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CHAPTER
INTRODUCTION

The American community cbllege. has long borne the brunt and responsibility of
serving under-prepared students in higher education. For the most part there is an open-
doori policy, whicﬁ means they accept any high school graduate or adult who walks
through the doors. For years community colleges have been providing developmental or
remedial courses to entering students who do not possess the skills needed for academic
succjiess in college (Roueche, 1990). Tinto (1987) indicated that in American higher
edué:ation, beginning students are more likely to leave their initial institution than stay.
Thése students will leave their first institution without receiving a degree, and
appfroximately 75‘% of these students who leave initially will not receive a degree (two or
four year program). In fact, abéﬁt four out of ten will not ever complete any degree from
coliege. |

Going to college may be a rough ride and the passenger is often either an eighteen
year old or an adult in a transitional time of life. Freshmen are generally faced with the
basic problems of adjustment; fitting in with a new group, finding people who share
beliefs, missing their families and just trying to understand the college system. The first

semester of the freshman year is the most critical time for this transition. Therefore, the



main task of higher education institutions may be to improve emotional and social
conditions of the student. These problems are often unidentified and troublesome, yet can
advérsely affect success in higher education. The community college has become a
passfageway for many ﬁrst.time generation students, at-risk students, and students needing
any type of remediation. Many programs are available to offset the initial problemé of
collgge if the student will take advantage.. Noel, Levitz, Saluri, and Associates (1985)
beliéved that most dropout prone students often made their decisions to leave the
institution the first six weeks of classes. Data suggested a tremendous financial
opportunity deficit for all of higher.education. If simply one-half of ihese could be
retained, a tremendous impact would be séen both for the institutions and qualitir of life
for the students.

All problems will probably never be solved, yet admiﬁistrators can implement
policy to circumvent many obstacles that occur during a students’ life at college.
Comfnun_ity college leaders in the years ahead must get more and more serious about the
need to build policies consistent with the needs of students who enroll in the open-door
insti?utions (Roueche, 1990). These policies need to promote success in both retention
and achievement‘. “We cannot direct the wind but we can adjust the sails” (Tracy-
Mumford, 1994).

The two-year public college has experienced the highest attrition rate of any higher
education group (Jones, 1986). Student departure has many forms and arises from a
divefsity of sources. It is very complex, yet it is possible to identify a number of causes
for student withdrawal from higher education. For example, incongruency may arise when

a student perceived demands that were too difficult for their abilities or commitment and
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theriefore a mismatch resulted. Students who find congruency through some type of social
or a%cademic integration will be more successful in persisting into college life (Crockett,
197;8).

| The main task is to bfovide the emoﬁonai condition or climate for the student that
is conducive for persistihg to the goals that the Student ﬁas set forth. Many programs are
a available if students are willing to take advantage‘of therﬁ such as time management,
stuciy habits, financial aid workshops, mentoring, etc. There have been several studies
focu%sed on retention with results that assisf students, yet does not proyide the quick cure

or fix that we diligently seek.
Statement of the Problem

Many small colleges encounter problems retaining students. There are both
ﬁnaxjcial losses to the institutions of higher education as Well as the personal losses
resullting from students’ failure to complete their initial career aspirations due to
witharawal from college. ‘Education is progressive in nature and the mission for many
highér education institutions is to provide a lifelong learning process for its ‘constitbuents.
Wit}i approximately 50% attrition nationwide, many institutions have trouble financially
providing the quality programs of education that are expectéd by the consumers that walk

through the doors. Therefore, there is a need to know student attitudes toward factors

related to student retention.



Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to determine and compare student satisfaction with
selected academic and institutional factors at Eastern Oklahoma State College from 1995

to 1998.
Objectives of the Study

In order to accomplish the purpose of this study, the following objectives were
forﬂlulated.

1. To measure and determine if there were differences in student attitudes toward
selected academic and institutional factors at mid-second semester and at graduation.

2. To measure and determine if there were differences in student attitudes of
traciitional and non-traditional students toward selected academic and institutional factors
at mid-second semester and at graduation.

3. To measure and determine if there were differences in student attitudes of -
agriculture and non-agriculture students toward selected academic and institutional
factors at mid-second semester and at graduation.

4. To identify major reasons for student withdrawal from Eastern Oklahoma State

College.
Background

Eastern Oklahoma State College is a rural two-year state supported community

colljege in southeastern Oklahoma. In 1992, the president of Eastern Oklahoma State



Collége appointed a retention committee. The committee had campus-wide representation
and (%,mbraced the challenge to make recommendations for the administration to consider
to irﬁprove retention. One of the first recommendations was to enact an intrusive advising
systém for students by faculty. Wiihin a few years, retention had risen from 50 % to

56%. This was encouraging, yet the committee felt that other initiatives could be explored
to continue to enhance retention rates. Thereforé, this study will review some of the
majo%r factdrs, that'rriay affect retenﬁon, that has been under consideration by the

committee and the researcher.
Scope of the Study

The study included students that attended Eastern Oklahoma State College (main
camﬁus) from 1995 to 1998. All students were given the opportunity to participate by
completing one of the standardized sﬁrveys provided by the American College Testing
Prog;ram. The students were surveyed for their attitudes (levels of satisfaction) at one or
two of three points éf their college experience. They were surveyed at mid-second

| semezste_r, anvd at graduation or withdrawal. A convenient sample meth‘od was used for
sampiing th‘e‘ student pdpul_ation by surveying th¢ English II classes at mid-secoﬁd
éemester. The survey used at this'point wés the Studént Opinion Survey. In addition, the
Outcomes Survey was utilized to obtain perceptions and attitudes of students at
graduation with the counseling staff. However, if a student officially withdrew from the
institution, they completed the Withdrawal/Nonreturning Student Survey to indicate their
reasoins for leaving. Both traditional and non-traditional students as well as agriculture

and non-agriculture students were compared.



Assumptions and Limitations of the Study

The respondents were students at Eastern Oklahoma State College. Conclusions
Weré drawn and limited to a convenient sample from that population. The basic
assumption was that students sincerely completed the surveys (instrument) and were
truthful.
| Other institutipns were not studied; however, it was assumed that these findings
éould be useful for other rural two-year public schools in the mid‘—westérn section of the
i .

United States. Also, the American College Testing Program survey series was reliable and

provided valid information for studying retention.
Definitions

The following terms are defined as used in this study:
Retention - the ability to keep the students of an instit.ution long enough to meet
their :educaﬁonal needs (U. S. Department of Education, 1992).
| Attrition - a gradual, natural reduction in the number of students at an institution .
or stﬁdents leaving'progfams béfore achie\)ing cOmpletion(BrunsWick Foundation, 1982).
Dropouts - students who fail to complete their collegg goal within a specified
period of time, and do not antiéipafe retufning to an institution éf higher education. |
| Persisters - students who cbntinue and achieve their degree or program.
Non-persisters - students who discontinue enrollment and does not achieve their

educational objective at the same institution.



Stop-outs - students who leave the institution with the intent of returning at a later
timeﬁ

Transfers - students who lgave one institution of higher education to attend
anofher institution.

Academic satisfaction - satisfaction with the quality of education at the institution

(Johnson and Richardson, Jr., 1986).

Acaderriic_: performance - students’ actual grade point average (Johnson and
RicHardson, Jr., 1986).

-~ Academic integration - students who are interested, motivated, involved, and

returning to school or completing a degree or program (Johnson ahd Richardson, Jr.,

1986).

External factors - those outside entities of the institution that may effect the
students decision to return to college (Johnson and Richardson, Jr., 1986).
Practical value - the degree to which one’s education is believed useful for getting

a job? (Johnson and Richardson, Jr., 1986).

- Traditional-aged students - students in a two-year school less than 20 years of age
for fﬁeshmen and 21 years of age for graduates.

Non-traditional students - students in a two-year school 20 years of age or older

for freshmen and 21 years of ége or older for graduates.



CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction

A'promir.lent‘ emphasis in research literature has been upon the relative impact of
sev_;eral factors which were correlated to student attrition (Astin, 1975, Noel, Levitz,
Saluri, and Associates, 1985; Tinto, 1993). Within this review of the literature have been
portrayed some of the factors related to student attrition, retention, and departure. One of
theimost integral factors fof facu_lty, members was the notion of importance for students
and faculty to interact. Fox (1985) and Terenzini and Pascarellé (1980) reported research
indicating that student retention rates were affected- by student and faculty interaction.
Thé review of literature has presented related studies that have reported impact on student
reténtion.

Traditional students (18-22 years of age) are decreasing at a steady rate.
Therefore,_ the number of non-traditional students affects retention rates now more than
ever and relates to many other factors both institutionally and individually. Bean and
Metzner (1985) developed a model of persistence for the nontraditional students which
focused on financial and work conditions. Tinto’s model (1975, 1987) related social

relations and academic integration as integral factors for attrition. However, other factors



sucii as educational goal orientations, family background, finances, and jobs were apparent
in t}ieir effects on retention. Noel, et al. (1985); and Levitz and Noel (1989) indicated
thaté a student’s impression of a campus and campus life during the first few weeks of
clasises affects his or her entire educational experience at that college. In particular, a
students’ self-esteem can be greatly inﬂuenced during this time period. Therefore, the
students’ attitude toward both academic and institutional matters have presented
thernselves to be a major concern for higher education. The fellowing sections are
devdted te reporting the literature reviewed with regard to student retention or

withdrawal.

Relationship of Academic Factors on Retention

Predictors of Academic Success

Many researchers have tried to find better predictors of college performance and
persistence in college, and many have given their predictions toward students staying in
college. From an academic perspective, we may think of looking at certain predictors to
help Eus target the departing student. High school GPA (grade point average), ACT
scores, or SAT scores have been somewhat helpful in identifying potential retention
probiem students. Many siud‘ents have entered eollege with little knowledge of their
direction. If they have had a poor performance in high school or no direction, then they
may not have the adequate motivational force to achieve the C- GPA or better (Gordon
and Polsan, 1985; Titley and Titley, 1980). Astin (1975) indicated that persistence and

undergraduate grade point average (GPA) were more closely related than any other single
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factc}r studied for pfedicting retention. If one could predict persistence by only using one
or tvévo factors, then life would be more simple in the arena of higher education retention.
| Astin (1975) again suggested that dropouts ciearly displayed an increased chance
of at%trition as high school grades decreased. Rank in class followed high school grades as
the ‘t;est predictor of' cbllege kpersistence, excépt for blacks attending predominantly white
colleiges. The predicfive strength of ACFT/ SAT‘v_scores was consist-ently smaller than high
schoiol grades for cdllég‘e retention. The American College Testing Program (1992) data
indiéated that as SAT scores decréased there was an observed increa»se in attrition. SAT
scores greater than 1100 yielded only 8.0% attrition, while séores less than 700 depicted
45.5% dropouts. Usi}ig ACT and high school grades, Baird (1969) found that one could
predict college grade pbint average with moderate success. Fu-rtheqnbre, Rossman and
Kirk§(1970) concluded that persisters had higher verbal'.SAT scores than those that

withdrew.

Importance of Social and Academic

Integration to Retention

Both academics and social life are major areas of concern for retention. The “fit”
between social and academic factors has beeh,reported by several resegrchers as an
impo\;ﬁant situation that impacts persistence in higher education. F-acfors that seemed to
result in persistence from college appeared to be similar to Durkheim’s factors for suicide
in sOiciety. This was consistent with the thought that when people have stronger
relatizonships with other people they have higher chances to persist in society. This parallel

from;‘Durkhe‘im relates to staying in college for students (Halpin, 1990).. Astin (1975)
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related the importance of the student-institutional “fit” and suggested that it was critical so
students did not experience the excess stress of “culture shock” because of limited
backgrounds, under preparedness, etc. Many .timés small-town high achieving students
were only average in large institutions. This may depress the academic integration and
cause the student to change schools of dropout completely. To make this “fit” work
sucéessﬁJlly, the students needed to find his/her match to an institution that would enhance
both their social and academic needs. |

Tinto (1975) described attrition as a seriés of changing commitments affecting
students integration and ultimately the decision to persist or withdraw. Factors such as
background and the ability to integrate both socially and academically were vital when
predicting withdrawal vor persistence. Pascarella and Terenzini (1983) indicated that
academic integration had a positive influence on persisténce, especially with low levels of
soci?l integration. As social integration increased, the influence of academic integration
became of lesser importance. As students found their “fit” both socially and academically,
theyébecame more settled into college life and tended to concentrate on their goal
commitments and thus persisted with a greater magnitude.

If students did not find their “niche” in the higher education arena, it seemed to be
frorﬁ a multitude of causes. In most caseS, when the -student could not cope with either
the social or academic demands, they encoﬁntered VariOUS forms ;)f stress. Academic
difﬁéulties, social 1solation, and sheer serise of bewilderment were the real obstacles for

“the i;ndividual student. Some were simply unable to get through the trials during very
earlyz college careers (Christie and Dinham, 1991). In addition, Tinto (1987) found that

adjustment and change was often painﬁJl and sometimes difficult. It may have been a
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que?stion of rearranging goals for a period of time or acquiring skills to a new situation.
Adj;;stment was usually stressful when going to college because it involved both academic
andésocial acclamations. Both traditional and nontraditional students fought these
adjuistments from their own perspective.

Students that have had problems‘with the feelings of isolation have lacked the
ability to find the sense of connectedness or belonging. Kohut (1984) found that
conﬁectedness may have emerged during adolescence and extended further throughout
life. :'In order for one to be comfortable and confident with self, they should not have been
threatened by isolation or felt alone (belonging). By having this companionship it helped
one to maintain posiﬁve feelings and identify with those perceived as different and self.
Marngoni and Ickes (1989) indicated that loneliness was characteﬁzed by subjective
aver%sive experience and was related to a deficit social ‘relationsl.lip.' Furthermore, a
perc:eived social support was a reflection of social and self-environment much like
belo{ngingness, or loneliness. Belongingness leaned toward the thought of self, while
percéived social support indicated appropriate social environment. Belongingness was a
devélopmental process, wheréas loneliness was related to experiences. In addition,
loneiiness waé a poééible result of the lack of belongingness (Ruésell, Cutrona, Rose, and
Yurko, 1984). However, to overcomé this féelihg of isolatioﬁ many adults in the
educational setting fnay have their needs satisfied through ambitions and the desire for
accomplishment (Lee and Robbins, 1995).

| When studying factors that deterred this social and academic integration, one
founa that they were numerous. Morrisey (1971) presented six non-intellective variables

for ah impact on withdrawal or persistence. They included family independence, family
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social status, independence as an individual, liberalism, peer independence, and gender. A
positive relationship to persistence was derived from family social status, independence,
liberalism and peer independence. It would stand to reason that these tie together as

variables for an individual being persistent and adhering to their goals and commitments.
How Faculty-Student Interaction Relates to Retention

I mentioned éarlier that one of the main focal points in this review is to look at the
interaction of faculty and students. Hopefully, if fhere is greater availability of fai:ulty to
students during non-class time, then students will interact and use faéulty as both advisors
and mentors. As early as 1969, Chickering reported the importance of informal
interaction between faculty and students beyond the classroom as a significant factor in the
retention and development of students. Also, Chickering (1969) noted that close faculty-
studeiit interaction were principle determinantshfor retention. In addition, Flannery (1973)
propoé'sed personalizing the education process to take away barriers between faculty/staff
and students to improve retention.

- As stated earlier in the Social/Academic Integration section, it was felt that
studeiits who felt more comfortable with faculty had a better chance of persistence. Jacob
(1957) studied 22 institutions to deierminé students’ values toward persistence. The
ﬁndings exhibited homogeneity between facul’iy and students for high expectation of’
students and frequency of faculty/student informal contact. Fui‘thermore, Tinto (1987)
suggested that student and faculty informal interaction increased a students degree of
academic and social integration, resulting in the student’s increased chances of staying at

the institution. It has been proposed that the frequency of student informal contact with
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faculfy outside of class was positively assdciated with persistence (Pascarella and
Tererilzini, 1976; Spady, 1971). Finally, Tinto (1987) referred to the classroom as learning
communities. Students’ time, ¢specially‘ commuters, was mostly spent on campus in the
classfoom. The academic‘ community waé noted to have small group communities within
the cli_assroom for interaction and involvement.

Research has.found that persistence in college was positively fe]ated to contact
with faculty (Pascarella and Terenzini, 1991). Even though, some of the faculty functions
included advising, teaching, researc‘h, public relations, etc. ‘Beal and Noel (1980)
identified effective teaching as related to studehf retention. Furthermdre; they reported
that scholarly and professional activities for faculfy sometimes were seen as taking too
much%time away from the faculty-student contact. It was difficult to find the proper
balanée in a faculty member’é list of responsibilities. However, Kramer (1995) concluded
that regardless of the institution’s missién or size, faculty was an integral part of the
advisi?ng process. Astin (1977) depicted three items of relationships between féculty and
studerélts. They included personal contact, advice, and guidance.

Wilson, Gaff, Dienst, Wood and Bavry (1975) reported that students engaging in a
high f;equency' of irifofmél interaction with faculty differ from their classmates. They had
more intellectual, artistic, and cultural intérests common with faculty. These same
students further indicated a higher sati»sfaétion with their college experiénces;

: Furthérmore, it has' been suggested that career decisions was an area of student
develépment and was influenced highly if there was a close faculty-student interaction
(Feldn%lan and NeWcomb, 1969); Pascarella and Terenzini (1979) found that a studeﬁt

who received quality support from a faculty or staff member increased the chance of
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pers,gistence. Not only did academic factors come into consideration, but extrinsic
acaciemic performance and intrinsic rewards for personal intellectual growth were reached
witﬁ informal relationships with faculty (Spady, 1970).

One interesting note was that Grafton and Roy (1981) indicated community
collége students who had failed at four-year schools dependéd more on faculty and staff
the éecond time around at the community college and upon returning to the university.
They became more involved and were mofe likely to ask for help and get acquainted with
theiriff advisors and faculty better. For those students that took advantagé of this
interaction, they persisted at a higher rate.

In summary,‘there has been significant relatic;nships found between frequency of
studgnt-faculty contact and education outcomes. However, these ﬁndings may disappear
wheri,l characteristics such as prior academic achievement, aptitude and personality
oﬁeﬁtation were held constant (Wilson, et al., 1975): Colleges may have influenced this
freqﬁency and quality of faculty student interaction through administrative policies which
touch on the social and interpersonal climate of the institution. When faculty were
parti?cipators in freshmén orientation and student residence life, this created more contact
infor;nally and thus incfeased the chances fof satisfaction and f)ersistence (Pascarella and
Terenzini, 1978). However, one drawback fron‘i being able to get faculty involved was the
lack Qf “reward” in the academic system both for time spent with students and for quality
of reiationships with students. Standards for tenure gave little value for retention factors
- and éuality teaching. Yet, care and concern from some teachers still existed (Stodt,

1987).
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Relationship of Advising to Retention

One of the key aspects of faculty-studentv interaction is advising. Advising
perfiormed by both the counseling staff andifa.culty has been noted to be of the utmost
impcé>rtance in retention. In fact, Meyers (1981) found that frevsh‘men who made a
signiﬁcant contact -with an advisor or faculty‘ member during their first three weeks of
| clas%es were more likely to remain in school.

The first formal recognized academic advisement system of faculty advising was
fOun%d at Johns Hopkins Universiiy in 1‘87‘7.(Kramer, 1995). Beal and Noel (1980)
obsér\}ed 944 institutions to analyzé information concerning advising and retention. From
this étudy, administrét"ion rated that a caring attitude by faculty gnd staff was the number
one Zretention agent on campus. Improvement of academic adviSing was the most common

i v
reteriltion strategy being employed. Astin‘(1977) estimated that 20% to 50% entering
| stud:e_nts were undecided about academic and career goals. Furthermore, 50% to 60%
chan%ge their choice major or goals. With this in mind, it seemed evident that advising was
a criztical area that made a difference in a student’s college career. Practices regarding
acadjemic‘adv,is_ing seem to revolve from three questions: “Who does the advising? When
is it Performed? And how 1s it conducted?” (’O’Bannon,«l972‘, P 184).

Tinto (1996) indicated that advisement Qas one of the first two programs to
impl;ement vx‘/hen initiaﬁng a retentioh plan. Forrest (1982, p.44) reinforced this by stating
“Prdbably the single most important move an institution can make to increase student

persistence to graduation is to ensure that students receive the guidance they need at the

beginning of the journey through college to graduation.” However, Baldridge, Kemerer,
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and?Green (1982) ranked advisement as second for retention activities. In any event,
qua}ity advising ranked very high for retaining students.

| Crockett and Levitz (1984) indicated that advisor training programs were
impiortant and ranked second in the area of academic advising factors. Faculty advisors
were important in advising students on academic matters and perceived as an important
role%for faculty. Faculty were experts in their disciplines and related the proper course
sch§duling and éareer opportunities. Trombley (1984) reported that academic advising
has fraditionally been a responsibility of faculty who helped individual students select a
schedule of course work that was applicable to degree requirements, approved registration
forms, and monitored student records. Now, greater complexity exists for more
intetpersonal and inter-social advising. Crockett (1985) indiéated that professional
adviéors were free of bias that plague some faculty due to the fact that they did not feel
adviéing was a faculty role. The rise of counselors have several limitations. They may be
more interested in psychological and therapeutic counseling and may not be versed enough
in th%e students’ interests and career exploration. Peer advisors were utilized at some
insti':cut_ions in orientgtion, residence halls, tutors, mentors, etc. Peers have been sucéessful
in supplémenting academic advisors for institutional procédures énd course selection. The
major disadvantages was th_é lack bf background to deal effectively with substitutions of
coufses, optional réduiremehts seqﬁencing, in-depth career choices, etc. Para-
professionals were used to free up professional staff members. Para-professionals were
trained to provide basic information on routine matters or basic enrollment in general
educ%ationvcourses and sequenced programs (Crockett, 1985). In any event, advising has

been:; a complex issue and has not been agreed by all involved.
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Bean and Metzner (1985) suggested academic advising played an even more
integral part in retaining older students than traditional students. The advisor, as the
teac;her, stimulated a positive active approach to both intellectual and interpersonal
lear\ning activities. This would hold true for traditional and nontraditional students.
Kraﬁer and Gardner (197 7) indicate_d that the academic advisor must be aware of
tremendous sigiﬁﬁcance that the advising relationship had on either class of students.
Fac;llty advisors should be expected to be sensttive to -and concerned with the individual
growth and development of their students. It was suggested that faculfy look at the
“whole student” and integrate social, physiéal, psychological and cognitive needs
(Carberry, Baker and Prescott, 1986). This hélps to substantiate fhe thought by Terenzini
and ::‘Pascarella (1980) that faculty act as “informal agents of socialiéation.” Whether
traditional or non-traditional the adviéor should adhere ‘to the needs'of their students.

