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The purpose of this investigation was to determine whether

certain variables have significant bearing on the education of adult

undergraduate students. During the 1970's Pace (1977) and Shaver

(1978) suggested that the "quality of effort" that college and

university students invest in their own learning and development is a

key variable that has been overlooked. This study dealt with

"quality of effort" as measured by C. R. Pace's "College Student

Experiences Questionnaire". The sample was composed of 276

undergraduate students who were 30 years old or older and attended

Oregon State University Winter quarter 1981. Of the 276 subjects in

the sample, 91% returned questionnaires.

Responses to the C. R. Pace's "College Student Experiences

Questionnaire" as related to the students' amount of effort expended

and perception of personal gain were analyzed in terms of the degree

of interaction with the variables of gender, marital status, and



parental status. An Analysis of Variance tested for significant

differences among mean scores at the .05 level of significance.

Within the limitations of this study the following conclusions were

drawn:

1. There was no significannt difference in the quality of effort

between married students and non-married students.

2. There was a significant difference in the effort expended by

those students with children in contrast to those students without

children in the home.

3. There was no significant difference in the quality of effort

between female students and male students.

4. There was no significant difference in the students' perception

of educational gain between married students and nonmarried

students.

5. There was a significant difference in the students' perception

of educational gain between those students with children in the home

and those students without children in the home.

6. There was no significant difference in the students' perception

of educational gain between female students and male students



Therefore, based on the findings it was concluded that, of the

three variables used in this study, children consistently influenced

the quality of effort of the undergraduate student.
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Quality of Effort and Perceptions of Attainment
as Affected by Variables in the Education

of the Adult Undergraduate Student

CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

Colleges and universities serve several purposes as vital

institutions in American society. While these purposes may include

service to the public and creation of new knowledge through research,

the principal purpose of such institutions remains focused on

teaching and learning (Gaymon 1978). In order to ascertain how well

colleges and universities perform in light of their various missions,

evaluative studies are periodically undertaken. The results of such

studies, viewed as a whole, clearly show that American higher

education institutions have been very effective in accomplishing

their objectives, particularly those related to teaching and learning

I arlson 1977). There is room, however, for improvement in many of

the areas within which higher education institutions choose to

operate.

Most, if not all, evaluations of colleges and universities have

focused on determining the extent to which they have been successful

in accomplishing their stated objectives (Schmitt 1975). What is

taken into account in these studies are factors related to faculty

workloads and faculty productivity, student-faculty and student-

administrator ratios, size of libraries, etc. Seldom, if ever, are

the efforts of students, including those of the older student

returning to higher education, evaluated in terms of institutional



outcomes. Many authors such as Arbeiter (1976) feel that little is

known about the influence of students on their own learning and

development.

If students do have some control over the extent to which they

learn and mature while in the college or university environment, the

failure of educators to consider this factor is indeed a glaring act

of omission. Part of the problem is probably associated with a lack

of systematic measures for describing and evaluating student effort.

In other words, few researchers have been able to thoughtfully

conceptualize and measure effort as it is related to variations in

student outcomes (Arbeiter 1976).

Discussion with virtually any college or university faculty

member will reveal that each has at least some kind of intuitive

grasp of what students in the classroom do to foster or retard their

own learning and development. According to Brawer (1973), when asked

what the best students do to make themselves achieve, faculty members

usually reply that these students not only come to class regularly

but that they are prepared for the day-to-day lessons. They also do

more than what is required of them by the instructor. That is, they

think about the significance of the subject matter and they try to

see how it fits into some broader view of the world (Brawer 1973).

In short, they really try to understand the meaning of what it is

they are learning. Brawer continues by saying that poorer students,

on the other hand, come to class but only perform at minimally

acceptable levels. They take notes as necessary, memorize the right
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facts, gain a grasp of vocabularly and terms, and sometimes go so far

as to compare written summaries of important points in their class

notes and readings. Overall, however, they simply do not exert the

same effort as their better counterparts.

Student effort varies from student to student and can be related

to quality (Bicknell 1975). Thus, there are some types of effort

that students may exert which are inherently of a higher quality than

other types of effort. Such differences are exemplified by the

qualitative difference between taking notes and memorizing facts,

vocabulary, and terms on the one hand and critical evaluation and

synthesis on the other (Weinstock 1979). Within a specific class, it

might be possible for two students, one exerting low and the other

exerting high quality of effort to achieve the same final course

grade. However, seldom can it be said that each performed at the

same level or learned the same material or had the same grasp and

retention of what it was they learned. The problem of evaluating the

relationship of effort to outcome in the above instance lies not in

measuring effort but rather lies with the adequacy of grading as a

criterion by which the student's success in learning may be judged.

That difficulty may be overcome, however, by correlating the quality

of a student's effort and the individual's assessment of his or her

own desired educational goals to some relevant criterion that affects

this outcome.

The measurement of the quality of student effort needs to take

into account not only the quality of effort but also the frequency

with which it is exerted toward some particular end (Atelsek and

Gomberg 1977). In addition, it is essential to recognize that there
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are a variety of settings within a college or university environment

in which effort can be exerted. Thus, according to Atelsek and

Gomberg, in order to measure the quality of effort which students

bring to bear on their own learning and development, it is necessary

to devise some means of monitoring the setting within which the

effort is expended as well as the level (or quality) and frequency of

the effort. Additionally, it is desirable to measure effort by

examining it as a behavioral phenomenon (Hall and Valine 1977).

While it might not be possible or feasible to record the behaviors of

students using an impartial observer, it is possible and feasible to

ask student to report the extent to which they engage in particular

types of behavior over a stated period of time.

Central Research Problem

This research project deals with the concept of "quality of

effort". The principal assumption regards the theory that

educational outcomes among students are directly associated with

student motivation and dedication. Traditional notions of quality

education suggest that what does or does not happen to students in

college is dependent upon what institutions do or do not do (Cross

1979). However, accountability for achievement and related student

outcomes must be shared. This concept calls for a consideration of

both what institutions have to offer and what students do with these

offerings (Arbeiter 19766).

The amount, scope, and quality of student effort is tied to many

factors affecting student life, over which the student has little

control (Rawlins 1979). For instance, the decision to return to
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school can be greatly influenced by such variables as having children

in the home while attempting to function as a full-time student at a

college or university. Thus, gaining acceptable grades, acquiring

knowledge, and eventually earning a degree may be greatly influenced

by extraneous factors such as having children, being married, or

being male or female (Rice 1980).

The problems associated with succeeding in college are even

greater for the older student whose decision to re-enter school is

generally at a greater personal expense than that of the younger

traditional-aged student (Challis 1976). Little research has been

done regarding how quality of effort of each student influences these

desired outcomes and how extraneous factors associated with being

older influences the quality of student effort. This research will

focus on this problem which is a new dimension for understanding

student learning and development in colleges and universities.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to examine certain variables and

their influence on the achievement of adult undergraduate students.

With the increasing enrollment of older students in America's

colleges and universities, it is necessary to address the means for

assisting these older students in making adequate adjustments and in

receiving the maximum benefit from their learning experience. Many

students who are over thirty years of age have acquired obligations
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or face obstacles that are unique when compared to younger students.

Having a spouse, having children or even biological sex are some of

the variables that make the return to and participation in higher

education difficult (Galerstine 1977).

One method of viewing the way these added responsibilities

affect the older student is to examine the amount of effort older

students are able to apply toward achieving success in college. This

can be accomplished by quantifying effort and measuring its

relationship to success. One research instrument developed for this

purpose is the College Student Experiences Questionnaire. This

instrument measures effort as it applies to academic and intellectual

experiences, personal and interpersonal experiences, and use of

campus facilities and opportunities. Success, when measured by the

students' estimate of personal gain in the questionnaire, yields a

score that is contrasted with a quality of effort score. By

correlating the "effort" scores and the "estimate of gain" scores

with independent variables one may determine if, and to what degree,

these variables affect the adult undergraduate student and his or her

ability to function in the college or university. The estimate of

gain section measures personal educational gain in four academic

areas including personal and interpersonal understanding, general

education, understanding science, and general intellectual

competencies.



Research Hypotheses

This study is designed to establish what effect specific, often

uncontrollable factors have on the degree of effort students expend

toward their education. The degree of interaction with each of the

three independent variables - gender, marital status, parental status

- will be correleated with both the gain and effort scores from the

instrument used in the study.

The following null hypotheses have been constructed for the

purpose of this research:

1. There is no significant difference in quality of effort

between older married students and older non-married

students.

2. There is no significant difference in quality of effort

between older students with children in the home and older

students without children in the home.

3. There is no significant difference in quality of effort

between older female students and older male students.

4. There is no significant difference in estimate of

educational gain between older married students and older

non-married students.

5. There is no significant difference in estimate of

educational gain between older students with children in the

home and older students without children in the home.

6. There is no significant difference in educational gain

between older female students and older male students.
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Limitations of the Study

This study is confined to a sample of older undergraduate

students at Oregon State University. Student populations at other

colleges and universities may certainly differ from this sample.

Yet, inferences can be made in terms of the type of student

population in relationship to similar institutions.

Definition of Terms

Academic Achievement Accomplishments in higher education as

measured by "Estimate of Gain" on the College

Student Experiences Questionnaire.

Non-traditional or

Adult Student

A male or female undergraduate student,

thirty years old or older, having attended

Oregon State University two quarters just

prior to Winter quarter 1981 and taking more

than eleven credit hours of classes.

Environmental Factors Those factors in the student's life which may

influence his or her ability to put forth the

best effort in the pursuit of a college

education.
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Gain The estimate of attainment or progress toward

related goals as viewed and reported by the

student. This may be based on grades, self

satisfaction or other criteria.

Instrument The "College Student Experiences

Questionnaire" (Pace 1979).
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CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The following review of literature discusses traditional

measures of academic success, research findings on the adult learner,

and factors affecting outcome in the pursuit of a college education.

Measures of Educational Outcomes

It is pleasant to think of the college or university environment

as a place where students and faculty join together in congenial

surroundings for study, contemplation, and dialogue.

however, ignores the reality of the present-day campus.

every level has undergone significant change, and higher

This view,

Education at

education is

no exception. Motivational factors among students related to

academic success have changed with each year, and the needs of

today's students have changed as has the traditional type of student

once found on the campus (Astin 1976). According to Eldred and

Marienau (1979) the influx of diverse students into colleges and

universities has given impetus to efforts designed to arrive at a

better "fit" between students and institutions.

Yet, little appears to have been done to explore what it is the

student gets out of a college experience as a result of what he or

she puts into the experience.

In 1969, a survey of institutional research in the majority of

colleges and universities in eleven Western states revealed that only

four colleges were conducting some sort of study of behavioral

changes among students (Sprague 1969). Of the six hundred
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institutional studies that have dealt in some way with students, only

seventeen investigations, or about three percent, include some

assessment of student characteristics other than traditional factors

such as high school rank, entrance exam scores or high school grade

point average. Black (1956) and Goodstein (1959) found a few

colleges that made a practice of administering one or two personality

inventories to all incoming students but usually only with the idea

of utilizing scores for personal counseling. The collection of

comprehensive information on interests, values, motives, attitudes,

special aptitudes, and cultural backgrounds has remained a rarity

(Black 1956).

Early measurement of college student achievement followed very

closely on the pioneering work in intelligence testing. Even before

1900, Catell (1896) administered a number of tests to a large sample

of Columbia University in order to measure differences in perception,

supposedly as a correlate of intelligence. This was done in an

attempt to screen successful students entering the university. Three

decades elapsed before any investigations produced comparable data on

the abilities or aptitudes of groups of students enrolled within any

single institution or demonstrated differences in student

characteristics among institutions. Because it is particularly

related to recent research and is one of the first large-scale

investigations of diversity among students and among institutions,

the study by Learned and Wood merits special attention (Learned and

Wood 1938).
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The results of this study furnished extensive data on the

variations in scholastic aptitude and achievement among students

enrolled at forty-nine Pennsylvania colleges. The general level of

intellectual attainment, as indicated by average scores on

achievement tests in the principal academic fields, proved to be

strikingly different among the several colleges and universities.

