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'CHAPTER I
' INTRODUCT ION
The Setting

In Venezuela, the proper educaéion of éhiidren_infall
social straﬁa and the_re—evaiﬁation of the éducéﬁional"sys-
tem as a méaﬁsltowafd ﬁﬁis Qﬁd are of’major concern today.
These concerns'obcupy-thé attentibnvof individﬁals_from‘the
highest gofernmeﬁtai level to the-parentsiénd studenté.ﬁhem-
selves. The considerations at stake are varied and broad:
they range from the wishes énd ability of thevcbuntry to
compete and survive ecOnpmically:and.iﬁdustriallyiiﬁ'én
ever-increasingly competifive.world to the acknowledged duty
of a twenty-year old:démocrécy tO'éducate‘itspcitizéns:and
develop their fullest potentials. . -

One hundred'fifﬁyVSQVen Yeahs'ago;'in 1821, thé'cOuﬁtfy
gained political independencg from its coloni;lvméétefs,>but
it has not yet achievéd sufficient'economic ahd:eduCatiohai
independence to be,régarded as a deyeldped country.‘ Thié‘
independence hasfbeén tﬁe'aim bfvthe goVerqmenf dufiﬁg'tﬁe
last twenty years; 'Beforé £958; therevwa§ a léck'of govern-
mental will on the one haﬁé,'and_a lack o% ecoanic resour-

ces on the other, to set and execute plahé_to develop the



country. 'The onezlmﬁortant exception to thlsvruleAls'ﬁhe
Decree of Free and Compulsory Public Instructlon of 1870
which makes 1t the duty of the State to prov:de free elemen-
tary educatlon to_all chaldren in the,natlon; 'Thls decree
has been the moﬁimafing,force for actions dlrected:at“reasf
serting the human_rights and dignity of the Veneznelan
people. ' |

The educational-policy’Of the country has been deve-'
loped by nece531ty, w1th1n the context of the general pollcy
of the State. Educatlon achleved progress dur1ng the ‘democ-
ratic periods and suffered setbacks and~restr1ct1ons durlng
the longrdictatorial ones..-Since 1958:Veneznela has dere-
loped its educatlonal pollcy within the context of represen-i
tative democracy. Thls pollcy insures contlnuous academlc
functions and search for 1mproved educat1onal sysfem and
processes. Thus'democratlzatlon of educatlonal'opportunl-
ties promotes tnelouantitative expansion as well.asrtneA
quality of the educational system.

It is worthwhlle to point out. the quant1tat1ve educa—
tional advances:durlng the past twenty years of‘democracy.
In 1957-58, the lasﬁerar.of dicﬁatonship; ﬁhe'naﬁional,en—
rollment of'students in'all.levelslof ﬁhe edﬁcational.system
‘'was 844 642 from a populatlon of about 7,000, 000.‘;Twelvé f.
years later, 1n 1969 70 there was a nat1onal enrollment of

2, 100 Sianfrom a populatlon of- about 10, OOO 000 _ By‘1977-78
the total enrollment wasA3,493,735}from.avpopulation of

about 12,500,000; FrOm}thesé”fiéureS'it'isiapparent.that‘



‘the national govennnent has exerted greetnefforts to provide
educationai‘opﬁoftnnities for a fast—gbowinghpoouletion.
There has also been spe01a1 effort in 1mprov1ng the quallty
of educatlon. Many normal schools, teachers colleges and
schools of educatlon have been opened tovprepare the elemen-'
tary, secondary and higher education teachersfneeded‘to meet
the groWing>demand for mentors. | - |

Today the State, through its Mlnlstry of Educatlon,‘is g
engaged 1n promotlng what is called an "educatlonal revolu- R
tion," a movement wh;ch_has the follow1ng obJectlves: - to
provide quick‘translation'of educational plénsﬁinto reélity,
and to intensify the'qnantitative—qualitetive changes:
sought, not'only in formal edncation, but in ali'sectors of
the socialy cultunal;.scientific and technofjg}cal'cOmmuni-

ties (Ministerio de Educacion, 1975, p. 8).

Much discussion has taken place during the 1ast twenty
years about ways'of-lmproving‘the educatlonal system, and
many plans directed‘towafd Suchtends‘as'mofe:curricnla,
better school buildings;.a'cOmpreheneive preoefetionefor‘
teachers at alivgfade 1evels, and mohe.efficient"methods'of
teaching‘haVe_beenuimplemented. hValnahle.asvsnch neasuree
have been, they could only provide the means for a: student
to be educated they could not insure that he would take
fullest advantage-of what_was offered to hlm,

In spite of this dri&e toward'a'better-QualitleE edu-
cation, 60 per cent of:allAStudents in_Venezuela etill‘fail

to complete any level in the educational system of the



country: they are dropouts; Problems of dropoutsand repea—
ters as well as, those students who were delayed in complet-:
ing their degrees because of teachers' or students' strikes
hinder the educat10nal progress of the country.b |
Student dropout, student repetition and;student and’
teacher'strlkes are<not.newjin the‘Veneiuelan system:of
higher education. They have existed'for a.long timeiand
thus seem an integral part of the‘nation'sAeducational his-
tory. These problems are partlcularly alarmlng when' one |
cons1ders the 1arge economic resources whlch the country is
expend ing to*glve its young free education from“kindergarten
to the unlvers1ty-—resources whlch could well be utlllzed in
other social programs ‘to improve the 1ot of the people.
This huge educatlonalﬁexpendlture_mayvbe appre01atedvby ///
viewing the factmthat'the‘educatdonal‘budgetvhasfgone from' .
46.7 mii’lion 'dolllars' in 1957 to 1. 23’ bllilon:l.n 197'6 ‘an 1n-/

crease of - 2 616 per cent over a perlod of nlneteen years..
The Problem

Ministry ofiEducationlplannerS'and administrators'of'
higher'education<in'Venezuelahare increasinglyaconcerned"
with the probiemlofvwastage in'educationaihfunds duehprima_
rily tO‘high‘ratedof student dropout‘andvstudent‘repetition.
A document released at the: end of May 1976 by the Offlce of
Planning and Budgetlng of the M1n1stry of Educatlon and

translated by thls wrlter, states.



During the last two decades there has been a. sig-
nificant increase in the ‘education sector appro-
priations. At present, the budget of the Ministry
of Education is in the order of 1.23 billion dol-
lars, being the third largest budget area of the
national government. This general increment of
expendltures is also reflected in the higher edu-
cation sector. -This sector got an appropriation
of about 500 million dollars which represents al-
most 40 per cent of the educational budget. Also,
cost per student has increased from 1,709 dollars
in 1970 te 2,040 in 1974, meaning an annual rate
of 4.8 per cent. This expansion in expend itures,
however, has not brought with it a corresponding
increase in the internal efficiency of higher edu-
cation, if that efficiency is evaluated by taking
into account the capacity of this sector to retain
students until they graduate. A high rate of repe-
tition gives an inflated number of students, which
imposes a great burden in the cost of. higher edu- .
.cation (Mlnlsterlo de Educacion, 1976 p. 263).

Thus 1ncrea51ng school budget alone does not necessarlly de-
crease the rate of student dropouts and repeaters.

Us1ng the budget to flnance 1mp1ementat10n of educa—
tional programs tallored to the specific needs of students,
and support complementary serv1ces such as gu1dance and
counsellng may stlmulate students to learn and complete
their studles within the prescrlbed currlculum‘years or
earlier. Dropoutslmay decrease and even student and teacher
strikes may-be mlnlmlzed- if not totaly averted; Such
measures may keep educatlonal wastage low whlch 1s one of
the educational. goals embodled 1n the 1976 1980 Flfth Plan

of the natlon.
 Need for the Study - -

While some ‘reports, asdpreviously mentioned, indicate

that student dropouts and repeaters'contribute to national



wastage, the wrifertfoundfno'actual syetematic §tudy being-
made to determine rate of college or university student
dropoute-or repeaters in VeneZuela.,'Likewise;lno lnforma—
tion on actual costiin‘wasted educational'resources that may
be traced to college dropout was found, MOre significant is
the absence of data regarding college life exper1ences of
students as perceived by them.- The above needed data will
surely help guide educators in Venezuela in planning and im—
plementlng rich and functlonal programs. Other individuals,
like teachers and guldance counselors, involved in”educating‘
college studEntS‘may also benefit if such data were obtained
and made aVailable.

The 31gn1flcance of studylng perceptlon of college stu-
dents about their experlenceb in hlgher education may be
summed up by quotlng Netusil and Hallenbeck (1975, Pe 263)'

It is 1mportant that the entlre un1ver51ty commun i-

ty be concerned wlth the quality of experience its

students are receiving and their reaction to the

total un1vers1ty environment.

And they go on to say.

College student satisfaction is an impOrtént,'but.

little understood, variable which deserves:much

greater attention by the entire college community

as -the concern for retention of students increas-

es. . . ..

Therefore, knowledge obtained and implications:gleanedJErom
college dropout and repeater study are highly valuable to
the higher educational system of Venezuela.in’particular,l

and to the entire system in general, hence the study,”



* Purpose of the Study

The maihﬁquebtives of this sﬁudy were:

1. To,defebmihe the rate of studeﬁt &bééoutsg.reﬁea-'
ters and graduatesAin fouf selecﬁed'teachers‘ééllééés'in
Venezuelé.~ | |

2. To assess the cost or educational wastagé,due to
droﬁﬁing 6ut and repgtition.. |

3. To measure‘thé.ﬁefceptioﬁs of_drépouts and repea—
ters in theSe colléges é6ncerning their expé}iences in
higher ed#cabion and”ﬁtiiize'these'perceptions in fbrmulat—

ing guidelines to minimize college dropouts and:fepetition.
Scope and!Limitatidns‘

The study deals with“four maiﬁ Variébles, naﬁély: ,cbl—
lege student droédut, college student répeater, écdndmic
wastage and_perception:of'dropout and_réﬁeatef régérding
their experierices in tﬁé teachers colleges. n

The writér_rebognizes that to try to make a study'deai-
ing with all ihstitutions‘of higher'educationiin thé boqntfy
would be too broad and difficult. - Therefore,-,tg complete
the study withiﬁ ‘the specified schedule, "c;h'e" following limi-
tations weré imposed: | o | o

1. Limiting'to‘fpur feéchers colleges. The writer 
observed that the selected éollegés aré‘typicél éﬁdvtheré—
fore willJtrﬁly represéﬁt thisvtype Qf iﬁstiﬁution{

2. Reétri¢ting'thé size sample to 2,065'&fopouﬁs and -



\ 4,236 repeaters and further reducing respondents to 117

dropouts and”lio repeaters. rIt was'felt that-the siae of
these two samples was. feasible and adequatehto gite indicar
tion of what. has been happening about educatlonal wastage 1n
Venmwwlajﬁflotal number of respondents was further reduced
to 71 dropouts and 83 repeaters because of dlfflculty of
trac1nglthem, partlcularly the dropouts. |

- 3. Restrlctlng to three groups of students who- composai
the tﬁree cohorts. of 1970-1974, 1971-1975 and’ 1972-1976.
Going baok beyond 1970 would not have been feas1ble since

there were only few enrollees, and to draw samples from them

would ‘not have been truly representatlve of the populat1ons

of dropouts and repeaters. The perlod of study-was extended

until 1977 in order to see what happened to those students
who did not graduate in the expected four years, but re—
mained enrolled beyond that perlod,'

4. Limiting to 17 items in the questionnaire.for the
dropouts and 13 for_repeaters as'shown in Appendiees h and
B. The writer.helievespthat these selectedditemS”were,ade-
quate to provide a balanced.and_an accurate'summary}of the
percentages ofldropoutS‘and-repeaters regarding'their exper—

iences in the teadhers”colleges;v
 Definition of Terms

" An attempt is made to refraln from u51ng compllcated or
amblguous terms in th1s _study. All terms used are relat1ve-

ly common to the’llterature ‘associated with college .



matriculation:d fo,a&oid possible misnnderstEndlngs,‘how—
ever, explenations of certainikey_terms are proVided teloW:
'l.,-DrdEont; AcStudent who‘deperted from college'be—
fore graduétion._ Tn this stndyythose dropOutS’who're_
enrolled and repeétets-who dropped out wefe not included.

2. Withdrawal. This term‘jis sometimes used instead

of dropout..

3. Regeater. A.student retaking one on_nore courses
resulting in failure‘to‘greduate'within the'prescrlbed cur-
riculum yeafs;“ﬁ | |

4. -Non4repeater graduate. A student who finishes a:

degree,course within the prescribed curriculum years.

5. Repeater graduate. A student wﬁo finishes-a degree

course beyond the prescrlbed currlculum years.i:

6. - Cohort. 'The total number of college students en-
tering together'as-firstitime enrollees in é given yeér andv
expected to Elnlsh together in a later year. |

7. Dropout»rate.f Theé number of students who qu1t

school during the academlc year under study, expressed as

the proportlon of. the total enrollment in that year.,
Organization of the Dissertation

This reporttnesvfiVe chapters.p-Chepter I is the intro-
duction which includes the setting, the problem, need for
the study, purposes, scope and 11m1tat10ns and deflnltlon of
terms. Chapter IT provldesfa revlew of related llteratnre,

Chapter III deals with the method of collecting data and
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treatment of data. Chapter IV presents the_fesults of the
study, and Chapter V contains a summary, conclusions, and

recommendations arising from the study.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduct ion

A syothe51s of . 51gn1flcant flndlngs of reported studies
about college dropout and repetltlon is presented here as |
background for'the pfesent study. The chapter ie divided -
into.five'sections: (1) introduotion; (2) collegerdropout
and repetition and educational wastage; (3) charactefistics
of college dropouts.and repeaters; (4) peroepﬁions of col-
lege dropouts and repeaters' about theif experienoes.in
higher education; and (5) related studies carried out in
Venezuela and other developing.countries.

The 1iterature,reveals'many studies and:reviews_regafd—
ing the problem of'dfopout and'repetition'or academic-fail—
ure. Summersklll (1962 p.-630) reviews studles 01t1ng at-'
trition rates 1n Amerlcan colleges and un1vers1t1es as early
as 1913. 1In 1933, a study by Stagner (pp- 648 660) concern—
ing predictlon.of_studentsf academlc achlevement appeared in
the 1iterature.l ThUS, at least forty-five years have been
spent to date in stddying student dropout and related prob-

lems.

11
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The dropout problem‘has.heen.investigatedhih relatiou
to many differehthariables, ranglng from personallty to en-
vjronment, Many approaches and procedures have been tr1ed
in studying the problem. Some~of them'anOlve personallty
tests, surveys, and ex1t 1nterv1ews, others are developmen-
tal procedures, such as constructlng theoretlcal models or
paradigms or predlctlon scales. Considering the educatlonal
and economic.implicatiOns_of‘the problem3 this-sustained

interest in research seems appropriate.

College Dropouts and Repeaters

and Economlc Wastage

This section is’ organlzed 1nto' (a) dropOut at the
college level; (b) repetltlon at the college 1eve1 and (c)

economic wastage.

Dropout at the College Lerel

Definition. The word ﬁdropout" has often been used

synonymOusly with such wOrds'as‘withdrawal, attrdtion, mor-
tality loss and'wastage. While the present studY‘concerns‘
- itself with w1thdrawa1 from college at any t1me w1th1n the
prescribed perlod of study, others suggest clas51flcatlon
of the varlable 1nto dlfferent categorles.‘ For'1nstauce,
Rose and Elton-(1966, p. 242) commented that a w1thdrawal
made during thejfirst semester of matrlculatlon should be
distinguished‘from one made after,'aﬁd oue‘made during the

first school year, from the next. Further distinction
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should be'made~bétﬁeeh‘those who withdrew wlthvpasSing
grades andlthOSe wlthufailing ones,'accordihgdtolthe same
1

authors. Tinto (1975, pp. 89-90) suggested further dif-
ferentlatlon should be made between those dropouts who qu1t
college completely and those who w1thdrew only temporarlly.

A follow up study made by Jex and Merrlll (1962,
pp. 764- 765) on 266 enterlng freshmen at the Unlver51ty of
Utah in 1950 clearly 1llustrates an advantage of categori-
zing withdrawalS5 .Among 79 identified dropouts, it.was
learhed that 23 had transferred to otheér universities; ‘ln
another of the‘follow—up studies, 156 ehterihg'englneerlng
freshmeh at the same university ingl948 shoWed 1l4](73;07%)
graduates distributed in ahspan of 11 years. From this
group, 53 (33.97%) graduated~on schedule,(38-ord24.36% in
engineering, 14 or 8.97% in other-colleges, hoth in the Uni-
versity of Utah' and 1 or O. 64% 1n another unlver81ty)
The rest 61 or 39 10 per cent completed englneerlng ‘or o-
ther degrees 1n"the same'or'ln ‘other unlversltles. ‘Thus,
in this ease; those who transferred to other colleges in
the same univer51ty or to other un1vers1t1es,fand those .who
were delayed in graduatlng may. have been 1nc1uded in the
withdrawal aroup. One advantage; therefore,a;n,maklng ca-
tegories of wlthdrawals is that confusion created by.lump;
ing together-students.mho’have~completely stoopedlwith tem;
porarvaithdrawals and transferees is avdided. hOne.maY'to
avoid such pitfallsﬁis to use long—rahge'followéup‘studies.

The'major‘drawﬂack in this kind of study, hoWeﬁer, is that
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it is expensive.

Dropout rate.‘sﬁropout rate is defined as thednumber of

" students who qult school durlng the academic. year, expressedﬂ
as the proportlon of the total enrollment in that year. Se-
veral studles,in the literature haye been concerned‘w1th'es-
timating:dropout rates hoth stateetand;nationwide;h

| Differing dropout'rateé have been reported forfvarious
universities; One of the hlghest dropout rates (67%) was
found in the UnlverS1ty of New Mexlco (Goetz & Leach 1967,
p. 883). In the Unlver51ty of~Indlana, accordlng to,
Koelsche (1956, p; 358), out'of-2:091'entering‘freshmen in
1948, 1,233 or 59 per cent dropped out at certaln t1mes in
four years. Knoell (1960 P 54) C1ted a study in the Un1-
versity'of_lowa'where,the dropout rate‘of the.enterlngifresh-
men in 1955 wac 41.8 per cent.

A nat10nw1de study of dropout and retentlon con51dered
by authorltles in the fleld as class1c was . accompllshed by
Iffert (1957, PP- 15-20) . His study 1nvolved 12 667 enter-
ing freshmen enrolled in 147 publlc and prlvate 1nst1tut10ns
of higher educatlon“ln 1950. To obtain more accurate data
he used two sources of information: = school records and res-
'ponses.obtained‘from a’questionnairecf Among h1s f1nd1ngs
were: u | | :

1. Publlcly controlled 1nst1tut10ns ‘had a hlgher drop—”
out rate, 56.2 per cent than the prlvately controlled whlch

had 42.6 per cent. Both data were obta1ned from_the 'school
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records; no. data from respondents were available;fh

2. Teachers colleges ‘had the highest dropout rate from
both sources: 56 1 per cent from school records and 44 1
per cent from respondents.

3. Compared to teachers colleges, the dropout rate in
universltles was‘lower, P cent from school records
and 42.7fper cent:from.respondents."Speclal mentlon of}tea—
chers colleges and‘universities excludlng;othervtypes of'
institutions;studled by'Iffert"is’made,here hecause the'for—
mer is the focus of”the presentfstudy and the latterihas' |
been used for comparison.purposes. | | | |

4. The mean.dropout rate.was_48.3.per cent'inhthree
years, accordingAto the‘school records; whiletit Was,4i;5
per cent in four years, according:to,respondentsr The'dis;
crepancy can perhaps'be eiplained*by‘a difference in numher
of years being- cons1dered three from school records and
four from respondentsw‘ Also, there ‘were 10. 3 per cent
transferees included‘in~the respondents"source._{;

5. The‘dlstribution'ofidropout'rates in”three”years'
was 27.3 per cent for the'combined_two Semesters‘of the
first year, gnq ﬁl;zlpép cent fdfjéhe combinéd~se¢§ﬁd and
third years. rThese“data'were-obtained from thebschool re-
cords only; o | .‘. } »l |

It may be noted that'the combined drbpout rateshfor'two
semesters durlng the flrst year in Iffert's study is - as much
if not greater than the comblned dropout rates for both se-
cond and third ytars. ThlS trend has been supported by

, -i . ,

!
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several studies.- One study was reported by Gekosk1 and
Schwartz (1961, pp.'192 194) on 816 entering. freshmen from
three dliierent colleges at Temple Un1vers1ty 'leeral |
Arts, Teachers College and School of" Bu31ness and Publ1c Ad-
ministration. The. duthors made the follow1ng observatlons:

Of this group 262:or 32% did not register the. fol-

lowing September. ' One-half year later an addi-

tional 8% dropped out. This represents a 40% loss

in one and a half years w1th 2/3 of the loss com-

ing in the first year. '

Another study was a review on dropout studies made by
Marshv(1966 p. 476) in WHich' after enumerating data which
indicated a large perCentage of attrltlon in the flrst year,
he concluded that the m0st cru01al dropout perlod 1s the
flrst year, the chances for surv1val increasing to 65 per
cent or better by the Junlor year.

The mean loss of college students in four years in'the
United States from 1913 to 1960 was 59 per cent, according
to Summersklll (1962, p. 630) 'He computed th;s'mean from
35 dlfferent studles done dur1ng that per1od..:He also came
up with the follow1ng dropout rates for every-ten4year
period: 1920's,'53 per cent"1930’s,'50 per;cent;,1940’s,
49 per cent; and 1950'3, 51 per cent. .

Summersklll (1962, pP. 631) summed up the extent of
dropouts in the Unlted States as follows

e o Amerlcan colleges lose, on the average, ap—

proximately half their students in the four years

of matriculation. Some 40% of college students

graduate on schedule and, in addition approxlmatef

ly 20% graduate at some college, some day. These

have been the facts for several decades in Amer1can
higher education.
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Thus, on the. whole, the natlonally accepted dropout ‘rate in
the Unlted States is. 50 per cent., While thls norm;has_al-
ready been establlshed, the case of repetition rate remains

problematic.

Repetition at the'Cdilege Level

A review of the'litereturevsﬁowsvinformatien about col-
lege repetitieh to'be'meagef. A majority of the stﬁdies.on
repetition deal;Qithlprimary, elementary and seeendary.le_
vels. 1In many‘studies where college students Were_studied,
repetition was enly a minﬁte part among the maey variables

being examined, with dfepout'as the main problem;y

Definition. Words such as. retention, non-promotion,

academic failure or‘retardation.seem ofteh_aseqcieted‘With
repetition. Ih'this.study, repetition is defiﬁed aéjthe.act
of college studeﬁts retaking-onevor mere‘eourées_reedlting
in failure.to gfaduate'withih the-preseribedeéerpiedlumv
years.: } - |

As fer ae:the litefature iS‘concerned ‘aseertalnlng
repetltlon rate u51ng the deflnitlon glven 1n the present
study has not yet beenAattempted.; Attempts.to_depermlne.
students who did notigraduate on'schedule have;ﬁeeniméde
rarely. It isfimplied that students failing iniSOmefcourses
and re-enrolling in them belong toetHOSe éiaééified-as nef
graduating on schedhle'just as much as thoee sfudents.who

did not fail academieally nor retake courses, but .who were
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delayed . in - graduatlng for other reasons. Onelsuch”reason
could be that one merely reduced hlS credlt hour load per-
haps to spend more tlme working for a 11v1ng,'or'he=stopped |
for a while and:then resumed'studles_after afsemester or a
year. In.the=absence of studies on.repetition,fthe question
of students whoﬂfailgto graduaternftime,”and:uho_stilldre_

enroll in college shall be dealt with below.

Students who do not graduate on schedule but _who re-

enroll in coll'g Some studies include in part the problem

of students who fall to graduate from college on . schedule.
" McNeely (1931; pp. 8—17) reported 6.3 per cent of students
belonging to\this group in.his classic study‘of.10p972 en;
tering,freshMen in 1931. After following this,small’group‘
of students fOrha'year,-hevfound;that 64.8 perlcent flnally
graduated after:their fifth‘yearf: The.rest,c35;2 pér:cent,
who weregprenedical, dental or preelaw»Studentsihad to stay
for two more years'within the university.v h ..A
Iffert’s'study (1957,'p.v16); nentiOned previouslyQ in—
dicates 7.3 per cent of students who falled to graduate on
schedule out of a total of 12,667 enterlng freshmen in 1950
about 19 years after McNeely S study.: Iffert's data were
taken from school'records. A hlgher percentage (11 2), how-'
ever, was obtalned by the same author from the responses of
the students. ThlS h1gh percentage, accordlng to hlm,'was
due to the presence of 500 (47) senlors w1th englneerlng
majors, 125 (1%) in med1c1ne,band 40 - (0 3%) in law, making

a total of 5.3 per cent ‘of "students who ought to have
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completed a degreelln four years for valld reasons (Iffert,
1957, pp. 18—19)

Iffert reported further that according to type of 1nst1
tution, teachers colleges had the lowest percentage (4‘2%)
of students who failedjto complete'a‘degree ih four'years.

It may be worth noting that whilelteachers cOIlegeSghad the
lowest percentage of'students‘who failed'to_graduate_onh
scheduie, they had”thehhighest dropOut rate from_among:the
four types of‘institutions (iiberal'arts, ﬁtechnological";
universities and teachers colleges)

The last presented here is the study made by Jex and
Merrill (1962, p. 766) on 1, 643 enterlng freshmen in the
Fall oE 1948. - A.tollow-up was made on these freshmen for 11
years, perhaps the 1ongest perlod of time spent for thls
type of study;_ Among,the flndlngs.were: about 352 (21 4%)
graduated on time; 390 (23 7%) graduated'at some time within'
nine years after the prescrlbed schedule for completlon, of"
34.2 per cent women who graduated,.only 28. 7 per cent com-
pleted in fouru&ears and'only'S;S per‘cent did_so after_four
years; and of 5t1.9 perlcent men‘WhQ;graduated; 27,1”per.cent
did so on time thle 24.8 per cent'graduated 1ater. As a
precautionary measure the same authors had th1s to say

If we may assume a transfer rate of 127 per cent

(the estimated natural average) and further assume

that about 40 per cent of these transfers. have since

graduated from other universities . . . the total

graduating to date approximates 50 per cent. Since
most of our past thinking of graduation rates has

been in terms of those graduating on schedule, we

have - been only 'half-right' concerning the 'long
run' (Jex & Merrlll 1962, p. 764). :
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Thus, there is. a great need for long—range follow-up studies
to view the problem of repetltlon and dropout in better per—
spective. Once the problem is accurately assessed and bet—
ter understood there is a greater poss1b111ty that appro—

priate measures may be formulated to reduce educat10na1 was-

tage at least to a minimum level,

Educational Wastagg_.,

There has been an 1ncrea31ng concern atout educatlonal
wastage among educators and admlnlstrators in many coun—
tries, both 1ndustr1allzed and developlng (Arlanayagam,
1970, p. 13) '_In the Unlted States, where investment in
educatlon has been 1ncrea51ng, thls concern 1s>exh1b1tedfby
growing public demand: for schools to be held accountable
(Natlonal Commission on the Financing of Post Secondary
Education, 1973, p. 43). The educatlonal wastage referred
to here is what Brimer.and.Pauli‘(1971, p. 9)-mentioned‘as
the inability of the school to hold its students. .These
are the.studentszwhp‘dropped out from‘college;w-'irj .

