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ABSTRACT 

This study was undertaken with the primary objective of 

determining whether community college students were as well 

prepared for success in higher education as students who began 

their advance training in a university. A relatively small 

southwestern state university and an adjacent community 

college were chosen as the site for this study. Classes at 

each institution were selected on the basis of content 

similarity given the fact that no two classes were exactly 

alike. 

The study then examined the differences and similarities 

between the course content and the students in them. The 

primary focus was on the students, first to determine if the 

respecti ve groups from the community college and from the 

university represented the same or different populations. 

criteria for this aspect of the study included social 

characteristics, performance , motivation and 

Demographic data were also gathered to provide a 

upon which to make a comparative analysis of the 

aspirations. 

general basis 

participants. 

The respective learning environments were then examined for 

comparability of content, teaching styles, bias and others. 

significant similarity was found in a number of criteria, 

but it was clear that community college students generally 

came from a lower class, did less well in high school and 

seemed to be improve rapidly. However, wi thout further 

analysis it cannot be determined if the community college 

students are capable of survival in the academic environment 

of a university. Competency exams in the academic areas are 

suggested as a method of validating the knowledge and 

preparation of the community college students. 
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CHAPTER 1 

THE PROBLEM AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Transferability between community colleges and 

universities in some states is, at best, difficult and at 

worst nearly impossible. In some states students who enter 

higher education at a community college have virtually no 

chance of articulating into a university without losing almost 

all of the community college credit in the process. 

Universities effectively filter out these students by 

refusing to accept credits from institutions they feel are 

primarily vocational in orientation (Grubb 1991, Dougherty 

1992). No value is placed on an individual with a practical 

background who also wishes to sharpen or develop his or her 

academic skills. In some cases of extremity, transfer is 

refused; that is, credit is refused from even those community 

colleges that have a direct affiliation with a university (New 

Mexico state University 1991). 

They define articulation as a transition from one level 

of education to another with as little disruption and 

redundancy possible (Vigil and Townsend 1993). Existing 

articulation agreements are often limited to specific program 

areas. Receiving institutions almost universally dictate the 

terms of these agreements as the community colleges have no 

power or authority in this regard; it is truly a buyer I s 

market (Brint & Karabel 1989). They perceive that community 
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college students are inadequately prepared for university 

work. The courses they have taken at the community college 

are considered too vocational (Ingash 1992, CHE 1991, 

Dougherty 1992). This is the most commonly stated reason so 

they accept few credits. In cases where autonomous boards 

govern universities, the result is often a lack of 

communication between potential articulation partners. If 

they accept a student for transfer, aside from losing a 

significant amount of credit, there are further obstacles to 

that person's success at a university. 

Often a student's social background creates a situation 

where assimilation into the university culture is difficult, 

at best (London 1978, Cross 1971, Brint & Karabel 1989). This 

is the case unless there are some means of assistance provided 

to aid in this process (Tinto 1987, Pincus & Archer 1989 and 

Weis 1985). Many students attending community colleges are 

minorities, first generation college students and older women, 

for example. These groups of individuals are the least valued 

by society and often they do not transfer. As few as 3 
I 

percent of ndnority, full time community college students 
f. 

transfer to a four-year institution. The community college 

thus becomes a bottleneck preventing representatives of 

minority groups from going on to more economically valuable 

bachelor and masters degrees. The universities presume, and 

the literature indicates, that these students do not transfer 

because they cannot do the work (Richardson and Bender 1987 
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and Tinto 1987). For a small number of these students who may 

be taking community college courses that are comparable to 

college or university courses (those that should transfer), 

the senior institutions usually rej ect units as not being 

acceptable. If they accepted these courses into the senior 

system, the transfer rate would greatly increase. students at 

universities and at community colleges may be doing work that 

is comparable, but the senior institutions reject the 

community college units because of the perceived low status of 

community colleges. This study, therefore, attempted to 

evaluate student performance and course comparability at a 

community college and a university to see if universities were 

legitimately excluding community college students who want to 

transfer. 

Financial aid is often another deterrent to the 

educational process. Universities often consider students for 

available financial aid in select groups. For example, high 

quality entering freshmen often get the first attention. 

Returning and graduate students are dealt with next, leaving 

transfers with the lowest priority. As such, financial aid -
for community college transfers is low (Gaither and Dukes 

1982). Jobs, families and changes in program requirements are 

also well known inhibitors to the success of community college 

transfers (Astin and Panos 1969, Pincus and Archer 1989). 

Inadequate remediation (Richardson and Bender 1987), and a 



10 

basic lack of commitment (Tinto 1987) are also thought to be 

major deterrents to successful transfer. 

Little has been written about how to make transfer work 

better. University professors who have produced most of the 

literature written on the topics of transfer and articulation 

are at best, indirectly associated with the problems. Some 

perceive that an elitist attitude of the universities is 

primarily responsible for the fact that transfer has declined 

(Friedlander 1980). The result of the universities' 

perspective, based in structural functionalism, further 

complicates the transfer issue. Structural functionalism is a 

sociological theory with a premise that supports the 

traditional, highly conservative view point. Governance 

structures in many institutions of higher learning have been 

characterized as structural functionalist because of their 

views on how the system should operate (Brawer and Friedlander 

1979). Community colleges and/or student inadequacies receive 

blame if there is a transferability problem. 

The aspiring community college student may be left with 

few options; be "cooled out" (Clark 1961), and give up hope of 

a bachelor's degree, transfer to another state or start 

virtually from scratch. This "cooling out" process is one in 

which students who achieve low scores on entrance exams are 

convinced that they cannot succeed in higher education and are 

then advised to lower their sights to a more attainable 

technical or service career. The "cooling process" was evolved 
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by institutions faced with the problem of dealing with 

students who enrolled with aspirations to attend law school, 

but could only read at the fifth grade level. Shunting these 

students into technical programs became a popular and easy 

tactic (Cohen and Brawer 1989). Another strategy was to offer 

the opportunity of remediation via skill development courses. 

This tactic was sometimes successful in preparing students for 

transfer courses or, as occurred in many cases, simply kept 

students entertained until they drifted away. 

Clearly, there are a number of factors that appear to 

contribute to the lack of success for community college 

transfers and any number of consequences stemming from that 

lack of success. This inquiry focused on performance, 

motivation, social characteristics and aspirations of students 

at a university and at a community college to determine why 

those who initially enrolled at a university had what appeared 

to be 400 percent better chance for success in higher 

education than community college students (Astin 1975). If 

the point can be made at least in this isolated case, that 

some community college students are potentially as capable of 

success in higher education, then perhaps universities will 

begin to reconsider their stands on accepting these transfer 

stUdents. 

The comparison of performance indicators between these 

groups was an obvious one, as these are the primary factors 

that universities cite as those that prevent community college 
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students from functioning at college level. Some perceive a 

lack of commitment or motivation as a major inhibitor to the 

success of community college students (Tinto 1987). Indicators 

of motivation were included to test these assertions. 

Aspirations were investigated to determine if there was 

significant difference between those held by community college 

students and by university students. 

Because of stereotypical expectations, it is generally assumed 

that community college students will pursue goals that only 

require an associate degree or less. Finally, social 

characteristics are often thought to influence success. Social 

class status, for example, is often a stronger predictor of 

education attainment than either aspirations or performance 

(Bowles & Gintis 1976, Jencks et al. 1979, DiMaggio 1982, 

Astin 1991). A highly developed hierarchical society such as 

ours perpetuates social position by reproducing the existing 

order through education. Upward mobility is often quite 

difficult. In other words, are the university students 

representative of a different socioeconomic class than 

community college students and therefore more likely to 

succeed in higher education? 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Many Americans have been diverted from their dreams in 

higher education. These people, particularly those from lower 

income and minority backgrounds who began their higher 

education careers in community college, have not gone on to 
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earn a baccalaureate. statistics indicate that associate 

degree holders earn an average of $2,800 less than 

baccalaureate graduates and $9,700 less than masters degree 

holders (Current Population Reports 1987). 

Transfer to a 4-year college or university was, and 

still is, at least in the public eye, a primary function of 

community colleges (AACJC 1984). A recent study showed 

however, that as few as 3 percent of minority, full time 

community college students had transferred to a university 

four years after they began their careers in higher education 

(Pima community College 1993). Baron (1984) and Cohen and 

Brawer (1982) confirm the trend that transfer rates have 

fallen below 10% in many states. A number of other 

investigators found that rates were nearly as bad on a 

national scale, citing figures of eleven to 19% (Dougherty 

1992, Pincus and Archer 1989). During the early 1960's when 

this declining trend of transfers began to be noticeable, a 

clear-cut reason for the phenomena was elusive. University 

degrees were still considered quite valuable and the job 

market was open for BA graduates (Cross 1971). This 

phenomenon received little attention and the trend was not 

viewed with much concern. within the next decade, however, 

the job market for baccalaureate graduates began to 

deteriorate and more attention fell upon occupational 

education (Cohen & Brawer 1982). The Carnegie commission on 

Higher Education, formed in the late 1960' s, turned its 
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attention to vocational education in the early 1970's. The 

Carnegie report recommended an increased focus on vocational 

education, broader access to community colleges, restricted 

access at universities and a de-emphasis of transfer programs 

(Brint & Karabel 1989). The intention was to improve the 

market for baccalaureate graduates and solidify the community 

colleges' position at the bottom of the higher education 

hierarchy. The ultimate objective of all community college 

programs was to prepare students for an occupation. The 

actual result was to create a "hierarchical and rationally 

structured system of higher education that would in essence be 

a mirror image of an orderly stratified meritocratic 

occupational structure" (Brint & Karabel 1989). 

There was widespread and very influential support for 

the carnegie recommendation. The organization itself provided 

moral and political backing while foundations such as Kellogg, 

Robert Wood Johnson, Alfred Sloan, and the National Science 

Foundation made financial contributions to the 

vocationalization of community colleges. carnegie 

recommendations were also supported by major federal financial 

incentives aimed at occupational training. The Council for 

Financial Aid to Education called the vocational movement "the 

most important innovation in American education during the 

twentieth century" (CFAE 1973). 

Simultaneously, the names of most junior colleges 

changed to reflect their closer ties to local occupational 
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needs. The phrase junior college implied a subordinate role 

to the universities and because this was no longer the case, 

these schools became community-based post secondary schools. 

Many faced fact and outright called themselves vocational 

schools. others, trying to maintain some semblance of their 

former levels of prestige called themselves community 

colleges, when in fact they bore little similarity to a junior 

college (Cohen and Brawer 1989). Transfer, in any case, was 

virtually ignored in favor of the more lucrative vocational 

programs. The traditional mission of a junior college was 

replaced by that of an area vocational school. All these 

changes in higher education could not and did not escape the 

notice of the media. It may be more accurate to say that the 

media provided invaluable assistance to the movement. The 

news decried, "no jobs for college grads" and community 

college's became beneficiaries of a flood to vocational 

training. Community college administrators, counselors and 

faculty channeled students away from the transfer track and 

toward occupational education. Such a good job was done on 

this transition that community college faculties surveyed as 

late as the early 1990's felt that transfer was not among the 

primary goals of their respective institutions (Grubb 1991, 

Dougherty 1992). The "cooling out" process documented by 

Clark (1960) became a major tool for the new direction of 

2-year institutions. 
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Four-year colleges also jumped on the vocational 

bandwagon, seeing an opportunity to capitalize on a unique 

niche in the job market. Many chose vocationalization over 

upgrading their liberal arts curriculum (Brint & Karabel 

1989) • The phenomenon was actually nothing more than 

"credential inflation," a situation in which disciplines that 

had previously required little, if any, formal education now 

called for four years of higher education (Brint & Karabel 

1989). Electronics and construction management were prime 

examples of this inflation. Prolonging these programs created 

a vested interest in the colleges as they received more 

federal funding if they could retain students for 4-years. The 

university entry into these fields placed them in direct 

competition with community colleges for students and funding. 

For example, in order for four year institutions to get a 

piece of the Carl Perkins Vocational Act monies, they 

vocationalized curricula such as computer science by adding an 

associate degree to their curriculum. Some of these students 

went on to pursue a bachelor degree in another field, but, 

however many of these associate degrees were terminal. 

Administration of justice was another example. Associate 

degrees and certificates were created to establish 

institutional eligibility for these funds (Cohen and Brawer 

1982) • This trend was perpetuated by the institutions' 

tendency to hire administrators willing to enhance the 

vocationalization model. This was primarily done by chasing 
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federal funding tied to strengthening that function. This new 

emphasis on career program development spawned some resentment 

from community colleges but did little to halt 

vocationalization of 4-year schools. 

Because they had little influence over the 4-year 

institutions, the community colleges set out to make the best 

of their plight. Some agreements were worked out by which 

articulation from the 2-year program to the advanced 

vocational program was possible. While these agreements were 

steps in the right direction for students who did not want to 

be locked into an associate degree they were not miracle 

cures. Credit acceptance continued to be irregular with 

decisions made on a case by case basis. The four-year 

colleges saw the acceptance of community college credits as a 

dilution of their own efforts. Course content was usually the 

source of contention although there was a contingent that 

believed institutional rivalry was at the root of continuing 

problems. In actuality, subjective judgment regarding course 

content was the primary cause (Brint & Karabel 1989). The 

senior institutions simply chose those credits they would 

accept. This uncertainty naturally affected students who 

planned to transfer. 

THE STUDENTS' PERSPECTIVE 

Although most community college students expressed a 

desire to be upwardly mobile, studies showed they lack 

confidence about their ability to be so. Besides this lack of 
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confidence, those who planned to pursue a higher degree have 

had to endure pressure from their families and peer groups 

against education (London 1978). This fear of success usually 

began in primary and secondary schools when students were 

taught that their position was highly precarious; their 

abilities were in doubt and their performance potentially 

embarrassing. This resulted in an aversion to 

intellectualizing in school (Cross 1971). Students often felt 

safer performing mechanical skills in vocational programs and 

saw conceptual demands of academic courses as serious threats 

to self esteem (London 1978). 

For many community college students, success in academic 

courses meant turning their backs on the values, lifestyles, 

and self-images they were raised within working class and 

lower-middle class families. Academic courses asked them to 

adopt unfamiliar attitudes and construct new self-images 

(Brint & Karabel 1989). The lack of familiarity with new 

expectations caused these individuals to be very susceptible 

to subtle social pressures. serious transfer students were 

often resented and ostracized by hard core vocational 

students. The climate that had to be endured by these 

individuals was hard to handle for confident, well-prepared 

students. It is that much worse for those who are not 

confident of their intellectual ability (London 1978). 

Some critics blame the vocationalization of community 

colleges on an influx of students who had no desire for higher 
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education. These students simply wanted training that would 

prepare them for an occupation. The problem with this 

presumption is that the trend toward vocationalization had 

begun ten years before these vocationally oriented students 

began to enter the community college picture in any 

significant numbers (Brint & Karabel 1989). Instead of being 

the driving force for change, the student population shifted 

because of the community colleges' movement to the vocational 

model. Lower ability students were actually recruited to fill 

newly created vocational programs. During the 1970s and 1980s, 

many non-traditional students were enrolled in community 

colleges. These students represented groups of older, 

academically and economically disadvantaged, low ability, and 

minority students (Cohen & Brawer 1982 and Friedlander 1980). 

Prompted by federal legislation, the colleges developed 

programs designed with these groups in mind. In other words, 

to qualify for federal grant funds, institutions built 

programs specifically designed to attract the identified 

special populations mentioned above (united states Dept. of 

Education 1986). 

As the 1990's approached, educators realized those low 

achieving students were unprepared for the highly technical 

nature of modern industrial jobs. To help address this need 

for high tech training, national community college leaders 

decided that math and science instruction needed to be 

bolstered. The implementation of Tech Prep curricula was 
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intended to address the problem by enhancing the academic 

skill levels of technically oriented high school students 

(CORD 1991). Further investigation indicated that federal 

grant funds for community colleges were, and still are, tied 

to the provision of programs and services for these special 

groups. 

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 

vocational enrollments were sustained by the continued 

de-emphasis of transfer programs and the promise of good 

wages. It has been shown however, that earnings and raises 

are more closely related to socioeconomic background than to 

program completion (Wilms 1974). The data shows that factors 

related to background are positively related to earning 

ability (Cohen and Brawer 1989). Apparently parental and 

societal influences have as much or more effect on actual 

earnings than does degree completion. Expectations and 

connections then seem to be almost as valuable as education. 

Breneman & Nelson 1981 and Monk-Turner 1983 demonstrated that 

baccalaureate graduates have significantly better occupational 

status than vocational program completers. The Monk-Turner 

study controlled for socioeconomic status, ability, race and 

gender. Those who transferred were predominantly from high 

socioeconomic status families. Velez (1985) showed that 

economically disadvantaged student populations were 

concentrated at community colleges while upper and 

upper-middle class students usually opted for a four-year 
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college or university. That high socioeconomic status usually 

indicates academic success has been well established (Astin 

1977, Bowles & Gintis 1976, Jencks, et ale 1979 and DiMaggio 

1982). 

STUDENT PERFORMANCE 

Communi ty college students have exhibited a poorer 

chance for success than graduates of 4-year colleges, even 

when controlling for ability, SES and aspirations. Research 

suggested that a person who attended a community college was 

eleven to 19 percent less likely to get a baccalaureate degree 

than if he or she started at a four-year college (Astin 1977). 

Some factors that may have contributed to this negati ve 

relationship include a lack of residence facilities, few peer 

support groups and a lack of an academic atmosphere at the 

community college (Dougherty 1987). More current data, of 

course, showed tremendous change in this area. Nunley & 

Breneman (1988) found that well-qualified students have a 

better chance for success at 4-year colleges while lesser 

qualified individuals performed better at community colleges. 

The parameters of what qualified means have not been clearly 

stated. It has been shown that even when academic ability was 

controlled for, students at 4-year institutions stood a better 

chance of earning a baccalaureate than students at 2-year 

institutions (Breneman & Nelson 1981 and Velez 1985). 

Part of the problem regarding transfer success stemmed 

from the community college students' failure to express 



22 

transfer related behavior. Only 17% of a cohort was found to 

do so. In other words, only these few students knew which 

courses transferred, where to get information on transfer and 

how to actually get this information. This disparity of 

transfer knowledge was more apparent between Blacks and 

Hispanics than between Asian-Americans and whites (Pincus & 

Archer 1989). 

Student performance at the community college suffered 

from a lack of faculty commitment to the transfer function or 

to the needs of transfer students for critical thinking 

skills. Information was dispensed in bits perceived to be 

small enough for the average community college student to 

swallow. Expectation of critical thought or writing ability 

was almost nonexistent (Richardson, et al. 1983). The 

presumption here is that colleges and universities expect and 

utilize these skills in their courses, whereas community 

colleges do not. 

MINORITY ISSUES IN TRANSFER 

The increased availability of financial aid during the 

1970's encouraged many economically disadvantaged and minority 

students to opt for attendance at community colleges (Brint & 

Karabel1989). Open admission policies and the establishment 

of area campuses contributed to even greater minority 

enrollments. This caused community colleges to become the 

major point of entry into higher education for minorities 

(Olivas 1979 and Astin 1982). By the late 1970's, the major 
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minority groups were concentrated in the 2-year institutions. 

The structure of tracking in higher education came to reflect 

society's structure of racial stratification (Brint & Karabe1 

1989). Because of the community colleges' inattention to the 

transfer function, the inevitable result was to filter 

minorities out of higher education by reducing their 

opportunities to continue. 

The Black community saw what was essentially a cooling 

out process and an increasing emphasis on vocationalization as 

repression of their race. They asserted that the federal 

government assured that the community college was the 

appropriate educational ceiling for blacks (AAJC 1970). This 

protest spawned more concern among other groups that 

minorities were, in fact, being tracked into the lower levels 

of the hierarchy of higher education (Lavin 1981 and Karabel 

1983). 