Habley (1975) reported that for a faculty advising program to be most effective
sevéral factors were needed’. First, faculty must have a reasonable number of students to
advi:se. Secondly, the faculty member must have devoted time. Finally, policies and
proéedures should have been max_imized to their respective potential for the advisee and
advisor interaction. Habley (1981) and Pascarella and Terenzini (1977) further indicated
that academic advisors offered the link with student’s goals and institutional resources
such as 'high quality. adViSing. This can help students clarify’ gdals and relate these to
curriculum and to their future careers. This encouragéd academic success by assisting
students in the process of career selection. To substantiate this point, Metzner (1989)
repo;rted a direct relationship between this form of academic advising and retention,

especially with attrition prone students.
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However, Astin, Green and Korn (1987) indicated that surveys have revealed
éxtensive student dissatisfaction with advisement. With better advising ii may have
incréased retention as contrasted by pooi advisiiig which could have caused attrition rates
to iricrease. Williamson (19‘72) felt that advising by facult;i is outdated. Faculty may
knoi?v curriculum and career opportunities yet lacked expertise in counseling, motivation,
and brofessional guidance for personal probiems. Also, Crockett anerevitz (1984)
indiéated‘ﬁndings fiom 754 inStitutioils vthat fouiid some disappointing results of academic
adviéing, They listed four areas as problems: (1) niajority of the institutions had no formal
recoénition or reward system for individuals found to be good advisors,

(2) three-fourths did not consider advising‘in promotion or tenure decisions, (3) most
institutioiis provided minimum training for advisors, and (4) they did not have a systematic
appriaisal for the advising program and/or advisors’ performance. |

This brings us back to fhe question of “Who should do the advising?” It was
esseiitial that faculty counselors realized the importance of counseling and that they
devc;ted sufficient time and effort to make it successful (Moser and Moser, 1963).
Gleniien (1975) related that,academic‘advising provided information or explanations about
académic subjécts, i)rocedures, and regulations. Advisors needed to have quick insight
and good judgement. Counseling involi/éd‘ more exploring'of feelings and attitudes.
Counselors strived to develop a student ielationship where they could disseminate
information, listen to problems, or give advice. However, most students did not succeed
becalj;lse faculty did not feel they were being paid for advising, already felt they were
over\izvorked, and felt threatened in any setting outside the classroom. Glennen (1975)

further indicated a reduction in attrition with an intrusive counseling program. This could
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hav%e been one method to counteract the problems that have plagued faculty advising, in
genéral.

The term “intrusive advising’f means to deliberate structured student intervention
at the first indication of academic diﬂiculty in order to motivate a student to seek help
(Earl, 1988). An intrusive advisement éystem may have included such models as “early
warhing”, “action-oriented responses”, ora “campus-wide participation in retention.”
Glegnen and Baxley (1985) found reduced attrition from 66% to 48% within the first year
of tfge study and 48% to 25% in the secohd year with an intrusive advisement system.. In
fact, Glennen and Baxley reported that ah intrusive advising program was a great value to
an institution if utilizéd in a genuine and meaningful effort.

These types of intervention that more closely adhered to student needs have
become more popular over the last few decades. - Academic intervention programs have
included such items as remediation courses, study skills, reading courses, learning centers,
orie1£1tation programs, academic advising, and personal counseling to help under prepared
studients succeed (Patrick, Furlow, and Donovan, 1988). Roueche and Kirk (1973)
indiéated that these academic intervention programs were not the most prodgctive means
necéssary to help under-prepared students necessary to “survive” college. Whereas, Beal
and Noel (1980) indicated that these f)rograms were SUCCCSSﬁll andi l'ed to an increased
studént persistencé. ‘ o

Roueche and Rbueche (1993) found one thing we know for sure and that was that
each. of us can recall at least one teacher who made the diﬁ'grence in our lives. The
teacﬁer/student relationship has easily been known to implicate results in higher retention

rates. When there was a stronger teacher/student interaction there was also a feeling of
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caré and acceptance. Rouche and Rouche continued to summarize advising by including
13 general teaching themes as identified by excellent teachers. They included
conjmitment, goal orientation, integrated pefception, positive action, reward orientation,
objectivity, active listening, fapport, empathy, individualized perception, teaching
strafegies, knowledge, and innovation. All of these could havé been emphasized or
higﬁlighted, yet two that really stood out to me were rapport and erhpathy. First,
“teachers who can laugh, seem more approachébl‘e” (Philbrick, 1989); and secondly, “the

genuine concern and caring attitude” truly carried its weight for most respondents.
Mentoring (A Focus on Advising)

Mentoring was discussed earlier as a possible means of involving more student and
facuity interaction. Jacobi (1991) described mentofing as the sincere desire to help
students succeed. Many students have had trouble integrating into college life. Any time
the ipstitution could implement a program that would assist students to succeed, the goal
has ti>een achieved. When one began to-define “mentoring”, there was a number of
direétions’ to notice. One of the first distinctions should have been between mentoring and
, adVi;ing. Levinson, Carrow, Klein, Levinson and McKee (1978) noted a fine line between
- the mentoring and advising, yét indicated that when studerité were assigned mentors many

timeé this was equivalent to an instructor/advisor and did not project the true definition
and éharacteristics of mentoring.

Blackwell (1989, p.9) defined mentoring as “A process by which persons of
supefrior rank, special achievements, and prestige instruct, counsel, guide, and facilitate the

intellectual and/or career development of persons identified as proteges.” In addition,
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Schfhidt and Wolfe (1980, p. 45) indicated that “Mentors are colleagues and supervisors
whoé actively provide guidance, support, and opportunities for the protégé. The functions
of a smentor consist of acting as a role model, a consultant/advisor, and sponsor.”
Levi%nson, et al. (1978) indicated that mentoring was a relationship that lasted for two to
ten };ears, whereas Phill'ip-J ones (1982) éuggested that mentoring was as brief as a single
encéunter. Johnson (1989) described meﬁtoring as a program that occurred during the
fresﬁman year to help students adjust during their entry year into college life.

Studies have béen reported to rationaﬁze the mentoring process to help students.
Johﬁson (1989) reported positive functions of inentoring that first indicated that
relationships were developed and focused on achievement. This idea was to assist and
provide support, direct career assistance, and have an influence by role modeling. Also,
ment?oring offered reciprocal relationships and was peréonal. Lastly, mentors possessed a
greater display of experienée, influence, and achievement. In addition, McCallum (1980)
studied 17-25 year-old students and found the mentor influenced “career identity”
signizﬁcantly for students at a private college.

Armstrong-West and de La Teja (1988) has described three different kinds of
menforing programs enéountered in many institutions. First, a student mentor program
was one that an incoming student was matched with upperclass students. Secondly, the
faculty mentor programs matched faculty and staff members With students. Thirdly, a
careér mentoring program was possible in some situations. Students were complemented
with professionals in the community to gain experience and information in their chosen
ﬁeld.; Career development gained from this program lends to established networks in the

student’s chosen profession and was noted to be invaluable.



A major factor that influenced the success of mentoring was the usage of faculty as
menztors. Cameron (1978) found interaction between faculty and proteges had a
signziﬁcant impact on students future employment, especially with graduate students.
Fac1;11ty members were very significant playérs in prdviding motivation and offering
support to students. The program was recommended to be an on-going interpersonal
interaction that included help from various aspects of advice and resource utilization
(Méndoza and Samuels, 1987). Whereas, Beal and Noel (1979) suggested several factors
thatfinﬂuenced retention including student-faculty interaction, attitudes of faculty and
staﬁ support servicés, etc. However, a “caring attiiude” continued to surface among
factors that related té faculty involvement and retention. Thié “caring attitude” was easily
proj?cted either in a positive or negative manner during the faculty-student relationships
witﬁin the mentoring programs. Aétin (1977), Paséareila and Tereﬁzini (1977), and
Pascarella (1980) all agreed that mentor relations positively impacted retention and
achiévement. They implicated faculty-student relationships as being important and even
more effective on an informal basis. In fact, it has been reported that dissatistied students
who left college indicated their relationships with faculty were less positive than those who
persisted (Lenning, Beal, and Sau_er}, 1980). Moses (1989, p. 9) said, “Ideally, a professor
take§ an undergraduate or graduate stu'dent‘ under his or her wing, helps the student set
goalys and develop skills, and facilitates the student’s successful entry into academic and
professional circles.”

Finally, Da Loz (1986) may have placed mentoring best when said “Mentors are

guidbs. They lead us along the journey of our lives. We trust them because they have
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been there before. They embody our hopes, cast light on the way ahead, interpret arcane

sigus, warn us of lurking dangers, and point out unexpected delights along the way.”

Relationship of Institutional Factors on Retention
Relationship of Student Services and

Activities to Retention

While some researchers or ’administrators study academic pfeparedness they might
havé forgotten to observe the social aspect and special needs of student life. Besides
academics, institutional services pro{/ided by the college can be an essential eleruent in
allowing students to v“ﬁt‘” into college life. Providing services and activities that meet the
needs of students has been a long standing item of concern aud challenge in higher
education. It seems logical that if an'i‘nst:it‘ution could provide more programs that assisted
the student to “fit in”, then the student would have a greater chance of persisting and
continuing to reach their initial educational goals. Such was the contention of Noel and
Salu%ri (1983, p. 11-12) who said, “Successful general edueation}programs extend beyond
the cflasSroom attending to both the affective and cognitive needs of students and
. encompassing services ranging from orientation aqtiyities to remedial programs.” A
considerable amount.of measures were related to outcomes from student services such as
academic offerings, éxtracurricular activities, cbunselihg, etc. In addition, Tinto,
Goodsell, and Russo (1993) implied that the relationship between effort and gain was not
simp;ly a function of student ability but a relation of student involvement in the college

setting. In my opinion, this point was extremely important in terms of providing the social
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aspects of college life so students can feel “a part” of }the institution while attaining
academic goals.

Simpson, Baker, and Mellinger (1980) felt that establishing close friends during the
ﬁrst}month of school was an integral part of academié success. Moreover, peer
interaction has been identified as a strong factor in students intellectual and personal
devélopment (Sp_ady, 1970; Terenzini and Pascarélla, 1980). These researchers agreed
withj the Tinto model that social integration played aﬁ important fole in the “fit” that a
studEent realized during the first few weeks of college. Also, this was a key factor in
achieving academic success and persistence. As students felt more involved in the college
éommunity, they were more likely to persist (Astin, 1977). Tinto (1987) indicated “full
integ_ration” with the vinstitution, Whereas Astin related “involvement” as the key for the
studént to find their “fit”.

Student affairs has often been the expert for student services on many campuses.
The;% have been the “tying link” to faculty development training courses for interaction and
co@on ground integration (Cross, 1985). This interaction and integration was noted to
take étime. Astin (1985, b) suggested that the most precious institutional resource was
time.: The time that studenté spent to develop their talents was a matter of time théy
devoted to activities that produced results. Students had competition for their time, while
non-traditional students that were older and/or part-time faced even greater intense -
competition with family, friends, jobs and other activities. In addition, Astin (1985, b)
related that the most effective way to involve students was to encourage full-time campus

living,
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Extracurricular activities and organizations have been identified as excellent tools
vfor Student involvement. Billson and Terry (1982) indicated the importance of student
orgénizations to aid students to persist. Participation in campus clubs, organizations,
recr:eation programs, working on campus, campus governance, attending classes have
been ways to increase student involvemeﬁt and subsequently‘rete'ntion (Webb, 1987).
Hyatt (1980) reported that extracurricular activities could be useful for students to
becéme involved and that a blend of ‘acadvemics and activities has shov;fn to be a positive
inﬂu;;ence on persistence. Furthermore, research suggested that retention depended heavily
on sfudent involvement with campus/program activities. According to Astin (1985, a), the
more time and effort that students had spent toward their academic endeavors and related
areas the greater the chance for persistence. Students that worked on campus, especiélly
those who had work-study jobs that related to their majof, saw an increase in GPA. This
cont}adicted the thought of workiﬁg during college deters student success. However,
excessive participation in activities may have been a double-edged sword and more
detri}mental than positive toward retention. The longer a student stayed around in college
the greater the opportunity to participate in extracurricular activities and subsequently
increased‘ involvement and retention (Astin, 1975).

Mendoza and Samu"elsr(1987)v indicated that tutoring services could be used as an
integral part of academic and student development.. The tutoring program should maintain
an environment for support for all groups of students on campus. Furthermore, tutoring
may j‘provide assistance in test files, study skills, .peer group test reviews, etc. The campus
envi;onment was just as important as many of the activities offered to assist students. The

atmosphere must be positive where it mitigates any negative obstruction that may occur.
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Another service which has been provided by most college campuses is that of
counseling. Counseling has been shown to increase student retention (Grites, 1979,
Davis, 1970). Davis further indicated that two-year colleges tended to be more pragmatic
and iapplied more concern for providing coping skills for students. Programs such as
couf;seling must have been built around the feelings that students brought with them and
the encounters that they faced during a growing transpiration in early college life.
Thefefore, the institution became a “distribution center” for students aﬁd helpéd students
discérn their feelings. Also, they were excellent exampleé of duties that counseling services
provided. However, O’Brian (1967) found ihat.simply improving éounseling skills was
inadequate and that colleges needed to find Ways to entice students to use more of student
services offerings. O’Bannon and Thurston (1972) realized that there were not any fixed

-ansVsizers; however, to employ caring, concerned, dedicated professionals in the entire
studént services area would increase persistence. This fulfilled a total human resources
chalfénge for resourceful student services.

Churchill and Iwai (1981) reported that the use of campus facilities on a continual
basié will increase the chances of retention. If programs were to be successful on campus,
they must be sold. Students have to be made aware of opportunities and that everyone
has a chance to participate. Thefefore, publicity must be attractive and informative (Noel,
et al., 1985). Further‘more,‘facilitie,s must be available and used to their maximum
potential. They need to be accessible and convenient, especially to commuter students.
Althéugh more research may be needed, higher education can assume that an active

student involved in campus activities will enhance the chances of persistence.
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How Orientation Influences Retention

When one considers some of the social or structural non-academic activities that
an inéititution can offer to reduce attrition orientation always surfaces. However, some
institutions have enhanced their orientation programs into freshman seminar courses that
coupfes academics with a social setting. The new students of today have been mixed
students of varying ages. They have entered college frqm high school or the work force,
and héve had different degrees of academic preparedﬁess. Austin (1993) reported that
82% éf respondents considered “the job” a very importaﬁt feason in deciding to go to
college. If we, in higher education, are to meet this exp_ectation, we must provide the
necessary tools to accommodate our customers. Most entering freshmen have needed
assistgnce with such basics as decision making, knowledge about academic programs,
persorilal strengths, values, life-style choices, and ult'im'at'ely a career. Noel, et al. (1985)
indicafed that freshmen seminars, in the first term, provided structure to meet these needs
and initerests of new students.

l In 1911, the first known orientation course was offered for credit at Reed College
in Portland, Oregon (Gordon and Grites, 1984). By 1928, at least 100 institutions offered
something similar. A seme.sterlong course allowed the opportunity to instruct new
students in necessary academics and aid in interﬁersonal-social skill development. This
couplihg seemed to be one of the strongest factors influencing student persistence.
Chandler (1972) and Kopecek (1971) found formal orientation programs an invaluable
beginning in developing a feeling of belonging for entering freshman. This further

substantiated what was the genesis of orientation or freshman seminars back in the 1920's.
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Daninells and Kuh (1977, p. 103) said in the purest sense “Orientation attempts to provide
a bailanced introduction to the constraints imposed by and the opportunities available in
the collegiate environment as well as to enable students to more clearly define their
eduéational purpose.”

Orientation programs have differed in style and method over the past thirty years.
They have ranged anywhere from a one or two day event to a week in the summer or a
complete one to two credit hour course during the fall semester. Pre-college orientation
programs have offered to serve as a vehicle for providing a special welcome for new
students. In addition, orientation provided a chance to capitalize on students’ initial
excitement and enthusiasm about starting college and allow new students an opportunity
to bénd informally with each other and with other members of the college community
(Pasbarella, Terenzini and Wolfe, 1986). Beal and Noel (1980) found orientation to be the
thircf most effective retention activity overall. Their survey indicated several institutions
ranked orientation ﬁrst when targeting special groups. |

John F. Kennedy once said, “Leadership and learning are indispensable to each
othefr,” (Pruitt, 1985, p. 239). An orientation course was the perfect opportunity to
acquaint students with student drgbanizationvs on campué and have the opportunity to
become student leaders. Stﬁdént leadersvtended"to be more dependable, active, and
persistent as well as more socially oriented. lBy incorporating this mind set within an
orientation program, one could see the reasons for effectiveness of orientation towards |
retention.

Noel, et al. (1985) indicated that freshmen were most dropout prone and often

made their decision to leave the institution during the first six weeks. Orientation played



an irinportant role in helping students become a part of the institution during this time. The
ﬁrst%contact with advisors and other key administrators should be during orientation. By
conducting orientation early in the student’s college life, there was a greater chance of
detemng problems before the student leaves.

| In a longitudinal study, Boudreaﬁ and Kromrey (1994) found a significant
difference in retention rates comparatively for participants versus ﬁonparticipants in
orieriltation. Furthermore, both Shauley and Witten (1990) and Wilkie and Kukuck (1989)
com;‘pared groups of high-risk freshman seminar participants. They found a higher mean
grade point average for participants than nonparticipants. Finally, a comparison study by
Dunphy (1987) suggested that paﬁicipaﬁts in freshman seminars versus nonparticjpants
yielded a 23% higher retention rate and a .4 higher grade point .average (with similar
baclégrounds for high school rank and SAT scores). |

1 Hoeber (1981) oﬁ'efed an orientation program where the faculty and staff were
taught diagnostic skills to recognize academic signs of non-academic needs, and then were
giveh methods to know how and where to make referréls. Teachers needed to be student-
orierflted and the recruitment of faculty with a strong belief in orientation was essential.
Additional involvement of faculty with students that havé enthusiasm, interest, and a
cooperative spirit were the keys to positive success (Nelson, 1987). When the institution
utilized experienced st.aﬁ‘ to orient new staff concerning how to greet and treat students,
especially adults, greater results occurred in persistence; Support staff should have always
presented a friendly, helpful attitude, be familiar with programs, and treated students with
resp;ect. Retention was improved through increased orientation as well as the

incofporation of planned activities with orientation (Ratcliff, 1983).



Faculty have showed to play a very significant role in any orientation program and
especially in the freshman seminar courses. Boyer (1987, p. 288) noted that the key
queétion when assessing freshmaﬁ orientation was, “Is the orientation program actively
sup;i)or[ed by faculty?”" Student-ofiented faéulty needed to serve as instructors for
different sgctions of orientation. Hossler, Bean, and Associates (1990) mentioned that
meaningful contact with faculty was characterized By having a caring attitude, a genuine |
intefest in having students succeed, and an ability to answer students’ questions. Since
facuity—student interaction and ‘faculty advising was a critical initial orientation activity,
faculty needed to assume an inéreasing ‘role.in orientation (Noel, et al-., 1985). Titley
(1985) indicated that ’ﬁont-end loading of outstanding faculty and advisors was of the
utmost importance in a successful rgtention plan. After a comprehensive review of
rese%lrch for 25 years, Péntages and Creeden (1978) concluded tﬁat one approach to
decrieased attrition was to increase faculty-student interaction as early as possible

As indicated earlier,b there were numerous types of orientation programs.
O’B;':mnon and Thurston (1972) indicated that it was not when orientation occurred, yet it
was how orientation was conducted. As mentioﬁéd earlief, most orientation programs
were either one or two days, or a semester (term) course. Some have developed into two
semester courses giving a wealth of information as well as utilizing several activities and
assignments to assist the students in becoming more familiar with the institutions and
‘academic life. Students were exposed to chief officers of the college in a series of
spee;:hes designed to make students feel welcome and be informed of the procedures of
the c:ollege. The sessions were often followed by citations of rules and regulations each

student should remember during their college career. This “information blast” may have



» inclujded several clubs and activities available to the students. Finally, the students
end@red an offering of course options, advisor meetings, registration procedures, and
wher‘fe one should place the parking sticker.

O’Bannon and Thursten further provided another situation in orientation where
the method was more‘ac‘ademic‘in nature. The orientation content was primarily to help
the siudents as fer as note taking, social edjustments, use of library, understanding the
rules" and regulations, student ﬁghts, personal commitmenf, etc. Furthermore, voluntary
faculty members worked with studentsband peer leaders, in ordef to lead and direct student
participants in small groups. Many times peers related information and gave experiences
to new students with higher efficiency thaﬁ the chief officers or faculty.

Orientation courses were designed to integrate students more fu.lly into the
institutional community by suggesting solutions to problems and needs that may develop
as new situations were encountered. They helped students adapt with survival skills.
These included time management, making sound decisions, talking to faculty, coping with
stress, financial planning, communication skills with peers, etc. No single approach was
magieal, but ofientation was the most efféctive method for following the goals, budget,

- and rheeting the needs of the individual and the institution (Titley, 1985).

One of the keys to effective reteﬁtien in orientation was to go beyond information
giving. Establishment of early contacts with peers, facﬁlty ahd staff Wes critical. This
served as a linchpin for institutional services and provided an integrated and systematic
manr;er (Tinto, 1987). Moore, Peterson, and Wirag (1984) felt that institutions should
have %nvolved upper-class students in freshmen orientation seminar as peer counselors or

mentors especially with traditionald students. Peers were not perceived as intimidating
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aut}iority figures by some and could have increased how students related to the institution
at the onset. Fidler and Hunter (1989) extended this thought one step further and
sugéeéted that small classes in freshmen séminars yielded higher academic advancement
than those in large class sections. Higbee (1989) continued ti) indicate that no more than
20 sfcucients should be assigned to each section. Therefore, the ideél setup was to have
peerf mentors assist with small groups during and following orientation sessions (freshmen
seminar).

There has been one controversy across the country concerning freshmen seminar.
This has been the question of whether or not to offer credit for orientaiion type courses.
Higbee (1989) suggested that a pass-fail credit system was acceptai)le. However, Gcirdon
and Grites (1984) disaigréed and indicated that institutions should conduct freshmen
oiieri_tation seminar as éredit-eaming course. It weis suggested thaf incentives should have
beené given for students to increase their motivation to become more actively engaged.
Gor(ion and Grites (1984, p. 319) further stated that “Without official recognition by the
institption, the student and instructor cannot maintain motivation and interest necessary
for t}ie course to achieve its intended outcome.” Furthenhore,. Carriey and Weber v( 1987)
indicéted that students preferred to take freshman orientation vseminars for credit.

In summary, most orientation programs aimed at getting off to a running start and
 strived to make students feel welcome (Mueller, 1961). T}iese efforts have helped
prevént the feeling of isolation and provided a social setting to the student that would
integiate them into college life. Higginson, Moore, and White (1982) indicated that

elevating orientation to a key role in the retention strategy required the chief of student



affairs administration to (1) appoint more experienced and higher level personnel in order
to determine program philosophy, (2) conduct needs assessment on specific population

groups for planning, and (3) intensify and define strategies for evaluating orientation.
. Financial Implications Concerning Retention

In conversation with many }educat()rs, I‘hav'e found varying opinions that have felt
ifa stﬁdent really wants an eduéation, finances can be found to assist the student. Using
Spaédy’s (1970) work, Tinto (1975,1987) posited a theory that caused students to leave
college. Attrition resulted from a lack of social and academic integration between the
student and the institution. Sometimes this fit was enhanced or deterred by the ability to
pay for the education. If subsidies or aid was impeded then financial barriers would be
lifte%i and persistence would seem to be more successful. Grants, loans, work-study jobs,
and baﬁ-time employment were all available to students who wished to enhance their
journey of education. Tinto (1975) further suggested that a student’s goal commitment
and :social and academic integration can be modified by the commitment to invest effort,
mon;ey, and time in seeking a college degree. In éddition, the perception of occupational
and income opportunities after graduation affected the commitment and persistence of
today’s students. When a student began to select an institution (public or private, four-
year or 'two—year), one should have been cognizant of the costs to enter and complete a
program. However, this expected cost may have been inaccurately perceived and may
resuh in departure for a short or long period of time.

