resea¡ch in 1987, their first task was to

generate indicators for each dimension of the two domains. The initial list of indicators

was then subjected to a content validity assessment by a panel of student and faculty

judges. The original items designed to measure the domains are presented in Table3.l2:
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Original Items Designed to Measure the Six Dimensions of the Cognitive Domain, and

Table 3.13: Original Items Designed to Measure the Six Dimensions of the Affective

Domain' In the questionnaire the cognitive demand items wàre prefaced by the phrase,

"ln the Faculty of Education I have learned . . .", and the affective items were prefaced by,

"The Faculty of Education is a place where . . .". Each item contained a set of five

response options ranging from definitely agree to definitely disagree. Refer to Appendix

B: Quality of Life in the Faculry of Education euestionnaire (19g7).

Table 3.12

original ltems Designed to Measure the six Dimensions
of the Cognitive Domain 4

Knowledge Dimension
- A considerable amount about the subject matter I plan to teach.
- A considerable amount about the methodology ofteaching.
- The professional responsibilities of teachers.
- A considerable amount about the psychological development ofchildren.
- A considerable amount about the socio+motional development ofchildren.

Comprehension Dimension
- To communicate clearly the subject matter I plan to teach.
- To write in a precise manner.
- To plan appropriate leaming activities
- To speak in a clear and conclse manner.

Application Dimension
- To evaluate the socio-emotional performances ofstudents.
- To present lessons in a systematic manner.
- To evaluate the academic performance ofstudents.
- To use a variety ofteaching strategies.
- To use a variety of ways to maintain clæsroom discipline.

Analysis Dimension
- To analyze the theoretical perspectives ofeducation.
- To assess teaching as a profession.
- To analyze teaching in terms of væious models of teachine.

Synthesis Dimension
- To synthesize various perspectives in the subject I plan to teach.
- To combine elements ofknowledge into new perspectives.
- To combine various teaching techniques.
- To combine information from a number of sources.

Evaluation Dimension
- To evaluate theoretical perspectives in education.
- To evaluate the subject areæ I plan to teach.
- To examine my own teaching critically.
- To evaluate theories ofclassroom management.

a From Roberrs & Clifron (1991: 28).
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Table 3.13:

Original Items Designed to Measure the Six Dimensions
of the Affective Domain d

Positive Affect Dimension
- I find it easy to get to know other people.
- i enjoy being.
- Students are friendly.
- I really like to go each day.
- l find that leaming is a lot of fun.

Negative Affect Dimension
- I feel deoressed.
- I feel restless.
- I feel lonely.
- I get upset.
- l feel wonied.

Status Dimension
- I feel proud to be a student.
- People look up to me.

- People care about what I think.
- I am treated with resoect.
- People think a lot of me.

- I feel important.
- I feel proud ofmyself.
- I get on well rvith other students in my clæs.

Identity Dimension
- The things I leam are important to me.
- Mixing with other people helps me understard myself.
- I am a success as a student.
- I lea¡n to get along with other people.
- Other students accept me as I am.
- I have leamed to work hard.

Professors Dimension
- Professors treat me fairly.
- Professors give me the ma¡ks I deserve.
- Professors take a personal interest in helping me with my work.
- Professors help me do my best.
- Professors are fair andjust.
- Professors listen to what I say.

Opportunity Dimension
- I really get involved in my work.
- I like leaming.
- I have acquired skills that will be of use to me.
- I achieve a satisfactory standard in my work.
- The things I Ieam will help me in my life.
- I know how to cope with work.
- I am given a chance to do work that really interests me.
- I know I can do well enough to be successful.
- The things I am taught are worthwhile leaming.
- The work I do is good preparation for my future.

a From Roberts & Clifton (1991:29-30).
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Due to the fact that both theoretical and methodological diffrculties can arise in

exploratory research, Roberts and Clifton employed Piazzds (19S0) construct validity

testing procedure2O for the analysis of attitude items, and then established each scale,s

reliability by reporting Cronbach's alpha reliability coeffrcients. The following two

subsections will provide a brief overview of Roberts and Clifton's work in establishins

construct validity and reliability of their cognitive and affective scales, and the

operationalizations of cognitive and affective quality of life that will be used in this studv.

The Cognitive fìomain

The construct validity and reliability of the cognitive domain were first assessed

by examining data on the 1987 Quality of Life in the Faculty of Education euestionnaire

(Appendix B) obtained from a representative, shatified random cluster sample of 546

undergraduate and graduate education students from the University of Manitoba (Roberts

& Clifton, 1991,1992b). After employing Piazza's construct validity techniques and

Cronbach's reliability assessment, Roberts and Clifton found that they could not find

empirical support for their original conceptualizationbecause students focused on the

specific content of the statements as they related to the faculty of education.

The construct validity and reliability of the cognitive domain were once again

assessed by examining 36 new indicators for each dimension of Bloom's taxonomy of the

cognitive domain in the 1992 Quality of Life in the Faculty of Education euestionnaire

(Appendix A) obtained from a representative, stratified random cluster sample of 269

undergraduate education students from the University of Manitoba (Clifton et al., in

press)' See Table 3.14: Revised Items Designed to Measure the Six Dimensions of the

Cognitive Domain. After performing factor and conelational analyses, Roberts and

20 Piazza's (19S0) techniques utilize a series of analyses involving progressively more
rigorous requirements: confirmatory factor analysis, proportionality oiconelaiions, and
canonical correlations.
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Clifton found that their cognitive items clustered together into two, as opposed to the six

dimensions originally identified by Bloom et al. (1956). The fnst structural dimension

includes the knowledge and comprehension dimensions from Bloom's taxonomy, and the

secondfunctional dimension includes the application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation

dimensions. The alpha reliabilities of two these scales were well above the acceptable

standard for research procedures at 0.88 and 0.85 respectively. See Table 3.15: Final

Items selected to Measure the Two Dimensions of the cosnitive Domain.

Table 3.14:

Revised Items Designed to Measure the Six Dimensions
of the Cognitive Domain a

In the Faculty of Education, I have been challenged to . . .

Knowledge Dimension
- Remember an extensive numbe r of new terms.
- Recall a significant number of new concepts.
- Recall a lot of factual information.
- Remember a significant number of facts.
- Recall a significant number of facts.
- Remember complex facts.

Comprehension Dimension
- Translate complicated ideæ into everyday language.
- Translate difficult concepts into my own words.
- Interpret the meaning of new facts and terms.
- Understand difficult ideas.
- Translate a variety oftechnical terms into ordinary language.
- Interpret the meaning ofcomplicated chars and graphs.

Application Dimension
- Demonstrate how theories a¡e useful in real life.
- Use theories to address practical questions.
- Illustrate abst¡act ideas with concrete examples.
- Use theoretical ideas to address practical problems.
- Apply theories to new situations.
- Apply theoretical principles in solving problems.

Analysis Dimension
- Identifo organizing principles in my courses.
- Analyze complex intenelationships beFween concepts.
- Identiry æsumptions underlying theories.
- Identiff reasoning underlying theories.
- Identifu basic ideæ in theories.
- Illust¡ate how the different aspects ofmy discipline a¡e related.

Synthesis Dimension
- Design my own plans in completing assignments.
- Organizs themes into ideas.
- Develop new ideæ based on theories.
- Solve problems by integrating theories.
- Make original contributions to classroom discussions.
- Organize ideæ in new ways.
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Evaluation Dimension
- Logically defend a course ofaction.
- Evaluate altemative solutions to problems.
- Detect missing parts in arguments.
- Judge the logic of written arguments.
- Identi$ the strenglìs and weaknesses ofarguments.
- Identifu bias in w¡itten material.

a From CIifron et al. (in press).

Table 3. I 5:

Final Items Selected to Measure the Two Dimensions
of the Cognitive Domain a

In the Faculty ofEducation, I have been challenged to...
Structural Dimension
- Remember an extensive number of new terms.
- Recall a substantial number ofnew concepts.
- Interpret the meaning of new facts and terms.
- Remember an extensive number of facts.
- Recall a significant number offacts.
- Remember complex facts.
(Cronbach's Älpha Reliâbility = 0.88)

Functional Dimension
- Demonstrate how theories a¡e useful in real life.
- Identiff organizing principles in my courses.
- Use theories to address practical questions.
- Analp complex intenelationships between concepts.
- Develop new ideas based on theories.
- Apply theories in new situations.
- Make original contributions to clæsroom discussions.
- Identif, the strengths and weaknesses ofarguments.
- Apply theoretical principles in solving problems.
- Organize ideas in new ways.
- ldentiff bias in written material.
(Cronbach's Alpha Reliabilig = 0.85)

¿ From Clifton et al. (in press).

Cognitive Quality of Universiqv Student Life (COG)

Therefore, for the purposes of this study, a cognitive quality of university student

life scale--constructed as a standardized additive scale from measures in the structural and

functional scales--was included in the theoretical model.
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Structural

The structural scale consisted of six items found in Part II of the questionnaire.

Preceded by the phrase, "In the Faculty of Education, I have been challenged to . . .", the

items in the structural scale include: (i) Remember an extensive number of new tenns;

(2) Recall a substantial number of new concepts; (3) Interpret the meaning of new facts

and terms; (4) Remember an extensive number of facts; (5) Recall a significant number of

facts; and (6) Remember complex facts. It was a Likert-type ordinal scale with four

possible response options: (a) strongly disagree, coded as "1"; (b) disagree, coded as,,2',;

(c) agree, coded as "3"; and (d) strongly agree, coded as "4". using this coding system, a

score of '6' (6 multiplied by " 1" strongly disagree) would indicate a low structural

cognitive quality of student life, while a score of '24'(6 multiplied by "4" strongly agree)

would indicate a high structwal cognitive quality of life.

The inter-item correlations and principal component for the structural scale are

reported in Table 3.16. As the table shows, the correlations range from 0.36 to 0.81 and

are well within the acceptable range for such scales. These correlations are high enough

to suggest that the six items are all measuring the same general construct. Although some

items are more highly interrelated than others,they are all moderately to highly related to

the principal component, which is computed by adding the six items together.

The factor loadings appear in the affay on the right-hand side of the table. When

examining these scores, it is generally assumed that variation in the principal component

causes variation in the items. In this context, a widely-accepted range for these scores is

between 0'30 and 0.80 (see Kim & Mueller, 1976:71). As the table illustrates. all factor

loadings are within this range.
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Table 3.16:

Inter-item Correlations and Principal Component (p/C) for Structural

Items L 2. J. 4. 5. 6. PIC

1. ].00 0.76
0.72
0.60
0.89
0.87
0.86

Std. Deviation
Maximum
Skewness
S E Skew
Missing Cases

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

0.59 1.00
0.36 0.42 1.00
0.59 0.s3 0.40 1.00
0.s2 0.49 0.44 0.81 1.00
0.57 0.46 0.4r 0.78 0.77 1.00

Minimum 7.000

Eigenvalue:3.58 Percent of Common Variance :62.60

The descriptive statistics for the structural scale are reported in Table 3.17. As the

table shows, the distribution for this scale is very close to being normally distributed.

Table 3.17:

Descriptive Statistics for Structural

Mean 16.1 84

Kurtosis
S E Kurt

0.157
0.300

3.073
24.000

0.360
0.151
8 (3%)Std. Enor 3.073

Functional

Thefunctional scale consisted of l1 items found in Part II of the questionnaire.

Preceded by the phrase, "In the Faculty of Education, I have been challenged to . . .,,, the

items in the functional scale include: (1) Demonstrate how theories are useful for real

life; (2) Identifr organizing principles in my courses; (3) Use theories to address practical

questions; (4) Analyze complex interrelationships between concepts; (5) Develop new
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ideas based on theories; (6) Apply theories to new situations; (7) Make original

contributions to classroom discussions; (8) Identifu the strengths and weaknesses of

arguments; (9) Apply theoretical principles in solving problems; (10) Organize ideas in

new ways; and (11) Identifu bias in written material. Like the structural scale, it was a

Likert-type ordinal scale with four possible response options ranging from strongly

disagree, coded as " 1 ", to strongly agree, coded as "4". Using this coding system, a score

of '1 I ' would indicate a low functional cognitive quality of life, while a score of ,44'

would indicate a high functional cognitive quality of life.

The inter-item correlations and principal component for the functional scale are

reported in Table 3.18. As the table shows, the correlations range from 0.10 to 0.57--all

within the acceptable range for such scales. The size of these correlations suggest that all

11 items measure the same general construct. Although some items are more highly

interrelated than others, they are all moderately to highly related to the principal

component, which is computed by adding the items together.

The factor loadings, which appear in the right-hand column of the table, range

from 0.46 to 0.74. This suggests that all I i items are moderately to highly related to the

principal component.
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Table 3. 1 8:

Inter-item Correlations and Principal Component (P/C) for Functional

Items l. 10. 11. PlC9.8.6.5.4.3.

1. 1.00

2. 0.38 1.00

3. 0.51 0.37 1.00
4. 0.37 0.32 0.57 1.00
s. 0.36 0.40 0.36 0.38 1.00
6. 0.48 0.28 0.46 0.46 0.49 1.00
7. 0.28 0.10 0.21 0.2t 0.25 0.22 1.00
8. 0.32 0.22 0.26 0.40 0.41 0.39 0.4r
9. 0.43 0.22 0.37 0.39 0.47 0.51 0.23
10. 0.33 0.33 0.27 0.33 0.39 0.37 0.30
11. 0.29 0.14 0.27 0.26 0.29 0.32 0.23

0.69
0.s3
0.68
0.69
0.70
0.74
0.46

1.00 0.66
0.41 1.00 0.67
0.38 0.28 L00 0.60
0.44 0.23 0.29 1.00 0.52

Eigenvalue = 4.46 Percent of Common Variance = 40.50

The descriptive statistics for the functional scale are reported in Table 3.19. As

the table shows, the distribution for this scale is moderately leptokurtic and very stightly

skewed to the left.

Table 3.19:

Descriptive Statistics for Functional

Mean 30.710
Minimum 13.000
Kurtosis 1.233
S E Kurt 0.304
Std. Enor 0.261

Std. Deviation
Maximum
Skewness
S E Skew
Missing Cases

4.1 68
43.000
-0.236

0.1 53

14 (s%)

As noted earlier, the cognitive quality of university student life scale was

constructed as an standardized additive scale from the two measures of structural and

functional. Therefore, a score of '1'("1" strongly disagree) would indicate a low cognitive
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quality of student life, while a score of '4' ("4" strongly agree) would indicate a high

cognitive quality of student life.

The inter-item correlations and principal component for the cognitive quality of

university student life scale are reported in Table 3.20. As the table shows, the

correlation between the structural domain and the functional domain is 0.29--high enough

to suggest that both items are measuring the same construct. The factor loadings of 0.80,

which appear in the right-hand column of the table, also suggest that both items are highly

related to the principal component.

Table 3.20

Inter-item Correlations and Principal Component (P/C) for Cognitive
Quality of University Student Life

Items 1. 2. plc

l. 1.00
2. 0.29 1.00

0.80
0.80

tt

Table 3.21 presents the descriptive statistics for the cognitive quality of university

student life scale. As the table illustrates, the distribution for this variable is very slightly

skewed to the right (0.330) and leptokurric (l .132).
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Table 3.21:

Descriptive Statistics for Cognitive Quality of University Student Life

Mean
Minimum
Kurtosis
S E Kurt
Std. Enor

2.744
1.530
T.T32
0.304
0.023

The construct validity and reliability of the affective domain was assessed once by

examining data on the 1987 Quality of Life in the Faculty of Education Questionnaire

(Appendix B) obtained from the sample of 546 students, which was described above

(Roberts & Clifton, 1991,1992a).

After performing factor and correlational analyses, Roberts and Clifton found that

their affective items clustered together into four, as opposed to the six dimensions

identified by Williams and Batten (1981). The four scales of the affective domain

included: positive affect, interaction with students, interaction with professors, and

negative affect. Positive affect and negative affect are general measures that portray

student experiences in the faculty context, while interaction with students and interactions

with professors portray the quality of student interactions with significant others. The

alpha reliabilities of these scales were well above the acceptable standard for research

procedures at0.93,0.75,0.90,and0.79 respectively. See Table 3.22:Finalltems

Selected to Measure the Four Dimensions of the Affective Domain.

Std. Deviation
Maximum
Skewness
S E Skew
Missing Cases

The Affective Domain

0.359
3.87r
0.330
0.1 s3

15 (6%)
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Table 3.22:

Final Items Selected to Measure the Four Dimensions
of the Affective Domain a

The Faculty of Education is a place where . . .

Positive Affect Dimension
- The things I leam a¡e important to me.
- People look up to me.
- I really get involved in my work.
- I like leaming.
- I enjoy being.
- I have acquired skills that will be of use to me.
- The things I leam will help me in my life.
- I am given the chance to do work that really interests me.
- The things I am taught a¡e worthwhile leaming.
- I really like to go each day.
- The work I do is good preparation for my future.
- I have leamed to work ha¡d
- I find that leaming is a lor of fun.
(Cronbach's Alpha Rel¡ability = 0.93)

Negative Affect Dimension
- I feel depressed.
- | feel restless.
- I get upset.
- I feel wonied.
(Cronbach's Alpha Reliabiliry = 0.79)

Interaction with Professors
- Professors treat me fairly.
- Professors give me the marks I deserve.
- I achieve a satisfactory standa¡d in my work.
- People ca¡e about what I think.
- Professors take a personal interest in helping me with my work.
- I am treated with respect.
- Professors help me do my best.
- Professors are fair and just.
- Professors listen to what I say.
(Cronbach's Alpha Reliability = 0.90)

Interaction with Students
- I find it eæy to get to know other people.
- Mixing with other people helps me to understand myself.
- People think a lot of me.
- Other sfudents accept me æ I am.
- I get on well with the other students in my class.
(Cronbach's Alpha Reliability = 0.75)

4 From Roberts & Clifron (1992a:132).

Therefore, for the pu{poses of this study,

life scale--constructed as a standardized additive
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affect, interaction with professors, and interaction with students scales--was included in

the theoretical model.

Positive Affect

The positive affect scale consisted of 13 items found in Part I of the questionnaire.

Preceded by the phrase, "The Faculty of Education is a place where . . .", the items in the

positive affect scale include: (1) The things I learn are important to me; (2) People look

up to me; (3) I really get involved in my work; (4) I like leaming; (5) I enjoy being; (6) I

have acquired skills that will be of use to me; (7) The things I learn will help me in my

life; (8) I really like to go each day; (9) The work I do is good preparation for my future;

(10) I really like to go each day; (11) The work I do is good preparation for my future;

(12)I have learned to work hard; and (13) I find that learning is a lot of fun. Like the

cognitive scales, this and the following two affective scales were Likert-type ordinal

scales with four possible response options ranging from strongly disagree, coded as ,,1,,,

to strongly agree, coded as "4". Using this coding system, a score of '13' (13 multiplied

by "1" strongly disagree) would indicate low positive affect, while a score of ,52, (!3

multiplied by "4" strongly agree) would indicate high positive affect.

The inter-item correlations and principal component for the positive affect scale

are reported in Table 3.23. As the table shows, the correlations range from 0.01 to 0.68--

all within the acceptable range for such scales. The size of these correlations suggest that

all 13 items measure the same general construct. Although some items are more highly

interrelated than others, they are all moderately to highly related to the principal

component, which is computed by adding the items together.

The factor loadings, which appear in the right-hand column of the table, range

from 0.28 to 0.79. This suggests that all i3 items are moderately to highly related to the

principal component.
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Table 3.23:

Inter-item Correlations and Principal Component (P/C) for Positive Affect

Items l.

1.00

0.83
0.31

0.30
0.22
0.40
0.46
0.46
0.48
0.32
0.50
0.27
0.23

J.

1.00

0.21

0.01

0.28
0.18
0.20
0.14
0.10
0.27
0.17
0.15
0.1 I

4. 5.

1.00

0.48 1.00

0.50 0.5 r

0.36 0.31

0.41 0.38
0.33 0.32
0.30 0.37
0.40 0.30
0.36 0.32
0.53 0.36
0.39 0.53

1

Eigenvalue : 5.68

l.00
0.32 1.00

0.37 0.s7
0.36 0.60
0.36 0.60
0.50 0.39
0.36 0.68
0.35 032
0.42 0.37

8. 9.

The descriptive statistics for the positive affect scale are reported inTable 3.24.

As the table shows, the distribution for this scale is slightly leptokurtic and slightly

skewed to the left.

Table 3.24:

10.

1.00

0.48 1.00

0.58 0.68
0.39 0.42
0.61 0.63
0.30 0.29
0.43 0.32

I l. 12.

Percent of Common Variance :43.70

13.

Descriptive Statistics for Positive Affect

1.00

0.50 1.00

0.67 0.45
032 0.35
0.40 0.50

PlC

0.60
0.28
0.64
0.61

0.64
0.74
0.75
0.74
0.78
0.68
0.79
0.56

1,00 0.64

Mean 36.813
Minimum 17.000
Kurtosis 0.639
S E Kurt 0.306
Std. Enor 0.345

1.00

0.34 1.00

0.39 0.34

Std. Deviation
Maximum
Skewness
S E Skew
Missing Cases

5.483
48.000
-0.559
0.1 s3

17 (6%)
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The interaction with professors scale consisted of nine items found in Part L

Preceded by the phrase, "The Faculty of Education is a place where . . .", the items in the

interaction with professors scale include: (1) Professors treat me fairly; (2) Professors

give me the marks I deserve; (3) I achieve a satisfactory standard in my work; (4) People

care about what I think; (5) Professors take a personal interest in helping me with my

work; (6) i am treated with respect; (7) Professors help me to do my best; (8) Professors

are fair and just; and (9) Professors listen to what I say. Using the coding system

described above, a score of '9' (9 multiplied by " 1" strongly disagree) would indicate low

interaction with professors, while a score of '36' (9 multiplied by "4" strongly agree)

would indicate high interaction.

The inter-item correlations and principal component for the interaction with

professors scale are reported in Table 3.25. As the table shows, the correlations range

from 0.08 to 0.68--all within the acceptable range for such scales. The size of these

correlations suggest that all nine items measure the same general construct. Although

some items are more highly interrelated than others, they are all moderately to highly

related to the principal component, which is computed by adding the items together.

The factor loadings, which appear in the righrhand column of the table, range

from 0.39 to 0.75. This suggests that all nine items are moderately to highly related to the

principal component.

Interaction with Professors
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Table 3.25:

Inter-item Correlations and Principal Component (P/C) for Interaction with
Professors

Items 1. 2.

l.00 0.68
0.47 1.00 0.68
0.13 0.4r 1.00 0.39
0.27 0.25 0.22 1.00 0.60
0.28 0.29 0.08 0.37 1.00 0.60
0.42 0.30 0.12 0.43 0.40 1.00 0.62
0.39 0.38 0.13 0.33 0.68 0.34 1.00 03s
0.53 0.61 0.32 0.24 0.30 0.28 0.48 L00 0.73
0.38 0.25 0.18 0.46 0.36 0.34 0.47 0.4r 1.00 0.67

3. 4. 5.

Eigenvalue:3.80

6. 7. 8. 9. PtC

The descriptive statistics for the interaction with professors scale are reported in

Table 3'26. As the table shows, the distribution for this scale is leptokurtic and slightly

skewed to the left.

Table 3.26:

Descriptive Statistics for Interaction with professors

Percent of Common Variance = 42.30

Mean
Minimum
Kurtosis
S E Kurt
Std. Error

26.020
10.000
3.443
0.305
0.1 89

Finally, the interaction with students scale consisted of five items found in Part I.