Scores on a test of mental ability presented a similar picture of

diversity, not only among the student bodies of the institutions but

also among groups of students majoring in various subjects.

Learned and Wood (1938) called particular attention to

consistency of the pattern of diversity among colleges at the

sophomore and senior level. In interpreting the absence of any

uniformity among colleges in the dominant pattern of senior scores,

they commented:

"The scores at each college tend to cluster within
certain limits. These limits may be characteristic
of that college, and the institution's position on
the scale may be duplicated from test to test, or
it may fluctuate with successive tests given to

different classes of students. So also the various
groups within a college are themselves little
instititions which either maintain fairly constant
relations to one another in their test score
indices or else shift about as their personnel
changes." (p. 6)

Although Learned and Wood (1938) may not have been the first to

acknowledge the great differences in knowledge among students who had

completed a certain level of education, they demonstrated

statistically that school status, as defined by time spent and

courses passed in school or college, has no necessary relation to a

definite body of ideas understood and available as a result of

education at the college or university level.
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Except for the striking diversity among students revealed in the

Learned-Wood report, little evidence of the great variations in

student characteristics, including motivation as a learner, has been

accumulated to this time.

Not until recently has much attention been given to the

characteristics of the student body as determinants of the atmosphere

of a college or of its educational effectiveness. Two important

studies among colleges and universities in the efforts to serve the

diverse student population, Knapp and Goodrich (1952) and Knapp and

Greenbaum (1953), put more emphasis on the impact of the college than

they did on the students' effort. Studies since, however, have shown

that the education of the student is a function of the "input" of

that student (Holland and Heist 1959). Thus, even twenty years ago

research had begun to turn to the interaction between student

motivation and effort, the educational efforts of the college or

university, and the students' reaction to that effort in explaining

productivity and in charting the dynamics of student educational

development (Holland 1959, and McConnel and Heist 1959).

Researchers, including C. R. Pace of the Laboratory for Research

and Study of Higher Education at UCLA, recently began extensive

studies on the composition of student bodies and of the differential

selectivity of particular colleges and universities, as well as

groups of institutions. An underlying premise has been that, in



14

addition to measured ability, other student characteristics such as

social and cultural background, personality traits or dispositions,

attitudes, interests, and goals are important determinants of general

institutional climate, of peer cultures and subcultures, and of

educational "product" or academic success.

According to Pace (1979) all learning and development requires

an investment of time and effort by the student. Time is a frequency

dimension, effort is a quality dimension. It is a quality dimension

in that some kinds of effort have greater potential for enhancing

learning and development. Pace devised a set of measures which

purported to get at the concept of quality of effort in the

university student which he felt was literally a new dimension for

research in higher education.

Education is both a process and a product. When education is

evaluated, it is typically viewed as a product, knowledge acquired,

skills improved, attitudes and values modified, personal traits

developed (Pace 1979). Pace continues by saying that to explain the

product, educators typically turn to measures of the process and the

context. The elements of status, context, and process are the most

commonly used independent variables to assess education. Certain

educational processes have inherent dimensions of quality, and the

value of the experience is inherent in the experience itself. Thus,

Pace believes that, even though external factors stimulate much

success among college or university students, hopefully, internal

motivation is the key to success in their education (Pace 1979).
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The Adult Student

The concept of education as traditional preparation for life

activities, according to Belth and Schueler (1959), has undergone

vast changes in recent times. Higher education, once thought to be

acceptable activity only for youth, is being reassessed and redefined

as a non-age oriented, lifelong educational opportunity. The concept

of formalized education as a terminal activity confined to a person's

pre-adult years is no longer adequate.

Lifelong learning, and the pressing need for such opportunities,

possesS a challenge to the present American educational system.

According to Schlaver (1977), one of the more significant areas of

change is in the role and function of colleges and universities.

Historically, colleges and universities were considered to be

strictly a "launching pad" to adult careers for the youth of 16 to 25

years of age. By institutional design, cultural mores, and

individual necessity, adults did not pursue collegiate work after

their young adult years (Roelfs 1975). In a 1961 survey conducted by

the Association of University and Evening Colleges, 50 percent of

their member institutions reported that no student over 25 years of

age was allowed in the day academic programs (DeCrow 1962). Also, in

a nationwide survey by the Educational Testing Service, 17 percent of

the responding institutions stated that adults over 25 were not

actively encouraged or recruited to attend colleges and universities

(Cross and Valley 1974). Cross and Valley also pointed out that as

social conditions changed, older adults of all ages began to seek out

higher educational opportunities, and new educational programs and

offerings were developed. These programs did provide important
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instructional flexibility in response to older adult needs. With

increasing numbers of older students attending colleges and

universities, many questions emerge relating to their success in

obtaining further education.

The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education (1977-1978)

validated, in its nationwide analysis of higher education, the belief

that "older students face undue hardships and prejudices in the entry

and pursuit of undergraduate programs" (Carnegie Commission on Higher

Education 1977-1978). Despite the growth in the number of diverse

types of people attending college, traditional and artificial limits

persist as to the stage in a person's life when college attendance is

appropriate, and as to the type of person that meets the established

requirements (Newman 1971). Older adults who attempt to participate

in the collegiate environment must deal with both academic

regulations and a social milieu focused on the young adult's needs,

abilities, and energies. In addition, older students must cope with

faculty and student perceptions that often view older students as

"misfits in a strange and foreign land and as retreads in a kind of

salvage operation, sadly out of step with the learning cycle and even

with the life cycle itself" (Boyer 1974).

The Changing Enrollment

Despite attempts in the past to discourage older student

enrollment, in the last ten years more older students have sought

higher education and have enrolled in more undergraduate credit

programs than ever before (Chickering 1975). General college and

university enrollments are increasing in average age with the typical
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18 to 22 year-old college-age student fast declining in prominence

(Watkins 1979). Leckie (1978) states that persons over 22 years of

age now make up almost half of all the students on college campuses,

having increased from 39 percent of the total in 1970 to 48 percent

in 1975. Reasons older adults return to college are many.

Availability of financing from the G.I. Bill, women seeking career

opportunities as a form of individual growth beyond family

responsibilities, the increasing needs expressed by adults who desire

to upgrade their level of skill and knowledge in specialized

curriculum areas, and the increasing need of adults to fulfill

requirements to compete in the job market are but a few of these

reasons (Johnson, Wallace and Sedlacek 1979). McDermott (1971)

states that older students, regardless of the reasons for returning,

will fill the classrooms that are emptied by the decrease of the 18

to 24 age group. This for many educational planners represents a new

frontier for static and dying institutions. As Vice President

Mondale (1976) said:

"Between 1970 and 2000 the number of persons over
20 will have increased from 127 million to 190
million. With the declining birth rate and the

extension of life expectancy there will be more
adult Americans who want and need to live
productive lives for longer periods of time than
ever before., And for the first time in many
years, we seem to have educational resources,
teachers, laboratories, dormitories and other
essential facilities that are not being fully
used. According to a recent National Institution
of Education report, 'Community Colleges have
resources and are looking, for both financial and
philosophical reasons, to serve new groups" (p.
42).



18

A decrease in the number of Americans reaching the age of

traditional college enrollment is the basic factor that will

influence student enrollment levels during the 1980's and 1990's

(Morstain and Smart 1979). As others have pointed out, and Morstain

and Smart have reiterated, the potential college freshmen of the

1980's and most of the 1990's have already been born; hence, the size

of the traditional college age population for these two decades can

be estimated fairly accurately. Dresch (1977) states that from 1880

to 1960 the college-age population, or those persons between 18 and

24, increased at the average annual rate of one percent while college

enrollment grew an average of 4.4 percent a year. During the decade

of the 1960's the college-age group increased 4.2 percent a year,

while college enrollment rose by 8.1 percent a year. One reason he

gives for this tremendous increase in the college enrollment of the

college-aged and the corresponding increase in college-educated

people in the population as a whole is that the period from 1929-1969

experienced a disproportionate demand for educated or skilled workers

and a static or declining demand for workers in industries that were

not education-intensive. He further feels that during the 1980's the

typical college-aged student will decline by another 15 percent.

This fact plus the increasing supply of educated labor and the

corresponding lack of economic incentive to get a college education

could create a situation whereby the total enrollment in 1990 might

be only 75 percent as great as in 1976 with an extensive population

of the "new" older students (Dresch 1977).
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From a different perspective, Young (1979) points out that from

1972 to 1978 the number of persons 35 and over who were enrolled in

school increased from 1,458,000 to 1,641,000 and the proportion of

these who were enrolled in college rose by 25 percent. The

proportion of white students of this age group in college increased

by 26 percent and proportion of black students by 20 percent. The

actual number of older women in college doubled and the number of

older men increased by one-fourth. In 1968, out of every five

students, three were men, but by 1978 for every two students in our

colleges or universities, only one was male (Reekling 1979).

Thus, percentages of age groups enrolled in higher education

shows increased participation by students who are older than the

traditional college age. Flaherty (1978) states that from 1969 to

1978, enrollment for the population aged 25-29 grew from 7.0 percent

to 9.4 percent; and for the population aged 30-34, from 3.9 percent

to 6.4 percent. The impact of older students on the campus is shown

by the proportion of all students between ages 14 and 34 who are aged

25 or more, which grew from about one in six in 1968 to more than one

in four in 1978. Also, the percentages of all students enrolled who

are aged 35 or more increased dramatically between 1973 and 1978. If

these older students have different needs and goals, as many authors

suggest, then colleges and universities will need to change certain

aspects of the instructional climate while providing differing

services. Family health services, day care services, additional

married student housing, or general community and family orientation

programs may be needed. Questions such as these will need to be

examined.
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The Universities' Role for the Adult Learner

Most of the adult students who enroll in colleges and

universities have been out of school for a period of five years or

more and bring with them a set of experiences entirely different from

those of traditional students. Nevertheless, as noted by Mangano and

Corrado (1980), these older students are expected to adapt to an

educational environment in which instructional methods,

administrative regulations, curricular materials, support services,

and even faculty attitudes are typically oriented toward younger

students. Given these circumstances, Mangano and Corrado believe

that colleges must not only absorb adult students into the existing

academic programs, but must also recast the total institutional

effort to facilitate each adult's successful return to, participation

in, and completion of formal study.

Schlossbert (1978) presents five propositions about adulthood

that can serve as a basis for college and universities in helping

adult students. She suggests:

"1) Social rather than biological clocks determine
behavior in adulthood; 2) at times behavior is a
function of age, at others of life-stage; 3) sex

differences are greater than either stage or age
differences; 4) transition necessitating
adaptations and reassessments of the self are

continually experienced by adults; and 5)

identity, intimacy, and generativity are the
recurrent themes of adulthood" (p. 420).
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Such knowledge about adult development can provide the essence for

program development, curriculum change and counseling for the rising

number of adult students entering the colleges and universities.

According to Valley (1979) education should be viewed not as a

preparation for life, but as an on-going process of value to all age

groups, and each college and university should structure curriculum

and non-academic programs to fit this form of flexibility.

Parker (1977) points out that although the number of

degree-credit college students rose by 372 percent from 1945 to 1970,

the decade of the seventies witnessed a leveling-off in enrollments.

Parker further stresses how these statistical trends necessitate a

maximum amount of institutional planning. In the future,

institutions of higher learning will have to develop new programs to

attract a less traditional student body. Gilder (1979) thinks

specific policy recommendations for adult educational opportunity

have overemphasized the need for vocationalism and practical problem

solving for the adult student. He thinks that these recommendations

fail to consider the psychosocial developmental needs of adults. A

review of studies on the motivation and interests of adult students

reveals, that, even when vocational goals are cited as reasons for

seeking further education, nonvocational goals such as intellectual

stimulation and self development are among the principal motivators

of adult students.

