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ABSTRACT

While withdrawal from higher education may be the result of many reasons both
within and beyond the control of the student or the institution, the intent of not returning
to higher education indicates the acceptance of a permanent disassocitite wi
pursuit of the higher education endeavor. It is of paramount importance in understanding
the relationship between our higher education institutions and our society that those
engaged in institutional research develop the fullest understanding of this phenomenon
and its implications for the future of those institutions and that society. In order to do
this, however, we must look beyond the actual behavior of dropping out and examine the
academic intentions underlying those behaviors. This study brought togethiresvof|
research, one drawn from behavioral theory and one from college persistencettheory
develop a model of intentions relating specifically to college persisterergionts.

Two disciplines, behavioral theory and higher education persistence theory have
developed along different paths in determining effects on behavior. Each has important
implications related to the prediction of college students’ decisions tonstetydave
higher education. While each theory is useful, neither is adequate to fully adtyess
and if students will persist in college. First, behavioral theorists have thad
distinction between intentions and action. One such theorist, Ajzen, concluded that
intentions play the central and primary role in determining actions and developed the
Theory of Planned Behavior around this concept. Second, educational researchers have
developed models of college persistence that can classified into the perspafctive
sociological, psychological, organizational, and economic. The problem identified was

that these two lines of research have never been brought together in the gaarofna
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college persistence. This study addressed how to integrate these aesashrin the
examination of college persistence and, by doing so, addressed a void irresearc
concerning intentions in college persistence.

The study utilized the background, pre-collegiate experience, and collegiate
experience data reported by 372 freshmen and sophomore students at a four-gear high
education institution in the development and evaluation of path models for intentions to
persist in higher education. This quantitative study analyzed the relatiofmimoisto
exist among these variables and utilized path analysis techniques in the deimmina
models of freshman and sophomore college student intentions toward future pemticipat
in higher education. Specifically, research questions focused on four areatysisa 1)
pre-collegiate variables that influence perceptions of higher educationesqasy; 2)
sociological, psychological, organizational, and economic perceptions of higher
education experiences that influence intentions regarding participatiorher hig
education; 3) interactions between pre-collegiate variables and perceptiogisesf
education experiences that influence intentions for participation in highertiedyead
4) development of causal models that resulted from the observed relationships among
pre-collegiate variables, perceptions of higher education experiences,antobing for
participation in higher education.

Path analysis procedures resulted in rather complex models for intentions of
persistence, whether at the same institution or at a different institutioe|laswior
undecided intentions. On the other hand, path analysis procedures resulted in far less
complex models for intentions of stopping out, whether returning to the same institution

or a different institution, as well as for intentions of dropping out. All models, however
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met the criteria established for goodness-of-fit and parsimony whichctdridze

accurate and useful models of the phenomena. While collegiate experienceviaotors
noticeably among the models, several background and pre-collegiate ezpaaeiables
appeared consistently among the models: mother’s education, certainty of major,
expectations of attending college, quality of guidance, satisfaction with high séapol li
distance, and years between graduate. This observation highlighted the relevhace of
factors to all of the persistence intention dependent variables.

The study contributed to research in higher education persistence through the
development of path models for these intentions. These models were developed to
enhance our knowledge and understanding of the character and nature of persistence and
departure decisions among college students. The study represented an attsoRpt to |
deeper into higher education persistence and attrition phenomena by examining,
analyzing, and modeling the academic intentions underlying those actions. An
examination of the background, pre-collegiate, and collegiate factors encathpashis
study and their role in the development of academic intentions of students rggardin
higher education provided causal models that can be used to guide our understanding of
intentions regarding participation in higher education for freshman and sophomore
students. While college persistence and subsequent graduation are stitiggdsafacing
American higher education, the pursuit of a deeper understanding of the chemdcter
nature of these constructs offers the hope of addressing these challengéstetihef

all concerned.
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MODELS OF COLLEGE PERSISTENCE INTENTIONS
CHAPTER |
Introduction

Each year untold numbers of college and university students decide to leave
higher education and many of those depart having made the conscious determination that
they will never return. A recent publication of the Educational Policy Ins{2@8),
cited the research of Berkner, Cuccaro-Alamin, and McCormick (1996) imdjchat
“of the 15 million undergraduates attending post secondary education each fall in the
U.S., the reality is that one out of every two students will not complete a degree or
certificate (p. 7).” Likewise, the Beginning Postsecondary Student (8B&) of 1995-

1996 concluded that “about 45 percent of students leave postsecondary education without
earning a degree of some type (p. 8).” The BPS study similarly found tloair-atefar

public institutions only 60 percent of students completed a degree withinasg ye
Furthermore, according to the data cited by the Educational Policy Insttite “14

percent of all entering students leave during or immediately afterfitaghman year, ...

almost the same percentage of students, 13 percent, leave during or immetiatéhe

second year of a four-year degree program (p. 7).” In other words, 27 percént of al
entering students would leave higher education within the first two years.

While withdrawal from higher education may be the result of many reasons both
within and beyond the control of the student or the institution, the intent of not returning
to higher education indicates the acceptance of a permanent disassociatite wi
pursuit of the higher education endeavor. It is of paramount importance in understanding

the relationship between our higher education institutions and our society that those



engaged in institutional research develop the fullest understanding of this phenomenon
and its implications for the future of those institutions and that society. In order t
this, however, it is important to look beyond the actual behavior of dropping out and
examine the academic intentions underlying those behaviors. To addresuthishis
study brought together two lines of research, one drawn from behavioral theory and one
from college persistence theory, to develop a model of intentions relatinficsigao
college persistence intentions. This research was intended to inform andutenti
existing research in higher education persistence through the development of afmode
academic intentions regarding higher education.

Background to the Problem Statement

While investigations of higher education persistence frequently include
consideration of intentions as a significant factor that influences ttua adtleaving
college, research in this area has stopped short of isolating academic interdions as
educational outcome. This study pursued this avenue by investigating the undggpinni
of college students’ intentions. That is to say, gaining an understanding af highe
education persistence and attrition requires first gaining an undersgjaridive
predecessor of these actions, i.e., the student’s state of intentions and futurecacadem
plans, as opposed to the actual behavior itself.

The decision to withdraw from higher education is in and of itself an educational
outcome, and there has been insufficient research into the factors thatffeight a
whether that decision is of a temporary or permanent nature. Given that these decisions
may reflect the effectiveness with which institutions are accomplishaigdtated

mission or may promote institutional change to that end, investigation of the role of



academic intentions in these decisions is a necessary component of an insightful
assessment of the congruence, or lack thereof, between the mission of theomstridti
the educational needs of the student and of society.

Whereas the focus of persistence research in higher education has been on the
departure decision, minimal research has addressed the intentions of colleges stitte
regard to their persistence in the higher education endeavor. This studierdiant
examined factors contributing to the stated academic intentions of students who are
attending higher education institutions as well as developed and evaluatetyeredic
models based on these factors. The findings contributed to a deeper understanding of
persistence in higher education by providing insight into the character and naheseof t
decisions.

This study identified and examined factors contributing to stated academic
intentions and developed models concerning participation in higher education for
students who are attending four-year Research | (Carnegie Cldagsifiganigher
education institutions. The study drew upon existing models of student persistence, such
as Tinto’s Student Integration Model and Bean’s Student Attrition Model assvell
models of behavioral theory such as Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior, in order to
achieve this objective. A persistence model was developed by Cabrera, Cadtenada
and Hengstler (1992) that synthesized elements of both Tinto’s and Bean’s maglels. A
noted in their study, the results of merging elements of the two suggested thah#ot
Student Integration Model and the Student Attrition Model add relevant knowledge to the
understanding of the college persistence process, but that a model integeateagling

factors in each theory may contribute to explain this process better (p. L&®wise,



this study integrated aspects of persistence and behavioral researctienalopment of
causal models of intentions pertaining to future academic plans.

Persistence and intention to persist are two different constructs that are
inextricably linked. While persistence denotes the action of either patitciga non-
participation in higher education, intention to persist reflects the undediergcter and
nature of that action. Departure from higher education reflects manyedif#ates of
intention concerning future academic plans, and it is essential to investigaeater
detail the nature of that departure. It is necessary to look beyond the pegsistenc
departure decision itself and examine the future academic intentions thateuthdér
decision. For example, both an individual who drops out of college because of
uncertainty concerning the choice of academic major or career goals@hdra
individual who drops out due to economic constraints exhibit the same action, i.e.,
departure. They may possess, however, entirely different intentions of eveingetar
higher education. Likewise, an individual who remains enrolled and another individual
who does not may both possess intentions to persist, the former to persist now and the
latter to persist at some time in the future. These distinctions are ¢ougraderstanding
the persistence decisions and actions of college students.

The decision to persist in higher education may be influenced by a wide range of
factors, and these factors may be either academic or environmentdi dsnbo's
Student Integration Model and Bean’s Student Attrition Model suggest. Indeed, it has
been noted by Cabrera, Casteneda, Nora, and Hengstler (1992) that there ideafofat
overlap in these two models and that each tends to confirm the findings of the other with

regard to factors that influence higher education departure. These factodg incl



parental approval, financial attitudes, opportunity to transfer, courses, agement of
friends, academic integration, social integration, institutional commitment,cad g
commitment. The contribution of these theories to this study is that they provided a
starting point for building a framework of factors to be explored concerning @btent
influences on intentions to persist. The contribution of Azjen’s Theory of Planned
Behavior to this study was that it has identified the central role of intentigoredlicting
actual behavior (Ajzen, 1988, 2001, 2002). That is to say, Azjen’s work provided a
linking pin between intentions and behavior, in this case between academic intentions
and persistence. The factors identified as influencing persistence, throughkkefvor
Tinto, Bean, and others, suggested potential dimensions for the exploration of academi
intentions. These studies suggested a starting point for an examination oattose f
which might also enhance our understanding of the underlying nature of those actions,
specifically future academic intentions.

This study examined the background, pre-collegiate, and collegiate fegtors a
predictors of the academic intentions of students regarding higher education.
Specifically, can the development and application of a causal model based on these
variables accurately predict academic intentions regarding futureipation in higher
education?

Statement of Problem

Two disciplines, behavioral theory and higher education persistence theory, have

developed along different paths in determining effects on behavior. Each hasirhpor

implications related to the prediction of college students’ decisions tonstelyaave



higher education. While each theory is useful, neither is adequate to fully adtyess
and if students will persist in college.

First, behavioral theorists have made the distinction between intentions and
action. One such theorist, Ajzen, has concluded that intentions play the central and
primary role in determining actions, i.e., actual behaviors, and has developed the Theor
of Planned Behavior around this concept (Ajzen, 1988, 2001, 2002). Note that
behavioral theorists have developed models of general behavior, not specificatigddire
at higher education or persistence. One of the most recognized theoretical footihed
role of intentions in behavior that has emerged has been provided by Ajzen’s Theory of
Planned Behavior. Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior was relevant to thysrstidt
it provided support for the significance of the role of intentions in analyzing and
understanding the underlying causes of behavior. The Theory of Planned Behavior
proposes that intentions are the most important predictors of actual behaviors.
Recognition of these findings suggested the need to investigate furthacttirs that
influence these intentions specifically in regard to understanding persistdrigher
education.

Second, institutional researchers have developed models of college persistence
that can classified into the perspectives of psychological, sociological, econom
organizational, and interactional (Tinto, 1987, 1988). While recognizing that intentions
play a role, institutional researchers have developed these models of pessmtech do
not place focus or prominence on the importance of intentions. These models have
focused on the dropout action itself rather than the intentions that underlie that action.

Although many theories have been proposed in an attempt to explain collegenpsiste



and attrition, Tinto’s Student Integration Model (Tinto, 1975, 1982) and Bean’s Student
Attrition Model (Bean, 1982) have emerged as the two most comprehensive theoretical
models for college departure decisions.

Simply stated, behavioral theorists have identified the importance of intentions
and developed behavior models that focus on intentions. In contrast, institutional
researchers have developed persistence models that mostly focus onahecacirrence
of the dropout event itself. The problem is that these two lines of research hawve nev
been brought together in the examination of college persistence. This studgedidres
how to integrate these areas of research in the examination of collegeepeesand, by
doing so, addressed a void in research concerning intentions in college pegsiste

Purpose of Study

This study addressed a way to integrate the behavioral and college pegsisten
areas of research through the examination of factors that influenaacadtentions.

The objective was to add to the understanding of higher education persistence and
ultimately guide measures to increase retention of students by adgr@s®id in the
research literature concerning the need to understand educational intentiodgafssn
higher education. Using path analysis, models identified aspects of thieudepa
decision, rather than the departure itself.

While investigations of higher education persistence frequently considered
intentions as a significant factor which influenced the action of leavinggeo|ean,

1985; Cabrera, Nora, & Castaneda, 1993; Carpenter & Fleishman,1987),resdaic
area has stopped short of isolating academic intentions as an educational outceme. Thi

study sought to understand the intentions of college students as a means ofndidgrsta



their behavior. That is to say, gaining an understanding of higher education pegsistenc
and attrition requires first gaining an understanding of the predecegbesefactions:

the student’s state of intentions and future academic plans, as opposed to the actual
behavior itself.

There has been a lack of research into the factors that might affebewtiet
decision to withdraw from higher education is of a temporary or permanent.n&tote
(1987) states, “In addition, there is still some confusion concerning both the varied
character of different forms of departure and the complex causes which feaehdif
individuals to depart from varying institutions of higher education.... That this is the
case, despite widespread research, reflects to a significant degradutieeof past
research to distinguish adequately between quite different forms of I€avidg).” It
the nature of the departure, i.e., whether the departure is temporary or permmanent,
voluntary or involuntary, or is reflective of transfer to a different institytand for what
reasons, that demands further examination. Dropping out can be reflective of many
different intentions. It is of utmost importance that these distinctions bdreechin
depth, in order to better understand college persistence.

Numerous studies have examined factors such as parental approval, financial
attitudes, opportunity to transfer, courses, encouragement of friends, academic
integration, social integration, institutional commitment, intentions, and otheys in
an effort to determine their roles in influencing higher education persisteneaeaslt
of these studies, intention to persist has emerged as having a central rdleencing
persistence behavior. While these studies have identified the signifafaiheerole of

intentions in higher education persistence, they have not considered thesensitent



themselves as the educational outcome of interest. Rather, they have focused on the
eventual behavior of dropping out or persisting as the variable of interest. Tlis stud
looked deeper and specifically into intentions to persist by examining factoys that
have been shown by previous research to contribute to persistence behavior. In other
words, while other studies have shown that intentions influence persistence, this study
addressed the next logical question, that of which factors influence imnfitis was
accomplished by examining influences such as those mentioned above, and others, in
order to observe their influence, not upon the persistence behavior itself, byt rather
directly upon persistence intentions. Narrowing the focus specificalieto t
consideration of intentions as the educational outcome and variable of interest@erved t
deepen our understanding of persistence in higher education.
The Research Questions

This study focused on students who were attending four-year Research |
(Carnegie Classification ) higher education institutions and drew upomexnsodels
of student persistence, such as Tinto’s Student Integration Model and Bean’s Student
Attrition Model as well as models of behavioral theory such as Ajzen’s Theory of
Planned Behavior. Specifically, the background, pre-collegiate, and collegties as
predictors of the academic intentions of students regarding higher educaton wer
examined. Causal models based on these variables were developed to anticipate
academic intentions regarding future participation in higher educatioastinfran and
sophomore students.

The research questions addressed in this study were as follows:



1. What pre-collegiate variables significantly influence future acedelens regarding
participation in higher education?
2. What collegiate experiences significantly influence intentions regppdirticipation
in higher education?
3. What interactions between pre-collegiate variables and higher educgieierzes
significantly influence intentions for participation in higher education?
4. What causal model resulted from the observed relationships among pre-eollegia
variables, higher education experiences, and intentions for participation in higher
education?
Significance of the Study

The significance of this study was that it contributed to areas of casear
attrition and persistence in higher education through examination of background, pre-
collegiate, and college experience variables, as well as their effectsiatetit®ns of
college students concerning persistence in higher education. Although many stuglies hav
identified and examined factors contributing to withdrawal from the universitg,Hias
been done to investigate the frame of mind, attitudes, and conclusions reflected in the
future academic intentions of these students.

Definitions

Retention — Retention refers to students who continue enroliment at their current
institution.

Persistence — Persistence refers to eventual completion of a degree program
irrespective of transfer to another institution, continuity of enroliment, orrtteegeriod

spanned.
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Intent to persist — The term “intent to persist” refers to the forward-looking plans
and anticipated actions on the part of an individual to complete a degree program
irrespective of transfer to another institution, continuity of enroliment, orrtteegeriod
spanned.

Intentions/Behavioral intentions — The anticipated actions on the part of an
individual regarding a particular behavior. Intentions refer only to antedpattions
and do not indicate whether the behavior in fact ultimately occurs.

Voluntary withdrawal — VVoluntary withdrawal refers to departure from an
institution that is not mandated by the institution, e.g. due to the failure to nadethac
standards or standards of conduct.

Involuntary withdrawal — Involuntary withdrawal refers to departure from an
institution that is mandated by the institution, e.g. due to the failure to meeinaica
standards or standards of conduct.

Attrition — Attrition refers to students who do not continue enrollment at their
current institution. This institutional departure includes dropouts and those who are
transferring to a different institution.

Stop out — The term “stop out” refers to the act of non-participation in higher
education that is temporary in nature. It is not reflective of any partitola the period
associated with non-participation nor is it intended to refer to students who ittansfe
another institution.

Dropout — The term “dropout”, within the context of this study, refers to the act of
non-participation in higher education whether the nature of that action is perraanent

temporary, and voluntary or involuntary. It is intended to be inclusive of all forms of
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discontinuity in college enrollment with the exception of students who transfer to another
institution.

Social integration — Social integration refers to the degree to which an individual
engages in activities and is involved in social relationships and organizations
encompassed by the institution.

Academic integration — Academic integration refers to the degree to which an
individual engages in activities of an academic nature, e.g. class attenddvegyal
study, and participation in group projects or study groups.

Behavioral beliefs — Beliefs associated with the likelihood and value of an
outcome occurring as a result of a particular behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).

Normative beliefs — Beliefs associated with perceived social pressure (Ajzen &
Fishbein, 1980).

Background variables — Those variables that pertain to demographic information
and pre-collegiate academic experiences from psychological, socidlegicaomic, and
organizational perspectives.

College experience variables — Those variables that pertain to college experiences
from psychological, sociological, economic, and organizational perspectives.

Assumptions

Several assumptions of the proposed study are noteworthy. First, it wasdssume
that self-reported information pertaining to potentially sensitive issuésasugne’s
college persistence intentions was accurately and openly disclosed. rAasstheption
of this study was that the potentially sensitive nature of the constraatsreed in this

study were not a factor in determining participation, that is, that a ptpatticipant did
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not self-exclude himself or herself on the basis of intentions to drop out. Additiohally, i
was assumed that the physical environment in which the survey was taken did not
adversely affect the willingness of the participant to provide accanatéonest
responses. The assumptions of the proposed study were that the aforementioned
elements do not influence participation or the responses provided.
Limitations

There were several limitations to the proposed study and the research method
utilized. First, this study was conducted within a specific institution, andyitnotgbe
appropriate to generalize the results to other institutions. In addition, the \ariable
considered in the study were selected to include significant factors ieléniifi
behavioral and college persistence research and may not include &llesaredated to
college persistence intentions. Also, the difficulty associated with theuneeaant of
some of the constructs examined in this study was an acknowledged limitatiafly, Fi
self-reported information pertaining to potentially sensitive issues sughess college
persistence intentions was dependent upon the willingness of the respondent to disclose
such information. Many of the limitations mentioned above are not particulasto thi
study but rather are limitations inherent in studies of this nature.

Summary

This study was intended to expand knowledge of persistence among college
students. This was accomplished through the development of a causal model of the
character and nature of persistence and departure decisions, spgaifioalie realm of
student academic intentions concerning participation in higher education. ddes m

was developed through the examination of background, pre-collegiate, and collegiate
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factors, including factors previously identified with the higher educationgpensie and

departure decisions, and their influence on behavioral intentions.
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CHAPTER I
Introduction

Education is the hallmark of civilization and nothing exemplifies that hallmark
more in the United States than the college degree. No achievement in educatos is
encouraged, desired, and sought after than a college degree. The realityinsastat a
half of those who aspire to this goal never achieve it. The rewards and benefits of
graduating from college, both tangible and intangible, are widely recagmz®ciety.
Understanding the phenomenon of persistence in higher education, however, has proven
elusive. Research in college persistence and attrition has culminatedeaalth&tion
that a critical component of this phenomenon, and perhaps the least understood, is
intentions. This study sought to explore the nature and character of thegeristant
to illuminate the factors that influence the intentions of college studentssistper
higher education.

Most of the research pertaining to the decision to persist in higher education has
focused on overt persistence or attrition behavior itself. This study addeesasgect
of the higher education decision that has been underrepresented in much sttrshre
by investigating the future educational intentions of college students andhlwating
the effect of the identified factors on those intentions. As noted by Tinto (1998, “lit
attention has been given to distinguishing the many differences betweewtimkave
institutions (institutional departure) and those who withdraw from all fornierofal
higher educational participation (system departures)” (p. 36). The fothis study was
to examine the effects of these factors, not on departure itself, but rathercharheter

and nature of the intention to persist, that is, future academic plans. Thetdegheeh
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the influence of these factors varies by these different natures of inteeixamined.
Specifically, this study developed and evaluated the effectivenesssai caodels
regarding the academic intentions of college students.
Theories of Intentions

Research in behavioral theory has culminated in the recognition that intentions
play a central role in the determination of actual behavior. However, the models tha
have emerged from prior research are models of behavior in general ratheoties oh
behavior within a specific context. While these models have been examined and applied
within a variety of contexts and settings, the application of these theoriesistguees in
higher education has been somewhat limited. If the role of intentions is indeed vital i
determining actual behavior, then it is imperative that the intentions of eslladents
are examined in any attempt to understand student behaviors regarding persistence
higher education. In the sections that follow, the attitude-behavior relatiorighip, t
theory of reasoned action, and the theory of planned behavior were examined for
elements that might contribute to and guide a study of intentions that speacificall
addressed the intentions to persist of college students.
The Attitude—Behavior Relationship

The relationship between attitude and behavior has long been an area of interest in
the field of social psychology. Historically, attitude has been considered to be a
significant predictor of behavior, however the lack of evidence supporting a strong and
direct relationship between the two has been observed. As early as 1934, the lack of a
direct relationship between attitude and behavior was noted in behaviorallmesearc

including those involving student academic behaviors (Corey, 1937; LaPiere, 1934).
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Indeed, in 1969, Wicker’s review of research in this area led him to conclude that,
overall, these studies suggest that attitudes are only slightly relatedttbevaviors. In
fact, his meta-analytical review of 42 studies of this relationship iredidaat the
observed correlation was generally weak. As a result of these observaseas;helso
has been directed at exploring the nature of factors that affect thdettieéhavior
relationship. More recently, social psychologists have directed theinattémthe
investigation of variables that might serve to explain a noted lack of direatrntéges
attitude-behavior relationship. Thus, prior research into the nature of the attitude-
behavior relationship has led researchers to pursue the investigation of thecexat
variables which may influence this relationship.

One approach to this line of research has been to investigate variablegtitat mi
act as mediators of the attitude-behavior relationship. The identification of such
mediators would illuminate the nature of this relationship by virtue of itsyatmliurther
explain the specific means by which, and the degree to which, attitude determines
behavior. Foremost in this effort has been the work of Fishbein and Ajzen which
suggested that “behavioral intentions” is the primary mediating factanderstanding
the relationship between attitude and behavior. In this view, “behavioral intentoons ar
regarded as a summary of the motivation required to perform a particulardseha
reflecting a individual's decision to follow a course of action, as well asdexiof how
hard people are willing to try and perform the behavior” (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980, p.
407). In their work, the authors suggested that, rather than the traditional direct
relationship between attitude and behavior, attitude influences behavior only to the

degree that attitudes influence behavioral intentions. In this view, attd#s@éen as only
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a single contributor to the formation of intentions. This represented a sighifica
departure from the idea that attitudes directly influence behavior and seolytjest
behavioral intentions rather than attitudes are the primary and direct predictor
behavior. The culmination of the work of Fishbein and Ajzen in this area has been their
Theory of Reasoned Action.
The Theory of Reasoned Action

Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) theory of reasoned action contends that actual
behaviors are the direct result of behavioral intentions. Fishbein and Ajzen sdggeste
that the direct relationship that exists is not between attitude and behaviahbut ra
between intentions and behavior. The distinction between attitude and intentions is that
in their view, attitude is only one component of behavioral intentions. Attitude is seen as
the desirability and likelihood of a particular outcome occurring. Fishbein aed Ajz
further contended that perceived social pressure is the other main contributor to
intentions. Both attitude and perceived social pressure determine intentionsqueuabse
research has provided support for the validity of the theory of reasoned action. r&heppa
Hartwick, and Warshaw (1988) reported a correlation of R=.66 in predicting intentions
from both attitudes and subjective norm and, in turn, a correlation of R=.53 in predicting
behavior from intentions. Evidence supporting the strength of these relationshigd has |
some researchers to consider, although judiciously, the intention constructlale a via
surrogate indicator for the behavior itself (Webb & Sheeran, 2006). In other,words
intentions are so closely linked to subsequent behavior that they approximate a single
construct. These findings suggested the importance of intentions and the vaglengf se

a greater understanding of intentions. The intent of this study was to focus almstent
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of college persistence and explore influences on specific persistenceimgeroncern
that the theory of reasoned action considered only voluntary behaviors, or behaviors
within the control of the individual, has led to a revision of this theory. Ajzen recognized
the validity of this critique by acknowledging that “The theory of reasoogonawas
developed explicitly to deal with purely volitional behaviors” (Ajzen, 1988). Ajzen
revised and expanded the theory of reasoned action to include “perceived behavioral
control,” in addition to attitude and subjective norm, as a third factor in the deteoninati
of intentions. The rationale for the inclusion of perceived behavioral control as a
predictor of intentions is that the perceptions of one’s ability to carry out subsequent
actions in these instances, in fact, influences one’s behavioral intentions. This
recognition of behavioral control has particular significance for this stuthatnby
encompassing involuntary behaviors, the theory has applicability to persistemtsns
that relate to either voluntary or involuntary departure circumstances.reMigsed and
more inclusive revision of the theory of reasoned action Ajzen called the “Theory of
Planned Behavior.”
The Theory of Planned Behavior

As previously mentioned, the Theory of Planned Behavior developed by Ajzen
(1988) identifies the three primary predictors of behavioral intentions as attitude
subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control. The relevance of Ajzen’s theory t
this study was in the recognition of the centrality of intentions in determsnibgequent
behavior and, by extension, the centrality of persistence intentions in determining
persistence. The acknowledgement of these findings demanded an investigation

specifically of these intentions as presented in this study, that distingbestae=en
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various types of persistence intentions. Additionally, the Theory of Planned Behavi
guided this investigation by providing a framework for potential variables that may
influence college persistence intentions. The attitude, subjective norm, anagskrcei
behavioral control constructs identified by Azjen as influencing intentions prowidéd s
a framework. A study which examines specifically college persistatesations, such as
this one, must ensure the inclusion of variables which encompass thesecedlue
According to the Theory of Planned Behavior, the attitude, subjective norm, and
behavioral control constructs influence intention which, in turn, determines behavior.
Ajzen further identified a belief system which serves as the foundationdoné#hese
three factors. The first two of these systems of belief, those assocititedtitude and
subjective norm, were identified as components of the theory of reasoned action as
originally proposed by Fishbein and Ajzen. The underlying beliefs associdted wi
attitude are termed behavioral beliefs. Behavioral beliefs are seeramipesed of two
elements. The first of these is denoted as an outcome belief element wheshtoethe
belief in likelihood of a particular outcome occurring as a result of a pkmtibehavior.
The second is denoted as an outcome evaluation element which relates to the value
assigned to a particular outcome, i.e., those outcomes that are more highdywillue
have a greater effect on one’s attitudes. The beliefs associated withigalyeomn,
referred to as normative beliefs, are those beliefs associated wigivpdrsocial
pressure and also consist of two elements. These elements, referreddreaslveliefs
and motivation to comply, present a weighting or expected value representatiore of thes
underlying beliefs which serve as the basis for subjective norm influenoéeotions.

Again, behavior beliefs and normative beliefs were an integral part of the theory of
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reasoned action. With the introduction of the Theory of Planned Behavior, and the
inclusion of the perceived behavioral control aspect of the theory, Ajzen likewise
identified those beliefs that serve as the foundation for perceived behavioral.cont
These control beliefs represent the combined assessment of both the frequency and
degree of one’s abilities to affect a particular outcome. Figure 1 graghigatesents
the components of the Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behauvior.

Armitage and Christian (2004, p. 23) observed that “There have been several
meta-analytic reviews of the Theory of Planned Behavior, all of which leangtuded
that the augmentation of the theory of reasoned action with measures of perceived
behavioral control has contributed significantly to the prediction of behaviogations
and behavior... At present, the Theory of Planned Behavior is arguably the dominant

model of attitude-behavior relations.”

Figure 1. The Theory of Planned Behavior
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Two observations are particularly noteworthy, at this point, with regard to the
research utilizing Ajzen’s model. First, in light of the broad range of apdltgati this
model and the research that has been conducted in applying this model to numerous
settings and populations, the application of the Theory of Planned Behavior to the higher
education endeavor and particularly to the study of persistence in highen@ubeat
been notably lacking. Second, it has been suggested that other variables be considered
for inclusion in contributing to the predictive ability of this model. Ajzen has, indeed,
suggested that additional research needs to be conducted to this end. The Theory of
Planned Behavior is in Ajzen’s (1988) words, “...open to the inclusion of additional
predictors if it can be shown that they capture a significant proportion of tla@e@in
intention or behavior after the theory’s current variables have been taken into dccount
These observations invite the investigation of the applicability and predictlitg abi
Ajzen’s model with regard to the academic intentions of participants in higher ieducat
proposed in this study. In recognition of the relationship between intentions and
behavior described by the Theory of Planned Behavior, the relationship betvezgiomt
to persist and college student departure was considered in this study.

Summary of Theories of Intentions

The development of behavioral models such as the Theory of Planned Behavior
has led to the recognition of the importance of intentions in the determination of
subsequent behavior. While these models are not defined in terms of intentions within a
specific context, they have identified categories or genre of fattairsfluence
intentions in general terms. These conceptual groups of factors include theiperaept

the likelihood of outcomes, perceived social pressure, and perceived ability to control
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outcomes. An application of these theories to the higher education settinthenefore
ensure that these factors are represented. The inclusion of varialibss e kelf-
efficacy, parental approval, and locus of control, for example, would be repraseotat
these sources of influence on intentions. Inclusion of such variables in an examhati
the persistence intentions of college students would reflect these finéiagsariables
that might influence intentions within this specific context, one can draw uponatesear
a closely related area, that of college persistence. In the pagesltvat poévailing
theories of college persistence were considered which guided a studgntibims in this
area.
Theories of Persistence in Higher Education

In general, a great deal of research has been done in recent decadesngpncern
persistence in higher education, attrition, and graduation rates as well asithiaatars
that have been identified as playing a role in these measures. Studies@lso ha
examined the decision to persist in higher education for non-traditional studesms&Be
Metzner, 1985) and older students (Grosset, 1991). Leppel (2001) identified different
graduation rates for different fields of study. Other studies have been direttted at
causes of attrition for a specific major, most notably those majors in maitema
engineering, and other sciences. Likewise, many have been limited in scope to
consideration of a specific college or major (Simpson, 1987). Particularly, mtioh of
research pertaining to persistence has focused on the consideration ottinarfrgsar
(Leppel, 2001; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980). In examining factors that influsnce t
academic success during the sophomore year of college, Graunke and {2083y

noted that “Because much of the research regarding retention has focused eaffirst y
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students, further research may be needed for other class levels, ajhgsifiphomores

(p- 3).” Gahagan and Hunter (2006) stated that “while less empirical evidencehsbout
range and severity of issues facing sophomores exists than that foeéirgtydents, a
heightening interest in sophomores...strongly suggests that an increasing ntimber
educators are turning their attention to this ‘middle child’ population” (p. 17). They
further noted that programs, services, and resources designed to fgmiisaseence

were generally oriented toward first-year students, i.e., the initraditian to college,

and frequently are not designed to extend into the sophomore year. In their words, “The
second year remains a largely unexplored frontier for both students and orsditand
deserves additional attention” (p. 22). Due to the acknowledged lack of research in this
area directed at the sophomore year, this study addressed these conmeghst tier
development of causal models of persistence intentions relating spectfictde

population of freshman and sophomore students at a particular higher education
institution.