Preceded by the phrase, "The Faculty of Education is a place where . . .", the items in the
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Std. Deviation
Maximum
Skewness
S E Skew
Missing Cases

3.003
35.000
-0.547
0.1 53

16 (6%)



interaction with students scale include: (1) I find it easy to get to know other people; (2)

Mixing with other people helps me to understand myself; (3) People think a lot of me; (4)

Other students accept me as I am; and (5) I get on well with the other students in my

class. A score of '5' (5 multiplied by "1" strongly disagree) would indicate low interaction

with students, while a score of '20' (5 multiplied by "4" strongly agree) would indicate

high interaction.

The inter-item correlations and principal component for the interaction with

students scale are reported in Table 3.27. As the table shows, the correlations range from

0.19 to 0.47-all within the acceptable range for such scales. The size of these

correlations suggest that all five items measure the same general construct. Although

some items are more highly interrelated than others, they are all moderately to highly

related to the principal component, which is computed by adding the items together.

The factor loadings, which appear in the right-hand column of the table, range

from 0.64 to 0.77. This suggests that all five items are moderately to highly related to the

principal component.

Table 3.27:

Inter-item Correlations and Principal Component (P/C) for Interaction witht-*

Items l. 2. 3.

l.
2.
aJ.

4.

5.

1.00

0.32
0.33
0.27
0.39

Eigenvalue:2.36

1.00

0.39
0.29
0.36

1.00

0.19

0.38

4.

Percent of Common Variance :47.20

5.

1.00

0.47

PIC
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1.00

0.67
0.68
0.66
0.64
0.77



The descriptive statistics for the interaction with students scale are reported in

Tabie 3.28. As the table shows, the distribution for this scale is leptokurtic and slightly

skewed to the left.

Table 3.28:

Descriptive Statistics for Interaction with Students

Mean
Minimum
Kurtosis
S E Kurt
Std. Error

As noted earlier, the affective quality of university student life scale was

constructed as an standardized additive scale from the three measures of positive affect,

interaction with professors, and interaction with students. Therefore, a score of '1'("1"

strongly disagree) would indicate a low affective quality of student life, while a score of

'4' ("4" strongly agree) would indicate a high affective quality of student life.

The inter-item correlations and principal component for the affective quality of

university student life scale are reported in Table 3.29. As the table shows, the

correlations between these three domains range from 0.41 to 0.58--high enough to suggest

that the three items are measuring the same construct. The factor loadings, which appear

in the right-hand column of the table, between 0.73 and 0.84, also suggest that all three

items are highly related to the principal component.

14.744
5.000
2.056
0.304
0.r23

Std. Deviation
Maximum
Skewness
S E Skew
Missing Cases

r.964
20.000
-0.451
0.1 53

rs (6%)
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Table 3.29:

Inter-item Correlations and Principal Component (P/C) for Affective
Quality of University Student Life

Items l.

1. 1.00
2. 0.58
3. 0.41

Eigenvalue : 1193

Table 3.30 presents the descriptive statistics for the affective quality of university

student life scale. As the table illustrates, the distribution for this variable is sliehtlv

skewed to the left (-0.606) and leptokurtic (3.227).

Table 3.30:

Descriptive Statistics for Affective Quality of University Student Life

Mean 2.888 Std. Deviation 0.309

2.

1.00

0.41

Percent of Common Variance :64.40

IJ.

r.00

Minimum 1.140

P/C

Kurtosis
S E Kurt
Std. Error 0.020

0.84
0.84
0.73

Individual Social Psychological Variables

Two individual social psychological variables were included in the theoretical

model: (a) self-concept of ability, and (b) alienation.

Self-Concept of Abilit"v (SCABIL)

3.227
0.3 10

Self-concept of ability is but one type of selÊconcept that refers to how people

feel about their own academic abilities. Based on Brookover, Erickson, and Joiner's
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Skewness
S E Skew
Missing Cases

3.660
-0.606
0.1 56
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(1967) self-concept of ability scale, Question 1 through 9 in Section 3 of part III asked

students to rate their self-concept of ability and achievement in relation to the perceived

expectations of parents, peers, and student-selected signif,rcant others.

The scale consists of nine items with five ordinal response options for each. First,

in Question 1, students were asked, "Think of your university friends. [How] Do you

think you can do your university course work . . .". In Question 2 students were asked,

"Think of the students in your faculty. [How] Do you think you can do your university

course work . . .". Question 3 asked, "'When you complete your undergraduate degree,

[how] do you think that you will be . . .". For these first three questions, the five ordinal

response options included: (a) poorer than all of them, coded as " 1"; (b) poorer than most

of them, coded as "2"; (c) about the same, coded as "3"; (d) better than most of them,

coded as "4"; and (e) better than all of them, coded as "5". euestion 4 asked, "Do you

think you have the ability to complete a doctoral degree?" and the response categories

included: (a) no, for sure, coded as " l "; (b) no, probably not, coded as,,2,,; (c) maybe,

coded as "3"; (d) yes, probably, coded as "4"; and (e) yes, for sure, coded as ,,5,,. Next, in

Question 5, students were asked: "Forget how professors grade your work. How good do

you think your work is?" The response options ranged from poor, coded as ,,1,,, to

excellent, coded as "5". Question 6 through 9 asked students about educational

expectations. Question 6 asked: "How far do youbelieve you will go in university?"

Question 7 through 9 asked the same question replacingy ou,with"your parents,,, ,,your

peers", and "your most significant other" respectively. For these f,rnal four questions, the

five ordinal response options included: (a) less than a bachelor's degree, coded as ,,1,,; (b)

a bachelor's degree, coded as"2"; (c) a second bachelor's degree, coded as "3"; (d) a

master's degree, coded as "4"; and (e) a doctoral degree, coded as "5".

Using this coding system for nine questions, a score of '9' (9 multiplied by "1,,

poorer than all of them, no for sure, poor, and less than a bachelor's degree) would

indicate a low self-concept of ability, while a score of '45' (9 multiplied by "5" better than
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all of them, yes for sure, excellent, and a doctoral degree) would indicate a high self-

concept of ability.

The inter-item correlations and principal component for the selÊconcept of abitity

scale are reported in Table 3.31. As the table shows, the correlations range from 0.13 to

0.72--all within the acceptable range for such scales. The size of these correlations

suggest that all nine items measure the same general construct. Atthough some items are

more highly interrelated than others, they are all moderately to highty related to the

principal component, which is computed by adding the items together.

The factor loadings, which appear in the right-hand column of the table, range

from 0.40 to 0.83. This suggests that all nine items are moderately to highly related to the

principal component

Table 3.31:

Inter-item Correlations and Principal Component (P/C) for Self-Concept of
Abilitv

Items 1. 2. 3. 4. 5.

1.00

0.50 1.00
0.r 9 0.30 1.00
0.25 0.31 0.25 1.00
0.23 0.32 0.31 0.40 1.00
0.19 0.28 0.20 0.46 0.26
0.21 0.12 0.19 0.36 0.13
0.2t 0.21 0.18 0.41 0.26
0.08 0.13 0.16 0.38 0.21

Eigenvalue :3.70

6. 7. 8.

1.00

0.61 1.00

0.63 0.69 1.00
0.72 0.s7 0.65

9. PIC

Percent of Common Variance :41.20

0.42
0.47
0.40
0.67
0.49
0.83
0.74
0.81

1.00 0.76
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The descriptive statistics for the self-concept of ability scale are reported in Table

3.32. As the table shows, the distribution for this scale is slightly platykurtic and slightly

skewed to the right.

Table 3.32:

t"

Mean 30.100
Minimum 18.000
Kurtosis -0.636
S E Kurt
Std. Enor 0.304

Alienation (ALIEN)

Based on Blumenkrantz and Tapp's (1977) Classroom Alienation Scale,2l an

alienation scale specific to academic settings was constructed from l8 of the 2l items

found in Section 2 of Part III of the questionnaire. It was a Likert-type ordinal scale with

four possible response options ranging from strongly disagree, coded as " 1", to strongly

agree, coded as "4". Preceded by the phrase, "Please think about the experiences students

have in this faculty, and give your opinion about each of the following statements . . .",

the 18 items in the alienation scale include: (1) It is almost impossible for one student to

really understand the feelings of another; (2) Too many people in this faculty are just out

for themselves; (3) These days, students do not really know who to count ory (4) There is

0.3r2

Std. Deviation
Maximum
Skewness
S E Skew
Missing Cases

4.721
42.000

0.237
0.t57

28 (r0%)

2l The reader should note that the items in this scale roughly approximate the five variants
of alienation as suggested by Seeman (1959): meaninglessness, self-estrangement,
normlessness, powerlessness, and social isolation. Meaningle,ssnes.ç refers to the
individual's sense of comprehensibility of events and conditions; self-estrangement rcfers
to the individual's sense of personal authenticity and satisfaction; normlessne.ss refers to
the individual's sense of social standards; powerlessness refers to the individual's sense of
control in social relations; and social isolation refers to the individual's sense of
community membership.
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not much chance that students will do an¡hing to make this faculty a better place to

learn; (5) Success in this faculty is more dependent on luck than on real ability; (6) There

is no one in this faculty that students can really trust; (7) ln spite of what some people say,

the lot of the student is getting worse; (8) There is little use in talking to professors

because they are not interested in the problems of students; (9) Most students do not

tealize how much their lives are controlled by the decisions made by others; (10) Few

students look forward to their course work; (11) Most students play an active role in class

(reverse scored);22 (I2) It is really best to tell professors what they want to hear; (13)

Students will do almost anything to get good grades; (14) Most students do not enjoy

their courses but do the work in order to get the things they want; (15) The grades

students receive will be an accurate reflection of their true ability; (16) There ¿ue many

students who do not,know what to do with their lives; (17) Many students in this faculty

are lonely; and (18) Students are unhappy because they do not know what they wanr out

of life.23

By employing the coding system described above, a score of '18'(lB multiplied by

"1" strongly disagree) would indicate low alienation, while a score of '72, (18 multiplied

by "4" strongly agree) would indicate high alienation.

zz It is important to note that this item was reverse coded because it appeared in the
positive form in the questionnaire.
23 Three items in the original operationalizationof alienation were not included in this
study's alienation scale; these items include: (1) If classes were smaller, grades would
better reflect true ability; (2) The final grades students receive will have an effect on their
future st¿tus (reverse scored); and (3) Students expect to learn a lot in this faculty (reverse
scored). These items were omitted because their item-total conelations (when all2l
items were included in the total alienation scale) were very low at 0.14, 0.13, and 0.16
respectively. In addition, the factor loadings of the principal component for the alienation
scale (with all 2l items included) were not in the widely-accepted range between 0.30 and
0.80 (see Kim & Mueller, 1976:7l)-their factor loadings *"ie uery lów at 0.07, 0.04,
and 0.05 respectively.
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The inter-item correlations and principal component for the alienation scale are

reported in Table 3.33. As the table shows, the correlations range from -0.02 to 0.54.

There is only one negative correlation and it is, for all practical purposes, zero; and,

although some items are more highly interrelated than others, they are all moderately to

highly related to the principal component, which is computed by adding the items

together.

The factor loadings, which appear in the right-hand column of the table, range

from 0.29 to 0.61. This suggests that all 18 items are moderately to highly related to the

principal component.

Table 3.33:

Inter-item Correlations and Principal Component (P/C) for Alienation

L t.00 o32

2. 0.25 l.0o 0.56

3. 0.24 0.43 1.00 0.61

4. 0.04 0.29 0.39 t.00 0.54

5. 0.t9 0.20 0.30 0.20 t.00 0.59

6. 0.26 0.34 0.31 0.44 0.4t 1.00 0.62

7. O.t2 0.26 0.26 0.2E 0.30 0.34 t.00 0.57

8. 0.15 0.30 0.31 0.17 0.29 05t 0.30 t.00 0.5r

9. 0.09 0.13 0.23 0.17 0.18 0.ll 0.2'ì O.t2 l.O0 0.41

10. 0.¡5 0.08 0.t6 0,04 0.28 0.06 0.ll 0.15 0.16 l.0o 0,40

ll. 0.07 0,20 0.15 0.24 0.14 0.12 0.19 0.t4 0.0? 0.2ó t.00 0.19

12. 0.0ó 0.17 0.18 0.20 0.37 0.t7 0.38 0.29 0.t9 0.t5 0.09 1.00 0.49

13. 0.08 0.15 0.02 0.07 0.19 0.t6 0.03 0.09 0.1? 0.t3 0.09 0.23 LOo ojz
14. 0.f0 0.18 0.10 0.22 0.29 0.22 0.2t 0.27 0.16 0.19 0.22 0.24 0.33 LOO 0.58

15. 0.06 0.22 0.16 0.05 0.24 0.t0 0.t5 0.03 0.05 0.04 o.t8 0.12 0.t8 0.25 t.00 0.2g

16. 0.ol o.to 0.24 0.t6 0.04 0.05 o.l2 0.10 0.24 0.09 o.lt 0.0? 0.09 0.24 0.08 t.00 0.38

t7. 0.14 0.26 0.21 0,1ó 0.25 0.25 0.33 0.22 0.25 0.23 0.24 o.2t 0.07 0.20 -o,oz 0.32 t.00 0.56

t8. 0.01 0.1? 0,20 0.13 0.10 0.16 0.07 0.10 0.t9 0.t7 0.08 0.0ó o.o8 0.28 0.04 0.54 0.46 t.00 0.42

Eieenvalue = 4.35

ró. 17. 18. Ptc

Percent of Common Variance :24.20

t25



The descriptive statistics for the alienation scale are reported in Table 3.34. As

the table shows, the distribution for this scale is slightly leptokurtic and slightly skewed to

the right.

Table 3.34:

Descriptive Statistics for Alienation

Mean 45.669
Minimum 32.000
Kurtosis
S E Kurt
Std. Enor 0.377

Academic Attainment Variabie

Finally, one academic attainment variable was included in the theoretical model:

grade point average.

Grade Point Average (GpA)

Question 6 of Part V of the questionnaire asked students to indicate theft grade

point average, or GPA. Specifically, the question asked, "What is your cumulative grade

point average?" Respondents were offered eight ordinal level choices, each of which

represented a range of GPAs. Coded values for each of the choices were assigned as

follows: GPAs of 0.0 to 0.9 were coded as " 1 "; GpAs of 1.0 to 1.4 were coded as ',2,,;

GPAs of 1.5 to l'9 were coded as "3"; GPAs of 2.0 to2.4were coded as ,,4,,; GpAs of 2.5

to 2.9 were coded as "5"; GpAs of 3.0 to 3.4 were coded as "6',; GpAs of 3.5 to 3.9 were

coded as "7"; and GPAs of 4.0 to 4.5 were coded as ',g,'. Data were missing for 12

respondents (5 percent). Approximately 91 percent of the respondents reported GpAs

between 2.5 and 3.9.24 Table 3.34 reports the descriptive statistics for grade point

1.037
0.3 18

Std. Deviation
Maximum
Skewness
S E Skew
Missing Cases

5.740
68.000

0.687
0.r60

37 (14%)

2a Five cases with GPAs of "1", "2", aÍrd. "3" could be considered univariate outliers.
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average' As the table shows, the distribution for this variable is leptokurtic and skewed to

the left.

Table 3.35:

t.r.rtttt". tt"tt

Mean 5.899
Minimum 1.000
Kurtosis
S E Kurt
Std. Error 0.066

The data analysis techniques that are employed to test this theoretical model are

the "structural equation modeling" (Bynner & Romney, 1985) procedures of multiple

regression and path analysis.

Structural Equation Modeling

3.064
0.303

Std. Deviation
Maximum
Skewness
S E Skew
Missing Cases

ln some natural and social sciences, the experiment is the traditional means of
verifuing causal connections. However, in social sciences like sociology, the random

assignment of subjects into experimental and control groups and the direct manipulation

of variables is virtually impossible; for this reason, sociologists have come to depend on

the analysis of survey data for testing causal relationships. Structural equation modeling

is one of the most effective ways to test causal relationships. ln short, this procedure

involves diagramming out interrelationships between independent and dependent

variables and then testing them through a series of regression analyses (see Davis, lgTl).

Analysis Procedures

1.063

8.000
-1.015
0.t52

12 (s%)

They were not deleted, however, because of the small sample size and the fact that they
are considered to be conceptually relevant categories.
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A distinct advantage of this approach is that it not only forces a researcher to think in a

systematic and explicit manner, but it also forces him or her to test ideas in a svstematic

and explicit manner (Boyle, 1970:479).

Structural equation models include both exogenous and endogenous variables.

Exogenous variables are those whose variability is assumed to be caused by variables

outside the model in question and whose cause is not under investigation. Endogenous

variables, on the other hand, are variables that are assumed to be determined by

exogenous or other endogenous variables in the model and whose cause is of interest.

For the theoretical model in this study, the social background and university background

variables are exogenous, and the quality of university student life, social psychological

and academic attainment variables are endogenous. Refer to Figure 3.1.

To test the effect parameters of a structural equation model, a set of equations--in

both unstandardized and standardized form--is used. With both equations, the effect

parameters indicate the amount of variation in the dependent variable that results from a

one unit change in an independent variable when all other independent variables in the

model are controlled. In the standardized equation, each variable has a mean of zero and

a standard deviation of one, and in the unstandardized equation, each variable has a mean

and standard deviation that depend on its specific units of measwement. Standardized

coefficients (beta weights) permit the comparison of the effects associated with a number

of independent variables on a common dependent variable, even when the independent

variables are measured on different scales. As a result, the researcher is able to see the

relative effects that each one of the independent variables has on the dependent variable.

Both multiple regression and path analysis are structural equation modeling

procedures. The multiple regression model is one of the most widely used multivariate

techniques in the social sciences for studying causal relationships between one dependent

variable and several independent variables (Halli & Rao, 1992:64). While regression

examines only the direct effects of the independent variables on the dependent variable,
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an application of path analysis allows the researcher to decompose the correlations

between variables in the model into direct and indirect effects. The assumptions of these

statistical techniques include: variables measured on an interval level, an acceptable

cases-to-independent variable ratio, randoïnness of missing data, normality, linearity,

homoscedasticity, an absence of outliers, and an absence of multicollinearity.

In accordance with these statistical procedures, the theoretical model will be

tested through three separate analyses. In the first analysis, the effects of social

background and university background on both the affective and cognitive domains of

quality of life of university students will be examined. In the second analysis, the effects

of social background, university background, and quality of life of university students on

the self-concept of ability and alienation of students will be examined. ln the final

analysis, the effects of social background, university background, quality of life of

university students, self-concept of ability, and alienation of university students on the

academic attainment of students will be examined. The literature that provides a

justification for the theoretically anticipated relationships between the variables in each

one of the three analyses will be reviewed in Chapter IV.

In sum, it is expected that cognitive quality of life, affective quality of life, selÊ

concept of ability, and alienation will account for an appreciable amount of variance in

academic attainment, beyond that which is attributable to the university and student

background characteristics. Thus, in order for students to realize their academic potential,

several conditions must be present. First, they must experience programs that are both

demanding in the cognitive domain and warm in the affective domain. Second, they must

experience the university environment as non-alienating and have the academic selÊ

concepts that are adequate to cope with the demands of a university education.

Altemately, if students do not have such experiences and do not possess such personal

attributes, they are less likely to achieve their academic potential.
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To conclude this chapter's methodological discussion, the univariate and bivariate

assumptions of structural equation modeling are addressed for all variables in the

theoretical model. These assumptions include: interval level variables, normality,

homoscedasticity, and linearity. In the succeeding chapter, the multivariate assumptions

will be discussed.

ln the past, researchers have argued that, in order to use parametric statistics such

as multiple regression and path analysis, variables must be measured at either the interval

or ratio levels. At the present time, however, many researchers presume that parametric

statistics, especially multiple regression, are robust enough that they can be used with

data that do not meet these criteria (see Asher, 1976; Babbie, 1992; Dometrius, 1992;

Pedhazur, 1982). In this study, all of the variables included in the theoretical model are

measured at least at the ordinal level, with the exception of gender and program--which

are measured on the nominal level. To permit these variables to be used in structural

equation models, their effect parameters are calculated using dummy variable analysis.

Gender and program are recoded into dichotomous dummy variables: "male" and

"female", and "elementary" and "secondary" respectively. A response coded "l" for

gender refers to "females", while a response coded as "0" implies "males"--the baseline

group for comparison purposes. Similarly, a response coded as " 1" for program denotes

"secondary", while a response coded as "0" signifies "elementary"--the baseline group for

comparison purposes.

In addition, a theoretical normal distribution is required for all procedures using

structural equation modeling. Normality is the assumption that each variable and all

linear combinations of the variables are normally distributed. To check the univariate

normality of the data, the frequency distributions (superimposed with a normal curve) for

all variables \¡úere examined. As noted in the section on Measurement of r/ariables in the

I ïnivariate and Bivariate Assumftions
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Theoretical Model, these distributions were more or less normal--the majority of scores

were found in the middle of the distributions with no extreme outliers found in the tails.

ln addition, skewness and kurtosis levels were examined, and generally speaking, these

levels were relatively close to zero. This implied that the univariate assumption of

normality has been satisfied.

The assumption of homoscedasticity, which is defined as equal variability of a

given variable at all levels of all other variables, is also tested. Researchers frequently

employ bivariate scatterplots to test for homoscedasticity. When various pairs of

variables in the model were ploffed against each other, it is evident that each distribution

was more or less even, as opposed to being uneven. This suggests that the assumption of

homoscedasticity has been met at the bivariate level.

Finally, the assumption of linearity is also verified. A relationship between two

variables is linear when it can be represented by a straight line. Like the previous

assumption of homoscedasticity, linearity is also assessed by visually inspecting bivariate

scatterplots. To satisfu both assumptions, scatterplots should approximate a straight-line

and be oval shaped, and upon examination of the plots, this was indeed the case. This

finding not only indicates that the bivariate assumptions of homoscedasticity and linearity

have been met, it also suggests that these assumptions will probably be verifred at the

multivariate level as well.

Summarv

In this chapter, five major aspects of the methodology used in this study were

examined. In the first section, a background was provided; it was explained that the data

used in the present study were collected as part of the 1992 Quality of Student Life

questionnaire in the Faculty of Education at the University of Manitoba. In the second

section, the random cluster sampling procedure that was employed to select the sample of

undergraduate education students was described. This was followed by a detailed
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presentation of the contents of the Quality of Student Life questionnaire in the third

section. The questionnaire was designed to measure: (a) students'perceptions of the

cognitive demandingness of their classes; (b) students'perceptions of the affective

warmth in their classrooms; (c) the entering characteristics of students; (d) students'

grades; and (e) students'destinations upon graduation. In the fourth section, the

measurement of all variables contained in the theoretical model was described in detail.

The first block of variables included three university background variables: year of

university, number of credit hours, and program, as well as three social background

variables: gender, age, and socioeconomic status. The next block of variables included

two measures of quality of student life: cognitive and affective quality of university

student life variables. The third block included two measures of individual social

psychological dispositions: selÊconcept of ability and alienation. The frnal block

consisted of one measure of academic attainment: grade point average. Descriptive

statistics for all the variables were provided, as well as inter-item correlations and

principal component scores for those variables that were measured as scales. tn the final

methodological section, the rationale behind the structural equation modeling procedures

of multiple regression and path analysis was described to prepare readers for the ensuing

chapter's presentation of results.
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In this chapter, the theoretical model guiding this study is empirically tested.

Before the results are presented, however, the multivariate assumptions of the structural

equation modeling procedures utilized in the data analysis are discussed and verified.

These assumptions include: normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity; multicollinearity;
outliers; ratio of cases to independent variables; and missing data. A review of these

assumptions prepare the reader for the detailed presentation of the results of the multiple
regression and path analyses. First, the zero-order correlation matrix for all l l variables

in the model is briefly discussed. This is followed by a presentation of results from three

main multivariate analyses. In the first analysis, the effects of social background and

university background on both the affective and cognitive domains of quality of life of
university students are examined. In the second analysis, the effects of social

background, university background, and quality of life of university students on the selÊ

concept of ability and alienation of students are examined. In the final analysis, the

effects of social background, university background, quality of life of university students,

self-concept of ability, and alienation of university students on the academic attainment of
students are examined. Finally, this presentation of results concludes with a discussion of
an interaction effect between the cognitive and the affective domains of the quality of life
of university students.

