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Abstract:

Student involvement has been identified as a atifector linked to multiple
positive college outcomes. Multiple studies hagerbconducted in which various
aspects of student involvement have been identifibd focus of this study was to
investigate the structural dimensions of studewlivement and the relationship of those
dimensions to student development. Participantsignstudy included 292 students from
a regional Midwestern university. Exploratory facanalysis, canonical correlation, and
univariate multiple regression techniques were tseaxkplore the research questions
examined in this study.

Four structural dimensions of student involvemeetanidentified. These were
identified as (1) Faculty and Staff Involvement [F§) Proximity (PROX), (3)
Structured Organization Involvement (SOI), and§4dtial Connections (SOC). Three of
these, Faculty and Staff Involvement, Proximityd &ocial Connections were found to
be significantly related to measures of studeneltgwment. Specifically, FSI, PROX,
and SOC were found to be significantly relateda@eedoping and clarifying purpose;
PROX and SOC were found to be related to developirignomy; and PROX and SOC
were found to be related to mature interpersonatiomships.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION
Introduction

Higher education in the United States has facegkasing challenges related to
accountability. “The demand for program evaluatifiormation is growing. The U.S.
Congress, state legislatures, local legislativadsmdoundations, and other funding agencies
are increasingly demanding information on how paogfunds were used and what those
programs produced,” (Blumenstyk, 261@. xxxvii). However, such demands, which can
often be tied to funding, do not appear to focusn@asures of learning and personal growth,
but on measures which may be seen to be easialddate. “Typically, that has translated
into greater attention from lawmakers, policy adtes, and parents about student outcomes
like graduation rates, whether students are amgagsicess credits before they graduate, and
what kind of job and salary they land after thegdyrate.” (Blumenstyk 2014, p. 109).
Increasingly, we have seen measures of the valaecofiege education reduced to these
outcomes, sometimes to the exclusion of other oS0 Some state university systems, in
particular, have moved to funding for achievemargraduation rates, for example, rather
than other outcomes that have traditionally beea tib a university degree. “Some higher
education leaders complain that these accountab#itnands are often too simplistic and

one-dimensional, and they note that focusing t@viyon one measure could come at the

1



expense of another, particularly when a poor outcoould result in a cut in funding.
.. A focus on improving graduation rates with stéa ‘time-to-degree’, for example, could
lead to higher completion rates but might not nsaely guarantee that students will have
mastered a rigorous curriculum.” (Blumenstyk, 2)pp. 110-11). Lagemann & Lewis
(2012) have lamented the loss of some of the aigiarposes of higher education, noting,
“Presidents and other top administrators are egpect be winners in a competitive,
consumer driven higher education market rather gh@pherds of character and ethical
growth among students.” (p. 10). However, with ¢bsets of college continuing to increase,
the decrease of public funding for higher educataord the push for on-demand education,
the requirement for greater accountability is aestito continue.

If colleges and universities are going to contitméace increased scrutiny and
accountability demands, it is worth considering paepose of higher education. According
to Schuh, Jones, Harper & Associates (2011),He ideal of an intense undergraduate
education by which young adults are prepared fadédeship and service is a distinctively
American tradition,” (p. 4). But, what are thelh#rks of a college education? What
outcomes do we hope to achieve through a collegeed@ Certainly, many look to the
potential for increased employment opportunitieg tome with a college degree.
According to Lagemann & Lewis (2012), “. . .in gy of divided opinion about the varied
higher education landscape, the one thing on wéwvelybody agrees is that college produces
guantifiable benefits for individuals.” They go tmstate, “Yet higher education has vital
public purpose beyond aggregated individual incbereefits.” (p. 9). While potentially
more challenging to measure, learning and perstaatlopment outcomes have most

certainly been considered desirable outcomes oflege degree. Lagemann & Lewis



(2012) refer to the words of John Adams in the Mebkasetts Constitution affirming that
school, and even higher education, were most oéytabout personal development as well
as useful skills. . .. * (p. 14).

According to Pascarella (1985), research on thgaonhof college on students can be
found extending back to the 1930’s. However, Patleaf1985), refers to the work of
Feldman (1969), as “a particularly noteworthy wadyiewing and synthesizing the results
of over 1,500 studies” (p.2), and points out thie major focus of this literature has been
on the ways in which college influences such factas values, attitudes, personality
orientation, political and racial views, educatibaad occupational aspirations, income, life

goals, etc.,” (p. 2).

Sanford researched personal development of codiegkents in 1956 (Sanford, 1956). In
the 1960s, Pace and others were investigatinghtheence of student subcultures (Pace,
1964; Pace & Baird, 1966). In 1969, Astin and Pamroposed the input-environment-output
model to describe institutional characteristicsti\& Panos, 1969). In 1969, Chickering
proposed his theory of vectors of student develaoyrt@hickering, 1969). Since this time,
several large scale studies have been conductestiatidentifying the impact of college
and the factors that lead to a variety of outco(Aasin, 1977 & 1993; Pascarella &

Terenzini, 2005).

The concept of student involvement is one of thetmadely researched components of
education that has been linked to positive edugatioutcomes in college students. Student
involvement is most often thought about in termparticipation in extra or co-curricular
activities. However, student involvement impliesrexthan simple participation in a club or

attendance at a campus athletic event, althouge thetivities may, in part, describe an
2



‘involved’ student. In 1984, Alexander Astin dedad his Theory of Student Involvement,
claiming “quite simply, student involvement reféosthe amount of physical and
psychological energy that the student devoteseé@tademic experience” (Astin, 1984, p.
297). However, before Astin described his theoryneblvement, researchers had already
studied the impact of student involvement on aetgrof educational outcomes (Feldman,
1969). Student involvement has been linked to geai desired outcomes, including
student learning, academic achievement, studemal@went, and increased satisfaction
with the college experience. Given the vast arfaggearch linking positive outcomes to
student involvement, it would seem apparent thatassities and other educational

institutions would aim to promote greater studernbilvement.

Unfortunately, what seems like an obvious respdascbeen complicated by the
confusion surrounding the concept of student ineolent, as well as other factors. The
reality is that many programs that promote involeetrcan also be costly. When these
programs cannot provide direct evidence of gainghat is too often used to measure the
work of a university, such as retention, graduatates, employability at completion, etc.,

then the programs may be cut, or even worse, editac

Additionally, it is difficult to define what is me&# by the term student involvement.
Researchers have used a multitude of variablesasune student involvement. Different
studies have linked various forms of involvemerttvan assortment of outcomes. To further
complicate the issue, researchers and practitiaiies tend to use various terms, such as
student involvement, student engagement and somegtistudent development,

interchangeably when discussing student involvensert can refer these concepts to both



in-class and/or out-of-class experiences. It remairclear what exactly is meant when we

use the term student involvement, and how involvgman be measured.

Statement of the Problem

There is an accumulation of studies covering &@eyears of research which
provides evidence that student involvement leadsd@ases in many desired college
outcomes. While there are studies that link invisleat to such outcomes as retention in
college, the variety of conditions or charactecsthat have been used to define involvement
and methods used to measure it, has led to a fadkrdty on the features of successful
student involvement programs. This is true not emlgssessing the impact of student
involvement on retention or graduation rates, lspeeially so in terms of developing
programs that facilitate increased developmenttdarnes. One of the assumed goals of a
college education is the development of the indigichttending college. Without looking at
a more comprehensive and universal definition ebivement, the relationship between

student involvement and student development remainkear.

Purpose of the Study

From the sheer number of professional articlesrd@eg studies conducted to
explore the impact of student involvement, it isaclthat student involvement is associated
with several positive outcomes. However, reseaschave measured student involvement
using an assortment of different indicators andehamssociated the various indicators with a
range of outcomes. Additionally, the question dis$action with the level of involvement

has not been factored into the student involvemesgarch in a comprehensive manner. The
4



purpose of this study is to examine the structdir@lensions of student involvement in

relation to student development.

Definition of the Terms

e Student development:

o “the ways that a student grows, progresses, oeas&s his or her
developmental capacities as a result of enrollmmean institution of higher
education,” (Rodgers, 1990, p. 27)

e Student involvement:

0 Astin (1984), defines involvement as the amounglofsical and
psychological energy a student devotes to his/t&demic experience. “A
highly involved student is one who, for exampleyates considerable energy
to studying, spends much time on campus, partiegattively in student
organizations, and interacts frequently with facattembers and other
students.” (Astin, 1984, p. 297).

e Student engagement:

o According to Kuh, (2001), student engagement inetutivo elements. The
first part involves the actions of the studentgcscally the time and effort
that a student gives to educational experiencekjding studies and other
activities, which lead to student success outcoifies.second part involves
the allocation of resources on the part of thatunstn to encourage student

participation in these activities.



Assumptions and Limitations

e Itis assumed that archival records received fromarsity system are accurate.

e Itis assumed that students provided accurate nsgsdo questionnaires.

e A limitation of the study is that the data was reed from one sample of students
from one university setting and therefore geneaaiiity is unknown.

e A limitation of the study is that archival datahat than experimental data was used.

e A limitation of the study is that subjects from #ehival sample were selected using
a modified stratified random selection proces$iaathan a true random sampling,

which could limit generalizability.

Significance of the Study

From its earliest institutions, the purpose of keigbducation was associated with the
ability to think critically, integrate and apply éGwledge from one area to another, to form an
educated citizenship. According to Astin, “the gtyadf an institution’s performance should
be judged ultimately in terms of how effectiveludents were educated, “(Astin, 1996, p.
123). Research has established links of positiveatbnal outcomes, including increased
retention, with student involvement. It seems thatore comprehensive indicator of student
involvement that could be easily delivered and messwould aid universities and students
in assessing the level of involvement likely todea successful outcomes. More important,
if it could be established that overall involvemenpositively linked to developmental gains,

this information could aid universities with deveilog and improving programs aimed not



only at increasing retention and graduation rdiasalso in facilitating the growth and

development of students.