Theories pertaining to persistence in higher education can be charadierize
terms of five categories: psychological, sociological, economic, agi@omal, and
interactional (Tinto, 1987). Each of these approaches presents a differstatianme
perspective, and insight into the research on persistence.

Psychological Perspective

From a psychological perspective, many theories have been advanced in an effort
to explain student departure and persistence in higher education. These theories have
arisen in an attempt to explain persistence and departure at a more funteewelrttaan

is provided by the sociological perspective. In this view, the sociologicalguotge
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deals only with behaviors and actions. The contention that has led to the development of
psychological theories of persistence is that these behaviors and actitves are
manifestation of the psychological characteristics and processes of thduadi
Psychological approaches to persistence modeling emphasize the sigaibEdme
psychological aspects of the student as providing the more fundamental underpifnings o
the sociological theories, that is, the psychological aspects that rethdtactions and
behaviors described in sociological theories. Bean and Eaton (2000) chardcterize
psychological theories of student persistence as falling into four categattigide-

behavior theory, coping behavioral theory, self-efficacy theory, and aitmbtiieory.
Attitude-behavior theory focuses on intention. Here, individual beliefs dictateiamgent

and it is intention that leads to behavior. In coping behavioral theory, coping is seen as
adjustment and adaptation to a new environment, and it is the ability of the individual to
develop coping strategies that leads to reconciliation or integration with that ne
environment. Self-efficacy theory, on the other hand, has been suggested by Bandura
(1986) and focuses on an individual’'s self-perception and confidence in his or her ability
to succeed in achieving a particular end. Self-efficacy theory contendsishthis self-
perception of propensity for success, in both social and academic realms, thate®soti
behaviors associated with persistence. Attribution theory, generally dsdoeith

Weiner, ascribes particular significance to a student’s perception of locastobl.

Within this context Weiner (2010) has viewed the students’ perceptionsrodidigeee of
control over a situation as the key element in determining their level of motivati
engaging in behaviors that increase the likelihood of persistence. As a poingogcriti

regarding the attributional theory, it can be interpreted as focusingrjpyioraacademic
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integration. Likewise, the recommendations addressing attributioreihrety focus
primarily on altering the perceptions of the individual, thereby reducingtognition

of the role of the dynamic, both social and academic, that has been described and
supported by the sociological perspective. Bean and Eaton (2000) proposed a model
which integrates these four types of psychological approaches to studemmateata
general psychological model of college student retention. As a synthesiseof thes
approaches, the model outlined psychological characteristics and prabesses
contribute to the intent to persist and ultimately to persistence.

In considering the implications of this model for the research proposed here, a
significant distinction can be observed. In the Bean and Eaton model, intent to persist
leads to persistence. This study, although not inconsistent with this model, focused on
the potential that the same intent to persist may indeed exist in the depadig.st
This distinction between voluntary and involuntary withdrawal and its relationship to
future academic plans was, rather, the focus of the consideration of studestépeesi
with the purpose of clarifying the relationship between “intent to persist” ahdnawal.
Insight provided by the study with regard to intent to persist as interpretetuby f
academic plans also provided insight into the influence of contributing factaasdtow
voluntary and involuntary withdrawal.

Sociological Perspective

One of the first theoretical models of the college attrition process wakged
from a sociological perspective which gave prominence to the importancealf soci
integration in college persistence (Spady, 1970, 1971). This approach presented a view

of student retention that focuses on social aspects of the higher educatioereeperi
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These theories emphasize the significance of the role of social forcesnmdbtgation
of student departure from higher education. Prominent among proponents of this
perspective are Spady (1970), Tinto (1975), and Braxton (2000). The origins of the
sociological approach can be found in the work of William Spady, who noted the role of
social participation in a student’s persistence in higher education. Spady’ sk i
area led to a model of student attrition which served as a springboard for the demelopme
of subsequent sociological models of college persistence. Spady’s model views
individual student characteristics and social influences as the primary ohetetsrof
social integration. A greater the degree of social integration in the celggeence, in
turn, leads to increased institutional commitment and persistence to graduation.
Individual or background characteristics identified by Spady such ag/faatgkground,
socio-economic status, academic ability were seen to interact with fsmt@ak such as
the support of friends, and perceived social expectations as determinantskeditimold
of dropping out or persisting in college. The role of social integration and the
significance of this sociological perspective have served as a foundatsubBequent
persistence studies and models. Most notably, the sociological perspectigevbds s
later research in the development of models that extend the concept of integration in the
college experience to include not only social integration but also academiaiictegr
Economic Perspective

The economic theoretical perspective of higher education retention andnattr
has, as its foundation, the analysis of the cost/benefit influences assocthttdtese
decisions. The impetus for the development of this perspective has been an increased

awareness not only of the relevance of the economics of the investment in higher
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education but also the recognition of the lack of consideration given these faaitireri
models. Proponents of this perspective include Cabrera, Nora, and Casteneda (1993).
This perspective acknowledges the perception of the individual in that such
considerations entail not necessarily actual costs and benefits, but rattargaecosts

and benefits associated with these decisions. From this perspective, ec@utonsc f

such as ability to pay, availability of financial aid, family finahsiapport, and tuition

levels not only directly influence persistence decisions but may also hask dire
influences on many aspects of social integration. As evidenced by the work o$émder
and Astin, the extent to which a student is engaged in off-campus employmentéull-ti

or part-time negatively influences persistence. In contrast, parbtirgampus

employment has been seen to positively influence persistence. In the wordsaoélRas
and Terrenzini (1991), “Wenc (1983), and Ehrenberg and Sherman (1987) have argued
that the differential impacts of on-campus and off-campus work on persistehce a
degree attainment are due in large measure to the former experienteirgnha
involvement and integration in the institution while the latter experience tendsld inhi

it” (p. 407). Based on these observations, it seems clear that there is@otgatal for
consolidating these two perspectives, and indeed there have been efforts diveatdd t
this objective. Many studies considering the economic aspects of the depevtass

have focused on and provided support for the positive effects of scholarships, grants, and
loans on student persistence. Research of this nature has provided further suppert that t
positive effects associated with scholarships and grants are far gnufeeant than that
associated with loans. The work of Astin (1972, 1975, 1977) in this area has cited

financial difficulties as one of the most frequently identified reasons fmartiege. A
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major criticism of economic models has been that they tend to concentrate on the
cost/benefit analysis mindset, if not actual at least perceived, to thusiexclor at least
minimalization, of the contribution of sociological factors.

With regard to the research questions posed in this study, here again, departures
that are of an involuntary nature due to financial constraints were eefldgbugh a
consideration of the future academic plans of the departing student. It baeéthet
development of a more generalized “socio-economic” model would be the next logical
step in a progression toward a more all-inclusive model of the departure process. The
implications of this conflict, and initiatives toward its resolution, for thidystuere in
the importance of accommodating both perspectives within the factors cedsiddris
amounts to an acknowledgement of the criticisms that have been directed at both
sociological and economic models, that each has been exclusive of the other. &herefor
precaution must be taken in the design of any instrument to incorporate the economic
influences cited and supported by previous literature in the development of economi
models to ensure that the issues are addressed and that the integrity ofytiee stud
maintained, in light of the somewhat separate lines of research. Indeedgislich an
approach in the study at hand served to further the investigation into the potential
integration of these perspectives.
Organizational Perspective

The organizational perspective of student persistence in higher education gives
emphasis to the role of institutional characteristics and processesoas ilathese
decisions. These organizational structures include such institutional aspentschshe

institution, faculty student ratios, resources, and admissions selectiviggni@ational
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behaviors that have been identified as affecting student departure incluchelcization
processes, administrative rules and policies, and the degree of student piartiagipa
organizational decision-making. Within this context, Birnbaum (1988) has identified
four models of organizational behavior that characterize aspects of higher@uucati
institutions, referred to as bureaucratic, collegial, political, and anakchnthadvocates
the significance of these characteristics in promoting or inhibitingsotegration and
persistence. Astin (1975) has examined the influence of the perceptions of these
institutional factors, particularly measures of college climate, ontreteand student
satisfaction with the college experience. Braxton (2000) has emphasized therneed f
further research into the effects of these factors in a diverse ramggitoftion types.

The implications of this perspective for the proposed study were in the
recognition of the limitations imposed by confining the research problem to the
consideration of a single institution. The significance of the effects a# thestutional
characteristics and behaviors necessitates expanding research aithtoegtudies that
span institutions and institution types. Such studies represent an ambitious, yet
beneficial, and indeed necessary undertaking, and one that perhaps would letwlatself
meta-analysis approach. The value of the organizational approach has bgeizeeco
as a significant component of the study of student departure, and the lack of attention
given to this aspect within the sociological perspective, for example, has been
recognized. This does however represent an expansion of any general model of
persistence in yet another direction. Additionally, the organizational behagswsiated
with institutions of differing characteristics represents yet andalyer of complexity

into the analysis of student departure and persistence. This, of course, results in
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significant restrictions as to the applicability and potential for geimatan of the
findings. The desirability of conducting research which spans instituticnisaes
acknowledged by persistence researchers. Given that this reseactreciasl at
extending the existing research into the area of future academics plamgjitional
consideration of multiple institution types risks the introduction of variable $riiggut
obscure the effects that were of direct interest in this study. By treete&an, it was
essential that there was appropriate acknowledgement that factorai@ssadth this
perspective were not considered in this study and that due recognition wagogive
limitations of the findings in this regard, that is, in the resulting linotetifor
generalizing the results.
Interactional Perspective

Building upon Spady’s work, one of the leading researchers associated with the
sociological approach has been Vincent Tinto. Tinto (1975) has proposed a model of
student departure that characterizes these decisions and outcomes asuneitgnaof
influences lying within two domains: academic and social. A graphicalseeion of
Tinto’s model is provided in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Tinto’s Student Integration Model
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Specifically, Tinto uses the terms academic integration and social ineg@describe

the degree of congruence between the individual and the environment. That is to say,
Tinto submited that a student enters into the higher education environment with a unique
set of characteristics and skills and that persistence in the higheriedw@cateavor is
strongly influenced by the compatibility among these traits and skills and the
environment, both academic and social, presented by the institution. Much of Tinto’s
theory is rooted in what has been termed intra-institutional persistence. Howeve
subsequent studies by other researchers have attempted to test the theatrgnrioel
multi-institutional persistence analyses. This approach has been refeaedinto’s
interactional theory in recognition of this student-institutional relationsHyotin the
academic and social domains. This theory represents an interactionatipezspehat
these influences are not seen as simply the outcomes associated witltsthe trai
characteristics, and skills of the individual, but rather, is dependent upon the rhlptions
or interaction between the student and the institution. This is in contrast to saere earl
models of student persistence which viewed the phenomena in terms of collegeoimpact
the student. The distinctions here are centered around the active and/or passofe role
these entities. In this view, suggested in some of the earlier work of Astin, thetssude
seen in a somewhat passive role in the persistence process, i.e., the stugemttesiiby
the institution. In Tinto’s model, both the student and the institution are seen as active
participants in the development, or lack thereof, of a relationship that will nesult i
persistence. Tinto does not contend that persistence in higher education is desaiable i
circumstances. Rather, his model is an attempt to describe the procedadsmf

persistence and departure in terms of the influences of academic and stmisidiac
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these processes. The emphasis on the existence and significance of the dghaeiof
these academic and social factors, as well as the active nature of tlod balrsthe
student and the institution characterizes this interactional perspective.
Summary of Persistence Theories and Perspectives

The relationship of this research to these major perspectives of parsiste
research may be summarized as follows: With regard to the sociologspégieve, this
study attempted to extend the scope of these models to include the state of intent to
persist, i.e., beyond the decision to withdraw itself, toward the future acadensmpla
the individual. This opportunity to expand the application of these models represented
potential insights into the relationship between academic and social iraagrad
educational outcomes. Psychological models have emphasized the importan@nof “int
to persist” in persistence models. This intent to persist is seen as theq@réacthe
actual persistence/departure decision. These models, however, do not give adequate
recognition to the fact that, at the time of departure, the student possessestastate
of intention, i.e., future academic plans. This provided credence to the value of such an
examination of a departing student’s state of intent with the potential of devetoping
more recursive or iterative approach to these psychological models. Concerning
economic models, by ensuring recognition of economic factors in the study pdesente
here, the research contributed to efforts to integrate student-instituticsmath
economic models, the value of which has been widely recognized in persisteacehres
Proponents of the economic perspective have themselves indicated that thekffects
many of these economic factors are manifested, at least in part, in the oegnel

opportunity for social integration. Although attempts have been made, and continue to be
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made, to integrate these two perspectives, i.e., the sociological and the ectimeymic
have largely evolved along separate lines. General recognition that, to sose dagh
perspective has given inadequate recognition of the contributions of the other to
developing a general model points to the value of studies that ensure inclcsvs. f
The research presented here included factors from each of these perspective
contribute to a synthesis of these models. The implications of the critiques of these
perspectives to the proposed study were thus to ensure, in the considerationf factor
considered, prudent representation of these perspectives. Consideration of the
implications of the organizational perspective for the present research poitied
necessity of recognizing and acknowledging the limitations imposed byiconthe
research to the study of a single institution. In addition, the recommendationtufer f
research in the area provided in the study identified relevant issues fochesgs#nat
intend to conduct related investigations for other types of institutions. In camclas
awareness of these different theoretical perspectives not only provided iositie f
researcher in conducting the study, but also enhanced the potential for evalutten of
findings of the study in relation to these perspectives.

Two dominant theoretical frameworks have emerged for college departure
decisions. The firstis Tinto’s Student Integration Model which examines theedefgr
congruence or incongruence between the student and the institution in academic and
social domains. The second is Bean’s Student Attrition Model which examines
persistence in terms of intellectual and environmental factors. The envir@hfaetdr
identified in this model can be interpreted as a more broadly defined construct than the

social factor identified in the Student Integration Model. Although many thduaies
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been proposed in an attempt to explain college persistence and attrition, these two
theories have provided the most comprehensive framework on college departure
decisions. Although both models have attempted to explain the same persistensg proces
little effort has been made to examine the extent to which the two models cargiee mer

or integrated. However, Cabrera, Castaneda, Nora, and Hengstler (1992) haledprovi
evidence that there is considerable overlap between the two theories and maptedtte

to examine the nature of departure within the context of both. According to one study
which compared the two models, “A close examination of the two theories, for instance
apparently indicates that a high degree of overlap exists across the twesth€ori

(Cabrera, Nora, Casteneda, 1993, p. 125). The integration of these models examined in
their work served as a guide for the consideration of factors thatalgereelevant to this
study of college persistence intentions.

As previously noted there is a noticeable gap in the research concerning the
differentiation between students that intend to, at some point, continue in higher
education and those that do not. The focus of persistence research has been on the
departure behavior rather than on the future educational intentions of the student. This
study addressed an aspect of persistence and attrition beyond the depadime itkeslf.

It examined the intent to persist. That is, are the factors identifiedddylissed models
such as Tinto’s Student Integration Model and Bean’s Student Attrition Model as
influencing persistence in college also accurate predictors of the acad&ntions of
these students? This study addressed the question of whether the considgredihac
pre-collegiate, and collegiate factors influenced, not only persistencesbtuhal

students’ intentions regarding persistence.
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Consideration was given to the influence of these factors within the conceptual

framework of the two models in an effort to understand the influence of theses fact
to serve as a starting point to form the basis for a model for departing stuttentsons
of returning to higher education. The significance of this study was in dmeiextion of
an aspect of persistence that could contribute to a deeper understanding of tieedepart
or persistence behavior by providing insight into the future intentions of the studlent wi
regard to higher education.

The Relationship Between Intentions to Persist and College Student Departure

In a study of the intentions of high school seniors with regard to higher education,

Carpenter and Fleishman (1987) examined the link between intentions and behavior and
concluded that the Fishbein-Ajzen model “provides a useful but incomplete
representation ” (p. 79) of this relationship. Their study incorporated the tudihz#
additional variables suggested by Liska (1984) to include components intended to be
reflective of the effects of other independent variables which might inteithct w
intentions or that might directly affect behavior. Liska had suggested that twarpri
factors, resources and opportunity have a direct effect on intentions and ultimately
behavior and are not explicitly taken into account in the Fishbein-Ajzen model.
Specifically, Carpenter and Fleishman (1987) drew upon the work of Liska in revising
the Fishbein-Ajzen model to include variables relating to these factors, sskili as
acquisition, and specific environmental and social circumstances. In exarhiiefject
of intentions on actual behavior, they concluded that “the strong effect of behavioral
intentions is consistent with the Fishbein-Azjen formulation (p. 97).” Their gsesult

further indicated, “The best predictor of actually attending college is lhavi
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intentions to continue education” (p. 91), and “Attitudes toward college, perceived
parental encouragement, and friends’ plans all correlate strongly wittiant to enter
college, as the Fishbein-Ajzen model suggests” (p. 93). While the work of Fishbein and
Ajzen had acknowledged that their model was intended to address only voluntary
behaviors, Carpenter and Fleishman also conclude that the degree to which a behavior i
voluntary, or the degree to which behaviors are under the control of the individual, is also
a significant factor in determining intentions and that Liska’s additions wouéttr#fis

factor. As a result of their findings, Carpenter and Fleishman also recomanitad

additional research be pursued which would examine in greater detail studeshésh@ca

and non-academic self-concepts in illuminating the link between intentions and behavior

Further examining Liska’s work, Davis (1985) utilized status attainment
variables, particularly those relating to the degree of educationaliraéat, in
conjunction with the model in testing Liska’s proposed modifications to the theory.
Davis’ findings confirmed the strong relationship between behavior intentions and
behavior, but also indicated that resources and opportunity did have a significant direct
influence on ultimate behavior.

Bean (1982) proposed a model utilizing aspects of the Fishbein-Ajzen work in
order to investigate student attrition in higher education. In the development of this
model Bean utilized ten independent variables, including intention, in determining their
predictive ability with regard to college student attrition (Figure 3)anBesed a sample
of over 1500 college freshman categorized as high or low confidence men and high or
low confidence women. In this study, the dependent variable was considered to be the

discontinuity of enrollment at a single institution. Students transferring tbemot
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institution, and suspended students were considered dropouts, a term that Bean used
interchangeably with student attrition. In this regard, Bean did not distinguish hetwee
voluntary and involuntary institutional departure. The independent variablesdutilize
which were considered to have the greatest effect on student attrition weteanéave,
practical value, certainty of choice, loyalty, grades, courses, edudajaaig, major and
job certainty, opportunity to transfer, and family approval of the institution. Intent to
leave was defined as “the estimated likelihood of discontinuing one’s membership in a
organization” (Bean, 1982, p. 293). In the analysis of the four groups studied, Bean
concluded, “In each path model, intent to leave had the largest direct influence on
dropout.” In summarizing the findings of his research, Bean stated “In eacintase

to leave was the best predictor of actual attrition ( p. 317).” Bean also ndtéke¢ha
finding that intention intervenes between the determinants and dropouts powerfully, and
in the predicted manner, helps justify the Fishbein/Ajzen (1975) basic assuniqaidn a
human nature that attitudes and past behaviors act through intentions in afteéatiag f

behavior (p. 296).”

Figure 3. Bean’s Student Attrition Model
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Smart and Pascarella (1987; 1986), in their research into the influences on the
intention to reenter higher education, proposed a causal model of these factors in
predicting the intent to return of adults with regard to departure. The independent
variables utilized in their model were classified into categories tdlinindergraduate
experiences, characteristics of their employing organizations,cadgr experiences,
and current self-concept. The findings indicated that the independent variablestadc
for a significant portion of the variance in the dependent variable, intent to return. They
also noted that these factors were associated with the intentions of returnigigeto hi
education rather than pertaining to the persistence of traditional studethgir Wwork,
Smart and Pascarella (1987) noted “the centrality of intentions to subsequerdnyolunt
persistence/withdrawal behaviors of students (p. 307).” They cited Beadhisgl that
“intention to leave’ is by far the single best predictor of subsequent dropout belmavior f
men and women (p. 307)” in this regard.

Summary

Prior research concerning demographic variables which influence college
persistence has resulted in the identification of some factors which cotigisteerge as
significant contributors in predicting higher education persistence, although the
magnitude and nature of the effect varies notably across studies whighica#yt
limited to specific or narrowly defined populations. Notable among these, Astin) (1993
has contended that ethnicity, gender, high school grades, and SAT scores significantl
influence persistence in higher education. Likewise, in a study exanvamgidr from
two-year to four-year institutions, Peng and Fetters (1978) concluded thattgtumit

SES have significant effects on college persistence. In addition, they foandiél aid
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to be a significant contributor to persistence. The significant effeparehtal education
on participation in higher education have also been identified by Anderson, Bowman, and
Tinto (1972). Borus and Carpenter (1984) also found that both the father’s and
mother’s education were a major influence on college attendance outcomes.

Research which has been directed at the investigation of high school factors
associated with college attendance and persistence also has yielded ndactoosis
which consistently emerge as predictors of college participation outcomesariReng
Fetters (1978) found academic achievement in high school, educational aspirations, a
availability of financial aid to be significant predictor variable for glevithdrawal.

Many variables relating to the college experience itself and thettefia

college persistence were identified by Cabrera, Casteneda, Nora, antdi€h§92).
Some of these included parental approval, financial attitudes, encouragemeartds, fri
institutional quality and fit, and social integration. Whereas the variables c@uside
their study were developed with regard to the consideration of a particuitutios,
these variables were redefined for the purposes of this study to refleet, rmeasures of
these factors pertaining to the higher education experience in general.aflex
concerning the measure of family approval, the variable under consideratted tela
family approval of pursuing higher education rather than whether the family was
supportive of attending a particular institution.

This study contributed to existing research in higher education persistence in t
ways. First, it served to integrate factors and perspectives idengfigeailing models
in persistence research with those identified by prevailing behavioray ttesfarding

behavioral intentions in order to provide insight into the character and nature of
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persistence and departure decisions regarding higher education. Second, teersadly
this area of research by virtue of the fact that it identified, through thd ps¢ho
analysis, causal models for academic intentions, in predicting, not thegresist
behavior itself, but rather the future intentions of students with regard to pdibicipa

higher education.
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Chapter llI
Introduction
The data used in this study was obtained from the results of a survey that drew
upon some items, with modifications, from a survey developed by Cabreranéiest
Nora, and Hengstler (1992) as well as items developed by this reseaetiécally for
this study. The survey was conducted at a four-year higher educationiorstiod
utilized the statistical methods of path analysis in order to develop caadeals
pertaining to the stated academic intentions of students at a four-year loigbaticn
institution.
Methodology
The large number of variables under consideration in this study, and the even
larger number of relationships among these variables, necessitated the osesidtant
and systematic means of identifying the nature and strength of relatisashong
variables. This suggested the utilization of a quantitative approach to this objective
Also, the large number of variables under consideration necessitated the usegd af
a sample as possible. A quantitative approach represented an efficient wigcto ¢
measures of these variables for such a large sample. The quantitative lap@®atso
consistent with the approaches frequently used in many studies that hawkteelate
persistence behaviors. The use of a quantitative methodology for this study Wawld al
for a more direct comparison to the findings of these studies. Likewise, the divantita
approach would represent a consistency with these models in any future efforts t
synthesize the models developed in this study with models of persistence behawviors. Fo

these reasons, a quantitative approach was utilized in this study.
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The objective of this study was to examine the relationships of factorspegtai
to higher education persistence intentions and to develop of models of the cause and
effect nature of these relationships. While the foundation of the development of such
models is the statistical correlation observed among variables, the vbj®as to
develop models of the causal relationships among these variables. Also, in ao effort
examine in detail the relationships between variables it was desirablestdesahe
direct, indirect, and total effects of dependent variables on the dependent®yvariabl
statistical procedures associated with path analysis provided a mearsofopbkshing
this goal.

The Research Questions

1. What pre-collegiate variables influence perceptions of higher edueapeniences
from sociological, psychological, organizational, and economic perspectives?

2. What sociological, psychological, organizational, and economic perceptions higher
education experiences influence intentions regarding participation in higher
education?

3. What interactions between pre-collegiate variables and perceptions af highe
education experiences influence intentions for participation in higher education?

4. What causal model resulted from the observed relationships among pre-eollegia
variables, perceptions of higher education experiences, and intentions for
participation in higher education?

Design of Study
This study developed causal models of college persistence intespiecifcally

to the population of freshman and sophomore students at four year Research i€Carneg
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Classification 1) higher education institution. The data used in this stuslyak@n from
the results of a survey instrument that was administered to a samplenafdreand
sophomore classes. The survey items consisted of questions relating to background
variables, pre-collegiate variables, college experience varjardsspecific academics
plans. This quantitative study analyzed the relationships found to exist among these
variables and utilized path analysis techniques in the determination of a model of
freshman and sophomore college student intentions toward future participation in higher
education. The goal of this design was to develop a model of intentions which i€ speci
to college persistence intentions.
Population

The population under consideration in this study was freshman and sophomore
students attending a large, comprehensive, public state university in the Mitingest
university is a Research | (Carnegie Classification I) institutionwhas 20 colleges
offering 158 majors at the baccalaureate level. The institution was foundedatethe
nineteenth century and has a total undergraduate enrollment of 19,000. Of these 24.9%
are classified as freshman and 20.1% are classified as sophomores. Apphpxinrede
fourths of the student body are residents of the state. The institution offers 2,885
undergraduate classes and of those less than 4% have more than 100 students. The
average class size is 34.6 students and the student-to-instructor ratio is 18:1. The
freshman class has an average ACT score of 25.9 and an average high school GPA of
3.62. The average age of undergraduate students is 21.1 years. Of full-time

undergraduates, 49.7% are female and 50.3% are male. Twenty-one percenoarg mi
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students. The freshman and sophomore classes at this institution represented the
population for this study.
Sample and Data Collection

The data used in this study was taken from the results of an anonymous online
survey instrument. The online survey was made available to 7,683 freshman and
sophomore students at a comprehensive public Research | (Carnegiedatassil)
higher education institution. An e-mail was sent to each student requesting his or her
participation in the proposed study. The 372 responses to the survey represented a 4.8%
response rate. These freshman and sophomore e-mail addresses were prokigled by t
Office of Enrollment Services of the university for the purposes of this .stlildg e-mail
provided a link to the online survey. Participation was not encouraged through the
provision of an incentive due to difficulties associated with administering such a
incentive while preserving participant confidence that the anonymity oédpendent
would be maintained. A second reminder e-mail was sent approximately onafteeek
the initial request. The online survey was accessible for a period of one moonttiné
time the initial e-mail request was sent. Along with the surveys, a wvedisg@rovided
that requested participation, indicated the nature of the survey, gave reasons for
conducting the survey, and stated the confidentiality of responses. An SPSk daeda fi
constructed from responses to the surveys. This data served as the basis for all
subsequent statistical analyses. Data collected from responses to ths savetilized
in subsequent statistical analyses. The intent, purposes, and design of the weltgsas
the survey form were submitted to the Institutional Review Board for approval, &nd da

collection began upon approval of the IRB. Data collected from the survey instrument
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were entered into SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Scierb)e statistical
procedures, i.e., Path Analysis procedures discussed later, were perdisimugethis
software. The survey data as well as subsequent analyses wiliibeddor a length of
time as specified by the IRB.

Variables of Interest

The dependent variable used in this study was the stated intent regatdreg f
participation, or the lack thereof, in higher education, i.e., future academic plaiss. T
stated intent was measured categorically by survey responsedingdature academic
plans including withdrawal from participation in higher education, persisterice at
same institution, transferring to another institution, and withdrawal with teetiat
returning to the same or another institution at some time in the future.

The independent variables used in this study were background, pre-collegiate, and
college experience factors that represent a synthesis of constructs, thexnleaged in
previous intentions research and persistence research. In this studgnatidériables
were included in order to address previously identified shortcomings of pngvaili
models. These included questions that related to psychological, economic, and
organizational perspectives. Although these are variables that havel&etied as
correlates of persistence behaviors, the close connection between pe¥sigEmtions
and persistence behaviors necessitated their inclusion in this study. cafigcifi
variables were included in consideration of locus of control, confidence in maydr, w
constraints, family constraints, academic support opportunities, likelihooddsdraca
success, and perceived economic benefit. Variables concerning locus of amhtrol a

family constraints were designed to be reflective of the psycholqugcspective.
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Variables concerning confidence in major, academic support opportunities, dechaca
rigor/success were designed to be reflective of the organizational perspédriables
concerning work constraints and perceived economic benefit were designed to be
reflective of the economic perspective. The inclusion of these variables wasedesig
ensure that, in addition to adequately representing the factors identified leyaCabr
Casteneda, Nora, and Hengstler (1992) as encompassing the factoredlantieir
integration of the Student Attrition Model and the Student Integration Model, the
sociological, psychological, organizational, and economic perspectives wer# also a
adequately represented.
The dependent variable in this study was the stated intent concerning future

participation in higher education, i.e., their future academic plans. For theystem
the respondent was asked to indicate his or her intentions regarding continuing
enrollment at the same institution, transferring to a different institugompdrary
withdrawal, and complete withdrawal. This indication of stated intentions, mdasure
categorically represented the dependent variable in this study.

The independent variables examined in this study were considered in two groups.
The first group constituted those variables that reflected the demographieand pr
collegiate experiences of the student. These were referred to wvellgets background
variables. Among the demographic variables considered were gender, etimtoitye,
father’s education, mother’s education, primary language, high school size, andceesiden
city size. Among the high school or pre-collegiate experience variables gedsidere
college attendance by friends, scholarship and loan aid, certainty of daveey, c

expectations of college attendance, parental expectations, satisfattigquigance
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counseling, ACT score, high school GPA, proximity to college, satisfactidnsaiitool
life, and immediacy of entrance to college. Again, the term background varialbles w
used in this study to refer to the collection of both the demographic and pre-collegiate
variables. The second group constituted those variables that reflected thateolle
experiences of the student. Among the collegiate experience variablekoethsvere
family encouragement, satisfaction with financial aid, opportunity to trgresfesfaction
with curriculum, encouragement of friends, satisfaction with academicenaérs
relationships, goal commitment, work and family obligations, and financiattatpmans.
As discussed previously, it is important that the variables considered reéactrtous
perspectives that have emerged in previous persistence research, i.e., thegsgathol
sociological, organizational, and economic perspectives.

The background variables considered to be representative of the psychological
perspective were certainty in major/career choice, self-expawdor college, ACT
score, and high school GPA. The college experience variables selected to be
representative of the psychological perspective were academic trdeggoal
commitment, locus of control, and family constraints.

For the purposes of this study, the background variables reflecting a sociological
perspective were gender, ethnicity, SES, educational aspiration, fatiecation,
mother’s education, ESL, and satisfaction with high school experiences. Tlyecolle
experience variables selected to be representative of the sociologspeqtizve were
parental approval, opportunity to transfer, encouragement of friends, institutiongt qual

and fit, social integration, and institutional commitment.
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The background variables relevant to the organizational perspective were
classification, high school size, resident city size, and high school guid@heecollege
experience variables for the organizational perspective are coursedenoafin major,
academic support opportunities, and likelihood of academic success.

The background variables considered from the economic perspective were
scholarship recipient, loan recipient, and proximity to college. The collgmpzierce
variables for this perspective were financial attitudes, work contstyand perceived
economic benefit.

The variables selected for this study were chosen to represent, not only those
variables which have been identified as significant in prior research, afszide
additional variables which will address the multiple perspectives of perssstudies,
the lack of which has been a notable criticism of many of those studies whilefpcus
specifically on the academic intentions aspect of this research. Thiedbathese
independent variables have been identified in prevailing persistence modgla@gs a
through intentions necessitated that they be included in this study of intentjpersist.