Multivariate Assumptions

CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

As noted in Chapter III, all eleven variables in the theoretical model are relatively
close to being normally distributed at the univariate and bivariate levels. However,

according to Tabachnick and Fidell (1989) and Halli and Rao (lggz),while verising
assumptions at the univariate and bivariate levels is important in early phases of research.
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their verification alone is not sufficient if researchers intend to perform multivariate

analyses. Theoretically, all variables in the model are required to satisff the assumptions

of normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity at the univariate, bivariate, and multivariate

levels. In addition, the assumptions of an absence of multicollinearity, an absence of
outliers, an acceptable ratio of cases to independent variables, and randomly patterned

missing data are also important.

The assumptions of normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity were verif,red at the

multivariate level by examining residual scatterplots, normal probability plots, and

histograms of the standardized residuals, all of which are available with the Statistical

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS): the software used to conduct all of the statistical

analyses reported in this project.

First, an examination of residual scatterplots provided a test of the assumptions of
normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity between predicted dependent variable scores

and er¡ors of prediction. Multiple regression analysis assumes that the residuals,

differences between obtained and predicted dependent variable scores, are normally

distributed about the predicted scores on the dependent variable, that residuals have a

straight line relationship with predicted scores on the dependent variable, and that the

variance of the residuals about predicted scores on the dependent variable is the same for

all predicted scores. When all of these assumptions are met, the residuals will be nearly

rectangularly distributed with a concentration of scores at the center of the plot at each

value of the predicted score.

By analyzing the overall shape of residual scatterplots for each one of the multiple

regression analyses used in this project, it was evident that the residuals were close to

being rectangularly distributed with the majority of scores distributed at the center of the
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plot. Therefore, it appeared that the assumptions of normality, linearity, and

homoscedasticity were not violated. The distributions were not skewed, which would

indicate non-norrnality, nor curved, which would indicate nonJinearity.

Several distributions did, however, seem to have a slight problem of

heteroscedasticity. As stated earlier, the assumption of homoscedasticity is the

assumption that the standard deviations of errors of prediction are approximately equal

for all predicted dependent variable scores. In several scatterplots, the band enclosing the

residuals was not approximately equal in width at all values of the predicted dependent

variable. Tabachnick and Fidell (1989: 133) note that heteroscedasticity may occur when

some of the variables are skewed and others are not. Unfortunately, this was the case for

some of the variables in the analyses.

The three assumptions were also tested by examining two other distributions for

each one of the regression analyses: normal probability plots and histograms of

standardized residuals. First, in the normal probability plots, the expected normal values

of the normal probability plot of residuals were plotted against their actual normal values.

An expected normal value is an estimate of the Z score that a particular score should

have, given its rank in the original distribution if the original distribution is normal. If the

distribution of residuals is normally distributed, the points will fall along a straight line

running from the bottom left to the upper right comers of the graph, which was

undoubtedly the case for each one of the normal probability plots. In addition, if a

relationship is linear and the dependent variable is normally distributed for each value of

each independent variable, the distribution of the residuals should also be approximately

normal. By examining the histogram of the standardized residuals for all regression

analyses, it was evident that the distribution of residuals appeared to be normal.

It is now possible to conclude that even though the assumptions of normality and

linearity are not violated at the univariate, bivariate, and multivariate levels, the

assumption of homoscedasticity may be, to a slight degree, violated at the multivariate
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level. This is not, however, overly problematic. Tabachnick and Fidell (1989: 133) note

that heteroscedasticity does not invalidate the analysis as much as weaken it. ln other

words, sample effect parameters will be lower than the true population parameters.

While the assumptions of normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity are verified

by examining plots and histograms, verification of the assumption of an absence of

multicollinearity, which is discussed under the following subheading, requires the

examination of a correlation matrix.

Multicollinearity

By defrnition, multicollinearity is a problem of variables being very highly

correlated. Tabachnick and Fidell (1989: 87) note that multicollinearity weakens a

statistical analysis by including variables that are redundant. When variables are

correlated at about .70, multicollinearity is a slight problem, but it becomes a more

serious problem, when variables are correlated at above .80. Tabachnick and Fidell

(1989: 87) suggest that a correlation matrix should be examined before conducting more

complex statistical analyses, and any bivariate correlation of .70 and above should be

used to identifu associations between variables that may be of concern.

A review of the zero-order correlation matrix containing all variables in the

theoretical model2s reveals that there are no correlations close to the .70 limit. The

highest bivariate zero-order correlation is between age and year of university (.534). And,

there are only two other bivariate cor¡elations greater than .40. The affective dimension

of quality of university student life and alienation are negatively correlated (-.489), and

year of university and self-concept of ability are positively correlate d, (.449).

2s The correlation matrix is presented in Table 4.1: Correlation Coeffrcients, Means, and
Standard Deviations for Variables in the Theoretical Model.
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Now that it has been demonstrated that multicollinearity is not a problem, the

assumption of an absence of outliers is evaluated.

Outliers

Outliers are cases with such extreme values on one variable or a combination of

variables that they unduly influence statistics. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (1989:

67), when performing analyses with ungrouped data (as is the case with both regression

and path analyses), both univariate and multivariate outliers should be sought among all

cases at once.

Univariate outliers (cases far from the mean on plots) were discussed in Chapter

III. In particular, outliers for age, year of university, and grade point average were noted.

The author went on to search for multivariate outliers using both Mahalanobis distances

and casewise plots. While Mahalanobis distances are used to identifu outliers among the

independent variables, residual casewise plots are used to identiff outliers in the solution.

The search for outliers began by using the Mahalanobis distance procedure on all

variables in each one of the regression analyses. Mahalanobis distance is a measure of

the distance of cases from average values of the independent variables (Norusis, 1990:

262). It is a leverage measure that identifies outliers among the independent variables,

and it is evaluated as chi square with degrees of freedom equal to the number of

independent variables in the model (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989:96-97;175). The

criterion for multivariate outliers is Mahalanobis distance atp < .001. Any case with a

Mahalanobis distance greater than the critical x2(6) : 22.458,12(8) : 26.125, or x2(10) :
29.588, was declared a multivariate outlier and considered for deletion from further

analyses. In total, only one case was found to be a multivariate outlier among the

independent variables, and this was the case in only three of nine models; there were no

multivariate outliers among the independent variables in the other six models.
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As noted earlier, the author also searched for outliers by requesting casewise plots

ofthe standardized residuals greater than three, in absolute value, for all regression

analyses. Residuals identiff outliers in the solution, in contrast with common leverage

measures, such as Mahalanobis distances, that identi$ outliers among the independent

variables. The casewise plots found a total of seven outliers in the nine solutions

combined. All of these cases are females who are enrolled in the elementary progam.

After determining each outlying case's scores on all the variables in the model

using the SPSS LIST procedure, the author decided to repeat all ofthe regression analyses

both with and without the outliers. The results that deleted outliers produced nearly

identical results to those in which the outliers were not deleted. With such a small sample

size, deleting cases was not an attractive option for the purposes of this project.

Therefore, the analyses that are presented in this paper do include outlying cases.

Ratio of Cases to Independent Variables

With 269 respondents in the sample and 10 independent variables in the

theoretical model, the cases-to-independent variable ratio is 269: 10, or 26.9: I.

According to Tabachnick and Fidell (1989: 128), "the cases-to-independent variable ratio

has to be substantial or the solution will be perfect--and meaningless." According to

Halli and Rao (1992), one would like to have twenty to thirty cases for each independent

variable in the model. Therefore, 27:l is an acceptable ratio for this project;

Missing Data

The missing data were recoded to system-missing values;26 and, the decision was

made to conduct multiple regression analyses using apairwise missing datq coruelation

matrix, and replicate the analyses using only complete cases, otherwise known as listwise

26 System-missing values are never included in the computations of statistics.
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missing. Before these results are presented, however, the author determined whether or

not the missing values in the data set were randomly scattered by testing the missing data

for patterns.

According to Tabachnick and Fidell (i989: 60-6i), if little data are missing, and

in a random pattern, the problems are usually not serious and almost any procedure for

handling them yields similar results. The pattern of missing data is more important than

the amount missing.

To test for patterns in the missing data, the author used the following procedures,

as advocated by Tabachnick and Fidell. First, 10 dichotomous variables were created for

each one of the independent variables in the model.27 System-missing data was coded as

"l",andallnon-missingdatawascoded as"2". Then,foreach l ofthe l0variables,an

independent sample / test was utilized to test the mean differences in grade point averages

between the two groups. The null hypothesis was that the pattem of missing values for

variables used in the regression equation was random, and the altemative hypothesis was

that the pattern of missing values for the variables was not random.

For the missing data on gender, the / test could not be computed because gender's

4 missing cases were also missing data on GPA. The same situation was also the case for

the 4 missing cases on age.

For the missing data on year of university, there were 2 cases in Group I and 255

in Group 2. The students who did not respond to the question on year of university

(Group 1) had an average GPA of 6.00, while the average GPA for those who did answer

27 The names of these variables include: MISSYRU (missing data on year of university);
MISSCRD (missing data on number of credit hours); MISSPRG (missing data on
program); MISSGEN (missing data on gender); MISSAGE (missing data on age);
MISSSES (missing data on socioeconomic status); MISSAFF (missing data on affective
quality of university student life); MISSCOG (missing data on cognitive quality of
university student life); MISSSCA (missing data on self-concept of ability); and
MISSALI (missing data on alienation).

r39



thequestion\¡/as5.90. Theauthorusedthepooledvariance/test(F':1.77,p:.370)to

determine how likely it was to see a difference of this magnitude if there was no

difference in GPA between the two goups. The observed significance level associated

with a / value of 0.13 was .893. This implied that 90 percent of the time a difference of at

least this size would occur when the two means were equal; therefore, the null hypothesis

that the missing data for this variable was randomly distributed could not be rejected.

For the missing data on number of credit hours, there were 2 cases in Group 1 and

255 in Group 2. The students who did not respond to the question on number of credit

hours (Group 1) had an average GPA of 6.00, while the average GPA for those who did

answer the question was 5.90. The author used the pooled variance / test (F': 1.77 , p :

.370) to determine how likely it was to see a difference of this magnitude if there was no

difference in GPA between the two groups. The observed significance level associated

with a I value of 0.13 was .893. This implied that 90 percent of the time a difference of at

least this size would occur when the two means were equal; therefore, the null hypothesis

that the missing data for this variable was randomly distributed could not be rejected.

For the missing data on program, there were 16 cases in Group 1 and 241 in

Group 2. The students who did not respond to the question on program (Group 1) had an

average GPA of 5.44, while the average GPA for those who did answer the question was

5.93. The author used the separate variance / test (F :3.23, p: .000) to determine how

likely it was to see a difference of this magnitude if there was no difference in GPA

between the two groups. The observed significance level associated with a r value of -

1.09 was .292. This implied that29 percent of the time a difference of at least this size

would occur when the two means were equal; therefore, the null hypothesis that the

missing data for this variable was randomly distributed could not be rejected.

For the missing data on socioeconomic status, there were 11 cases in Group 1 and

246 in Group 2. The students who did not respond to at least one of the questions on

father's education, father's occupation and mother's education (Group 1) had an average
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GPA of 5.73, while the average GPA for those who did answer each question was 5.91.

The author used the separate variance r test (F = 2.65, p: .009) to determine how likely it

was to see a difflerence of this magnitude if there was no difference in GPA between the

two groups. The observed significance level associated with a f value of -0.35 was .733.

This implied that 73 percent of the time a difference of at least this size would occur

when the two means were equal; therefore, the null hypothesis that the missing data for

this variable was randomly distributed could not be rejected.

For the missing data on the affective quality of life scale, there were 23 cases in

Group I and234 in Group 2. The students who did not respond to one or more items in

the affective scale (Group 1) had an average GPA of 6.00, while the average GpA for

those who did respond to all of the items was 5.89. The author used the separate variance

/ test (,F: 2.18, p: .033) to determine how likely it was to see a difference of this

magnitude if there was no difference in GPA between the two groups. The observed

significance level associated with a / value of 0.65 was .517. This implied that 52 percent

of the time a difference of at least this size would occur when the two means were equal;

therefore, the null hypothesis that the missing data for this variable was randomiy

distributed could not be rejected.

For the missing data on the cognitive quality of life scale, there were l5 cases in

Group I and242 in Group 2. The students who did not respond to one or more items in

the cognitive scale (Group 1) had an average GPA of 5.67, while the average GpA for

those who did respond to all of the items was 5.91. The author used the pooled variance f

test (F: 1.10, p = .716) to determine how likely it was to see a difference of this

magnitude if there was no difference in GPA between the two gïoups. The observed

significance level associated with a / value of -0.87 was .384. This implied that 38

percent of the time a difference of at least this size would occur when the two means were

equal; therefore, the null hypothesis that the missing data for this variable was randomlv

distributed could not be reiected.
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For the missing data on the self-concept of ability scale, there were 25 cases in

Group I and232 in Group 2. The students who did not respond to one or more items in

the self-concept of ability scale (Group 1) had an average GPA of 5.92, while the average

GPA for those who did respond to all of the items was 5.90. The author used the separate

variance / test (F :2.20,p : .003) to determine how likely it was to see a difference of

this magnitude if there was no difference in GPA between the two gïoups. The observed

significance level associated with a t value of 0.08 was .940. This implied that 94 percent

of the time a difference of at least this size would occur when the two means were equal;

therefore, the null hypothesis that the missing data for this variable was randomly

distributed could not be rejected.

Finally for the missing data on the alienation scale, there were 35 cases in Group I

and222 in Group 2. The students who did not respond to one or more items in the

alienation scale (Group 1) had an average GPA of 6. I 1, while the average GPA for those

who did respond to all of the items was 5.86. The author used the separate variance / test

(F: 1 .90, p : .027) to determine how likely it was to see a difference of this magnitude if
there was no dif[erence in GPA between the two groups. The observed significance level

associated with a / value of 1.63 was .109. This implied that I 1 percent of the time a

difference of at least this size would occur when the two means were equal; therefore, the

null hypothesis that the missing data for this variable was randomly distributed could not

be rejected.

Fortunately, the results of the 10 r tests allowed the author to conclude that the

data were missing randomly. As noted earlier, the missing data was handled by

employing a missing data correlation matrix, which is also known as pairwise missing, in

the multiple regression analyses. The pairwise missing procedure involves all available

pairs of values being used to calculate each conelation in the correlation matrix.

Considering the small number of cases in the data set, pairwise missing allowed the

statistical procedures to use as much data as possible; the deletion of cases with missing
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values (or listwise missing) seemed unreasonable in that it would result in a substantial

loss of data. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (1989: 65-66),the pairwise missing

procedure often provides a reasonable multivariate solution and has the advantage of

using all available data. The reader should, however, be cautioned that there are

problems with this technique. In that each correlation in the correlation matrix can be

based on a different number of cases, depending on missing values, some coffelations are

less stable than others. For example, a variable with 10 missing values has all its

correlations with other variables based on 10 fewer pairs of numbers; and, if some of the

other variables in the theoretical model also have missing values, but in difterent cases.

the number of complete pairs of variables is fuither reduced.

At this juncture, it is possible to conclude that all of the multivariate assumptions

of structural equation modeling are satisfied. First, upon examining residual scatterplots,

normal probability plots, and histograms of the standardized residuals, the assumptions of

normality, linearity, and homoscedasticìty were verified. Then, by examining the zero-

order correlation matrix for all variables in the theoretical model, the author determined

that multicollinearity was not a problem; there were no correlations close to the critical

.70 level. In addition, by utilizing Mahalanobis distances and residual casewise plots, the

author determined that outliers were not a significant problem in the data set; and, the

27:l cases-to-independent variable ratio was acceptable. Finally, on the subject of

missing data, the author used / tests to determine whether or not missing values in the

data set were randomly scattered. Once it was established that there was no pattern to the

missing data, the decision was made to conduct all analyses using a pairwise missing data

correlation matrix.

Now that it has been demonstrated that all of the multivariate assumptions have

been verified, the results of the multiple regression and path analyses can be discussed in

detail.
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In this section, the theoretical model is empirically tested by using the structural

equation modeling procedures of multiple regression and path analysis. In the first

subsection, the zero-order cor¡elation matrix for all 1l variables in the theoretical model

is discussed. Then, in the second subsection, the results from three main multivariate

analyses are presented in detail. First, the effects of social background and university

background on both the affective and cognitive domains of quality of life of turiversity

students are examined. Secondly, the effects of social background, university

background, and quality of life of university students on the self-concept of ability and

alienation of students are examined; and, finally, the effects of social background,

university background, quality of life of university students, self-concept of ability, and

alienation of university students on the academic attainment of students are examined. In

the third and frnal subsection, the theoretically expected interaction effect between the

cognitive and the affective domains of the quality of student life is examined.

Zero-Order Correlations

Testing the Theoretical Model

Table 4.1 presents the zero-order correlations, means, and standard deviations for

the eleven variables in the model.28 By definition, a zero-order correlation is a correlation

between variables that does not involve any control variables. At this preliminary stage

of the analysis, what is of interest are the quality of student life variables, and their

associations with three dependent variables: self-concept of ability, alienation, and most

importantly, cumulative grade point average.

28 Readers should refer back to Chapter III for a review of the variable abbreviations.
which will be used in this and subsequent tables in this chapter.
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Table 4.1:

Correlati on CoeffT cients,
the Theoretical Model

VARIABLES

.I. YROFU
2. CRDHRS -.046
3. PROGRAM .283*
4. FEMALE -.140-
5. AGE .534*
6. SËS .076
7. AFF .030
8. COG -.039
9. SCABTL .449**

10. ALTEN -.048
11. GPA .209*

1.

Means, and Standard Deviations for Variables in

-.060
.016 -.271"*
-.177* .093 -.052
.009 .020 -.041
.049 -.053 .057
-.054 -.105 .00'1

.135* .193* -.010

.105 .020 -.112-

.076 .015 .M7

MEANS 2.60
s.D. 1.90

*p..05; *ps.o'l

First, both students'perceptions of the affective quality of their university lives

and self-concept of ability are positively associated with cumulative grade point average

('145 and '249 respectively). These statistically significant positive correlations suggest

that students who have positive feelings about overall school experience along with high

quality interactions with their professors and peers are more likely to attain high grades in

their courses than students who have negative feelings about school and low social

support; similarly, students who have high self-concepts of their academic abilities are

more likely to attain high grades than students who have low self-concepts of their

abilities. Conversely, students'perceptions of the cognitive quality of their university

lives is negatively associated with cumulative grade point average (-.217). This

statistically significant negative correlation suggests that students who perceive their

20.92 0.52 0.75
7.63 0.50 0.44

-.1 35*
-.010 -.01 1

.052 -.051

.227* .056
-.077 -.050
.134- .003

9.

22.74
4.54

10

.31 1*

.058 .033
-.489* -.121* .006
.145" -.217n .249* .003

17.91 2.89
6.84 0.31

11.

2.74
0.36

30.10 45.67 5.90
4.72 5.74 1.06

145



courses to be highly cognitively demanding are less likely to attain high grades than

students who perceive their courses to be less demanding.

It is also important to note the associations between the cognitive and affective

domains of quality of life of university students and alienation. Both the cognitive

domain and the affective domain are negatively associated with alienation (-.121 and -

'489 respectively). These statistically significant negative conelations suggest that

students who have positive feelings about overall school experience along with high

quality interactions with their professors and peers ¿Ìre less likely to feel alienated in their

classes; similarly, students who perceive their courses to be highly cognitively demanding

are less likely to feel alienated in their classes.

Before discussing results of the multivariate analyses, there. are some additional

points about this matrix that deserve notation. Even though both the cognitive and

affective domains of quality of life of university students are significantly associated with

both grade point average and alienation, neither domain is significantly associated with

self-concept of ability at the zero-order level. Specifically, the correlation between

cognitive quality of life and self-concept of ability is only .033, and the correlation

between affective quality of life and self-concept of ability is only.058. It is also

interesting that, at the zero-order level, there are no significant associations between the

six background variables and the quality of life variables. Program is the background

variable with the largest correlation with the cognitive domain (-.105). This implies that

students enrolled in the elementary program in the faculty of education perceive that their

courses are more cognitively demanding than students enrolled in the secondary progr¿rm.

Gender is the background variable with the largest correlation with the affective domain

(.057). This implies that female students have more positive feelings about their

interactions with professors and peers than male students. Finally, it is worth noting that

the cognitive and affective domains of quality of life of university students are moderately

correlated with each other at the zero-order level (.31 l). This suggests, at the bivariate
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level, that students who have positive feelings about their school experiences along with

high quality interactions with their professors and classmates are also likely to perceive

their courses to demand both lower order (structural) and higher order (functional)

cognitive processes.

Now that the zero-order correlation matrix for all 11 variables in the theoretical

model has been discussed, the results from the multivariate multiple regression and path

analyses are presented in detail.

The Multivariate Analyses

In this section, the theoretical model is empirically tested by using multivariate

procedures. In accordance with the structural equation modeling procedures described in

Chapter III, the theoretical model will be tested through three analyses. [n the first

analysis, the effects of social background and university background on both the affective

and cognitive domains of quality of life of university students are examined. ln the

second analysis, the effects ofsocial background, university background, and quality of

life of university students on the self-concept of ability and alienation of students are

examined. In the final analysis, the effects of social background, university background,

quality of life of university students, self-concept of ability, and alienation of university

students on the academic attainment of students are examined. As originally noted in

Chapter I, it is hypothesized that the social background and university background

characteristics of students are mediated by their perceptions of quality of life within

universities. Furthermore, it is hypothesizedthatthese perceptions, in turn, affect

students' academic self-concepts and alienation, which ultimately affect their academic

attainment.
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The FfFects of Iiniversitv Fackground and Social Backgitound on the Cognitive and
Affective Domains of Quality of Life of ITniversity Students

An examination of the effects of social background and university background

variables on the quality of life of university students is comprised of ¡wo stages. The first

model relates the university background variables, year of university, number of credit

hours, and program, as well as the social background variables, gender, age, and,

socioeconomic status, on affective quality of life of university students; then, the second

model relates the university and social background variables to cognitive quality of life of

university students.

There are two basic presumptions underlying these models. First, it is expected

that factors related to the university background of students will have an impact on their

perceptions of quality of life in the affective and cognitive domains. Students with more

years of university experience probably find it easier to become socially and academically

integrated than students with fewer years of university experience, because they have had

more time to adjust to the university environment (Huntington, 1957). Secondly, it is

expected that factors related to the social background of students may also have notable

effects on their perceptions of quality of life. For example, research has found that

females are more likely than males to profit from positive interactions with their

professors and peers (see Chapman & Pascarella, 1983; Gilligan, lg82), and it has been

observed that students from different socioeconomic backgrounds interact differently

with their professors and peers (see Chapman & pascarella, 1983; Tinto, Ig75).

Table 4.2 presents the standardized regression coefficients and R2s for the effect

of university background and social background on cognitive and affective quality of life

of university students. As the Adjusted R2s at the bottom of the table indicate, the group

of six background variables account for practically no variance of the variance in

affective quality of life (-0.016) and no variance of the total variance in cognitive quality

of life (-0.004). Adjusted R2s are negative when the amount of information that the

148



independent variables in the model are explaining does not justiff taking the requisite

degrees of freedom away from the error term (L. M. Armstrong, personal commurication,

June 14, 1996). Therefore, the size of these R?s suggests that quality of university student

life is affected by variables other than the six university and social background measures

included in the theoretical model. In other words, year of university, number of credit

hours, program, gender, age, and socioeconomic status do not have a significant impact

on students' perceptions of quality of life in either the cognitive or affective domain.