This study attempted to confirm a comprehensivesmeaof student involvement
and to relate student involvement to student dgretnt. The significance of this study is
that it could help to provide support and guidarceniversities, as they develop or enhance
programs that improve student involvement acrossuttiversity (or to aid individual
students in evaluating their own involvement leydis so doing, the research hopes to aid
universities not as they explore means to not ordgease student retention and graduation
rates, but also of increasing personal growth awldpmental gains of its students as a

result of the college experience.

Research Questions

The research questions developed to guide thiy stede:

1. What are the structural dimensions of student vemlent?
2. What are the relationships between student invoérérdimensions and student

development?



CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

Student involvement has been defined in many wayd numerous models and
theories have been proposed to explain the comtegpident involvement. Similarly,
there are an abundance of models/theories to Besstudent development, each
focusing on various aspects of learning and deveéoyt that occur within the general
context of the college experience. More recentlg,doncept of student engagement has
been introduced (Kuh, Schuh, Whitt, & Associat&91]), with several studies discussing
the value of student engagement and the practssexiated with engaged students or
colleges (Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, Whitt, & Associatge05). Often, these terms, student
involvement, student development, and student esrgagt, are used interchangeably,
and frequently they are defined in different walise lack of consistency in definitions
and indicators used to measure the concept of studeolvement has made it difficult to
develop a broad and comprehensive interpretatidheoimpact of involvement on a

variety of educational outcomes.

Many of the theories of student development haweiged insight into how

students develop in college. Research has demtetstavariety of positive outcomes



related to different aspects of the college envirtent and experience. In particular,
student involvement, defined in multiple ways, basn demonstrated to be associated
with many positive college outcomes. Theories and@ls have been developed to
describe the aspects of the college environmeexperience that lead to positive
outcomes, or conversely, conditions that may leddds desirable outcomes. Still,
confusion remains evident in the various ways @ecdbing or operationalizing student
involvement, in the difficulty of distinguishing tveeen various forms of environmental
or experiential influences on student outcomesiarlde need for a comprehensive
exploration of the relationship between studenbimement and student development

outcomes.

Student Development Models/Theories

Exploring student development.“Student development focuses upon the
developmental tasks encountered by students inggasindary education settings . . . “
(ACPA, 1975). The term ‘student development’ iaftised within the context of higher
education, most frequently by student affairs @si@nals. It is assumed that everyone
understands what is meant by this phrase. Howéwae is a lack of clarity regarding
the concept. As King (1994/2005), explains, “thaapt of student development is one
of these really interesting concepts: it is com@ax rich, has multiple meanings, is open
to argument and disagreement, and connotes ayafigteas and images to those who
use (or avoid), the term” (p. 43). In brief, stutddavelopment refers to the process of

growth and change that occurs in college studant$ student development theories



focus on those changes and the factors that catdrtb these changes. Rodgers (1990),
described student development as “the ways thtat st grows, progresses, or increases
his or her developmental capabilities as a refwdhoollment in an institution of higher
education” (p. 27). “Development involves differation and integration as students
encounter increasing complexity in ideas, valued,@her people and struggle to
reconcile these new positions with their own ideafjes, and beliefs,” (Pascarella &
Terenzini, 2005, p. 21). According to ChickeringR&isser (1993), “development for
college students, which today includes personsrafally all ages, is a process of
infinite complexity” (p. 34). Strange (1994), outlis a series of propositions regarding
student development. The first four propositionsioe the ways in which students
differ: (1), age related developmental tasks, @)y they construct and interpret their
experiences, (3), the styles with which they apgincand resolve challenges of learning,
growth and development, (4), the resolution of s$askindividuation according to their
gender, culture-ethnicity, and sexual-orientat®imange states that these differences are
important to understanding student behavior angttiring learning opportunities and
processes, and continues by identifying five prdposs related to the nature of
development. Development occurs as individualsré&gch points of readiness, (6),
respond to novel & challenging situations and taaksl (7), recognize sufficient
challenge and support related to the task. Addillgndevelopment (8), represents
gualitative and cyclical changes of increasing claxipy, and (9), occurs as a result of
the interaction of the person and their environmAantording to Winston & Anchors
(1993), “. . . student development emphasizes lbasad theories that describe and

explain the development of young adults in fivenary domains: intellectual, moral

10



development, psychosocial development, ego devedoprand career development, “(p.

28).

Kuh, Schuh, Whitt, and associates (1991), defimsqral development as, “. . . those
attitudes, skills, and values that enable one tterstand and reflect on one’s thoughts
and feelings; to recognize and appreciate theréiffiees between oneself and others; to
manage one’s personal affairs successfully; to fwarthose less fortunate; to relate
meaningfully to others through friendships, mareiagnd civic and political entities; to
determine personally and socially acceptable resgmoim various situations; and to be
economically self-sufficient. These qualities aseaily associated with satisfaction,
physical and psychological well-being, and a batahproductive life of work and

leisure,” (as cited in Hernandez, Hogan, Hathawdyo&elle, 1999, pp. 185-186).

Pascarella and Terenzini (2005), outline severtagraies of theories of college
student change (1), developmental theories incudsychosocial, Chickering and the
‘identity development’ theories; (2), cognitivesttural, including Perry, King &
Kitchener, Baxter-Magolda, Kohlberg, and Gillig&8), typological models, including
Kolb Experiential Learning, Holland, and Myers-Bygg and (4), person-environment
interaction theories and models. The focus of shisly will be to investigate student
development as described by Chickering & Reiss@93), although some additional

theories are considered here.

Psychosocial theories/model$Psychosocial development refers to the issuekstas

and events that occur throughout the life span tardgiven person’s pattern of

11



resolution of the issues and tasks, and adaptitmetevents” (Rodgers, 1984).
Psychosocial developmental theories arise froneénker work of Erikson (1950), who
suggested that human development proceeds throsghcais of stages or
developmental tasks. According to Rodgers (199@b)chosocial theories subscribe to
the idea that “human development continues througtine life span and that a basic
underlying psychosocial structure guides this dgwalent” (p. 122). A focus on the
identity development of various diverse populatibas led to a variety of identity
development models which arise from the work ok&wn and are consistent with the
psychosocial development model. Some of thesedediass’ model of homosexual
identity development (1979), Cross’ model of AfncAmerican identity development
(1991), and Helms’ model of white identity develagmh(1993). However, one of the
most significant psychosocial theories of develophaod students has been Chickering’'s

vectors of development (1969), which is highlighiiledhe next section.

Chickering’s Theory of Student Developmemerhaps the most widely recognized
and researched theory of student development wrasluced by Arthur Chickering
(1969), which he subsequently modified (Chicke@nRBeisser, 1993), in order to reflect
the development of a greater diversity of studdPéscarella and Terenzini (2005), state
that “no psychosocial theorist has had more infbeeon the research on college student
development or administrative efforts to promoti&n Arthur Chickering” (p. 20).
Chickering’s theory of vector of development exptaa process in which the individual

progresses through a series of tasks in orderttieae further identity development.

Chickering (1969), based his initial theory on s#gcconducted at 13 small

colleges. His work on identity development procekfilem the earlier work of Erikson
12



(1959), who Chickering & Reisser identify as thgrdgenitor of the psychosocial
models,” (Chickering & Reisser, 1993, p. 21). “Sirthe stabilization of identity was the
primary task for adolescents and young adultsag & logical anchor point for
Chickering’s attempt to synthesize data about gellgudent development into a general

framework that could be used to guide educatioretire,” (p. 22).

Chickering described severctorsof identity development. Chickering
explained that he uses the concept of vectors almeach seems to have direction and
magnitude,” (Chickering, 1969, p. 8), as opposeprtxeeding in a more linear fashion.
Movement along the vectors build on each other,mandresses to increasing complexity
and integration, but is not necessarily sequeriaidents move through the vectors at
different rates, and sometimes revisit issues wiitdividual vectors that were
previously addressed. “Movement along any one canraat different rates and can
interact with movement along the others,” (Chickgr& Reisser, 1993, p. 34).
Chickering referred to the vectors as, “major higls/for journeying toward
individuation . . . and also toward communion wather individuals and groups. . .”

(Chickering & Reisser, 1993, p.35).

The seven vectors (adapted from Chickering & Rejd€93, pp 45 — 52), are

summarized as:

1. Developing competence: Developing competence imdutveloping
competency in three areas; intellectual competgrtogsical and manual
competence and interpersonal competence. Develagltectual competence

includes skills development that enable the indigildo comprehend, analyze,

13



and synthesize, as well as lead to new framesi@fengces that incorporate the
individual's experiences and observations. Physiadl manual competence can
include athletic and artistic success and canteditelong habits, which become
part of identity. Interpersonal competence incoapes the development of a
variety of skills that lead to an increased abildyhelp a relationship thrive or a
group function. “Students’ overall sense of compegéeincreases as they learn to
trust their abilities, receive accurate feedbaokfiothers, and integrate their
skills into a stable self-assurance, “(p. 46).

Managing emotions: Managing emotions includes kgatning to recognize and
acknowledge emotions, then learning appropriatensieéexpressing or
addressing them. “As self-control and self-exp@ssiome into balance,
awareness and integration ideally support eaclhr otlige. 46).

Moving through autonomy toward interdependence: iMg¥hrough autonomy
toward interdependence involves learning to adh waif-sufficiency and
personal responsibility while also recognizing @ntkering into healthier forms of
interdependence. Emotional independence, demansgtieatiecreased
dependence on external supports in favor of petsoteaests or convictions, and
instrumental independence, an ability to thinkicaity about problems and to
identify and move forward along a path to identlifreeeds or desires, are key
elements in movement toward interdependence. Dpivg@utonomy involves
redefining old relationships and developing a bevamntext. “The need to be

independent and the longing for inclusions becosteebbalanced.
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Interdependence means respecting the autonomyefsoand looking for ways
to give and take with an ever-expanding circleri@ids,” (pp. 47-48).
Developing mature interpersonal relationships: Degyiag mature interpersonal
relationships includes the tolerance and appreaiaif differences, along with the
capacity for intimacy. Tolerance involves seeingjwiduals for themselves rather
than a stereotype, transferring the respect fenéts to a respect for others who
come from a different circumstance, and the abibtgnjoy diversity. Developing
mature interpersonal relationships also includemamase in the ability to
develop intimacy. “Developing mature relationshipsans not only freedom
from narcissism, but also the ability to choosedthgaelationships and make
lasting commitments based on honesty, responsigeared unconditional
regard,” (p. 48).

