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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Recent scholarship has emphasized the importance of student
effort and involvement in their academic and cocurricular
activities as the decisive elements in promoting positive col-
lege outcomes. As colleges have struggled to extend oppor
tunities, an accompanying expectation for students to assame
responsibility for their own education often has been lacking,
Institutions must work to create a climate in which all students
feel welcome and able to fully participate. It is equally ‘mpor-
tant to nurture an ethic that demands student commitraent
and promotes student responsibility. Students can contribute
to their own learning and *o the development of a campus
climate in which all can grow and learn.

What Is Student Resz iz ibility?
Colleges are learning communmes, and individuals accepted
into these communities have the privileges and responsi-
bilities of membership. If we are to communicate our €xpec:
tations. we must offer a set of standards and examples that
moves our discussion from generality 0 practice. Robert Pace
has offered such a set of standards and has embedded them
1 1e College Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ).
‘The CSEQ is based on the proposition that all learning and
development requires an investment of time and effort by
the student. At the heart of th=2 CSEQ is a set of scales which
defines the dimensions of student responsibility. These scales
are called “Quality of Effort” scales in that they assess the
degree to which students are extending themselves in their
college activities. The domains include the use of classrooms,
libraries. residence halls, student unions, athletic facilities,
laboratories, and studios and galleries, The social dimension
is reflected in scales that tap contacts with faculty, informal
student friendships. clubs and organizations, and student con-
versations. Pace's work gives the aca-demic community 4 map
of the terrain of student responsibility and suggests concrete
activities that contribute dlirectly to student growth and learning,

Why Is Student Responsibility Inyportant?

First, student responsibility is the key to all development and

learning. Rescarch has demonstrated that college outcomes

are tied to the effort that students put into their work and

the degree to which they are involved with their studies and
campus life. Second. |rrcspons1hlc students diminish our col

fective academic life, Within an individual classroom, the
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behavior of even a few highly irresponsible students or, worse,
a large number of passive. disaffected students can drag a

class down to its lowest common denominator. For an insti-
tution, the erosion of an academic ethos can lead to a culture
that is stagnant, divisive, and anti-intellectual.

Third. the habits of responsible civic and personal life are
sharpened and refined in college. Will emplovers, interna-
tional economic competitors, or future history itself be tol-
erant of students who fail to develop sufficient self-control
and initiative to study for tests or participate in academic life?
Finally, if colleges are to reclaim the public trust, they must
learn not to make promises that cannot be kept. Colleges
have responsibilities to students and society. Yet, colleges
are not solefy responsible for the outcomes of their students.
A clear acknowledgment of the mutual obligations of all
members of the academic community is 4 prerequisite to
restoring the academy’'s balance and clarity of purpose.

What Are the Foundations of Student Responsibility?
Professors Pace, Tinto, Pascarella, and Astin have oftered
explicit theories about how colleges can promote student
learning und growth. Despite different uses of terms, these
approaches have much in common. First, cach theorist rec-
ognizes that the student’s background plays a role in shaping
college outcomes. This role is largely indirect and is mod-
erated by the college environment and a student’s interactions
with faculty and peers. Second. each theorist sees the campus
environment exerting an enabling effect on college outcomes.
Last, all emphasize the importance of a partnership between
the college and the student. Colleges alone cannot “produce™
student learning. Colleges provide opportunities for inter-
action and involvement and establish a climate conducive

to responsible participation. Each approach reflects the cen-
trality of what we call student responsibility.

The bedy of research derived from the work of these the
orists represents one of the strongest and most sestained
accounts of what it takes to succeed in college. The review
indicates that the effects of initial group differences on college
outcomes are relatively slight and largely mediated by the
manner in which the student engages the college exrerience.
Generally, college students appear more alike than different,
The college context has two elements: 1) the structural fea
tures of the organization and 2) the climate or “ethos.




Structural features that tend to isolate students and promote
an ethos of anonymity produce poor college outcomes. Col-
lege climates characterized by a strong sense of direction and
which build student involvement tend to promote favorable
outcomes by promoting student-faculty and student-peer rela-
tions, as well as establishing an expectation that students will
behave responsibly. Finally. the decisive single factor in affect-
ing college outcomes is the degree to which students are
integrated into the life of the campus. interact with faculty’
and peers, and are involved in their studies.

. How Can We Encourage Responsible Student Behavior?
Institutional policies and practices must be oriented toward
developing a climate in which students’ responsibility and
active participation in their own collegiate experience are
promoted. Policies that stress the importance of student
achievement and in-class and cocurricular challenge and sup-
port are essential for student growth. The instinttional culture
clearly must convey the institution’s purpose in an unam-
biguous manaer, and the ethos of the campus must be one
in which students believe they are members of a larger com-
munity. As student culture serves as a filter for students enter-
ing college. care must be taken to ensure that students who
are prepared inadequately understand the nature of college
life and what is expected to attain satisfactory academic and
developmental gains.

Small-scale. human environments must be built in which
students and faculty collectively can engage in the process
of teaching and learning, As learning is the process through
which developnient occurs, it is crucial for students to be
actively engaged in the classroom. Course activities are the
vehicle through which students may become more fully
engaged with academic material. The literature clearly indi:
cates that the quality of effort that a student expends in inter-
actions with peers and faculty is the single most important
determinate in college outcomes. .

This report concludes with a call for a new retationship
hetweer our institutions of higher learning and our students.
A genuine shared purpose among all members of the higher
education community can be created by recoupling individual
rights with a sense of personal and social responsibility
around issues of teaching and learning. The work of Pace
is a goud place at which to begin thinking about the renewal
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of our intellectual community. As Pace reminds us, all leaming
is the mutual responsibility of students, faculty, and admin-

istrators. Student responsibility doesn't just happen. We must
expect it, foster it, and nurture it.
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FOREWORD

During the past several years, the ASHE-ERIC Higher Educa
tion Report Series has published a number of reports focusing
on teaching skills. Active Learning: Creating Excitement in
the Classroom (Bonwell and Eison 1991) discusses how to
increase teaching effectiveness and knowledge retentioh by
actively involving students in such higher-order skills as analy
sis. synthesis, and evaluation. Critical Thinking: Theor).
Research, Practice, and Possibilities (Kurfiss 1988) analyzes
the three perspectives dominating the current literature on
critical thinking: argumentative skills, cognitive processes.
and intellectual development. Learning Styles: Implications
for Improving Educational Practices (Claxton and Murrell
1987) examines how recognizing different learning styles
based on personality, information processing, and social inter
action can help instructors promote more effective lewning.
Couperative Learning: Increasing College Faculty Instructional
Productivity (Johnson. Johnson, and Smith 1991) reviews the
results of higher achievement, more positive relationships.
and healthier psychological adjustments that learning coop
eratively produces in contrast to the more traditional modiel
of individualistic experiences.

What is 1 common underlying theme in those publica
tions—more specifically addressed in this report.- is that the
learning process is dependent on students taking respe nsi:
bitity for using the information they are presented. Under the
more traditional mode of teaching—the lecture--faculty pre
sent an organized set of information and the students rece wdd
it in a way in which they can relate it to other information.

As one faculty member put it to a class, "My job is to talk and
vour job is to listen. Let's hope that we complete our jobs at
the same time.”

The lecture method is still the most poputar form of teach
ing. Faculty like it for several reasons. First. it is the technique
they have seen used most often by their own teachers, and
therefore it is the casiest to model. Second. it gives fuculty
a sense of control -~they know that students have had a
chance i be exposed to a minimum body of important
knowledge because the instructors personally have included
the information it their lectures. And third. it gives the faculty
members peace of mind. because they know that onee the
knowledge has been integrated into their lecture nuterial,
they have done their job and are no longer responsible for
the learning outcome. I the results are poor. it is hecause “the
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student is not capable of doing the work.” This method is pas-
sive in student involvement, reactive in learning responses,
and, for the professor, free of responsibility for student learn-
ing outcomes. .

What the recent research on student learning has concluded
is that the more students are actively involved in the learning
process and take personal responsibility for their learning out-
comes, the greater are the learning results. This report, co-
authored by Todd M. Davis, associate professor in the Higher
Education Administration Program at the University of North
Texas and director of research at the Institute of International
Education in New York, and Patricia Hillman Murrell, director
of the Center for the Study of Higher Educatior: and professor
in the Department of Leadership at the University of Memphis,
‘examines the literature on student responsibility. Specific
issues such as quality of effort, student background, and col-
lege environment all influence ccllege outcomes. In the final
section, the authors reflect on the implications of student
responsibility for inquiry and practice.

The more individuals accept personal responsibility for the
outcomes of their actions, the more likely they are to achieve -
those outcomes. The collegiate experience is one of nurturing
and training. It is not expected that students autornatically
will possess certain skills; most of the time these skills must
be developed. The better that faculty accept their responsi-
bility to help instill in their students a sense of ownership
in the leaming process, the greater will be the long-term
impact of the academic experiences of the students. This
report will help to establish a rationale and procedures to
ensure the success of this partnership of turning students into
learners.

Jonathan D. Fife
Series Editor, Professor of Higher Education Administration,
and Director, ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education
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INTRODUCTION TO STUDEN’I; RESPONSIBILITY

Evenybody is obliged 10 be rexponsible.
Charles Dickens

1 believe that every right implies a responsibility: every oppor-
tunity an obligation: every possession, d duty.
John D. Rockefeller Jr.

John strolled into class and expressed surprise when he
reatized we were having a test. I reminded him that the test
date was on the syllabus. “Oh.” John whined. "I lost the syl-
labus. Can 1 take a makeup next week?”

“I'm sick and tired of this apathy.” says a professor as he
walks back to his office and slumps in a chair. "How do' 1
teach a seminar class when no one bothers to read any of the
assigned articles?”

“Students expect to be spoon fed,” moans a chemistry pro-
fessor. I spend the bulk of lab time explaining simple exper
imental procedures that they should have read themselves.
Then they get frustrated when they can't finish the experiment
on time.”

The stories are familiar. They have been told many times in
various versions in college halls and faculty offices around
the world: stories of students” lack of involvement with their
stadies, stories that faculty tell of their frustration with stu
dents’ failure to realize that learning in college does not come
about by merely showing up in class. Students only take from
their experiences what they put into them.

Incidents of student 1r1espons1hlh'\ indeerd are so common
that many in the academy. especially less-experienced faculty.
regard these situations as facts of academic life. In tr: 11, the
vignettes reflect an cthical Llpw that constitutes a serious bar
rier for individual students and for the intellectual life of the
academy. Whether due to the student’s developmental stage.
fack of cultural preparedness, or even a societally sanctioned
celebration of indolence. these attitudes contribute to a cor
rosive atmosphere in the classroom and on campus. This state
of affairs progressively undermines the most fundamental
goals of an academy: to nurture individual development. fos
ter a sense of civie responsibility, and promote learning
among students. The challenges for collegiate educators are
to understand how institutional efforts interact with student
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responsibility: to craft policy: and develop mstructional
responses which promote students” involvement in their edu-
cation. A student’s coltegiate gains do not flow exclusively
from institutionat efforts. We must affirm the role of student
accountability for their own academic progress and the impor-
tance of student responsibility o make the most of the college
experience,

A coltlege education in the United states is seen as the ticket
to upward mobility and professional life. As our wo-year and
four-vear cotleges and universities extended this opportunity
to all comers to live the American dream. they-also faced an
unprecedented challenge. The college experience no longer
is the prerogative of traditional-aged. bright students. Tt now
also encompasses nontraditional populations. Many of these
first generation college students are unaware of the expec
tations of college life or have significant extracurricular
demands.

Clearly. it is necessarny for an institution to create a climate
in which all students, especially those new to the academy.
feel welcome and able to fully participate. Bevond this. it is
equaltly important to nyrware an ethic that demands student
commitment and promotes student responsibility. Students
should be more than passive transients through an institution.
They must become active. responsible, and empowered par:
ticipants in their own learning and development.

As colleges have struggled to extend opportunities, an
accompanying expectation for students to assume respon:
sibitity for their own education often has been lacking. Some
have characterized the tendenay tor an institution to add ser
vices and lower expectations as contributing to a campuswide
“culture of dependenay™ (Friedlander. Murrelt, and MeDougal
1993). In this climate, students expect institutions to do more
and more, while their own responsibility for participation
becomes less and less. By promoting an ethic of student
responsibility as a crucial component in the relational expe:
rience of learning, institntions can work toward developing
policies that promote a sense of obligation. Students. faculty.
and college administrators also can contribute to the devel
opment of a campus climate in which all can grow and learn.

Defining Student Responsibility
Colleges are learning communities. Individuals who are
aceepted into these bodies have the rights and privileges of
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membership. They also incur responsibilities. Responsibility
is defined as a duty or obligation by the American Heritage
Dictionary. The first definition of responsible is the ethical
accountability of an individual for the care or welfare of oth-
ers. The second definition involves personal accountability

or the ability to act without superior guidance. While there

is a legal dimension to the concept of responsibility, this
report is concerned with the moral dimension. The examples
of irresponsible student behavior cited at the beginning of
this section remind us that the moral (obligatory) values of
responsibility do not carry the sanctions of law. The obliga-
tions of a student are specific to the collegiate context.

The dictionary definition of responsibiliry implies that the
obligations we incur as students are for self anc others in our
association. The concept of student responsibility is not 2 dry
or lifeless topic: 1t is a concept that is central to the way we,
a5 individuals and collectively, shape our lives. How we order
our own lives is directly connected to our disordered public
life.

Robert Bellah, in his provocative book Habits of the Heart,
SaVS,

... public life is built upon the practices of commitment

that shape character. These practices establish a web of inter-
connection by creating trust, joining people to Sfamilies,
[friends, communities, and churches, and making each other
aware of bis reliance on the larger society. They form those
babits of the beart that are the matrix of a moral ecology,
the connecting tissue of the body politic (Bellah et al. 1985).

According to Bellah, we find ourselves only when we develop
moral relationships with others and in the process contribute
to the maintenance of a vital publig life. The Association of
American Colleges report of the Task Group on Geaeral Edu-
cation suggests that the core programs of our colleges and
universities must “consider the meaning and value of our
common life and responsihility to each other as human
beings.” .

student responsibility is an essential ingredient for student
development. A student v/ho is open to the experiences that
college offers is pring to begin the process of reconstructing
aworld vision th..¢ is complex and hased on inner-directed
sensibilities rather than external authority. Ultimately, respon-
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sible involvement in college will promote the formation of
habits that become the foundation for participation in civic
fife. This issue of responsibility has important implications
well beyond an individual's college years. Qur way of know-
ng ~our epistemology --becomes our way of being, and hab-
its developed in colfege have a way of showing up in later
life (Palmer 1987). Thus. the development of an ethic of
responsibility has powerful implications for the workplace
and the larger community. where collaboration is valued and
the common good is paramount. While we may agree on the
importarce of developing an ethic of student responsibility,
there are difficulties applying this concept to the rezl world
of college life.

There are two basic difficulties with our consideration and
application of student responsibility: accountability and spe-
cificity. Lets first consider accountability. Accountability
implies that individuals are responsible when their conduct
fails to meet an accepted standard. Two synonyms for respon-
sible are “answerable™ and “accountable.™ When a moral obli-
gation is incurred. one is inswerable to some other authority.
Failure to meet the expectation is subject to review and appro-
priate action: to be subject to such i review, an individual
must be held accountable. But what exactly is the standard?

Thomas Lickona reminds us that responsibility and respect
are the two great moral values that jointly constitute the basis
for ethical life £ 1991). Respect emphasizes the proscriptive
and points us toward the “thou shall not's™ of life. Respon-
sibility emphasizes the prescriptive: the “do unto others™ and
the “love thy neighbor™ dimensions of ethical life.

In prescribing student behavior, we are able to be quite
specific. The injunction that “students will not throw spithalls
in class™ is casilv communicated and understood. Conversely,
the call for students to participate in class doesn't tell the stu-
dent whether we mean attending class, active note taking,
keeping up with class reading. participating in class discus-
sion. oralt of the above and then some. Likewise, being pre-
pared for class may entail bringing the appropriate materials,
reviewing assigned readings and notes, studying with others,
Cle.

While some would say, “Why, it's obvious what ‘heing pre-
pared for class means.”™ we have difficulty delineating and
communicating precisely what is meant by responsible stu
dent behavior. Ho v then, can a student be held accountable?




To what standard or set of standards is a student answerable?
While a complete enumeration of responsible student behav-
jor in all areas of collégiate life is not possible or even desir-
able, we can define the broad areas of student life in which
responsible behavior is expected and provide a set of exam-
ples that will move our discussion from the realm of theory
to the world of practice In the next section we shall discuss
the contributions of Robert Pace. who has done precisely this.

C. Robert Pace and Student Responsibility
Robert Pace is a man with common sense. He is one of the
most respected and highly acelaimed scholars in the field of
higher education and has focused his efforts on linking theory
and practice. During the past 15 vears, his principal energies
have been directed toward the development and use of an
instrument designed to assess the quality of effort that stu-
“dents put into their collegiate experience (Pace 1984, 1987,
1990). The College Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ)
is rooted in the obvious proposition that ail learning and
development requires an investment of time and effort by
the student. Pace is fond of pointing out that when students

are asked if they agree with the statement, It students expect
to benefit trom what this college or university has to ofter.
they have to take the initiative.” more than 95 percent agree
(Pace 1982).

While students recognize their role in the educational pro-
cess. Pace argues that our colleges and governing boards have
Jost sight of this commonsense fact. As he plainly notes:

Much of the current rhetoric about institutional account:
ability and consumerism in bigher education s one-sided.
If students don’t graduate, the institution is dccountable.
If students don't learn, the teacher, s accountable. If the
graduates don’t got good jobs, the institution is (0 blame
(1984, p. 6).

Learning in college is a joint proposition. Students are
accountable  responsible for involving themselves in their
class work, taking advantage of the opportunities and re
sources provided by the college and the faculty, and carrying
their studies into their lives and refationships. Ultimately, stu-
dents niust tansform their educational experiences by making
these expericnces part of their way of being and using what
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they learn. Colleges are accountable, and so are faculty. They
are accountable for providing first rate resources and facilities.
They are responsible for designing curriculum that is up-to-
date and relevant. They are responsible for teaching students
in a way that enables them to link their studies with their lives
and for making instruction accessible to students.

The CSEQ is used by higher education institutions con
cerned about the mutual responsibility of students, faculty,
and administrators in attaining college outcomes. As we will
use the CSEQ to delineate areas of student responsibility., let
us review some of its basics. At the heart of the CSEQ is a set
of scales that dscribe important categories of college expe
ricnees. We take these categories to define important dimen-
sions of student responsibility. The CSEQ provides a way to
articulate the specific behaviors that are inherent in respon
sible student involvement in college life. It is purticularly
helpful because it sends a message to all interested campus
constituencies that the college experience is a coherent whole
that requires a facilitative climate and student effort. These
scales are called "Quality of Effort™ scales in that they assess
the degrec to which students are extending themselves m
their college activities.

The content of the Quality of Effort scales is derived from
two basic propositions. First. the scales. or content domains.
tap the effort that students put into using the colleges” re
sources and facilities and the effort they expend in developing
contaets in i variety of collegiate relationships. Pace believed
that the most important factors in accounting for student
growth were those found on the college campus. especially
the physical and human resources and opportunities available
on the campus. Thus, the areas in which students might
expend effort would be those connecied with campus facil
tties and interpersonal interactions. Second., the activities that
are included in the scales are directly observable and Dased
in behavior. By grounding the Quality of Effort scales in obser-
vables, students have an opportunity to objectively charae
terize their own behavior,

Of the 14 Qua ty of Effort scales. seven are concerned with
use of facilities ar d seven with the investment of effort in per
sonal and social 1 2kationships. ‘The domains or scates include
the use of classrooms, libraries. residence halls, student
unions, athletic tacitities, tabortories, and studios and gal
leries. The social dimension is reflected in scales which tap
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contacts with faculty, informal student friendships. clubs and
organizations, and student conversations. The items that
define cach scale are expressed i behavioral terms, and stu-
dents are asked to indicate how often they have engaged in
a particular activity during the academic year by marking

. never,” Toccasionally,” voften.” or Tvery often. Scale items
are arranged in a sequence from those that reflect relauvely
modest or common forms of etfort to those that require a con-
siderable display of initiative. Appendix 1 presents the struc:
ture of the Quality of Effort scales in some detail. It may be
useful to refer to this appendix at different points throughout
this report o clarify the scope of the scales.