Table 4.2:

Standardized Regression Coefficients and R2s for the Effects of Universitv
Background, and Social Background Variables on the Affective and
cognitive Domains of Quality of Life of university students

lndependent
Variables Affective Quality of Life Cognitive Quatity of Life

Year of University

Number of Credit Hours

Program

Gender

Age

Socioeconomic Status

.076
(.084)
.042

(.068)
-.055
(.072)
.049

(.070)
-.038
(.083)
-.019
(.06e)

Dependent Variables

Note: srandard errors ofthe standardized regression coefücients are presented in parentheses.

-.052
(.082)
-.049
(.067)
-.109
(.071)
-.033
(.068)
.075

(.081)
-.036
(.067)
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In addition to the total variance explained, Table 4.2 also presents the effect

parameters, standardized regression coefficients, for the uliversity and social background

variables on quality of life of university students. When examining the effects in this as

well as subsequent tables in ensuing sections, readers should note that effects of 0.250 are

considered to be strong, effects between 0.100 and 0.250 are considered to be moderate.

and effects that are less than 0.100 are considered to be weak.

This table illustrates that none of the independent variables have a statistically

significant effect on quality of life; in fact, all of the effects are weak. Three coefficients

do, however, approach significance. First, year of university has a small positive effect

on affective quality of life (.076). This suggests that students with a greater number of

years of university experience find their classes more socially supportive--a finding that

supports Huntington's (1957) findings. In addition, being enrolled in the secondary

program has a small negative effect on cognitive quality of life (-.109), which suggests

that students who are training to become teachers in secondary schools find their

programs less cognitively demanding than students who are training to become teachers

in elementary schools. Age also has a small positive effect on cognitive quality of life

(.075), which suggests that older students find their classes to be more academicallv

challenging than younger students

Now that an examination of the effects of university background and social

background variables on the quality of life of university students is complete, the

discussion will turn to examining the effects of university background, social background,

and quality of life of university students on the individual social psychological

dispositions of students.
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An examination of the effects of social backgroturd, university background, and

quality of life on the self-concept of ability and alienation of university students is

comprised of four component analyses. The first model relates the university background

variables (year of university, number of credit hours, and program) and the social

background variables (gender, age, and, socioeconomic status) on the self-concept of
ability of university students; then, the second model relates the university background,

social background, and quality of life variables on self-concept of ability. Similarly, the

third model relates the university background, and social background variables on the

alienation of university students; and finally, the fourth model relates the university

background, social background, and quality of life variables on alienation.

The basic assumption underiying this first step of the analyses is that social and

university background factors have an effect on students'perceptions of their academic

abilities. For example, students with a greater number of years of university experience

may have higher academic self-concepts than students with fewer years of university

experience (see Astin, 1982; Chickering, 1974;Pascarella, 1985). ln addition, students

who are enrolled in a greater number of credit hours may have higher academic selÊ

concepts than students who are enrolled in fewer credit hours of university coursework.

Self-concepts may also vary by program, gender, age, and socioeconomic status. For

gender, Astin (1977) has found that, during the undergraduate years, the academic self-

concepts of males increase more dramatically than the academic selÊconcepts of females,

while for socioeconomic status, Anderson (198S) has found that socioeconomic status has

a positive impact on all aspects of an undergraduate student's experience, including selÊ

concept of ability.

The extreme left-hand column of Table 4.3 reports the standardized regression

coefficients and R2s for the effects ofuniversity background and social background on
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students'perceptions of their academic abilities. As the Adjusted R2 at the bottom of that

column indicates, the group of six background measures account for a signifi carft 22

percent (.216) of the total variance in self-concept of ability.

Table 4.3:

Standardized Regression Coefficients and R2s for the Effects of University
Background, Social Background, and Quality of Life Variables on the Self-
a"

lndependent
Yar¡aOles Step i

Year of University

Number of Credit Hours

Program

Gender

Dependent Variables
Self-Concept of Ability

Age

Socioeconomic Status

Atfective Quality of Life

Cognitive Quality of Life

.420*** .422***
(.075) ( 07s)
.164** .167"*
(.061) (.061)
.101

Ad

(.064) (.065)
.077
(.062) (.062)

* p <.05; "" p..01;*"* p <.001.

.030

Alienation

.109

(.074) (.074)
.028 .030
(.061) (.061)

.019
(.063)
.064
(.064)

*t"' r*aarr.""rr.

One of the most striking findings in this table is that year of university has a

strong positive effect on academic self-concept (.420). This provides support for Astin

(1982), Chickering (1974), and Pascarella's (1985) findings that students with more

.078

-.025
(.085) (.075)

.026

.096
(.06e) (.060)
.007
(.073) (.063)
-.120 -.094
(.071) (.062)
-.062 -.085
(.084) (.073)

.016

.119*

-.016

-.062
(.070) (.061)

-.506***
(.063)
.043

(.063)

-.071
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university experience have higher academic self-concepts than students with less

university experience. Another notable finding is that number of credit hours has a

moderate effect on students'perceptions of their academic abilities (.164). This suggests

that students who have heavier course loads have higher academic self-concepts than

students who are enrolled in fewer courses. Two other interesting findings from this

analysis concern the effects of both program and gender on academic self-concept. The

moderate positive effect of program on self-concept of ability (.101) indicates that

students enrolled in the secondary program have more positive perceptions of their

academic abiiities than those students enrolled in the elementary progïam. This contrasts

with frndings presented under the previous heading, which indicated that students in the

secondary program found their programs less cognitively demanding than students in the

elementary program. In addition, the slight positive effect of gender on self-concept of

ability (.077) reveals that females have slightly more positive conceptions of their

academic ability than males. This contradicts Astin's (1977) above noted finding that the

academic self-concepts of male undergraduate students are higher than the academic self-

concepts of females.

The second step of these analyses includes an expanded model that is based on the

assumption that students'academic self-concepts may be affected not only by a variety of

background factors, but also by factors related to the affective and cognitive quality of

their university lives. More specifically, it is expected that students who have positive

interactions with their professors and peers as well as perceive their courses to be

academically challenging may be more likely to have high academic self-concepts than

students who do not have positive interactions with the significant others in their

university environment and do not feel intellectually stimulated in their classes. This

expectation is supported by the research of Clifton and Roberts (1993), and Kleinfeld

(1975), who suggest that students enrolled in warm and demanding classes may have

higher academic self-concepts than students who are not enrolled in such classes.
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The second column of Table 4.3 reports the standardizedregtession coefficients

and R2s for the effects of background and quality of student life measures on students'

perceptions of their academic abilities. As the Adjusted R2 at the bottom of the column

indicates, the group of eight variables account for a signifi carú 2I percent (.214) of the

total variance in selÊconcept of ability. The stight difference between the R2 of this

expanded model with eight independent variables and the Rz of the first model with six

independent variables is likely due to rounding error.

It is interesting to note that the significant effects of year of university, number of

credit hours, program, and gender are very similar to the coefficients reported in the first

step of these analyses. The effect of year of university on academic self-concept increases

only slightly from .420 to .422 when the quality of university student life variables are

added. Similarly, the effect of number of credit hours increases slightly from .164 to

.167,the effect of program increases slightly from .101 to .109, and the effect of gender

remains the same at .077 to .078. Curiously, the affective and cognitive quality of student

life do not have an effect on students' academic self-concepts. This does not provide

support for Clifton and Roberts (1993) and Kleinfeld's (1975) suggestion that srudents

with more positive perceptions of the warmth and demandingness of their classes may

have higher academic self-concepts.

The analysis now tums to examine whether social and university background

factors have an effect on student alienation. The basic assumption underlying this first

step of the analyses is that social and university background factors have an effect on

students'perceptions of alienation. For example, students with a greater number of years

of university experience may have lower alienation than students with a fewer number of

years of university experience. In addition, students who are enrolled in a greater number

of credit hours may have lower alienation than students who are enrolled in fewer credit

hours of university coursework. Like self-concept of ability, alienation may also vary by
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program, gender, age, arrd socioeconomic status. olsen (1969), for example, found

significant inverse correlations between socioeconomic status and alienation.

The third column of Table 4.3 reports the standardized regression coefficients and

R2s for the effects of university background and social background on student alienation.

As the Adjusted R2 at the bottom of that column indicates, the group of six background

variables account for less than 1 percent (.005) of the total variance in alienation. The

small size of this R? suggests that students' alienation is affected by far more than the

social and university background variables included in this model. Within this context,

however, one of the more interesting findings from this analysis is that the number of

credit hours has a slight positive effect on'alienation (.096). This suggests that students

who are enrolled in a greater number of credit hours are slightly more likely to feel

alienated. The increased stress level associated with a heavier course load may provide

an explanation for this finding. In addition, gender has a slight negative impact on

alienation (-.120), which suggests that females are less likely to feel alienated in their

university environments than are males.

The second step of these analyses includes an expanded model that is based on the

assumption that the alienation of students is affected by social and university background

factors as well as quality of university life variables. More specifically, it is expected that

students who have positive interactions with their professors and peers as well as perceive

their courses to be academically challenging may be less likely to feel alienated than

students who do not have positive interactions with the significant others in their

university environment and do not feel intellectually stimulated in their classes. Clark

(1959) has found that the more dissatisfied members of a particular organization are with

the organization's operations, the more likely they are to feel alienated. In addition,

Robinson (1973) has found that students who describe themselves as dissatisfied with

school are more likely to rate themselves as alienated.
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The extreme right-hand column of Table 4.3 reports the standardizedregression

coefficients and R2s for the effects of background and quality of student life variables on

students'perceptions of alienation. As the Adjusted R2 at the bottom of the final column

indicates, the group of six background and two quality of life measures account for a

significant 25 percent (.246) of the total variance in alienation. This R? is substantially

higher than that of the previous stage of this analysis; therefore, by adding cognitive and

affective quality of life variables, considerably more of the variance in alienation is

explained.

Within this context, the most notable effect in this analysis is the strong negative

effect that affective quality of life has on student alienation (-.506). This suggests that

students who experience positive interactions with their professors and peers find their

university environment to be much less alienating. With the affective and cognitive

quality of life variables included in the model, number of credit hours has an even

stronger positive effect on alienation (.119), but gender's effect on alienation drops from -

.120 to -.094. The fact that the effect of number of credit hours has increased suggests

that one or both of the quality of university student life variables is suppressing þartially

concealing or reducing) the relationship between number of credit hours and alienation.

In contrast, the fact that the effect ofgender has dropped, however, suggests that one or

both of the quality of university student life variables is now explaining some of the

relationship between gender and alienation. Two other interesting findings from this

analysis concern the effects of both age and socioeconomic status on alienation. First, the

slight negative effect of age on alienation (-.085) indicates that older students feel less

alienation from university than younger students. Moreover, the slight negative effect of

socioeconomic status on alienation (-.071) reveals that students from higher social class

backgrounds are less alienated in their academic environments than students from lower

social class backgrounds.
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Up to this point, all of the effects that have been presented have been direct

effects, even though some discussion has implicitly mentioned indirect effects. By

definition, direct effects are the effects between variables that endure when intervening

variables are held constant. While calculating direct effects provide researchers with a

reasonable idea of how variables are interrelated, there is always the possibility that other

intervening variables may be transmitting part or even all of the effects being examined.

This is why researchers often employ the techniques of path analysis to calculate both

direct and indirect effects when examining causal relationships between variables. By

definition, indirect fficts are those parts of a variable's total effect that are mediated by

intervening variables between the cause and effect of interest. Alwin and Hauser (Ig75)

have provided techniques to calculate all direct and indirect effects in this fullv recursive

theoretical model.

Table 4.4 presents the total, indirect, and direct effects of the predetermined

variables (university background, social background, and quality of life variables) on the

selÊconcept of ability and alienation of university students. For the sake of parsimony, a

general rule of thumb of .50 or greater is used to guide the ensuing discussion; in other

words, only relatively strong indirect effects of .50 and above will be discussed in detail.

This table clearly illustrates that very little of the effects of the university and

social background variables on self-concept of ability are mediated by the qu.ality of

student life variables. In fact, the largest indirect effect is only -.008 for the mediated

effect of program on academic self-concept.
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Table 4.4:

Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of the Predetermined Variables on the
SelÊConcept of Ability and Alienation of University Students

Dependent
Variables

SCABIL

Predetermined
Variables

YROFU
CRDHRS
PROGRAM
GENDER
AGE
SES

AFF
coG

YROFU
CRDHRS
PROGRAM
GENDER
AGE
SES

ALIEN

Total
Effects

.420*"*

.1 64**

.101

.077

.030

.028

.019

.064

-.025
.096
.007

-.120
-.062
-.062

-.506***
.043

lndirect Effects via
Quality of Student Life

-.002
-.003
-.008
-.001
.004

-.002

-.041
-.023
.023

-.026
.023
.009

. p < .05; ** p < .01; *"* p. .001.

AFF
coG

Similarly, the effects of the background variables on alienation are only slightly

mediated by the quality of student life variables. For example, the social background

variable with the largest indirect effect is only -.026 for the mediated effect of gender on

alienation. By using a formula that divides the indirect effect by the sum of indirect and

direct effects, 22 percenf of the effect of gender on alienation is found to be mediated by

quality of student life--particularly quality of life in the affective domain. ln other words,

female students generally have a higher quality of life, and these students who have a

higher quality of life are less likely to feel alienated. Similarly, the university background
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Direct
Effects

.422**'

.167'*

.109

.078

.026

.030

.019

.064

.016

.119*
-.016
-.094
-.085
-.071

-.506**"
.043



variable with the largest indirect effect is only -.041 for the effect of year of university on

alienation. At first glance, however, the indi¡ect effect of -.041 is somewhat puzzling in

comparison to the total effect for year of university, which is only -.025,and the direct

effect, which is .016. ln cases where the direct and indirect effects have different signs,

Alwin and Hauser (I975:43) suggest that "a possible solution is to express the variable's

components as proportions of the sum of absolute values". In other words, the negative

signs for the indirect effect (-.041) and total effect (-.025) and the positive sign for the

direct effect (.016) can be ignored and the formula described above can be used for

calculating the percentage of the mediating effect. When this is done, approximately 72

percent ofthe effect ofyear ofuniversity on alienation is found to be suppressed by

quality of life variables. Because the direct effect of year of university on alienation is so

small, however, the suppressor effect of the quality of life variables does not warïant a

detailed explanation.

Now that an examination of the effects of social background, university

background, and quality life variables on the social psychological dispositions of

university students is complete, the discussion will turn to examining the effects of

university background, social background, quality of life, self-concept of ability, and

alienation on the academic attainment of students.

In this section, the effects of social background, university background, quality of

life of university students, and individual social psychological variables on the academic

attainment of students are examined. The analyses are presented in three stages. In the

first stage, the effects of university and social background variables are estimated on

grade point average. In the second stage, the effects ofuniversity background, social

background, and the cognitive and affective domains of quality of life variables, are
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estimated on grade point average. And, in the third stage, the effects of university

background, social background, quality oflife, and the social psychological variables, are

estimated on grade point average.

The basic assumption underlying the first stage of this analysis is that university

and social background variables will have an effect on the academic attainment of

students. For university backgrowrd variables, it is expected that students with more

years of university experience will have higher grade point averages than students with

fewer years of university experience (Pascarella & Terenzini:,l99I:369-370). Given the

previous finding that students with more years of university experience have higher

academic self-concepts, and given the well-documented, positive relationship between

self-concept of ability and academic attainment (see Brookover et al., 1979), it is likely

that students with more years of university may earn higher grade point averages than

students with less university experience. Moreover, given both of these f,rndings, it is

also possible that self-concept of ability will play a significant intervening role between

year of university and grade point average. Similarly, given the previous finding that

students enrolled in a greater number of courses have higher academic self-concepts and

given the positive relationship between self-concept of ability and academic attainment, it

is possible that students with heavier course loads may earn higher grades than students

with lighter course loads. Or, self-concept of ability may play an important mediating

role between number of credit hours and grade point average. Finally, students enrolled

in one faculty of education may program, may academically ouþerform students in

another progam.

The hypothesized influence of social background variables on academic

attainment is consistent with the status attainment tradition--particularly Blau and

Duncan's (1967) classic work, which showed that a child's educational attainment is

influenced by his or her family's social status. Also, females often outperform males
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considering Astin's (1993) finding that females generally earn higher grade point averages

than males at the university level.

Step 1 of Table 4.5 reports the R2s and standardized regression coefficients for the

effects of universþ background and social background variables on academic attainment.

Only about 4 percent (.035) of the variance in grade point average is explained by the six

university and social background variables included in the model. At this step, it is worth

noting that both year of university and number of credit hours are significantly related to

academic attainment. More specifically, the positive effects of year of university and

number of credit hours on grade point average (.205 and .091 respectively) suggest that

students with more years of university experience and students with heavier course loads

are more likely to have higher grade point averages than students with fewer years of

university experience and students with lighter cowse loads. This provides support for

Huntington (1957) and Merton's (1957) fìndings that the longer students are enrolled in

educational institutions, the better acquainted they are with a university's academic

expectations, and the greater their chances for academic success.

Program, however, is not significantly related to grade point average even though

there were programmatic differences in the previous analysis. Readers will recall from

the previous analysis that students enrolled in the secondary program have more positive

perceptions of their academic abilities; this does not, however, translate into higher

academic achievement. Moving on to discuss social background variables, it is important

to note that not one ofthe three va¡iables has a significant effect on grade point average.

This suggests that there is no institutional grading discrimination on the basis of age,

gender, or socioeconomic status. The only coefficient that comes close to significance is

gender. The finding that being a female has a slight positive effect on grade point average

(.070) provides tentative support for Astin's (1993) finding that females are more likely

than males to have higher grade point averages.

161



Table 4.5:

Standardized Regression Coefficients and R2s for the Effects of University
Background, Social Background, euality of Life, and Individual social
Psychological Variables on the Academic Attainment of University
Students

lndependent
Variables

Year of University

Number of Credii Hours

Program

Gender

Age

Socioeconomic Status

Affective Quality of Life

Cognitive Quality of Life

Self-Concept of Ability

Alienation

Steo 1

.205**
(.080)
.091
(.065)
-.022
(.06e)
.070
(.066)
.046
(.07e)
-.004
(.065)

Dependent Variable
Grade Point

.173*
( 07e)
.068
(.064)
-.041
(.068)
.050
(.065)
.076
(.077)
-.009
(.064)
.221""*
(.066)
-.284*"*
(.067)

z

trt"' tr""r"rr a"a

Step 2 of the model is based on the assumption that the academic attainment of

students is affected not only by social background variables, but also students'perceptions

of the quality of the affective and cognitive aspects of their university lives. Readers will

recall from the discussion in Chapter I and II that this model is the first to answer the

most important question examined in this project--can the quality of student life measures
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.090
(.086)
.022
(.067)
-.061
(.06e)
.046
(.067)
.081
(.07e)
-.007
(.065)
.275***
(.077)
-.302***
(.068)
.1 g3**

(.073)
.114
(.075)



be established as valid and reliable performance indicators of the functioning of

universities through their influence on students' grade point averages? As described in

detail in the literature review in Chapter II, it is expected that the interactions that

students have with their professors and classmates will have a positive influence on their

academic attainment. In addition, it is expected that students who experience moderately

high cognitive demands buttressed by the emotional support needed to meet these

demands, will also eam higher grades than students who do not have these kinds of

experiences (see Clifton & Roberts, 1993;Kleinfeld, I975).

The second step of Table 4.5 reports the R2s and standardizedregression

coeffrcients for the effects ofuniversity background, social background, and quality of

student life variables on academic attainment. As the table illustrates, almost 12 percent

(.116) of the variance in academic attainment is explained by these two clusters of

variables. It is significant that the amount of variance explained has tripled from the first

stage of this analysis. This implies that the quality of student life variables have a

significant effect on grade point average--an effect that greatly exceeds that which is

attributable to the university and social background variables alone.

The most striking finding at this stage of the analysis is the effect of the quality of

student life variables on grade point average. Both cognitive and affective quality of

student life are significantly related to grade point average. More specifically, the suong

positive effect of affective quality of student life (.221) suggests that students who have

positive interactions with their professors and peers, as well as have positive overall

experiences at university are more likely to earn higher grades than students who do not

have these kinds of interactions. In addition, the strong negative effect of cognitive

quality of student life (-.284) indicates that students who perceive their courses to be

highly demanding on their cognitive abilities are less likely to earn higher grades than

students who do not have these kinds of perceptions.
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It is also interesting to note that the effects of three significant background

variables--year of university, number of credit hours, and gender--decrease at this stage of

the analysis. The largest decrease in these three effects is the effect of year of university.

More specifically, the effect of year of university decreases from .205 inthe first stage to

.173; this suggests that a significant proportion of the effect of year of university is

actually explained by the affective and cognitive domains of quality of life of university

students. Another background variable that decreases at this stage of the analysis is

number of credit hours. In this regard, the effect of number of credit hours decreases

from .091 to .068. Although this drop is not as large as that of year of university, it

indicates that students with heavier course loads are more likely to have higher grade

point averages than students with lighter course loads, although some of this effect is due,

in part, to student perception of cognitive and affective quality of life. Finally, the effect

of gender also decreases at this stage of the analysis--from .070 to .050; as with number

of credit hours, this drop indicates that female students are more likely to have higher

grade point averages than males, even though some of this effect is due, in part, to student

perception of quality of life. In other words, females perceive a better quality of life, and

as such, do better academically. In contrast with the effects of year of university, number

of credit hours and gender, however, the effect of age increases at this stage of the

analysis--from .046 to .076. This increase suggests that older students are more likely to

have higher grade point averages than younger students, even though the effect ofthis

variable is slightly suppressed by cognitive and affective quality of life variables.

Discussion will retum to these differences, as mediating or suppressing effects of the

quality of life variables, once the review of the final step of the analysis is complete.

The final step of Table 4.5 reports the R2s and standardizedregression coeffrcients

for the effects of university background, social background, quality of student life, and

individual social psychological variables on academic attainment. This is the fully

recursive model--a model that is based on the assumption that, besides the background
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and quality of university student life factors already examined, the social psychological

dispositions of students may also be important predictors of academic attainment (see

Astin, 1993: 188). As the table illustrates, almost 15 percent (.146) of the variance in

academic attainment is explained by these 10 variables. This represents an increase of

approximately 3 percent in explained variance from the previous step of the analyses.

This finding implies that self-concept of ability and alienation make a distinct

contribution to the explanation of variance in grade point average, beyond that which is

attributable to the quality of life, university, and social background variables.

IVithin this context, it is interesting to note that the effects of the quality of

student life variables are stronger at this final stage of the analysis. More specifically, the

effect of affective quality of life on grade point average increases slightly from .221to

.275, suggesting that the effect of this variable is slightly suppressed by self-concept of

ability and alienation. And, the effect of cognitive quality of life on grade point average

increases from -.284 fo -.302, which suggests that the effect of this variable is also

slightly suppressed by self-concept ofability and alienation. In both cases, self-concept

of ability and alienation are acting as suppressor variables. By definition, a suppressor

variable reduces, weakens, or partially conceals a true relationship between two variables

(Rosenberg, 1968: 85). Therefore, self-concept of ability and alienation a¡e acting to

reduce the true relationship between affective quality of life and grade point average, and

between cognitive quality of life and grade point average. When self-concept of ability

and alienation are controlled in the final step of the analysis, both affective and cognitive

quality of life have a larger influence on grade point average.

Another important finding is the strong positive effect of self-concept of ability on

grade point average (.193). This effect, which is independent of all other variables,

indicates that students with high academic self-concepts earn higher grades than students

with low academic self-concepts, and it confirms the findings of Astin (1993) and

Brookover et al. (1979) who have consistently suggested that a strong positive
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relationship exists between these two variables. An unanticipated finding at this level of

analysis is, however, the moderate positive effect of alienation on grade point average

(.114). This suggests that students who feel more alienated in their classes earn higher

grades than students who feel less alienated. Alienation may be similar to frustration, and

result in students working harder to attain high grades.