Although community colleges are acknowledged to be the 

major entry points for minorities in higher education, there 

are some people who continue to feel that the two-year schools 

should not be in the transfer game. Unless, the community 

colleges resist this pressure and become aggressively involved 

in transfer activity, minority groups will continue to be 

seriously educationally disadvantaged and virtually excluded 

from equal opportuni ty to enter senior levels of higher 

education (Breneman & Nelson 1981). 
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A lack of social integration and loss of credits have 

been identified as major inhibitors of students wishing to 

transfer into upper division higher education (Tinto 1987). 

Constructive ideas to increase social integration, a key 

component of a student's success in higher education, could 

include involvement of minorities in student organizations, 

peer support groups, and cultural and social events on campus 

(Pincus & Archer 1989). social contact between students from 

different levels of higher education could also prove valuable 

in reducing levels of social alienation present among these 

groups. cultural and class conflict is often not handled by 

faculty and administrators with enough sensitivity; minority 

students thus often rebel against authority. The resulting 

self-destructive behavior is not conducive to learning of any 

kind (Weis 1985). 

Better remedial courses are needed to help minorities 

get up to speed for college courses. Research indicated that 

minority students who began their academic career at a 

community college were less likely to earn a baccalaureate 

degree that those who initially entered a university. While 

this phenomenon has been well documented for all students 

(Astin 1977), the differential was even larger for minority 

students (Cohen 1988). Minority students were more likely to 

be from the lower socioeconomic class and characteristically 

had lower academic ability and aspirations (Cohen and Brawer 

1989). As vocational institutions, most community cOlleges 
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did not attempt to remediate these students to a level beyond 

that which is necessary for success in a trade (Astin 1982, 

Richardson and Bender 1987). 

Better financial aid as grants rather than loans would 

make minority entry into higher education significantly easier 

(Baker and Roueche 1985). Research indicated that because 

minority students were more likely to come from low income 

families, they were naturally attracted to community colleges 

where tuition is generally low (Cohen and Brawer 1989). On 

the other hand, it has been well demonstrated that community 

college attendance is detrimental to possibilities of higher 

degree attainment. On the other hand, education at a 

community college is obviously better than no advanced 

training at all. What does society want from its minority 

students, service careers or professional services? If 

professional services are preferred, more affordable paths 

must be opened to higher education. 

THE FOUR-YEAR COLLEGE/UNIVERSITY PERSPECTIVE 

From the perspective of the four-year insti tutions, 

transfer was never a legitimate problem. They maintained that 

their doors remained open to transfer students if they 

qualified. Universities felt that competition for students was 

important. From the universities ' perspective community 

colleges needed to improve their curriculum to make their 

students more competitive with university level students. 
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If change was to be initiated in the transfer area it 

would not be affected by universities, but by state 

legislatures and governing bodies (Brint & Karabel 1989). 

Transfer students only became attractive to a senior 

institution when regular student enrollment experienced a 

decline. When this occurred, entrance requirements went down, 

financial aid became easier to obtain and transfers were 

welcomed. The situation remains unchanged and until such 

mandates are issued, little change is likely. Brint and 

Karabel(1989) reported that even if senior institutions did 

not blatantly inhibit transfer, they continued to regulate the 

influx of community college students by making financial 

awards, for example, to transfer students late in the spring 

or early summer after most resources were expended. Students 

find it difficult to attend a university without financial 

aid, particularly for the disadvantaged and minorities (Brint 

& Karabel 1989). Students who could enroll at a senior 

insti tution often discovered that virtually none of their 

credits transferred and they had essentially to start again. 

THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE PERSPECTIVE 

The vocationalization of community colleges became 

perhaps the most obvious reason for decline of the transfer 

function. The initiative resulted in the deletion of liberal 

arts classes from the requirements for certificates. This 

move resulted in tremendous enrollment increases in vocational 

programs by students with low abilities in math and language 
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The way was now clear to get training at the 

community college because no academics were required. 

Although increased enrollments were encouraging, a significant 

mistake obviously occurred when academic requirements were so 

drastically curtailed. community colleges graduated people who 

were functionally illiterate (Richardson, et al. 1983). Newly 

developing highly technical careers required that students 

could read and interpret technical manuals and make complex 

calculations for many jobs. By 1986, English and math had 

regained a status that required a large number of sections to 

be offered in community colleges at 21 and 20%, respectively 

(Cohen and Brawer 1982). other liberal arts courses did not 

fare as well in the applied science associate degree programs. 

More "vocational" general education courses filled the bill. 

Computer science and business courses seemed made to order for 

this purpose. 

Vocationalization began as far back as the 1930's, but 

did not gain much ground until the early 1960s and 70s. The 

Carnegie report of the 1970's had a domino affect all across 

the country. The vocationalization effort took a giant leap 

forward (Brint & Karabel 1989). Increased availability of 

financial aid at this time enhanced the attractiveness of the 

community colleges to lower income and minority students to 

the extent that these institutions became the major point of 

entry for minorities pursuing higher education (Olivas 1979 

and Astin 1982). The climate of community colleges 
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increasingly began to reflect the needs of the local 

community. Special interest courses (Cohen & Lombardi 1979) 

and remedial classes made up a greater proportion of offerings 

each semester. Remedial courses were necessary to develop 

basic skills in students who entered with virtually no real 

ability in math and written language, not to mention literacy. 

Lombardi (1982) made an ironic but pertinent comment: "it is 

called a college, but elementary courses are among the highest 

in courses offered and students enrolled." A problem of 

legitimacy began to emerge as vocational programs started to 

lose their popularity. During the 1980's, unemployment 

dropped, causing a decline in vocational program enrollments 

(Brint & Karabel 1989). Students and graduates of these 

programs began to see through the promises of lucrati ve 

employment. State and federal agencies began to press for 

accountability of grant funds used to support these programs. 

A basic question resurfaced: should vocational training be 

separated from liberal arts courses? External influence cited 

the need for vocational students to be better academically 

prepared. A greater need was percei ved for students to 

possess good writing and mathematics skills besides their 

occupational training. A technician with limited ability to 

translate plans and manuals was of little use in the work 

place. Pressure from business and industry for increasingly 

closer relationships between the trades and academics promoted 

this notion (Pincus 1989). This stance supported the 
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position that the transfer function should not be a 

responsibility of the community college. If, on the other 

hand, the institutions were to continue transfer as the public 

and legislators expected them to (Brint & Karabel 1989), they 

had to acknowledge that non academic and vocational programs 

possibly reduced the attainment of their students (Folger, et 

al 1970). The profile developed of the student most unlikely 

to transfer, identified the person as an older Hispanic or 

black, low income female who attended school part-time and had 

limited involvement with the community college. Provision of 

educational services to groups represented by the 

characteristics identified in this profile presented challenge 

for higher education, but a more meaningful effort was 

necessary (and still is) to address the needs of these people 

for good jobs. There are surely hundreds and thousands of 

people who are choosing occupational majors because nothing 

else is visible. It should be the responsibility of educators 

to improve the visibili ty of something more. Educators 

cannot, and should not be expected, to control an economy that 

encourages short sightedness. However, they can encourage and 

expect high academic standards that will support a student's 

quest for upward mobility. 

Perhaps there should be a change in the standards used 

to evaluate learning. Four year colleges and universities 

characteristically judge students' performance against a 

uniform standard, whereas community college instructors more 
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commonly evaluate students' performance in comparison to their 

classmates (Richardson 1985). The solution is far from clear 

cut. The community college apparently needs to better prepare 

their students and should perhaps adopt higher standards, 

while time the university should assume a more nurturing 

attitude toward its students. Barriers remain and attitudes 

are yet unchanged. 

Higher education represents organizations that may be 

characterized as having a structural orientation. Systems, 

for example, higher education, function for the benefit of 

society and are based in part on the precept that the "cream 

rises to the top." Everyone has an equal opportunity to 

succeed and a person's success depends upon what one does with 

that opportunity. The strength of this rationale is in the 

fact that organizations run and continue to run, although not 

always perfectly or even well. Herein lay the weaknesses of 

structural rationality. The system perpetuates itself and 

pays little attention to the individual except from a distance 

or as a member of a group. The traditional system of higher 

education pays little attention to the needs of minorities and 

transfers. These people have individual needs that have not 

been met by the system. This system has been designed for and 

functions best when dealing with large groups of students. The 

individuals whose needs are unique in the student population 

is often lost in the structure of the system. 
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in essence, perpetuate self 

the question is, whose self 

interest is advanced? Power is the issue here; administrators 

and faculty have authority over programs and students. They 

choose to exert that power for their own benefit and in the 

best interests of the student. It should be recognized that 

the student and faculty may share an interest if they have 

similar backgrounds. The problem is, the student does not 

always have much to say about her/his own best interest in 

education. 
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CHAPTER 2 

THEORY AND METHODS 

Research revealed two commonly accepted reasons why 

community college students did not often transfer to 

universities. Studies showed they were either unable to do 

the work or the system essentially forced them out. Structural 

functionalism with its meritocratic assumptions sees most 

community college students as unable to do university level 

work. The meritocratic model is based on the belief that the 

most fit survive. The implication was that, if community 

college students were unable to handle the work at a 

university they should not have been there. The associated 

presumption then was that community college coursework was 

leveled down because the students had less ability and they 

were unable to function using critical thinking skills 

(Richardson, et al. 1983). The meritocratic model, then, was 

founded on the idea that to admit community college students 

to the universities would only dilute the curriculum. It would 

also have to be leveled down to promote the academic survival 

of less qualified students. Leveling down a curriculum enough 

to meet the academic requirements of these less capable 

individuals would violate the basic tenets of what a 

university education is intended to produce. A gap in this 

logic, however, was that most studies that have attempted to 

detect which students might indeed be less capable, involved 
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community college students, exclusively. When judging whether 

community college students can think critically, researchers 

have compared them only with other community college students 

(Richardson 1983, London 1978 and Weis 1985). Everyone seems 

to assume that the two groups, community college and 

uni versi ty students, are so different that there has been 

little, if any, work comparing them with each other. 

Reported declines in standardized test scores such as 

SAT and the artificial inflation of ACT scores indicated that 

the two groups of students are not as disparate as some 

assumed them to be (Boyer 1987 and Brawer and Friedlander 

1979). Both community college and university instructors have 

reported a dramatic slide in test scores and corresponding 

performance of their students. From the 1960's up through the 

1970's the Scholastic Aptitude Test and the American College 

Testing Program reported a widespread decline in mathematical 

and verbal ability. These scores leveled off in the mid to 

late 1980's, but this leveling was near the lowest point of 

decline. This data was reported for all those who took the 

exams and specifically for those who attended community 

colleges. The Educational Testing Service (1978) noted: "At 

the University of California at Berkeley, where students come 

from the top one-eighth of California high school graduates, 

nearly half the freshmen in recent years have been so 

deficient in writing ability that they have had to take a 

remedial course that they themselves call 'bonehead English'." 
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In 1980 at Miami-Dade Community College, 50 percent of the 

entering students were below the eleventh-grade level on 

reading and writing, 60 percent were below that level on 

mathematics (Losak, Schwartz and Morris 1982). The problem 

remains then that if these groups of students have similar 

ability, why does the system keep them apart educationally? 

Reproduction theory would support the view that these 

students are different not only because of performance, 

aspirations or motivation, but because they represent 

different social classes, ethnic backgrounds and different 

educational backgrounds. In essence these groups of students 

differ because they were tracked separately. Lower social 

class and ethnic minorities are all too often directed toward 

what have become terminal two year degrees (Clark 1961). 

These terminal associate degrees offer little hope for a 

financially rewarding career. conversely, also in support of 

this theoretical premise, higher social class students are 

directed into much more lucrative bachelors and master degrees 

that naturally include more security. High school attended, 

money, college selection support service, and political 

influence are sometimes more important to an upper class 

student seeking admission to a good university than is 

performance. Some additional insight is made possible here by 

the findings of Kamens (1971) who postulated that colleges 

differ in their connections to various occupational and 

economic groups. They differ in their ability to "allocate 
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social status to their students." For example, it was found 

that large schools have a greater capacity to allocate 

superior social status to their students than smaller 

insti tutions . This was the result of the larger schools' 

abili ty to form better contacts wi th business, industry, 

science and government. Students, therefore, came to expect 

and obtain, better employment and thus higher SES. 

Incidentally, the drop out rate from these larger schools was 

less than that observed at smaller institutions by up to 15%. 

These are two standard explanations about why community 

college students cannot succeed in higher education. Those 

who have studied and supported the meritocratic view have 

largely failed to compare community college students with 

university students. When making statements about large 

groups of students, one must realize that not all are average. 

If it is discovered that, largely, community college students 

have less ability than college students, some can probably 

function successfully at a university. Transfer policy and 

what appears to be a tracking system based on social class, 

effectively closes the doors to higher education for some high 

ability, hard working community college students. Some have, 

however, been able to effect transfer. Furthermore, if 

policies were changed, it was estimated that more than 

approximately 18 percent would do so (Legislative reports -

New Mexico 1993). Of those who would transfer, it has been 

reported that as few as 4 percent might actually complete a 
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four-year degree (Pima community College 1993). Data in the 

latter case is from Arizona where transfer is not only common 

but encouraged. 

This inquiry examined performance , motivation and 

aspiration similarities between community college and 

university students. The variables of performance, motivation 

and aspirations were selected for study primarily because they 

were used in Richardson's (1985) study. Furthermore, these 

factors have been shown to be good indicators of the data that 

would most likely answer the questions here. Performance was 

probably the most obvious factor to use for determining 

potential success. Many measures of academic performance have 

been made which have shown relationships to students' 

potential (Astin 1977, Cohen and Brawer 1989). Alwin (1976) 

reports a positive relationship between aspirations and 

performance. High educational and occupational aspirations 

have a positive effect on academic performance and the reverse 

is also true. Aspirations and motivations have been shown to 

be important factors in the determination of performance in 

high school students (Applebee, Langer and Mullis 1989, Jones 

1989). As research progressed regarding the relationships of 

motivation, performance and aspirations it became quite clear 

to the researcher that these factors could not be separated as 

they all combine in a typical paradigm to promote success or, 

on the contrary, to increase attrition (Cohen and Brawer 

1989). For example, motivation has been linked to 
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performance. The major cause of attrition was found by Astin 

(1975) to be academic under preparedness for college. Thus, 

preparedness was linked to motivation that increased 

performance, which in turn reduced attrition. 

Conversely, aspirations do not necessarily correlate with 

what a student really feels is practical and possible. This 

was found to be the case, particularly for high risk students 

(Banks, McQuater and Hubbard 1978). The researchers found that 

all students are reluctant to relegate themselves to menial 

employment. Even those who knew they were academically 

disadvantaged had aspirations of becoming lawyers and 

engineers. They also knew, however, that given their SES and 

academic preparation that such aspirations were best 

categorized as dreams. Additionally, performance questions 

arise in relationship to minorities, non traditional students 

and those who have attended a community college. Academic 

achievement has been shown to be lower for these high risk 

groups (Jones and Watson 1990 and Astin 1975). 

When exploring a paradigm that perpetuates or even 

contributes to the limitation of opportunities for some groups 

in our society it is necessary to understand the underpinnings 

of those limitations. The meritocratic model provides an 

avenue through which this understanding can be achieved. The 

transfer question seems to be firmly wedged in the 

meritocratic establishment. Students need to be restricted 

from entering higher education in mass, lest the quality of 
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such education will be compromised. Thus a meritocratic 

hierarchy of academic ability was established and preserved 

to provide a sieve through which only the best could rise. 

The data clearly demonstrate that reproduction theory is 

a vital link in this paradigm. Individuals whose parents 

attended a university, are more likely to attend a similar 

institution than are those whose parents did not. 

A determination of whether the meritocratic model and 

reproduction theory really influence this dichotomy required 

that specific questions be answered. Were the students at the 

community college significantly less able to survive in 

academe that students at the university? How or different 

were the educational experiences at each respective 

institution? Answers to the latter question were though to be 

needed in order to postulate a response to the former inquiry. 

The truest interpretation of the meritocratic model, 

here, is of course based on academic merit. A clear 

delineation of academic ability between community college and 

university students would have been expected if the 

meritocratic model were accurate. Furthermore, if 

reproduction theory had no effect on the demographics of these 

respective student populations, one should have observed that 

the groups were truly diverse in their academic and social 

backgrounds assuming that merit is randomly distributed across 

social class. The meritocratic hypothesis then would support 

the need for a sieving effect limiting access to higher 
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education to only those whose academic merit warranted an 

opportunity for advancement. The very fact that there was a 

transfer problem lent creditability to the hypothesis that 

reproduction theory was a part of the issue of advancement in 

higher education. In other words, if transfer was easy or at 

least readily available one would question whether 

reproduction theory existed in this aspect of higher 

education. 

Operationalization of the Research Questions 

The site selected for the study was a medium sized state 

uni versi ty in the southwest. In the same city there also 

existed the second largest community college in the state. 

The university, known for its astronomy, engineering and 

agriculture programs, claimed an enrollment that hovered 

around 20,000 students. The institution will be referred to 

here as Main University. state residents made up the majority 

of the student body with nonresidents and foreign students 

represented in significant, although smaller groups. Main 

university is more than 100 years old and began as a land 

grant college specializing in agriculture, mechanical arts and 

military science. It has enjoyed long and strong support from 

the scientific and agricultural communities in the state. The 

institution has held a position on the leading edge of 

research in fields of prime economic interest in its service 

area of southern New Mexico. Research in astronomy and 

astrophysics became predominant upon the establishment of 
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White Sands Missile range nearby. The arrival of "Star Wars" 

kept this important military facility active until only very 

recently. The university campus is among the largest in the 

country at 6,000 acres. Its buildings are heated by water 

from geothermal wells on the grounds. 

Admission to the institution is limited to those who 

perform above average on national exams. The president has 

informed the public that the institution was at or near its 

enrollment capacity and had no intention of increasing that 

capacity in the near future. Although relatively small and 

rural, the institution is considered a Research 1 university 

primarily due to significant federal research dollars related 

to the defense industry. 

Main University had four branch colleges associated with 

it. Three of these branches were dispersed across the state 

in areas where there are no other post secondary education 

opportunities. The fourth branch was in the same city as Main 

university and will be referred to for the purposes of this 

inquiry as Branch community College. The branches were in 

fact community colleges and they were administered from the 

campus of Main University through the office of the Dean of 

Human and community Services. 

At the time of this study certain classes were not 

offered at Branch community College due to the proximity of 

Main University. These courses were offered at Main 

University and community college students are expected to 
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enroll there for such classes as intermediate algebra. 

Students from Main university also attend Branch Community 

College to take remedial courses required to remove academic 

deficiencies. Students enrolled at each respective 

institution were thus required to attend the other for special 

needs course work. 

Main University credits were readily acceptable and 

usable at Branch Community College, but the reverse was not 

the case. Students wishing to transfer to Main University were 

fortunate to have eight to twelve credits transferred from an 

entire associate degree. Any course carrying an occupational 

education prefix indicating its community college origin was 

not accepted for transfer. Most community college students 

were at some point required to take classes at Main for their 

community college major. Because Branch Community College was 

adjacent to Main University, the community college was not 

allowed to offer math above the basic level. Therefore, if a 

community college student was required to take intermediate 

algebra for an associate degree it had to be done at Main 

Uni versi ty • Consequently, there was a group of community 

college required courses offered only at Main. Only these 

select, few courses were acceptable for transfer (Main 

University 1993). Credits earned at Branch were clearly 

unacceptable for the most part at Main. An agreement did not 

exist between the institutions encouraging and facilitating 

transfer. The uni versi ty considered the associate as a 
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vocational degree primarily because all courses from Branch 

Community College carry an OE prefix. OE represents 

occupational education. Although course titles were often 

quite similar, the prefix usually prevented transfer. Once the 

extent of the credit transferability problem became apparent, 

the difference in university and community college courses 

evolved as an issue. Did the university intentionally prevent 

transfer because community college courses were inferior or 

was another issue at the basis of the problem? Were the 

universities courses more rigorous than those at the community 

college? If so, were the university students better prepared 

for higher education than their community college 

counterparts? 