Student responsibility implies that students can be held
accountable for the quality of their actions. The effort that stu-
dents put forth in making the most of the opportunities avail:
able defines the extent to which they are behaving as respon:
sible students, The 14 scales give the academic community
a map of the moral terrain of student responsibility. The indi-
vidual items provide concrete examples of the types of
responsible use of facilities and social engagement that are
essential for student growth and learning.

Why Is Student Responsibility Important?

There are some questions whose answers may initially seem
obvious yet, upon reflection. have deeper implications. This
is one of those questions. We have described the concept of
student responsibility and have suggested its importance.
There are four basic reasons why this topic must be addressed
by those concemed with higher education.

First. student responsibility is the key to student develop-
ment and tearning. During the last 20 years, research on stu
dent outcomes has unambiguously demonstrated that college
outcomes are tied to the effort that students put into their
work and the degree to which they are involved in their stu-
dies and campus life. Can the virtue of responsibility be
taught? Socrates said that it can only be taught by example.

If we acknow ledge this truth. then our colleges have an
extended obligation to cratt policies that actively promote
student effort. Faculty have an obligation to teach in @ manner
that provides opportunities for students to involve themselves
in their studies and extend that learning into their lives.

Secondl, irresponsible students diminish our collective aca
demic fite. Such students hurt themselves and other members
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of the academic community. A campus community depends
on the active participation of all members. The irresponsible
behavior of a few students can weaken the fabric that has
brought students and faculty together. Within an individual
classroom, the behavior of even a few highly irresponsible
students or, worse, a arge number of passive, disaffected stu-
dents can dl‘d§, a class down to its lowest common denom-
inator. For an institution, the erosion of an academic ethos
can lead to the development of a culture that is stagnant, div-
isive, and anti-intellectual.

Third, the habits of responsible civic and personal life are
sharpened and refined in college. One of the goals of higher
education in « democracy is to prepare students for partic:
ipation in that democratic society. As membership in society
confers both rights and responsibilities on its members, so
must it be in a college society. If our colleges are to fulfill
this important purpose, they must nurture a climate in which
students are active participants in their college education. Will
employers, international economic competitors, or future his.
tory itself be tolerant of students who fail to develop sufficient
seli-control »iid initiative to study for tests or participate in
academic life?

Finally, student responsibility has implications for public
policy toward higher education. If colleges are to reclaim the
public trust, they must learn not to make promises that cannot
be kept. Colleges have responsibilities to students and to soci-
ety, vet colleges are not solely responsible for the outcomes
of their students. If students are unwilling to do their part,
then outcomes will be less than satisfactory. Individuals who
are unprepared to accept their responsibilities as students and
who have demonstrated such should not expect to complete
their course of studies. A discussion of the mutual obligations
of all members of the academic community is a prcreqmsne
to restoring the acadeny’s balance and clarity of purpose.

‘e began this section with three vignettes which suggested
the importance of student responsibility, We conclude with
a brief extract from a capstone examination of a graduating
college senior who emphasizes the importance of student
accountability.

Lam ultimately responsible for what bappened to me in col-
lege. 1 had to decide whether to get up and go to class and
do the readings, or just blow it off. T hare learned while 1
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tage of opportunities offered to me. You know, sometimes

it isn't edsy w say that you bare to study or go to the library,

but if you dow't then you suffer the consequences. It was
my job to get the most out of my classes, eren the boring
ones! Toachers cannot do ererything for you, you bare to
do the readings and try to make sense of them yourself

{Author's files).

This student’s reflections on what it means to go through col
lege reminds us that the challenge for leadership is to under
stand the dynamics by which institutional efforts can build
student responsibility and to develop policies that promote
students’ involvement in their own education. We must nur-
ture an ethic of responsibility and acknowledge stadents as
equal partners in the relational experience of learning. The
students’ contribution to their own college experience and
that of their peers must become more than a tuition check
and an intermittent presence in the classroom. In the follow-

ing sections we will examine in detail the research that under-

lies the role of student responsibility in promaoting positive
collegiate outcomes.

hare been bere that T must make the decision to take adran-
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RESPONSIBILITY: Robert Pace’s Contribution

Every reform was once d private opinion.
Ralph Wuldo Emerson

Quality of Effort

If you were to give one picce of advice to astudent who was
about to enter cotlege. what would it be? How' can a student
get the most out of the college vears?

Robert Pace would advise the student that learning and
development require an investment of time and effort (1982),
For students to suceeed in college. they must take advantage
of all that the coltege has to offer. This includes utilizing the
physical facilities such as science labs. the student union, and
the athletic and fine arts areas.

Colleges ofter a rich variety of intellectual opportunities.

Thus. finding success in college means taking advantage of
the social and academic enrichment that.comes through infor
mal interactions with faculty and peers. in and out of class,
A student's peer relations can. for many. define the college
experience. While faculty members can serve as academic
helmsmen. the collective energy of all students at the oars
actually moves the boat through the water,

Pace defines the investment of time and effort in a college
student's studies as “quality of effort”™ (1982). For him. fre

quency of activity and consistency of eftort are crucially impor-

tant. To fully take advantage of the library. a student must visit
the building and utitize its resources with regularity through
out the school vear. In addition. students should use athletic
facilities and participate in and attend cultural events spon
sored by the institution. To hayv e a meaningful interaction with
faculty. showing up is halt of success. Academically. a student
who never or rarely approaches a professor about issues or
assignments simply is not taking responsibility for putting,

in the time necessary to make the most of the college
experience.

If showing up is half of success, the other half is putting
effort into the activity, 1t is a relatively small matter to show
up for class regularly but still another to take notes ditigently
and participate. 1t is vet another natter to complete additional
readings on class topics and apply them in other classes or
atwork. 1t s relatively casy to look up a word in a dictionary.
vet it takes a good deal more effort to revise a paper two or
three times to incorporate the ideas behind the word. The
ditference between the two is the difference in student effort.

moves the boat
through the
water.
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Student responsibility means quality of effort, and respon-
sible student behavior is defined by the amount «f time a stu-
dent devotes to high-quality encounters with faculty and peers
in and out of ¢lass. Amid the current-cmphasis on account
ability and quality. Pace offers a clear-eyed and uncompro-
mising statement of student responsibility:

Colleges are, of course accountable for a lot of things. . . .
But surely the students are also accountable for the amount,
scope, and quality of effort they invest in their cwn learning
and derelopment (1984, p. 6).

The College Environment

Just as students may be held accountable for their active par-
ticipation in college life, institutions also have obligations and
should be held accountable. As Pace observes, when consid-
ering studenr outcomes onie must attend to what the insti-
tution oifers and what the students do with those offerings.

It is unreasonable to expect strong student effort in areas in
which the college does not ‘provide appropriate resources.

A student can't be expected to develop proficiencies with
computers if the college does not provide access to computer
cquipment and opportunities for high-quality participadon
with these tools. However, beyond this obvious and important
reality lies Pace’s 32-vear interest in what we now call campus
culture or ethos.

Pace recognized the central role the cainpus environment
plays in shaping student effort. A college is responsible for
creating @ climate that enables students to involve themselves
responsibly in college life. In practice this means a clearly
articulated and widely understood mission, communicated
expectations as seen in rules and policies, a faculty reward
structure congruent with stated institutional goals, strong pro-
grams and good human refations. In short, the college envi-
ronment is the sum of its perceived atmosphere (1979).

Pace’s recognition of the importance of the collegiate envi-
ronment found expression in his development, with George
stern, of the College Characteristics Index, or CCI (1958). The
CClis a measure of the “press™ of a college, which Stern
(1970} describes as the private view of a situation. Collec-
tively, these mutually shared or consensual presses may be
taken as a description of an environment,

Ten vears later, Pace’s thinking was influenced by the work
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of Rudolph Moos, who has made extensive and varied studies
of a wide variety of environments including college settings
(1979). Pace notes that Moos characterized the social climate
with three factors: the various goals of the organization; inter-
personal relations, especially the degree of emotional support;
and the nature of the organization's control or management
system, including the relative rigidity and bureaucratization
(1984).

When Pace writes about the campus environment or ethos,
his thinking reflects the melding of his work with Stern and
the contribution of Moos. To Pace, the press of the college
environment consists of a variety of possible emphases. These
include academic, artistic, anaiytic, occupational, and personal
relevance emphases. Further, a student’s interpersonal rela:
tionships in college, including those with peers, faculty, and
the administration, may be either considerate and supporting
or impersonal, remote, and alienated. These twin aspects of
the environment, the emphasis and nature of relationships.
define, in part, a college’s obligations.

Colleges do have a responsibility to clearly articulate their
mission. The mission must permeate all aspects of the way
the organization deals with its internal and external audiences.
The institution has the responsibitity to make its facilities
comfortable and inviting places. Professors, too, must convey
an attitude of approachability, openness, and hospitality inside
their classrooms as well as outside. College administrations
have a responsibility to create and develop the circumstances
in which students and faculty may behave in a facilitative man-
ner with one another. A college administration that fails to
create a climate in which teaching and learning can occur
optimally has failed its students as hadly as if it failed to fund
the library.

Student Background

When college students set foot on campus for the first time,
they bring with them more than new notebooks and pens.
They bring a constellation of differences that increasingly
define a pluralistic society. Differences in students’ back-
grounds help to describe what Pascarella and Terenzini term
the conditional effects of college (1991). They are of primary
interest to those who wish to study the effect of college on
students to determine how the interaction of student behavior
and collegiate programs affects learning,
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In practice. tor a college teacher or administrator, a su-
dent’s behavior, aptitude, motivation, and learing stvle are
far more important than personal background. As Pace clearly
says, "It is possible, although not very probable, that the qual-
ity of effort is determined by the chromosomes . . ." (1984,
p. 16). From Pace’s view. the message is clear and hopeful.

It is not what students bring to campus that is important —
rather, it is whar they do while they are there that counts.
Pace’s concern is with "what students do in college, and what
conditions in college influence what they do and what they
achieve (1984, p. 16).

College Outcomes

What do students learn at college and to what extent can we
attribute student outcomes to aspects of the collegiate expe-
rience? This seemingly simple question has, over the past half:
century or so. led to a remarkable stream of scholarship. It
has been the subject of six major reviews, including the land-
mark review by Feldman and Newcomb (1969). a brace of
sweeping analyses by Astin (1977: 1993), a retrospective
review by Lenning et al. (1974), a focused review by Pace
(1979). and. finally. the work of Pascarellu and Terenzini
(1991).

It is sufficient at this point to note that college outcomes
include more than narrow measures of classroom learning;
we will not attempt a comprehensive summary of what con-
stitutes appropriate indicators of college outcomes. The lit-
erature simply is too vast for our purposes. Indeed. vocal con-
tributors to the outcomes-assessment movement have been
wrestling with these issues for the Fist 10 vears. A broad net
of college outcomes recognized by Pace includes personal
and social development: gains in general education: cognitive
and inteliectual outcomes; gains in understanding science
and technology: and vocational anid carcer outcomes ( 1984),
These implicitly acknowledge the importance of stitdent
development outcomes as well as more conventional aca-
demic outcomes. Further. the indusion of vocational and
career gains implies that college outcomes might properly
be studied over time.

Summary
Pace’s theory about what leads to suceess in college s straight
forwurd. College outcomes depend on responsible student

ay




" behavior. The environment or ethos either may encourage
or discourage a student’s active participation. While Pace rec:
ognizes that students bring to college a diverse set of expe-
riences related to gender, race. and family background. he
argues that what students do while they are enrolled is more
important in affecting student development. The extent to
which environment determines outcomes is minimized. The
principal contribution to student growth is the extent to which
students capitalize on what the college has to offer.

Pace has called his model one of “Col'ege Impress.” He

specifically chose the word “impress™ because it connotes
a softer impression of the effect of college on students than
the ternt word “impact.”™ Impact implies a powerful and irre-
sistible force, while impress connotes a gentler impression
such as a baker might leave on a loaf of bread. The College
Impress model suggests that the combined influences of the
college environment as perceived by the student and the
effort expended by the student lead to student development.
It is what the student does in college—rather than the college
itself—which is respor: .ible for student gains.
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‘THEORIES OF STUDENT RESPONSIBILITY

No theory is good except on condition that one 1ses it t0 go
beyond.
Andre Gide

Knowing about theories and theorists is essential if we are

to understand student growth and how and why student
responsibility must be nurtured. Thomas Kuhn, a philosopher
of science, has described the process by which fields of study
develop and how, through them, our understanding of the
world matures (1970). Initially, descriptions or natural his-
tories of a phenomenon are made. Later, linkages between
these descriptive observations are found and theories devel-
oped te account for what is observed as well as to guide
future research. Over time, difficulties with initial theories
accumulate and. ultimately, a large-scale paradigm shift or
change in perspective occurs. While there were multi-
institutional studies, the first part of this century was dom-
inated by practitioner-based, single-institution studies that
lacked integrative theory.

In 1969, Arthur Chickering, writing about higher education
- studies, observed that “few theories have been framed, few
hypotheses tested. Thus, though much useful knowledge has
been generated, it remains in unintegrated form™ (1969, p.
4). During the next 15 years, about 20 theories, most derived
from the field of psychology, were advanced (Terenzini 1987).
These theories can be divided into two broad types: devel-
opmental theories and coliege impact theories (Stage 1987,
Pascarella and Terenzini 1991).

The developmental theories emphasize the intrapsychic
processes which lead to student development and generally
contain elaborated descriptions of the sequences or levels
of change that a student encounters. The college impact the-
ories, on the other hand, stress the importance of the inter-
action between individual behavior and environmental
presses and emphasize the influences on student change
which come from outside of the individuai. While Pace spe-
cifically avoided characterizing his theory as one of college
impact, his work does share the view that change comes about
through the interaction of the individual and the environment.

Three other theorists have made contributions to the col-
lege impact literature which has largely defined inquiry into
college effects for the last 20 years. Vincent Tinto developed
the most widely established theory of student departure from
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college (1975, 1987). Tinto's theory is based on the degree

to which students felt integrated into the life of the campus
and thus sustained a commitment to graduation. Alexander
Astin oftered the theory of student involvement and the input-
process-output model by which college ettects could be ana-
lyzed using the national, multi-institutional Cooperative Insti-
tutional Research Program (CIRP) data base (1983). Ernest
Pascarella oftered a generalized causal model 6 assess college
impact which includes measures of institutional features as
well as quality of effort (1983, 1991).

Thus, Pace has viewed college outcomes as following from
“college impress™ and the quality of effort that students put
into their work. Looking at the same phenomena, Tinto has
seen “student integration.” Astin has seen “student involve-
ment.” and Pascarella has seen “college impact.” In this sec-
tion we will briefly review and then compare these three the
ories about how college affects students and learning. These
approaches are important. as they directly address the issue
of student responsibility.

Tinto and Student Integration
Perhaps the best example of the maturation of college out-
comes studies is found in the studies following Tinto's review
of the factors associated with student withdrawal from college
(1973). Tinto drew for his work on the contributions of Spady
(1970, 1971) who emphasized the importance of social inte-
gration and path analysis in the study of student retention.
Social and academic integration refers to an individual's sense
of membership and belonging to an institution.

In Tinto's model. student characteristics such as individual
attributes, family background. and pre-college experiences
are incorporated into a dynamic model of student departure
(1975). These elements lead to an initial commitment to u
particular institution and a degree of commitment to com-
pleting an academic degree. Over time and through repeated
interactions with the academic and social presses of the
school, a student’s sense of academic and spcial belonging —
or integration—is strengthened or diminished. Specifically,

a sense of belonging may be manifested by having college
friends. using the college facilities, and actively seeking and
receiving counsel from faculty members. The level of inte-
gration or belonging that a student experiences subsequently
affects the student’s commitment to a specific college and




the desire to complete the degree. The weaker the student’s
commitment to an institution or toward degree completion.
the greater the likelihood that the student will svithdraw from
school.

Tinto's model has provided focus and direction for reten
tion research and college outcomes (19735 Antong the most
prolific and methodologically thorough of those who have
worked with Tinto’s model are Pascarella and Terenzini
21991, In their watershed review of the literature that de-
scribes the effects of college on students, they suggest that
Tinto's model. like other “impact models.” stresses the impor-
tance of environmental and sociological factors in promoting
student change. Specifically. they note that “less attention is
devoted to specification of the nature or strength of the influ
ences of an institution's structural organizational character
istics or to the role of individual student effort”™ (p. 53).

Pascarella and College Impact

While Pascarella and his colleagues have worked extensively
with Tinto's model, Pascarella in 1983 developed a general-
ized model to assess the impact of college on student out
comes. This impact model includes institutional characteristics
and student effort, two teatures lacking in Tinto's formulation
For Pascarella, student learning and development are aftected
directly by a student's interaction with faculty and peers and
by the student's quality of effort. as Pace defines it. The back
“around that a student brings 1o college may exert a direct
influence on collegiate outcomes. However, 1t is more likely
that background will exert an indirect eftect, which is
mediated by the student's efforts, interactions, and the campus
ethos or climate.

From a rescarch perspective, the specitication of structural
and organizational aspects of an institution (size, resources.
governance, ete,) enables researchers who conduct multi
institutional studies to assess the effect these organizational
features may have  directly on the college culture. indirectly
on student responsibility, and ultiniately on college ouicomes.
Pascarella’s college impact model has proved o be a useful
tool m the study of patterns of institutional practice as well
as ina variety of college outcomes., including aftfective and
intellectual development, self concept, and civie values and
involvement.
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Astin and Student Involvement
In the mid-1980s, Astin presented a theory that directly related
studeni involvement to student development and articulated
a standard by which colleges could begin to evaluate their
programs. For Astin, involvement means the student’s invest-
ment of “physical and psychological energy” in the academic
enterprise. The five principles of his theory are: 1) Involve-
ment refers to the investment of physical and psychological
energy; 2) involvement occurs along a continuum that can
change over time; 3) invelvement has both quantitative and
qualitative features; 4) the amount of student leaming and
personal development associated with any educational pro-
gram is directly proportional to the quality and quantity of
student involvement in that program; and 5) the effectiveness
of any educational policy or practice is related directly to the
capacity of that policy or practice 1o increase student involve-
ment. The last two principles are arguably the strongest and
most direct calls from the literature to academic leaders to
pay attention to the impact their programs have on building
student responsibility by encouraging student commitment.

The theory of student involvement has not led to an elab-
orated model that accounts for student background or explic-
itly links student behavior to environmental press. Astin wryly
notes that he has “not needed to draw a maze consisting of
dozens of boxes interconnected by two-headed arrows” to
explain his theory to others (1984). The clarity and strength
of his propositions have served to guide research in a variety
of college settings and for a range of student outcomes. As
with Pace, the theory of student involvement explicitly places
student behavior at the center of the academic enterprise. Stu-
dent involvement, like quality of effort, can be described
quantitatively (frequency) and qualitatively (depth of
commitment).

Although not directly addressed, Astin’s theory implies an
important role for the college environment. If programmatic
success is defined by student involvement, then institutions
that develop a climate that supports and nurtures involvement
are likely to be successful in building on the strengths stu-
dents initially bring to the campus. In Astin’s terms, these will
be institutions of excellence, not because of ¢heir reputations
or resource hase, but because they develop the talents of their
students (1985).
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Impress, Integration, Impact, and Involvement
Pace. Tinto. Pascarella, and Astin have offered explicit theories

about how colleges can promote student learning and growth.