It is also interesting to note the effects of the background variables. First, the

effects of year of university, number of credit hours, and gender continue to decrease at

this stage of the analysis. The largest decrease in these three effects is the effect of year

of university. More specifically, the effect of year of university decreases from .205 in

the first step, to .I73 inthe second step, and .090 in the third step. This drop indicates

that students with more university experience are more likely to have higher grade point

averages than students with less university experience, although a greater proportion of

the effect of year of university is explained by self-concept of abitity and alienation, and a

lesser proportion is explained by quality of student life. Similarly, the effect of number of

credit hours decreases from .091 in the first step, to .068 in the second step, and .022 in

the third step. This drop suggests that students with heavier course loads are more likely

to have higher grade point averages than students with lighter course loads, although a

greater proportion of the effect of number of credit hours is explained by self-concept of

ability and alienation, and a lesser proportion is explained by quality of student life. The

effect of gender also decreases at this stage of the analysis--from .070 in the first step, to

.050 in the second step, and .046 in the third step; this drop indicates that female students

are more likely to have higher grade point averages than males, even though some of this

effect is due, in part, to student perception of quality of life, self-concept of ability, and

alienation. Before closing the discussion of background variables, it is important to note

that the effect of age increases slightly at this stage of the analysis--from .046 in the first

step, to .076 in the second step, and .081 in the third step. This increase suggests that

older students are more likely to have higher grade point averages than younger students,
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even though the effect of this variable is slightly suppressed by quality of life, self-

concept of ability and alienation.

Despite the foregoing paragraph's brief discussion of indirect effects, the

forthcoming discussion will examine the indirect effects in greater detail. Readers will

recall that an indirect effect is defined as the part of a variable's total effect that is

mediated by intervening variables between the cause and effect of interest. Table 4.6

presents the total, indirect, and direct effects of the predetermined variables on the

academic attainment of university students. This table clearly illustrates that the effects

of several of the university and social background variables are mediated by quality of life

and individual social psychological variables, and the effects of the quality of life

variables are suppressed by self-concept of ability and alienation.

At the outset, it is important to note that all of the indirect effects are very small in

size--none come close to meeting the .50 standard discussed earlier. First, the effects of

three background variables on grade point average are slightly mediated by the quality of

student life variables. The first of these variables is year of university (.032). By

employing the formula that divides the indirect effect by the sum of the direct and indirect

effects, 16 percent of year of university is found to be mediated by students' cognitive and

affective quality of university student life. In other words, students with a greater number

of years of university experience generally have a higher quality of life, and students who

have a higher quality of life are more likely to earn higher grade point averages. Number

of credit hours is also slightly mediated by quality of student life variables (.023).

Twenty-five percent of the effect of number of credit hours is mediated by students'

cognitive and affective quality of life. This means that students with heavier course loads

generally have a better quality of life, and students who have a better quality of life are

more likely to earn higher grade point averages. Finally, gender is slightly mediated by

quality of student life variables (.020). Twenty-nine percent of the effect of gender is

mediated by students'cognitive and affective quality of life. This means that female

167



students generally have a superior quality of life, and students who have a superior quality

of life are more likely to eam higher grade point averages.

Table 4.6:

Total, Indirect, and Direct Effects of the Predetermined Variables on the
Academic Attainment of Universify Students

Dependent Predetermined Total tndirect Effects via
Variable Variabtes Effects

GPA YROFU
CRDHRS
PROGRAM
GENDER
AGE
SES

/{FF

coG

SCABIL
ALIEN

.205** .032

.091 .023
-.022 .0'19
.070 .020
.046 -.030
-.004 .005

.221""*
-.284"**

. 1 93**

.114

Second, the effects of two of the background variables on grade point average are

slightly mediated by the individual social psychological variables. The first of these

variables is year of university. Even though 16 percent (.032) of year of university was

found to be mediated by quality of university student life, 40 percent (.0S3) of year of

university is mediated by self-concept of ability and alienation. This comparison reveals

that a greater proportion ofthe effect ofyear ofuniversity on grade point average is

explained by self-concept of ability and alienation, and a lesser proportion of the effect is

explained by quality of student life. The second of these variables is number of credit

hours. While 25 percent (.023) of number of credit hours was found to be mediated bv
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quality of university student life, 51 percent (.046) of number of credit hours is mediated

by self-concept of ability and alienation. This comparison reveals that a greater

proportion of the effect of number of credit hours on grade point average is explained by

self-concept of ability and alienation, and a lesser proportion of the effect is explained by

quality of student life. In sum, the mediating effects, by way of both quality of student

life and individual social psychological dispositions, suggest that it is not just the number

of years of university experience or the number of courses that affects grade point

averages; more importantly, it is the quality of student life, and the social psychological

dispositions that students with more years of university experience and heavier course

loads bring to the university experience.

Finally, Table 4.6 illustrates that the effect of the affective quality of university

student life on grade point average is slightly suppressed by the individual social

psychological variables. The indirect effect of -.054 is somewhat puzzlingin comparison

to the total effect for affective quality of life, which is .221,and the direct effect, which is

.275. By applying Alwin and Hauser's (1975: 43) absolute value strategy to deal with the

problem of direct and indirect effects with different signs, approximately t6 percent of
the effect of affective quality of student life is found to be suppressed by students'social

psychological dispositions. As noted earlier, this finding implies that self-concept of
ability and alienation are partially concealing (or reducing) the true relationship between

affective quality of life and grade point average.

Even though the majority of indirect effects are small in this theoretical model, it

should now be clear that by calculating indirect effects, researchers are provided with a

much clearer understanding of how variables are related to each other. 'When 
a researcher

fails to examine indirect effects, he or she may limit interpretations of the data.

Now that the presentation of results from the three main multivariate analyses is

complete, the discussion will turn the theoretically proposed interaction effect berween

the cognitive and affective domains of the quality of life of university students.

r69



The Interaction of the Cognitive and Affective Domains of Quality of Life
on Grade Point Average, Self-Concept of Abilitv, and Alienation

An interaction between the cognitive and affective domains of the quality of life

of university students is suggested by Roberts and Clifton in their theory of effective

learning and quality of university student life, which was described in detail in Chapter I.

In short, Roberts and Clifton suggest that the specific combination of moderate levels of

cognitive and affective quality of life is the most conducive to facilitating long-term

effective learning. In such a context, professors make rational and meaningful demands

of their students without sacrificing their ability to understand and support each student's

personal integrity and dignity. In contrast, a combination of low cognitive quality of life

(low demandingness) and high affective quality of life (high warmth) should not be

conducive to learning. Likewise, a combination of high cognitive quality of life (high

demandingness) and low affective quality of life (low warmth) should not be conducive

to learning.

There are thtee, progressively more complex, ways of testing the hypothesis that

an interaction effect between the cognitive and affective domains of quality of life

explains, in part, grade point average. The first is an visual inspection of bivariate

scatterplots, the second is the application of a series of two-way analyses of variance, and

the third is the use of an interaction variable in the main multivariate structural equation

modeling procedures.

To begin, six bivariate scatterplots were visually inspected to determine whether

the combination of moderate levels of cognitive and affective quality of life is the most

conducive to facilitating long-term effective learning. The predicted bivariate

relationships between: (a) cognitive quality of life and grade point average; and (b)

affective quality of life and grade point average, are curvilinear. Grade point averages

should increase as cognitive quality of life increases, up to the point that cognitive quality

of life reaches a moderate level; as quality of life increases from a moderate to high level,
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however, grade point averages should decrease. Similarly, grade point averages should

increase as affe'ctive quality of life increases, up to the point that affective quality of life

reaches a moderate level; as quality of life increases from a moderate to high level,

however, grade point averages should decrease. Contrary to expectations, however,

curvilinear associations were not apparent upon visual inspection of these bivariate

scatterplots; instead, the associations seemed to be linear. Linear, as opposed to

curvilinear, relationships were also evident upon examination of four additional bivariate

scatterplots: (a) cognitive quality of life and self-concept of ability; (b) affective quality

of life and self-concept of ability; (c) cognitive quality of life and alienation; and (d)

affective quality of life and alienation.

In addition to the bivariate scatterplots, a series of two-way analyses of variance

were also conducted. A two-way analysis of variance allows the researcher to examine

the interaction effect (also known as a combined or joint effect) of two independent

variables--affective quality of life and cognitive quality of life--on one dependent

variable--grade point average. To satisfy the assumptions of analysis of variance,

cognitive and affective quality of life were each temporarily recoded into three nominal

levels: low, medium and high. Ninety respondents with scores between 1.5303

(minimum) and2.5985 on cognitive quality of life were coded as low, 82 respondents

with scores between 2.6060 and 2.8788 were coded as medium, and 82 respondents with

scores between 29090 and3.8712 were coded as high. Eighty-one respondents with

scores between 1.140 (minimum) and2.7681on affective quality of life were coded as

low,79 respondents with scores between 2.7692 and 3.0040 were coded as medium, and

84 respondents with scores between 3.0102 and 3.6604 were coded as high. Table 4.7

contains average student grades, crosstabulated by the three categories of affective quality

of life and the three categories of cognitive quality of life. Upon examination of the

average grades, it is clear that there is no consistent relationship between the cognitive

and affective domains of quality of life. Table 4.8 reports the analysis of variance
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statistics that are needed to evaluate the hypothesis of an interaction effect between the

cognitive and affective domains of quality of life. The F value associated with the

affective and cognitive interaction is 1.666, and the observed significance level is

approximately .159. Therefore, assuming a.05 level of significance, the null hypothesis

that there is no interaction effect between the affective and cognitive quality of life cannot

be rejected.

Similarly, an interaction effect between the cognitive domain and the affective

domain of quality of life of university students is not statistically significant when the

same two-way analysis of variance is conducted with self-concept of ability as a

dependent variable, and then alienation as a dependent variable. See Table 4.9: Affective

and Cognitive Quality of Life, by Mean Scores on Self-Concept of Ability; Table 4.10:

Analysis of Variance Table for Mean Scores on Self-Concept of Ability; Table 4.1 1 :

Affective and Cognitive Quality of Life, by Mean Scores on Alienation; and Table 4.12:

Analysis of Variance Table for Mean Scores on Alienation.

First, in Table 4.9,there is not a significant difference between self-concept of

ability for the six combinations of cognitive and affective quality of life. Table 4. l0

reports the analysis of variance statistics that are needed to evaluate the interaction

hypothesis. The Fvalue associated with the interaction is 1.563, and the observed

significance level is approximately .185. Therefore, the null hypothesis that there is no

interaction effect between the affective and cognitive quality of life cannot be rejected.

Similarly, upon examination of Table 4.17 , it is evident that there is no consistent

relationship between average alienation scores, crosstabulated by the three categories of

cognitive and affective domains of quality of life. Table 4.I2 reports the analysis of

variance statistics that are needed to evaluate the interaction hypothesis. The F value

associated with the interaction is 0.966, and the observed significance level is .427.

Therefore, the null hypothesis that there is no interaction effect between the affective and

cognitive quality of life cannot be rejected.
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Table 4.7:

Affective and cognitive Quality of Life, by Mean scores on Grade point
Average

!

Affective Quality of Life

Cognitive
Quality of Life

Low

Medium

High

Low

Note: the number of cases in each cell are presented in parentheses.

6.23
(31)

5.96
(23)

5.26
(1 e)

Grade Point Averages

6.00
(2e)

5.64
(28)

5.88
(17)

Medium High

6.05
(1e)

6.26
(23)

5.79
(3e)
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Table 4.8:

Analysis of variance Table for Mean Scores on Grade point Average

Source of Variation

Main Effects
Cognitive
Affective

Interaction

Explained

Residual

Total

Sum of
Squares

9.527
8.626
2.633

7.544

17 .071

247.994

265.066

DF Mean
Square

4
2
2

4

I

219

227

2.382
4.313
1.317

1.886

2.134

1132

1 .168

Significance
ofF

2.103
3.809
1 .163

1.666

1.884

0.081
0.024
0.315

0.159

0.064
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Table 4.9:

Affective and Cognitive Quality of Life, by Mean Scores on SelÊConcept
of Ability

Affective Quality of Life

Cognitive
Quality of Life

Low

Medium

High

Low

Nofe: the number of cases in each cell are presented in parentheses.

30.79
(28)

29.04
(2s)

30.35
(17)

Medium

Self-Concept of Ability

28.55
(2e)

28.54
(24)

30.87
(15)

High

28.95
(20)

31.55
(22)

31.53
(38)
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Table 4.I0:

Analysis of Variance Table for Mean Scores on SelÊConcept of Ability

Source of Variation

Main Effects
Cognitive
Affective

lnteraction

Explained

Residual

Total

Sum of
Squares

194.936
72.014
80.157

133.210

328.146

4452.3

4780.45

DF Mean
Square

4
2

2

48.734
36.007
40.078

33.303

41.018

21.303

22.030

F

I

209

217

Significance
ofF

2.288
1.690
1.881

1.563

1.925

0.061
0.1 87
0.155

0.1 85

0.058
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Table 4.Il:

Affective and Cognitive Quality of Life, by Mean Scores on Alienation

Affective Quality of Life

Cognitive
Quality of Life

Low

Medium

High

Low

ivofe: the number of cases in each cell are presented in parentheses.

48.80
(30)

49.33
(21)

50.28
(18)

Medium

Alienation

46.36
(28)

44.63
(24)

44.00
(17)

High

42.95
(20)

41.74
(1e)

43.26
(3e)
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Table 4.12:

Analysis of variance Table for Mean Scores on Alienation

Source of Variation

Main Effects
Cognitive
Affective

lnteraction

Explained

Residual

Total

Sum of
Squares

1614.98
25.701

1541.46

98.779

1713.757

5291.2

7004.96

DF

In addition to the bivariate scatterplots and two-way analyses of variance, an

interaction variable was used in all of the multivariate structural equation modeling

procedures. This interaction variable was created by multiplying the affective quality of
life and the cognitive quality of life variables together. In each one of the regression

analyses, the standardized'iàgression coefficient for the interaction term was greater than

one. Coeffrcients greater than one should not be interpreted because they indicate that

there is serious multicollinearity in the model. Specifically, the bivariate correlation

between the cognitive quality of life and the interaction variable is .828, and the

correlation between the affective quality of life and the interaction variable is .783. The

reader will recall from Chapter III that when variables are correlated at about .70,

multicollinearity is a slight problem, but it becomes a more serious problem, when

va¡iables are correlated at above .80.

Mean
Square

4
2

2

4

I

207

215

403.745
12.850

770.729

24.695

214.220

25.561

32.581

Significance
ofF

15.795
0.503

30.152

0.966

8.381

0.000
0.606
0.000

0.427

0.000
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In sum, upon examination of bivariate scatterplots, analyses of variance, and an

interaction variable in the main multivariate structural equation modeling procedures, it

has been demonstrated that there is not a statistically significant interaction effect

between the cognitive and affective quality of university student life.

Summary

In this chapter, the theoretical model guiding the study was empirically tested.

Before the effect parameters were calculated, however, the multivariate assumptions of
the structural equation modeling procedures were reviewed and verified. These

assumptions included: normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity; multicollinearity; an

absence of outliers; an acceptable ratio of cases to independent variables; and randomly

patterned missing data. First, upon examining residual scatterplots, normal probability

plots, and histograms of the standardized residuals, the assumptions of normality,

linearity, and homoscedasticity were verified. Then, by examining the zero-order

correlation matrix for all variables in the theoretical model, the author determined that

multicollinearity was not a problem; there were no correlations close to the critical .70

level. ln addition, by utilizing Mahalanobis distances and residual casewise plots, the

author determined that outliers were not a significant problem in the data set; and, the

27:l cases-to-independent variable ratio was acceptable. Finally, on the subject of
missing data, the author used / tests to determine whether or not missing values in the

data set were randomly scattered. Once it was established that there was no pattern to the

missing data, the decision was made to conduct all analyses using a pairwise missing data

correlation matrix.

Once it was demonstrated that each one of the multivariate assumptions were

satisfied, the zero-order correlation matrix for the 11 variables in the theoretical model

was presented and briefly discussed. Then, the effect parameters for the quality of life,
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individual social psychological dispositions, and the academic attainment of university

students were determined for the multiple regression and path analyses. ln the first

analysis, the effects of social background and university background on both the affective

and cognitive domains of quality of life of university students were examined. ln the

second analysis, the effects ofsocial background, university background, and quality of

life of university students on the self-concept of ability and alienation of students were

examined. And, in the final analysis, the effects of social background, university

background, quality of life of university students, self-concept of ability, and alienation of

university students on the academic attainment of students were examined.

Even though there were no significant findings from the first analysis, there were

interesting findings in the second analysis. Some of the more notable findings included

the effect of year of university, number of credit hours, program, and gender on self-

concept of ability. More specifically, females, students enrolled in the secondary

program, students with a greater number of years of university experience, and sfudents

with heavier course loads, were found to have more positive evaluations of their

academic abilities. In addition, number of credit hours, gender, age, socioeconomic

status, and affective quality of university student life were each found to be related to

alienation. Most significantly, students who had positive interactions with their

university professors and peers reported lower alienation than students who did not have

these kinds of experiences. In addition, females, older students, students of higher

socioeconomic status, and students enrolled in a fewer number of credit hours were found

to experience less alienation at university.

Like the second analysis, there were several notable findings from the third and

final analysis. Some of the more interesting findings included the effects of year of

university, age, affective quality of student life, cognitive quality of student life, self-

concept of ability, and alienation on academic attainment.
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First, year of university was found to have a marginally significant effect on the

academic attainment of students. Specifically, students with more years of university

experience attained higher grade point averages than students with fewer years of

university experience. Similarly, age was found to have a marginally significant effect on

the academic attainment of students, with older students attaining higher grade point

averages than younger students. The quality of university student life variables, however,

were found to have the largest significant effects on academic attainment. Specifically,

students who experienced programs that were warïn in the affective domain (in terms of

quality interactions with professors and peers) earned higher grades than students who did

not experience programs that were affectively warrn. ln addition, students who

experienced programs that were cognitively demanding earned lower grades than students

who did not experience programs that were demanding in the cognitive domain. Finally,

the individual social psychological variables were also found to have significant effects

on students' grades. Students who had higher academic self-concepts attained higher

grades than students who had lower academic self-concepts, while students who

experienced more alienation attained higher grades than students who experienced less

alienation.

The final section of this chapter discussed the theoretically proposed interaction

effect between the cognitive and affective domains of the quality of university student

life. Upon examining bivariate scatterplots, two-way analyses of variance, and an

interaction variable added in the main multivariate structural equation modeling

procedures, the author determined that there was not a significant interaction effect

between the domains.

A more detailed discussion of all of these findings, and their theoretical, as well as

practical implications will be discussed in Chapter V.
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In this final chapter, the most significant aspects of the guiding theoretical

framework, the sample, the statistical procedures, and the results are presented in

swnmary form. Next, several points for discussion, which emanate from the main

empirical findings, are presented. In addition, the practical and methodological

implications of these findings for the quality of post-secondary student life are discussed,

with a special focus on prescriptions for further research. This chapter will close with an

assessment as to whether or not Roberts and Clifton's measures of the sfudent perception

of quality of university student life should be established as perforïnance indicators for

universities and colleses.

Summary

Over the last decade there have been calls for increased accountability among

institutions of higher education. By developing valid and reliable measures of the quality

of universities, and then investigating the impact of such measures on important student

outcomes such as leaming, sociologists contribute to the creation of valid performance

indicators, and therefore make a significant contribution to the assessment and

rutionalization of post-secondary educational institutions. With these guiding aims in

mind, the purpose of this study was to establish theoretically informed and empirically

validated measures of the student perception of quality of university student life as

performance indicators for institutions of higher education by examining the causal

impact of these indicators on student learning. The reader will recall that in Chapter I a

performance indicator was defined as a policy relevant statistic, number, or qualitative

description that indicates whether or not a university is performing as it should. ln other

CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION
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words, a performance indicator is a result-oriented measure that indicates progress toward

an established goal and suggests means of improvement.

Curiously enough, the quality of life in educational institutions has been largely

ignored by social scientists who have been concerned with performance indicators. Only

one percent of all published articles investigating the quality of life have focused on the

educational domain. And, to compound this problem for those sociologists interested in

post-secondary education, the quality of university student life has received inadequate

attention in the sociological literature, in comparison with the quality of student life in

elementary and secondary schools. Specifically, only two isolated exploratory studies

(Fraser & Treagust, 1986; Fraser, et al., 1986; Genn, 1975) have examined the linkage

between post-secondary students' subjective perceptions oftheir educational

environments and the outcome of satisfaction. Both of these studies used theoretically

weak instruments to measure quality of student iife, and they did not use sophisticated

multivariate statistics to examine the association between the quality of the university

environment and important cognitive and behavioral learning outcomes.

Using these two studies as a point of deparfure, the primary purpose of this study

was to determine if the first theoretically informed and empirically validated measures of

quality of university student life--Roberts and Clifton's quality of life scales-- could be

used to explain a significant amount of the variance in student learning, by employing the

multivariate structural equation modeling techniques of multiple regression and path

analysis. The reader will recall from Chapter I that Roberts and Clifton's theory of quality

of student life and effective leaming guided the project. This theory states that when

teachers make rational and meaningful demands of their students without sacrificing their

ability to understand and support each student's personal integrity and dignity, students

are the most likely to make long-term, genuine and enduring changes that are

characteristic of effective learning. In other words, Roberts and Clifton conceptualize

that the mission of a university, as an institution of leaming, is to enhance quality of
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student life by stimulating and challenging students' intellects in the cognitive domain

(instrumental demandingness) while supporting and enhancing their feelings of dignity

and self-worth in the affective domain (expressive warmth) (Roberts & Clifton, l99l:
t 3).

Within this theoretical context, this project examined a number of factors, in

addition to the two domains of quality of university student life, that were believed to be

related to student academic attainment. Specifically, a theoretical model was developed

to guide this study by measuring the effects of the cognitive and affective domains of

quality of university student life on academic attainment, as mediated by important social

background, university background, and individual social psychological variables. ln

order to examine this process, a status attainment approach was used.

Status attainment research examines the effects of peoples'background

characteristics and intervening social psychological variables on their later educational

attainment. In this study, university background and social background factors were

combined with a number of social psychological variables to assess their effects on

academic attainment. According to the status attainment research, much of the variation

in peoples' educational attainment can be attributed to a variety of social psychological

processes that occur within educational institutions. In my research, it was argued that

students'positive affect, interactions with professors and peers, perceptions of cognitive

demands, as well as academic selÊconcepts and feelings of alienation all have significant

effects on academic attainment. From a slightly different perspective, in order for

students to realize their academic potential, several conditions must be present. First,

they must experience programs that are both demanding in the cognitive domain and

warrn in the affective domain. Second, they must experience the university environment

as non-alienating and have the academic self-concepts that are adequate to cope with the

demands of a university education. Alternately, it was argued that if students do not have
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such experiences and do not possess such personal attributes, they are less likely to

achieve their academic potential.

ln order to examine the impact of quality of university student life on academic

attainment, a theoretical model comprised of 11 variables was developed in Chapter III.

Three university background variables were measured, including year of university,

number of credit hours, and program. Moreover, three social background variables were

measured, including gender, age, and socioeconomic status. The two quality of university

student life variables measured were affective quality of life and cognitive quality of life,

while the two individual social psychological variables were selÊconcept of ability and

alienation. Finally, the outcome variable, academic attainment, was curnulative grade

point average.

