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at Memorlal Unlver51ty -of . Newfoundland The stud; was con-i)

‘ d cted on a random sample of 66 stud its; - one year after they | -;P'
- '%éi;};k'_'. c.c mpl"ted Junio.r Dw{on.i Thlrty three of these students
AT -'z. - pe SLsted beYond Junlor D;vrslon-'g;:‘;ZEnging 33 volunta;- .
?-ﬁ;ii-m ;:_11y dropped out for at least ‘one semester. “In addition, )‘h-=:yfxi
| | "desorlptlve data con51st1ng of the sex, residence’ before Hl«* . ‘
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'attendlng Memorlal UnlverSLty of Newfoundland, hlgh schoo
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e graduated from, and h1gh school grade\ﬁplnt average were

Aiobtalned for an addltlonal 216 students. ' One’ hundred and,' ; \ﬂ_
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'TheJEnstltutlonal Integratlon Scale (as developéd by v
Ernqst T. Pascarella and Patrlck T. Terenzinl) was comple}ed L

by the respondents to assess'thefr—;unlor D1v151on experl- ': :/43;
BRI : 'l?nce;’at Memorial UnlverSLty of Newfoundland.“The 33 ', ‘_‘/xi
R :f.f L voluntéry dropapts also completed seven open ended questions /
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‘xfuslng the Chi- square Test pf Independencg: Data from th@ ¢b

3Inst1tutlonal Integratloq_§cales were analyzed using the Chi-

‘v

I )f square and the one-way-analys;s of variance statrstrc;l
: SNy

< /

, K ) . . ) . . N " L) .

—
-

T

S0 s
ﬁ?*\



/ ) E Y . /
/f IR ' protedures. Descrlptlve statlstlcs were used to analyze data L
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4 was not. 51gn1f1cantly related to hls/her deglslon to volun—
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. tarzly drep out or to per51st ' However, the ace. of re51-"
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dence pr:Lor 7_0 attendlng Junlor {Dlvz.s:.on ‘ug ,school

graduated from, and hlgh school gfade p01nt average were 5"‘“’,<f{}

)

1gn1f1cantly related .Spec1f1cally, more Voluntary dropouts"'§_5f
2'(1) had not - been from the lqpal area and Jere requlred to ;‘ﬁﬁ

F relocate ‘in order tsJattend Junlor D1v151on,-(2) had attended “‘:}A

LI

N more urban hlgh schooLs- and (3) had obtalned lower hlgh

- ' ..‘

_j’ B ﬂ.school grade polnt averages,'compared to the persxstexs.w_,:'7

‘\s
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L= Theﬂ! his beeh much study and concern over'un;verSLty B
: . Len oa | . c ' . < .
o - attrltlon 1n the past two decades (¢1nto, 1982). In Iact, T,
N college‘greSLdents ranked m&;ntalnlng student enrollments .
oL . - " , e T IR
Lo second in importance on a list oF 20 crlblcal 1ssnes fothflrl '
T L s < LR LT e /
e g e hlgher educatlon (Duea, 1981)v Such concern has stlmulated ek
T J . L f/h
".}“f"Afa\\., research into how such<;nst1tutlons can more effectlvely‘ Cie
¢ e KR ) e , . ¢ Sophen
N : L. I

-:'f, -servertherr students and hopefully lead more d@ them t0~.wjv \; .j'?ﬁi

o . : .
RS ‘m’“. - degree completlon. Dropout studles and polrcy orlented

’ 4 K |

coee ' 4

;:. L o x workshops conc!tned Wlth preventiop of attrltlon haVe become Vo
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" af

PP

“/;ommonplace.l Also, the reason 'for students leav1ng an.f~\"'q e
’ N i T
1nst1tut10n of hlgher 1eQ2n1ng‘grlor to graduatlon have been St

“'j: ';‘ o£ lnterest to researchers (Knoell, 1960 Summerskilr 19Q@

'Sexton, 1965 Spady€/&970 JHeywood *T971 Astln, 1975; 'Cope

l‘dannah, 1975, Tinto, 1975, Pantages. &-Creedon, 1978, and'
. > ,
Pagbi;ella, 1980). Such research has attempped to 1dent1fy “

. .iSactory that are re T'ted to a student 5 dec1s10n to drop odt' :
. . e . . ;

s

of ‘an 1nst1tut10n of hlgher "education prlor to completlng a

.,,.‘. .-—,,.; - o . R Q—J' o *

degree program. o A —_—

B ~. ‘ . \ \_’.r«
. .. The’ transxtlon from hxgh school to unaver31ty 15-63 ‘

'7“" N e

. - g .
o cal change'fbr many students.._Students enterlng a unxver e

‘e ; .
51ty for. the fxrst tlme"are thrust 1nto an envxronment whlch .

‘~

'15, 1n many ways, totally dxfferent from anythzng they had : ‘45';;h

"-.'h_}prev1ously eXpeglenced. Belng suddenly expoQEd fo a more ' f“l&'f'
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..1mpersonal edbaronment, ‘a totally dlfferent soc1a1 mllreu,

,‘”academlc envrronment.

'soclal,

I'.'new teaching and learnlng approaches, and 1ncreased academlc

. X
demands often results in students exper1enc1ng personal,

¥ et

and academlc dlfflCUltles. It is not uncommon for

'flrst -year unlver51ty stude:ts to feel 1solated lost, i '

- f.@ttrltlon dur;ng the flrst wear of unlver51ty

- ~as ,age,

-;and Pascarella,

“'Whlttlngton,‘1963- Baker '& Nldorf, 1964, Colller & Nugent,

ilonely, -and de51rous of ‘returning to- thelr prevxous home and R
Uﬁlversrty student %ttrltron rates
,tend to be hlghest durrng the frrst year (Curtls & Curtls,

1966 TLnto, 1975,£T1mmons, 1977~ Paﬁtages & Creedon, 1978,
* ' . -
1980) In addltlon, flrst year students use

AN . ‘.,I'.

- 7
campus mental health serv1ces ln greater nu bers than their.

.:;proportlon of the student body (Monks & Health 1954

(4

.1965, and Houstﬁg,.197l) -_Bosse, Crogham,~Greensteln,vKatz,,gﬁf

'Olfver, Powell, and-Smith (1975X*and Oliver and Burkham L 7~5

/

(1979) have showh that the 1nC1dence ‘of - depressxon decreases-
one

’. ! L w ~

w1th the gumber of years in’ school o '
H '] Pl . . .
Research has .shown that many factors affect student o0 L

N e
-

.