The variables of interest in this study consisted of 39 variables repregéeting
multiple perspectives of existing persistence theory. The major focustobtthese

variables in this regard is categorized in Table 1 and Table 2.
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Table 1

Background Independent Variables

Item Variable Perspective
1 Classification Organizational
2 Gender Sociological

3 Ethnicity Sociological

4 Father’s education Sociological

5 Mother’s Education Sociological

6 ESL Sociological

7 Resident City Size Organizational
8 SES Sociological

9 High School size Organizational
10 Certainty in major/career choice Psychological
11 Self-expectations for college Psychological
12 Parental-expectations for college Sociological
13 H.S. guidance Organizational
14 Satisfaction with H.S. experience  Sociological
15 Educational Aspiration Sociological
16 Scholarship recipient Economic

17 Loan recipient Economic

18 ACT score Psychological
19 H.S. GPA Psychological
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20 Proximity to college Economic

21 Delayed college entrance Economic

The following college experience variables were utilized in repreggtite multiple
perspectives of existing persistence theory. These college experieabéegasserved as
dependent variables with respect to the background variables and also served as
independent variables with respect to the dependent variable of future academic pla
Table 2

College Experience Independent Variables

Item Variable Perspective
22 Parental approval Sociological
23 Financial attitudes Economic
24 Opportunity to transfer Sociological
25 Courses Organizational
26 Encouragement of friends Sociological
27 Institutional quality and fit Sociological
28 Academic integration Psychological
29 Social integration Sociological
30 Institutional commitment Sociological
31 Goal commitment Psychological
32 Locus of control Psychological
33 Confidence in major Organizational
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34 Work constraints Economic

35 Family constraints Psychological

36 Likelihood of academic success Organizational

37 Academic support opportunities Organizational

38 Perceived economic benefit Economic

39 Sense of entitlement Psychological
Table 3

Dependent Variables

ltem Variable

40 Intentions to persist at the same institution

41 Intentions to persist at a different institution

42 Intentions to stop out return to same institution
43 Intentions to stop out return to different institution
44 Intentions to drop out

45 Intentions of undecided

The method of measurement of each of these variables is provided in Appendix A.

The Survey Instrument

The survey items in this study were developed to reflect measures attibes f

mentioned above. Respondents were asked to indicate to what extent each of a number

of reasons contributed to their persistence intentions. In addition, responderaskeere

to state their future academic intentions. This data formed the basie &iutly. The
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instrument included modified versions of some items contained in a survey developed by
Cabrera, Casteneda, Nora, and Hengstler (1992) that are representatiiresghthetic

model approach. Additional variables were included to address shortcomings of
prevailing models. Specifically, these additional variables elatéocus of control,
confidence in major, work constraints, family constraints, academic support
opportunities, likelihood of academic success, and perceived economic benefit. Thi
instrument was constructed to include information that allows for the discerning of
institutional from system persistence intentions as well as temdooanpermanent
persistence intentions

The instrument was designed to reflect higher education persistencecpeespe
previously discussed in this study that have been identified as playing &armgnible in
the determination of intent and higher education persistence. The goal wasraienteg
these various perspectives in a model that predicts student intentions with regard to
participation in higher education. These perspectives included psychaglogical
sociological, organizational, and economic approaches. The major focus of daeh o
survey instrument items in this regard is categorized in Table 1 and Table 2. viéwe sur
instrument is provided in Appendix A.

The independent variables examined in this study were placed in two groups. The
first group constituted those variables that reflect the demographic andllegate
experiences of the student. These were referred to collectivelylagdaed variables.
The second group of independent variables constituted those variables thatheflect

collegiate experiences of the student.
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The dependent variable used in this study was the stated intent regatdreg f
participation, or the lack thereof, in higher education, i.e., future academic planthis
survey item the respondent was asked to indicate his or her intentions regarding
continuing enroliment at the same institution, transferring to a differertiie,
temporary withdrawal, and complete withdrawal. This indication of stated intentions
represented the dependent variable in this study.

Background Variables

The survey items associated with demographic information were gender,
ethnicity, SES, father’s education, mother’s education, ESL, high school size, and
resident city size. All demographic variables were measured catdigoribeamographic
information survey items were stated as follows:

Item #1 - Classification

Item #2 - Gender

Item #3 - | consider my ethnicity to be

Item #4 - Father’s education

Item #5 - Mother’s education

Item #6 - | consider English to be my primary language

Item #7 - Approximate size of city of permanent residence

Item #8 - Approximate annual family income

Item #9 - Approximate size of high school graduating class

The survey items associated with high school experiences were educational
aspiration, scholarship recipient, loan recipient, certainty in majorfceiieee, self-

expectations for college, high school guidance, ACT score, high school GPA, proximity
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to college, view of school life, and delayed college entrance. All high schoolexgeeri
variables were measured continuously using a Likert scale ramgmdLfto 5. High
school experience survey items were stated as follows:

Item #10 - My certainty regarding major/career choice was

Item #11 - My expectations of attending college were

ltem #12 - My parent’s expectations of me attending college were

Item #13 - The quality of guidance counseling which | received in high school

concerning college options to be

Item #14 - Satisfaction with high school experience was

Item #15 - Approximate percentage of friends who planned to attend college

Item #16 - | received scholarship(s) to attend college which would cover

Item #17 - | received loan(s) to attend college which would cover

Item #18 - My approximate ACT score was

Item #19 - My approximate overall H.S. GPA was

Item #20 — The approximate distance from my city of residence to college wa

Item #21 - Number of years between graduating high school and enterirggcolle
College Experience Variables

The survey items associated with college experiences were centainty
major/career choice, self-expectations for college, ACT score, and Imgbl <ePA. All
college experience variables were measured continuously using a tédertanging
from 1 to 5. College experience survey items were stated as follows:

Item #22 - My family’s encouragement to continue attending this university
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Item #23 — My satisfaction with the amount of financial support | have received
while attending this university

Item #24 - The difficulty involved in transferring to another college, university
junior college

Item #25 — My satisfaction with my courses and curriculum

Item #26 - My close friends encouragement to continue attending college

Item #27 — My sense of belonging at this university

Item #28 — My satisfaction with my academic experience

Item #29 — My satisfaction with the personal relationships | have developed personal
relationships with other students

Item #30 — My confidence in the decision to attend college

Item #31 - The importance to me of getting a college degree

Item #32 — My sense of having sufficient options concerning my college experience

Item #33 — My confidence in my choice of major

Item #34 — The difficulty involved in meeting work obligations while attending
college

Item #35 — The difficulty involved in meeting family obligations while attending
college

Item #36 — My confidence in my ability to be academically successful iageoll

Item #37 — My satisfaction with opportunity for academic support such as tutoring
and study groups

Item #38 — My confidence that getting a college degree will be finanwialith the

investment
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Item #39 — My sense of entitlement

Future Academic Plans Variable

The survey items associated with the dependent variable, academic intentions,
was measured categorically. The survey items associated with futiglienac plans and
the categories associated with the dependent variable were as follows:

What percent likelihood would you assign to each of the following in describing
your intentions regarding future college enroliment?

Item #40 My intention is to continue attending this institution next semester.

Item #41 My intention is to transfer to another college/university next sermest

Item #42 My intention is to continue attending this institution, but not next semester.

Item #43 My intention is to transfer to another college/university, but not nextteemes

Item #44 My intention is to not attend a college/university in the future.

Item #45 | am undecided in my intentions regarding college/university attendance
the future.

The variables selected for this study were chosen to represent, not only those
variables which have been identified as significant in prior research, atsdudéd
additional variables which will address the multiple perspectives of pergstaries,
the lack of which has been a notable criticism of many of those studies whilefpcus
specifically on the academic intentions aspect of this research. Mey sustrument is

provided in Appendix A.
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Method

This study utilized observed correlations among variables in the development of
causal models for academic intentions. The objective of this study waghal ext
previous research addressing the relationships of factors pertaining to loigbatian
persistence intentions toward the development of models of the cause andagtfexof
these relationships. The development of such models was grounded in the notion of the
statistical correlation observed among variables, however, such correlaéirve only as
a foundation for the development of models addressing the causal relationships among
these variables. These correlations, considered in isolation, simply intieateength
of relationship, or lack thereof, and do not imply causation. As stated by Kenny (1979),
“Three commonly accepted conditions must hold for the scientist to claim that &caus
Y: 1) Time precedence, 2) Relationship, and 3) Nonspuriousness” (p. 2). The
requirement of time precedence indicates the necessity to establishlthime
sequential relationship between two variables, i.e., that one variable chrondjogical
precedes another. In this study, the time precedence criterion mentionedvabove
observed by the consideration of the sequential nature of the pre-collegiats,fa
collegiate factors, and resulting intentions concerning plans for higher etucaéhe
requirement of relationship indicates the necessity that a significaetation exists
between two variables. The second criterion, relationship, was met by mgdifyi
preliminary proposed model which incorporated all identified variables, based upon the
significance of observed correlations, resulting in the development of a foal mThat
is to say, the relationship criterion was met by the inclusion of only those vaffiables

which a significant relationship, i.e., correlation, was shown to exist. Nonspurisusnes
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requires that the correlation between two variables is not due entirely td aahable.
The nonspuriousness criterion was addressed in this study by careful e
multiple significant correlation coefficients that were observed invohiegsame
variable. Meeting these three specified conditions allows one to infer cdasahships
among the variables of the proposed model. The statistical procedures edseitiat
path analysis provided a means for accomplishing this goal.
Path Analysis

Path analysis was originally developed by Sewell Wright (1934) astleochof
examining the relationships between variables that were hypothesized to lzséa c
and effect nature. As Wright stated it, “... the method of path coefficients is eotled
to accomplish the impossible task of deducing causal relations from the values of the
correlation coefficients (p. 193).” Path analysis is not intended to identifylcausa
relationships but rather to test hypotheses of causal relationships. Accorivniglt,
“In cases in which the causal relations are uncertain, the method can be used to find the
logical consequences of any particular hypothesis in regard to them (p. 55{h).” Pa
analysis, therefore, offers a means of testing causal models thattijmplicolve
assumptions regarding cause and effect relationships through the use ofiaorrelat
coefficients. The results of such an analysis of correlation coefficiamthea be
interpreted as supportive or unsupportive of the hypothesized causal relationships and
model. Specifically, this method of analysis provided a means of evaluating the
hypothesized relationships among pre-collegiate variables, college exgevagiables,

and persistence intentions.
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Path Diagrams
Path diagrams are graphical representations of a causal model and the
relationships among variables. Some of the conventions associated with the use of path
diagrams and some of the terminology associated with path analysisisnpéct this
study will be useful at this point. The figure below serves to illustratedtations and

conventions associated with path diagrams.

Xy
Ps1 Paz
Ps1
X4
Pa2 \
X2 XG
Ps2 /
Xs
Pe3
Ps3 Ps3
X3

Figure 4. Path Analysis Representation

As is consistent with path analysis conventions, a unidirectional arrow poirdgimgpfre
variable to a second variable indicates that the first is assumed to be thenchilrse a
second is assumed to be the effect. Path analysis models that contain no loops and in
which all paths are unidirectional, such as the one above, are referred tarsiseec
models. In such a model, the independent variables are referred to as exogenous
variables and the dependent variables as endogenous variables. In the digdesipr

variable X is represented as the cause of variahle The path coefficient between
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variable X and variable Xindicates the strength of the correlation between these two
variables and the path associated with these two variables is represented\Exethat
the first subscripted index designates the effect variable. Note also, ¢hetidogenous
may serve as the cause of another endogenous variable, e.g. vasisdboivn as an
effect of variable X, but X, is also a cause of variablg.XThe path coefficient indicates
the strength of the direct effect of the cause variable on the effedilearRath
coefficients are related to and derived from the correlation coefficienebgrtthe two
variables. One of the strengths of path analysis lies in the potential fteabmposition
of correlations, that is, the potential for breaking down an effect into constituent
components, i.e., direct and indirect effects.
The Preliminary Path Model

The path model developed in this study consisted of an analysis of the
relationships among pre-collegiate experiences, collegiate expegjemd academic
intentions. The causal flow and variables under consideration at each of thesaisgtage
depicted in figure 2 below. As shown, pre-collegiate experiences represgahexs or
independent variables, while collegiate experiences and behavior intention represent
endogenous or dependent variables. A graphical representation of the study variables is

presented in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Overview of Study Variables

Background Variables

Classification
Gender
Ethnicity
Father’s Education
Mother’s Education
ESL
Resident city size
SES
H.S. size
Certainty of major/career choice
Self-expectations for college
Parental expectations for college
H.S. guidance
Satisfaction with H.S. experience
Educational aspiration
Scholarship Recipient
Loan Recipient
ACT score
H.S. GPA
Proximity to college
Delayed college entran

Collegiate experiences

Parental approval
Financial attitudes
Opportunity to transfer

Courses
Encouragement of friends
Institutional quality and fit

Academic integration
Social integration
Institutional commitment
Goal commitment
Locus of control
Confidence in major
Work constraints
Family constraints
Likelihood of academic success
Academic support opportunities
Perceived economic benefit
Sense of entitlement

Per sistence
Intention

continue
same institution

transfer
next semester

continue not
next semester

transfer not
next semester

drop out

undecided

The preliminary path model in this study consisted of an analysis of themslaps
among prior collegiate and pre-collegiate experiences that encompastsad the
behavior and persistence theory perspectives discussed, as well adltiezices in
predicting academic intentions. The preliminary path model proposed in this study is

presented in the path diagram in figure 6 below.
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Figure 6. Preliminary Path Model

Xy
P22t
P3s.1
Ps9,1
x22
P222 392
X2 » X4C
Pss,2
P3s;
P39,3
P39,21
x39
P3gs1
X21
where:
X,=Classification X,=Parental approval M=intent

X,=Gender

Xs=Ethnicity

X,=Father’s Education

Xs=Mother’'s Education

Xe=ESL

X;=Resident city size

Xg=SES

Xg=High School size

Xi=Certainty in major/career choice
X1,=Self-expectations for college
Xi,=Parental expectations for college
X15=H.S. guidance

X14=Satisfaction with H.S. experience
Xis=Educational aspiration
Xie=Scholarship recipient

Xi7=Loan recipient

X1g=ACT score

X1=H.S. GPA

Xo=Proximity to college
X,1=Delayed college entrance

Xs=Financial attitudes
%=0pportunity to transfer
X%=Courses
¥=Encouragement of friends
X7=Institutional quality and fit
X=Academic integration
X%o=Social integration
¥~Institutional commitment
32%Goal commitment
32Locus of control
s3XConfidence in major
%=Work constraints
ss%Family constraints
= Likelihood of academic success
P=Academic support opportunities
X=Perceived economic benefit
Xs=Sense of entitlement
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Development of the Final Path Model

First, a correlation matrix was generated to determine the direhtite
relationship between all combinations of pre-collegiate experiencbles] collegiate
experience variables, and dependent variables in the study. Next, for each dependent
variable, those collegiate experience variables showing a signifaatation with that
dependent variable, at the .05 level, were selected for inclusion in the model. &jkewis
for each collegiate experience variable included in the model, only thosellegate
variables which showed a significant correlation were retained. Ndationships
between the collegiate variables were examined and only significantyernsetained
in the model. Finally, relationships between the pre-collegiate variaklgs, i.
covariances, were examined and only correlations that were significhat.@btlevel
were retained in the model. Based on the results of this analysis, fondapkndent
variable with regard to each of the dependent variables, a revised or final model was
proposed. This procedure resulted in path models for each of the persistence intentions
examined in this study. These models were then evaluated with regard to gaedness-
fit, parsimony measures, and decomposition of effects. As stated by Pedh@2)y (19
“one of the advantages of path analysis is that it affords the decomposition ofticorsela
among variables, thereby enhancing the interpretation of relations as wedl gattern
of the effects of one variable on another” (p. 588). To this end, path coefficients were
decomposed into direct and indirect effects. In the interest of explorisg the
relationships further, post hoc analyses were performed to provide any addtsoglad i

into the details of the predictive value of the model.
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Assumptions

Assumptions of the study were as follows.

1. Self-reported information pertaining to potentially sensitive issues suchess
college persistence intentions were accurately and openly disclosed. Even though
substantive efforts were made to assure the survey respondent of his or her
anonymity, some of those selected may have been less confident in the degree of
anonymity associated with an electronic survey.

2. The potentially sensitive nature of the constructs examined in this studyetere
a factor in determining participation, that is, that a student who had intentions of
dropping out was not less likely to participate than one who had intentions of
persisting. Likewise, a student who attributed intentions of dropping out to
failures of the institution, negative academic classroom experiences, ajuasele
advisement were not more likely to respond than one who attributed intentions of
departure to personal reasons. The assumption is that a potential participant did
not self-exclude himself or herself on this basis.

3. The physical setting and environment in which the survey is taken did not
adversely affect the responses of the participant. While the physioad et
which the survey is taken may vary in conduciveness for filling out the survey,
such as the activity level in surrounding areas and privacy, the willingness to
provide accurate and honest responses were not be affected. Responses to the
survey were not affected by environmental circumstances which may eary fr
the privacy of a dorm room to the level of activity associated with an open student

computer lab.
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The assumptions of the study were that the aforementioned elements did notenflue
participation or the responses provided.
Limitations
There were several limitations to the study that related to the abiggneralize
the results and to the research method utilized.

1. The first of these limitations arises from the nature of the specific papulati
being surveyed. The fact that the respondents were drawn from a largeaiour ye
Research | (Carnegie Classification 1) university in the Midwestd the
applicability of the findings to higher education institutions that are gimila
nature. This study was conducted within a specific institution, and it may not be
appropriate to generalize the results to other institutions.

2. The survey did not address all aspects of the educational experience that may
influence college persistence intentions. The variables considered in the study
were selected to be representative of and to encompass relevant factifiedd
in behavioral and college persistence research. The background and collegiate
experience variables utilized in this study may not include all factotedeia
college persistence intentions.

3. Some of the variables utilized in this study represented measurements of
constructs of significant complexity. The difficulty associated with the
measurement of such constructs is an acknowledged limitation of the study.

4. Self-reported information pertaining to potentially sensitive issues suchess
college persistence intentions is dependent upon the willingness of the respondent

to disclose such information. Even though substantive efforts will be made to
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assure the survey respondent of his or her anonymity, some of those selected may
be less confident in the degree of anonymity associated with an electronic survey
5. The availability of computer access for those selected may have vianied) a

those selected for the survey.

Many of the limitations mentioned above are not specific to this study but rathe
are limitations inherent in any study utilizing a random sample or an elecstoniey in
which responses are self reported. These limitations, however, may prowddeaguin
future avenues of research in this area.

Summary

In conclusion, the strength of path analysis lies in the ability to provide istist
evidence that is either supportive or not supportive of hypothesized causal relpipns
in this case, students’ academic intentions. The results indicated whethatistiea
relationships observed support the final path model as predictive of academntiomste
among college students. Subsequent post hoc analyses provided further insight into the
nature of these results. This analysis indicated whether the causal modetgropos
showed substantive predictive ability concerning the specific persistéeoions of

college freshman and sophomores attending a four year higher education institution
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Chapter IV

The research questions posed in this study attempted to investigate an area of
interest that lies at the center of existing research in higher educatsistgrere.
Specifically, this research investigated the state of future academscqflatudents who
were currently participating in higher education. The intentions of these inds/idita
regard to their future academic pursuits may range from an intent to stop out for a
semester in order to deal with personal issues to dissatisfaction withdihestienal
experience leading to a determination of not returning to higher education. sTiadel
provided insight into the influences on the departure decision itself. The researc
proposed in this study built upon this well established model by providing additional
insight into these future intentions. The intent was to determine whether the factor
identified by Tinto and others can inform us regarding, not just the departure decision,
but beyond that, the future academic plans of these individuals. In this way, this study
utilized prevailing theory, such as Tinto’s Theory of Student Departure, and extaeded
application of that theory to the investigation of a closely related areas tivgentions.
In so doing, the study utilized the academic and social factors identyfi€chto in
determining the significance of some of these same factors, as well s wthe
predicting future academic plans. In this context, the research edtérederedictive
value of such a model beyond the persistence or departure behavior into the prediction of
intentions in this regard. Also, the degree to which these individual factordyalrea
identified contribute to the departure behavior may inform us as to the nature and
character of that decision. In this way, the intention was to draw upon dstdiilieory

in the research of student persistence in higher education, to build upon this theory by
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contributing new information to this existing body of research, and to providétimsig
academic intentions regarding persistence in higher education. One of ththatapis
is informative is by the consideration of the outcome of pre-collegiate dediatd
experiences, not as departure, but rather as academic plans. That is, althougredepar
may be reflective of an incongruence, either of an academic or social origieghehe
student and the institution, the departure event may indeed occur even if congruence
exists in both domains. This distinction would be discernable if one considered, as
suggested by this study, not the occurrence of the departure event itself, buheather
nature and character of the departure as operationalized by consideratitbmeof f
academic plans as the educational outcome. The dependent variable in this study
specifically identified different types of persistence intentions bydifftiating among
intentions to continue enrollment at the same institution, transfer to a differetotios,
temporarily withdraw, or completely withdraw. This differentiation amtypgs of
persistence intentions represented the dependent variable in this study.
Results

The purpose of this study was to develop and evaluate causal models for
intentions among college students to persist in higher education. The followirmgpsecti
detail the procedures, analyses, and results utilized to achieve thisvebgsctvell as
evaluations of the resulting causal models for intentions to persist in higher educati

Descriptive Statistics

There were 372 respondents to the study’s survey that generated information

about their demographic backgrounds, pre-collegiate experiences, coleegiateences,

and intentions to persist in high education. The computer software StatistkafPdor
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the Social Sciences (SPSS) was utilized to generate descriptivicstétisthe data
collected. The following descriptive statistics regarding the samgleateworthy. The

complete descriptive statistics generated for the sample data are griovijgpendix B.

35.4% were male and 64.6% were female;
45.7% were freshmen and 53.2% were sophomores;
72.6% reported their ethnicity as White, 5.1% as Black, 4.6% as Hispanic, 4.8%
as Native American, 8.9% as Asian, and 3.5% as “other”;
4.6% of the respondents reported their fathers did not graduate from high school,
24.5% of the fathers had a high school diploma, 34.1% of the fathers had a
bachelors degree, and 25.0% of the fathers had an advanced degree;
3.5% of the respondents reported their mothers did not graduate from high school,
28.8% of the mothers had a high school diploma, 36.8% of the mothers had a
bachelors degree, and 18.3% of the mothers had an advanced degree;
93.5% reported English as their primary language and 5.4% did not
25% reported a family income of 49,000 or less and 25% reported an income
greater than 120,000;
25% reported a high school graduating class size of 145 or less and 25% reported
a high school graduating class size of 600 or more

Development of the Path Model

The following sections outline the sequential procedures that were used in the

development of a final path model for each of the dependent variables relating to

intentions to persist in higher education. The path analysis computer softwarg,AVO
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specialized statistical component of SPSS, was utilized to perform the pattisaaad
to calculate evaluation indices for the models.
The Fully Recursive Model
The fully recursive path model served as the starting point for the development of
models of intentions to persist in higher education. The fully recursive modelyisthe
referred to as the “just-identified model,” is the path model that includesidyl s
variables as well as all path relationships between these variables. Flumglosv depicts

all study variables from which a process of model reduction will proceed.

71



Figure7. Study Variables

x1 Classification

X22 Family encouragement
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Xo3 Financial support

X24 Difficulty in transferring
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X5 Satisfaction with curriculum
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Xs English primary

X7 Sense of belonging

X41 Transfer

X7 Size of city

Xg Income

X2g Satisfaction with academics
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x12 Parents expectations

\ X33 Confidence in choice of major

x13 Quality of guidance
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X45 Undecided

X15 Pct of friends
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Model Reduction and Correlation Matrices

The development of an accurate, parsimonious, and useful model of persistence

intentions began with an examination of the data in an effort to identify those

relationships between variables that are of statistical significaitus was

accomplished through the utilization of the correlation matrices for altuldg’s

variables. Specifically, the correlation matrices were examined taofidany
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relationship, i.e., correlation coefficient, between any two variablesvirat significant

at the .05 level of significance. Of the 1,035 relationships which constitute the paths of
the fully recursive path models, 241 were statistically significant aDthkevel. The
relationships that were found to be significant are listed below. The cametasitrices

for all study variables are provided in Appendix B. An important first step in the
development of a reduced model was the inclusion of the dependent variable of interest
and those college experience variables for which significant cooredatrith the
dependent variable existed. The results of this step are shown in Figure 8. &gk coll
experience variables that had no significant direct relationship with thadkyge

variable removed from the model, pre-collegiate and background variables were in t
examined for their significant correlations with college experience vasalidnly
background and pre-collegiate variables observed to have significant con®latih the
college experience variables of the reduced model were retained foranaluthe

model. Next, correlations between college experience variables weraegdor
significance and only those relationships that were observed to be signifidant@b

level were retained in the reduced model. The hypothesized causal direchien of t
relationships between college experience variables is reflected in théiggtams in
causal order, i.e., any given variable is considered to be a cause for abjevsitown
below it and an effect of any variable shown above it. As the last step in develaping t
final path model, correlations between background and pre-collegiate experience
variables were examined and only the relationships between these indeperndblasvar
that were shown to be significant were included. It is noteworthy that for patinscioe

exogenous variables such as these, while there is recognition of the correlatieenbe
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the variables there is no implied assumption of a causal relationship betweemany tw
The retention of collegiate experience variables and paths as weljussmgal inclusion
of background and collegiate variables and paths described above resulted in the final
path model for the given dependent variable.
Evaluation of Goodness-of-Fit for Path Models

A path analysis was performed on the final path model for each dependent
variable in order to evaluate the goodness-of-fit for the identified. The gesdfiiét
measures obtained through the path analysis reflect the degree to which thesmode
representative of the observed data. The measure of goodness-of-fit utilizedstndkyi
is the Normed Fit Index (NFI). The NFI is a goodness-of-fit index that hesge 10f O
to 1.00 with 1.00 representing the fit of the fully recursive model. Blunch (2008) notes
that NFI values “larger than 0.95 are usually taken as an indication of a gquodLfi6].”
Consideration of the NFI will provide a sound indication whether the derived model for
the given dependent variable is accurate.

Evaluation of Parsimony for Path Models

One of the objectives of path analysis is to test the accuracy of a parsimonious,
i.e., reduced or simplified, model of a complex phenomenon. The usefulness of the
proposed model for any dependent variable is contingent upon this balance between
accuracy and parsimony. For the purposes of this study, the degree to which the fully
recursive model could be reduced to a limited number of variables and paths with
minimal loss of model accuracy was evaluated through the use of the ParsimorgdNor
Fit Index (PNFI). The PNFI is a parsimony-based measure which reegsghe degree

of reduction from the fully recursive model, i.e., the number of variables and paties in t
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reduced model, as well as goodness-of-fit. Since adding variables and pathedi&l a m
necessarily increases the goodness-of-fit, the PNFI provides a mearsssiragthe
balance between model accuracy and simplicity. Like the NFI, the PNFI alsorliage
of 0 to 1.00. According to Blunch (2008), “parsimony based fit indices are much lower
than the other normed fit measures. Values larger than 0.60 are generally ednsider
satisfying (p. 115).” The measure of parsimony and, more importantly, the measure
the balance between goodness-of-fit and parsimony that was utilized ituthyisvas
PNFI index. This measure provides a means for evaluating the usefulness antyaccura
of the final path model for a given dependent variable.
Path Model for the Intention of Institutional Persistence

The dependent variable labeled in the analysis as “continue next semester” wa
interpreted as the intention of institutional persistence. When referring tieffesident
variable, these terms will be used interchangeably. First, the camefastrix for the
collegiate experience variables and the intention of institutional perggiienc
variables %>-X39 and variable ) was examined to determine significant correlations
between these variables. Of the 18 correlations examined, ten of these weredoloser
be significant at the .05 level of significance. Those collegiate varialgesfied as
having a significant relationship with the institutional persistence depeudeable
were “family encouragement,” “satisfaction with curriculum,” “sensbalbnging,”
“satisfaction with academic experience,” “satisfaction with r@tethips,” “confidence in
decision to attend,” “importance of degree,” “confidence in choice of major,”
“confidence in ability,” and “sense of entitlement.” The observed signifoamelations

are shown in Table 4. As a first step in the construction of a reduced model for the
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continue next semester dependent variable, only these relationships, identified as
significant, were included as model paths between pre-collegiate variatildsea
dependent variable, intentions of institutional persistence. The first phase ¢f mode

construction that results from these observations is shown in Figure 8.

Table 4

Correlations for Collegiate Variables for Intentions of Persistence at the Same Institution

Pearson Sig. (2-

Variable Correlation tailed)
X22 Family encouragement 305" .000
X25 Satisfaction with curriculum 288" .000
X27 Sense of belonging 289" .000
X2g Satisfaction with academic experience 288" .000
X20 Satisfaction with relationships 150" .008
x30 Confidence decision to attend 190" .001
xa1 Importance of degree 212" .000
Xa3 Confidence in choice of major 137 .015
x3s Confidence in ability 211" .000
X390 Sense of entitlement 169" .003

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Figure 8. Pre-collegiate Variables for Intentions of Persistence at time Szstitution
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As the second step in the model development process, the correlation matrix for
all background or pre-collegiate experience variables, and collegateience variables
(i.e., variables ¥x1 and variables x-x3g) was examined to identify the observed
significant correlations. Only those collegiate experience varidid¢svere previously
retained for use in the model, based upon their significance in the first step were
considered. Of the correlations examined, 55 correlations were found to be sigaifica
the .05 level. Those background and pre-collegiate experience variables idiastifie
having a significant relationship with the retained collegiate experiarcables were

“gender,” “ethnicity,” “father’s education,” “mother’s education,” “Ergfliprimary,”
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“size of high school,” “certainty of major,” “expectations of attendingeg#|” “parents’
expectations of attending college,” “quality of guidance,” “satisfactidh iigh school

life,” “pct of friends,” “scholarships,” “loans,” “distance,” and “years\weén

graduation.” These relationships are presented in Table 5. The reduced model for the
institutional persistence dependent variable was constructed to include only those
background and pre-collegiate variables that were observed to have aangnific
correlation with a retained collegiate variable. There were 16 backgrotiadlgsa

identified for inclusion in the model on the basis of correlations with collegiatédlesia
Likewise, only model paths that represented significant correlations betwaeen pr
collegiate and retained collegiate variables were identified fardumclusion in the

model. The second phase of model construction that results from these observations is

shown in Figure 9.

Table 5

Correlations for Pre-collegiate Variables for Intentions of Persistence at the Same

Institution

Variable Conrelaion  tale)

X, Gender Xog Satisfaction with academic experience 129 .021
Xa1 Importance of degree 220" .000

X3 Ethnicity X30 Confidence decision to attend 125" .026

X4 Fathers education X2; Family encouragement 112 .047

Xs Mothers education X2 Family encouragement 125 .026
X2 Satisfaction with academic experience 145" .009
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X3z6 Confidence in ability 117 .037
Xs English primary X33 Confidence in choice of major 120 .032
Xo Size of hs X6 Confidence in ability 112 .050
X10 Certainty of major Xo5 Satisfaction with curriculum 224" .000
X27 Sense of belonging 212" .000
X2 Satisfaction with academic experience .304" .000
X2¢ Satisfaction with relationships 155" .006
xa0 Confidence decision to attend 226" .000
Xa1 Importance of degree .150" .007
X3 Confidence in choice of major 671" .000
x5 Confidence in ability 295" .000
Xa0 Sense of entitlement 77" .002
X11 Expectations of attending college Xo5 Satisfaction with curriculum 204" .000
X27 Sense of belonging 256" .000
X2 Satisfaction with academic experience 250" .000
X20 Satisfaction with relationships 272" .000
X3 Confidence decision to attend .345" .000
xa1 Importance of degree .355" .000
xa3 Confidence in choice of major .183" .001
X6 Confidence in ability 3027 .000
X3 Sense of entitlement 207" .000
X4 Continue next semester .265" .000
X1, Parents expectations of attending college X2 Family encouragement 3217 .000
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Xz5 Satisfaction with curriculum -.137 .014
X13 Quality of guidance X2 Family encouragement 125 .025
Xz5 Satisfaction with curriculum 1317 .019
X27 Sense of belonging 223" .000
X2 Satisfaction with academic experience 222" .000
X2¢ Satisfaction with relationships .209” .000
xa0 Confidence decision to attend 161" .004
X3 Confidence in choice of major .200" .000
X35 Confidence in ability 226" .000
Xa0 Sense of entitiement 152" .007
X14 Satisfaction with hs life X2 Family encouragement 131 .020
X27 Sense of belonging 165" .003
X2g Satisfaction with academic experience 171" .002
X2¢ Satisfaction with relationships 146" .010
xa0 Confidence decision to attend 178" .001
X33 Confidence in choice of major 123 .028
X35 Confidence in ability 2397 .000
X15 Pct of friends X7 Sense of belonging 133 .022
xs6 Confidence in ability 115 .049
X16 Scholarships X30 Confidence decision to attend -119° .048
Xi7 Loans Xz9 Satisfaction with relationships -152" .015
X30 Confidence decision to attend -171" .006
X35 Confidence in ability -.138" .027
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X0 Distance

X3z0 Confidence decision to attend -.116 .046

X21 Years between grad

X27 Sense of belonging -173" .002

X30 Confidence decision to attend -211" .000

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Figure9. All Model Variables for Intentions of Persistence at the Same Ingtitut
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With the significant variables for inclusion in the reduced path model thus

identified, attention was directed to the determination of significant etioe$ observed

to exist between the collegiate experience variables. An examinationaafrtekation
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matrix for these variables indicated that there were 39 such relationstips @8 tevel

of significance. These relationships are presented in Table 6. The includiesef t

paths resulted in the final path model shown in Figure 10. In this path diagram, a

collegiate variable is considered a cause for any collegiatélalisted below it and an

effect of any collegiate variable listed above it.