The National Task Force in Student Aid Problems indicated that the amount of

financial assistance to students in post-secondary education has increased 66 times in the
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past‘E twenty years (National Commission on the Financing of Postsecondary Education,
1973). This has led to an increased need to be concerned with financial assistance for
students. One question that could be posited was “When is the most critical time that
imp?acts students with!ﬁnancial problems?” Cabrera, Stampen-,v and Hansen (1990) and
Por‘éer (1990) reported that much of the impact of financial assistance occurred before or
at the beginning of the first semester. Furthermore, Martin (1985) concluded that financial
aid programs, in certain situations, coul.d have helped to prevent attrition by allowing
studients to overcome temporary ﬁnancial problems (child care, textbooks, etc.). To
ovefcome these problems of finances O’Bannon and Thurston (1572) reported that 63%
of junior college students worked, while only 18% of senior college students wd-rked
while attending college. Also, they suggested that many students selected a junior college
over a serﬁor- college for the first two years beéause of loWér costs. Therefore, financial
reasons for departure may be more critical in a junior/community college than a university.
One pfoblem with trying to pinpoint financial aid alone Waé that other environmental
factérs coﬁtinued to influence attrition. Therefore, Astin (1975) indicated that most
variailbles' dia not occur in isolation. o

When one considered financial aid as a variable‘in‘. predicting or causing attrition,
Voorhees (1985) found that all forms of federal suppon were equally effective in
preveriting studenfs from wifﬁdrawal. Astin (1975) ‘ﬁlrther found that schdlarships and
- employment (work-study) posited positive relationships with persistence. In addition,
‘ Treﬁt and Medsker (1968) reported that students who secure loans were more likely to
persist. However, Astin (1975) found that dependency on loans had a negative affect on

retention. He further contended that scholarships and grants were considered helpful and
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was positively related to persistence. When a student received a grant or scholarship in
the ﬁrst year, it may have been a major influence on persistence and a lack of aid may have
been a detriment. However, Olivas (1985) suggested that grants may have had negative
eﬁ‘e?:ts if students relied too heavily on grants upon entry to college. What monies a
student received one year may not be aﬂzailablve the following years in the grant system.
Iwai and Churcﬁill (1982)  observed that persisters relied more on aid than did non-
persisters. However, Fieldvs ‘and Temay (1973) reportéd that no differences were found
for Voluntary wiihdrawal in persistence for ré,éipients,_ non-recipients, or non-applicants of
ﬁnaﬁcial aid.

Demos (1964) and Gum (1973) offered suggestions, after conducting follow-up
surveys, and found that students often gave more socially acceptable reasons for leaving
rather than actual reasons for departure. Tinto (1987) reported that for most students
persistence was more a result of their character than the social and intellectual expertences
on Qampus. The citation of financial trouble as a reason for withdrawal was often a polite
wayf of bowing out gracefully. However,’ the true reason may be with one’s inability to
mee:t their social and ir\‘ltevll'e"ctuallintegration "‘ﬁi”‘ with the institution. Tintb contihued to
report that after entry, finances may have effected the i‘ndividﬁals more directly. This may
have prevented students from pamCIpatmg in 1nst1tut10nal and soc1a1 activities. When
potential benefits of graduatlon were still hard to see, the costs of obtammg a degree
tended'to negatively effect persistence. Students who kept the long term goals in mind,
seerﬁed to bear the burdens and continue their college career.

Another factor that played an important role in financial implications for

persistence was family background. Family finances has been mentioned to effect



persistence both directly and indirectly. Sewell and Hauser (1972) suggested variables for
famiiy background such as father’s and mother’s education, occupation, family income,
abilify to manage finances within the home, and number of siblings. Astin (1975) reported
that Eparentaﬂ financial assistance influenced 65% of the women and 47% of the men
concerning a major source for the cost of college. He further indicated that 80% of the
wives worked whilé the husband was in school, and supplied the major source of income.
Yet, only 66% of the Womenb géing to school received their major expenses from the
husband. Relying on parenteiil,supvpén had a small but positive statistical effect on the
students ability té.bersist. Lastly, those students from lower socioeconomic origins tended
to be constrained by family background in the strife to move upward in society. One goal
of financial assistance wés to enhanvce the educational opportunities for economically
disacllifantaged students (Jensen, 1981).

In summary, once students were enrolled in college, factors other than financial
reasons seeméd to take over (Noel, et al., 1985). The lack of adequate financial
resourcesbwas frequently cited by students as a reason for dropping out, although whether
or né)t this was actually the case could certainly be debated. Administrators that offered
students more financial funds for those indicating it as their number one reason for
withdrawal found that many would still drop out. >Finances seemed to be the socially
acceptable excuse for departure. One of the Suggested keys for higher education was to
remove barriers that prevented students from leaving school. Noel, et al. (1985)
ment;oned that money management programs could have been effective tools to alleviate
some of the problems, in order to remove some of these barriers or deterrents for

retention.
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How Residence Affects Retention

Today students have been faced with dverwhelrning influences on their future. As
they have pursued a careef, education has played an integral role in determining the path
to tfavel. Many students have undergone anxiety and stress liké they have never
expérienced. As difficulties and changes occurre&, a new environ;ﬁent was easily
challenging. Students have learned to make decisions positively for their development and
sucéess for college and their professibnal career. As these students experienced these
stresses and anxieties, new students needed to rély on programs im’tiated by the institution
in which they had chosen to attend. Various programs in residence halls have shown to
yield posttive results to retain many students who otherwise would have dropped out.

Pantages and Creedon ( 1978) and Nowick and Haﬂson (1985) reported that
residence halls influenced students better academically than those non-residence halls
students. Astin (1973) indicated that residence halls students were more fully involved in
extrécurricular activities as well.as academics, and therefore, they earned higher grade
point averages and were more successful in college. Chickering (1974) agreed with Astin
(1973) that students living iﬁ dormitories were more likely to persist than commuters.
Astin (1977) concluded that residence halls students e>'<pressed more satisfaction with

| friendships, faculty, and institutional relationships than commuters. In addition, they were
more apt to assume leadership roles and have greater self-esteem. Subsequently, he
contended that this enhanced living in dormitories led to increased persistence.

If students were required to live in the dormitories they may experience negative

integration and the beneficial effects would not be seen. In fact, it may have worked
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against the true purpose of retaining students. Noel, et al. (1985) indicated that dormitory
living was somewhat similar only to miljtary and prison housing, when forced to live in
mass housing. Gehring (1970) found that sorting and assigning students based on parents’
educational level, size of high school, church, smoking habits,’ and predicted grade point
average had no significance in compatibility as composed to randomly assigned students.
Hoxi/ever, Noel, et al. (1985) reported that rahdomly assigned students had higher attrition
rates than those that chese their roommates. This wés even stronger to believe for students
thatjjhad full selecﬁon of t.heirv housing and environment showed the highest rates for
retention. Hall and Willerman (1963) agreed that if students_ choese their own roommate,
there was less likelihood of attrition. Lastly for room assignments, even non-traditional
students were sometimes blended in with traditional studente. Those that were placed in |
residence halls faced different problems as compared te their new roommates and this
presented a very uncomfortable situation that did not always end positiveiy (Zeller, 1991).
- Astin (1975) related that the parent’s home was the second most common residence
during the‘freshman year. Living ih an apartment or private foom rather than with parents
was beneficial to men, yet’ d‘etrimental to women. F or‘ men, getting away from hoxﬁe may
- have enhanced greater aetivity in campus life, thué increasing their academic life.
Moreover, Brooks (1971) foﬁnd that belonging to fraternities or sororities increased
persistence as well as those students that declared e major at enrollment. These both
seerﬁed to follow the fhought of goal commitment as an important indicator for retention.
Being married at the time of entry increased a women’s chances by eleven percent, but
decreased a man’s percentage of dropping out by eight percentile. However, the greatest

chance of persistence was still dormitory residence.
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Levitz and Noel (1989) identified the first six weeks as critical for sustaining
students at college. When planning, it was noted that Residential life planners needed to
think through activities and programs, especi'ally during these first few weeks of eggshells.
Coelho, Hamburg, and Murphy (1963) suggested coping strategies on how to plan time
maﬁagément, study skills, ésseSs profe’ssors, seek out resources, break down largér projects
intoi smaller more r‘ﬁanageable projects, e‘t.c.v Programs that connected students in residence
halls to assist the first year stud§nts included “addpt a freshman,” environmental planning
sucﬁ as honors floors, ﬂoors by majors, study lounges, éémputer rooms, quiet floors,
intefest floors, cbfnmon areas, etc. Faculty in?olvemént programs involved floor adoption
by faculty, classrooms in the residénce halls, eating wiih stﬁdent;, advisement in residence
halls, etc (Zeller, 1991). Involvement in extracurricular activities, ,clu“bs, other
orgénizations, athletics, and work-study employment were additional .programs that had
been offered through residence halls.

Oppelt (1989) found that numerous Native Americans were under-prepared in
readzing, writing, and mathematics. Therefore, they were unable to compare and succeed in
collége. Int,erven‘"tion prbgrams and needs for Native Americans and other minorities
needed to be given full consideration when planning residence hall programs to assist in
retention. Harris (1990) reiatéd that residence halls programming along with mentoring,
peeritutoring, and sﬁm'mer bﬁdge programs increased retention rétés at that particular
institution. A caring environment was critical to retention and can be delivered by the
instiﬁution in such programs as mentioned in the preceding reviews.

“Resident Assistant” involvement was found to be important in a successful

residence halls program. Residence halls played an integral role if conducted appropriately.
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Pre—pfogram and orientation training sessions were again important for both residence halls
and faculty (Kuh, Schuh, and Thomas, 1985). Resident Assistants acted as big brothers,
mentors, etc. to assist first-year students. Identified student leaders, officers of clubs, etc.
posited more efficient fésident assistants. Meeting students 611 their own “turf” made a
positive impact for success. One note wés that t‘hese programs took more involved time
and that the quality of the interaction was more important than the number of students or
time #pent sitting around. Zeller (‘1991) ind’icétevd’that resident assistants must be sensitive
to roommate prdblems especially _at‘ the beginning.o‘f the first year and each semester.
Zeller said, “Homesickness was a ferrﬁ commdnl'yv used to referto a Sense of loss or
aloneness when the student was separated from the famﬂy unit.” It was not always clear or
evident. Most people were very reluctant to admit their problems to someone that they did
not kﬁow. Homesickness can be relieved by involving new students in activities within
residence halls and campus events. Zeller further noted that a college renders many choices
to make decisions regarding new freedoms by students after leaving home. Students who
did nbt make an adjustrﬁent rapidly was forced to make haéty decisions causing negative
results. In‘additi‘on, stildenfs have over-reacted to new situations and very poor decisions
resulted. Resident Assistants assisted this probl.em either in Sﬁlall groups or one-on-one
contact. Furthermore, some students have had difficulty in getting to know members of the
opposite sex. Those with‘ little prior experiences may have eventual isolation and anxiety
problems. Students often looked to resident assistants for self-esteem factors that were
critical when dealing with new students.

Another aspect of how resident assistants could have helped was to recognize the

maturity level and be trained to spend the quality time to interact with those that needed
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attention. Zirkel and Hudson (1975) measured the maturity level of students from different
floors and found that the students associated with resident assistants showed the greatest
chaﬁges. Apparently, resident assistants influenced the students in personal skills and had
an irhpact on the devel_epment and success of not only the sfudent, but the individual. Astin
(1985, a) reported that the most effective method of academic support in resident halls was
peer tutoring. Student-to-student delivery yielded an increased panicii)ation and raised
comfort levels. Finally, Zunker (1990) substéntiated Brown and Astins’ findings for peer
counselors and their effectiveness for student persistence.

One unique method of residence halls programs, yet unheard of at most institutions
of higher education, was that of faculty involvement in the residence halls. In a study
whete faculty ate at least one meal per week with students, went to parties, and
recreational activities, provided tutoring and counseling_, and informally interacted with the
residential areas observed_ increased retention significantly (Kuh, et al., 1985). Kuh and
others further suggested that financial support be made availeble for some of the activities
SO tk;at they could be a success. Faculty should be optimistic, gregarious, ebullient, and
charisfnatic. This was described to fif the “right type,” and that faculty should be recruited.
: Pre-program activities alloWe’d faculty to get to know student leaders and staff for more
effective communication and clarity of the program. Feedback sessions were held on an
informal standpoint iﬁ order to reinforce the vital points ef the pfogram (evaluation). In
addition, Pascarella and Terenzini (1978) suggested that faculty participation with freshmen
in residence halls may have provided an increased caring attitude, increased interaction both

socially and academically, thus leading to other factors associated with increased retention.



In summary, Astin (1977) and Bloom (1974) both reported that any time there was
a move fo a new environment (away from home), this created many losses and new.
demands on the student. A mismatch of the integration of social and academic activities
and ;isolation from friends and relatives as well as the lack of involvement caused an
increased in attrition. - Furthermore, Astin (1975) contended that where students resided
whiie attending éollege could be controlled by policy-makers, administrators, and students.
Administrators who saw residence halls as beneficial could have appropriated funds
accérdingly to i‘rhprove living -‘and enhance intégratiOri through activities. It was apparent
that when institutions structured their r_esidential housing carefully that positive results

occurred toward retention.

Traditional versus Non-traditional Students to Retention

A Look at a Growing Population

“In a time of ever-tightening budgets, combined with the often frantic scramble of
admissions for people to recruit the dwindling number of high school graduates, the adult
student has suddenly acquired a new status. Admissions affairs all over the country are
performing mental gymnastics in their efforts to find new, and more imaginative ways to
attract adult students to their campuses,” (Kegel, 1977, p. 10). Adults and other defined
non-traditional students have attended college for many different reasons. Noel, et al.
(1985) indicated that there are three types of adult students. They were degree seekers,
problem solvers, and cultural enn'chment seekers.

Some characteristics of non-traditional students that impart persistence in college

included sex, marital and parentai status, ethnicity, and age. Men and women experienced
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different needs. Students with children experienced more external factors than students
witﬁéuf children. In addition, single parents had a greater variety of needs. Since the
‘majority of students attending college today havé met non-traditional definitions, it leaves
highér education administration and faculty trying to understand why these students have
dropped out of schobl and why they have stayed in school (Marlon, 1989). Women who
found themselves in the role of the non-traditional student have faced numerous and
conflicting roles. They have had to juggle fhe responsibilities of being an employee,
homemaker, mother and a student (Smallwbod, 1980). Champagne and Petitpas (1989)
indicated both traditional and non-traditional students were at a transition point in their
lives. The tasks may have diﬂ‘ered, but the transition was similar.

Bean aﬁd Metzner (1985) defined non-traditional students as a student that could
be from any part of the country, r‘iéh or poor, black, White, or hispanic. Furthermore, they
weyre'j 18 years or older, working full or part-time, retired, with or without dependents.
Also', they could be married, single, or divorced, and enrolled for either vocational or
avociational reasons, a single course or in a degree or certificate program. One of the
largest groups Qf non-traditional students has been women over 30 years of age. Stewart
and Rue (1983) depicted a non-traditional student as one that did nét agree with the
traditional definition that iﬁcluded living on campus, full-time, and 18f24 years old. Martin
(1988) agreed thatv.non—traditional students were éfteﬁ those that were single, Anglo
women who were or have been employed in te¢hnica1, professional, or business
occu‘vpations‘. Whereas, White (1980) defined non-traditional as students who were
marﬁéd, had children, over 24 years of age, financially independent of their parents,

respchsible for self and for others as well, and perceived by others as mature adults in
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society. Reasons for going back to school varied, however the desire for occupational
change and self-fulfillment were the most often cited.

Non-traditional students have been noted to be serious and motivated for various
reasons. Hazard (1993) indicated that American higher education must make available to
this group the academlc assistance to obtain their educational objective. As non-traditional
students have continued to grow and comprise a signiﬁcant portion of enrollment at
colleges. and universities, strategic. planning must have included non-traditional students in
the overall retention program. . These special needs for non-traditional students must not be
ignored. Bean an(l Metzner (1985) indicated that institutional, curricular, political,
economic, and social factqrs have led to the dramatic use in enrollment levels of‘non-
traditional stndents. As large numbers of workers wanted to change from blue collar te
white collar jobs they were forced to re—entel higher education to receive training in
technical, business, or professional services. Allen (1993) pointed out that professions,
vocatlons, and occupations have increased educational requirements for entry level
positions. This has led to families taking the opportunity to take their chance with higher
edueation to better their way of life. Furthermore, many couples felt it was necessary to
hold down two careers per household for personal and financial reasons. In addition, the
higher education status provided a higher social acceptance in lifelong learning. Many
times one of the reasons for less retention was that non-traditional students had satisfied
the necessary job requirements to re-enter the work force and did not necessarily need the
completed degree program.

~ Because there has been many feasons for non-traditional students for leaving

college, there have been probably as many reasons for attending. Astin (1975) and
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Pantages and Creedon (1978) concluded that students that indicated themselves as having
poor study habits also had higher dropout rates. Also, Trent and Medsher (1968) reported
that persisters spent more time studying than dropéuts. Furthermore, Solomon and
Gordon (1981) entered the thought that students who returned to college lacked
conﬁdence in their ability to succeed. KoWa}ski (1977) and Bean (1980) supported
absenteeism as a factor for attrition, éépeciqlly for those with low academic confidence.
Staman (1980) and Kowalski (1977) both sﬁbstantiated that students positively related the
degrge of certainty to their major and per"sisteﬁce. ‘In addition, non-traditional students
reported a higher level of certainty for major thanv traditional students.

A study by Bedér ‘(1990) posited three reasons for why adult students did not
partigipate in adult basic education. They were lack of sufficient motivation, unaware of
programs, or the motivated students have other external or intrinsic factors that deterred
their %participation. Darkenwald (1981) indicated it was difficult to single out any one
variable that was a deterrent to participation in an adult or non-traditional educational
settin;g. Later he developed a cluster model to identify adults for participation.
Darkenwald and Gavin (1987) and Hayes (1988) reported barriers for participation and
identiﬁed typologies in order fo plan strategies for aduit educ’ational programs. The
specific deterrents repoxjted included students’ feelings, class location, schedules,
employment, cost, family constraints, etc.

Lucke (1981) found that adult degree programs were more successful when they
were tailored to unique adult audiences. Special programs for women, minorities, and
profe;sional groups have also enhanced completion and persistence ratings. Trussler

(1983) pointed out that parking was an ongoing problem for non-traditional students on
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most campuses. This issue was more severe for adults who must balance employment and
family duties while trying to get to-and from class. Trussler (1983) further contended that
adulfs found registration to be too time-consuming and frustrating. Therefore,
counselors/advisors and admission procedures should have been those thét understood
adults’ time constraints and problems. In éddition, Trussler (1983) found that the
unavailability of child care facilities has often beén problems for adults to continue as
students. Child care costs were majof factoré, especially when a financial burden may have
' already existed.

While traditional students attended college fpr both social and academic reasons,
non-traditional students felt more toward academic. Tinto (1975) indicated that social -
reasons were still vital, yet not as much as academic fqr non;traditional students.
According to Noel, et al. (1985) the major themes related to attrition were academic
bore&om and uncertainty about what to study, transition/adjustment problems, academic
undef—preparedness, unrealistic expectations of college, incompatibility, and irrelevancy.
Since older students tended to have lower high school performance, the older student
academics at college has often been found to exceed expectations (Greer, 1980). Pinkston
(1987) recognized students Wﬁo were both older and academically under-prepared could be
considered and labeled non-traditional énd at-risk. However, Hazard (1993) noted non-
traditional students generally performed better in the classroom, once they have decided to
commit to entering college. The reason for this could be dependent upon their needs,
beliefs, attitude, past experiences, maturity, self-concepts, and their own values. Kinimel
and Murphy (1976) contended that improved retention for non-traditional students

associated with faculty-student interaction. Hazard (1993) further pointed out that faculty
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members felt intimidated by adults who challenged their lectures and found them to be
‘irrellevant. It was noted that faculty had to overcome this intimidation if they were to be
successful with adult students.

Pierce (1993) suggested that adult students were many times unaware of the work
invoived and time consumed by a college education. As these problems occurred, a
realization of family, social or h¢alth.pr0blems may have conflicted with school. The
studénts needed to be reminded and reassured that tﬁey were important individually and
that ;they should value their "educati‘on. Different constraints for non-traditional students
arose as compared to traditional feésons for leaving college from an external viewpoint.
Adults included financial aid, job responsibilities, moving to new area, transportation, and
inadfequate course offerings. Tinto (1987) related that they leave because of poor academic
progress, change in objectives, or lack of motivation or venergy. Swift (1987) found that
non-traditional students with full time jobs, remaining in college was related to moral
-supppr‘t by the employer, thus playing an important part of determining whether a student
stayé or leaves college.: Furthermore_, Hall (1975) relayed that “lack of time” was one of
the most i;nportant and frequent reasons for attrition among non-traditional studeﬁts. This
Wouid definitely have made an impact on full-time and p'aff-time students. Authors such as
KoWalski (1977), Louis, Colten and Deméke (1.984), Pantages and Creedon (1978), |
Skaling (1971), and Goter (1978) expreséed that financial difficulty were positively related
to attrition and was among the top reasons for withdrawal for part-time and full-time
students.- Pascarella (1980) indicated that part-time non-traditional students reduced the
amofmt of student-student and student-faculty contact and therefore decreasing the

socializing influence of attending college. Many students with jobs while attending college
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havé fallen into this category as either part-time or full-time students. Other interesting
studies included those of Astin (1975), Hunter and Sheldon (1980), and Louis, et al.
(1984). They observed that the number of hours of employment had an effect on
peréistence. In particular, Astin (1975) reported that students that worked less than 20
hours per week were greater persisters and those that worked over 25 hours per week
were negatively associated with retention.

One of the major considérations in promoting commitment to céllege for non-
traditional studventsvwas the support of family and friends. Thisis eﬁpecially true for
programs that will “fill thé gap” for students that have been away from an educational
setting for a certain period of time. Hunter and Sheldon (1980) rated family pressures and
obligations as a major reason for withdrawal. This would stand to reason that a parent
witﬁ more children at home would have more responsibilities and, therefore, be more prone
to départ. Roach (1976) stated that “Older students considered famﬁy reaction to their
college attendance to be a vital part of their satisfaction of their educational experience.
These types of pressures have been shown to lead to stress that cannot be overcome by the
oldér student. Bean and Metznef (1985) depicted stress a.s ‘avariéble which students
beliéved that they experiencéd from factors that were not related to college attendance as
well as from the amount of time and energy required for college study.

Another key factor that played a major role with the non-traditional student was
commuting. Stewart and Rue (1983) reported nationally, 80% of undergraduates were
commuters, and that this was an integral point to address during the next few years in
highér education. Noel, et al. (1985) defined a true commuter as one who basically lived at

least 50 miles from school and had not packed up and moved from home to attend school.
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' Frorﬁ this definition there would be less commitment to the institution by students and to
re-eﬁroll may be too disruptive to their lives. However, many institutions define
commuters as those that travel much less than 50 miles for college. Beal and Noel (1980),
Chickering (1974), and Astin (1977) indicated that commuters were high-risk students for
attrition. It was noted that it may be easier not to re-enroll for minor reasons than
traditional students that were on carﬁpus. Therefore, this would mean that éommuters
were less involved in campus activities, less aware of opportunities, less satiysﬁed with
campus and more likely to leave. Chickering and Kuper (1971) reported earlier that
commuters, compared to residents, spent more time with external factors. These included
conflicts in the home, siblings, parents’ attitude, marital conflicts, children, co-worker,
employer negativity, peers, personal and family debt, and family illnesses. In addition, time
was a valuable commodity and was limited for the commuter students  They came to
camp;us for class and left.

However, the on-campus students were able to participate in scheduled programs
and be provided with social integration activities. Commuter students often retained many
friendships with old friends at home and did not join in the full college life with as many
new frien‘dships as comparé_d to traditional studénts._ Gre'er' (1980) and Solomon and
Gordon (1981) agreedbwith Chickering (1974) in that commuters had less social integration
in college and usually \;vanted little to do.with social events or life on campus. Louis, et al.
(1984) further contended that more dropouts felt they had made fewer friends on campus.

In summary, Brand (1990, p. 2) said “Adult education has a critical role to play in
helping théusands of people to participate fully in an increasingly complex and competitive‘

world. For many adults education is the critical link to economic self-sufficiency and the
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key to breaking the cycle of illiteracy.” Effective programs were noted to be aware of adult
proﬁlems or situations. Two major barriers reflected family and work responsibilities.
Bohﬁslor (1980) indicated that thére was undoubtedly a degree of stress associated with
these factors for non-traditional students. However, the reasons for anxiety was unclear.

In addition, to those previously mentioned, it may have been related to the lack of
confidence in their academic skills.