Indices considered usefulfin‘analYZing'edueatlonal was-

tage due to dropout‘and,repetition_are'discussed:below.

Instructional cost. This includes expenditures of

students, parents, college and other Sponsoring priﬁate‘
-agencies Whlch hlep . f1nance college 1nstruct10n. Instruc—
tional cost is relatlve to the quallty of educatlon de51red

and available resources of the country,

'
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Accordiﬁé'to.lhéckery (1975,'pp. 4154419) estihatlng
instructional cost,per.college student and determihing the
portions to be oaidnby the'oollege end the stuoeht,vhespecs
tively, is dlfflcult because of the practice 1n the Unlted
States to allocate national educational budget 1n_"broad and
general' categorles. |

‘Based on tﬁe‘Nétional:Commission of‘Finaﬁcing Post-Se-
condary Education (1973, p.’254) the follow1ng estlmates for
instructional cost "per addltlonal" college . student in 1970~
.71 were as‘follows: $1,501 for»the first two yeafs'in pub-
lic institutlons endt$2,163 for pflvate."per additlonél":
student; $2,300 in bublic,end $3,029 in_pfiyate ihstitutions
"per additionel“ studeht'atlthe‘upper 1evel.‘_It iSVestlmat—>
ed that about one-third of the instructiOnal cost”pefeCOl_
lege student is paid by the student ih the fbfﬁ of tuition
fees (Carnegie Commission on Higher Educetioh,_1973;'p. 10).

The instruotional COst thet-is.wasted dueato'eerly.
withdrawal: of a student in college ls estlmated to be
$1,000, according to Dav1s (1972, pe 479) Ehlsnamount ih—
cludes $500 spent.by‘the college_forh"recrultlng,"soreenlng;
accepting, reglsterlng, indocthinétihg, coansé1iﬁgfana flt—
ting (a student) 1nto college llfe“ and ahotherf$5QO'paidh
by the student 1n the form ofvtultlon fees.'_These estirl
mates, howevef,'were cited:as'U.SibCOsts.ahd;hthefefore,.notv

necessarily the same as in other countries.

Potential serv1ces.: These 1nclude some of the "indi—

rect costs" that Webb (1976 p. 209) reported such as the

I
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foregone 1ncone and tax revenues from the foregone income.
Spe01flcally, the foregone 1ncome here refers to deferred :
earnings of repeaters and m1n1mum, if not total income loss.

Accordlng’tO'Webb»(1976 p.»209) foregone income is’ by
far the largest source, hav1ng been estimated to account for
"over two- thlrds" of the total cost of educatlon.,.Cohn
(1977, p. 71),. however, thlnks otherw1se, saylng that thls
source is in31gn1flcant,land that cautlon shouldrbe exer-'
cised in.making such estimates because the?Structure,of-.
wagesvand’earnings could-suddenly change,‘mahing theibresent
foregone 1ncome estlmate unreallstlc. |

Other 1tems 1ncluded under th1s category are more d1f-
ficult to quantlfy. For 1nstance, the 1nab111ty of the
schooi to'produce needed manpower should havefan”adverse ef-
fect not only upon the agency which'needs the manooher'but'
also upon,those others that'mightfbenefit from suCh'manp0wer
if it ‘were aGailable.‘ Also, the potentlal student dlsplacedh
by the dropout mlght ‘not be admltted elsewhere.:

While estlmatlng 1nstruct10na1”coSt and-other;factors
related to educat10nal wastage is 1ndeed dlfflcult,vWebb'
suggestion (1976 pp. 213 214) to try to quantlfy such var-
iables seems encouraglng. "This 1s.the'"costtbenef1t ana-}a
- lysis" which 1nc1udes educational wastage;'.iniessence;’the
technique'uSes such terms as'"profit;fproduct;Aunit'costs;
selling price and:scrapﬁ¢ "Scrap" refers to'educationall

wastage, drobouts,'repeaters, and the like.
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Characteristics of College Dropouts

and Repeaters

Various charéeteristics of college dropouts and repea-
ters are discussed Qelow-under the following subtoﬁics:
personality charaeteristics, family-background and ‘socio-

economic factors, and academic factors.

Persenality Characteristics

Three variables in relation to dropout and repetition.
are included here, and they are age;‘sei, and perSOnality

traits. The first to be discussed is age.

Agg, Several studies have 1ndieated that ~age has lit-
tle or no relationship to dropout er;gggdeﬂig_fiilure. How-
ever, there are certain qualifications made by Chase'(1970,
PP- 67—68)_in'this area baéed onuhislreﬁort about droﬁout at
Indiana UniVersity' | | | |

Dropouts in the first semester were underrepresented
among older (20 years and up) freshmen. However, -
even though older students.seemed to persist through
their initial encounter with college, they.-tended

to be less likely to persist through the entire four
years of undergraduate work. =~ By the close of the
junior year the students who had withdrawn were over-
represented among the "older" age levels for both
males and females. It appears that "older" students
have the independence to make the original transi-
tion to the university, but they also leave in lar-
ger proportions than expected during the early years
of their higher eduoation. .

Sexton (1965, pp. 305~ 306) confirmed the above contention
when she reached'the following conelu31ons: "Generally

speaking, however, students ‘who enter cellege-at normal age

i
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or a year younger tended to do the best work." She goes on
to say: 'The reverse is true of students who enter a year or
two later." On the whole however, she said that "age is not
directly related to continuous'academic.failure or dropping
out." Summerskill (1962, p. 631), as cited earlier, made a
similar contention when he said: "Age per se does not af-
fect attrition, although older undergraduates may encounter
more obstacles to graduation."

Apparently, the issue over age and dropout has already
been resolved. This is evidenced by the decreasing interest
about the subject in éﬁgggct research. 1In fact, in some
prediction scales, like that developed by Boshier (1972, pp.

87-91), age is no longer a part of the composite of predic-

tive criteria.

Sex. Pentages and Creedon (1978, p. 57), in their re-
view on dropout studies from 1950 to 1975, concluded that
sex is not a significant variable in determining college
persistence or attrition. Summerskill (1962, pp. 631-632)
also gave a similar conclusion based on his review in 1962,
Individual studies, however, reported diverse findings. As-
tin's (1972, pp. 14,35) study on dropouts in 217 institu-
tions in the United States in 1972 revealed that women had
a higher dropout rate than men. Support of this finding
came from his previous study (Astin, 1964, p. 221).
McNeely's study (1938, pp. 13-17) also showed a significant

difference in dropout rate between the sexes, but with more
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men dropping out than women. Iffert's study (1957, p. 19),
however, indicated no significant difference on dropouts bet-
ween the sexes. Slocum (1956, p. 58) also reported a simi-

lar finding.

Personality traits. Heilbrun (1965, p. 2) studied the

"value~conformity" dimension of dropouts identified from
2,149 entering freshmen at the University of Iowa in 1961.
Three groups of dropouts were identified: those of high-,
moderate- and low-ability ratings. The conformity dimen-.
sions measured were deference, succorance, and abasement.
The non-conformity ones were autonomy, exhibition, domin-
ance and aggression. Task relevant behaviors which repre-
sented specific conformity to academic values were also
measured. These were achievement, order, endurance, and
change. The hypothesis was stated in a question form and is
quoted here:

« « » Do first-year college students whose persono-

logical makeup predisposes them to conform to the

academic and social values of the institution make

a better adjustment than students for whom the op-

posite is the case when college dropout is used as

the criterion of adjustment (Heilbrun, 1965, p. 2)?
Among the three identified groups of dropouts, only the
high-ability supported the above hypothesis, i.e. the high-
ébility dropouts were found more assertive and less passive.
A difference between male and female responses existed, how-
ever. Only four of the seven criteria in the first set

given above were found true for males and only six for fe-

males (Heilbrun, 1965).
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Another personallty study, reported by Grace (1957, P.
37) concerns varlables of anx1ety, 1ndependence and respon*h
31b111ty. He tested two hypotheses._ 1ndependent -responsi-
ble students would be least 11ke1y to drop out of college,
dependent 1rrespon31ble students ‘most llkely w111 1eave col-
lege. Using the Mlnnesota Mult1phas1c Personaldty Inventory
(MMPT) ard The Taylor Manifest Ahxiéty Scale;dhe;found:
Attrition increases as anxiety increases in the or-
der: independent-responsible, 1ndependent or res-
ponsible, independent-irresponsible or dependent-
responsible, dependent, or irresponsible, and depen-
dent-irresponsible (Grace, 1957, p. 49)
| Using another personallty measure, the Mlnnesota Coun—'
seling Inventory (MCI),_Brown (1960 p.'280) 1nvest1gated
the relationship between scOres»on the“MCI'and perslstence,
in college. He compared the scores on'the MCi.of.Students
who dropped'out of college-duringfthe first semester‘with.
the scores of'the typical:freshmen in three 1dhera1earts
colleges. He foﬁﬁd thatt"male dropouts tended‘to.be irres-
ponsible and non—conformlng, while the typ1ca1 female -drop-
out was w1thdrawn and depressed" (Brown, 1960, p._282)
Continuous~exploration'on'personalit&'dimen31ons'1n re-
lation to college pers1stence has been encouraged by Marsh
(1966, p-. 480) He partlcularly refers to 1nterest, ‘motiva-
tion, expectation,'and other'personality traits that'may
have some bearlng on pers1stence of students 1n college.' In
fact, Summerskill (1962, p..637) reported that "the ‘largest
number of dropouts 1nv01ve motivational forces--goals, in-

terést, and satisfaction related'tofcollege and other facets



27

of student's Iife._ A study by Hackman and Dys1nger (1970
P~ 315) on commltment w1th a total sample of 1 407 students
in three mldwestern colleges at the beglnnlng of the acade~
mic year 1964-65 revealed:

The coﬁmitﬁeﬁﬁ of a student and his pafent to'ob—b

taining a college education--as measured before en-

rollment in college--significantly relate to.whe-

ther or not the student pers1sts beyond the fresh—

man year. :
Other studles seeklng to formulate a theoretlcal framework
to explain dropout and academlc failure now 1nclude the

varlable "commltment" (Tlnto, 1975, p. 95, Spady, 1971,

P 39)

Family Background and Socio- -

Economic Factors

Specifically, parents' education and oecopétion'and.
their influence on their children's pePSiStenoe in college
are treated here. AlsoediscuSSed are income of the family

and that of the student.

Family,inflﬁeoce.‘ The influeoce.of‘anpeeeoental,fao—
tors has been extehsifely inveétigated.in releﬁioﬂ'to col-
lege persiétence);dropout, and‘academic failure yet,Aaocofd—
ing to Summefski115(1962; p. 632), the findings are still
"equivocal™. Slocum (1956, p. 57),-o1ted earller,‘reported
the relatioﬁshio:of education and‘oceupatiOn‘Of”oarehts to

college sur&ivaleas»follows:
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o o e Generally, the higher the educatlonal level

of the parents; the higher the probability of sur-

vival. Also, a significantly higher survival rate

was noted for students whose fathers were employed

in service occupations and as manual laborers.. An

interesting exception to this was the fact that

the very few children of farm laborers. and foremen

included in the study had a very high survival rate.

In a followéup study'of‘6,660 entering freshmen'with
high aptitude from 1957 to 1962, Astin (1964, p. 223) found
that the educational attainment of parents and the occnpae
tion of fathers are significantly related t0>dropout¢ Four
years: later, Panos and Astin (1968, p. 63) reportéd a simi-
lar finding, i.e., the education of parents are ﬁbredictive"
of completlon of a degree -in college. Bayer's study'(l968)
of 1,849 college ‘seniors in 1968 1nd10ated that parents'
educatlonal»level s1gn1flcantly d1fferent1ate dropouts,
graduates and those students who were delayed 1n graduatlng.

While Tlnto (1975, pp. 99- 100) reported that college
per51sters are "llkely to come from famllles whose parents
are more educated“ he V1ewed it 1n another perspectlve.

He considers the-quallty of‘famlly relatlonshlps and 1nter
rest and expectatlons of parents for the1r chlldren s educa-
tion as "most 1mportant" 1nfluenclng factors on the chlld'
academic success. In fact,‘the significance OE'these var-
iables has’already'beenjrecOgnized. Accordlng to Sexton
(1965), mare studies aré now focused on parents' 1nst1111ng
values for education of their-children rather than on educa-

tion of parents alone. -
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Income. Sﬁﬁdiés on students' finances in rélation to
college persiétende or withdrawal‘reveaied,diverse findings.
When Bayer (LQGS);'cited earlier, compafed the percentages
of dropouts, reﬁaiﬁéd*students and gradﬁates té'parents'
income (lower tﬁap $6OQ),‘the resulﬁs showed no significént
difference. Moreover, bothAdropouts'and college persisters
indicated that the studenfs' finances,were only of "some im-
portance" to them (Goetz & Leach), 1967, p. 884). Thése
findings seem to_indiCAte.phat neither barents' iﬁcomgvnor
students' financés make much.differeﬂce whéthér a student
will persist in collegefbn;drop out.

waever; inASlocu&'s study (1956, p. 59) a conéiderab1e’
percentage (39%) ofvdrqpoufé‘réported ﬁhat inadeqﬁate fin-
ances were either "impdrtah£ §f‘Very‘importgnt" cdnsidera—
tion that proﬁpted tﬁem to withdraw. Summefskill (1962,‘

p. 0647) also répbrﬁed thgﬂ'of the 21 studies he-reviewed fi-
nances were ratéd as one of the "three most5important_fac—
tors in attritién";- Astinfs neCeht study (1972; p;'37j re-
veals interesting findings on fhe égbjeCtF-”JA:sﬁudent has a
better chance,of staying in'cdllege if he[féceived a major
part of his suppdpt'frqm his pareﬁts,'from a>schplarship, or
from personal savings." Whereas a5student«who:is_employed
is "less likely to persist". | |
_Probabiy;.the'diveféity in findings ébeé may be ex-
plained by availabiiity of scholarShip.funds; loans, work-
study’programs-ahd other forﬁs df_Spﬁdent-financial aid.

According to Summerskill (1962, p. 647),vthgse variables, in
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addition to-varlation in costsvof'attending college; inter-

fere with results of study on income and dropout.

Academic Factors

Included in'the:diScussion below are high school back-

ground and academic performance in college.

High school_backghound.-‘Among the;acadeMichindicators
fr0m.high.schoolﬂsoubcevare: (1) aptitudektests such as
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) and the Anerican’douncil on
Education Psychological.Test (ACE); (2)'academic rank .in a

graduating class; and (3) high school grades, ’

Aptitude tests. Several studles show 31gn1flcant rela—

tionship between SAT scores and college per31stence, i.e.,
the hlgher ‘the ablllty scores on SAT the greater the possi-
bility of college pers1stence (Summersklll 1962, p. 635;
Chase, 1970, p._67) ’ The American Council. onLEducation Psy-
chologlcal Test has also been a rellable predlctor for col-
lege pers1sten¢e or-dropout. In Slocum's study (1956 p.
55), the average percentlle rank on ACE of college pers1s—
ters was 73. whlle that of the dropouts was only 58 _ Twelve
of the 13 studies reviewed by Summerskill (1962, p. 635) in-
dicated a S1gn1f1cantly lower ACE scores among dropouts ‘than
among.college pers1sters. - ‘. B

However, Waller (1964, pp. 285- 287) cautlons using ap-
titude tests alone for admlsslon purposes,_ He cited a case

where 39 per cent of entering freshmen who scored_at the
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upper half of the American Council on Education PSychologi—

cal Test drqppédiout_df college.

ﬂigh.sChooi rgﬁk. Waller (1964, pp. 283-284)fréported
that High.schbdi“raﬁk haslofteﬁ beeﬁ used .alone to predict
académic}success'ih college. Its correlation tdﬁcoliege
perfor@anée Faﬁges_frqm‘0.47 to O.60,'accofdingvtb fﬁévéémé
author. | J

Results of‘éevefal stﬁdies show‘that ﬁhé gfeater tﬁe
high school rank in class of a student, thé greater is his
possibility to persist ih:college. Astin's.findings_(i964,
p. 263).illustréte the.case‘in point. Hgvreported fhat a
significantly greater percentage (53.7) @£ droﬁéuﬁs.in.his
study wer¢ found to be at the_94th_perce4ti1e.rank or lower
in high scﬁool ciasé, and only 20.0 pér éeﬁt wére at the
95th percentile rénk'dr‘higher.' Few Qéses, however, show
excepﬁions. ‘For instahce,:koelséhe (1956,.p, 360)vreported
that 25 . per ceﬁt of'the dropouts at Indiana ﬁﬁiversity were
at the highest 5th fank in" their respectivé grédﬁating clas-
ses. A much lower percentage (14;0)‘of dropdﬁts7wére lo-"
cated at the lowest 5th.

One weakness of usingAhigh'school'fankféidne in pre-
dicting academic succesS:df failure in c61iege,‘é¢chdiﬁg to
* Blanchfield (1971, p. 3), is that itjtends‘td'be.biésed.

", .. A gobd student in stiff cdmpetition may have a low
rank while a poor stﬁdené’ma&'rank high in a'1§SSICQmpeti-

tive situation.”
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High school grades. High school grades const1tute a

common crlterlon used to assess a prospectlve college stu-~-
dent. Summcrsklll (1962, p. 634) reported that h1gh 'school
grades are generally recognlzed as the best ex1st1ngppred1c—
-tor of college success. Slocum (1956 .d 55) added that
high school grades, together w1th ACE scores, had a "consi-
derable bearing on’ scholastlc performance in college.
Blanchfield (1971, pp. 284-285) reportedfthatgthe correla-
tion ofbhigh school-grades to college success ranges from
0.40 to 0.80. Inspite of the high correlatlon of h1gh
school grades to performance in college, the former should

be used with other measures to predlct'college_suCcess.

Academic performance in college. The schdlastic per-

formance of a dropout is "frequently average" according to
Slocumn (1956 p.lSS).u He also said thatiwhen stﬁdents-with-
drew "low grades" were always an. 1mportant con51derat10n.
He found that 51 per cent of the dropouts w1thdrew when they
had academlc dltfzculty. A.similar result was reported by
Johnson (1954, P 386) when he compared flrst year dropouts
and persisters. Among ‘men who dropped out, their grade
point averages were lower than those who pers1sted;v
Regarding w1thdrawal of courses,_Koelsche (1956 P
360) reported the;follow1ngvpatterns: 17 2 per ‘cent of the
dropouts'withdrewzfrom six or‘more courses, Only_f;ve per
cent actﬁally failed in six or more courses{ 'According to
the same author?”there”"appeared to be a'decided‘tendency

on the part of the withdrawees to aVoid;repeating'a course
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which they had once failed." 1In reporting the percentage
distribution of grade point indices, he gave the following:
. . . the mean was 0.777. Sixty-nine students  in
the group were d01ng satisfactory work at the time
of withdrawal. Six from the group of 69 had main-
tained a 'B' average. The other 111 members of the
withdrawal group had ‘grade point indices below 1,00,
and were therefore doing unsatisfactory work at the.
time of withdrawal. Represented by percentages,
38.3 per cent were doing satisfactory work and 61.7

per cent were doing unsatisfactory work at the time
they left college (Koelsche, 1956 Pe 361)

_Blanchf1eld_(1971, p. 3) also found thetithe first se-
mester grades are significantly reléted'to dropping out. As
he interestingly.pdts it There is nothlng like a good be-
ginning to give a student‘confldence. T1nto s rev1ew (1975
p. 104) revealed that grade performance 1n college is the
single most 1mportant factor 4n pred;ctlng per51stence in
college. ‘ | .‘ |

Summerskill's -summary of flndlngs (1962, p. 636) ob-
tained from his rev1ew about the relatlonshlp between acade—
mic performance 1n.college and w1thdrawal are: presented |

below:

1. In a series of 23 studies the percentage
of academic failures among those who dropped out
ranged from 3% to 78%, reflecting differences in
the. policies ‘and. ‘standards of colleges and in the
compos1t10n of student ‘bodies.

2. The ‘median value was 33%, i.e.; one out of
three dropouts occurred for academlc reasons.

3. Academlc failure was typlcally 01ted as.the
leading single cause of dropouts or as oné of two
or three’ leadlng cauScs——dependlng upon the college
studled.

4. - The relationship between: grades and attrl-
tion appears to be contlnuous 1n that the probab111ty
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of dropplng out varles 1nversely w1th grade point
averages throughout the whole d1str1butlon of
grades at a- glven college.

5. Predlctlon of dropouts is better at the
lower end of the grade scale, i.e., students with
poor grades are highly likely to drop out while
students w1th excellent grades may drop out. :

6. Poor or falllng grades at the beglnnlng of
a college career .are hlghly predictive of dropouts.

The majority of the above data were obtalned from ex-
isting records, 1nterpreted by the 1nvest1gator and then re-
ported. Other kinds.of data are those given by the dropouts

or repeaters themselves as- they see them.

Perception of College Dropouts and
Repeaters.about Their Experiences .

in Higher Edueation

Student-Environment Interaction

Several studies‘eonoerning the:measurement of student-
environment.interactiOn have beenfreported. A.relatively
recent 1nvest1gat10n was reported by Netus1l and Hallenbeck
(1975, PP . 263 266) on student satlsfactlon about certain
factors 1n»the collegeAenvlronment. These same:- authors were
not only interested,in assessing student satisfaotion of his
college environment but also in comparing that level to the
one percelved hy academlc advisors and student affalrs staff,
Using the College Student Satlsfactlon Questlonnalre (CSSQ)
they found that "as a group, academlc adv1sorstd1d not ac-

curately perceive the level of studentfsatiSfaction;"
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Betz et al. (1971) made an analys1s of college student
satisfaction. They reported that educat10na1 quallty, so-
cial life, student 11V1ng and worklng condltlons were impor-
tant dlmenslons of college student_satisfactionw”.They also
suspected that recognition may'be an added.dimension to it.
In identifying the above varlables, they also used the same
instrument {(CSSQ) mentioned above. This 1nstrument had been
generally validated by the same authors (Betz et al., 1971)

Pervin's works (1967a, p. 290) on satlsfactlon (or dlS—
satisfaction) of students in the college environnent uere
among the pioneeringlones uslng.the instrument,fTransaction_
al Analysis of.PerSOnality'and Envlronment (TAPE).l In fact,
validation of such instrument was first-reported inH1967hby |
the same authorr-'His second work deals wlth satisfaction of
student and the percei?ed'self-enuironment slmilarit&;. He
hypothesized: |

Self-college similarity scores should correlate

higher with the satisfaction variables for indi-

viduals with high discrepancies, whereas the re-

verse would hold true for the magnitude of the

correlations between Ideal Self-College s1m11ar1ty

and satlsfactlon (Perv1n, 1967b, p. 625)

His flndlngs strongly supported the above hypothes1s.

Another study of Perv1n was done w1th Rubln:(Pervin'and
Rubin, 1967, pp. 285- 286) on student dlssat1sfact10n w1th
college and the college dropout. They hypothes1zed that
""the greater_the discrepancy between thehway a student sees
himself and his‘image'of the college,'the norerchances that
he will be dissatisfied with collegeiand cOnsider dropping

out." Variables_considered'in the same~study involved
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non-academic for the authors predicted that the abQVe hypo—
thesis will only be true to non academic factors. .Their
data supported the hypothesis.

Earlier studies focused on an approach without u51ng
the transactionaiAtechnique'described above. Astin (1963)
did several Stndies:using the'Environment AsSessment Tech—
nique (EAT) instrumenﬁ.i Another was reported by‘Reiner
(1970, pp. 71-73) where he used the College and Univer31ty
Environmental Scale (cuESs) developed by Pace, to assess re-
lationshipsdbetween student's ability‘and perception of col-
lege environment. |

Except for Pervin's study (1967a) which was already
citedvabove, ﬁhe present wricer did-not findndropodt.studies
which use the TAPE. to assese'the dropout's satisfaction or
dissatisfaction}with his exneriences in college., Most stu-
dies being reviewed~used_instruments developed'by tﬁé inves-
tigator himself. The review presented here~f00useS“on'stu—.
dents' perception of their_academic and social'climates.
The social climate dealsvwith student interaction with his
peervgroup, faculty, connseiors, administrators,and other

significant persons on campus.

Academic Climate_and Dropouts

and Repeaters -

Academic climate includes those experiences of a stu-
dent relating to,cnrricular'offerings,.facnlty.ability to

teach, class size and his over-all goal. Cope (1971, pp.
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46-47) averred that one Of the major "anirOnmehtél'bresses"
of a student's iife_is‘ééédemic. He identified three fac~-
tors which tﬂe ét@deﬁt feltiwere "academicipreSSeéf; "fear
of académic faiiure“, "be@ng placéd on p}obatioﬂﬂ, and "dif-
ficulty iﬁ léérnipg}habité". I' |

Another éituation reporfed by Studehts, the majority of
whom were drcpouts and_acadeﬁic'failureé, was-thé ihcongru;
ency of goal expectation of students with Cufficular_offer—
ings. For instance, Gekoski and Schwartz (1961, D 193) re-
ported that-a signifidantipercentage of dropouts and acéde-
mic failﬂresffelt'their cQurses were prepéring'them "poorly
or very poorly" for fﬁeif.VOcational'goal;' In:addition,
they rated their faculty*s ability to teach iowéf'than the
majority. of thevcollege peréisters did. As,a who1e.the ma-—
jority of the dropduts.énd academic failures felt that
their experienées in college did nqt'fulfill‘their'expecta-
tions upon enrollment. Kapur'(1972{ pp. 367-368) reported
a similar finding; A majbrity of thé drbpoﬁts and acédeﬁic
fajilures in his ‘study indicated that they w¢ré‘not happy
with their course OEZStudy, and the uni§erSity_as a whole.
Finally, Holmes‘.findings (1966, p. 20) inéluded ﬁéétisfac-
tion'wifh adyise@ent" ahd "sétisfacﬁion WithAbfogrémuof ge~
neral éducatioﬁﬁ as ﬁrébéble indicators for pptentiai with-
drawal, |

On the other hand,'Slbcuh (1956, ﬁ- 54)'f6ﬁnd that a
majority of the pfoblémé perceived by-dropouﬁs were‘aléo

problems felt by most of.cdllege persisters. .A study



reported by Goétz and Leach (1967, pp. 884-886) also indi-
cated problem‘siﬁuations'which.many of both student gfoups
experienced. Some of these situations relatéd.td_academic
aspects are enumerated below:

1. Services and facilities of the library are
good. ' ' : ' : '

2. Teachers are enthusiastic when they teach
class.

3. The unlver31ty emphasizes 1ntellectua1 and
cultural activities outside the classroom.

4. The unlver51ty offers a. full program of
courses pertaining to my major fleld

5. " The university provides good facilities.

6. The university encourageswihdividual
thought and expression. e '

7. First year classes are too large.

It‘appeafs ﬁhét the findings of stqdiesién thé rela-
tionship betweenystudéhtéf'percéption aﬁd academiéfclimate,
dropout and repetibibn-aneAnot yét;conclusivé.' Fﬁrther re-
search; thereforé,.on”the‘area with the use of;valid and
reliable instrumentsbin carefully designe&'studieSvmay be

suggested.