Table 6

Correlation Matrix for Collegiate Variables for Intentions of Persistence at the Same

Institution
X Xas X Satis);iagction Xa0
22 . . 27 . .
Variable Statistic Family Sat'\fvfi?ﬁtlon Sense of with Sat'\f\;?ﬁ tion
encouragement . belonging academic . .
curriculum ) relationships
experience

Pearson Correlation 203" 202" 212"
X22 Famlly
encouragement

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000

Pearson Correlation 416" 670" .299"
Xz5 Satisfaction with
curriculum

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000

Pearson Correlation 203" 416" 627" 685"
X27 Sense of
belonging

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
%5 Satisfaction with Pearson Correlation .202 .670 .627 469
academic
experience Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000

Pearson Correlation 212" 299" 685" 469"
Xa9 Satisfaction with
relationships

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000

Pearson Correlation 356" 392" 420" 339"
X30 Confidence
decision to attend

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
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Pearson Correlation .253 .196 .335 .193
Xs1 Importance of
degree
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .001
Pearson Correlation 354" 268" 335" 212"
X33 Confidence in
choice of major
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 458" 3177 465" 252"
X36 Confidence in
ability
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation .180" .328" 453" 429" .338"
X39 Sense of
entitlement
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .000 .000 .000 .000
X30 Confidence Xa1 X33 X36
decision to Importance  Confidenc  Confidence Xg;tistg:zzrﬁf
attend of dearee e in choice in ability
Pearson Correlation .180"
Xz Family
encouragement
Sig. (2-tailed) .001
Pearson Correlation 356" 253" 354" 458" .328"
Xz5 Satisfaction with
curriculum
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 392" 196" .268" 317" 453"
X7 Sense of
belonging
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
xzs Satisfaction with Pearson Correlation 420 .335 .335 465 429
academic
experience Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 339" 193" 212" 252" .338"
Xa9 Satisfaction with
relationships
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .001 .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 460" 282" 457" 307"
X30 Confidence
decision to attend
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
Xs1 Importance of Pearson Correlation 460" 225" 354" 224"

degree
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Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 282" 225" 404" 207"
X33 Confidence in
choice of major
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 457" .354" 404" 279"
X3 Confidence in
ability
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 307" 224" 207" 279"
X39 Sense of
entitlement
.000 .000 .000 .000

Sig. (2-tailed)

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Figure 10. Initial Path Model for Intentions of Persistence at the Same Ingtituti
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As the last step in developing the model for intentions of institutional persistence
correlations between background and pre-collegiate experience varialbdesxamined
to identify those relationships that were significant at the .05 level. The sagific
correlations between exogenous variables, variahtgs,xare shown in Table 7.
Significant paths between these independent variables were included, reautimg i
final path model for intentions of institutional persistence shown in Figure 11.
Table 7

Covariances for Intentions of Persistence at the Same Institution

Pearson Sig. (2-

Variable Variable Correlation tailed)
X3 Ethnicity x4 Fathers education -.144" .006
Xs Mothers education -.196" .000
xs English primary .396" .000
x4 Fathers education Xs Mothers education 447" .000
Xo Size of hs .158" .003
X1 Parents expectations of attending college .180" .001
15 Pct of friends 239" .000
Xs Mothers education X1 Parents expectations of attending college 164" .002
15 Pct of friends 225" .000
xs English primary Xe Size of hs 262" .000
x13 Quality of guidance 116 .034
Xz Distance 171”7 .003
Xo Size of hs 15 Pct of friends 148 .010
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X10 Certainty of major x11 Expectations of attending college 142 .009
X135 Quallity of guidance 236" .000
x14 Satisfaction with hs life 152" .005
X16 Scholarships -.145 .013
x11 Expectations of attending college X12 Parents expectations of attending college .300" .000
14 Satisfaction with hs life 137 012
X1 Parents expectations of attending x15 Quality of guidance 938" 000
college
14 Satisfaction with hs life 210" .000
15 Pct of friends 327" .000
x13 Quality of guidance X14 Satisfaction with hs life 454" .000
15 Pct of friends 143 012
14 Satisfaction with hs life 15 Pct of friends 253" .000
X12 Years between grad -123 .026
X16 Scholarships X17 Loans 704" .000

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Figure11. Final Path Model for Intentions of Persistence at the Same Institution
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The original fully recursive model which served as the starting point for the
model reduction process consisted of 45 variables and 1,035 paths. After reduction, the
final path model consisted of 27 variables and 76 paths between variables. It is this
resultant causal model of Figure 11 that was evaluated using the methods of path
analysis. The decomposition of effects for each variable of the model intoffets e

direct effects, and indirect effects on the dependent variable are sueuarizable 8.

Table 8

Decomposition of Effects for Intentions of Persistence at the Same Institution

Variable Total Direct Indirect
Effect Effect Effect
X14 Satisfaction with hs life 0.02 0.00 0.02
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X13 Quality of guidance 0.04 0.00 0.04
Coﬁ(l:gZarents expectations of attending 003 0.00 003
x11 Expectations of attending college 0.26 0.19 0.07
X1 Certainty of major 0.03 0.00 0.03
x5 Mothers education 0.02 0.00 0.02
X4 Fathers education 0.01 0.00 0.01
X1 Years between grad -0.02 0.00 -0.02
X15 Pct of friends 0.01 0.00 0.01
X5 Satisfaction with curriculum 0.22 0.19 0.04
X, Family encouragement 0.28 0.28 0.00
Xo7 Sense of belonging 0.12 0.25 -0.13
Xq7 Loans 0.01 0.00 0.01
Xog Satisfaction with academic experience -0.01 -0.02 0.01
Xoo Distance 0.00 0.00 0.00
X16 Scholarships 0.00 0.00 0.00
Xog Satisfaction with relationships -0.17 -0.17 0.00
X3 Ethnicity 0.00 0.00 0.00
X309 Confidence decision to attend -0.01 -0.04 0.03
X, Gender 0.01 0.00 0.01
Xs English primary 0.00 0.00 0.00
X31 Importance of degree 0.08 0.08 0.00
Xg Size of hs 0.01 0.00 0.01
X33 Confidence in choice of major -0.02 -0.03 0.01
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X35 Confidence in ability 0.04 0.05 0.00

X39 Sense of entitlement -0.04 -0.04 0.00

A path analysis was performed on the final path model in order to evaluate the
goodness-of-fit for the identified path model for the dependent variable of foriero
continue next semester”,i.e., the degree to which the model was reflectiveobttreed
data. Several measures of goodness-of-fit were utilized in making thistealua

First, the Normed Fit Index, or NFI, was examined. An NFI index of .95 or
greater was considered to be a good fit, that the model accuratelyectleetobserved
data. The NFI for the final path model was 0.88, indicating that the model was a good fit
Second, the Parsimony Normed Fit Index, or PNFI, was examined. A PNFI index of .60
or greater was considered to be a good fit, that the model accurately detitecte
observed data and represented a significantly reduced model. The PNFI for tphatfinal
model was 0.512, indicating that the model was a good fit. Taken together, these
measures of goodness-of-fit and simplicity indicated that the derived path fioroithe
dependent variable “intentions of institutional persistence” was high, i.e., the madal wa
good fit.

Path Model for the Intention of Immediate Transfer

The dependent variable labeled in the analysis as “transfer next sémaster
interpreted as the intention of immediate transfer. When referring to presdent
variable, these terms will be used interchangeably. Examination of thattorrenatrix
for the collegiate experience variables and the intention of immediatéetrardicated

that 8 of 18 of these variables were significant at the .05 level. Those collegiatdes
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identified as having a significant relationship with the “transfer next semekependent
variable were “family encouragement,” “satisfaction with curriculutagnse of
belonging,” “satisfaction with academic experience,” “satisfactigh welationships,”
“confidence in choice of major,” “confidence in ability,” and “sense of entilet.” The
observed significant correlations are shown in Table 9. In the construction otadedu
model for the immediate transfer dependent variable, only these relghensleintified
as significant, were included as model paths between pre-collegiate esaabl the
dependent variable, “intentions to transfer next semester”. The first phaselelf
construction that results from these observations is shown in Figure 12.

Table 9

Correlations for Collegiate Variables for Intentions of Persistence at a Different

Institution
o e
X22 Family encouragement -.260" .000
X5 Satisfaction with curriculum -.238" .000
X27 Sense of belonging -.278" .000
X2g Satisfaction with academic experience -.258" .000
X20 Satisfaction with relationships -.148" .009
x33 Confidence in choice of major -.150" .008
x3s Confidence in ability -.128 024
x30 Sense of entitlement -125° .028

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Figure 12. Pre-collegiate Variables for Intentions of Persistence at a Bxffénstitution

X22 Family
encouragement

x; Classification

X2 Gender

x3 Ethnicity

X2s Satisfaction
x4 Fathers with curriculum
Education

Xs Mothers

‘ X27 Sense of
belonging

X2g Satisfaction

with academics

Xs English primary

Xa1 Transfer
next semester

X7 Size of city

X29 Satisfaction

Xs Income with relationships

Xo Size of HS

X10 Certainty
of major

x11 Expectations

X1, Parents
expectations
X13 Quality
of guidance
X14 Satistaction

X33 Confidence
in choice of major

x
2 5k
B Z s | B
: o |k
9 3B
I 3 D
B 2
&

X35 Confidence
in ability

x16 Scholarships
X17 Loans

X1g ACT

X19 GPA X39 Sense of
entitiement

Xz0 Distance

Xz1 Years

Next, the correlation matrix for all background or pre-collegiate experience
variables, and collegiate experience variables were examined to idkatdpserved
significant correlations. Again, only those collegiate experience vasitidé were

previously retained for use in the model were considered. Of the correlatammed,

42 correlations were found to be significant at the .05 level. Those background and pre-

collegiate experience variables identified as having a significatioresaip with the
retained collegiate experience variables were “father’'s educatmnther’s education,”
“English primary,” “size of high school,” “certainty of major,” “expettas of attending

college,” “parents’ expectations of attending college,” “quality of guied’ “satisfaction
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with high school life,” “pct of friends,” “loans,” and “years between gedoiun.” These
relationships are presented in Table 10. The reduced model for the “immediatz’transf
dependent variable was constructed to include only those background and pre-eollegiat
variables that were observed to have a significant correlation with a retallegate
variable. There were 12 background and pre collegiate variables iderdifiedlfision

in the model on this basis. Likewise, only model paths that represented significant
correlations between pre-collegiate and retained collegiate varable identified for
further inclusion in the model. The intermediate model construction that resulted is
shown in Figure 13.

Table 10

Correlations for Pre-collegiate Variables for Intentions of Persistence at a Different

Institution

Variable Variable CF::;EES“ ?;?Ie(dz)_

X4 Fathers education X2z Family encouragement 112 .047

Xs Mothers education X2z Family encouragement 125" .026
Xzs Satisfaction with academic experience 145" .009
xss Confidence in ability A17 .037

Xs English primary X33 Confidence in choice of major 120" .032

Xo Size of hs Xs6 Confidence in ability 112 .050

X10 Certainty of major Xo5 Satisfaction with curriculum 224" .000
X27 Sense of belonging 212" .000
Xzs Satisfaction with academic experience .304" .000
X290 Satisfaction with relationships 155" .006
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X33 Confidence in choice of major 671 .000
xs6 Confidence in ability 295" .000
Xa Sense of entitlement 177" .002
X11 Expectations of attending college Xos Satisfaction with curriculum 204" .000
X27 Sense of belonging 256" .000
Xzs Satisfaction with academic experience .250" .000
X290 Satisfaction with relationships 272" .000
a3 Confidence in choice of major .183" .001
xss Confidence in ability 302" .000
Xas Sense of entitlement 207" .000
a1 Transfer next semester -.149" .009
X12 Parents expectations of attending x22 Family encouragement 321" 000
college
Xz5 Satisfaction with curriculum -137 .014
X13 Quality of guidance X2z Family encouragement 125" .025
Xz5 Satisfaction with curriculum 131 .019
X2z Sense of belonging 223" .000
Xzs Satisfaction with academic experience 222" .000
X20 Satisfaction with relationships .209" .000
xs3 Confidence in choice of major .200” .000
xss Confidence in ability 226" .000
Xs Sense of entitlement 152" .007
X14 Satisfaction with hs life X14 Satisfaction with hs life 1317 .020
Xo7 Sense of belonging 165" .003
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Xz¢ Satisfaction with academic experience 171 .002
X20 Satisfaction with relationships .146" .010
X33 Confidence in choice of major 123 .028
xss Confidence in ability 2397 .000
X15 Pct of friends Xz27 Sense of belonging 133 .022
xss Confidence in ability 115 .049
X17 Loans Xz9 Satisfaction with relationships -152" .015
xs6 Confidence in ability -.138 .027
X1 Years between grad X27 Sense of belonging -173" .002

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Figure 13. All Model Variables for Intentions of Persistence at a Differeritlrtgon
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This reduced path model was then modified to include significant correlations
observed to exist between the collegiate experience variables. An examofdhe
correlation matrix for these variables indicated that there were 25 relapisra the .05
level of significance. These relationships are presented in Table 11. Theomdiisi
these paths resulted in the final path model shown in Figure 14.

Table 11

Correlation Matrix for Collegiate Variables for Intentions of Persistence at a Different

Institution
X22 . X2s . Xo7 . Xz{g .
Variable Statistic Family Sa“jvfi?ﬁnon Sense of Sat:asgg(égmé/vlth
encouragement ¢\ riculum belonging experience
Pearson Correlation .203" 202"
X22 Family encouragement
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 416" 670"
Xo5 Satisfaction with
curriculum
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
Pearson Correlation .203" 416" 627"
X7 Sense of belonging
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 202" 670" 627"
Xog Satisfaction with
academic experience
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 212" 299" 685" 469"
Xa9 Satisfaction with
relationships
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation .354" .268" .335"
X33 Confidence in choice
of major
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 458" 317" 465"
X3 Confidence in ability
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
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Pearson Correlation .180 .328 453

ok

429

X39 Sense of entitlement
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .000 .000

.000

X33 Confidence

Xa9 Satisfaction X36 Confidence

X39 Sense of

with relationships n cho_lce of in ability entitlement
major
Pearson Correlation 212" .180"
X22 Family encouragement
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .001
Pearson Correlation .299" .354" 458" .328"
Xo5 Satisfaction with
curriculum
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 685" .268" 317" 453"
X7 Sense of belonging
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 469" 335" 465" 429"
Xz8 Satisfaction with
academic experience
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 212" 252" .338"
Xz9 Satisfaction with
relationships
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 212" 4047 207"
X33 Confidence in choice
of major
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 252" 4047 279"
X3 Confidence in ability
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation .338" 207" 279"
X39 Sense of entitlement
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

96



Figure 14. Initial Path Model for Intentions of Persistence at a Different uigirt
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Finally, completing the model for intentions of immediate transfer, caoetat
between background and pre-collegiate experience variables weraeddmidentify
those relationships that were significant at the .05 level. The significaatatmns
between these variables, variablexx, are shown in Table 12. Paths between these
independent variables that were shown to be significant were included, resulting in the

final path model for intentions of immediate transfer shown in Figure 15.
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Table 12

Covariances for Intentions of Persistence at a Different Institution

Variable Variable Zgﬁgﬂ on tsalﬁe d()2
x4 Fathers education xs Mothers education 447" .000
Xg Size of hs .158" .003
X1» Parents expectations of attending college  .180" .001
15 Pct of friends 239" .000
Xs Mothers education X1 Parents expectations of attending college  .164” .002
15 Pct of friends 225" .000
xs English primary Xo Size of hs 262" .000
13 Quality of guidance 116" .034
Xo Size of hs 15 Pct of friends .148" .010
X10 Certainty of major x11 Expectations of attending college 142" .009
x13 Quality of guidance 236" .000
14 Satisfaction with hs life 152" .005
X11 Expectations of attending college 12 Parents expectations of attending college  .300” .000
14 Satisfaction with hs life 137 012
X1 Parents expectations of attending college X33 Quality of guidance .238" .000
x4 Satisfaction with hs life 2107 .000
x5 Pct of friends 3277 .000
13 Quality of guidance X14 Satisfaction with hs life 454" .000
x5 Pct of friends 143 012
X14 Satisfaction with hs life x15 Pct of friends .253" .000
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Xo1 Years between grad -123 .026

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Figure 15. Final Path Model for Intentions of Persistence at a Different Institution
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After reduction, the final path model consisted of 21 variables and 66 paths
between variables. Figure 15 shows the path model for the dependent variable
“immediate transfer” that was evaluated using path analysis. The dectarposi
effects into total effects, direct effects, and indirect effects on thendepevariable is
shown in Table 13. Path analysis was performed on the model in order to evaluate the

goodness-of-fit for the constructed model.
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Table 13

Decomposition of Effects for Intentions of Persistence at a Different Institution

Total Direct Indirect

Variable Effect  Effect  Effect
X14 Satisfaction with hs life -0.01 0.00 -0.01
X13 Quality of guidance -0.04 0.00 -0.04
X1, Parents expectations of attending college -0.02 0.00 -0.02
X11 Expectations of attending college -0.14 -0.09 -0.05
X10 Certainty of major -0.07 0.00 -0.07
Xs Mothers education -0.01 0.00 -0.01
X4 Fathers education -0.01 0.00 -0.01
X1 Years between grad 0.02 0.00 0.02
X15 Pct of friends -0.01 0.00 -0.01
X5 Satisfaction with curriculum -0.19 -0.13 -0.06
X2 Family encouragement -0.24 -0.23 -0.01
X7 Sense of belonging -0.16 -0.25 0.09
X17 Loans -0.01 0.00 -0.01
Xog Satisfaction with academic experience -0.01 -0.03 0.02
Xo9 Satisfaction with relationships 0.13 0.13 0.00
Xs English primary 0.00 0.00 0.00
Xg Size of hs 0.01 0.00 0.01
X33 Confidence in choice of major -0.04 -0.05 0.01
X3s Confidence in ability 0.03 0.03 0.00
X39 Sense of entitlement 0.06 0.06 0.00
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The analysis resulted in an NFI and PNFI for the final path model of .907, and
447 respectively, indicating that the model was a good fit. Again, complete reshis of t
analysis can be found in Appendix D. In sum, these measures indicated that the derived
path model for the dependent variable “intentions of immediate transfer” goaidit
and accurately represented the observed data.

Path Model for the Intention to Stop Out

The dependent variable labeled in the analysis as “continue not next semester”
was interpreted as the intention to stop out. When referring to this dependent variable,
these terms will be used interchangeably. Proceeding as before with modebreaig
the development of a model for the dependent variable “continue not next semester”,
correlations for the collegiate experience variables and the “intentiomtiowe not next
semester” were examined. These indicated that only two of the 18 collegialdesm
were significant at the .05 level. Those collegiate variables identifiedvaizg a
significant relationship with the stop out dependent variable were difficulty in
transferring and family obligations. The observed significant comesgre shown in
Table 14. The intermediate reduced model for the stop out dependent variable,
containing only these relationships as model paths between pre-collegialdegaand

the dependent variable is shown in Figure 16.
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Table 14

Correlations for Collegiate Variables for Intentions of Sopping Out and Returning to the

Same Institution
. Pearson Sig. (2-
Variable Correlation tailed)
X4 Difficulty in transferring 119 .049
x35 Family obligations 206" .000

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-
tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-
tailed).
Figure 16. Pre-collegiate Variables for Intentions of Stopping Out and Returning to the

Same Institution
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Significant correlations for all background or pre-collegiate experieacables,
and collegiate experience variables were identified. Again, only thosgiatdle
experience variables that were previously retained for use in the moeetovesidered.
Of these, only seven correlations were found to be significant at the .05 level. Those
background and pre-collegiate experience variables identified as havgrgfeaint
relationship with the retained collegiate experience variables werthéms education,”
“English primary,” “expectations of attending college,” “quality of guidahtACT,”
and “distance.” These relationships are presented in Table 15. The reduced model for
the stop out dependent variable was constructed to include only these background and
pre-collegiate variables. There were six background and pre collegietielesr
identified for inclusion in the model on this basis. Likewise, only model paths that
represented significant correlations between pre-collegiate and cetailhegiate
variables were identified for further inclusion in the model. The intermediatel mode
construction that resulted is shown in Figure 17.
Table 15

Correlations for Pre-collegiate Variables for Intentions of Sopping Out and Returning to

Same Institution
Variable Variable ci‘friﬁii’iﬂn Sig. (2-tailed)
xs Mothers education Xas Family obligations -.150" .008
Xs English primary Xs42 Continue not next semester .185" .001
X11 Expectations of attending college Xs42 Continue not next semester 125" .029
X13 Quality of guidance Xz4 Difficulty in transferring -142" .016
X1 ACT Xas Family obligations -137 .023
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X0 Distance Xz4 Difficulty in transferring .163 .008

X42 Continue not next semester 134 .024

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Figure 17. All Model Variables for Intentions of Stopping Out and Returning to the

Same Institution

X24 Difficulty in transferring

education
xs English primary

Xa2 Continue not
next semester

x11 Expectations
X13 Quality
of guidance

Xas Famil
igations

The model was then modified to include significant correlations observed to exist
between the collegiate experience variables. The correlation matthef® variables

indicated that there was one relationship at the .05 level of significancee Thes
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relationships are presented in Table 16. The inclusion of these paths resulted in the fina
path model shown in Figure 18.

Table 16

Correlation Matrix for Collegiate Variables for Intentions of Stopping Out and Returning

to the Same Institution

Variable Statistic Xz4 Difficulty in Xas Family
transferring obligations
Pearson Correlation 242"
X24 Difficulty in transferring
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
Pearson Correlation 242"
X35 Family obligations
Sig. (2-tailed) .000

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Figure 18. Initial Path Model for Intentions of Stopping Out and Returning to the Same

Institution

X2a Difficulty in transferring

education
X English primary
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Completing the model for intentions of stopping out, relationships exhibiting
significant correlations between background and pre-collegiate expenariables were
included. Table 17 identifies the relationships between exogenous variables that were
found to be significant. Figure 19 shows the final path model for intentions of stopping
out.

Table 17

Covariances for Intentions of Sopping Out and Returning To the Same Institution

Pearson Sig. (2-

Variable Variable Correlation tailed)

*k

Xs .Mothers education  xig ACT .255 .000

xs English primary )g(ﬁi(%:ggy of 116 .034
x18 ACT -121 .038
X20 Distance a71” .003

X13 Quality of xis ACT 153" 008

guidance

X1 ACT X20 Distance 205" .001

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Figure 19. Final Path Model for Intentions of Stopping Out and Returning to the Same

Institution

X24 Difficulty in transferring

Xa2 Continue not
next semeste

After reduction, the final path model for this dependent variable consisted of nine
variables and ten paths between variables. Figure 19 shows the path model for the
dependent variable stop out that was evaluated using path analysis. Totaldiffszits
effects, and indirect effects for each variable in the final path model aenf@ésn

Table 18.
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Table 18

Decomposition of Effects for Intentions of Sopping Out and Returning to the Same

Institution
Variable Total Direct Indirect
Effect  Effect  Effect
X9 Distance 0.09 0.07 0.02
X13 Quality of guidance -0.02 0.00 -0.02
X138 ACT -0.01 0.00 -0.01
Xo4 Difficulty in transferring 0.11 0.07 0.04
Xs Mothers education -0.02 0.00 -0.02
X11 Expectations of attending college -0.11 -0.11 0.00
Xs English primary 0.20 0.20 0.00
X35 Family obligations 0.18 0.18 0.00

Path analysis resulted in an NFI and PNFI for the final path model of 0.834 and
.371 respectively, indicating that the model was a good fit. These measures dnitiaate
the derived path model for the dependent variable intentions to stop out was a good fit
and accurately represented the observed data.

Path Model for the Intention of Delayed Transfer

The dependent variable labeled in the analysis as “transfer not next sémaste
interpreted as the intention of delayed transfer. When referring to this dependent
variable, these terms will be used interchangeably. In the developmenbdkafor the
dependent variable “transfer not next semester,” correlations for theiatalegperience
variables and the intention of delayed transfer indicated that only three of the 18

collegiate variables were significant at the .05 level. Those collegiatdbles identified
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as having a significant relationship with the delayed transfer dependent varable w
“sense of belonging,” “satisfaction with academic experience,” amésef options.”
The observed significant correlations are shown in Table 19. The intermediatededu
model for the “delayed transfer” dependent variable, containing only thesenstegps

as model paths between pre-collegiate variables and the dependent vartadenigs
Figure 20.

Table 19

Correlations for Collegiate Variables for Intentions of Sopping Out and Returning to a

Different Institution

Pearson Sig. (2-

Variable Correlation tailed)
X27 Sense of belonging -116° .042
X28 Satisfaction with academic experience -116° .043
X32 Sense of options -116° .044

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Figure 20. Pre-collegiate Variables for Intentions of Stopping Out and Returning to a

Different Institution
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Significant correlations for all background or pre-collegiate experieaables,
and remaining collegiate experience variables were retained for tmermodel. Of
these, 20 correlations were found to be significant at the .05 level. Those background and
pre-collegiate experience variables identified as having a signifioariation with the
retained collegiate experience variables were “mother’s educatmerfainty of major,”
“expectations of attending college,” “quality of guidance,” “satigfscwith high school
life,” “pct of friends,” “distance,” and “years between graduation.” Theksionships

are shown in Table 20. The reduced model for the “delayed transfer” dependent variable
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was constructed to include only these background and pre-collegiate variables. There
were eight background and pre-collegiate variables identified for inclusitie imodel.
Likewise, only model paths that represented significant correlations betweeen pr
collegiate and retained collegiate variables were identified fdrdumclusion in the

model. The resulting intermediate model is shown in Figure 21.

Table 20
Correlations for Pre-collegiate Variables for Intentions of Sopping Out and Returning to

a Different Institution

Variable Variable (F;g?rresl(;?i on tsalﬁe d()2
Xs Mothers education Xzg Satisfaction with academic experience 145" .009
X10 Certainty of major X27 Sense of belonging 212" .000
Xzs Satisfaction with academic experience .304" .000
X2 Sense of options 248" .000
x11 Expectations of attending college Xz27 Sense of belonging 256" .000
Xzs Satisfaction with academic experience .250" .000
X2 Sense of options .198" .000
x13 Quality of guidance X27 Sense of belonging 223" .000
Xzs Satisfaction with academic experience 222" .000
X2 Sense of options 2397 .000
X43 Transfer not next semester -118 .039
X14 Satisfaction with hs life X27 Sense of belonging 165" .003
Xzs Satisfaction with academic experience 171" .002
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X32 Sense of options .183 .001

X15 Pct of friends X7 Sense of belonging 133 .022
Xz0 Distance X32 Sense of options -.154" .008
Xa3 Transfer not next semester 165" .005
X1 Years between grad X27 Sense of belonging -173" .002
X2 Sense of options -.139° .015
Xa3 Transfer not next semester 249" .000

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Figure21. All Model Variables for Intentions of Stopping Out and Returning to a

Different Institution
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The model was then amended based on significant correlations between the
collegiate experience variables. The correlation matrix for theséleswrimdicated that
there were three relationships at the .05 level of significance. Thesensigis are
presented in Table 21. The inclusion of these paths resulted in the final path model for
the dependent variable delayed transfer shown in Figure 22.

Table 21
Correlation Matrix for Collegiate Variables for Intentions of Stopping Out and Returning

to a Different Institution

X28

Satisfaction with X2

Xa7

Variable Statistic Sense of - Sense of
. academic )
belonging ) options
experience
Pearson Correlation 627" 378"
Xz27 Sense of belonging
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 627" 4617
Xog Satisfaction with
academic experience
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 378" 461"
X32 Sense of options
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

*_Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Figure 22. Initial Path Model for Intentions of Stopping Out and Returning to a Different

Institution
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As before, completion of the model for intentions of delayed transfer was
achieved with the inclusion of significant paths between background and pre-tellegia
experience variables. The significant correlations between these gar@blshown in
Table 22. The inclusion of these paths resulted in the final path model for intentions of

delayed transfer shown in Figure 23.
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Table 22

Covariances for Intentions of Sopping Out and Returning to a Different Institution

Variable Variable Pearson Sig. (2-

Correlation tailed)

xs Mothers education x15 Pct of friends 225" .000
X10 Certainty of major x11 Expectations of attending college 1427 .009
x13 Quality of guidance 236" .000

x14 Satisfaction with hs life 152" .005

x11 Expectations of attending college  xi4 Satisfaction with hs life 137 .012
x13 Quality of guidance X14 Satisfaction with hs life 454" .000
x15 Pct of friends 143 012

x14 Satisfaction with hs life x15 Pct of friends 253" .000
X21 Years between grad -123 .026

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Figure 23. Final Path Model for Intentions of Stopping Out and Returning to a Different

Institution
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After reduction, the final path model for this dependent variable consisted of 12
variables and 26 paths between variables. Figure 23 shows the path model for the
dependent variable transfer not next semester that was evaluated using lysi. ahlae

effects for each of the variables of this model on the dependent variable are provided

Table 23.
Table 23

Decomposition of Effects for Intentions of Sopping Out and Returning to a Different

I nstitution
Variable Total Direct Indirect
Effect Effect Effect
X1 Years between grad 0.34 0.33 0.01
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X15 Pct of friends -0.01 0.00 -0.01

X14 Satisfaction with hs life 0.00 0.00 0.00
X13 Quality of guidance -0.10 -0.09 -0.01
X11 Expectations of attending college -0.02 0.00 -0.02
X310 Certainty of major -0.02 0.00 -0.02
Xo7 Sense of belonging -0.06 -0.02 -0.04
Xs Mothers education -0.01 0.00 -0.01
Xoo Distance 0.17 0.17 0.00
Xog Satisfaction with academic experience -0.07 -0.07 0.00
X32 Sense of options 0.01 0.01 0.00

The NFI and PNFI for the final path model were 0.937 and .372 respectively,
indicating that the model was a good fit. These measures indicated that the pative
model for the dependent variable intentions of delayed transfer was a good fit and
accurately represented the observed data.

Path Model for the Intention to Not Attend

The dependent variable labeled in the analysis as “not attend” was intergreted a
the intention to drop out. When referring to this dependent variable, these terms will be
used interchangeably. In the construction of a model for the dependent variable drop out,
correlations for the collegiate experience variables and the intention tdemat showed
indicated that only two of the 18 collegiate variables were significant ad%Hevel.

Those collegiate variables identified as having a significant relatipmsthi the not

attend dependent variable were “satisfaction with curriculum” and “confidence

117



decision to attend.” The observed significant correlations are shown in Table 24. The
initial reduced model for the drop out dependent variable, containing only these
relationships as model paths between pre-collegiate variables and the depandelat

is shown in Figure 24.

Table 24

Correlations for Collegiate Variables for Intentions of Dropping Out

Pearson Sig. (2-

Variable Correlation tailed)
Xp5 Satisfaction with curriculum -113 .049
X30 Confidence decision to attend -129 .025

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-
tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-
tailed).