To answer these questions, a series of measurements of 

students and their courses was needed. For this purpose, a 

similar study was utilized to provide a basis upon which to 

found this inquiry. Protocols were borrowed from Richardson 

(1983) who gathered data for a study of literacy at a 

metropolitan community college. This study is considered a 

landmark of inquiry in the field of literacy at the post 

secondary level. More than thirty people gathered data for 

three years expending a budget of nearly $500,000. As a 

number of researchers were used, they had to be trained as 

observers to insure that the data gathered would be 

consistent. His procedure called for observing classes, 

interviewing students and gathering personal data via a 
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student survey. Copies of Richardsons' protocols are attached 

in the appendix. The intent of Richardsons' study was to 

determine the level of literacy in the community college. A 

set of criteria was developed that were tested and determined 

to identify whether critical thinking was encouraged or 

required in classes at the community college. The study 

determined that teachers "bitted" down information; in other 

words, data was disseminated in a way that ensured every 

detail of information was provided for the student. The study 

found that bitting was predominant and literacy levels were 

quite low. Richardson posed the central question addressed by 

this inquiry. What are the literacy and numeracy levels of 

community college and college students? Are university 

professors or instructors at the community college "bitting" 

in their classes with the result that students are not really 

using college level skills? Richardson's techniques were used 

with some slight modification to make them appropriate for 

university students and to obtain data on bias. These 

modifications were necessary because Richardson did not study 

uni versi ty students nor did he address bias and related 

issues. Both Main University and Branch Community College are 

found in a community that is predominantly Hispanic. Inquiry 

regarding bias was added at the request of institutional 

officials and representatives of the state association of 

independent community colleges. Observations were made to 

identify issues of bias, both gender and ethnic. Primary 
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questions were whether there was any noticeable discrimination 

or favoritism based on these factors. In the case of the 

additional focus on university students, questions on the 

survey instruments were changed so that they made reference to 

university related situations rather than those of a community 

college. To gain insights on bias issues, questions were 

simply added to obtain this data. Issues of bias in this case 

were primarily ethnic and gender, with particular interest in 

gender incidents. Enough flexibility was provided, however, 

to glean data on academic bias as well. In other words, did 

students perceive that as members of a group of they were 

discriminated against by anyone at the university? 

The initiative here was to develop a profile of community 

college students and of university students for the purpose of 

comparison of these groups. The comparison was intended to 

shed light on the similarity, or lack thereof, between 

community college and university students. 

Also, of major interest in this inquiry were two groups 

of roughly comparable courses at the respective institutions. 

The meritocratic premise was that courses at the university 

would have been more academically challenging than those at 

the community college. In order to obtain a true picture of 

this paradigm, courses had to be selected that were as similar 

in content as possible. If the courses were to be contrasted 

for content and academic challenge a relatively high degree of 

comparability was needed. Little utility would have been 
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gained, for example, in comparing a lab science class at the 

university with a vocational class at the community college. 

The study, then, was intended to compare not only 

community college and university students and their 

performance, but also the courses in which they were enrolled. 

The courses which were selected for study were as nearly 

comparable as possible given the very different roles of each 

institution. More detail of these of these courses and their 

degrees of comparability may be found later in this chapter. 

The design of this inquiry from the aspect of the courses 

studied may be represented by a four-cell table. Each cell 

contains a particular type of course which was observed. The 

types of courses appearing in the cells are: university 

classes, a limited transfer Branch community College course, 

and a nontransferable Branch Community College course. The 

fourth cell contains the most unique class, a course taught at 

Main University which is required at Branch Community college. 

The intent of this particular design was to provide a view of 

students in courses that would be representative of the entire 

student populations of both institutions. A determination had 

to be made whether there was 

between non-transferable and 

any identifiable difference 

limited transferable Branch 

courses and between Branch courses and similar courses offered 

at Main University. still more to the point, a determination 

was to be made of the differences between the social 
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characteristics and academic behaviors of Branch community 

College and Main University students. 

Table 2.1 
studied. 

Four factor representation of courses being 

Main University Courses (2) Main University Course 
required at Branch community 
College (joint enrollment) 

Transferable (limited) Non-Transferable Vocational 
Branch Community College Support Course 
Course 

In this study courses at the university and at the 

communi ty college were selected for the greatest possible 

degree of comparability. Three courses at Main University and 

two courses at Branch community College were selected for 

study. Permission to observe particular classes was somewhat 

difficult to obtain and this must be considered a significant 

limiting factor. There was little difficulty experienced in 

getting access to the university or the community college, but 

problems did occur when obtaining consent from individual 

instructors. The initial objective was to gain entry into 

math, computer science, and a soft science class at Main 

University. This was accomplished with some difficulty. 

Excellent cooperation was obtained from the math department, 

but the computer science professor, who had been recommended 

by the department chair, was somewhat reluctant to cooperate. 

He was concerned that this inquiry was a cover up of a plot by 

the community college to overthrow his course. The professor 

had heard that there was some desire on the part of the 
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community college to begin teaching his course on the 

community college campus, a move which he felt would severely 

cut into his own enrollments. Because this study was related 

to the community college, he assumed that such a takeover was 

being explored. Requests were rejected by the communications 

department and by sociology. comparable courses at the 

community college sere selected in consultation with the 

community college CEO. During the organizational stage of 

this study, the Provost of Branch community College 

recommended that the researcher use OEBU 240 at his 

institution and pair it with PSYC 201 at the university. 

Gi ven the respective course ti tIes, Human Relations and 

Introduction to Psychology, there was apprehension about the 

comparabili ty of the courses. Examination of the course 

syllabi was relied upon as a source of indicators of 

comparability. Course content was the primary factor of 

comparison followed by assignments and grading. Prior to 

actual use of the OEBU 240 course this evaluation would take 

place. (Details of this aspect of the investigation are to be 

found in Chapter 3: Results.) 

The respective computer science courses observed were as 

closely comparable as possible given the fact that Main 

teaches no computer use classes and Branch teaches no classes 

that are strictly programming. Further investigation revealed 

that this was the reason for the Main University professors' 

tension regarding this research. He was afraid of someone 
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with a community college tie observing and then "stealing" his 

class. Main university will accept the computer science class 

from Branch community College for a selected group of majors, 

namely in the education and agriculture colleges. 

The math course was perhaps the most unique of all those 

encountered because it had students from both institutions 

enrolled. The proximity of this community college to the main 

university prevented the community college from offering any 

"upper" level math such as intermediate algebra. Therefore, 

Branch students were required to take the course at the 

university. Observation of this particular class also 

provided an excellent opportunity to study the performance of 

a mixed group of students for comparisons of their performance 

and participation. An added bonus was the fact that the class 

was predominantly Hispanic. As there has been some concern 

about the performance of minorities in the sciences, this 

class provided an unexpected chance to add valuable data. 

Because both student populations were represented in this 

class it was decided to forgo observation of a math class 

taught at the community college. Demographics of the courses 

selected for study are listed below in table 2.2. 



49 

Table 2.2 
b . el.ng studl.ed at oth l.nstl.tutl.ons. 

Enroltment~ Ge~der.and Ethnicity of the courses 

COURSE CLASS GENDER ETHNICITY % 
ENROLLMENT II [;] Main Univ. M F H W B 

Math 115 45 56% 44% 74 26 
Mixed 

Psyc 201 150 52% 48% 36 63 1 

CS 110 160 35% 65% 40 56 3 1 

Branch CC 

OEBU 240 26 20 80 56 33 11 

I CS 105 I 15 61 39 46 54 0 

Table 2.3 Gender and Ethnic breakdown at Main University and 
Branch community College. 

GENDER ETHNICITY 

H F H W B NA I AA I 
Main 50.4% 49.5% 31 63 1% 3% .07% 

% % 

Branch 51% 49% 47 46 .05 3% n/a 
% % % 

The objective was to identify and study groups of students who 

were comparable. To accomplish this goal, classes were 

selected which were as nearly comparable as possible. 

The Main University courses were Math 115, Intermediate 

Algebra (the combined class, which contained both Main and 

Branch students) CS 110, computer Literacy and Psyc 201 

Introduction to Psychology. The Branch Community College 

classes were OEBU 240, Human Relations and OECS 105, 

Introduction to Microcomputer Technology. From the 
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perspective of the community college, Psyc 201 and OEBU 240 

were interchangeable. They could be substi tuted for each 

other as could CS 110 and OECS 105. The university did not 

accept OEBU 240 in lieu of Psyc 201 and, only in isolated 

cases, is OECS usable to replace CS 110. Some explanation is 

due in the comparability of OEBU 240 and Psyc 201. As has 

been mentioned, Branch Community College would accept Psyc 201 

in place of OEBU 240, but the reverse was not true at the 

university. For the purposes of this study the courses were 

considered comparable on the following basis: both course 

descriptions were examined for mention of, or attention to, 

similar and/or related topics. Both courses initially dealt 

with an examination and principles of human relations and 

behavior. Motivation, principles of behavior and influences 

of personal environments were dealt with specifically. Both 

courses attempted to motivate students to acknowledge and 

practice what they have learned outside the classroom. 

The course requirements of these respective classes both 

included writing as a mode of student performance evaluation. 

OEBU 240 relied on nothing other than writing assignments and 

classroom participation. Psyc 201 included objective exams 

and quizzes, in addition to the participation requirement. 

An unexpected discovery became known upon examination of the 

syllabus for Psyc 201; the writing assignments were used as 

extra credit in this course. The course guide required two 

short papers based on journal articles and indicated that 
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these papers would serve to fulfill the university writing 

requirements. No mention was made of any requirements for 

these papers except length (2-3 pages) and data sources 

(journals). There was a question whether these brief papers 

constituted a demonstration of critical thinking and high 

literacy. The OEBU 240 course at Branch community college 

required six papers and no objective exams. No criteria were 

available in the syllabus to provide the student with 

parameters for these assignments other than statements to the 

effect of what constituted a grade of "A" through "F" on a 

paper. For an A: 

The paper demonstrates a superior understanding of 
the topic by synthesizing factors of central 
significance and explaining them with SUbstantial 
factual detail. It will clearly show how these 
factors operate while the structure and mechanics 
of the paper will enhance the presentation of these 
ideas. 

Clarification from the Branch instructor revealed that 

standard papers were 3-5 pages and were an "analysis of case 

studies" presented as the course progressed. outside research 

was not required but, as the statement indicates, syntheses on 

the part of the student was required. Richardson (1983) 

identified synthesis of ideas as an important criterion in the 

identification of critical thinking in a course's content. 

Instructional methods were almost exactly the same in 

both cases, with lectures as the predominant mode of teaching. 

The Psyc 201 class was too large (100+) to accommodate much 

meaningful discussion, but good discussions were observed in 
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OEBU 240 that had an average daily attendance of fifteen to 

eighteen students. No other anomalies were expected or 

experienced in teaching methods. 

Grading, as has been alluded to, was based on the 

writing assignments and class participation in OEBU 240 while 

the Psyc 201 professor based his grades more on the objective 

exams than on the papers. In the Branch course a total of 600 

points was possible, one hundred per paper. At Main 

University in the Psyc class, the exam scores were added to 

quiz grades and then up to ten points (five each) were 

available from the written work as extra credit. One hundred 

eighty to 210 points were enough to earn an " A." 

The computer courses were dissimilar in description but 

quite similar in actual content. The Main University class 

was described as CS 110, computer Literacy, but at the time of 

observation, students were assigned to make the program count 

and to do a simple bank account interest problem. The Branch 

course, on the other hand, was called OECS 105, Introduction 

to Microcomputer Technology. It also covered topics often 

found in computer literacy courses such as work processing, 

spreadsheets and was, at the time of the observations, 

covering programming in DBASE. Coincidentally, the Branch 

students were also working with a mathematical function and 

learning how to develop data needed to provide the content of 

technical reports. Grading in both courses was dependent upon 

completion of specific lab assignments and performance on 
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exams and quizzes. In both cases, exams were worth 100 points 

consisting of twenty to thirty questions. Quizzes were worth 

ten points in each course. content of the respective tests 

was on a par with course content and the relative difficulty 

was quite similar. In the Branch course, the instructor was 

readily available in the lab, whereas at Main the students had 

to report to the lab on their own time. Difficulty of lab 

assignments appeared similar. students were required to 

perform a number of progressive steps that ultimately lead to 

the solution they sought. Both instructors covered the steps 

in class one at a time in some detail. 

The Math 115 class, as has been mentioned, contained both 

Main and Branch students. A total of forty-five was enrolled; 

of this total eighteen were from the Branch. Students 

enrolled in Math 115 had the option of attending a regular 

class or taking a self-paced version that required them to 

submit assignments and take periodic exams. There was 

considerable difference in grading and requirements, but the 

course content, as expressed in the syllabi and mentioned 

above, seemed quite similar. 

THE DATA 

The data collection plan required observations, surveys 

and student interviews. As such, Main university required 

that permission be obtained to use human subjects in research. 

This procedure is now common place among institutions where 

research takes place. The intent of the permission is to 
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protect students from unscrupulous inquiry. A copy of the 

form required for this purpose is attached in the appendices. 

It requires consent from department heads, deans, the graduate 

dean and the office of institutional research. Once 

permission is granted, the research may begin. such was the 

case with no undue complications other than those associated 

with explaining why a graduate student from another university 

wanted to do this type of research at Main university. The 

process of seeking consent for this research began wi th 

personal meetings with the graduate dean and the dean of Arts 

and Sciences who supervises all the Main University courses 

planned for observation. Subsequent visits were made to all 

departmental chairs involved in the project. In each case the 

research was explained, as was the unusual phenomenon of 

having a "foreign" graduate student in their midst. Their 

collective acceptance of this situation was likely due to the 

researcher being an alumnus of Main and employed by a nearby 

regional state university. 

The data was collected during a time in which each class 

was attended and observed for a period of three weeks. The 

observation period began prior to the Thanksgiving holiday and 

culminated just before final exams were to begin. Initial 

entry into the classrooms was as an observer stationed at the 

rear of the room. The observations were recorded on 

preprinted forms, one of which may be found in the appendices 

portion of this document. After a two to three day 
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- acclimatization period the researcher spoke to the students 

explaining that his presence was an aspect of his doctoral 

research and requested that they consider being interviewed. 

Only those who initially agreed to be interviewed were also 

asked to complete a short survey to provide additional data. 

copies of the interview questions and the student data sheet 

are included in the appendices to this document. No·t all of 

the students who completed data sheets had time to be 

interviewed; twenty-seven students returned the surveys and 

twenty-one students were eventually interviewed. In other 

words, only those students who volunteered to be interviewed 

were given data sheets. Of this group, not all were 

eventually spoken to. Of the original group who took data 

sheets, six did not have time to be interviewed before the 

observations were complete. 

There was a total of 396 students enrolled in all the 

classes observed. A break down of the enrollments by class is 

available on Table 3.2. 

The two classes at the community college yielded ten 

surveys and seven interviews while the main university courses 

produced seventeen data sheets and fourteen interviews. 

Proportionally, the uni versi ty produced more data because 

three classes were observed and the classes were significantly 

larger than those at Branch Communi ty College. At Main 

University an interview was obtained per 12.1 students whereas 

at Branch community College there was one interview per 5.8 
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students. Interviews were taped and later transcribed by the 

researcher onto the appropriate forms. Data sheets, 

participant observation forms and interview forms were then 

collated by course and institution in preparation for 

condensation and analysis. Condensation of the data was done 

by recording responses and entries onto a master sheet from 

which patterns could be observed. 

then condensed to produce data 

These summary sheets were 

patterns that could be 

recognized more easily. From these summary sheets assumptions 

and results were extrapolated. 

Data gleaned from the surveys and interviews yielded 

information from four areas of measurement identified by 

Richardson (1985). Social characteristics, stUdent 

performance, motivation and aspirations were the major 

categories of data gathered. Each area was broken down 

according to identifiable indications of that area. For 

example, parents' occupations and education, along with 

students' eligibility for financial aid, were used as a 

measure of socioeconomic status. Also utilized as measures of 

social characteristics were social interaction among students 

in and out of class, students' interrelationships outside 

class, marital status and, finally, their parents' opinion 

about higher education. The primary objective in using these 

measures was to establish what social class the students came 

from given the high correlation between social class and 

success in higher education (DiMaggio 1982; Jencks, et al 1979 
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and Bowles & Gintis 1976). Factors used to predict student 

performance included high school grade point average and 

current grade point average. These factors contributed to 

students' performance and progress in high school and on into 

the community college or university. Variables such as the 

difficulty of assignments had to be evaluated before any 

comparison could be made between levels of community college 

performance and the performance of university students. 

Motivation was judged by attendance, punctuality, class 

participation recorded through observation, and survey results 

that sought data on factors that could be related to 

observation, such as, advice for entering students, opinions 

about the institution, parents' opinion about education, 

student services utilization, counseling and advisement 

assistance, study time and course loads. These indicators 

were intended to present a view of the students' motivation to 

pursue advancement in higher education. 

Atkinson, Lens and O'Malley in 1976 showed that the 

strength of motivation correlates to the proportion of time 

spent in the acti vi ty • They indicate that motivation is 

defined as a change in activity brought about by the relative 

strength of the inclination to engage in anyone activity as 

opposed to any other. The indicators listed above are 

measures of a student's inclination for pursuing higher 

education as opposed to doing something else. They are also 

indicators of the strength of those tendencies that lead them 
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to advance their knowledge. Motivation might be expected to be 

higher among university students as admission to the 

institution is more difficult. People perceive university 

work to be more difficult than that which might be encountered 

at a community college. 

Aspirations were elicited through a survey, interview 

data and were indicated by major and educational objectives 

and life goals. Aspirations as indicators were used in an 

attempt to learn if there were differences in long term goals 

held by individuals of both groups. Also of interest was a 

determination of whether the community college students knew 

that attending the community college would in all likelihood 

limit their opportunities for advancement. In other words, 

did attendance at the community college have any apparent 

limitation of the aspirations of its students? 

SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Social characteristics have been identified as major 

indicators of academic success (Bowles & Gintis 1976; Jencks 

et al 1979 and DiMaggio 1982). Because high socioeconomic 

status equates to academic success, identifying SES for 

students in the study was necessary. Parental demographics 

were used to give some indication of SESe This judgement was 

based on measures of education, occupation and income as the 

primary indicators. Data on the parents I occupation and 

education were collected by survey, as was data on financial 

aid used as a measure of family income. Thus, if a student 
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was not on financial aid and the parents' occupation and/or 

education was indicative of ineligibility for such aid, then 

the conclusion would be reached that the particular student 

came from a middle or upper-middle class background. The 

parents' occupation(s) was the primary determining factor used 

to identify socioeconomic class when a question arose. The 

SES data was compared with data on parental opinions about 

education derived from the student interviews to lend it an 

addi tional measure of credibility. The idea here was that 

parents of high socioeconomic status would value education 

more highly and thus have a better opinion of it. 

Indicators were also sought regarding students' social 

lives. Among these pointers were marital status, social 

interactions and interrelationships with other students. The 

objective here was to determine any difference in the social 

patterns of students that might identify them as 

representative of different populations. It was naturally 

assumed that married students have less time for social 

interaction and further, which if community college students 

were representative of a different population than university 

students then their social interactions would very likely be 

different. with less social interaction, married students 

might be expected to have better grades. 
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PERFORMANCE 

Measures of student performance were collected both from 

the interviews and from student data sheets. Wi thout the 

availability of transcript data, self disclosed grade report 

information was the best that could be obtained. Branch 

Community College was willing to make transcript data 

available but Main University was not, asserting that 

confidentiality could be too easily jeopardized. A number of 

measures were used which, when correlated, gave a reasonable 

indication of student performance. While the most concise 

definition of students' performance is grades, there are other 

indicators that should also be considered. People with the 

same ability will perform differently dependent upon their 

respective level of motivation (Atkinson, Lens and O'Malley 

1976). If the efficiency of the performance is also included 

in the inquiry, the complexity of evaluation of performance 

increases. Astin (1975) became involved in this issue when he 

showed that attrition was related to academic under 

preparedness. Performance, then, may be considered something 

more than just a grade. It should be equated more accurately 

with academic success and not simply an academic measurement. 