Social Climate and Dropouts

and Repeaters

Interaction with'peer group. Several studies and re-

views supported the contentlon that a favorable soc1a1 cli-
mate, as percelved'by students, 1nfluencps per51stence in

college. According to'élocum‘(1956, o pl),‘more than six
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out of teﬁ:sﬁudéhts in‘ﬁis study reported:tﬁatféifavorable
relatioﬁship_with_éther students coﬁtributédfﬁUCh to their
ad justment iﬁ:coliege, The”high,sﬁrvivql féte in 36rorities
which was pointed out by the.séme-auﬁhof, impliéé_the signi-
ficaﬁce of peer1group.interaction to college:persiétence.
Panos and Astin (1968, p. 66) repbrted‘that”"studeﬁts are
more likely ﬁo'complete féufvyéars if tﬁey atﬁend a college
where student—peer_relationships are charactérized‘by ‘cohe—
siveness, coopefativeness, aﬁd indépendence.'f._Sextoﬁ's re-
view (1965, p. 313) a156 inaicated the value of peer group
in a student life.: She Said that 6fténtimes avsﬁudent goes
to a particular college Becaﬁse his friends are thére. She
commented, however, that "it dis difficult tO'eéfablish a
precise cause-and-effect relationship” regardihg social in-
tegration through friends. . 4‘ ._
Panﬁages and- Creedon (1978, p. 755 expressed theif
viewsthaf there is a lack of cohsiétéﬁcy_of findings, in
their review-qf reséarch studies on dropbuts'published from
1950 to 19753'about peer—group interaction ﬁhréﬁgh extracur-'
ricular activities.‘ This is alsq true in studies reviewed
by the presen£ Qriﬁer. Fér instance, GekoSki and Schwartz
(1961, p;‘193) févéaled Valuable information abdufifhe sig-
nificant relationship.between extracurriéﬁlar activitiés
and withdrawal. Sixty three ﬁeé cent of ﬁhbsé'sﬁﬁdeﬁts
staying in college rated extracufriculér.gcﬁiQitieé-as_
"good" or "éxcellenﬁ"'WHilé‘only 42‘p¢r éent'of'fhe with-

drawees did. Also, the”femaining students'pafticipated in
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extracurficulaf‘activities.to'a‘greater,degrééfthan the
withdrawing stwdénts. | |

Different from the aboveffinding was tﬁé‘fepoft by Vér-
reyer (1963, p;'363) which»showed no'rélationship“between
social adjustmeqtband gfade point aQerage,and; theféfore,
the probability of‘dPOppipgvout;

To some ektént, extreme social involvement was foﬁnd to
influenée poor adademic peffbrmance and withdrawal.‘.This
was supported by Panos and Astin in their étﬁdy (1968, p.
66) on the assesément of  éﬁﬁironment énd“dropOuta They re-
ported that "relatively frequent'informal'dating" may likely
be éonnected with withdrawal. Perhaps, it is nét the dating
per se that influences poor acadehié-pepfdr@&nce'but the
t ime spent while dating.may havé distraéted.the‘student'too
much from'hiS'studies. As Spady-(1970,ip; 76).has'quite

, _ | o .
aptly stated: "Time Spent sobializing is ﬁime lost study-
ing." The same author concluded, howevér;zﬁhéf various
measureé of interpersonal orientations, friendshipisupporf
and extracurricular invoivement aré”generally,aésociaﬁed |
with staying in céllege.‘ The'foregoing’meaéufes.may coun-
teract ﬁhe feelihgfof“alienation‘which, accbrding £0_W11—
liams (1967, p. 879), MayACOﬁtbibute to Studqntfs:;nxiety
and doubt,abouﬁ socialAadequacy. It is,highly probably that
uninvolvement, or in'thiS‘casé”aiienatiOn,.méy be.éonnected

with poor academic performance or withdrawal.
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InteractiOndwith faeulty.lb"The.qualityjof'the‘rela—
tionship betueen_a student and her or his professor is'of
crucial inportance in determining satisfaction with institu-
tion" aoedrding-to Pantages.anddCreedon (1978;-p} 77).v Stu-
dies on thiS‘area reveal interesting data pointingjto one
direction—-favoratle facultyestudent interaction‘fosters
persistence in college. Spady (1970 p. 50) suggested that
interaction w1th faculty not only increases. s001al 1ntegra—
tion but also academic 1ntegrat10n. This was supported by
Holmes' finding (1966‘_p. 217) that the student~who scores
high on student faculty interaction tends to have better aca-
demic performance than the average; Accordlng to Panos and
Astin (1968, p. 66) "students are less llkely to withdraw"
if they attend colleges where the classroom env1ronment is
character1zed~by a "high level of personal ;nvolvement“ on
the part of‘the instruotor and the student. They.also said
that "those colleges: which encdurage.student oersistenoe are
seen as showing‘a good'deal'of concern for the‘indiyidual."
On the other hand, the same authors stessed that those col-
leges that seem to foster dropplng out are seen by students
"as having" among other things, "g perm1s31ve faculty

Other- da+a further supported the hypothes1s that facul-
ty—student 1nteract10n has a s1gn1flcant relatlonshlp with
dropping out. 1In Slocum's study (1956 Pe 61)'students were
asked whether they were free to talk to the1r faculty "about
their personal'problems; Fifty-one,per eent of,the dropouts

and 34 per Centvof the’persiSterS'answered.inzthe-negative.

o
|
]
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The same author 1nterpreted this s1tuat10n as creatlng a
barrier betweeén faculty and student, ‘and - thls barrler was
Eound to be assoc1ated w1th higher probablllty of w1thdra-
wal. . ' . V

Accbrding'td'Gékpskivahd Schwartz (1961, p. 193), the
persisteré were fouﬁd to‘be much more aware of campus agen-
cies which might help with student problem than'Withdrawees.
Forty-four‘per_cénfvof the férmer received assistance from
such agehcies~while this was true only for'Zé ﬁér cent. of
the withdrawing studenté. |

There was very little information fegardiﬁg,dropout.
and student—administrafor interaétion. .Ohly one study was
found by this writer and this reportedvﬁhét'cbilege persis-
ters were_moré,favbraﬁleiregérding the Way'aninistrators
take control of extracurricularkactivitiés than dfbpduts

(Gekoski & Schwartz, 1961, p. 193).

Most often Stated Reasons

for Withdrawal

Academic and social experiences-perceived by.dropoﬁts
to be the reasons for their w1thdrawa1 from college were
identified in some studles belng rev1ewed by the present
writer. Only those reasons whlch.ranked third or hlgher are
discussed.here{. | | ”

The siﬁglé reaéon most often given'és impdrtant or very
important by respondents in the study of Slocum (1956 PP.

59-60) was marrlage for women or m111tary serv1ce for men.
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However,-Denos'_respondents (1968, p. 683);gave"need a job"
most frequently asrtheir reason.for witndrawai.‘_Military
service was rankedLSecond onl&:among the nen respondents
while marriage was not‘eVen ment ioned by wémen. in Astin's
study (1964, p. 222) the reasons'most often édven by'stu—
dents for droppinglout_were different'from those stated
above. The maie'respondents often gave‘the following rea-
sons: "My.grades were u‘nsatisf:;:.:!ctory'i (first rank);'fI was
tired of being a student" (second rank); and "Couldn't af-
ford the cost" (third'rank)..'The females mentioned the fol-
1owing° '"Couldn't afford the cost" (flrst rank) "Wanted to
devote more time to famlly" (second rank) and "I was tired
of belng‘a student" (thlrd rank). .A'

In a later study, Astin (1975, p. 15)‘stated3that the
most -frequently mentioned reason for dropping.out among men
and women are: boredom with_courses,‘financialldiffioul—
ties, dissatisfaction with requirements40r”regu1ations, and
change in career goals. ”

Hence, 1t may be p01nted out that the reasons most fre~
quently stated to have connectlon with w1thdrawa1 vary.
This is not surprlslng for even between student and counsel-
or the reasons glven by the former are not oftentlmes the
true reasons as seen by.the counselors,‘accordlng to Demos
(1968, p. 681) For- 1nstance, Demos reported that whlle
the most popular reason given by dropouts was. "needlng a
job" that of the counselors was "poor grades";_,Marsh (1968,

p. 478) explained this discrepancy by saying:
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The validity of a reason for dropping out of col-

leége might be questionable because of the means by

which it must be attained. It is llkely that the

student being interviewed :prior to leaving school

is more anxious to terminate the relationship than

‘be concerned’ w1th ‘much honest self-evaluatlon.

It may be noted that ' recent studles on dropout and aca-
demic fallure are ‘now dlrected toward a behaV1oral analys1s._
Varlables often.;nvestlgated recently in relatlon to the
problem are personality'factors,'student satisfactionAor
congruency of college imagé. Such s0phisticét16n has not
yet been attempted in studying dropout problems  in develop-

ing countries, like Venezuela. '’

Related Studies Carried Out in Venezuela

and Other Developing'cbuntries' .

The limiﬁed 1iterétufe on.droﬁout and.repetitidn in
Venézuelé and other developing couhtfigsAconcéfns mﬁstly
with the pfimary and elemehtary"le#els (UNESCO,-197Z,>p. 3).
Moreover, the emphasis‘is placed 6ﬁ the'extént of_the prob-
lem, - in relation.to manpower shortégé and économi¢'wastége,

rather than on behavioral analysis.

Dropout and Repetition'in~Venezuela

and Other Latin AmericaﬁiCountries

Extent. Dropouﬁ'rate in Venezuela is 90 pef.éent, ae-
cord ing to Arturo Uslar Pletrl (1978 p.l 18), one of the
leading" educators and,wrlters_ln the country. He refers, of

course, to total drdpout rateHin three 1evels;_primary,
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secondary:and tertiary. o

IndiVidual fepOrts en dfepout and nepetition raﬁee at
the college leVel alone from 1955 to. 1970 present a much
lower mean than the one given above. CesasVArmengol (1972,
p. 27) reported that the_dropout and reﬂetition rage by co-
hort in severel.collegee in Venezuela ffom-1955 to 1961
ranged from 32 per dent to 72 per cent,QinefeaSing'from
early to recent.cohorts. In the Instltuto Pedagoglco Expe—
rlmental de Barqulslmetoalone, the dropout and repetltlon
rate per cohort from 1959 to 1969, rantéd from 54. 99 per
cent to 79.13 per cent, decreas;ng every three—year period
and picking up'aﬁ the fourth year ef eaeh gradﬁating class
(Expresion,v19695 p.hl3). . ‘

Educacion X'Adiestramiento.(1963? p. 207) reported a

lower dropout and repetltidn.ratev(46.9%) in universities
thanlin teachers colleées (65;4%);in 1962. For ffesnmen
alone, the dropout rate at the Unlver51ty ef Orlente in
1970 was 40 per cent (Burroughs, 1974, pp.'lOO 102) Based
on the report in Expre51on (1969, P. 15) the dropout rate
by year in several teachers’ colleges from 1960 to 1964
ranged from 34. 7 per ‘cent to 11 7 per cent. Just as in the
United States, tne highest dropout rate 4dn thls partlcular
study was . in the flrst_year,i Unllke in the Unlted States,
the lowest:dnopOut*rete'was zZero, occurr1ng in the second
and third years-duringfthe cohorts 1960 and 1961, respec-

tively (Expresion, 1969, p. 13).
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Dropbﬁt,and-repetition rates.in:bthef Létiﬁ Amefican-
countries were bésed 6n.tﬁe repofts about pfomdtiéh flows. .
According'to.Castaﬁeda'(1975; p. 58), the;prgmotién flow in
Guatemala in 1969 was: :starting with 100_s£@déﬁt§ at the
elementary, only 20 would fini#h in that lévéi; 14 would en-
roll in the high school, and dnly.four‘would.gfé&uéte; two
would enroll in college, and oﬁly O;Ziwéuld ébﬁpléte a
degree.' | . | |

Frémtthe abdve flow, it4is interpolated ﬁﬁéf there
would'be 8Q»pef‘cent dropouts and repeaters in.thefelemen-
tary level, 71.42 per cent in th§ high séhool, and 90 per
cent in cdllégé'based on toté1 Qf each level. There isv
alsd a'99.8'per_cént dropéut and repétiﬁion fate in.ébllege
level based on 100 stérting énrolleeé at the'éleméntary'H
level. - ‘ |
| In Brazil in 1969, Cumknings'anci Lemke (1973, p. 35)
repoft: "Of 100 students'WhQ bégin:§rimary édhobls, 66 fi-
nish in tﬁe'fifth.year, 16‘gradﬁate from highiséhoblg»aﬁd
seven finish in the university.' While it'iS‘hot'pbssiblé to
deduce perceﬁtaggs,of dfopouts.énd répeaterslwithih'ievels,,
they could bé,oﬁﬁai@éd betweéh ievels. JThus; ﬁaséd on this
flow, there is é.student‘losslof 56.25 per éentfﬁetWeen.high
school and coileée graduatés, Or”théfe'is,a"93 péf ¢ent
student loss and repetitioﬁ’based'on the iﬁitial’lOO stu-
dents.

The foregoing reports have somé ﬁgéknésSés. One,isv.
that the pefcenfageS‘fof dfopbﬁt:and_réﬁétitioavweﬁe'not

b
|



47

determined separately.. Also, the time of withdrawal was not
noted. However, the data'Seem.adequate'to illustraté the
extent of dropout and repetition in Venezuela and .other

developing countries.

Stated feaséns for college_withdrawal._:Only one study

among those réviewed rebdfted reasons why studéntéﬂwithdraw
fromréoilege. _Transléted-by the present;writer;‘the reasons
givem_weré: illness, financial difficulty, iow grades, mo-
bility, faﬁlty-écheduie of classes, hés ﬁo_Wprk}_family prob-
lems, transfer,‘legal problema‘and'reasons beyond‘the con-
trol of the,student; The most ffequent reason given was

low grades (Expresion, 1969;_p. 13).

Educational Cost

It was reported by schiéfelbein (1975, p. 468) that La-
tin America has been spénding yearly 200 miIlion U.S. dol-
lars for repeaters. Such;émount:may be'mone“if‘pne includes
the indirect cqsf-ﬁhiChNWas discussed eafliér. COmputing
for indiréct'cost_is quite diffiéult.aS'UﬁESCO (1972,‘p. 30)
points out beCause-of'iack'of data aVailablé_féf such pur-
pose. Another information usually not éVailable,vahd there-
fore sometimes not'inclddéd invrepéfting.educational‘éost,
according to the same feport, are funds from'the‘private
sector for educétionél purposeé.‘ |

In the Asiaﬁ Region,uthe‘cbst 6fiédﬁcatioﬁ.from,1960 to

1968 ranged from one per cent. to 25 per Céhf of the nation's
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total income,‘according'tp UNESCO (1972, p. 31). The same
report also stated thét-the increased:aQﬁuai;éYerage of edu-
cation cost'féf:ﬁhelwhoie region was 7.2 per cent’

The estimates of educétional cost for ﬁhe Aéian}Region
were basgd priﬁarily 6n unit césﬁ calculati6n;’ In £he |
UNESCO (1972, p. 75) estimates, unit cost refers only to
items that are "minimally'essentially for, and directed to
instructional work". -Ihéy do not include éuxiliiary and
welfare servicesvsuch'as sphool-ﬁeais, school uniforms,
transportation, teacher'é.housing aﬁd‘others@ They also do
not -include ﬁhe cost of béarding,'cldthing and'accommoda-
tions which are bOrne by the family. - Fﬁrthefmoré, the oﬁ;
portunity écstb"repf¢SQnting the estimated.léss of income
from‘fpregoné eﬁpioyment épporﬁﬁpities o;; in case 6f capi-
tal costs, from not devoting thesg resodrcesiﬁovalternative
investment projects" are @6t also included. - |

There are two parts of the‘uﬁiﬁVéosf-6f ihstruqtion:
the capital cost per student;place and the rébUrring costk
per student (UNESCO, 1972, p. 84). Capitalvcost.includés
the building cQst per square meter, area per sﬁudént—pléce
in square meﬁérs, net buiiding céSt per éﬁﬁdehﬁ—pléce, site
cost, and furniture and eqﬁipmeﬂt; .Capit;i-¢6Stxis.constant
for a ten-year péfiéd (1970}1980). .The recufring cost in-
cludes {aj é#erage aﬁhual sélary‘of teacﬁéfs, (b)_pupil—_
teacher ratio; and'(c) propdrtion.of-teapher Salafies‘to tb-

tal recurring costs (UNESCO, 1972, p. 74).
y 5



49

It has been estlmdﬁed.thap for the toﬁéi GdUcational
costs, 20 per‘cent will be used by the'teftier& level,:and
40 per cent fof'each of the first and seeohd 1evelé (UNESCO
1972, p. 31)._ Capltal cost is smaller in. value than recur-
ring cost. Accordlng to a UNESCO report in 1972, the world
average ratlos were 14 8 per cent for capltal 1nvestment and
85.2 per cent for recurrlng expendltures (UNESCO 1970, P.
58). It was also reported that among developed countries
capitel ekﬁeditures Qere usually bigger than among develop-
h@<mmwrms. | |

A comparison of unit instructiodal cest amoﬁg‘ébme'de—
veloping countries; including Venezuela; is presented below.
It was projected that'reCurfing coét“per_student in the
Asian Region by'1980 will~be $427 for the 3cién¢es'and
$183.for the Arts. The progected capltal expendltures for
the Sciences w1ll be $2 080 and for the Arts, $660 (UNESCO
1972, p. 83}.

,Data'aeout estimates‘fdfvdniﬁ instrdetidhal eests'fqr
the entire.area of:Latin Ameriea were not.aVailaBle ln'the
literature surveyed. However, eome countries ffom-tﬁis
region have data on.instrdctienal'coste; iPefu'sldirect
unit cost for teacher educatlon was reported to be $644 61
(Paulston, 1971, p. 205). ' Argentlna s recurrlng unlt cost
in 1968 was $378; Chile had $979; Colombia had $863 (UNESCO,
1970, p. 63) .Venezuela, where students\who are enrolled

in autonomous unwvers1t1es do not pay tultlon fees, had an

|
-

appropriation’ Irom the Mlnlstry of Educarion equlvalent to
|

|
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$2,025 for unit‘inSﬁfUctional cost in 1976 (iﬁbefnational
Encyclopedia_of ﬁigher'Educatidh, 19775 p.v4331),

rCompafison of insffuétional costs per uﬁif for the
above couﬁtriesé:hQWever, should not be resé%ted to, because
of the»diféerénce OE-time néference in some, parti¢u1arly
Venezuela. 'Ceréainly, ﬁbney Qalﬁe withinféountriés‘and dol-

lar exchange rates have tremendously chénged dﬁring the-past

few years.
Summary

The prqbiems Qf drbéout and»pqof écade@icvperformance
have beenvstudied extensively;ip the Uniﬁed7S£a£e$_fof at
least 45 years.  Yét; in.épite.bf_theylafge Bulk'éf‘know_
ledge on the sﬁbject, confﬁSion sﬁill ariées, pérticularly
in the use of‘the term dropout. There is very little re-
search done to identify Studgnté who fail and tﬁeﬁ.repeat
a course or courses. A majority‘of the'studies used a°
cross-sectional approach, with'few reLyiﬁg‘upoﬂ:lOﬁgitpdi—
nal methods, hence, they féil.t0 ré§o1§e such iéSﬁés.

In,develbpiﬁg countries 1ike'Venezuela,ustudies on
dfopout and_fepétition'at the tertiary level 'is scarce.
Most of the reports:concern only oﬁ the éxten§;ofvthe prob-
lem in reiabion tb.manpower needs and eébnémic'Wastage; ra~-
ther thén,aﬁ the microelevel.. | | |

The eétablishe& norm of college drbpouf‘in thé United
States is 50 per ceﬁt. While‘tﬁere is do n6fm'er dropout

rate in Venezuela, reports indicate a range of 32 per cent
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to 79.13:per cent in four'yeers in college,dand 11.7 per
cent to 40 per cent in»oné,year, with freshmen haring the
highest percentage;

While low grades are EOund to be-a strong-predictor for
college w1dthdrawa1, results tend to show that there is no
single factor, but rather a compos1te of related factors
which have a strong 1nfluenoe on dropping outnfrom college;
Personelity variables such.as goals; commitment,-responSibi—
lity and student environment interaction may,belincluded as
part of the composite féotors;a | \

Dropout and'repetition'andfeCQnomio weStage Studies
are scarce in Venezuela. .There seems to be difficulty in
assigning instruction cost per college student based on uni-
form budget 1tems, hence there is dlfflculty in comparlng
1nstruct10n cost per student in one country w1th another.
However, the trend is for developed countrles to‘spend more
in capltal 1nvestments and less on recurring expenses, whlle

the reverse is true among develop1ng~countr1es."



CHAPTER IIT

THE VENEZUELAN TEACHERS COLLEGES AND

THE METHODS OF RESEARCH.
'Natupe of ﬁhé Teachers Colleges

The Venezuelan_teaéhePS'colleges apefinstiﬁutions of
higher education offeringjfour—yéar degféé courses. These
colleges are under the difect ¢ontr61 of tﬁé'Ministfy‘of
Education. ;Aitﬁough there isva.vngrous privéfé edﬁéation
in Venezuelé the-State reserves‘the right to educate its
teachers, public aﬁd priv&te.V MdSt of.tﬁé Veneiuélaﬁ_col—

. : o b S
lege students belong to the lower or medium socio-economic

class (Instituto PedagogidélExperiméntal'de‘Matufin;f1973,
p. 50) with easy access tO;@héSé colleges bgqéuse ofhthe
policy of open adﬁiSsion‘aﬁ&'féw'eﬁtrance 1imitaﬁionsvas
mandated by tﬁe Education"Law; In CQntraSt;’tﬂe uhivérsie
ties have’lénger Profeésioﬁai.degfee“c¢urses—;fiv§"Or six
years--and ét'leaét'ope'éf’them feduiréé an ehffance examina-
tion reléted ﬁ6 academiC'achiévement in.high sbho&l.
Althoughkthere afe’nqw'giQ Venezuelan’tgachéPsiColléges
only‘four Were studied since only this number»éxistedvat'the
timevof this stﬁdy. Tﬁe ther‘twO‘were fbunded 1ater'in

1976-~77 and therefore’could'not.be inciude& in this study.

52



53
The Roleudfkﬁhe Teachers Coileges

Thé mgin}fﬁhbtionlbf ﬁhé Venezuelanvteéchérs colieges
is to traiﬁ“teachers.for ﬁhé secondary'schoois. However, a
substantial,huﬁhefﬁof theif graduates’te;ch at their alma
maters and alsé a£?the bﬁherAﬁﬁiversiﬁy_coilegesfand poly-
techni¢ inStitu£¢§‘ail over the country. .This diversion of
teachers frbm:ﬁhéésecondary schools will continue unﬁil
there are sgfficienﬁ teachers with suitable baékground
and training ﬂiﬁ'the other schools. Presentiy,xthé»need'for
secondary teaéhérsjin Venezuelé is aCute.:.Sévénty per éent
of those currently teaching in high schooiihave ﬁo teacher's
certifiéate.’ In the Education Sector ofithe Fifth‘EConOmic
Plan of the Nation for 1976vto 1980 .in Vénéz#éla;‘it waé
stated that "for 1980 15,154 new Secoﬁdar&_Schobl:teachers
will be needed to meet an over;éll incfeﬁent of 258;148 stu-
dents" (Miﬁisteriofde E&ucacion, 1976, p.»54).‘“ﬁoﬁe§er, the
teachers colleéeé‘are noﬁ‘fhe only;institﬁtibné tféining se-
condary schooi'ﬁeaéhers.  Most of the univeréitiés:in the
country, publié.or-pfivate; have-scﬁoois of edhcafiéﬁ where
students are prepared to teach‘either in the secohdary

school system or in college.

Location}ofjthe Specific
Colleges Under Study
The colleges chosenlfofrstudy_are“diStributed from

East to'WeSt_élbng‘the ﬁorthemipartfof Venézuéia;(Figure 1).

This part of the country is-the.most popu1oﬁs;:having been
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inhabited first. The colleges are: (1) Ihstitutinniversi-
tario Pedagogico de Caracas (IUPC);,(E)'InstitQte Uniyersif
tario Pedagogico Experimental de Barquisimeto (IU?EB); (3)
Instituto Universitario PedagogiCO EXperimehtallde Maracay
(IUPEMAR);Aand (4) Institutb-Universitario'Pedagogico Expe-
rimeatal de Maturin (IUPEM); HenCeforth; these“cclleges
may be referred to'by their abbreviations or by location .
designation such as Caracas Teachers College, Barqulslmeto

Teachers College, and so on.:
Methods of Investigation

The study is mainly descriptiVe,in CHaracter.»»fﬁere—
fore, the survey method of gathering‘informatich wasiem-_
ployed. In addition, inferentialtmetﬁods'werejused.to'de_
termine differences between the resﬁdnses of‘drobeuts and
repeaters toethe“itemsbin the questionnaires;* Cost”combu—
tation was"based_on»the_pdpuiation and anngai:apprebriatﬂxm

of the colleges.
. Ihstrumentatibn

\ﬁg}part}cdtar‘1nstrgfent was used to f1nd.the number of
graduates, dropouts and repeaters as well as the1r related
costs. To evaluate ‘the perceptlons of dropouts and repea-
ters about thelr-college llfe.two klnds ofasurvey quest10n~
naires were used--one for‘drepouts.anduepe!for}reﬁeaters.
The one fcr’dropouts is‘intAppendixrA_whilejthateqf4repea_

ters is in Appendix‘B."These questionnairesfwere?adbpted

i
1
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from the one deQeloped b& the WeSternﬂIntérétate.CommissiOn-
for Higher Education (WICHE) of the United States (Bower and
Myers, 1976, pp. 49-56, Appeﬁdix C) with deificaﬁions to
suit to conditions in Veneiﬁela. Th; 1etter-reqﬁesting per;
mission to use the instrﬁmént is in Appéndix,D. The main_
items included in both questionnaires.are enﬁmerated below.

1. Demographicibackgrouﬁd of the stﬁdents;b

2. Status of sbudeﬁt“s life and activities in college
before IeavinglschoOl or repéatihg céurses.

3 Checklist of percéiQed feasons for leaviﬁg séhool
or repeating courses..

4. ‘A checklist of q@éétiéqsiabouﬁ the degreé of satis-
faction of dropouts and:répeaters with siénificant“féatures
of their institutiors.

5. Current and fut@re plans and éctiVities of the stu-

dents who dropped out and repeated courses.

Modifications on the WICHE.

Questionnaire for Dropouts

The modifications on the WICHE questionnairé‘for those
who left schoél deal with the following items:

1. Month/year'on;question 1, réfefring to the date of
administering the questionnairé WAS deléted;- |

2. Zip code was deleted,since it is hdt'appiicablé“to
Venezuela;‘ | | |

3. Queéfiéns 6—10, pefefring»to quil fighﬁs,'marital
status,.veﬁerah éhd.briéf‘description of:ﬁheir‘defarture

from schoolg wére deléted.

i
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4. Question'll was eliminated since the students of
teachers colleges in Venezuela work for only one degree——a
baccalaureate degree called Professor of Secondary Education.

5. Question 6 of the questionnaire in Appendix A was
added to the WICHE questionnaire. g

6. Quest10nv14~1n the original questionnaire was mod i-
fied by question 9 in the new onme. ‘

7. QueStion-17 was-modified to get only fdur responses
instead of six. é |

8 Questions 19 and 20 were deleted.

'9. From question 22 were deleted the. follow1ng (4)
needed a temporary break from school (5) major or- courses
not available at this school; (6) unSure of major’and'needed
to leave school to decide on possible careers;-(7)_c0urse
not challenging; (8) learned what/é'cane to learn; (11) ac-
cepted a job and didn't need more school; (12)'went into
military service; (17) cnild care not aVailable or. too cost-
ly; (18) -this school is too expensive; (22)lperSOnal'prob-
lems; and (23) fulfilled my personal goals 1n schooling.