Establishing identity: The establishment of idgnistinfluenced by the
development in the first four vectors. These faumtabute to the development of
a sense of self. Identity development involves aytnkith body and appearance,
comfort with gender and sexual orientation, serigel in a social, historical and
cultural context, clarification of self through esland lifestyle, sense of self in
response to feedback from valued others, self-aanep and self-esteem, and
personal stability and integration. “Developmentdantity is the process of
discovering with what kinds of experiences, at whaels of intensity and
frequency, we resonate in satisfying, in safenaalf-destructive fashion,” (p.
49). Establishing identity, “leads to clarity artdlslity and to a feeling of warmth

for this core self as capable, familiar, and wotihe;” (p. 50).
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6. Developing purpose: Developing purpose involvesnbegration of personal
plans and priorities with vocational plans and egmns, personal interests, and
interpersonal and family commitments. Developingopse, “involves a growing
ability to unify one’s many different goals withihe scope of a larger, more
meaningful purpose, and to exercise intentionalitya daily basis,” (p. 50).

7. Developing integrity: Developing integrity flowsoim establishing identity and
clarifying purpose. It involves three sequentiall averlapping stages; (a),
humanizing values involves movement away from unmamising beliefs
toward balancing one’s self interest with thoseméd’s fellow human beings, (b),
personalizing values involves confirming core valaad beliefs while also
respecting those of others, and (c), developingence by matching personal
behavior to values. As we develop along this vec¢tar core values and beliefs
provide the foundation for interpreting experiengaiding behavior, and

maintain self-respect,” (p. 51).

Cognitive-Structural theories. Cognitive-structural theories arise from the earlie
work of Piaget (1952), and focus on the way petiglek rather than what they think
(Evans, 1996). These theories seek to explore #yepsople develop cognitively.
Development proceeds in sequential and ordere@st&pgnitive-structural theorists
have focused on cognitive and moral developmenheSaf the theories that have been
applied to student development include Perry’s theb cognitive development (1968),

and Kohlberg's theory of moral development (1969).
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Typology theories/modelsTypology theories and models are not developmeintal,
terms of proceeding in stages or vectors, but desandividual differences. “These
differences in turn influence development in othnas” (Evans, Forney, & Guido-
DiBrito, 1998, p. 11). Some typology models thatdnaeen applied to college students
include Myers-Briggs personality type (Myers, 19800Ib’s theory of learning style

(1984), and Holland’s theory of vocational inteset985/1992).

Influencing student development

Person-environment interaction theories/modelsPerson-environment
interaction theories in student development exartliranteraction between the student
and the college environment. Person-environmentatsqatovide a framework for “. . .
designing environments that facilitate developmant instruments or other means for
measuring development” (Rodgers, 1990a, p. 32pidaily introduced by Lewin
(1936), the equatioB = f (P X E), representing the concept that behavB)r (s a
function (), of the interaction (X), of the persoR)( with their environmentg), “is the
cornerstone on which our understanding of studeméldpment is based,” (Evans,
Forney, Guido-DiBrito, 1998, p. 24). The distinetigersonal characteristics that each
individual possesses are represented byrtimethe formula, while the features of the
environment in which the individual exists, workgdies, etc., are represented byEhe
in the equation. How each unique individual expeses the environment represents one
of the most important aspects of the concept,rteraction (X), between the person and

the environment. According to Evans, Forney & Guidrito (1998), “student
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development theories help describe the ‘persorecsp Lewin’s equation. . . However,
we must not neglect the ‘environment’ side of thaadion. . . “ (p. 25). Campus ecology
models integrate student development models withgmeenvironment interaction
models. Rodgers (1990), claims that “campus ecdld)y f(P x BY], ... has become the
most basic way of thinking about the work of studsfairs, and theories of student
development give the ecology model developmentadtaunce, “ (p. 28). Summarizing
the interactionist paradigm, Strange and King (398tate, “. . . the greatest
opportunities for growth and development occur whieldents are ‘matched’ with

appropriate environmental conditions” (p. 17).

Sanford’s Person-Environment Theory.One of the foundation researchers who
explored the impact of college on students was tN8&anford (1962, 1966). According
to Thelin (2003), Sanford’s (1962), work was sigraht, and, “marked the emergence of
higher education as an increasingly systematid fiélstudy with implications for
campus administrators and planners.” (p. 16). Kkafep, Widick & Parker, 1978),
claimed that Sanford was, “the theorist who haggivs the most help in examining the
relationship between student development and stusggnices practice . . . “ (p. ix).
Sanford’s theory described development as, “thammgtion of increasing complexity”
(Sanford, 1967, p. 47). According to Sanford, thecpss of development included both
the idea that development includes cycles of dfiéation and integration and occurs
when support and challenge are balanced (Sanfé62)1Sanford also suggested that the
student experiences both challenges and supparts€hte a situation in which

development occurs, the institution must, “presamt with strong challenges, appraise
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accurately his ability to cope with challenges, affér him support when they become
overwhelming” (Sanford, 1966, p.46). In a situatwinere the student faces
overwhelming challenge with insufficient suppohte tstudent will withdraw and fail to
develop. Similarly, if a situation offers little alblenge and excess support, there will also
be reduced or no development. In order to facditltvelopment, the institution must
understand the student’s ability, or readiness,dawlop programs and environments

that balance challenge and support.

Astin’s I-E-O model. The earliest version of Astin’s model to explaie #ffects
of impact of college on students, Astin’s input-eomment-output model was a pre-
cursor to his widely known model of student invohent (Astin, 1993, p. 7). The basic
idea of this model is that college impacts are tasethree components. The personal
pre-college characteristics that the student briadke college are considered thputs
Inputs include such characteristics as family bamlgd, academic experiences and
social experiences. The collection of experienbhas & student encounters while in the
college comprise thenvironmentEnvironment would include people, programs, celtu
attitudes, etc., which the student encounters affaampus. The set of post college
student characteristics, such as skills, knowlelgkefs, attitudes and behavior that exist
after college are considered thetcomesinputs impact outcomes in both a direct and
indirect manner, by virtue of the way that inpuaidcteristics may shape how the student

interacts with the environment.
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Astin’s Theory of Involvement. Alexander Astin’s model of student involvement
(Astin, 1984), is perhaps the most widely known aitedd of the models of college
impact. Astin developed his theory in order to miga the existing literature into what
was an easy to understand model that explained wiutie knowledge related to
influences on student development. According tarAsstudent involvement refers to
the amount of physical and psychological energyttiestudent devotes to the academic
experience.” (Astin, 1984, p. 297). A student whalges, interacts with faculty and other
students, spends time on campus and participattadent organizations would be
considered an involved student. The converse sfwtiould describe a student who is not
involved. However, Astin points out, “. . . not plssive students are uninvolved with
their academic work, nor are they necessarily egpeing academic difficulties. But
passivity is an important warning sign that mayew@fa lack of involvement.” (Astin,

1984, p. 305)

Astin’s student involvement model is rooted in &slier (Astin, 1975), longitudinal
study of college dropouts, in which he concluded tevery positive factor was likely to
increase student involvement in the undergradugiereence, whereas every negative
factor was likely to reduce involvement,” (Astir@84, p. 302). Astin likens involvement
to the concept of motivation, but claims that imevhent is more of a behavioral

dimension, and is therefore subject to more diobservation and measurement.

Astin’s involvement model has five basic postulates (Adt984, p. 298).

1. Involvement refers to the investment of physical peychological energy

in various activities;

20



2. Involvement occurs along a continuum;

3. Involvement has both quantitative and a qualitateagures;

4. The amount of student learning and personal dewedop that occurs is
directly proportional to the quality and quantifystudent involvement;

5. The educational effectiveness of any policy or picads related to its
ability to generate student involvement.

Student involvement has been linked to an exterairggy of college outcomes.
Involvement “enhances almost all aspects of theetgrdduate student’s cognitive and
affective development,” (Astin, 1996). Astin alsuhd that involvement contributed to
student success, specifically, student retention¢lading that, “ . . . the factors that
contributed to the student’s remaining in collegggested involvement, whereas those
that contributed to the student’s dropping out iegbh lack of involvement” (Astin,

1984, p. 302).

Using data collected as part of the longitudinatiEgs conducted at the Higher
Education Research Institute (HERI), Astin foune three most powerful forms of
involvement appear to be academic involvement,lireraent with faculty, and
involvement with peers, with the influence of treepgroup representing the strongest
influence on cognitive and affective developmerds@&archers have used an increasingly
vast set of indicators to define student involvetnand have used various combinations

of these indicators to study its effects.
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Tinto’s Model of Student Departure. Tinto’s model of Student Departure (Tinto,
1993), has often been considered when addressugs®of student involvement. Tinto’s
model, which focuses on the integration of the stidvithin the social system of the
institution, is not specifically a student involvent model, but looks more at the social
and intellectual integration of the student agliétes to student persistence or departure.
“Broadly understood, it argues that individual depiee from institutions can be viewed
as arising out of a longitudinal process of intémas between the individual with given
attributes, skills, financial resources, prior ealianal experience, and dispositions
(intentions and commitments), and other membetleofcademic and social systems of
the institution” (Tinto, 1993, p. 113). As individls interact within the institution’s
academic and social systems, their experience teatiffering levels of integration into
those systems, and may modify their intentions@mmitments. Positive experiences
increase the level of integration. In so doingyteepport persistence and increase
students’ level of commitment and intentions todbeal of college completion and to the
institution. Negative experiences are seen to fedde opposite outcome, and increase
the likelihood of departure from the institutiomteractive experiences which further
one’s social and intellectual integration are gmeenhance the likelihood that the
individual will persist within the institution urntilegree completion, because of the
impact integrative experiences have upon the coatimeformation of individual goals
and commitments. Positive integration serves tgerane’s goals and strengthens one’s
commitments both to those goals and to the ingiiuvithin which they may be

attained. Conversely, the model posits that, atimegs being equal, the lower the degree
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of one’s social and intellectual integration inte tacademic and social communities of

the college, the greater the likelihood of departufTinto, 1993, p.116)

Tinto notes that the aim of the model is to explparture within an institution
of higher education. It is not immediately concermgth whether the student transfers to
another university, for example. Tinto further eaipt that the model looks at individuals
who voluntarily withdraw from the institution, amlismissal for academic cause is not
central to the model. It also is intended to bexpianatory model, rather than simply a
descriptive one, “. . . the model seeks to explagnhow interactions among different
individuals within the academic and social systefthe institution and the communities
which comprise them lead individuals of differehticacteristics to withdraw from that

institution prior to degree completion,” (Tinto, 943 p. 113).