This project was based on a 1992 study, conducted by Roberts and Clifton, to

examine the quality of student life in the Faculty of Education at the University of

Manitoba. Using a stratified random cluster sampling procedure, 27 percenfof the

population of students within each year of the  -year undergraduate education program

were selected. In total,269 students were included in the study. The sample was also

discussed in Chapter III.

The main statistical analyses followed a structural equation modeling approach,

which involves the diagramming out of the relationships between the various independent

and dependent variables in the theoretical model and testing the relationships through a

series of multiple regression analyses. This approach not only allows researchers to work

back and forth between the theory and the data, but also allows them to decompose the

direct and indirect effects of the correlations between the variables. The final section in

Chapter III presented the research methodology used in the study.

The theoretical model was tested by means of three main multivariate analvses in

Chapter IV. In the first analysis, the effects of social background and university

background on both the affective and cognitive domains of quality of life of university
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students were examined. In the second analysis, the effects of social background,

university background, and quality of life of university students on the selÊconcept of

ability and alienation of students were examined. In the final analysis, the effects of

social background, university background, quality of life of university students, self-

concept of ability, and alienation of university students on the academic attainment of

students v/ere examined. A summary of the direct effects greater than .100 in all three

phases of testing the theoretical model is summarized in Fiswe 5.1.

Figure 5.1 :

tt

Year of University

Number of
Credit Hours

lc."d*l

E
Socioeconomic
Status

Alienation
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Even though there were no significant findings from the first analysis, there were

interesting findings in the second analysis. Some of the more notable findings included

the effect of year of university, number of credit hours, program, and gender on self-

concept of ability. More specifically, females, students enrolled in the secondary

progr¿ìm, students with a greater number of years of university experience, and students

with heavier course loads, were found to have more positive evaluations of their

academic abilities. In addition, number of credit hours, gender, age, socioeconomic

status, and affective quality of university student life were each found to be related to

alienation. Most significantly, students who had positive interactions with their

university professors and peers reported lower alienation than students who did not have

these kinds of experiences. In addition, females, older students, students of higher

socioeconomic status, and students enrolled in a fewer number of credit hours were found

to experience less alienation at university.

The findings generated from the final phase of testing the theoretical model

suggested that university background, social background, quality of university student

life, and individual social psychological factors all contribute, in varying degrees, to the

academic attainment of university students. Specifically, only one university background

variable was found to have a marginally significant effect on the academic attainment of

students. Students with more years of university experience attained higher grade point

averages than students with fewer years of university experience. In addition, one social

background variable was found to have a marginally significant effect on the academic

attainment of.students, with older students attaining higher grade point averages than

younger students.

The quality of university student life variables, however, were found to have the

largest significant effects on academic attainment. Specifically, students who

experienced programs that were warm in the affective domain (in terms of quality

interactions with professors and peers) earned higher grades than students who did not
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experience programs that were affectively warrn. In addition, students who experienced

programs that were cognitively demanding earned lower grades than students who did not

experience programs that were demanding in the cognitive domain.

Finally, the individual social psychological variables were also found to have

signif,rcant effects on students' grades. Students who had higher academic selÊconcepts

attained higher grades than students who had lower academic self-concepts, while

somewhat surprisingly, students who experienced more alienation attained higher grades

than students who experienced less alienation. This latter finding was perplexing because

the literature suggested that higher älienation would result in lower academic attainment.

The findings of this study also indicated that the cognitive and affective domains

of quality of university student life do not interact in the manner predicted by the theory

underlying the quality of university student life instruments. Specifically, Roberts and

Clifton predict that the specific combination of moderate levels of cognitive and affective

quality of life is the most conducive to facilitating long-term effective learning. An

examination of bivariate scatterplots, analyses of variance, and an interaction variable in

the main multivariate structural equation modeling procedures, all failed to reveal a

statistically significant interaction effect between the cognitive and affective quality of

university student life variables in relation to grade point average, self-concept of ability,

or alienation.

Overall, the findings of this study provide partial support for Roberts and Clifton's

theories of quality of student life and effective learning. The degree to which an

academic institution is perceived as warrn, and the degree to which it is perceived as

being demanding, have the largest impact on student academic attainment. Moreover, the

findings suggest that the effect of the quality of university student life variables on

academic attainment is largely direct, rather than being mediated through the individual

social psychological dispositions of self-concept of ability and alienation.
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Three points for discussion emanate from the main empirical f,rndings of this

study. First, an evaluation of the contribution of this study in relation to the existing

quality of student life literature is presented. Secondly, policy advice, which is based on

the largely direct effects of the quality of student life variables, is offered. Finally,

alternate conceptualizations of the relationship between the cognitive and affective

quality of student life are given to explain the separate, independent effects of each

domain on the outcome variable of grade point average.

On the whole, this study's findings replicate considerable prior research at the

elementary, secondary, and post-secondary school levels--all of which were described in

detail in Chapter II. Readers will recall that a review of over fifty studies of environment-

outcome associations in both primary and secondary settings provided convincing and

consistent support for the predictive validity of student perceptions of the psychosocial

characteristics of their classrooms in accounting for appreciable amounts of variance in

cognitive, attitudinal, and behavioral learning outcomes, often beyond that attributable to

student background characteristics (Fraser, 1980; 1985; 1986). And, at the post-

secondary level, two studies (Fraser & Treagust,Ig86; Fraser et al., 19g6; Genn, lg75)

used bivariate and simple multivariate statistical analyses to provide tentative support for

the notion that a university student's subjective perception of the nature of quality of life

in classrooms affects the attitudinal leaming outcome of student satisfaction. First, by

linking satisfaction among 137 Australian education students with their perceptions of

faculty press þress attributable to the behavior of teachers), Genn (Ig75) found that

student satisfaction was higher where the faculty was perceived to be characterized by

more humanism, welfare, and scientism, and less practicality. Specifically, satisfaction

with teaching correlated with faculty press for humanism (0.58), for welfare (0.56), for

scientism (0.37), and for practicality (-0.21) (Genn, 1975:78). Secondly, Fraser and his

colleagues (Fraser & Treagust, 1986; Fraser et al., 1986) studied 372 Australian and
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American students and found that student satisfaction was higher in classes characterized

by greater personalizaton, involvement, student cohesiveness, task orientation,

innovation, and individualization. By extending this simple correlational analysis to a

multiple regression analysis, the researchers were able to provide a multivariate test of the

joint influence of the set of six environment variables on the outcomes and the unique

contribution to outcome variance made by each individual climate scale. From this

analysis, they found that the multiple correlation between the outcome measure of

satisfaction and the set of six environmental scales was 0.86. Moreover, 74 percent of the

variance in student satisfaction was accounted for by students'perceptions of

personalization, involvement, sfudent cohesiveness, task orientation, innovation, and

individualization. Taken together, these six environmental variables measured the

affective warmth of the university. Therefore, by building upon these earlier studies of

quality of student life to create a more sophisticated multivariate theoretical model, this

study provided convincing support for the predictive validity of student perceptions of the

affective and cognitive quality of life in accounting for an appreciable amount of variance

in the cognitive leaming outcome of grade point average. Moreover, like the majority of

research conducted at the elementary and secondary level, quality of student life variables

accounted for greater variance than that for social and university background variables.

While the first point examined how the main findings of this study replicate and

build upon the'existing quality of student life literature, this next point relates specifically

to the finding that the effects of the quality of university student life variables on

academic attainment are largely direct, rather than being mediated through the individual

social psychological dispositions of self-concept of ability and alienation. Specifically,

the effect of the affective quality of university student life on grade point average was

slightly suppressed by the individual social psychological variables, and the effect of the

cognitive quality of life on grade point average was not mediated or suppressed by the

social psychological variables. This suggests that the quality of student life variables,
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while they are perceptions, are acting like institutional or social structural variables, as

opposed to social psychological or personality variables.2e Following this line of

reasoning, it is the structural characteristics of the classroom climate, or the management

of the cognitive and affective relations in the classroom, that directly impacts on students'

grades. Specifically, in classrooms that are structured to be highly warrn, students are

more likely to attain high grades; but conversely, in classrooms that are organized to be

highly challenging, students are less likely to attain high grades. The policy advice that

emanates from this finding is that if professors want to ameliorate the grades that students

attain in their classes, they should not intervene at the psychological level by attempting

to improve students' academic self-concepts or curtail their feelings of alienation; instead,

professors should focus on improving the structural affective relations between all of the

class members--student-to-student and student-to-professor. Specific strategies that

professors can use to improve affective relations in the university classroom context are

provided in the following section on implications.

The third and final point for discussion elaborates on a statement made at the

conclusion of the summary--the results of this study provide only partial support for

Roberts and Clifton's theory of effective learning and quality of student life. The reader

will recall from Chapter I that Roberts and Clifton postulate that even though the

cognitive domain and the affective domain are separate dimensions, they are not

independent of each other; theoretically, the dimensions should be related in an inverse

manner. They argue that, at some point, the more professors are empathic and identiff

with their students, the less they will be able to make demands on them; conversely, the

more professors make demands on their students, the less likely it is that they will be

perceived by their students as being empathic. In other words, demandingness and

2e This conclusion is contrary to discussion in Chapter I, where it was stated that the
quality of university student life variables are to be seen as intervening social
psychological variables in a status attainment model.
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warmth form a continuum such that enlarging one of these dimensions compresses the

other.

In contrast with this theory, the results of the study revealed that the cognitive

domain and the affective domain of the quality of life each have separate, independent

effects on grade point average. Specifically, the affective domain positively affects

academic attainment, while the cognitive domain negative affects academic attainment.

In other words, students who perceive their classes to be demanding are less likely to

attain high grades than students who do not perceive their classes to be demanding; and,

conversely, students who perceive their classes to be friendly and nurturing are more

likely to attain high grades than students who do not perceive their classes to be wann.

Even though these independent effects do not provide support for Roberts and Clifton's

notion that the mission of a university, as an institution of learning, is to enhance quality

of student life by stimulating and challenging students'intellects in the cognitive domain,

while supporting and enhancing their feeiings of dignity and self-worth in the affective

domain, they do make intuitive sense. If students feel that they are being bombarded with

a high volume of intellectual demands, they are less likely to attain high grades, whereas

if they feel that their professo¡s and other students care about them, they are more likely

to attain high grades. Demandingness and warmth, in this respect, work in opposition to

each other. From the perspective of professors, if they increase the demands of their

courses, it will probably result in a decrease in their students' academic performances. If
on the other hand, they increase the warmth of the social environment in the classroom. it
will probably result in an increase in their students' academic performances.

Moreover, an analysis of the results of bivariate scatterplots, two-way analyses of
variance, and structural equation modeling procedures did not reveal a statistically

significant interaction effect between the cognitive and affective domains of quality of

life for the outcome variables of grade point average, self-concept of ability, or alienation.

Thus, there does not appear to be a point where the more professors are empathic and
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identify with their students, the less they will be able to make demands on them. In

addition, there does not appear to be a point where the more professors make demands on

their students, the less likely it is that they will be perceived by their students as being

empathic. ln other words, increasing demandingness does not inevitably lead to

decreasing warmth, and increasing warmth does not inevitably lead to decreasing

demandingness. Therefore, as far the author can determine at this point, a highly

demanding professor can still be highly supportive, and a highly supportive professor can

still be highly demanding.

On the whole, these findings suggest that an altemate conceptualization is

necessary to explain the relationship between the cognitive and affective domains of

quality of life as they affect the outcome va¡iable of grade point average. Specif,rcally,

Kleinfeld's (1975) characterization of the relationship between the two domains provides

a more accurate conceptualization of this study's findings. Kleinfeld conceptualizes that

the dimension of "personal warmth versus professional distance" is orthogonal to the

dimension of "active demandingness versus passive understanding" (Kleinfeld, 1975:

329¡.so l

Now that the discussion of this study's findings is complete, the focus will turn to

a review of imolications.

30ln contrast with Roberts and clifton's typology of three teaching styles (high
demandingness and low warmth, moderate demandingness and moderate warmth, and
high warmth and low demandingness), Kleinfeld classified teachers into four ideal types
(high demandingness and low warmth--"traditionalists", high demandingness and high
warmth--"warm demanders", high warmth and low demandingness--"sentimentalists",
and low warmth and low demandingness--"sophisticates").
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Implications

The findings of this research project carry several implications for both practice

and future research.

Policy Implications

A primary implication for practice centers on the significant positive effect that

the affective domain of quality of student life has on grade point average. This is in

keeping with the mission of a university, as an institution of learning, to enhance quality

of student life by supporting and enhancing students'feelings of dignity and self-worth in

the affective domain. This finding provides valuable advice to professors who are

interested in doing something to improve their students'grade point averages. professors

need to focus on the nature of their relationships with students, and their students'

interrelationships with each other, because warmth has been found to be a central

dimension of the classroom environment related to academic achievement. In other

words, when other variables are controlled, students will earn higher grades in classes

where professors attempt to build rapport with and between students, as opposed to

assuming the role of ìmpersonal, or emotionally distant professional. In developing these

types of relationships, professors will be creating an important form of "social capital"

(Coleman, 1988). This type of capital is a resource that can be accumulated, and used by

individuals for achieving their interests. In short, a university student in classrooms with

substantial social capital is a student who can draw upon the warm relationships with his

or her professors and peers to achieve his or her academic goals. While building wann,

student-to-professor relationships both inside and outside of the classroom, and

encouraging the students in classroom to build wann relationships with each other may

seem difficult for professors to achieve in large classes, it is possible. The "Team

Leaming" approach to classroom organization (see Michaelsen, Watson, Cragin, & Fink,

1982; Michaelsen, Watson, & Schraeder, 1985) is an procedural example of how social
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capital can be enhanced in a classroom of any size. In contrast with traditional lecture-

oriented classes, team learning is a comprehensive, small group-based instructional

method that was originally developedito facilitate active learning in large classes, but has

subsequently proven to be effective in a wide variety of instructional settings to increase

both student-to-professor and student-to-student cooperation and warmth. These include

class sizes ranging from 10 to 280 students, with courses in over 30 academic disciplines,

and with students ranging from freshmen on academic probation, through doctoral-level

students, and even participants in corporate-sponsored professional and management

development courses (Michaeisen,7992: 107-109). The four primary features of this

approach include (Michaelsen, 1992: 109):

(1) permanent and purposefully heterogeneous work goups; (2) grading based on

a combination of individual perfonnance, group performance and peer evaluation;

(3) the majority of the class time devoted to small group activities (necessitating a

shift in the role of the instructor from dispenser of information to manager of the

learning process); and (a) a six-step instructional activity sequence, repeated

several times per term fsee Figure 5.2] that makes it possible to focus the majority

of class time on helping students develop the ability to use conceprs as opposed to

simply leam about them (i.e., develop higher level cognitive skills, Bloom, 1956).
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Figure 5.2:

Team Learning Instructional Activity Sequence a

1. Individual Study
(of assigned reading material)

(15-20 multiple choice questions over assigned readings and/or
homework-type problems; scored during group test if possible)

n
\,2

2. Individual Test

3. Group Test
(same questions/problems as individualtest; groups must be given

immediate feedback by scoring exam or providing prepared
"correct answer")

4. Preparation of Written Appeals
(open book; for groups only)

5. Instructor Input
(in response to students' remaining questions or the instructor,s
perceptions of the issues about which additional input is needed)

6. Application-Oriented Activities, Projects and Exams
(Approximately 80% of Total in-Class Time)

(should look -- and feel -- like the kinds of things you'd hope
students would be able to do once they have completed the

course/unit of instruction)

a From Michaelsen (1992: I l0).

Minitests
(Approximately
20%;o of total
in-class time;
Given at the
beginnine of
each major unit
of instruction)
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If enhancing social capital between professors and students in the university

environment is important for students to attain high grades, it follows that universities

need to be more responsive to building a sense of community on campus. But what is

community? According to Etzioni (1996: 5), community can be defined, with reasonable

precision, by three characteristics:

(1) A community entails a web of affect-laden fitalics added] relations among a

group of individuals, relations that often crisscross and reinforce one another

(rather than merely one-on-one relations or chains of individual relations); and,

(2) community requires a commitment to a set of shared values, norms, and

meanings, and a shared history and identity - in short a shared culture . . (3)

Communities are characterized by a relatively high level of responsiveness [italics

added]. This third characteristic excludes social entities that oppress their

members: It defines as partial communities those that are responsive to some

members or subgroups, but not to all; it characterizes as unauthentic [sic] those

communities that respond to the false needs of members rather than to their true

needs.

A responsive and authentic university community , or gemeinschaft in Tonnies

(1957) words, is characterized by warrn and reinforcing affective relationships between

students and their peers, as well as students and their professors. A university or college

is responsive if the values it fosters and the form of its structure reflect students'true

needs, as opposed to needs that have been falsely implanted. Thus, a responsive

university is one in which students' needs for a warm and nurturing environment is met.

While important, creating responsive communities within post-secondary

educational institutions has become increasingly difficult. Like the large economic

conglomerates of capitalist enterprise, big labor, and other growing bureaucracies, many

universities have become what are known as "megastructures" (Berger & Neuhaus ,7977:

2). The megastructures specific to the public sphere are typically large and alienating,
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and, as such, they are not helpful in providing meaning and identity for individual

existence. When institutions become too large, the individuals within them "get lost".

When students get lost in a university megastructure, they lose their self-respect and

dignity, they become alienated, and they feel that they do not belong because few people

care about them; consequently, their grades suffer.

Higher education administrators and professors can, however, transform the large

university megastructures into more responsive institutions by creating what are known as

"mediating structutes" (Berger & Neuhaus , 1977:2-3) or "civil society" (Keane, 1988).

By definition, mediating structures are those institutions that stand between and moderate

the relations of the individual in his or her private life and the large institutions of public

life. Mediating institutions help sustain a civil society that is a local community-based

altemative to both the selÊinterest of the market and the coercive authority of the state.

Universities can act as mediating structures when they can ensure that the individuals

who are members feel more "at home". 'When 
students feel at home in a mediating

structure within a university, they gain self-respect and dignity, they do not become

alienated, and they feel that they belong because many people care about them;

consequently, their grades improve.

The impetus behind the development of mediating structues is empowerment.

One of the most debilitating results of modernizationis a feeling of alienation in the face

of institutions, like universities, controlled by people we do not know and whose values

we often do not share. In contrast, mediating structures are principal expressions of the

real values and the real needs of people who participate in such structures. They are, for

the most part, "people-sized institutions", arrd public policy should recognize, respect,

and, where possible, allow these institutions to develop and expand (Berger & Neuhaus,

1977: 7).

How can universities be empowered to function more like people-sized mediating

structures and less like alienating megastructures? The answer is to create smaller
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mediating structutes, or conununities, within large universities. A recent example of this

phenomenon at the University of Manitoba is the growth of "opportunity courses".

Opportunity courses are small-sized classes taught by professors who are members of a

small college, and are primarily available to students who are members of that collese.

The structure of these courses not only facilitates the development of personal

relationships between students, who are all members of a small college on a large

campus, it also facilitates the development of student-to-professor and student-to-student

relationships both inside and outside of the classroom because students and professors

share the common bond of college membership and all of the extra-curricular activities

associated with it ("Courses 96-97," 1996).

Another example of building community on a large campus is the community-

based study program. These courses, often provided by divisions of continuing

education, combine the strengths of print-based courses with teleconference and other

media to offer students the opportunity to study in a classroom situation in their own

small communities outside of the large urban centers. There are sixteen community

based sights in southern Manitoba for students of the University of Manitoba (University

of Manitoba,1996:391). Both examples illustrate the point that auniversity, like any

other public institution, can rearrange the traditional classroom environment to facilitate

building stronger affective bonds, or social capital, between students and professors.

Augmenting affective bonds between students and professors should, however, be

executed without sacrificing the intellectual demands that make the experience

"universify level work".

Research Imolications

The previous discussion noted that the analyses conducted in this study (an

examination of bivariate scatterplots, two-way analyses of variance, and structural

equation modeling procedures) did not reveal a statistically significant interaction effect
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between the cognitive and affective domains of quality of life for the outcome variables

of grade point average, self-concept of ability, or alienation. There are two possible

explanations for these findings. Either the theory of effective learning and quality of

student is wrong, or the method of testing the interaction effect needs to be improved.

Upon reflection, the latter explanation seems to be the more plausible of the two options.

The most significant problem with the method of testing the interaction effect in this

project centered on the dependent variable--or the operationalization of long-term

effective learning as grade point average. In Roberts and Clifton's model, effective

learning is a process of overcoming resistance to change and establishing long-term

changes. In this study, however, academic attainment, as measured by grade point

averagq is an outcome related to a particular time. In short, it is not likely that grade

point average is a measure of knowledge gained from a particular course of studies. It is

more likely that grade point average serves as evidence of certification of the completion

of course requirements.

To better test Roberts and Clifton's theory, future research in this area should be

more longitudinal and measure how much difference a course makes to a student's

knowledge base. To do this, a measure of students' knowledge level of the content of a

particular course could be administered in that course during the first week of classes.

Then, either at the midpoint or at the end of the term, the same measure of students'

knowledge level of the course content could be re-administered. The difference between

each student's score at the beginning of the term and either the midpoint or the end of the

term would be a measure of the knowledge that a student gained in that subject over the

course of the term.3l Even though the mechanics of measuring students'knowledge level

3I For example, suppose Student A and Student B are both enrolled in Course X, and both
students are administered a test of their knowledge of the content of Course X at the
beginning of the term and again at the end of the term. It would be clear that Student A
learned more than Student B in Course X if, Student A's first test score was a grade of 'F'
and second test score was a grade of 'C', and Student B's first test score was a grade of 'B'
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of course content at the beginning and end of the term is more costly and time consuming

for researchers to execute, the real benefit of measuring learning as a process that occurs

over time, as opposed to an outcome related to one specific time, cannot be understated.

If longitudinal research is not possible, however, researchers may be able to measure

learning in a questionnaire administered only once at the end to the term if they ask

students to divulge their final course grade along with their perception of the grade that

they would have received if a test of their knowledge of the course's content was

administered before the course began. Therefore, Roberts and Clifton's conceptualization

of the relationship between the domains of quality of life may be validated by future

research if knowledge level of course content is substituted for grade point average as a

dependent variable in the theoretical model.

There are other implications for future research that stem from the execution of

this project. First, with 11 variables in the theoretical model, this study's explanatory

power was limited. The reader will recall, from a discussion of results in Chapter IV, that

15 percent (.146) of the variance in grade point average was explained by the l0

independent variables. Therefore, future researchers should build upon this study's

theoretical model. Specifically, they should consider adding more variables--particularly

social psychological variables such as educational ambition, and family environment

variables such as parents'press for achievement and familial involvement (Marjoribanks,

1979,1980). Although traditionally, the influence of parents has been thought to

gradually decline during the school years, some researchers such as Anderson (1988) and

Munro (1981), have reported that parental aspirations have significant effects on the

attrition of ruriversity students. In other words, students whose parents have high

and second test score was a grade of 'A'. If only the second, or final test score was used.
however, the opposite conclusion would be reached. The researcher would falsely
conclude, upon examination of grades at the conclusion of Class X, that Student B
learned more than Student A.
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aspirations for them are less likely to drop out of high school, university, and college than

students whose parents do not have such aspirations. As Bank, Slavings, and Biddle

(1990: 210) have argued, "it seems more likely that parents continue to be actively

involved in the lives of their college-age children and that these children take their

parents' expectations and behaviors into account in formulatine their own educational

goals."

Researchers should also consider improving the measures of variables in the

existing theoretical model. Ideally, a study of this kind should track the same students

over a period of time in order to more accurately observe how their perceptions change as

a function of time. Specifically, quality of student life and individual social

psychological variables should be treated as dynamic processes. To do this, measures of

students' quality of life, self-concept of ability, and alienation in a particular course or

program could be administered at the midpoint of the term; then, at the end of the term.

the same measures could be re-administered.