With this realization of the need for higher education and the

acceptance of the non-traditional adult student into our colleges and

universities, Cross (1980) thinks still other considerations must be

understood in dealing with the education of this student. Adult
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students returning to school after several years absence are

especially in need of a common identity, information about the nature

of the student role, and a power base from which to affect

developmental change. Adult students also experience periods of

value and identity reassessment and adult women have a special need

for peer group validation of their ability if they are to remain and

succeed on the college campus. Colleges and universities should

respect the full potential of adults by integrating adult students

into the mainstream of campus life and providing supportive

opportunities for their socialization and education (Cross 1980).

Gender of the Adult Student

Johnson, Wallace and Sedlacek (1979), in a comparison by sex of

the needs of returning older students and traditional students, found

returning women are typically upper-middle class, have and live in

their own home, are married, and have a family. These women have

generally worked few or no hours at a paid job and have been away

from college for approximately six years on the average. On the

other hand, the returning men are typically younger, less financially

secure, generally live in an apartment, are generally married but

without a family, and have worked more hours at a paid job than the

typical returning adult women (Johnson, Wallace and Sedlacek 1979).
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In the same 1979 study, the returning women were found to be the

least interested in establishing friendships and were the most

interested in university-sponsored childcare services. They were

also interested in such things as a lounge for returning students and

were more likely to have returned to school for personal fulfillment

than were the returning men.

Jensen (1979) found both men and women returning to school after

an absence are influenced mostly by informal education and do not

understand the nature of formal education. Because of other

commitments, the adult student is often a part-time student which

presents problems with study and communication skills. These

students, particularly the men, have a significant amount of work

experience and both men and women base their frame of reference on

life experiences. Both have clear vocational goals often not related

to their academic program, often aim at certification rather than a

degree, are threatened by academic competition, and cannot be

accurately judged on their past academic achievements (Jensen 1978).

Women returning to college, according to O'Connel (1975), were

found to be more dominant, ambitious, self-confident,

achievement-oriented, and self-actualized than were women fullfilling

their role as housewife. She also found that the husbands of the

college women were more highly educated than were the husbands of the

housewives and that the college women generally had fewer children.

College women were more likely than housewives to approve of the aims

of women's liberation movements, to include career in their view of a

woman's role in society, and to view society as discouraging women

from using their full capabilities. In addition, O'Connel believes
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that college women rather than housewives are inclined to include

free choice, opportunity, and chance for both career and marriage in

their aspirations for their daughters, and to use their intelligence

outside as well as inside the home.

Women returning to college have unique problems and stresses

that need to be recognized and dealt with (Roach 1976). Roach says

the principles of balance theory (balance exists when two people have

the same attitude toward a given situation) help to explain these

problems. As a woman returns to the classroom she is apt to reject

her traditional role and thereby cause anxiety in her husband and

children, creating a state of imbalance. A reduction in the

imbalance may be brought about by a change in attitude toward her

changing self by the woman, or a change in attitude by her family, or

by a reduction in the importance assigned to her changing self by the

woman. Roach continues by saying that stress can also be reduced if

a woman carefully assesses her family's attitudes and then

anticipates and provides for the possible psychological strains.

Ladan and Crooks (1976) found personal goals motivated women to

continue their education, whereas the men were influenced most by job

advancement and financial goals. Both the men and women were found

to choose goals consistent with sex stereotypes. The women showed

much greater fear of inadequacy than did the men and were more

greatly influenced by significant people in their lives.

Berkove (1979) questioned women on perceptions of their

husband's attitudinal, emotional, financial, and behavioral support

while these women were re-entering the university. The results

revealed that although nearly three-fourths of the women thought that
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their husband agreed that women could be as intellectual as men, more

than half thought their husband was threatened by women's

intellectuality and regarded intellectual women as less feminine.

Whereas 44 percent of the women thought their husband was willing to

share childcare responsibilities, only 34 percent thought he would

share household responsibilities. Berkove further found that more

than half of the women perceived their husband as very supportive

about their return to school, thought they had good communication

with their husband, and thought their husband took their interests

seriously and had developed positive attitudes about their return to

school. Almost three-fourths of the women reported that their

husband was willing to finance their education.

As an example of the difficulty women have in returning to

school, Berkove (1979) found of seven household tasks, less than ten

percent of the husbands took exclusive responsibility for any of the

tasks. More than half of the women took full responsibility for

preparing meals, doing laundry, and shopping for food along with

duties in the classroom. Thus, there is reason to believe that

gender may influence the ability of one to succeed as an older

learner returning to higher education.

Marriage, Children and the Adult Student

A striking aspect of the extension of educational opportunity is

shown in the increasing numbers of older and married students who are

attending American colleges (McCoy 1979). The presence of such

students represents an essentially different force on campus. Their

expectations of good teaching and student personnel services vary
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greatly from the expectations of the undergraduate adolescents

normally found on most college campuses. Their attitudes vary

substantially from those of the late adolescent. McCoy's research

reveals that about one out of four students in American colleges and

universities are married. Further, other studies of college students

indicate that during the sixties the group which increased most

rapidly in proportion to the total student population of American

colleges and universities was married women over the age of thirty

(Tittle and Denker 1977). This statistic might indicate that the

traditional means of education and socialization on the campus today

might very well need revision.

The influence of increasing numbers of older and married

students has been greater than that of other minority groups (Plotsky

1975). Younger students, new to the university, hope to adapt

themselves to the mold which they perceive as the student culture

(Rice 1979). Rice found the same phenomenon is not in evidence among

older, married students. They are much less willing to adapt

themselves into a mold already formed. They expect to carry out

interests which are already developed, modes of life already

established, and academic expectations which vary considerably from

that of the late adolescent. In effect, on many campuses, they form

a powerful social influence which cannot be stifled by the presence

of younger students. No matter at what age an individual decides to

return to campus, the chances of his or her being married are now

greater than ever before (Bishop and VanDyke 1977).
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Most universities and colleges admit they are not adequately

meeting the needs of the older students either through marriage

education or marriage counseling (Bulpitt 1973). However, more

universities than ever before are concerned about this and are making

some effort to correct the situation (Eldred and Marienau 1979).

Educators and counselors have joined hands to help inform university

administrators of this need for special attention for the married

student.

The increase in the married student population in the seventies

has been accompanied by problems and anxieties that often accompany

the shift from a place in the world of work to a completely new phase

of life, that of a student. Some student wives appear unprepared for

the realities of living with a husband who spends his time working

toward the degree. Husbands and wives are, in many cases equally

unprepared to handle the combined role of student, spouse and in many

cases parent (Roach 1976). Though much has changed in the last 20

years, a statement by Mueller (1959) points out frustrations students

have long felt in attempting to continue their education while

maintaining a family:

"Whatever the college offers in the way of social
and intellectual interaction is not so available
to the married student as to the single student. .

. The rich life of the campus lies all about
them. . . the free chamber music, the recitals and
lectures, inexpensive concerts and plays, the art
exhibits, the seminars with distinguished
visitors, football and basketball games, and other
sport attractions; but their participation is at a
minimum with the responsibility of a family".

"Their first complaint is fatigue they simply
cannot get everything done. They cannot find time
even to be together, and the greatest hazard of
all is the husband who is unwilling to do his
share of the family chores. Emotional stress and
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deprivation (of money and time) are powerful
deterrants to learning and many of the married
students are reluctant and irregular students" (p.

87).

Colleges and universities have made a much better effort to

include all students in activities with the student pass system and

improved student services. Much of Mueller's point of view holds

true, however, in expressing concerns over the deterioration of

marriage because of the stresses of school.

Geiken (1972) determined that married and single students do

perceive the campus environment differently. Single students

perceive more campus unity than do married students. Married

students perceive the campus as being more scholarly, well organized,

polite and considerate. Married students, according to Geiken, do

not feel a part of the campus environment and do not rate the morale

of the campus as highly as single students. Married students do not

differ in problem areas except in finances, living conditions, and

employment. Married students use student personnel services less and

give them a lower rating, and while married and single students do

differ in their perceptions of the campus environment, the main

difference lies in the sex of the respondent (Geiken 1972).

Ma and Wooster (1979) found married students with blue-collar

jobs had significantly higher GPA's than did the unmarried students

with a blue-collar job. They also found that no significant

differences were found for the married and unmarried students with

white-collar jobs. Among the employed students, the married students

with children had significantly lower GPA's than did the married

students without children.
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Kirk (1977) found that a marital relationship that was already

uneasy is subjected to a heightening of tensions due to the

interruption of domestic routine when the wife or husband takes on

the responsibility of being a student, this being for part-time as

well as for full-time students. Kirk also emphasized that a

seemingly happy marriage comes under a strain due to resentment from

the student's family because of the demands on his or her time. When

the family believes open university study has no immediate benefit or

reward, these tensions escalate.

McCoy (1979) points out other characteristics that have made

returning to school for either member of a family difficult. When

the man returns to school the woman often feels neglected causing

family disturbances which obviously affect the performance of the

student (McCoy 1979). Consistent with the research by McCoy, other

researchers including Greenberg and DeCoster (1976) have found the

problem areas most frequently experienced by married students include

lack of information about employment opportunities, lack of

interaction among married student families, and lack of adequate

concern for the health problems of married student family members

causing anxiety within the family.

The identity crisis now typically occuring in the college years

may recur among older adults returning to college, and while young

people are expected to leave home, adults may have the complication

of a spouse and children to consider as well as their own interests

(Parelius 1975). The influence of a spouse, the demands of marriage,

and the presence of children in the home can all contribute to a

student's success or failure.
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Summary

Too little is known about the relationship between the

personality characteristics students bring to college and their

academic achievement, either in the conventional sense of grades and

persistence, or in the more subtle sense of independent, critical,

and creative intellectual competence which are seldom reflected in

academic achievement. Even less is known about the relationship

between personality structure and the attainment of personal maturity

and effectiveness as related to effort or motivation of the student.

The first step in carrying out research is to know the entering

student, to know him or her as an actual or potential scholar, as a

person, and to view the person against his or her background and

against the college environment and its subcultures. The review of

literature revealed many of these factors and their relationship to

the married student, the older student, the male or the female

student, or those students with children.

The assessment of behavioral characteristics as attitudes,

interests, and values is possible with increasing reliability and

validity. It may be accomplished so simply that difficulty of test

administration or prohibitive costs no longer are legitimate reasons

for confining information about students to a narrow range of

attributes such as scholastic aptitude test scores or high school

grades (Pace 1980). Minimal program assessment, including academic

aptitude and achievement, biographical information, social and

cultural background, and a few relevant personality characteristics

can provide a meaningful description of the student body as a whole,
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and of the student subgroups that are found on most campuses. By

supplementing these data with data regarding personal beliefs,

opinions, and attitudes, a basis can be laid for analysis of changes

in behavior that occur during college years and of the factors that

impede or facilitate these changes.

The preceding material is evidence of the many problems

experienced by the adult student when he or she decides to return to

school. Much disparity exists between the male and female student

when one or the other chooses to further his or her education. As

the literature reveals, much concern has also been expressed as to

what effect children, marriage, and other factors have on the ability

of the adult to perform in an institution of higher education.

This review of literature and the data collected and analyzed

herein will contribute to the knowledge about variables that

influence academic success and will influence the degree of

correlation between the amount of effort put forth by students and

the students' estimate of gain or success.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

This chapter summarizes the methodology used to carry out this

research project. A description of sample selection procedures, the

research instrument, and procedures used in collecting and analyzing

data is presented.

Sample

The subjects in this investigation were undergraduate students

who were 30 years of age or older. They were selected on the basis

of the following criteria:

a) undergraduate standing at Oregon State

University;

b) attended Oregon State University three
consecutive quarters just prior to winter
quarter 1981;

c) had a least a twoyear interruption in formal
education after completion of high school;

d) United States citizen; and

e) born before January 1, 1951.