Many factors contribute to academic success (Jones & watson 

1990; Applebee, Langer, and Mullis 1989 and Astin 1975). 

Among those, was a group of indicators used by Richardson 

(1983) in his literacy study. Those measures include a high 

school GPA, current GPA, attendance, study time, punctuality, 
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college track in high school, classroom interactions and 

participation. Data regarding high school performance was 

correlated with that from the current institution of 

attendance to indicate whether high school performance 

necessarily predicted success in higher education. Attendance 

and punctuality were used more as measures of the respective 

groups' level of motivation rather than that of individuals. 

Apparently, individual attendance records were not kept in any 

class throughout the semester. Attendance figures were 

collected by the researcher on the days when classes were 

observed. 

seating, 

checking 

The math class had begun the semester with assigned 

but as the term progressed the routine of roll 

was supplanted by the need to spend every spare 

minute on course work. Two of the classes were quite large, 

making it very difficult for the researcher to keep track of 

individuals. Because of the necessity to observe for 

interaction and other activities prior to the start of class, 

accurate data on attendance and punctuality were difficult to 

obtain because of the class size. Missing students would have 

been quite easy as they entered, therefore, these factors were 

judged from collective observation. Following only one or two 

days the researcher could judge a close approximation of class 

attendance after making initial head counts after class began. 

study time was used to measure indi vidual performance by 

giving an indication of determination to achieve success in 

class. Classroom interaction and participation were again 
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indicators of general performance within a particular section 

of a course. Observations of the respective classes yielded 

judgements about levels of interaction between students and 

with the instructor. 

When a student reported that he or she was in the 

college track in high school and had an appropriate GPA, it 

was presumed that the individual would be expected to do well 

in college. If a person reported a significant amount of 

study time then it might be expected that their current GPA 

would reflect that. Attendance, punctuality, participation, 

and classroom interactions were most useful to assess general 

attitudes about performance. In other words, were community 

college students more lax about such things than students who 

were supposedly more committed to higher education? 

MOTIVATION 

Measures of motivation were used to help determine if 

university students were more determined to complete their 

education than community college students. Indicators of 

motivation varied from direct inquiry about what helped the 

student stay in higher education to more subtle inquiry about 

how much high school guidance was recei ved. 

motivation have been placed in one of three 

according to the nature of the specific inquiry. 

Measures of 

categories 

These three 

categories were technical support, personal determination and 

objective indicators. Technical support measures included 

past and present assistance from counselors and advisors who 
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may have provided assistance with career planning or related 

functions. Factors demonstrating determination in the study 

included data on what helped the student stay in school, how 

often classes were missed, what they liked most about the 

institution, their favorite classes, what advice they would 

give a new student, and what their parents' opinion of 

education was. other indicators of criteria included the 

course load and the amount of study time per week dedicated 

to preparation for class. Also, among the objective criteria 

was a measure of the anticipated time to graduation. student 

support was used as an indicator of motivation based on where 

and to what extent the student had positive ideas regarding 

his or her education. A determination was possible regarding 

the extent to which the educational support system 

(counseling) was effective. Few reports of reliance on 

"official" counseling and advisement services allowed one to 

infer that students were largely self motivated. other 

indications of the presence of self motivation attempted to 

measure personal attitudes toward school by determining what, 

the student liked most about the institution and what sorts of 

things had helped them stay in school. Their parents' opinion 

of education and the students' personal advice to new students 

provided triangulation and validation for other data gathered 

on this question. Another related measure was an inquiry 

about factors the student fel t could inhibi t his or her 

progress toward a degree. 

yielded an indication of the 

complete his or her program; 

Measurements of motivation 

student's determination to 

the presumption was that the 
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number of credit hours a student enrolled for and the amount 

time a student studied, correlated to that persons' level of 

motivation. 

ASPIRATIONS 

The students' aspirations were considered indicators of 

their expectation of success. For the purposes of this study, 

aspirations were identified by an individual's life goals, 

educational objectives and time line to completion. Some 

amount of cross reference was provided by inquiring about the 

student's major. These data were gathered from the interviews 

and student data sheets. The primary objective in this aspect 

of the inquiry was to show whether or not Branch community 

College students aspired to continue their education past the 

community college or if they planned to step out of higher 

education wi th a technical degree. In the relationship 

between Branch community College and Main Uni versi ty , the 

students' aspirations suggested whether they were aware that 

transfer with any significant amount of credit hours was 

possible. If the student expressed plans to get a bachelor 

degree within a reasonable time frame (four to five years) it 

could be presumed that the student was not aware that few, if 

any credits, from the associate degree would count toward the 

bachelor. 

The assumption was made that a compilation of this data 

and a comparison of the results would yield evidence pointing 

to the similarity or dissimilarity of the college classes and 
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the groups in question. The nature of the evidence gathered 

and presented here most closely represents that which is 

commonly found in case studies. The data was not conducive to 

the utilization of traditional quantitative measures. Because 

of the format of data collection a more naturalistic type of 

inquiry was called for and was used. Grateful acknowledgment 

is made to Dr. R.E. Richardson for his advice and assistance 

in providing a copy of his technical report on literacy in the 

community college. This study has proven invaluable in that 

it has furnished proven protocols for use in this inquiry, 

copies of which are provided in the appendix. with a few 

modifications his data collection instruments were used 

successfully. The changes were made to make questions 

appropriate for university students and to gather data on bias 

issues. Richardsons' emphasis was on study of literacy at the 

community college level. Some questions refer to the fact 

that the terminal degree is an associate or make other 

inferences to a scope limited to the community college. These 

questions were modified to remove any such connotation. The 

literacy study made no reference to minority or gender issues. 

Additional questions were added to attempt to isolate any 

incidence of gender or ethnic bias toward students in the 

study. Individual inquiries and observations were used to 

identify any bias that may have occurred. 
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OBSERVATIONS 

Heavy reliance was placed upon the methods and protocols 

developed by Richardson in the 1982 study of literacy in the 

community college. In that work, the primary unit of analysis 

was the class. It was presumed to include not only teaching 

by the instructor but his or her interactions wi th the 

students and their interaction with each other. Incidences of 

gender and ethnic were also of interest to the researcher. 

These indicators were not included in the original protocols 

from which the form for this study was developed. The factors 

of gender and ethnic bias were important to the study from 

the perspective of reproduction theory. This theoretical 

premise would support the observation that women and 

minorities are tracked into inferior degrees because that is 

the way it has always been and the system reproduces itself. 

The presence of these issues of bias would support the 

presumption that reproduction theory was indeed present and 

working. 

The central focus of these observations was teaching 

style broken down into subcategories of bitting, fragmentation 

and writing. Bitting and fragmentation were indicated by the 

need for the instructor to break up what seemed to be the 

natural flow of a class to provide very detailed information 

on a particular topic. In other words, bitting was indicative 

of situations where little, if any, original thought was 
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required or expected of the student. writing requirements, on 

the other hand, were expected to be at least a peripheral 

indicator that original or critical thought was expected of 

students. Fragmentation was used as an indicator that bitting 

was taking place, but more important, it was viewed as an 

indicator of disorganization in the classroom. In other 

words, fragmentation was often an indicator of bitting, but 

bi tting did not always mean that fragmentation was taking 

place. Some professors could bit very successfully with very 

little interruption of flow in the class. 

Measures of stUdent involvement in the educational 

process, classroom interactions, attendance, punctuality, and 

relative levels of participation were also recorded. Course 

content was noted to provide a basis for subsequent judgement 

of interaction and participation. Data on course content was 

gathered in the form of course syllabi, exams, and worksheets. 

These data were used when comparability of content was 

necessary to establish similarity of classes. This was also 

needed to justify comparability of the respective courses. 

When appropriate and possible, observations were also 

made outside class to develop some feeling for the degree of 

social interaction that was taking place among the stUdents. 

These observations were also continued in the classroom just 

prior to and after class. Gender and ethnic composition and 

class sizes were recorded to aid in the determination of the 

presence of bias and classroom interactions, respecti vely • 
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A sample observation form may be found as appendix B at 

the end of this document. 

Five classes were selected for these observations; more 

data regarding the classes, their selection and the results of 

this aspect of the inquiry are to be found elsewhere in the 

text. The observations took place over a period of weeks near 

the end of the semester. Each course was observed at least 

six times as in the case of Tuesday-Thursday classes. One 

university and one community college class met on these days. 

The other three courses, two at Main University and one at 

Branch community College met on a Monday, Wednesday, Friday 

schedule. 

The researcher was usually introduced early in the 

observation period and there after seemed to be largely 

ignored by the students until the interviews began. A daily 

form was completed for each observation, notes were recorded 

on the forms that would later be called upon to document 

activities in each session. When all of the data had been 

gathered, the daily forms were summarized onto a data 

collection sheet where similarities and differences in the 

observations could be easily recognized. 
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A complete understanding of this study requires the 

inclusion of a description of the participants and the 

settings in which the research took place. Both Main 

University and Branch Community College were in a southern 

city of a southwestern state. For some reason this city did 

not enjoy the glamour of other cities in this region. Size was 

perhaps the most obvious reason for this; just over 90,000 

people resided there and the university accounted for just 

less than 25% of that number. The university aspired to be 

a renowned research institution and worked at attempting to 

maintain academic regulations aimed at achieving that end. As 

such, nothing could be allowed to take place that in anyway 

compromised that course of action. Main University began its 

history as a land grant university with agriculture and 

mechanical arts as its initial focus. At the time of this 

research, most of the usual programs except medicine, law and 

architecture were available. Classes were usually large 

(100+) and held in lecture halls of similar capacity. 

Lighting and acoustics were treated reasonably well to make 

the learning environment as comfortable as is customary in 

such situations. Hallways were relatively narrow, painted in 

neutral colors and possessed no extraordinary amenities such 

as seating. The lack of seating was likely due to the crowded 

nature of these spaces when classes dismissed. 
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Branch Community College was housed in two buildings 

although its enrollment was about half that of the university. 

These buildings were divided into a technical area and an 

academic building that housed the administration, support 

services and classrooms. There was a snack-bar and large 

well-lit lounge area for students. Classrooms were small 

(thirty-five to forty capacity) and well designed for lighting 

and acoustics. Apart from classroom size, the halls were 

perhaps the most noticeable difference in the facilities. The 

passage ways were done in earth tones with subdued lighting; 

they were wide and had comfortable seating placed throughout. 

Students gathered in the halls and lounge area before and 

after class in what appeared to be a developed sense of 

ownership of the institution. It was not at all unusual to 

see professors or even administrators wandering through the 

area visiting with groups of students. While it must be 

granted that the uni versi ty also had areas where students 

gather, professors and administrators usually did not mingle 

with students in these areas. 

THE LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS 

At the university three classes were observed: Math 115 

Intermediate Algebra, CS 110 Computer Literacy and Psyc 201 

Introduction to Psychology. Two classes were observed at 

Branch community College: OECS 105 Intro to Microcomputer 

Technology and OEBU 240 Human Relations in Business and 

Industry. As expected, the Main University classes were quite 
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large compared with Branch community College courses. The 

university classes ranged from forty-five to 160 students, 

whereas the branch classes were from twelve to twenty-six. 

Course content was relatively similar, as has been discussed 

in Chapter 2, in the cases of OEBU 240 at Branch and Psyc 201 

at Main University, and between CS 110 at Main and OECS 105 at 

Branch community College. 

The human relations class at Branch Community College was 

not significantly different from the other classes observed, 

except in size. As a lecture course the Branch class had 

about thirty-five students enrolled whereas the lecture 

classes at the university typically had more than 150 students 

in them. Lecture and discussion groups were the primary modes 

of instruction; the students, however, participated to a 

greater degree, presumably due to the small class size. 

Volume and scope of assignments were not unlike those expected 

of students enrolled in Psychology 201 at the university, 

three written assignments plus active classroom participation. 

The math course was required at both institutions so no 

other was observed. content in the math class was typical for 

such a course at this level, topics being covered during the 

observation period were asymptotes and logarithmic functions. 

Visitations were made near the end of the semester. The 

subject matter gave every appearance of being both timely and 

appropriate. The text was Aufmann and Barber, Intermediate 

Algebra , third edition. 
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Computer science courses differed to some degree in 

description, but apparently little in practice. The class at 

Main University, CS 110 computer Literacy, in almost every way 

represented a computer literacy class. At Branch Community 

college the basic course also covered computer literacy, but 

also included practice in programming, particularly using Q

Basic and DBASE, a software that was designed to manipulate 

data such as registers, data banks, graphical data and produce 

reports. The basics of computer use were covered first and 

then specif ic software programs were taught. The course 

concluded wi th students performing functions almost 

identical, and occasionally more complex, than those being 

taught at the uni versi ty. The computer course at Main was 

entitled Computer Literacy. The syllabus indicated coverage 

of work processing, spread sheets, DBASE. Programming was 

introduced only four weeks prior to the end of the semester. 

Except for the actual programming software taught, the Main 

course was virtually identical in content to the Branch 

course. At most, one addition week (three class periods) was 

spent on programming at Main. The functions or objectives of 

the Main computer course were limited to simple accounting 

routines and figuring interest both of which were also covered 

in the Branch course. The Branch course also included 

programming in Q-basic, an up-to-date package much more user 

friendly than the first generation of programming packages of 

which Pascal is a charter member. Apparently, at the 
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university level, a computer was not useful unless one was 

versed in Pascal. In all fairness, the Branch version, 

entitled Introduction to Microcomputer Technology, was also 

misleading. The causal observer would likely think that this 

class taught how computers work, not how to work them. The 

pragmatic value of this course was very indirectly, but 

fittingly, reinforced by the Main University computer science 

professor. In comments to his students about the reason for 

taking his course he said "about 10% of you will be business 

leaders in the next ten years and will need to know something 

about what your programmers are doing. As for the other 90%, 

congratulations on taking a class that you will probably never 

use." 

Overall, on close examination, the courses in question 

were probably as close in content as any two courses at 

dissimilar institutions could be. Usually these classes could 

be sUbstituted for each other in certain degree programs at 

Branch. Main university, however, accepted only one of the 

Branch classes, OECS 115 and then only under special 

circumstances. OECS 115 from Branch Community College was 

acceptable for Main University majors in the soft sciences, 

agriculture and the humanities. To summarize the context of 

content being covered at Main, the psychology students were 

studying motivational techniques; Pascal programming in 

Computer Science, and in math the subjects were parabolas, 

asymptotes and logarithms. At Branch, on the other hand, the 
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computer class was working on dBASE programming, while the 

human relations class was covering self motivation, work 

ethics and leadership. Despite the variations in size and 

content, a lecture type teaching style predominated at both 

institutions. Occasionally audiovisual materials were used to 

reinforce a point, but this was generally limited to overhead 

transparencies. In the computer science classes both 

instructors used a computer to demonstrate specific 

programming routines. A portion of the Branch computer 

science class was actually taught in a computer lab. The Main 

University students were expected to arrange for lab time on 

their own. From the perspective of effort required on behalf 

of the student, attending Main university would have 

necessarily been judged more difficult. If a computer lab of 

sufficient size were available, the Main University professor 

reported that he would also have taught a part of his class 

in the lab. Teaching styles in these computer classes were 

strikingly similar with few exceptions. 

community colleges' have been found to "bit" down 

information to make it more easily understandable by their 

students (Richardson 1985). Little, if any, research becomes 

known about whether uni versi ties do the same thing. The 

presumption is, apparently, that they do not and are used as 

the standard against which community colleges' are judged. 

This research attempted to determine whether university 

professors were also guilty of bitting at least within the 
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confines of this inquiry. Bitting was very apparent in all 

classes at both institutions. It may not have been 

predominant, but there were several instances where 

information was broken down into very minute details for 

presentation. The discussion of "bitting" presumes that the 

phenomena preclude, or at least replaces, an emphasis on 

critical thinking. 

Perhaps the most widely accepted demonstration of 

critical and independent thought is writing. Writing is 

however only an indication of critical thinking; it is not 

critical thought, but a result thereof. Writing, therefore, 

became a piece of this puzzle; the presumption was that 

classes that required no writing generally did not require 

critical thought. Upon this basis it was determined that 

incidences of writing should be evaluated at both levels to 

determine if university expectations were in fact higher than 

those of a community college, at this level. The universal 

presence of writing requirements at the university did not 

exist. written essays were expected only in the math class, 

probably the course least likely to require it. On the other 

hand the human relations course at Branch community College 

did require written assignments, while its counterpart, Psyc 

201 at Main only acknowledged written work as extra credit. 

Course content in of PSyc. 201 will be discussed later in the 

chapter. However, it bears mentioning here, that although 

their titles were significantly different, the actual content 
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of Psyc. 201 vs. OEBU 240 and CS 110 vs. OECS 105 courses bore 

striking similarity. For example, both dealt heavily in human 

attitudes, relationships and characteristics of behavior. The 

assumptions that the presence of critical thought made a 

sUbstantial difference in the way university classes were 

taught, apparently was a mistake, at least in this case. 

Professors at both institutions were guilty of the "bitting"

no writing syndrome. The flow of material was 

uninterrupted and logical except in situations of review when 

jumping it around a bit was necessary. Never was there any 

indication in the classes observed that not all of the 

intended material had been covered. These two factors were 

used to help recognize whether the professor had to adjust the 

normal pace of his or her class in order for slower students 

to catch up. Leveling down of the curriculum did not seem to 

be the case unless it was the presumption from the onset and 

the teaching schedule had been adjusted accordingly at some 

point in the past. 

The majority of students in the classes under observation 

were female 63% with the exception of Math 115 that had a 

slight majority of males, 56%. The psychology class at Main 

University was about evenly split by gender. Students 

averaged about 60% attendance on a daily basis and visited 

after they came to class in small groups around the room; 

this was the case at both institutions. In at least one class 

at the university visiting did not stop even when the 
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professor began to lecture. At Branch however, students also 

gathered in the halls and in a lounge area before and after 

class; there was not adequate space to do so at the 

university. Participation by students in classroom 

discussions and related activities at the university was not 

very good. This might be explained by the size of classes 

there. Participation at Branch Community College with its 

much smaller classes was considerably better. Small classes 

appeared to be more conducive to indi vidual participation 

through increased personal communication with the instructor. 

In all classes within the context of this study the professors 

were very professional, knowledgeable indi viduals. Their 

methods of presentation were different as was the way they 

related to students, but there was not a poor one among them. 

STUDENTS 

Two populations or groups of students were observed and 

questioned throughout the course of this study in an attempt 

to discover if they significantly differed from each other. 

A preliminary step in this analysis was to gather and compare 

certain demographic data on these groups. It must be 

understood that these groups were intentionally selected to be 

similar. This was done to insure that those who were attending 

the community college had the best possible potential of 

success at a university. They would have been known as the 

transfer group if that function were still considered a viable 

opportunity. At Branch Community College ten individuals, 24% 
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of the cohort observed, cooperated by submitting data sheets, 

seven of these individuals were ultimately interviewed. The 

other three individuals could not find time in their schedules 

to be interviewed before the researcher had to leave the 

campus. Most students were busy preparing for finals as they 

were only a week away at the point in time when the interviews 

took place. The group was made up of three males and seven 

females. The data presented herein utilized comparisons based 

on the percentage of a particular group responding to a 

question in a particular way. Because the responses came from 

interviews (7) and from data sheets (10) the percentages were 

derived from the total number of respondents in that 

particular source. For example, when asked their parents' 

opinion of higher education, the response percentage was 

figured against a total of seven, which was the number of 

those interviewed. The question was asked only in the 

interviews. 