While Tinto’s model is not specifically a studeémyolvement model, there is
considerable overlap in activities that lead toifpges outcomes, and there is much to
inform the discussion of student involvement intdia model. There is a consistency of
experiences that lead to greater student involvéthan are also conducive to increased
integration and persistence. Citing the work ofil\s1993), Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley,
Bridges, & Hayek, (2007), Pascarella & Terenzih§91; 2005), and Pace, (1984), Wolf-
Wendel, Ward & Kinzie, ( 2009), concluded that ees@ on college students shows that
the time and energy students devote to educatiopatboseful activities is the single

best predictor of their learning and personal dgwelent.
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Previous Studies

General findings related to student involvementStudent involvement has been
linked to student learning, (Pike, Kuh & GonyeaQ20Pike & Killian, 2001; Pike &
Kuh, 2005), and to a variety of academic outcoraesh as advancing critical thinking
skills (Flowers, 2004; Gellin, 2003), writing skdil{Flowers, 2004), and cognitive skills,
(Benjam & Hollings, 1995; Kuh, 1995). Student inveinent has also been linked to
personal development, (Flowers, 2004; Kuh & Gong€86; Ahlfeldt, Mehta &
Sellnow, 2005; Hernandez, Hogan, Hathaway & Lo&#D4; Cress, Astin, Zimmerman-
Osster & Burkhardt, 2001; Moore, Lovell, McGannV&yrick, 1998; Cooper, Haley &
Simpson, 1994; Baxter-Magolda, 1992), satisfact{pischer, 2007; Sax, Bryant &
Harper, 2005; Hoffman, 2002; Benjamin & Holling®95b), and civic responsibility,
(Zuniga, Williams & Berger, 2005; Cress, Astin, Zirarman-Osster & Bukhardt, 2001).
Researchers have also examined the impact of stirdetvement on GPA, (Fischer,
2007; Hoffman, 2002), and retention (Fischer, 2003ffman, 2002; Malincrodt &

Sedlacek, 1979).

Unfortunately, researchers have not used a consdédinition of student
involvement, defining it using a variety of indioed. Researchers have defined student
involvement in terms of participation in studengamizations (Bohnert, Aikins, &
Edidin, 2007; Fischer, 2007; Zuniga, Williams & Ber, 2005; Gellin, 2003; Hoffman,
2002; Pike & Killian, 2001; Hernandez, Hogan, Hathg & Lovell, 1999; Milem &
Berger, 1997; Pascarella, Edison, Nora, Hagedorfie&nzini, 1996; Cooper, Healey &
Simpson, 1994; Baxter-Magolda, 1992; Astin, 198&kdrella & Terenzini, 1979;

Terenzini & Pascarella, 1978), place of reside(eike & Kuh, 2005; Zuniga, Williams
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& Berger, 2005; Gellin, 2003; Hoffman, 2002; Herdan, Hogan, Hathaway & Lovelle,
1999; Schroeder & Hurst, 1996; Pascarella, Edisimna, Hagedorn, & Terenzini, 1996;
Baxter-Magolda, 1992; Malinckrodt & Sedlacek, 198%tin, 1984), participation in
athletics, (Ahlfeldt, Mehta, & Sellnow, 2005; Henakez, Hogan, Hathaway & Lovelle,
1999; Anaya, 1996; Pascarella, Edison, Nora, HagedoTerenzini, 1996; Astin,
1984), internships or employment, (Svanum & Big&fi05; Zuniga, Williams & Berger,
2005; Gellin, 2003; Hernandez, Hogan, Hathaway &dlle, 1999; Kuh, 1995;
Pascarella, Edison, Nora, Hagedorn, & Terenzir®6] Baxter-Magolda, 1992),
participation in a Greek-letter organization, (ZyaiWilliams & Berger, 2005; Gellin,
2003; Hernandez, Hogan, Hathaway & Lovelle, 19%&darella, Edison, Nora,
Hagedorn, & Terenzini, 1996), use of recreationallities, (Flowers, 2004; Pike &
Killian, 2001; Milem & Berger, 1997; Malinckrodt &edlacek, 1987), and use of other
campus facilities, such as the library and on-casvgning facilities, (Malinckrodt &

Sedlacek, 1987).

Impact of place of residenceAstin (1984), concluded that, “living in a campus
residence was positively related to retention, thnslpositive effect occurred in all types
of institutions and among all types of studentsardbpss of sex, race, ability, or family
background.” (p. 302). Terenzini, Springer, Yaedascarella, & Nora, (1996),
concluded that living on campus has positive e$fect student development and
learning. Hernandez, Hogan, Hathaway & Lovelle 9@)9found that living on campus
was linked with larger gains in critical thinkingilés and smaller gains in reading skills

as compared to commuter students. Hoffman (2008nd that living on campus was the
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strongest predictor of collegiate involvement, néten, and satisfaction. Gellin, (2003),
found that living on campus was positively linkedatgain in critical thinking compared
to students who did not live on campus. Zuniga li#is & Berger, (2005), found that
participation in residence hall activities was cected with (promotes), inclusion and
social justice. Pike & Kuh, (2005), found that figion campus had a direct, positive
effect on learning and intellectual developmend #rat living on campus was also
positively linked to academic and social integnatiBascarella & Terenzini, (2005),
found that students who live on campus are mosdylito persist to degree attainment
and report greater satisfaction with the collegeegelence and greater growth and

development.

Participation in student organizations.Hernandez, Hogan, Hathaway & Lovell,
(1999), identify several studies showing that ineohent in student organizations have
positive effects on student development and legrittoffman (2002), found a link
between involvement in activities and academicexament for students of color, and
leadership involvement had a strong positive impacsatisfaction for these students.
Gellin (2003), conducted a meta-analysis of eigindies and concluded that involvement
in several areas, including student organizatiasas, linked to a gain in critical thinking
skills. Bohnert, Aikins & Edidin (2007), found thete intensity of involvement, which
was defined by the number of hours of involvemesais a significant predictor of social
adaptation in the transition to college, and théé&ent types of involvement may
provide unique social benefits. Fischer (2007)nfibthat formal involvement in

organizations and activities, and informal soded tled to an increase in college
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satisfaction and decreased departure. In the samg, $isher (2007), found that for
Black and Hispanic students, increased involvenrefdrmal activities was also

positively linked to increased academic success.

Participation in Greek life. Anaya (1996), found that high levels of involvemant
student organizations (elected office, Greek oztions, volunteering), was negatively
linked to GRE verbal and quantitative scores. @€Ri003), found participation in Greek
life, and other organizations, to be linked to gamcritical thinking skills. Hernandez,
Hogan, Hathaway & Lovelle (1999), reviewed sevetatiies and determined that the
overall influence of membership in fraternitiessororities on the intellectual and
cognitive development of students was negativapatyh they did not find a strong
relationship. They further concluded that there wasfficient research on the long term

effects on student development and learning.

Participation in athletics. Astin, (1984), found participation in intercolletga
athletics to be linked to smaller than averageeases in several outcome areas, but it
was also linked to an increased satisfaction itituteon’s academic reputation, the
intellectual environment, student friendships amstiiutional administration. (p. 304).
Pascarella, Truckenmiller, Nora, Terenzini, Edisijagedorn (1999), found that
intercollegiate male football and basketball playended to have lower writing skKills,
critical thinking skills, and reading skills, thaonathletes and athletes in other sports.

Hernandez, Hogan, Hathaway & Lovelle, (1999), rerei@ several studies and found that
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the conclusions regarding the relationship betwseticipation in intercollegiate
athletics and student learning and development geeatly. Different studies
demonstrated different outcomes related to criticel analytical skills, reading
comprehension, and mathematics. Some studies tadieadifference between outcomes
associated with male and female athletic partieypatvhile others indicated a difference
between different sports. Hernandez, Hogan, Hathidmaovelle (1999), concluded that
there was no clear consensus regarding the habanafit of participation in

intercollegiate athletics and suggested the neechfwe studies.

Impact of faculty interaction. Tinto (1993), stressed the importance of faculty
interaction in informal settings to student persise and student intellectual
development. Kuh, (1995), linked faculty contacthaearning and personal
development. Astin (1996), found involvement widletlty to be one of the three most
potent forms of involvement. Terenzini and asses&1996), highlight the importance
of faculty interactions with first generation c@kestudent success. Gellin (2003), linked
faculty interaction with critical thinking. Sax, fant & Harper (2005), found differences
between men and women in outcomes related to stdigeunty interaction. Fischer
(2007), found an increase in satisfaction linkethviaculty interaction with Black and
Hispanic students. Ullah & Wilson (2007), identifithe importance of student-faculty
relationships for student success. Pascarella arehZini (2005), found that, “the weight
of evidence suggests that student-faculty intevastoutside of the classroom that
reinforce and extend the intellectual ethos ofdlassroom or formal academic

experience, or that focus on issues of person ¢rquasitively influence dimensions of
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general cognitive development such as post foreedaning, analytic ability, and critical

thinking skills.” (p. 614).