Non-traditional students have been and are students of today and may be of more
concern for tomorrow. Williamson (1972) indicated that we must not continue to neglect
the student whom we lo.osely classify as a commuter . Allen (1993) reported that attention
should have been giveh to creative class scheduling to meet‘the needs for commuters at
times such as weekends, block times, evenings, etc. One of the newest methods of delivery
was &an’ous forms of distance learning. Technologies for learning at a distance has affected
the education of tomorrow and must be considered for non-traditional students. Noel
(1985) reported similar approaches with learning assistance programs. The programs such.
as dévelopmental courses, tutoring, etc. should be made available to help under-prepared
students. Learning assistance"‘.programs that “fill the gap” for these sfudents that possibly
have been away from an educational setting for a certain period of time should have access

to enhanced non-traditional education.

Reasons for Leaving College

Withdrawal Reasons

Tinto (1987) described two attributes that stand out for departure on an individual

basis. They were “intention” and “commitment.” On the institutional level four terms were
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noted such as “adjustment”, “difficulty”, “incongruence”, and “isolation.” Each depicted
an inter-factional outcome that arose from individual experiences with the institution. As
“to external factors related to persistence the two most notably were “obligations” and
“finances.” Tinto -(1987, p. 156-157) also said that “A person will tend to withdraw from
college when he pefceiyes that an alternative form of investment of time, énergies and
| resoﬁrces will yield greéter benefits, relative to césts, over time than will staying in
collége.” He characterized that deparfures should be categorized into voluntary
withdrawals a_nd academic dismissals. He further contended that only ten to fifteen percent
of all departures wére due to academic failure. Therefore, 85 percent of the departures
were voluntary and were usually related to student intenﬁons and éommitments and how
they related to their academic and social involvement.

| Noel, et al. (1985) described departure as voluntary and involuntary as opposed to.
Tint:o’s voluntary withdrawal and academic dismissal. Yet Noel, et al. (1985) recognized
Tinto’s terminology of academic dismissal synonymous with involuntary departure. This
usugilly occurred when there was a lack of skill by the individual to do college work. This
may; also be a result of the lack of study skills, discipline, motivation or interest to apply the
skillé that they possessed. This would be seen more often in an open-door policy
institution. Volunt‘ary departure occurred most oﬁen. In this case, sometimes the top
academic students ﬁlay still lack the qualities to persist. Intentions, commitment, personal
factors, and social integration continued to play an integral influence on persistence. One
thing to consider was that withdrawal did not nécessarily mean failure. Many students
indiéated that they may return at a later time and to a different institution. This has been a

problem with trying to identify the true dropout.



By looking at various backgrounds of students, one might have thought that there
would be a difference in retention based on such things as family status, family income,
apt'imde, etc. Astin (1964) found that families’ socioeconomic status appeared to be
inversely related to dropout rate. Moreover, students from lo\;xrer income families

“experienced higher»attn'tion rates. Furthefmoré, college persistérs seem to get more advise,
praise, and expressed interests from their families (Trent and Ruyle, 1965). However,
Sewéll and Shah (1967) reported that measuried ability was nearly twice as important m
accolmting for dropout rates as the social status of the families. Background factors such
as family, prior school experience“s, individuai ability, and interaction with goals impacted
one’s persistence (Tinto, 1975). Tinto further noticed that stronger family social positions
and ¢xpectations led to children expecting more of themselves and subseqﬁently persisting
longér than lower status backgrounds.

Numerous factors have been reported as having an affect on withdrawal. Tinto -
(1987) found that the major causes for student withdrawal include academic adjustment,
goals, uncertainty, commitment, integration and community membership, incongruence and
isolation. Spady (1971) obsefved that participvatin‘g 1n eXtraéuﬁicular activities was directly

- related to college persistence. These activities pfovides an integral link to social
integration. Furthermore, it promotes commitment to the institution_and therefore reduced .
the possibility of attrition. Bean (1982) listed predictors (independent variables) for
dropout when student’s sex and level of confidence is not available. The predictors listed,
from the highest to the least, were intent to leave, grades, opportunity to transfer, practical

value, certainty of choice, loyalty, family approval, courses, student goals, and major and
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occupational certainty. Somewhat similar to Bean, Astin (1975) listed twelve reasons for
dropping out of college. In order from highest to lowest were boredom with courses,
ﬁnapcial; other, marriage, pregnancy or family, poor grades, dissatisfaction with
reqiiirement, changeinx career goals, inability to take courses de#ired, good job offer,
illness, commuting difficulties, and discipiinary troubles. Noel ei al. (1985) indicated that
_dropping out was not all that simple. It usually invqlv_ed several reasons intertwined
together. It first appeared that financial support would be more critical for low-income
families, but this was inconclusive among most researchers. Furthermore, men seemed to
be higher in retention than women, however, those women tended’t_o be voluntary
withdrawals and not academic dismissals according to (Spady, 1970). However, Heilbrun
(1965) indiqated that for stayers and leavers, dropouts were less mature, more likely to
rebei against authority, less serimis about their endeavors and less dependable.

Reports concerning the small community college were that 2-year colleges had
higher withdrawal rates than 4-year institutions and could be attributable to lower levels of
motivation and academic abilities for the entering students at each institution (Astin, 1972).
Hoxivever, Astinvt(l977) late;r indicated that students fiom small colleges were much more
likeiy td be satisfied with Sti;dent-f_aculty relations than thosein large institutions. Large
research oriented uniVersities had a slightly lower satisfaction rate, possibly due to neglect
of undergraduate teaching because of research efforts or impersonality in large
organizational structures in large universities.

Astin (1977) further related that the highest correlation among satisfied students
were academic reputation and intellectual environment. The quality of classroom

instruction and faculty-student interaction ranked second. Noel, et al. (1985) felt that other
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factors were related to retention. They included financial support, orientation activities,
counseling and support services. However, they reported that number one reason was
“dissatisfied with faculty” (66%).

Lastly, another area that may cause IWithdrawal was “stress.” Stress was “any
situation that evokes negative thoughts and feelings in a person.‘ The same situation is not
evocative or stressful for all people” (Whitn-tan,v Spendlove, and Clark, 1984, p. 1). Critical
issues dealing with stress had an eﬁ‘ect on both.edu_catic'm and retention. For some, simply
moving away from home was streésfuL whér’eas, others"cope very well with this change.
Also, Whitman and others noted that the need to overcome various levels of stress was one
of the keys to persisténée. Stress could also be challenging to vsvome; yet threatening to
others. Ideally, a student would experience stress as a challenge in a positive manner, yet
too lmany times it led to distress and attrition. As college éxpenSes have risen, there has
been an increased competition in an uncertain job market. This has created excess stress to
students that further caused departure.

Tinto (1975, p. 104) said “A persons integration into college into the academic and
social domains of the institution are themselves the result of the person’s perception of the.
benefits (eg. academic attainments, personal satisfactiorts, friendships) and the costs (eg.
ﬁnances, time, dissatisfactions, academic failures) 'ot; his attendance at college.” Many
reasons were a.ccountable for departure and they are multi-faceted. 'We must keep in mind
that it was the combination of these relationships that aﬁ‘ected students differently and at
various levels. For whatever reasons one student may leave, another may stay for that

sante reason (Tinto, 1996).
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Summary

Educational attainment and attritiqn‘have involved more than diplomas from
college. They have been related to the performance and the interaction of the individual as
they attempted to find the “fit” into college life. Many social factors included issues that
related to how conducive the campus ehyifonmeﬁt was to the satisfactory progress of
students outside the classroom. _The quality of relationships that stﬁdé_nts developed during
their first few wéeks of school easily had an impact on the successful integration both
socially and academicallyt Thefé have b.een no easy answers to all the problems faced by
students, therefore the institutions have continually embraced:many theories to study and

assist students to persist.-



CHAPTER III
PROCEDURES
Design

The procedures in this study followcdz the purpose and objectives for assessing

selected factors that pertain to retention at Eastern Oklahorﬁél State College. Students
- were sﬁrveyed for tﬁeir attitudes according to factors that have been shown in earlier

research to have an impact on attrition, retention, or persistence. The instruments utilized
weré developed by the American College Testing Program. In this :study, they were used
to rﬁeasure attitudes (levels of satisfaction) of students. The surveys used were the
Student Opinion Survey, Outcomes Survey and Withdrawal/Nonreturning Student Survey.
The goal in mind, after analysis, would assist policy makers to develop further plans and
ultifhately decrease attrition at Eastern Oklahoma Stafe Collége.

The following objectives guided the study:

1. To measure and determine if there were differences in student attitudes toward
selected academic and institutional factors ét mid-second serhester and at graduation.

2. To measure and determine if there were differences in student attitudes of
traditional and non-traditional students toward selected academic and institutional factors

at mid-second semester and at graduation.
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3. To measure and determine if there were differences in student attitudes of
agriculture and non-agriculture students teward selected academic and institutional
facters at mid-second serriester'and et graduation.

4. To identify major reasons for student withdrawal from Eastern Oklahoma State

College.
* Population

Studente at Eastern Oklahoriia State College between the Fall 1995 and Spring
1998 were surveyed at three possible observation points. ‘Students volunteering to
participate completed the surveys. Students that persisted for more than one semester had
the opportunity ro complete the Student OpiniQn Survey at mid-second semester, whereas
students completing a degree program in each Spring semester were asked to complete a
survey that related to their total experience (Outcomes Survey) at Eastern Oklahoma State
College. In contrast, those students that withdrew from Eastern Oklahoma State College
during this time period and completed withdrawal procedures indicated their reasons for
leaving (Withdraivai/Nonretuming Student vSurvey).

Two groups were identiﬁed by the researcher to be valid comparisons of concern
toward retention. As mentioned in the review of literature, non-traditional students are
becoming more evident as an identified group iri higher education. Therefore, a further
study of traditional and non-traditional students is evident as useful information in
strategic planning by administrators in higher education. Due to the nature of a rural
community college, most traditional students are younger than the average age at a

university. Therefore, the administration at Eastern Oklahoma State College identified 20
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to 2‘1 years of age as the traditional student age instead of 25 years of age. Furthermore,
institutions that have included agricultﬁre as a part of their curriculum has informally seen
the éd‘ded extracurricular activitiés and informal contact displayed by agriculture stﬁdents
and faculty. Subsequgntly, the question haé been raised as té “Does this affect retention
or sétisfaction?” Therefore, evidence (data) is merited to verify the importance of these
activities and informal contact toward student réterition for a specific group such as
agriculture. During this study, retention rates at Eastern Oklahoma State College have
risen for agriculture students and thé rates are above the average of the entire student
body. Therefore, the answers concerning this‘increase, may be found from the results of
the factors researched in this study.

Eastern Oklahoma State College considers student opinion to be an important part
of ongoing efforts to constantly improve services and programs and to help in student
retention. Surveys to measure student satisfaction were administered as described in the

section titled “Surveying Procedures”.
Instruments for the Study

The students at Eastern OklahOma State College, durihg the 3 year study, had the
opportunity to complete at least one, if not two of 'Fhe three ACT surveys. If the student
completed a degree program, they corhpleted the Student Opinion and Outcomes surveys.
If a student withdrew from Eastern Oklahoma State College they completed one or two
surveys depending on the time of departure. They should have completed the
Witﬁdrawal/Nonreturning Student Survey and possibly the Student Opinion Survey if they

left after February of their first year. Furthermore, if a student indicated to the advisor or
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counselor that they would not be returning the next semester, they were asked to complete
the Withdrawal/Nonreturning Student Survey.

Archival records were obtained from the’ American College Testing Prograrﬁ for
studénts completing the fore-mentioned surveys. The American College Testing Programs
sub-divided the data into groups per request and returned thé data to Eastern Oklahoma
State College, therefore producing complete anonynﬁty. An application for exemption was
filed to the Internal Review Board at Oklahoma State University for this research study.
The Internal Review Board is the governing body for review and apprdval of all research
dealing with human subjects for Oklahoma State University. The purpose of this
governing board is to ensure that the rights and welfare of human subjects were properly
protééted. This research project was given exempt status in June of 1997.

The standardized surveys iﬁcluded several séctions, in order to obtain various
information from students. In all three surveys the first page asked the student to give
background information. The Student Opinion Survey included six sections to obtain
information. Section two inquired about college impressions while section three asked the
studeént to indicate their level of satisfaction for college services. The research information
was obtained from this section. ‘Th'e‘researcher identified the specific questions within this
éection bgcause of their similarity to iquest_ions in the Outcomes Suryey and because of
their relevance found in the literature. Furthermore, the researcher identified sbme of the
factors from pertinent discussions from various retention committee members. Section
four gave the student the opportunity to relate their opinions on the college enviroﬁment.
Lastlsr, sections five and six were optional to the college in case there were any additional

questions or for students to provide personal comments for the institution.
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The Outcomes Survey listed college outcomes in section two, yet section three
was used for the study. Section three was titled “Satisfaction with given aspects of this
college.” Questions within this category were chosen b‘ecau_se of the same reasons given
in the fore-mentioned paragraph relating to the Student Opinieﬁ Survey. Section four
questioned the students about thein experiences at the college. Agaie, the remaining
sections were available for additional eollege and student usage.

The Withdrawal/Nonreturriiné Student Survey offered the insﬁtution to ask
additional questions in section two while section three was used to obtain the information
for the study. Section three was divided into ﬁve seetiOns; persoﬁal, academic,
institutional, financial, end empleyment.

The Student Of)inion Survey studied the factors pertaining to perceptive attitudes
and inftial opiniens from experiences such as Quality of Instruction, AVéilability of
Instructor, Respect for Students, Academic Advising, Class Size, Financial Aid Services,
Social Involvement, Orientation, Residence Halls, Career Planning, Student Employment,
Cafeteria Services and Parking Facilities.‘ These factors assisted the study to observe
frequency data at mid-second semester. B'y' this time, after lsomeo_ne_ completed a semester
at the institution, most students had the opportunity to experience most programs and
services on campus and project a better opinion of services as compared to the beginning

“of the school year. In addition, demographic data frem the Student Opinion Survey was
collected in order to relate compari‘sons such as traditional versus non-traditional students,v
and agriculture versus non-agriculture students.

The Outcomes Survey served the purpose of assessing the attitudes of those

students who were successful and persisted. Many times knowing the reasons why
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 students stayed was as important as looking at the reasons for withdrawal or involuntary
departure. The factors reported from the Outcomes Survey included Quality of

- Instruction, Availability of Instructor, Respect for Studen;s, Academic Advisiﬁg, Ciass
Size, Financial Aid Services, Social Involvement, Orientation, Residence Halls, Career
Planning, and Student Employment.

Lastly, thé Withdrawal/Nonreturning Student Survey was utilized to record the
primary reasons for attrition. Personal, academiC and institutional féctqrs were observed
to determine whefher the institution Could‘ have ’he'lped thé student to persist and to
ascertain future programs and services for students. The moét. oﬂen‘indicated
observations were utiiized by calculating means té see the predominant reason for why

students left Eastern Oklahoma State College.
Validity and Reliability

) The Evaluation Survey Service instruments were developed by the American
College Testing Program (ACT). The instruments were constfuctea after a thorough
review of the perfinent literature and after consultation with expert practitioners in the

_relevant fields. Many items were selected from instruments used in previous large-scale
ACT research studies and research jservice‘_s; others were suggésted by the literature and by
profeésional educators. ‘Each of the instruments were also exémined for clarity and
accuracy by a small sample of currently-enrolled secondary or post-secondary students.
FolloWing these reviews, a pilot version of each instrument was administered to several
hundred students, prospective students, or former students at a number of institutions

across the country. The American College Testing Program was careful to establish



validity and reliability of the instruments. Following these analysis, the final forms of the
ESS instruments were developed (ACT User’s Guide, 1996).

‘Perhaps the most direct evidence of the validity of the instruments was in the items
themselves. They were easy to read, straightforward, logical questions that dealt directly
with particular aspects of the college.

"With respect to reliability, when group statistics were utilized, analogous group
reliability statistics were appropriate.. For example generalizability coefficients were
obtained from studymg ten institutions for the Student Opinion Survey (Valiga, 1990).
Vahga, 1990 indicated that when samples of students numbered above one hundred fifty

there was a generalizability coefficient above .90 in all cases.
Surveying Procedures

The Student Opinion Survey (short form) was administered in February in the
English Composition II classes in 1996, 1997,‘ and 1998. This was appropriate, at this
point, because the opivnion survey addressed attitudes that utilized the institutional
experignCeS of students. The ju_dgement of the students, after one full semester, would
develop an initial valid opinion. In the Spring of 1996, 263 students completed the
Student Opinion Survey. Fu_rtﬁermore, 253 students complet,ed the same survey in
February of 1997, and 168 students in 1998 compléfed the sﬁrvey, iﬁ the same manner.
Thus, the total number of students completing the Studeht Opinion Survey was 684.

‘The Outcomes Survey was given to all graduates when they visited the Counseling
Center to finalize information fdr graduation. As a result of the time involved, the

students completed the survey while waiting to see a counselor to discuss graduation
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during the graduation exit interview procedure. This seemed to work quite nicely with
very few complaints from students. The procedure seemed to fall in place systematically
and was convenient for the respondents. |
Graduating students surveyed using the Outcomes Sufvey totalled 689. A sum of
255 students were surveyed in May of 1996, whereas, 217 stUdénts vcompleted the
,Outcomes Survey in May of 1997, and 217 students responded in April of 1998.

The Withdrawal/N on-retﬁrhing Student S'urveyb was given to departing students
throﬁghout the Fall, Spring and Sun;rﬁér semesters. When the withdrawal process was
initiated by the student, a survey was completed in the Ofﬁce of Student Services before
the student completed paperwork to finalize withdrawal from school. However, if a
's’tude:,nt was involuntariiy withdrawn, or students departed without following official
procedures a survey was not completed. One hundred and three students recorded a
Withdrawal/Nonretuming Student Survey during the 1995-1996 school year. The
Withdrawal/Non-returning Student Survey was given to 125 departing students
throughout the Fall, Spring, and Summer of 1996-97. Whereas, 75 students responded to
the WithdrawaI/Nonreturning Survey for the 1997-98 school term duﬁng the Féll, Spring,
and Summer semesters. ThuS, totaling 303 students that completed the Withdrawal/Non-
returning Student Survey during the three year period.

| In summary, the total sample population consisted of 1676 students that completed
surveys. This repreéented response rates of approximately 70 % for both the Student
Opinion Survey and the Outcomes Survey. Whereas, only 15 % of those students that left

Eastern Oklahoma State College during the time of this study completed the
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Withdrawal/Non-returning Student Survey. One concern would be the responses from the

non-respondents.
Analysis of Data

The student opinion and outcomes surveys utilized a Likert type séale of six
response choices for the students to respond. In order to calculate a mean response, the
items in this study were assigned numerical‘values to the response categories. They are as
folldws: Very Satisfied (5) wés the highest rating of satisfaction, foll(iwed by Satisfied
(4), Neutral (3), Dissatisfied (2) and Very Dissatisfied (1). The sixth choice implied “not
applicable for their situation.’i’ This was scored a zero énd reported in the tables as “No
Response.” However, “No Responses” were not calculated in the determination of mean
scores. Means and standard deviations were reported io give an indication of central
tendency and amount of variation among the data. In this case, mean scores according to

the following categories were implied from the data.

Very Satisfied 4.5-5.00
Satisfied 3.5-4.49
Neutral ‘ 2.5-3.49
Dissatisfied 1.5-2.49

Very Dissatisfied 1.49 and below
Means were calculaied by multiplying the nuniber of iesponses by the numerical
value assigned and then was divided by thé total nuriitier of actual respondents.
-Moréover, the percentages, listed in the frequen.cy tables, were calculated by dividing the
‘number of responses by the number of possible respondents for academic factors, since
academic factors applied to all students. However, there were students that did not

respond to a particular institutional factor because the situation or factor did not apply to
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them. Therefore, percentages for institutional factors were calculated by dividing the
number of responses by the number of respondents for each situation. In beth cases, a
“No Response” was observed and reported. Thefefore, “n” varied more for institufional
factors because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying
numbers of responses.

Furthermore, mean scores and standard deviations were compéred for differences
by utilizing the t test method. Tests of significance wes determined for both the 95 and 99
percent confidence intervals.

Students that officially withdrew completed the Student Withdrewal/N onreturning
Student Survey as a part of the withdrawal procedures. Forty—eight choices were available
from these five categories‘ for the students to select as a “major” or “minor” reason for
leaving. In some cases, the students may have left severai blank or indicated “net a
reason.” If the student indicated the item was a “major” reason then the item was scored a
three, whereas a “minor” reason equaled a two and “not a reason” or a blank response was

scored a one.
Statistical Procedures

Descriptive statistical analysis including the meane of student attitude responses
and frequency dism'butibns were used to describe the information Obfained from the
surveys. Furthermore, t test comparisons were conducted to test differences of the mean
comparisons from the observations ‘of attitudes. This was intended to test the differences
- for traditional and non-traditional students as well as agriculture and non-agriculture

students.
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Students who completed four semesters and/or were continuously enrolled were
classified as persisters while those who withdrew or failed to re-enroll were non-persisters.
The persisters were used as the dependent variable and factors that lowered attitudes or

caused withdrawal were the independent variables in this study.



CHAPTER 1V
PRESENTATION OF DATA AND ANALYSIS
‘Introduction

The purpose of this chapfter is to describe the information obtained from students
at E>astern Oklahoma State College concerning their attitudes (levels of satisfaction) about
the college. Both academic and institutional factors were obtained from records using
surveys developed by the American College Testing Program.

This chapter will be divided into five sections. F irst, frequency distributions will be
presented for both academic and institutional factors from the Student Opinion Survey for
all students, traditional-age students, non-traditional students, agriculture students and
non-agriculture students . Secondly, frequency distributions will be reported in the same
manner with the same categories for the Outcomes> Survey. The third section Will depict
mean comparisons for academic and institutional factors betw¢en both traditional students
and non-traditional students from the Student Opinion Survey. Also, this section will
include a mean comparison for agricultﬁre and no.n-ag‘riculture' sfudents for academic and
institutional fact'qrs. Fourthly, mean comparisons will be reported for academic and
institutioﬁal factors for both traditional and non-traditional students as well as agriculture

and non-agriculture students from the Outcomes survey. The final section will be devoted
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devoted to reporting data (means) from the Student Withdrawal/Nonreturning Student
Survey. These data will represent the primary reasons for departure for those students
officially withdraWing and completing the survey from the fall of 1995 through the spring

of 1998.

Frequency Distributions for Student

Opinion Survey

The survey contained several factors for the studenté to answer, however, the
reseércher selected 13 pertiriént factors to obseNe from the records. There were 684
respondents to five selected academic factors. The factors in question were Quality of
Instruction, Availability of Instructor, Respect for Students by the instructors, Academic
Advising, and Class Size. In each case “n” represented the number of possible
respondents and “%” indicated the percentage of responses for that particular level of
satisfaction. Table 1 was constructed to illustrate levels of satisfaction for all students on
five selected academic factors at the mid-point of their second semester of enrollment.
Using the 'procedurés déscribed in Chapter III, mean responses were éalculated on ‘the
factors. It should be noted that on the average students indicated they were “satisfied”
with all five of these aéademic factors. However, wuh a 4.32 mean response, it was
disclosed that they were most satisfied with Class Size. Class Size exhibited the highest
level of satisfaction with over 90 percent satisfaction being both very satisfied or satisﬁed.
This was followed rather closely by Respect for Students with a 4.26 mean response.

Auvailability of Instructor and Academic Advising, each with a 4.04 mean response, were

the lowest rated of the factors.