The total population of students meeting these criteria during

winter term 1981 was 276. The population was drawn from master lists

contained in the Registrar's Office data bank.
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Retrieval Procedure

Members of the sample were sent the research instrument by mail

and were given two weeks to return it. For those questionnaires not

returned within a certain length of time, a letter was sent asking

that the questionnaire be returned within one week. Those not

responding after the reminder had been sent were again contacted by

phone and asked to participate. Using this procedure, 251 subjects

(91%) participated in the project.

Data Analysis

The hypotheses under investigation were analyzed using the

analysis of variance. The analysis of variance (ANOVA of F

statistic) was selected because of its ability to analyze two or more

sample means. A computed F value equaling or exceeding the tabular F

value indicated that the null hypothesis being tested could be

rejected. All mean scores were tested at the .05 level of

significance.

A finding of significant difference using the ANOVA merely

indicates that a statistically reliable difference exists somewhere

in the comparisons of sample means. To locate where specific

significant differences exist, an inspection of all differences

between pairs of means was performed.
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The Instrument

The College Student Experiences Questionnaire served as the

instrument to collect data for the study. The questionnaire was

developed by C. Robert Pace of the Laboratory for Research in Higher

Education, UCLA, Los Angeles, California. Released in the spring of

1979, the questionnaire was pretested using 2400 students in 28

colleges and universities, and nearly 5000 students at 14

institutions were given the final form. These research efforts

established the instrument's reliability and the instrument's

validity. Previous research and analysis showed the scales to be

psychometrically sound inasmuch as they discriminated among groups

successfully and had very good reliabilities that ranged from .81 to

.94 on Cronbach's alpha for each of the scales (Pace 1977).

The questionnaire includes five major sections. The

"background" section requests first, information about status of the

individual - age, sex, marital status, race, and educational level of

parents; and second, information about the individual's experiences

in college. This part of the questionnaire includes - year in

college, housing, grades, major field, expectations about continuing

for an advanced degree, time spent studying, time spent on a job, and

proportion of college expenses that were paid by parents or family.

Following the "background" items are 13 "quality-of-effort"

scales. Students were asked to indicate how often they have engaged

in each activity during the school year - "never," "occasionally,"

"often," or "very often".
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The activities surveyed with the questionnaire to arrive at the

quality of student effort were the following:

Experiences with Faculty
Art, Music and Theatre
Library Experiences
Recreation Facilities
Clubs and Organizations
Experience in Writing
Student Acquaintances

Course Learning
Personal Experiences
Student Union
Topics of Conversation
Science Lab Activities
Information in Conversation

Since the activities themselves have a statistical range in

quality of effort, a high score on a given scale is obtained by

engaging in activities that are ranked as higher quality activities

and with greater frequency in the activity within the given scale on

the questionnaire.

The next section of the questionnaire consists of eight rating

scales, each dealing with a different aspect or characteristic of the

college environment. Four of these scales ask the student to

indicate how much emphasis is given at the college to certain aspects

of student development. Three scales ask students to characterize

the personal relationships within the college environment. The last

of the eight scales asks the student to rate the quality of

instruction at the college or university. The final section of the

questionnaire, called "estimate of gains," consists of 18 statements

of fairly typical and important objectives such as vocational

training, a broad general education, writing clearly and effectively,

ability to think analytically and logically. The students are asked
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to what extent they feel they have made progress in college in each

of these areas. These self-reported gains can be regarded as an

indication of the extent to which students believe they are achieving

certain objectives of a college education, and one can then determine

the extent to which high-quality effort contributes to high

attainment or progress toward related goals.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to determine if certain factors in

the life of adult undergraduate students affect the quality of effort

expended by the students and if that quality of effort in turn

affects estimate of gain as reported by students. The degree of

interaction among the three variables of gender, marital status and

parental status as related to each student's effort and then to each

student's perception of personal gain was investigated. The results

of the data analysis is presented in this chapter.

Presentation of Results: Quality of Effort

Hypothesis 1. There is no significant difference in quality of

effort between older married students and older non-married

students.

Table 1, page 42 presents the entire results of a 3-factor

analysis which sought to determine the degree of association between

quality of effort, marital status, gender and whether or not the

student had children. The ANOVA tested for differences in effort

among adult undergraduate students as well as for interaction effects

between the variables of marriage and gender, marriage and children,

and gender and children.
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Table 1. Analysis
students in the
variables.

of variance table testing for effort of those
sample and for interaction effects among the

Row
Source

Variation
Degree of Sum of
Freedom Squares

Mean
Squares F Value P Value

1 Marital Status
vs. Gender
vs. Children

1 2452.334 2452.334 2.784 .097

2 Gender
vs. Children 1 1036.105 1036.105 1.176 .280

3 Marital Status
vs. Children 1 665.739 665.739 .756 .386

4 Marital Status
vs. Gender 1 194.498 194.498 .221 .639

5 Children 1 7323.771 7323.771 8.313* .004

6 Gender 1 .324 .324 .611 .985

7 Marital Status 1 22.094 22.094 .025 .874

Error 181 159452.563 880.953

Total 188

*Significant at .05 Level

Row 1 of Table 1 presents the results of the 3-way interaction

analysis among marital status, gender and children. From the data

analysis presented in Row 1, it can be seen that no interaction was

found among the three variables of marital status, gender and

children.
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Row 3 of Table 1 (Page 38), presents the results of the 2-way

interaction between marital status and children. From the data

analysis presented in Row 3, it can be seen that no significant

interaction was found between marital status and children.

Row 4 of Table 1 (Page 38), presents the results of the 2-way

interaction analysis between marital status and gender. From the

data analysis presented in the table on Row 4 it can be seen that no

significant interaction was found between marital status and gender.

Because there was no significant 3-way interaction among the

factors of marital status, gender and children; and because there was

no significant 2-way interaction between either marital status and

children or marital status and gender, the analysis presented in Row

7 of Table 1 (Page 38), shows that the F-ratio of .025 was not

significant. Therefore, it was concluded that there is no

significant difference between the scores of married and single

students with respect to effort. The null hypothesis is retained.

Hypothesis 2. There is no significant difference in quality of

effort between older students with children and older students

without children.

As was previously shown in Row 1, Table 1 (Page 38), no

significant interaction was found among the factors of marital

status, gender and children. Also, the analysis presented in Row 2

of Table 1 (Page 38), showed no significant interaction between
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children and gender. Row 3 of Table 1 (Page 38), presents the

analysis of data and shows that no significant interaction was found

between marital status and children.

Because there was no 3-way interaction among children, gender,

and marital status (Row 1 of Table 1, Page 38), and no 2-way

interaction between either children and gender (Row 2 of Table 1,

Page 38), and children and marriage (Row 3 of Table 1, Page 38), the

main influence of children within the family as it affects effort can

be addressed. The data analysis presented shows that the F-ratio of

8.313 (Row 5 of Table 1, Page 38), is significant so the null

hypothesis is rejected. Therefore, it was concluded that there is a

significant difference in the effort scores of those students with

children in the home in contrast to those students who do not have

children in the home.

Hypothesis 3. There is no significant difference in quality of

effort between older female students and older male students.

The data analysis presented in Row 1 of Table 1 (Page 38),

showed no significant 3-way interaction among the factors of gender,

marital status and children with respect to quality of effort. The

data analysis presented in Row 4 of Table 1 (Page 38), showed no

significant 2-way interaction between gender and children.

Because there was no 3-way interaction among gender, children

and marital status (Row 1, Table 1, Page 38), and no 2-way

interaction between either gender and children (Row 2, Table, Page

38), and gender and marital status (Row 4, Table, 1, Page 38), the
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main effects of gender as it influences effort can be addressed. The

data analysis presented in Row 6 of Table 1 (Page 38), shows that the

P-ratio of .611 is not significant so the null hypothesis is

retained. Therefore, it was concluded that no significant difference

exists in the quality of effort scores by either male or female

students.

Presentation of Results: Educational Gain

Table 2 presents the entire results of a 3-factor analysis of

variance, which sought to determine the degree of association between

educational gain, marital status, gender, and whether or not the

student had children. The ANOVA tested for differences in

educational gain among adult undergraduate students as well as for

interaction effects between the variables fo marriage and gender,

marriage and children and gender and children.
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Table 2. Analysis of variance table testing for educational gain for
interaction effects among the variables.

Row
Source of
Variation

Degrees of
Freedom

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Squares F Value P Value

1 Marital Status
vs. Gender
vs. Children

1 225.683 225.683 2.799 .096

2 Gender
vs. Children 1 5.908 5.908 .073 .787

3 Marital Status
vs. Children 1 43.000 43.000 .533 .466

4 Marital Status
vs. Gender 1 89.262 89.262 1.107 .294

5 Children 1 380.179 380.179 4.715* .031

6 Gender 1 11.821 11.821 .147 .702

7 Marital Status 1 5.037 5.037 .062 .803

Error 181 14592.886 80.624

Total 188

*Significant at .05 Level



43

Hypothesis 4. There is no significant difference in estimate of

educational gain between older married students and older

non-married students.

Row 1 of Table 2 (Page 42), presents the results of the 3-way

interaction among the variables of marriage, gender and children.

From the data analysis presented in Row 1, it can also be seen that

no significant interaction was found among the three variables.

Row 3 of Table 3 (Page 42), presents the results of the 2-way

interaction between marital status and children. From the data

analysis presented (Row 3, Table 2, Page 42), it can be seen that no

significant interaction effect existed between marital status and

children.

Row 4 of Table 2 (Page 42), presents the results of the 2-way

interaction analysis between marital status and gender. From the

data analysis presented (Row 4, Table 2, Page 42), it can be seen

that no significant interaction was found between marital status and

gender.

Because there was no 3-way interaction among marital status,

gender and children (Row 1, Table 2, Page 42), and because there was

no significant 2-way interaction between either marital status and

children (Row 3, Table 2, Page 42), or marital status and gender (Row

4, Table 2, Page 42), the main effects of marital status as it

influences educational gain can be addressed. The data analysis

presented in Row 7 of Table 2 (Page 42) shows that the F-ratio of
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.062 was not significant. Therefore, it was concluded that there is

no significant difference in scores between married students and

single students with respect to educational gain. The null

hypothesis was retained.

Hypothesis 5. There is no significant difference in estimate of

educational gain between older students with children and older

students without children.

From the results of Row 1 of Table 2 (Page 42), it was evident

there was no significant interaction among the factors of marital

status, gender and children in relation to estimate of educational

gain. The analysis presented in Row 3 of Table 2 (Page 42), shows no

significant 2-way interaction existed between children and marital

status and from the analysis presented in Row 2 of Table 2 (Page 42),

it can be seen that no significant interaction was found between

children and gender.

Because there was no 3-way interaction among children, gender

and marital status (Row 1, Table 2, page 42), and no 2-way

interaction between either gender and children (Row 2, Table 2, Page

42), or children and marriage (Row 3, Table 2, Page 42), the main

effects of children within the family as it influences educational

gain can be addressed. The data analysis presented in Row 5 of Table

2 (Page 42), shows that the F-ratio of 4.715 is significant so the
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null hypothesis is rejected. Therefore, it was concluded that there

is a significant difference in the educational gain scores on the

questionnaire between those students with children and those students

without children in the home.

Hypothesis 6. There is no significant differencee in

educational gain between female students and between male

students.

The data in Row 1, Table 2 (Page 42), shows that there is no

significant 3-way interaction among the factors of gender, marital

status and children with respect to estimate of gain. Also, no

significant 2-way interaction between marital status and gender (Row

4, Table 2, Page 42), and gender and children (Row 2, Table 2, Page

42), was found. Because there is no 3-way or 2-way interaction

between the variables, the influence of gender as it affects estimate

of gain can be addressed. The data analysis presented in Row 6 of

Table 2 (Page 42), shows that the F-ratio of .147 is not significant

so the null hypothesis is retained. Therefore, it was concluded that

there is no significant difference in the educational gain scores

between either male and female students.