Euch has left us with a.slightly different stance in naming the
crucial ingredient. For Pace, it is the quality of effort that stu-:
dents invest in their studies. Tinto argues that, as written in,
the Tlmud. “Gaod resides in the details.” Over ime and
through literally thousands of small interactions with a
school's social and academic life. a student’s commitment
cither is strengthened or weakened. Pascarella sees in college
outcomes the importance of students” informal interactions
with peers and faculty coupled with a high quality of effort.
Finally, Astin and the student involverent theory are tightly
coupled. For him, student outcomes are directly proportional
to student involvement in college activities.

Despite different uses of terms. these approaches have
much in common. First, cach theorist recognizes that the stu
dent’s background plivs a role in shaping college outcomes.
However, that role is largely indirect and moderated by the
college envitonment and a student’s interactions with faculty
and peers. The good news from these theorists for colfeges
and students is that the college has @ far greater impact on
outcomes than the students” hackgrounds and background
experiences This holds true only if - and the emphasis is on
the word 7f students take advantage of what the college
offers. That is. if the student behaves in a responsible manner.

second. cach sees the campus environment exerting an
indirect and potentially enabling impact on college outcomes.
For Pace and Pascarella, college climate establishes a tone
that is supportive of quality effort and interactions between

students., taculty, and peers. Tinto suggests that the fit between

the student and the college’s soctal and academic environ
ment shapes the commitment to press on to degree comple-
tion. Astin points to the importanee of evaluating academic
practices and policies in terms of their enabling effect on stu
dent involyoment.

Last, all emphasize the importanee of a partership between

the college and the student. Colleges alone cannot produce
swedent leaming, Colleges provide opportunitics for inter
action and involvement and establish a climate conducive

to responsible participation. Yet, in the final analysis. students
must extend themselves. Each approach reflects the centrality
of what we aall student responsibility.

I
The good news
is that the
college bas a
Jar greater
impact on
outcomes than
the students’
backgrounds
and
background
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While the vision of Pace is clearest, the writings of Tinto,
Pascarella, and Astin have stimulated a body of literature that
has explored the joint effects of student betiavior, campus
environment, and student background on college outcomes.
The balance of this section examines some of the research
literature in each of these three areas as well as the research
methodology used in this field.

Methodology

We have spent some energy discussing the contributions that
four theorists have made to our understanding of student
responsibility. The literature that these theorists have spanned
is among the most methodologically sophisticated in the field
of higher education. Further, it represents a powerful dem-
onstration of theory coupled with multivariate statistical proce-
dures to bring light to a complex and dynamic social system:
our colleges and universities. We will briefly orient the reader
to this methodology. .

Issues of practice and the current national dialogue con-
cerning student involvement. retention, community building,
quatlity assurance, and accountability all have an intellectual
parentage that is based, to some extent, on the body of theory
and research that has been developed over the last 20 veurs.
The principal reason that we will consider the developments
in methodolog is because what we know and what we do
not know is dependent on the analytic tools that have been
used.

There is a close relationship between our ways of knowing
and what we ultimately may conclude from the results of 4
study. The body of research that undergirds our consideration
of student responsibility is a theoretically informed body of
scholarship. We believe that only theory guided research that
makes use of appropriate multivariate methodologies has a
chance of managing the potentially confounding effects inher-
ent in applied rescarch. Uridess we understand the develop:
ment of this approach. we will be unable to effectively dem-
onstrate the validity of our programs, and senior administra-
tors will be unable to meet the stewardship chatlenge posed
by society.

Competent scholarship spans both theory and methodol
ogy. There is a debate on the wtility and future direction of
rescarch in higher education. Some argue that research should
be focused upon specitic policy issues of interest to decision
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makers. Others, including Pascarella, suggest that theory-
centered research is an essential component: we oo, take
the latter position. Theory-centered research is essential to
bringing a semblance of coherence to the welter of institu:
tionally based studies. Ultimately, theony-centered research
is an exercise in the craft of disciplined sense making. It is
a structured, guided process of dialogue with data.

The hasic research issues that must be addressed are
accounting for gains in college and the threats from student
maturation and selection. Students- -indeed. all people—grow
and change throughoui their litetimes. How can we determine
if changes we see in college students are not the result of mat-
uration? Similarly, students self-select and are differentially
recruited to different kinds of institutions. majors, and college
activities. How can we be sure that college outcomes might
not result from the tpes of students (student background)
served rather than college policies or environment?

Classically, the way this has been accomplished in educa:
tomal research is through experiment. complete with random
selection and assignment of student subjects to experimental
and control conditions. Randomization equalizes the groups
(selection ). and random assignment allows us to compare
groups with maturation held constant. But colleges are not
set up as dreamscapes for researchers. They are apylied set
tings. And we know, up front. that the colfege-going, group
is very different from the noncollege going group: that dif
ferent people awend different types of institutions; and that
different people selectively participate in varied activities, in
different majors. and different micro environments while at
coliege. So we have several confounding variables (alternate
hypotheses) that always are tenable in research of this kind.
These include individual background. aptitude. prior aca
demic history, social and economic hackground, personality,
and other elements which become entangled with college
experience and college outcome.

During the Tast 25 vears, a series of approaches to managing
these problems has been utilized. Early studies tepically
ignored these difficulties and focused instead on deseriptions
of student behavior and reported practices that presumably
were effective on individual campuses. in the Tate '60s and
into the ~0s. rescarchers began o use corrclation based tech
niques which sought to statistically control for selection effects
In holding constant or partiatling out initial student differ
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ences. Unfortunately, this approach did not explain the
sources of influence on college outcomes. With a large num-
ber of variables held constant. any college effect can appear
artificially small. In the mid-"70s and into the early "80s. mul-
tiple regression analysis was used extensively and indeed,
stepwise procedures still are important analvtic tools. The
principal contribution that multiple regression makes is un
estimate of the relative effect of each predictor variable on
the outcome (response) variable. Statistically. these effects
are expressed as standardized bet weights. By effect.
researchers mean the direct. unmediated contribution that
knowledge of one variable (a predictor) makes to accounting
for an outcome variable. For example. if we wished to study
the effects of student age. effort, and perception of college
environment on student gains in general knowledge, we
could use multiple regression analvsis to assess the relative
contribution that each predictor (age, effort. perception)
made in accounting for the magnitude of student gains.

In regression. effects are expressed as standardized beta
weights. Interpreting standirdized betas allows us to assess
the relative effect or contribution of a predictor compared
to other predictors within a given sample. For example. we
enter the predictors into the regression analysis in a theoret
ically consistent manner (age. then perception. and finally
effort) and determine that the effect of age (stindardized
beta) is .07: perception is . 11: and effort is .57, We can con
clude that the contribution of age and pereeption. while sta
tistically significant. is relatively slight - -especiall when com
pared to the contribution that effort makes in accounting for
gains. Indeed. it can be said that the effect of effort is more
than five times that of either age or perception. Further. we
can say that the net effect of effort on gains is quite powertful.
That is. after accounting for age and perception. the contri
bution of effortstilt is the most important factor. While regres
sion analysis proved to be @ major advance. it sl was pri
marily predictive in nature rather than an explanation of the
process by which mediating variables could moderate the
effect of entry variables on outcomes,

During the fate ~0s and through the mid "80s, an approach
known as path analysis. causal modeling. or structural mod
eling olfered several advantages and largely replaced regres
sion analysis in the study of college outcomes. The maost
important of these advantages is the ability to model a priori
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causal structures; that is, to represent theoretically derived
systems in a statistically expressible form. Causal models
based on path analysis also allow the user to identify direct,
indirect, and total eflects of model elements on outcomes
measures. Direct effects in path analysis have the same mean-
ing as standardized betas in regression. Indirect effects refer

to the mediated impact that one variable may have on a third
variable. Total effects simply are the sum of the contribution

of the direct and indirect effects.

We might imagine a model based on Pace’s work. In this
imaginary model, the variables-that exert a direct effect on
gains in general education are perception of the college envi-
ronment and student effort. It is possible for the total effect
of a variable to be zero yet have relatively strong direct and
indirect effects. For example, age may exert a positive direct
effect on general education outcomes because adult students
have a greater fund of general knowledge than younger stu-
dents. Yet, it may exert a negative effect on effort in college,
possibly due to competing demands from job and family. The
positive effect of prior knowledge thus is rendered nugatory
by the negative effect of work and family demands.

The use of path analysis offers major advantages over regres-
sion but requires strong theory to support the initial model
specification. It has been said that there are two parts to path
modeling: the easy part and the hard part. The easy part is
the solution of the multiple equations via computer analyses,
and the hard part is the initial model specification based upon
sound theory with variables that are well-measured.

Despite the advantages of path analysis, there are several
problems. The first is the assumption that the relationships
among the variables are unidirec-ional. In the real world it
is not always possible to rule out reciprocal or looping rela-
tionships. In the above example, there may be a reciprocal
relationship between effort and perception. That is, a positive
perception of the college could lead to the expenditure of
effort, while the expenditure of effort might lead students to
see the college in a favorable light. The model we posed
above suggests a one-way flow, and with path analysis we are
limited to posing unidirectional causal chains.

The second and most vexing, problem is the assumption
that the variables of interest are measured without error. That
is, we assume we arc dealing with reatity rather than mea
sured constructs. Typically, prior to a path analysis or regres
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sion analysis, variables (constructs) are factored o produce
relatively homogeneous scales with acceptable measures of
internal consistency (reliability) and validity (construct
validity).

From the mid '80s to the present we have seen the appli-
cation of covariance structure analvsis approaches such as lin-
car structural relations, or LISREL (Joreskog and Sorbom
1988). and EQS (Bentler 1989). These approaches allow us
to specify reciprocal relationships and. most importantly. 1o
specify a measurement model attached 1o the path or strue-
tural model. This allows the estimation of effects uncontam
inated by measurement error, as effects are specified or
included in the model itself: As with path analvsis, these
approuches allow for the specification of direct and indirect
eftects and the testing of relationship paths as well as tests
of the adequacy of the entire model as specified.

The reader interested in an accessible and complete ueat
ment of the evolution in the methodology of college out
comes research is urged to review the appendix of Pascarella
and Terenzini's review volume (1991). Astin makes use of
multiple regression analysis, and the first three chapters of
his bock. What Matters in College. walk the reader through
the application of this procedure (1993). While covariance
structure modeling can be formidable wo master. the interested
reader is encouraged o review Baldwin for an excellent
applied introduction to this approach using LISREL ( 1989).
Stage offers a primer on the use of causal analvsis technique
and offers suggestions for applications of LISREL for rescarch
on coll. ze students (1989,
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RESEARCH ON STUDENT BACKGROUND

Character - the willingness 1o accept responsibility for one's
ownt lifo-—is the source from ahich self-respect springs.
Joan Didion

The four theoretical perspectives we have examined all sug
gest that a student's personal background characteristics are
less important in determining college outcomes than are the
student's experiences and behavior while enrolled. The stud
ies we will review in this section constitute one of the most
theoretically grounded literatures in the fiekd and are largely
derived from the thinking of Pace, Tinto, Pascarethi. and Astin.

In these studies we see a general progression from the use
of multiple regression analysis to the use of causal models
which allow the researcher to tease out the direct and indirect
effects of student background variables on ottcomes. Further.
smaller. single institution based samples have been replaced
by very large scale. multi institutional data bases. The state
of the art in this ficld now includes theoretically derived
causial modeling using nationally generalizable samples. This
powerful mix of theory, method. and sample has added to
our uniderstanding of the role personal stuclent bace kgmund
churacteristios play in interactions with tie college environ
ment nd student behavior.

Numerous outcomes have been examinea including reten
tion. freshman vear persistence. plans for graduate school,
personal development, and academic achievement. A wide
variety of student background variables also have been stud
ied. meluding race, age. gender. family background. socio
ceanomic status, parental aspirations and support, high school
achicvement, und individual intrapsyehic characteristics. Most
of the studies have attempted to hold constant or net out the
cttect of hackground variables by including them directly in
the models. Other studies have examined the duterential
effects of selected bhackground variables by running separate
models for specific groups and then comparing the workings
Ceftect structures ) of cach resulting model. This makes direct
comparisons between studies with differing approaches dit
ficult yet fruittul.

For most researchers, two questions sibeut background var
iables are important. The first question concerns the process
by which background affects student gains Cdirectly on cut
contes or indirectly through process variables) and second,
determining the comparative magnitude of the effect when

Ty Teachmg mito [ earimy

42

72




placed alongside other variables such as student-faculty inter-
action, intentions, aspirations. or quality of effort. We shall
review some of these studies, beginning with the methodo-
logically less sophisticated and proceeding to the more recent
and methodclogically advanced ones which were able to con-
trol for numerous variables. .

Pace, in a study of eight colleges with a total of 2,299 stu-
dents who took the College Student Experiences Question-
naire (CSEQ), reports that in the five categories of student
gains measured, the most pervasive predictor was the quality
of effort that students put into their studies (1984). When var-
fables were entered into a regression analysis in a setwise
order with student background variables entered first, they
accounted for a very smali percent (less than S percent) of
the variation in gains. Quality of effort variables were entered
into the equations last and accounted for the largest propor-
tion of variation in gains (between 5 and 25 percent) even
after accounting for student background.

While Pace’s study suggests a limited although statistically
significant role for student background characteristics, it has
two major limitations. First, separate analyses for particular
subgroups are not offered. making comparisons between
groups difficult. Second, an interaction hypothesis which
could shed tight on the conditional effects of effort was not
specified.

Some 11 years after the initial publication of the CSEQ, Pace
presented a major descriptive portrait of American college
students based on the responses of 25,000 students enrolled
at 74 colleges between the years 1983 86 (1990). The book,
titled The Undergraduates, presents a series of student snap-
shots concerning their college experience. Among the anal-
vses presented is a description of student activities by eth
nicity, age. and gender. Pace reports that there are “no major
differences between any of the groups (white, black, Hispanic,
Asian) on the scholarly, intellectual activities, or on the infor-
mual, interpersonal activities™ (1990, p. 86). In areas related
Lo science and technology, Asian students had a slightly higher
participation (3 percent) than did black students. Asians
reported the lowest participation in athletics and involvement
in clubs, while blacks rated highest in use of the Student
Union and participation in clubs.

When the data is disaggregated by age, the oldest group
of students, aged 28 and up, appear less likely to take advan




tage of cither coilege group facilities or informal interpersonal
activities with other students. Their participation in the aca
demic lite of the campus, however, is at least as strong and.

in the case of class-specific activities. stronger. than their
vounger counterparts. These findings are consistent with other
methodologically sophisticated studies which report that older
and commuter students are more fully engaged in the aca
demic life of the campus than in the social dimension.

Finally. Pace reports an absence of educationally significant
differences between men and women in college activities par:
ticipation. There is a slight trend. however. for women to
report making more progress in personal and social duvel
opment. In sum. while there are some differences between
demographically defined groups of students. these are rel
atively slight and are largely overshiadowed by what the groups
have in common.

While noticeable differences in social participation between
older and vounger students were apparent. Pace concludes
that “the quality of effort invested in various college activities
and the progress claimed toward various goals was relatively
similar for cach gender and cach ethnic group™ (1990, p. 139).
These findings are fargely, but not fully. consistent with other
studies that statistically control for student demographic
characteristics.

in a single institution longitudinal study of student intel
lectual skill development. Terenzini. Theophilides. and Lorang
found that only students” level of classroom participation was
consistently related to gronth (1984). Further, their findings
suggested that growth was associated with nonclassroom inter
action with faculty. Factors such as sex. parents” education.
SAT scores. and highest degree planned did not statistically
affect academic skill development. Only high school rank sig
nificantly contributed to freshman year academic skill devel
opment. but even this did not contribute to development in
suhsequent vears,

In a similar, single institution study of transter student intel
lectual skill development, Volkwein, King, and Terenzini
found that student background and prior college activities
were singulagly unimportant in accounting for student intel
lectual growth C1980). 1n this study. whicy used muhiple
regression analysis. the records of 3,000 undergraduates enter
ing the State University of New York at Albany in 1980 were
anablvzed. The key o student intellecual growth, the re
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searchers found. was not age, sex, prior education, and goals,
but the perception that faculty are deveted teachers. This
sense of devotion includes aspects such as intellectually stim-
ulating class sessions, encouraging students to express their
views, and spending time outside of class discussing intel-
lectual issues of interest to students.

Using data collected as part of the Cooperative Institutional
Research Program (CIRP). Astin completed a massive study
of college impact (1993). This study, reported in Whar Matters
in College. analyzes the responses of more than 27,000 stu
dents at hundreds of colleges across the United States Astin
uses the TE O maodel. or Input-Environment Outcomes
maodel. to analyze college effects. Making use of regression
models, he assembled over 146 input measures which tap
awide variety of student characteristics at time of the student's
initial enrollment. Astin assesses the contribution of the col
tege’s environment to the change in students, bevond what
can be predicted from initial student characteristics. Unfortu
nately, as he notes, separate analyses were not completed by
race, gender, ability of student. or socioeconomic status (SES).
This makes it difficult to determine any interaction effects or
other subgroup ditferences. The strength of the study lies in
its breadth of measures used and strength of the national sample.

Astin, in this study. found statistically significant effects on
most college outcomes measures of student demographic
characteristics including race. gender. and socioeconomic sta
tus (1993). He concluded that “the student's peer geoup s
the single most potent source of influence on growth and
development during the undergraduate vears™ (p. 398). All
students, irrespective of age. gender, and social and economic
background. come to college with preexisting differences.
Yet. these students likely will develop in the direction of the
dominant vilues of their college peers. In short. student in
volvement with peers mediates change.

As indicated previoushy, regression studies did not esamine
any possible conditional effects of student background char
acteristios. Although primarily concerned with examining the
role of academic and social integration in persistence, Pas
carella and ‘Terenzini tested a set of interaction hypotheses
between sex, race. initial college enrollment. aptitude, and
five student academic and social integration scales € 19801,
Ofthe 20 interaction terms tested ina diseriminant function
anahisis. only two were significant. These were sex by peer
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group interetion and sex by institation and goal commitment.
The quality of peer group intetaction is more importint in
women's decisions to persist or withdraw than it is for men.
Conversely Tor men. their fevel of commitment to degree
goatls and the mstituion are more strongly tied to their
persistencee.

While this study stiggested possible indirect effects that st
dent Tackground viriables may exert, it was Munro who fivst
demonstrated this pheromenon using path avalysis (1981
This procedure Tas two ijor advantagios over most
regression hased approaches, First the rescarcher can test
detaited. thearctioad hased models: second, the directand
mdirear effects of variables can be determined.

Barbara Manro developed apath analyvtic model hased on
Tinto's work (1981 She used the NI 72 dateset which is ' )
anaons e Tongitudlinal study of the high school class of For.women,
072 Her interest was to develop and testa model which social
directly would examine the interaction of student personal integra!ion
charscteristios with the colleaisie environment. Following bad a stronger
It 5 she selected student I'L'l(‘.l.]ll()n Jas her nuu'fn.m- variable. effect on
Her findimgs suggest that the eftects of sk, ethnicity, and sex f ist o

on persistence incollege are mainly indirect and transmitted

trough inters enmg variables suchas academic and social than academic
integration. decd. thie only student background variable tha integration-
everts . direct eftect on persistence is high sehool grades.