TABLE 1

LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED ACADEMIC FACTORS
FOR ALL STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER

Academic Factor Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied No Mean
Response 5) @ 3) 2) : ) . Response  Response

n n % - n % n % n- % n % n % b sd
Quality of Instruction 684 232 339 317 46.3 89 13.0 17 25 5 0.7 24 35 4.14 .79
Availability of Instructor 684 194 28.4 329 48.1 119 17.4 13 1.9 8 1.2 21 3.1 4.04 81
Respect for Students 684 275 402 320 46.8 69 10.1 8_ 1.2 4 0.6 8 1.2 4.26 73
Academic Advising 684 217 317 307 449 99 14.5 31 4.5 9 1.3 21 3.1 4.04 .88
Class Size 684 352 51.5 51 .75 1. 02 0.2 7 1.0 432 .62

272

39.8

0L
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Data relative to traditional-age students (Table 2) revealed that Class Size and
Respect for Students were the highest levels of satisféction again (90 and 86 percent,
respectively). Even though none of the' five féctors scored below the satisfied level,
Availability of Instructor and Academic Advising were fourth and fifth consistently.
Availabilify of Instructor seemed the one to be concefned about in this case since only
73.8 percent of the students felt that fhey could reach their instructdr when needed. Table
2 further illustrated that non-traditional students followed a pattern much like the
traditional students. Again, Class Size and Resf)ect for Students were reported to be from
87 to 92 percent, while Availabilit); of Instructor and Academic Advising were less than 80
percent. Sirhilarly, mean responses were reported to be at or above 4.00.

Table 3 represénted agriculture student attitudes. Data from Table 3 indicated that
Quality of Instruction and Academic Advising weré a ciose second and third to Class Size
and were both very satisfied or satisfied (over 93 percent). Furthermore, the agriculture
students claimed higher ratings for Availability of Instructor than did the overall student
body (87.2 % to 76.5 %, Tables 1 and 3). In fact, when compared to the non-agricﬁlture
students (Table 3), agriculture students indicated a higher frequehcy of satisfaction in
every factor combined for both very satisfied and satisfied. Even though the non-
agriculture students’ ratings of satiéfaﬁtion was lower in magnitude, they continued to
have mean scores above 4.0 (considéred in the satisfied level).

Tables 4-6 represented frequency data for institutional factors for each group; (all
students, traditional, non-traditional, agriculture, and non-agriculture). Responses from
the S‘tudent Opinion Survey for eight institutioﬁal factors were observed. The factors

included Financial Services, Social Involvement/Activities, Orientation, Residence Halls,



TABLE 2

LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED ACADEMIC FACTORS FOR TRADITIONAL AND

NON-TRADITIONAL STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER

Academic Factor Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied No Mean
Response ) G} 3) 2) ) Response Response
n n % n % n % n % n % n % % sd

Traditional

Quality of Instruction 420 131 31.2 203 483 61 14.5 6 14 1 .02 18 43 4.13 73

Availability of ' _

Instructor 420 110 26.2 200 47.6 86 20.5 4 09 4 09 16 38 4.00 .78

Respect for Students 420 152 36.2 212 50.2 44 10.5 4 10 0 0 8 1.9 4.23 .66

Academic Advising 420 131 312 195 464 58 13.8 19 - 4.5 1 1.0 16 3.8 4.05 .85

Class Size . 420 169 40.2 210 50.0 33 7.9 1 0.2 1 0.2 6 14 . 432 .64
Non-Traditional

Quality of Instruction 264 101 383 114 432 28 10.6 11 42 4 1.5 6 23 4.14 .88

Availability of : '

Instructor 264 - 84 31.8 129 489 33 12.5 9 34 4 1.5 5 1.9 4.09 .86

Respect for Students 264 123 46.6 108 40.9 25 9.5 4 1.5 4 1.5 0 0.0 4.31 .81

Academic Advising 264 86 32,6 112 424 41 15.5 12 4.6 5 1.9 8 3.0 4.03 .93

Class Size 264 103 39.0 142 53.8 18 6.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.4 433 .60

L



TABLE 3

LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED ACADEMIC FACTORS FOR AGRICULTURE
AND NON-AGRICULTURE STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER

Very Satisfied

Academic Factor Total Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied Mean
Response (5) 4) 3) 2) g (1) Response  Response
n n % n % n % n % n % % % sd

Agriculture : : .

Quality of Instruction 78 34 43.6 39 50.0 4 5.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 3. 440 57

Availability of ' ' |

Instructor 78 30 385 38 48.7 9 11.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 3 4.28 .63

Respect for Students 78 36 46.1 31 39.7 10 12.8 0 0.0 0 00 I 13 4.34 .70

Academic Advising 78 34 43.6 38 50.0 4 5.1 1 13 0. 0.0 1 13 4.36 .63

Class Size 78 . 39 50.0 35 449 3 3.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 13 4.47 .55
Non-Agriculture .

Quality of Instruction 606 198 32.7 278 459 85 14.0 19 3.1 1 02 25 4.1 4.12 .70

Availability of -

Instructor 606 164 27.1 291 48.0 110 18.2 13 2.1 8 13 20 33 4.01 74

Respect for Students 606 239 354 289 47.7 58 96 8 1.3 4 0.7 8 1.3 4.25 72

Academic Advising 606 183 30.2 268 442 95 15.7 29 4.8 9 1.5 22 36 4.01 .90

Class Size 606 233 384 317 523 48 7.9 1 0.2 1 0.2 6 1.0 430 62
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CareerPianning, Student Employment Services, Cafeteria, and Parking Facilities. In this
case, varying numbers represented each factor in the tables due to many students
v conéidering themselvés to be nof applicable to the particular situation.

Table 4 was conSffucted to illustrate levels of satisfaction on selected institutional
factnrs fof all students at mid-second semester.' The highest raﬁng of satisfaction for all
students for institutional factors shown in Student Employment, (91% satisfied and a mean
score of 4.34), while the Cafeteria easily was rgted the lowest (36.8 % satisfied with a
mean score of 2.81). Empirically, thereb wés‘ more inconsistency for institutional factors
than fnr‘ academic factors. In addition, Financfal Sé_rvices, C}areer Planning, Social
- Involvement, and Orientation exhibited means above a 3.67 which‘ represented the
- satisfied level. In contrast, Cafeteria Services, Parking Facilities and Residence Halls
reported means of less than 3.5. Thi‘s reAVealed a Neutral mean, although this may not be
as neutral as there are as many dissatisfied attitudes as there are satisfied attitudes. One
note of interest is that many students have considered financial reasons as being a primary
' reaéon for departure, yet Financial Services received a high rating of satisfaction. This
could agfee with Demos (1964) and Gum ’(1973) in that many ‘students offeréd financial
reasons for leaving college as a socially acceptable reason. - However, it could be that
money management or lack of planning was the problem.

When considering traditional students for insfituﬁonal factors (Table 5), it was
observed that Cafeteria, Parking and Residence Halls disclosed mean scores below 3.5 and
~ Orientation approached the 3.5 level of satisfaction. In fact, both Cafeteria Services and
Parking Facilities were below the 3.0 rating of satisfaction. This could be interpreted that

more students were dissatisfied than satisfied with these factors. This was definitely true



TABLE 4

LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS
FOR ALL STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER

Institutional Factor Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied Mean
Response ) 4) 3) 2) , Response Response
n n % n % n Y% n % n % n._ % X sd
Financial Services 684 ‘186 433 140 325 63 147 24 56 17 4.0 254 371 4.06 1.05
Social Involvement/Activities . 684 A 45 19.9 130 575 42 186 7 3.1 2 0.9 458 670 3.88 75
Orientation . 684 . ‘78 17.2 225 497 109 ‘24.1 27 v 6.0 14 3.1 231 33.8 3.67 .87
Residence Halls 684 23 125 88 478 31 16.9 28 15.2, 14 7.6 500 73.1 3.39 . 1.13
Career Planning 684 53 35.1 80 530 15 9.9 3 2.0. .0 . 0.0 533 77.9 4.21 .69
Student Employment 684 72 ) 49.6 60 414 8 5.5 3 2.1 2 1.4 539 78.8: - 4.34 .78
Cafeteria 684 26 "_:7.5‘ 101 293 91 264 S70 203 57 16.5 339 - 496 2.81 1.16
Parking Facilities 684 50 9.0 205 369 114 205 119 21 4 68 12.2 128 18.7 3.08 1.18

Note: “n” may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying numbers of responses

SL



TABLE 5

LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS FOR TRADITIONAL AND
NON-TRADITIONAL STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER

Institutional Factor Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied ~ Very Dissatisfied No Mean
Response ) ’ 4) (3) 2) 1) Response Response
n n % n % n % v n % n % n % b4 sd

Traditional - '

Financial Services 420 " 96 38.2 86 343 39 155 19 76 i 6 2.4 169 402 4.02 1.00
Sociﬁl Involvement/ Activities 420 39 222 94 534 360 171 5 28 2 1.1 244 581 3.92 79
Orientation 420 39 128 152 498 78 - 256 18 5.9 9 30 115 274 3.59 85
Residence Halls . 420 25 15.8 71 449 27 171 2 139 11 70 262 624 3.48 1.13
Career Planning 420 30 31.6 48 505 9 95 0 | 0.0 0 00 325 774 423 .62
Student Employment 420 . 46 474 38 392 5 5.2 2 - 2.Zi .0 ° 00 323 -769 4.39 .70
Cafeteria - 420 8 =~ 34 56 239 64 274 60 256 43 184 186 | 443 2.62 1.08
Parking Facilities 420 27 75 119 331 75 209 8§ 228 v ‘4_9 13.7 61 145 297 1.19
Non-Traditional _

Financial Services 264 90 474 54 284 24 126 5 2.6 11 58 74 28.0 4.10 1.11
Social Involvement/ Activities 264 6 10.2 36 610 12203 2 3.4 0 0.0 205 777 3.80 .58
Orientation : 264 39 >24.4 73 456 31 194 9 . 56 5 31 104 394 3.79 .89
Residence Halls 264 4 10.0 17 425 6 150 6 150 3 75 224 849 3.33 1.10
Career Planning 264 23 349 32 485 6 9.1 3 4.6 0 0.0 198 75.0 417 .76
Student Employment 264 26 . 4438 22 379 3 52 1 1.17 2 35 206 78.0 425 .87
Cafeteria 264 18 15.4 45 385 27 231 10 8.6 14 12.0 147 557 3.29 1.19
Parking Facilities 264 23 11.1 86 413 39 188 37 178 19 9.1 56 212 3.25 1.15

oL
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for the Cafeteria (only 27.3 % satisﬁed or very satisﬁed), but the frequency of satisfied
students for Parking revealed 40.6 % satisﬁed or very satisfied, while 36.5 % were
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied. The reason for the mean being slightly less than 3.0 was
that there was a higher percentage of very dissatisfied versué very satisfied (13.7 % to
7.5 %). |

Furthermore, Table 5 depiéted non-traditional students in which they followed
much the same pattern as the_tradiﬁonal studen;s, except for Cafeterfa Services. Cafeteria
ratings continuéd to be low, yet thé frequency percentage of satisfaétionrlevels were much
higher (53.9 % satisfied) for non-traditional‘thar-l ;rﬁditional students (27.3 %, almost
double). In addition, mean scores for non-traditibnal students were higher than for
traditional students (3.29 versus 2.62). One can only speculate why this would occur.
Possibly, older students were more mature and understanding of feeding large numbers in
a cafeteria setting. Another reason may be that they were simply more appreciative after
they have been away from home and eaten their own cookiﬁg for a few years.

Table 6 illustrated the levels of satisfaction for institutidnal factors for both
agricultﬁre and non—agﬁcultufe studénts'. One hundred percent of the agriculture students,
affected by jobs on campus, were very satisfied or satisfied with Student Employment
Services, thus rendered the highest mean score for institutional services (4.5). Financial
Services, Social Involvement, and Career Pianning rz;ted highly (above 72 percent) for
satisfaction with each factor, even though they did not rank as high as Student
Employment (100%). Consistent with all students as well as traditional and non-
traditional students, agriculture students indicated that Cafeteria, Parking and Residence

Halls ranked the lowest in satisfaction. Less than 17 percent of the agriculture students



TABLE 6

LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS FOR AGRICULTURE
AND NON-AGRICULTURE STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER

Institutional Factor “Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied : Very Dissatisfied No Mean
Response (5) 4) 3) (2) H Response Response
n n % n % n % n % n % n % b sd
Agriculture
Financial Services .78 19 . 373 18 353 6 11.8 5 98 0 0.0 27 346 - 398 .99
Social Involvement/Activities 78 9 - 225 21 525 7 17.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 38 487 4.07 .64
Orientation 78 9 16.4 27 49.1 13 236 2 3.6 3 55 23 295 3.73 .83
Residence Halls 78 4 129 14 45.2 6 19.4 4 129 ’ 2 6.5 47 603 3.43 1.03
Career Planning 78 7 35.0 12 60.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 ‘58 74.4 4.43 A7
Student Employment 78 10 50.0 10 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 00 58. 74.4 4.5 49
Cafeteria -78 1 2.0 7 14.3 16 = 327 11 224 ‘14 28.6 29 372 237 .95
Parking Facilities 78 7 5 7.8 25 39.1 14 219 10 15.6> 8 12.5 14 18.0 3.17 1.12
Non-Agriculture ' . : _ _ :
Financial Services 606 - 167 43.7 122 319 57 14.9 19 5.0 17 45 224 370 4.06 1.03
Social Involvement/Activities - 606 37 19.8 108 57.1 35 - 185 7 3.7 2 1.1 417 688 3.90 72
Orientation 606 69 17.3 198 49.6 96 24.1 25 6.3 11 2.8 207 342 3.72 .80
Residence Halls 606 25 15.8v 74 46.8 23 14.6 24 152 12 7.6 448 739 3.63 1.14
Career Planning . 606 46 349 68 51.5 15 114 3 23 0 00 474 782 4.19 .69
Student Employment 606 62 49.6 50 40.0 8 6.4 3 24 2 1.6 481 794 433 .61
Cafeteria 606 25 8.5 94 31.8 - 75 253 59 199 43 145 310 512  3.00 | 111

Parking Facilities 606 45 9.1 180 364 100 202 109 221 60 122 112 185 3.08 1.16
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. were satisfied with the Cafeteria, while Parking and Residence Halls faired much better at
46.9 and 58.1 percent, respectivejy, yet were lower than the other five factors. In
addition, mean scores of 2.37, 3.17, and 3:43 for Cafeteria, Parking, and Residence Halls

revealed a less than satisfied level.

Means and percentages for non-agriculture students appeared to be similar to

those of agriculture students, except for Cafeteﬁa and Career Plé.nning’ (Table 6).
Agriculture students iﬁdicated a higher satisfaction level for Career Planning, 95 percent
while non-agriculture students reported a 80.8 percent satisfied response.

~ In contrast, non-agriculture students rated the Cafeteria mﬁéh higher than the
Agriculture students (means of 3.00 compared to 2.37). Again, Student Employment was
indicated as the highest level for non-agriculture students with b_ver nearly 90 percent
satisfaction and a mean response of 4.33. Finally, we observed that non-agriculture
students, ranked Financial Services second with a satisfaction level of 75.6 percent in the

very satisfied or satisfied category.

Frequency Distributions for the

Outcomes Survey.

Frequency data for all studerits, traditional, non-traditional, agriculture, and non-
agriculture with both academic and institutional factors are reported in Tables 7-12
regarding the Outcomes Survey at graduation. Tables 7-9 display the academic factors
and Tables 10-12 exhibit the results for the institutional factors. There were 689

respondents that completed the survey for the academic factors, whereas varied numbers
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of respondents completed the institutional factors. This was dependent upon the relativity
to each respondent.

Table 7 illustrated that every academic factor depicted an eighty percent or higher
rating for very satisfied and satisfied combined from all the students. The highest rating
was Class Size (mean response of 4.3 1) tvhile the lowest level cf satisfaction was for
Availability of Instructor (4.13). In fact, the frequency ratings at graduation for academic
scores were similar to the aczi‘demic ratings for the Student Opinion Survey at mid-second
semester. Even though the mean scores and percentages of satisfaction were considerably
high for all academic factors, one mey want to be cautious of the lowest rating whenever
retention percentages decline abruptly.

Table 8 indicated that traditional students level of satisfaction records for the
Outcomes Survey indicated that they were much like all the students in regard that Class
Size (mean response of 4.35) and Respect for Students (4.24) rated higher than
Availability of Instructor, Quality of Instruction, and quality of Academic Advising (4.18,
4.13, and 4.19, respectively). However, the percentage of acceptable satisfaction levels
continued to b'e easily above eighty-five percent.

Class Size continued to be the highest fiequency for both mean score and level of
satisfaction, 4.29 and 89.4 % for non-traditicnali students. Furthermore, Availability of
Instructor had the lowest attitude rating with a 4.69 and a level of satisfaction percentage
of 78.5 percent. In comparison, traditional students recorded the lowest mean score for-
Quality of Instruction (4.13), while non-traditional students scored Availability of
Instructor as the lowest mean score (4.09). However, in both cases, mean scores were

above a 4.0 (satisfied) and percentage of satisfied or better was above 78 %.



TABLE 7

LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED ACADEMIC FACTORS
FOR ALL STUDENTS AT GRADUATION

Academic Factor Total - Very Satisfied - Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied No Mean
Response (5) 4) 3) 2) )] Response  Response

n n Y% - n % n % n % n % n % b sd
Quality of Instruction - 689. 231 335 367 533 72 10.5 16 2.3 2 .03 1 2 4.17 73
Availability of Instructor 689 247 35.8 317 46.0 93 13.5 21 3.1 8 1.2 3 4 4.13 .83
Respect for Students 689 282 40.9 319 46.3 63 9.1 18 2.6 5 0.7 2 : 3 424 .78
Academic Advising 689 285 41.4 293 42.5 70 . 102 21 3.1 12 - 1.7 8 12 420 .87
Class Size 689 284 412 334 48.5 61 8.9 6 0.9 0 0.0 4 6 4.31 .66

18



TABLE 8

LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED ACADEMIC FACTORS FOR TRADITIONAL

AND NON-TRADITIONAL STUDENTS AT GRADUATION

Academic Factor Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied  Very Dissatisfied No Mean
Response (5) “4) 3) 2) §)] " Response Response
n n % n - % n % n % n % n % % sd
Traditional 326 95 29.1 188 57.7 34 104 9 2.8 0 0.0 O 0 4,13 .70
Quality of Instruction .
Availability of 326 117 359 163 50.0 36 11.0 7 2.1 3 0.9 0 0 4.18 78
Instructor
326 . 129 39.6 158 485 30 9.2 7 2.2 2 0.6 0 0 424 75
Respect for Students
326 131 40.2 149 457 29 8.9 11 34 5 1.5 I 3 4.19 .86
Academic Advising
326 143 43.9 154 472 26 8.0 2 0.6 0 0.0 1 3 435 .66
Class Size
Non-Traditional 349 132 378 171 49.0 36 10.3 7 2.0 2 0.6 1 3 421 .76
Quality of Instruction : »
Auvailability of 349 127 36.4 147 421 55 15.6 13 3.7 5 1.4 2 .6 4.09 .89
Instructor
349 151 43.3 151 433 32 9.2 11 32 3 0.9 1 3 424 82
Respect for Students
349 150 43.0 137 393 40 115 10 29 7 2.0 5 1.4 4.20 91
Academic Advising
Class Size 349 139 39.8 173 49.6 32 9.2 4 1.2 0 0.0 ] 3 429 .66

Note: “n” may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying numbers of responses

(4]
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1In review of the Outcomes Survey for the agriculture and non-agriculture students
it appeared that academic factors was consistently rated higher by agriculture students.
Each factor exhibited a mean score above a 4.20 and every level of satisfaction percentage
of very satisfied and séﬁsﬁed combined was above ninety percént (Table 9). Eighty six
| agricﬁlture students indicated Class Size és the highest satisfaction level (mean score of
4.41), yet quality of Academic Adviéing tied Class Size for satisfaction level with 95.4 %.
In contrast, all the students, ana b(‘)_thvtraditional and non-traditional students did not rate
Academic Advising as high as the agriculture students.

Table 9 depicted the non-agriculture levels of satisfaction for students for
academic factors. Again, Class Size topped the rating with a 88.9 % for very satisfied and
satisfied combined as wel} as a mean score of 4.30. Furthermore, Availability of Instructor
and Academic Adviéing were the lowest rated factors at 80.4 % and 82.3 %, respectively,
for the‘combined satisfaction levels. However, we should realize that in all ratings,
combined satisfaction levels were above 80 percent and the mean scores were above 4.10
(satisfied).

In contrast to the Student Opinion Survey where: Student Employment was the
highest rated satisfaction levél, the Outcomes Survey at graduation indicated financial
services as the highest combined satisfaction. Table 10 illustrated the levels of satisfaction
for fhe selected institutional factofs for all students at graduation. It should be noted that
Financial Services rated 75.4 % satisfaction with a mean score of 3.94. In contrast, all the
stﬁdents at graduation rated Student Employment next to last (mean score of 3.65 and a
59.4 % combined satisfaction). For some reason or reasons, during the time period of

mid-second semester to the end of their college experience, the attitude of Student



TABLE 9

LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED ACADEMIC FACTORS FOR AGRICULTURE

AND NON-AGRICULTURE STUDENTS AT GRADUATION

Academic Factor Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied” = No Mean
Response (5) 4) 3) 2) H Response  Response
n n % n % n % n % n % n - % % sd

Agricultufe . v

Quality of Instruction - 86 30 . 349 52 60.5 - 4 4.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 4.30 .54

Availability of

Instructor 86 31 36.1 48 55.8 3 35 2 2.23 2 223 0 0 420 .80

Respect for Students 86 . 34 395 46 53.5 5 5.8 1 : 12 0 0.0 . 0 0 433 .66

Academic Advising 86 41 47.7 - 41 47.7 2 2.23 2 ©2.23 0 0.0 0 0 4.40 .63

Class Size 86 - 41 47.7 41 47.7 3 335 1 L12 0-. 0.0 0 0 4.41 .62
Non-Agriculture .

Quality of Instruction 603 201 333 315 522 68 11.3 16 2.7 2 0.3 1 2 4.16 74

Availability of - |

Instructor 603 216 358 269 44.6 90 14.9 19 32 6 1.0 3 5 4.12 .83

Respect for Students 603 248 411 273 453 58 9.6 17 - 28 5 0.8 2 3 4.24 a7

Academic Advising 603 244 40.5 252 41.8 68 11.3 19 32 12 2.0 8 1.3 4.17 .85

Class Size 603 243 40.3 293 48.6 58 9.6 5 0.8 0 0.0 5 .8 4.30 .65
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LEVELSOFSATSFACTKDJONSELECTEDINSTHIHXONALFACTORS
FOR ALL STUDENTS AT GRADUATION

TABLE 10

Institutional Factor “Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied Mean
Response 3) Response  : Response
n n % n % n % n % n % n % % sd
Financial Services 689 189 30.1 285 453 106 16.9 31 49 18 29 60 8.7 3.94 .96
Social Involvement/Activities ~689 139 - 23.2 278  46.6 156 25.1 19 32 11 1.8 92 13.4 3.86 .87
Orientation 689 164 256 289 450 159 24.8 19 3.0 1 1.7 47 6.8 3.90 88
Residence Halls 689 70 19.8 164 465 160 453 38 10.8 21 6.0 336 4838 3.51 .99
Career Planning _689 140 22.2 295 46.8 156 252 27 43 9 14 59 8.6 3.84 .87
Student Employment 689 | 125 21.7 217 37.7 163 28.4 46 8.0 24 »4.2 114 16.6 1.03

3.65

Note: “n” may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying numbers of responses
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Empioyment declined. Again, note Cafeteria and Parking Facilities were not included as
choices in the Outcomes Survey. Residence Halls was consistently the low rated factor in
both the Student Opinion Survey and Outcomés Survey when Cafeteria and Parking were
not considered. For all students completing the Outcomes Sﬁrvey at graduation,
Residence Halls displayed the lowest rating of satisfaction with a mean score of 3.51 and a
combined percentage of satisfaction at 66.3. This indicated a borderline level of
satisfaction.