At Main University the same situation existed; more 

students filled out the data sheet than were interviewed. 

These students were also short of time and the opportunity for 

an interview never presented itself. A total of seventeen 

data sheets was retrieved from which fourteen individuals were 

interviewed; three individuals could not arrange time in their 

schedules for an interview. Every person interviewed had also 

returned a student data sheet. At the university eight males 
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and nine females participated in the personal data aspect of 

the study. 

The average age of the main university students was 

25.4 with a range of eighteen to fifty. Based on observations 

the entire class however had a modal age of about nineteen 

years. The Branch community College students averaged 28.9 

years of age with a range of eighteen to thirty-nine; the 

model age here is about twenty-two years old. The ethnic 

composition of the group of Main University participants was 

59% white, 35% Hispanic and 5% Native American. 

Table 3.1 Ethnic Composition of Students in the study compared 
to that of the institution which they attend. 

Branch CC Total Branch Student Main Total Main Students 
Student in the Study University in the Study 

Population Population 

H W NA H W NA H W NA H W N 
A 

47% 46% 3% 40 60% n/a 31 63% 3% 35 59% 5 
% % % % 

The Branch students were 60% white and 40% Hispanic. 

These figures represent the entire class enrollment ethnic 

percentages at each institution, not just those who self 

selected themselves into the study. The ethnic breakdowns of 

the students in the courses under study were not 

representative of the general student population of Branch 

community College. There were more white students 

proportionally in the courses being studied. Without further 

data only presumptions about the cause of these phenomena were 
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possible. Although the branch courses did not transfer, they 

were characteristically taken by those majoring in fields 

outside the technical areas. One was left to wonder if 

enrollments in the hard core vocational courses were skewed 

toward a predominance of minority students. comparisons of 

the group under study with the general population at Main 

University revealed nearly the same proportions of ethnicity 

in both groups. 

Of the Main students 76% were full time students. Only 

24% reported that they were employed. Those who reported 

employment worked predominantly in service occupations. Of 

those who worked, none reported that they were full time 

students. None of the employed students worked at Main. 

Branch students on the other hand reported that only 40% were 

full time students, the other 60% held at least part time 

jobs. Fifty percent of those employed, worked full time. 

Table 3.2 Full-time enrollment vs. employment for students at 
both institutions. 

Branch students Main University students 

Enrolled Employed Enrolled Full Employed 
Full time time 

40% 60% 76% 24% 

The data was clear that the majority of Branch students 

were employed; of those employed 50% had full time jobs. This 

probably resulted because of their age and the need to start 

supporting themselves right out of high school rather than 

going to college. 
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When asked why they chose to attend this institution, 57% 

of the Main University students stated that they were 

attending there because it was local and cheaper than other 

universities of the size and type in the region. others felt 

that the institution was friendly, had the degree they wanted 

or a friend also attended there. At Branch community College 

students said that they attended there because it was cheaper, 

(28%) and because of its programs, also (28%); in some cases 

the same person reported both responses. These figures were 

calculated on individual responses. This bit of data indicated 

that more students attended Main University because it was 

local than was necessarily the case with the community 

college. It would be expected that students who opted for a 

community college did so because it was local, yet only 14% 

affirmed this as the case. 

The ethnic diversity of the student populations of both 

institutions, along with that of the state in which they were 

found, necessitated an inquiry about bias or prejudice. The 

question was quite general in nature and was intended to 

elicit any response of unfair treatment. No Branch Community 

College student mentioned any incidence of bias, either ethnic 

or gender. A main University male student had observed a 

situation where he perceived that a Middle Eastern male 

professor had demonstrated little regard for his female 

students. If such was in fact the case, it could be explained 

by an understanding of the individual's cultural norms. 
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SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Socioeconomic status has been discussed regarding its 

influence on the probability for success in higher education. 

For the purposes of this study SES was equated to parents' 

occupation, education and the students' financial aid status. 

Data was gathered on both parents at each institution. At Main 

University, 59% were employed as blue collar workers, 35% 

retired and 7% white collar workers. Branch community College 

students reported that 90% of their parents were blue collar 

workers while 10% were employed in white collar jobs. There 

were no retirees reported. The factor that differentiated 

between those parents with blue or white collar jobs was a 

bachelor degree. Those who held white collar jobs without 

also having a bachelor degree were business owners. 

Parents' education was reported by Main University to be: 

50% with at least some college education and 50% with high 

school or less. More mothers had gone to college (31%) than 

had fathers (18%). At Branch community College 25% of parents 

had gone to college while 75% had completed high school or 

less. Of this group more mothers had gone to college (15%) 

than had fathers. As might be expected from this data, of 

those who did not attend college most were fathers (34%) at 

Main University and 40% at Branch Community College. 
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Table 3.3 A comparison of factors used to determine SES of 
students at Main University and at Branch Community College. 

Main University 

Parents Education College 50% 

High School or 50% 
less 

Level of Blue Collar 59% 
Employment 

White Collar 7% 

Retired 35% 

Financial Aid 70% 

Branch community college 

Parents Education College 25% 

High School or 75% 
less 

Level of Blue Collar 90% 
Employment 

White Collar 10% 

Retired 0% 

Financial Aid 70% 

The final factor used as an indicator of income was 

financial aid with the presumption that those students from 

upper middle class and above families would most likely not be 

eligible for financial aid. Seventy percent of Main 

University students reported that they were on financial aid, 

66% of whom were on Pell grants. Fifty-eight percent of those 

who reported said that they received loans. There were 

duplications among these groups. 

received both grants and loans. 

In other words, some 

One student received 

scholarships, the GI bill and the job training partnership 

act. When one considers that 30% reported recei ving no 
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financial aid, it must also be understood that those who did 

receive it got concentrated amounts. This leads to the 

presumption that their need was significant. Branch Community 

College students reported that 70% were on financial aid; of 

that number 43% received loans and 57% had grants. This 

result was expected due to the lower cost of tuition at Branch 

Community College. 

Data on SES seemed to suggest a clear delineation in the 

social class characteristics of those who opted to attend the 

community college. Ninety percent of these students' parents 

held blue collar jobs and 75% had no college education. Some 

inconsistency in the data was apparent when financial aid was 

considered. Seventy percent (70%) of the Branch Community 

College students were on financial aid, but the number was 

exactly the same for students attending Main University. 

Based on this data, the majority of community college parents 

clearly represented middle class and below families. More 

uncertainty was apparent for Main students' parents. Fifty 

percent did not attend college and 59% held blue collar jobs 

at the time of this study. These data seemed consistent, yet 

35% were retired, whereas no community college students 

reported that their parents were retired. A possible 

explanation for the fact that 70% of students at Main 

University received financial aid was that retired parents 

were less able to contribute to a student's financial needs. 
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without the retiree factor, one would expect only about 60% of 

Main students would qualify for aid. 

Data on social interaction, interactions with 

students and marital status were also gathered. 

other 

Main 

University students said that parties, games, dancing and 

concerts were common social events for them. The most 

frequently reported activity was partying at 28%, which was 

matched by a response of, "not much." The other activities 

were reported in descending order as they have been listed 

above. Responses from Branch communi ty College students 

yielded no discernable pattern; activities such as rodeo, 

dinner parties and games were mentioned. In response to a 

question about interactions with other students, Main 

University students reported that 36% did nothing with others, 

while 28% talked and 14% belonged to study groups. At Branch 

Community College 57% interacted with others in study groups, 

43% indicated little interaction with other students. Main 

students reported that 82% were single, while 60% of Branch 

students were single. At the community college, many students, 

57%, took advantage of study groups and one was left to wonder 

why. Were they older and wiser, more serious about their 

futures or had they been taught about groups as a study skill? 

Many of these students did nothing with other students, 43% as 

opposed to 36% at the university who had the same reaction. 

This can be explained at least in part by the fact that more 

of the Branch students were married. The community college 
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(Astin 

1986). 

Rounding out the social characteristics category was a 

question on parents' opinion about education. In response to 

this inquiry, 78% of Main University students said that their 

parents felt as though education was very important, 14% of 

parents were indifferent and one individual reported that her 

dad felt that education was important, but had said "you're a 

girl. " Of the Branch students, 86% reported that their 

parents valued education highly while 14% suggested 

indifference about it from their parents. Responses from 

students regarding their parent's opinion of education varied 

only 8% between institutions. More of the parents of Branch 

students valued education highly. Presumably, this was the 

case because the predominantly blue collar population of 

parents wanted more for their children. 

PERFORMANCE 

Academic performance is often equated with grade point 

average. 

thereof, 

To attempt a determination of progress, or lack 

it was decided to ask about high school GPA and 

current grade point averages. Main Uni versi ty students 

reported that their average GPA in high school was 3.11, the 

range was 2.0 to 4.0. Of the Main students who reported that 

they had been in the college track in high school the average 

high school GPA was 3.3. Their GPA at the time of the 

research was 3.23. Branch students reported an average high 

school GPA of 2.68 the range was 2.0 to 3.5. Those who were 
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in the college track in high school had an average GPA of 

2.75%. The Branch students' current average GPA was 3.6 with 

a range of 2.5 to 4.0. Both groups showed improvement in GPA 

from high school to their post secondary status. The Branch 

students improved most dramatically, with almost a full point 

of change while the Main students showed only an average of 

.16 increases. Given available research on the performance 

of community college students, (Richardson 1983) what seemed 

greater improvement by these students could be simply grade 

inflation. Grade inflation is often apparent when groups of 

low ability students receive what may be very good grades that 

do not reflect their apparent ability. Therefore, the 

presumption that community college students out performed 

university students could well be invalid. There would need 

to be more study regarding the respective difficulty of the 

work at both institutions. 
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GRAPH 3.1 Academic performance of Main University and Branch 
Community College Students in High School and at present. 
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Level of high school preparation was also assessed; 

students were asked to report if they were in the college 

track at high school. Main University students said that 53% 

had been so enrolled, while only 20% of those who attended 

Branch community College were college bound in high school. 

Other characteristics often associated with good 

academic performance were: attendance, punctuality and class 

participation. These factors will be addressed in the 

motivation section. 

MOT:IVAT:ION 

Motivation was considered a characteristic indicative of 

the students' determination to complete a degree program. 

Motivational factors included outside influences and personal 

characteristics which drive the student toward an objective. 

The influence of an objective was also touched upon in this 

study of motivation as an aspect of student behavior. The 

primary objective regarding motivation in this situation was 

to attempt to determine if anyone group, university students 

or community college students, was any more motivated toward 

higher education than the other group. Evaluation of 

moti vation for these purposes was broken down into three 

categories: outside support, self motivation and objective 

indicators (goals). 

Outside support motivational questions were further 

broken down into family support and institutional support of 

the students' educational objectives. As previously 
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reported, parents of students at both insti tutions were 

predominantly very interested in their children getting all 

the education possible. Their mothers were reported to be 

more supportive than fathers. outside support included input 

from high school counselors, student services and assistance 

with class work. 

Branch students reported that (86%) had little or no 

assistance from high school counselors in making the decision 

to seek further education. It would be expected that Main 

University students, who presumably were more academically 

oriented in high school, would have been more likely to get 

academic guidance. The results were somewhat surprising, the 

same percentage of students interviewed (86%) reported that 

they had received no assistance from high school counselors. 

Student services most often utilized by Branch students 

were tutoring, financial aid and the media center in that 

descending order. All had used the tutoring center, 42% had 

used financial aid and 28% used the media center. Main 

students used tutoring 64%, financial aid 43%, the media 

center 28% and counseling 21%. Some students reported having 

used more than one type of service therefore the percentages 

do not sum to 100%. They are simply representations of those 

reporting the use of a service. wi th the exception of 

tutoring services and counseling, students at both 

institutions used financial aid and other services at very 

near the same rates. No one at Branch mentioned using the 
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counseling center. This could be explained by the fact that 

they were advised within their departments, but that did not 

explain the complete absence or mention of counseling. 

possible explanations for the reason fewer Main students used 

the tutoring center was that they were smarter and did not 

need the help. Perhaps they did not know it was there or did 

not care. 

Indicators of personal determination used in this inquiry 

were personally reported attendance, punctuality, class 

participation, factors encouraging completion, inhibiting 

factors, advise for other students and identification of 

favorite courses. It was presumed, for the purposes of this 

inquiry, that good attendance equated to strong motivation to 

complete a degree. Motivating and inhibiting factors 

affecting attendance were expected to bring to light such 

indicators as family support and self motivation along with 

those circumstances that might make the pursuit of higher 

education more possible. Dedication to family and financial 

concerns was a factor that was expected to affect motivation. 

students presumably would find it hard to concentrate on 

school when family or financial problems arose to occupy their 

minds. Also associated with attendance were punctuality and 

class participation, factors that were used to illustrate a 

degree of interest in the course besides just showing up for 

the lecture. A question regarding advice for other students 

was intended to provide motivational influences in the 
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students' own words. Identification of the students' favorite 

courses provided an opportunity to see if students were more 

interested in hard subj ects or easy "A" courses. An 

indication of interest in difficult courses would denote some 

measure of reality about what the world would ultimately 

expect of the student. 

Main University students reported that family and 

parental support (57%), helped them stay in higher education, 

while (36%) attributed their persistence to determination to 

finish their degree. Branch students on the other hand, 

indicated that their primary motivating factor was 

determination to complete their education (86%), family 

support was also listed by almost half as a factor supporting 

their continuation (43%). 

Main University students said that money was the most 

significant potential inhibitor of their success in higher 

education (50%), 43% felt that family and associated problems 

could prevent their completion and (14%) affirmed that 

"nothing could stop them from making it." Of the branch 

community college students (43%) felt that family or a related 

emergency was the only thing that could stop their progress. 

Twenty-eight percent felt money was the greatest inhibitor for 

them. Twenty eight percent felt that nothing could dissuade 

them from their goal. 

Family support and self determination were found to be 

the most significant of the motivating factors identified to 
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help students stay in school. Branch Community College 

students suggested that self determination was their strongest 

influence. 

GRAPH 3.2 Family support vs. determination as motivating 
factors influencing students to complete their programs of 
study. 
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This was perhaps due to the enrollment of non-traditional 

students at Branch Community College for whom greater 

sacrifice had to be made to complete their education. This 

point was borne out in the reports of factors that could 

inhibit completion of a program. Main University students 

stated that a lack of money was their greatest deterrent (50%) 

while Branch students indicated that family difficulties would 

be their most significant problem inhibiting completion of a 

degree. Forty three percent of the Main students also felt 

that concern for family would prevent them from finishing a 

degree. 

Personal reports of attendance have been previously 

mentioned as a factor indicative of performance, but were best 

considered as an aspect of motivation. The presumption was 

that a motivated student will not often miss class. The data 

showed that (71%) of the students interviewed miss class 

seldom, if ever. The percentage was identical 

institutions illustrating no differences in 

characteristic of the tested populations. 

between 

this 

Associated factors of punctuality and class participation 

will also be discussed here as further indicators of interest 

in learning. Records of this data were made from observations 

of the classes that were a part of this study. Due to the 

number of students per class, individual records were not kept 

as maintenance of this type of record would have detracted 

from other data that needed to be gathered. The counts were 
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attendance, punctuality and related data. 
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had entries for 

Counts of students 

were made as they entered the classroom and data regarding 

gender and ethnicity were also noted. Any inferences made on 

this data must be judged against the general nature of the 

data. 

Attendance at Main University classes varied by class 

size and subject matter. Computer Science 110 with an 

enrollment of 160 averaged 60% while similarly sized 

Psychology 201 averaged 50% attendance. Math 115 led the 

group with a high of 84% attendance one day and topped the 

list with an average of 70%; the size of this class was 

forty-five. Aside from the smaller class size, the 

combination of assigned seating and the fact that the math 

class would have been very easy to get far behind in, lead to 

this finding. Branch Community College classes averaged 63% 

attendance with an average class size of 20.5 students. Class 

size at Main University appeared not to be a significant 

factor in attendance. Branch Community College with its much 

smaller classes (average twenty vs. 150) was only able to 

achieve a 3 percent better attendance rate. 

Punctuality at Main university varied from very good with 

no one tardy, to individuals wandering in as much as thirty 

minutes late. The average tardy time was five minutes, but 

this seemed to increase when a professor did not enjoy good 

rapport with his students. At Branch community College, 
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students were from one to five minutes late with an average of 

just more than two and one half. Students were apparently much 

more comfortable being late for large classes held in held in 

lecture halls. 

Participation was yet another performance factor 

considered. In the math and computer science classes, at Main 

University, nearly all the students, even those in a lecture 

hall setting, were attentive and acted interested. The 

psychology class held in the same lecture hall had only 

mediocre levels of attentiveness. Participation was not 

extensive at any time; it was limited almost exclusively to 

the front of the room and consistently from a group that sat 

there regularly. At Branch Community College participation 

was generally very good; classes were small and professors 

knew all of their students and could readily get their 

attention. The highest volume of participation, as at Main 

University, came from the front and center of the classroom 

nearest the professor. The most likely assumption here is 

that those who were most interested in the class positioned 

themselves accordingly. 

Classroom interaction was an aspect of participation 

related to the previously mentioned factors. This again was 

a subjective observation of what appeared to be class related 

activity taking place in the classroom. At Branch Community 

College, the professors enjoyed good rapport with students and 

were able to interact easily with them. Classes were smaller 
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and the professors knew all of the students on a first name 

basis. The students also knew each other. Virtually every 

student in these small classes was attentive and active and 

they all reported that they got much individual attention. In 

the university classes, on the other hand, participation was 

good only in those classes where the professors had good 

rapport with students. Rapport was judged by the number of 

interactions (participation) in classroom activities and the 

professors' teaching style as she or he moved about the room 

interacting with students. Professors who were characterized 

as having good rapport had 50% more responses from students 

to questions presented as a part of a lecture. These 

individuals invariably received the best responses and 

response from the students. The larger classes were also 

responsible for decreased levels of interaction in the 

classroom and much less individual attention. Main university 

students did report that individual attention was available, 

but that it had to be sought out to be secured. Students at 

Branch interacted well with each other, shared assignments, 

answers when appropriate, software and notes. At Main 

university this level of interaction in the classroom was not 

apparent. 

At Main, students visited in small groups throughout the 

room some shared of notes, but not to the extent of those at 

Branch. Interaction with the professor was dependant upon the 

professor. In other words, some professors interacted much 
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better with students than others. One professor admonished 

his students for getting noisy while another became quiet 

until attention was restored, which did not always occur. The 

proactive admonishing professor enjoyed much better respect of 

his students than did the one who took time out. 

Punctuality, attendance, participation and classroom 

interaction all appeared to be significantly better at Branch 

Community College, but it was unclear as to the reason. 

Perhaps small classes and more personal relationships with 

instructors contributed. 

Data on individual attendance patterns and study time 

were obtained from the interviews and student data sheets. 

These were a notably objective measure of the expectation of 

good performance. The presumption here was that the fewer 

times a person missed class and the more one studied, the 

better chance that student had for success in class. At 

Branch community College, 43% reported they never missed 

class, 28% reported they missed about twice per semester and 

about once per week, respectively. 
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Table 3.4 Student's Reports of Attendance. 

BRANCH COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

Do not Miss 43% 

Twice/semester 28% 

Once a Week 28% 

MAIN UNIVERSITY 

Do not Miss 35% 

Not often 35% 

Once a Week 7% 

On the other hand, Main University students reported that they 

either never missed class or not often, (35% in both cases). 

Seven percent missed once per week, "as often as I can" or 

"only when its boring" respectively. Based on these self 

reports it appears that representatives of both groups were 

about equally prone to miss class. 

Study time was also self reported both in the interview 

and on the student data sheet to validate responses. The 

responses to this question were very similar identical between 

the two sources. A more in-depth discussion if this issue 

follows. 

There were three additional factors in the study that 

could be associated wi th motivation. Students were asked 

whether they had taken developmental courses, how much 

individual attention they received and what they do when they 

need help with assignments. The inquiries regarding 

individualized attention and sources of assistance were intent 
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on measuring the students opinion of the institutions' 

response to their personal learning needs. 