Thus, the degree o which the students are academically and

socially mtegrated into the lite of the campus is more impor

Lt accounting lor retention outcomes than e the imtial

personal student charicteristios

severdl studies have (l('\'('l()pcd andd tested (lk'()lk‘(lt';l”}'
derned causal models for men and women separately. Pas
carelland Terenzing, i patheanalytic study based on Finto’s
madel found important differences when the sample was
disdggregated Dy sen (1983 Tor women, s Ll integration
had . stronger etfect on persistence than academie integration,
For men, acidemie mtegration sas more important. while
the cltects of sacral mtegration were indirect, tansmitted
through msttutional commitment They note that the influ
eiee of student preenrollment eharacteristios Clamily back
gronnd. mdidual arbutes, pre college schoolimgd was medt
tec e the ettect ol these variables on persisteitee wis
mednted In the heshinun vear esperience: For tesidential
sdents, the qualinn of student mteracton with the college
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environment was more important in persistence decisions
than the characteristics brought to college.

This study is important. as it reflects a more complete spec.
ification of the variables in Tinto's model than had previously
been atempted. As a longitudinal study, it reflects the com
mitments that students have at different points in time. Unfor-
tunately, it is a single institution study with all subjects drawn
from a “large, independent. residential university in central
New York state.” Thus, suggestive as these findings are. we

cannot generalize these results o other institutional tpes
or different student populations.

Basced on the above research which suggested the impor:
tance of sex differences. Stoecker, Pascarella. and Wolfle devel
oped and tested four sex by race causal models, including
maodels for black and white men and women (1988). The
sample was drawn from data obtained from the GIRP. More
than 10,000 students enrolled at 187 colleges and universities
of various types initially were included in the study. Using
the methodology of causal modeling. they implemented Tin
to's model and. following the work of Pascarelln. added insti-
tutional characteristics (1985, They found that when con
trolling for the influence of all other variables in the model,
academic integration had the strongest direct effect on per
sistened for all four sex by race groups. Further, social inte
gration. including interactions with faculty and social lead
crship. had positive effects on persistence. They conelude by
noting that “student affairs programs that facilitate interaction
with faculty and the opportunity for social involvement and
participation would seem to positively influence persistence
irrespective of pre college characteristios: inial commitments:
the selectivity: size or racial composition of the institution
attended: or one’s academic major™ (p. 203),

James Hearn inca multi instivational pathy anabytic study
based on the work of Pascarella (1985 ), examined student
aspirations and plans for graduate education ( 1987). Hearn
developed two submaodels: one for men and one for women.
He feund that for graduating women, the roles of academic
performance and major were Iess important than for men.
bu the role of parental supportiveness wits more important.
For men and women. the role of the background tactors for
baih tvpes of outcomes was signiticant but Lirgely indirect.
Of caution is the finding that the developed and tested maodel
appedred to it the male subsample beteer than it did the
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female subsample. This suggests that important variables,
unaccounted for in the model, may be exerting a difterential
effect on women's future plans for schooling. While this find
ing is intriguing. they conclude by reminding us that “choices
made by educational leaders do matter™ (p. 137). Features

of the college environment that can be affected by admin-
istrators do influence subsequent career plans and aspirations
bevond what students bring to the collegiate setting.

While 1t is not our purpose here to examine inany detail
the growing body of literature heing developed around the
issues of race or ethnicity and college outcomes. we are
reminded of the scholarship of Fleming (198+4) and others
who have expressly examined this question. Inarguably, in
the single most sustained and comprehensive examination
of the black experience at “white™ and “black™ colleges across
the country, Fleming examined a diverse range of academic.
cognitive, psychological, and developmental features of the
black student experience. She concludes that at “white” insti
tutions, academic achievement is thwarted by poor adjustment
of black students to the “white™ campus. especially with
respect to the faculty.

Simitar findings were reported by Suen, who examined the
relationship between alienation among minority students and
attrition ( 1983). Crosson suggests that a key ingredientin
improving minority achievement and retention is in the pro
motion of involvement in campus life (1988). Oliver describes
a study completed at the University of California at Los
Angeles of black and Chicano achievement and social adjust
ment (1985). The study suggests that reported fectings of
alienation and isolation on the campus adversely aftect st
dent achievement.

Nettles. working within the tradition of Astin and Pascaretla.
attempted to compare directly the performance of white and
black students by taking into account a wide range of insti
tutional and student faculty interaction factors (1991). In a
large scale study of 30 colleges. 700 faculty members, and
more than 4000 students, separate multiple regression anal
yses were conducted on the responses of white and black stu
dents. Of especial interest is the finding that “black students
also have lower academic integration, more limited contact
with faculty ontside of the classroom, and more faculty who

are dissatisfiea with their universities™ (p. 90). Nettles spec
ulates that the comparatively less satisfied faculty who teach
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black students may contribute o lower levels of black student
involvement through diminished levels of student faculy
interaction. .

While considerable interest has been devoted w exploring
the implication of certain personal characteristics of students
on college outcomes. very littde auention has beer devoted
to the participation rates or process of college going for indi-
viduals with disabilities. The passage of the Americans with
Disabilities Acthas heightened issues of access and partic
ipation for the disabled in postsecondany institutions. and we
anucipate a body of much needed theoreticath centered
research.

Fairweather and shaver made creative and effective use of
two national longitudinal data sets 1o describe the enrollment
rates in postsecondary education for college-aged youths with
and without disabilities (1990). Their study used the National
Transition Study, @ data set containing a five vear followup
of 6.877 disabled vouths and the High School and Bevond
dataset. ftems cemmon to the o sets permitted compar
isons in the purticipation rates for disabled and nondisabted
groups. The findings indicate that the cotlege going rate for
disabled vs. nondisabled individuals is somewhat more than
Ito 2 for twvo vear colteges and 1o 10 for four vear colleges.
OF substantial interest is the finding that there is considerable
variation within groups comprising individuals with different
disabilitics. The two year college enroliment rate for deaf.
specch impaired. other health impaired. and those with visual
andbaural deficits was roughly comparable to that of nonim
paired individuals. As further efforts at accommodation. man
dated by Taw . are made. it is Tikely that the participation rates
in four vear colleges will continue to rise.

With the rise in college going rates, researchers in several
studies have sought to understand the attrition of the disabled
by turning to the modet of school feaving advanced by Tinto.
Walter and Welsh 1986 ) and Walter and DeCaro € 1986) argue
that depending on its nature and severity, the impairment of
disabled students may impose unique barriers o their aca
dennc and social integration into the life of the coltege. They
call upon individual institutions to collect and analvze insti
tutional research data o identif and suggest aurition inter
ventions for the disabled.

Following on the call tor an implementation of Tinto's
model. scherer, Stinson, and Walter conducted @ causal anal




vsis hased on elements of Tinto's theon (1987 Ina one

vear longitudinal study of 233 students enrolled at the
National Technical Institute for the Deatt the researchers found
that social integration was a key variable in the retention of
deaf students, Social satisfaction had a positive impact on
retention, while participation in college sponsored activities
had a negative effect. The Tawer finding is not surprising aned
may be accounted for by the unique needs that tis institution
serves. Many hearing impaired students arrive in college with
important unmet needs for social participation. Extensive par
ticipation in college activities may undermine a student's abil
ity to coniplete needed academic obligations.

Clearly, these findings suggest that there are common
underlving processes in the persistonee decisions of the dis
abled and the nondisabled. Future research using causal meth
odology and multi mstitutional data sets, informed by a the
orctical perspective, 1s surehy needed and will illumine ¢ our
understandig of the impact of disabilines on the relations
hetween college environment and disabled stadents,

Summary and Retrospective

We understand this emerging and stll underdes eloped body
of knowledge as underscoring the centrality of et e student
imolvement on campus and in the cdassroom The literatare
is consistent with that derved from the theoretical taditions
of Pace, Pascarella, Finto, and Astin in that it minimizes the
contribution of any personal student characteristios o college
outcomes. It turther illustrates the importance of examining
the interactuon of background cliracteristios with the college
environment and student hehavior, Both students and insti
witions e mutual obhgations o one another. the literawre
reminds us that ethnicity, gender, age. disabiling, and other
personal aributes do not present an insurmountabic barrier
o satisfactony callege outcomes,

[nstitutions hay e an obligation to promote acinmate that
facilates student involvement and interaction. Students must
be responsible partners with colleges and extend themselves
1o take advantage of the opportunities that are offered.
Througlh encounters with cach other, faculty s staffand the
currteulum, a sense ol mutuddiy and conimunity can be
\l('\ ('I( ’[K'LI.

As this counm struggles toward seme sall unclear recon
ciliation wath cur past and searches for the basis of bope for
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the future when we deal with issues of race, gender, class.
and ability. we stroke wounds that have not yet been bound
up. In our desire for knowledge. our use of methods such
as causal modeling and large-scale aggregate statistics may
scem to distance us from people. As Parker Palmer cautions
us. if our passion to know springs from mere “amoral curi-
ositn” or from a thirst for power over others, that knowledge
ultimately will poison us and salt our enterprise (1983).

We must keep in mind that compassion for our students
and love of our enterprise require conflict and the vigorous
discourse that accompanies the search for truth both individ-
ual and collective. Our students must become our partiners
in that search. The research base that we have reviewed sug-
gests that all students. irrespective of their backgrounds, can
and do learn on our campuses and in our classrooms if they
take responsibility for their own behavior within the context
of an institution that actively promotes student involvement
in learning,.




COLLEGE ENVIRONMENT

Great sehaols are [ittle soctetes.,
H. Frelding -

I this section we will censider the interrelationship between
the college environment, what students do while curolled.
and college outcomes I deseribing the characteristics of 2
callege or university . two broad and complementan: sets of
features must be considered First, 2 coltege can be described
physically. organizatonally. and demographically. What is its
aize? Is it residential or commuter school? What are the
gender and racial compositions? These ave the tormal and
readily quantificd charactersties of an institation. but there
are ather factors oo For mstanee, i all vou knew abouta per
son was height. color of hair, and age, you would know very
linthe aboui that person s an - individual. Te undersand wha
nthes people tick, one has o understand their psvehological
muheup. vlues attitades, and personality. So it is with
institutions
The second feature that niust be accounted for in deseribing
a0 msttaten s s psychologic b or culraral teel White this
insttutional uricteristic 1s no less important than its demo
graphic leatres, it is niore diftic ult to detine and measuie
quumistatnels By el we reter o the mportant psycho
logieal dimension of s institution’s climate. Is the campus
open and ecessable e human senses o Jdo people feel al
ictted and disconnected? Are stadents tnsients on the cam
puss Do fculiy feelesense of community? Finally, is the i
Nate cie it communictes b sense of purpose. or is theee
Jcdcophiony ol vowes orwarse, simph Lasilence cone erning
the Lauger nission of the instirntion?
While there nay be to connedtion hetween g person’s char
actet and phyvsical teatures. for mstitations there s @ ini
Betw cen e fonmal characensties and s characer or psy
Cologieal feet Moos who mtluenced Pace s thinking ontie
tole of the collesiite envitonment. suggests that the cotlege
cinvareninent consists of three mieractung burdding hlocks
o These e the Trphvaical anangements ot the campus:
2rorganuzatonad Lictors inciading sizes governanee systets
and tesonin esand 3 the human aggregae: The buman
aggregdte can be considered the colledtive norms of the inst
titon st party schoots Bostadents stady onw cokends?
Do stdents civels pariopate m campus organizations? Do
fculiy Fanve i open door polioy withy regard o students, or
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do students make appoinuments a week inadvance? This nor-
mative aspect of the cotlege envitonment, reinforeed by the
physical arrangements and osganizational features, creates

a campus social climate through which individuals experience
the college. Thus, the campus climate mediates and is shaped
by the structural aspects of the coltegiae environment.”

Pace, oo, argues that the instituiion's environment or ethos
is a shaping force and stimutus for student development
(1979). While affirming the importunce of individual students’
responsibility for their own efforts in learning, Pace argues
that “environmental characteristics make up the institutional
contextand the stimuius for the amount. scope, and quality
of students” effort” (p. 128). '

Astin’s recognition of thie importance of environment was
marked at feast as carly as the 1908 publication of his book
The College Environmment. He reports the results of a survey
of student activities at more than 200 colleges and universities
and stresses the impact upon achievement related behaviors,
self esteem, and feelings of isolation and alienation that may
result frorm mismatches between the student and the envi
ronment. In this, he presages the work of Tinto with his
emphasis on the importance of the degree of fit between the
individual and the institution. In fact, while individual inte
gration into the life of the instintion argely determines ouwt
comes, it is " person’s normative and structural integratiorn,
into the academic and social svstems™ that leads to retention
and degree completion outcomes (1975, p. 96 ).

In his General Causal Model of student development, Pas
carelli suggests both the mediating effects o the formal
organizational characteristios Csize, selectivity, pereent res
idential) of the environment and the institational environment
or culture (1983). For him, the college climate mediates the
effect of college structure on the quality of student effort as
well as shapes the extent of student peer and student faculty
interactions.

The titeraure suggests that the college environment con
sists of two components. formal organizational characteristics
and college culture: Organizational characteristics shape the
social environment and e believed to affect student behavior
and. thus, college culutre. In this section, we will follow the
rescarch evidence that links the cotlege characteristics and
cnvironment with student responsibility and cotlege outcomes,




Institutional Size

In the aftermath of the student demonstrations of the lae
19605, many in the academy were shocked at the extent of
the breach benween studdents and the collegium. In the search
for an explanation. some turned to factors associated with the
nature of the formal organization itself, especially its size and
the potential for alienation that mass societies. in general, pro-
duce. Clark. in  description of targe research universities,
noted that while “technical data™ and “facts™ might be taught
en masse by “impersonal means.” the larger effects of edu:
cation on the "mind and character of students will be weak™
(1962). Hall and Kehoe. in a superb reflection on student
unrest and its sociological causes. identify institutional size
itself as the principal source of the rift between students and
the acadeny (197 1) As they say:

Tor summtari=ze, the massification of the university produces
1w major treneds that inbibit the cducational process. The
Sirst is the impersonalization of the communication process
i focrning sitnations i the second Is the reeducation

of sativational support on the part of both students and
Sacudty for the divect, inrolved exchange that learting
deands (p.66).

s
/

They recommend a series of reforms that are intended to
create intervening structures that can mediate between the
nuss institution and the student and promote i sense of come:
munity and relatedness among members of the university.
Unfortunately for the academy. the changes they hoped to
promote were never instituted on alarge scate. indeed. they
conclude their article on a somewhat pessimistic note. They
yieply that short term changes that have been adopted in
response to the student protests of the 1960s have not resulted
in substantive institeiional change m structare or in the vatue
svstem of the university.

In A similar vein, smith and Bernstein, in the book 7he
Impersonal Campus. suggest that to provide achigh quality
undergraduate educational expetience, most public cotleges
and universities have simphy become oo Large (1979). They
also advoite trnvang out . range of intermediate structures
and services that are intended to remtegrate students within
the body of the acadeny, Ther recommendations for the
establishiment of mediating structures, sucli as cluster colleges

Trevrene teachog mite Learnmmng




and other smaller scale or hunn scile integratine opportu

nities. are well grounded in experience and theony

What does the rescarch on the effect of size on college out
comes indicate? Inan UL institution survey of maore than 2,000
freshmen. Pascarell and Chapman found that in s series of
path analytic models. the effect o institutional size on per
sistence in college was relannely slight and mdirect trough
its etfect on academic and social integraton € 1983 Chapman
and Pascarella in asubsequent detailed reanalysis of the
multi institwtional data set used by Pascareiland Chapnian
CHO83) report that institational size accounts for onlv aslight
proportion of variation in students” acacdenyic and <ol e
gration Further, at lurge institutions radier than smuller
schools, students tend torepart greater use of campus buased
opportunities for social encounters. Unfortunately, however,
size also appears e mhibit mteracion wiih facult . both Iy
distancing students and facalty in mformal out of chass miter
actions and in more formal academic matters as well

Institutional size, however. does miluence student atfective
development. Asting 1o his massive analyvsis of CIRE data ol
lected at more than 100 instututions. reports that msttutional
size exeris substntial, Lugels negative but ndirect effects
on student alfective development. the perception that faculiy
are about students, and general satistaction with the qualin
of instruction (19921 Unfortimately. size appeats to positis ey
affect o student's view that the only purpose of college s to
mcrease one’s economic well being and that the mdaduoal
can dolinde o dimge socety

The Jiterature appedis consistent and stggests that st
ol size does exerta snulb and negan e buteliable,
ndirect ellect on the propensity of stidents nd Ll o
engage one another around acadenie issaes Farther. tuongh
its tendenay o solate students imsutnional size canintertere
m the creation of o chmate ar cthos which sopports stident
respensibititn and thus undenmes acadennie achiovement,
student development.and retention A e of gy which
patallels and s contormded by size s the effect of msttational
IVPC on e )”L'},’L‘ OHICOMes

Institutional Type

{Cis apparent that mstitations sath thens ditfenng missions,
facilities, and colleciv e pasts convey 1o students and facali
different sats of expectations and thus s e a distner cultanal




feel. The first question that arises, then, is how are institutional
types defined? In the literature. institutions have been mapped
by gender (male and female institutions), race (historically
black colieges. Native American colleges). and religious affil-
iation (Cathotic, Protestant, Baptist, Jewish). We also might
consider public and private secular institutions as a typologies
dimension. Within the context of student responsibility, two
typologies are especially pertinent: one that examines insti-
tutional type by Camegie classification (research, doctoral.
comprehensive. selective, and general liberal arts. community
college) and the other, which examines institutional type by
the location 'modal residence of the students (commuter
residential ).

Pace. in the book The Undergraduates, presents i descrip-
tive comparison of the responses of more than 25.000 under
graduates enrolled at 7+ colleges and universities nationwide
(1990). These students completed the College Student Expe
riences Questionnaire (CSEQ) during the years 1983 to 1986.
From this large but nonrandon. sampling, Pace disaggregated
student responses by Carnegice type and examined. by insti
tutional type, the ways in which students engaged in activit.os,
When students go to college, do they engage in @ common
core of activities which center around scholarly and inteles
tual activities and informal interpersonal activities? Pace found
that at least 90 percent of all students interacted with faculty,
took notes, thought about learning applications, and had con
versations with studernits of different backgrounds about music,
popular culture, course work. and the comments of professors.

Pace also found that students at liberal arts institutions dif
fered from those at other types of institutions. In nearly all
cases. it was the selective liberal arts colleges that reported
the highest fevels of purticipation in a wide range of academic
and social activities. ‘The students at eesearch and doctoral
universities reported the Towest rates of high quality partic
ipation in academic and peer activities. Indeed. Pace argues
that at those institutions which enroll the vast majority of
American college students Crescarch, doctoral, and compre
hensive institutions ), there is very lide variation in the beha
ior of students. 1t is onty within the selective liberal arts col
leges that student participation reaches a noticeably different
and h.gher level,

Another study of the impact of college type on student
activity also made use of student responses to the CSEQ
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(Baird {9900, Baird used data collected at seven doctoral uni
versities. tour cornprehensive colleges. six selective liberal
arts colleges, 12 general liberal arts colleges, and 13 commu
nity colleges. His findings contiry those reported by Pace,
in which both selective and general liberal wis college stu
dents reported the highest engagement in sacial and aca
demic activities 1990, Of mterest was the strong, invole
ment of comnuimity college students in writing activities and
vetvery linmed involvement in college activities outside of
the formal classroom setting. Except for the liberal arts sto
dents mach of what his been considered involvement in the
generl Tife of the campus appears fimited.

Untortmateh . the possible confounding etfect of residenay
o institudonal type Was not addressed cither by Pace (1990)
or Baird 19900 10 night be thae the distinetive effects found
i these stadies for the Tiberal aits institations could be
Accounted for by student opportunities for invobeenment, rather
than to the tpe of institation.