Discussion

This study investigated whether having children in the home,

being married, or being female or male makes a significant difference

in the overall education of adult undergraduate students. These

three variables were given a two-fold consideration, first: in the
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way these variables possibly affected the quality or amount of effort

the student puts forth in various aspects of higher learning, and

second: in the way certain aspects of the educational process are

possibly affected as measured by the student's own estimate of gain

or accomplishment he or she receives from the experience.

The six hypotheses in the study are divided between association

with quality of effort and association with each student's estimate

of personal gain. Within the three hypotheses associated with gain,

three and four aspects respectively (three for effort and four for

gain) are addressed. Each of these so-called sub-categories deals

with different aspects of the individual's education within the

institution itself.

The first hypothesis, "There is no significant difference in

quality of effort between married students and non-married student,"

was retained in this study. The fact that an individual is married

as an adult undergraduate had little correlation with the effort

scores of the non-married students.

Of secondary concern, however, are the significance levels

related to marriage and the three sub-categories of effort within the

general effort score itself. These three sub-categories of effort

are: personal and interpersonal experience, group facilities and

opportunities, and academic and intellectual experiences.
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The significance level of "effort one" (pertaining to personal

and interpersonal experiences) was .743, indicating no significant

correlation when addressing how marital status influences the effort

of undergraduate students in relation to personal and interpersonal

experiences of the student while on the college campus as indicated

from the questionnaire.

"Effort two" however, (pertaining to the use of group facilities

and opportunities) was near the .05 level of significance as it was

influenced by the marital status of the student. The F-statistic

being 3.166 gave a significance value of .077 meaning the difference

in effort scores in relation to the use of group facilities on the

college campus by married students as indicated by the questionnaire,

and that effort put forth by non-married students would have been

significant at the .10 level.

The third and final sub-category of effort, "effort three"

(pertaining to effort toward academic and intellectual experiences)

was again not significant with an F-statistic of 1.294 and a

significance value of .257.

Hypothesis number two, "There is no significant difference in

quality of effort between students with children and students without

children" was rejected in this study. The F-statistic of 8.313

produced a significance score of .004. Having children within the

home appears to have a very significant effect on the quality of

effort put forth by the adult undergraduate student, from the

responses on the questionnaire effort scales, in relation to the

effort put forth by the adult undergraduate who does not have

children living within the home.
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Again, a secondary concern must be the relative significance of

the sub-categories of effort in relation to whether there are

children in the home or not. The significance level of "effort one"

(pertaining to personal and interpersonal experiences) and how it was

influenced by having children in the home was .002 with an

F-statistic of 10.101 using analysis of variance. It then appears

that having children does have an adverse affect on the effort put

forth in relation to personal and interpersonal experiences within

the college experience. This significance value from the

questionnaire indicates an effort score significantly lower for those

students with children in the home when compared to those students

without children.

The significance level of "effort two" (pertaining to group

facilities and opportunities) was .013 which indicates that having

children within the home again has an effect on the effort their

parents expend toward the use of group facilities and the

opportunities afforded by those facilities.

When referring to the third area of effort, "effort three"

(pertaining to academic and intellectual experiences) the analysis of

variance produced an F-statistic of 2.007 and a significance level of

.150. It must be concluded that even though children have a

significant effect on effort as a whole and in two of the three

sub-categories of effort, those being personal and interpersonal

experiences and use and opportunities gain from group facilities,

academic and intellectual experiences are not significantly affected

by children within the home of the adult undergraduate student.

Overall, these results suggest that if certain aspects of one's
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education other than intellectual experiences are valued, then the

significance of children within the family should be considered in

making educational plans.

The third hypothesis, "There is no significant difference in

quality of effort between female students and male students", is the

final hypothesis related to the quality of effort of the adult

undergraduate student. For the third hypothesis, the F-statistic

from the analysis of variance produced a significance score of .985.

This result indicated that gender apparently has little or no

influence on the ability to put forth effort in attempting to obtain

a desired educational outcome.

When exploring the secondary concerns of how gender influences

the sub-categories of effort, the following was evident. An

F-statistic of .031 produced a significance score of .861 when

viewing the first sub-category of effort, that being personal and

interpersonal experiences, and how gender influences its outcome.

Gender obviously has little or no affect on the effort expended in

personal and interpersonal experiences in this study.

In the use of group facilities and opportunities, which is the

second sub-category for effort, gender appeared to be significant.

An F-statistic of 8 of 8.075 produced a score of .005 indicating that

gender does have significance when speaking of the effort put forth

in the use of college facilities and the opportunities afforded

therein.

The third sub-category of effort, "effort three" (pertaining to

academic and intellectual experiences), was not significantly

influenced by gender producing an F-statistic of 2.786 and a
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significance score of .097. Even though this score nears

significance, the results still showed that gender does not

significantly affect quality of effort as it is related to academic

and intellectual experiences.

The next three hypotheses dealt with Estimate of Gain in the

college experience as reported by the individual students in the

study. The forth hypothesis, "There is no significant difference in

estimate of educational gain between married students and non-married

students", was retained. The results indicated that marital status

apparently has little affect on the individual's perception of how

well he or she is accomplishing their own educational objectives.

Secondary to this is the consideration of how each married and

non-married student viewed his or her educational gain in relation to

the sub-categories of gain: personal and interpersonal

understanding, general education, intellectual competencies, and

understanding sciences.

The relationship of "gain one" (pertaining to personal and

interpersonal understanding) to marriage was reported as having an

F-statistic of .985 and a significance value of .322. It appears

marital status does not have a significant bearing on the student's

perception of personal and interpersonal understanding in the college

or university setting.

The significance of being married or not being married appeared

to have little affect on how the individual student felt about his or

her educational gain in relation to general education. Using
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analysis of variance a significance score of .532 was tabulated as

the correlation coefficient between being married and the student's

self perception of gain in the area of general education.

"Gain three" (pertaining to gain in relation to intellectual

competencies) when correlated with marital status yielded an

F-statistic of .554 and a significance value of .458. This degree of

significance indicates there is little correlation between marriage

and the perception of personal gain in the area of intellectual

competencies acquired on campus.

The final sub-category of gain, "gain four" (pertaining to

understanding sciences), is consistent with that of the three

previous subgroups when determining how marital status correlates

with the individual student's self perception of educational gain in

relation to understanding sciences. The analysis of variance

produced a significance value of .611 indicating there is no

significant correlation between marital status and how the student

perceives his or her educational gain in understanding sciences.

Hypothesis number five, "There is no significant difference in

estimate of educational gain between students with children and with

students without children in the home was rejected. The results

showed that children within the home did relate to the student's

perception of his or her general educational gain. The following

paragraphs address this issue further.

Subgroup one of the estimate of gain scores, "gain one"

(pertaining to personal and interpersonal understanding), showed that

children did have an effect on how the students felt they progressed
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in the area of personal and interpersonal understanding. An

F-statistic of 3.704 and significance value of .050 shows a

significant correlation of this factor in relation to "gain one".

The second subgroup of the gain scores, "gain two" (pertaining

to general education), does not show a significant correlation

between having children and the student's perception of how well he

or she does in general education. This means that how well a student

feels he or she is doing in the area of general education apparently

is not influenced by whether the student has children in the home or

not.

For subgroup three of gain, "gain three" (pertaining to

intellectual competencies), an F-statistic of 6.044 and significance

value of .015 was established as the correlation value. How the

student viewed his or her educational gain in the area of general

intellectual competencies is apparently influenced by having children

present in the home.

The fourth and last subgroup of gain, "gain four" (pertaining to

understanding sciences), when correlated with having children

produced a significance value of .496. It can be concluded that

having children in the home appears to have no significant affect on

how the student views his or her educational gain in the area of

understanding sciences.

Children then, as a whole, significantly influence the

educational gain as perceived by the undergraduate adult student. Of

the four subgroups within the educational gain, however, two are not

influenced by having children in the home of the student. Personal
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and interpersonal understanding and general intellectual competencies

are the areas influenced by having children in the home, whereas,

understanding sciences and general education appear not to be

affected by the presence of children.

The sixth hypothesis, "There is no significant difference in

educational gain between female students and male students", was

retained. The results showed that gender appears to have little

influence on the adult undergraduate students' view of educational

gain. The student's view of his or her educational gain in relation

to the four subgroups of gain as affected by gender is addressed in

the following paragraphs.

Subgroup one of the estimate of gain scores, "gain one"

(pertaining to personal and interpersonal understanding), showed that

gender did not have a significant influence on the student's view of

his or her progress in the area of personal and interpersonal

understanding. An F-statistic of .326 and significance value of .569

shows this lack of significance in the correlation of gender and gain

one.

The second subgroup of gain, "gain two" (pertaining to general

education), does not show a significant correlation between gender

and the undergraduate student's perception of how well he or she does

in general education. However, the F-statistic of .064 was near

significance and suggests that gender might have some effect on the

individual's perception of personal gain in the area of general

education.
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Subgroup three of educational gain, "gain three" (pertaining to

intellectual competencies), was not significant when correlated with

gender. The F-statistic of .386 and significance value of .535 was

established as the correlation value of gender as it influences the

students' perception of gain in the area of intellecutal

competencies. The student's view of his or her educational gain in

the area of general intellectual competencies is apparently not

affected by the respondent's gender.

The fourth subgroup of gain, "gain four" (pertaining to

understanding sciences), when correlated with gender produced an

F-statistic of 17.837 and a significance value of .001.

Understanding science is influenced by whether the adult student is

female or male with the female student understanding science to a

greater degree than the male.

In summary, gender appears to have no affect on the student's

perception of educational gain as a whole. When broken down into the

four sub-categories, gender again has no significant effect on gain

in relation to personal and interpersonal understanding and gain in

relation to general intellectual competencies. However, personal

educational gain in relation to general education and understanding

sciences appears to be influenced by gender.
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Summary

Do the variables of gender, having children in the home, or

being married affect the quality of effort put forth by the students

in the study and do those same variables affect how the student

perceives his or her progress in school? From the results of the

statistical analysis, the following can be concluded.

(1) Gender of the adult college undergraduate student does not

appear to influence the quality of effort put forth and gender does

not appear to influence how a student perceives he or she is doing

educationally.

(2) Marital status of the adult college undergraduate student

does not appear to influence the quality of effort put forth and

marital status does not appear to influnce how the student perceives

he or she is doing educationally.

(3) Having children does appear to influence both how the

student perceives he or she is doing and the effort he or she is able

to expend towards various educational endeavors.

Viewing the sub-categories of both perceptions of gain and

quality of effort, the correlations of the variables take on a

different look. Even though gender appears to have no correlation to

either effort or gain in the study, gender does show significant

correlation to effort in the sub-category of the use of group

facilities and opportunities. Gender does not show a significant

correlation to the sub-categories of personal and interpersonal

experiences or academic and intellectual experiences. In the area of
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perception of gain, gender is significantly correlated with

understanding sciences but nct to the other areas of gain, those

being intellectual competencies, general educational gain and

personal and interpersonal understanding.

Marital status does not correlate significantly with any of the

sub-categories of effort or the sub-categories of estimate of gain in

the study. The only area in which marital status appears to approach

significance is in its correlation to the use of group facilities and

opportunities.

Having children in the family is not only significantly

correlated to effort in general but shows significant correlation in

all sub-categories with the exception of the effort toward general

education. Further, it is significantly correlated to the other two

sub-categories of personal and interpersonal experiences and the use

of group facilities and their opportunities. Having children in the

home also showed significant correlation to the general aspect of

gain and to the sub-categories of perception of gain, personal and

interpersonal understanding, and intellectual competencies. Having

children, however, showed no significant correlation to gain and

understanding sciences and perception of gain and general education

(Table 3).

Further discussion on the significance of these findings and

their implications follow in the conclusion of this study.
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Table 3: Correlation of the three variables of Children, Gender and
Marriage with Effort, Gain and their seven sub-classifications.