Figure 24. Pre-collegiate Variables for Intentions of Dropping Out
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Significant correlations for all background or pre-collegiate experieacables,
and remaining collegiate experience variables were retained for tmermodel. Of
these, 13 correlations were found to be significant at the .05 level. Those background and
pre-collegiate experience variables identified as having a signifioariation with the
retained collegiate experience variables were “ethnicity, taoety of major,”
“expectations of attending college,” “parents’ expectations of attenditeged! “quality
of guidance,” “satisfaction with high school life,” “scholarships,” “loaridistance,”
and “years between graduation.” These relationships are presented in Table 25. The
reduced model for the drop out dependent variable was constructed to include only these
background and pre-collegiate variables. There were ten background andewiateol
variables identified for inclusion in the model. Only paths that representeficsighi
correlations between pre-collegiate and retained collegiate varable identified for
inclusion in the model. The resulting intermediate model is shown in Figure 25.
Table 25

Correlations for Pre-collegiate Variables for Intentions of Dropping Out

Variable Variable Czﬁzrlzggn ?;?Ie(dz)_
X3 Ethnicity Xs0 Confidence decision to attend 125" .026
X10 Certainty of major Xos Satisfaction with curriculum 224" .000
s Confidence decision to attend 226" .000
X11 Expectations of attending college Xo5 Satisfaction with curriculum 204" .000
a3 Confidence decision to attend 345" .000
X1 Parents expectations of attending college Xo5 Satisfaction with curriculum -137 .014
X13 Quality of guidance Xo5 Satisfaction with curriculum 131 .019
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X30 Confidence decision to attend 161 .004

ok

X14 Satisfaction with hs life x3o Confidence decision to attend 178 .001
X16 Scholarships x30 Confidence decision to attend -119° .048
Xi7 Loans s Confidence decision to attend -171" .006
Xz0 Distance X30 Confidence decision to attend -116° .046
X21 Years between grad Xs0 Confidence decision to attend -211" .000

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Figure 25. All Model Variables for Intentions of Dropping Out
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The model was then modified based on the correlation matrix for collegiate
experience variables. The correlation matrix for these variables irdlibaiethere was
one relationship at the .05 level of significance. These relationships are ptesente
Table 26. The inclusion of these paths resulted in the final path model for the dependent
variable drop out shown in Figure 26.
Table 26

Correlation Matrix for Collegiate Variables for Intentions of Dropping Out

Xz5 Satisfaction  xzp Confidence

Variable Statistic with curriculum decision to attend
Pearson Correlation 356"

Xz5 Satisfaction with

curriculum
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
Pearson Correlation 356"

X30 Confidence decision to

attend
Sig. (2-tailed) .000

*_ Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Figure 26. Initial Path Model for Intentions of Dropping Out
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To complete the model for intentions of dropping out, statistically significant
paths between background and pre-collegiate experience variables walednclhe
significant correlations between background and collegiate experiariables are
shown in Table 27, and the final path model for intentions of dropping out resulting from
the inclusion of these paths is depicted in Figure 27.

Table 27

Covariances for Intentions of Dropping Out

Pearson Sig. (2-

Variable Variable Correlation  tailed)

X10 Certainty of major X11 Expectations of attending college 142" .009
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X1z Quality of guidance .236 .000

ok

X14 Satisfaction with hs life 152 .005
X16 Scholarships -.145 .013
x11 Expectations of attending college X12 Parents expectations of attending college .300" .000
14 Satisfaction with hs life 137 .012
X1 Parents expectations of attending college X33 Quality of guidance 238" .000
14 Satisfaction with hs life 210" .000
x13 Quality of guidance 14 Satisfaction with hs life 454" .000
X14 Satisfaction with hs life X21 Years between grad 123 .026
X16 Scholarships Xi7 Loans 704" .000

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Figure 27. Final Path Model for Intentions of Dropping Out
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After reduction, the final path model for this dependent variable consisted of 13
variables and 16 paths between variables. Figure 27 shows the path model for the
dependent variable drop out that was evaluated using path analysis. Table 28 provides a
summary of the total, direct, and indirect effects of each collegiate armblpegiate

variable on the dependent variable of the model for dropping out.

Table 28

Decomposition of Effects for Intentions of Dropping Out

Total Direct Indirect

Variable Effect  Effect  Effect
X13 Quality of guidance -0.02 0.00 -0.02
X1 Parents expectations of attending college 0.02 0.00 0.02
X11 Expectations of attending college -0.05 0.00 -0.05
X1 Certainty of major -0.03 0.00 -0.03
X1 Years between grad 0.02 0.00 0.02
Xo0 Distance 0.01 0.00 0.01
X17 Loans 0.02 0.00 0.02
X16 Scholarships 0.00 0.00 0.00
X14 Satisfaction with hs life -0.01 0.00 -0.01
X5 Satisfaction with curriculum -0.10 -0.08 -0.02
X3 Ethnicity 0.01 0.00 0.01
X309 Confidence decision to attend -0.10 -0.10 0.00
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The NFI and PNFI for the final path model were 0.931 and .522 respectively,
indicating that the model was a good fit. These measures indicated that theé pative
model for the dependent variable intentions to drop out was a good fit and accurately
represented the observed data.

Path Model for Undecided Intentions

Development of the model for the dependent variable “undecided” was based on
correlations for the collegiate variables and the intention designatedexsdet These
correlations indicated that four of the 18 collegiate variables were signiicéhe .05
level. Those collegiate variables identified as having a significattaeship with the
undecided dependent variable were “sense of belonging,” “confidence in decision to
attend,” “importance of degree,” and “confidence in ability.” The sigmifica
correlations are shown in Table 29. The initial reduced model for the undecided
dependent variable, containing only these relationships as model paths between pre-
collegiate variables and the dependent variable is shown in Figure 28.

Table 29

Correlations for Collegiate Variables for Undecided Intentions

Pearson Sig. (2-

Variable Correlation  tailed)
X27 Sense of belonging -.140" .015
x30 Confidence decision to attend -.155" .008
xa1 Importance of degree -.154" .008
x3s Confidence in ability 120" .039

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-
tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-
tailed).
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Figure 28. Pre-collegiate Variables for Undecided Intentions
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Significant correlations for all background or pre-collegiate experieacables,
and remaining collegiate experience variables were retained for tmermodel. Of
these, 28 correlations were found to be significant at the .05 level. Those background and
pre-collegiate experience variables identified as having a signifioariation with the
retained collegiate experience variables were “gender,” “ethyiitmother’s
education,” “English primary,” “size of high school,” “certainty of majdekpectations
of attending college,” “quality of guidance,” “satisfaction with highaa life,” “pct of

friends,” “scholarships,” “loans,” “distance,” and “years between gadn.” These
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correlations are presented in Table 30. The reduced model for the “undecided”
dependent variable was modified to include only these background and pre-collegiate
variables. There were 14 background and pre collegiate variables identifieddsran

in the model. Only paths that represented significant correlations betweesllpgeate
and retained collegiate variables were identified for inclusion in the modelre3iéng

intermediate model is shown in Figure 29.

Table 30

Correlations for Pre-collegiate Variables for Undecided Intentions

Variable Variable chrzﬁzg n ?;?Ie(dz)
X, Gender a1 Importance of degree 220" .000
X3 Ethnicity Xs0 Confidence decision to attend 125" .026
Xs Mothers education Xs6 Confidence in ability 117 .037
Xs English primary Xs5 Undecided 149 .010
Xo Size of hs Xs6 Confidence in ability 112 .050
X10 Certainty of major X27 Sense of belonging 212" .000
a3 Confidence decision to attend 226" .000
a1 Importance of degree 150" .007
xss Confidence in ability 295" .000
X11 Expectations of attending college Xz27 Sense of belonging 256" .000
Xao Confidence decision to attend 345" .000
a1 Importance of degree 355" .000
xs6 Confidence in ability 302" .000
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X13 Quality of guidance Xz7 Sense of belonging .223 .000
30 Confidence decision to attend 161" .004
xs6 Confidence in ability 226" .000
X14 Satisfaction with hs life X27 Sense of belonging 165" .003
a3 Confidence decision to attend 178" .001
xss Confidence in ability 2397 .000
X15 Pct of friends X7 Sense of belonging 133 .022
xss Confidence in ability 115 .049
%ss Undecided -.138" .021
X16 Scholarships Xs0 Confidence decision to attend -119° .048
Xi7 Loans a3 Confidence decision to attend -171" .006
xss Confidence in ability -.138 .027
Xz0 Distance X30 Confidence decision to attend -116° .046
X1 Years between grad X27 Sense of belonging -173" .002
Xao Confidence decision to attend -211" .000

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Figure 29. All Model Variables for Undecided Intentions
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The model was then modified based on the correlation matrix for collegiate
experience variables. The correlation matrix for these variables irdlitatethere were
six relationships at the .05 level of significance. These relationships aeatecem
Table 31. The inclusion of these paths resulted in the final path model for the dependent

variable undecided shown in Figure 30.
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Table 31

Correlation Matrix for Collegiate Variables for Undecided Intentions

X30

X27 3 X31 X36
Variable Statistic Sense of Con_f u_:lence Importance Confidence
belonging decision to of degree in ability
attend

Pearson Correlation 3927 196" 317”7
X7 Sense of belonging

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000

Pearson Correlation .392" 460" 457"
X30 Confidence decision to attend

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000

Pearson Correlation 196" 4607 .354"
Xs1 Importance of degree

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000

Pearson Correlation 317" 457" .354"
X3 Confidence in ability

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Figure 30. Initial Path Model for Undecided Intentions
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Completing the path model, significant correlations between background and pre-
collegiate experience variables, shown in Table 32, were included resultivegfindl
path model for undecided intentions shown in Figure 31.
Table 32

Covariances for Undecided Intentions

Pearson Sig. (2-

Variable Variable Correlation tailed)
x3 Ethnicity xs Mothers education -.196" .000
xs Mothers education x15 Pct of friends 225" .000
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Xg Size of hs x15 Pct of friends .148 .010

x11 Expectations of o

X10 Certainty of major attending college .142 .009
x13 Quality of guidance 236" .000
x14 Satisfaction with HS life .152" .005
X16 Scholarships -.145 .013
;ﬁe%?negf‘éilf’e”gse"f x4 Satisfaction with HS life 137" 012
x13 Quality of guidance X14 Satisfaction with HS life .454" .000
x15 Pct of friends 143 012
x14 Satisfaction with hs life  xi5 Pct of friends 253" .000
X21 Years between grad -123 .026
x16 Scholarships X17 Loans 704" .000

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Figure 31. Final Path Model for Undecided Intentions
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After reduction, the final path model for this dependent variable consisted of 19
variables and 27 paths between variables. Figure 31 shows the path model for the
dependent variable undecided that was evaluated using path analysis. Table 33 shows the
decomposition of effects for each variable of the model on the dependent variable of
undecided intentions
Table 33

Decomposition of Effects for Undecided Intentions

Total Direct Indirect
Effect Effect Effect

0.03 0.00 0.03

Variable

X»1 Years between grad

X;5 Pct of friends -0.12  -011  -0.01

X,4 Satisfaction with HS life -0.01 0.00 -0.01
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X135 Quality of guidance -0.01  0.00 -0.01

X11 Expectations of attending college -0.16 -0.11 -0.05

x10 Certainty of major -0.02 0.00  -0.02

i 0.01 0.00 0.01
Xoo Distance

0.01 0.00 0.01
X17 Loans

X16 Scholarships 000 000  0.00

X,7 Sense of belonging -0.08 -0.06 -0.02

X3 Ethnicity 0.01 0.00 0.01

X3p Confidence decision to attend -0.08 -0.05 -0.03

X, Gender -0.01  0.00 -0.01

X Size of hs 0.00 0.00 0.00

xs Mothers education 0.00 0.00 0.00

-0.07 -0.07 0.00
X31 Importance of degree

xs6 Confidence in ability -0.01 -001 000

Path analysis resulted in an NFI and PNFI for the final path model of 0.872 and
.520 respectively, indicating that the model was a good fit. These measures dnitiaate
the derived path model for the dependent variable intentions designated as undecided was
a good fit and accurately represented the observed data.
Summary of Path Models for Intentions to Persist
The analyses presented in the preceding sections have resulted in path models for
intentions to persist in higher education. These intentions relate to the likelihood of

institutional persistence, immediate transfer, stop out, delayed tramsfettap out, as
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well as undecided intentions. The evaluation of these path models is summarized in

Table 34 below.

Table 34

Summary of Persistence Intentions Path Models

Model NFI PNFI  NPAR NPAR(sat)
X40 Institutional persistence 0.880 0.512 185 405
X41 Immediate transfer 0.907 0.447 138 252
X42 Stop out 0.834 0.371 34 54
X43 Delayed transfer 0.937 0.372 59 a0
X44 Drop out 0.931 0.522 53 104
X45 Undecided 0.872 0.520 87 189

Of the six models presented, all models met the criteria for goodnessofHit
parsimony that indicate a useful and accurate model of the phenomenon. Intentions of
institutional persistence, immediate transfer, and undecided intentions required
significantly more variables and paths in the development of the path model for these
dependent variables. The analysis for intentions of stopping out, dropping out, and for
delayed transfer resulted in much less complex models, i.e., fewer vaaabl@aths
were required.

Review of Findings
As suggested by the research questions posed previously, the objectives of the

findings presented here were to 1) identify pre-collegiate varididesignificantly
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influence future academic plans regarding participation in higher educatiolen®jy
collegiate experiences that significantly influence intentions dagguparticipation in
higher education, 3) identify interactions between pre-collegiate vagiabtehigher
education experiences that significantly influence intentions for gaation in higher
education, and 4) identify the causal model that results from the observexhstigis
among pre-collegiate variables, higher education experiences, and intentions for
participation in higher education. The findings in relation to each of the 4 research

guestions addressed in this study are summarized below.

1. What pre-collegiate variables significantly influence future academic plans regarding
participation in higher education?

With regard to the first research objective, that of identifying sigmfipae-
collegiate variables, the findings indicated that the factors identifiegidvanbstantially
depending upon the specific type of persistence intention being considered. The
observed significant background and pre-collegiate variables for eachcspgafof
persistence intention addressed by this study are presented below.

e Intentions of persistence at the same institution

Gender, ethnicity, father’s education, mother’s education, English prinizeyofs
high school, certainty of major, expectations, parent’s expectations, quality of
guidance, satisfaction with high school life, percent of friends, scholarships,
loans, distance, and years between graduation were significant correlates.

e Intentions of persistence at a different institution
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Father’s education, mother’s education, English primary, size of high school,
certainty of major, expectations, parent’s expectations, quality of guidance
satisfaction with high school life, percent of friends, loans, and years between
graduation were significant correlates.

e Intentions of stopping out and returning to the same institution

Mother’s education, English primary, expectations, quality of guidance, ACT, and
distance were significant correlates.

e Intentions of stopping out and returning to a different institution

Mother’s education, certainty of major, expectations, quality of guidance,
satisfaction with high school life, percent of friends, distance, and yearsdyetw
graduation were significant correlates.

e Intentions of dropping out

Ethnicity, certainty of major, expectations, parent’s expectations, quality of
guidance, satisfaction with high school life, scholarships, loans, distance, and
years between graduation were significant correlates.

e Undecided intentions

Gender, ethnicity, mother’s education, English primary, size of high school,
certainty of major, expectations, quality of guidance, satisfaction wgthdahool
life, percent of friends, scholarships, loans, distance, and years between

graduation were significant correlates.

2. What collegiate experiences significantly influence intentions regarding participation

in higher education?
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With regard to the second research objective, that of identifying significant
collegiate variables, the findings indicated that the variables identiBedsatied
substantially depending upon the specific type of persistence intention beindecedsi
The observed significant collegiate variables for each specific typesitemce
intention addressed by this study are presented below.

e Intentions of persistence at the same institution:

Family encouragement, satisfaction with curriculum, sense of belonging,
satisfaction with academics, satisfaction with relationships, confidara®cision

to attend, importance of degree, confidence in choice of major, and confidence in
ability, sense of entitlement were significant correlates.

e Intentions of persistence at a different institution

Family encouragement, satisfaction with curriculum, sense of belonging,
satisfaction with academics, satisfaction with relationships, confiderd®ice
of major, confidence in ability, and sense of entitlement were significant
correlates.

e Intentions of stopping out and returning to the same institution

Difficulty in transferring and family obligations were significaotelates.

e Intentions of stopping out and returning to a different institution

Sense of belonging, satisfaction with academics, and sense of options were
significant correlates.

e Intentions of dropping out

Satisfaction with curriculum and confidence in decision to attend were significa

correlates.
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e Undecided intentions

Sense of belonging, confidence in decision to attend, importance of degree, and

confidence in ability were significant correlates.

3. What interactions between pre-collegiate variables and higher education experiences
significantly influence intentions for participation in higher education?

Concerning the third research objective, that of identifying significantictiens
between pre-collegiate and collegiate variables, the large number ofcsignifi
relationships between pre-collegiate and collegiate variables haverhgearated
previously and these relationships have been presented in detail for each model of
persistence intention. It is noteworthy, however, that the significant infludnre-
collegiate variables on persistence intentions was found to be due, almost exgltsivel
the influence of these variables on college experience variables. Thatyisttesa
influence of pre-collegiate variables on persistence intentions isylahgelto the indirect
effects of these variables through college experience variables. Theaviuseo? a
significant direct effect between a pre-collegiate variable and frendent variable was

minimal in the results for all persistence intention models.

4. What causal model results from the observed relationships among pre-collegiate
variables, higher education experiences, and intentions for participation in higher
education?

The fourth research objective, that of identifying the causal model thatsresul

from the observed relationships among pre-collegiate variables, highetieduca
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experiences, and intentions for participation in higher education, was achieved through
the step-wise construction of the path model. These step-wise construarensased

upon observed correlations for each specific type of persistence intention being
considered. The resulting causal models for each of the specific pessistentions
addressed in this study, i.e., intentions of persistence at the same insiittgioions of
persistence at a different institution, intentions of stopping out and returningdantiee
institution, intentions of stopping out and returning to a different institution, intentions of
dropping out, and undecided intentions, were presented previously in figures 11, 15, 19,
23, 27, and 31 respectively. The models depicted in these figures reflect theofabelts
findings related to the previous research questions and were constructed based on these
results. A summary of the components of each of the models is presented below.

e Intentions of persistence at the same institution:

16 pre-collegiate variables, 10 collegiate variables, 55 relationships bgiveeen
collegiate variable and collegiate variables were included.

e Intentions of persistence at a different institution

e 12 pre-collegiate variables, 8 collegiate variables, 7 relationships betveeen p
collegiate variable and collegiate variables were included.

e Intentions of stopping out and returning to the same institution

e 6 pre-collegiate variables, 2 collegiate variables, 20 relationships betveeen p
collegiate variable and collegiate variables were included.

e Intentions of stopping out and returning to a different institution

e 8 pre-collegiate variables, 3 collegiate variables, 13 relationships betveeen p

collegiate variable and collegiate variables were included.
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e Intentions of dropping out

e 10 pre-collegiate variables, 2 collegiate variables, 28 relationships begtvesen
collegiate variable and collegiate variables were included.

e Undecided intentions

e 14 pre-collegiate variables, 4 collegiate variables, 25 relationships begtvesen
collegiate variable and collegiate variables were included.

As indicated above, the path analysis procedures utilized resulted in rather
complex models for intentions of persistence, whether at the same institutican or at
different institution, as well as for undecided intentions. On the other hand, pathsanalysi
resulted in far less complex models for intentions of stopping out, whether to the
returning same institution or a different institution, as well as for intentbdsopping
out. All models, however, met the criteria established for goodness-of-fit anch@aysi

which characterize accurate and useful models of the phenomena.
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Chapter V
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to develop and evaluate causal models for
intentions to persist in higher education. Data were collected from 372 freshman and
sophomore college students at a 4-year, Research | university through ta@mnise
electronic survey designed to collect information regarding background demographic
pre-collegiate experiences, collegiate experiences, and intentionsis ipenggher
education. This data served as the foundation for the development of the models of
persistence intentions. These models were developed and tested through the use of path
analysis. The following sections provide a discussion, interpretation, and evalfati
the resulting causal models for intentions to persist in higher education.
Correlations
A matrix indicating the correlation and the statistical significancheof t
correlation between any two variables was generated for all studipleari&or each
dependent variable, only college experience variables and paths exhibitingiaagignif
relationship with that dependent variable were retained for use in that persistence
intention model. Likewise, background and pre-collegiate experience vanedle
included based upon the strength of relationship with college experience vaaiables
only significant paths were included in the model. The models of higher education
persistence intentions that emerged through the use of this model reduction methodology
varied considerably in complexity. Consideration of the underlying correlaboesi¢h

model will provide a basis for understanding and interpreting the path models @desent
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The first noteworthy observation regarding the correlation matrix of atéibles
was the large number of relationships that were statistically sigmificOf the 1,035
total correlations calculated, 241 were significant at the .05 level. Consideging t
number of variables and correlations, the final path model for institutional pacsst
consisted of 27 variables and 185 paths. Each of these paths represented allgtatistic
significant correlation between two variables in the model. For this model, 10 of the 18
collegiate experience variables were retained and 16 out of the 21 background and pre-
collegiate variables were retained. The institutional persistence,mddle providing
accuracy (NFI of .880) and significant model reduction (PNFI of .512), still ezdiki
great deal of complexity. The same was true for the model for intentions efliame
transfer where 8 of the collegiate experience variables and 12 of thedaukand pre-
collegiate variables were retained (NFI of .907, PNFI of .447). The model for urglecide
intentions also exhibited similar complexity, although to a lesser extehttheit
retention of 4 collegiate experience variables and 10 background and preatellegi
variables (NFI of .872, PNFI of .520). The complexity of these models arises not
necessarily from the number of variables retained, but rather from the ss$ocimber
of significant paths between these variables. For all three of the models abowacy
was very close to the desired criterion of an NFI of .95. Likewise, for ak ttie
degree of model reduction from the fully recursive model approached the desired
criterion of .60. Still, intuitive interpretation of these models was somevwhigtd by
the inclusion of the number of relationships required.

The reduction procedure for the other three models, intentions of stopping out,

intentions of delayed transfer, and undecided intentions, however, resulted in equally
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accurate yet far less complex models. The procedures for developingdkefar
intention to stop out resulted in the retention of only two college experience vadatbles
six background and pre-collegiate variables. For the model of intentions of delayed
transfer, three collegiate experience and eight pre-collegiatblesiwere retained. The
model for intentions to drop out consisted of two collegiate variables and ten pre-
collegiate. Again, the accuracy of these three models was high, (NFI of .834n@37, a
.931 respectively), but here the number of variables and paths required to produce such a
model was far more limited. In fact, the identified measure of parsimofyl ¢ .371,
372, and .522 respectively) for these three models indicated that, although accuracy of
the models might suffer, additional model reduction might be desirable.

The number of paths associated with the final path models for intentions of
institutional persistence, intentions of immediate transfer, and undecidedansenas
185, 138, and 87 respectively. For the models of intentions of stopping out, delayed
transfer, and dropping out the number of paths in the final path models was 34, 59, and
53 respectively. This indicated effectively the diversity in the level ofpbexity among
the models, e.g. the model for institutional persistence involved more than fivetienes
number of paths as that for the model of intentions to stop out. Before further addressing
the implications of these observations, an examination of the nature and strengtks of the
relationships is in order.

The results for institutional persistence intentions showed that the mashinl
collegiate experience variables upon the dependent variable were “family
encouragement,” “satisfaction with curriculum,” “sense of belonging,istsation with

academics,” “satisfaction with relationships,” “confidence in decisiott¢nd,”
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“importance of degree,” “confidence in choice of major,” “confidence in giknd
“sense of entitlement.” While 16 pre-collegiate variables weraezgtan the model, a
few can be identified as having significant relationships with the langesber of
collegiate variables. These are “certainty of major,” “expectationgesfdaing college,”
“quality of guidance,” and “satisfaction with high school life.” These foulabées
accounted for 36 of the 55 significant correlations between pre-collegiateléeglate
variables. Three of the six pre-collegiate variables included in the modeldhowe
significant, direct relationship with intentions to stop out, with one of these, “expeasta
of attending college,” showing a direct relationship with intentions of instiait
persistence. The path model for intentions of immediate transfer showedttiat of
collegiate experience variables that were the most influential upon the depemadai¢ va
were “family encouragement,” “satisfaction with curriculum,” “sensbalbnging,”
“satisfaction with academics,” “satisfaction with relationships,” faence in choice of
major,” “confidence in ability,” and “sense of entitlement.” Of the 12 pre-giaite
variables in the final model, those with the largest number correlations djiatdle
variables were “father’s education,” “certainty of major,” and &més’ expectations of
attending college.” These variables accounted for almost half of théczaghi
correlations between pre-collegiate and collegiate variables. Only dinesef
“expectations of attending college,” showed a significant direct relationsthp wi
intentions of immediate transfer. For the “intentions of stopping out” model, @begi
experience variables that were the most significant were “difficaltsansferring” and
“family obligations.” Three of the 6 pre-collegiate variables included imtbdel

showed a significant direct relationship with intentions to stop out. These wegkstEn
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primary,” “expectations of attending college,” and “distance.” For irdestof delayed
transfer, the most significant collegiate experience variables Ysense of belonging,”
“satisfaction with academics,” and “sense of options.” The path model for intentions of
dropping out identified “sense of belonging,” “confidence in decision to attend,”
“importance of degree,” and “confidence in ability” as the most sigmificallegiate
experience variables. Of the pre-collegiate variables included in the mogbctations
of attending college” and “percent of friends” exhibited a significant dregationship
with the dependent variable, “intentions of dropping out.”

Prior research concerning demographic variables that are relatecetgecoll
persistence has resulted in the identification of some significantdabimrwere
included in this study of a closely related topic, persistence intentions. Thsteoog of
the findings of this study regarding the effects of these variables ong@ecsisntentions
as compared to previous research in persistence is noteworthy. Many of thkesaria
identified as influential in determining persistence by Cabrera, Castandora, and
Hengstler (1992) also were found to be significant with regard to particulas ffrm
persistence intentions. Specifically, for the resulting model of intentionsdistpe
whether at the same institution or at a different institution, of the 39 variabled @@uki
25 and 19 variables respectively were found to be statistically significarg.
consistency was also found in the results for the model of undecided intentions. The
findings here relating to these specific persistence intentions westaatially consistent
with previous findings for persistence behaviors. In contrast to previous pesistenc
findings, however, were the results for the other intentions models. Models forangenti

to stop out, whether returning to the same institution or a different institution,d/ielde
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noticeably different results. Of the 39 variables under consideration, only 8 and 11
respectively were found to be influential. This was also observed in the results for
intentions of dropping out which yielded only 11 significant variables. This contrast
between the results for persistence intentions and the results for intentstogping out
or dropping out highlighted an observable distinction between these two genres of
intentions. Prior research in persistence suggested the need to investigegatdiff
specific types of persistence behaviors (Tinto, 1987; Carpenter & Fleishman, 1987)
Particularly, the need to distinguish differences between those who leaneagra
institution and those who withdraw completely from higher education has beeniédentif
(Tinto, 1993). The differing characteristics of the models of persistenceomznt
derived in this study support the assertion of the significance of the differenitese
forms of persistence intentions and subsequent persistence behaviors. The findings of
this study in this regard confirmed and supported the need to make these distinctions in
research pertaining to persistence intentions and as well as persisteamgerbeh

As mentioned, prior research in college persistence has resulted in the
identification of some demographic variables of significance included in thig stud
persistence intentions. Among these are ethnicity, gender, high schaes,cgaad
achievement test scores (Astin,1993). The significance of these variablesasuitiag
models of persistence intention presented in this study, however, was shown to be
minimal. While ethnicity, gender, high school grades, and achievementde=t a@re
found to be significant factors in some of the models, and were consistent with previous
research pertaining to these factors (Astin, 1993), the significance ofdbtss was

not consistent among all models of persistence intentions. This finding lendsceréalen
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the need to distinguish among different types of persistence intentions and behaviors.
Gender and ethnicity were found to be significant variables only in influencingiamgnt
to persist at the same institution and in undecided intentions. These variables were not
found to be significant in any of the other four models. Likewise, ACT scoréowad

to be significant in influencing the intention to stop out and return to the same institution
but was not found to be significant in any of the other five models of persistence
intentions. GPA was not identified as a significant factor in any of the {@erses

intention models developed in this study. For these variables, the findings fetqrersi
intentions indicated a noteworthy departure from the findings of prior research in
persistence and attrition behaviors. The varied degree to which these variables
contributed to any particular model of intentions highlighted the observed ddésrén

the development of particular forms of persistence intentions and behaviors. This
observation suggested that the findings, in some instances, were not supportive of
previous research in this regard due to the specific distinctions in persistemt®ns
examined in this study. Additionally, Peng and Fetters (1978) concluded that SES,
educational aspirations, and availability of financial aid to be significantgboedi
variables for college persistence and attrition behaviors. The findings sfutis
supported the importance of the availability of scholarships and loans in determining
persistence in that these factors emerged in the resulting models foepeesisthether

at the same institution or at a different institution, and in the model for intentionspto dr
out. In contrast to the identified importance of SES in persistence behaviors, however
income was not identified as a significant variable in any of the models pecsiste

intentions models in this study. While economic factors were found to play a prominent
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role in the models developed in this study, the importance of these factors was@bse

to be manifested primarily through the availability of loans and scholarslies than

by reported income. These findings supported the assertions of Astin (1975) regarding

the importance of financial factors in higher education departure decisionsvidekéhe

significant effects of parental education on participation in higher educdsiornave

been identified by Anderson, Bowman, and Tinto (1972). Borus and Carpenter (1984)

also found that both the father’s and mother’s education was a major influence on college

attendance. The resulting models of intentions developed here supported the importance

of these factors in influencing college persistence intentions. The mattdacation,

particularly, was identified for inclusion in five of the six path models highlighhieg

importance of this factor in persistence intentions as well as in the adbaaidrs.
Particularly noteworthy in comparing the findings of this study tdiegis

persistence research was the substantial influence which the vaobtdgpectations of

attending college,” “quality of guidance,” and “certainty of major” ex@rpersistence

intentions. “Expectations” and “quality of guidance” were identified asfsignt

factors in every model of persistence intentions developed in this study. The pra@minenc

of the expectations variable in these results was consistent with the praochese

indicating the significant role of educational aspirations (Peng & Bet878). “Quality

of guidance” was identified for inclusion in five of the six models. These variakeles w

found to have an almost universal significance in influencing all forms of {eerses

intentions and indicated a more prominent role than is typically identified inngxist

persistence research.

149



It is useful at this point to provide an indication not only of the strength of these
correlations but also of the nature of such relationships, i.e., whether these are posit
negative correlations.

Interpretation of the Models

Comparing the final path models for intentions to persist, the following
observations are noteworthy. Two of the models, intentions of institutional persistenc
and intentions of immediate transfer were somewhat similar in both complexityhe
number of variables and paths involved, and in the specific variables and paths
determined to be of significance. These similarities may be refledtthe ¢act that they
both indicated intentions to persist in higher education, either at the sameiamsttust
a different institution. Of the eight collegiate experiences variables fauhd path
model for intentions of immediate transfer, all eight were found in the institutiona
persistence model as well. In fact, the institutional persistence modeledabnly two
additional college variables. Likewise, all of the pre-collegiate vasaiolr immediate
transfer were encompassed in the institutional persistence model. Frerstihesd
variables, the addition of only four more pre-collegiate variables completed
institutional persistence model. Recognition of the large degree of comm dedlityen
these two models suggested identifying those variables differentiatingahdrt this
regard, it was noteworthy that the only collegiate variable distinggghainstitutional
persistence model from the immediate transfer model was the variatieg &b
“confidence in the decision to attend.” The inclusion of this variable and a preiatalleg
variable exhibiting a strong correlation with it, distance, suggesteththaivo

persistence models, one inter-institutional and the other intra- institutioetedif
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primarily in this regard. There was a significant negative correlatioreleetaistance

and confidence in the decision to attend. In other words, low distance between the
institution and the permanent residence of the student leads to greater confideace in t
decision to attend. The positive correlation between confidence in the decisiondo atte
and intentions to persist at the institution indicates that high confidence in thiemléc
attend, in turn, leads to a higher intention to persist at the institution. Altergativel
large distance from residence leads to low confidence in the decision to attend, and
subsequently, a low intention to persist at the institution. This interpretationss@nt
with what one might expect intuitively. This was supportive of the assertiorndsat t
analyses represented accurate causal models for higher educatidernmr $lsat
differentiate between institutional and inter-institutional persistence.

To return to the comparison of the final path models for intentions to persist,
two of the models, intentions of stopping out and intentions of delayed transfer were als
somewhat similar in complexity. The intentions indicated by the dependent gariabl
associated with these two models can be regarded as intentions of discomtinuity i
participation in higher education, one to stop out and return to the same institution and
the other to stop out and return to a different institution. The number of variables and
paths involved in these path models was far less than was required for the models of
persistence previously discussed. While similar in the level of complexityndtels
differed significantly in regard to the specific variables and paths found to txgptiee
of the phenomena. The model for institutional stopping out identified two main pre-
collegiate contributors to these intentions, “difficulty in transferriagd “family

obligations.” Not surprisingly, family obligations can be seen as a major karrier

151



participation in higher education and as a contributor to intentions to stop out.
Additionally, the indication of the importance of “difficulty in transferring” cdmited
specifically to this type of stop out intention, i.e., the intent to stop out and to return at
some point to the same institution.