Pascarell and Chapman C1983) and Chapman and Pasda
rella C19835 0 mcdude measures of institutional wpe and com
IMULCT SEITUS (0o ver commuter. four vesr commater, four
veur residentiay in their path anahvtic study of retention at
FEpostsecondary institutions. OF interest is thetr finding that
At residential instrations, persistence was directhv affected
I socal engagement. but in two and four vear commuter
settings, aeademic integranon was indirectly related to per
sistenc e through its direct effects oninstitutionat commimment.
That is. at commuter institutions, those students who persisted
didd so hecause their tes o the college were strengthened
in the classroom setting,

\turther finding concerns the role of individual student
hackground variables sach as sexsage and chiss. AU the res
idenual tour vear institutions, the etfect of these factors on
persistence Ws mchrect and Largely mediated by sociab inge
gration. AUthe two - and four vear commuuter institutions, these
Packground tactors exerted o direct and unmediated ettect
ol persistence: These findings saggest that commiter schools,
especttll those tha Ladl o des elop meding socal networks
tor ther conmiater students, nuy in face simply “puass
thiough™ then students without diecing thent m any sub
stantul wan Commuater stadents, especiath those trom dis
Advanaged hachgrodinds, who do not participate - potentially
medrtng out of cliss soctd contacts with peers and facualts



altimately mav not learn how to take full advantage of all the
college offers, particularly in the arca of personal develop
ment. Perhaps the high levels of particination reported by
Pace (1900 and Baird (1990) may be ctributed to the s wial
mediion available to residential studenes i smaller, more
personal institutional contexts

If. as we have seen. the nature of the commuter experience
limits the impact that an institution has on students and places
A premium on the contact that commuter students enjoy in
the classroom. then we should consider a line of rescarch that
has developed around the commuter experience and com
muter institution.

Residential and Commuter Institutions
Two of the carliest Large scale national studies that sought to
untangle the mix of institutional type. residency status, and
stulent background were by Chickering and Kuper €1971)
< and Astin (1973 Focusig on 13 liberal arts colleges some
predominantly residential. others predominantly commuter
Chickering and Kuper found important differences in the
hackgrounds of commutdr and residential students. Teswas
the great divide between the haves and the have nots. Parents
of residential students were wewdthier and their children had
better high school grades, higher aspirations. higher test
scores. broader interests, and broader nurposes in their rea
sons for pursuing i college degree. The effect of residency
or commuter status wits to exaggerate rather than o reduce
the initial background differences Citing the Bible. Chickering
and Kuper say o them who had more. was given: from them
who had Tess, was taken away (p. 2591 Argning from a devel
opmental perspective. Chickering and Kuper speculate that
dormitony living provides students with challenges for inde
pendent living that cannot be met by living at home. They
further argue that campus residential situations can serve as
intermediating units between the college, the external “estab
lishment, ™ and the student. These residential units and “the
cultures they represent are the principal developmental agents
for college students™ (p. 20010
Astin reports U series of multiple regression anabyses of CIRP
data collected between 1906 and 1970 on more than 25,000
stdents at 213 insttutions €973, His tindings confirm those
ol Chickermg and Kuper concerning the positive effect of dor
mitory Ining on retention: Recognizing the contounding ol
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institutional type with residency status, Astin analyzed insti-
tutional type and residency status and found that at four-vear
colleges and universities. the chance of degree completion
in four years is enhanced by leaving home. In two-year col-
leges. the completion rates were uniformly low regardless
of whether the student lived in a dorm, at home, or in a pri-
vate residence.

The findings of Astin (1973) and Chickering and Kuper
were confirmed in a single institution study of older com.
muter students enrolled at a large research university
(Copland Wood 1983). In another study of older commuter
students at six metropolitan (commuter) universities, Arnold
et ab utilized CSEQ data from more than 3.000 students
CEO91). They were concerned with the retative contribution
of environmental factors and student quality of effort factors
in accounting for student self reported gains. In most cases,
the effect of age. while negatively related to gains, was slight,
while perceptions of the environment exerted an effect at
least as important. The most consistently potent fctor in
accounting for a range of personal, academic, and vocational
gains was the effort that students put into their own studies
and their interpersonat on campus relationships.

Two studies miade use of statistical models derived from
Tinto's model of student withdrasal from college. In a path
analytic study of students enrolled at 11 two and four-year
institutions. Pascarelta and Chapman (1983) controlted for
student background and institutional type. They found that
tiving on campus had a direct and an indirect effect (through
social integration) on persistence. For the commuter insti-
tutions. naturally, the benefits of on campus residenty were
not waitable. In o recent causal analysis of the collegiate expe-
rience of almost 1000 students enrolled at six metropotitan
commuter institutons, Glover implemented a model of stu-
dent gains using the Tinto constructs of academic and social
integration (1992). In her analysis, student background char
acteristics did not contribute directhy to the model. Only the
degree of a students academic integration contributed to
gains in general education,

In retrospect, the synthesis offered by Hall and Kehoe
1971 and the carly studies of Chickering and Astin appear
to have been confinmed by a consistent, though complex, se
ties of subsequent studies, The formal features of a college,
mchuding its size. type, and residential character, appear to




exert i small but consistent effect on student outcomes. Lirge
sized institutions, without effective mediating units. and those
that offer litde opportanity for out-of cliss social interaction
hetween students and peers and students and tacutey, tend

to be less efficacious in attecting positive student outcomes
or retaining students to a timely degree compretion. While

it is clearly possible for students o obtin a satistactory edu
cation at these institutions, students who persist and expend
high qualite effort in their academic work are more likely than
others o acquire a good education. “This places a premium
on developing within students the sense of responsibility for
their own tearning at just those schools at which the atmo
sphere for doing so is the weakest In the nest section. we
will examine the nature of institutional ethos or environment
and its effect on student effort and responsibility.

The College Environment

Each of the four principal theorists has emphiasized the role
ot college environment in enhancing student oatcomes. For
Pace. the cotlege environment encompuasses the physical
arrangements that contribute to student participation as well
as the role that the campus ethos plays in shaping students
efforts. Thus. the campus environment is the sum ot its per
ceived atmosphere, This atmosphere either can promote stu
dent effort or discourage students from ivesting themselves
in the lite of the campus. In Tinto's model of student reten
ton, satisfictony college outcomes oceur when., over time and
through countless repetitive encounters with the social and
academic features of the campus, an individual's sense of
belonging or commitment to an institution is strengthened
or degraded. Instrutional commitment then is a central causal
compenent in his modet.

Tinto (1973 reasons that central to his model of student
withdrawal is “the notion that perceptions of reality have real
effects on the observer . . it is the pereeptions of the indi
vidual that are important (p. 983 The level of belonging tha
a student experiences subsequently atfects te student's com
mitment to a specific college and generally affects the desire
to press on to degree completion. In Pascarell’s maodel, the
institution’s environment nay indirecthy atfect college owt
comes through its shaping cffect on the quality of student
ceftort and the frequency and quality of faculty and peer inter
actions with students. The nature of the campus environment,
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in turn. is shaped by the format teatures of the cotlege (size,
tpe, pereent residential. selectiviny) and the backgrounds

of the students who are admitted. In Astin's theorny of studdent
invalvement. institutional policies and practices are shaped
by the extent to which they promaote students” involvement
in their studies

Eacht of these theorists sees a facilitating rote for the campus
environmentc A crucial feature of cach of these varied but
related approaches is the students” sense or perception that
they are in a place that supports learning in general and their
personal tearning and growth in particular. The term “envi
ronment.” or “ethos.” is a very broad construct. It may refer
to the physical. social. organizational. cuttural. or psyeholog
ical properties of a college or university, Baird. in his thor-
ough review of the fiterature on coltege environments. sug:
gests that they may be studied intour wavs: demographically.
perceptathy, behavioratty, and through a combination of the
preceding three methods.

For the purposes of this review, the aspect of the environ
ment that appears to have been most important in understancd:
ing the link between what the college offers and student
respansibility is the psychological feel or climate of the cam
pus. Thiv psychological dintension tvpically has been ad
dressed us a perceptual phenomena and has been studied
through student and faculty responses to questionnaire items.
That is. the institution is crucial in accounting for student out:
comes. One important advantage of regarding the college
environment as a pereeptuat phenomena. amenable to paper
and pencil questionnaire type descriptions. is that the resutt
ing quantitative descriptions are incorporated readily into the
regression and causal modeling approaches that we have pre
vioush reviewed.

The aspect of the perceptual environment that we will
examine is the students” perceptions that they it into the
college environment. I students” goats can be reatized. then
the environment is generatly supportive of their development,
This sense of fit. belonging, or integration is an important ele
ment in atfecting the quatity of students” efforts and shapes
the extent and nature of students” encounters with faculty and
PUers.

Institutional and Individual Fit
The concept of “fit” has a tong history in psschology One
tine of research concerning the impact of the coltege envi




ronment on student behavior and ultimately college outcomes
follows from Tinto's use of the it consteact in the college
context. Citing Rootman (19720, Tinto argues that voluntary
withdrawal from college can be seen as the cumulative strain
produced by a lack of “person role™ fit between the student
ancd the normative academic and social expectations of the
mstitution. This cumulative strain erodes an individual’s com
mitment and lovaley o the college and ultimately teads 1o
withelrawal.

Rpical of this work is @ study by Pascarellaand Chapman
C1983), who conducted a multi institutional path anadytic
study of student persistence. Their findings atirm the cen
tality of institutional commitment on persistence at four vear
commuter and residential institutions and at two vear colleges.
Of interest was their finding that at the residential four-vear
schoals, mstitational Tovalty was largely attected by a student’s
social integration. while we the commuter campuses. commit.
ment was influenced primartky by academic integration.

As Jfollow up o the differential findings for commuter and
residential institutions, Pascarella, Duby. and Iverson ( 1983)
conducted a longituding path analytic study of 269 freshmen
enrolled at i Lirge urban, commuter, docteral institation. Their
finlings confirm the role that academic integration plays in
shaping institutional commitment. However. in this single
mstitution study, institutional commitment didd not have a sig
nificant effect on persisivoce decisions at the end of the fresh
man vear. These findings again were contirmed by Glover
119921 wha, using a data set hased on responses o Pace’s
CSEQ, implemented Tinto's model of persistence at six com
muter institdtions, Usmg causal modeling techniques, she
found that the only significant contributor to institutional com
mitment was the degree of student academic integration.
Unlike Pascarellia, Duby. and verson C1983), Glover found
that commitment significantdy affected students” self repaorted
aains in general education. although to a much lesser extent
than did academic integraton Terenzini and Wright € 1987,
using an abridged version of Tinto's model. also report vt
the impact of acadenne integration is @ cracial feature in
retention.

Anothier Hine of research developed separately from that
of Tinto but conststent withy s thinking was advanced by
Tohn Bean € 1oso). Bean's thinking was informed by studies
of irnener in the workplice. At that time Bean. using causal
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modeling and data cotlected at a major Midwestern university
with more than 1.000 freshmen. defined a variable termed
“institwtional commitment.” Specificatty. Bean described it

as “the degree of loyalty toward membership in an organi-
zation.” Results of the analysis indicated that for both men
and women. institutional commitment was the single most
important variable in accounting for persistence.

Inan atempt to untangte the interretationship between
students” performance in college and their satistaction with
college. Bean and Bradley conducted a secondary analysis
of student data cottected at a single institution (1986). One
of the key variables in the model was institutionat fit, which
wus defined by a series of items tapping a student’s sense of
belonging at the university. They found that satisfaction vith
heing a student had a greater influence on performance (GPA)
than did performance on satisfaction. That is. GPA did not
have as great an influence on satisfaction as satistaction did
on GPAL Institutional fit was found to be the single most
important predictor of satisfaction for women and the third
best predictor for men. Thus college tovalty is related to the
satisfaction that students derive from being students, and this,
in turn, affects perfornunce.

While the work of Tinto and Bean are complementary, it
renained for Cabrera et al. to demonstrate the empirical con-
vergencee of these two approaches (1992). Of interest to us
is their examination of Tinto's institutional-commitment con-
stract and Bean's institutional fit construct. Using causal mod-
cling methodology and duta derived from traditional aged
students atasingle institution, they tested the efticacy of each
construct separately and then the overtap between the two
in a third analysis. They report a strong correlation between
the two constructs (r=.79). and o modet that examined the
eapility of the constructs proved highly satisfactory.

Pace has provided an important perspective in understand-
ing the role of fit between the individual and the campus
CHOS ). He suggests that students who pereeive their envi
ronment to be triendly. congenial, open. aceessible, and sup
portive are more likely to be satistied with their expernience
than students who sense that the campus community is closed
to them. Further, Pace suggests that when congruency or
person environment fit exists, students are more likel to
achieve their academic and social objectives for coming to
college
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Pace has expressed his views about the environment in the
form of rating scales which are part of the CSEQ (198+4). Two
major constructs are defined: the relational environment.
which includes a student's perception of the accessibility of
faculty and administrators and the friendliness of other st
dents. and the mission or purpose of the college. either schol
arly, aesthetically, or vocationally oriented. These tvo aspects
of the environment (relational and mission) constitute the
ethos of the campus. and individuals who fit the emphasis
of a carapus are more likely to be supported in their learning
and development.

As part of the normative study of the CSEQ. Pace reports
on the relative contribution perception of the environment
muakes in predicting self reported student gains in a large.
multi institutional data set (1982). Across four types of gains,
student perception of environment makes a small but signif
jcant contribution. In cach regression analysis. environment
meusure accounted for a small proportion of the variation
in the gain measure. Of course. the largest single contributor
was the quality of effort students put into their work. Pace
reports an analysis of the environment scales by institutional
tpe in the CSEQ manual (1984). Liberal arts institutions are
more likehy than cither doctoral universities or public, com-
prehensive colleges to report large proportions of students
who perceive the climate as accessible and supportive of
scholarly and intellectual activities. The public. comprehensive
institutions and the less selective, general liberal arts colleges
are more likely to emphasize vocational competence for their
students.

In a studdy of student quality of effortand institutional envi
ronment at six setected metropolitan universities. Arnold ct
al., using multiple regression. found that a positive interper
sonal climate contributed in a small but significant way to stu
dent gains in personal development, general education, and
vocational preparation (1991). The perceived emphasis on
scholarly activities contributed to gains in all areas other than
vocational preparedness. The pereeived emphasis on voca-
tional skills contributed most heavily to self reported gains
in vocational preparation. An effort by Mencke. Suhoo, and
Kroe, using causal modeling procedures in a pilot study of
retention at a large doctoral institution, tound that Pace’s rela
tional environment items, drawn from the CSEQ. were pos
itively related to student involvement for male students (198R).
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In a study to apply and develop Pace's general model of
student outcomes. Davis and Murrell (1993 emploved causal
maodeling procedures ona Large sample of students dravwn
from Kuh et al’s “Involving Colleges™ study € 1991, Like
Arnold et ab this study wis not designed to examine the
effects of institutional demographics (size. tpe, pereent res
idential) on students” perceptions of the environment. Rather,
it examined the manner in which student background. per-
ceived institutional climate, and student eftort interacted to
atfect student gains. They found that the perceived instit
tional environment exerted an important shaping ettect on

all the model's components. They concluded that a fwcititsiive
environment favorably shapes perceptions of other aspects

of the institution’s mission (scholarly and vocational) and
facilitates student responsibility as welll A supportive envi
ronment had « direct and indirect impact on learning, devel
opment, and vocational preparedness. Environment led to
important direct effects on students” academic and social
etfort. Eftort, in wurn, was the most important contributor to
self reporied cutcomes.

Qualitative Approaches
Before closing this section on college environment. we need
o join with others (Tinto 1987 Terenzini and Pascarella 1990:
Pascarella 1991) in welcoming ¢etalitative studies of how st
dents from various backgrounds perceive the college envi
ronment and. in wrn. work to achieve their collegiate goals.
Over the Last 10 vears and especnlly the fast five, some excel
lent descriptions of colleges as cultural entities have been
written. No doubt this approach will continue to bear fruit
in the future (Horowitz 1987 Kuh and Whitt 1988: Masland
1983 Motfate 1991), These descriptions provide much texture
and offer rich, often powertul. images of the college expe
rienee. Two such gualitive studies offer important examples
of the way in which qualitative approaches, informed by th»
ories of college outcomes, can enrich our understanding of
the collegiate experience for students

George Kuh and his associates present the results of
hundreds of interviews with students, faculty, and campus
administrators at 1 diverse institutions nominated as “Involy
ing Colleges™ (1991 Their perspective wis informed by the
work of Pace, Astin, Pascarella, and Tino The findings emplh
size the importance of focusing on creating distinetive insti




ttional contexts thai emphasize the importance of student
responsibility and mititive,

A narrower but more focused study of the influence of st
dent perceptions on social integration sought to test Tinto's
model of student departure. Christie and Dinham interviewed
23 full dme treshman students at a single kuge research uni
versity (1991). OF those 25 students, four withdrew: from col
lege. The findings. following Tinto. confirmed the importance
of social integration in retention decisions. Of note, however,
wits the importanee of external influences on students” ability
to become integrated. The findings hightight the importance
of high school fricnds and tamily in limiting tme spenton
campus and thus intertering with the ability of students to
fit in and make the ransition to college lite, This atienuion
from acollege circle nuy contribute o a sense of social iso
lation and thus erode o students commitment- to complete
coursework. Clearly, this study is consistent with previous
quanutative research and forees us to think deeply about the
importance of noncollegiate influences on degree
completion.

Summary and Retrospective

In concluding this section. itis appropriate to look back and
reflect on what has passed. The college environment can be
understood o consist of two components: the tirst defined
by the formal demographic features of the instication und the
second by the individua) student's sense of belonging or fit
within the mstitution The demographic features, especially
large institutional size and commuter context exert @ small
but inhibitory efiect on student outcomes. The absence of
smaller seale spaces, cither pssehological or phasical. may
contrihute toasense of anomic in which the individual can

find no tike minded comrades with whom to share the college

passage. The later. psychological feel of the campus, espe
cially the sense of 2 good fithetween the school and the indi
vidual, can facilinue positive stadent outcomes such as per
sistence and can promot a chmate in which students are
willing to mvolve themselves in their academic work.

fwould be casy to believe that our kack of suceess ies not

m ourselves but m our environment  that is, ear orgimiza
tons, leaders, or socety The good news for campus adniin
istredtors is that research SHgUests s chvironment can
e o sotnee of strength tor learners 8 small seale, human

]
It would be
easy to believe
that our lack
of success

lies not in
ourselves

but in our
environment—
that is, our
organizations,
leaders, or
society.
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environments—supportive of learning and learners—are
created. The good news for students is that they can achieve
their personal and academic goals if they take some respon-
sibility. The most important factor that affects student learning
is what the student does. The environment may shape or press
an individual, but it does not determine college outcomes.
Determination of college outcomes lies with faculty and
administrators but, most of all, with students.




COLLEGE OUTCOMES

What battle was ever won without an effort? What great
act achieved without resolution?
Helme

In the preceding sections we have examined the contribution
that individual student characteristics make to the outcomes
of college, and we have reviewed the effect of the college
environment upon students. As a bread generality, what stu-
dents bring to college in the form of their background is rel-
atively unimportant in determining what they take from the
experience. In the case of gender, it does affect the way in
which they relate to the academic and social life of the campus.

The formal features of the college environment—especially
large sized. as we have seen—can exert a small but negative
impact on a student’s sense of belonging and thus inhibit
involvement. Of some importance is the degree to which stu-
dents perceive they fit in. That sense of connectedness or
community may serve to promote satisfactory collegiate out-
comes such as retention, personal development, and intel-
lectual gains. While the role of the collegiate environment
appears to be more significant than student background in
promating college outcomes, neither exerts a decisive effect.
As we will see in the next section, the factor that is overrid-
ingly important in understanding why students do well or
poorly in college is the extent to which they invest themselves
in their college work.