. Such factors

-

sex,,marltal status, hlgh school grade p01nt average,

t
14 . A}

L and 11v1ng arrangements have all been related 1n -one form or

r -L;
anoLher to Brogress 1n unrver51ty gpady Ll970), st1n (1975),; S

and'Pascarella (1980) report thatgstudents who do not become

+

. N |
socrally integrated lnto the univer51ty envrronme:t durlng L e

;‘Wﬁ thelr flrst year are more llkely to be voluntary ropouts N s

thah academlc dlsmlssals. ;

. . '

Thls study wlll 1nvestlgate ﬂhe relatlonshlp of selected

Lo b . o, . o R
. - . L4 A T

v . e . R ‘ . e L
. : . . Lol

.

personal and soc1al Varrables to voluntary student attrltlon




. D1v151on“

durlng Junlor D1v1510n at Memorlal UnlveISLty of Nex{oundland

‘(M.U.N.). Also, the students' leve1~of.1ntegratlon into the

university social milieu and its relationshlp to’ voluntary
attrltlon Wlll be examlned ' : ’

] + . . ) 2

Purpose of the Study

. v .
t - . . . - -

An 1dent1f1ed sample of Junior D1v151on students who

:'voluntarlly dropged - out durlng or 1mmedf;tely follow1ng com-f

pletlon of Junlor D1v1sron at M.U.N. will be examlned w1th

"the follow1ng purposes in ‘mind:

17 LTo determine the relatlonshrp between the .

voluntary.. dropo?ﬁ and selected pre unlver51ty
. characterlstlcs. : :

-.'.—--

. PR , e
2. To determine. 'if ‘studénts who voluntarlly dropped i.(‘Fj'”

out durlng Junlor DivisionWat M U.N. differed .
‘ from persisters -in. thelr experlences durlng
_their first’ year. - T ..

v

°
B

3. To ldentlfy those factors of .the Junlor DlVlslon
experience which are most clearly assoc1ated‘
w1th voluntary dropout dec151ons._

4. To 1dent1fy what seIVLces/resources can be
offered .at the senlor ‘high 'school level to
assist students in maklng a’morle’ effectlve'
transition. from senlor hlgh school to Junlor

- . .. . . .o "! (
v 5. To determine the chaqges/addltrons durlng e
.. »-Junior Division that would assist: Junlor
‘Division student to better adjust to the" S
rsunlverSLty mllre S ‘ PR L

]
¢

e Ratzonale and—slﬁnlflcance Co T

Teren21n1 and Pascarella (1978, 1980) reported that more

' :
- 0
4

focused research and'a learer understandlng of the attrltlon‘

.
~

-

.
=

.
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process.is needed. Better identification of the areas of " ¢ -

.institutional life which are most cfosely associated\with

student—attrition'would enable administrators and planners__

to use both personal and institutional \resources more economi-
"

cally and eff1c1ent1y
R,

The process of soc1a1 and academlc integration is. v1e%sg
as critical 1nf1uences in student per51stence. Persxstence/
withdrawal decisions are considered to be largely the'result
of a longltudlnal process of assoc1atlons between the student
and the academlc and, soc1al systems of the 1nst1tutlon, The

student comes to a partlcular 1nstrtutlon with’ background

characterlstlciyduxﬂm 1n turn, partlally determlne how the

N - ~ b3

S
.-

" systemSu' The nature,and quallty of these assoc1atlons lead

. .

to varylng degrees of normatlve and structural 1ntegratlon of
those colleglate systems ITlnto, 1975).1 Assumlng that. exter-_
nal 1nf1uences are held constant, the hlgher the. levels of

1ntegrat10n lnto the soc1al and academlc systems of an lnStl—
\ - N

_tutxon, the less llkely 1t will be that 'the student will with-

. N

draw voluntarlly Therefore, a comprehen51ve understandlng

of the components of soc1al and academlc 1ntegratlon w1ll

enable a more compﬂete understandlng of the attrltlon process

X

and p0551b1y reduce voluntary attrltlon." q- -

- ‘As spec1f1ed in the theory of cost- beneflt analysis,
1nd1V1dual dec151ons with regard to any form of act1v1ty ¢an -

* be analyzed in terms ‘of percelved costs and beneflts of that

. act1v1ty relatlve ‘to those percelved in’ alternatlve

“

.student Mlll-relate to’ the 1nst1tut10n S . soc1al and academchg"

‘|



I

both direct and indirect

men becomes ‘a decreasrng proportlon of the yearly dropout

\: ‘ ':‘~' - ‘

activities. Given the notipo that‘costs and behefits aré‘of

es and lnélude social ~as well as

1’

economic factors, thls theony suggests that 1nd1v1duals w1ll
dlrect their energy toward that activity that is percelved
to maxlmlze the ratio of’ beneflts to costs over a glven tlme

perspectlve. With regard to staying in unlver51ty, thlS ;|
perspectlve argues that a person will tend to withdraw from
unlverslty when he/she‘percelves that an alternatlve form oﬂ
1nvestment of . tlme, energles, and resources w111 yleld ‘

greater beneflts relatlve\to costs, oVer tlme, bhan wrll

remalnlng. Hence, a more - comprehens1ve underst Zdlng of the,

~ \

varlables that make unlver51ty "unattractlve" could have a |-

oo

f

51gn1f1cant 1mpact on the rate of student attrltlon.‘“
- ‘ ' ) ’

T4

group as 1nd1v1duals approach graduatlon.' Slnce voluntary'

w1thdrawa1 lmplles a. dec151on on the part of the 1nd1v1dual

that the benefits of the degree .and of persxsﬁence in the

Ay

1nst1tutlon.do not outwelgh ‘the costs of atténdance, it can

be argued’that'perceived'benéfits increase' as completion

N

- N '.' . N . + . v R -. o
~-nears. In a real~sense,.past costs. become an investment

. tlonal commL‘ment 1ncrea51ng as a functlon\of nearness to

_onge these costs have been\horne. As a result, the'per—
d

celved benefits to costs, other thlngs belng equal, would

tend to 1ncrease as one proceeds throu\h\unlver51ty There- -

fore, one.would eXpect to flnd both 1nd1v1duaz\and~1nst1tu-

completlon of the degree program, with the resultlng decrease-

Accordlng to Sexton (1965), voluntary wmthdrawal for o

)

o).
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in proportion of voluntary withdrawals. However, for.stu-
/

dents in their first‘year,,uniyersity'graduation may not be

as conceivable because of the time span involved. Therefore,

a first-year‘student who is not well integrated into the

' social and ecadem1c structure .0of the institutjon may be more’

\leely to drop gut vo{untarlly, since the costs of attendlng

Lt

“clearly represents lost or wasted resources. However, a

-51gn1frcant proportlon of undeszrable student attrltlon'

college OUtWEIQh the percelved benefits. A more- comprehen-

slve understandlng of the factors related to this 1ntegratlon -

..~rs crltlcal to better. plannlng on .the anverSLty s part and

-

better coplng on - the. studenth\part.