Table llv exhibited daté indiCating that tréditional students had higher levels of
satisfaction for Social Invqivement kand activities, than the othe_r »institutional factors, with
a778 percenf combined satisfaction and a mean score of 3.95. Astin (1977) and Tinto,
etal. (1993) reported that kinvolvement and full integration into social éctivities made a
difference in students feeling a part of the institutioh and would result in better retention.
This made sense that traditioﬁal students would indicate Social Involvement as a high
priority or aspect of satisfaction. In contrast, Table 11 showed that non-traditional |
students depicted that Social Involvement and acti\)ities ranked fourth for satisfaction for
the institutional fact.ors:. Financiai serices, Orientation, and C’areer Planning each ranked
above Social Involvement for these students while Residence Halls and Student
Employment continued to be the Iowest ranked institutional factors at graduation. In fact,
when combiniﬁg the very satisfied and satisfied leVels of éatiﬁfaction, .Social Involvement
as well as Student Employment and Residence Halls had less than sixty-two percent

satisfaction for non-traditional students.



LEVELS OF SATISFACTIQN ON SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS FOR
TRADITIONAL AND NON-TRADITIONAL STUDENTS AT GRADUATION

TABLE 11

Institutional Factor Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied -~ Very Dissatisfied No Mean
Response (5) Q) 3) (2) (1) Response  Response
n n % n % n % n % n % n % 4 sd

Traditional .

Financial Services 326 79 26.8 131 444 59 20.0 17 582 9 3.1 31 95 3.86 97

Social Involvement/Activities 326 74 23.8 168 54.0 55 17.7 5 1.6 9 2.9 15 46 . 3.95 84

Orientation 326 77 24.8 144 463 75 24.1 1t 35 4 1.3 15 46 3.90 .85

Residence Halls 326 42 16.0 113 43.0 66 25.1 27 10.3 15 5.7 63 193 3.53 1.05

Career Planning 326 61 19.4 153 487 82 26.1 14 45 4 1.3 12 37 3.80 .84

Student Employment 326 58 20.1 105 365 90 313 26 9.0 9 3.1 38 117 3.60 1.00
Non-Traditional _ )

Financial Services 349 107 33.0 150 463 45 13.9 13 4.0 9 2.8 25 7._2 4.02 .94

Social Involvement/Activities 349 65 23.6 105 380 91 133.0 13 4.7 2 0.7 73 209 3.80 85

Orientation 349 85 27.4 129 416 82 26.5 7 23 7 2.3 39 112 3.90 91

Residence Halls 349 28 145 58  30.1 91 472 11 5.7 5 26 156 44.7 3.50 .92

Career Planning 349 79 25.9 132 433 76 249 13 43 5 1.6 44 126 3.88 .89

Student Employment 349 65 233 106 38.0 73 26.2 20 7.2 15 5.4 70 20.1 3.67 1.07

Note: “n” may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying numbers of responses

L8
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Table 12 illustrated levels of satisfaction for agriculture, non-agriculture students
at graduation. Agriculture students continued to rank institutional factors higher than
non-agriculture .students at graduation. Agriculture students reported the highest mean
score for Orientation (4.02). This was the only factor repbrted‘above a 4.00 for either
agriculture or non-agriculture students for institutional factors at graduation. The
remaining factors were close, except fo; vResidence Halls (mean response of 3.60).
Furthermore, Orientation received a 77.4 percent satisfaction rating While Residence Halls
received 68.5 percent. The only factor receiving less than 70 percent, other than
Residence Halls, was Student Employment (67.0 %).

Non-agricultufe students exhibited similar rankings to the agriculture students for
institutional factors, yet indicated lower mean scores in each comparison. Furthermore,
financial serviées, Orientation, Career Planning, and Social Involvement were similarly
rated for bsatisfaction, yet were placed in a different order. Also, Table 12 showed that the
satisfactofy level for any of the institutional factors was less than 75 percent. Frequency
means of less than 4.0 were recorded by the non-agriculture students with the lowest
score of 3.50. This indicated that a fairly positive attitude for institutional factofs
continued to exist, yet did not exhibit as high of mean scores compared to academic

factors.



TABLE 12

LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS FOR AGRICULTURE
AND NON-AGRICULTURE STUDENTS AT GRADUATION

Institutional Factor Total -~ Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied ~ Very Dissatisfied . No ~ Mean
Response ) )] 3) 2) 4] Response Response
n n - % n % n % n % n % n % % sd

Agriculture

Financial Services 86 19 247 42 546 10 130 4 52 2 2.6 79 10.5 3.95 .88
Social Involvement/Activities 86" 16 193 51 615 15 18.1 0 0.0 1 12 3 _ 3.5 3.97 .70
Orientation 86 22 26.2 43 512 16 19.1 3 3.6 » 0 0.0 2 23 4.02 .75
Residence Halls 86 11 14.5 41 540 11 14.5 9 114 | 4 53 10 116 | 3.60 1.02
Career Planning 86 20 238 45 536 17 202 1 1.2 | 1 1.2 2 23 '3.99 .76
Student Employment 86 ‘ 16 18.8 41 48.2 22 259 6 71 0 | 0.0 1 1.2 3.85 .76
Non-Agriculture ‘ .
Financial Services - 603 170 308 243 440 9% 174 27 4.9 16 29 51 85 394 95
Social Involvement/Activities © 603 123 239 227 442 135 26.3 lé 3.7 10 v 2.0 89 1438 3.84 .90
Orientation 603 142 25.5 246 441 143 256 16 2.9 11 20 45 75  3.88 .87
Residence Halls 603 59. 149 143 36.0 149 375 29 713 17 43 206 342 3.50 .98
Career Planning - 603 1200 22.0 250 458 142 260 26 4.8 8 - 1.5 57‘ 9.5 3.82 91
Student Employment 603 109 222 176 36.5 141 289 40 8.2 24 | 49 113 187 3.62 1.04

Note: “n” may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying numbers of responses

68
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Mean Comparisons For Satisfaction Levels

For the Student Opinion Survey

Thé purpose of this section of the chapter is to explain the mean comparisons for
traditional and non-traditional students as well as agriculture and non-agriculture students
for the Student Opinion Survey. The statistical “t” test was utilized to test the difference
between the two ﬁeans of academic and institutional factors for the respective two groups
of students. Tables 13 to 16 dépicted these mean comparisons and noted the significant
differences.

When obseﬁing the Vsigniﬁcance between traditional and non-traditional students,
Table 13 reported no difference for any of the academic factors. Both Availability of
Instructor and Respect for Students indicated a .09 diﬁ‘erencé, yet was not significantly
different at the 95 percent confidence level.

However, when agriculture and non-agriculture students were compared for
academic factors at mid-second semester, differences were observed for four of the five
factors. Table 14 reported that agriculture students significantly exhibited a higher
attitude (P< .01) cénceming Quality of Instruction, Availabili“t‘y7 of Instructor, and
Academic Advising. Furthermore, agriculture students indiéate’d a higher satisfaction for
Claés Size at the 95 percent cohﬁdence levél. The oﬁly academic fact‘or that was non-
significant (P>.05) was Respect for Students. Consequently, it may be that the agriculture
faculty spent more quality time in and out of class _with students than the non-agriculture

faculty.



MEAN COMPARISONS OF SATISFACTION LEVELS FOR SELECTED ACADEMIC

TABLE 13

FACTORS FROM TRADITIONAL AND NON-TRADITIONAL
STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER

Traditional Non-Traditional t Test
' (t value)
Factor n X (sd) n % (sd)
Quality of Instruction 420 4.13 73) 264 4.14 (.88) 15
Availability of Instructor 420 4.00 (.78) 264 4.09 (.86) 1.38
Respect for Students 420 4.23 (.66) 264 431 81 1.34
Academic Advising 420 4.05 (.85 264 4.03 (.93) 28
Class Size 420 432 (.64) 264 4.33 (.60) 20

* = Denotes P< .05
** = Denotes P< .01

16



TABLE 14

MEAN COMPARISONS OF SATISFACTION LEVELS FOR SELECTED ACADEMIC
’ FACTORS FROM AGRICULTURE AND NON-AGRICULTURE

STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER

Agriculture Non-Agriculture t Test
(t value)
Factor n X (sd) n % (sd)

Quality of Instruction 78 4.40 (57 606 4.12 (70) 3.95 **
Availability of Instructor 78 4.28 (.63) 606 4.01 (.74) (347 **
Respect for Students 78 4.34 (.70) 606 4.25 (.72) 1.06
Academic Advising 78 436 (.63) 606 4.01 (.90) 434 **
Class Size 78 4.47 (.55) 606 430 (.62) 252 *

* = Denotes P< .05
** = Denotes P< .01
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Table 15 illustrated mean comparisons for institutional factors between traditional
and non-traditional students and showed significant differences (P< .01) for three of the
eight factors. Non-traditional students had significantly higher leyels of satisfaction for
Orientation, Cafetéria, and Parking Facilities. Ironically, two of these three (Cafeteria and
parking) exhibited low ratings when obbserving‘the_ frequency data. The other five factors
for institutional services reported no differences.

Only one of the eight institutional factors exhibited a diﬁ’érénce when comparing
agriculture and non-agriculture students. Non—agriéulture students significantly (P<.01)
preferred the Cafeteria (3.00 to 2.37) to the agﬁculture students (Table 16). Even though
mean differences Wére aé much as .20, the>yv were not significant at the 95 per;:eﬁt

confidence level for seven of the eight institutional factors.

Mean Comparisohs For Satisfaction Levels

of the Outcomes Survey

The purpose of this section is to discuss the mean comparisons for traditional and
non—tradition.alv students along with agriculture and non-agriculture students at graduation
frorﬁ the Outcomes Survey. As previously mentioned , the statistical method used was the
“t” test. Mean comparisons for the above mentioned. groupé are listed in Tables 17-20.

Traditional- and non-traditional students completing the Outcomes Survey
indicated no significant differences of mean scores for the five academic factors. Both
traditional and non-traditional students indicated mean scores above 4.09 in each factor
(Table 17). Therefore, both age groups were satisfied (> 4.00) at the same level for the

five academic factors.



TABLE 15

MEAN COMPARISONS OF SATISFACTION LEVELS FOR SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL
FACTORS FOR TRADITIONAL AND NON-TRADITIONAL
STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER

Traditional . Non-Traditional t Test
(t value)
Factor n % (sd) n X (sd)

Financial Aid 251 - 4.02 (1.0) 190 4.10 (1.11)- 782
Social Involvement 176 3.92 (.79) 59 3.80 (.58) 1.247
Orientation 305 3.59 (.85) 160 3.79 (.89) 3.44 **
Residence Halls 158 3.48 (1.13) 40 333 (1.10) .766
Career Planning 95 423 (.62) 66 4.17 (.76) .53
Student Employment 97 4.39 (.70) 58 4.25 (.87) 1.040
Cafeteria 234 2.62 (1.08) 117 3.29 | (1.19) 5.125 **
Parking Facilities 359 2.97 (1.19) 208 3.25 (1.15) 2.758 **

Note: “n” may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying numbers of responses

* = Denotes P< .05
** = Denotes P< .01

¥6



TABLE 16

MEAN COMPARISONS OF SATISFACTION LEVELS FOR SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL
FACTORS FROM AGRICULTURE AND NON-AGRICULTURE

STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER

Agriculture Non-Agriculture - tTest
(t value)
Factor n X (sd) n % (sd)
Financial Aid 51 3.98 (:99) 382 4.06 (1.03) .5394
Social Involvement 40 4.07 (.64) 189 3.90 (.72) 1.538
Orientation 55 3.73 (.83) 3.99 3.72 (.80) .0841
Residence Halls 31 343 (1.03) 158 3.63 (1.14) 9707
Career Planning 20 443 (47) 132 4.19 (.69) 1.617
Student Employment 20 4.50 (-49) 125 433 (.61) | 1.388
Cafeteria 49 2.37 (.95) 296 3.00 (1.11) 4.19 **
Parking Facilities 64 3.17 (1.12) 494 3.08 (1.16) .6023

Note: “n” may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying numbers of responses

* = Denotes P< .05
** = Denotes P< .01

$6



TABLE 17

MEAN COMPARISONS OF SATISFACTION LEVELS FOR SELECTED ACADEMIC
FACTORS FROM TRADITIONAL AND NON-TRADITIONAL

STUDENTS AT GRADUATION
Traditional . Non-Traditional tTest
(t value)
Factor n % (sd) n % (sd)
Quality of Instruction 326 - 413 (.70) 349 421 (.76) 1.42
Availability of Instructor 326 4.18 (.78) 349 4.09 (.89) 1.39
Respect for Students 326 >4.24 (.75) 349 424 (.82) 0.00
Academic Advising 326 4.19 (.86) 349 4.20 (91 14
Class Size 326 - 435 (.65) 349 4.29 ~ (.66) 1.18

* = Denotes P< .05
** = Denotes P< .01
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Table 18 indicated that agriculture students had significantly higher attitudes
concerning Quality of Instruction (4.30 to 4.16, P< .05), and Academic Advising (4.40 to
4.17, P< .01) than non-agriculture majors. However, agriculture and non-agriculture
students reported no differences for A_vailability of Instructors, Respect for Studénts and
Class Size, even though the agriculture sﬁidents had a slight tendency to have higher
attitudes for these factors than non-agriculture students.

Table 19 reported mean score diﬂ‘erencesb(P< .05) for Financial Aid Services and
Socfal Involvement from the Outcomes Survey for traditional versus non-traditional
students. However, non-traditional students exhibited higher attitudes for Financial Aid
Services (4.02 versus 3.86), while traditional students preferred Social Involvement/
activities (3.95 to 3.80). The latter made sense to the researcher because more traditional
students live on campus and participate in clubs, organizations, athletic events, etc. This
agrees with Astin ( 1975, 1985), Hyatt (1980), Billson and Terry (1982), Nowick and
Hanson (1985), and Webb (1986) in regard to students living in Residence Halls,
| panicipating and being more socially involved. Although, Residence Halls did not exhibit
a sfgniﬁcaht differeﬁce, traditional students feported a>slight1y higher (non-significant)
attitude (3.53 to 3.50). Furthermore, Orientatibn, Career Planning and Student
Employment reported no differences. However, non—traditiq_nal students indicated a
slightly higher, but non-éigniﬁcant, .attiulxde for Career Planning and Student Employment.

Data from the Outcomes Survey further reported, in Table 20, that 86 agriculture
students had higher attitudes for each institutional factor than non-agriculture students.

However, all factors were non-significant, except for Student Employment. Agriculture



TABLE 18

MEAN COMPARISONS OF SATISFACTION LEVELS FOR SELECTED ACADEMIC
FACTORS FOR AGRICULTURE AND NON-AGRICULTURE

STUDENTS AT GRADUATION
Agriculture | Non-Agriculture t Test
(t value)
Factor n % (sd) n % (sd)
Quality of Instruction 86 4.30 (.54) 603 4.16 (.74) 2.14 %
Availability of Instructor 86 4.20 (.80) 603 4.12 . (.83) .86
Respect for Students 86 4.33 (.66) 603> 424 77 1.16
Academic Advising 86 4.40 (.63) 603 4.17 (.85) | 3.01 **
Class Size 86 4.41 (.62) 603 430 (.65) 1.53

* = Denotes P< .05
** = Denotes P< .01

86



TABLE 19

MEAN COMPARISONS OF SATISFACTION LEVELS FOR SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL
FACTORS FROM TRADITIONAL AND NON-TRADITIONAL

STUDENTS AT GRADUATION
Traditional Non-Traditional t Test
(t value)
Factor n- % (sd) n 4 (sd)

Financial Aid 326 386 (.97) 349 4.02 (:94) 2.17 *
Social Involvement 326 3.95 (.84) 349 3.80 (-85 2.31 *
Orientation ’ 326 3.90 (-85) 349 3.90 (91) 0.00
Residence Halls 326 3.53 (1.05) 349 3.50 (:92) 39
Career Planning | 326 3.80 (-84) 349 3.88 (-89) 1.20
Student Employment 326‘ .3.60 (1.00) 349 3.67 (1.09) .87

Note: “n” may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying numbers of responses
* = Denotes P< .05
** = Denotes P< .01

66



TABLE 20

MEAN COMPARISONS OF SATISFACTION LEVELS FOR SELECTED

INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS FROM AGRICULTURE AND
NON-AGRICULTURE STUDENTS AT GRADUATION

Agriculture Non-Agriculture t Test
Factor n % (sd) n S (sd) (t value)
Financial Aid | . | 86 3.95 (.88) 603 3.94 (.95) .10
Social Involvement 86 3.97 (.70) 603 3.84 (:90) 1.52
Orientation 86 4.02 (.75) 603 3.88 (.87) 1.58
Residence Halls | . 86 3.60 (1.02) 603 3.50 (.98) .83
Career Planning 86 3.99 ©(.76) 603 3.82 (91) 1.87
Student Employment 86 3.85 (.76) 603 3.62 (1.04) 243 *

Note: “n” may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely v

* = Denotes P< .05
** = Denotes P< .01

arying numbers of responses

001
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students indicated a mean score of 3.85 while a mean score of 3.62 was reported for non-
kagriculture students for Student Employment (P<‘ .05). One note of interest was that
Table 18 depicted a higher attitude level from agricultureb_students for academic
advisement by faculty, but Table 20 did not éxhibit a signjﬁcanc_e for Career Planning
from the institutional factors. It may bé presumed that the majority of the agriculture

students were receiving their career advise from the agriculture faculty.

Mean Scores for Most Often Given

~ Reason for Leaving

Students that officially withdrew from Eastern completéd the Withdrawal/
Nonreturning Student Survéy‘ Students had the choice to chc;ose 48 reasons for leaving
from five different categories. The categories included personal, academic, institutional,
financial, and employment reasons for departure. Three hundred and three students
completed the survey during the time period of fall 1995 through the spring of 1998.
Records indicated (Table 21) that the same five reasons for leaving was given each year.
Thesé ﬁvé reasons were “Conflict bétwéen job: and college”, “Job écceptance” and
- “Unexpected expenses” as well as “Héalth related” andl“Family responsibilities.” The
mean scores were above 1.46 each year (1996-1998) for each of the five reasons. In
addition, mean scores of 1.14 or lower were rep.or:ed for the other identified items. These
items included “Dissatisfied with social life”, “Financial aid inadequate”, “Disappointed
with ‘the Quality of Instruction”, “Academic Advising”, and “Impersonal attitudes by the
faculty and staff.” These items were representative of the academic and institutional

factors in this study.



TABLE 21

MEAN SCORES FOR REASONS MOST OFTEN GIVEN FOR LEAVING

Reason 1996 (rank) 1997  (rank) 1998 (rank) Mean Total (rank)
Conflict between job and college 1.63 1) 1.52 3) 1.64 ) 1.60 (H
Job acceptance / full-time 1.59 2) 1.54 ) 1.61 3) 1.58 2)
Unexpected expenses 1.58 3) 1.46 (3) 1.49 (5) 1.51 )
Health related 1.52 4) 1.47 4) 1.64 o)) 1.54 3)
Family responsibilities 1.50 ) 1.53 2) 1.50 4) 1.51 4)
Financial aid inadequate 1.14 (20) 1.11 (23) 1.03 (42) 1.09 (28)
Disappointed with Quality of Instruction 1.12 (24)7 1.09 (28) 1.14 (19) 1.12 (24)
Dissatisfied with social life 1.10 @7 1.09 (28) 1.03 42) 1.07 (33)
Impersonal attitudes of faculty and staff 1.08 (29) 1.04 42) 1.04 41 1.05 37
Academic Advising inadequate 1.08 (29) 1.05 37) 1.11 (28) 1.08 31

major reason =3

minor reason = 2

not a reason = 1

201
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The consistent pattern of having the same factors each year is not particularly easy
to explain, yet could make predictions very simple. Three of the top five reasons for
leaving exhibited symptoms of financial trouble, yet financial services was earlier rated at a
satisfied rate. In fact, non-traditional students indicated it as the highest rated factor at
graduation. Appareritly, Eastern Oklahoma State College is offering satisfactory financial
services, yet finances for the individual students continues to be a problem. Whether or
not these scores are truly the reasons for leaving ér whether the highest scored items were
the most socially acceptable may be a question that needs to be addressed in another
study. However, in this study, one of the assumptions was that students were truthful in
their fesponses to the surveys.

Table‘ 21 further included mean totals for the three years and reported “Conflict
between job and college” the number one reason for students leaving college (mean score
of 1.60). Secondly, “Full-time job acceptance” ranked next with a mean score of 1.58,
while “Health related’f factors rated third (1.54). Completing the top five, “Unexpected
expehses” and “Family responsibilities” tied for fourth and fifth with a mean score of 1.51.
The three reasons that related to financial problems (conflict between job and college, full-
time job acceptance, and unexpected eXpense’s) rated first, second, and fourth, yet
“financial aid inadequate” ranked 28" with a rhean score of 1.09. Note, the two remaining
top five reasons that are related to personal reasons could not »be given assistance to the
student by the college.

In addition, Table 21 included various reasons that dealt with academic or
institutional factors. The factors that eluded to academic or faculty matters were

“Disappointed with Quality of Instruction”, “Impersonal attitudes of faculty and staff”’and
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“Academic Advising inadequate.” Each of the academic items ranked in the lower one-
half of the 48 choices by the students. Moreover, mean scores were less than 1.12
compared to above 1.51 for the top five reasons.

Lastly, “Diésatisﬁed with social life” could be an indicator to the isolation problem
that many students encounter in their college experience. Tinto (1987) indicated that the
main reason for leaving college was an incongruence between academic and social
integration for the individual. In this study, the mean score of “Dissatisfied with social
life” ‘was 1.07 and ranked 31*. Compared to thé above academic factors, students ranked
social reasons for leaving similar in their attitudes for departure, and was not in the top
twenty-four reasons for leaving. Therefore, the average of the students leaving ;generally

left for other reasons than academic or social integration problems.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summai'y

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the findings related to the purpose
and objectives of this study. After a review of the findings, conclusions and

recommendations will be presented based upon the analysis of the findings.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to determine and compare student satisfaction with
selected academic and institutional factors at Eastern Oklahoma State College from 1995

to 1998.
“Objectives of the Study

In order to accomplish the purpose of this study, the following objectives were
utilized.
1. To measure and determine if there were differences in student attitudes toward

selected academic and institutional factors at mid-second semester and at graduation.
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2. To measure and determine if there were differences in student attitudes of
traditional and non-traditional students toward selected academic and institutional factors
at mid-second semester and at graduation.

3. To measure and determine if there were differences in student attitudes of
agriculture and non-agriculture students toward selected academic and institutional
factors at mid-second semester and at graduation.

4. To identify major reasons for student withdrawal from Eastern Oklahoma State

College.
Design and Conduct of the Study

Records were obtained from the American College Testing Program (ACT) and
from Eastern Oklahoma State College to assess attitudes (levels of satisfaction) of
students. These records were from three standardized ACT surveys;, Student Opinion
Survey, Outcomes Survey, and the Withdrawal/Nonreturning Student Survey. The data
was collected during a three year period (fall of 1995 to spring of 1998). Surveys were
~ collected during the school year that seemed most appropriate to the students educational
experience. One théusand six hundred and seventy-six students completed surveys during

this time frame.
Characteristics of the Respondents

Students completing the surveys were students enrolled at Eastern Oklahoma State

College (Main Campus). There was not any differentiation for residence or commuter



107

design of the study, comparisons for age groups and major field of study were divided

and observed.
Major Findings of the Study

The major ﬁndings. of the study were divided into five sections. They were as
follows:

1. Frequency distributions for the Stndent Opinion Survey

2. Frequency distributions for the Outcomes Survey

3. Mean comparisons for the Student Opinion Survey

4. Mean comparisons for the Outcomes Survey

5. Reasons given most often for leaving

Frequéncy Distributions for

Student Opinion Survey

Five factors were selected from the survey that alluded to academic areas. The
factors of notice were Quality of Instructfoh,- Availability of Instructor, Respect for
Students, Academic Advising, and Class Size. In addition, eight factors were singled-out
for institutional factors. The eight factors were Financial Services, Social Involvement,
Orientation, Residence Halls, Career Planning, Student Employment, Caféteria Services,
and Parking Facilities. In each case, the researcher observed the attitudes concerning
these key areas that contribute to retention/attrition problems.