Tinto and Pascarella: Integration and Iateraction

In this section we will approach the review of the evidence
of the effect of student responsibility on positive college out-
comes from the perspective of the major contributors to this
conversation. The perspective of Tinto has been investigated
by Pascarella and his colleagues and students. Pascarella’s
emphasis on the importance of student-faculty and student-
peer interactions on college outcoimes has grown from Tinto's
academic and social integration constructs. For this reason,
we will examine the research which followed from both of
these theoretical approaches as a single body.

Tinto nukes a sharp distinction between academic and
sovial integration (1975). He defines students’ academic inte-
gration as the congruence of development and intellectual
expectations with the normative standards of the institution.
social integration is a congruence between an individual's
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expectations for peer and faculty contact and support and an
institution’s standards for such support. Tinto notes that social
interactions, especially those with facolty, are likely to pro-
mote academic integration. Thus, a student’s interactions with
students and peers can either encourage or discourage aca-
demic work. For Pascarella. the importance of student-faculty
and student-peer interaction lies in the fact that these inter-
actions can orient students to expected behavior at college.
This. in turn. will promote or discourage the tevel of student
effort and perhaps directly affect student outcomes as well.

As these two complementary perspectives share a common

— research base, we will examine that base as a single body.

We have tbled selected rescarch studies that deal with the
role of student integration and student-faculty and student
peer interaction. The studies were chosen for several reasons.
some were selected because they represent significant,
ground breaking efforts. Most were selecied because they fea
tured strong methodologies: others because they represented
interesting findings or suggested new directions. We have
focused on the most important findings and wbled only the
most robust effects reported in the studies.

Table 1 lists a consistent series of studies that emphasize
the importance of academic and social integration and inter
action with faculty and peers in college outcomes. Closer
examination suggests six other interesting tindings which have
implications for our understanding of the sometimes complex
way in which student integration is tied to college outcomes
as well as conducting future rescarch in this area.

TABLE 1
Summary of Findings for Student Integration
Study & Date Sample Analysis Priacipal Findings

Independent Variables
on Outcome Variables

Pascarelba . One university Regression and Sudent faculty

and Terenvzini treshman discriminnt intormal

(1977 interaction on retention
Terenzmi One university MANOVA and Aciademic and social
ancl Pascarella treshnan discriminant integration on

(197 persistence

S
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Study & Date

Terenzi
and Pascarella
(1980)

Pascarella
and Terenznm
{1980

Munro
C1OR] Y

Endo
and Harpel
(19s2)

Pascarelh,
Dubr. Iverson
CTO83A)

Pascarella
and ferenzimi
(1983

TABLE 1 (continued)

Summary. of Findings for Student Integration

Sample

One university

freshnuan

ONe unn ersity

freshimuan

Nattoal
NIST2
fongitudinal

One university
four vear
longitudinal

One unnersit
treshman
COMMmuters

One unnersity
freshman
restdentat

Analysis

Regression

MCOVA and
disermminant

Patly
anatlysis

Path
dnalysis

Path
analysis

Path
anlysis

Principal Findings
Independent Variables
on Outcome Variables

1) SAT and faculty
discussion on academic
performance

2) Faculty discussion
on intellectual
development

3) Peer interaction on
personal development

Student faculty
relations on
persistence

Academiv

integraton on
persistence and insti
tutional commitment

Frequency of formal
and informat faculty
contact on personal.
intellectual outcomes
and satisfaction but
not on grades

Academic integration
on persistence

1) Academic and social
integration on
commitment &
persistence
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Study & Date

Pascarella
and Chapman
(1983)

Terenzini,

Theophilides, and

Lorang
(1984)

Weidman -

(1985)

Volkwein, King,
and Terenzini
(1986)

Hearn
(1987)

Stoecker,

TABLE 1 {continued)

Summary of Findings for Student lntcgratioh

Sample

Commuter and
residential

two and four year
institutions
freshman

One selective
university
three year
longitudinal

One urban university
low SES,

female

One university

transfer
students

Two universities

National

Pascarella, and Wolfle  CIRP data

(1988)

longitudinal

Analysis

Path
analysis

Regression

Interviews

Regression

Path
analysis

Path
analysis

Principal Findings
Independent Variables
on Qutcome Variables

Dacademic and social
integration on
institutional commitment
and degree commitment
2) Institutional and
degree commitment

on persistence

3) Social integration

key for residential

4) Academic integration
key for commuter

Classroom involvement
in academic skill
development

Social integration
important in minority
persistence

1) Classroom involvement
on intellectual skill
development

2) Quality student

faculty contact on aca
demic content

Academic performance
on aspirations for grad
udate study

Academic and social
integration on
persistence




TABLE 1 (continued)
Summary of Findings for Student Integration

Study & Date Sample Analysis Principal Findings
Independent Variables
on Cutcome Variables

Walleri and One community Interviews 1) Faculty contact

Peglow-Hoch college key in persistence

(1988) poorly 2) Peer contact
prepared important in
students persistence

Glover Six commuter Causal 1) Academic
(1992) urban modeling integration on
universities institutional and degree
commitment
2) Gain in general
education

Mutrer " One large urban Regression 1) Institutional
(1992) community commitment on
college persistence

2) Academic integration
on persistence
3) Social imegration
of minimal influence
on persistence

First, we see in Table 1 a remarkably long, theoretically
informed string of studies on the factors associated with stu-
dent withdrawal. Over the last 15 years, our understanding
of the role of student integration in a variety of settings with
different student groups and different outcome measures has
left us with a solid understanding of the importance of devel
oping academic programs and practices which promote stu
dent integration.

Second, as we scan down the column marked “Sample,”
we are struck by the progression from single-institution stud
ies with limited generalizability to multi-institutional. com:
parative studies to those that make use of national data bases
(CIRP, N1S-72). Thus, the state of the art in this field of study
really places a premium on multi-institutional studies. Excep-
tions to this, however, are those studies that break ground
hy attempting to test our generaiities with different groups
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of individuals or with linde studied institutional npes, stich

as the conimunity college. For these, carly studlies may profit
from initial single institation. “descriptive” studies. atthough
we antcipate that stronger work will need 1o make use of
nationad data sets. And most recendy, aset of studies exam
ined the role of student integration in the community cotlege
seting and the status of underrepresented grotps.,

Third. as with study samples, we observe some interesting
developments in methodology. Eurly studies made use of
regression and analysis of variance CANOVAD designs. Metho
dologically. the stae of the art studies in this ficld now reg
ularly make use of path maodels or structural cquation models
as o means of exploring the direct and indirect effects of theo
retically derived variables on one another and on college out
comes. Of special interest is the recent use ol gqualitative,
interview based studies. These may provide scholars and prac
titioners with arrichly wextured vision of how students grow
and learn.

Finally. in the column titied “Principal Findmgs.” we are
struck with the consistencey of the evidence that student faculty
interaction and academic integration exert a divect and impor
ant effect on persisterice. inteltectual and academic outcomes,
and institutional fovahy. Peer relations appear to he importan
in enhancing persistence and personal deselopment. These
findlings appear éspecially strong in commuter settings and
the community college. Social integration appears plavits
strongest role in the residential instittion. and the evidenee
for its contribution in the commuter setting is mixed. Of
course. these studies tell us about issues in current practice.
Indeed. there is ven Tinle evidenee regarding the role thar
social integration might play in commuter settngs if 4 con
certed effort was made to socially imol e commuters and
move them o active learmnmg with peers and faculy, The
existing stadies describe how things e, not how they might
hecome,

Astin and Student Involvement

The bestsingle souree of evidence concernmg the importance
of student involvement in promoting positive collegiate out
COMES COMEs from Astun's onn neassive analyvsis of the
nationad CIRP data set C1993) For Asan. student invols ement
s hroad bt simple concept iy, he defined stdent
ol ementas the “amount of physical and psychologre al




energy that the studdent devotes to the academic experience’”
C1OR4, P 2970 More recently, Astin has expanded this coneept
of involvement o include a range of practices thae bring @
student and college together. In his book What Matters in
College. Astin applies his TE O moded Gnput. environment.
output) to the analysis of the longitudina! records of more
than 2 £000 students enrolted at literally hundreds of insti-
ations nationwide. For Astin. student involvement is an aspect
of the environment along with institutional practices, facul

= ties. and peers. In his model using multiple regression analy
sis. he accounts for student “input”™ characteristics first and
then assesses the contribution that various student-involve
ment behaviors make to college outcomes. some of the mea
sures of involvement that e assessed include hours spent
studyving. participation in various progrims, and contact with
peers. Clearly, there is much conceptual overlap between
Astns student involvement theory and Tinto's coneept of stu
dent integration. Pascarella, in promoting the Importance of
faculty andd student peer interaction, ahso provides theoret
ical link C19s5)

While Astins analysis is far ranging. there are three areas

of student myvolvement that are especially important for our
purposes: involvement with other students. with faculty, and
with work (19931, When students report close, personal refa
tionships with one or more faculy members., exemptified

v the student as being a guestin a pre sfessor's home. assisting
in teachmg. or working on w research project with 2 faculty
member, for example, awide variety of puositive outcomes
follow. Student feulty contact is comelated with student sat
isfaction. college GPAL graduation. and enrollment in graduate
«hool such interaction, even after controlling tor most indi
vidual student differences, is positively associated with intel
fectual and-personal growth.

As with student faculty involvement, the involvement of
sudents with one another around social and academic topics
promotes 4 wide range of positive outcomes, evet after con
wolling for many individual and wistitutional differences.
When students help one another on class projects., discuss
assignments, participate in social organizations, or simply
sovidlize wath difterent kids of people. goad things follow.
Students who are socidally mvolved alse miahe gains mgeneral
knowledge and intellecual skills and tend to be more sat

hed wath therr college experience: OF special mterestis the

Fror e Teaeiung ite dearinng

ERIC



finding that peer wutoring is strongly correlated with academic
outcomes. including GRE scores.

There are some kinds o imvolvement, especially those
which take students away from their studies or isolate them
from the campus enviroament, that appear to have a negative
effect on college outcomes. Asiin reports that the single larg-
est negative effect on degree completion is holding a full-
time: or a part-time job off campus (1993). Working has a neg-
ative effect on other outcomes too, such as GPA, growth in
cultural awareness, college satisfaction, and willingness to
re-enroll in college. The effects are apparent even after con-
toling for individual and institutional differences. Student
commuting produces nearly the same strongly negative effects
as holding a job off campus. These factors, prevalent at today’s
metropolitan universities. work to undermine the very goals
for which students strive in attending college. Evidently, when
compared with students without external obligations, employ-
ment off campus and commuting to campus diminish the fre
quency and strength of a student’s involvement with faculty
and peers. One s left to wonder if institutions do their stu
dents a service by’ promoting themselves as accessible without

also clearly indicating that student obligations for involvement
extend bevond mere appearances in classes.

Pace and the Qnality of Student Effort
We have previously described Pace’s theory of college
impress. The theony's central feature, which accounts for col-
lege student fearing and development. is the quality of effort
that students invest in their college experience. This includes
taking advantage of the physical accommodations that the col-
tege offers as well as participating in the academic and social
life of the institution. The extent to which a student invests
high quality of effort is marked by the time and depth of com-
mitment a student gives to the college experience (Pace
1982). Indeed. a unique feature of Pace's questionnaire is the
assumption that all of the activities ineasured are voluntary.
Fach act presumes some initiative on the part of the student.
This featire makes the concept of quality of effort and the
CSEQ especially appropriate to our understanding of student
responsibility.

Pace’s definition of effort is clearly comparable to Astin's
definition of involvement as the investment of “physical and
psychological energy™ (198:4). Pace’s operationalization of
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quality of efort, through the 14 scales of the CSEQ. encom
passes Tinto's academic and socil integration construct as
well as Pascaretla's specification of effort and student faculty
and peer interaction. In this overlap between the theories of
Tinto. Pascarella, Astin, atrl Pace. we see a broader and uni
fring construct which is students’ responsibility for their own
fearning. What makes Pace’s contribution unique is his thor
ough description of what constitutes responsible student
behavior.

As discussed previoushy, Appendix T eontains 4 description
of the T+ quality of effort scales which cotlectively describe
what is meant by student responsibility.

Unfortunately, as Pascaretla and Terenzini note, refativety _
few published studies have atilized the CSEQ in studving the .
manner in which student effort works to achieve student A unique
leaming and devetopment (1991). The fullest use of the CSEQ feamre Of
and the concept of quality of effort has heen made by Pace’s
hundreds of colleges across the country. These institutions’ quesu'onnaire
purposes and findings have largely been directed atresolving g the ’
tocal problems. For example, Pace describes the use of the .
CSEQl at four separate colleges and universities as a tool in assumption
acereditation self study processes (1988). Other uses include thaf ‘_la Of the
special studies for particular focal groups: use s it o ot in activites
improving student retention and the quality of student lite: measured are
facilitating discussion on campuses about teaching and team volzmtary.
ing: and as 1 contributing element in institutional renewal.
Another example of local use was presented by Pace inasym
posium convened at the 1992 meeting of the Association for
the Study of Higher Educatior.. The symposium feaared four
longitudinal studies completed at ditferent institutions. Each
of the four institutions made use of the CSEQ it test retest
situation for distinethy tocal purposes.

An example of @ single institutional application of the CSEQ
is provided by Flannelly in which two freshman and senior
classes 4t the University of North Caroling were surveyed
using the CSEQ for the purpose of describing “student pro
gress here at the university™ (1990). Their findings suggested
that high Tevels of student faculty contact coincided with
strong student quality of effort, and thin student achicvement
and development appeared to follow from high levels of st
dent effort.

We believe tat o sizeable, fugit ¢ literature regarding stu
dent effort has been accumulated by individual institutions
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Unlike the instrumentation that was developed to examine
the theoretical constructs of Tinto and Pascarella or the ele
gant secondary analysis completed by Astin of CIRP data,
Pace's CSEQ has largely been used for practical purposes. Per-
haps one of the reasons the CSEQ has been so widely used

is that the content of the instrument is so obviously related
to learning and student development.

Of the several published studies which do make use of the
CSEQ. two are single-institution inquiries that fail to control
for individual differences. Stone and Strange administered
the CSEQ to a sample of 238 student athletes ata single, large,
NCAA Division T A institution (1989). They found that gender
was substantially unrelated to the quality of effort of student
athletes. In fact. the athlete group differed in only smatl ways
from i nonathlete comparison group. In another singlc insti
tutional study, Orv and Braskamp used the CSEQ to describe
students enrolled i two special academic programs and o
compare them with students enrolled in the regular curric
ulum €1988). The two special programs were an honors pro
gram and a “twansition” program designed for disadvantaged
students. ,

Using one way ANOVA and pairwise correlation procedures.,
the researchers concluded that the honors group showed a
greater level of effort than the other groups and reported mak
ing greater academic and personal social gains. Noteworthy
wias the finding that hoth special program groups ¢honors
and transition) “appeared to get more for their effort than
did the regular students™ (p. 128). They conclude that the
distinctive environment and unique opportunities for learning
of these two special programs may have led o stronger active
participation in the college experience and thus greater self
reported gains.

Two studies which do make use of multi-institutional Jdata
sets and multivariate analviical procedures are those offered
by Arnold etal. C(1991) and Davis and Murrell (1993). Each
of these studies has made use Of the CSEQ data base main
tained by Pace at UCLA's Center for the Study of Evaluation.
Both studies focused on institutions with specific character
istics. The former study inchuded six metropolitan universities.
and the latter 11 “involving institutions.” For both studies,
aportion of the data was gathered under the auspices of the
College Fxperiences Studs by Kuh etal, (1991,

Armold et al. (19911 using multiple regression analysis,




included botls individual student background characteristios
and perceptions of the coltegiate environment along with four
measures of student effort to predict a varieny: of college gains.
The 14 quality of effort scales were veduced to four additive
effort fictors. These tactors were titled acadentic effort. uter
porsonal effort. nse of wroup facilities. and effort in science.
Of the statistically significant relationships. those with the larg
oot standardized beta weights for each gain measure included:

o Interpersonal effort and facilities tse affected gains inper
sonal development:
Effort in science and affected gains in science and
technoelogy:
interpersonal and academic eftort aftected gains ingen
eral education:
Effort in science and academics affected gains in intel
lectual skills: and
The voctional environment of the insticution and
academic effort atfected gains in vocational preparation.

While institutional environment and the interaction effects
of student age and enrollment status also were sigificant.
their contribution to gains was relatively slight. Clearly, these
results suggest that, for new majority students enrolled in met
ropolitan universities. the strongest contributor to student out
comes is the effort that students put into their own studies.

Findings reported by Davis and Murrellare consistent with
those described above €193y, Using causal modeling proce
dures ihat atowed for the identification of dired and indirect
effeas, 1t meded of student outcomes was built on the basis
of Pace's general theon

Controling for stadent ariables including sex. age. and
Eunily Dackground. the rescarchers found that academic effort
made the strongest contribution 1o gains m general education.
soctal effort made the strongest contribution to gains in per
conal ind socl development. and acadenic effort and @ gen
erally supportive relational environment nuade the strongest
contributions to gains in vocational preparedness.

While these two studies strongly support Pace’s proposttion
that the quakity of @ student's effort s the mostimportant fac
tor 1 accounting for student outcomes, they are limited in
that the matitutional samples used reflectonly certain kinds
ol colleges Thiee of the most comprehensive steddies of the
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impact of quality of effort on student outcomes were com.
pleted by Pace. making use of the CSEQ data base accumu-
lated at UCLA (1982; 1984: 1990), In these studies, Pace used
the normative data gathered in the process of instrument
development and the subsequent accumulated data from col-
teges and universities who used the CSEQ.

Pace reports the results of two separate multiple-regression
analyses of CSEQ data (1982; 1984). The results of the first
analysis of data collected in 1979 11 varied colleges and
the second, conducted on data collected at eight additional
institutions, are guite consistent. When student background,
Status. environment. and. finally, quality of effort variables
were entered into the regression model in order, both analy-
ses showed that the effort scales make a farge contribution
in accounting for student gains. This was true even after con-
trolling for student background, status. and environment,
Eftort was strongly related to gains in personal development,
general education. and science, and moderately so for gains
in general inteHectual skills and vocational preparedness. Gen.
erally, these findings proved to be consistent with subsequent
research which made use of the CSEQ. )

In the book The U ndergraduates, Pace makes use of 2
“breadth index.” a construct which has great promise for
theory testing research conducted with the CSEQ (1990). The
breadth index represents by a single figure the extent of a
student’s college effort across all of the CSEQ's quality of
cffort scales. Breadth of effort has heen defined as the “num-
ber of arcas of college experience in which a student's qualiry
of effort score is above average™ (p. 115). As many students
are nonresidential, if we exclude the scale that taps residency
there are 13 quality of effort scales. A student who produces
an above average level of effort in 10 of the 13 scales would
have a breadth score of 10, Similarly, a student who is
involved in only three areas would have a breadih index of
three. Nows it happens that not all students excel in all areas,
nor do most students fail to exert effort in at least one or two
arcas. The distribution of breadth scores reported by Pace for
more than 10,000 students enrolled at 33 various colleges is
approximately normal.

This concept of “breadth™ captures the spirit of the college
experience perhaps better than any other aggregate measure
of effort. In anabyzing the impact of breadth of effort on col
lege gains, Pace presents a table that compares studeats with




ERIC

tow breadth scores (0-3) with those who have high breadth
scores (9 13). In general, students with limited involvement
across a range of areas report markedly lower gains across
all areas academic. social, and vocational. Another analysis
compares students with high and low breadth scores on ol
lege satisfaction. The differences between the two groups is
vast. Of those with the highest breadth scores. more than 60
percent report being very satisfied with their college expe
rience, while more than 30 percent of the students with the
most limited breadth scores report being very or somewhat
dissatisfied with their coilege experience.