Variables Children Gender Marriage

Effort X 0 0

Effort 1 - Personal
Experiences

X 0 0

Effort 2 - Use of
Group Facilities

X X 0

Effort 3 - Academic
Experiences

0 0 0

Gain X 0 0

Gain 1 - Personal
Understanding

X 0 0

Gain 2 - General
Education

0 0 0

Gain 3 - Intellectual
Competencies

X 0 0

Gain 4 - Understanding
Science

0 X 0

X - Significantly Correlated
0 - No Correlation
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter consists of four sections. First, the purpose of

the study and research procedures are reviewed. Second, the findings

are summarized based on the data presented in Chapter 4. Third,

conclusions are formulated and presented on the basis of the

findings. The fourth, recommendations for further study are made

based on the conclusions.

Summary

The research undertaken in this study was stimulated by an

interest in adult undergraduate students seeking the benefits of

higher education and problems that might affect their normal progress

as students. The literature review indicated that there is

considerable interest in the older student. A variety of factors,

situations and conditions that affect the older student have been

addressed in the literature. It was found, however, that very little

research has been done with regard to motivation and amount of effort

put forth on the part of the older student.

The purpose of this investigation was: (1) to determine from

the literature important variables that influence academic success

among college undergraduates, (2) to determine the degree of

correlation between the effort put forth by students and conditions

that make academic success more difficult, and (3) to assess the

student's perception of degree of effort and estimate of gain.
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Procedures

Six hypotheses in this study were tested to see if the variables

of marriage, gender, and children did have an influence on the effort

put forth and the perceived gain of the adult undergraduate students

in the study.

The instrument used in the investigation was the College Student

Experiences Questionnaire. The activities surveyed with the

questionnaire to arrive at the quality of student effort were a

composite of student experiences on the college or university campus

ranging from experiences with faculty, facilities and organizations

to experiences with acquaintances and course learning. There were

thirteen activities surveyed to arrive at a measure of quality of

student effort.

To establish the students' estimate of gain or progress they

were asked to what extent they believed they had gained or made

progress in eighteen areas including "developing, understanding, and

enjoying art, music, and drama", "writing clearly and effectively",

and "thinking analytically and logically".

The subjects in the investigation were all undergraduate

students who were 30 years of age or older attending Oregon State

University winter quarter of 1981. Members of the sample had

attended Oregon State University three consecutive quarters just

prior to winter quarter 1981, (excluding summers), had at least a

two-year interruption in formal education after completing high

school and were United States Citizens. The total population of

students meeting these criteria during winter term of 1981 was 276.

A 91% return rate on the questionnaire was realized from this group.
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In order to statistically test the hypotheses the following

comparisons were made for each of the nine categories (gain, effort,

and their seven subgroups): (1) marriage with gender, (2) marriage

with children, and (3) gender with children. Analysis of Variance

tested for significant differences among the mean scores for these

three groups. All scores were tested at the .05 level of

significance. Three factor analysis tests determined the degree of

association and any interaction between the three variables of

children, gender and marriage in the study. Analysis of Variance was

used for all other comparisons of significance. The degree of

interaction among the three variables of gender, marriage, and

children as related to the students' effort and then to the students'

perception of personal gain was investigated.

Significant differences were found in two of the six hypotheses

tested. The null hypotheses were retained in all but the two

hypotheses related to having children in the home. There was

significant difference in the quality of effort between adult

students with children in the home and adult students without

children in the home. There was also significant difference in the

estimate of perception of educational gain between adult students

with children in the home and adult students without children in the

home. The significance value for the correlation between effort and

children in the home was at the .05 level. The significance level

for the correlation of gain and children in the home was also at the

.05 level. Tables 4 and 5 summarize the results of the three
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variables and their correlation with gain and effort. The

probability values of .004 and .031 for the variable of having

children in the home under gain and effort respectively should be

noted.

Table 4: Summary of results for the variables of gender, marriage
and children and their correlation with Gain.

Source of Degree of Sum of Mean
Variation Freedom Squares Squares P Value

Children

Gender

Marital Status

1

1

1

7323.771 7323.771 .004*

.324 .324 .985

22.094 22.094 .874

*Significant at .05 Level

Table 5: Summary of test results for the variables of gender,
marriage and children and their correlation with Effort.

Source of Degree of Sum of Mean
Variation Freedom Squared Squares P Value

Children 1 380.179 380.179 .031*

Gender 1 11.821 11.821 .702

Marital Status 1 5.037 5.037 .803

*Significant at .05 Level
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Discussion

Evaluations of higher education have generally relied on

examining institutional characteristics in relationship to variations

in certain desired outcomes. Faculty workload, student-faculty

ratio, library size, institutional expenditures, etc., have been

considered in relation to how they promote or discourage student

learning and development. Lacking, however, is any consideration of

the effort which college and university students themselves bring to

bear on their own learning and development.

Part of the reason for this omission is that until very recently

no technique was available by which student effort could be measured

and evaluated in light of desirable outcomes. Yet, recognizing that

all learning and development requires time and effort on the part of

the learner, and that some types of effort are inherently more

difficult or demanding on others, it is possible to consider and

measure the quality of effort that students invest in their learning

and development within a variety of contexts in the college and

university environment.

The present study addressed the issue of quality of effort by

using a set of scales designed to measure quality of effort in a

variety of settings, and then correlating that data with variables

thought to be of significance in the education of adult learners.

A review of the literature related to student learning and

development suggested that differences among students in terms of

quality of effort which they invest might be related to certain

student background characteristics. Most important among these
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characteristics was whether the student was married or not, the

gender of the student, and whether the student had children living

with him or her in the home.

Using 13 short scales - each containing from six to ten items

comprised of behavioral statements - data was collected from the 276

adult undergraduate students 30 years of age and older. This data

was subsequently coded, keypunched, and computer-analyzed. Overall,

the results of the analyses made of the scales showed that the

observed differences among the students were somewhat incongruent

with those that were expected based on the review of related

literature.

During the course of obtaining a college education, many factors

that influence one's ability to achieve academically become apparent.

A significant degree of influencee was established when correlating

the variables chosen for this study with the personal effort of the

adult student and the student's perception of gain. Of the three

variables, marriage scores from the questionnaire appeared to have

the least amount of correlation probability on either the quality of

effort put forth by the student or his or her estimate of personal

gain.

The literature suggests marriage, more than any other factor,

has an adverse influence on attempting school as an older than

average student. Astin (1976), Brandenburg (1974), Rawlins (1979)

and others point out various aspects critical to a successful

experience in college. Many of the factors that these and other

authors felt would be detrimental to attending school were not fully

supported by this research. Lack of support by either the husband or
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wife in accepting their spouse's traditional duties did not allow

concentration on the student's educational pursuits. Some of the

married students in the study did not have children which likely

created an asset for studying rather than a detriment. However,

marriage was correlated with effort and gain without regard to

whether the student had children or not.

Of the one hundred thirty-three married couples, more lived with

children than without, which would not support the premise that lack

of child responsibility was the reason that effort and gain was not

significantly influenced by marriage. Also of importance, of those

responding to the questionnaire, 174 worked less than 20 hours a week

indicating the families were not burdened by full-time employment.

This situation eliminated much of the possibility for marriage to be

a key factor in influencing either the student's effort or the

student's estimate of educational gain.

With .874 and .803 as probability values for the correlation of

marriage with effort and gain scores on the questionnaire

respectively, the correlation of married students with non-married

students is of little consequence. Oregon State University and other

similar universities might well be unique in that few students work

extended hours in employment while attending school. The literature

often speaks of statistics in light of recently married students,

younger students and students with an additional burden of near

full-time employment. The older students used in the study may well

deviate from previous research in that they are older and often

experienced in the difficulties and adjustments of school. All

students, freshmen through seniors were used as subjects.
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The study chose to treat female and male students independently,

regardless of whether either had children or either were married.

The literature repeatedly stressed the additional burden of the

female student. Reekling (1979), Rice (1979), and others said the

adult female has a greater burden than does the male in re-entering

the college or university. Probability levels of .985 and .702 for

effort and gain respectively, attest to the lack of significance in

male or female student's difficulty in either expending effort or

realizing gain in the educational pursuits. Much of the literature

addressed the newly returning student and his or her success or

failure. The population of this study, made up of all the older

undergraduate students, freshmen through senior attempting to obtain

a degree, might explain the lack of difference not existing between

the males and females. The breakdown of males and females, the

freshmen through seniors was relatively even with each group being

represented by approximately the same number of students.

When a student first enters college, whether male or female, a

great adjustment takes place. Prioritizing not only class work load

but daily tasks and assignments must be done. It is logical and

apparent that for those who are married, a division of

responsibilities must be made. If the student has survived his or

her freshman or sophomore year the sharing of responsibilities will

surely be learned and accepted to a greater degree than for those

just taking on the additional burden of school for the first time.

The literature, in addressing the hardships of adult women in

entering school after a lengthy layoff, would again be directly

referring to "new" entering students. From the background
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information on both the male and female students, length of time

already spent in school, lack of hours in employment, and previous

grades, it became increasingly apparent why there was no significance

between male and female students in their estimated success in school

or measure of effort expended.

Males traditionally use the recreational facilities to a greater

extent than do females. It was not surprising to find "use of

recreational facilities" as one of the two sub-categories of effort

or gain that were significantly different in male and female use of

group facilities. The other sub-category of effort that showed

significant difference between males and females was in

"understanding sciences".

Other than emphasizing the need to share responsibility when one

or the other spouse entered school, or the difficulty women have in

attempting school because of their traditional duties often not

accepted by the male, little is said in the literature about the

burden of children for the reentering adult. Fink, Cooke, and Sukoff

(1976) emphasized the growing number of married families and the

potential difficulty with raising children and attending school.

Little has been said about the actual difficulty of doing both.

Because Oregon State University's population of married students took

into account all grade levels of students, the incidence of children

among all the married students was greater than for those without

(59% vs. 41%). The burden of children in the home might increase as

the child gets older. This would hold true only to a certain degree,

obviously, when the child becomes more and more independent. Having

used the age of thirty and older, the study surveyed that age of
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college students most likely to have children of pre-school and grade

school age. According to Glass, Conrad, and Harchberger (1974), the

burden of children holds mainly through the grade school years for

parents. Using only undergraduate students for this research, it

would be understandable that the undergraduate student's children

would possibly be younger and more burdensome and time-consuming than

children of the older student returning for graduate studies. With

probability levels of .004 and .031 for effort and gain respectively,

children of the returning adult student were possibly a factor in the

probability of their success.

Not surveyed in the "background information" was the issue of

spouse employment. Even though more than 70% of the students

surveyed said they worked less than 20 hours a week, this fact might

well necessitate the spouse working even greater hours. If this were

the case the burden of caring for children would increase, explaining

the significant correlation of having children and amount of effort

by the student and having children and how the student perceived his

or her educational gain. With all the variables the literature

suggests that might adversely influence the success of the

re-entering student, children in the home should be considered as

having substantial influence.

Data Consideration

Since all the data in this study came from student responses to

a questionnaire, the results were dependent on the credibility of

student self-reports. A great deal of social science research, and

all questionnaire surveys, are based on self-reports. There is ample
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evidence to support the credibility of such data, especially of the

type of data compiled from the College Student Experiences

Questionnaire. For instance, at Oregon State University, comparisons

of student's self-reported grades with Registrar's records show

correlations of .90 and higher. Self-reports of adults of many kinds

of factual data (home ownership, possession of library card, etc.)

are typically 90% to 95% accurate. In short, there is no reason to

doubt the accuracy of student responses to the questionnaire items.

Some, in trying to recall their activities during the school year,

may forget certain activities and responses may be 85% accurate

rather than 100% accurate. However, if the activities are reasonably

specific and clearly described and refer to things students easily

recognize, then it is reasonable to assume that their responses will

be quite accurate and therefore credible. The diligence with which

the respondents returned the questionnaires exemplifies this

credibility.