Of the Main University respondents 53% had taken 

developmental courses; 22% of these individuals reported that 

they had been in the college track in high school. This point 

was supported by GPA's reported by college track students who 

indicated that their averages had been about 2.5. At Branch 

community College, 60% of the participants reported that they 

had taken developmental courses. only 7 % more of Branch 

communi ty College students had taken developmental courses 

than had the Main students. 

Society has come to equate individualized attention with 

success and as such, it was so noted for the purposes of this 

study. When a student needed extra help, the person he or she 

turned to was seen as illustrative of a sense of belonging to 

the institution and a feeling of comfort with the 

instructional program. 

Branch students (86%) felt that they received much 

individual attention. Main University students reported, on 

the other hand, that they usually got personal attention only 

if they sought it out (43%). Another 28% simply reported that 

they got little attention. Conversely, one individual Main 

student stated that she got much attention; she was a white 

female about thirty years old, married and taking one class. 

She was having particular difficulty with the course and spent 
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every lunch hour being tutored by the professor. The professor 

was also a white female. 

When the students felt that they needed help with 

assignments, those at Branch community College reported that 

they talked to the professor (86%), while others (28%) stated 

that they went to the tutoring center. One fellow preferred 

to get help from his wife. Main students also went to see the 

professor (57%) while others attended the tutoring center 

(36%) or consulted a friend (21%). Tutoring and counseling are 

most often associated with student persistence. They are 

addressed herein, as relative measures for levels of 

motivation. The point, more directly stated, was whether or 

not a student was motivated enough to seek help and whether 

that help came from credible sources. If a student actively 

sought assistance with his or her problems then, for the 

purposes of this inquiry, that student was more motivated 

than a student who simply took a chance on failure. 

Richardson (1983) utilized a measure of the extent to which 

students used the tutoring and counseling centers. Those who 

took advantage of these services were more highly motivated to 

complete their respective programs. It should be understood 

that some took one or more of these actions. There was no 

reference to this question from either group regarding study 

groups. Apparently there was a perceived difference between 

studying and getting help although it was beyond the scope of 
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this inquiry to discover what made the difference in the minds 

of the students. 

Branch students were found to study more than Main 

University students. This could partly explain Branch' s 

greater improvement in GPA from high school to present. 

Student reports of much personal attention at the community 

college further supported this assertion. While it must be 

granted that fewer Main students had to take developmental 

classes (7%), it must also be recognized that Branch students 

were observed to have better attendance, punctuality, 

participation and classroom interaction than students at the 

university. Apart from more easily available individual 

attention at the community college, motivation was considered 

as a possible factor explaining the difference in performance 

indicators. 

Also among the factors indicative of motivation was an 

inquiry about what the student liked most about the 

institution. The intent of this question was to shed light on 

their sense of ownership in the institution. Branch students 

reported that personal attention and small classes were the 

most liked characteristics about their school. Main 

University students stated that they most liked the calm and 

friendly atmosphere, followed closely by the institutions' 

small size (18,000). It appears that while size may be a 

matter of perspective, both groups of students felt that a 

good atmosphere prevails at their respective institution. It 
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will be shown later, that even at Main University where 

classes of 160 were predominant, personal attention was 

available if one was willing to seek it out. 

Advice to other students was an indicator intent on 

getting a measure of commitment to education in the students' 

own words. It was presumed that the statement was a sign of 

their own philosophy. Main University students made three 

primary comments in this regard; "take it seriously" (43%), 

"be prepared" (21%) and "go to class" (21%). Branch students 

advised, "don't get behind" (43%) and "work hard" (43%). 

While the syntax varied slightly, the content was essentially 

the same: "if you are going to be here, commit yourself to 

it." 

In an effort to judge the seriousness of the students' 

commitment to typically difficult subjects, they were asked 

about their favorite courses. At Branch community College 

computer classes were listed as the most popular (70%) 

followed by math (30%) and a tie between biology and business 

at (20%) each. At the university, English topped the list of 

favorite classes at (35%), followed by a three-way tie between 

sociology, computer science and math at (23%) each. Less 

popular were the sciences, economics, philosophy, and Russian 

in that order. Math and computer courses appeared favorites 

among both groups. Because the researcher did not observe 

English classes at Main University, no personal perspective 

was possible regarding the students' motivation for listing 
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The predominance of 

computer science courses listed as favorites at Branch were 

undoubtedly due, at least in part, to the fact that they 

required that most Branch Community College majors take the 

course. The classes were very pragmatic and were taught so 

that students received much individual attention working with 

modern equipment. students were aware of the computers' role 

in the world and appreciated the opportunity to learn how to 

use a tool that could potentially make their lives much 

easier. 

other indicators of motivation included in this research 

were inquiries about enrollment and study time. The 

presumption in this case was that motivated students would 

take a full load of courses and spend an appreciable amount of 

time at study. Branch students reported that they studied an 

average of 15.4 hours per week with a range of eight to 

twenty-eight hours, whereas Main students stated that their 

average weekly study time was 11.25 hours. The greatest 

reported amount of study time for one course was in Math 115. 

The low was a reported three hours per week for fourteen 

credit hours of course work. In general terms, the community 

college stUdents studied more with the one obvious exception 

mentioned above. Even the bachelor bound stUdents at Branch 

reported studying more. The reason is left to question at 

this point; without further study speculation is all that is 

available. Perhaps smaller classes and more attention were 
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attributing factors. The presumption that good students study 

more was too dangerous to make in this situation. Branch 

Community College students who were interviewed said that they 

were enrolled for an average of 11.2 semester hours while the 

Main University students were enrolled for an average of 11.9 

semester hours. The Branch students were taking 6% less 

credit hours than the university students. This was a 

surprising insight considering that the public perception of 

community college students has been that they are primarily 

part-time students. The data indicated that while the 

community college students took slightly fewer credit hours 

they studied more; an average of 1.37 hours of study for every 

hour of credit enrolled. The Main University students said 

that they only studied an average of 1.05 hours per week for 

every credit hour in which they were enrolled. To summarize, 

the Branch students took only slightly fewer credit hours and 

studied more than their more academically oriented 

counterparts. 

ASPIRATIONS 

The question of transferability of community college 

credits prompted the need for an inquiry to assess the Branch 

students' awareness of their predicament if they should decide 

to transfer. Additionally, comparison of life goals between 

groups gave input to the question about long term objectives. 

The inquiry here was whether the community college students 

had the same kinds of aspirations as university students, but 
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began their higher education at a community college because 

adapting there was easier for them. A further inquiry was 

used to achieve some degree of internal consistency for the 

inquiry about major. Data on the students' ultimate 

educational objective and the time it would take to achieve 

that goal would help determine if their goals were realistic. 

Branch students' majors were split evenly between 

technical programs and baccalaureate degree objectives. As 

expected, all Main University students reported that their 

majors related to bachelor degree programs. Forty one percent 

of these students reported that their maj ors were in the 

sciences and/ or in business related areas, respecti vely . 

Given the difficulty of transfer it seemed unlikely that many 

Branch students (50%) were fully aware of the hardships they 

would face in the process. Did the communi ty college 

intentionally deceive these students about the amount of their 

credi ts that could be transferred? Were half the Branch 

students willing to start over knowing that only eight to 

twelve credit hours would transfer? Refinement of these 

responses was possible through a direct question about 

educational objectives and the students' schedule for 

accomplishing those goals. Branch students stated that their 

educational objectives were 57% bachelor degree and 43% 

associate degree. This data differed by 7% over that obtained 

from the question about major. The most likely explanation 

derived from the research is that one person did not really 
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understand what type of degree his or her major required. 

Perhaps that person aspired to earn an associate degree first 

and subsequently progress to a bachelor degree. The data was 

unclear as to this distinction. Main students reported that 

their educational objectives were 86% bachelor degree and 24% 

masters degrees. Even more enlightening about this question, 

were responses about how long it would take to complete their 

respective degrees; 36% felt that they could do it in four 

years, but 21% believed that they could finish in two and one 

half to three years. There was some question about whether 

the Main students had a clear perspective about how much time 

would be required to finish a degree. Those who responded to 

the survey reported an average course load of just less than 

twelve credit hours. At this rate, it would take them five 

and one half years to complete the degree if they did not 

fail or miss anything. Those who reported that they expected 

to be finished in two to three years were probably upper 

class persons; if not, they probably had seriously deluded 

themselves. Other responses varied, but those with families 

knew that the process could take up to seven years. 

Conversely, Branch students felt that it would take them 

about one and one half years to attain an associate degree 

and about 3.8 years to complete a bachelor degree. 

Given the average course load maintained by the Main 

students, it was highly unlikely that their expected 

completion dates were realistic. In no case was a Main 
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student enrolled for more than fifteen hours. Were those 

course loads maintained throughout the program they would be 

insufficient to permit graduation in eight semesters. 

A determination of life goals was used to compare the 

students' sense of fit between the type of degree they had 

selected and the career for which they planned. Of the Branch 

Community college students 57% planned on a white collar job. 

This was the same number of students who had earlier stated 

that they planned to get a bachelor degree. Forty three 

percent stated that a technical career was their life goal. 

At Main University, on the other hand, most of the respondents 

reported that their life goal was to get a good job (50%). 

Comparatively, 43% seemingly could not see beyond getting past 

college; they listed completion of their degree as a life 

goal. only 14% of the Main University students listed a 

comfortable life who responded to this question. The 

apparent lack of farsightedness on the part of Main students 

showed a lack of experience, a lack of guidance and planning 

or simply a preoccupation with the present. 

THE OBSERVATIONS 

Five classes at the two institutions were observed, three 

at the university and two at the community college. The Main 

University classes were Math l15-Intermediate Algebra, CS 110-

Introduction to computer Science and Psyc 20l-Introduction to 

Psychology. Demographically, the computer science course was 

63.4% female and 56% white, the math course was 57.8% male and 
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76% Hispanic and the psychology course was 51% female and 62% 

white. Native Americans, Asians, blacks and others, accounted 

for no more than 3% of any class enrollment. At the community 

college, courses were predominantly female 66% as opposed to 

an institutional figure of 49%, but the researcher observed no 

ethic imbalance. Gender and ethnici ty are illustrated in 

tables 2.2 and 2.3 on page 43. 

The computer science course had 13% more females and 10% 

more Hispanics than the university population as a whole. 

This professor could be perceived as empathetic toward 

minorities and women or perhaps he just cared more about 

everyone and therefore attracted more of these populations of 

students. Another explanation of these apparent phenomena may 

be that women and minorities have learned the value of these 

skills in society and the work place. Closer investigation of 

this issue would have provided insights if time had allowed. 

Hispanics, 76% predominantly populated the math course. This 

represented an increase of 45% over the university population. 

Males out numbered females by almost 8%. Since the observer 

knew the math class had Branch students enrolled in it, the 

expectation was that these students could be easily 

identifiable during the observations. This presumption, as it 

became apparent, was far from fact. When interviews took 

place, two of the males who had been noted as highly probable 

Branch students turned out to be Main students. One was a 

sports medicine major and the other was enrolled in the 
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electrical engineering program. There was no discernable 

difference between the students in this class. without prior 

knowledge of whom they were, distinguishing them by 

institution given their performance in class was impossible, 

participation or appearance. The psychology class was perhaps 

the least demonstrative of disproportionate numbers of 

minorities and women. Neither the subject matter, major 

requirements nor the professor seemed to have any 

characteristics that would have drawn any particular group 

disproportionately. 

As has been described, some observations were utilized to 

lend data to the motivation issue. Among these were 

attendance, punctuality, participation, and classroom 

interactions. 

For the purposes of this inquiry, the presence of writing 

assignments was used to establish the existence of critical 

thinking, other although less quantifiable measures were also 

apparent. Both information processing and cognitive 

development are pertinent to the acquisition of critical 

thinking skills (Driscoll 1982, Klausmeier and Associates 

1979). Some students, regardless of educational aspirations 

never develop beyond a stage where concrete reality is their 

central focus; these individuals probably will never attain 

critical thinking skills (Fennema and Behr 1980). To escape 

this concrete thought, students need stimulation to achieve a 

level of analytical reasoning and higher level thinking 
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skills (Raze 1984; Klausmeier and Associates 1979). Many 

students can be taught these analytical skills (Resnick 1986). 

As Richardson (1983) used the presence of writing assignments 

as a measure of the presence of critical thought, this 

research replicated that usage of his work. 

Development of a particular course was evaluated in an 

attempt to learn if the class was being taught according to 

schedule. Finally, any indication of bias was noted to assess 

the fairness of the instructor toward all ethnicities and both 

genders. 

Social 

after class. 

interactions were observed before, during and 

At Main University, students seldom gathered 

before or after class outside the room. When they entered the 

lecture hall, they sat in small groups in the same areas each 

time. During this period, they visited in these small groups 

primarily about class, but sometimes about their other 

activities. In the Psychology class, the visiting continued 

throughout the class session. At Branch community college 

students visited before and after class, also in small groups. 

The exception here, however, was that part of this visiting 

took place in the halls and in an adjacent lounge/snack bar 

area. 

For many, education at a community college brings to 

mind vocational teaching that is based in large part on hands

on learning. This was not the case in the courses observed at 

Branch community College. A traditional lecture style of 
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teaching was most often used. Data gathered through 

observation of each class over a period of three weeks 

indicated that lecture style instruction was used in every 

class. In the OEBU 240 course discussion was also used 40% of 

the time. In the OECS 105 course demonstrations were used in 

the lecture/lab sessions and were followed by short periods of 

student practice. Of the total class time observed, 25% 

involved actual student participation. 

Table 3.5 Teaching styles observed at both Main university 
and Branch Community College. 

Main University Branch Community Co11eqe 
(amount o~ tota1 time %) 

Used in every class at both institutions, 
Lecture sometimes in conjunction with other methods 

Demonstration 12%/50% of time in CS 25% total/50% in OECS 
110 105 

Student Practice not observed 12%/25% in OECS 105 only 
Present however in lab observed at Branch CC 
directed by Graduate 
Assistant 

Class Discussion not observed 60% primarily in OEBU 
240 

Professors at both institutions utilized some audiovisual 

materials, usually overhead transparencies. The observable 

teaching styles were little different at the university than 

at the community college. As a possible SUbstitute for actual 

hands on computer teaching, the Main University professor 

demonstrated on a computer, the text of which he projected 

onto a large overhead screen that was supplemented by four 
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television sets placed strategically around the perimeter of 

the room. Everyone could see well. 

Sometimes the incidence of bitting was hard to identify 

because a professor seldom followed a specific teaching style 

throughout the class. Consequently and in congruence with the 

report from which bitting was identified, it was determined 

that bitting was present when information was broken down by 

the professor into bits that she or he felt could be readily 

absorbed by the students. In these instances every detail 

needed by the student for success in the lesson was provided 

in the lecture or presentation. It should be recognized that 

bi tting has come to be associated with communi ty college 

courses and would not be expected at a university where the 

presumption is that critical thought is perpetuated. The 

observations did identify bitting and a good deal of it, at 

both institutions. 

Probably the most obvious incidence of bitting at Branch 

Community College was observed in the computer science 105 

class, In this situation, on at least three occasions, very 

detailed instructions were given to the students. These 

sessions took place in the portion of class held in the 

computer lab. The lab held about twenty-five computers with 

ample space for each student to work. Every other class 

period was held at this location. The subject matter was dBASE 

programming. Generally twelve to fifteen students attended 

the sessions; the instructor knew each by name and circulated 
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about the room assuring that all were keeping up and that nay 

problems were dealt with quickly. The small class and the 

learning environment permitted the instructor to proceed at a 

pace where he actually instructed the students on what key 

strokes to use to obtain the desired result. By the above 

definition of bitting, this procedure of sequential 

instruction certainly qualifies for the title. On the other 

occasions, the instructor provided specific instruction and 

verbatim definitions when information of importance was 

covered. These items of information were either listed on the 

board or made available via overhead projection. 

For the purposes of comparison, classes in computer 

science at Main University were also scrutinized for the 

incidence of bitting. While the environment was different, 

bitting was none-the-Iess observed. There was no organized 

laboratory time set aside for Main CS 110 students. They 

were expected to complete assignments on their own time. 

Class sessions were held in a large lecture hall equipped with 

a video projector and monitors used to provide students with 

a view of the instructor's computer screen. As the class 

progressed the instructor would provide concise instructions 

on what was to be done to obtain the functions he was 

teaching. students took notes that they would use to produce 

results for their own lab assignments. In other words, the 

instructor went over the lab work in class in stages providing 

opportunities for students to take verbatim notes. Inquiries 
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of the instructor about students' lab performance indicated 

that they experienced few problems. Most of those problems 

were solved in the lab with the casual assistance of a lab 

technician. In one instance several students had experienced 

a problem with a particular procedure. The instructor went 

over the procedure one key stroke at a time, twice before 

moving on. On another occasion, the computer science professor 

at Main distributed a study sheet that contained very detailed 

information about the section being covered. Included were 

concise procedures for the lab exercise, hints about shortcuts 

and details of other information that could be studied for the 

upcoming examination. 

Instruction in the lab, such as that observed at the 

branch, was not possible at Main. This section of CS 110 had 

180 students enrolled. Had it been possible, the instructor 

said that he would prefer actual lab instruction. 

To provide some contrast, particular attention to bitting 

was a part of observation in Math 115 where both university 

and community college students were a part of the class. As 

expected, there was a significant amount of bitting that took 

place in this course. The very nature of instruction in 

mathematics seems almost to require bitting to some degree. 

complex functions were explained on the chalkboard 

sequentially. Ample time was dedicated to each procedure with 

the instructor stopping to ask if there were any questions 

after each step. Another incident of the "bitting" phenomena 



116 

that occurred in the Math 115 class was also worthy of 

mention. Al though students were expected to read ahead, 

definitions were copied on the chalkboard for their benefit. 

During this procedure a word was misspelled on the board but 

none of the forty-three students mentioned the mistake. They 

were either showing their courtesy or had such respect for the 

professor that they took anything at face value. Perhaps they 

were simply not attentive enough to catch the mistake. 

Also observed, however, was what this researcher 

considered an anomaly in a math class. Students were required 

to submit writing assignments explaining their understanding 

of algebraic concepts and their practical applications. 

At least for the observations represented herein, the 

incidence of bitting was not confined to the community college 

classroom. Thirty-five percent of the observations at the 

community college showed no evidence of bitting while 55% of 

those classes observed at Main clearly included the phenomena. 

The community college courses clearly demonstrated more 

bitting than comparable classes at Main University. However, 

this difference is not great and illustrates serious problems 

of this nature at the university. More study is needed to 

determine what effects bitting has on the potential of Main 

students. The incidence of bitting at Branch Community 

College supported the presence of reproduction theory. There 

appeared to be an effort, conscious or otherwise, to 

discourage the attainment of community college students by not 
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requiring or encouraging them to develop critical thinking 

skills. 

What does this discovery of bitting mean for the Main 

students? will the lack of encouragement of critical thought 

have long range effects on their careers and attainment in 

higher education? will these students be competitive with 

graduates of other institutions? Are other institutions also 

getting lax on the expectation of critical thinking? 

Table 3.6 Incidence of the observation of bitting at Main 
University and at Branch community College. 

Main university Math 115 psyc 201 CS 110 

Percent of Time 50% 50% 66% 

Exceptions much detail but 2 classes/ + 2 classes/ + 
not all is covered typical lecture typical university 
to depth only lecture 
problem areas. 

Branch C.C. OEBU 240 OECS 105 

Percent of Time 50% 80% 

Exceptions +Lecture/Student one class +typical 
Presentations lecture 

* a typical university lecture was defined for these purposes 
as a situation where the professor expected the students to 
have read ahead and understood many points. The professor 
then filled in the gaps and provided background information. 