In all cases for academic factors, the Student Opinion Survey, at mid-second

semester, reported Class Size highest for levels of satisfaction. Furthermore, Respect for
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Students followed closely in second, except when comparing agriculture and non-
agriculture students. Agriculture students indicated Quality of Instruction as the second
most accepted academic factor. Also, agriculture students rated all factors higher than
non-agriculture students. Probably the most notable summation for academic factors
from the Student Opinion Survey was that each group rated all factors above the
satisfactory level (x> 4.0). Furthermore, the lowest frequency of Very Satisfied and
Satisﬁed was approxirriately 75 %, whereas the highest wés close to 95 percent.

In reference to institutional factors from the Studeﬁt Opinion Survey, at mid-
second semester, students consistently ranked the Cafeteria the lowest and Student
Employment Services the highest. Fof both Cafeteria Services and Parking Facilities,
students indicated they were displeased. Both factors reported means of three or less. In
either case, less than one-half satisfaction for both factors is alarining. All groups rated
four of the remaining five institutional factors above a 3.50. The exception was
Residence Halls. Only non-agriculture students indicated a mean above a 3.5 for
Residence Halls. These data indicated satisfactory attitudes from students for five of the
eight factors, yet Residence Halls were considered marginal and Cafeteria Services and

Parking were dissatisfied.
Frequency Distributions for Outcomes Survey

Data from all students reported similar findings to the Student Opinion Survey.
Again, Class Size consistently had the highest mean score and percentage of satisfaction.
In fact, all academic factors were perceived satisfactory. This was shown by a seventy-

eight percent or higher rating for very satisfied and satisfied combined from the
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réspondents for each academic factor. More specifically, agriculture studeﬂts reported the
best attitudes for academic factors and indicated Academic AdviSing as high as Class
Size (95.4 % satisfactory combined frequency).

In contrast to the Student Opinion Survey Where Student Employment Services
ranked the highest satisfaction for ‘institutional factors, the Ou‘;comes Survey at
graduation revealed Financial Services as the highest mean score and frequency for all
studeﬂts. By the time of graduation, students depicted Student Employment Services
second to the lowést faétof. Cafeteria Services and Parking Facilities were not available
in the Outcomes Survey for the graduating respondents. Traditional students rated Social
Involvement as the highest level of satisfaction while non-traditionally aged students
ranked Social Involvement fourth out of the six factors. Non-traditional students reported
financial services the highest level of acceptance, and it was the only mean score above
4.00. Agriculture students continued to rank institutional factors higher than non-
agriculture students. All factors were close, except Residence Halls, for agriculture
students. Non-agriculture stud_eﬁts followed agriculture in similarity by ranking
Residence Halls lowest, but ranked the remaining factors differently than agriculture
students. However, except for Residence Halls, both agricultufe and non-agriculture

students indicated positive attitudes for institutional factors. -

Mean Comparisons for Satisfaction Levels

for the Student Opinion Survey

Table 22 illustrates a summary of records from 1995 to 1998 for all factors for

~ both comparison groups. The data reported that traditional and non-traditional students
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differ in their attitudes for academic factors. Also, when comparing mean attitudes for
institutional factors, non-traditional students depicted better attitudes than traditional
students for Orientation, Parking and Cafeteria Services. There were no differences of
mean comparisons for Financial Services, Social Involvement, Residence Halls, Career
Planning, and Student Employment, yet students were satisﬁed.v However, Residence
Halls was on the borderline of being satiéﬁed (3.48 and 3.33 mean scores). Agriculture
students significantly reported higher ratings than non-agriculture students in Table 22.
Yet, the non-agriculture students preferred the cafeteria over the agriculture students. In
addition, agriculture students exhibited higher levels of satisfaction for the academic
factors, yet did not exhibit the same sentiment for institutional factors from the Student

Opinion Survey at mid-second semester.

Mean Comparisons for Satisfaction Levels

for the Outcomes Survey

Table 23 displays a summary of mean comparisons for traditional and non-
traditional students as wel‘l as agriculture and non-agriculture students at graduation. The
data continued to show no significant mean differences for academic factors at the end of |
their two-year college experience for traditional and non-traditional students. However,
agriculture students indicated higher attitudes, significantly, than non-agriculture students
for Quality of Instruction and Academic Advising. Therefore, upon graduation most
students did not differ in attitude on most acadetnic factors, yet agriculture students rated

their experience with faculty and advisors higher.
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SUMMARY OF MEAN COMPARISONS FOR TRADITIONAL AND

NON-TRADITIONAL STUDENTS AS WELL AS
AGRICULTURE AND NON-AGRICULTURE
STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER

. Agriculture

Traditional Non- Non-
traditional Agriculture

Factor ’ X X X X
Quality of Instruction 4.13 4.14 4.40 4.10%%
Availability of Instructor 4.00 4.09 428 4.01%*
Respect for students 423 4.31 4.34 4.25
Academic Advising . 4.05 4.03 4.36 4.01%*
Class Size 4.32 433 4.47 4.30%
Financial Aid Services 4.02 4.10 3.98 4.06
Social Involvement 392 3.80 4.07 3.90
Orientation 3.59 3.79%* 3.73 3.72
Residence Halls 348 3.33 3.43 3.63
Career Planning 4.23 4.17 4.43 4.19
Student Employment 4.39 425 4.50 433
Cafeteria Services 2.62 3.20% 2.37 3.00**
Parking Facilities 297 3.25% 3.17 3.08

* :p<.05
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SUMMARY OF MEAN COMPARISONS FOR TRADITIONAL AND
NON-TRADITIONAL STUDENTS AND AGRICULTURE AS

WELL AS NON-AGRICULTURE STUDENTS

AT GRADUATION
Traditional Non- Agriculture Non-
traditional Agriculture
Factor X X X X
Quality of Instruction 4.13 421 430 416 %
Availability of Instructor 4.18 4.09 4.20 4.12
Respect for Students 4.24 4.24 433 4.24
Academic Advising 4.19 4.20 4.40 4,17 **
Class Size 435 429 4.41 4.30
Financial Aid Services 386 4.02* 3.95 3.94
Social Involvement 3.95 3.80* 3.97 3.84
Orientation 3.90 - 3.90 4.02 3.88
Residence Halls 353 3.50 3.60 3.50
Career Planning 3.80 3.88 3.99 3.82
Student Employment 3.60 3.67 3.85 362%
.= p<.05

*¥* = p<.0l
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Furthermore, Table 23 showed that records from the Outcomes Survey (at
graduation) for institutional factors indicated differences for Financial Services and
Social Involvement between traditional and non-traditional students. Traditional students
reported higher satisfaction with the social opportunities while non-traditional students
preferred the Financial Services.

However, Table 23 revealed that when agriculture and non-agriculture students
were compared, agriculture students rated only Student Employment Services
significantly higﬁer than their counterparts. Financial and Social Involvement was not
significantly different for agriculture and non-agriculture students. As compared to Table
20, all other institutional factors did not exhibit significant différences, even though the
agriculture students consistently reported higher satisfaction mean scores than non-

agriculture students.
Reasons Given Most Often for Leaving

Meén scores related to reasons for withdrawal were reported for students that
officially withdréw from the college. Tenbf the 48 items were selected to be reported by
the researchér és shown in Table 24. The higher the mean score represented the most
often reason given for leaving. Thrée of the top five, out of 48, reported financial reasons
as the most often given reason for departure. Ironically, students indicated high levels of
satisfaction with the Financial Services at Eastern from the frequency data. Therefore,
services were provided satisfactorily, yet the lack of planning, budgeting, or unforeseen

financial situations had arisen and the students departed.
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TABLE 24

SUMMARY OF REASONS GIVEN FOR LEAVING

Reason Mean Rank
Conflict between job and college 1.60 1
Job acceptance/full-timév | 1.58 2
Health related 1.54 3
Unexpected expenseé _ 1.51 4
Family responsibilities 1.51 4
Dissatisfied with Quality of Instruction 1.12 5
Financial aid inadequate 1.09 6
Academic Advising inadequate 1.08 7
Dissatisfied with social life 1.07 8
Impersonal attitudes of faculty and staff 1.05 9

Major reason = 3 Minor reason = 2 Not a reason = 1
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Some authors such as Demos (1964), Green (1973), and Tinto (1987) have
indicated that financial trouble was really not an issue, but was an “easy way out” and
was the socially acceptable choice for departing; However, in a depressed economic or

-high unemployment geographical area, finances may truly be a legitimate reason for
leaving.

Two of the top five choices that were listed that did not relate to finances were
health related problems and family respbnsibilities. These two items are generally
incongruent with institutional ‘strategic planning and are very difﬁcult to determine or
control.

Some of the factors listed in this study such as Academic Advising, Quality of
Instruction, Social Involvement, Attitudes Toward Students, etc. were ranked low as
reasons for leaving college. Even though Cafeteria Services, Parking Facilities, and
Residence Halls scored lowest by the students, these factors were not the primary reasons
reported for departure. The concern we may have relating to financial reasons for
departure could be oné of the lack of financial planning by the individuals, not the
services provided by the college. However, financial planning Workshops for students

~ may be merited for future consideration.
Conclusions

1. Overall levels of satisfaction were nearly equal for academic factors between
mid-second semester and graduation. Levels of satisfaction in institutional factors were
slightly lower at graduation in most factors. All factors at most times rated satisfactory

except Residence Halls, Cafeteria, and Parking, which were neutral. This indicated
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students were satisfied with academic and institutional factors overall both at mid-second
semester and graduation with very little variation in any factors. Most were satisfied with
class size as indicated by ratings.

2. There were no significant differences between traditional and non-traditional
students at either mid-second'seméstér or graduation in academic factors‘and all rated
satisfied. Three institutional factors (Oriéntatioh, Cafeteria Services, and Parking
Facilities) were rated significantly higher by non-traditional students at med-second
semester. Two (Financial Aid Services-higher and Social Involvement-lower) were rated
significantly different by non-traditional students at graduation. This indicated they
agreed on a majority of the factors and were satisfied with all but Cafeteria Services.

3. Agriculture students rated all academic factors higher than non-agriculture
studenfs with four signiﬁcéntly higher at mid-second semester and two at graduation.
They rated one institutional factor significantly lower at mid-second semester and one
significantly higher at graduation thaﬁ the non-agriculture students. This indicated
agriculture students were mdre satisfied than non-agriculture students with all factors
(except Financial Aid Services, Residence Halls, and Cafeteria Services at mid-second
semester.)

4. Three of the top five reasons for withdrawal from school related to finances
(or job), but all only rated.as minor reasons. Identification of major reasons for

withdrawal was not accomplished.
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Recommendations

1. Itis recommended that current emphasis and support be continued for all
academic and institutional factors, except Residence Halls, Cafeteria, and Parking
Facilities, which need additional cmphasis and support.

2. Ttis recorﬁmended additional emphasis and support ve placed upbn
Orientation, Cafeteria, Parking Fécilities, and Financial Aid Services for traditional
students and on SoCiél Involvement for non-traditional studénts.

3. It is recommended additional emphasis and support be place on Financial Aid
Services, Residence Halls, and Cafeteria Services during the first year for agriculture
students.

4. More research is needed into why students withdrew, but current findings
reinforce the need for additional emphasis and support in ﬁnahcial areas.

5. Specific recommendations include:

a. .- Enhance Student Employmenf opportunities, especially for the
sophomore students.

b.  Survey the students to consider modifications for Cafeteria Services and
Parking Facilities.

c.  Utilize training workshops for personnel in Residence Halls to assist
with social integration, referrals and intervention.

d.  Include a financial planning workshop for students within the

Orientation program (within the first six weeks of school).
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STUDENT OPINION SURVEY (2-Year College Form)

DIRECTIONS: The informalion you supply on thit questionnaire will be kept compietely
confidential. However, if any item requests information that you do not wish to provide,
please teel free to omit it. Your Social Security number is requested for research purposes
only and will not be listed on any report,

Please use a soft (No 1ar2; lead pencil to fill in the oval mducnmg your responsa DO NOT

use a bali-point pen, nylon-tip or felt-tip pen, fountain pen, marker, or colored pencil. Some
items may not be applicable to you or to this 2-year coliege {community college, junior
college, etc.). If this is the case, skip the item or mark the "Does Not Apply" oplion. If you
wish to change your response to an item, erase your lirst mark completely and then blacken
the correct oval. Select only ONE response 1o each item,

Tmhhmmm_mh
Yot s

: 3 " ;
Bnﬁnw“nimmrswsmmhmh hm-nhhp
m‘m :

LR e

SOCIAL SECURITY

RACIAL/ETHNIC
GROUP

FOR WHAT PURPOSE DID YOU
ENTER THIS 2-YEAR COLLEGE?
(Select Only One)

INDICATE
YOUR OVERALL
COLLE

GE
GRADE AVERAGE

OMMWMM

(O Native American (indian. Alsskan, Hawslian}
() Caucasian or whits
Oﬂnmm.“ﬂw

() Asian American. Oniental, Pacific Isiander

L () Puertc Rican. Cutan, Other Lating or Hispanic

G'«: Detinite Purpose in Mind
() To Take & Few Courses for Self-impeovament
() To Take & Few Job-Relsted or Job-Required Courses

01’0 Tuke Courses Necessary tor Transferrmg to Anothed
2-Yuar Coliege

0 To Taka Courses Necemary for Transieming to 8
‘war Colisge or Liniversity

() To Compiete 8 Vocational Technical Program

() To Obtain o« Maintsin & Certification

() To Obtan an Associate Degres

() Other

NUMBER
(Identification Numbar|
[0] o] g|0|0
@0 @6 g|le|e
] @16 @|e|e
3] @6 alale
B @6 8|00
Ol @6 g|e|e
o] L [ 80|10
W ® glele
8|6 ® B|8|@
8|6 [c] elele
&G
% MARITAL
=} STATUS

INDICATE THE
NUMBER OF HOURS
PER WEEK YOU ARE

CURRENTLY EMPLOYED

O A- 1o 4 (3.80-4.00)
(B0 A- (300-3 48)
2 () 8- 108 (2.50-299)
= H () CroB- 200-2 49)
,,‘ Oc-teciise-1om
Qorwoc- 1100-148)
() Batow D 10.00-0 59

-L () Have Mot Estabinned
& Grade Average

T e S NS

WHAT IS YOUR £ K
CURRENT =

INDICATE
THE NUMBER OF

ENROLLMENT STATUS > YEARS YOU HAVE
geil AT THIS 2-YEAR COLLEGE?

ATTENDED THIS COLLEGE

FREQUENTLY ATTEND?

() unmarrea (inciuding
Single. ced,
and Widowed)

¥ e

() Separated
0 mn- Mot to Respond

: () 0 or Oniy Occamonal Jobe E‘F

0 Fuik-Time Stugent

401 vour
02 vears
0 aveans
0 4 or More Years

Bl () Pant-Time Stugent

WHICH OF THE
FOLLOWING WAS TRUE
FOR YOU AT THE TIME
YOU FIRST ENTERED
THIS 2-YEAR COLLEGE?

2-YEAR COLLEGE
DO YOU
CURRENTLY LIVE?

DO YOU RECEIVE
ANY TYPE OF FEDERAL,
STATE, OR COLLEGE-SPONSORED
STUDENT FINANCIAL AID?

(Scholarships, Grants, Work-Sludy, eic.) [ ’

itg () Entered Directly trom High School

() Entered afier Working for 8 Perod
of Tima (Excluging Summer Work)

0 Tranaterred trom Ancthr Z-Year
allege

= La] Traratoried m.m 8 4-Yoar College
3 of Unever

() Entered Atter Compisting Military
e

() Less Than 1 Mile

0 15 mites

(0 2140 Mites
(0 Over 40 Milex

® 1004 by The Amarican Colisge Testing Program Al rights reserved

4 () Day Cinsae (Morning
or Aflernoon)

] O Evaning Classss

INDICATE
YOUR CURRENT
AREA OF STUDY

PEODIPROODD
lpeeagrereec
poeooveresc| |

INDICATE YOUR
OCCUPATIONAL
CHOICE

PEPIPERREDD
PEHEDEOEREBREE

9¢l
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INDICATE WHETHER EACH OF THE FOLLOWING
WAS A MAJOR REASON, A MINOR REASON,
OR NOT A REASON, THAT YOU SELECTED
THIS PARTICULAR 2-YEAR COLLEGE

» MAJOR REASON
Fo MINOR REASON
1. | e NOT A REASON

0 O Convenient Location

() Ottared the Courses | Warted

0 Low Cost of Attending

(0 Could Work while Attending

(0 Good Vocational or Academic Regutation
() Liked the Social Atmosphers

0
0
0]
0
0
8 () Liket the Size of the Colisge
0
0]
0
0

O Good Chance of Personal Success

(0 Avaitability of Scholarship or Financial Aid

O Agwvice of Perents or Aslatives

O Aavice of Hign School Counselor. Teacner. Principal, sic
anied 1o Be with Frands

INDICATE YOUR RATING OF THIS
2-YEAR COLLEGE AT THE TIME
YOU APPLIED FOR ADMISSION

ERH O 1t Was My First Chorce

IF YOU COULD START
COLLEGE OVER, WOULD YOU CHOOSE
TO ATTEND THIS COLLEGE?

WHAT IS YOUR OVERALL IMPRESSION
OF THE QUALITY OF EDUCATION
AT THIS 2-YEAR COLLEGE?

. 2 () Gooa
i O Average

q'; () Below Average

it 18] v.f:mw:uu"

jesve Part nk Ita mhmm s
ammm wamwaquuiar

it, mark =k Have Not
IlymHA\!iuo«luu_

services

Pearsonal counseling services (lor per-

sonal concerns and

services

-

Job placement sarvices

Financial sid services

i a
and services

-

Library/learming rasources center facii-

ities and services

Residen! hall programs and services

olojlolo|jloclolo|lo

Studen! health services

(=]

College-sponsored tulorial services

Student employment services

=

Cafeteria/food services

Colleg: social

-

Cultural programs and activities

. College onentation program

Credit by examination program {CLEP.
elc )

Computer services

Parking facilities and services

ol|lo|lo|lo|lo|lol|lo|lal|o

Vaterans services

o l|lo|lo|lo|lo|o|lo|jojlo|o|lo|lo|lo|lo|lo|lo|lolalo

o

clole|o|lo|lolola|lalelolololololelolalo

olo|lojloc|lo|lo|jlo|lo|lojlojo|lo|lo|lolojlo|lo|jolo|o

olol|lolo|lc|lo|lo|lo|lojo|jolo|lo|jolojo|lo|lo|lo]o

olo|loljlo|loc|lo|lo|lo|o|lo|jo|lo|lo|lo|lojo|lojOo|lO|O

Day care sarvices

ol|lclo|lo|lo|cjo|o|lo|jo|lo|lo|lo|lo|lo|lo|lolol|lolo

o

o

(@]

L]

LEL



w mMOPT

ZIO0OTM W-=I<4 ZO WXDIPE <>T-H" OZ MEPT

o .

SECTION IV—COLLEGE ENVIRONMENT

Please blacken the oval indicating your level of ntishi:iion aith'mh of the following
aspects of this 2-year college.lf any item is not a_ppllcabln to you or to this college, fill

2 L £/ 8 s
T o- ¥ N «? :f &“"'&9 ,SQ‘ ‘;& F,
o [E/E)5/E/E/S
1. Testing/grading system 0|0 0 0 0 0
2 Couse conentinyourmaporsesot [ 0 [0 0 0 0 O f
3 Quaiity :L:;ﬂruct-m nyowmaior [0l 0 0 0 0 0K
4 3::3;—;‘.'! availability of your in- 0 O O 0 O 0
5 ;::2::;0’ the teaching stat! loward O 0 0 O O G
. Yariuty of seutees oftesd 8 s |olo o o o0 o
T E:r“l-u relalive 1o the type of 0 0 0 0 0 0
1| Eimesmmywenre |0 0 0 0 0O
jj 2. Availability of your advisor 0J]o0o 0 0 0 O
d| [ imgmremmemses |00 0 0 0 0
T zn::.;;w ofteredbyyourprogam [ 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0O
| Vo thosen sccupon 0 | 0] 0 0 0 0 0
5 13 g:'r;:fll sdmissions/entry proce- | 0 | 0 0 O O O
Flg| “Azmmesenger=r |00 0 0 0 of
1H I e L i id cjoc o o o Of
I e I
& 7 ‘C_I::’eueuulwwmsuonl publica- 0 0 0 ) 0 0
gf=| wiBulesgosemingsigmntzondieratc | 3¢ ' 00 0 0 O [
! g 18. Student voice in college policies 0 0 0 0 0 0
e oflo o o o o
g 21 Purposes for which swdentactty [ 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0
=l 22 :-.r.wnl\ security/salety at this col- 0 0 0 0 0 0

i ad

t L ey

GENERAL

Gint

REGISTRATION
2

Tt et e N\

W ey LRt Rl :
in the oval in the "Does Not Rpply” column and proceed to the ne:n item. Please
respond 1o each item by choosing only one qf_the six alternatives, = g

: L o &m:wummmu
. : o
; .:'?’? o
£/ x 3"?

Classroom facilities

Industrial aris/shop facilities {wood-
working, mechancal eic.)

] equip-
ment (compulers, lypewriters, elc )

Laboratory facilities

. Athletic facilities

FACILITIES

Study areas

Student community center/student
union

College bookstore

of ad h for

students

General condition and appearance
of the buildings and grounds

&7

33 General regisiration procedures

34 Availability of the courses you want

at times you can lake them

Academic calendar for this college
system, eic.)

36

Billing and fee payment procedures

a7

Concern for you as an individual

38

Antitude of the coliege nonteaching
stat! toward students

Racial harmony at this coliege

Opportunities for student employ-
ment

Opportunities for personal involve-
ment in college activities

42

Student government

43

College media (college newspapers,
campus radio, eic |

£l

This college in general

oooooooooooooooooooooo%'"'

QOOOOOOODOOOOOOOOOOOOOy‘*’_

oclo|lo|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|c|O|s
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2| 23

7

| ilodalalmlsiol: dolalalng

TERPDREDDEDDD)

17

@RE® DD

14

DROEEODDODED

13

DEOEEORDODED

12

DEROEDORODODED

1

DEDEEROODDOO®D

10

DHBOERODODODOD)

(elolalalolsiol datol sley

DERODEDODDODDD

DHOEEOOODODOD

DHOBEORDODODD)

DOHOEDOOHDODDD)

DODESODDOODD

|DHOEOEHOHODODD

DHOERDOOHOODDD)

DHDBHDODOODOD
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00 ZO+ FwaEx OX

-

UGGESTIONS .

e

)

w-dodw

=I= LOEXZE

DO NOT WRITE BELOW THIS LINE.
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COLLEGE OUTCOMES SURVEY

Please use a soft-lead (No. 1 or 2) pencil to fitl in ovals indicating your responses. If an item
does not apply to you, mark.“Not applicable.” To change a response, erase your first mark
completely and mark the correct response.

DIRECTIONS: The information you supply on this questionnaire will be kept confidential.
Your name, while coliected for research purposes, will not be individually listed on any report.
if any item requests information that you do not wish to provide, teel free to-omit it.

ey

- mO>»v

<rZ0O r—-0Zm9o O)ﬁf -“nown > mounc

f - L SECTION 1—BACKGROUND INFORMATION .

Begln by printing your name in the boxes in Block A Nex!. wﬁ!e

numbers in Blocks B through E and blacken the appropriate oval in

Last Name

Your Name

_ First Name M

e column below each box. C:
“an appropriate response for each item.

g blocks by selecting

E Birth Date

A

(Mark ONE oval In EACH column.)