Impact of the use of campus facilitiesMalinckrodt & Sedlacek, (1987), found that
students who used the library more were more likelstay in school. Similarly, they
also found that the use of the student union wasee to retention. Not surprisingly,
Flowers, (2004), found that the magnitude of pesigffects of student involvement on

academics was greater for library experiences fibvaexperiences in the student union.

Summary.

College students grow and develop in a varietways. Many models/theories
have been developed to explain how students grawdawelop while in college.
Similarly, multiple models/theories have been depet that explain the variety of ways
that the student’s environment may also influermoavth, development and learning.
Studies have been conducted to investigate theéenafistudent involvement and its
connection to student growth and development, lieretis no consistency in how student

involvement is defined, nor in the indicators usedheasure involvement.

Several models/theories of student development vesiewed. While many of
these are seen to contribute to the understandisiydents and how they grow or
change in the college environment. Particular fogas paid to Chickering’s (1969),

theory of vector development. Various other examplepsychosocial theories, in
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addition to a brief introduction to, and exampl&sCognitive-Structural Theories and

Typology models were also presented.

Various theories/models that explain the influetia college environments can
have on student development was presented. Ardinttmn to the general model of
person-environment models was presented, as walb&éscussion of Sanford’s person-
environment theory, Astin’s I-E-O model, and As$if1984), theory of involvement.
Many of these inform this study, but Astin’s theafystudent involvement was given

particular attention.

Last, many examples of previous studies that baes conducted were
reviewed. From the vast compilation of multipledsés, using various indicators of
student involvement, that were positively linkeddevelopmental or learning outcomes,
it is clear that higher education administrators],an particular, those in Student Affairs,
need to work to develop a more consistent and celngmsive “indicator” of student
involvement. This “indicator,” or measure of stutgwvolvement can then be used to
develop a broad array of programs aimed at inanggsositive outcomes associated with

student involvement.

This study will attempt to look systematicallystiident involvement, using one
measurement, the Sl (D’Arcy & Dew, 2007; Dew, 2J)(hd to consider its relationship
to student development outcomes, as measured [80meA (Winston, Miller, and
Cooper, 1999a/199b), which is based on the theatdteamework of Chickering (1969).
In order to study these concepts and the relatipristween them, following research

guestions will guide this investigation:
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The research questions developed to guide thiy sied

1. What are the structural dimensions of student vemlent?
2. What are the relationships between student invoérérdimensions and student

development?
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CHAPTER IlI

METHODOLOGY

Participants

The data that were used for this study were corsidarchival data and
contained no personally identifying information.ejhwere collected during a designated
“Assessment Day” procedure at a Midwestern regianalersity. The sample
participants included undergraduate students aadisifications. The sample was
selected from a total student population of apprately 4,000 students. A modified
process of stratified random selection was usedeatify 120 students from each
classification. After the initial 480 students watentified, students from the following
categories were excluded: concurrently enrolledestts, transfer students, students
enrolled in fewer than 6 credit hours, student®kauat exclusively in night classes,
students who attended any of the satellite cangmegibns, students who were enrolled
in methods or students teaching classes, and adgrgs who had been previously tested.
Students from some of these groups were excludedadscheduling convenience, as the
assessment “testing’ was held on one day (withnoalee-up date), during the daytime on
the main campus of the university. Additionallye flocus of the assessment was on

students who began their college career at thigutisn and who were enrolled as full
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time students (although enroliment in more thaméré is considered sufficient

to qualify for inclusion). This resulted in a samgiroup of 292 participants.

The majority of sample (78.4%), were traditionallege age (25 years or fewer),
but non-traditional students who were older thaye2ss, including a few students up to
their 50s, were also included in the sample. Thiegrgage of non-traditionally aged
participants was substantially lower than the petaxge that were traditionally aged
(56.8% lower). The sample included 160 female sitgdand 131 male students, with 1
student who did not identify gender. The sampléuished students from a variety of
ethnicities, with a majority (58.9%), identifying avhite/Caucasian, 27% identifying as
American Indian/Alaskan Native, and fewer than li@mntifying as Native
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Hispanic, Asian, anddBlar African American. The sample
included more sophomores (100), and seniors (104, freshmen (40), or juniors (48),
with one student whose classification was not reggbParticipants lived in a variety of
residential environments, with the largest peragai@0.8%), living off-campus and not
with parents or a spouse, followed by 21.6% whorel living in on-campus residence
halls, 18.8% who reported living at home with agoéy and 17.8% reporting living at
home with a spouse or the equivalent. There waeahumber (9), of individuals who
inaccurately reported a campus housing situatiahdbes not exist at the university, and
23 individuals who did not identify their livingtaation. The majority (80.8%), of

participants were enrolled in 9-15 credit hours.
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Design

This study was comprised of two parts. (1) An exgiory factor analysis using
principle axis factor analysis was performed teed®ine if the organizational or
structural dimensions of the Student Involvemememtory (Sll) items in this sample
was consistent with the structure reported in &ipus study (Dew, 2010). (2) A multiple
correlation study was performed to evaluate thatiaiship between Sl involvement
scales and Student Developmental Task and Lifesigdessment (SDTLA), scale

scores. All statistical analyses were conductedguSPSS.

Instruments

Student Involvement Instrument (SlI)

Initial development of Student Involvement Instrume(Sll). Originally created
by the author and a colleague for a psychomettass groject, the Sll was designed as a
means of measuring the overall level of studenvlvement in out-of-class college
experiences (D’Arcy & Dew, 2007). The original inshent consisted of 18 self-report
items in addition to 10 demographic questions. ifdras were developed based on
research linking various aspects of student invokmet and student success (learning,
development, retention, graduation, etc.), meastites original items were evaluated by
a panel of three Student Development/Student Pees@xpert reviewers (see appendix
A). Based on the construct under investigationd@td involvement), feedback from the
reviewers was used to modify the original itemgilat study, using 5 student
volunteers, was completed. No identifying inforrmatwas maintained on the student

volunteers. Feedback from this pilot group was usa@-word some of the items.
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Additionally, two items were eliminated, as theyrevenconsistent in approach from the

other items.

The SlI instrument, was then administered to 268hfmen students in College
Success/Orientation classes at three area uniesrsitfter comprehensive analyses,
conducted using SPSS, including evaluation of idehetion on Cronbach’s coefficient
alpha, corrected item-total correlations, assesswofanter-item covariance, principal
component factor analysis with oblimin rotatiorgtéa reliability analysis, a reliability
analysis were run on the remaining 12 items witesallting Cronbach’s coefficient alpha
of .72 as a measurement of internal consisten@hibty. Composite scores were
analyzed using simple descriptive statistics, aedmdifferences associated with
demographic categories were noted. Face and cordbdity were established in the
development of the instrument and validated bypidneel of experts. The 12 items were
examined under principal component factor analgst yielded a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO), Measure of Sampling Adequacy of .71 and B#&'s Test of Sphericity was
<.01, both indicating the appropriate use of faetwalysis as a means of assessing the
construct validity. A four factor organizationatistture for the concept of Student
Involvement emerged. Reliability analysis on therfoomponents yielded a Cronbach’s
coefficient alpha of .79 for component one; Stroet.Campus Involvement (SCI), .58
for component two; Proximity to Campus (PROX), {ddcomponent three; Campus
Resources an Facilities (CRF), and .62 for faatar;fSocial Connections (CON). Factor
one’s reliability could be improved by deletionafe item. No further deletions were

indicated. Analyses of descriptive statistics desti@ted a normal distribution of
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composite scores, with mean differences assocwitbddemographic categories noted. It

was concluded that that the instrument demonstiagipdopriate psychometric properties.

Further development and use of the Student InvolvemhInstrument (Sll). The
second iteration of the Sl was developed for fartstudy (Appendix B). A
comprehensive review of existing literature revdala extensive number of
characteristics or attributes that researchers tesederationalize the concept of student
involvement. Items were developed to reflect théitemhal variables identified in the
existing research. Items were then reviewed bynelpaf experts and feedback was
provided. Additional items were added by the res®ens, based on professional
experience. An additional refinement was to chahgeesponse options froma5toa 7
point Likert type format. The second iteration loé¢ {SlI also included additional
demographic items, items related to the use obuarstudent and academic support
service offices on campus, and items related ttindent’s satisfaction with the amount

of involvement that they had in each area.

The revised Sll was used in a study examiningsthecture of student
involvement and its relationship with student acatesuccess (Dew, 2010). ltem
analysis was conducted, resulting in reducing tirggral 122 items to 21 items.
Consistent with the earlier findings (D’Arcy & De®007), the results indicated a four
factor structure; Structured Campus Involvementm@as Resources and Facilities,
Proximity to Campus, and Social Connections. Howesach of the factor scales were
developed to reflect both the activity involvemant satisfaction with the level of
involvement in the activity. Thus, there were atijueight resulting scales, which

included both an activity scale and a satisfacsicale for each of the four factors. The
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resulting coefficient alpha scores ranged fromfdd4he Social Connections Activity
Scale to .93 for the Campus Resources and Fasifiagisfaction Scales (Dew, 2010, p.
44). Bartlett's Test of Sphericity indicated thia¢ tcorrelation matrix differed

significantly from an identity matrix (210), = 2100.17 anpk.001. The KMO

Measure of Sampling Adequacy was found to be .8i¢chwvas seen to be acceptable for

proceeding with factor analysis.

The resulting factor solution was seen to give aengmpirical structure to the
concept of student involvement, as it was more dilyodefined by Astin (1984).