The model for inter-institutional stopping out identified three main pre-coliegiat
precursors to these intentions. These are sense of belonging, satisfattiacagemics,
and sense of options. These pre-collegiate variables were clearlyrdiffear those
identified for institutional stopping out. The collegiate variables identified $®em to
relate more directly to a particular institution. Specifically, “sesfdgelonging” and
“satisfaction with academics” may be interpreted as represenfiegtasf the
relationship between the student and the institution. Noticeably, the “distaarcile
emerged as playing a prominent role in both these models. In both, “distandstegkhi
a significant direct relationship with the dependent variable. In both path mbeels, t
direct relationship between distance and the dependent variable was a posihati@orr
indicating that increased distance between the institution and the permaitamicesf
the student contributes to and increase likelihood of stopping out. For the dependent
variable of stopping out and returning to the same institution, the collegiableaf
“difficulty in transferring” contributed as well, and differentiated thes@ ®ut models
based on the opportunity to change institutions. Again, these relationships were
consistent with what might be expected intuitively and tended to be supportive of the
veracity of the models for intentions of stopping out.

An examination of the final path model for intentions of dropping out showed two

collegiate variables, “satisfaction with curriculum” and “confidence in tloesaba to
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attend,” as significant contributors to intentions of dropping out of higher education. As
indicated by the strongly negative correlations which these variables hianvehevi
dependent variable, dissatisfaction with the curriculum and low confidence in the
decision to attend resulted in a high propensity for intentions to drop out. Notable in the
final path model for this phenomenon was the substantial number of pre-collegiate
variables that influenced these two collegiate experience variables.of\these
background and pre-collegiate variables showed a statistically sagifielationship
with confidence in the decision to attend. These were “ethnicity,” “certafriyajor,”
“expectations,” “quality of guidance,” “satisfaction with high schoollife
“scholarships,” “loans,” “distance,” and “years between graduation.” Tinflsencing
the collegiate variable of “satisfaction with curriculum” werertamty of major,”
“expectations,” “parents’ expectations,” and “quality of guidance.” Cleaglyality of
guidance” and “certainty of major” can be interpreted as reflectiadeswic and goal
clarity elements that might affect college experiences relatisgttsfaction with
curriculum. These same variables combined with external factors suathaifships,”
“loans,” and “distance” as influences on confidence in the decision to attend. As might
be expected, “certainty of major” and “quality of guidance” exhibited pesiti
correlations with these collegiate variables, while “scholarshipséahn¥,” and “distance”
exhibited negative correlations. Three of these, “certainty of majoqp€ations,” and
“quality of guidance,” exhibited a strong relationship with both identifiecegate
experience variables that lead to the intention of dropping out.

The path model for undecided intentions toward persistence in higher education

showed that the most influential collegiate variables were “sense of bejgng
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“confidence in the decision to attend,” “importance of degree,” and “confidence in
ability.” While an interpretation of the model for undecided intentions may seem
challenging, an examination of the main collegiate contributors for thiscétatieentions
showed that they were reflective of and encompass academic, social faificsely
factors. This also can be said of the background and pre-collegiate variablesréhat w
found to have significant influences on collegiate experiences. Perhaps the dominant
characteristic of this particular model was that it reflected thesesai aspects of both
pre-collegiate and collegiate experiences and suggested that a balposidiveé and
negative influences in all of these areas may have a net effect resultigirided
intentions. Having addressed the interpretation of each of these persistentien
models, attention is now directed toward the significance and implications of these
findings.
Conclusions

The findings of this study support the need to recognize distinctions among
different types of persistence intentions and as well as persistencedoghdhe varied
degree to which pre-collegiate and collegiate factors contributed toutarticodels of
intentions identified these observed differences in the development of particalardf
persistence intentions. In addition, ACT score was found to have minimal influence on
persistence intentions. Likewise, GPA was not shown to be a significant faatoy of
the persistence intention models developed in this study. For these variablieslinigs f
for persistence intentions represented a significant departure from the fiotljprgys
research in college persistence behaviors. Income also was not found to be ahfluenti

any of the persistence intentions models developed in this study. While econoarg fact
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were found to play a prominent role in influencing persistence intentions, the importanc
of these factors was observed only in relation to loans and scholarships and nobim relati
to reported income. Particularly noteworthy was the observed influence ottatipes
of attending college,” “quality of guidance,” and “certainty of majm”persistence
intentions. “Expectations” and “quality of guidance” were identified a®nafluences
in every model of persistence intentions developed in this study. These variaigles we
found to have an almost universal significance in influencing all forms of {eerses
intentions and indicated a more prominent role than is typically identified inngxist
persistence research.

Significance of the Findings

Prior research in the development of behavioral models such as the theory of
planned behavior has led to the recognition of the importance of intentions in the
determination of subsequent behavior (Ajzen, 1988). Much of the prior research in this
area has been conducted within specific contexts. This study contributed to this body of
research by providing an examination of behavioral intentions specificalinwine
context of higher education persistence intentions.

This study also contributed to existing research in higher education pemsisienc
exploring in detail the nature of one significant component of prevailing higher eotucat
persistence models, i.e., that of intentions. Bean (1982) has identified intent to leave as
the single best predictor of actual higher education persistence and atttitoms.a
Likewise, Carpenter and Fleishman (1987) found that the best predictor of acteg coll
attendance was the intention to continue education. The analysis of persistenicamtent

presented in this study provided new insight specifically into the charactertanel ola

155



these intentions and in doing so provided new insight into this aspect of existing
persistence research. The fact that the variables identified bygsearch in higher
education were found to be accurate predictors of persistence intentions suhEorte
connection between intentions and actions proposed by Ajzen’s Theory of Planned
Behavior.

The fact that the significant variables influencing persistence intentlensfied
in this study represented multiple perspectives, i.e., psychological, sociblogica
economic, and organizational provided supportive evidence of the importance and value
of adequate consideration of each of these perspectives in understanding the phenomenon
of persistence intentions and ultimately of persistence itself. Of théicigmivariables
identified in the model for intentions of institutional persistence, four were foube
representative of the psychological perspective, 12 of the sociological peespiectr of
the economic perspective, and five of the organizational perspective. For theangnif
variables identified in the model of intentions of persistence at a differeittiost,
three were classified as representative of the psychological pevepaate were
sociological, two were economic, and five were organizational. The number of
psychological, sociological, economic, and organizational variables iddntiftee
model for intentions of stopping out and returning to the same institution was threg, three
one, and one respectively. Similarly, the resulting model for intentions of stopping out
and returning to a different institution was four, three, two, and one respectively. Th
model for intentions of dropping out identified two psychological variables, four
sociological variables, four economic variables, and two organizational varigbbe

undecided intentions, the numbers of identified significant variables associttetdey
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psychological, sociological, economic, and organizational perspectives wesedéven,
four, and three respectively. Clearly, while the number of significant vagiahtkthe
specific variables identified varied dramatically among models, the cemsist
representation of all of these perspectives was noteworthy. That is, all tbesef
perspectives, were represented in the identified significant variabliesnaing

persistence intentions for all six of the models developed in this study. This dioserva
was perhaps most striking when considering the less complex models, suchas that f
intentions to stop out and return to the same institution. Here, although only nine pre-
collegiate and collegiate variables were determined to be stdlyssicmificant in
influencing this intention, these variables still represented all four of thpqutinges.

One of objectives in selecting pre-collegiate and collegiate variablesriolbéed in this
study was to ensure that the multiplicity of perspectives identified bynasearch in
higher persistence was reflected in this investigation of higher edugsgrsistence
intentions. The value of such an approach was reflected in the consistent emergence of
the variables representing these various perspectives in the resulting models.

The distinctions in complexity and in the variables identified as significasicim e
of the persistence intentions models developed in this study provided credence to the
identified need for distinguishing between different forms of persistencetatidra
These distinctions suggested the unigue nature of each of the persistence intention
models.

A high degree of commonality existed among the resulting models for intentions
of persistence, whether at the same or at a different institution. This contynonal

extended also to the resulting model for undecided intentions. In all threeaksege
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number of the pre-collegiate and collegiate variables considered were found to be
significant. This fact reflected consistency among the factorsqugyiassociated with
persistence and the factors found to be of significance in predicting intentiomsisb. pe
Three notable exceptions were that, for these models, the variables oféih¢AQT,”
and “GPA” were not found to be significant factors relating to intentions whashnot
consistent with some of the research findings that related these varapézsistence
behaviors. The results for models for intentions of stopping out, whether returning to the
same institution or to a different institution, and for intentions dropping out, however,
did not display this commonality with prior persistence research. In all thees,dess
than half of the variables associated with persistence researctutiégueoved to be an
important factor in determining intention of this nature. This suggested that stimee of
factors that influence the actual behavior of leaving college may not infuetentions,
for example whether or not to return to college at some later time. Notabhgpther’s
education, certainty of major, expectations of attending college, quality of gaidamd
delayed entry into higher education were found to be of significance across all
persistence intentions models. Again, the observed differences amontgpeesis
intentions models found in this study was supportive evidence for distinguishing among
specific forms of persistence intentions and behaviors.
Implications

A review and comparison to the final path models that have emerged indicated
that many factors have been shown to affect intentions to persist while éatw@sfhave
been shown to significantly influence departure whether that departure is aianpet

or temporary nature. This can be seen from the number of variables and pathsethat wer
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descriptive of the persistence intentions compared to those for stopping out or dropping
out. These results suggested that there may be varying degrees of corapknatated

with the different persistence intention phenomena as well as differels ¢éve

complexity associated with the paths that lead to these outcomes. For exiaenfohal t

path models for intentions of institutional persistence and intentions of immediate
transfer, both representing forms of continuity in higher education pattoripa
encompassed ten and eight collegiate experience variables respeclivelgnodels that
represented some form of discontinuity in participation, i.e., for stopping out and
returning to the same institution, stopping out and returning to a different istjtatid
dropping out, encompassed only two, three, and two collegiate experience variables.
Likewise, for the persistence intentions models, the number of background and pre-
collegiate variables involved was 16 and 12 respectively. The number of backgrdund an
collegiate variables required for the models stop out and drop out path models ra$lect w
only six, eight, and ten respectively. A comparison of the number of significant
relationships for the persistence intentions models to the number of relationsties for
non-persistence intentions provided an even more dramatic indication of this ddéferen
Even more informative was the observation that the variables identifiedwsentrdl in
determining persistence intention outcomes varied across the models. While the
similarities between the models of institutional and inter-institutionaigtence were

noted, the influential variables associated with the models on non-persisteaaetve

only more limited, but were also different variables. In fact, the identifiaences

varied even among the models of non-persistence. This observation has potential

implications for changing the way in which college persistence is viemetdlgggests
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alternative approaches to preventing intentions of stopping out or dropping out. For
example, in examining the path model for institutional persistence intentioresywbee
many variables and paths that contributed to this outcome. Initiatives dia¢cted
improvements in the variables identified by these paths have the potential fasingre
the likelihood of intentions of institutional persistence. As noted, for this particular
model, the complexity of the model including so many variables and paths suggested, i
turn, many such initiatives. In other words, the complexity of the model alsbenay
some indicator of the complexity associated with affecting improvemethsg i

likelihood of those outcomes. On the other hand, consider the model for intentions of
institutional stop out. This path model was much more narrowly defined and
consequently targeted fewer variables and paths as influential in the developtheseof
intentions. Initiatives directed at the influences identified here would b mace
specific and limited in scope. For example, in considering ways of increasing the
likelihood of intentions to persist and decreasing the likelihood of stopping out, one
might compare the path model for institutional persistence intentions and the arodel f
institutional stop out intentions. The model for institutional persistence intentorid w
suggest initiatives directed at improvements in factors contributing to terediffe
aspects of the collegiate experience. Alternatively, the path modaktduiional stop

out would suggest efforts be directed at only two aspects of the college exparhce
notably different aspects than those above, that are directly related to¢hgpdeent of
these intentions. The latter may represent a more direct, efficient, antiveflapproach
to addressing these issues. In practice, this might translate to corgsttieravailability

of evening or weekend classes, online classes, or independent study clasyssods wa
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minimizing factors of commuting and family obligations. Particularlyexehfamily
obligations” and “sense of options” have emerged as significant influences mioimse

the availability of asynchronous learning opportunities might warrant additiona
consideration. On the other hand, opportunities such as these are not likely to contribute
to a sense of belonging which was also shown to be influential in some of these same
models. Nonetheless, the models resulting from this study assisted iryidgrarid

targeting specific initiatives in these terms.

Notable among these findings were the strong influences of a student’s
expectations of attending college, quality of advisement, and certainty of majorlyEqual
notable was the observed lack of influence of the ACT and GPA variables onepessist
intentions. These observations suggested direct implications for society, duigication
institutions, and students. One such implication was that society must promote and
support higher expectations not only through the availability of scholarship and loans, but
also by ensuring that pre-collegiate experiences include opportunities fantsttale
explore different college majors and career options. These opportunities coupled wi
quality pre-collegiate academic guidance can serve to prepare sfumerasly to pursue
their career goals, but also to contribute to society.

Implications of this study also exist for higher education institutions. One such
implication is that admissions procedures look beyond traditional measures such as A
scores and GPA, and ensure commitment to quality advisement. This commitment to
academic and career guidance can serve to identify a career pathge ialjer, and

ultimately contribute significantly to the intention to persist in higher éducaThese

161



advisement efforts may also serve to provide information about financial aid esourc
which would promote the retention of students.

The findings of this study also suggest implications for parents and for students
The models of persistence intentions developed in this study highlight the impartance
expectations of attending college. It is important that parents have an awarkeiines
importance of their role in the development of these expectations. This study also holds
important implications for pre-collegiate students by identifying theevaf quality
advisement in promoting the development of clear career goals and certainty in the
choice of major.

Recommendations for Future Research

Recommendations for additional research in the area of higher education
persistence intentions addressed in this study include the consideration of additiona
variables, involving both the pre-collegiate and collegiate experiencesigtdatidentify
other significant contributors to these intentions. Additionally, given the corptExi
some of the path models that emerged from this study, consideration of the ipps$ibil
combining some of the variables utilized in this study into fewer and moreagjener
constructs may be of benefit trying to identify more parsimonious models inchese
The methodology of this study also might be applied in the investigation of the
persistence intentions for other higher education populations such as commurgggscolle
and regional colleges to investigate the similarities and differencasgatine models
presented here those that would result from these populations. An extension of the
findings of this study into a longitudinal study investigating the degree to whis the

intentions culminate in the associated actual behavior of persistencealsuulie of
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great value in advancing our knowledge and understanding of the role of intentions in
higher education persistence. In addition, follow-up contact with students who are
leaving the institution needs to be conducted with the objective of identifying the
character and nature of that departure, i.e., the intentions that underlie that departur
Initiatives of this nature have the potential for serving both the student and theiorsti
First, this process may identify previously unidentified options, alternatwes

resources relevant to those departure intentions. For example, through thisiomtding
student may become aware of additional distance learning alternatives dirzaahci
resources, academic support resources, or guidance resources. In additior, speci
information regarding satisfaction with curriculum or academics might pné@enative

to faculty from an organizational or instructional perspective. Additiortily,

interaction would have the potential for providing the institution with invaluable
information with regard to potential student affairs initiatives of this natulkearlg, the
distinctions provided by this kind of information represent the opportunity to develop a
deeper understanding of these persistence and attrition behaviors and tp speaific
initiatives for addressing barriers to college persistence. Eftomwéstigate these
intentions directly with departing students also provides the level of infanmiduat is
required in order to affect meaningful changes in higher education or inculaart

higher education institution. Understanding the intentions that are the underpinnings of
the departure behavior present the greatest opportunities for directingcspetens

directed toward promoting college persistence.

163



Summary

This study utilized the background, pre-collegiate experience, and collegiate
experience data reported by freshman and sophomore students at a four year highe
education institution in the development and evaluation of path models for intentions to
persist in higher education. The analysis resulted in causal models related to the
intentions of persistence at the same institution, persistence at ardiffestitution,
stopping out and returning to the same institution, stopping out and returning to a
different institution, dropping out, and undecided intentions.

The development of a model for intentions to persist at the same institution
resulted in the identification of ten collegiate variables and 16 pre-collegiaédles
that influence these intentions. The variables having the greatest totabaftee
intention to persist at the same institution were “expectations of attendiage;dl
“family encouragement,” and “satisfaction with curriculum.” The modsd alentified
“certainty of major” and “quality of guidance” as prominent variabléstirg to this
intention. These results suggested the importance of goal clarity in thepeeat of
intentions to persist in higher education.

The model for intentions to persist at a different institution resulted in the
identification of eight significant collegiate experience variablestavelve pre-
collegiate variables. Among these, “family encouragement” had tategtdotal effect
on the intention to persist at a different institution. “Satisfaction with cuuane” and
“expectations of attending college” were also shown to have strong influendas on t

persistence intention. This model, as well as the previous model of persistence
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highlighted a strong relationship between expectations of attending cééieuly,
encouragement, and persistence intention.

The model for intention to stop out consisted of two college experience variables
and six background and pre-collegiate variables. The significant collpgaence
variables were “difficulty in transferring” and “family obligatiohsThe identified pre-
collegiate variables were “mother’s education,” “English primaryxpétations of
attending college,” “quality of guidance,” “ACT,” and “distance.” For thedel of
intentions of delayed transfer, three collegiate experience and eightliegiate
variables retained. The collegiate variables showing the greateificsigce in
influencing this persistence intention were “distance,” and “years begvaduoation.”

The limited number of variables associated with both of these models for intentions to
stop out highlighted these factors as barriers to intentions to persist.

The results for intentions to drop out produced a model consisting of two
collegiate variables and ten pre-collegiate variables, the most notable bfwére
“satisfaction with curriculum” and “confidence in decision to attend.” The nfodel
undecided intentions showed “expectations of attending college” and “percenhds§frie
as having the greatest total effect on this dependent variable.

While all path models exhibited substantial accuracy in representing the data for
the specific persistence intention of interest, the methodology utilizedecsula
minimal reduction in the number of variables in the some of the path models. The
models for persistence intentions, whether at the same institution or a diifisteation,
as well as the model for undecided intentions exhibited a good deal of complexity both i

the number of variables retained and in the number of associated significant paths. The
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path models for stopping out and dropping out, however, showed a limited number of
variables and paths in describing these persistence intention outcomes. Alsoinotable
considering the results for stopping out and dropping out was the variability in the
collegiate variables that were influential. This differentiation idiextispecific factors
that were influential to these specific forms of departure. While thegteexperience
variables involved varied noticeably among the models, several background and pre-
collegiate experience variables appeared consistently among the modeis.wEhe
“mother’s education,” “certainty of major,” “expectations of attendindega,” “quality

of guidance,” “satisfaction with high school life,” “distance,” and “ydagtveen
graduation.” This observation highlighted the relevance of the factors to all of the
persistence intention dependent variables.

The study presented here was intended to contribute to research in higher
education persistence though the development of path models for these intentions. These
models were developed in the effort to enhance knowledge and understanding of the
character and nature of persistence and departure decisions amongstotleges. The
study presented here represented an attempt to look deeper into higher education
persistence and attrition phenomena by examining, analyzing, and modelicgdben&
intentions underlying those actions. An examination of the background, pre-collegiate,
and collegiate factors encompassed in this study and their role in the development
academic intentions of students regarding higher education provided causal hmatdels t
can be used to guide our understanding of intentions regarding participation in highe
education for freshman and sophomore students. While college persistence and

subsequent graduation are still challenges facing American higher educatiou;sthié
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of a deeper understanding of the character and nature of these constristhefiepe

of addressing these challenges to the benefit of all concerned.
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Demogr aphic I nformation

1. Classification

2.

High School Experiences

Gender

. Father’s education

. | consider my ethnicity to be

. Mother’s education

d. Bachelor's degree

Appendix A: The Survey Instrument

a. no H.S. diplom#&. H.S. diploma

. | consider English to be my primary language a. Yes b. No

. Approximate size of city of permanent residencea. less than 10,000

c. 100,001 to 250,000

. Approximate annual family income $ per year

. Approximate size of high school graduating €las students

Please rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (with 5 beindnibleest):

1

1

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

2

2

3

3

4

4

5

5

10. My certainty regardingjon/career choice was

11. My expectations of attag college were

e. Master's degree

a. freshman b. sophomore
a. male b. femal
a. tehi b. black c. hispanic d. native american e. asian
a. no H.S. diploma bS. iploma c. Associate’s degree

. Ddctoral degree

c. Associate’s degree

d. Bachelor's degree e. Master's degree Ddctoral degree

b. 10,001 to 100,000

d. over 500,000

12. My parent’s expectatiohme attending college were

13. The quality of guidacoenseling which | received in high school

concerning college options

14. Satisfaction with highaol life was

Approximate percentage of friends who plarioeattend college is

| received scholarship(s) to attend collegecwvivould cover approximately

| received loan(s) to attend college which Maover approximately

My approximate ACT score was

My approximate overall H.S. GPA was

The approximate distance from my city of resite to college was

Number of years between graduating high schaglentering college was
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%

% ofdbsts

% of the costs

miles

years

f. other



College Experiences

Please rate on a scale of 1 to 5 (with 5 beindnihleest):

2 3 4 5 22
2 3 4 5 23
2 3 4 5 24.
2 3 4 5 25.
2 3 4 5 26.
2 3 4 5 27.
2 3 4 5 28.
2 3 4 5 29.
2 3 4 5 30.
2 3 4 5 31.
2 3 4 5 32.
2 3 4 5 33.
2 3 4 5 34.
2 3 4 5 35.
2 3 4 5 36.
2 3 4 5 37.
2 3 4 5 38
2 3 4 5 39

Future Academic Plans

. My family's encouragetém continue attending this university

. My satisfaction with imaount of financial support | have received whiending this university

The difficulty involvad transferring to another college, universityjwrior college
My satisfaction with egurses and curriculum

My close friends encgeraent to continue attending college

My sense of belonginthet university

My satisfaction with agademic experience

My satisfaction with fiersonal relationships | have developed with ogherdents
My confidence in theidien to attend college

The importance to mgeifing a college degree

My sense of having sigfit options concerning my college experience

My confidence in my a®bf major

The difficulty involvéd meeting work obligations while attending college

The difficulty involvéd meeting family obligations while attending cgiée

My confidence in my #yito be academically successful in college

My satisfaction with opjainity for academic support such as tutoring stndy groups

. My confidence that gefta college degree will be financially worth theestment

. My sense of entitlement

What percent likelihood would you assign to eactheffollowing in describing your intentions regiagi future college enrollment?

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45,

My intention is to continue attending thistitugion next semester %

My intention is to transfer to another colleggversity next semester %

My intention is to continue attending thistitugion, but not next semester %

My intention is to transfer to another colleggversity, but not next semester %

My intention is to not attend a college/unsigrin the future. %

I am undecided in my intentions regardingeg@luniversity attendance in the future %
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Appendix B: Descriptive Statistics

Std.

N Mean Deviation

x1 Classification 368 1.54 499
x2 Gender 370 1.65 479
x3 Ethnicity 370 1.82 1.520
x4 Fathers education 366 3.60 1.363
x5 Mothers education 370 3.40 1.224
x6 English primary 368 1.05 .227
X7 Size of city 368 2.53 .995
x8 Income 259 130661.12 327191.191
X9 Size of hs 352 411.87 293.908
x10 Certainty of major 340 3.91 1.162
x11 Expectations of attending college 340 4.67 .681
x12 Parents expectations of attending college 339 4.79 .630
x13 Quality of guidance 340 3.19 1.311
x14 Satisfaction with hs life 337 3.76 1.117
x15 Pct of friends 311 84.38 22.223
x16 Scholarships 291 38.45 37.626
x17 Loans 270 22.95 34.203
x18 ACT 297 26.70 4.804
x19 GPA 295 3.67 .376
x20 Distance 313 272.02 780.070
x21 Years between grad 327 .36 1.744
x22 Family encouragement 320 4.58 .834
x23 Financial support 320 3.35 1.382
x24 Difficulty in transferring 288 2.49 1.285
x25 Satisfaction with curriculum 320 3.74 919
x26 Friends encouragement 318 4.30 1.022
x27 Sense of belonging 321 3.71 1.273
x28 Satisfaction with academic experience 321 3.88 1.016
x29 Satisfaction with relationships 317 3.93 1.190
x30 Confidence decision to attend 319 4.58 .800
x31 Importance of degree 318 472 .707
x32 Sense of options 319 4.15 .970
x33 Confidence in choice of major 320 4.08 1.057
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x34 Work obligations 306 3.10 1.356
x35 Family obligations 312 2.99 1.278
x36 Confidence in ability 319 4.03 .945
x37 Satisfaction with academic support 314 3.68 1.003
x38 Confidence that worth the investment 319 4.37 1.010
x39 Sense of entitlement 316 3.86 1.192
x40 Continue next semester 314 92.82 22.819
x41 Transfer next semester 312 6.42 21.524
x42 Continue not next semester 304 6.17 22.175
x43 Tansfer not next semester 308 7.96 21.806
x44 Not attend 306 6.75 23.631
x45 Undecided 298 4.81 17.593
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Appendix C: Correlation Matrix

%4 Fathers *5 Mothers
1 Classification | x2 Gender *3 Ethnicity education education
*1 Classification Fearson Correlation 1 053 -034 -037 050
Sig. (2-tailed) 315 512 486 341
M 368 367 367 364 367
x2 Gender FPearson Correlation 053 1 038 -078 - 016
Sig. (2-tailed) 315 488 137 756
M 367 370 369 365 369
x3 Ethnicity Pearson Correlation -034 038 1 - 144 - 196 |
Zig. (2-tailed) 812 488 008 0o
M 367 369 370 365 360
x4 Fathers education Pearson Correlation -.037 -078 ~ 144 gl 447
3ig. (2-tailed) 488 37 006 000
M 364 365 365 366 366
*¥5 Mathers education Fearson Correlation 050 -016 -196 | A4T 1
3ig. (2-tailed) 341 756 .ooa .oaa
il 367 369 369 366 370
xG Enalish primary Fearson Correlation -066 -050 305 -.080 -088
Zig. (2-tailed) 208 344 Qoo 127 062
M 365 367 367 363 367
X7 Size of city Fearson Correlation 0oz 015 041 1687 146 |
Zig. (2-tailed) 953 7 428 001 005
M 365 367 367 363 367
*8 Income Pearson Correlation 036 .054 =075 1558 01
Sig. (2-tailed) 563 385 23 .13 103
M 257 259 259 256 259
X9 Size of hs Pearson Correlation 013 -072 043 168 027
3ig. (2-tailed) B0g 174 424 oo3 B12
M 362 354 354 351 355
10 Certainty of major Fearson Correlation -004 089 -.007 -034 -037
Sig. (2-tailed) 837 102 804 534 494
il 338 339 339 337 339
x11 Expectations of Fearson Correlation e G 030 -024 0448 100
attending college Sig. (2-tailed) 042 576 659 367 066
M 338 339 339 337 339
¥12 Parents expectations of FPearson Correlation 039 -033 -004 180 164
attending college 3ig. (2-tailed) A75 542 835 0oz
M 337 338 338 336 338
13 Caality of guidance Fearson Correlation -043 -077 .8 0an 033
Sig. (2-tailed) 433 156 742 nog 539
M 338 339 339 337 339
x14 Satisfaction with hs life  Pearson Correlation -025 080 024 014 Ry
Zig. (Z-tailed) G29 369 662 803 218
M 335 336 336 334 336
¥15 Pet of friends Pearson Correlation -035 064 -108 230 2957
Zig. (2-tailed) A4d1 (262 085 000 oo
M 304 311 0 309 11
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%G English 10 Certainty of
primary X7 Size of city X8 Income %9 Size of hs major

1 Classification Fearson Correlation -.066 ooz 038 013 -004

Sig. (2-tailed) 206 963 563 809 937

M 365 365 257 352 338

x2 Gender Fearson Correlation -.050 015 054 -072 089

Sig. (2-tailed) 344 7a1 385 74 102

M 367 367 259 354 339

%3 Ethnicity Fearson Correlation a0R| 041 -075 043 -.007

Sig. (2-tailed) ooo 428 Z31 424 904

M 367 367 259 354 339

x4 Fathers education FPearson Correlation -.080 A8 155 158 -034

Sig. (2-tailed) A27 .00 013 003 534

M 363 363 256 351 337

*5 Mothers education Fearson Correlation -.0as 467 01 027 - 037

Sig. (2-tailed) 062 005 103 B12 484

M 367 367 259 355 339

xG English primary Fearson Correlation 1 00 -.051 OR2 105

Sig. (2-tailed) 055 416 000 055

M 368 366 259 353 338

X7 Size of city Pearson Correlation 100 1 S0 081 030

Sig. (2-tailed) 085 078 128 584

M 366 368 258 353 338

¥8 Income Fearson Correlation -.051 110 1 -020 Rula]

Sig. (2-tailed) 416 Rk 745 368

M 259 258 259 257 244

x4 Size of hs Fearson Correlation 2B 081 =020 1 - 028

Sig. (2-tailed) 000 129 745 511

M 353 353 257 355 328

x10 Certainty of major FPearson Correlation 105 030 .058 -028 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 55 589 368 A1

M 338 338 244 328 340

x11 Expectations of Fearson Correlation 014 0gz 074 099 1427

attending college Sig. (2-tailed) 799 133 248 072 .o0a

I 338 338 244 328 339

¥12 Parents expectations of FPearson Carrelation 048 152 073 100 - 006

attending college Sig. (2-tailed) 400 005 256 071 911

M 337 337 243 327 338

*13 Quality of guidance Fearson Correlation 16 2157 062 -016 DIF

Sig. (2-tailed) 034 .000 335 T72 0oo

M 338 338 244 328 339

x14 Satisfaction with hs life  FPearson Carrelation 059 A28 054 016 4527

Sig. (2-tailed) 285 019 402 768 005

M 335 336 243 325 336

x15 Pct of friends Fearson Correlation -087 241 08 148 -004

Sig. (2-tailed) 321 Qoo 100 010 941

M 309 309 231 302 309
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x11
Expectations of

w12 Parents
expectations of

attending attending *13 Quality of | x14 Satisfaction %15 Pct of
college college guidance with hs life friends
1 Classificaticn Fearsaon Correlation =444 038 -.043 -028 -035
Sig. (2-tailed} 042 ATR 433 628 5
il 338 337 338 335 3049
x2 Gender Pearson Correlation 030 -033 =077 050 0G4
Sig. (2-tailed) 576 542 156 358 262
il 339 338 339 336 Khb|
x3 Ethnicity Pearsan Correlation - 024 -.004 018 024 -108
Sig. (2-tailed) 659 835 742 662 055
M 33 338 339 338 30
x4 Fathers education Pearson Correlation 049 1807 .0a0 014 299"
Sig. (2-ailed) 367 o 098 803 000
M 337 336 ey 334 309
*5 Mothers education Fearsaon Correlation 100 R4 033 067 225
Sig. (2-tailed) 0&6 ooz 539 218 000
M 339 338 339 336 KRR
*6 English primary Fearson Correlation 014 0456 116 088 -0587
Sig. (2-tailed) 7499 400 034 285 321
M 338 337 338 335 309
¥7 Size of city FPearson Correlation 0az 152 215 A28 3417
Sig. (2-tailed) 33 005 000 .18 000
M 338 337 338 338 309
¥8 Income Pearson Correlation 074 073 062 054 08
Sig. (2-ailed) 248 255 335 402 00
M 244 243 244 243 231
*¥9 Size of hs Fearsaon Correlation .0ag 100 -016 ME 148
Sig. (2-tailed} arz 071 7Tz it 010
M 328 327 328 325 302
¥10 Certainty of major Fearson Correlation 1427 -.006 235 152 -004
Sig. (2-tailed) 009 AN ooa 005 841
il 339 338 339 336 309
¥11 Expectations of Pearsan Correlation 1 3007 067 437 105
attending college Sig. (2-tailed) .ooo 215 .z 065
M 340 339 340 337 30
¥12 Parents expectations of Pearson Correlation 3007 1 238" 210 3277
attending college Sig. (2-1ailed) 000 Qoo .ooo 000
M 339 334 339 336 3049
*13 Cality of guidance Fearson Correlation 067 238" 1 454 143
Sig. (2-tailed) 215 ooo .ooo 012
M 340 334 340 337 310
14 Satisfaction with hs life  Pearson Correlation 437 2107 454~ 1 253
Sig. (2-tailed) 012 .ooo 000 000
il a3r 336 37 337 o7
¥15 Pct of friends FPearson Correlation 05 327 143 2537 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 065 .ooo 1 .oog
M 310 309 3 07 i
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x16