The increased incidence of bitting in the Branch Community 

College computer course was due, at least in part, to the 

observation of lab sessions where very specific instructions 

were sometimes given. Professors at both Main University and 

Branch Community College provided very detailed information 

for their students. On the other hand, these same professors 

had clear expectations of outside preparation for class. 
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Assignments and examinations were good indicators of 

competencies gained from the course; only two classes required 

any writing. The math class at Main and the human relations 

class at Branch both required minimal writing assignments: 

three pages maximum, research not required. other courses 

evaluated students strictly upon objective examinations. 

A final question in this aspect of the inquiry was an 

assessment of any gender or ethnic bias that may have been 

present on the part of the professor. Bias in this case will 

be defined as any incidence of favoritism or unequal treatment 

of any student or group of students by the professor. These 

incidents may have hurt or helped individuals or groups more 

than the rest of the class. There was little expectation of 

significant bias against anyone; it never came up in any of 

the preliminary conversations prior to the commencement of 

this project. What was expected was a modicum of favoritism 

shown toward particular individuals or groups. None-the-Iess, 

because this state has large populations of minority students 

and because these groups tend to predominate in the student 

populations at community colleges it was felt that 

observations for bias were a needed part of this inquiry. 

Perceptions of such bias could inhibit a student's performance 

in class. As this study dealt with performance, it became 

important to deal with the incidence of bias particularly in 

a culturally and ethnically diverse society. There was never 

any indication of ethnic bias in the classes observed during 
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this research. Such was not so with gender bias; while the 

observed favoritism was unnoticed even by the participants, it 

was none-the-Iess present. All of the professors involved in 

the study, except one, showed very slight bias toward the 

opposite gender. These observations were based upon the number 

of times a professor called on students of a particular 

gender, both in seeking participation and in answering 

questions. There were also some instances when professors 

were slightly more responsive to questions from students whose 

gender was opposi te of their own. Of those interactions 

recorded, two involved a member of the opposite gender at Main 

University and three seemed to favor a member of the opposite 

gender at Branch community college. Responses from male 

students in the Math class that had a female professor were 

noticeably more numerous than were female responses in the 

same class (four to 1). Specific examples of this type of 

gender bias were observed in incidents such as when the 

computer science instructor from Main University questioned 

the class. Invariably he had several volunteers who would 

raise their hands to be called upon, but the professor would 

almost always (six to 1) ask a female near the front of the 

room to respond, calling on her by name. There were about 180 

students in the room. Approximately twenty-five students near 

the front of the room comprised a group that he called on 

regularly. The gender breakdown of this group was about twenty 

females to five males. The incidence of the gender bias could 
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have been explained by the fact that these were simply the 

most interested students in the class. Their normal seating 

patterns evidenced this (at the front) and by their 

enthusiastic responsiveness. The gender composition of the 

group may have been merely coincidental. These mitigating 

factors tend to temper any inference of significant gender 

bias without much more detailed observation. This phenomenon 

seemed essentially to repeat itself wherever such bias was 

observed except for situations where instructors could wander 

among students as work progressed. In these cases, professors 

seemed to spend five to fifteen seconds more time with 

students of the opposite gender. Whenever students responded 

to professors of the opposite gender or vice versa there was 

never any gender related innuendo. All observed responses 

were strictly business. Whether this phenomenon was a result 

of gender bias is questionable. The difference could have 

been due to a better understanding of the subject matter 

(math) among the males in the class. 
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Table 3.7 Incidence of Gender and Ethnic Bias in observed 
classes at Main University and at Branch Community College. 

Main University Branch community College 

1 2 3 4 S 
Psyc Math CS OEBU 240 OECS 105 
201 115 110 

Gender N/A 2 N/A N/A 3 
bias 

Ethnic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Bias 

1 No gender or ethnic bias apparent on the part of the 
professor. 

2 Two occurrences of slight favoritism for males - prop = 
female - no ethnic bias. 

3 No apparent gender or ethnic bias was observed note: 
observation for subtle favoritism in CS 110 & Psyc 201 
was difficult due to large class sizes. 

4 No apparent bias either gender or ethnic on the part of 
the professor. 

S Three occurrences were noted of slight favoritism toward 
female students. 
Note: In no case was bias observed which was negative or 
overt 

This appeared to be a common occurrence and did not seem to 

bother anyone. When pointed out to the professors involved 

all indicated they had never realized that it was occurring. 

Further study indicated that the incidences of these phenomena 

are common in occurrence at all levels in education. 

Miscellaneous bits of information from the observations 

add a better understanding of this view of two institutions 

of higher education. All of the professors observed were 

full-time employees of their institution. Only one held a 

doctorate, although one other was in pursuit of the degree 

(both individuals were employed at Main University). No 

graduate assistants were encountered except in the psychology 
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lab where they clarified what they had discussed in the 

lecture just completed. 

Both the math and computer science courses at Main 

University were taught based on standardized content. The 

professor simply covered the material and did not write or 

grade any exams or homework; these tasks were left to tutors 

and lab assistants. This math class was essentially self 

paced. Students submi tted their homework to tutors, who 

graded, recorded, and returned it on-site while the lecture 

was progressing. When sufficient work was completed, they 

gave the student a ticket that could be exchanged at the 

tutoring center for the next exam. 

basically followed that of the lecture. 

Students' progress 

In totally self-paced 

classes there was no lecture; the students simply progressed 

through the assignments with the professors guidance and took 

the exams at their own rate. In both cases, the math and the 

computer science professors had discretionary authority over 

only (10%) of a student's final grade. In other words, the 

professor was permitted to give 10% of the total possible 

points as a reward for effort and attitude. 

Equipment was a major source of difference between the 

institutions. The undergraduate computer science IBM lab at 

Main University was equipped with early 

personal computers. They housed it in a 

1980's vintage 

large room where 

approximately seventy-five computers were in use; students 

waited in the hall for an opportunity to do their assignments. 
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At Branch community College, the computer lab in which 

observation was done was equipped with 20 IBM compatible 386-

sx machines. The Main University introduction to computers 

class taught basic use of the Pascal language so students had 

an idea what programmers do should there ever be a need to 

know. 
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CHAPTER 4 

CONCLUSl:ONS 

The intent of this research was to attempt to identify 

whether university students were better prepared for higher 

education than community college students. As such, 

comparable classes at the community college and the university 

were studied in their respective learning environments to 

determine what differences existed between them. To identify 

similarities in the students themselves, social 

characteristics were used; performance and motivation factors 

attempted to determine if the groups were equally capable and 

likely to complete their respecti ve programs. Finally, 

aspirations were evaluated to examine life goals among these 

groups. To provide a proper context for their respective 

learning environments, observations were made to learn how 

similar the environments were. The results of these inquiries 

have been presented in a previous chapter. The purpose of 

this aspect of the work was to make a nonjudgmental 

determination of the question: is one group more capable of 

success in higher education than another? 

THE STUDENTS 

The limited scope of this study affected inferences 

derived from it toward any situation in another location. 

The reader must keep in mind that the paradigm represented 

herein is unusual. The relationship between these two 
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associated institutions is not exactly symbiotic. Peculiar 

conditions were in existence here which are very unlikely to 

occur under other circumstances. Therefore, inferences 

generated herein should be limited to virtually identical 

circumstances. 

The students were, after all, the real source of this 

inquiry and will, therefore, be the center of discussion for 

the remainder of this text. As has been previously described, 

the factors considered were social characteristics, 

performance, motivation and aspirations. 

SOC~AL CHARACTER~ST~CS 

Social characteristics have been broken down into not 

only who the students were, but what socioeconomic class they 

represented. Another aspect of this part of the study dealt 

with how students interacted socially and with whom. As might 

have been expected, both of the groups being studied, reported 

the kinds of social interactions that would be considered 

typical of any group of young, independent adul ts in an 

academic environment. with little difference between groups, 

they reported that watching sports, going to concerts and 

"part yin" were their most common modes of social interaction. 

Older students, some of who were married, also danced 

occasionally as a social activity. 

Social distinctions were difficult to draw between groups 

from the respective institutions. These differences in social 

activity were much more easily delineated by age and marital 
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status. Social activity thus did not seem to be a determining 

factor upon which group dynamics inferences could be made. 

Interrelationships with other students from class were 

limited in the groups from both institutions. This phenomenon 

was present at both institutions; little interaction with 

other students except for class was reported. with no major 

differences identified within the context of this inquiry into 

social activities and interactions, this criterion could not 

be used to distinguish between these groups of students. 

socioeconomic status was also considered as a 

characteristic with the potential for distinguishing between 

groups of people in society. The data gathered, seemed to be 

in conflict until further analysis revealed that most of the 

college completers among the uni versi ty parents were the 

mothers. Data on financial aid indicated that there was a 30% 

difference in social class between students attending the 

respective institutions. This, added to the 90% blue collar 

background of Branch students and the large proportion of Main 

parents who had already retired, is a significant indicator of 

social class difference. The Main parents represented 30% less 

eligibility for financial aid. Thirty one percent less blue 

collar jobs and a marked higher incidence of early 

retirements, all factors indicative of higher social class 

that the parents of the branch students. However, when one 

considers the mothers who completed four-year degrees, but 

who were not employed outside the home, there was a very good 



127 

possibility that their children were encouraged to attend e a 

university. Furthermore, it may be assumed that the higher 

incidence of retirees among the university student parents may 

have been the result of their ability to retire sooner from 

well paying jobs. There appeared to be a good deal of overlap 

between the SES of parents from both institutions, but there 

were also highly significant indications of difference 

present. Given these data, there may be a clear pattern that 

students who attended Main University generally came from 

higher SES backgrounds. 

felt that getting an 

children. 

PERFORMANCE 

Despite socioeconomic status, parents 

education was important for their 

Student performance was assessed using grade point 

average (GPA) as an indicating factor. Both high school and 

current GPAs were evaluated to attempt a judgement of 

potential for success in college. The Main students had higher 

high school GPAs, but when current grades were examined the 

Branch students seemed to be doing better. possible 

explanations could be that courses at Main University were 

more difficult than at Branch; Branch Community College 

inflated its grades or that students at Branch were simply 

making up for lost time and effort. 

Performance observed in this inquiry did not indicate a 

clear-cut pattern with which to make comparisons between these 

groups. The community college students appeared to do better, 
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but one was left to wonder if their curricula were leveled 

down, creating a false impression of their true ability. More 

study would be needed to address this question, before any 

concise answer could be obtained. Course work at the 

respective institutions needed to be evaluated upon its degree 

of difficulty before it could be compared and contrasted 

accurately. study time of the communi ty college students 

appeared to show that they were more highly motivated, but 

there was no definite idea about whether they studied more 

because they wanted to or because they had to study to 

survive. The only way to settle the issue on the question of 

equal performance would be to administer competency 

examinations to each group of students in the respecti ve 

subjects under study. 

There appeared to have been some factor of stimulation 

present in this equation of human action. Could it have been 

motivation? The Richardson (1983) report described a linkage 

between motivation and performance; motivational indicators 

were therefore included in this research. Attendance, 

punctuality, study time and participation were the primary 

factors used to assess motivation. A clear majority (71%) of 

students at both institutions reported that they seldom, if 

ever, missed class. The community college students were 

clearly more punctual than the university group. This could 

be explained, at least in part, by the fact that classes at 

the community college were much smaller, consequently absences 
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were more readily noticed. The average attendance in the math 

class beared out this presumption at Main University where 

assigned seating was used. In this situation 84% of the 

students came every day. 

study time as motivational factor is important as it can 

be associated with grade performance; the presumption being 

that more study time should equate to good grades that are an 

indicator of high motivation. This, of course, is not always 

the case because this presumption does not consider factors 

such as innate ability. 

Branch students reported that they studied an average of 

fourteen hours per week, two more than reported by the 

uni versi ty students. It was unclear whether the Branch 

students were more motivated to learn than the Main students 

or whether they simply had a greater need to study. This 

increased study time seems to support the better GPA's 

reported by Branch students. Al though this was only an 

assumption, the university students may not have had the need 

to study as much. Other means of determining performance and 

motivation were observations of participation and classroom 

interactions. High levels of participation and interaction in 

the classroom were both observed to be more common at the 

community college. The smaller class sizes provided the most 

likely explanation for these increased levels of interaction 

at the community college. Participation and individual 

attention were simply easier in a less populated environment. 
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Clarification of this question was attempted by assessing 

motivation using factors not particularly linked to 

performance. 

MOTIVATION 

In an attempt to further refine motivation beyond those 

factors that relate it to performance, more sUbjective and 

value oriented criteria were needed. These indicators were 

primarily based on students' and parents' opinions that 

reflect motivational underpinnings. A big motivational 

factor, particularly among young adults, was their parents' 

opinion about the value of education. Most parents encouraged 

their children to get more education. There was no difference 

in the most common responses from students at either 

insti tution. There was, however, some indifference on the 

value of education. The majority clearly valued the 

acquisition of knowledge. Students at both institutions noted 

family support and self determination as the most influential 

factors that had helped them continue their education. 

When asked what advice they would give new students, the 

most common responses were very similar, "work hard" and 

"don' t get behind," and "go to class." Both groups of students 

appeared to have determined on their own how to get along and 

succeed at college. A listing of their favorite classes was 

intended to suggest their degree of seriousness about 

education. They made no mention in either case of "easy" or 

technical courses being considered favorites. The number of 
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credit hours for which each group enrolled was on the average 

nearly the same. Each group of students expressed favoritism 

for their particular institutions. The Branch students liked 

their professors, lots of personal attention and small 

classes, whereas the university students most liked their calm 

and friendly atmosphere and their relatively small campus. In 

the case of motivational factors, there appeared to be little 

of significant value for determining any difference between 

the ability of these respective groups to succeed at a 

university. 

ASPIRATIONS 

The hope of providing a better future for themselves and 

their families was a primary motivator for seeking more 

education. Because some of the students being studied in this 

inquiry attended a community college, it was determined that 

there was a need to learn whether they perceived the community 

college as a limitation or a stepping stone to further 

successes. Some students at Branch understood that an 

associate degree was as far as they were likely to go in 

higher education and had planned accordingly. Others, on the 

other hand, planned to go on to a university, a difficult 

proposition given the acceptability of their community college 

credit at the university. The perceived time within which 

these degrees could be earned, indicated what may have been a 

lack of reality by both groups. Collectively, they assumed 

that completion of a BAIBS would take four years, yet the 
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average number of credit hours for which they were enrolled 

was such that these plans were all but impossible. A more 

realistic completion time would be about five to six years. 

Those who were married did state that they knew it would take 

them longer because of ongoing family obligations. 

Responses to a question about life goals provided perhaps 

the most interesting and realistic data in this regard. Main 

University students stated that their life goals were to get 

their degree and secondly to get a good job. On the other 

hand, Branch students reported that white collar jobs or 

technical careers were their life aspirations. It would 

appear that the Branch students, with a bit more age and 

experience, could see beyond getting a degree to what it would 

mean to have one. All said they planned to attain at least an 

associate. They had presumably tried some different types of 

employment and learned that to get more than just a job they 

must have more education. They had apparently learned the 

difference between a job and a career. 

While there appeared to be significant similarities 

between these groups of students, this is not a factor that 

can be used to learn if they were capable of the same quality 

of academic work. Their habits, SES and the courses they take 

might have all been similar, but these factors cannot be used 

to judge their ability and actual potential for success; only 

competency testing is likely to do that the root of the 

question for this research was whether one group was better 
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prepared for post secondary than another group. Perhaps of 

greater interest, the question should have been: How and why 

do people get assigned to some particular group? People are 

often classified according to what they do, where and how they 

live and even how they think. It has been shown, however, 

that students are classified into special groups more for 

political purposes than for educational reasons (Cohen and 

Brawer 1989). A mature black man, for example, who attends a 

community college for some special interest course does not 

qualify for special programs at the institution because he 

already has a Bachelor degree. The institution will never

the-less report him in its' statistical data as a minority 

student who is also among the aged and is perhaps enrolled in 

a non-traditional program for his gender. This need to 

classify students has long been present; social scientists are 

among those who have propagated it most rigorously. The basis 

for classification, however, changes with the perspective from 

which it is viewed. The commonality was that community 

college students were struggling to get ahead and students 

attending senior institutions were working to stay ahead, thus 

maintaining a lifestyle made familiar to them by their family 

background. The result is similar; achieve the foundations 

upon which to build a career. In other words, students seek 

higher education to get a better job (Cohen and Brawer 1989). 

Astin and others (1988) found that this was the primary goal 

of 86% of entering community college first-year, while 81% of 
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those matriculating into four-year colleges and universities 

have the same reason. 

It has been well documented that a major difference 

between students in two and four year institutions was their 

SES (Astin and others 1988). It is also true from a broader 

perspective that students who attended community colleges came 

from a higher social class than the majority of Americans who 

did not attend college at all (Cohen and Brawer 1989). Since 

community colleges serve a broader segment of the population 

than any other type of institution of higher education, it 

stands to reason that they will have students of poorer 

ability (Flaherty 1980). While there are undeniable 

differences in students attending these respective types of 

institutions, similarities most certainly similarities exist 

among them. This research illustrated enough of these 

similarities that a question of common institutional 

experiences of the students may need to be answered. Do 

students at an undistinguished public university have 

experiences all that different from other students who attend 

a community college? The literature speaks to this question 

only from the periphery. Anderson (1981), AI-sunbul (1987) 

and Adelman (1987) suggested that an educational experience at 

a regional university might not be significantly different 

from that at many community colleges. An exception would be 

in the social atmosphere provided by residential colleges and 

universities. Where residential community colleges or junior 
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colleges were involved, little difference was noted in the 

overall experience between two and four year institutions. 

In this inquiry, social class was the primary difference 

between these respective groups of students. If anything, the 

Branch students should have held the advantage based on 

traditional wisdom. They had better facilities, better 

equipment, more personalized attention and less expensive 

tuition. There may be, however, reason to question 

tradi tional wisdom. Questions remain, should not their 

performance, given the additional resources, be significantly 

better if their ability is nearly equal? Are other factors 

involved? 

More study is clearly indicated to learn if universities 

are "dumbing down" their curricula to meet the needs of a 

student population not unlike that at many community colleges. 

If this is the case, accusations of grade and credential 

inflation may be justified. 

A point that the study did not address which yet remains 

unclear, is what would happen to the community college 

students if they were admitted to the university. There has 

been an assumption throughout this inquiry that if the 

transfer problem were solved, the entire problem of 

educational stratification would somehow disappear. This 

would not be the case, for the problem is not as simple as 

sol ving the transfer issue. What would happen to these 

students if they were allowed ready access to higher 
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education? The literature shows that there should be a slight 

drop in grade point average (Illinois community College Board 

1986, Montesi 1986 and Webb 1985). When students transfer 

within the same system, for example, from a community college 

associated with a university there is little, if any, drop in 

grade point average (Lucas 1986, AI-Sunbul 1987 and Scott 

1986) • Additionally, it has been noted that students who 

transfer with a large number of credits or with an entire 

associate degree, have a better chance than those who can move 

few credits (Fernandez and others 1984). It must be granted 

that these transfer students take up to 1.4 years longer to 

complete a degree and are more likely to drop out (Menke 1980, 

Doucette and Teeter 1985). Articulation agreements have been 

responsible for this increased amount of transfer credit 

(Cohen and Brawer 1989). 

Astin (1977) found that residence on campus, a high 

degree of interaction with a peer group, the presence of good 

students and full-time enrollment status also contributed to 

potential for success at a university. 

then reasons for transfer students 

universities was more understandable. 

If this were the case, 

lack of success at 

For the most part, the 

community college students in this survey were older having 

already established their own homes and families with their 

associated responsibilities. They could not take advantage of 

on-campus living and social interactions for need of the time 

to support their families and work. Without the ability to 
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live on campus, associating with a peer group would obviously 

be more difficult. Besides these factors, age contributed to 

their belief that they were not a part of campus society where 

the mean age is two to five years younger. Transfer students 

would benefit from the presence of good students on campus who 

would increase competition. Conversely, it could increase 

pressure and frustration dependent on the individual. As has 

been previously stated, community college students take longer 

to finish a degree. This phenomenon was evidenced in this 

research by data from students that suggested that more of 

them were working parents (Cohen and Brawer 1989). 