The following. items were added to the new questionnaue
(5) teachers college not relevant to my goals, (6) universi-
ties give more prestige than teachers colleges; (9) I wanted
to go to wbrkg and (13)'financial aid was terminated.

10. These items were deleted from question 23: (4)
employment opportunities; (5) financial aid opportunities;
(6) cost of attending this school; (13)”religions environ-
ment ; (22) relevanCe of your major field to your career
goals; and (25) the school in general. |

The following were added tO'theAnew Questionnairer

(20) quality of the teachers; (21) quality of the
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admlnlstrators, and (22) quallty of the teachers in the tea-
chers college in general. A |

11. Question 24 in the‘original was deieted.‘ ,

12, From question 25 the follow1ng items were deleted:
(2) entered or plans to enter military service and (6) tra-
veling. And then,_questlon 18 was added to the new ques-

tionnaire.

Modifications on the WICHE

Questionnaire for Reéepeaters

The_following\modifications fbrfrepeatere on the WICHE
questionnaire_Were made: |

1. The first seveneQuestiohs were taken from the ques-—
tionnaire for dropouts aﬂd in question 7 the word dropout
was changed to repeater. | v

2. Since duestions 8—11 in the dropout queetionnaire
had the same cennotatiens aé'quesﬁions 10—13 in.the repea_
ter duestiennaire, only elight mod ifications were made on
the wordings. | | |

3. . Question 12 was edded to the'new,qeestibnnaire.

4. Question .in the repeater quesﬁieﬁneire>is:similar
to question 16 of the one for dropouts. However,_in the
former, tﬁere<are'enly 16 answers instead of.19‘in the
latter. l‘ |

5. In.the_repeater questionnaire, queeﬁion 14 corres-
ponds to question 17 of that for dropouts. -

6. Questions 18 and 19 in the dropout'questiennaire
were not 1ncluded in the one for the repeaters.

\ .
After the qaestlonnalres had been prepared the sample
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sizes in each college to be studied WereAdeterﬁined.' This-
was necessary in order to know the number of'oopies of the

questionnaires to be printed for the respondents.

Sampl ing Procedure and Sample Size

Populétion and Sampling,Technique

The respondents in the'stﬁdy came from'ohe pooulations
of dropouts and repeaters in each teachefs college. To ob-
tain representative samples,oa quasi-random sampling tech-
nique.was employed. Thus, attiUPC each forﬁiefh and twen-
tieth name in theelist fOf reﬁeaters and drobouts,vrespeo_
tively, was inciuded in'the samples for these ﬁwo populatians..
At IUPEB, 'there were fewef.dropoute then repeaﬁers,'hence
every teEEh name in the list of dropouts and fortleth in the
repeaters' list were chosen as prospectlve 1nterv1ewees in
this.stud&. At TUPEMAR, eaoh tenth name for dropouts and

fiftieth for repeaters were»included. In'IUPEM;the fifth
and tenth names were chose from the lists of dfopoﬁts and
repeaters, respeotively; The population;:sampie,sizes and

'percentagee of subjects interviewed are shown in'Tables

I and II.

Number of Subjects Contactedvj

in the Sample‘

Considerable. dlfflcultles were encountered by the in-
vestigator in contactlng the subJects._ Many-of.themvchanged

or had 1neomplete addresses. ~Consequently, not”ali of the

I
N
I
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'subjects in_the samples coﬁldvbe,interviewed. _This,reduc—
tion in‘numberbofﬂréspohdepts imposes limitationsioh the in-
terpretation of the resultsf These restriétidﬁé are sﬁated
in more detail in Chapter.V. .Table IT1 providéé enﬁmeration

of the populations, subpdelations, samples and respondents.

TABLE T

POPULATIONS OF THE FOUR TEACHERS
COLLEGES BY COHORTS

Cohort

Teachers College  1970-74  1971-75  1972-76  Total
IUPC 1,070 1,632 1,554 4,256
TUPEB 539 922 1,368 2,829
TUPEMAR - - 608 608
IUPEM - ~ 488 488
Total 1,609 2,554  4;018_ 8,181

Gathériﬂg the Déta>

This writer obtained a letter.frOm the_Vice;Presidenb
for Academic Aféairs’ét Okiahoma.StaﬁeAﬁhi§ersity to the Vice
Ministef'of Education in Veheéuela.,_The létégr,_foﬁnd in
Appendix D; fedﬁésﬁed pefmissibn.and ﬁélp'féf £hé”1ﬁvestiga_
tor to collect the data‘needed in.the*Stﬁdjiffémlthéiinsti—
tutions concerned; Wiﬁh this letter, tﬁe‘WriterWeht to

Venezuela to gather the data in June to August, 1977.



TABLE IT

NUMBER OF DROPOUTS AND REPEATERS, SAMPLE SIZES,
NUMBER INTERVIEWED IN SAMPLES AND THEIR -
RELATIVE PERCENTAGES IN EACH COLLEGE

: ~  Dropouts B e .Repeaters L
T v ~_ Sample No. Interviewed - Sample - No. Interviewed -
Teachers - ‘No. of % of =~ % of % of = No. of - %of "% of % of
College - . . Dropouts Slze Total No. Sample Total Repeaters Slze Total No. Sample Total..

\;;) 68.1 1.4
81.8 1.8
11’ 84.6 5.8
13 76.5 7.3
83 75.5 = 2.0

TUPC T 1,50
IUPEB\..... '....,;y-»j St & 3 9
TUPEMAR 16 9,
TUPEM . 68 14 20,

5

T50.0 1
75.0 7
: 50.0 4

0 2,347 4P 2.0
2 1,520 33 - 2.
9 190 - 13 6.8
2 179 17 9

5.7 71 607 3.4 4,236 110

| oo

Total ®  © . 2,065 117

[
.

e anes ma ws T nes s 208

19
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Information Obtaihed

To calculaté the rates and éosts of gfaduétés,'dropouts
and repeaters, the,anndal}bﬁdget and enrollmenﬁvof each cql-
lege were takén..‘The budget was obtained from.the budgét.
office of each college, while enrollment, dropouts and repea-

ters were taken from the registfar's.office.

Intérviewing;the'Respondents‘

The respondents who could be contacted wére interviewed
individually. The»inVestigaﬁor clarifed queéfions of res-
pondents concerning some items in the questionnaire so that

full responses could be 6btained.
Treatment of Data-

Comgﬁtigg the Rate or Percentage of

Graduates, Dropouts and,Répeatefs

The rates of gradﬁaﬁeé; aropouts and repeéters were. ex-—
pressed as percentagé of_theloriginal nﬁmber of entering
freshmen in thée cohowt. qu.example, aSsuming ﬁﬁaf:there
are 1,000 énfollees:dﬁring the school%year 1970L71'in the
first year of céhorﬁ.1970—74:_ At the end of_fhe éurriculum
year (1973-74) 200 graduated. The fate‘or percehtége of
non-repeater or four—yegr graduétes was fhereforé’ZOO/l,OOO
.x 100 = 20 per cent. If 20 graduated in‘the sbhool year
1974-75 Eréﬁ'the same_cohort; the rate or percéntagé of

five-year repeater graduates in the 1970-74 cohort was
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20/1,000 x 100 = 2 per cent.
The rate or percentage of dropouts and repeaters was

calculated in the same manner as that of. graduates.

Calculat ng the Cost of Graduates,

Dropouts and Repeaters

Cost of graduates. To compute the cost of a graduate,

the simple straight-line method was used. This approach

was deemedojustified onhthe_premise tﬁat‘directly or indi-
rectIydevery penny of the school budget is spent for the
students, inasmuch as without the'Students the college would
not exist. And so, in caIcuIating the cost of'non—repeater
or four—year”graduates, the annual tudget ofithe college for
the year was divided by the total'enroilmentvof that year.v/
This,gives the cost ofﬁone"student in'tﬁat'year. The_cost
of each studeotvdnAthe succeeding years was COmputed In the

same ‘manner. To illustrate, Table III is provided..

- TABLE III

CALCULATION OF INDIVIDUAL ANNUAL STUDENT
COST BASED ON YEARLY BUDGET
' '~ AND ENROLLMENT

Academic Year

Cost Ttems T1970-71  1971-72  1972-73  1973-74

Annual budget  $1, 500, ooo'$z,ooo,ooo_$g,zoo,090 $2,400,000
Enrollment 1,100 1,300 | 1,500 1,800

Cost per student$ A, 36§>$ 1,530 $ 1,467 $ 1,333

/
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Thus, to estimate thé cost of ajfour—yéar'orvnon—repeater
graduate, the'costsjper studeﬁt.from i970-7i to 1973-74 are
added. Hence, the costldf oﬁe four-year'graduate is $1,363
+ $1,530 + $1,46]'+‘$1,333 = $5,713. To calculate the cost
of a»five—yeaf repéater graduate, the cost pér student in

each of the five years are added together.

Cost of dropout. .Thé cost of a dropout is computed in
the same manner as that of a graduate. Thus, a first-year
dropout (é gtudent who leaVés schoOi dufing_the first year)
costs ($1,363; a second-year dropout, $2,893'($l,363.+:

$1,530); and a third—year-dropout, $4, 360 ($2,893 + $1,467).

Cost of repeaters. The caiculation for the_cost'of a

repeater uses the same cost per student‘per year as-iﬂ.ﬁhe
cost»espimaﬁg ofigraduaﬁes. However, the repéater cost is
not cumulafive. For exampie,'a firsﬁ-year repeéfer (é stu-
dent who repeafé'a sémestef,or a curricuiﬁm year duriﬁg the
first year in_céllege}_cpsts'$1,363; a secoﬁdeéar repeater
costs $1,530; and a third—year repeater; $1,467. »This.was
resorted to for two reaSOps: (1) a rpqﬁtér.is-ﬂot a "fotal"
loss as in theﬁﬁase of a dfopout; and (2) a:repeaﬁer who
eventually.graduates'wili not be chargéd dﬁpiicéﬁed costs,
e.g., when he'or'she'gradﬁates, his or herJtdtal cost
equals oniy the cost' of a graduate sinée_é'fepeétérfhas“al—
ready been charged the cost for‘évery year he or she re-

peated.
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Measuring Perceptions of ﬁrepouts and

Repeaters about their College Life

Fréquency distribution and ranking. To evaluate the

perceptions of dropouts and;repeaters'about theirecollege
life, the fréduencies of resﬁonSes to eaeh item in the ques-
tionnaire were faken end.then sﬁmmed up per_item, The total
responses for all items were then rahkedvfrbm highest‘to

lowest to interpret the student's perceptions.

4)6; t- and )\—tests;' To determine if-significant dif-
ferences existed in the distribution of reepenses of the
dropouts and repeatere to‘the items in'the questiennaifes as
regards thelr perceptions of college llfe, thexand Ates’cs
were used. Determination of the 51gn1f1cance of: the diffe~
rences wasvbased.on a significance 1eVe1 of 0.05.

»In additioﬁ; diffeyénces:between:the mean respohses of
dropouts and repeaters to the common_itemsﬁin.@he"dropout
and repeatervquestionneiresewere tested byvuéing_g—test,

again using a significance level of 0.05.
Summary

Chapten I1T discussed the materials and methods used in
the study. Thevpopulétions studied consisted of dropouts
and repeaters of four Venezuelan teachere,eeileges. Celcu—
lations for rates of repetiﬁidﬁ and dreppiﬁg;outeas.well as
costs of gréduates, dropouts'and repeaters Qefe'preSented.

A survey questionnalre was employed to evaluate the percep-

tions of dropouts and repeaters about their college 1life.
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The X2 t- and A testsr.wer-e used in det_ermining the éigﬁifi—
cance of the differehces'of résponses 6f,fhe-rop6uts and re-
peaters. | |
Inasmuch.aé_ﬁhere'was a reduction in sample size due to
difficulties enébﬁntered in'contacting thé'subjeéts for in-
terview, limitations weré imposed on the interpretatién of

the results of the study;



CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Introduction

This chapter presents and discusses the results of the
study.” The discussion is divided into»thfee.ﬁaiﬁ parts:
(1) rates of‘graduétion; dropping out and repetiﬁionj (2)
cost of graduates and Qconomic wastage due tQ dropouts and
repeaters; and (3) perCeptibns of dropouts and repeaters:
about some instifutional yériables whicﬁ méy have some in-
fluence on their decision_fo leave'coilege or_repeat"cdur_

sSes.

‘Rates of Graduates, Dropouts and -

Repeaters

The number and pérqéntége of gradUatesAof'éii four col-
leges and in the iﬁdividual institutions are in Table IV
while those of dropbuﬁs'aﬁd'repeaters'are répéfted in Table
V. The graduates shown in_Table v consist“df‘twq‘groups—-
the non—repeatérband the réﬁeafer graduateé.i A”ﬁon—repeater
graduate is one who fihished a degree'within,ﬁhe”prescribed
curriculum years. Thus,!iﬁ those coliége whiéh 6ffer a

four-year degree in teacher education, a non-repeater

67



TABLE IV

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES AT THE
TEACHERS COLLEGES

i;College

Cohort, -

.ment

4

5

6

lTbﬁéi?;f '.v‘V' ,Numbéfiof.Yéafs thGraduété_..
Enrolll T == —

e NVQ- 5

Y

No.

- No.

7 ;

TALY Colleges‘;

1971
1972 ..

197d@w

1,609
2,554
4,018

142
436

'm308'

[
owno
jo e e

[

478
980

306

200
‘369 '

Gréhd Total

. 8:181

886

[u—y
o
.

1,764

569

,IUPC

1970

1,070

72

288

169’ m

1971 1,632 142 233 14.3 245 15.0 - 620
.'1972‘ '-1?554’h“195  .266 .1701 - i_' — 461

-

Subtofai'

409

O I 00 O

787 1

414

.84

1,694..'

1970

4,256
539

236

B o Jina3 joo joo o

18

'-.'31,

308

IUPEB" 43. . . 5. 23
: 1971 922 - - 245 26.6 124 - 13. - - 369 40.0
1972 1,358 ~ .- - 361 '26.4 . - - 361 26.4

- Subtotai

236

(0 ¢]
je
(O8]

624

155

23

1,038 3

TUPEMAR | 1972 608 - . - 25 42.1 - - - - 256 42.1
CTUPEM 1972 . 488 241 49.4 97 19.9 - - - - 338 69.3

89



TABLE V-

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF DROPOUTS AND -
REPEATERS AT THE TEACHERS COLLEGES

69

Curriculum Year

__IV

Col- Co- 11 TT1 '
lege hort  No. %  No. % No. - No. % No %
. Dropouts o
A1l 1970 258 16.0 99 6.2 32 2.0 77 4.8 466 29,0
1971 671 16.0 115 4.5 79 3.1 28 1.1 893 "35.0
1971 489 12.2 136 3.4 63 1.6 18 0.4 706 17.6}
Gr. Total 1,418 ~17.3 350 4.3 174 2.1 123 1.5 2,065 25.2
: . 4 Repeaters T '
1970 401 24.9 215 13.4° 90 5.6 129 8.0 835 51.9
1971 678 26.6 296 11.6 144 5.6 156 .3.2 1,274 59.6
1972 701 17.4 571 14.2 337 8.4 518 12.4iz127 52.9
Gr, Total 1,780 21.8 1,082 13.2 571 7.0 803 -9.84,236 51.8
' Drogputs’ . ' ‘ 
IUPC 1970 239 22.3 85 7.9 28 2.6 76 7.1 428 40,0
1971 418 25.6 107 6.6 76 4.7 26 1.6 627 38.4
1972 278 17.9 105 6.8 50 3.2 12 0.8 445 28.6
Subtotal 935 22.0 297 7.0 154 3.6 114 2.7 1,500 35.2
Regeaters - -
1970 321 30.0 128 11.9 59 5.5 62. 5.8 570 53.3
1971 505 30.9 184 11.3 92 5.6 82. 5.0 863 52.9
1972 451 39.0 223 14.3 114 7.3 126 8.1 914 58.8
Subuxa11,277 30.0.536.12.6 265 6.2 270 6.32,347 55.1
L -JDfoQOuts - . 
IUP- 1970 19 3.5 14 2.6 4 0.7 1 0.2 38 7.0
EB 1971 253 27.4 8 0.9 3 0.3 2 0,2 266 28.8
1972 = - 18 1.3 7 0.5 6 0.4 31 2.3
Subtotal - 272 9.6 40 1.4 14 0.5 9 0.3 é}é 11.8
. : : Régeéters; S -
1970~ 80 14.9 87 16.1 31 5.8 67 12.4 265 49.2
1971 173 18.8 112 12.2 52 5.7 74 8.0 411 44.6
1972 - - - 295 21.6 181 13.2 368 26.9 844 61.7
Subtotal 253 8.9 494 17.5 264 9.3 509 18.0 1,520 53.7
IUP- Dpt. '72 158 26.0 3. 0.5 1 0.2 0 .0.0 162 26.6
MAR Rep.'72 155 25.5 18 3.0 11 1,8 6 1.0 190 31.2
IUP- Dpt. '72 53 °10.9 10 2.0 5 1.0 "0 0.0 68 13.9
7.2 3t 6.4 18 3.7 179 36.7

EM  Rep. 72 95

19.5 35
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graduate finished the dcgreévin four years. - On the other
hand, ‘a repeater graduaﬁe in these colleges-is one who fi-
nished the degree beyond the four prescribed Cuffiéﬁlér
years; i.e., a fiVe4&éar repeater graduate finished the deg-
ree in five yearsj a six-year repeatér gfaduate finished in

six years, and so on.

All Colleges , ' '

Graduates..”Téble IV shows that the two colleges that
existéd by 1970 had a combined output in thé_1970 cohort of
308 (19.1%)'n0n—repeat¢r'gréduafesg’306 (19.0%)vfi§e-year
graduates; ZOQ (12.4%) siXéyear graduates; and.107:(6.6%)
seven-year graduates in four-year degree courses. in fhe
1971 cohort-thefe.wére 142.(5;6%) non—repeaﬁer_gféduétes;
478 (18.7%) five—&ear graduétéég and-369 (14.4%) six-~year
gfadﬁates. Chort 1972 ﬁad 436 (10.8%) and 980 (24.4%j.non-
repeater and five—year{gradﬁates, respectiveiy.

In all cohorts of the f@ur‘colléges,.886 (10.8%) gfad-
uated in four years; i,764'(2i;5%)_invfive years;'569 (7.0%)
in six 'years; and-iO7 (1g3%) in ée#en years. In all; 3;326
students (40.7 per cent of'the.total‘initiéllénfdilments)

graduated between 1974"dnd_1977.in-the collegés under study.

Dropouts. In this diséussion, a firstéyeér dropout‘is
a student who left school during his freshman year; a second-
year dropout'leavés college during his sophomore year, and

SO On.
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Dropoutvrates for all colieges are;refiécted in Table
V. The year distribution of dropouts in tﬁé‘1970 cohort was
258 (16.0%), 99'(6.2%), 32 (2.0%) and 77 (4.8%) for the
first, second, third and fourth‘years,,respectively; Cohort
1971 had 671 (16.0%), 115 (4.5%), 79 (3.1%) and 28 (1.1%)
dropouts in the first, second; third and foufth years, res-
pectively. In the 1972 cohort thefé were 489 (12.2%) drop-
ouﬁs in the first year; 1367(3,4%) in thé second; 63 (1.6%)
in the third; and 18 (0.4%) in thé'fbﬁrtﬁ yeaf. Total drop-
outs in all the colleges were 1,418"(17.3%), 350 (4.3%), 174
(2.1%) and 123 (1.5%)-during fhe first, second, thifd and -
fourth years, respectivéiy. In all, 2,065 studéntsb(25;2
per cent of the total initial énrollments)"droﬁped odt bet-

ween 1970 and 1977 in those four teacherS'colleges.v

Repeaters. In this stﬁdy the‘kin@siof repéaﬁers‘(firsm
secon&, third and so on)ihave the_sémé'éénnbtétions as.the
dropouts, i.e.;_first—year repeaters are thoseAWhQ'repeatéd
courses they failed duripg the'first year; seébn&—year re-
peatefs repeatéd céurses'they failed in tﬁe secondvyéar, and
SO on. |

Repetition in all colleges is also shown in Table V.
This table indicates thét_the 1970 COﬁoft of the'foﬁr colle-
ges had 401 (24.9%), 215 (13.4%), 90 (5.6%) and 129 (8.0%)
repeaters in the first, second, tﬁifd an@ fqﬁrh years,»fes—
pectively. = In the 1971 cohort, tﬁere wege 678 (26.6%),re—
peaters in the}first’year} 296 (11.6%) in-the.seqond§v144

(5.6%) in the éhird; and 156 (3.2%) in the fourth year. The
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1972 cohort: had the follow1ng vearly dlstrlbutlon of repea-
ters: 701 (17 4%) for the first year; 571 (14.2%) for the
second; 337 (8.4%) for the third; and 518,(12.4%).for the
fourth year. Thé,EOﬁP colleges had these total fepeaters:
1,780 (21.8%) in the'first year; 1,082 (13.2%) iﬂ the secend;
571 (7.0%) in:the.third; and 803 (9.8%) in the'foufth year.
In all, 4,236 students (51.8 pef cent of. the total inital

enrollments) repeated courses between 1970 and 1977.

)

IUPC (Caracas Teachers College)
v L

Graduates. The non-repeater graduates at Caracas from
the 1970 cohort numbered only 72, or 6}2 per'cent, of the
initial enrollment (Table Iv). The fivee, six-, and seven-
year repeatef graduatee in this cohort Qere 288 (26.9%), 169
(15.8%), and 84 (7. 97), respectively. ?otal graduétes from
this cohort were 613 or 57. 3 per cent. : | |

In the 1971 cohort, 142 (8. 7%) graduated in four years;
233 (14.3%) din five years; and 245 (15.0%) in six years.
Total graduates from fhis'eohort.were.GZb or 38.0 per cent.
In the 1972 cohort, ﬁhe figures-are:195 112.5%) non-repeater
graduates and 266 (17.1%) five-year repeeter-gfeduates,
Total graduateS‘froﬁ tﬁis cohort were'463_er é4,7eper cent.

The oVer—ali‘graduetion figﬁres at TUPC are 469 (9.6%)
in four yeafs; 787 (18.5%) in five year§;'4143(9;7%) in six
years; and 87 (2.0%) in seven years. vThe'total:number of

graduates from ail cohorts in Caracas waé 1,644 or'39.8 per

cent. : : -
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Dfupouts. ‘Aé expected; the percentagé of dropouts was
gcnerally highégt at the end of‘the freshman year‘énd lowest
at the end of the juhior year (Table V._?ih the 1970 cohort
the total number of dropouts'in the firsg'to the fourth
years was 428 or 40.0 per cent of the initial enféllment.

The disttibutiqn of the‘tétal number QfAQropduts was 239,
85, 28 and 76 in the first, secoﬁd, third and fourth years,
respectively. The corresponding‘percentages,.based>6n the
initial enrollmént;-Wene 22;3, 7.9 2.6 and.7.i;

The total number of dﬁopbuﬁs in ﬁhe‘1971 cohort was 627
or 38.4 per cént of thg initial énrollmgnt}v The yearly drop-
outs and fheir pefcentéges ffom_the first to the fourth
years were 418 (25.6%), 107 (6.6%) 76 (4.7%) and 26 (1,6%).>

In the 1972 cOhdrt the.first,‘sécbnd, third_énd'fburth
year dropoﬁts were 278 (17.9%), 105 (6.8%), 50 (3.2%) and 12
(0.8%), respectively. The total dfopduts ffoﬁ fhishcohort
from the first to the fourth years were 445.or:28.6 per cent .
of the tota; initial eﬁrollment. There was a décfeésing

total dropout rate from the 1970 to the 1972 cohort at IUPC.

Repeaters. In'ail cohorts at IﬁPC, ﬁhefé wés a'rapid
decrease iﬁ both ﬁuﬁber and percentagelof repeéterSiffomAthe
first tovthe_ﬁhird‘year (Table V). The nuﬁbef and rate of
repetitionviﬁ the third and fourth years were similar in
magnitude.

In the first cohért.(1970)-the numbefS of repeaters.

were: first year, 321 (30.0%); second yeaf, 128 (11.9%);
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third year, 59 (5-5%); and fourth year, 62 (5;8%). The to-
tal number of repeaters in this cohort fromlfirsf to fourth
years -was 570 of’SS.B-pericent'of the initial enrollment.

The disﬁribution of repeaters (863 or 32;9 per cent) in
the 1971 cohort was 505 (30.9%), 184 (11;3%), 92 (5.6%) and
82 (5.0%) forifhemfirst,.second,'third'and fourth years, res-
pectively. |

In the 1972 cohort the total number of reﬁeaters_was',
914 (58.8%) distributed as follows: first year, 451 (39.0%);
second year, 223 (14.3%); third yvear, 114_(7,3%);vandifourth

year, 126 (8.1%).

IUPEB (Barquisimeto Teachéfs College)

Graduates. The hoh-répeater graduates af Bafduisimeto
in the 1970 cohort numbered 236 or 43.4 per cent 6f thé ini-
tial enrollment;  Cohorts'1971 and 1972 had' no four-year
graduatesbduevto.studépt and teacher Sffikes ét_IUPEB which
caused the closing of formal classes although the other
college activitieélwent on as usual,

The fiver, éix- and sevéh—year repéater gradﬁates'of
the 1970 cohortvwere 18 (3.3%),.31 (5.8%) and 23 (4.3%), res-
pectively. 1In the 1971 cohort the five- and-six—yéar grad-
uates were 245 (26.6%) and 124 (13.4%), resﬁectively. In
the 1972 cbhort, there were 361 (26.4%) fiVef&eér graduates.

The percentage of non—repeatef graduates df all cohorts
at IUPEB was 32.3, abouﬁ thrice moré thannﬁﬁét of IUPC.

Likewise, the percentages of five-, six- and seven-year



repeater graduates'at JUPEB were also lower thanwthose of
IUPC. The total number of ‘graduates from all cohorts was

1, 038 or 36. 7 per cent of the total 1n1t1a1 enrollments.

Drogouts.f'The-trends in dropout for all.coﬁorts at

IUPEB were similar to those of TIUPC (Table V).  The dropouts

,«—\

from the 1970 cohort at IUPEB were: first year, u9\(3 5%); -E?
second year,~l@ (2;6%); third year1\§~(017%),'and'fourth Zi%
year,”f """ (0.2% In the 1971 cohort the dropouts were: 253 37£<
" (27.4%) in the first year; 8. (O 9%) in the. second; 3 (0. 3%)
in the third; and 2 (0.2%) in the fourth year.»,There were
18 (1,3%), 7‘(0.5%)_andf6 (0.4%)_dropouts during phé second ,
third and fourth years in'cohort 1972., Cohort 1971_had the
largest totel dropout, 266 or 28.8 per'cent oue.oresumably
to the fact that 1t had also the hlghest 1n1t1al enrollment

in the three cohorts.
In all cohorts at IUPE the total - dropouts were<é2§>

~~.“,_,,,

,‘*"“ .

9. 6%), 40", (1.4%), 14 (0. 5%), and 9 (0. 3%) during the flrséj

second thlrd/and fourth §€ers, respectlvely.~€§§£§@,drop—

outs were 33§;students or 11.8 per cent.