Scholarships *17 Loans w18 ACT #1989 GPA | x20 Distance
¥1 Classification FPearson Correlation - 064 -.007 - 016 052 =107
Sig. (2-tailed) 275 a1 790 354 059
M 2m 272 286 326 211
x2 Gender Pearson Correlation .040 063 019 040 021
Sig. (2-tailed) 500 303 T44 ATE 715
I 283 273 286 327 33
*%3 Ethnicity FPearson Correlation Ruj=lu] 046 -.0&a5 -0 077
2ig. (2-ailed) oy ea 452 102 570 L
] 292 273 287 327 32
x4 Fathers education Pearson Correlation 058 -005 74 -023 018
2ig. (2-tailed) 326 929 003 685 J52
] 290 270 294 328 310
¥5 Mothers education Pearson Correlation -019 -.060 255 072 091
2ig. (2-tailed) 752 323 .0oo0 196 110
I 202 272 286 327 32
xG English primary Fearson Correlation =011 -018 o e -2 AT
Sig. (2-tailed) 856 A3 038 836 003
M 283 272 285 326 3N
X7 Size of city Fearson Correlation 085 _ 1A ez 029 gz
2ig. (2-4ailed) 07 n3z 283 607 104
i 201 271 287 326 3N
%8 Income Pearson Correlation -003 -01%2 070 -014 031
2ig. (2-tailed) 863 779 201 .835 631
] 228 212 221 240 236
¥9 Size of hs Pearson Correlation -043 -.086 RUch| -019 -029
2ig. (2-tailed) A70 HE3 597 TS 610
[ 284 266 288 319 304
¥10 Certainty of major Fearson Correlation - 145 066 -.0584 -0 0058
Sig. (2-tailed) 013 27T 358 02 928
M 2 271 285 326 311
¥11 Expectations of FPearson Correlation 030 041 106 020 001
attending college 2ig. (2-ailed) 615 B01 Rujafe) 712 .80
] 292 272 286 327 32
¥12 Parents expectations of Pearson Correlation 020 027 XTI 021 059
attending college 2ig. (2-tailed) 135 652 .0oo0 ! 304
] 2N 271 295 326 3N
¥13 Qality of guidance Pearson Correlation -056 015 153 -.057 0|3
2ig. (2-tailed) 238 801 .0os 203 a817
I 202 272 206 327 3z
114 Satisfaction with hs life  Pearson Correlation -.040 014 038 055 035
Sig. (2-tailed) 501 8149 522 327 539
I 238 268 284 324 30g
¥15 Pct of friends FPearson Correlation 015 021 ATE 040 031
3ig. (2-tailed) 806 736 004 485 2498
I 289 267 272 3m 282
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x21Years x22 Family ¥23 Financial | x24 Difficulty in | x25 Satisfaction

between grad |encouragement support transferring with curriculum

¥71 Classification Pearson Correlation -.005 .09a R g -043 -100
Sig. (2-tailed} 829 108 769 466 075

il 328 318 318 286 318

x2 Gender Pearson Correlation -108 072 -033 016 067
Sig. (2-tailed) 050 198 563 7a1 234

il 329 3149 314 287 320

x3 Ethnicity Pearsan Correlation - 037 014 063 044 - 066
Sig. (2-tailed) 509 797 264 457 240

M 329 3149 3149 288 Rl

x4 Fathers education Pearson Correlation -0as 4127 015 -.058 043
Sig. (2-ailed) 086 47 J91 6 450

M 327 7 v 288 i

*5 Mothers education Fearsaon Correlation 100 A28 =073 -.097 a0
Sig. (2-tailed) 070 026 192 102 am

M 329 3149 3149 288 314

*6 English primary Fearson Correlation -.007 .0ao 044 -.038 027
Sig. (2-tailed) BAB 110 434 514 26

M 328 3149 314 287 14

¥7 Size of city FPearson Correlation -1207] 04 023 -108 -.009
Sig. (2-tailed) 029 o5z G20 jala3e] 874

M 328 3149 3149 287 g

¥8 Income Pearson Correlation -018 073 =108 oo 09z
Sig. (2-ailed) 77l 269 101 a7 62

M 242 23 232 216 232

¥9 Size of hs Pearson Correlation -075 .083 -048 -.030 -.002
Sig. (2-tailed} 180 144 423 G149 a7v

M 320 310 310 274 310

¥10 Certainty of major Fearson Correlation 038 010 434 -.061 2947
Sig. (2-tailed) 439 BE3 016 307 000

il 329 318 318 286 318

¥11 Expectations of Pearsan Correlation 036 054 037 -.068 2047
attending college Sig. (2-tailed) 511 335 510 253 000
M 329 3149 149 287 Rl

*12 Parents expectations of Pearson Correlation D24 2217 -.065 =020 - 137
attending college Sig. (2-1ailed) B70 R 247 739 014
M 328 318 318 286 318

*13 Cality of guidance Fearson Correlation -102 25 197 - 147 431
Sig. (2-tailed) 064 025 000 1B 018

M 329 3149 3149 287 314

14 Satisfaction with hs life  Pearson Correlation 423 4217 04z - 027 06
Sig. (2-tailed) 026 0zo A0 BA3 0549

il 326 7 M7 285 M7

¥15 Pct of friends Pearson Correlation 040 Ruiele] =016 .z 094
Sig. (2-tailed) 490 .ogz 782 844 08

M 303 293 283 267 204
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x28 Satisfaction

29 Satisfaction

x30 Confidence

x26 Friends x¥27 Sense of | with academic with decision to
encouragement belonging experence relationships attend
¥1 Classification FPearson Correlation 00z =017 - 046 061 -103
Sig. (2-tailed) a74 766 414 278 067
M 314 149 319 5 7
x2 Gender Pearsaon Correlation 064 020 el 011 0as
Sig. (2-tailed) 256 715 021 844 0as
M 7 320 320 M7 319
3 Ethnicity Pearsaon Correlation 0582 -.050 -074 -.065 -125
Sig. (2-tailed) 360 368 187 251 026
il M7 320 320 a 318
x4 Fathers education Pearson Correlation -.024 .0z0 054 005 059
Sig. (2-tailed) G670 718 337 a3 294
M 315 318 318 14 Kl
¥5 Mothers education Fearsan Correlation 037 086 1457 102 043
Sig. (2-tailed) 507 .oas 009 .07 444
M 7 320 320 g 18
x5 English primary Pearsaon Caorrelation -047 -0z 071 =100 =030
Sig. (2-tailed) 401 968 203 075 591
M 7 320 320 e 8
*7 Size of city Pearsan Correlation a5 AT 015 .0ga 046
Sig. (2-tailed) 001 168 7a3 13 408
M 7 320 320 g 318
¥8 Income Fearson Correlation arv .09g 088 RiER| 057
Sig. (2-tailed) 244 3 180 224 388
M 230 23z 23z 2249 23z
¥4 Size of hs Fearsan Correlation A28 .0og -040 031 006
Sig. (2-tailed) 025 873 AT7 5886 920
M 308 N N o7 309
x10 Certainty of major FPearson Correlation 145 2127 3047 165 995
Sig. (2-tailed) 010 .ooo ooa .00g 0oo
M 316 3149 3149 315 M7
*11 Expectations of Fearsaon Correlation 159 386 2507 272 245
attending college Sig. (2-tailed) 005 .ooo 000 .ooo ooa
M M7 320 320 e 318
12 Parents expectations of Pearson Correlation 153 .0a9s 061 078 044
attending college Sig. (2-tailed) 007 RUER] 277 159 435
M 316 3149 314 35 7
13 Quality of guidance Fearson Correlation 20271 2937 e 209 617
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .0oo 000 ooa 004
M 7 320 320 g 18
x14 Satisfaction with hs life  Pearson Correlation 21R 165 | A 46 787
Sig. (2-ailed) .0oo .00z 00z .o o
M 315 318 318 4 316
¥15 Pct of friends Fearsaon Correlation 214 433 058 028 023
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 022 316 Rl 694
M 282 204 284 292 283
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%33 Confidence
¥31 Importance | %32 Sense of in choice of x34 Woark *x35 Family
of degree aptions major abligations abligations
¥1 Classification FPearson Correlation -.010 - 077 044 597 g2
Sig. (2-tailed) 860 169 437 005 51
M 314 7 318 304 30
x2 Gender Pearsaon Correlation 2207 066 044 ez 036
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 243 428 1a 532
M R 19 320 308 3z
3 Ethnicity Pearsaon Correlation -.048 -.025 061 RE:D 133
Sig. (2-tailed) 394 itk 274 042 018
il M7 318 3149 305 3
x4 Fathers education Fearson Correlation 041 =022 -0 -158" -.061
Sig. (2-tailed) 464 695 576 005 287
M 315 316 M7 303 3049
¥5 Mothers education Fearsan Correlation 03z 016 -078 -249 =180
Sig. (2-tailed) 574 780 a1 .ooo 008
M 7 18 3149 305 n
x5 English primary Pearsaon Caorrelation 016 048 S 048 054
Sig. (2-tailed) 783 389 03z 423 348
M v 18 39 305 thk|
*7 Size of city Pearsan Correlation =071 083 .0ay 010 -027
Sig. (2-tailed) 2085 37 084 BAE 640
M M7 318 314 305 N
¥8 Income Fearson Correlation 024 068 048 035 058
Sig. (2-tailed) 720 304 469 607 374
M 23 23z 23z 223 229
¥ Size of hs FPearson Correlation 062 054 036 -.055 -010
Sig. (2-tailed) 275 342 523 38 867
M 308 309 310 294 30z
10 Certainty of major Pearson Correlation 507 2487 6717 .032 -0328
Sig. (2-tailed) oav RG] 000 R 510
M 316 "7 318 304 30
*11 Expectations of Fearsaon Correlation 355 198" 83 - 147 -061
attending college Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .ooo 001 010 287
M M7 318 314 305 N
12 Parents expectations of Pearson Correlation 07 018 023 038 068
attending college Sig. (2-tailed) 058 ich] G678 497 223
M 316 7 318 304 30
13 Quality of guidance Fearson Correlation 057 239 2007 -072 013
Sig. (2-tailed) 310 .0oo .00a 207 821
M 7 18 319 305 n
x14 Satisfaction with hs life  Pearson Correlation D24 1837 A9y AT -0a87
Sig. (2-ailed) B70 o 028 0oz 124
M 315 316 M7 303 310
¥15 Pct of friends Pearson Correlation .018 -.001 063 -.086 -048
Sig. (2-tailed) 761 084 284 152 A4d2
M 282 293 204 281 286
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x36 Confidence

x37 Satisfaction
with academic

x38 Confidence
that warth the

*¥39 Sense of

x40 Continue

in akility support investment entittement  |next semester
¥71 Classification Pearson Correlation -.091 -.039 -.009 -043 -015
Sig. (2-tailed} 06 492 B77 AdB 788
il M7 31z M7 214 3z
x2 Gender Fearsaon Correlation -028 004 14 030 -.003
Sig. (2-tailed) 648 945 043 591 95
il 314 314 314 G M3
x3 Ethnicity Pearsan Correlation -081 036 - 03z -067 000
Sig. (2-tailed) 47 528 569 233 G99
M 318 3 318 315 3
x4 Fathers education Pearson Correlation 069 -026 022 -026 091
Sig. (2-ailed) 224 549 590 548 108
M 316 in 116 M3 N
*5 Mothers education Fearsaon Correlation T =021 081 058 014
Sig. (2-tailed) 037 710 277 304 a1
M 318 313 318 315 313
*6 English primary Fearson Correlation 060 035 064 091 -024
Sig. (2-tailed) 283 536 253 108 678
M 318 313 318 35 33
¥7 Size of city FPearson Correlation 044 071 0 058 028
Sig. (2-tailed) 438 210 582 298 G606
M 318 13 318 35 3
¥8 Income Pearson Correlation 0a1 103 090 02 035
Sig. (2-ailed) 218 120 A73 124 01
M 232 23 232 229 231
*¥9 Size of hs Fearsaon Correlation 12 =003 064 -034 025
Sig. (2-tailed} 050 855 260 Riliv BA3
M 3049 304 3049 306 305
¥10 Certainty of major Fearson Correlation 2a5 RELE 235 ATT 087
Sig. (2-tailed) Qoo .oos 000 0oz A28
il M7 1z M7 4 Mz
¥11 Expectations of Pearsan Correlation 2027 1537 ko 207 2R5
attending college Sig. (2-tailed) ooa ooy 0og .ooo 0oa
M 318 3 318 35 3
*12 Parents expectations of Pearson Correlation 015 REEE 420 071 -.040
attending college Sig. (2-1ailed) 789 RUAR] 033 21 481
M M7 31z 7 4 M2
*13 Cality of guidance Fearson Correlation 22F 258 199" 152 -.008
Sig. (2-tailed) Qoo .ooo ooa ooy 821
M 318 13 318 315 313
14 Satisfaction with hs life  Pearson Correlation 2397 284 | 480 .baz 005
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .ooo 001 103 832
il 316 N 316 3 31
¥15 Pct of friends FPearson Correlation 115 003 A17 044 046
Sig. (2-tailed) 049 863 046 450 437
M 283 288 283 290 282
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42 Continue

x41 Transfer not next x43 Transfer not

next semester semester next semester | x44 Mot attend | x45 Undecided

¥71 Classification Pearson Correlation -037 031 -053 A2 D44
Sig. (2-tailed} 520 Ratt 1] 360 051 448

il 310 30z 308 04 284

x2 Gender Pearson Correlation .069 .0z20 -039 - 106 -083
Sig. (2-tailed) 225 T34 492 063 1585

il I 303 aor 305 208

x3 Ethnicity Pearsan Correlation .050 .08a 01z -.068 -017
Sig. (2-tailed) 379 122 B39 230 TGS

M chh| 03 o7 305 2a7

x4 Fathers education Pearson Correlation -.041 -.054 062 055 =012
Sig. (2-ailed) 473 350 282 336 B35

M 309 m 308 303 295

¥5 Mothers education Pearson Correlation -031 017 .029 022 -.069
Sig. (2-tailed) 588 TT2 g17 598 238

M an 303 307 305 247

*6 English primary Fearson Correlation 064 185 | 090 0z2 149
Sig. (2-tailed) 259 oo 14 704 010

M I 303 v 305 2a7

¥7 Size of city FPearson Correlation 013 - 014 -002 07 034
Sig. (2-tailed) 815 807 g75 769 503

M N 03 k) 305 247

¥8 Income Pearson Correlation -.010 -034 -015 .bag -024
Sig. (2-ailed) 880 16 822 188 T27

M 229 225 228 228 223

¥9 Size of hs Pearson Correlation 064 -.036 -014 -023 080
Sig. (2-tailed} 270 B36 810 6ay A75

M 303 205 289 297 280

¥10 Certainty of major Fearson Correlation =110 -083 -078 028 -0588
Sig. (2-tailed) 53 148 A72 653 318

il 310 0z aor 305 2a7

¥11 Expectations of Pearsan Correlation - 1497 =125 042 -.066 -1a47]
attending college Sig. (2-tailed) 009 .0za 464 248 001
M chh| 03 o7 305 2a7

*12 Parents expectations of Pearson Correlation 043 041 044 031 021
attending college Sig. (2-1ailed) 431 479 445 504 20
M 310 nz 308 304 208

*13 Cality of guidance Fearson Correlation 041 029 1187 -042 006
Sig. (2-tailed) 472 g1a 038 462 914

M an 303 307 305 247

14 Satisfaction with hs life  Pearson Correlation 001 014 -044 ooy -037
Sig. (2-tailed) 991 T3T 444 898 532

il 304 a0 305 a3 285

¥15 Pct of friends FPearson Correlation Rujsii] -017 -0ad -.038 -138
Sig. (2-tailed) A28 77a 13 523 021

M 280 284 288 288 278
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xd Fathers x3 Mothers
1 Classification | x2 Gender x3 Ethnicity education education
x16 Scholarships Fearson Correlation -.064 .040 080 058 -01g
Sig. (2-tailed) 275 500 125 326 752
M 291 293 292 290 292
*17 Loans Fearson Correlation -.007 063 048 -.005 -.060
Zig. (2-tailed) Aan 303 452 929 323
M 272 273 273 270 272
x18 ACT Fearson Correlation =016 018 -.085 747 255
Sig. (2-tailed) 7a0 744 02 003 Riliu}
M 206 206 297 204 206
¥18 GPA FPearson Correlation 052 040 =03 -023 o7z
Sig. (2-tailed) 354 476 570 685 195
M 326 3z7 327 325 327
20 Distance FPearzon Correlation -107 021 077 018 0
Sig. (2-tailed) 059 715 175 752 10
M an 313 k3| 310 M2
21 Years between grad Pearson Correlation -.005 - 108 =037 -.0es 100
Sig. (2-tailed) 929 080 509 088 070
M 328 329 329 az7 329
¥22 Family encouragement Pearson Correlation .090 072 14 12 25
2ig. (2-tailed) 109 B )3 797 047 026
¥l 318 319 319 i 19
x¥23 Financial support Fearson Correlation 017 -033 {063 015 -073
Sig. (2-tailed) 769 563 264 k| a2
M 318 3149 3149 317 319
x24 Difficulty in transferring  Pearson Correlation -043 016 044 -058 -087
Sig. (2-tailed) 466 781 457 316 02
M 288 287 288 286 238
25 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation -100 {067 -.068 043 050
curricuium Sig. (2-tailed) 075 234 240 450 371
M 318 320 319 M7 319
X208 Friends encouragement Pearson Correlation .00z 064 -.052 -.024 037
Zig. (2-tailed) 974 256 360 B70 507
¥l 315 317 M7 315 T
%27 Sense of belonging Fearson Correlation -017 020 =050 020 09
3ig. (2-tailed) 756 715 369 718 085
M 3149 320 320 318 320
28 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation -.046 1207 -074 054 145
academic experience Sig. (2-tailed) 414 021 187 337 004a
M 3149 3z0 320 318 320
*28 Satisfaction with FPearson Correlation 061 01 -.065 005 02
relationships 3ig. (2-tailed) 278 844 7% Ry 071
M 315 7 ch 1] 314 36
30 Confidence decisionto  Pearson Correlation =103 086 -125 059 043
attend Zig. (2-tailed) 067 .0gs .0zg 204 Add
M 3T 319 18 3G 318

191




xG English 10 Certainty of
primary X7 Size of city X8 Income *9 Size of hs major

x16 Scholarships Fearson Correlation -011 -.095 -003 -043 -145
Sig. (2-tailed) 856 B i T 063 470 013

I 293 291 228 284 291

x17 Loans Fearson Correlation -018 =37 -1 -08a -.066
Sig. (2-tailed) J73 .03z T79 163 27T

M 272 271 212 266 271

X18 ACT FPearson Correlation s s .0g2 070 031 -.054
Sig. (2-tailed) 038 283 301 597 358

M 295 297 221 288 295

*19 GRA Fearson Correlation -2 029 -014 -018 -.081
Sig. (2-tailed) B36 BO7 B35 rchl 02

M 326 326 240 319 326

x20 Distance Fearson Correlation % i il .ogz 031 -029 -005
Sig. (2-tailed) 003 104 B3 B10 928

M 311 311 236 304 Kh b

21 Years hetween grad Fearson Correlation 007 -A20 -.0149 -0758 .03
Sig. (2-tailed) BOE Rud] T 180 489

M 328 328 242 320 329

¥22 Family encouragement Pearson Carrelation 080 104 073 083 010
Sig. (2-tailed) 10 .0g2 263 144 BE3

I 319 319 231 310 318

23 Financial support FPearson Correlation 044 023 -108 - 048 134 |
Sig. (2-tailed) 434 .G80 0 423 016

M 319 319 232 310 318

24 Difficulty in transferring  Pearson Correlation -039 =108 001 -030 -.061
Sig. (2-tailed) 514 0E9 87 G189 307

M 287 287 216 279 286

25 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation 027 -.00a .0gz -002 2247
curriculum Sig. (2-tailed) 526 874 162 977 .0oo
M 319 319 232 310 318

26 Friends encouragement Pearson Carrelation - 047 185 07T 2a 145
Sig. (2-tailed) 401 .00 244 025 010

M T M7 230 308 318

¥27 Sense of belonging Fearson Correlation =00z 077 099 009 o
Sig. (2-tailed) Relit] 168 A3 873 .00o

M 320 320 232 311 319

¥28 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation 07 015 .0gg -040 ap4 |
academic experience Sig. (2-tailed) 203 793 180 477 .0oo
M 320 320 232 31 319

x29 Satisfaction with Pearson Correlation -100 089 081 831 155 |
relationships Sig. (2-tailed) 075 $13 224 586 006
M 316 36 229 307 315

¥30 Confidence decisiontc Pearson Correlation -.030 046 057 00g BBE
attend Sig. (2-tailed) 581 409 388 820 .00o
I 318 18 232 309 7
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x11
Expectations of

w12 Parents
expectations of

attending attending *13 Quality of | x14 Satisfaction %15 Pct of
college college guidance with hs life friends
*16 Scholarships Fearsaon Correlation 030 020 -.056 -.040 015
Sig. (2-tailed} 6185 735 338 BRIk 806
il 282 291 282 2849 2849
¥17 Loans Pearson Correlation 041 027 015 014 021
Sig. (2-tailed) 501 Rl 801 818 T36
il 27z 271 272 264 267
®18 ACT Pearsan Correlation 06 273 AR37 038 ATE
Sig. (2-tailed) 0569 .ooo 008 h22 004
M 284 295 204 294 272
¥19 GPA Pearson Correlation 020 021 -057 055 040
Sig. (2-ailed) J12 g1 303 327 485
M 327 326 32V 324 m
20 Distance Pearson Correlation .00 059 013 035 031
Sig. (2-tailed) 880 304 817 B3g 5498
M 31z in 3z 304 28z
¥21 Years between grad Fearson Correlation 036 024 =102 - 123 040
Sig. (2-tailed) A1 670 064 0Z25 490
M 329 328 329 326 303
¥22 Family encouragement Pearson Correlation 054 vl 128 1317 0gg
Sig. (2-tailed) 335 .ooo 025 .0zo 09z
M 319 318 3149 7 283
*23 Financial suppart Pearson Correlation 037 -065 a7 ez =016
Sig. (2-ailed) 510 247 0oa 01 782
M 3149 318 314 M7 203
x24 Difficulty in transferring  Pearson Correlation -.0a8 =020 1427 - 027 012
Sig. (2-tailed} 253 734 016 BR3 844
M 287 286 287 285 267
¥25 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation 2047 -437 431 108 094
curriculum Sig. (2-tailed) 000 014 019 058 08
il 314 318 314 7 204
¥26 Friends encouragement Pearson Correlation 159 153 2027 Z167 2447
Sig. (2-tailed) 005 ooy 0og 0oa 000
M M7 36 M7 35 282
*¥27 Sense of belonging Pearson Correlation LR .098 2237 RN 133
Sig. (2-1ailed) 000 RUh Qoo 003 02z
M 320 3149 320 3183 204
¥28 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation 2507 061 S A7 058
academic experience Sig. (2-tailed) 000 277 000 ooz 316
M 320 3149 320 318 204
¥29 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation s 078 209 46 028
relationships Sig. (2-tailed) 000 15 000 o 26
il 316 315 316 4 28z
*¥30 Confidence decisiontc Pearson Correlation 245 044 617 A787 023
attend Sig. (2-tailed) 000 435 004 .00 694
M 318 3 318 g 283
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x16

Scholarships *17 Loans w18 ACT 19 GPA | x20 Distance
¥16 Scholarships Fearsan Correlatian 1 T04 046 - 005 -0z0
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 AGd4 837 736
M 283 264 258 286 281
*17 Loans Fearson Correlation T04 1 Rujct:] -.00a -021
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 292 825 730
I 264 273 240 265 263
¥18 ACT FPearson Correlation 0486 0E8 1 037 2057
2ig. (2-ailed) 464 292 527 001
] 258 240 287 2480 279
18 GPA Pearson Correlation -.005 -006 037 1 -015
Sig. (2-tailed; 937 925 527 800
] 288 265 290 328 305
x20 Distance Pearson Correlation -020 -021 208 -015 1
2ig. (2-tailed) 736 730 001 800
I 281 263 279 305 33
21 Years between grad Fearson Correlation 012 0058 {067 -.003 -026
Sig. (2-tailed) 839 934 258 853 656
M 287 268 280 321 305
¥2Z Family encouragement Pearson Correlation 031 -.061 021 030 -.040
2ig. (2-4ailed) 604 332 725 595 500
i 277 257 280 308 283
xZ23 Financial support Fearson Correlation =007 042 =011 =100 -0zg
2ig. (2-tailed) 807 500 860 079 633
] 277 257 278 308 293
x24 Difficulty in transferring | Pearson Correlation -073 -.069 -2 028 163 |
2ig. (2-tailed) .245 290 847 643 008
[ 254 237 257 277 267
x25 Satisfaction with FPearson Correlation -.045 - 111 5 -.050 069
curricuium Sig. (2-tailed) 452 074 400 378 239
M 278 258 278 208 204
¥26 Friends encouragement Pearson Correlation -075 - 112 -00g Rl 074
2ig. (2-ailed) 215 ovz 899 493 205
] 276 258 280 307 282
¥2T Sense of helonging Fearson Correlation -034 =117 060 -033 -015
2ig. (2-tailed) 577 061 M3 561 8032
] 278 258 281 309 2495
¥28 Satisfaction with Pearson Correlation -.049 =111 111 002 RUE]
academic experience 2ig. (2-tailed) 416 075 G2 866 23
I 278 259 1 309 2495
20 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation -.047 - 157 004 -.005 -084
relationships Sig. (2-ailed) 436 015 951 027 151
I 276 256 277 305 282
30 Confidence decisionte Pearson Correlation -119° AT 08 026 -118]
attend 3ig. (2-tailed) .048 006 73 645 046
I 277 258 278 307 204
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x21Years x22 Family ¥23 Financial | x24 Difficulty in | x25 Satisfaction
between grad |encouragement support transferring with curriculum
*16 Scholarships Fearsaon Correlation 2 03 -.007 -073 -.045
Sig. (2-tailed} 838 604 a0y 245 452
il 287 277 277 254 278
¥17 Loans Pearson Correlation -.005 -.061 042 -.069 -111
Sig. (2-tailed) 834 332 500 290 074
il 268 257 257 237 258
¥18 ACT FPearson Correlation 067 021 =011 -012 051
Sig. (2-tailed) 258 725 860 847 400
M 280 280 2749 257 2749
¥19 GPA Pearson Correlation -.003 030 =100 .bzg -050
Sig. (2-ailed) 853 595 079 643 378
M 321 08 308 277 308
*20 Distance Fearsaon Correlation -0z28 -.040 -028 163 | &8
Sig. (2-tailed) 656 00 B33 ooa 238
M 305 293 283 267 204
¥21 Years between grad Fearson Correlation 1 -0 -049 -.095 - 067
Sig. (2-tailed) 881 383 11 242
M 330 310 310 280 0
¥22 Family encouragement Pearson Correlation =011 1 12 -.087 070
Sig. (2-tailed) 851 02 143 215
M 310 320 ich| 288 18
*23 Financial suppart Pearson Correlation 0449 4927 - 118 215
Sig. (2-ailed) 393 Rt 050 000
M 310 318 320 287 318
x24 Difficulty in transferring  Pearson Correlation -.095 -.087 -116 1 -G8
Sig. (2-tailed} A1 143 050 2G8
M 280 286 287 288 286
¥25 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation - 067 070 295 -.066 1
curriculum Sig. (2-tailed) 242 215 000 268
il 310 18 318 286 320
¥26 Friends encouragement Pearson Correlation -0839 243 ATA 000 230
Sig. (2-tailed) 080 .ooo 00z a7 0oa
M 310 b 1] 314 288 Rl
%27 Sense of belonging Pearson Correlation el 2037 1827 =457 | A6
Sig. (2-1ailed) 00z R 0 .oog 000
M 3N 3149 3149 288 3149
¥28 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation -074 202 423" -065 670
academic experience Sig. (2-tailed) 1495 .ooo 001 272 000
M an 3149 3149 288 314
¥29 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation -0 2427 A7 -182 7] 299
relationships Sig. (2-tailed) 592 .0oo 00z 0oz 000
il aor 315 315 285 6
*¥30 Confidence decisiontc Pearson Correlation ek (5 087 RujsE] -002 38R
attend Sig. (2-tailed) 000 124 A20 Rl 000
M 309 7 M7 288 18
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x28 Satisfaction

X289 Satisfaction

x30 Confidence

¥28 Friends ¥27 Sense of | with academic with decision to
encouragement helonging experience relationships attend
*16 Scholarships Fearsaon Correlation -075 -.034 -.048 -047 -1197]
Sig. (2-tailed} 215 577 416 436 048
il 276 278 278 276 277
¥17 Loans Fearsaon Correlation -112 - 117 =111 -152 AL
Sig. (2-tailed) 072 061 078 M5 006
il 258 254 259 256 258
¥18 ACT FPearson Correlation -.008 Rt A1 004 08
Sig. (2-tailed) 899 13 062 851 073
M 280 281 281 277 2749
¥19 GPA Pearson Correlation 039 -033 00z -.005 024
Sig. (2-ailed) 493 561 966 b2y 545
M 307 09 309 305 307
*20 Distance Fearsaon Correlation 074 =015 070 -0g4 =416
Sig. (2-tailed) 208 803 23 151 046
M 28z 295 285 292 204
¥21 Years between grad Fearson Correlation -.09g -473 -074 Sch DT
Sig. (2-tailed) 080 ooz 145 592 000
M 310 in chh| 307 309
¥22 Family encouragement Pearson Correlation 2437 2037 2027 212 087
Sig. (2-tailed) ooa .0oo 000 0oa A24
M 3 3149 149 35 M7
*23 Financial suppart Pearson Correlation 173 1827 183 475 Rkt
Sig. (2-ailed) ooz oo 001 o2 A20
M 316 3149 314 35 M7
x24 Difficulty in transferring  Pearson Correlation 000 -157 -.065 483 -.002
Sig. (2-tailed} 097 .0os 272 .oo2 868
M 288 288 288 285 286
¥25 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation 3300 4157 670 209 356
curriculum Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 000 ooo ooa
il 316 3149 314 6 318
¥26 Friends encouragement Pearson Correlation 1 3047 374 2447 28R
Sig. (2-tailed) .ooo 000 0oa 0oa
M 318 318 318 14 Rl
*27 Sense of belonging FPearson Correlation 304 1 B27 BRE 3027
Sig. (2-1ailed) 000 000 .oog 0aa
M 318 321 3 M7 3149
¥28 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation 374 e 1 469 420
academic experience Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .ooo ooo 000
M 318 321 a1 37 314
¥29 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation 3447 BE5 | 4[9° 1 339
relationships Sig. (2-tailed) 000 ooo 000 000
il 314 7 M7 7 K ali]
*¥30 Confidence decisiontc Pearson Correlation 28R 3027 4207 2397 1
attend Sig. (2-tailed) ooa .ooo 000 .oog
M 314 3149 3149 g Rl
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%33 Confidence