A similar issue of interpretation exists in relation to the

estimates of student gains. This is not a question of credibility of

responses made by the students; it is solely a question of

comparative interpretation which would be mostly eliminated with a

single campus study.

In reviewing the scale scores of the subgroups (males - females,

married - non-married) examined in the present study, it needs to be

remembered that the comparisons which were made were always between

group mean scores. Using mean scores as a basis for comparison

between groups, while having clear advantages, also entails some

disadvantages. For example, consider that on all of the scales for
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which a difference was expected in scores of students married and

students not married, such differences were found. And, invariably

married students might score lower than their non-married

counterparts. In many cases, these differences were found to be

statistically significant; that is, they were unlikely to have arisen

by chance. However, by going beyond the simple mean scores of the

various subgroups, and referring to the scale score data for the

various subject subgroups, it can be seen that for each subgroup, the

scale scores were not homogeneous; that is, there was some pattern of

distribution in the scale scores of the various subject subgroups.

In fact, if the actual distributions of scale scores were plotted for

each of the subgroups, it would be seen that those distributions had

all of the characteristics of a normal distribution, with mean,

median, and mode being located in about the same place, and some

dispersion of scores about the mean being evident.

In comparing the scores of subject subgroups by using their mean

scores as the basis for comparison, a good deal of information has

been discarded. For example, in the cases of students with children

and without children in the home, it was found that those students

without children did score higher as a group. However, there were

some students with children living in the home that scored higher

than those without children. The same is true of all of the other

subgroups among the mean score differences were noted; some of the

students in the lowest scoring group scored higher than students in

the highest scoring group. This discussion and illustration serves

two purposes. First, it shows that quality of effort is a highly

individual characteristic that is approximately normally distributed
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in the population of interest. Second, it suggests the value of

using mean scores as a basis for comparison between groups while

simultaneously suggesting that examination of group means is not

facilitative of the fullest possible analysis of the data at hand.

As was said previously in this discussion, the results of a

questionnaire produced on a single campus creates homogeneity in

responses from the subjects involved. They essentially are

responding from a similar point of reference, that being a student at

Oregon State University. Using Oregon State as a large, land grant

university must be taken into consideration when making inferences

from the data of this study.

Two hundred seventy-six students is an adequate population for

the study but, within that number, the cell size of several of the

variables was minimal. A balanced population where there were as

many married students as non-married, and students with children as

those without would have definite advantages. However, this

limitation was obviously uncontrollable considering the entire group

of thirty or older adult undergraduate students used.

A future study might well include the relation of effort to

gain. This study statistically showed a positive correlation in all

effort vs. gain relationships, the degree of effort compared to the

degree of gain was not statistically measured. The intent of this

study was to see if marriage, gender and children had significant

effect on (1) effort and (2) gain. There are undoubtedly an

unlimited amount of possibilities using this type of study and

varying the independent variables.
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Additional Findings

The analysis of data provided additional information regarding

the raw scores of those participating in the study. Of interest is

the contrasting performance on the questionnaire, on both effort and

gain scores of:

1 males vs. females

2 married students vs. singles students

3 married males vs. single males

4 married females vs. single females

5 students with children vs. students
without children

6 married students with children vs.
married students without children

7 single students with children vs. single
students without children

8 married females with children vs.
single females with children

9 married males with children vs. single
males with children

10 students with A or B grades vs. students with
grades of C or below

11 students working 10 hours a week or less vs.
students working 40 hours a week or more

(Appendix E, Page 99)

The effort scores on the questionnaire for female and male

students were very similar with a mean score of 317.1 for females.

Because an inverted system for computing the scores was used, the

higher score of 320.1 for women represents .7 percent less attainment

on the quality of effort scales than the scores for men. The

students' estimate of gain scores showed 2.9 percent lower for women

than for men.
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The scores on the College Student Experiences Questionnaire for

married students versus single students showed nearly no difference.

The married students scored lower by .8 percent in effort expended,

and 1.6 percent lower in estimate of gain.

The scores of married males versus single males showed single

males scoring higher, apparently exerting more effort than those male

students that were married. Single males also scored higher on the

esimate of gain scales by 1.8 percent. Interestingly, married

females scored higher on both the effort scales and the gain scales

by 5.0 percent and 3.6 percent respectively. This outcome was the

opposite for women than it was for men.

Older students in general, with children in the home, scored

considerably lower on both the quality of effort scales and the

estimate of gain scales. Those with children in the home scored 8.7

percent and 12.5 percent lower on the effort and gain scales

respectively than those students without children in the home.

Married students, on the other hand, also scored lower on both scales

when children were living in the home but the scores varied to a

lesser degree than those scores of all students with children versus

the scores of all students without children. For married students

with children, the scores on effort and gain were 1.6 percent and 1.8

percent lower respectively, than for the married students without

children.

Single students with children versus single students without

children yielded a substantially lower score on both the effort and

gain scales by the single students with children. The raw scores on

the questionnaire produced percentages differences of 10.4 percent
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for the effort scores and 17.9 percent for the gain scores, both of

which were lower for single students with children than for single

students without children.

There was a large discrepancy between the scores of the married

females with children and the single females with children. Those

women that were married with children in the home scored, on the

average, 18.0 percent higher on the effort scales and 31.1 percent

higher on the gain scales than the women that were not married that

had children in the home. Males with children scored higher, as did

the women, when they were married instead of being single. The

discrepancy was not as large for the males however, with married

males with children scoring 7.0 percent higher on the effort scales

and 16.7 percent higher on the gain scales.

Also of interest was the additional information obtained from

the questionnaire regarding the effort and gain scores in

relationship to grades, and the effort and gain scores of those

students working various amounts of hours while attending school.

Those students that indicated in the background information of the

questionnaire that they were an 'A' or 'B' student scored 17.7

percent higher on the quality of effort section and 37.9 percent

higher on the estimate of gain section of the questionnaire than

those students indicating they were 'C' or below students in their

college grades.
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The students that worked 10 hours a week or less showed a large

discrepancy in both effort and gain scores from those students that

worked forty hours or more each week. From the scores on the

questionnaire, those students working 10 hours or less scored 20.5

percent higher on the effort scales and 37.0 percent higher on the

estimate of gain scales.

Conclusions

In light of this discussion, the following conclusions were

drawn from the results of the study and must be considered in view of

the limitation indicated.

1) There is no significant difference in quality of

effort between older married students and older

non-married students (as measured by the College

Student Experiences Questionnaire).

2) There is a significant difference in quality of

effort between older students with children and

older students without children in the home (as

measured by the College Student Experiences

Questionnaire).

3) There is no significant difference in quality of

effort between older female students and older

male students (as measured by the College Student

Experiences Questionnaire).
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4) There is no significant difference in estimate of

educational gain, as perceived by the student,

between older married students and older

non-married students (as measured by the College

Student Experiences Questionnaire).

5) There is a significant difference in estimate

of educational gain, as perceived by the student,

between older students with children and older

students without children in the home (as

measured by the College Student Experiences

Questionnaire).

6) There is no significant difference in educational

gain, as perceived by the student, between older

female students and between older male students.

Recommendations for Further Study

The following recommendations are suggested for further

investigation.

1) Studies should be done to compare younger (possibly 18 to

24 year old) students' effort and gain with the results of

this study to see if the results were in fact a consequence

of age and experience.

2) The study should be replicated using the same age

population and same independent variables but the data

taken from different type of college settings, particularly

a community college.
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3) In the larger university this study should be done using

the foreign student population which was excluded in the

data obtained for this study.

4) Studies should be done using other independent variables

that might affect the performance of the college student

and would be of interest to another researcher such as a

number of hours worked while enrolled in college.

5) A study to compare actual grade point and quality of effort

should be undertaken with a secondary consideration of how

grade point correlated to estimation of gain as reported by

the student.

6) Very crucial to exploring success and failure in college

would be a study viewing various independent variables and

how they affect the quality of effort of entering freshmen.

7) Further research needs to be done on the influence of

children in a student's attempt to return to the college or

university.

8) Student services personnel should conduct research on what

conditions can be changed to help the student cope with the

family obligation if the family is, for a fact, causing

lower quality of effort and lower accomplishment in the

adult student.

9) As mentioned in the limitations, a study contrasting effort

and gain and the degree of positive correlation that does

exist between the two, should be established.
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10) An effort should be made to establish a similar study using

a more concrete means for comparative interpretation

instead of self reporting as was done particularly in the

area of establishing estimate of gain by the student in

this study.

11) An effort should be made to establish a similar study using

a population of older graduate students rather than the

undergraduates used in this study.

12) A similar study should be established investigating the

problems or limitations of having children in the home

while attending higher education in relation to whether the

parent has a partner to assist in the caring of the

children.
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APPENDIX A

FACSIMILE OF LETTER SENT TO

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY STUDENTS

Dear O.S.U. Student,

As an older student attending O.S.U., you help is needed. One of the
many functions of a university is developing a better understanding
of students and the programs which serve them. In the past, little
has been done to look at the special needs of those older students
returning to the university. I am presently conducting research
which will show to what extent responsibilities such as marriage,
children or gender affect the effort older students are able to apply
to their education.

You as an undergraduate, thirty or over, are of an extreme minority
on this campus so your response to the questionnaire is very
important to my research. Your response to this questionnaire will
be kept in total connfidence. You are, however, under no obligation
to complete the questionnaire. Should you choose not to, please

return the form in the envelope provided.

In order to insure the success of this study, please complete the
questionnaire and return it in the self-addressed envelope by March
13th.

Your response is vital to my research which is being conducted under
the supervision of Dr. J. Roger Penn in the Office of Student
Services. If you have any questions, please contact me at the Office
of Student Services --- or at home --- .

Leave your number and I'll return the call if I'm not in.
THANKS!

Vern Brenner
Doctoral Candidate
Office of Student Services
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APPENDIX B

The instructions given the students before taking the College

Student Experiences Questionnaire (C. Robert Pace 1979).

The main purpose of this inquiry is to learn more about how students

spend their time - in course work, in the library, in contacts with

faculty, in extracurricular activities, in various social and
cultural activities, and in using other facilities and opportunities

that exist in the college setting.

The information obtained from you and from other students at many

different colleges and universities will provide new insight to
administrators, faculty members, and other who provide the resources
and shape the programs that are within the college experience.

At first glance you may think it will take a long time to fill out

this questionnaire, but you will find that it can be answered quite

easily, that you can do it in less than an hour and perhaps only 30

to 45 minutes. You will find, too, when you have finished it, that

your answers provide a kind of self-portrait of what you have been

giving and getting in your college experience.

The ultimate benefits in this or any other survey depend on the
thoughtful responses and willing participation from those who are

asked to help. Your willingness to participate is important and very

much appreciated.

Your report is anonymous. We do not ask you to write your name

anywhere in this questionnaire; but we do need to know where the
reports come from, and that is why each questionnaire has a number on

the back page - certain blocks of numbers tell us that those

questionnaires have come from your college.

And, as you will see on the next page, we need to know a few things

about you and where you come from, so that we can learn how

acitvities might be related to age, sex, year in college, major
field, whether one lives on the campus, whether one has a job, etc.
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APPENDIX C

The following scales were those taken from the College Student
Experiences Questionnaire and were the basis for the results of the
Oregon State University Students' "Estimate of Personal Gain" used in
this study (C. Robert Pace, 1979).

1 2 3 4*
0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

ESTIMATE OF GAINS

Vocational training - acquiring knowledge and skills
applicable to a career.

Acquiring background and specialization for further
education in some professional, scientific or scholarly
field.

0 0 0 0 Gaining a broad general education about different fields
of knowledge.

0 0 0 0 Developing an understanding and enjoyment of art, music,
and drama.

0 0 0 0 Broadening your acquaintance and enjoyment of literature.

0 0 0 0 Writing clearly and effectively.

0 0 0 0 Becoming aware of different philosophies, cultures, and
ways of life.

0 0 0 0 Understanding yourself - your abilities, interests, and
personality.