Not every declslon to wrthdraw from an 1nst1tutlon,

¢

4mrght be prevented through tlmelxﬂénd carefully planned ,E

lnstltutlonal 1ntervent10ns.\ Such lnterventlons mlght be !

most effectlve if those students w1th a hlgher probablllty

of droﬁplng out can be accurately 1dent1f1ed Pantages and

Creedon (1978) stressed the 1mportance of 1dent1fy1ng hlgh_

probablllty dropouts ‘SO that/counselllng or. otherklnstltu-;

tlonally developed programs can be undertaken before w1th—:

[ o . .
drawal decrslons are made. R . " ‘.

However, the proper questlon is not- sxmply whether we

‘can or should strzve to reduce the voluntary dropout rd%e,'

must also 1dent1fy the types of Students for whom spec1f1c

pollcres’should be developed. A proper object of concern

-should be any sdudent who enters,the‘institution'wlth the

\,

we -

. . \ . . N o
skills, abilities, interests, .and commitfients."to complete a
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'and learnlng envrronments, and which promote personal rela- —_

‘,a-flrst-year s

"prOV1ded at the senlor high sohool level and,durlng Junlor ‘ .

Tl

given program of study. S;hcejevrdenoe from Eckland (1964),

March (1966), and Rootman (;972)'shggests that attrition_is

heaviest at the end ef. the first year, there is a distinct -- - , .

\ .
. ' . N . . : . :
necessity to assist students in maklng an effective transi-

tion from hlgh school to unlversl y. 1t is during the first

year at M.U. N that many students are requlred to leavé/ihelr

,/"”’”_"“"“ksor}gxnal place of resldence and move to-a new c1ty'/ Mapy of ' .

these students come from communltles as small as 200 306f}\ ’

2

people and°enter St. John s whlch has a populatlon of over

0

‘160 000. In addltlon, many of these same people are 1eavrng

\

schools whlch have small student pgpulatlons, strlct teachlng

\

tlonshlps w1th;the teachlng staff. <2889 enterlng M U. N.,
n of

whlch has a totLl %udent populatlo more thah - 13 OOOsand

ent populatlon-of approxrmately L 500, these |

)

'\ .
students have to adjust to- belng away from home for the flrst s

\ o

”tlme, adapt to ll%lng on campus or in, local apartments, adapt

to encounterlng mahy dlfferent personalltles and . teachlng

styles, and accept more respon51b111ty for wise ‘use of thelr

time. 4.

if thexneces/ary programs and/or 1nforma lon could be'

DlVlSlon, many of these students could be as 1sted to make a:

LR

more - effectlve tran51tlon,from senlor hlgh chool to M. U N.

‘Slnce students wouid be more knowledgeable and 1nformed =the—-

5001a1 trauma of mov;ng from the relatlvel'hseoureisoc1al

env1ronment of a- local hlgh school to tha of'anfunknoyn;and
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\ possibly distant‘college environment might be lessened con-

A Y \ —
51derably and the rate of student attrition durmg Junior

ivisiop at M.U.N. might be reduced. However, in ordes-.for
uch prog"rams to be developed and implemented, a more com—

oszte and accurate picture of the va;/lables typlcal of the

voluntary dropout and hls/her experae/nces is requlred

- n

Programs that are based upon researched needs and characterls—

;‘tJ.CS of these students w:.ll greatly a551st the university in

' . 1ts attem‘pts. to reduce voluntary student attrltlon durlng

X

Junlor D1V1s:.on. Up to now, llttle actual research has been

4

conducted on thlS popu}a‘t‘:.\on of students.

The pre un1versrty characterlstlcs selected for thlS

£

'study are gex«, r351dence before attendlng M.U. N., hlgh school

attended, and hlgh school grade pomt average.

" To- what degree the sex of a student has a s:.gnlflcant N

©

'J.nfluence on the s«tud‘énts experlences durlng ftrst-year uni-
"°‘, ‘ '_ver51ty and thelr dec1510n to per51st or drop out is unclear
‘. .in the llterature.. Some research has shown that\nales tend

= to dlffer from Eemales ln thelr experlences durlng flrst-year
T K ' LR
unlversz.ty, but’ thls observation .‘LS contradlcted by . other

studies., The sex of a. student ;s con's:Ldered in thi ,s y in-
. - ' o S R
',order ‘to determine. its specific relevance, if any, to attri-.

.jtJ.onatMUN L . | ‘ T

. ' ' . i ! ('

—_ v _ Re31dence before attendlng M. U N.' 1s con51dered since .
'M,U.N attracts many of - J.ts students from largely rural

o .areas. It would be of a551stance to um.versn:y officials

d W)

. to determme if. students from out51de of the St. John's area

e !
-

AN
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hlgh schools. and small and large high: schools. There: are

i cae . S N o o
. [ nat .. . 9

— . P

tend to voluntarlly drop out of Junror Division at a 51gn1f1~

cantl ifferent rate than local students.' In addltlon, do

these students have dlfferent.experlences during Junior Divi-

" sion? fIf so, what services can be provrded to assrst them to

become better 1ntegrated lnto the unlver51ty mllleu?