T —d

Repeaters. Table \'A also reflects the rate of repetl—
tion ln the collegeso At IUPEB the yearly dlstrlbutlon of
repeaters in the 1970 cohort e flrst year, 80 (14. 9%);
second year,: 87 (16 1%), th1rd ‘year, 31 (5 87), and fourth
year, 67 (12.4%).

The number and percentege:ofjrepetition in the 1971

cohort werejl73$(18.8%), 112 (12.2%); 52:(5;7%)'and 74
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(8.0%) for the first, second, third and éourth'years, res-
pectively. . o

No data werejavailable on repeatersiduring the first
year of the 1972 cohorf at IUPEB. 1In this cOﬁoroz’ﬁhe re-
corded yearly repeaters were 295 (21. 67), 181 (13 27) and
368 (26.9%) for ‘the second third and fourth years, respec-
tively. |

In all cohorts, the yearly repetltlons ‘were 253 (8.9%),
494 (17.5%), 264 (9 3%) and 509 (18 0%) 1n the flrst, se-

cond, third and fourth years, respectlvely. The total num-

ber of repeaters was 1,520 students or 53.7 berfcent.

IUPEMAR (Maracay Teachers College)

Graduates..~0n1y'one cohort waS'studied.at IUPEMAR '
since at the time the 1nvest1gat10n was conducted there was
only one complete cohort available (1972 enrollees) he»
graduates, dropouts and repeaters at IUPEMAR are found in
Tables IV and V;* ThlS table indicates that 256 or 42 1 per

cent of the cohort graduated in five years.:n

Drogouts. The total dropouts in foor.years at TJUPEMAR
was 162 or 26.6 per cent, distributed as follows: first
year, 158 (26.0%); second year, 3 (0.5%); thirquear, 1

(0.2%); and fourth year, none.

Repeaters. The yearly repeaters were i55'(25-5%)5 18
(3.0%), 11 (1.8%) and 6 (1.0%) for the first, second, third

and fourth years, respectively. Total repeaters‘wasd190<or
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31.2 per cent.

IUPEM (Maturiﬁ?Té$Cﬁers College)

Graduatésqjifgble IV shows the,graduates_at IUPEM,
a10ngiwiﬁh ﬁhosé §f £he‘o€her colléges. vFor the'éame:rea—
son as that of IU?EMAR, only One.cohort'was studied at.

IUPEM. 1In this cohort (1972 enrollees), 241 or 49.4 per cent

graduated in foﬁr'years and 97 (19.9%) in fivevyéars.

Dropouts. The dropouﬁs at IUPEM were 53 (10.9%) in the
first year; 10 (2.0%) in the second; 5 (1.0%) in the third;
and none in the fourth year. Total student dropout in four

years was 68 or 13.9 per cent.

Regeatefs;f I§ TUPEM 95 (19.5%) repéatedsih'thetfirst
year; .35 (7.2%) repeated in the second; él (6)4%).in'thé,
third; and 18 (3.7%) repeated in the“fbu;th year. ;beal re-
péatems in four yeéfs were 179 or 36.7 per ceﬁt; |

ﬁhe numbers and'percéntages of.graduates,jdropouts and
repeaters at IUPEMAR and  IUPEM were more or less df.chpaf.

rable,magnitudeé;

Graduates, Dropouts and Repeatérs by

Deparﬁments or Fields of Studyf. 

o , . i . ,
The number and percentage of graduates, dropouts and
repeaters by departments or fields of study in the three

cohorts at IUPC aré refleéted‘in.Table Vi.
, : : o B



TABLE VI

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES, DROPOUTS AND
REPEATERS BY DEPARTMENTS OR FILEDS AT IUPC

Graduates
Curriculum Year Nonre-
Co- Student I 1T 11T Iv Total eaters Repeaters
Department hort Group No. % No. % No. % No. % ©No. % No. % Yrs.Ne..%
Biol. & Chenmn. 1970 Droﬁouts 26 13.9 5 2.7 8 4.3 14 7.5 53 28,3 22 11.8
Repeaters 43 23.0 32 17.1 19 10.2 18 9.6 112 59.9
Spanish & Lit. Dropouts 43 24.2 8 4.5 4 2.2 12 6.7 67 37.6 14 7.9
Repeaters 53 29.8 19 10.7 11 6.2 14 7.9 97 54.5
Physical Edu. Dropouts 7 6.4 18 16.5 0 0 27 24.8 52 47.7 1 0.9
Repeaters 39 35.8 15 13.8 2 1.8 O 0 56 51.4
Social Sci. Dropouts 27 16.8 10 6.2 5 3.1 1 0.6 43 26.7 12 7.4
. Repeaters 33 20.5 31 19.2 17 10.6 25 15.5 106 65.8
Modern Lang. Dropouts 51 27.9 30 16.4 7 3.8 7 3.8 95 51.9 6 3.3
Repeaters 62 33.9 16 8.7 2 1.1 2 1.1 82 44.8
Math & Physics Dropouts 57 32.0 13 7.3 2 1.1 15 8.4 87 48.9 9 5.0
Repeaters 65 36.5 8 4.5 7 3.9 2 1.1 82 46.1
Pedagogy Dropouts 28 37.8 1 1.4 2 2.7 O 0 31 41.9 8 10.8
Repeaters 26 35.1 7 9.4 1 1.4 1 1.4 35 47.3
Arts 1971 Dropouts ~ 20 26.0 3 3.9 1 1.3 O 0 24 31.2 4 5.2
Repeaters 22 28.6 15 19.5 8 10.4 4 5.2 49 63.6
Biol. & Chem. Dropouts 53 17.2 25 8.1 18 5.8 8 2.6 104 33.8 41 13.3 5 61 32.6
Repeaters 66 21.4 48 15.6 25 8.1 24 7.8 163 52.9

8L



TABLE VI (Continued)

Graduates
_ Curriculum Year Nonre- T
Co- Student I 1T IIT IV Total ters Repeaters
Department hort Group No.. % No.. % No. % No. % No.. % No. % Yrs.No. %
Spanish & Lit. 1971 Dropouts 56 29.0 24 12.4 3 1.6 3 1.6 86 44.6 18 9.3 5 56 31.5
Repeaters 67 34:7 15 7:8 4 2.1 3 1.6 89 46.1
Physical Edu. Dropouts 21 18.6 3 2.6 4 3.5 3 2.6 31 27.4 6 5.3 5 19 17.4
Repeaters 32 28.3 22 19.5 13 11.5 9 8.0 76 67.2 ‘
Social Sci. Dropouts 72 27.4 8 3.0 17 6.5 3 1.1 100 38.0 36 13.7 5 53 32.9
Repeaters 83 31.6 18 6.8 15 5.7 11 4.2 127 48.3
Modern Lang. Dropouts 69 24.6 20 7.1 16 5.7 5 1.8 110 39.3 7 2.5 5 46 25.1
Repeaters 82 29.3 43 15.4 15 5.4 23 8.2 163 58.2
Math & Physics Dropouts 71 29.2 15 6.2 13 5.3 4 1.6 103 42.4 17 7.0 5 35 19.7
Repeaters 86 35.4 21 8.6 9 3.7 7 2.9 123 50.6
Pedagogy Dropouts 56 36.1 9 5.8 4 2.6 O 0 69 44.5 13 8.4 5 18 24.2
Repeaters 67 43.2 2 1.3 3 1.9 1 0.6 73 47.1 |
Arts 1972 Dropouts 14 19.4 4 5.6 O 0 0 0 18 25.0 9 12.5 5 16 20.8
Repeaters 18 25.0 15 20.8 7 9.7 5 6.9 45 62.5
Biol. & Chem. Dropouts 47 16.6 13 4.6 9 3.2 3 1.1 72 25.4 48 17.0 5 58 18.8
Repeaters 72 25.4 37 13.1 26 9.2 28 9.9 163 57.6 6 45 24.1
Spanish & Lit. Dropouts 29 18.2 14 8.8 O 0 1 0.6 44 27.7 22 13.8 5 27 14.0
Repeaters 52 32.7 17 10.7 13 8.2 11 6.9 93 58.5 6 23 12.9
Earth Sci. Dropouts 10 38.5 3 11.5 O 0 0 0 13 50.0 6 23.1
Repeaters 6 23.1 O 1 3.8 O 0 7 26.9
Physical Edu. Dropouts 11 8.1 6 4.4 2 1.5 1 0.7 20 14.7 11 8.1 5 9 8.0
Repeaters 43 31.6 27 19.9 16 11.8 19 14.0 105 77.2 6 15 13.8

6L



TABLE VI (Continued)

Curriculum Year

Graduates

Nonre-

Depart- Co- Student I IT I1T1 v Total peaters Repeaters
ment hort Group No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % Yrs.No. &%
Soc. Sci. 1972 Dropouts 30 12.3 16 6.6 0] 0 2 0.8 48 19.4 44 17.8 5 61 23.2
Repeaters 58 23.9 38 15.6 18 7.4 41 16.9 155 62.7 6 49 30.4
Modern Dropouts 68 22.7 34 11.3 20 6.7 3 1.0 125 41.7 20 6.7 5 25 8.9
Math & Phys. Dropouts 33 16.2 14 6.9 15 7.4 2 1.0 64 31.4 18 8.8 5 14 5.8
Repeaters 61 29.9 30 14.7 17 8.3 14 6.9 122 59.8 6 12 6.7
Pedagogy Dropouts 36 28.3 1 0.8 4 3.1 0 0] 41 32.3 17 13.4 5 23 14.8
Repeaters 47 37.0 15 11.8 5 3.9 2 1.6 69 54.3 6 15 20.3

08
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Graduates.d Physical Eddcation had_the loweSt percen-
tage (0.9)vof oon—feﬁeaﬁer graduates from the 1976 éohorf.
This is-followedvbyVModern Languages (3. 37),4Math eod'Phy;
sics (5. O%), Social 801ences (7 4%) , Spaﬁlsh and ‘Literature
(7.92), and Pedagogy (10.8%). Biology and Chemlstry had the
highest percentage (11.8);of non-repeate; graduetes.

In:the'197i oohort, ohe lowest percentage (2.5) of non-
repeater greduates came-from'Moderﬁ Langdages'agein, fol—
lowed by Arts (5.2%),. Phys1cal Educatlon (5 3%), Math and
Phy31cs (7.0%), Pedagogy (8.4%), Spanlsh and therature
(9.3%), Blology and Chemistry (13.3%), and Soc;al‘501enceS‘
(13.7%). N | |

In'oheg1972 cohort, the‘lowest'percentagei(6.7) of non-
repeatef greduates wasragain from Moderd'Languagee,: Tﬁis
was followed by;Physical Educetion-(s.l%), Math end.Ph&sics
(8.8%), Artsi(lZ.S%),'PedagOgy (13.4%), Spanish and Litera-
ture (13.8%);fBiology'and bheﬁiSﬁpy'(17.6%);'Sociei Soieoces
(17.8%) and Earth éoiences‘(23.1%);‘A - |

In tenms,dfffive;year repeeter'gfaduates in?the 1§70
" cohort, SociallseienCee_had the highést:pefcéotége“(32;9),
followed by‘BiOIOgy and Chemistry (32.6%);'Spanish.end.Lite_
rature (31.5%},;Modern‘Lahguages'(25{1%);3Pedagogy (24.2%)3
Math and Physies‘(19 7%) énd'Physical-Edueaoioh (17.4%) : In
the 1971 cohort, the hlghest percentage (23 2) of f1ve ~-year
graduates was from the 8001al Sciences. This was followed
by Arts (20.8%); Biology-and'Chemisbfy;(18w8%), Pedagogy

(14.8%), Spanish and Literature (14.0%),tMOderngLanguages.
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(8.9%),.Physical:EduCatiOn;(8.0%) and Math,and Ph&eiee
(5.8%). -

The highest percentage (30.4) of six—Year‘gradnates in
the 1970 cohort‘was from the Social Sciencee»aléo. ﬁext was
Biology and Chemistry (24;1%),-Pedagogy (20.3%), Ph&sieal
Education (13:8%);'Spanieh‘and Literature (;2q9%), Math and

Physics (6.7%) and Modern Languages (5-5%);f'%

Drogouts.4 As expected, dronouts were generally hlghest‘
at the flrst year in all departments (Table VI). iIn the
1970 cohort,.the highest.percentage-(5;.9)?ijtotaiddropouts
was frem-Modern‘Languages. Next was Math_and.Physies, Phy= .
sical Education, Pedagogy, Spanish and Literature, Bioiogy
and Chemistry, and’Social Sciences_with-eorreeponding total
dropout rates of 48.9, 47.7, 41.9, 37.6, 28;3tand 26.7_per
cent.; | B

Spanlsh and Literature had the hlghest total dropout
rate (44. 6%) 1n the 1971 cohort while the 10west (27 4%) was
from Physical Educatlon. - The descendlng order of total
dropout rates in. the other departments was Pedagogy, 44.5
per cent- Math and Phy31cs, 42.4 per cent- Modern Languages,
39.3 per cent; 8001a1 501ences, 38 O per cent Blology and

Chemistry, 33.8 per-cent, and Arts, 31 2 per cent.

Regeaters. Like the dropout rate, the pereentage.of
repeaters in all departments at IUPC was h1ghest durlng the
first year (Table VI). Total repetltlon rate ;n the;1970

cohort was-highest 4in the Sdcial Sciences (65.8%) and lowest
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in the Modern'Languages (44. 87) The other departments
ranged in total repetltlon rate from 46 1 per cent (Math and
Physics) to- 59, 9 per cent (Blology and Chemlstry)

In the 1971 cohort, the total repetltlon rate ranged
from 46.1 perhcent.ln Spanish and_Literature t0’67.2 per
cent in PhysicaijEducation. "The total repetition ratesiin
the other departments in descending order were: ,Arts, 63{2'
perbcent,vModern Languages, 58a2 per cen%; ﬁiologyland'
Chemistry, 52,9'per cent; Math and Physics, 50;6 per cent;
Social Sc1ences, 48 3 per cent, and Pedagogy,, 7.1 per cent.

In the 1972 cohort the total repetltlon rate ranged
from 26 9 per cent 1n the Earth 801ences to 77 0 per cent in
Physical Educatlon. The other departments had the follow1ng
total-renetition_rateS‘arranged in ascending_order: 'Modern
Languages, " 51 7. per cent; Pedagogy, 54.3 tericent'”Biology
and Chemlstry, 57 6 per cent Spanlsh and Lrterature, 58 5
per cent; Math and Phy31cs, 59.8 per cent Arts, 62 5. per
cent; and 8001al Sciences, 62.7 per cent,

At'IUPC,'the low'rates of non-repeater'graddates were
in Modern Languages, Math and Phys1cs, and Phy31cal Educa-
tion while the hlgh rates of non—repeater graduates were in
Biology and Chemlstry, and Social 801ences., The total drop-
out rates were ‘also hlgh in Modern Languages, Math and Phy-
sics, and Phys1ca1 Educat10n~wh11e.the.low rates were 1n."
Biology and Chemlstry and Arts. The high rates of repeaters

were in 8001a1 801ences, Arts, Spanlsh and L1terature and

Biology' and Chemlstry whereas the 1ow rates were in Earth
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Scienées, ModerﬁiLénguages and Pedagogy.
TIUPEB

The number and rates of graduates, dropouts and repea-
ters in the dlfferent departments at IUPEB are found in

Table VII.

Graduates. ' Ihe.highéét rate of non-repeafer éraddétes
in the 1970;cbhort_came from Home Economics (86.1%).whi1é
the lowest (about 28;0%) were both from English and Math;_
The rates_of non-repeater graduates from the oﬁher depaftf
ments were,BusiﬁeSS Education, 66.7 pér_cent; Ekperimental
Sciences, 61.2 per cent; Industrial Education;:57.3 per cenm
Social Scieﬁces, 55.9 per cent; Physical Educatioh;L5412_per
cent; Agricﬁiture, 45f4 per_cent; and  Spanish and.Litéfatur@
36.8 bér cent. | | | | | |

In the 1971 cohort the highest rate of non—repeater
graduates (91 7%) came from Home Economics: agaln wh11e the
lowest (8.8%) qame.alsq from Engllsh. ‘The. other fields fol-
lowed in this“order:v Soéial Sciences, 81.2 per cent--Indus—
trial Educat1on, 80 0 per. cent Bu51neés Educatlon, 75 8 per
cent; Phy51cal bducatlon, 61.5 per cent both Agrlculture
and Spanish and L1terature, 45.5 per cent Math 22.2° per.
cent,xand Experlmental Sciences, 2t.7 per cent. |

For,cohort 1972, Home Economics ‘again topped the rate
(75.6%) of non;fepéétef graduates'whilé the 16weét'was again

from the‘English'Department (5.6%). The rates of



TABLE VII

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES, DROPOUTS AND
REPEATERS BY DEPARTMENTS OR FIELDS AT IUPEB

_ - Graduates
Curriculum Year ) Nonre-
Depart- Co- Student I 1T IIT IV Total peaters Repeaters
ment hort Group No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % Yrs.No. %
Exp. Sci. 1970 Dropouts - 3 3.5 1 1.2 0 0 4 4.7 52 61.2
Phys. Edu. Dropouts - 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 54.2
Repeaters - 2 8.3 3 12.5 6 25.0 11 45.8
English Dropouts - 4 9.3 2 4.6 1 2.3 7 16.3 12 27.9
Repeaters - 18 41.9 1 2.3 5 11.6 24 55.8
Math Dropouts - 2 5.6 0 0 0 0 2 5.6 10 27.8
Repeaters - 9 25.0 4 11.1 11 30.6 24 66.7
Soc. Sci. Dropouts - 0 0 1 1.7 0 0 1 1.7 33 55.9
Repeaters - 3 5.1 6 10.2 16 27.1 25 42.4
Spanish & Dropouts - 1 5.3 0 o o o 1 5.3 7 36.8
Lit. Repeaters - 1 5.3 3 15.8 7 36.8 11 57.9
Home Econ. Dropouts - 0 0o 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 86.1
Repeaters - 5 13.9 o 0 0 0 5 13.
Bus. Edu. Dropouts - 1t 3.3 0 0 o o 1 3.3 20 66.7
Repeaters - 1 3.3 4 13.3 4 13.3 9 30.0
Agricul- Dropouts - 1 3.0 0 0 0 0 1 3.0 15 45.4
ture Repeaters - 9 27.3 4 12.1 4 12.1 17 51.5

58



TABLE VII (Continued)

' éraduates
Curriculum Years Nonre-
Depart- Co- Student I IT ITY IV Total peaters Repeaters
ment hort Group No. _% No. % No. %. No. % No. 4. No. % Yrs.No. %
Indus. 1970 Dropouts 2 2.9 0 0 0 0 2 2.7 43 57.3
Edu. Repeaters 19 25:.3 4 5.3 7 9:3 30 40:.0 - :
Exp. Sci. 1971 Dropouts 1 0.9 1 0.9 0 0 2 1.7 25 21.7 5 5.9
Repeaters 40 34.8 12 10.4 36 31.3 88 76.5 - - - .
Physical Dropouts 0o o 0 o0 0 0 O 0 16 61.5 4 16.7
Edu. Repeaters 5 19:2 3 115 2 7.7 10 38:5
Math Dropouts 2 5. 1t 2.8 0 O 3 8.3 8 22.2 3 8.3
Repeaters 12 33:3 7 19:4 6 16.7 25 69.4 -
Spanish Dropouts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 45.2 4 21.0
& Lit. Repeaters 8 25.8 6 19.4 3 9.7 17 54.8
English Dropouts 3 5.3 1 1.8 1 1.8 5 8.8 5 8.8 8 18.6
Repeaters 22 38.6 0 17.5 5 26.3 47 82.4
Soc. Sci. Dropouts 0 0 0 0 1 1.1 1 1.1 72 81.8 14 23.7
Repeaters 7 8.0 4 4.5 4 4.5 15 17.0
Home Econ. Dropouts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 91.7 1 2.8
Repeaters 1 4.2 1 4.2 0 0 2 8.3
Indus. Dropouts 1 1.8 0 0 0 0 1 1.8 44 80.0 9 12.0
Edu. Repeaters 4 7.3 3 5.5 3 5.5 10 18.2
Bus. Edu. Dropouts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 75.8 2 6.7
Repeaters 6 18.2 2 6.1 0 0 8 24.2
Agricul- Dropouts 1 3.2 0 0 o 0 1 3.2 14 45.2 1 3.0
ture Repeaters 7 22.6 4 12.9 5 16.1 16 51.6
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TABLE VII (Continued)

Graduates

Curriculum Year . . : Nonre- «
* © Depart- - Co- Student T T o IIiT __ IV | Total peaters. Repeaters -
ment hort™ Group " No. % No. % No. % No. % 'No. % No. % YrsiNo.- %
" Exp.Sci. 1972 Dropouts - 3 1.t 1 0.4 1 0.4 5 1.9 62 23.4 5 35 30.4
‘ : - Repeaters . -~ 70 26.4 32 12.1. 96 36.2 198 74.7 6 -2 2.4
Phys. Edu. Dropouts 0o o 0 ] 0 0 0 11 61.1 5 7 26.9"
Repeaters - 3 16.7 2 11.1 2 11.1 7 38.9 S .
Math Dropouts . - 4 3.3 1 0.8 1 0.8 6 5.0 14 11.7 5 13 36.1
_ - Repeaters - .36_30.0 27 22.5 37 30.8 100 83.3 . 6 3 8.3
Spanish & - Dropouts 1 1.0 O 1 1.0 2 2.1 28 29.2 5 12 38.7
Lit. Repeaters 7 7.3 30 31.3 29 30.2 66 68.8 6 2 10.5
English Dropouts = - 5 2.5 2 1.0 1 0.5 8 4.1 11 5.6 5 24 42.1
' " Repeaters - 68 34.5 37 18.8 73 37.1 178 90.4 . 6 7 16.3
Soc. Sci. Dropouts - 2 0.8 1 0.4 O 0O 3 1.2 56 22.3 5 14 15.9
Repeaters - 10 27.9 31 12.4 91 36.3 192 76.5 6 3 5.1
Home Econ. Dropouts = - o O 0O O o O 0O O 34 75.6 6 2 5.6
.Repeaters ' 2 4.4 4 8.9 5 11.1 11 24.4
“Indus. Edu. Dropouts = - 1 1.3 1 1.3 0 0 2 2,6 5064.1 5 4 7.
' | ~ Repeaters - 10 12.8 = 5 6.4 .11 14.1 26 33.3 : 6 2 2,
‘Bus. Edu.’ _ Dropouts. - - .0 0 0 O 1 1.6 1 1.6 31 50.0 5 515
. Repeaters = = . 11 17.7 9 14.5 10 16.1 30 48.4 : R s
- Agricul- - . Dropouts - 2:1.9 1 1.0 1 1.0 4 3.8 64 61.5- 5 10 31.3
' 18 17.3 4 3.8 14 13.5 36 34.6 , 6 .2 6.1

| ture -  .Repeaters = -

L8



88
non-repeater graduatesiin‘Industrial Education;.agrdculture,
Physical Education,,BuSiness Education, Soanish and‘Litera—
ture, Exheriﬁentai'Sciences.and Social Sciehces were 64;1,
61.5; 61.1, 50.0, '29}2, 23 4 and 22.3 per cent, respectiveL%

The hlghest percentage of five- year repeater graduates
in the 1970 cohort was in Social SC1ences (23 7) and the lo-
west (2 8) was in- Home Economlcs. The others were: Span-
ish and therature, 21.0 per cent; English, 1876 per cent;
Physical‘Education; i6.7 per cent; Industrial~Education,
12.0 per centj; Math, 8.3 per cent; BusinesledUcation? 6.7
per cent; Eioerimental_Sciences, 5.9 per cent;'anddAgricul-
ture, j 0 per‘cent; _ . d |

The 1970 cohort had the hlghest rate of 31x-year repea—
ter graduates in Engllsh (16 3%) and the 1owest, 2. 4 per
cent,: was in Expcrlmental ‘Sciences. The other~51x—year"
repeater graduate rates were 10 5, 8. 3, 6. 1, 5.6, 5.1 ahd
2.7 per cent_for'Spanish'and Literature, Math, Agrdculture,

Home Economics and Social Sciences, respectively.

Drogouts; ‘The hlghest dropout rate in the 1970 cohort
was from Engllsh (16 3%) while the lowest rate (0%) was from
both Home Economlcs’and-PhyS1ca1-Educat10n.: The other de?
partments had‘5g6, 5o3; 4.7, 3.3, 3.0, 2.7'ahd'i;81per'cent
dropouts for Math Spanlsh and L1terature, Exper1mental
Sciences, Bus1ness Educatlon, Agrlculture, Industrlal Educa-
tion and Social 801ences, respectively.v

The dropout rate in the 1971 ceohort . was agaln hlghest

from English (8 8%) and none from Home Economlcs, Bus1ness
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Education, Phys1oa1 Educetlon and Spanlsh ehd L1terature.
The other departments, Math Agrlculture, Industrlal Educa—
tion and. Experlmental 801ences had dropout rates of 8.3, 3.2,
1. 8 and 1.7 per cent, respectlvely._

The hlghest rate of dropouts from the 1972 cohort at
TUPEB was from Engllsh (82 4%), followed by Experlmental
Sciences (76.5%), Math4(69 4%), Spanlsh and therature -
(54. 8%), Agriculture (51 6%), Phys1ca1 Education (38 5%),
Industrlal Educatlon (18 27), Social 501ences (17 07) and

Home . Economlcs (8 3%)

Repeaters. The highest rate of repeltlon (66 77) in
the 1970 cohort was from Math and the lowest (13. 9%) came
from Home-Economlcs. The others were 59. 9, 55 8, 51. 5,
45.8, 42 4, 40. O, 34.1 and 30.0 per cent for Spanlsh and
L1terature, Engllsh, Agrlcolture, Phys10al-Educetlon, Social
Scienoes, Industrigl'Education and'Business Education,ires-
pectirely.‘ | e

At IUPEB the very high dropout and repetition ratesbas
well as the very 1ow rates in non—repeater graduates, ‘were
found in the Engllsh and Math Departments. The very hlgh
rates of nOn—repeater'gradoates and_the very low ratesrof

dropoﬁts and repetition were in Home Economics.
IUPEMAR

The numbers and rates of graduatlon, dr0pp1ng out and

repetition by departments or flelds of study at IUPEMAR are
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in Table VIII.

Graduates. As prev1ously ‘stated, there was only one
cohort at IUPEMAR (1972), hence there were no data on repea-
ter graduates. ' The hlghest rate of graduatlon (95 37) at
IUPEMAR was. from Blology, followed by So?lal 501ences
(93.6%), Chemlstry (88. 6%) , Phy51cal Educatlon (87. 5%),
Engllsh (85. 5%), Math (75. 87), Phy31cs (75 0%) and Spanish

and Literature (73.9%).

Dropouts. Dropouts were highest in Math (6.1%), fol-
lowed by English (2.9%). All the other departments had no

dropouts in four years.

Regeaters.‘ Repetition'at IUPEMAR wae highest.in Spa-
nish and therature (26.1%) and lowest in Blology (4. 77)
The other repetition rates were 25.0, 18,2, 12.5,‘11.6,
11.4 and 6.4 pef cent for.Physics, Mafh,:PhySical Education,

English, Chemistry‘and Sociences, respectively.
TUPEM

Table IX shows the numbers and rates of graduation,
dropping out and repetition at IUPEM with only one cohort

studied.