Noteworthy findings (Dew, 2010), included:

e “The number of activities and the amount of timerggn each had a significant
relationship on students’ cumulative grade poirdrage” (p. 62).

e The “level of satisfaction with involvement hadatbnship with more areas of
academic achievement, including the Collegiate ss®&nt of Academic
Proficiency’s (CAAP), Critical thinking, Essay 2@&i&ssay combined (scores),
than the activity scales” (p. 62).

e A statistically significant difference was seenvetn freshmen and both juniors
and seniors in their satisfaction with the use ampus Resources and Facilities.

e The study found that both academic and social éxpess were essential to
student success.

e “Major findings suggest student involvement is tethto academic achievement

and more so when related to satisfaction. (p. 65).
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e The “study found that faculty/student and stafidetot relationships are
important,” (p. 65), in a manner that did not exidwseniors, but was more

pronounced with freshmen.

The Sll was seen as an appropriate instrumenhécurrent study. Psychometric
properties indicate both reliability and validignd the factors were seen to provide a
structure to the concept of student involvemenihe®instruments were considered,
including the College Student Experience Questioanthe National Survey of Student
Engagement, and the Cooperative Institutional RekeRrogram instruments, but these
were all rejected. The research focus is limitedutof-class indicators of student
involvement. Additionally, the Sll includes bothettime devoted to various forms of
involvement and the student’s satisfaction witl tegel of involvement. Perhaps most
important to any practical use of the instrumdm, $11 in its complete form takes the
student approximately 20 minutes to complete. Was seen as a tremendous benefit for
practical use in any future studies or as a meaasgaluating student involvement in

collegiate environments.

Student Developmental Task and Lifestyle Assessme(@8DTLA). The Student
Developmental Task and Lifestyle Assessment (SDTldayeloped by Winston, Miller
& Cooper (1999a, 1999b), is a revision of theigoral instrument. The current
instrument is a revision of an earlier instrumamd avas developed to address criticism of

the older version, and to address revisions madhickering’s (1969), theory of
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psychosocial development (Chickering & Reisser,3)99t represents a sample of
behavior and reports on feelings and attitudesateindicative of students who have
satisfactorily achieved certain developmental tasikamon to young adult college
students between the ages of 17 and 25” (Winstalter\i& Cooper, 1999b, p. 11). The
SDTLA is intended to be used “for developmentakasment of individuals or
programs” (Winston, Miller, & Cooper, 1999a, p. 1The instrument consists of 153
items, which measure three basic developmentas t@sdtablishing and Clarifying
Purpose, Developing Autonomy and Mature InterpeakBelationships), and two scales
(Salubrious Lifestyle Scale and a Response BiakBéeliability and validity for the
original instrument is well supported (Winston &IMr, 1987). Wachs (2002),
confirmed validity of the revised and current instient. Two methods of reliability
estimate were used; test-retest and internal densig. Pearson product-moment
correlations in the test-retest analysis appro@&ah{with a low of .70 and highest of .89).
Researchers interpreted this to provide evident¢eroporal stability. Tests of internal
consistency yielded Cronbach’s coefficient alphlmes of .88 to .62. The instrument has
been widely used in research, assessment and preyauation, especially in areas of

co-curricular experiences. The SDTLA takes 25-3Autds to complete

Procedures

Data that were used for this study were considareklival data. No personally
identifying information was included in the datadahe researcher was not able to

identify individual students included in the studfe data were collected as a part of a
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spring assessment day (where two assessment dalysldr one in the fall and one in the
spring). Data were collected at a regional Midweasteiversity. In addition to the SlI
and SDTLA, students were also administered the CARP®T, 2008), Critical thinking,
Essay 2 or Reading test. The results of the CAAPwere not considered in this study.
Students were selected for inclusion in assessdantising a stratified random sample,
with equal numbers of each classification inclugethe original selection for
participation in the assessment process. Studeldsted for participation were first
contacted by Academic Affairs, then later receimacemail from the Vice President of
Student Affairs. While some exemptions were peeditas described earlier (see

description of participants), participation in assaent day was considered mandatory.

Participating students arrived at one of threeoayppd times, each group was
assigned a different CAAP test, but all three gsowpre given the Sll and SDTLA.
During the two hour testing segment, first the CA&Bt was administered, followed by
the Sll and SDTLA. Both the Sll and SDTLA were distited as a paper booklet, with
corresponding scantrons for item response. Stuaegres also provided snacks and

beverages between administration of the CAAP tedttlae other instruments.

Data analysis

Principle axis factor analysis was performed tedwrine if the organizational
structure of the Sll items in this sample was cstesit with the structure reported in a

previous study (Dew, 2010). Reliability analysisswemnducted to examine each of the
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resulting factors. Multiple correlation analysessveanducted using the SlI factor scores

and SDTLA scales. All statistical procedures wayreducted using SPSS.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine the straktlimensions of student
involvement and their relationships to student ttgu@ent. In order to assess student
involvement, a previously developed instrument,3h&dent Involvement Inventory
(D’Arcy & Dew, 2007; Dew, 2010), was utilized. Thisstrument was designed to assess

out of class student involvement.
The research questions developed to guide thiy stede:

1. What are the structural dimensions of student wvetlent?
2. What are the relationships between student invobrérdimensions and

student development?

Student Involvement Inventory

Psychometric properties.The 21 Sll items identified in previous researcleD
2010), were analyzed to determine suitability fongple axis factor analysis. Bartlett's

Test of Sphericity indicated that the correlatioatnix differed significantly from an
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identity matrix,X? (210), = 2301.90 anp <.001. The KMO Measure of Sampling
Adequacy was .79. These results indicate the @tioal matrix was suitable for factor

analyses.

Exploratory Factor Analysis. A principle axis factor analysis was conductedion t
correlation matrix. Direct oblimin rotation was ds&ased on prior empirical evidence
(Dew, 2010), and theoretical grounds that the facieere expected to correlate. The
scree plot (Figure 1), was examined and indicatighll some ambiguity, a possible three,
four, or five factor solution, (Cattell, 1996). Thetial design of the SlI instrument
included four scales. Based on the theoretical éwaank, and previous findings (Dew,
2010), the four factor solution was selected foaffianalyses. Since it was anticipated
that the factors would be correlated, the fourdestvere rotated to final solution using

direct oblimin rotation with delta set at .0.
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Figure 1

Scree Plot
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Figure 1. Scree Plot for -item Student Involvement Inventory

The four factors that emerged were similar to thideatified in previous studie
(D’Arcy & Dew, 2007; Dew, 2010). However, basedtbe structure coefficient, tw
factors were slightly changed and renamed to moearately describe the representa

items, (Table 1). Additionally, there were three isetitmat did not load on any of t
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factors and three items cross loaded on more tharfaztor. The four factors were

named and interpreted as follows:

1. Faculty and staff interaction (FSI), — representisad class interactions between
the student and various faculty and staff. (Theddais seen as similar to the
Campus Resources and Facilities factor identifetthé previous studies.)

2. Proximity (PROX), — indicates the proximity to cdaesnd campus resources from
the student’s place of residence.

3. Structured organization involvement (SOI), — intksathe student’s participation
in structured clubs and organizations. . (Thisdagt seen as similar to the
Structured Campus Involvement identified in thevres studies.)

4. Social connections (SOC), — indicates the sociaheotions that the student has

made with other students, faculty and/or staff.

The intercorrelations of the four factors followinfglimin rotation were examined
(Table 2). Three of the correlations fell above &ihfirming the need for oblique

rotation.
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Table 1

Structure coefficients for Principle Axis Analygigh Oblimin Rotation

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor4 h?
ltem (FSI), (PROX) (SOI) (SOC)
participation in Greek
organizations .08 -.08 .53 .08 .30
participation in
Academic clubs/orgs .29 -.09 .66 21 44
participation with
campus service or
volunteering .30 -.08 .64 15 42
participation with
other student
organizations 37 -.10 A7 34 .28
socializing with friends/
peers outside of
class/clubs 21 -.17 .26 .28 13




Table 1 (Continued)

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 h?
ltem (FSD), (PROX) (SOI) (SOC)
visiting with faculty
during office hours .67 .08 15 .35 A7
encountered faculty
outside of class/
office .69 -.02 .25 43 .51
participated with other
students and faculty in
discussions outside
of class .78 13 31 .28 .62
participated with other
students and staff in
discussions 79 .03 .30 .33 .62
discussed career
plans/ambitions
with staff 74 .01 .34 17 57
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Table 1 (Continued)

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 h?
ltem (FSI), (PROX) (SOI) (SOC)
discussed career
plans/ambitions
with faculty 74 .03 .28 22 .55
number of orgs.
currently
participating in 41 .-.05 57 52 A7
number of leadership
positions in
clubs/orgs currently .18 -.05 .39 21 .16
times per week faculty,
staff, administrator
greets you by name .46 -.05 24 .76 .62
times per week peer
acquaintance/not close
friend greets you by
name .23 -.06 .23 712 .53

48



Table 1 (Continued)

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor4 h?
ltem (FSD), (PROX) (SOI) (SOC)
times per week interact
with peer of different
racial/ethnic group .21 -.18 23 .59 .35
distance from campus
to place of residence -.02 .67 -.26 -.18 A7
hours per week
worked on campus .14 -.09 .30 23 A1
average commute from
home to class .02 75 -.18 -.10 57
average commute from
home to academic
support services 12 .87 .01 -.06 .78
average commute
from home to student
support services A1 .82 .02 -.05 .69
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Table 1 (Continued)

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 h?
Item (FSD), (PROX) (SOI) (SOC)
Sum of Squared
Loadings 4.15 2.57 2.70 2.70
Percent of Variance 25.02 14.34 8.40 7.55

Table 2

Factor Correlation Matrix

Factor 1 2 3 4
1. Faculty and Staff Involvement (FSI) 1.00
2. Proximity (PROX) .05 1.00

3. Structured Organization Involvement (SOI) 36 -.16 1.00

4. Social Connections (SOC) 38 -15 .32 1.00

Student Involvement Inventory Factor ScoresFactor scores for each of the four

factors were calculated using the regression metiodl saved for subsequent analyses.
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Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for the four factord demonstrated alpha values

ranging from .74 to .85 (see Table 3).