High school attended is considered in order to observe

any differences in attrition rates between rural and urban

>

lmpllcatlons for both the unlver51ty communlty and - the stu-

-

dent s home: communlty from sdch - flndlngs..

ngh school grade pornt averaqe 15 con51dered in order

to- lnvestlgate any 51gn1f1cant dlffe;ences .in attrltlon rates

iamong students w1th dlffegent hlgh school thrages.- Agaln,

0

. the’ llterature ls\lnconclu51ve about the SLgnlffcance of thlS

v

“'varlable,-espec1alIy as it pertalns to voluntary student

T . »

v

Y

has been conducted at'M uU. N. to determlne the varlables

attrition. Therefore, a local study w0uld asszst in deter—

mlnlng 1ts lmportance “to. attrltlon rates at th;s unlverslty

\.

"-SeVeral studles (Smallwood & Klasq.1973 Sacrey, Klas,.ﬁis

& Boak 1977 gnd French, Klas, & Boak 1979) were prevrously '

’ conducted at M U N. .1n an attempt to obtaln a ‘more complete -

understandlng of the. comp051t10n of the student populatlon-
and the factors assocrated with student llfe and performance.’

However, except for br1e£ rnternal reports no prev;ous study

° ’

assocxated w1th voluntary student attrltlon durlng Junlor.

)

\'Dlv1510n.‘ The need for such research has not gone unnotlced

by unlver51ty OffICLalS. Spec1f1cally, Dr..Wayne Ludlow




-
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_{Dean, ~Student Affairs'and Services), Dr. George Hurley . . ",

f(Ass1stant Professor and Counsellor at the Counselling

N -
«

Centre), Mr. Glen Collins (Registrar) and Dx. DaVld Kirby

i3

(while Acting~D1rector, Junior ‘Studies) havéjgny} sﬂpported

-the need for this study They agree that -an understanding Lt
. of the factors associated with Voluntary student attrition .

. during ‘Junior ®ivision would be beneficial to their individ-
: r‘

ual divisions and -a definite asset to the univerSity 1n 1ts,
\ .

attempt to reduce student attrition. If this study can'

rd

-

1dentify the factors highly correlated with voluntary student .

-attrition during Junior DiViSion,‘university offic1als w111 :

¥

'be able to better identify the-"high risk" student ‘and” be6

/ ' '

3able to offer aSSistance to these students, poss1bly even .::)

_;preventing a. 51gnificant percentage erm dropping out.

a

The findings obtained in, this stu y will also be bene- i':“

fic1al to high school offic1als. SpeCificallx, these </" "
) ':‘ o
findings may aSSist in planning career education on. programs,’

.

developing information and orientation brochures and- pamph-
lets, and assisting students with their transition period. - -~ "

'This study could help to provide a more comp051te picture of

~

~student needs and4.ﬂperiences during the first year ‘of study

4at.-M.U..N.

¢

' Defintion of Terms e Ly

K Academic lntegration-"The process'wherebylthe student

,1s able to successfully complete the academic course require—

mepts. RN

Crd
.




-L - . . . =

Academic| Withdrawal: The-first;yea? student who is = -
required to w thdraw from M.U.N. after the second semester
P
s .
because: (1) |h he passed less than one-half of the courses
- éﬁs\p 1\
he/she. was reg stered for*during that perlod, and/or (2) he/

she had less t an a 45% overal; average during that semester.

N « Attrition} .The process whereby a studént withdraws
fronza un{:ers'ty. . o — - )
| |- Commuter ltudent: A student living within close Qrbkimeih .
, P _ - ity to M.U.ﬁ:; e/she is not:required‘to relocate in order:_ ‘ﬁf ‘
| | to attend Junlo D1v151on.n _ '\w,‘; \}: g - '¥ _ | i |
. Pu}l tlme tudent.3 A student reglst#red for. three or .;,-HQk ‘

more courses. durlng the semester in whlch he/she lS enrolLed

‘ InstltutloJal Integratlon Scales:; A~ser1es of 30~f1ve-

. . ‘.
‘A . , - .
: . \9 . 1 . . LT

‘response leert items used to assess the various dlmen51ons-~ /’;7i
‘; ,f "of 5001al andaa ademlc 1ntegratlon and goal and lnstltutlonal
B . c:;mltment.; . | ' ‘: o B SR
: Vc' - .. ’ Junior‘bin ion: The academlc ‘program taken by the‘bi A

student durlngAt eﬁflrst year at M.U. N.; 1t 1s requlred as a !
-é " - .

Junlor Div1s;on Student. A student who is attendlng o {5

- - : .
N e e ‘

C ////“\\ flrst year unlverSLty and is reglstered-for Junlor Division
' ({ C l courses. T <.'\“ E e L .K ] . ‘; ’ 'r

'Y~‘ Persxstence-~ When a student contlnues hls/her unlver-

. o .
v/' R T : * ‘ . T

T Sityﬂtraining/WLHhout an 1nterruptlon to complete a degree e

- ‘1 ." e X i R . « ’ b i

Relocated Student- -Aﬂstudent:not”living within close -

o sproxrmlty to M,U,N:;Qhe/she'is reQuired’to‘relocatefin-order7

B . .o . B
. ) . - A ' . . . . . , v
' o, s o . . ‘ ’ . E N - .
: . - o o X R . . . . )
N . R . . - B .
R \ X N Lo . L. e
U L. N .o : .. C , . .
- . . P , . L.
N o . s o ' e, o ' Co .
. . . . . . s




to attend Junior Division. ‘

N .

. Social Integration: The process whereby the student. is

-

* . - . .
able to adjust to the social environment at the university
. - o : L
and is able to obtain informal contacts with peers and

faculty,

- P ’ . K
.Volur]tag Attrition (Dropout): .The process whereby the ..

individual ,student voluntarily decides to withdraw frém the .

/

university for reasons other than inadequate acadenmic per-
: formange. ' L
B L : s
Research Questions . o ool
1. Are the factorS‘bf -(a)wsex- (b) place -of - residence
, ' prlor to- attendjng M U N.f (é) hlgh school attended
."':’r.jﬁ\iN and (d) hlgh school grade po;nt average related tq . Co-

a Junlor D1v1510n student s dec1s10n to. voluntarlly
° - et

drop out° i

A

o 2. Do responses on any of the flve Institutlonal Inte-
gratlon Subscales d1fferent1ate students who-

voluntarlly dropped out, from those who per51sted
during Junior DLV1510n? AR g ,'f :'

3. "Do responses on any of the 1nd1v1dual questlons of
the Instltutlonal Integratlon,Scale dlfferentlate

- students who voluntarlly dropped out from those who .