Graduates.t The highest rate of non—repeater.graduates
was in Biology (92.5%), while the 1owest (26.7%) was in
Math.. The rates of non-repeater graduates in the other de-

partments were 78.1, 74 1, '71.0, 67.1, 55.7 and 51.6 per



- NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES, DROPOUTS AND

TABLE VIII

REPEATERS BY DEPARTMENTS OR FIELDS AT IUPEMAR

Curriculum Year -

Total -

“iGradaétes”

- ' Student . I o IT Iix___ iV -
.Department’ - Group  No. % No. % No. % - No. % No, % No. %
| Bioldgy..' Dropouts | 0 - 0 0 o . 0 Ow 0 0 61 95.§
Repeaters 2 3.1 1 1.6 O 0O 3 4.7 I
Social Sci. Dropouts - 0 0 "0 0 o 0 0 ‘0 44 - 93.6
Repeaters 3 6.4 0 0 0) 0 3 6.4 _
Physics Dropouts 0 ) 0 0 0 0 0. 0 12 75.0
o ‘Repeaters 3 18.8 1. 6.3 O 0 4 -25.0
"English Dropouts 1 1.4 1 1.4 O 0o 2 2.9 59 85.5
o Repeaters 5 7.2 2 2.9 1 1.4 8 11.6 '
Math - ‘Dropouts 27 6.1 O 0 0 0 2 6.1 25 75.8
v Repeaters. 3 9.1 2 6.1 1 3.0 6 18.2° - -
Chemistry ’_Dropouts _ Lo 0 -, 0 0.  ﬁQ 0] 0 0 3t 88,6
S Repeaters’ oL 2.9 1 2.9 2 5.7 4 11t.4 L
‘Spanish & Lit. Dropouts 0 0 o o0 o o -0 . 0 17 73.9 -
_ N - Repeaters 1. 4.3 4 17.4 1 4.3 6 . 26.1. -
' Physical Edu. Dropouts. 0 0 o 0 .0 0 .- 0 o 7 87.5
o "Repeaters -0 0 0 . 0 -1 12.5 1 12.5 C

16




‘TABLE IX

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES, DROPOUTS AND
'REPEATERS BY DEPARTMENTS OR FIELDS AT TUPEM

. Repeaters

o T _ vv!GnédﬁaﬁéS:;
L Curriculum Year . , Nonre~ T
S - Student I , 11, IIT. .. IV - Total . peaters Repeaters
' Department . " Group - No. %. No. % No. % No.. % . No. % - 'No. % Yr, No. %
‘Agriculture Dropouts - 2 3.7 0 0 -0 .0 2 3.7 40 74.1 -5 13 24.1
o ‘Repeaters - 5 9.3 5 9.3 2 3.7 12 22,2
Biology Dropouts - 0O 0 1 1.2 0 O 1 1.2 77 92.8 5 21 25.3
: Repeaters - 3 3.6 1 1.2 .1t 1.2 5 6.0
. Bus. Edu. Dropouts - 0 0O 1 3.2 0 O 1 3.2 16 51.6 5 8 25.8
B Repeaters - 7 22.6 4 12.9 3 9.7 14 45.2 ) v o |
Physics Dropouts - 0 o0 o0 o0 O 0 0 0 . 666.7 5 5556
, Repeaters - 2 22.2 1 1t.1 - 0. O 3. 33.3 . o
English | Dropouts. - 1 3.2 0 0 0 -0 1 3.2 22 71.0 5 12 38.7
o Répeaters - 4.12,9 3 9.7 1 3.2 8 25.8 -
‘Math' Dropouts = = - 3 10,0 -1 3.3 0 O 4 13.3 8.26.7 5 11 36.7
Pedagogy Dropouts - - 4 5.7 2 2.9 0O o 6 8.6 47 67.1 5 17 24.3
- Repeaters - 6___8.6V 7 10.0. 4 5.7 17 24.3 | I
Chemistry Dropouts - 0O 0 0 O 0O 0 © 0 25 78.1 5 10 31.3
E = 3. 9.4 2 6.3 2 6.3 7 21,9

76
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cent for Chemistry, Agrlculture, Engllsh, Pedagogy, Phy51cs
and Bus1ness Educatlon, respectlvely.,

Physics had the-hlghest percentage'of.fiVe-yean‘fepea—
ter graduates<(55565; follewedgby 28.7 for Engiish, 36.7‘for
Math, 31.3 for‘ChemiStry, 25.8'for BusinessJﬁdueation,‘ZS.j

forBiology, 24.3:fpr.Pedagogy, and 24.1 for Agriculture.

Dropouts. The highest drOpout,rate was in Math (13;3%)
followed by Pedagogy (8.6%), Agriculture (3.7%), EngliSh and
Education which both had 3.2 per cent,‘Biology.(i.Z%)'and

Chemistry and Physics, noné,

Regeatefs; ”The 1owes£ pereenﬁage}of<repetitiongwas in
Biology (6;0) while the highestwas in Math (60,0). The
other repetition rates were Chemistry, 21;9 pefneent;'Agrie
culture, 22.2 pen cent; Pedagogy, 24.3 pégvceﬁt; English,.
25.8 per cent; Physics, 33.3 per cent} and Business'Ednca_

tion, 45.2 per cent.

In general dropout and repetltlon nates were 1ewer at
JUPEMAR and IUPEM than at IUPC and . IUPEB in the order.'
IUPC:>IUPEB>>IUPEMAR = JUPEM. 1In terms of percentage of R
-non—repeater graduates, the rate was hlgher at IUPEMAR and
and IUPEM than at IUPC and IUPEB in this order: " IUPEM. =

TUPEMAR=> TUPEB=IUPC.



94
- Cost of Graduates, Dropouts .

and Repeatérs

Cost per Student per Year

To calcdléte»the cost of gfaauates, dfépquts ;nd1fepeaters,
the unit_annualoﬁst pef stﬁdent was used. . The computed ber
capitahéoéts pererar iﬁ the four<teachers célleégs are in -
Table X. This table shows that thelper capit# cost_ét
IUPEMAR and IUPEM during the-firsf three yéars wés very mugh:
highér than'tﬁaf of IUPC and IUPEB. This-isvﬁeCQQSe'the |
yearl& enrdilmént'during.the first three years,féilowing ﬁhe
establishment of IUPEMAR and IUPEM were very much sﬁallér in
prdportion to.thé'anngai‘bﬁ&get, which'included'huge allot-
menﬁs'for buildiﬁgs and equipment needed to geﬁlthg schools
started;- During'ﬁheselyéaré, enrollment was limitéd since

buildings were just being constructed.

Cost of Graduates and Wastage.Caused '

by Dropping Cut andARepeating

The cost of graduates and wastage due to dropouts and
repeaters in the four colleges from 1970 to 1977.éfe‘in N

Table XI.

Cost of graduates. -The éverage cost pervgraduaﬁe who

finished the course in four years was $5,765; $4}97Q,f$8,622

and $9,625 for IUPC, IUPEB, IUPEMAR and IUPEM, respectively
| l »

(Table XI), There were no available data for fiVe-yéar



TABLE X

ANNUAL BUDGET, YEARLY ENROLLMENT AND COST PER
STUDENT PER YEAR AT THE TEACHERS COLLEGES
FROM 1970 TO 1977

‘Academic Years .

1974-1975

~1976-1977

Cost per Student

3,812

1,578 8,

‘College  Items 1970-1971 19711972 1972<1973 . 1973-1974 = '-157541976

IUPC Annual Budget $ 4,165,553 & 5,295,548 $ 6,388,308 $ >7,471;327 $ 9,822,398 10,249,645 "10;798,449
Enrollment 3,725 4,230 4,750 5,120 5,545 5,855 6,609
Cost per Student § 1,118 § 1,252 $ 1,334 % 1,459 % 1,771 1,751 1,634

IUPEB  Annual Budget $ 1,746,591 $ 2,279,359 § 3,116,281 $ 3,825,582 "$ 5,606,018 6,528,977 6,926,938
Enrollment 1,503 2,144 3,078 3;123 5,360 ,232 8,428
Cost per Student § 1,162 & 1,063 $ 1,013 8§ 1;225 $ 1,046 5§97 822

IUPEMAR Annual Budget $ - 8 - $ 1,709,884 $ 2,347,554 $ 3,492,710 4,054,159 4,482,617
Enrollment - - o 608 1,246 - 1,966 3,301 4,866
Cost per Student $ - $ - $ 2,812 8 1,884 % 1,777 1,228 921

IUPEM  Annual Bﬁdget $ - $ - _ $ 1,860,465 $ 2,085,271 $ 2,911,017 3,712,080 4,583,712
Enrollment - - 488 943 1,438 2,352 3,345

$ - -$ | 2,211 § 2,024 1,

' 1"3_70 T

S6



TABLE XTI

COST OF GRADUATES AND WASTAGE DUE TO DROPOUTS AND REPEATERS AT
THE TEACHERS COLLEGES FROM 1970 TO 1977

Graduates Dropouts Repeaters
Unit Unit Unit
College Year No. Cost Total Cost No. Cost Total Cost No. Cost Total Cost
‘ Cohort 1970
IUPC 70-71 - % - $ - 239 $1,118 $ 267,202 321 $1,118 $ 358,878
71-72 - - - 85 2,370 201,450 128 1,252 160,256
72-73 - - - 28 3,704 103,712 59 1,334 78,706
73-74 72 5,163 371,736 76 5,163 391,388 62 1,459 90,458
74-75 288 6,934 1,996,992 - - - - - -
75-76 169 8,685 1,467,765 - - - - - -
76-77 84 10,319 866,796 - - - - - -
613 7,673 4,703,289 428 2,254 964,752 570 1,208 688,289
Chort 1971
71-72 - - - 418 1,252 523,336 505 1,252 632,260
72-73 - - - 107 2,586 276,702 184 1,334 245,456
73-74 - - - 76 4,045 307,420 92 1,459 134,228
74-75 142 5,816 825,872 26 5,816 151,216 82 1,771 145,222
75‘76 233 79517 1:751:461 - - - - - -
76-=77 245 9,151 2,241,995 = - - = - =
620 7,773 4,819,328 . 627 2,007 1,258,674 863 1,341 1,157,166
Cohort 1972
72-73 - - - 178 1,334 370,852 451 1,334 601,634
73-74 - - - 105 2,793 293,265 223 1,459 325,357
74-75 - - - 50 4,564 228,200 114 1,771

201,894
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TABLE XI (Continued)

Graduates Dropouts Repeaters
Unit Unit Unit
College Year No. Cost Total Cost No. Cost Total Cost No. Cost Total Cost
Cohort 1972
IUPC 75-76 195 $6,315 $1,231,425 12 $6,315 $ 75,780 126 $1,751 $ 220,626
' 76-77 266 7,949 2,114,434 - - - - - -
461 7,258 3,345,859 445 2,175 968,097 914 1,476 1,349,511
1,694 7,597 12,868,476 1,500 2,128 3,191,523 2,347 1,361 3,194,975
Cohort 1970
IUPEB 70-71 - - - 19 1,162 22,078 80 1,162 92,960
71-72 - - - 14 2,225 31.150 87 1,063 92,481
72-73 - - - 4 3,238 12,952 31 1,013 31,403
73-74 236 4,463 1,053,268 1 4,463 4,463 67 1,225 82,075
74-75 18 5,509 99,162 - - - - - -
75-76 31 6,406 198,586 ~ - - - - -
76-77 23 7,228 166,244 - - - - - -
308 4,926 1,517,260 38 1,859 70,643 265 1,128 298,919
Cohort 1971
71-72 - - - 253 1,063 268,939 173 1,063 183,899
72-73 - - - 8 2,076 16,608 112 1,013 113,456
73-74 - - - 3 3,301 9,903 52 1,225 63,700
74-75 === 2 4, 347 8)694 74 1,046 77,404
75-76 245 5,244 1,284,780 - - - - - -
76-77 124 6,066 752,184 - - - - - -
369 5,520 2,036,964 266 1,143 304,144 411 1,067 438,459
Cohort 1972
72-73 - 18 1,225 22,050 295 1,225 361,375

46



TABLE x1 (Contlnued)

; 1There were no. graduates durlng thls
students and teachers strlkes,
the four-year .curriculum in the following
ses were shut down during the year, other

school
hence, the
year, the fift

year, since there were
‘non-repeater graduates in the

h year.-

no classes due to -
cohort finished
However, although clas-
‘activities of the college went on as usual..

_ Graduates Dropouts Repeatefs,
-7 Unit . Unit Unit . ,
College. ‘Year No. Cost Total Cost No. Cost Total Cost No. Cost TotaluCost;
| '~2 | A - | - ‘ “Cohort 1972 o ‘ o : :‘ R
~IUPEB  73-74 - -1 $ - % - 7 $2,271 $ 15,897 181 $1,046 $ 189,326
. 74-75 —_— : : S 3 168 19,008 368 897~ 330 096
75-76 361 5,003 1,806,083 - = » ,
‘ ‘f; 361 5,003 1,806,083 311;1,837w~ 56,955 844 1, 044 880,797
I 038 5,164 5,360,307 335 1,280 431,742 1,520 1, 065 1,618,175
TUPEMAR 72-73 - - - 158 2,812 447,108 155 2,812 ° 435,860
- 73-74 - - - 3 4,696 14,088 18 1,884 33,912
74-75 -3 - - 1 6,473 6,473 11 1,777 19,547
75-76 - : o o 7,701 0 6 1,228 7,368
76-77 256, A8,622 2,207,232 ~ . - - - = -
. | 256 8,622 2,207,232 162 2,887 . 467,669 190 " 2,614 - 496,687
TUPEM 72-73 - - < 53 3,812 202,036 95 3,812 362,140
73-74 - - - 10 6,023 60,230 35 2,211 77,385
74-75 - - - 5 8,047 40,235 31 2,024 62,744
- - 75-76 241 9,625 2,319,625 0 9,625 0 18 1,578 28 404
. 76-77 97 10,995 1,066,515 - - - - - o
R ,A_Va;“338ﬁ 10 018 3,386, 14ou“‘ “68f-4f447g1“ 302 501 _179 2, 965 530 073]5‘_
' ,.Grand Total 3‘326f, 7,162 231822,155 2%065'“2'128 4, 393 435 4, 236;'1 379 5,840 510f]

86
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graduates at IUPEMAR° The costs per six—year;repeeperigfad—
uate at IUPC ae&,IUPEB were $8,918 and $6,4d6, ﬁeépectively
while seven—year repeatef'graduates per.cepiﬁa.coets Qere
$7, 228 and $10, 319 at IUPEB and IUPC, respectlvely.

Totalcost durlng the period of study was $12, 868,476
for 1,694 graduates at IUPC; $5,360,307 for 1,038 graduates
at IUPEB; $2,207,232 for 256 graduatesvat-IUPEMAR;‘and'
$3,386,140 for 3387graduates at IUPEM. Overall cost fer the

four.colleges with 3,326 graduates was $23;822,155{

Waétage due to dropouts. Educators have divided opin-

ions about eeonomic wastage due to dropouts. Some #iew
dropouts as a loss while others contend that‘they areznot.
Both[camps.have vaiid justificaﬁions. Aitheughbdropouts may
be considefed a loss in terms of unfulfilled objeetives of
training qualified professionals, tﬁey have géined_seme deg-
ree of education and experience while in echool-beEOre'leav-
ing. This is espec1a11y true of thOSe who drop out in 1ater
years. ThlS part;al experlence and educatlon certalnly
improve their capaﬁility and employablllty. . In thls study,
however, the investigator takes the view thatfrpubliCSchool
dropout in Venezuela is an ecenomic wastage 5eeau$e;the
Venezuelan goverﬂment subsidizes colieée'educetioh'éndvthe
country is in dlre need of tralned profes51onals. |

The average flnan01al wastage per flrst year dropout
was $1,235, $1,150, $2,812 and $3,812 for IUPC IUPEB, |

IUPEMAR and IUPEM, respectively. The averagelwastage.for
each second-Year:dEOPOutiwas $2,873 at IUPC; $2,236 ‘at
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IUPEB; $6;473 at iUPEMAR; ahd $8;047.at IUPEM;HJThe-wasteges
for each third-year drepout.at TUPC, IUPEB,‘IU?EMAR’aﬁd
TUPEM were $4,104, $3,236, $6,473 and $8;047,erespéctivély.'
The loss for each dertheyear dropout wae $5,765 at iUPC}
$3,993 at TUPEB; $7,701 at TUPEMAR; and 89,625 at IUPEM.
Dropout wastage-by iﬁstitution waé $3,191,523.for 1,500
dropouts at,IUPc—'$431 742 for 335 dropouts A£ IUPEB?
$467,669 at IUPEMAR w1th 162 dropouts; and $302 501 for 68
dropouts at IUPEM, Total flnan01al wastage in’ the four in-
stitutions due to dropplng out was_$4,393,435 for 2,065 who
left college.  This amoﬁnﬁ‘represente 12.9 per cent'of the

combined éppropriétions of the colleges\fof the cohorts.

Wastage'due to repetition. Per capite.éqet for;first—
year repeaters:wae‘$1,2§5 at IUPC; $1;15O etviﬁPEB;'$2,812'
at ITUPEMAR; an&7$3,812 at'iUPEM. The cost per-second—year
repeaters at IUPC IUPEB JUPEMAR and IUPEM was $1 348
$4,041, $1,884 and $2 211,_respect1ve1y.- The.cost per re;
peater in the thlrd year was '$1,521 at IUPC; $1 045 at IUPEB;
$1,777 at IUPEMAR and $2,024 at IUPEM Those. who repeated
in the fourth year each cost $1,660, $1 135, $1 228 and
$1,578 at IUPC, IUPEB IUPEMAR and IUPEM reepectlvely,;.To—
tal cost for“all repeaters by institutions‘wes %3;f94,§757at
IUPC; $1,618,175 at IUPEB; $496,687 at iUPEMAR;:and $530,673
at IUPEM. The tetal number of repeaﬁers was 2,347;~1,520,
190 and 179 for IUPC, IUPEB, IUPEMAR and IUPEM;.respeetively.

For all colleges, the total wastage dﬁe te’reﬁeﬁition

was $5,840,510 for 4,236 repeaters,'an’amounb repfesenting
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17.1 per cent of the combined outlay for the_cqhorts.
Perceptions of Dropouts and Repeaters

This section presents information on#théndémography ahd
- perceptions of studénts who dfopped,out and repea£ed. .The'
dropouts and repeaters arefdiSCussed separately; then cdmpa-

risons between the two are made.

Drdgouts

The questionnaire items aimed at identifying the nature
and perceptions of students who dropped out are_discussed'in

the following subsections.

Sex and age. Of:thé 71 interviewees,:44‘of.62.02p¢r,
éent were>females and 27 or 38.0 per.éent were males; :Thus,
the ratio of males to fémales Was appfoximétély;3ito 5. .The_
distribution of dropouts by age group-is.éhéwn in:Table XII.
It may be seenvin this table tﬁat 63;4 per ceﬁt of the drop-
outs were 21 to 25 years old at tﬁe time.of tHé.iﬁtérView,
and 4,2‘per ceq£ were in the age group of 36'to 45 yeafs.

The difference} 32.4 per cent, was,concenfrated betweén the
ages of 26 and 35 years. Hence, the majorit& éfzéﬁq drop-
outs were of college age in Venezuela aﬁJﬁhe’tiﬁe the& with-

drew from_their_institutions.

Fields of study. The number of dropouts in ﬁhe«iﬁﬁéraﬂi
departments or fields of study are in Table XIII. The

largest number of dropouts were in math and natural sciences
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'TABLE XII

AGE OF DROPOUTS

Age-group , Frequency % of Total
21-25 45 - 63.4
26-30 } 14 . 19.7
31-35 o 9 - 12.7
36-40Q 2 ) . 2.8

- 41-45 1 - 1.4
Total | 71 | 100.0
TABLE XIII

FIELDS OF STUDY OF DROPOUTS

Field of Study Frequency % of Total

Math and natural sciences1 27 38.0
Basic cycle? 15 21.1
Spanish literature and languages3 13 18.3
Social ‘and geophysical sciences% . 6 8.4
Technical and vocational education” 4 . 5.6
Pedagogy - ‘ 3 4.2
Physical educat ion 3. 4.2
lMath' biology,chemistry and physics

20nly at IUPEB, IUPEMAR and TUPEM

iSpanlsh llterature, English and French
58001a1 sciences, history, geography :
Industrial, business and spec1al educatlon and
home economlcs
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(38.0%), basic cycle (21.1%), Spanish and literature (18.3%).

The other fields had four to eight per cent dropouts.

Duration in school before leaving. The durétibn of

stay in séhoolibf dfopouﬁs prior to 1eaving;is reportedvin
Table XIV. .It may be pointed out in this table that 83;1
perceﬁtﬁof‘the:dropoﬁts withdrew when they had less than
three years at school and 16.9 per cent étayéd.at least |
thnxayéars; 'From those leéving béfore they hadfcdmpleted
three years, 49.2 per cent stayed in.college‘less ﬁhaniohe
year, and 50.8 per cent_stayed more thangone year. Thesei
figures do not correspond with the earliérifiguréé'ﬁehtiohed
in this chapter which shéw that 68.7 per cent.withdrew'dur—
ing the first year. Thié discrepance is;présﬁmably &ué,to
errors in theffgspondenﬁs' replies and to small é#mple size.
At ahy rate, if seems Iikely that the figﬁrés-obtained‘from
the registrar's‘offices which contained éll populations are

more accurate.

TABLE XIV

'DURATION OF STUDY PRIOR TO DROPPING OUT

Duration of Stay in School Frequency ‘% of Total
Less than one semester - 17 "23.9'
One semester or less than 1 year 18 . 25.3
One year or more but less than 2 years ' 11 15.5
Two years or more but less than 3 years 13 - 18.3

Three years or more 12 " 16.9
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In terms of the_last semester of enrqllménﬁ»éfter enter-
ing scho§1 and_pridr to dfopping out (Table-XV); the highest
propdrﬁibn of.dropoﬁts (25.4%) came from those whovhad ét— |
tended only one semesﬁer, followed by those_who'attehded for
two semesters (21.1%), and six semesters (14.1%). The other
periods, three to eight semesters, each accouhted for five

to ten per cent of the dropouts.

TABLE XV

DROPOUTS BY LAST SEMESTER OF ENROLLMENT AFTER
COLLEGE ENTRANCE AND BEFORE DROPPING OUT -

Semester Frequency ' % of Total
1 18 25.4
2 15 : . 2141
3 7 ' - 9.9
4 7 9.9
5 4 5.6
6 10 14.1
7 5 . 7.0
8 5 7.0

Kind of employment and financial status. ‘Aépording'to

the data gathered most.of those who dropped'oﬁf-tQS;S%)‘were
full-time students while only 4.2 ﬁer cent wefe'pért+ﬁime
students. | |

The time spent inlworking at their employment is as

follows: 35.2 per cent were not working; 33.8 per beht.were
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working li to 20 hours; 26.8 per cent workéd 21 to335‘hours;
and 4.2 per cen£,-1»to,10 hours.

Insofar as typé_of financial éidvfeceived was-cbhéerned
69.0 per centvdf-thése who. dropped opt had.ﬁo finéncial aid
of any kind éxcebt state and parental support; 28.2 per cent
had scholarships; and 2.8 per cent had.othep forms of finan;

cial aid.

GPA and dropping out. An attempt was made to determine

GPA among dropouts and'this information is reported'in Table
XVIi. It is.evident'in.this table that.majbrity of'ﬁhose who

dropped out had failing or very poor grades.v

TABLE XVI

GPA OF DROPOUTS

cpal Frequency ' -~ % of Total
7 11 : - 15.5
8 o 14 19,7
9 16 22.5
10 5 7.0
11 : . 9 12,7
12 D 9 : 12,7
13 3 | 4.2
14 3 4.2
15 1 i.4
1

GPA was based on a 20-point scaleiwhefe 1—9:means fail-
ure and 10-20 is.passing. The higher the number, the better
is the achievement. : _—
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Change of field. From the questionnaires:iﬁ was found

that 87.3 per cent of those who dropped out néVer;chéhgedA
fields prior ﬁo'drbpping out. The remainder changed fieids

only once.

Factors in Students' Decision

to Leave School

To géin an insight‘into.the perceptionsvof studénts on
the reasons for their dropping out of coliege, the data pre-
sented in Table XVII were gathered. The main feasbn that .
the students felt why ﬁhey dropped out‘wés low gfadés, fol-
lowed by too demanding study time, difficult coﬁrseé-in
their fields of study, family respohsibility, and the fee14
ing that a_university gives more prestige to a graduate tﬁan
a college. These were the top five reasoﬁs in deécending
order of perceived importance. The sixth was_admiﬁisﬁrative
quality of the administrators while the sevenﬁh'waé fiﬁaﬂ—_
cial difficulty;. Cutting‘off of financial aid was seen as
least important;

The degree 9f~satisfaction.of dropbuts Qith'#érioUs
features of their institutions is portrayed in Téble XVIII.
The greatest sa£isfaction reported was the siée 6f>enrbll~
ment at the institution; "This means that ﬁhé respéndénts
do not like colleges with huge enrollments wheré~ﬁhe‘s§q— 
dents are c¢considered as numbérs and not as perséﬁs.. This
item was followed by social opportunitieé, living accommoda—

tions, studenthuality, teachers' quality and cultural
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TABLE XVII
IMPORTANCE OF REASONS FOR WITHDRAWAL
REPORTED BY DROPOUTS | '
Degree of - Res-
S 1 Importance pon=-

Reasons for Wihdrawal . 1 2 3 4 dents "Mean “Rank
Low grades : 312 9 47 71 3.41 1
Study time demanding 2 14 48 7. 71 . 2,85 . 2
Difficult courses . 3 30 .31 7 71 2.59 3
Family responsibility 22 13 11 25 7t . 2.55 4
Universities more pres- I . o

tigious ' 15 31 10 15 71 “2.35 5
Study habits 4 46 21 0 71 - 2.24 6
Insufficient funds 33 4 24 10 71 2.15 7
Wanted to work 23 21 22 - 5§ 71 . 2.13 8
Conflict with job 26 22 15 8 71 2.07 9
Institution irrelevant . 19 37 9 6 71 2.03 10
Course dissatisfaction 16 45 10 0 71 1.92 .11
Illness : - 731 29 7 4 71 1.77 12
Inadequate jobs to fin-- ‘ . ' :

ance studies 31 30 8 2 71 . 1.76 13
Others , .26 36 9 O 71 1.73 14
Marital situation .56 1 1 .13 71 -1t.59 ‘15
Insufficient financial aid 53 1 14 3 71 . 1.54 16
Financial aid unavailable 62 2 1 6 71 1.31 17
Moved to other place 66 5 0 0 71 1.07 18

1None = 1; Minor = 2; Moderate = 3; Major = 4

opportunities. These were the top five aspects of the tea-
chers colleges that would most likely induce students to
stay. The least satisfactory feature.was.recreational faci-

lities.