Finally, further study should be conducted using larger sample sizes (generated by

rigorous and sophisticated sampling procedures), from student populations in university

faculties other than education, in community college programs, and in other Canadian and

North American cities.

This project began by discussing the university's accountability to students, the

taxpaying public, and politicians; moreover, performance indicators were presented as

valid means of evaluating the quality of educational institutions and enhancing

knowledge-based accountability. Even though this project faced methodological and

theoretical limitations that deserved commentary and debate, there is no doubt that the

measured influences of the cognitive and affective domains of the quality of university

student life are most important variables to explain the variance in academic attainment.

Therefore, this study's findings provide empirical support for the argument, first proposed

by Beck (1990), that the quality of student life, as perceived by students, should be a
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principal yardstick for measuring the worth of educational institutions. So, in closing, it

is possible to conclude that Roberts and Clifton's theoretically informed and empirically

validated measures of the student perception of quality of university student life can and

should be established as meaningful perforrnance indicators for institutions of higher

education. On the whole, this project has established a firm foundation that can be built

upon by future researchers interested in developing additional performance indicators of

universities and colleses.
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Appendix A:

Quality of Life in the Faculry of Education Questionnaire (1992)

/A|

-a

rfulnI\*

-
QUAI,ITY OF LIFE IN THE FACT]LTY OF EDUCATION

olr;t.¡9 n^olb¿Ll/.Rffi

This çestionnairc is about your life i¡. a¡d you¡ attiE¡dcs towa¡4 tk Facillty of Elucatistr. There a¡c no riSht or wrong ans1vcrs -
wc arc just trying to ñnd out how su¡d€ãB fecl about t!êi¡ cxp€rieocc in thc Faculty. Vy'e arc iDterested in your boucst oPiDions-

PART I
Each itcE below says that Thc Faodty of Educztiou is e pbcc whcrc soæ partiorlar thing bappcns to you or you fcel

a particular way. We would likc you o respond to cach staleErat by chccking one of the resPouse cateSories Provid€d.

Ple¡sc ¡ead each itco ca$fully and chcck thc a¡swcr whicù bcat d€scrib€s how you feel. Kecp iû ñind that the phrase
*Thc Faculty of Edutztion ts a place rherc- . .' applics to cãch itenr Chcc& onc box for ach stat€E€¡rt

TTTF T.]NTVERSITY OF MANTTOBA

Thc Faolty of Edutzdo¡ is e plecc wherc . . .

. . . tbc things I lcam a¡c iryortatrt to mt . . El -. E Cl

. . . p€ople look up !o rnÀ t= E trl

. . . ¡nofessors t¡Êat E€ fairly. E= E Cl

...Ifecldeprcsscd E Cf E

. . . I find it casy to gct ùo how otbcr pæplc. Ê E E

. . . I really get involved in Dy worll. E E E

...Itikelcaming. '....... - E El

...Icnjoybcing. E trl E

...Ifecl¡cstless. - E -l

.. . professors givc mc tbc ma¡ks I deserve - E E

. . . I have acquired <kills that witt bc of usc to Doa E E E

. . . I achieve a satisfactory standard i.u my work E E tl

. . . peopte care about what I fhink E E E

. . . profcssors take a pcrsonal i.ut€rcst in hclping æ with my wort E E -

. . . I,- EÊated with resp€cL E E E

. . . mixing with otb,er pcoplc hclps mc o u¡dcrso¡d mysclf .. - E C=

. . . tbe things I leam wiII hclp æ in my life. C= E tl

. . . pcople thiDk a lot of Ec. E El E

. . . profcsson hclp @ to do my bcst E El El

...Igctupsce - - EI

. . . I on givcn the cha.uce to do wo¡k that realy iDtcràB Ec. E E -

. . . thc thilgs I am taught arc worthwhile leaming . E El C=

. . . professors are fair andjusr E E E

.. . Irealty like to go each day. E= t: E

...Ifccl\rþnicd. ........ E E E

. . . tbc q¡o¡t I do is good preparatioo for my futura E E E

. . . other sn¡detrts accept æ as I am- El E -

. . . I havc leåm€d to work hard E tf E

. . - I ga on well witb thc othct su.rdents i.n my class. E= E E

. . . I fiud that leaming is a lot of fr¡. E - E=

...profcssorslistentowhatlsay.. E É El

ShoSlt SMBIY

A8fË AgÊ DisgE Dis8.É

E
E
E
-
-tl
E
tf
E
F
-E
-
t=
E]
E
E
E
E]
E
E
E]
tl
c=
E
E
trl
E]
-E
t=
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Different people havc differat ideas about tbe overall quality of edr.rcatioo ,o"i""¿ ¡o tbe Faculty of Education- Lisæd bclow
are soEle things that surdeots and profcssors bavc said arc illportânL

Pleasc asscss each stateEent by checking the responsc which bcst describca you¡ exp€rieDce. ftsffiher. that thc phrasc "In
the Fearlty of Education, I h¡vc beca cheüenged to. .." applics ùo cach iten- Check one bo¡ for eacù st¡t¿mcat

In thc Faoilty of Education, I h¡vc bccn ch¡lleog€d to . . .

. . . remcmbcf a¡ cxtcosive numb€r of ¡rcw tcrns . . .

. . . traülare complicated ideas into cveryday lan$¡age.

. . . deæDstrate how thcorica aæ uscful i¡ rcal life

. . . ideotify orgarizir¡g principles in my courscs

. . . dcsign my owu plans in coqlcting assi8¡Épt.s.

. . , logically dcfeod a cor¡rse of actiou.

. . . rÊcall a s¡rbsr^ntial numbc¡ of ¡cw conccpts

. . . traDslare .lifficult coDcaptg ino my öwn r+ords.

. . . use tbeories to ad&css practical qucstiorrg

. . . aÂ¿lyze complex to,"tt"¡"¡¡9n<hips bct$,ecD coucspts

. . . org2niTe ideas inO tbemes.

. . . evaluatc altcmativc solutions !o pfoblcEs.

. . . recall a lot of fach¡al i¡formation

. . . in¡crprÊt Ìhc æâ¡i¡¡g of ncrv facts atrd t€f,¡os

. . . illustr¿tc abstr¿ct idcâs with concrcæ cxarylcs.

. . . idsntify assurytions undcftyi.ng thco¡ics .

. . . dcvclop ocw idcas bascd ou tbcories.

. . . &,1æ. missþg pa¡ts i.u a¡guæûts.

. . . rcmcmbcr a¡ exteosivc nuEbcr of facts

. . . utrderstaDd diffrcult ide¿s.

. . . usc tbcoretical idcas to âdd¡êss practical problcms_

. . . identify ¡!¿ ¡sasoning mdertying tbcoricg .

. . . solvc problcms by integr¿tiDg th€ûries.

. . . judge thc logic of wriücÐ argue.ãtt&

. . . ¡ecall a sigûi.ûcant Dunb€r of facB

. . . tr¿¡slatê a variety of tccb¡ical tcfEs iDto ordinary language.

. . . appty thcories to Dew siuratioEs.

. . . identify the basic idcas iu theories

. . . makc oriþal couributions !o clas.soom discussious.

. . . idmtify the strÊDgths a¡d wcalocss of aÎ8uErots.

. . . rcmcmbsr complex facrs

. . . intcrpret thc æaning of corylicarcd charts and gnpbs.

. . . apply tbcoretical priDciplca in solviEg problcms.

. . . illusù'¿tr how thc di-ffcr€ut asp€cB of my dsciplinc arc rctatcd .

. . . or8âñi" idcas in new waYs.

. . .idsotify bias iD wrinø maùerial

PART tr
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E
E
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Ê
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PART III
Io the followíng fou¡ scctions, wc ask you to tcll us how you fc¿l about yourself, both as a ProPsective te¿chcf aDd as a sn¡d€nt in tb€

Faortty of Edrcarion.

Section I'

Tbc following staterDÉÐts coDccnr ).þt¡f pccsonal fce!ø1auj thouS.bß about b€cominS a æachcr' Read cach staleEEDt

caretully sinc€ Do *o .r" "r*,!ìúit 
g;Ygg,-iTRIJE or MosTLY TRUE as aPPlied to 

',ou' 
cirlc thc T i¡ front

of ùc sraÈÉaL Ir a sra¡c*nr is FAIJE or MosTLY FAIJE as applied to you. circlc tbc F iD froDt of thc statcmcut-

MOSTLY IIOSTLY
TRUE FAISE

T F l. wbe' people ac-discussing thc opic of tcaching, I probably $'ill listeu and/or join tbc coDvclsatioD-

T F L lf I cnw acros3 aD articlc ¡ctatcd 10 tcåchi¡8; I pobably will read it \¡'ith intcfÊsL

T F 3. If problcms drYcloP iD my life, I tf! to rhink thco though as they will affcct my ¡¿¿ching'

T F 4. With rÉsP€ct to ùcachi¡8, I dm't ca¡c if I ækc miqtales'

TF5.Duringtbcpastweck.Ibavc.hadnoconvcrsationsabouttcaching.

T F 6. Duriag the past wcck, I bavc nadc l0 or morc dccisions i¡ s'hich my intcrest in teaching has

iñflueDced th dccisiou Proccss"

TF7'Iruclyoro"vctthintabouthowlca¡bccomcÀbcttcrtcachcr'
T

T
T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

F 8. Coryarcd to otbcf ctnccms. I worry li$le about how good a tcachør I v¿ill b€'

F 9. If I had to givc up somcthing, becoroing a tcach€r is thc lasr lhing I would give uP'

F 10. whcu I,m involvcd iD activitics rÊlarcd to tcåchi¡g, I usualty fccl i¡diffcrcnr

F ll. If I becomc a bctte( teacber th- i"-yoo" clsc, it would malr¿ tlgls diffe¡cnce to me'

F12Wbcnlcaqlscckoutsiu¡atiousinwhichlcancxgressmysclfasatcachef.

F 13. Bcing a t€acbsr þ not iryortant to EÊ'

F 14. I fcel bad whcû I ?hink I âm Dot 8oi¡8 to bc a Sood tcacb'r'

F 15. I rarety dcvoæ much timc to Ey tacåi¡g int€rÊsts"

F16.mcnI¡'æcrncwpcoplc,itisiryofta¡tùoEthatthcyknowls¡illb€ttcachcf.
F 17. I typically orgaoizc my day so tbal I can r¡ort ÛowEd goals that a¡e felatcd to teachinE.

F lE. Bcirg a tcacbcr is of litrle valuc o mc'

F 19. Bcing a tcacbcr will bavc vimrally uo effcct o¡¡ rry life

F æ. I cojoy it wh<n pcople eocouragc E !o b€cÐ@ a tcacbcr'

F 21. I would feel a gf€at s€Dse of lOss if suddeoly I were unable to b€ a teachef.

F 2L I am srongly c¡mittcd to b€i¡g a Sood tc¿chcr'

F 23.If people coutd Lrow ouly onc rhinS about mc, I \¡rculd qÈaot theñ !o ho\¡t I will bc a teacåcr'
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ptsass rhink atìout the cxp€rieDces surdents have i.u rhis faculty, aDd give your opinion about each of tbe followilg statcnreûls.

Check one box for eacü statenei¡t

l. It is alnrrst impossible for one sEldent tJo reâlly uDderstÂod t¡'e

feeli-ngs of arotber.

2 Too many pcople in thb faculty arc just out for thcøclvcs.

3. These days, studenß do Dot really know wbo to count oD.

4. Thc¡c is uot Euch chanc€ tbat su¡deuts w¡Il cto anythilg !o ñâLê this

faculty a b€ttcr placc to lcam.

5. If classes were smalle¡, grades would bcttcr reflect truê abiliry.

6. Success in this faculty is Dre d€?€sdedt oD luck tha! on real abitity.

7. There is no one iD thiq faculty that su¡deDts can rÊ¿lly trusL

8. In spiæ of what soEc people say, the lot of the surdeDt is gettiug worse-

9. There is little use in talking o pmfessors bccause thcy arÊ not i¡rcrested

iu the problems of studeÐLs.

10. Most sû¡dcÐts do rct rÊalize how mrch thcir lives a¡e controlled by the

decisious made by othcf,s.

11. Few studetrts læk forward !o their c¡iurse work.

12. Most sÞ¡d€ãrts play an active role in class.

13. It is realy b€st to tcll grofessors what they wa¡lt to hear.

14. Su.rd€Ðts \¡/ill do aL@st anything to 8et Sood gr¿des'

15. Most str¡deols do Dot cãrjoy thcir cou¡scs but do thc work in order !o 8et

the ihings they lva.DL

16. The grades su¡d€Ðts feceive will be a¡ accur¿te rÊflection of their

true ability.

Section 2

shû8lv
Á8fæ A€fæ

Ef

E

E

Smglt
Di!¡{fæ DiEgË

E

E¡

E

E

EI

trl

E tr: -C]

EEICf

EEE

E

E

E

E

E

t=

E

EI

E

trf

E

E

E]

E

E

17. Thc 6nal grades sû¡dcDts r€ccivc will havc @ cffc{f oo tb,eir fu$¡c staEs.

18. Tbere are Euury stud€Ðts who do not know what !o do with thci¡ lives.

19. Many s$deÐts iD rbis faculty are loncly.

20. Students are unhappy because thcy do not how what they wa¡t
out of life.

21. Studeûts exp€€l to lea¡u a lot in this faculty.

E t=

EEE

EEIE

EEE

EEE

EEE

E

E E
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\ir'c æ trying to løm morc about how undergnduaacs fæl about thci¡ om academic abilitics. Plcasc r€sPond to thc

following iterBs by chæking tbe box Û¡at bõf a¡¡sscrs acù qucstioL

l- Thi¡k of your univcrsity fric¡ds. Do you rhiñk you cÐ do your univciry æursc wofk

L Tbink of thc studcÐts iu your faculty. Do you rhink you call do you¡ uûivãsity cou¡sc mrt

. . . bcttcr than all of tbcm-

. . . bcttcr thaD ¡æs¡ of thco-

. . . a.bout thc så.Ec.

. . . poorcf thaD Dst of thcÉ

. . . PoorËr tha¡ all of tÞm-

. . . b€ucÍ tha¡¡ aU of tbeÉ
. bencr Lha¡ ¡mst of tben

. . . about thc sa.æ.

. . . POOr€f tba¡ dst of tbcm.

. . . Doorcf tban all of tbcm-

Section 3

3. \#bc! you complcrc yor.r undccgraduatc d.græ, do you rhiñk lhât you will Þ

4. Do you thiuk you have tb€ ability to corylác a doaoral dcgrcc?

.. . Ycs. fs s¡rÊ. .. E

. . . Ycs, probably. tf

...Maybc. t=

. . . No, probably DoL E

. . . No. for s¡¡c. El

. . . bcttÊr tha! ell surdcnts-

. . . bcttcr tha! úst sfi¡drnt&

. . . about thê s¡.@-

. . . Poofrf tbâ! Dst südcÐts.

. . . poorcr rhln ell su¡d(aB.

U

E
E
E

5. Forgct how your profcssors gradc your wut- How gæd do you thi¡k your woÈ is?

E
E
E
E
EI

6. How far do you bclicvc you will go in uoivcrsiry?
. . , r css than a bæbclor's dcgrca E
...Abacüclor'sdcgrcc. E
. . . A s¿cond bacbcloCs dcgrca E
...AEastcr'sdcg€a E
...Adoctcraldcsra trf

. . . E¡oêUæL

.. . Goo¿

. . . Samc as úst' of thc sù¡d(ãts.

. . . Bclos mosr of ¡bc su.rdcDts.

. . . Poor.

E
E
E:]
E

7. How fæ do you thint ymr F¡rtrts bclicrc yo{ will 89 iD Eivcrsity?

8. How fa¡ do you rhink your ¡Ë¡s b€licvc you will 80 in univcrsity?
. . . L,css than a bacbclor's degÊc- E
...Abacùelor'sdcgre E
. . . A sccood bacbclor's dcgrcc. E
...AEestÊr'sdcgea - E

. . A docta-al dcgrcc. E

9. How fa¡ do you rñink J'oür' næt signlfietrt otùet bclicvcs yor¡ will Bo i¡ univsrsity?
. . . I-css tban a bacbclor's dcgrea E
.., Abacüclor'sdcgrca El
. . . A sccoud bachclor's dcgrca E¡
...Amaser'sdcgrca E
...Adoclor¿ldêgr€c. E

10. Most pcoplc's idcâs about thcir abilitiæ a¡Ë iñauæccd by parcDts, pccrs, a¡rd si$lilie¡t oúcrs. How i¡llucntial havc
cæh of thæ gmups bæa to you? Using a selc from I ro l0 (wbcr€ I = low inllucocc a¡d l0 - high influaæ),
Rtê tbc influencê of æh of thcsc groups:

Pa¡eus 

- 

Pcrrs 

- 

Most Sig¡ifica¡t Othc¡ 

-

. . . t¡ss than e bachlot's dcgra

...Abaóclo¡'sdcgrcc-

. . . A sccoud bachloCs d+7rcc.

. . . .{ øsct's dcgrec-

...A&ctcraldcg¡Êc.

E
EI
E

E

t3
EI
E
E
trf
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Thc ways i¡ whicb yoo ,p"oa your tiæ 8s a sù¡dsnt, c4loye+ Pars¡¡t' or f'hily EcEb€f may affcct thc qn¡lity of ¡our

cducatióoal e:gcricnl. Pìo".-"**cf. cach of tbe fotlowing çcstions about how you use youf tiE '

1. In how many credit bouI's of cou¡se work a¡c you cûollcd this term? cfedit hours

2 On average, for rhiq terE, bo\¡' EaDy bours pcr weck do you spend in paid cmptoyment?

- 

hours Pcr wcck

3. Trmc you sp€nd st¡dyiDg may involvc preparing assignÉnts, rcadilg, rcvicwing Dotcs, discussi-ng coDtcût \¡'ith

professors, a¡d othcr ".ti"iti." On average, for rhis le¡E. how many hours pcr weck do you speod sudþg?
hours Pcr weck

4. Are you ma¡ricd or livilg with !¡oEÞor¡€ in a sinila¡'tyPc of comEitcd relationship?

Ycs El No E
5. Are you rcsponsiblc for one or mrc dcpcodcnt family oøobcrs?

Ycs El No Cf,

6. For how Eany &pc¡dsnts are you rcspoosible? 

-The ways in which you managc your tioc óãy abo affcct the qualiry of you¡ educational expdlcncc. Please a¡swer

eacb of t¡e fo¡owing qucstions'about bow you ur¡trate your timc. Chcck oue box for each question-

Section 4

7. Do you r!âke a list of the fhings you have to do each day?

8. Do you cÐntinue uoprofrtablc routilca c'r activities?

9. Do you plan your day b€fore you start it?

10. Do you neke constn¡ctive usc of your timc?

11. Do you mal(e a schedulc of thc activities you havc to do

ou work days?

12. Do you believc that tbere is room for ioprovcmcnt in

the way you manage Yorn timc?

13. Do you wriæ a sct of goals for purself cach day?

14. Ou an avcragc class day. do you spcnd morc timc with pcrsonal

gooming than doing school wort?

15. Do you speod ti¡¡c each day planning?

16. Do you fecl you are in chalgc of your ov¿u tinc'
by and targe?

17. Do you havc a clear idea of what you w¡nt to accoEPl¡sh

during the next weck?

18. Do you ofteu find yourself doing things whicå inærfere u¡ith

your scbool Y'ort sirryly bccausc you bate !o say

"NO" o pcoplc?

19. Do you set aud houour Eiorities?

Alw¡y¡ Fnq@tty SoEcriæ húoquætly Naa

ETfEEE

EEEEE

EEEIEE

-

E

E

E

EI

E

E

E

c=

E

EI

-
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lo rhiq paft of the qucstiomaire, wc ask for soæ facu¡al inforEatioD about your social.background- You' a¡swers !o all of

thc quåtions 
"p "àofid"oti.l 

and thc naæs of iudiúdual su¡d.Bts will Dot b€ id€oÜicd i¡ ou¡ rcsca¡ch reportll. Wc Dc€d

fhiq i¡fsrEation i¡ order o øke statistical coqa¡isoEs hwccn südetts with diffcrent back8rouDds.

l. What gendcr arc you? MaIc E Fcm¿lc E

2 How old are You?

3. Wbat is your etbnic origin? 
"

.. . English

.. . Frcnch

. . . German

...Nativel¡dian

PART W

4. What was thc highcst lcvcl of cd¡cation thal your parats rÊceived? Check one box for eacù pere|rt

E ...Polish
E ...Scasda¡avia¡
E ...Ukni¡ia¡
E ...Othcr

... Elementaryschool.. -

. . . Somc high scbool -

. . . Coopleæd high school trl

. . . Somc tcÆhnical, vocational training . E

. . . Cooplctcd comnuuity collegc -¡

. . . Somp uuivcrsity El

. . . Completcd a Bachclor's degrcc (c.g-. B'Ed' B.{.) Ê

. . . Somc cducation at the 8rôdua¡c lcvel El

. . . Completcd graÅuarc dcgrcc (c.g., M.E¿' Pb-D.) E

lf. Oth¿r, p¡c¿s€ $årê your cttnic origin

)- What a¡c your pa¡c¡rB' occupatious?

Chæk one bor for caó Porcnt

E
E
E
E

Self-emptoyed pofessionat (e.8., architcct, dsntist' cagi¡eÊr. M.D.) .

Employed professional (e.8., accouEtâDt, school tracher' university teacher)

High lcvet E¡anagcr (e.g., prcsideoÇ Yicê-PrBidcEL fi¡¡ncial Eatrager)

Semi-professioual (e.g.. caocramao, ¡¡¡sicia¡. Photographer)
Techicia¡ (c,g., cnginccring tcchologi+ lifc scicnccs ¡schniçian)

Middl¿ n¡n¿g6 in business or SovcrnrD¿Irt
Supervisor
Skilled clerical, sales, atrd scrvicc (e.g- ilsl¡¡atrcc agcnt salesPersoD)

Skiüed cr¿fts a¡d trades (e.9.. cabinet Eâker. Paintsr' plumber)

Fa¡mer .

Semi-skilled clerical" salcs, and scrvicÊ (c.g- officc clat" library file clcrk)

Scmi-skilled @¡ual (e"8., bus d¡ivcr' cook' taxi &ivc¡)
[Jnskilted cterical" salcs, a¡d servic¿ (e.g., t-¡l carrict, uursing aide' ordcrly) . .

lJnckill6d manual (c.g,, cåambcrmaid, clevator oPcralor, jadtor)
Farm labou¡er
Other . .

Mothet Fether

(If thcy arc rcti¡Êd or dcceased" pt€¿se indicate the occupatioas they hcld-)

Mother Father

E
E
EI
E
tf
EI
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Plcasc descdbc
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Io this pan of thc questioonaire, wc ask for somc fact¡at idorDarion about you¡ universiry education. We oeed rhiq
i¡formatiou i¡ o¡dsr o Eâkc statistical coryarisons bctwc€Ð shdsots in diffe¡eot p¡ogr¿Es.

l. Do you havc aD uDdsrgraduÈtê uniycrsiry dcgrÊc? ycsE NoE

L Arc you a visitilg su¡deut frorû thc Ucivcrsity of Wimip€g? Ycs E No tl

3- How EaDy yca¡s of uuivcrsity cducati@ have you complered? (If you have becu a pan-timc studenr, rheo es¡imare
tbc numbc¡ of cquivaleÐt ñ¡ll-tiE ycæs.) _ yea¡s

4. l{6sr nany crcdit hollrs of univcrsity wcrk a¡c you tlking rhic ¿ç¿4þ¡¡is yeæ (Sept- - April)?

5. From which und€rgr¿d¡aæ Faculty of É'¡"cation program do you inteud to grÀduate? Check onc bor

I bavc not mdc a dccisiø yct C:
An Elcæotary Program E
A Secondary Program F

PART V

Nonc El

6. \ilbat is your etullative grade point avcragè? Chæk onc box.