,per515ted durlng Junior D1v1510n° S
4. ‘Who aSSlsted the voluntary dropouts in maklng thelr

B : flnaiidec151on to attend Junlor DlVlSlQn‘at'M}UqN.?
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/ 54 What specific assjfstance do voluutary drppouts feel

ropouts recommend to assist students-to

.
\

just to the university environment and

social milieu?

=

" Limitations of the Study

” li . :1. ‘This, study is'limitéafihféeheraiizabilityitoia
,51ng1e-year sample of Junior DlVlSlon students at
S : . ,' t:. M. U N. ‘The nature of these students and thezr

. o flrst year experlences at. this unlver51ty may or
may not be. representatlve of those at other 1nst1tu-
.- " tions. ‘ . . ' . .
_2.‘.Infermatioa is nét availabie on such potenttally
- / - :l' ' imgortant prediqtors as.stddents' préauhiversityi
social and economlc attrlbutes’br pre uni er51ty‘;
":§" I - -.commltment to obtalnlng a’ degree, both of these

- | | varlables may 1nfluence subsequent patter/F of

soc1al and. academlc lnteractlon and 1ntegrat10n.

S . 3. This study wrll not adequately dlstlngulsh betWeen

- -those factcmg‘fﬁ;:hiead to lnstltutlonal transfer

1
or future re-entry after an absence of one semester
. [ . . S .

- . ‘ -, ‘.
. or more, and thqse factors that result in per anent

e , ' witRdrawal fromthigher education. /

N .. RS . . . , .
. . .. - ..
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4. This study will :foous only on students who entered .

.

M.U.N. iminediately after 'c':ompleting' thei'r.high

. school education. Therefore, mature students and

oo . . students uqlo decided to postpone entering M.

. ' ) -
immediately after completion of high school will
. ) - not be represented.

P

5. The seven Add:.t:.onal Questlons request:l.ng more

Y T

Co T descr:.ptlve information and individual input from

O . . ' each respondent was completed only by the voluntary

-

dropouts 1n this studycp 'I‘herefore, data for this C;} ’ )

AR U ' - aspect of--:the .study- is va'lld- for descr:l.ptlve pur-

poses only and cannot be uséd to dlfferentlate

= P students who voluntarlly drop out from those who

wee T per51st. o o T

~

r
RN
.
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. NS "REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE - . .,
' ) . - - " . - " ‘. ‘ J. ) .
This ghapter will ixamiﬁe’ the 'ﬁ.jterature ‘per&aining to -
3 “ ¢ - . N } . N * .. .
.o the following ‘areas: . ‘ -
: » . : o ..
' 4 1. The ;ssue of College Student Attrltr,on. _ Lo
. 1@ ™ * .
v _ 2. Understagding Soc1al Integratlon, . . {‘ .
T 3. Social Integration with 'Faculty as lt Re -ates to S
L : .. - - 'Persistence in College; O N S
. ' , | - J ) .' ] T . "1 v . ,.vz
3 Ti,nto',s Modil of Student Attrition; ’ e X
. :" . . . ' : I_ ‘ N _— .. . K
Y - ‘Description of Instrument Used: o .
Co _' Lo 6. . The:Sex of a’ Studen and its Relatlonéﬁ’lp to» o _-"~_;’c
oo R - 7. -College Attrltlon .Rates; ' cor o T
;" 7. l_leferences in- College Attr1t10n Rat’es for Students « 7
: »from Rural and’ Urban Hometowns; & .= = : . T
x..“ ‘_ - . b s ‘. *
! ' 8. The Relationship Betwee{ High School\\lze and -
- College Success; ] } \ o -
o 9 High School Grade Point Average as a Predictor of
T College Success; and, - , e \
. ¢ . ‘ . .
10. Resé'ﬁrch Studies on the Student Populatlon at ~
- M.U.N, : ~ L e
N : / ~ :t—-»vl
.. C y o _
” ' " The .Issue of Co'llegé. Student Attrition d './.
' - i " . . " - . L
The llterature on college student” attrltlcn ),s exten-
¢ -

s:Lve, and several excellent and comprehensrve reviews are

. 9av§11Ebl:e', no.tablxr those of Spady (1970,), Cope and. Hannah \. o .

EE (1975), -and-Tinto (1975). Tlnto (1975) L‘eported that' desplte '

"", L " T the very ‘extensive llterature on dropouts fr.,m higher educa-1 .

‘ tion, much remains, unknown' about .t_he nature of the d:’opout
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fu .;,‘ , 'map out the domaln of student perslstence ‘in,. and withdraual
| from; 1nst1tutlons of hlgher educatlon. ' ’
;; . "1, o Referrmng to studles conducted ln the Unlted States,
"Tinto (1982) descrlbed student attrition as a national ‘phe-
anomenon ‘that has been a surprlslngly stable feature of the |
”hlgher educatlonal enterprlse. Referrlng to a 1980 study
. ,comparlng the dropout rates during post secondary schoollng
C 1n Amerlca over the past 100 years, Tlnto ;eported that thef

. rate of dropout from hlgher educatlon has remalned strlklngly

s

ibﬁ"' S f._*dlately after World War II, dropout rates have remalned at
jabout 45% and have remalned stable desplte the marked -
',~tlonal system. Publlc 1nterventlon ln educatlon was. less

'"51gn1f1cant at the turn of the century, but over the past

4severa1 decades there have been llterally bllllons of dollars

'1n eduCatlonafﬁérograms 1nvested to enhance the llkellhood

‘ o chat lndrv1duals would enter and per51st w1thln the hlgher.‘
;.5‘ E )//“yi:educatlonal system (Tlnto, 1982) - It seems unllkely that ‘

| NN ‘ J;jthe dropout rate’ w111 be reduced w1thout some’ very massrve'-
‘"f .'T~y.p' and far reachlng changes 1n the hmgher educatlonal system,;-'
B .isuch chahces would need to go beyond mere surface restructur-
§~". o y'lﬁllhg and lnstltutlonal dxfferentlation. -However, the stabll-
'jxlty and permanence of ‘the drppout rate at the- natlonal level
~1i: i:l;jdoes not ellmlnate the possiblllty that 1nd4v1dual lnstltﬁ-

- . ; tlons can do much to 1nfluenceﬁthe rate of dropogt among

-, T . . . , . T
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process (p. 89). Theory‘and research is just.beginning to .