¥31 Importance | %32 Sense of in choice of x34 Woark *x35 Family
of degree aptions major abligations abligations
¥16 Scholarships FPearson Correlation 025 -073 -058 -.004 048
Sig. (2-tailed) 676 228 332 42 A27
M 274 277 278 267 272
x17 Loans FPearson Correlation 034 - 110 -084 064 A07
Sig. (2-tailed) 5oz 078 A79 A1 091
M 257 258 259 249 252
®18 ACT Pearsaon Correlation 110 00a -028 -141] 137
Sig. (2-tailed) 066 BTE 637 021 023
il 279 2749 280 270 274
¥18 GPA Pearson Correlation 018 -.019 -.064 -.001 -040
Sig. (2-tailed) 753 738 264 89z 485
M 306 07 aoa 204 300
x¥20 Distance Fearsan Correlation -0839 -84 =021 - 026 087
Sig. (2-tailed) 28 .oog T23 .BGE 43
M 283 204 285 283 288
*21 Years hetween grad Pearsaon Caorrelation 030 -1397 =043 = T -0as
Sig. (2-tailed) 505 015 448 .0z8 00
M 308 09 3o 297 30z
®22 Family encouragement Pearson Correlation 081 Rijle] 058 001 -004
Sig. (2-tailed) 152 114 290 888 940
M 316 7 318 304 310
¥23 Financial support Fearson Correlation 066 2137 A91 -072 - 046
Sig. (2-tailed) 240 oo 001 207 423
M 316 7 318 305 31
x24 Difficulty in transferring  Pearson Correlation - 026 -1407 =081 1827 2427
Sig. (2-tailed) G657 018 A28 ooz 000
M 285 287 287 283 284
®25 Satisfaction with Pearsaon Caorrelation 2537 42587 354 -.088 =020
curriculum Sig. (2-tailed) 000 RG] .00o 238 726
M M7 318 3149 305 311
¥26 Friends encouragement Pearson Correlation 250 336 230 045 .0565
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .ooo 000 431 335
M 315 316 M7 304 3049
¥27 Sense of belonging Fearson Correlation 196 a7 SRE -.044 031
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 oo 000 443 Ba3
M 318 3149 320 306 Mz
x¥28 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation 2357 A1 3235 -027 -006
academic experience Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .ooo 000 641 814
M 318 149 320 308 Mz
x29 Satisfaction with Pearsaon Correlation 1937 4207 AT -078 042
relaticnships Sig. (2-ailed) 0 .ooo 000 7B 452
M 315 316 M7 303 3049
¥30 Confidence decisiontc  Pearson Correlation 4607 4327 2827 -.0586 -037
attend Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .ooo 000 Rih 521
M M7 318 314 305 N
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x36 Confidence

x37 Satisfaction
with academic

x38 Confidence
that warth the

x40 Continue

in akility support investment nexdt semester
*16 Scholarships Fearsaon Correlation -0a2 022 .035 020
Sig. (2-tailed} 303 721 BRY T46
il 277 274 277 276
¥17 Loans Fearsaon Correlation -1387 074 008 012
Sig. (2-tailed) 027 242 B8 851
il 258 254 258 257
¥18 ACT FPearson Correlation .0a9 057 0as 066
Sig. (2-tailed) 138 350 140 [ 276
M 280 275 279 277 276
¥19 GPA Pearson Correlation 052 009 03 0587 018
Sig. (2-tailed) 364 874 594 323 780
M 308 303 ey 305 304
20 Distance Pearson Correlation .00g 042 018 -.048 047
Sig. (2-tailed) 919 471 TRE 420
M 204 290 204 283
¥21 Years between grad Fearson Correlation -.005 -.086 -1507 017
Sig. (2-tailed) 827 328 008 763
M 310 305 309 306

¥22 Family encouragement Pearson Correlation 033 190 0aa ans
Sig. (2-tailed) 560 .00 20 000
M M7 1z M7 n
*23 Financial suppart Pearson Correlation 1247 1887 176~ 053
Sig. (2-ailed) 027 o5 00z 355
M M7 31z 7 311
x24 Difficulty in transferring  Pearson Correlation =017 -.0498 -015 =111
Sig. (2-tailed} FTE .09g 801 063
M 287 286 287 280
¥25 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation 4587 357 3R8T 288"
curriculum Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 000 000
il 318 313 318 3
¥26 Friends encouragement Pearson Correlation 817 2057 ko 053
Sig. (2-tailed) 001 ooo 000 353
M M7 1z 314 30
*27 Sense of belonging FPearson Correlation T 375 306 2897
Sig. (2-1ailed) 000 Qoo 000 0aa
M 3149 314 314 33
¥28 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation 4G5 401 3R9° o8
academic experience Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .ooo 000 ooa
M 314 314 3149 313
¥29 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation 2527 3397 047 4507
relationships Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .ooo 000 008
il 316 N 316 309

*¥30 Confidence decisiontc Pearson Correlation 4577 17 4997 190
attend Sig. (2-tailed) 000 ooz 000 001
M 318 13 318 n
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42 Continue

x41 Transfer not next x43 Transfer not

next semester semester next semester | x44 Mot attend | x45 Undecided

*16 Scholarships Fearsaon Correlation -019 =017 =023 -8 =017
Sig. (2-tailed} 760 780 F08 ilils] 788

il 274 268 272 270 262

¥17 Loans Pearson Correlation -.008 -.019 -024 -019 -018
Sig. (2-tailed) 804 758 7oz il F76

il 256 253 254 254 250

¥18 ACT FPearson Correlation -.050 RUCh] 075 -063 055
Sig. (2-tailed) 405 13 22 304 A77

M 274 267 27 269 252

¥19 GPA Pearson Correlation -.015 -7 =022 -018 =017
Sig. (2-ailed) 800 7 J09 755 J70

M 3oz 294 293 298 289

*20 Distance Fearsaon Correlation -068 134 155 008 =021
Sig. (2-tailed) 272 024 005 B9 T26

M 2 285 288 287 274

¥21 Years between grad Fearson Correlation -016 -016 249" -017 -016
Sig. (2-tailed) 7re 78z 000 773 788

M 305 297 30z aon 283

¥22 Family encouragement Pearson Correlation - 260 - 014 -004 -010 -.051
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 814 038 863 382

M 309 am 305 03 284

*23 Financial suppart Pearson Correlation -034 =028 0o 023 013
Sig. (2-ailed) 5h2 B61 895 Gav 821

M 3049 am 308 303 206

x24 Difficulty in transferring  Pearson Correlation 086 A9 .020 -063 -0886
Sig. (2-tailed} 151 048 743 297 AG0

M 278 273 275 275 264

¥25 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation -2387 -042 -0499 - 113 =100
curriculum Sig. (2-tailed) ooa AT72 086 048 085
il 309 am 305 an3 208

¥26 Friends encouragement Pearson Correlation 021 -047 -013 .00z - 026
Sig. (2-tailed) 709 A22 826 878 660

M 308 300 304 0z 284

*27 Sense of belonging FPearson Correlation - 2787 -053 - 116 .z -140
Sig. (2-1ailed) 000 358 04z 838 015

M Ehh| 03 307 305 203

¥28 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation -288° -.045 116 -0 -.0az
academic experience Sig. (2-tailed) 000 436 043 BE1 14
M an 303 307 305 283

¥29 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation - 1487 -.001 =021 RiEh| - 044
relationships Sig. (2-tailed) 009 B84 719 161 448
il aor 284 303 a0 285

*¥30 Confidence decisiontc Pearson Correlation =101 -082 =081 - 129 -185°
attend Sig. (2-tailed) 077 188 158 025 008
M 309 am 305 03 2a7
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xd Fathers x3 Mothers
1 Classification | x2 Gender x3 Ethnicity education education
®31Impeortance of degree Pearson Correlation 010 290 | -.048 041 032
Sig. (2-tailed) B0 .ooa 304 464 574
M 318 318 37 315 N7
x32 Sense of options Pearson Correlation - 077 {066 -.025 -.022 016
Zig. (2-tailed) 169 243 663 595 T80
M s ) 3149 18 316 18
¥33 Confidence in choice of Pearson Correlation 044 044 061 -031 -075
majar Sig. (2-tailed) 437 428 274 R76 181
M 318 320 3149 chin) 319
x34 Waork obligations Fearson Correlation 1597 .0az 116 -15a87 -249
Sig. (2-tailed) 005 110 042 006 0aa
M 304 0@ 308 303 305
¥®35 Family ahligations Fearson Correlation 082 036 133 =061 -1507]
Sig. (2-tailed) 51 b3z 019 287 008
M 310 3z N 309 oo
X306 Confidence in ability Pearson Correlation -.081 -.026 -.081 oge %y )
Sig. (2-tailed) 08 548 147 224 037
M AT 3149 18 316 318
*37 Satisfaction with Fearson Correlation -.039 004 038 -026 -021
academic support 2ig. (2-tailed) 448z 948 h29 549 T30
¥l 3z 314 313 317 13
x¥38 Confidence thatworth  Pearson Correlation -.00g 1147 -3z 022 061
the investment Sig. (2-tailed) 877 043 5G9 520 27T
M AT 3149 318 316G 318
38 Sense of entittement FPearson Correlation -.043 030 - 067 -026 053
Sig. (2-tailed) 448 591 233 548 304
M 314 31a 5 313 315
x*40 Continue next semester Pearson Correlation -018 -003 000 0 014
Sig. (2-tailed) a8 854 8049 1089 a1
M 3z 313 3 an 313
*41 Transfer next semester Pearson Correlation -.037 089 080 -041 -03
Zig. (2-tailed) 52 225 379 473 588
¥l 10 g} N 309 311
*42 Continue not next Fearson Correlation 031 .0z0 089 -.054 o7
semester 3ig. (2-tailed) 594 T34 122 .350 T2
M 30z 303 303 301 303
¥43 Transfer not next Fearson Correlation -.053 -.034 01z 0a2 024
semester Sig. (2-tailed) 360 482 B39 282 BT
M 306 aor 307 305 307
x44 Mot attend FPearson Correlation 12 - 106 -.064 055 02z
3ig. (2-tailed) g1 063 230 336 68
M 304 305 305 303 305
¥45 Undecided FPearzon Correlation 044 -083 =017 -1z -.069
Zig. (2-tailed) 448 185 765 835 238
M 298 288 297 295 297
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%G English 10 Certainty of
primary X7 Size of city x8 Income %9 Size of hs major
®31Importance of degree  Fearson Carrelation 016 =071 024 g2 80
Sig. (2-tailed) 783 205 T20 276 .0ar
M 30T 7 231 308 316
32 Sense of options Fearson Correlation 048 083 06a 054 2487
Sig. (2-tailed) 389 437 304 342 000
M 318 318 232 309 317
33 Confidence in choice of Pearson Carrelation 1207 087 048 036 BT1
majar Sig. (2-tailed) 032 .084 469 523 .0oo
M 319 319 232 310 318
x34 Work obligations FPearson Correlation 048 010 .035 -055 032
Sig. (2-tailed) 426 .BG6 607 348 BFT
M 308 305 223 295 304
*¥33 Family chligations Fearson Correlation 054 =027 .059 -010 -038
Sig. (2-tailed) 346 540 A74 8687 510
M £ jolf 3 229 302 310
x36 Confidence in ability Fearson Correlation {060 044 081 112 205
Sig. (2-tailed) 283 438 218 050 .0oo
M 318 318 232 309 M7
x37 Satisfaction with Pearson Correlation 035 071 103 -003 150
academic support Sig. (2-tailed) 536 210 120 955 oos
M 33 3 231 304 iz
x38 Confidence thatworth  Pearson Correlation 064 031 090 0G4 295
the investment Sig. (2-tailed) 283 582 A73 260 ooo
M 318 318 232 309 "7
x39 Sense of entitlement Fearson Correlation 0m 059 o2 -034 AL |
Sig. (2-tailed) 108 .298 124 552 .00z
M 315 315 229 306 314
x40 Continue next semester Pearson Correlation -024 029 035 0z5 .oer
Sig. (2-tailed) 678 GO6 601 6G63 126
M 313 3 231 308 2
¥41 Transfer next semester Pearson Correlation 064 013 -.010 064 =110
Sig. (2-tailed} 259 815 BED 270 053
I 311 ki 229 303 310
42 Continue not next Fearson Correlation 185 -014 -034 -038 - 083
semester Sig. (2-tailed) .00 807 B16 536 149
M 303 303 2258 295 302
¥43 Transfer not next Fearson Correlation 090 -.002 -015 -014 -078
semester Sig. (2-tailed) 14 875 B2z 810 172
M 307 307 228 299 307
x44 Mot attend Fearson Carrelation 02z 017 .0sa -023 026
Sig. (2-tailed) 704 769 186 B97 G653
M 305 305 228 297 305
x*45 Undecided Fearson Correlation 14971 039 -024 080 -058
Sig. (2-tailed) 010 503 T27 175 319
M 297 297 223 2490 297
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®11
Expectations of

12 Parents
expectations of

attending attending w13 Quality of | x14 Satisfaction x15 Pct of
college college guidance with hs life friends
x¥31Importance of degree Pearson Correlation 355 107 057 024 018
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 058 310 .BT0 761
M 7 6 7 5 28z
*32 Sense of oplions Pearsaon Correlation a8 018 i 1837 =001
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 | 000 oo 984
M R M7 8 e 293
¥33 Confidence in choice of Pearson Correlation REER 023 2000 423 063
major Sig. (2-tailed) 001 G78 000 028 284
il 3149 318 3149 7 284
x34 Wark obligations Fearson Correlation 147 038 -07z2 -176 -086
Sig. (2-tailed) 010 497 207 ooz 152
M 305 04 305 303 281
¥35 Family obligations Fearsan Correlation -.061 069 013 -087 - 046
Sig. (2-tailed) 287 223 821 124 442
M an 0 N o 284
*36 Confidence in akility Pearsaon Caorrelation 3027 015 2257 2307 15
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 78a .00a ooa 048
M R M7 8 e 293
*37 Satisfaction with Pearsan Correlation 1537 REEE 258 284 | 003
academic support Sig. (2-tailed) 007 oo 000 .ooo 863
M 313 31z 313 in 288
38 Confidence thatworth  Pearson Correlation 336 207 499 807 Eard
the investment Sig. (2-tailed) 000 033 000 Rtk 046
M 318 7 318 Kh i 283
*¥38 Sense of entittement Fearsan Correlation 207 | 071 A52 .08z 044
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 21 007 103 450
M 315 14 315 3 280
#40 Continue next semester Pearson Correlation 2657 -.040 =008 005 -0486
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 481 421 832 437
M 313 312 313 in 202
41 Transfer next semester Pearson Correlation -149 043 041 001 090
Sig. (2-tailed) 009 451 472 891 A28
M 3 310 3N 30a 2a0
¥42 Continue not next Fearson Correlation -125] 041 029 .18 -017
semester Sig. (2-tailed) 024 478 519 T37 J78
M 303 a0z 303 301 284
x¥43 Transfer not next Fearson Correlation 042 044 =8 -.044 -084
semester Sig. (2-tailed) 464 A4E 039 Ad44 13
M o7 306 a7 305 288
x44 Mot attend FPearson Correlation -.066 Rl -042 i -038
Sig. (2-ailed) 248 504 452 .8gg 523
M 305 304 305 303 288
*45 Undecided Fearsaon Correlation -184 021 006 -037 -138]
Sig. (2-tailed) 001 TZ20 914 haz 021
M 207 296 207 295 278
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¥16

Scholarships *17 Loans *19 GPA | xZ0 Distance
¥31 Importance of degree Pearson Correlation 025 034 018 -.0aa
3ig. (2-tailed) .B76 592 .83 128
I 276 257 306 293
x3Z Sense of options Fearson Correlation -073 - 110 -019 -84
Sig. (2-tailed) 228 079 739 008
I 277 258 307 294
¥33 Confidence in choice of |[Pearson Correlation -.058 -084 -064 -021
majar 2ig. (2-tailed) 232 79 264 T23
I 278 25 308 295
*34 Work chligations Fearson Correlation -004 064 -0 -02a
Sig. (2-tailed] 942 2311 89z il
M 267 2449 204 283
¥35 Family obligations Fearson Correlation 048 07 -.040 nar
2ig. (2-ailed) 427 09 485 143
I 272 25 300 288
x36 Confidence in ability Fearson Correlation - 062 -138] 052 006
Sig. (2-tailed) 303 027 364 9149
I 277 258 308 204
¥37 Satisfaction with FPearson Correlation 022 RIFE 009 042
academic support 3ig. (2-tailed) 721 24 874 A71
I 274 25 303 2480
%238 Confidence that worth  Pearson Correlation 035 008 031 016
the investment Sig. (2-tailed) 557 898 594 78h
M 277 258 307 294
%28 Sense of entittement Pearson Correlation -042 =102 057 -048
Sig. (2-ailed) 490 104 323 414
I 274 256 305 281
x40 Continue next semester Pearson Correlation 020 012 016 047
3ig. (2-tailed) 746 851 7a0 420
I 278 257 304 2983
¥41 Transfer next semester |[Pearson Correlation -019 -008 -015 - 065
2ig. (2-tailed) 760 a04 800 272
I 274 256 302 291
42 Continue not next Fearson Correlation -7 -.018 -7 134
semester Sig. (2-tailed] 780 759 T 024
M 268 25 ] 204 285
¥43 Transfer not next Fearson Correlation -023 =024 075 - 022 AR5
semester 2ig. (2-ailed) 708 702 221 709 005
I 272 254 271 293 288
xd4 Mot attend FPearson Correlation -018 -018 063 -018 008
Sig. (2-tailed) 766 765 204 755 89
I 270 254 268 206 287
¥45 Undecided Fearson Correlation - 017 -018 055 - 017 -021
Sig. (2-tailed) 788 776 BT J70 726
I 262 250 262 238 279




®21 Years w22 Family 23 Financial | x24 Difficulty in | x25 Satisfaction

between grad |encouragement support transferring | with curriculum
x¥31Importance of degree Pearson Correlation 030 .oa1 066 - 025 283
Sig. (2-tailed) 605 152 240 657 000

M 308 6 314 285 7
x32 Sense of oplions Pearson Correlation 4397 .0gg 2937 -.1407] 4287
Sig. (2-tailed) 015 14 000 g 000

M 309 M7 v 287 8
¥33 Confidence in choice of Pearson Correlation -.043 058 191 -.091 354
major Sig. (2-tailed) 448 290 001 125 000
il 310 318 318 287 3149

x34 Wark obligations Fearson Correlation =127 001 -07z2 182 -068
Sig. (2-tailed) 029 886 207 ooz 238

M 2a7 04 305 283 305

¥35 Family obligations Fearsan Correlation 085 -.004 - 046 2427 =020
Sig. (2-tailed) 100 840 423 .ooo 726

M 30z 10 N 284 n
*36 Confidence in akility Pearsaon Caorrelation =008 03z 1247 -017 4587
Sig. (2-tailed) 827 560 027 T7E 0aa

M o M7 v 287 18
*37 Satisfaction with Pearsan Correlation -.056 190 158 -.098 357
academic support Sig. (2-tailed) 329 oo 005 .oag ooa
M 305 31z 3z 286 313
38 Confidence thatworth  Pearson Correlation -1507] .oas ATE -015 368
the investment Sig. (2-tailed) 008 120 00z R={ik| 0oa
M 3049 7 M7 287 318
*¥38 Sense of entittement Fearsan Correlation 008 807 2047 -030 3287
Sig. (2-tailed) 8oz .00 000 617 000

M chy) 14 314 286 315

#40 Continue next semester Pearson Correlation 017 s 053 =111 288
Sig. (2-tailed) 763 .0oo 358 053 0o

M 308 in an 280 311
41 Transfer next semester Pearson Correlation -018 - 260 -034 086 933
Sig. (2-tailed) F76 .ooo hh2 151 000

M 305 309 3049 278 3049

¥42 Continue not next Fearson Correlation -016 -014 -025 119 -042
semester Sig. (2-tailed) 78z 814 G61 048 472
M 2a7 am 3o 273 3m

x¥43 Transfer not next Fearson Correlation 249° -.004 ong 020 -0ag
semester Sig. (2-tailed) 000 938 Boas 743 0as
M 30z 305 305 275 i
x44 Mot attend Pearsaon Correlation =017 -010 023 -063 =
Sig. (2-ailed) 773 .BB3 gar 297 048

M 300 303 303 275 303

*¥45 Undecided Pearson Correlation -.016 -.051 013 -.086 - 100
Sig. (2-tailed) 7a8 38z 821 180 085

M 283 296 204 264 208
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x28 Satisfaction

29 Satisfaction

x30 Confidence

x26 Friends x¥27 Sense of | with academic with decision to
encouragement belonging experence relationships attend
x¥31Importance of degree Pearson Correlation 250 95 335 1837 460
Sig. (2-tailed) Qog .ooo 000 oo 000
M 315 18 318 35 7
x32 Sense of oplions Pearson Correlation ekl 3787 4617 4207 4327
Sig. (2-tailed) oog .ooo 000 .ooo 000
M 316 19 319 e 8
¥33 Confidence in choice of Pearson Correlation 230 2R 335 2127 2827
major Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .ooo 000 .ooo 000
il M7 320 320 7 3149
x34 Wark obligations Fearson Correlation 045 -.044 -027 -078 -.056
Sig. (2-tailed) 43 443 541 176 33
M 304 306 306 303 305
¥35 Family obligations Fearsan Correlation 055 031 -00a 042 -03
Sig. (2-tailed) 335 583 914 462 521
M 309 iz 3z 09 n
*36 Confidence in akility Pearsaon Caorrelation 1817 5 I AR5 2507 rira
Sig. (2-tailed) 001 .ooo .00o ooa 000
M 7 319 319 e 8
*37 Satisfaction with Pearsan Correlation 205 325 401 230 AT2
academic support Sig. (2-tailed) 000 ooo 000 .ooo 00z
M 1z 314 314 in 313
38 Confidence thatworth  Pearson Correlation 336 3067 350 324 499”
the investment Sig. (2-tailed) 000 goo 0oa Ry 000
M 316 3149 14 Kh i 18
*¥38 Sense of entittement Fearsan Correlation 208 4537 4297 338" 207
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .ooo 000 .ooo 000
M 315 6 314 3 315
x40 Continue next semester Pearson Correlation 053 2807 2887 1507 RELE
Sig. (2-tailed) 353 .ooo 000 .oag 0
M 310 313 313 3049 311
41 Transfer next semester Pearson Correlation 021 -978 -258 -148 - 101
Sig. (2-tailed) 709 .ooo 000 .oog 077
M 308 in 3N 307 3049
¥42 Continue not next Fearson Correlation -.047 -083 - 045 -.001 -082
semester Sig. (2-tailed) 422 388 436 ba4 158
M 300 03 303 2049 3m
x¥43 Transfer not next Fearson Correlation -013 - 118 416 | -021 =081
semester Sig. (2-tailed) 824 042 043 714 158
M 304 o7 a7 303 308
x44 Mot attend Pearsaon Correlation 002 012 =010 081 -1297
Sig. (2-ailed) 879 .Bag 861 181 025
M 302 305 305 3 303
*45 Undecided Fearsaon Correlation -028 -1407 -0az -.044 -185
Sig. (2-tailed) alidi] 015 114 448 008
M 206 298 203 295 2a7
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%33 Confidence

¥31 Importance | %32 Sense of in choice of x34 Woark *x35 Family
of degree aptions major abligations abligations
x¥31Importance of degree Pearson Correlation 1 A5F 295 -.004 000
Sig. (2-tailed) .0oo 000 .50 a4
M 318 7 318 304 30
¥32 Sense of options Pearson Correlation ABR| 1 345 -.018 012
Sig. (2-tailed) oog .00g 750 833
M 7 319 319 308 32
¥33 Confidence in choice of Pearson Correlation 225 345 i 081 -004
major Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .ooo 188 944
il 318 314 320 306 32
x34 Wark obligations Fearson Correlation -.004 -018 081 1 5417
Sig. (2-tailed) 850 750 1588 000
M 304 306 308 306 305
¥35 Family obligations Fearsan Correlation 000 Y g e -004 5417 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 994 Xk 944 ooo
M 310 iz 1z 305 Mz
*36 Confidence in akility Pearsaon Caorrelation 3547 4197 4047 14T =101
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .ooo .00o .o 078
M 7 18 39 305 thk|
*37 Satisfaction with Pearsan Correlation 155 | 4247 225 -.019 025
academic support Sig. (2-tailed) 006 .ooo 000 738 BAT
M 1z 314 314 303 3049
38 Confidence thatworth  Pearson Correlation 459 4837 343 -106 -043
the investment Sig. (2-tailed) 000 oo 000 064 445
M M7 3149 14 306 Mz
*¥38 Sense of entittement Fearsan Correlation 2247 286 207 -072 o0z
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .ooo 000 210 a7e
M 314 5 314 303 309
#40 Continue next semester Pearson Correlation 997 Riske 137 =088 - 110
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 143 015 138 55
M 310 in 32 208 304
41 Transfer next semester Pearson Correlation -033 033 -150" .0oo -.008
Sig. (2-tailed) 5Ag Ralijd 008 893 Ba4d
M 308 309 310 294 3oz
¥42 Continue not next Fearson Correlation -070 -024 - 047 105 S06
semester Sig. (2-tailed) 228 B672 420 0786 000
M 300 am 3oz 2849 204
x¥43 Transfer not next Fearson Correlation -108 118 =042 020 000
semester Sig. (2-tailed) 059 044 469 732 a7
M 304 305 308 292 283
x44 Mot attend FPearson Correlation -.098 -.003 =017 -037 040
Sig. (2-ailed) .0a9 881 767 .h35 497
M 302 303 304 201 208
*45 Undecided Fearsaon Correlation -1547 -038 -063 078 084
Sig. (2-tailed) 008 503 281 203 152
M 206 297 203 286 281
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x36 Confidence

*37 Satisfaction
with academic

%38 Confidence
that warth the

x39 Sense of

x40 Continue

in ahility support investment entittement  |next semester
x¥31Importance of degree Pearson Correlation 3547 155 4507 2247 242”
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 006 000 .ooo 000
M 7 iz M7 34 30
*32 Sense of oplions Pearsaon Correlation 4197 424 4837 286 083
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 ooo .00g .oad 143
M R 314 319 35 thk|
¥33 Confidence in choice of Pearson Correlation 4047 225 2437 207 A3
major Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .ooo 000 .ooo 015
il 3149 314 3149 g 3z
x34 Wark obligations Fearson Correlation 147 -018a =106 -7z -086
Sig. (2-tailed) 010 738 064 210 138
M 305 03 308 303 208
¥35 Family obligations Fearsan Correlation - 101 025 - 043 002 =110
Sig. (2-tailed) 76 {657 445 a7e 055
M an 309 3z 309 304
*36 Confidence in akility Pearsaon Caorrelation 1 4207 4127 2797 SR
Sig. (2-tailed) .ooo .00a .oag 000
M 319 314 8 e thk|
*37 Satisfaction with Pearsan Correlation 4207 5| 288 286 | 110
academic support Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 .ooo 054
M 314 314 314 in 308
38 Confidence thatworth  Pearson Correlation 4997 2887 1 art 075
the investment Sig. (2-tailed) 000 oo Ry 187
M 318 314 14 35 31
*¥38 Sense of entittement Fearsan Correlation 27971 286 e 1 6D
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .0oo 000 003
M 314 N 315 g 308
#40 Continue next semester Pearson Correlation S 10 075 697 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .0oo e4 a7 .00z
M Ehh| 306 N 308 314
41 Transfer next semester Pearson Correlation -128] - 107 016 - 125 -T2
Sig. (2-tailed) 024 062 F7d 028 000
M 3049 304 3049 30g Mz
¥42 Continue not next Fearson Correlation -.003 074 -012 027 -aa7
semester Sig. (2-tailed) 962 203 B35 648 0oa
M 3o 296 o 203 304
¥43 Transfer not next FPearson Correlation -.068 -.062 =031 048 -095
semester Sig. (2-tailed) 240 288 588 400 0ay
M 305 300 305 oz 308
x44 Mot attend Pearsaon Correlation -0g2 RIEL =080 =008 192
Sig. (2-ailed) 53 408 162 AN 034
M 303 298 303 300 308
*45 Undecided Fearsaon Correlation -120 026 -.089 024 _ Sk
Sig. (2-tailed) 039 Ritift] 126 Ritthl 02z
M 208 293 207 295 208
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¥42 Continue

x41 Transfer not nest ¥43 Transfer not
next semester semester next semester | x44 Mot attend | x45 Undecided
x¥31Importance of degree Pearson Correlation -033 -070 -108 -.09g -154]
Sig. (2-tailed) 559 228 059 .bas 008
M 308 300 304 a0z 284
*32 Sense of oplions Pearsaon Correlation 033 -024 -1187 -003 -038
Sig. (2-tailed) 562 672 044 861 503
M 309 M 305 303 297
¥33 Confidence in choice of Pearson Correlation -150° -.047 -042 -7 -063
major Sig. (2-tailed) 008 420 469 T 281
il 310 30z 306 304 203
x34 Wark obligations Fearson Correlation 000 105 020 =037 075
Sig. (2-tailed) 993 076 73z ka5 203
M 205 284 28z 201 286
¥35 Family obligations Fearsan Correlation -.008 2087 000 040 084
Sig. (2-tailed) B84 .0oo Qa7 497 52
M 30z 204 208 294 2
*36 Confidence in akility Pearsaon Caorrelation -12a87 -003 -068 -0gz -120
Sig. (2-tailed) : 852 240 183 038
M 309 M 305 303 203
¥37 Satisfaction with Pearson Correlation - 107 074 -0g2 048 028
academic support Sig. (2-tailed) 062 203 288 406 BE0
M 304 296 300 298 283
38 Confidence thatworth  Pearson Correlation 016 -012 -031 -.080 -088
the investment Sig. (2-tailed) J74 835 588 162 A28
M 3049 am 305 303 297
*¥38 Sense of entittement Fearsan Correlation -125] 027 049 -006 024
Sig. (2-tailed) 028 548 400 AN 581
M 304 298 302 300 285
x40 Continue next semester Pearson Correlation - 7527 297 -0a95 - 1297 -133
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .ooo 097 034 02z
M 31z 304 308 306 203
41 Transfer next semester Pearson Correlation 1 087 A7 042 297"
Sig. (2-tailed) 128 001 463 000
M 1z 304 308 30g 208
¥42 Continue not next Fearson Correlation 087 1 133 617 449
semester Sig. (2-tailed) 129 020 005 010
M 304 304 303 03 285
x¥43 Transfer not next Fearson Correlation 1877 1337 1 .08s Reliil
semester Sig. (2-tailed) 001 .0z0 137 000
M 308 303 308 308 287
x44 Mot attend Pearsaon Correlation 42 817 085 1 283
Sig. (2-ailed) 453 005 A37 000
M 308 303 308 306 207
*45 Undecided Fearsaon Correlation 227 1497 369 283 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ooa 010 000 .ooo
M 208 295 247 297 208
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Appendix D: Path Analysis Results

Model for Intentions of Persistence at the Same Institution

Model Fit Summary

CMIN

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default model 185 294.327 220 .001 1.338
Saturated model 405 .000 0

Independence model 27 2452.022 378 .000 6.487

Baseline Comparisons

NFI RFI IFI  TLI
Model Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 CFl
Default model 880 .794 967 .938 .964
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI
Default model 582 512 561
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000
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Model for Intentions of Persistence at a Different Institution

Model Fit Summary

CMIN

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default model 138 163.001 114 .002 1.430
Saturated model 252 .000 0

Independence model 21 1745.876 231 .000 7.558

Baseline Comparisons

NFI  RFI IFl TLI

Mode| Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 CFl
Default model 907 .811 970 934 .968
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFlI
Default model 494 447 478
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000
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Model for Intentions of Stopping Out and Returning to the Same Institution

Model Fit Summary

CMIN

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default model 34 23.850 20 .249 1.193
Saturated model 54 .000 0

Independence model 9 143.970 45 .000 3.199

Baseline Comparisons

NFlI  RFlI IFI TLI

Model Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 CFl
Default model .834 .627 969 912 .961
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFlI
Default model 444 371 427
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000
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Model for Intentions of Stopping Out and Returning to a Different Institution

Model Fit Summary

CMIN

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default model 59 36.051 31 .244 1.163
Saturated model 90 .000 0

Independence model 12 571.764 78 .000 7.330

Baseline Comparisons

NFI RFI IFI TLI
Mode| Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 CFl
Default model 937 .841 991 974 .990
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFlI
Default model 397 372 .393
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000
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Model for Intentions of Dropping Out

Model Fit Summary

CMIN

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default model 53 39.201 51 .886 .769
Saturated model 104 .000 0

Independence model 13 565.006 91 .000 6.209

Baseline Comparisons

NFlI  RFlI IFI TLI

Model Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 CFl
Default model 931 .876 1.023 1.044 1.000
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFlI
Default model 560 .522 560
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000
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Model for Undecided Intentions

Model Fit Summary

CMIN

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default model 87 113570 102 .204 1.113
Saturated model 189 .000 0

Independence model 18 884.216 171 .000 5.171

Baseline Comparisons

NFI RFI IFI TLI
Mode| Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 CFl
Default model 872 .785 985 973 .984
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFlI
Default model 596 .520 .587
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000

214