It has been shown that transferring with more credit 

helps, but there is obviously more to the question. Once 

students transfer, can they survive in the university 

environment? The answer is not clear, but it is certain that 

they will have difficulty. 
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It should be recognized that the intent of this study was 

never to infer that all community college students were 

equally as prepared for higher education as university 

students. The initial target of the study was the group that 

aspired to transfer and were not allowed to do so. 

If there were significant differences between the 

academic abilities of the university and community college 

students in this study they were beyond the scope of this 

inquiry to determine. Students who attended Main University 

did appear to represent a higher level of SESe Perhaps these 

differences were in part due to the fact that their parents 

had also attended the university and that their fathers had 

retired early, indicative of well paying jobs and secure 

incomes. Furthermore, the Main students had also done better 

in high school, indicating better academic preparation for 

college. Again, these students were probably pushed along by 

parents who knew first hand the value of a degree. 

Throughout the data there were a significant number of 

similarities between these groups of students. If these 

people were surveyed outside the context of the educational 

environment, it would likely have been quite difficult to 

differentiate among them. 

The investigation revealed that topics of study and in 

fact methods of instruction were also very similar, one not 
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clearly superior to the other. Why, then, are the end results 

so different? Those who matriculate through the university 

generally will have better payed, more secure employment that 

those who complete a certificate of associate degree. The 

circumstances that led individuals to decisions about the kind 

of education they would seek and the particular institutions 

they would attend have everything to with the ultimate 

attainment of those individuals. If SES and ability direct a 

student to enter a community college, he or she will likely be 

forever representative of that sector of society most commonly 

enrolled in today's community colleges. This is a group that 

reproduces itself literally, where parents and children share 

common goals, abilities and futures. Attendance at a community 

college, then, does little more that perpetuate the social 

class of those who enter there. Nei ther they nor their 

parents come to grasp with the demands of social mobility 

because they are never taught what the requirements for that 

mobility are. 

The question then remains, is the academic ability really 

any different between these groups when the research controls 

for SES? To what extend does SES equate to academic ability? 

It has been stated previously and well documented that SES had 

a definite correlation to chances for academic success. 

Nevertheless, are "rich" kids really smarter or does their 

support system account in the most part for their higher 

potential for success. Reproduction theory seems alive and 
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well in the meritocracy of higher education. The Branch 

students appeared to be more highly motivated than their 

university counterparts or maybe they simply had to work 

harder to keep up. This was perhaps explained by their 

greater experience in the world and what it holds for those 

who are unprepared. Apparently, sorting of students is done 

more on the basis of social class than upon ability or rigor 

of education. There is little fairness in a system where 

social class apparently plays such a major role in determining 

potential for attainment. A properly researched and 

implemented transfer policy could go far toward removing the 

inequities of a system based on such an unequal concept. 

Clearly, more study is needed before any inferences can 

be made to other situations, but in this case, despite the 

obvious differences between these groups, there are many 

similarities among them. These similarities, coupled with 

desire, hard work and persistence can lead to success in 

academe. If motivational factors are not discounted, it is 

the opinion of this researcher that most of the community 

college students in this study are as capable as those who are 

privileged to start their academic training at the university. 

The only definitive way to measure real potential for 

success or academic ability would have been to test students 

on the basics of competency in the subjects under study in 

this inquiry. If they should be found academically comparable, 

the trend away from accepting communi ty college transfer 
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students at this university should be reversed. The ability 

of community college students should be recognized and 

acknowledged by their welcome into the uni versi ty system. 

This is not an argument that all community college students 

are capable of going on, but those who show good academic 

performance should be afforded the opportunity to do so 

without undue loss of credits. This data has shown that older 

students who have been out of education for a time opted to 

reenter at the community college level because they knew they 

would be in a learning environment conducive to their needs. 

primary among these needs was the desire to be treated as 

individuals and to get as much personal attention as they 

needed to assimilate back into the academic world. Given 

the similarities between the respective groups of students in 

this study and their common experiences, a revisitation of the 

current transfer policy seems in order. It is time for 

colleges and universities to acknowledge the value of 

community college transfer students, even if there is nothing 

but a moral obligation to do so. Administrators must begin to 

think more of the students and less of their insti tution 

(Pincus & Archer 1989). Innovative ideas, like dual admission 

that would permit community college students to earn credit at 

the university, would go far to establish better relationships 

and provide better prepared students. upgraded data bases 

would permit identification and tracking of transfer students 

to permit possible intervention to prevent potential failure. 
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Support groups could be established for transfer students to 

help them get acclimated to the new learning environment. On 

campus housing should be assured for transfer students to aid 

in their social integration into the university community. 

Day-care facilities provide a much needed service to non

traditional students and single parents. 

Much can be done, but the incentive to take action is not 

always present. To insure the success of community college 

students, the university should perhaps consider smaller 

classes that would permit all to get more personal attention. 

This university has not grown beyond the point at which 

providing small classes is unreasonable. The relative size of 

the institutions in this study could well be a significant 

factor attributing to what appears to be a very common 

experience for both community college and university 

students. 

The limiting factor in this proposition, however I is 

money, as might be expected. It obviously costs more to 

provide smaller classes. Or does it? In the state where this 

study took place, the funding formula for higher education 

provides an increased rate for upper-class men and women. 

Would the initial cost of small classes early in a student's 

career pay dividends when that person persisted into upper 

level courses? To arrive at an answer one must know if small 

classes really reduce attrition and secondly, if the 

reimbursement differential for upper level classes would 
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compensate for more small classes early in the program. 

ultimately, what does it cost society for a student who fails 

to complete a bachelor degree? Taking an interest in the 

individual would likely have a positive influence on 

university students also, possibly decreasing the attrition 

rate. 

Further study is needed to determine and measure levels 

of performance. As has been stated in the previous chapter, 

measurement of this nature is fraught with difficulty due to 

the differences in the presentation of material. The only 

plausible answer may be assessing student outcomes. It 

lightens the heart of this author, an old vocational teacher, 

to recommend the use of competency exams to decide proficiency 

in academic subjects. On the surface, these groups of 

students seem to be relatively similar, but if a real answer 

is to be obtained for this question a method must be used 

which will account for what they have learned and not how they 

learned it. Competency tests are now well developed enough to 

be used as a measure of this knowledge and ability. It is 

recommended that the university pursue this initiative post 

haste to provide an avenue for transfer students to fulfill 

their dreams for higher education. 

Articulation agreements are called for immediately to 

create an avenue of transition into the university without 

losing tremendous amounts of credit. Competency exams as a 



144 

component of these agreements could prevent the loss of much 

credit. 

BUT 

The organization perceives that it cannot function on the 

level of the individual for fear that it will be pulled in so 

many different directions by their needs that it will lose its 

identity and thus its power and authority. until the 

organization perceives, or is persuaded, that transfer should 

again be a major emphasis for community college students, 

little will be done to reverse the declining trend in what 

should be a vital function of ones' progress through higher 

education. Given the financial condition of most universities 

and community colleges today, it is highly unlikely that any 

significant move will be made to encourage community college 

transfers. Classes at the universities will continue to be 

large and impersonal promoting, in the future, as has been 

done in the past, the survival of the fittest or the richest. 

Money is not the only barrier, but it is the one most often 

used to prevent progress on anything which lies outside the 

accepted paradigm within which most institutions of higher 

education operate. 

outside support for the transfer function has been 

successfully demonstrated through an initiative by the Ford 

Foundation in its scholarship program to support transfer 

students, (Pincus & Archer 1989). More of this encouragement 

is needed. The federal government should also support this 
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activity by providing funds for upper division scholarships to 

low income students. If the transfer option is to remain 

available, then it should be promoted (Pincus & Archer 1989). 

Community college administrators, faculty and counselors must 

emphasize the value of the baccalaureate. Transfer offices 

should be opened to support and encourage the process. 

Intellectual stimulation should be encouraged and nurtured at 

the community colleges to develop more emphasis on critical 

thought and literacy. Dual enrollment at the community 

colleges and universities, combined with integrated tracking, 

would help acquaint students with a new system of higher 

education and help them avoid failure though preemptive 

action. community colleges should recruit in high schools and 

help them provide better academic preparation for their 

students (Pincus & Archer 1989). Recent directives from the 

U.S. Department of Education related to vocational education 

called for increased articulation, not only between high 

schools and community colleges, but beyond. This support 

should be supplemented with financial incentives to encourage 

the movement of students up through the hierarchy into upper 

levels of higher education. 
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The academic world must learn to value the individual with 

practical experience who wishes to pursue the opportunity to 

develop academically. These people can add vital new 

perspectives to our society that will be necessary if we are 

to maintain a balance between the pragmatic and the 

theoretical aspects of our lives. 

liThe community college's potential is greater than 
that of any other institution in American education 
because their concern is with the people most in 
need of assistance" 

(Cohen and Brawer 1989) 

" ••• if an elite institution reforms itself, it 
changes little; the same elite group attains more 
or different benefits. But if the community 
colleges succeed in moving even a slightly greater 
proportion of their clients toward what the 
dominant society regards as achievement, it is as 
though they changed the world. II 

(Astin 1986) 
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Appendix A 

Course __________ _ 
Site. ___________ _ 
Date. ___________ _ 

InteIView Questions 

Code name--

How much guidance did you get from your high school counselor? 

What was your parents opinion about education? 

Why did you choose to continue you education here? 

What student seIVices have you used? 

What are you life goals? 

What would stop you? 

What is your education objective? By when? 

How much time per week do you study/prepare for class? 

How much individual attention do you get? 

What do you do when you need help with assignments and class material? 

How often did you miss class? 

What advise would you give another student entering this institution? 

What are some things which have helped you stay in school? 

What do you like most about this institution? 

What kinds of things do you do with other students outside of class? 

What kinds of social activities do you participate in? 

How are minorities and women treated at this institution? 
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Participant Observation 
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Course. _________ Site. ________ Date. _______ _ 

Gender and ethnic composition of class: 

Social interaction: 

Gender bias in classroom: 

Ethnic bias in classroom: 

Class room interactions: 

Teaching style: 
Bitting: 
Fra.gmentation: 
Wnting: 

Class size: 

Participation: 

Attendance: 

Punctuality: 

Relative Difficulty of content: 

Development of the class: 

What advise would you give another student entering this institution? 

What are some things which have helped you stay in school? 

What do you like most about this institution? 

What do you dislike most about this institution? 

How are you treated in comparison to other students? 

What kinds of things do you do with other students outside of class? 

What kind of social activities do you participate in? 

How are minorities and women treated at this institution? 
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Appendix C 

Course _______ _ 
Site: _________ _ 
Date, ________ _ 

STUDENT INFORMATION FORM 

Code name: ______________ _ 

Gender: ______ _ Age: ____ _ Ethnicity: ______ _ 

Marital status: _________ _ 

Occupation: HourslWeek: _____ _ 

Parent's Occupation: Father - ______________ _ 
Mother - ______________ _ 

Parent's education: Father - ______________ _ 
Mother - ______________ _ 

Financial aid: Yes, __ _ No, ___ _ Type: ______ _ 

Were you in the college track in high school? ___________ _ 

GPA in high school: ______ _ GPA now: ________ _ 

Major: _____________ _ # Hours enrolled: ____ _ 

How many hours per week do you study? _______________ _ 

What were your ACT scores? 

Were you required to take developmental courses before enrolling in English or math? 

Please name some of your most enjoyable courses? 



PARTICIPANT-OBSERVATION OF LITERACY DEMANDS 

Class~ _______ _ 
Weekly Summary 

Week of. _______ _ InStructOf _______ _ 

DaylDate IN CLASS ACTIVITIES Assignments 

Type of Class Activities Estimate of time Literacy Demand Student Response (e.$. List assignments in the 
(e.g. lecture, discussion) (e.g. listening, reading) note taking, questioning, wording used by the 

answering questions, non- instructor. 
attentive, etc.) 

I-' 
(n 
a 



I. Demographic Data 

1. Code name 

2. Interviewer 

3. Class 

4. Semester 

5. Year 

6. Sex 

7~Age 

8. Marital Status: 

9~Number inJamilv 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

Single __ Married __ Divorced __ Widowed __ Separated. ___________ _ 

10. Number of deoendents 

11. Ages of deoendents 

12. Birthplace City State Country ____________ _ 

13. Native language 

14. How long resident of United States? Years Months, __ _ 

15. How is your vision? Excellent __ Good __ Fair __ Poor __ 

16. How is your hearing? Excellent __ Good __ Fair __ Poor __ 

..... 
U'1 ..... 



ll. Background 

17. What kind of work do vou do? 

18. Where? 

19. Maiorduties 

20. How did vou like that kind_of work? 

21. Is that what vou've alwavs done? 

22. How manv hours do vou work each week? 

23. Does this employment provide you with the financial means to attend school, or do you also need financial aid? 

24. Are you receiving financial aid? Yes __ No __ 

25. How important was education in your family you grew up in? ____________________ _ 

26. How much education did your mother have? 1-6 yrs. __ , 6-8 yrs. __ , some high school __ 
high school grad __ , GED __ , years of college __ , College grad __ 

27. How important did she think it was for you to go to school? 

28. Are other members of your family also attending aCC? Yes __ No __ Relationship _____ _ 

29. Do you want your children to go to school? 

...... 
U1 
N 



m. Objectives 

30~Wh_aLmad_e_vou_decide_to attend college? 

31~DQYou.hJl¥e a oarticular area you wanted to study? 

32. What are your educational goals? GED AA Degree(kind) _____ _ 
Certification University ______ _ 
Develop specific skiU ____________________ _ 

33._How_didyou haooen to oickOCC? 

34._Did_anvone advise you to come here? 

35. How did you get into this class? 

36. Did_anvonetell YOU about it? 

37._WhaLwere_vou .Originallv hooing to_get out of this class? 

38._Are...Y.ou 2ettim! what \'.ou hooed vouwould or something else? 

3 9 ._Ha¥~\'.ouLD_ersonalJ!OJllschanged since coming Jo college? 

40. Has this course/courses affected your oersonal goals? 

.... 
CJ1 
eN 



IV. Resources External 

41. What things had to be worked out so you could come at OCC? 

42. What things are helping you attend? 

43. What things make it harder? 

Of College 

44. What student services(s) at OCC do you use? a. Chicano Services __ b. Special Services_ 
c. Counseling d. Financial Aid e. LA.C f. Other __ _ 

45. Why? a. 
b. 
c. 

d. 
e. 
f. 

46. How did you hear about it (them)? a. 
b. 
c. 

47. Did it work for you (using this service)? Yes 
a. _____________ _ 

b. 
c. _________________ __ 
d. __________________ __ 

No 

d. 
e. 
f. 

..... 
U'1 
.::. 



Resources (cont) 

48. If you need help with homework, who do you ask? Instructor Tutor Another student 

49. In having tutoring in the class worthwhile? 

50. If you need help outside of classwork, do you do to the instructor's office? 
Tutor __ Student __ Friend __ Family member __ Other __ 

51. Do you go to the LAC? Yes , No 

52. Do you use the Library? Yes No 

53. How? 

54. How you ever used the Counseling Services? Yes No 

.55. In the Counseling class as important as the other parts of the Block? 

Internal 
56. What things about you helped you in college?(skills, attitudes, experiences, personal characteristics)? 

57. What things about you have held you in college?(lack of skill, experience, confidence, personal characteristics)? 

..... 
c..n 
c..n 



v. Activities 
Attitudes toward class/block 

58. Do you like being in the block? Yes No (Or the class)? 

59. What classes other than block courses are you in? 

60. How do you like the other classes you are in? 

61. Do you like one class in the block Yes __ No __ Which _______________ _ 
better than the others? 

62. Are there any you don't like? Yes __ No __ Which, _______________ _ 

63. What do other students think about the block classes? 

64. What do other students think about the students in the blocks? 

65. How do you like the way the instructor runs the class? 

66. Would you change anything? 

67. Do you know what the instructor(s) expects of you in class? 

68. Do(es) the instructor(s) take into account what you already know? Yes No 

..... 
(J'l 

0'\ 
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STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE 

Arizona State University is conducting a study, looking at what is like to be a student 
in a community college. We are interestea in learning about your perceptions of the 
community college, your reasons for coming here, the problems you encounter, and the 
strategies you use to cope with the demands of being a student. We would like to know 
how you feel about your courses and about the services the college provides for your. 

The information on this questionnaire will give us an overall idea of the characteristics 
of students in this course. We will also use this information to choose some students to 
talk to about their views of the course and the college. The information on this 
questionnaire is confidential but the overall results of our study will be shared with any of 
you who are interested. 

1. Class, ____________ _ 2. Date _________ _ 

3. Age. ___ _ 4. Sex ___ _ 5. Ethnic Background, ___ _ 

6. What language was spoken in your house as a child? ___________ _ 

7. What types of jobs have you had in the past? (Check as many as apply) 
Restaurant Construction 

__ Clerical Child Care 
__ Sales Nurse Aide 

Factory Domestic 
-- Mechanic Teacher Aide 
__ FieldlRanch Work Other 

8. Are you working now? ______ _ 

9. If you are working, what is your job? ____________ _ 

10. If you are working, how many hours a week do you work? __ _ 

11. In which of these fields would you like to work in the future? 
__ Health related (nursing, premed) Business 
__ Arts (including also mUSIC, theater) Education 
__ Communication (including journalism, Electronics 

languages, media) Technology 
__ Social Sciences (history, anthropology, Home Ec. 

Sociology, economics) 
__ Psychology (include also social work, 

counseling) 
__ Law/Government 
____ Sciences (biology, 

chemistry, geology math) 
__ Agriculture ----.,._ Engineering (include also draftmg, 
__ Automotive Architecture) 

Technology 
__ Other (specify) _______ _ 
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12. What is your primary goal in attending this college? 
__ Improvement of existing job skills. __ Personal Interest 
__ Preparation for job to be obtained. Other 
__ University transfer credit. 

How do you expect to accomplish this goal? 
Selected courses( s) __ AA Degree Program 

__ Certificate Program Other 

13. 

14. How definite is this goal? 
____ Definite __ Fairly definite __ Not definite 

15. Why are you taking this course? 
__ Required for my major __ Required for a degree 
__ Recommended to me __ Just like the subject 
__ Other reason- Specify ______________ _ 

16. Circle the years you have attended Oakwood Community College. 

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1978 1979 1980 

17. How many years of education have you and your parents had? 

(A) 1- 6 (B) 6 -8 (C)Some high (D) High (E) So~e college or 
yrs. Yrs. school school grad. umverstty 

You 

Mother 

Father 

18. In what rang does your GP A fall? 
Below 2.0 2.0 to 3.0 __ Above 3.0 __ Don't know 

19. How are you being supported while attending college? 
__ Self-supporting Family support 
__ Grants or loans Other 

20. Do you live alone? __ ~ 
If no, who are the other members of your household? 
__ Parents Siblings __ Spouse 
__ Children Other relative Friend(s) 
____ Other 



LITERACY DEVELOPMENT IN THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

~ fill out this Log Form to describe the week's classes. 
Your participant observer will pick up this form. 

DaylDate Summary of content to be Skin problems that students may 
covered each day. Include pages encounter. 
in tex1, ifany. 

---.--

Instructor's Name. _______ _ 
Class. ___________ _ 

Fonuat oflessons (lecture, 
discussion, etc.) 

Description of: Handouts, 
Assignments, Reading, Practice 
Activities, etc. 

_ .. -- - -- ----- _._ ... __ ... __ .. _-

NOTE: Please attach all materials that were used during the previous week's classes. Please put the correct date on all materials that 
were used during each lesson. Date them according to the class period they were used. THANK YOU! 

I-' 
c.n 
U) 
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