5constant. Wlth the exceptlon of the perlod durlng and’ 1mme-n»_i‘5

growth and altbratlon in the character of the hlgher educa- 5-3
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‘tlon.wrth the skllls,wabllltles,Axnterests, and commltments

to complete a glven program of study, such: students are -more

"oﬁ students who stay behlnd For many 1nst1tutlons,

" system of the 1nst1tutlon (Gekoskl

LA

- heir'own étudents.- It is obv1ous that 1nst1tutlons can,.

[

and should w1th1n reason,'seek to ‘increasé the llkelrhood L

P

fhat capable and motlvated persons wﬂb enter the lnstltu—

» .. ' .
tlon can, 1f they so w15h, complete therrk&ﬁgrgg\B‘ogram : N
- S

'According Tinto (1982), the properhhuestion.is not -

whether we .can or should str1ve to reduce dropout,;but’for

w1th1n a. reasonable period of, trme.

whlch types of students should specxflc pOllCleS be devel-

. v A}
: b

oped Be51des able -persons of d;sadvantaged backgrounds, an

quect of concern should be students who enter the lnstltu-f

Voo .
kA y Lo '
~ . . '-J

llkely to: w1thdraw voluntarlly than fall academlcally

Ly‘ .

,.l'v'

aqorlty

Accordlng to Tlnto (1975), students who.voiuntari

w1thdraw are’ often more able and creatlve than th“‘m

volun-

"tary w1thdrawal represents a form of - "braln draln,' which lS

hardly de51rable for those lnstltutlons seeklng to strengthen f

-

thelr reputatlon.' However, accordlng to Baker and Slryk
\ A2

(1983), dlscontlnuers are found to be generally 1ess effec-

tlve soc1ally than per51sters, they have fewer frlends

‘(erght, 1973; Baumgart & Johnstone, 1977~ and Slmpson,.‘

Baker, & Melllnger, 1980), feel 10ne11er (Slmpson et al.,
.
©1980), and are less llkely to have personal contacts thh

R

others on campus or to become 1ntegrated 1nto -the soc1a1

Schwartz, 1961 ' _ B

Pascarella & Teren21n1, 1976, 1977, 1979, 1980 ‘and | ;5

¢




-

-

‘commltments) and other persons of varylng characterlstlcs

- gcurri ular act1v1t1es, and interaction- w1th faculty and

'1ntegratlon, lnvolves both levels and degrees of congruency s

2 . T ‘ﬂ."\‘;/

ferenzinT & Pascarella, 1977, 1978, 1980). . -
relias 1377 ' |

k' " . N
. . o ~

Understanding Social Integration

According to Tinto-(l975), individual decisions as to
persistence in college are af fected by a person's integra~
tion into the social system of the college. Social - integra-

tion is seen~as‘the interaction between the individual ith

3

a glven set of characterlstlcs 7backgrounds, values,7and

w1th1n the college, 50c1a1 1ntegratlon, lxke academlc

) . I

-
t ¢

betWeen the 1nd1vxdual and hls/her soc1al env1ronment. -In
) SN e . _,\

thls 1nstance, soc1al 1ntegrat10n occurs prlmarlly through

1 . . ! .
1nfor al peer group assoc1atlons, sem1—formal extra- . o :

o
. -
0

administrative personnél_within the college, Encounters_in

these areas result in varying degrees of social communica-
. t t L

’

' tion, friendship support, faculty support and collectiue

..Accord ng to Spady (1970), . Tinto (1975, 1982). and Pasca—

K

» affxllatlon, each encounter affects ‘the rson s generallzed

" »

eValuatlon of the costs and beneflts of college attendance

2 »

and modlfy hls/her educatlonal dnd 1nst1tutlonalhcomm1tments.

rella and Teren21n1 (1980). effectlve soc1al lntegratlon T .
' ) . .

"should 1ncrease the llkellhood that the student W1ll remaln'a‘

s e

{ s .
in college, while xneffectlve soc1al 1nteractlon may con- - ‘

i L]
3

tribute to voluntary withdrawal. ' I ,‘ NN O

t

i3 LI . . .
. 4 L « B . . . v
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Social lntegration, as it pertains to.persistence in
college,.seems to be related to congruence with the prevgll-
ing soc1a1 climate of the 1nst1tutlon and, to the development,
through friendship associations, of suff1c1ent congruency .'f

with -some part of the soc1al system of the college; thus
&
subcultures serve’a role within/colleges in providing. modes
, .
of soc1af/1ntegratlon into the colleglate social. system.

»

- Absence of any such supportlve groups or subcultures is more'

. Hanson and Taylor (1970), usmng multlvarlate dlscrimlnant

' often assocxated with WOluntary w1thdraWal than: 1t 1s w1th

1. . 4 e

dlsmlssal (Watley, 1965\ Rose &-Elton,‘1966, Grande &

-~ ' .. .

I”Slmmons, r967 Hanson & Taylor, 1970; and Rootman; 1972).

N

‘analysxs, found that academlcally Successful students who
_withdrew from college scored slgnlflcantly lower on measures

of. social'relationships than‘did-either persisters or

academlc dlsmlssals Part of the d;fference between with-

"y

drawals and dlsmlssals may also result from eicessxve soc1a1 .

-1nteract10n ﬁLav1n, 1965 Phllllps, 1956: Wallace, 1966 ;

0 Shea,,l969, and’ Spady, 1971). Specifically, excessive .

1nteraction in the socral domaln (e, g., dating) may detract

from tlme spent on academlc studles and therefore ‘lead to
{ ;

lower academic performance and eventual academlc dlsmlssal,
- A

however, voluntary w1thdrawa1 rarely occurs as. a result of

———-—————exce551ve soc1al lnteractlon (Tlnto, 1975)

Tlnto (1975) also reported that it is lmportant to dls-‘ '

.

tlngulsh between'the varying types of - dropout behavxors,

\ i

\ 'espec1ally between academlc dlsmlssals and volun}éry

- aa
t H

»
[ ,‘ .
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withdrawal. ThlS\ls not only because these behav1ors

invelve dlfferent persons "but also because they result from A
- 8

d;fferent patterns-of 1nteractlon within the college settlng.