Current activity. During the survey the interviewees

were also asked what they were currently doing. The results

are found in Table XIX. This table indicates that 76.1 per



REPORTED DEGREE OF SATISFACTION OF DROPOUTS

TABLE XVIII

WITH VARIOUS ASPECTS OF :THEIR = .
EDUCATIONAL EXPERIENCE '
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Degree of Res-
Satisfactionl pon-

Seeking a job

Educational Aspects 1 2 3 4 dents Mean Rank
Number of students 0 2 36 33 71 3.44 1
Social opportunities ] 7. 57 7 .71 3.00 2
Student quality 0 7 62 2 71 2.92 3
Living accommodations 0 9 58 4 71 . 2+.92 3
Cultural opportunities 1 15 52 3 71 2.80 4
Teachers' quality ' 0 16 53 1 69 2.78 5
Grading system 0 18 51 2 71 2.77 6
Academic advisors. 0 24 47 0 71 2,66 7
Class schedule 1 14 54 -2 71 2,66 7
Rules and regulations 0 26 44 1 71 - 2,65 8
Contact, with teachers . 0O 34 34 3 71 - .2.56 9
Gen. quality of faculty . 0O 33 34 O 67 - 2.51 .10
Intellectual stimulation . 1 34 '35 1 71 2.50 11
Student services 0 41 29 1 71 2.44 @ 12
Pre-enrollment information .0 41 30 0o 71 2.42 i3
Location of college 4 37 29 1 71 2.38 14
Library services 12 34 25 0 71 2.18 15
Extracurricular activities 2 60 9 0 71.- 2.09 16
Content in majors 9 53 8 1 71 2.01° 17
Teaching in majors 10. 53 7 1 .71 '1.98 18
Administrators' quality - 0O 33 32 0 65 1.47 19
Recreational facilities 50 18§ 1 2 71 1.36 20

1"None =.1; Little = 2; Moderate = 3; Some =4 .
TABLE XIX
CURRENT ACTIVITIES OF DROPOUTS

Current Activity Frequency % of Total

Working on a job 54 L 76.1

Studying 11 - 15.5

Housekeeping 5 : 7.0
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cent of the dropoufs were working on jobs at the time of the
interview; 15.5 per cent were back in school studying; 7.0
per cent were housekeeping (all females); and'1.4'pér cent

was looking for a job.

Institution currently attending. Of those who went

back to school the majority were studying invinstitutions
other than the ones they left (Table XX). There were 84.5

per cent whovsaid’they were not attending any ihstitution

at all.
‘TABLE XX
INSTITUTIONS CURRENTLY ATTENDED BY DROPOUTS

Institutions Attending Ffequency % of Total
None S 60 84.5
Universidad Centro Occidental 5 7.0
Universidad Central de Venezuela 2 - 2.8
TUPEMAR ' 1 1.4
TUPEM | » 1 1.4
Universidad de Oriente 1 1.4

1 1.4

Universidad de Carabobo

Future plans. When asked what'their.fupupevplansAwere
69.9 per cent fésponded that they‘wduld cont inue dfbﬁpihg
outvand doing What they were currently doing; 21.1:§er cent
replied they planned to return to the:séhdols they 1éft;

and 9.9 pef cent planned'to transfer to other schools.
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Repeaters

Sex and age. Oﬁt-of>83 fepeateré inﬁerviewéd, ﬁhéfe
were 59 or 71.;vpef cent females and 24 or 28.9 per ceﬁt
males. The age distribution of the 83 repeaters is reflec-
ted in Table XXI. As can be seen in this taﬁle, majority of
those who repeatéd (51.8%) were between él'and 25 years old

at the time of the interview. Only two repeaters were over

35 years old.

TABLE XXT

" AGE OF REPEATERS

Age Group Frequency % of Total
21-25 ' 43 ' 51.8
26-30 24 28.9
31-35 14 16.9
36-40 | 1 1.2
41-45 0 _ ‘ 0

Field of study. The rates or percentages of repeatérs

from the different fields are found in Table XXITI. Math and
natural sciences had the highest rate (43.4%),'follqwed-by

Spanish an& literature which both had 21.7 per cent,'and by
basic cycle, Qith‘19.3 per cent. Thé rates of répeaters in

the other fields ranged from 1.2 per cent .in pedagogy to 7.2

per cent in social and geological sciences.
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TABLE XXIT

REPETITION RATES BY FIELDS OF STUDY

Fre-— ,_% of_ -

Field of Study quency Total
Math and natural seiences . 36 - 434
Spanish literature and languages 18 21.7
Basic cycle 16 19.3
Social and geophysical sciences 6 72
Technical and vocational education 4 4.8
Physical education 2 2.4
Pedagogy 1 1.2

Repetition rates and time devoted to study, financial

aid and change of field. Of the 83 interviewees, 72 of 86.7
per cent were full-time students and only 11 Qrf13.3 per
cent paft—time. In terms of financial aid, 49 (59.0%) had

no form of financialiaid except government s@bsidy,end pa-
rental support; 34 (41.0%) had some kind of finaneiél aid.
With respect to chahge of field 67 (80‘7%) of the repea-
ters never changed flelds, 15 (18 1%) changed once, and only

1 (1.2%) changed fields more than once.

Repetition rate and working periods. Table XXIII in-

dicates the influence of working periods. on feﬁetition;
This table shows tﬁat 36.1 per cent of the repeaters were
not working; 10.8 per cent worked one to‘ten hours; 20.5_
per cent worked.ll to 20 hours; and:32.5 per cent worked 21

to 35 hours.
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TABLE XXIII

REPETITION RATES AND WORKING HOURS

Working Period : © Frequency % of Total
None 30 | 36.1
1-10 hours 9 10.8
11-20 hours 17 o 20.5

21-35 hours ' 27 32.5

‘Semesters repeated. The repetition rates and the num-

ber of semesters repeated are shown in Table XXIV. The to-
tal in this table is 120, more than the 83 interviewees.

This is because some of them repeated more than one semester.

TABLE XXTV

'NUMBER OF SEMESTER REPEATED

Semesters Repeated Frequency % of Total
1 35 29.2
2 7 5.8
3 16 13.3
4 8 6.7
5 13 10.8
6 17, ‘14.2
7 16 13.3
8 8 6.7
Total 120 100.0
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Most of'the repeaters (29.2%) repeated the first semes-
ter. This is expected since they have just entered college
and they were just adjusting to college 1life. The other re-
petition rates were 14;2 per cent‘in the sixth semester af-
ter enrollment; 13.3 per cent in the third and seventh se-
mester; and 10.8 per cent in the fifth sgméster. Repeaters

in the other semesters were 5.8 per cent in the_second and

6.7 per cent in the fourth and eighth semesters.

Stated Reasons for Repetition

The degree of importance of selected possible reasons
for repeating stated by ﬁhe repeaters is shown in Table XXVv.
Low grades was given as the pfincipal reason for repetition.
The next overriding reason stated why the intervieﬁees‘re-
peated was personal problems? followed by difficﬁlthcourses,
study time too demanding, and study habits. These were the
top five reasons advanced for repeating.‘ These reasons were
in similar category of importance stated.by ﬁhdse wﬁo
dropped ouﬁ as indiqqted in»Table XVII. Problems with tea-

chers had the least bearing on repetition.

Satisfaction with Institutional Aspects

Table XXVI shows the degree of satisfaction of_ﬁepeé-
ters with some aspécts of their institutiéns. It can;be
seen in this table that location of the school w#s'rela—
tively the most sétisfactory feature of the ihstitution as

perceived by the repeaters. This was followed by the number



114

TABLE XXV

IMPORTANCE OF REASONS FOR REPETITION
AS STATED BY REPEATERS

Degree of

Importance )
Reasons for Repetition 1 2 3 4 Total Mean Rank
Low grades 0 0 13 70 83 3.84 1
Personal problems 2 0 32 49 83 3.54 2
Difficult courses 2 21 41 21 83 3.00 3
Study time demanding 2 20 48 13 83 2.86 4
Study habits - 2 54 27 0 83 2.30 5
Insufficient money 32 21 21 9 83 2.08 6
Family responsibility 34 27 5 17 83 2.06 7
Insufficient financial aid 43 9 23 8 83 1.95 8
Conflict bet. job & study 37 22 17 7 83 1.93 9
Course dissatisfaction 22 54 2 5 83 1.88 10
Inadequate job 42 27 13 1 83 1.67 11
Illness 43 31 9 0 83 1.59 12
Others 49 24 10 0 83 1.53 13
Financial aid unavailable 68 - 11 3 1 83 1.24 14
Financial aid ended 72 7 3 1 83 1.19 15
Problems with teachers .70 12 1 0 83 1.16 16
1None = 1; Minor = 2; Moderate = 3; Major = 4

of students enrolled, social opportunities, living accommoda-
tions and grading :'system. These were the five most 'satisfac-
tory aspects of the institutions as perceived by the re-

peaters.
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TABLE XXVI

REPORTED SATISFACTION OF REPEATERS WITH
SELECTED ASPECTS OF THEIR INSTITUTION

Degree of
Sgtisfaction1

Institutional Aspect 1 2 3 4 [ Total Mean Rank
Location of institutiomn 1 5 42 34 1 83 3.50 1
Number of students 0 0 41 33 5 83 3.47 2
Social opportunities 0 2 70 10 1 83 3.12 3
Living accommodations 0 16 52 15 0 83 2.99 4
Grading system 0 14 65 4 0 83 2.88 5
Rules and regulations 0 19 58 6 0 83 2.84 6
Cultural opportunities 0 29 52 2 0 83 2.67 7
Intellectual stimulation 1 26 56 0 0 83 2.66 8
Academic advisement 3 33 46 1 0 83 2.54 9
Extracurricular activity 1 62 20 0 0 83 2.23 10
Library services 27 36 20 0 0 83 1.92 11
Student services .15 40 27 1 0 83 1.37 12
Recreational facilities 62 19 1 1 0 83 1.29 13
1Non_e = 1; Little = 2; Some = 3; Much = 4; Great - 5

2 .
A, t- and A-Tests on Relative Importance

of Reasons for Dropping and Repeating and

Degree of Satisfaction of Dropouts and

Repeaters with Some Aspects of their

Institutions

The x} and A tests for the relative importance of the
reasons for dropping and repeating and the degree of satis-
faction of dropouts and repeaters with some aspects of their

institutions are reported in Tables XXVII and XXVIII. The

t-tests for the group mean responses between dropouts and
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repeatefs on reasons for dropping or repeating andbtheirv
degree of satisfaction with someAauxiliary componenté or
services of their institutions are in Tables XXIX and XXX.
The A test was used to demonstrate.the value of khowledge of
one variable in predicting a secbnd variable (Mueller gﬁ al.
1970, p. 250). "

Table XXVII shows that significant - values were ob-
tained from the responses of dropouts and repeaters in the
different éategories or relativé importance,vwith the fol-
owing reasoné: low grades,vdifficult courses, inéufficient
money, financial aid unavailable, insufficient financial
aid, family responsbility, and éthers.  The péttern of res-
pdnsés indicate major toémoderate importancé.for‘low grades
and difficult coursesvwhereaé insufficient money, financial
aid unavailable; insufficient financial'aid, family respon-
sibility and others tendédito fall undéf'minor to not im-
portant as reasons for dropping out or r§péa£ing.'v |

As reflected in‘Tablé4XXVII the greaﬁestfiﬁpfévement
on predictive value of‘ﬁhe degree of importéncé was on
"other" reasons (15%), followed by low grades (14%), family
responsibility (10%), difficultxcoufses‘(9%),vinsuffiéient
financial aid (8%), course dissatisfactiénw(6%), and fin-
ancial aid unavailable (5%). vInadequate:job énd coﬁflict
with job have twb andvoﬁe‘per_cent improvemeﬁt_in tﬁeir'pfe-
dictive value, respectively. The ioWeSt improvement in
prediction was in study habits, financial aid énded and

study time too demanding7a11 of which had Avalues of zero.



TABLE XXVIT

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES OF DROPOUTS AND REPEATERS

AS TO IMPORTANCE OF STATED REASONS FOR
DROPPING OUT OR REPETITIONS

Degree of Importance !

Reasons for Dropping/Repeat ing Student Group 1 {1 +2) 2 2+ 3 +4) 3 4 34 X pN df
*
Low Grades Dropouts 15 9 47 19.43 0.14 2
Repeaters 4] 13 70
*
Difficult Courses Dropouts 33 31 7 10.18 0,00 2
Repecaters 21 41 21
Study Habits Dropouts 50 21 0.14 0.00 1
Repeaters 56 27
Course Dissatisfaction Dropouts 16 45 10 1.37 0.06 2
. Repeaters 32 54 7
Conflict with Job Dropouts 26 22 15 8 1.82 0.01 3
Repeaters 37 22 17 7
Tnadequate Job Dropouts 31 30 10 1.56 0.02 2
Repcaters 42 27 14
Insufficient Money Dropouts 33 4 24 o 10,95 0,03 3
Repecaters Se 21 21 Q
Financial Aid Unavailable Dropouts 62 2 7 6.43 0.05 2
Repeaters 68 1t 4
*
Insufficient Financial Aid Dropouts 53 1 14 3 11.04 0.08 3
Repeaters 43 9 23 8
Financial Aid Ended Dropouts 70 1 5.91 0.00 2
Repeaters 72 11
Study Time Too Demanding Dropouts 16 48 7 1.82 0.00 2
Repeaters 22 48 13
*
Family Responsibility Dropouts 22 13 11 25 10,37 0.10 3
Repeaters 34 27 5 17
Illness Dropouts 31 29 11 1.29 0,00 2
Repeaters 43 31 9
Others Dropouts 26 36 9 8.62 0.15 2
Repeaters 49 24 10

1Some cells were combined due to small frequencies:

Moderate-Major; (3+4)-Mode

*
Significant at 0.05

rate-Major.

level.

1-None; 2-Minor; 3-Moderate; 4-Major; (142)-None-Minor; (2+3+4)-Minor-

L11



TABLE XXVIIT

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES OF DROPOUTS AND REPEATERS AS TO
DEGREE OF THEIR SATISFACTION WITH SOME ASPECTS OF

THEIR INSTITUTIONS

Degree of Satisfactionl

2

College Features Student Group 1 (1 +2) 2 (2 +3) 3 (3 +4) (2 +3+13) 1 (3 + 35) x A df
*

Student Services Dropouts 4] 41 3 14.23 0.02 2
Repeaters 15 40 28

Academic Advisors Dropouts 24 _ 47 1.10 0.00 1
Repeaters 36 R 47

Library Services Dropouts 12 34 25 5.45 0.03 2
Repeaters 27 36 20

Number of Students Dropouts 38 33 0.01 0.00 1
Repeaters 45 38

School Rules and Regulations Dropouts 26 45 2.85 0.06 2
Repeatecrs 19 64

Extracurricular Activities Dropouts 62 2.56 0.00- 1
Repeaters 63 20

Intellectual Stimulation Dropouts 33 36 .30 0,06 1
Repecaters 27 56

Cultural Opportunities Dropouts 16 ’ 55 2.28 0.01 1
Repeaters ) 29 54

Social Opportunities Dropouts 64 7 0.16 0.00 1
Repeaters 72 1t

Recreational Facilities Dropouts 50 21 10.17 0.00 1
Repeaters 62 21

Campus Location Dropouts 4 37 30 0.17 0.00 2
Repeaters 6 42 35

Living Accommodat ions Dropouts 9 58 4 7.77 0.05 2
Repecaters 16 52 15

Grading System Dropouts 13 53 1.20 0.04 1
Repeaters 14 69

lSome cells were combined due to small frequencies:
Moderate; (3+4)-Moderate-Much; (2+3+4)-Moderate-Much-Great; (4+5)-Much-Great.

*Significant at 0.05 level.

1-None; 2-Little; 3-Moderatc; 4-Much; 5-Creat; (1+2)-None-Little; (2+2)-Little-

gTT



TABLE XXIX

t-VALUES BETWEEN PERCEPTIONS OF DROPOUTS AND REPEATERS ON THE
RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF REASONS FOR DROPPING OR REPEATING

Reason for Dropp;ng Out or Repitition Student Group X s n t
Low grades - Dropouts 3.408 0.919 71 3.96
‘ Repeaters’ 3.843 0.366 33 )
.o : %
Di{ficult courses : ‘Dropouts 2.592 0.729 71 3.50
Repeaters 3.000 0.716 83
Study Habits Dropouts 2.239 0.547 71 0.73
Repeaters 2,301 0.512 83
Course dissatisfaction : Dropouts 1.915 0.603 71 0.33
] Repeaters 1.880 0.722 83
Conflict with job ' . Dropouts 2.070 1.019 71 0.587
Repeaters 1.928 0.997 83
Inadequate job . . : Dropouts 1.732 0.774 71 0.45
Repeaters 1.675 0.783 83
Insufficient money Dropouts 2.155 1.167 71 0.40
: _ Repeaters 2.084 1.038 83
Financtal A{d unavatilable Dropouts 1.310 0.872 71 0.59
) Repeaters 1.241  0.576 83
Insufficient financral aid Dropouts 1.535 0.954 71 2.50
: : Repeaters 1.952 1,092 83-
*
Financial aid ended . Dropouts 1.014 0.119 71 2.6%
' ) Repeaters 14193 0.551 83
Study time too demanding . : Dropouts 2.845 0.624 71 0,20
I ’ i Repeaters 2.867 0.694 83
Family responsibility o . Dropouts 2.549 1.263 71 2.52
: ) Repeaters . 2.060 1,141 83
Itiness ' : " Dropouts 1.77 0.848 71 1.20
' : . Repeaters 1.590 0.681 83
Others ~ Dropouts 1.761 0.665 gl 1.43
83 :

Repeaters t.530 0.704

*
Significant at 0.05 level.

6 I"I



t-VALUES BETWEEN PERCEPTIONS OF DROPOUTS AND REPEATERS ON

TABLE XXX

THE DEGREE OF THEIR SATISFACTION WITH SOME ASPECTS OF

THEIR INSTITUTIONS

Institutional Aspects Student Group X s n t dt
. *
Student Services Dropouts 2.437 0.527 71 13.38 150
Repeaters - 2.831 0,730 33
Academic advisors Dropouts 2.662 0.476 71 9.10 150.
Repeaters 3.458 0.591 83
Library services Dropouts ) ‘ 2.183 0.703 71 16.11 150
Repeaters 4.084 0.752 83
: : #* .
Rules and regulations Dropouts 2.643 U.510° 71 6.05 150
) ; Repeaters : 3.157 0.529 83
Number of students Dropouts 3.437 0.554 71 3.902 150
Repeaters 2.530 0.687 . 83
. N *
Extracurricular activities Dropouts 2.099 0.384 71 24.54 150
Repeaters 3.771 0.451 83 }
[ntellectual stimulation Dropouts : 2.507 0.557 71 9.73 150
) Repeaters 3.337 0.501 83
Cultural opportunities’ Dropouts ) . 2.803  0.524 71 6.18 150
‘'Repeaters 3.325 0.521 83
. *
Social opportunities Dropouts 3.000 0.447 71 1.70 150
' Repeaters 2.880 0.425 83
*
Recreational facilities Dropouts ) - 1.366 0.660 71 34.22 150
: o Repeaters- 4.711 0.553 33
: o - R )
Campus location Dropouts - 3.330 0.618 71 6.97 150
: ] Repeaters - 2.651 0.671 33
Living accomnmodations Dropouts S 2.930 0.425 . 71 0.95 150
: . - Repeaters : 3.012 0.615 33 S
Grading system Dropouts ) 2.775  0.454 71 4.56" 150
Repeaters 3.120 0.453 83

* PN -
Significant at 0.05 level,

0?1
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In Tabie‘XXVII the X* valueé showing significance in
the degree ofkﬁssatﬂﬂhctﬂxxofdropouts.and feéeatefs wiﬁh
some components of their instituﬁions,were'frdm'student ser-
vices and living acCoﬁmodétions, indicafing they were not
satisfied with these institutidnal features. ’Iﬁprovement in
the predictive vaiue of fhe degree of satisfactioh with
their correspondiﬁg ‘values were on school.rﬁleé and reguF
lations and intellectual stimulation (bothié%), followed b&
living accommédations (5%),.énd grading system (4%). The
other insﬁitutional aspecté'had- values of one to three.per
cent. Tﬁe”lowest improvement on prediétability was on aca-
demic advisors; numbér of'stﬁdents, extracurriculaf acfivi—
ties, social opportunities; recreational fécilities.énd cam-
pus location, with values of zero. | |

As indicated in'Table4XXIX, sigﬁificant1y m6re repea-
ters than,dropouts.weré inciined'té believefthét'low gfades
and difficult courses weré.dominant reasons fOr'repéating
while insufficiént or cutting off.of financiélhéid ﬁere less
dominant reasons for repetition. | |

Table XXX shows that repeéters had a signifigantly
higher degree of satisfactioﬁ than dropouts, in terms of -
their mean responses; with student services and‘academic

advisors.
Summary

Chapter IV presented the results of the study dealing

with rates of graduétiod, &rbpping‘out and rgpétition. It
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also discussed the cost of graduates and eéonéﬁic:wastage
due to dropping out an&»rebefitibn in four Vehézuelan feae
chers collegés, ‘?inal1y, the chapter'présented'thetevalua-
tion of the perﬁeptions of dropouts and repeatefé ébout

their life experiences while in college.

et



'CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDAT IONS

~ This chaptér presents a cqncise_Sumﬁapy”éf fhezfindings,
some conclusions reached from the'stﬁdy:and sbmé_recomménda-
tions arising from the investigation. Some of these_fecom-
mendations are direcied toward miﬁimizingldropping_out and

repetition in college.
Summary

The maiﬁ objectives of this study were'(i).tb,deter- B
mine the'rétes of studenté graduatiﬁgg drdpping out1and re-
peating in selected Venezuelah téaéhers collegéé;,(Z) to as-
sess the cost or educational loss due to the dfopﬁing'out
and repetition{ and'(3).to'meésure the perCéptibns of'drop;
outs and répeaters.concerning theif éxperienCés in the tea-
chers colleges and»utilizé these‘perceptipné in-férmulating
recommendations‘for reducing the rates 6f dropouts and_fe—
peaters. s

Involved in this study'were‘the Inétitutptﬁnivérsitario
Pedagogico de Caracas (IUPC), tﬁé Instituto Universitario
Pedagogico Experimental'de.Barquisimeto (IUPEﬁ), the Insti-
tuto Universitario Pedagogico Exﬁerimental de-Mapaéay

(IUPEMAR) and the Instituto Universitario Pedagogico

123
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Experimental de Maturin (IUPEM).

Information used in calculating thé cpstldfigfaduates,
dropouts and repeaters in the colleges under:study Qas ob-'
tained from the various Registrar's Offices (forbehroilment,
dropouts and repeaters) and from the Budget OffiCes of the
colleges {(for annual appropriation of the college). _Informa—
tion on the perceptions‘of'dropauts and repeaters about
their experiences in college was obtaingd thfoughkseparate
questionnaires prepared for dropouts and repeaters.

Samples for this study were randomly drawn from
the dropouts and repeaters belonging tb cshorﬁs of 1970-74,
1971—75 and 1972-76. 'The samples for dfopouts and repea-
ters were drawn in a manner which tended to inéube represen-
tativenéss’from'each popﬁlations Ou£ of these-éamﬁlés-the
number of interviewees to be contacted wéré detérmined fof
each college, based on the completengss of their home-ad—
dresses and their proximity to the campué of‘the coliege
where they enrolled. |

From a subpopulation of 1,500 dropouts aﬁ Caracas Tea-
chers College, 1.9 per cent were‘éontééted._.At:Bérqﬁisimeto
Teachers College, from a subpopulation of 335'dropouts, 7.2
per cent were inﬁerviewed; The interviewees.frgm'droﬁquts
at Maracay Teachers College comprised(4,9 pef éent bf a sub-
population of 162. At Maturin Teachers College, out of a
subpopulation of 68 dropouts, 16.2 per cent Qere interviewed.
From all the colleges, 3.4 per éent of a- total sﬁbpopulation

of 2,065 dropouts were contacted.
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For the repeaters, the respondents interviewed were 1.4
per cent of a subpopulation of 2,347 aﬁ Caracas Teechers
College; 1.8 per cent from a subpopulation of 1,520 repea-
ters at Barquisimeto Teachers College; 5.8 pef‘centjfrom a
subpopulation of 190 repeéters at Maracay Teachers College;
and 7.3 per cent from a subpopulation of 179 repeaters at
Maturin Teachers College. Of the total 4,236.subpopu1atioq
from all four colleges, 2.0 per cent were contacted.

In view of the fect that‘the actual humbefs.ef inter—
viewees for dropouts and repeaters in ﬁhis study are small,
caution should be made in extrapolating the findings and
conclusions. Thus, the conclusions dfawn from tﬁe.study may
be appllcable only to those segments of the populatlonsv
constituting the sample sizes, and may not be va11d for the
populations of dropouts and repeaters in the. teachers col-
leges of Venezuela.

4 The findings of the stedy are:

1. The average fates of non-repeater graduates were
9.6 per cent at Caracas Teachers College; 4.3 per cent'at
Barquisimeto Teachers College; none at Méracavaeachers Col—
lege; and 49;4 per cent at the teachers college in‘Maturin.
The average rates-of five-year‘repeater graduates were 19;4
per eent at Caracas; 17.8 per cent at BarQuiSimetp;.42.1
per cent at Maracay; and 19.9 per cent at Maturin. Six-
year graduates averaged 16.4 per cent aﬁ Caracas and'7.4 per -
cent at Barquisimeto. At Caracas the seven—yeaf'gfaduates

comprised-7.8 per cent and at Barqﬁisimetb, 4.3 per cent.
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There were no six— and seven-year graduates at Maracay and
Maturin included in the study.

In all the colleges, iﬁvolved, the average four-year
graduates was 11.8 per cent; five-year graduates, 21.6 per
cent; six-year graduates, 7.0 per cent; and seven-year grad-
uates, 1.3 per cent. The over-all rate of graduation in all
colleges was 40.7 per cent during the period of study.

2; First-year dropouts averaged 21.9 per cent at IUPC;
15.4 per cent in IUPEB; 26.0 per cent at IUPEMAR; and 10.9
per cent at IUPEM. The average rates of second-year drop-
outs were 7.1, 1.7, 0.5 and 1.0 per cent at IUPC, IUPEB,
TUPEMAR and IUPEM, respectively. Dropoutsdurihg the third
yearlaveraged 3.5 perlcent at IUPC; 0.5 at IUPEB; 0.2 at
IUPEMAR; and 1.0 at IUPEM. During the fourth year, the
average dropouts were 3.2, 0.3, 0.0 and 0.0 per cent for
IUPC, IUPEB, IUPEMAR and IUPEM, respectively. 1In all col-
leges the average percentages of yearly dropouts were 18.6,
2.8, 1.3 and 0.9 for the first, second, third.and four years,
respectively. The over-all rate of dropouts in all colleges
was 25.2 per cent during the period of study.