Table 3

Factor Reliability

Factor a
1. Faculty and Staff Involvement (FSI) .84
2. Proximity (PROX) .85
3. Structured Organization Involvement (SOI) .78
4. Social Connections (SOC) 74

Relationship of Student Involvement Factors to Stuent Development Measures

Canonical Correlation Analysis To answer the general question regarding
whether there is a relationship between studemivement and student development, a
canonical correlation was performed. The firstafetariables consisted of the 4 factors
identified from the SlI. The second set of variableas comprised of the 3 SDTLA Task
scores (Establishing and Clarifying Purpose Taskdlbping Autonomy Task and
Mature Interpersonal Relationships Task), and 1 ISD$cale score (Salubrious

Lifestyle Scale).

The dimension reduction analysis indicated that diviihne four possible pairs of

canonical covariates reached statistical signifteai he first pair of canonical covariates
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was found to be significant, [Wilkg = .74,F (16, 678.86), = 4.35<.01], as was the

second pair of covariates, [Wilks'= .91,F (9, 542.87), = 2.3(p<.01].

Univariate Multiple Regression AnalysesIn order to further explore these
relationships, a series of univariate multiple esgions were performed. In these
analyses, the four Sll factors served as predicdables and the SDTLA Tasks and

Scale scores served as the criterion variables.

The linear combination of the four SlI factors veagnificantly related to the
SDTLA score for the Developing and Clarifying Puspdrask, [F (4, 226), = 12.19<
.001]. The sample multiple correlation coefficiards .42 indicating that 18% of the
variance of the SDTLA Developing and Clarifying Pose Task score can be accounted
for by a linear combination of the Sl factors. T@¥8 demonstrates the standardized
coefficients p), significancer?, and squared semi partial correlation for eadhefour
Sll factors in relation to the SDTLA. Three of thoair Sll factors, FSI, PROX, and SOC

were found to be significantly related to this dimsien.

52



Table 4

Standardized coefficientg)( significance, ¥ and squared semi partial correlation for
each of the four SllI factors in relation to the SIATDeveloping and Clarifying Purpose
Task Score

squared
semi-partial
SlI Factor B p r? correlation
1. Faculty and Staff Involvement (FSI) A7 02* .11 02.
2. Proximity (PROX) 19 .00* .02 .03

3. Structured Organization Involvement (SOI) .07 3305 . .00

4. Social Connections (SOC) .25 .00* .10 .04

The linear combination of the four Sll factors veagnificantly related to the
SDTLA score for the Developing Autonomy Task, [ 227), = 5.94p < .001]. The
sample multiple correlation coefficient was .31ligading that 10% of the variance of the
Developing Autonomy Task Score can be accountetyfdhe linear combination of the
Sl factors. Table 5 demonstrates the standardirefficients f), significancer?, and
squared semi partial correlation for each of the fall factors in relation to the SDTLA
Developing Autonomy Task Score. Two of the fourfattors, PROX and SOC, were

found to be significantly related to this dimension
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Table 5

Standardized coefficientg)( significance, ¥ and squared semi partial correlation for
each of the four SllI factors in relation to the SIATDeveloping Autonomy Task Score

squared
semi-partial
SlI Factor B p r? correlation
1. Faculty and Staff Involvement (FSI) -05 b1 .01 00 .
2. Proximity (PROX) 18 .01* .01 .03

3. Structured Organization Involvement (SOI) .04 .62.01 .00

4. Social Connections (SOC) .30 .00* .07 .06

The linear combination of the four SlI factors veagnificantly related to the
SDTLA score for the Mature Interpersonal Relatiopskesk, [F (4, 229), = 5.49,<
.001]. The sample multiple correlation coefficiards .30 indicating that 9% of the
variance of the Mature Interpersonal Relationsfigsk Score can be accounted for by
the linear combination of the SlI factors. Tabléggnonstrates the standardized
coefficients p), significancer?, and squared semi partial correlation for eacefour
Sll factors in relation to the SDTLA Mature Interpenal Relationships Task Score. Two
of the four SlI factors, PROX and SOC were foun8ecsignificantly related to this

dimension.
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Table 6

Standardized coefficientg)( significance, ¥ and squared semi partial correlation for
each of the four SllI factors in relation to the SIATMature Interpersonal Relationships
Task Score

squared
semi-partial
SlI Factor B p r? correlation
1. Faculty and Staff Involvement (FSI) 10 .20 .00 0.0
2. Proximity (PROX) 13 .05 .00 .01

3. Structured Organization Involvement (SOI) -.04 .58.00 .00

4. Social Connections (SOC) 34 .00* .06 .08

The linear combination of the four Sll factors wen found to be significantly
related to the SDTLA Salubrious Lifestyle Scale 1&@¢c¢F (4, 230), = 1.1 = .349].
This particular result was anticipated due to tiffeiént nature of the Salubrious
Lifestyle Scale. The SDTLA Salubrious Lifestyle &c& designed to assess behaviors
associated with a healthy lifestyle, but it is designed as a developmental task scale.
Therefore, it, “may not be directly affected bytpapation in the higher education,”
(Miller & Cooper, 1999b, p.11). For this reasonydés anticipated that this scale might

not demonstrate the same characteristics as thestases.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

Review of the study

The purpose of this study was to examine the straktlimensions of student
involvement and their relationship to student depeient. In the past, the concept of
student involvement has been defined in variousswiagr the purposes of this study, a
previously developed instrument, the Sl (Dew, 2M®&rcy & Dew, 2007) was used to
assess out of class student involvement. Psychimnpetperties of the instrument were
explored, and a principal axis factor analysispggiblimin rotation, was conducted,
resulting in a four factor solution. Results weraikar to previous studies (Dew, 2010;
D’Arcy & Dew, 2007). Canonical correlation analygias used to investigate the
relationship between student involvement and studevelopment. A series of
univariate multiple regressions were then performoeiirther explore the relationship
between student involvement and student developriibietdata were used to respond to

two research questions:

1. What are the structural dimensions of student veiwlent?
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2. What are the relationships between student invobrérdimensions and
student development?
A discussion of the results, including conclusiansl recommendations are presented in

the following pages.

Research Question 1

Research Question 1: What are the structural dimes®f student involvement?
The question was explored using a previously dgeslanstrument, the Sl (D’Arcy &
Dew, 2007), to assess out of class student invatweniPsychometric properties of the
instrument were explored, and then a principal &adsor analysis, using oblimin
rotation, was conducted, resulting in a four faswlution. Results were found to be
similar to previous studies, (Dew, 2010; D’Arcy &, 2007).The analyses of the

structural dimension of student involvement yieldear factors that were identified as:

1. Faculty and staff interaction (FSI), representsajudiass interactions between the
student and various faculty and staff. Eight ofiteens loaded on this factor, with
structure coefficient scores above .40. These deduparticipated with other
students and staff in discussions (.79), partieigpatith other students and faculty
in discussions outside of class (.78), discussegecglans/ambitions with staff
(.74), discussed career plans/ambitions with fgdqun4), and visiting with faculty
during office hours (.67). Three items loaded da tactor, but also cross loaded

on one (SOC) or two (SOC and SOI) other factors.
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2. Proximity (PROX), indicates the proximity to cleasd campus resources from
the student’s place of residence. Four of the iteraded on this factor, with
structure coefficient scores above .40. These derduaverage commute (time)
from home to academic support services (.87), @eecammute (time) from
home to student support services (.82), averagenden(time) from home to
class (.75), and distance from campus to placesiflence (.67).

3. Structured organization involvement (SOI), indisatige student’s participation in
structured clubs and organizations. Five of the#&doaded on this factor, with
structure coefficient scores above .40. These deduparticipation in academic
clubs or organizations (.66), participation withmgaus services or volunteering
(.64), participation in Greek organizations (.58)d participation with other
student organizations (.47). This factor also ideldione item that loaded above
.40, but also cross loaded with two other factéiSI@nd SOC). Additionally, one
item addressing the number of leadership positioctubs or organizations
loaded at .39.

4. Social connections (SOC), represents the socialexdions that the student has
made with other students, faculty and/or staffeFo¥ the items loaded on this
factor, with structure coefficient scores above HBese included: times per week
that a peer acquaintance who is not a close figeeets you by name (.72) and
times per week that you interact with a peer offfei@nt racial/ethnic group
(.59). Three items loaded with a score above .40ctwss loaded with one (FSI)

or two (FSI and SOI) additional factors.
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The intercorrelations of the four factors followinfglimin rotation were examined
(Table 2). Three of the correlations fell above &ihfirming the need for oblique

rotation. Factor reliability scores (Table 3) raddem .74 (SOC) to .85 (PROX).

These findings are consistent with those of previstudies of the SllI, (Dew, 2010;
D’Arcy & Dew, 2007). Results are also consistenttwgast studies that link involvement
with personal development (Flowers, 2004; Kuh & ¢Gem 2006; Ahlfeldt, Mehta &
Sellnow, 2005; Hernandez, Hogan, Hathaway & Lo&#D4; Cress, Astin, Zimmerman-
Osster & Burkhardt, 2001; Moore, Lovell, McGannV&yrick, 1998; Cooper, Haley &

Simpson, 1994; Baxter-Magolda, 1992).

The resulting factor solution provides a structioréhe concept of student
involvement which is consistent with Astin’s contiggdization (1984). Of note, the
resulting factor structure supports the finding&ah (1995), who linked faculty contact
with personal development, and Astin (1996), whanfibinvolvement with faculty and
involvement with peers to be two of the most potenns of involvement. It is also
consistent with many previous studies linking plateesidence with student learning
and development (Hernandez, Hogan, Hathaway & ILoi®99; Terenzini, Springer,
Yaeger, Pascarella, & Nora, 1996; Astin, 1984).i&iny, Tinto (1993) identified social
integration to the university as one of the mogiontant factors in improving student

persistence.

The four factors that emerged are also conceptealty to understand. The notions

of faculty and staff interaction, proximity to caog structured organization
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involvement, and social connections, are easy ptagxand discuss with students, and

can easily be discussed in the context of overaljiam development and assessment.