Thus, altﬁough academlc:ﬁlsmlssal is’ more closely assocxated \ '

>
with grade performance; dropout in the form of voluntary

_u,-~——w+thdrawal is not. Such thhdrawal, 1nstead, appears-to

L

.
1 . e
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' sonnel ' leen the faculty 'S more 1nt1mate and dlrect

Spady, 1971) Spady (1971) suggested that 1nteract10n w1t
"“the faculty not only 1mproves SOClal 1ntegratlon and there-.

. fore lnstltutlonal commltment but also 1ncreases ‘the

relate to the lack of congrUency between the 1nd1v1dua1 and . i;
[ . .

both the 1ntellectual cllmate of the lnstltutLon and ‘the h"

o

socral system composed of hls/her peers.‘ In thls respect,

A
voluntary w1thdrawals are more frequently found to be both

"soc1a1 lsolates" and/or'“dev1ants“ regardlng the 1nte11ec-' B

tual and soc1al norms f the lnstltutlon.f' e fﬁ f ‘ e

N Social Interaction with Faculty as‘it

]

‘Relates to,Persisrende-in‘College.

R s

The soc1al system of the college consrsts not only of

v
other students,,but also of faculty and admlnlstratlve per—

assocxatxon w1th the academrc system of the 1nst1tut10n, 1t~’
ls'ﬁ%t surprlslng at a number .of studles have - found that
soc1a1 1nteractlon with the college s faculty.ls related to -
per51stence in college (Gekoskl & Schwartz, 1961 Gamson,

1966; Vreeland & Bldwell, 1966 Centra & Rock, 1971 and o .

'

_t . s

1nd1v1dual s academlc 1ntegrat10n. A legltlmate ba51s Jfor
. . - : . - . : ' ' “‘r




'the potential educational value of student-faculty informal
-

contact, however, does not proceed"exclusively frOm a phllo—

- sophlcal perspectlve ‘on the de51rable goals and processes of

—_—

hlgher learning gPascarella, 1980) Rather, it also seems
--to be justlfled by a body of‘theory and ev1dence from -

soclology and soclal psychology, partlcularly because these

dlSClpllneS have developed useful concepts such as soclallz-

' ing. organlzatlons, the 1nterpersonal env1ronment, and
lnformal reference groups. Thg concept of colleges as
soc1a1121ng organlzatlons is-a partlcularly useful perspec—
tlve from whlch to- v1ew the potentlal 1mpact of student— .
faculty 1nformal contact:‘ W1th1n such organlzatlons, student"

' behavxors, attztudes, and educatlonal outcomes are 1nf1uenced,
not only by the 1nst1tut1on's structural factors'le gf |

organlzatlonal sxze, llVlng arrangements, admlnlstratlve

pollc1es), but also through 1nteractlons~w1th the lmportant

agents of soc1allzatlon (peers, faculty, admlnlstratlon)
The earllest systematlc research on ‘the 1mpact of college on
nstudents provxdes at ‘least lndlrect support for a systematlci“
.relatlonshlp betweé"students' 1nformal contact w1th faculty
. and educational outcomes. Jacob (1957). studled a natlonal
-sampfg‘.ihf2 lnstltutlons'to estJmate thelr lmpact on studentf
H-vafues;, - Those 1nst1tutlons hav1ng what Jacob termed a.
,"gecullar potency" w1th regard to thelr lmpact on student
. values tended: to be characterlzed -by such factors as a hlgh
‘degree of value homogenelty between the faculty ahd the stu- S

dents admltted, hlgh expectatlons of student intellectual
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interests and related academic performance, and frequent

student-faculty contact outside of class. Jacob concluded

that "faculty influence appears more pronounced at lnstgtu*
tions where associations between faculty and students,are

" normal and frequent and students find teachers receptive tq
unhurrled ‘and relaxed conversatlons out of the class"
(Pascarellﬁ. 198D,\§. 547) Slmllar conclu51ons weke>drawn .
by Eddy (1959) in a 20-1nst1tutlon study focu51ng on‘the ~—

=y

'nature of college 1mpact on student character.

‘vh

o ' & _ .
: cg';lderable ev1dence ‘exists- to suggest that students'

L]

,general satlsfactlon wlth college.and the1r attltudes toward
a number of specrflc aspects of -the_ college experlence are
:“19051t1ve1y assoc1ated W1th the frequency of the1r 1nformal,
~non- classroom contact w1th facul :members.: Newcomb, Brown, 1271
'Kullk, Relmer, and Revelle (1970) conducted a qua51- - ;-‘:’ .
exper1ment in whlch 607 students self selected themselves
"llnto an experlmental re51dential callege (de51gned to foster
close peer-group and'student facultyflnteractlon) and three
"dlfferent es:.dence arrangement.control qroups. .When sur-
‘Veyed durlzzxzhemsicond semester of thelr freshman year, the

students had spent 51gn1f1cantly more

.

.re51dent1al colleg

'-f.non—classroom ‘time’ w1th faculty and were signlflcantly more‘

PO FRRIEN

a7

,satlsfled w1th faculty, students, and admlnlstratlon than ,;‘

[ 3 .

.f‘were students ln the three control grohps (Pascarella, 1980)
V‘Slmllar results have been reported in a comprehens1ve
elght 1nst1tutlon study by W1lson and his assoc1ates (Wood .

& W1lson, 1972 W1lson, WQod, and Gaff, 1974- and W1lson,'

Gaff Dlenst, WQod, and Bavry, 1975) and in a. study

N .' . ». B .‘J Lt 3
. ~ s b
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_of.freshmen arts and science students in a sigglefinstitu_ . ;f“

M'tioni(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1976). Both studies found

that a composite'measure of the frequency of informal non- )

class. contacts uith»faculty for six different purposes

(advisihd; career counselling, personal counselling, lntel- -
lectual discussion, campus issues, and informal sdcialliing)

was significantly and‘positively associateﬂ’with various

. 3 - 1nd1cators ‘of students' satizfaction\yith their academic and' | .

| " non- academlc experlence of college. o |

:' . Pascarella and Teren21n1 (1976) found that freshmeniln .