3¢ Repetition during the first year averaged 33.3 per
- cent at IUPC; 16.9 at IUPEB; 25.5 at IUPEMAR; and 19.5 at
IUPEM. The average percentages of repeaters during the se-
cond year were 12.6 at Caracas; 16.6 at Barquisimeto; 3.0 at
Maracay; and 7.2 at Maturin. Repeéters'during the third e
year averaged 6.1 per cent at Caracas; 8.2 at IUPEB; 1.8 at

Maracay; and 6.4 at Maturin., During the fourth year, the -
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repeaters averaged 6«3; 15.8; 1.0 and 3.7 péb ¢et for.IUPC,
IUPEB, IUPEMAR and IUPEM, respectively. 1In ali_colieges,
the average percentages of.fepéatérs were 23.8,‘9;8, 536 and
6.7 during the first, second,-third‘and fou?ﬁh‘yeafé, res-
pectively; The-over-all'r&te“of repetitibn“in'all colleges
was 51.8 pef‘Ceﬁt during.the beriod of study;: |

4. The:averége cost per ﬁon-repeétér gradﬁate was
$5,765 at IUPC; $4,970 at IUPEB; aﬁd $9,625 at IUfEM. There
were nb four-year graduatés at IUPEMAR. The avefége cbsts
per five-year graduate at'thése.colleggs Were-$7;467,
$5,788, $8,622 and $10,995,forlIUPC,_iUPEB, IUPEMAR'and
IUPEM, feépeétively;_‘Thelcpsts ﬁgr six—year‘graduatelave_
raged $8,918 at IUPC and $6,406 aﬁ IﬁPEB,' Sefén—yeaf grad-
uates had an average per cépita éost ofA$10,319.énd‘$7;228
at IUPC and IUPEB, respecﬁively. There wéré no éix— and
seven-year graduates at TUPEMAR éhd.iUPEM.v-Ih:all colleges
the average costs per four-, five—,_six—'and se?en—yéar
graduates were $6;787, $8,218, $7,662>and $8,774, respec-
tiQely. The average cost .per graduate in allﬁéategories'at'
all colleges was $7,860. The total costs of .all gradﬁates
in all collegesawére'$5,801,926,v$12,326,659, $3;§08,3461and |
$1,033,040 for the foﬁr;,'five-, six- and se§¢n4year gradfv
uates. The grand total CQét of all gradﬁatesfih fhe fouf
colleges was $23,822,155 for the 3,326 Who graduated during
the period of study. | | |

5. vThe"aQerage:pér capita wastages due tordropping out

at IUPC‘weré $1,235, $1;348, $1,521 and $1,566‘during.the
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first, second, vthird and fourth yeers, respectlvely. At
TUPEB the average wastages ‘per dropout were $1 079 in the
first year; $1 100 in the second; $1,095 in the thlrd and
$1, 056 in the fourth year._~In IUPEMAR, the.per,cap;ta was-—
tages due to dropouts 1n_the.first, second, thipd‘and fourfh
years were»$608,’$1,245, $1,966 and_$8,167, :espectiVely.
The average wastages per dropout.af IUPEM were $488 in»ﬁhe
first year; $943 iﬁ tﬁe Seeond; $1,438 in'fhe_ﬁhird; énd
$2,352»in the fourthe yeaf. ‘The aQerage.pef.capiﬁe‘drepout
wastages of all colleges were $852, $1;159; $1,505 ahd:
$3,309 for the first, second, ﬁhird.and,feurth'yeafs; res?
pectively. Wastages due tofdroppiﬁg out»in these celleges
were $2,123,601, $909, 390 $727 903 and $632 541 durlng the
flrst, second third and fourth years, respectlvely., The
total,wastage due to dropping out in all_categories»aﬁ ail
colleges wss $4,393;435 for 2,065'dropoﬁts, or an évefage
of $2,128 per dropout. . .. | _ .

6. Wastage due to repetltlon at IUPC averaged $1 234,
$1,348, $1,521 and $1,660 per repeater at thé -end of the
first, second, third and fourth years, respectlvely..-At
IUPEB, the correspondlng figures were $1,150, $1 041,
$1,045 and $1,136 per repeater.. In IUPEMAR the wastage per
repeater aVeréged-ﬁz;BIZ, $1,884, $1,777 ande$1,228 for the
first, second, third and fbufth.years, respectively; .The
corresponding figures at iUPEM wefe $3,812, $2,211, $2;024

and $1,578. In all colleges the wastages- incurred. by
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repeatgrs were $2,929,006; $1,237,629, $9225319 aﬁd $615,785
for repeating at the end of the first5,second,.€hird and
fourth yeafs,'respéctively.-.The total wastage aué'to repe-
tition at the four.collegés was $5,541,591'f0p'the 4,236 who.
repeated in ali curriculum yéars, or a cos£ of $1;3b8‘per
repeater per years,. | | |

7. The dominant reaSgns'giVen fqr dfopping Out.and.re;
petition were low grades and'difficult‘courses@ -Inadequate
financial subpért was regarded-as of minPr impoftance iﬂ'
dropping out of rebeating.“ L

| 8. Student services compfised thelleast_satisfactory.
feature in the colleges as perceivéd:by‘dropouts aﬁd.repea-
ters. “

9. Low’gradess difficult couféés, cbnfiict'between
job ahd sﬁudies and illhqss had the same.rénkfasfreasons for
dropping out or for repgating.‘

10. The other variables differéd in their.réﬁkings by
dropouts and repeaters, iﬂdicéting‘ﬁhat thQSe twojgfoup§ of
students have varying‘percéptions and'feeling 6f éatisfac-

tion about them.
Conclusions

From this study the following conclusions -can be dfawn:
1. From a total population of 2,282 entering students

-at the teachers colleges, 25.2 per cent ¢ropped'out'aﬂd'51.8
‘ - . o . :
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per cent repeated at least one time;. This means that about
twice as many more students repeated courses than dropped
out of college._ As a result, repetition is the more exten-
sive problem than‘dropping out in Venezuela.

2. Only 10. 8 per cent of the entering students grad-.
uated in four years, i.e., without 1051ng.t1me. Since this
is a very{low percentage, the colleges are waSting a substan-
tial proportion of their economic and human resources.

3. The greatest percentage of‘dropouts occurred at Ca-
racas Teachers College (72.6). This seems to‘imply"that.at
this college the influence of the different Variables which
induce students to leave school is greater'than"in the other
colleges.

4. Repeater rates are relativeiY'hign and approximate-
ly the same at Caracas and Barquisimeto withv55;j per;cent
and 53.7 per cent, respectively. Repeater rates were reia—
tively low and approximately equal at Maracay and Maturin
with 31.2 per cent and 36.6 per cent, respectively; This
could mean that factors which‘induce repetition were more
intense at' Caracas and Barquisimetolthan at Maracay'and~
Maturin. |

5. Mathematics and Physics'are thedfields~where.the
greatest rate of repeaters and dropouts occurred.

6. There is no substantial difference 1n the.oost of
graduates, dropouts and repeaters between institutions.

7. Economic'wastage due to dropping out and repetition

constitute about 40 per cent of the annual appropriations
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of the colleges Under study. This repreSenﬁs a Serious
drain of‘éédnbmic:resources. |

8. 'Findings about sbme.variableS‘that may cauée a stu-
dent to drop 0u£ such as low grades and diffiqult'courses
are in accordance wiﬁh some of the findings in the 1itera-
ture reviewed. |

9. Dropouts and répeatefsAgave‘simiiar responses for
dropping out or repeatipg:and in their degree_of satisf#c-

tion with some aspects of the teachers colleges.
Recommendations

The folibwing recommendations have arisen from this
study: | _

//1. MoyeAattention should'be‘given toAtheﬁselection_of
students who go to teaéhers'colleges in Veﬁezuela.-nEntrance
examinations should be given to.alliprGSpectiVéAgollegé stu-
dents in order to admit only those who have the2Capacity'to
carry.a full ACademié load without so muchvrisk of'dropping
out or repeéting..

2. Serious efforts should.be exerted'by-Venezuelan

.

educatbrs_to'ideﬁtify and éssist potential dfopoﬁts and re-
peaters so that droppiﬁg §;ﬁléhd repétition cén'be‘mini-
mized. Toward this end, the sﬁudent servicés must be filled
with capable men and women who have apprqpriate qqalifica—
tions for their positions. Improved couﬁSeling programs
should also be instituted in the secondary schools to'guide

high school graduates more effectively‘in their choice of -
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professions.

¢ 3. Programs to improve the quality of>teachen§ and
teaching ig_ggllggss,mustmhe set _to improve effectivéness in
Ve , .

instruction. Teachers on the job who lack educational quali-

* i

fications must be‘given some form of financial aid to com-
plete their educéfion. Thdse~who have the capability for
further or advanced studies should be encouraged_to study
through expanded scholarship programs. In—serviéé training
of teachers.shOuld be instituted periodicélly or as the need
arises. |

J 4. A more exhaustive study of teachers colleges is

more appropriate in higher education invoLyiggmg:géggg
sample sizes witﬁ,more follow-ups of_thdSe who‘droéﬁed out
énd repeated on an individual basis. Non—fepeatér graduates
should also be included in the sﬁrvey on stﬁdents' percep-

tions concerning their experiences as college students.
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CONFIDENTTAL QUESTIONNAIRE FOR NONRETURNING>STUDENTS
. No. ' |

Institution's name

Student's name

i

s . .
: - Last . First M.TI.
Home ‘address ' - I

City - ' o State

: Month Day Year
Sex: [ ] Female L ] Male Co ‘

Wthh one of the following spe01allzat10ns were you en-
rolled at the time you left the teachers college7 Check
one.

___(l) Basic Cycle - (8) Math & Acctg. (15) Span. &
___(2) Biology ~ (9) Math & Phys. Lit.
__(3) physics. _ —_TIO) Phys. Edu. (16) English
___(4) chemistry ~_(11) Agriculture __(17) ‘Soc. Sci..
___(5) Biol. & Chem. __(12) Bus. Edu. — _(18) French
___(6) Earth Science (13) Indus. Edu.. __(19) Sp. Edu.
__(7) Math ‘ (14) Home Econ. . __ (20) Pedagogy

How long were you enrolled before you left the teachers
college? Check one. :
(1) Less than 1 semester (4) 2 yr. or more but
(2) 1 sem. or more but less than. 3 yr. .
less than 1 yr. —_(5) 3 yr. or more

(3) 1 yr. or more but
less than 2 yr.e

How many months has it been since you w1thdrew from the
teachers college? Check one.
(1) 1 month or less (3) 7 months to 1 yr.
(2) 2 to 6 months (4) More than 1 yr. '

What semester were you enrolled at the time you left?
Check one. . ,
(1) 1st semester (4) 4th semester ( ) 7th sem.
(2) 2nd semester ____ —_(5) 5th semester ( ) 8th serm.
~ (3) 3rd semester (6) 6th semester :

During the last two semesters or less that you were en-
rolled were you primarily a (Check one)

(1) full-time student? ___(3) poth during the 1a‘st
(2) part-time student? two semesters?

During the last two semesters or less that you were en-
rolled were you employed? Check one.

(1) Not employed . (4) Employed 21- -35 "
éZ; Employed 1-10 hr/week ' hr/week
3) Employed 11-20 hr/week : :



12.

13.

14.

15-
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Which of the fOliewing types of financial aid were you
receiving -at any time durlng the last two semesters’
Check. one. '

(1) None = . _A3) Loan o

(2) Scholarshlp (4) Others. -

What was your. cumulatlve overall grade polnt average
(GP?) at the time you left school (based on a 20.0 sys-
tem)?

How many times did you change field of’ spe01allzat10n
before drOpplng out? Check one.

(1) Never . " (2) One.time “(3) Two or more times -
Listed below are several reasons why a student may leave

college. To what extent are these your reasons for
leaving college? Check one. Ma- Mode- Mi- Not

. jor rate nor Imp.
S () (3) (2) (1)
Academic. , S
(1) Low -grades = : i o d
~(2) Courses too difficult 3
 (3) Poor study habits ’
(4) Dissatisfaction with courses
(5) Courses irrelevant to my goal

(6) Universities give more pres- .
tige than teachers colleges -

Employment. ' ' :
575 Confllct between job & studies
"(8) Couldn't find a job to fit

my class schedule-

(9) I wanted to go.to work

Financial Status |
(10) Not enough money to finance
, studies in college . :
(11) Couldn't obtain financial aid
(12) Financial a2id insufficient
(13) Financial aid termlnated

Personal :

14) Studies too time- -consuming
(15) Family responsibilities too
- “taxing
(16) Illness, personal or in

' family , :
(17) Marital situation changed my

' educational plan
.(18) Moved out of the area

Other Reasons




16.

17.

18.
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Please:check the appfopriate box describing youf dégree
of satisfaction with the following aspects of the col-

lege you left. Degree of Satisfaction

None Little Moder. Much Great
(1) (2) (3 (4). (5)

) Counseling services
) Academic advisement
services '
) Library services

) School rules & regu-
lations

) Intellectual stimu—
)

)

0

lation -
Cultural oppormn:ltles
Social opportunities
} Recreational facilities
1) Location of college
(12) Living accommodations
(13) Grading system
(14) Course content of
. field of specialization
(15) Quality of teaching
in field of spec1a11-
zation
(16) Contact w1th‘teachers
(17)_Scheduling of classes
{18) Preenrollment infor-
: mation
(19) Quality of students
(20) Quality of teachers
(21) Quality of adminis-
“trators
(22 ) Qualityof teachers in
the college in gen.

(1
(2
(3
(6
(7
(8
(9
(1
(1

IIHHI .
PR T

I_.Il
| l‘ll-lll*

What are you currently . d01ng’ 'CheCkhallhthat'apply.

(1) Attendlng another ins-  School:
titution of hlgher ' '
learning

(2) Looking for a job

~— (3) Working in a job
___(4) caring for home/family

—___(5) Others (specify)

What do you plan to do. in the future? -Check all that
apply. , ) :
(1) ‘Go back to the same college ,
(2) Attend another institu- School:
tion of higher education
___(3) continue doing what I am
coing now
___(4) Others (spe01fy)
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CONFIDENT IAL QUESTIONNAIRE FOR REPEAT ING STUDENTS

‘No.

Name of institution

Student's name _

= "Last First . M.TI.
Home address ) :

city State

Month .Day 'Year
Sex: [ ] Female L ] Male

Which of the follow1ng spe01allzat10ns were you enrolled
in at the time you repeated any course in college’ Check

___(1) Basic Cycle ____(8) Math & Acctg. __(15) Span. &
___(2) Biology ~~ —_(9) Math & Phys. Lit.
___(3) physics ::TIO)‘Phys. Edu. __(16) Soc. Sci.
__(4) chemistry __(11). Agriculture __(17) English
—__(5) Biol. & Chem. _ (12) Bus. Edu. - __(18) French .
___(6) Earth Science __(13) Indus. Edu. __€19) sp. Edu.
—_(7)y Math  _(14) Home Econ. ~ __ (20) Pedagogy
Which semester did you repeat? Check one.
(1) 1st semester __ (4) 4th semester __ (7) 7th sem.
—__(2) 2nd semester ___(5) 5th semester —__(8) 8th sem.
__(3) 3rd semester —__(6) 6th semester _ (9) 9th sem.

Durlng the: semester(s) that you repeated were you prima-
rily (Check one) a

(1) full-time student? ___(3) both?
(2) part-time student?

During the semester(s) that you repeated were you em-
ployed? Check one.

__ (1) Not employed at all  __- (4) Employed 21-36 hr/

(2) Employed 1-10 hr/week week .

(3) Employed 11- 20 hr/week __ (5) Employed 36 or more
: hr/week :

Whlch of “the follow1ng type(s) of financial a1d were you.
receiving at the time you repeated’ Check: one.

(1) None __(2) Scholarship __ (3) Loan (4)'Others

How many times did you change speC1a11zat10n whlle en-
rolled? Check one.

(1) Never (2) One time (3) Two or more times'



145

12, Listed'beiOw,are pfobable*reasons why-é student may re-
peat  any course in college. To what extent are these
your reasons for repeating any course? Check one.

13.

NN TN

-Dissatisfaction with courses

Couldn't obtain financial aid

Problems with teacher(s)

N e N’ s \uar? “ww “was’ s i’ “wap’ N e N “? “was? g’

Maj. Mod. Min. Not
e (4)  (3) (2) (1)
Low grades : ' : .
Courses too difficult
Poor study habits

Conflict between job & studies
Couldn't find a job to flt my
study schedule

Not. enough financial support

Financial aid insufficient

. Financial aid terminated

Study toq time~consuming
Family responsibility too great
Illness, personal or in family
Personal problems

Others

Please check‘the'appropriate box describing your degree
of satisfaction with the following aspects of the col-

lege where you repeated.

~ ~~
DN =

(4)

(5)

(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)

(10)

(11)
(12)
(;3)

Degree of Satisfaction
None Little Moder. Much Great
(1) (2) (3) -~ ) (5)

Counseling services
Academic adv1sement_
services

Library services
School rules & regu-
lations '
Enrollment size of
college
Extracurricular oppor-
tunities
Intellectual stlmula—
tion

Cultural opportunl—
ties .
Soc. oppobtunities
Recreat. opport.:
Location of college
Living accommodations
Grading system




APPENDIX C

CONFIDENT JAL QUESTIONNAIRE FOR NONRETURN-
ING STUDENTS OF THE WESTERN INTERSTATE
COMMISSION FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

(WICHE)
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1.

2.

3
4.

5.
6.

(1) American Indian or

(4) Hispanic -
(5) white, other than

147

(NAME OF INSTITUTION)
CONFIDENTIAL QUESTIONNATRE FOR
-~ NONRETURNING STUDENTS

Name L : , o

Last First = M.I. Month Year
Home Street Addreéss ‘ . : ‘
City _ _ State . - Zip Code
Student ID Number 7. Marxtal Status (PLEASE
Date of Birth CHECK ONE)

et Youm (1) Not married, no

Sex:__ (1) Female —(2) Male (2) §2€1i2i31ed with

Civil Rights Category (PLEASE children.

CHECK' ONE) A (3) Married, no children

__;(4) Married, with child-

Alaska Native .. ren

(2) Asian or Pac1flc - 8. If marrled is spouse a stur

Islander . dent? (1) Yes __ (2) No

2(3) Black/Negro. 9. Are you a veteran? (1)Yes
_(2) No ~

- Hispanic '

Please'brlefly describe the reasons why you. 1eft school.

11. Which one of the follow1ng degrees or certlflcates were

you worklng toward at the time you left school’ (PLEASE
CHECK ONE)

(1) certificate

Diploma (other than those llsted below)
Associate degree .
Bachelor's degree
Master's degree
Professional degree (includes only dentlstry, me-
dicine, . optometry, osteopathy,pedlatry, veterina-
ry medicine, law and theology) . .
___(7) Doctor's degree (e.g., Ph. D., Ed. D., D. B.A.)
—_(8) Special Student

AAAAA
S wN
N e e

'12. How long were you enrolled before you 1eft school’. E

(PLEASE CHECK ONE)

(1) ress than one semester
2) One semester, but less than one year
(3) One year or more but less than two years .
Two years or more, but less than three years
Three years or more

Af\
i
N” N’



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,
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How many months has it been since you w1thdrew from
school? (PLEASE CHECK ONE)

.(1) One month or less
(2) Two to six months
___(3) seven months to one year
___(4) More than one year

What was your ‘status at the time you left’ (PLEASE
CHECK ONE)

___(1) Freshman __(2) sophomore ___ (3) Junior |
(4) Senior __ (5) Graduate or Profess10nal School
—__(6) special Student
Student

Duning'the last two semesters (or less) that you were en-
rolled, were you primarily: (PLEASE CHECK ONE) '

(1) A full-time student
(2) A part-time student ' .
(3) Both during the last two semesters .

During the last two seémesters (or.less) that’yeu were
enrolled were you émployed in a job: (PLEASE CHECK ONE)

(1) Not employed at all

(2) Employed 1-10 hours/week

(3) Employed 11-20 hours/week

(4) Employed 21-35 hours/week
—__(5) Employed 36 or more hours/week

Which of the follow1ng types of f1nan01a1 aid were you
receiving at any time during the last wo semesters (or
less): (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) :

él) None  (2) Scholarship ~  (3) Loan .-
4) Work/sttdy (5) GI Bill (6 Other, (please
specify '

What was your cumulative overall grade point average
(GPA) at the time you left school (based on a 4.0 sys-
tem)? (PLEASE FILL IN)

Were you ever on academlc probation. wh11e enrolled’
(PLEASE CHECK ONE) :

(1) Yes ___(2) No

What was your last major?
If major undeclared, check here

How many different times did you change majors wh11e en-~
rolled? (PLEASE CHECK ONE) :

(1) Never declared a major field of study
—_(2) Never changed majors \
" (3) One time

(4) Two or more times
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22. Listed'beIOW are several reasons why a- student might
leave school. To what extent are these your reasons
for leaving thls school? (CHECK THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE)

Major Moder. Minor Not a
Reason Reason Reason Reason
o (4) (3) 2) (1)
Academic - o :
(1) Low grades'
(2) Found courses too diffi-
- cult ‘
(3) Inadequate study tech-
niques or habits
(4) Needed a temporary. break
from studies
(5) Major or courses not avai-
lable at this school -
(6) Unsure of major and need-
: ed to leave school to de-
- cide on possible careers
(7) Course work not chal-
- lenging.
(8) Learned what I came to
- learn
(9) Dissatisfaction with ma-
jor department

Employment

(10) Conflict between job and
"studies
(11). Accepted a JOb and dldn't
. need more school -
- (12) Went 1nto’m111tary ser-
‘vice
(13) Couldn't flnd a JOb

Flnan01a1'

(14) Not enough money to go
to school

(15) Applied but could not
obtain financial aid

(16) Financial aid was not
sufficient

(17) Child care not available
or too costly _

(18) This school too expen—'
sive ' :

Personal Circumstances

(19) Found study too time- i -
consuming i
(20) Home respon51b111t1es
were too great - K !




23.

Personal Circumstances
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Major Moder. Minor Not a
Reason Reason Reason Reason

(4) (3) (2) (1)

(21)

(22)
(23)

(24)

(25)

Other, (please spec1fy)

Illness, personal or

family

Personal problems

Fulfilled my personal
goals in schooling
Marital situation.

changed my educatlon'

plans
Moved out of the

area

Please check the approprlate box descrlblng your degree
of satisfaction with the following aspects of the school

you

(1)
(2)
(3)

;(4)

(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)

left.

-Counseling/gﬁid—

ance services
Academic'advising
services

Library. services’
Employment oppor-
tunities .
Financial aid op-
portunities

Cost of attending
this school

"'Enrollment size

of this school
Rules and regula-

tions at this sch.

Extracurricular
opportunities
Intellectual
stimulation
Cultural oppor-
tunities '
Social opportu-
nities ‘
Religious envi-
ronment
Recreatlonal-fa-
cilities
Location of this
" school
Re31dence/11v1ng
-accommodat ions

_Degree of Satisfaction

Lit- Mode- .- . . Does Not
None tle rate Much Great Apply
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Lit- Mode- c  Does Not
None tle rate Much Great Apply

(17) Grading system

(18) Course content in

: your major field

(19) Teaching in your
major field :

(20) Amount of contact
with your teachers ___

(21) Scheduling of
classes _

(22) Relevance of your
maj. field to
“your career goals:

(23) Information given
to your about this

schi. before enrol-

-ling
(24) Quality of stu—
_ dents _ .

(25) The school in
general

24. Please select from the list above three factors which,
if changed for the better, would have most encouraged
you to stay at (INSTITUTION). (LIST IN ORDER: OF IMPOR—
TANCE) _ e .
1. : 2. 3.

25. What are you currently doing? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)

(1) Attending or plan to attend school soon
: . ' ' " Name

: , of Instltutlon

Entered or plan to enter m111tary serv1ce
Looking for a job

Working -on a job

‘Caring for home and/or family

Traveling-

NN NN N

Nounds L

Other, (Please specify)

Optional Items»
1. For communlty colleges, item 11 might be replaced by:

What program were you enrolled in? (PLEASE CHECK ONE)-
___(1) certificate program R
—_(2) A.A degree program. :

(3) Neither, only enrolled in selected courses

2. For community colleges, the following. two 1tems mlght be
added: \ T

What is the hlghest degree you currently hold’ -(PLEASE
CHECK ONE) .
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- GED equivalency
High school diploma
Associate degree
Bachelor's degree
Master's degree
Professional degree (includes only dentlstry, med i-
cine, optometry, osteopathy, podlatry, veterinary
_ - medicine, law, and theology)
__(7) pDoctor's degree (e.g., Ph.D., Ed.D., D.B. A.)
(8) I have no degree or diploma

NP LW N =
N N o e N

Which one of the following was your prlmary reason for
attending sch001? (PLEASE CHECK ONE)

(1) to complete deflclen01es in order to transfer:

(2) to prepare for GED

) to complete first two years of college in prepara-
tion for transferring to a 4- year college

) to complete high school

) to upgrade my skills

) to learn a new skill

) for personal enrichment: fun, achievement, etc.

) to prepare for'a professional examlnatlon. real

- estate, nursing, etc.

) Other, please specify

For 1tem'18 cumuletlve GPA, an alternatlve'wordlng that
lists categorles of GPA rather than hav1ng the respondent
write in his or her GPA is: :

What was your cumulative overall grade p01nt average (apAO
at the time you left school? (PLEASE/CHECK ONE)

(1) 1.00 or less __ (2) 1.01-1.50 __ (3) 1. 51-2.00
__(4) 2.01-2,50 —__(5) 2.51-3.00 (6) 3.01-3.50
—_(7) 3.51-4.00



APPENDIX D

LETTER REQUESTING PERMISSICN'TO USE AND

MODIFY THE WICHE INSTRUMENT
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lod 7] U Yy \NY Y STILLWATER, OKIAHOMA '74074
Oklahoma State University STIULWATER, OK,
: (405) 372-6211, EXT. 6245
DIPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION AND HIGHIER .U)U("'\TION

August 4, 1978

The Director

National Center for Higher Education
Management Systems at Western Inter-
state Commission for Higher Education

P.0. Drawer P

Boulder, Colorado 80302

Dear Sir:

This is the follow-up of our telephone conversation regarding my request
for approval to use and modify the survey quest1onna1re (Appendix -A) in A
Manual for Conducting Attrition Studies in Institutions of Postsecondary Edu-

cation. 1 would like approval from you to allow me to use such instrument

in the following manner.
1. Use it in connection with my dissertation on attrition study of

Venezuelan college students.
2. Make modifications on the instrument to suit to Venezuelan condi-

tions.
3. Append the original instrument to my d1ssertat1on for comparison

with the modified form.

I need the written approval at the earliest possibility.

Thank you so much.

Sincerely yours,

‘gm)(é .Qi/uz,( —Zf{mé;ut

Cruz Daniel Zambrano

rab



APPENDIX E

LETTER FROM THE VICE-PRESIDENT FOR ACADEMIC
AFFAIRS QF'OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY TO
‘THE VICE-MINISTER OF EDUCATION IN
VENEZﬁELA‘REQUESTING PERMISSIQN :
AND HELP FOR THIS INVESTI-
GATOR TO COLLECT DATA

FOR. THIS STUDY
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STHLWATER, GKiAIZOMA, 71974
VT ECTIPET ALY
(4057 25.2-5211, [NT. 2

OFHICE OF TiE PRUSHIING

May 13, 1977

3 o
Professor Cerardo Cedeno
Vice Ministar of [ducetion
Caracas, Venezuela

- N ~
Dear Professor Cedeno:

This leiter is written to inireduce Mr. Cruz Zambrano, whe is engaged
in doctoral studies in higher education at our instifution. At the present iime
Mr. Zambrano is puisuing his thesis study, which deals with ceriain aspects of
the teachers colieges of Verczuele.

Mr. Zeamhrono bas retirmed to Verezuelo for the summer in crdar tn
gather data fo support his study. In this cornection your assistence could be
most valuable 1o him, ond ve respectfully solicit it. '

- We will be groteful for your cooperation in this study, which we feel
may be of significant bencfit to your country,

Sincerely yours,
7

( '//):?5.4r~4;/ f:‘; c-’;}/j/
/ :

James Boggs -
Interim President

JHB/lpm
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