One of the features of the CSEQ that nakes it a rich and
powerful instrument for tocal institutional improvement
efforts is the range and detail of the data that are provided
by each of the 14 quality of effort scales. However. for theory
testing purposes, especially for regression and path analytic
modeling, the sheer number of scales can be potentially dis
tracting from the central message of Puce’s work. What is
needed is an integrative measure of a student’s level of etfort
that can be used with other data provided. perhaps. by the
CSEQ or mixed with data from other sources. For work of this
kind, the breadth index should be a measure of choice.

Summary

We see a marked similarity in the findings that have been
derived from the work of Tinto, Pascarella, Astin, and Pace.
We are reminded of Pascarella and Terenzini’s observation
that there is "a certain wholeness to the college experience”
( 1991, p. 626). That wholeness is found in the balance of
social and academic work that students who make positive
gains in college appear to experience. The totality of the col
lege experience includes classwork, important mentoring rela
tions with faculty, and a peer group that shares and promotes
the intellectual adventure that is college. Students who take
the responsibility to invest themselves in this experience are
rewarded. Institutions that promise students a college expe
rience for merely the price of wition are making promises
they cannot keep.

Retrospective: Enhancing the College Experience
The body of research we have reviewed represents one of
the strongest and sustained accounts about w hat it takes to
succeed in cotlege. It speaks o students and those charged
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with guiding our nation's colleges and universities. We know
what is needed o enhance the college experience.

bt this review, we have discussed the contributions of four
theorists. Each has provided a special perspective on the
essentials as wetl as the details of coltege success. Robert Pace
offers “college impress™ and the quality of student effort. Vin.
cent Tinto's ground breaking synthesis points s to student
integration. both academic and social. as the driving force
behind satistactory college outcomes. Erest Pascarelta has
given us a theoretically elegant modet that alfows us to exam:
ine the impact of college, in general, and student-faculty and
student peer relations. in particular, on college ovtcomes.
Finadly. Alexander Astin has shown how involvement is the
key o developing student wlent. We take the collective ofter
ings of these theorists as a call for student responsibility arid
an institutional obiigation to develop practices that require
and promote student invoh ement in the college experience.

We have tracked the methodological development of the
state of the art in this field. This base reflects the careful aceu-
mulation of knowledge collectively nurtured by leradly
hundreds of people over a half centuny of time. The research
buse is built around theoretically informed. strong national
and multi institutional studies that ke advantage of mult
variate statistical procedures. These techniques assist us in
establishing the generality of the findings as well as account:
ing for individual student and institutional differences.

We know that the effects of initial, individual student dif
ferences on college outcomes are relatively stight and are
largely mediated by the manner in which the student Cengages
the college experience. In general, we are struck by the sim
ilarities rather than the differences  between student groups
in the manner in which student effortand institutional context
play out in affecting college outcomes.

‘The college context hus two elements: the structaral fea
tures of the organizuion (size tpe, character) and the ¢l
matte o “ethos 7 Generally, structural features that end o iso
ke students and promote an ethos of anonymity produce
poor college outcomes. College climates that are characterized
by a strong sense of direction and care and those that build
student invoh ement tend to promaote favorable outcomes
directly and indirealy by promating student facubiy and
student peer relations as well as establishing an expectation
that students will behave responsibh - Finallv, the decisive
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single factor in affecung college outcomes s the degree to
which students are integrated ino the life of the campus, inte
ract with facubiy and peers. and become involved in their ’
stuelies.

In the next section we will examine some initiatives in col
fege programs and practices which responed to the directions
indicated by the research lierature.
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Implications of Student Responsibility

Responsibility’'s like c string we can only see the middle of.
Both ends are ot of sight.
William McFee

D drecns begin responsibilitios.
Delmore Schw.irtz

The concept of student responsibility can serve as central
vision for understanding and enhancing teaching and leurning
on college campuses. Inthis final section we will explore
some of the implications of this concept for researchers as
well as for administrztors, faculty, and students.

Implications for Inquiry

We have seen in these pages the development of an idea. The
coneept of student responsibility and its manifestation in stu-
dent behavior, as central 1o the educational process, has
evolved slowly over the fast 25 vears. Through this time. our
understanding of what makes for a successtul cotlegiate expe
rience has been informed increasingly by theory. indeed.
theory-guided research in higher education is the key to
advancing our understanding of this mplex and changing
fictd. 1t is only in retrospect that we can futly grasp the im»
ance of detiberate theory testing and systematic research
informed by theory. What we now take as a strong hody of
common knowledge must have tooked far less certain and
incomplete to those beginning college outcomes studies of
the Le 19705,

Our institutions are complex, our students are diverse, and
the number of contributing factors to college outcomes is
great. studies in our ficld must refy on Targe. mult
institutional dati sets and multivariate sttistical approaches
if we are to manage the difficultios atendant to “vahid™ and
“generalizable” knowledge The day is tong past when simple
bivariate correktion or ANOVA designs will allow us to
advance our understanding in this ficld of study. We must con
tinue o develop theory that will guide our knowledge of
higher education through time.

One's selection of vaiables reflects avision of what is
important in determining student outcomes. 1t 15 our belief
that human development and academic achievement in col
lege can be satistactorily accounted for i the social context
and students” ability and willingness to invest in their own
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education are included in our caleulations. A limiting and
superfical focus on the impact of classificaton variables on
outcome. without accounting for individual effort, social con
text. or the complex process by which development oceurs,
impoverishes the reseuarch act and our tnderstanding ¢f the
way human-beings Team and develop.

Further work is needed which extends the principles of
student responsibility to groups of students that have not been
fully represented in past studies. We believe that subsequent
research Will confirm the general importance of what students
themsehves do in accounting for ¢« Mlegiate outcomes. We see
issues of student diversity as going bevond demographics to
include individual differences in fearning preferences, abiliy,
and behavior as well as the interaction effects of the environ
ment with these individual characteristios. We believe that
there is a strong need for research which accounts for other
influences on college outcomes including institwional prac
tices, governance, culture, and contest. The inclusion of var
iables such as campus culture, governance arrangements, lead
cership style, and institational tpe will enrich our under
standing of the way in which student responsibility can be
shaped by our practices.

Finally. we offer a reminder that the quantitative paradigm
has served us well in the advancement of our knowledge of
institutional effect on studeani development. Through large.
multi-institutional studies. using provedares that are repli
cables we have been able o produce findings that are estable
and generalizable. Recenty developed. s iphisticated statistical
methodology and computer capabition have enabled us 1o
analyze data sets that previouslv would have been unwieldy.
The theory that has resulted from this work has provided a
rationad and erepirical maodel to support our intuitive sense
of how student development o curs.

Other methods that build on and augmaent this existing
knowicdge also will serve our collective Crlerprise. Nareative
based approaches, used mindfully of what has occurred in
the past. are necessan 1o tese out the nuanees and discern
the subtleties that permeate the wide range of individual dif
ferences found in today's college students 1t s he iped that
these twe methodologies will e miplement each other o give
ts & more complate and aceurate picture of the comples pro
cess of the growth of students s they mose thie ngh our insti
tutions. The interplay of qualitaes ¢ and quantitative studices
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should enrich our understanding and give shading and texture
to the mosdic that s our student.

Implications for Practice _

in this report we have oftered adetinition of student respon
sibility by describing what students should do to fully tke Ihefirst
advantage of what college has to offer. We have examined initiative is
the context or web of etements that shape students” respon- best rejlected
sibility and thus colicge outcomes. Now is the time to con in the “active
sider rcc;)mlm-ml;nion.\ for institutional action that center learm'ng”
around developing and sustaining responsible student invol
vement in college life. In truth, we approach this task with _ approach and
considerable humiling . Over the past decade there has heen suggests a s.et
a steady stream of recommendations for institutional policy Ofpedagoglcal
and practice that has centered around issties of student invol activities that
vement integration. active learming. student diversity, student maximize
eftort. and responsibility student

The carly T980s saw b growing concern for the effectiveness o
of \mui(.l'n higher education This concern initially tound involvement.
expresston m g US bepartment of Education report authored
by several of the most respected figures in the field. In 198+
the NMational Institute of Education ¢NTED study group. under
the chairmanship of Kenneth Mortimer. issued its irolvement
in Learnivig report. Ten vears ago the group warned that “the
realities of student learning, curricalar coherence. the quality
of tacilities. faculty morale. and academic standards no longer
Messtre Uup to our expectations” (p. 81 We echo the report’s
central eritique of our institutions” “temptation tpward gener
ating the nuximum number of student credit hours without
regard to the qualiy of learning™ (pe 120 A major conclusion
wits that for learning 1o be of any quadity. students must
hecome activelys engaged m the process. Among the repe rrs
many specitic recommendations were two key reforms
designed to enhanee student involvement.

Factdty should make greater se of active modes of teaching
cnted require that students take greater responsibility for their
learmmg(p 270

and

Frenv onstitution of higher education shouldd strive to create
leariting commupnties, organized dar wented sprecific mntellee
tral themes or tasks (p 330
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Rather than offer vet another set of recommendations. it better
suits the purpose of this review o revisit these two estblished
approaches for reform of higher education. The first initiative
is best retlected in the “active learning” approach and suggests
a set of pedagogical activities that maximize studenr involve-
ment in learning with other students. The other is the “learn-
ing community™ model and aftects the strictiore of the cur-
riculum and the organization of detivery systems. Both of
these reforms have a history and have been identified since

at least the early 1980s as complementary tools with which

to renew higher education. We believe they offer the greatest
promise for building an environment that will nurture respon-
sible student behavior. Taken together, they atso demand a
reconceptuddization of the purpose of higher education and

a rethinking of our role in the tives of our tearners,

The NIE report argues that an overreliance on lecture
approaches to teaching and learing is one of the most stul
tifving barriers to faculty renewal and student academic
achievement. Student learning is tied to the relative engage
ment that learners experience with the content, and active
learning means active students, not pussive note-takers, St
dent involvement is strongly affected by teaching methods.
Classroom activities that require active discussion, topical
assignments, problem solving, in class presentations, and sta
dent participation in decisions about content and activities
all promote a sense of responsible involvement. Approaches
such as peer tworing push students o sharpen their compe:
tence and to view themselves as responsible. Building con-
nections between course content and students” lives is essen
tinl. and integrating out of class. “real world”™ clements into
the curriculum can help o bring the two into closer harmony,

Bonwelland Eison €1991) provide some helpful charae
teristics of active leaming;

-Students are involved in more than listening,
Less emphasis is placed on ransmitting information and
more on developing studens skills.,

-Students are involved inhigher order thinking Caalysis,
svithesis, eviluation)

-Students are engaged in activities such as reading, discuss
ing, and writing).

- Greater emphuasis is placed on students” exploration of
their own atitudes and values (p. 20,




Even very traditional activities such as note-taking can engage
_learners if teachers make an effort to teach p.u.xphr.xsnm, sum-
marizing, and questioning techniques. The level of involve:
ment in a discussion can be influenced by the types of ques
tions the Mistructor asks as well as his or her skill at pushing
for higher-order thinking. Certainly the methods of assessment
a teacher chooses and the kinds of tests used can influence
the degree to which students either grapple with the meaning
of the material or simply regurgitate facts.

One approach is cooperative learning, a set of learning
strategies in which students working in pairs or small teams
complete structured activities in a collaborative rather than
competitive manner. To be successful, such efforts must be
carefully structured and followed by the instructor to ensure
that all students are actively engaged in the task and are exer
cising appropriate problem-solving skills. These upproaches
may be used within the context of a relatively brict 15- or 20-
minute exercise designed to review pas. material or to set
the stage for the introduction of new material. Alternatively.
this approzch might be applied to a complex multiclass task
that could stretch over several weeks. The ASHE-ERIC Higher
Education Report titled Cooperative Learning: Increasing Col-
lege Faculty Instructional Productivity (Johnson, Johnson, and
Smith 1991) is an excellent guide to teachers interested in
incorporating innovative approaches in their classes.

Active learning also is supported by learning models such
as the Experiential Learning Model developed by David Kolb
(1984). Acknowledging the diversity in learning preferences
and including opportunities that connect with those differ
ences necessitates interactive processes in addition to author
itative information-sharing. It underscores the desirability of
learners’ finding meaning in their experience in light of new
knowledge and helps to connect the curriculum to their lives
out of class. It also offers a theoreticatbasis for understanding
the potency of collaborative and interactive classroom strate
gies in contributing to student development. Murrell and Clax
ton (1987) discuss teaching strategies, and Murrell and Davis
(1992) have developed assessment and evaluation guidelines
that are congruent with Kolb's model. Grading in this context
hecomes not a sorting provess, but a learning process. It
serves as 4 further opportunity for faculty to engage students
in a deepening conversation about learning and about what
matters in content mastery.

Tismng Tee -hing into Learning °3
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Collaborative fearning approaches such as those suggested
by Kenneth Bruffee (198+4) serve as opportunities tor students

to lewn meractive and interdependent behaviors, behaviors
that create a sense of community and provide a vital link 1o
responsibility. Bruffee's swork has drawn many professors o
v instructional methods that are more siudent centered. At
the same time. he urges caution. saving. “Organizing collab
orative learning cffectively requires doing more than throwing
students together with their peers with litle or no guidance
or preparation.” To do that is merely to perpetuate. perhaps
even aggravate. the many possible negative efforts of péer-
group influence: conformity, anti intellectualism. intimidation.
and leveling down of quality.

Bruttee continues. “To avoid these pittalls .. requires us
to create and maintain a demanding academic environment
that makes collaboration - social engagement in intellectual
pursuits i genuine part of students” educational develop-
ment.” That suggests to us the need to look at the organiza
ton of our institations as well.

The creation of learning conumunities responds to that need
in secking to build structural opportunities within the college
which support and augment classroom levet initiatives. Learn
ing communities are designed o build integration and create
a climate of cohesion. The NIE report notes that these struc
tures are especiatly important for beginning college students
who muy not understand the goals or methiods of the acad
emy Sinee alarge number of our students are first generation
without role models who have atended college. they may
not have a sense of their power and responsibility as learners.
especially 1 their prior education experience has been teacher
centered and authority oriented.

Learning communities help o provide students with a psy
chologically manageable environment. Opportunities to know:
the names of fellow students increase, the probabilitye of fac
ulty members knowing students” names increases, and the
potential 1o know something about other members of the
comniunity is enhanced. They aftord circumstances in which
students” passivity and lack of participation will be visible and
noticeabte and thus can be challenged. The establishment
of such smaller units also sends wsignal o students that inter
actuon and cotkiboration are important— a message that is Tost
thinstututional practices convey the opposite.

Learning commuities muay assume sovaviets o forms, all




of which represent areal departure from the fragmentation

of the curricalum that most students experience. At their most
basic. they may simply reflect atirk between two or more
courses in which faculty members teaching cach course sit

in on one another’s classes. and in their own classes pick up
threads that emerged in the linked classes. Another form
might involve the grouping of several courses around i com
mon theme. Students tike classes ina common cohort and
thus have the opportunity to develop connections aeross con
tent as well as among cach other. Finally. the most dramatic
form of learning community steps away from thie tpical three-
credit hour course model. presenting a curriculum organized
around an academic vear and within the topical area covered
rebuilds course offerings of varied lengths which reflect a
cross-disciplinary focus. In this case. taculty members that
teach in the sequence have direct responsibility for the devel
opment of the curricutum (MacGregor etal. 19900,

Learning communities also provide ideal opportunities for
collaboration between student atfairs or student development
professionals and the faculty. Residential facilities ofter the
most obvious venue for this e oceur. but other creative
approaches such as weekend classes. special lounges for adult
students or ethnic groups. and electronic bulletin boards also
emerge when conceried educators atack the problem of st
dent apathy. When students see these two areas working
together, it provides a model for them wy emulate in recon
ciling their omn out of class lives with their courses. Ttalso
helps to keep the focus of the disparate parts of the institution
on a shaved purpose and a desired outcome.

Whatever form they take, the major purpose of learning
communities is to promote relationships. “Relationships are
fabs for learning to communicate. empathize, argue, and
reflect”™ (Chickering and Reisser 1993). They enable students
10 make the connections between course content and their
lives. to test their perspectives and pereeptions against those
of other students. They are especially vatuable if they repre
sent & diversity of culture and thinking. and they may be the
only connecting tissue between commuting students and the
institution. They help to ransform the depersonalized inst
twition into a facilitative environment where students are
secure enough to process information reflectively andd share
those reflections. free to experience i variety of roles, o make
meaningful choices, and to experience achicvement (Widlick,
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Parker. and Knefelkamp 1978, p. 15).
Collectivelv. these two recommendations are designed to
reshape the collegiate environment so as to promote and facil-
itate student involvement in and responsibility for leaming.
They both affect the climate or ethos of the smallest academic

subunit with which students and faculty find identification.
For many students, especiatly at large institutions, this aca-
demic unit may be “the university,” and its interpersonal
atmosphere exerts considerable impact on what they do and
feel. Many faculty. as well, draw their greatest sense of com-
munity from their department and through it invest their intel-
lectual and physical energy in teaching and mentoring stu-
dents. Departments where faculty and students hold mutualty
understood vatues and where exchanges are frequent,
fricndly. and nonhierarchical likely will promote involvement.
in this way the academic unit servés o reduce the psycho
logical size of the institution and thus promotes a sense of
integration and belonging which makes possible the devel:
opment of individual responsibility.

The establishment of leamning communities in whatever
form provides ample opportunity for faculty members to
explore alternative pedagogues. Indeed. new learning
approaches frequently are associated with structural reforms
and may he essentiadl if such reforms are to succeed. Conver
selys new pedagogues may need the support of structural
changes it they are to have maximum impact. Collectively,
the two aim to reshape the totad institutional ethos so as to
convey the sense that students must be fully engaged in tearn:
ing and that the business of higher education is the student.

The toregoing recor aendations have to do with institu-
tonal and faculiyv roles. We believe that students, too, have
arole in reshiapmg the academy. Pascarela and Terenzini, werit-
ing in FHow College Affects Students (1991), present a com-
pelling generalization hased on their synthesis of college
impact stadies: “One of the most inescapable and unequiv
ocal conclusions we can make is that the impact of college
is largely determined by the individual's quality of effort and
the level of involvement in hoth academic and nonacademic
activities™ (poolo),

How can we begin to help students to understand their role
as cocreitors of leaming? We offer four broad areas in which
we behieve that a diddogue between students and faculty
arotnd the issue of student responsibility should oceur. Fiest,




students have the responsibility to attempt to understand
themselves and their peers as learners. One of the most fun-
damental kinds of diversity is the difference in the way stu-
dents engage with the cnvironment. A well-educated indi-
vidual should have an understanding of these differences.
Faculty members need to be able to participate in this dia-
logue and to assist students in developing this understanding.

Second, students have a responsibility to find connections
with smaller groups of indivicduals. At all but the smallest cam-
puses. it is quite possible for students to become anonymous
shadow figures, especially if they take no steps to overcome
the forces of anonymity. The literature suggests that the anti-
dote to isolation is to become actively involved with a
“mediating subunit”™ on campus. Students need to find clubs.
career organizations. or academic fratemities where conver
sations can occur that extend the discourse of the classroom.
Faculty members need to encourage this activity and attest
to its value,

Third. students have a responsibility to actively participate
in the creation of an ethos that fosters fearning. As members
of the campus community, a community of scholars. it is not
enough simply to show up for class. The life of a campus
depends on each of the members doing his or her part to pro
mote the ideals of the academy. Attitudes that promote a tone
of disrespect and indifference or that trivialize the efforts of
others to engage in the acts of knowledge creation and crit
icism have no place in college. A student who sits in the back
of the class and sleeps helps to ¢reate a climate that ultimately
tears the fabric of academic life. Teachers and students who
are mutually tolerant and supportive of honest efforts toward
learning contribute to an atmosphere of civility and hospitality
necessary for growth and development.