" Educational Achisvements snd Goals

B Social Securlty E Major and ' B Credit Credit Hours
Num_bov Occupations! - H For Which Credit Hours Credit Hours
{Identification Number) Month bty | vear holce Occupanonm ours " ;cg':sw ot r':‘.r: :’r':m Acc,‘?":z.,m

] e — JO san. { Use the enci ’ site the 5 R I DR P

[TTHTHTT = DL e P T [Ee eI L 1]

40010 0 QIGEGEQ ‘3O Maren {00 @i@ E Choices 16 select the 010] 01010 | leaging zeros 010 006 0:0!

jejele o 0'0:010] [0 10 0|00 ] Sdalcodstaibet 9@ 00 e 80 01010 90!
31610 818 SIBiBlel o 1Pi0laiol ] mhaEEL | 31318 | Blole || ik 8 | °lele | %@

101010} {0 une e e | e, 0/

,_ @|®}@ 9 @{@g@g@ 2 O su 9 @!@ 72| o an one urons 819 @|@1@ e ® 9]0 18]
se o cogcliom | KlesKIEmET | S8¢ | g0 Sl o8| o
0 @!@ ol Gialolorbem | 18]1%10] | makmrgn /o /66 0 0]0 19

«‘Ql@l@ 9] @1@'@{@ 10 Nov. 0] 0} 010 0|00 [°] E@i@ K
CHRC IR 0i0'010] {00 |010]|BIOF [2Xe] [CRECHC) ‘ !0 @le!e Qi
H a Are you of i m Which race do Citizenship in which ) n Indicate your

Hispanic/Latino ethnicity? you consider and language do you I plans for the
{Select One) . yourseit to be? Residence 1 communicate best? next scademic yoar.

0O no o O Ametican Indian or Alasken Native O us. Ctizen—in-State Student : v O Engiish 1 O Pian NOT 10 Attend College (Gradusting)”
, o} Yes—Mexican, Mexican-American, % O Asian or Pacitic tstander 0 U.S. Citizen—Out-o!-State Student 10 spanish QO Pian NOT to Attend {Stopping Out)
| Chicano 0 Biscx 0 Resident Alien/tmmigrant O An Asian Language O Pran to Re-anirolt In this Cotlage
3 8 Yes—-Pusrio Rican 0 wnite (O Non-resident Atien/Non-immigrant Q Other Q Pisn to Attend Another College
§O Yes—Cuban, Cuban-American

O Yes——omer Hmplmclullno O Other or Race Unknown

PR

Responsibilities and Time Aliccations

Indicate the number of hours per wesk you currently spend

of Parents on each type of activity listed below.

i

i

Highest Degree You Have Already Recelved 1
1

i

Highest Goal You Had When You First Enrolied Here |

|

Degree You Are Now Pursulng at this College
Highest Goal You Now intend to Pursue in Your Litetime
‘l 1-5  6-10 11-15 16-20 21-30 31+

. 0 - 0. 0 .. 0. 0. OCourseReisted Activities (e.g.. Clase, Studying, Lab)
Litetime 0 0O © 0_..0 Q Other Learning Experiences {e.g.,
Goal - 05,0, 10707 0 Ocoliegeciune, {Polltical, Sociat,
O O someMignSchoolorless _ 0 0 O 0 0 O College-Sponsorad Events (e.g., Piays, Exhibits, Sports)
. .0 O +igh Sehoot Diploma or GED Cartificate 3 0 0t D0 077 0 O On-Compus Paid Employment Related 1 Major <757 %
O O some Collage, No Degrne/Ceniticate O 0O 0O 0 0 OoncenpmPaidEniloyment Not Relnied 1o Major
- Q0 0 ore X ’ ’ 2000 07709 0 0 O oft-Canpus Pald Empioyment Releted to ajor - 1T,
(O O associste Degree 6] ] 0 0 4] () Oft-Campus Paid Empioyment Not Reisted 1o Major
i 0 "0 "Bachetors Degree ? Q00 Q77 Q7 O Carsof Famity ta.g., Spoves, Glid, fisietive)
O O Masters Degree (MS. MA, MBA) 0] 0 - 0 [0} 6} O On-Comput Community Services (0.5.. Religious, Civic) |
N ¢ Ommmmaom 000 0 0 Omwm(«mmummm)

©1993 by The American Coliege Testing Program. Al rights reserved.
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1. Drawing i ighing
- and ideas

14. Acquiring knowledge and skiils needed for a career

C O 0 0 O 2 Developing problem-solving skills

15. Becoming.compstent in my major

00000 3. Learning to think and reason

18. Appreciating the fine arts, music, liWrature, and the
humanities

0 00 0 0O 4 Locating. ing, and

7. B ing my {

- 5. Thinking objectively about beliefs, attitudes, and . Di ing p ive and uses of my
000 O 0 values g obj talents and {eisure time - -
8. D ping my ivity, generating original ideas © 19, Learning princi for i i ical and mental
Y 0 00 and products S health .

0O 0 O 0 O} 7 tmproving my writing skiils

20. Devsloping effective job-seeking skills (e.g.. interview-
ing, resume construction) o

0 O 00 O| 8 Reading with greater speed and better comprehension

21. Learning about tareer options

00000 9. Speaking more effectively

22. Applying scientific know_lodge and skills

{0 O O O Of 10. Further developing my study skills

23. Learning principles for conserving and improving the
global environment

0 O O O Of 1. Listening to and understanding what others say

24. Effectively using technology (e.g., csmputers, high-
tech equipment)

0 O 0 O O} 12 Learning to formuiate and re-shape my lifetime goals

26. Learning about the role of science and technology in
society .

00 O 0 0 13. Develioping openness to new ideas and practices

28. Understanding and applying math concepts and sta-
tistical reasoning

Indicate your views of required courses OUTSIDE your major.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral. Neither Agree nor Disagree
. Disagree
Strongly Disagree
'— Not Applicable to Me

SOOO00O
OO0
OO0
STelslolelote)
oletololatotel

Required Courses oulside my sres of specisiizaiion helped me . . .

.. think'about my major in the context of 8 larger world view.

. . develop as & "whole person.”

. . appreciate graat works of (iterature. philosophy. and an.

. . broaden my awareness of divarsity among pecpie, their values and cultures.

SCOESTS

. . bulld & framework to crganize my learning within and across areas of study.
.. become a niore indepandent and self-diracted learner.

. . increase my knowledge of the earth and its physical and biological resources.

st indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about this college.

Strongly Agree
Agree .
Neutral, Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
‘ rSlrongly Disagree

O O O 1. This college has heiped ms meet the goals | came hers to achave.

O O O 2. #f choosing a college | would choose this one.

O 3. My experiences here have equipped me to deal with possible career changes.
O 4. 1 would recommend this coliége to others.

() 5. This coilege is equally supportive of women and enen

() 6. My expariences hers have helped mativate me 1o enake something of my fife.
O 7. This college is equally supportive of ali raciat/ethnic groups.

Q) 8. tam proud of my accomplishments at this colloge.

0

[oleolwlelslolelole
[elolalelolelelolw]
QOOOOO0
[elelelolelele]

9: This college welcomes and uses feedback from smidents to improve the college.

ol
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SECTION I CONTINUED

/\COLLEGE CONTRlBUTION' Indicate to the RIGHT of each ltem the extent of the ge's

leg experlei\ces both in and ou't of class) to your growth

13. Gaining insight into human nature through the
sludy of literature, history, and the arts

31. Developing self-confidence

my rights, ibil and
vr&vnlegas as a citizen

32. Becoming more willing to change and learn
new things

5. ive to moral i i and
ways of avonding or correcting them

33. Developing my religious values

16. Understanding religious vaiues that ditfer from
my own

34. improving my ability to stay with projects until
they are finished

17. Taking ility for my own

35. Becoming a more effective member in a multi-
cultural society

18. Learning how to become & more responsibie
{amily member

llege’ (i.e., your
. (regardless of the extent of your personal growth in a given area). . !
PERSONAL COLLEGE PERSONAL COLLEGE
GROWTH . CONTRIBUTION GROWTH CONTRIBUTION
= ' w s
F3 Fy
A N £ [ [z
f; & S £ 2
w g g g
~ [} ]
& [ 1 '
5w < < & i
Q E’ EAN & S
g !
S[212 g S
0 0 0 0 0OJ]O] 1. Becoming an effective team or group member O} 18. Claritying my personai vaiues 4]
2. Becoming more willing to consider opposing 20. Developing a sense of purpose, value, and
000000 points of?new ¢ 0 meaning tor my lite 0
3. Interacting well with people from cultures - 21. Learning how to manage finances {personai,
000 00| other (hangmy own. peop 0 family, or business) Y
00 0 0 00| 4 improving my ability to reiste to others O] 22 Dealing fairly with & wide range of people 0
0000 O 0 5. Preparing to cope with changes as they occur O 23. Developing moral principles to guide my 0 .
{e.g., in career, relationships, lifestyle} actions and decisions
: " N 24. Acquiring appropriate social skills for use in
0 0 0 Q O|O| 6. Deveioping teadership skilis 0 various situstions 0
( 7. Actively participating in volunteer work to -
000000 support worthwhile causes 0] = id 0
8. Learning to be adaptable, tolerant, and willing . D ping ive work i with
00000j0 to negolgia!e i o Y both men and women Y 5
0 0-0 O O}0] o seeking and conveying the spirit of truth Qf 27 ing my 4]
0000 O0ofol ™ E:::n;:&ezg::na‘:am of globa) and interna- Q| 28. setting ong-term or “iite” goels 0
11. Preparing myself to participste eﬂecnvely in 28. Ci ivaly ing both i and
O 0 (R0 0j0 the eleclgral process . O ideas . 0
12. Becoming more aware of local and national 30. Understanding myseif, my talents, and my
00000j0 political and social issues 0 ‘interests g my 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 5 Sk
0 0 ol
0 0 0

36. A a well Generat

34!
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Neutral, Neither Satisfled nor Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied

ary Dissatisfied

No Rating Possible: Not Applicable; Not Able to Judge

EIJOTM w=I4 mrok»-e 30 I»m-+4 -HOZ 0O

CO00 OO00O COO00 OO00G OO0Oo OOooOo 55650 ooooc

COo00 ODO0O0 COCOO O00O0OC COODO oODoO COOODD O0OO0
CO0C0 OO0000 OCOCO0O O0O00O0C 00000 00000 O0O000 O0O0O0
CO00 OOCOO0O OCOOC OCOOC COOo0OD OOO0OCO COO0O0 O0O000

.':_-,.,:l]‘..,_-

1. Facuity respect for students
2. Quality of instruction

3. Avaltability of facuity for office appointmaents

4, Concern for me a3 an indivedual

S Informal contact with faculty in non-scademic settings

& Quality of my program of study

T. Quality of scademic advising

B My sense of belonging on this campus
8. Clasa size

10. Flexibie degres requiremants

11. Services los victima of crime and harassment

12. Student mantal health sarvices
13, Residenca hall services and programs
14 Vetarans services

15. Language development sarvices 1of students whoss firet langusge i NOT English

18 Student health/weliness services

17 Campus AIDS education progrem

18. Freedom Irom harassmant on campus
19 Pwrsonal sacurity/salety on campus

20. College response to nontraditional students (s g, clder. part-ima)

1. Aules governing student conduct

22. Coliege responss 1o students with specisl nesds (e.g.. disabled, handicapped)
23 Campus simoaphars of sthmc, political, and religious understanding

24, Coliege social activities

25. Opportunities for involvement in campus sctivities

and
Caresr planning services

Personal Growih (Developing Seil-
uuununamg Seil- Dh:laln and
Anitudes, Values, and Goals)

Social Growth (Understanding Othars
and Their Views. Adapti
Tully to & Variety of Social Situations)

Preparation for Further Study
Praparation for Career

".SECTION V—ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS -

. Practical work axpenances offered in areas relsted to My major

g8y

services (ag .,

w

Maw student orieniation servces
Financial sid services

FEBER

: . SECTION VI-COMMENTS AND SUGGES'I’IONS
Hyouuﬂhtomuknwcommﬂouwmﬂoﬂl. pi-uuulhc&us pravidodbllw .-

"ﬁdlﬂmdwdmwuquuﬂmhmmmhmtmphu;mmh?
:-mmerwor- e ] it s
2 5 ] 12131415 18|17 |18 |19 |20 |27 |22 |23 |24 |25 |28 |27 (28(29 30
® ® [4] elejle|e|eljela|elalalalalalala|alalala
® ® ® CIEL R ClEIEIEIE I A el EEa
@ @ 8 glele|le|e|e|e|e|ele|elele|a|elalale|e
] ) | 8 3 1L gle|e|e|e|e|e|e|e|a|a|a|e|a|alala|a|e
® ol |6 fle|a|a|e gle|ele|e|e|e|e|e|le|ala|®
el ® 0| plale|e|e plo|e|a|e|e|e|e|e|aie|e]|e
alg|e|e ) ] a|a|e|le|e|a|e|a|e|a|a|a|e|e|a|alalalae
fle|8|e 3|88 ]E Ble|e|e|e|a|8|8|a]|a|e|8|e|e|a|a(a|a|e
@ 0] [0] 0] Qo0 (o xo3 oj Koa Kok ¥oll fo} fo¥ fol g0 {03 K03 0]
€] o] 7] @lalale|e plo|e|lelele|lalalelelale|e
2] 0] ] piele|e|eie|e|ele|eje|e|a|a|a|eialale
Q @ 0] plejlejo|e|e|e|e|ejeie|elele|elalolale

4 )

r'

Job
Parsonsl counseling services (8 g., resolving personal problems)

Mew student placement in reading /writing, math courses
Student acoess 10 Computer lacilities and services

Developmental, remedial, and tutorisl services. including writing labs. math labs

IS

DO NOT WRITE BELOW THIS LINE.
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WITHDRAWING/NONRETURNING STUDENT SURVEY -
(SHORT FORM)

DIRECTIONS: The information you supply on this questionnaire will be kept completely
contidential. However, if any item requests information that you do not wish to provide,
please feel free to omit it. Your Social Security number is requested for research purposes
only and will not be listed on any report.

Pleg§e use a soft (No. 1 or 2} lead pencil to fill in the ova! indicating your response. DO NOT

use a ball-point pen, nylon-tip or felt-tip pen, fountain pen, marker, or colored pencil. Some
items may not be applicable to you or to this college. If this is the case, skip theitem or mark
the "Does Not Apply” option. If you wish to change your response to an item, erase your first
mark completely and then blacken the correct oval. Select only ONE response to each item.

r— - ™~
SECTION I—BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Begin by writing your Social Security number in the la'rge boxes at the top of Biock A. . remaining blocks by blackening the single most appropriate oval in each case.
Then, in the column below each box, biacken the appropriate oval. Complete the '
u SOCIAL SECURITY B r RACIAL/ETHNIC E WHAT WAS YOUR E FOR WHAT PURPOSE DID
NUMBER AGE GROUP . FINAL CLASS LEVEL YOU ENTER THIS COLLEGE?
(Identification Number) AT THIS COLLEGE? (Select Only One)
l l ‘_‘ I T_] LLT Q' 18 o5 under () Atrcan-American or Black O Freshman O No Definite Purpose in Mind
1C ) Native American {indian, Alaskan. Hawaiian: O sophomore . 810 Take a Few Job-Related Courses
000 Q0 000 O O Caucasian or white ’ Junior N Yo Take a Few Courses for Self-tmprovement
@R 6@ @000 [Cx O Mexican-American. Mexican Origin Q senor . C To Take Courses Necessary for Transferring
Qe @0 008909 |C () Asian American. Otiental. Pacific Islander O Graduate or Protessionat Student to Another College
[ONONC] [O°] @066 Q2w2s O Puerto Aucan. Cuban Other Latino or Hispanic O -special Student : O To Obtain or Maintain a Centitication
8606 0680 [SEONONO) Cowo2s O other 0 OthertUnclassitiea. O Yo Compete & Vocational/Technical Program
OO0 0@ 00 €] [OCxnwas O 1 prefer not to respona O Does Not Apply to This Coliege 870 Obtain an Associate Degree
0@ 060 0060 C 2010 61 o Obtain a Bachelor's Degres
@ ® @ @ ® & @ @ 9] 6201 over OTo Obtain a Master's Degree
0 6ee ® @06 e © To Obtain a Doctorate or 8 Protassional Degrée
cee &6 B ] .
rwmw WAS YOUR E WHAT TYPE OF SCHOOL DID m: n MARITAL mmr TYPE OF u WHAT WAS YOUR
PRIMARY ENROLLMENT YOU ATTEND JUST PRIOR SEX ) STATUS TUITION DID YOU RESIDENCE CLASSIFICATION
STATUS AT THIS COLLEGE? TO ENTERING THIS COLLEGE? PAY AT THIS COLLEGE? AT THIS COLLEGE?
O righ schoot O unmiarries tincluging Singte.] | O in-State Tuition O ir-state Student
O Fub-Time Student O Vocational Technical Schoal O Mate Drworced. and Widowed) O out-ot-state Tuition O Out-of-State Student
. § 2-Year College O Marriea () Does Not Apply to This College 0 :rg‘le'rngléangl‘ Slu(;enl
T 4-Year College or Unversity O separates o Huzen
O Part-Time Student Q Graduate/Protessionat College O remate Preter Not to Respond
- Q Otnes : :
7 ™\
WHAT ONE SECTION II—ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS
RESPONSE BEST " INDICATE YOUR DO YOU PLAN . -
DESCRIBES YOUR MOST RECENT TO RE-ENROLL B eeT [112]3]a|s|e|7]e|ojoimfrz}ralralislasfsrtralrojzo
PLANS FOR THI T .
COMING YEAR? COLLEGE RESIDENCE AT THIS CotLEaE? QUESTIONS 18 AR EESAEEREARAEEERRER
. INCLUDED Yoiamis gie|eleleioleloieielo]|oleielela|e @0
FORM, PLEASE USE X ; X 19 : o @
0 work Full Time o Part Time ) Cottege Residence Halt O ves y 01R101610|0]016i8|010]0|0[01010[0]|016 (0
THIS SECTION TO
O Enrol m Cotiege , 0 Fraternty or Soronty House () ungecided RECORD YOUR olejeielelelelereijo|oioie|olele|erelo]e
O(CJb‘llamaJob and Envol in (7 Gollege Marned Stugent QO No RESPONSES. cle 8 g' 8 %‘ ? 8 E g 8 8 ((E) Cg G} 8 (g’ 8 gl ?
Cliege Housing [G] @ ORESRIGRIGHES GIOI01010101618I0161e 16
Q care for a Home anasor Family () ott-Campus Room o Apartment TWELVE ov:é'as ARE O|elelGIe|e|e|0|C|D|C|0|® (f} @e18|6|610
Other O Home of Parents or Relative g’:’g;ﬁg: BUTEFAECVIH B2 G1EI0|QIe18]6|010]|01e]e]e|010]0/18]6
C undecided O cwn Home QUESTIONS REQUIRE GlOIOIeIe o 1010Ie10 101010101010 01| |0
CHEHIGIGCIRIGIR GGG oate GGe G
0 otner THAT MANY CHOICES. G1e1e16)e & grele|eie|elofe G i
SIMPLY IGNORE THE OICIEGIGE [SeIG 010101616 grefe|e
EXTRA OVALS. glejojclojejelolciele]olelo 0161016

€:1996 by The Amencan College Testing Program: A% rights reserved
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SECTION lIIl—REASONS FOR LEAVING THIS COLLEGE

Listed below are a number of reasons why a student might leave college. Please
blacken the oval indicating whether each.of the reasons listed was a major reason, a

MAJOR
REASON

MINOR
REASON

NOTA
AEASON

" Learned all | wanted 10 learn at this time

0

0

o]

+ Decided to-attend a different coilege

," Health-refated probiem (famiy or personal}

Wanted a break from my college studies

Wanted to move to {or was transferred 10} a new
location

Marital situation changed my educational plans

Ditficulty - in
college

tation to this

! Uncertain about the vaiue of a college education

Commuting distance to this college was too great

©

Child care was not available or was- 100 costly

PERSONAL

Family responsibilities were too great

Did not fike the size of this coliege

)

Experienced emotional problems

/€

(

Feit racial/ethnic tension

Feit alone or isolated

@

&

Influenced by parents or relatives

|G

Had contlicts with my roommate(s)

2

Wanted to live nearer to my parents or foved ones

Wanted to travel

)€€

/
\

Dissatisfied with my grades

S

; Was suspended or placed on probation

22

Courses were too difficuit

olo|lololojolojojolo|lojo|lo|lo|lo|jolojojolOolO

23

Courses were not challenging

[} ol Roll Fol ol ol Hol Nok Nol N ol Noll Joll ol Noll Fol Nol ol Nol Rl Rol Rok Ne)

o

ACADEMIC

24

Inadequate study habsts

[@o)

<

25

Too many required courses

o

26

Disappointed with the qualtity of instruction at this
coliege

pl

¢

minor reason, or not a reason that you decided to leave this college.

Please reexamine your major reasons for leaving this college, and indicate the sing}é
most important reason by completely biackening the circle containing the number of
that reason. For example, if your most important reason for leaving college was 19
Wanted to travel,” you would biacken the circle containing the number "19” as ilius-

college

'MAJOR | MINCR | NOTA
B REASON { REASON | REASON
27: Desirad major -was. not otfered by this college C ¢ 0
.~ Desired ‘major was offered. but course cormtent . ) o)
2_5 was unsatistactory O O G
29 A ising was ina ¢} o] 0
.(4 30 Experienced class scheduling problems 6] C 0
21" Dissafistiod with the 1 of this :
.9_ college - 0 0 0
2
E - Coutd ngt find housing | tiked 0 0 0
@ -
2 Unhappy with college rules and regulations O - 0 0
" Impersonal attitudes of coilege facuity or staft 6] 0 ¢}
" Dissatistied with the social fife at this college 0 0 0
tnadequate facilities for physically handicapped O N O O
students i
.37, Did not budget my money correctly 0 ¢} 0
38 Encountered unexpected expenses 0 0 0
\39'; Applied tor financial aid, but did not receive it 0 0 0
-
g 40} Financial aid received was inadequate ¢} 0 0
o
E R
2 Mj : Tuition and fees were more than | could atford 0 0 0
e
42 Could not find part-time work at this college 0 o] 0
=
43 ; Could not obtain summer employment 0 6] 6]
‘44 Cost of living was too high in this community 8] 0 O
o
- 45" Wanted o get work experience 0 0 0
Z—=
g 46 Accepted a tull-time job 0O 6] 0
=y
o T~ ; -
: 47 Contlict between demands of job and coliege 0 0 0
b -
w 48 My chosen occupation did not require more 0 G 0

trated below. {Blacken only one circle.}

ﬂ Q Wanted to travel

| o |

Lyt
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OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD
HUMAN SUBJECTS REVIEW

Date: 06-30-97 : ’ IRB#: AG-97-028

Proposal Title: ASSESS STUDENT ATTITUDES ON RETENTION ASPECTS FOR EASTERN
OKLAHOMA STATE COLLEGE

Principal Investigator(s): James P. Key, Randy Harp

Reviewed and Pr d as: Exempt
Approval Status Recommended by Reviewef(l): Approved

ALL APPROVALS MAY BE SUBJECT TO REVIEW BY FULL INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD AT
NEXT MEETING, AS WELL AS ARE SUBJECT TO MONITORING AT ANY TIME DURING THE
APPROVAL PERIOD. ‘

APPROVAL STATUS PERIOD VALID FOR DATA COLLECTION FOR A ONE CALENDAR YEAR -
PERIOD AFTER WHICH A CONTINUATION OR RENEWAL REQUEST IS REQUIRED TO BE
SUBMITTED FOR BOARD APPROVAL. -

ANY MODIFICATIONS TO APPROVED PROJECT MUST ALSO BE SUBMITTED FOR APPROVAL.

Comments, Modifications/Conditions for Approval or Disapproval are as follows:

It appears that neither names or social security numbers will be given to the researchers. Fusther, the researchers
state that the survey data are extant data and released in a “mini-aggregate” form lacking specific identifiers.
Therefore, this application is exempt.

Date: June 30, 1997
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