Research Question 2

Research question 2: What are the relationshipsdaet student involvement
dimensions and student development? To answerabgarch question, a canonical
correlation was performed among the four factoesiiied from the Sl and the three
SDTLA task scores. Two of the four possible pafrsamonical covariates reached
statistical significance. In order to further exgldhese relationships, a series of
univariate multiple regressions were performedhlie four Sl factors serving as
predictor variables and the SDTLA tasks scoresisgtas the criterion variables. The Sl
factors for FSI, PROX & SOC were found to be sigaifitly related to SDTLA
Developing and Clarifying Purpose Task. The Sltdeg PROX and SOC were found to
be significantly related to the SDTLA DevelopingtAnomy Task. The SlI factors
PROX and SOC were found to be significantly relatethe SDTLA Mature

Interpersonal Relationships Task.

The SDTLA Developing and Clarifying Purpose Taski is comprised of four
subtasks: career planning, cultural participatidestyle planning, and education
involvement. According to Winston, Miller, and Cao1999a), “students who have
high achievement on this task (a) have well-defiaed thoroughly explored educational
goals and plans and are active, self-directed ézayiib) have synthesized knowledge

about themselves and the world of work into appedercareer plans, both making
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emotional commitment and taking steps now to allealization of career goals; (c) have
established a personal direction in their lives aradle plans for their futures that take
into account personal, ethical, and religious va|feture family plans, and vocational
and educational objectives; and (d) exhibit a watege of cultural interests and active
participation in both traditional and non-traditedrcultural events.” The SlI factors of

FSI, PROX and SOC were found to be significantlgitesl to this developmental task.

The SDTLA Developing Autonomy Task (AUT) is commuksof four subtasks:
emotional autonomy, interdependence, academic antpnand instrumental autonomy.
According to Winston, Miller, and Cooper (1999atudents who have high
achievement on this task: (a) are able to meet tie&ids and act on their own ideas
without the need for continuous reassurance frdmarst (b) can structure their lives and
manipulate their environment in ways that allowntht® satisfy daily needs and meet
responsibilities without extensive direction or gag from others; (c) structure their time
and devise and execute effective study strategieseet academic expectations without
the need for direction from others; and (d) recegrihe reciprocal nature of the
relationship between the individual and his/her oamity and acts as a responsible,
contributing member.” The Sll factors of PROX ardGwere found to be significantly

related to this developmental task.

The SDTLA Mature Interpersonal Relationships T@dkR) is comprised of two
subtasks: peer relationships and tolerance. Acegridi Winston, Miller, and Cooper
(1999a), “higher achievers on this task: (a) halationships with peer(s) that are open,
honest, and trusting; their relationships reflebakance between dependence and self-

assured independence; and (b) show respect foaamptance of those of different
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backgrounds, beliefs, cultures, races, lifestytet @ppearances.” The Sll factors of

PROX and SOC were found to be significantly reldatethis developmental task.

It was anticipated that the four Sll factors woaldbe positively related to
developmental outcomes. Interestingly, the SIida&OI was not found to be significant
for any of the SDTLA tasks. This was a surprisiaguit, since Hernandez, Hogan,
Hathaway & Lovell, (1999) identified several stuglghowing that involvement in
student organizations have positive effects onesttidevelopment and learning. This
result may indicate that the impact of involvemiengtudent organizations may be
contained within other factors, such as SOC and &iSidther possible explanation for
this finding may be that there is a distinct (sepafrom the other Sll factors),
relationship between the SOI factor and one or mbtke SDTLA subscales, that is lost
when considering the larger SDTLA tasks. Regardlesther research is needed to

investigate this result.

Implications

In working to develop a comprehensive indicatostofdent involvement, it was a
goal of this researcher to identify a simple meafressessing student involvement that
could be readily delivered and that would lendlfitseassisting students and
administrators to work towards successful studettames. Further exploration of the
instrument is needed in order to determine itsmg@kvalue in working with individual
students. However, given the conceptual simpligitihe factors, it appears that the

instrument could provide valuable in generatingua$sions with individual students
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regarding their overall university involvement dmalv it may be related to their

continued academic success.

Additionally, it appears that the instrument coalslo prove valuable as a
component of an overall university assessment geodesigned to develop and improve
programs and policies aimed at positive studerdaraes. Astin (1984), suggested that
the educational effectiveness of any policy or pcads related to its ability to generate
student involvement. The Sll is an easily admimedanstrument that offers a structure
of student involvement that is conceptually simplenderstand. It may provide a useful
tool by which institutions can assess its progragheted to their ability to generate

student involvement.

In this study, proximity to campus, faculty andfstateractions with students,
and social connections were shown to be signifigaetated to developmental
outcomes. Programs and policies should pay paati@itention to these areas of student
involvement. Programs should be designed to iner&ssulty and staff interactions with

students, both in and out of the classroom.

Proximity of the student’s place of residence tssks and resources was also
linked to developmental tasks. Policies that reggtudents to live on campus may prove
beneficial not just for increasing retention, bisbato enhancing student development.
Freshmen student retention rates are the lowesdt atademic classes, (Upcratft,
Gardner, Barefoot & Associates, 2005), and freshatedents potentially have the most
to gain, in terms of development, since they atb@beginning of the college career. It

seems particularly important for student involvemaitiatives, such as an on campus
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residency requirement, to focus on freshmen stgdant for resources to be allocated
that provide for increased faculty and staff inwshents with freshmen students, as well

as increasing social connections among freshmeiests.

Programs and activities that are designed to iisersacial connections are often
seen as ‘fluff’ by many administrators, educatars] other constituents. Those who see
such programs as purely social and outside theesgbiine formal educational program,
are failing to see both the developmental implarati as well as the obvious potential for
increasing student retention. Given the evidenaeghpports the importance of social
integration into the university as a major factostudent development (Astin, 1993) and
this study, as well as persistence (Tinto, 1993¢ems that universities would be well
advised to place a priority on such programs, paldrly for freshmen students. By
prioritizing programs and policies that enhance&sftu involvement, universities and
students may benefit not only by increased gradnattes, but also enhanced learning

and development, which is, after all, the fundaralemission of all universities.

Recommendations for Future Research

This study identified a four factor solution reldt® student involvement. Since the
study was limited in scope and in selection procéssould be important to administer
the Sll instrument in a variety of settings, wiiffetent student groups, and different
university settings, in order to assess if thiactire holds for different students across
different institutions. Differences between differsubjects (such as academic

classifications, age, gender, ethnicity, etc.) weyeevaluated in this study. It might
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useful to see if the various different demogragnaups perform similarly across the
different SIl and SDTLA dimensions and if the samlationships are found between

student involvement and student development faah@rious groups.

The SlI factor for SOl was not found to be sigrafitly related to any of the three
SDTLA tasks. It would be interesting to further &g the Sll factor of SOI to see if
these findings remain consistent across differamtpdes, university settings, etc., and if
so, if this type of involvement is incorporated enthe other Sl factors, in particular the

SOC and the FSI factors.

Further refinement of the Sll instrument might eese its usefulness in working with
both programs and individual students. Given theéespread use of various forms of
social media, it would be interesting to explorsvitbis form of involvement might be
related to various outcomes, including student gmeent. Additionally, further
exploration of the role of students’ satisfactiomthvtheir level of involvement could
enhance our understanding of student involvemembii#er area for additional study
would be to explore whether the SlI could be useslich a way as to identify an
“optimal level of involvement” that is associatediwpositive outcomes, both

developmental and academic, for any particularesitd

It might prove informative to further explore thB'BLA subscales and their
relationships with student involvement, specifigdhlie Sl factors. Further exploration of
the Sl factor for SOI might also be conducteddse g there are relationships with any of
the SDTLA subscales that were hidden by using tbeernomprehensive SDTLA scales

in this study. Further exploration of the SlI inveient factors and SDTLA subscales
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might identify whether particular forms of involvemt promote development along
different developmental dimensions, leading to mm@eowly focused uses of the

instrument.

Limitations

This study was limited by the sample selection. paeicipants in this study were
limited to one sample taken from one public, reglpMidwestern four year institution.
Participants were selected by means of stratitedlom selection which provided for
exemptions for some subjects based on various tonsli This resulted in a sample that
was unequally distributed among the four clasdifice. It cannot be assumed that the
results would generalize across different samlksrt from the same or different types

of institutions, in different areas of the counteyg.

Additionally, the second part of the study, wasaanical correlation, and as such,
demonstrates a relationship, but not causality.l®\thie results indicate a significant
relationship between student involvement and studevelopment, further research in a
variety of settings and using various methodologigght improve the understanding of

this relationship.

Conclusions

“The overarching educational purpose of our cokeged universities should be

to encourage and enable intentional developmehtalge in students,” (Chickering &
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Havighurst, as cited by Winston, Miller, & Coop&899a). Studies have shown that
there is value in student involvement as it rel&besniversities’ goals of increasing
persistence, retention, and graduation rates. Sdnmese goals have become so
important that they sometimes appear to carry nmpartance than the overall mission
of the institution. While graduation rates areically important to the overall mission of
the University, it is vital that educators not Iesght that the overall mission is the

education and development of the students witkinate.

This study reminds us that while student involvetroantainly serves to support
the goals of increasing retention and graduatitestat also enhances the learning and
development mission of the university. Given thdtiple benefits associated with
various aspects of student involvement, universiie urged to consider resource
allocations that increase student involvement onpees as an investment in the
overarching mission of the university, as welltas goals of increased retention and
graduation rates. Programs and policies must blei@ea not simply in terms of whether
they increase retention and graduation rates, Ibatvéhether they enhance the growth

and development of students.
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Appendix A

Panel of Expert Reviewers

1. Marcia Dickman, Ph. D.
Associate Professor
College of Education
Oklahoma State University
Stillwater, Ok

2. Liz McCraw
Dean of Students
Southeastern Oklahoma State University
Durant, Ok

3. Jarrod Noftsger
Coordinator of Freshmen Student Success
University of Central Oklahoma
Edmond, Ok
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