0 0 0 0 Understanding other people and the ability to get along
with different kinds of people.

0 0 0 0 Ability to function as a team member.

0 0 0 0 Developing good health habits and physical fitness.

0 0 0 0 Understanding the nature of sciences and experimentation.

0 0 0 0 Understanding scientific and technical developments and
their applications in society.

0 0 0 0 Ability to think analytically and logically.

0 0 0 0 Quantitative thinking - understanding probabilities,
proportions, etc.
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0 0 0 0 Ability to put ideas together, to see relationships,
similarities, and differences between ideas.

0 0 0 0 Ability to learn on your own, pursue ideas, and find
information you need.

*1 very much
2 quite a bit
3 some

4 very little
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APPENDIX D

The following scales were those taken from the College Student

Experiences Questionnaire and were the basis for the results of the

Oregon State University Students' "Quality of Effort" used in this

study (C. Robert Pace, 1979).

COLLEGE ACTIVITIES

1 2 3 4*
Library experiences

0 0 0 0 Used the library as a quiet place to read or study

materials you brought with you.

0 0 0 0 Used the card catalogue to find what materials there were

on some topic.

O 0 0 0 Asked the librarian for help in finding material on some

topic.

O 0 0 0 Read something in the reserve book room that was assigned

by a faculty member.

0 0 0 0 Used indexes (such as the Reader's Guide to Periodical

Literature) to journal articles.

0 0 0 0 Developed a bibliography or set of references for use in a

term paper or some other class assignment.

0 0 0 0 Found some interesting material to read just by browsing

in the stacks.

0 0 0 0 Ran down leads, looked for further references that were

cited in things you read.

O 0 0 0 Used specialized bibliographies (such as Chemical

Abstracts, Psychological Abstracts, etc.).

0 0 0 0 Gone back to read a basic reference or document that other

authors had often referred to.

Experiences with Faculty

0 0 0 0 Talked with a faculty member.

0 0 0 0 Asked your instructor for information related to a course

you were taking.

0 0 0 0 Visited informally and briefly with an instructor after

class.
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0 0 0 0 Made an appointment to meet with a faculty member in
his/her office.

O 0 0 0 Discussed ideas for a term paper or other class project
with a faculty member.

0 0 0 0 Discussed your career plans and ambitions with a faculty
member.

O 0 0 0 Asked your instructor for comments and criticisms about
your work.

O 0 0 0 Had coffee, cokes, or snacks with a faculty member.

O 0 0 0 Worked with a faculty member on a research project.

0 0 0 0 Discussed personal problems or concerns with a faculty
member.

Course Learning

O 0 0 0 Took detailed notes in class.

O 0 0 0 Listened attentively in class meetings.

O 0 0 0 Underlined major points in the readings.

0 0 0 0 Tried to see how different facts and ideas fit together.

0 0 0 0 Thought about practical applications of the material.

0 0 0 0 Worked on a paper, project, or assignment where you had to
integrate ideas from various parts of the course.

O 0 0 0 Summarized major points and information in your readings
or notes.

0 0 0 0 Tried to explain the material to another student or

friend.

O 0 0 0 Made outlines from class notes or readings.

0 0 0 0 Did additional readings on topics that were introduced and
discussed in the class.

Art, Music, Theater

0 0 0 0 Talked about art (painting, sculpture, architecture,
artists, etc.) with other students at the college.

O 0 0 0 Gone to an art gallery or art exhibit on the campus.
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O 0 0 0 Read or discussed the opinions of art critics.

O 0 0 0 Participated in some art activity (painting, pottery,
weaving, drawing, etc.).

O 0 0 0 Talked about music (classical, popular, musicians, etc.)
with other students at the college.

O 0 0 0 Attended a concert or other music event at the college.

0 0 0 0 Read or discussed the opinions of music critics.

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

O 0 0 0

O 0 0 0

Participated in some music activity (orchestra, chorus,
etc.).

Talked about the theater (plays, musicals, dance, etc.)

with other students at the college.

Seen a play, ballet, or other theater performance at the
college.

Read or discussed the opinions of drama critics.

O 0 0 0 Participated in or worked on some theatrical production
(acted, danced, worked on scenery, etc.).

0 0 0 0

O 0 0 0

O 0 0 0

Had meals,
center.

Looked at

events.

Student Union

snacks, etc. at the student union or student

the bulletin board for notices about campus

Met your friends at the student union or student center.

O 0 0 0 Sat around in the union or center talking with other
students about your classes and other college activities.

O 0 0 0 Used the lounge(s) to relax or study by yourself.

0 0 0 0 Saw a film or other event at the student union or center.

0 0 0 0 Attended a social event in the student union or center.

O 0 0 0 Heard a speaker at the student union or center.

O 0 0 0 Played games that were available in the student union or
center (ping-pong, cards, pool, pinball, etc.).

0 0 0 0 Used the lounge(s) or meeting rooms to meet with a group
of students for a discussion.
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Athletic and Recreation
Facilities

0 0 0 0 Set goals for your performance in some skill.

O 0 0 0 Followed a regular schedule of exercise, or practice in
some sport, on campus.

O 0 0 0 Used outdoor recreational spaces for casual and informal
individual athletic activities.

O 0 0 0 Used outdoor recreational spaces for casual and informal
group sports.

O 0 0 0 Used facilities in the gym for individual activities
(exercise, swimming, etc.).

O 0 0 0 Used facilities in the gym for playing sports that require
more than one person.

O 0 0 0 Sought instruction to improve your performance in some
athletic activity.

O 0 0 0 Played on an intramural team.

O 0 0 0 Kept a chart or record of your progress in some skill or
athletic activity.

O 0 0 0 Played in any varsity sport or athletic event.

Clubs and Organizations

O 0 0 0 Looked in the student newspaper for notices about campus
events and student organizations.

O 0 0 0

O 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

O 0 0 0

Attended a program or event put on by a student group.

Read or asked about a

government activity.

Attended a meeting of a
government group.

club, organization, or student

club, organization, or student

Voted in a student election.

Discussed policies and issues related to campus activities
and student government.

O 0 0 0 Worked in some student organization or special project
(publications, student government, social event, etc.).
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O 0 0 0 Discussed reasons for the success or lack of success of
student club meetings, activities, or events.

O 0 0 0 Worked on a committee.

O 0 0 0 Met with a faculty adviser or administrator to discuss the
activities of a student organization.

Experience in Writing

O 0 0 0 Used a dictionary or thesaurus to look up the proper
meaning of words.

O 0 0 0 Consciously and systematically thought about sentence
structure, paragraphs, word choice, and sequence of ideas
or points as you were writing.

O 0 0 0 Wrote a rough draft of a paper or essay and then revised
it yourself before handing it in.

0 0 0 0 Spent at least five hours or more writing a paper (not
counting time spent in reading or at the library).

O 0 0 0 Asked other people to read something you wrote to see if
it was clear to them.

O 0 0 0 Referred to a book or manual about style of writing,
grammar, etc.

O 0 0 0 Revised a paper or composition two or more times before
you were satisfied with it.

O 0 0 0 Asked an instructor for advice and help to improve your
writing.

O 0 0 0 Made an appointment to talk with an instructor who had
criticized a paper you had written.

0 0 0 0 Submitted for publication an article, story, or other
composition you had written.

Personal Experiences

O 0 0 0 Told a friend why you reacted to another person the way
you did.

0 0 0 0 Discussed with other students why some groups get along
smoothly, and other groups don't.

O 0 0 0 Sought out a friend to help you with a personal problem.
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Elected a course that dealt with understanding personal
and social behavior.

Identified with a character in a book or movie and
wondered what you might have done under similar
circumstances.

O 0 0 0 Read articles or books about personal adjustment and
personality development.

O 0 0 0 Taken a test to measure your abilities, interests, or
attitudes.

0 0 0 0 Asked a friend to tell you what he/she really thought
about you.

0 0 0 0 Been in a group where each person, including yourself,
talked about his/her personal problems.

0 0 0 0 Talked with a counselor or other specialist about
probleems of a personal nature.

Student Acquaintances

O 0 0 0 Made friends with students who academic major field was
very different from yours.

O 0 0 0 Made friends with students whose interests were very
different from yours.

0 0 0 0 Made friends with students whose family background
(economic and social) was very different from yours.

0 0 0 0

O 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

O 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

O 0 0 0

Made friends with students who age was very different from
yours.

Made friends with students whose race was different from
yours.

Made friends with students from another country.

Had serious discussions with students whose philosophy of
life or personal values were very different from yours.

Had serious discussions with students
beliefs were very different from yours.

Had serious discussions with students
opinions were very different from yours.

whose religious

whose political

Invited a foreign student to go with you to a social
activity (party, dinner, movie, etc.).
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Science Lab Activities

O 0 0 0 Worked on laboratory exercises that could be successfully
completed by following a set of written directions.

O 0 0 0 Made an effort to understand the reason for each step in
the experimental procedure.

O 0 0 0 Read the experiment before coming to the lab.

O 0 0 0 Attempted to explain an experimental procedure to a
classmate.

O 0 0 0 Completed other assigned readings related to laboratory
exercises before coming to the lab.

O 0 0 0 Practiced to improve your skill in using lab equipment.

0 0 0 0 Repeated an experiment which didn't work.

O 0 0 0 Worked on a project in which you had to figure out what to
do or look for.

O 0 0 0 Spent a half hour or more discussing a lab experiment.

O 0 0 00 Ran some lab tests which were not assigned by the
instructor.

Topics of Conversation

0 0 0 0 Job prospects, money, careers.

O 0 0 0 Movies and popular music.

0 0 0 0 Social events, parties.

O 0 0 0 Boyfriends/girlfriends/spouse. Current events in the

news.

0 0 0 0 Major social problems such as peace, human rights,
equality, justice.

O 0 0 0 Different life styles and customs.

0 0 0 0 The ideas and views of other people such as writers,
philosophers, historians.

0 0 0 0 Topics related to science and technology such as energy,
pollution, chemicals, military applications.

O 0 0 0 Fine arts - painting, theatrical productions, ballet,

symphony, etc.
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Information in Conversations

0 0 0 0 Referred to knowledge you had acquired in your reading.

0 0 0 0 Explored different ways of thinking about the topic.

0 0 0 0 Referred to something a professor said about the topic.

0 0 0 0 Subsequently read something that was related to the topic.

0 0 0 0 Changed your opinion as a result of the knowledge or
arguments presented by others.

0 0 0 0 Persuaded others to change their minds as a result of the
knowledge or arguments you cited.

*1 very much
2 quite a bit
3 some
4 very little
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APPENDIX E

This data is the raw scores taken from the responses on the
College Student Experiences Questionnaire by the older adult
undergraduate students used in the study.

Variables Raw Score
% advantage
in Effort

% advantage
in Gain

Males 317.8 + .7 +2.9
Females 320.1 - .8 -2.9

Married 318.8 - .8 -1.6
Single 316.3 + .8 +1.6

Married males 324.5 -6.0 -1.8
Single males 306.1 +6.0 +1.8

Married females 312.0 +5.0 +3.6
Single females 327.6 -5.0 -3.6

Students with
children 333.1 -8.7 -12.5

Students without
children 306.4 +8.7 +12.5

Married students
with children 322.4 -1.6 -1.8

Married Students
without children 317.3 +1.6 +1.8

Single students
with children 341.0 -10.4 -17.9

Single students
without children 308.9 +10.4 +17.9

Married females
with children 312.2 +18.1 +31.0

Single females
with children 368.6 -18.1 -31.0

Married males
with children 330.8 -7.0 -16.7

Single males
without children 309.1 +7.0 +16.7



Variables

Students with 'A'

Raw Scores
% advantage
in Effort

% advantage
in Gain

or 'B' grades 303.0 +17.7 +37.9
Students with 'C'

grades or less 356.6 -17.7 -37.9

Students working
10 hrs. per week 308.8 +20.5 +37.0

Students working
40 hrs. per week 372.1 -20.5 -37.0

100