...4.0-4JE

...35 - 3.9 E

...3.0-3.4E

7. Wbat a¡e you rþst likely ûo bc doing ç.¡rhin six mootbs of coryleting your B.Ed- degree? Check oD€ or rno¡e
boxes

. . . I don't cr.p€ct !o corTlcæ a B.Ed-

. . . Tcach

. . . Wort at anothcr job

. . . Travel

...L5-L9 =...L0-L4|:

... l5- 1.9 E

If you would like to rcceive

Namc:

Address:

...1.0-1.4tf

...0.0-0.9 E

E
EI

E

I¡st mæ

a short rcport of rhiq st¡dy, plcasc provide your Da¡r¡e a.ud permenent address, ptcasc prinL

.,. Funhcrcducatiou

.'. . Stay at boE

. . . Othcr

Strect & NuJ¡b€r

PART VI

!e may wish to contact. you in thc fuu¡rÊ to s€c s,hat you are doing,
check the box. Yes cl

(Aæa Codc)

Frst naæ

E
E
trl

Crty or Town

If you are wi[ing to take part in fuÞ:re s$diæ, plcasc
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Thank lou v€ry ro!¡ch. llc rrtly apprc€iatc tbc timc a¡d cffort you havc givca in answering our qucstions.
If you havc any comets or s¡ggcstions, plcase take a few minutes ûo jot thcm dowu.

PART \¡II

lf you have Eþre coÃ]trlentsr plcase note tbem on the back of rhiq page.
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Appendix B:

Quality of Life ln the Faculty of Education Questionnaire

This questioDnajre is about your lìfc in, and your attitudes towards, thc Faculty of Educadon. Therc a¡e no right or wrong aDswcrs - we
arc just trying ro fmd out how students fcel about thcir cxpcricuce in th¿ Faculry.

The University of Manitoba

Different people have differe¡t ideas about the overaU quality of educaüon received in the Faculty of Education. Listed below are some
thiDgs thal studctrts and professors have said are imporølL Please ¡cmembcr that we are interested iu your honcsr and frank opinions.

A-s¡s¡ cach s¡alcErcnt by checking the rcspoose which best describes your experiences. Please remcmbcr that û¡e phrasc "In tbe Faculty
of Educatlon I have learned,.n applies to each itcm- That is, we want you !o rcspond in terms of your cxpcricncain thÊ Faculty of
Education.

QITAI, ITY OF LIFE IH lTfE
FACTLTY OF EDucAlIoN

tr\- THE FACULTY OFEDUCATIONI fL{vELEAR\TD-

.. a considerablc amount about thc subjccts I plan to teach

.. to coúmunicate clearly the subject matter I plan to t€ach

.. !o evaluate t¡c social-cmotiooa.l performance of srudeDrs

.. to aDalyze the thcoretical pcrspcctives of educatioo

(1e87)

PART

.. lo syothesize va¡ious perspectives in the subjects I plan to tJeach

.. a ænsiderablc aroount about the social-emotional developnent
of childrcû

.. to evaluate thcoretical perspectives in educâtion

.. to value myself as a prospectivc teacher

.. a considerable aEouDt about thc metiodology of tcaching

.. thc profcssioual rcsponsibilitics of teachers

,- a co¡sidcrable amount about tie psychological dcvclopmcnt
of childrea

.. to writc in a. precisc manner

.. lo prescnt lcssous iu a systcEatic fûanner

.. !o asscss tcachiDg âs a profcssiou

.. to coEbinc thc clemenß of k¡owledge into aêw pcrspcctivcs

.. to cvaluate thc subject a¡eas I plao to teach

.. to valuc thc resea¡ch in cducadon

.. lo speak in a cleaf aod concise manner

(check one line for cach ståtcmeDt)
Dehnitely Mostly Mosrly Definirely

Agree Agree Neukal Disa!ìec Disagrce
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DíTHE F;TCIJ-TY OFEDUCATIO¡i I IIAVE LEAR\ED-

.. to valw the things I have lcarncd about classroom disciplioe

.. to plan appropriate lcaming activitics

.. !o cvaluat¿ the academic pcrformance of studcnts

.- ro use a vuicty of teachiog st¡atcgies

.. to exmine ûry own æaching critically

-. to combi¡e information from a numbcr of sources

.. !o valuc the tÊachi.ng skills I have lcaroed

.. to use a variery of ways !o maintain classroom discipline

.. to aûalyze teaching in tcrms of various modcls of t€âching

.. ¿o combine various tcaching tcchDiqucs

.. to evaluaE theories of classroom maDagcmcn¡

.. !o value t¡e Facultv of Educatiou

(check one linc for cach salement)
Dcfinitely Mosrly Mostly Definitely

Agree Agree Neuual Disagrcc Disagree

Fioally, plcase rcspood to a geocral qucstion:

.. Overall, I am satisñcd with my program iD thc Fæully of Educatioo

IPAiR,iT

Each itcm bclow says thar The Faculty of Educatlon ls a place where some panicular thirg happcns to you or you fcel a particular way.
We would likc you to respond to cach staicEeEr by checking one of t¡c rcsponsc catcgorics pmvided. Ple¿sc rcmcmber thaÈ wc are
iDterestcd itr your honcst and frank opinioDs,

Please ¡ead cach itcm ca¡efully a¡d check the asswer which bcst dcscribcs how you fcel. Plcæc rcmcmbcr that the phrasc ñThe Faculty of
EducatloD ls e Place \{here.-" applies to each itcm-

THE FACIjLTY OF EDUCATION IS A PIACÐ I{HERE-

.. I fccl proud to bc a su¡dcDt

,, thc thir:gs I lc¡m a¡e iEportåst to Ec

.. people look up to Ee

.. prcfcssors treat Dc fairly

.. I feel dcprcssed

.. I find it Êasy to gcl to know othcr peoPlc

.. I rcally get i¡volvcd ia oy work

m

(check o¡c line for each statcmcnt)
Definiæly Mostly Most¡y Defiuitcly

Agrec Agrcc Neural Disagrcc Disagrcc
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THE FACULTY OF EDUCATION IS A PLACE WHERE...

.. I likc lcarniog

.. I cojoy bciog

.. studeDls arc vcry frieodly

.. I feel ¡cstless

.. professors givc ne thc ma¡ks I deserve

.. I havc acquircd skj¡ls that will bc of use to Ee

.. I achievc a satisfactory staodard iD my work

.. pcople care about ìvhat I think

.. professors takc a personal intcrest in hclpiog me \rith my work

.. I am ue¿tcd with respcct

.. mixiog with other peoplc hclps me to undcrstâld mysclf

.. I feel lonely

.. the thiogs I lca¡n will hclp oc in my life

.. people tÌ¡ù:k å lot of me

.. I k¡ow how to cope wiù work

.. professon hclp me !o do my best

.. I get upset

.. I am givcu thc chaoce to do work that really i¡tcrcsts Bc

.. I k¡ow I can do wcll cnough to bc succcssful

.. the things I am taught are wofhwhile lcamiog

.. I feel imporrant

.. profcssors aæ fair sDd just

.. I am a succcss as a studcut

,. I really likc !o go each day

.. I leam to gcr aloDg with other people

,. I feel worricd

.. thc work I do is good prcparatioo for my futurc

.. I fccl proud of myself

.. other sb¡dcDls acc€pt Ec 8s I ad

.. I havc lcamcd to work hard

,. I gct on well witl¡ ¡hc other studcots itr Ey class

.. I fiud that lcarning is a lol of fun

.. profcssors ¡istet to what I say

DefìnitclY

^É¡w

(check one line for cach slatemen!)
Mostly Mostly Dcfinirely
Agree Neukal Disagree Disagrce

^a 
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In this part of the questionoaire wc ask for somc factual iDforrûation about yourself. All of your answers to all of thê questioûs a¡e
confideolial, a¡d thc nanes of i¡dividual studeuts will not bc ideotifìcd in our rescarch report Wc need this information iD order to make
staústical comparisons bctwcco thc typcs of studcûrs in differcnt progratr.

l. Do you havc an undcrgraduatc uoivcrsiry dcgrce? ...Ycs ...No

2. Are you studying for an cducadon degree following the coøpletion of another dcgree? .,.Yes ...No

3. How mauy credit hours of universiry work arc you taking tåis acadenic yea¡ (Scpt. - April) ?

4. Are you aÉ uDdergraduate cducation student? ...Yes_
(a) t¡/hat undc¡graduate pmgraE a¡c you cnrolled in?

(Check one line)

.. I have Do! made a dccision yet

.. B.Ed.-ElcEentary

.. B.Ed.-Sccondary

.. B.EdJB.Music

Þ Êã /Þ I¡^

PART [N]I

.. U Of lvtRed River Collcgc program _

.. tJr'innipcg Educational Ceorer

.. Other

Ple¿sc dcscribc

(b) What are you most likely o bc doi.ng within six months of complcting your B.Ed. degree? (chcck onc or more lines)

-.-G- 

If you are sudying clementary education, what strcâm are

-.No_ ( If uo, go o quesdou 5 )

.. I don't cxpect !o complcæ a B.Ed

.. Yy'ork at aoothcr job

,. Travel

6.

Arc you t.king cducation courscs ¿s options for otìer university programs? ...ycs_ _,No_
Arc you a visiti¡g student from the Uoivcrsity of Winnipcg? ...Ycs ...No_
Are you a giaduate sbrdeot i¡ thc Faculry of Education? ...Ycs_ -.No_ ( If no, go o qucstiou g )

you in?

.. Early childhood

.. Faculty-based program

-. School-bascd program

(a) Wlst lcvel of graduate prcgran arc you at?

.. Fu¡t¡cr cducation

,. Suyiog ar hone

.. Orher things

.. Prc-Masters

.. MesE/s

.. PILD.

.. Other'

Plcase dcscribc

(Chcck onc line)

.. Educational Psychology

.. Curriculuc Humauitics & Social Scienccs

- Curriculum: Matìcmatics & Natur¿l Scicoccs

Please describe

(b) rilÌ¡at dcpafmcnr arc you rcgisærcd in?

.. Educational Admini56¿1ieo & Foundations

.. Orher

Plcase dcscribc
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(c) What arc you most liTely ro bc doiug wirhin six monrhs of complcring your graduare
dcgree? (Chcck ooc or more)

.. I dou'r exp€ct to completc a
graduate degrce

.. Tcach

.. rrvork at another job

.. Travel

8' How mauy ycars of univcrsity cducation do you have? If you havc bcen a part-timc studeDÇ then cstimat€ thc numbcr of

9.

cquivalcn! full-time ycars.

10.

Have you cvcr becn cmployed as a tcachcr? ,..No ...ycs

How good arc you at your univcrsity work conparcd to othcr studênls i¡ youf ycsr lcvcl?

.. A lot abovc averagc _

.. A little abovc avcrage_

.. Funhcr education

.. Suying at home

.. About avcÉge

.. A little bclow average_

.. A lo¡ bclow âvcrage_

What is your grade point avcrage?11.

Other things

..4.0-4.5_ ..2.5--2.9_ ..1.0__r.4_

..3.5--3.9_ ..2.0--2.4_ ..0.0--0.9_

..3.0--3.4_ ..1.5--1.9_
What is thc highcst lcvcl of education you cxpect. to complcte?

Plcasc dcscribc

12.

.. l¡ss thau a bachclor's degree

.. A bachelor's dcgrce_

.. A secosd bachclor's dcgrce_
13' How Euch ti-me do you spend on cach of the following activities during I typical wcck? (cstimatc the oumbcr of hours)

.. Attcndi.Dg classcs

.. SrudyiDg

.. St¡ldcnt teachi.og auüor voluntary timc in schools

.. Paid cEnployment

If ycs, how many ycars?

14. Plcase chc¡k how motivaæd you arc to do wcll iD your courscs this ycar.

Unmotivatcd Vcry motivatcd

15.

16.

\ilhat scx are you?

How old arc you?

.. Prc-Eastcrs_

.. A master's degree_

.. A doc¡oratc degrec_

...Male ...Female
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Vr'hat is your cthoic origin?

.. English_

.. French_

., Gcrmat

.. Narive Indiao_

18. What w¿s thc highcst level.of cducation
that your parcnts rEceived?

.. Elemcntary School

.. Somc high school

.. Coopleæd high school

.. Soæ æchsical, voc8tiooal traini¡g

.. Complcted coroEunity couege

.. Some univcrsity

.. Polish'

.. Scaodanaviau-

.. Ukrainian-

.. Otlrer-....- lf Other, plcase statc your cthnic

.. Compleæd a Bachelor's degree (e'g., B.Ed., B.A.)

,. Some cducation at thc Sraduate levcl

.. Completed graduatc degrcc (c.9., À{.Ed., Ph.D)

19. ì,Vhat arc you¡ parents' occupatioDs? (lf they are retired or deceased, plcæe iudicate the occupations they hcld.)

(check ouc line for cach puent)

(Chcck onc lioc for cach parent)
Father Mother

.. Self-coploycd profcssionals (e.9., Architccl, DentisÇ Eogiuecr, M.D.)

.. Employed profcssioûals (c.9., AccountâDt, School Tcachcr, Uuivcrsity Tcacher)

.. High level tnaûagers (c.g., Presideut, Vicc-PrcsidcuÇ Fina¡cial Maragcr)

.. Semi-professionals (c.9., ca¡Derauun, rnusician, photographer)

.. Tcchnicians (e.g,, Eogioeerilg technologist, Lifc scicnccs tcchniciaû)

.. Middle maoagers in busi¡ess or govemnent

.. Supervison, Forcmeu a¡d rvomco

.. Skilled clcrical sales, aod scrvicc (c.9,, i¡su¡a¡ce agcnt, salesman)

.. Skillcd crafis a¡d tradcs (c.9., cabinet úaker, paintcr, plumbcr)

.. Fa.raers

.. Scoi-skillcd clcric{ sales, and tcrvicc (e.g., office cledq library fìlc clcrt)

,. Scoi-skitlcd EaDual (e.8. bus driver, cook, tari drivcr)

;. Uoskilled clerical, rales, and servicc (c.g., mail canicr, nursiog aidc, ordcrly)

.. Usskillcd Ealual (c.g., chambcrmaid, clcvator oPcrator, janitor)

.. Farm labourcn

.. O¡her

Mothcr

Plcasc dcscribc

Father
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In thc followi¡g iatflæ¡t, yil åE skÊd ro lell ¡b6t ydr"ffi¡l idcûtiticr- Idertir.ig ¡E l¡bcls lh¿t pc¡plê €tr ue to dcsibc
thcrelvcs. Fc xmplc, æmc pcoplc id¿Dtify thcrelv4 as sbcn; othcß idcorify ùcælvcs æ mffitçs.

Bclow æ linrd ærcu idcatity aægøi* ¡¡d ¡ bricf dcfinitiou of qch osq Ale, for acb €tcgory ¡cvcnl cx¡mpl6 of poEsiblc

idcarides æ givcn Plæ E¿d theæ etcgory dcfinitiou æfully ud læk d the cmplcs ûar i.llugntc thc ki¡ds of idcntitics

@tâiDcd i¡ acù etêgory.

IDENTITY CÁTEGORTES

CATEGORY DEFINMON

Ki¡shio: l¡bcls that dcrcn'bc ydr Eldioßhip to fuily mcmbcß
(c,9., pæDt, s.lcr, @si!)

Socrnl lopr.¡'nrrps

Pær

4é!99ù99!4: l¡b€ls for mcmbcFhip io rhosc clubs, gup, and orgzniztiou iu which tou
fomlly or infomlly P3ricipate
(c.9. pßidc0t, mcmbcr, uËswr)

Teachins Prcfessim: t¿bcls tbat dsribc yN FtadoDship ro ùc E¿drisg prcfsiG
(c.9., ¡trdc!Ç racher, vie-pri[cipål)

Rcliqiouvsoiritul: labcls rhar d*nlc yor Eligids or spi¡iu¿.| oricotatio¡
(c.g., Catholic, athcia, Hiodu)

I¡bcls which dcrcribc ¡cqui8Þ86 y@ h¡vc with pæplc yör M ¡ge

(e9., P3l, fricld, mfiwtc)

Romantic;

Rccptiosal:

NSTRUCTIONS:

l. Thbk¡bq.ûthc¡dêûl¡ticdlll¡hrv¿inc¿c¡ofthæ7c¡tegoria Askyæmtf:'Hqimpsunri¡ec¡¡dcntityisnylifcfñm
wæk to wækf Aîcr yo hrw thc[ghr rbilt thcir impofteæ for ¡ misur!, go d ro rhc ldl p¡gc.

¡abcls th¡t desn'bc clos, affætioDatc Ehtiæshipc in *iric¡ you arc

rrutiellyiBhlvcd
(c.9., lovcr, spes, tirlfricûd)

labêls tb¡t ds'bc wh¡¡ y@ do duisg 
'ü¡ 

leiw timc
(e9., guiaâris, skicr, kni&r)
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2. For any paniculü pcm[, þmc of t¡cs idcntity etcgoris üc ffi importaDt thaD othc6. Now ùat yü havc thæght about thc

place of æh idctrrity in your lifc, nok thc idcsriry qtcgorics io lhc ordcr of thcir imPoúoæ to you.

For your æovcnienæ, thc ? qrcgorics h¡vc bø listcd bclw. Writc thc ìdcnúty ølcgory ú¡at is mosl impon¡ot to vou io úrc fißt
bt¡ol C'l'); rhc!, witr thcffid ms¡ impoûDr qtcgory iu thc ncxtblauk, and s oû, PudiDg thc l4$ impoflut mc i[ ùc lag

blaDl C"7'). Bc re þ uæ ¡ll 7 qtcgorics.

K.instrip

AffiiatioÉl
Tæchirg Prcfcsiou

Rcligid!r'SpiriBal

Romntic
Rætiosl

Most Imporat

3. Nw, go båck asd læk st thc wy yil n¡l ordcrcd thc idc¡úty etegorier Ask yqñclf thc question: "lf, for rcme uoo, I !g!
to givc up my id6tity iD one of the €tcgdics, would I do þ i! thc ordcr liscd herc? That is, wüld I givc ug thc onc at thc

bo(tom !É thcn thc Bqt mc, aad þ o¡ up thc lilc giúng up !39 thc oDc et thc top of thc lit?' Ifug¡!Þ3!99 rhc ordcr of thc

idcûtity etrgüi6 þ tha¡ it is ææct

¿1. Eraüy, Ëxt to c¡ch ¡dê[tity qtcgtry yil mplercd rboyc, nt! its impoÍâo@ to yo usiog rhe ule bclw. The numbcs m thc

stc shrld b€ uËtcd liþ thc aumbcs m r n¡Icr, with ¿qua¡ dir¡oø æpantiog then Yo ruy asign thc se lumbcr to two

or moF m*4.ûivc idætitics, ud yd my us aoy uumÞr fm 0 to I æ.

J

LÆ9.ImportaDt

Rarisg

Ofno
inpot¡!æ
¡4' æ

6.

Sl¡shüy

inpon¡nt

Mod¿ntcly

import¡o¡

50

qu¡tc

impolaut

75

As impoftÂll

toæ¡sI
qn imgiDc

lm
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DISTRUCTIOIT'S:

Thc followiDg ttåtrmcots æMm ydr pcmÉl fælings ud thoughs ebot bciog a tachcr. For cedr of thc ¡tcms Èd the slårcmcnt

rb¡wgh qEfutly ¡inæ Do trc æ dactly rlikc- If a stemcDt is TRUE ø MOSTLY TRUE æ ¡pplicd to yoq circlc rhc î ia frcDr of
thcdåtculcrL If¡c¡lcmæt¡sFALSEorMOSTLYFAISErsapplicdtoyfl,circlcthcEiufrcotoftl¡cstatemcnL

MOSTLY
TRTJE

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

Te¿cHpR l¡p¡rnry

MOSTLY

FAIJE

r

F

¡

F

F

r

F

F

1. Whca pæple erc diroiDg t¡c topic of tachiog, I prcbably will lisco ¡Edtr joi! rhc
mvcFalioû

2- If I m¿ ¡æs aû alic¡c Eldcd to teùiDg, I proòably will Eed ¡t wirl¡ iDtcEt

3. IfprcbleDsddc¡opi[mytifqltrytothiukthcmthmughasrhcyaffcctmyr¿chìngabiliry.

¿1. With rcspe.{ to tschiog, I dmt æ if I rukc m¡srakcs.

5. Durirg the p-* week i havc had rc ælvcËuoos ebst t€cl|iog,

6, DuriDg thc Fst wæk, I havc mdc l0 ø ffic decisioss ¡u *,hich my iotcEs¡ io tødriog has
influcoed ùc dæisio! pu4s

7. I nrcly or ocvr thitrk ¡boùt how I qo bc a bdrer tæchcr.

t. Compa¡Êd !o ot¡¡cræoæEs,I eoFy lirt¡c ebst how good ¡ racher f am.

9. IfI h¡d to givc up emcl¡ilg, b.i!g a teåcher is ¡¡c lðr rhilg I would Eivc up.

10. Wbco I m i¡rclvcd itr ¡ctiviri6 rclarrd ro rqcåiDg, I usully fcel iûdiffcEDl

11. If I w ¡ bcuq tc¡dtcr than cvø¡,oæ elæ, it would matc litüc diflcæ!æ to mc.

lZ Whc! I oq I sk st sit¡!¡io6 i¡ which I en cxpæss mysclf ¡s ¡ t€chcr,

13. Bcjug ¡ lacåcr is not impotî¡ût !o mc

14. I fcr-l bd vbco I thiDt I u ma bÊi¡g a good ¡qchcr.

15. I nEly d¿vot¿ mucù tiæ !o ny tr¿chi¡g ilrGrs.

16 lilhå I É{ æs F.plq it ¡s isporðr to æ ther rhcy kæw I ¡m ¡ reclrcr.

f7. I typiaUy cguiæ my day rc l!¡r I ro wort tmrd goa¡s rhar arc rclrrcd to my tcechiag.

lE. Bciog r tactcr is of ¡ittlc v¿lE ro Dq

19. Bciug e tacùcrhß virÈ¡Ily Do dfær o[ s¡y lifc.

20. I cnþy it yther pcoplc cmdng¿ æ ro bc ¡ tec¡ã.

21. I ruld fæ¡ r gËt rcæ of lc if sddcoly I wæ uiablc to bc I tr¿chcr.

22 I ro amryly æmiucd to bc¡¡g r good t!åchcr.

23. ü F.plc Eúd t¡w mly olc rhing ¡bour mc, I would Es¡ rhcm to k¡ow I sm a tcáchcr.
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PART NV IO

THANK YOU VERY MUCH. WE REAIJY APPRECIATE THE TIME AND EFFORT YOU HAVE GIVEN IN ANSWERINC
oURQUESTIONS.

IF YOU HA\/E ANY COMMENTS OR SUGGESTIONS, PLEASE TAKE A FEW MINIJTES TO JOT THEM DOWN.

a/1 1
Lal



tr

PART" V
Finally, wc would lilc to scnd you a shot rcpon of ùis study, a¡d wc also would li.kc to cont¡ct you iD thc futurc to sce whar you arc
doing. To cuablc us to contåct you, wc would lilc o havc your Damc, addrcss, æd aD addrcss whcre wc could contact you rcxr ycar, or
tle year afær.

Namc

Addrcss

l:st naEe þlcasc print) hust Da[oe

postal Codc

(St¡cct & Numbcr)

Phonc nuobcr
(Area Code)

AddrÊss at which wc ca¡ coatact you in thc futurc:

Namc

Ad drcss:

Las¡ oame

Posral Codc

Phose numbcr I )
(Area Codc)

(Ciry or Tow!) (Provi oce)
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