Finally, students have a responsibility to become actively
involved with peers and faculty in academic and cocurricular
activities. Students need to ask themselves: Am 1 actively par
ticipating in class, not just taking notes and staring blankly
into space? Am 1 engaged with the material, posing quiestions
and supporting fellow students in discussion? Do 1 seek out
faculty members? Do 1 make friends with peers? Do atempt
to find connections between my academic work and other
aspects of my life? Faculty members who intre duce these
(questions and assist students in realizing the vatue of involve
ment and engagement help to promote responsible student
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behavior.

[deally. this conversation about learning and responsibiity
should begin in new-student orientation. Active tearning
strategies as well as fearning communities help to provide
astructure in which the dialogue can continue in a nonpun
itive. supportive way. A mutual understanding of the facultys
role and the student’s role serves to free weachers and
cmpower learners.

This brings s to the third recommendation. the reconcep
watlization of our purpose. Chickering (1981) and Chickering
and Reisser (1993) argue cloguently that human development
is the togical choice as an overarching reason for our exis
tence. We fully suppert that position. When students are
brought into full partnership with faculty and staff - especially
if the facules and staff are responsibly and intentionathe atend-
ing to their own growth and development  a powertfut aili
ance is formed. Responsibitity for tearning feeds into a sense
of competence and autonomy that is essential for functioning
in o complex saciety. It atso contributes o self esteem and

self

confidence that increase as leaners experience aceurate

pictures of themsetves and their capabilities.

Alexander Astin offered such a vision of an institution that
is committed fully to student involvement as a meuans to stu
dent personal andt intetlectual growth C198%5). The character
istics of such an institution would inctude the foltowing:

The entire academic community faculty members,
administrators. statt members, and swidents  would be
united in working toward @ common goal.

Teaching and advising would be accorded a much higher
priority,

The best students would be encouraged to help in teach
ing the slower students.

No more faculty stocs would Fe lured with the promise
of fow or no teaching toads,

Administrators would be hired not so much o manage
as o be educational feaders.

students woutd be exposed o an environment where
the vatues of educauon ind of serving others took pre
vedence over the values of acquiring resources and
improving status (p 2200,

e can agree that the above imstitational picture is worth
pursuing. then those of us who care about the academy must
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examine our own commitment to this vision. Faculty who
model responsible behavior in their scholarship. their teach:
ing. and their relationships with colleagues and their students
do a great deal to promote the same behavior in their
students

The vision should be reflected unambiguously in the insti-
tutional culture. and the ethos of the campus must be one
in which students teel they are members of a larger commu
nity. As student culture serves as a filter for those entering
college. care must be taken to ensure that students who are
inadequately prepared to invest themselves in their college
studies are provided with realistic information concerning
the nature of college life and what is expected to atain satis-
factary academic and developmental gains. Smalt scale human
environments must be built in which students and taculty col
lectively can engage in the process of teaching and learning.

Conclusion
We conclude this report with a call for a new relationship
hetween our institutions of higher learning and our students.
Diring the last 25 vears. our colleges have abandoned the
doctrine of "in loco parentis™ under which our colleges exer
cised parental care of students. In its place we have seen the
rise of nothing short of apparent institutional inditterence
toward student behavior. The faculty retreat from undergrad
wate teaching for the rewards of research and the power of
policy analysis is matched by students who appear to prefer
a svstem that ofters services for sale rather than a role in the
leurning process. _
Our call for a new relationship is rooted in the coneept of
responsibility. We believe that i genuinely shared purpose
among all members of the higher education community can
be created on the basis of the recoupling of rights with
responsibilities around issues of teaching and learning. The
work of Robert Pace is a good point at which to begin think
ing about the renewal of our intellectual community. As Pace
reminds us, all learning is the mutual responsibility of st
dents, faculty, and administrators.
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Appendix 1

Defining the Dimensions of Student Responsibility:
The 14 Quality of Effort Scales in the CSEQ

Classroom (course learning scale) {10 activities)

From: relatively simple cognitive activities—such as taking
notes, underlining, etc. :
To: higher level cognitive activities—such as efforts to explain
and organize

Library ( 10 activities)

From: routine, moderately exploratory use—such as using

the card catalog

To: increased amount of independent exploration and focused
activity—as in browsing in the stacks, developing a
bibliography

Facilities related to the arts (art, music. theater scale) (12
activities)

From: attending and discussing

To: efforts toward greater understanding (seeking the views
of experts and critics) and personal invelvement

Facilities related to science/technology
(principles, procedures, and computers) (12 activities)
From: m~morizing, watching, reading

To: efforts to explain, experiment, and develop skills

Student Union (10 activitics)
From: casual and informal use—had snacks. met friends, cte.
To: programmatic use—attended events, held meetings, ete.

Athletic and recreatios ( 10 uctivitics)

From: generally informal use - exercise, games
To: greater efforts toward improvement and skilled
performance '

Dormitory or fraternity/sorority ( 10 uctivitics)
From: general socializing

To: more personat exchanges  helping. sharing. studying
together, working on projects

Trrning Teaching into Learning
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Experiences with faculty (10 activitics)
From: routine and casual

Tor more serious contacts—such as discussing careers. inviting
criticisms. seeking counsel

Clubs and organizations ( 10 activitics)

From: awareness of events and organizations

To: attending events. discussing programs. working in
organizations

Experiences in writing ( 10 activities)

From: general concern with wo-ds. grammar. revisions

Tor seeking criticism from others, greater concern with clarity
and style

Personal experiences ( [0 activities)

From: general curiosity about understanding one’s own
behavior, and others—talked with friends. et

T more focused and expertly informed scurces of self
understanding---as in reading, taking a test. talking with a
counselor

Student acquaintances ( 10 activities)

From: making friends with different kinds of people-—breadth
To: serious conversations with people who differ from you--
depth

Topics of conversation (12 iteins)

From: personal and interpersonal topics of immediate expe-
riecnce— jobs, movies, social events

Tor intellectual and cultural topics concerning values and
socia’ issues

Information in conversations (0 activitics)
From: conversations in which information about the topic
is relatively casual and infrequently introduced

To: conversations that typically have expertise. knowledge.
and persuasiveness brought to bear on the topic.
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manuscript before publication.

Eight monographs (10 before 1985) in the ASHE-ERIC Higher
Education Report series are published each year and are available
on individuai and subscription bases. Subscription to eight issues
is $98.00 annually; $78 to members of AAHE, AIR, or AERA; and $68
to ASHE members. All foreign subscribers must include an additional
$10 per series year for postage.

To order, use the order form on the last page of this book. Regular
prices are as follows:

Series Price
1993 $18.00
1988 t0 92 $17.00
before 1988 $15.00

Discounts on non-subscription orders:

« Bookstores. and current members of AERA, AIR, AAHE and ASHE,
receive a 25% discount. .

« Bulk: For non-hookstore. non-member orders of 10 or more books,
deduct 10%.

Shipping costs are as follows:
« U.S. address: 5% of invoice subtotal for onders over $50.00: $2.50
for each order with an invoice subtotal of $50.00 or less.
* Foreign: $2.50 per Liook.
All orders under $45.00 must be prepaid. Make check payable
to ASHE-ERIC. For Visa or MasterCard. include card number, expi:
ration date and signature.

Address imider to
ASHE-ERIC tiigher Education Reports
The George Washington University
1 Dupont Circle, Suite 630
Washington. DC 20036
Or phone (202) 296 2597, toll-free: 800 773 ERIC.
Write or call for a complete catalog,
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1993 ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports

1. The Department Chair: New Roles, Responsibilities and
Challenges .
Alan T. Seagren, Jobn W Cresu ell, and Daniel W Wheeler
- Sexual Harassment in Higher Education: From Conflict to
Commuaity
Robert O. Riggs, Patricia H. Murrell, and JoAnn C. Cutting

- Chicanos in Higher Education: Issucs and Dilemmas for the
21st Century

by Adalberto Aguirre, Ir., and Rubern O. Martinez

- Academic Freedom in American Higher Education: Rights.
Responsibilities, and Limitations
by Robert K. Poch

- Making Sense of the Dollars: The Costs and Uses of Faculty
Compensation
by Kathryn M. Moore and Marilyn J. Amey

. Enhancing Promotion, Tenure and Bevond: Faculty Socialization
as Cultural Process
by William G, Tierney and Robert A. Rboadds
- New Perspectives for Student Affairs Professionals: Fyvolving
Reauities. Responsibilities and Roles
by Peter H. Garland and Thomas W Grace

1992 ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports

1. The Leadership Compass: Values and Ethics in Higher Education
John R Wilcox and Susan L. Ebbs

2. Preparing for a Global Community: Achieving an International
Perspective in Higher Education
Sarab M. Pickert

- Quality: Transforming Postsecondany Education
Ellen Earle Chaffee and Lawrence A Shory

- Faculty Job Satisfaction: Women and Minorities in Peril
Martha Wingard Tuck and Carol Logan Patit

- Reconciling Rights and Respe sibilities of Colleges and st
dents: Offensive Speech, Assc. bly, Drug Testing, and Safety
Amnette Gibbs

- Creating Distinctiveness: Lessons from Uncommon Colleges
and Universities
Barbara K. Tinensend, 1 jackson Nowell, and Michael D.
Wiese

- Instituting Enduring Innovations: Achieving Continuity of
Change in Higher Education
Barbara K. Ciory
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8. Crossing Pedagogical Oceans: International Teaching Assistants
in US. Undergraduate Education
Rosshyn M. Smith, Patricia Byrd, Gayle L. Nelsorn, Ralph Pat
Barrett, and Janet C. Constantinides

1991 ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports

L. Active Learning: Creating Excitement in the Classroom
Charles C. Bonwell and Jennes A Eison

[£S]

. Realizing Gender Equality in Higher Education: The Need ro
Integrate Work Family Issues
Nancy Hensel

3. Academic Advising fc e Student Success: A System of Shared
Responsibility
Susan H. Frost
+. Cooperative Learning: Increasing College Faculty Instructional
Productivity
David W Johuson, Roger T, Jobmson. and Karl A Smith
5. High Schoot Cotlege Partnerships: Conceptual Models, Pro-
grams. and Issues
Arvthur Richard Greenbery
0.

c

Meeting the Mandate: Renewing the Coliege and Departmental
Curricutum

William Toombs and \Williamn Tierney
. Faculty Collaboration: Enhancing the Quality of Scholarship

and Teaching
Anun I Anstin and Roger 0 Baldwin
8. Strategies and Consequences: Managing the Costs in Higher

. Education
Jobn S Wayguanman

1990 ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports
L. The Campus Green. Fund Raising in Higher Education
. Barbara . Brittingham and Thomas K. Pezzullo
2. The Emeritus Professor: Old Rank  New Meaning
James I Manch, Jack W Birch. and Jack Mattheu's

=5

- “High Risk™ Students in Higher Education: Future Trends
Dionne J. Jones and Betty Collier Watson

. +. Budgeting for Higher Education at the State Level: Enigna,
Paradox. and Ritual
Daniel T: Layzell and Jan W Lyddon

ol

. Proprictary Schools: Programs, Policies. and Prospects
Johi B Lee and Jantie P Merisotis
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6. College Choice: Understanding Student Enrollment Behavior
Michael B. Paulsen

7. Pursuing Diversity: Recruiting College Minority Students
Barbara Astone and Elsa Nuhnez-Wormack

8. Social Consciousness and Career Awareness: Eﬁlerging Link
in Higher Education
Jobn S, Swift, Jr.

1989 ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports
1. Making, Sense of Administrative Leadership: The ‘L Word in
Higher Education
Estela M. Bensimon, Anna Neumann, and Robert Birnbaum
. Affirmative Rhetoric, Negative Action: African-Anerican and
Hispanic Facuity at Predominantly White Univecsities
Valora Washington and Willium Harvey
. Postsecondar:* Developmental Programs: A "fraditional Agenda
with New Imperatives
Louise M. Tomlinson
. The Old College ‘Iry: Balancing Atliletics and Academics in
Higher Education
Jobn R Thelin and Lawrence L. Wiseman

. The Challenge of Diversity: Involvement or Alienation in the
Acaderny?
Daryl G. Stnith

. Student Goals for College and Courses: A Missing Link in Assess:
ing and hnproving Academic Achievement
Joan S. Stark, Kathleen M. Shau, and Malcolin A Lowther

. The Student as Commuter: Developing a Comprehensive Insti
tutional Response
Barbara Jacoby

8. Renewing Civic Capacity: Preparing College Students for Service
and Crtizenship
Suzanne W Morse

1988 ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports

1. The Invisible Tapestry: Culture in American Colieges and
Universities
George . Kuh and Elizabeth [ Whiit

2. Critical Thinking: Theory, Rescarch, Practice, and Possibilities
Joanne Gainen Kurfiss

3. Developing Academic Programis: The Climate for Innovation
Daniel T. Seymour




. Peer Teaching: To Teach is To Learn Twice

Neal A Whitman

. Higher Education and State Governments: Renewed Tartnership,

Cooperation. or Competition?
Edward R. Hines

. Entrepreneurship and Higher Education: Lessons for Colleges,

Universities, and Industr
James S. Fairweather

. Planning for Microcomputers in Higher Education: Strategies

for the Next Generation
Reynolds Ferrante, Jobn Hayman, Mary Susan Carlson, and
Harry Phillips

. The Challenge for Research in Higher Education: Harmonizing

Excellence and Utility
Alan W. Lindsay and Ruth T. Neumann

1987 ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports

1.

Incentive Early Retirement Programs for Faculty: Innovative
Responses to a Changing Environment
Jay L. Chronister and Thomas R. Kepple, Jr.

. Working Effectively with Trustees: Building Cooperative Campus

Leadership
Barbara E. Taylor

. Formal Recognition of Employer-Sponsored Instruction: Contlict

and Coliegiality in Postsecondary Education
Nancy S. Nash and Elizabeth M. Hawthorne

. Leaming Styles: Implications for Improving Educational Practices

Chuarles S. Claxton and Patricia H. Murrell

. Higher Education Leadership: Enhancing Skills through Pro-

fessional Development Programs
Sharon A. McDade

. Higher Education and the Public Trust: Improving Stature in
Colleges and Universities
Richard L. Alfred and Julie Weissman

7. College Student Outcomes Assessment: A Talent Development

Perspective
Maryann Jacobi, Alexander Astin, and Frank Avala, Jr.

. Opportunity from Strength: Strategic Planning Clarified with

Case Examples
Rubert G. Cope

Turning Teaching into Learning




1986 ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports

L. Post-tenure Faculty Evaluation: Threat or Opportunity?
Christine M. Licata

- Blue Ribbon Commissions and Higher Education: Changing
Academe from the Outside
Janet K. Jobnson and Laurence R Marcus

- Responsive Professional Education: Balancing Outcomes and
Opportunities
Joan S Stark, Malcolm A Lowther, and Bonnie MK. Hagerty

++. Increasing Students’ Learning: A Faculty Guide to Reducing
Stress among Students
Neal A Whitman, Daried C. Spenddlore. and Claire H. Clark
. Student Financial Aid and Women: Equity Dilemma?
Mary Moran
. The Master’s Degree: Tradition. Diversity, Innovation
Judith S. Glazoer
- The College. the Constitution, and the Consumer Student: Impli-
cations for Policy and Practice
Robert M. Hendrickson and Annette Gibbs
- Selecting College and University Personnel: The Quest and
the Question
Richard A. Kaplowitz

*Out of prini. Available through EDRS. Call 1 800 43 ERIC.
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ORDER FORM

Quantity i
Please begin my subscription to the 1993 ASHE-ERIC
Higher Education Reports at $98.00, 32% off the cover
price, starting with Report 1, 1993.
Please send a complete set of the 1992 ASHE-ERIC
Higher Education Reports at $90.00, 33% off the cover
price.
Outside the US.. add $10.00 per series for postage.

SHIPPING: U.S. Orders: For subtotal (before discount) of $50.00 or less,
add $.2.50. For subtotal orer $50.00, add 5% of subtotal. Call for rush service
options. Foreign' Orders: $2.50 per book. U.S. Subscriptions: Included
in price Foreign Subscriptions: Add $10.00.

PLEASE SEND ME THE FOLLOWING REPORTS:

Quantity | Report No.| Year Title

Subtotal:

Please check one of the following: Shipping:
O Check enclosed, payable to GWU-ERIC. Total Due:
O Purchase order attached ($45.00 miinimum).
O Charge my credit card indicated below:

O visa O MasterCard

AEEEEEEEREREEREE

Expiration Date

Nime

Title

Institation

Address

City State Zip

Phone Telex

Signature Date

SEND . LL ORDERS TO:
ASHE-ERIC Hi sher Education Reports
The George Washington University
One Dupont Circle, Suite 630
washington, DC 20036-1183
Phone: (202) 296-2597 ] ! 9
Toll-free: 800-773-ERIC )




ORDER FORM
Quantity
- Please begin my subscription to the 1993 ASHE-ERIC
Higher Education Reports at $98.00, 32% off the cover
price, starting with Report 1, 1993.

Please send a complete set of the 1992 ASHE-ERIC
Higher Education Reports at $90.00, 33%.off the cover
price.

Outside the U'S.. add $10.00 per series for postage.

SHIPPING: U.S. Orders: For subtotul (before discount) of $50.00 or less,
add £2.50. For subtotal over $50.00, add 5% of subtotal. Call for rush sercice
options. Foreign Orders: £2.50 per book. U.S. Subscriptions: /lncluded
in price. Foreign Subscriptions: Add $10.00.

PLEASE SEND ME THE FOLLOWING REPORTS:

Quantity | Report No.| Year Title

Subtotal:

Please check une of the following: Shipping:
O Check enclosed. payable to GWU-ERIC. Total Due:
O Purchase order attached ($45.00 minimum).
3 Charge my credit card indicated below:

03 visa 3 MasterCard

AEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE

Expiration Date

Mame
Title

Institution
Address

City State 7ip

Phone Telex

Signature . Date

SEND ALL ORDERS TO:
ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports
The George Washington University
One Dupont Circle, Suite 630
1 2 O Washington, DC 20036-1183
Phone: (202) 296-2597
Toll-free: 800-773-ERIC




If you're not familiar with the ASHE-ERIC
Higher Education Report Series, just listen
to how subscribers feel:

The ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports are among
the most comprebensive summaries of bigher education
literature available. The concise format, jargon-free
Drose, extensive reference list, and index of each
Report make the ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report
Series a “must” for any library that maintains a
bigher education collection.

The above statement has been endorsed by many of your
colleagues, including:

Kent Millwood
Library Director, Anderson College

William E. Vincent
President, Bucks County Community College

Richard B. Flynn
Dean, College of Education. University of Nebraska at
Omabha

Dan Landt ~
Assistant to the Chancellor, The City Colleges of Chicago

Mark A. Sherouse
Vice Prcovost, Southern Methodist University

ASHi= | ERIC

Higher Education Reports
Informed leadersbip makes the diffcrence.
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TODD M. DAVIS is an associate professor in the Higher Education
Administration Program at the University of North Texas. He
currently serves as director of research at the Institute of
International Education in New York. Davis has an ongoing
interest in the interplay between theory, methods of inquiry,
and the social construction of knowledge and teaches classes
in higher education and research methods and statistics. He
is the author of numerous research papers, evaluation and
technical reports, and book chapters and has served as a
consultant to corporations, colleges, universities, and
government agencies. Davis earned his Ph.D. in educational
research at the University of Alabama.

PATRICIA HILLMAN MURRELL is director of the Center for the
Study of Higher Education and professor in the Department
of Leadership at the University of Meriphis. A fellow in the
Society for Values in Higher Educatior, she serves as a faculty
member for the Leadership Institute in Judicial Education and
the Clergy Leadership Project. Murrell is coauthor of Education
Jor Development: Principles and Practices in Judicial Education
and Sexual Harassment in Higher Education: From Conflict
to Communityand has written many articles and book chapters.
Shie received her doctor of education degree from the University
of Mississippi.
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