; the’ top one thlrd of the dlstrlbutlon of total amount of ‘
'ilnformal contacts w1th faculty (hrgh 1nteractors) ranked

,:-:' ; faculty members 51gn1f1cantly hlghef than the - lower one-

' -(r- thlrd of the dlstrlbutlon (low 1nteractors)'as a sburce of
’.pOSltlve lnfluence on the;r 1ntellectual and personal S ﬁ.
'development durlng the freshman year. "Using. the same . ‘

\ ) measure: of student faculty informal lﬁEEractlon, and the

~'same operatlonal deflnltlon of hlgh lnteractors, WLlsgﬁuet
al. (1974, 1975) reported that hlgh interactors SLgnlfl—"

' cantly more often named a faculty member as haulng con-
trlbuted lmportantly to their educatlonal and/or personal

L development than dld low 1nteractors. A . ;' x_‘i ; L

| Exlstlng ev1dence suggests a modest; but statlstlcally
’51gn1f1cant, p051t1ve assoclatlon between the amount of f~.;
| ;rnformal, non class student—faculty contact and such educa- e
1i-» - tlgnal outcomes as ?at15f50t19nVW1th'C911993!'§9h1¢V? entn
of‘educational aspirations,‘intellectual and‘personal o

. . . - Lo
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development, academic achievement, and freshmin to sophomore

year ersistence‘in'college. Further evidence indicates

that such assoc1atlons,rema1n statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant
b o

w1th1n/g/w&de range of student enterlng characteristics.

/

scarella, 1980)‘) These fzndlngs suggest that theﬂ51gnifi-

(
T cant assoclatlons reported between Student faculty 1nforma1

A contact .and educatlonal.tutcomes are not merely the result

of covarlatlon w1th lndlvrdual dlfferences in student

enterlng characterlstlcs -or w1th college exper}%}ces in

7'.other areas, uch as the student eer culture.' Rather,
| w5 U P

: student 1nformal contact with faculty may make a unlque

’Athe lnstltutlon.

dlnal process 1nv01v1ng a complex series of socxopsycholog;- ‘

.contrlbutlon to éatlsfactlon and/or performance in. college.1

VL . ' ’ o ' "

L R : .—‘f“‘_ T
T 'VTinto'SEModel~of Student'Attrition . ,h"‘ BRI
: > DY . .

’ : ., R - PO
. -

»” -

\_The theoretlcal model chosen for -this study lS based

upon the research flndlngs of Tlnto (1975) Of all the

e . .
theoretlcal models of student-attrltlon,~T1nto's (1975)

schema has prec1p1tated perhaps the most exten51ve body of

research (Pascarella; Duby, & Iverson, 1983) Tlnto.(lQ75)

bullt.on Spady s (1970, 1971) work to develop an explanatory.

\

'predlctlve model of the dropout process whlch has,_as lts

core, the concepts of academlc and socxal lntegratlon lnto

in brlef, -the Tlnto model vzews attrltlon as a longltu-

~cal lnteractzons betWeen the studentdaadnthe 1nst1tut10nal

environment. Accordlng to the model, the student brlngs to

\ 3

’

XA
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college such characterlstlcs as famlly background {e. g.,
soc1oeconom1c stetus, parental values), personal attrlbugib

(e g., race, sex, academlc ability, and personallty tralts),

and experlences (e g., precollege 'social and academlc
achlevements). Each of these traits is presumed’to influ-

- ence not only collegeﬂperformance, but also initial levels
of goal'and institutional commitment. These characteristics
1nd commitments,-in:turn, interact w1th various features of

the partlcular college or unlver51ty env1ronment and’ lead-to :

certaln levels of 1ntegratlon 1n1§ the ‘academic and soc1al

systems of the 1nst1tutlon. - According to T1nto,‘"other

,s

thlngs be1ng equal,,the hlgher the degree of 1ntegratlon of
.the i 1v1dual 1nto the college systems, the greater w1ll be:TL:
his/her- commltment to the spec1fic 1nst1tut10n and to the'.

" m—

'goal of college completlon" (1975, 1 96). leen that the

core of Tlnto s explanatlon of. dropout behav10r 15wthe degree- T

»”

of student-env1ronment fi't, .such flndlngs are clearly con-'

51stent with expectatlons- they even suggest that what - - .
happens to a student after arrival on campus may have. greaterL‘L
1mpact on pqps;stence than elther the background characterls-.
-ﬂtlcs or‘personal commltments to the 1nst1tutlon and the L

goal of graduatlon brought to college (Pascarella & Terenzlni,

31983)

Teren21n1 and Pascarella (1978) conducte ongitddi- .

nal, . ex post facto study at Syracuse Unlver51ty in central

bl

New York State to ‘test, at least partlally, Tlnto s (1975)

'theory of " cd{.lege student attrltlon. \#he authors reported

~

:1h5'
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"'rella, 1977)

,student per51stence/w1thdrawal behav1or on a sample of 763

re51dent1al unlver51ty freshmen, Pascarella and Teren21n1

.of 2, 326 freshmen from 11 post- secoédary 1hst1tutlons.

S - E ‘ : 26
that the frequency of students' interactions with faculty -~
outside of the classroom: made the largest single'contribution ,
to the prediction of attritifgn status for freshmen students.
Also, helping freshmen find 4 rewarding niche in the academic
7/ . . .‘

systems' of an institution is.related to the frequency and

nature of their informal contact with faculty members

'(Terenzini & Pascarella, 1978). 'The evidence of this stud

)

suggestlng the 1mportance of student faculty interaction:in
pers;stence, is. con51stent with that of other studles (Spady,~

197l; Pascarella & Teren21nl, 1977; and Teren21n1 & Pasca—

..

\ .
In a. study to test the Valldlty of Tlnto s’ model of .

~

(1983) concluded that "althougg,pre enrollment characteris-

t1cs and- commltments generally 1nf1uenced the student S

flnteractlon w1th the soc1al and academic systems of the -

1nst1tut;on, it was soc1al and academic 1ntegratlon that -

_diréctly affeéted'persistence/withdrawal behavior" (p. 225)

Thls would seem to suggest that the’ quallty of the students'.

1nteractlons W1th the college sebsequent to enrollment is a‘

more 1mportant factor in persistence than the characteris-

-

t1cs the student brlngs to. college.
Pascarella and Chapman (1983) 1nvest1gated the. valldltyq.

of Tlnto s model of college w1thdrawa1 1n dlfferent types . . o

L]

of 1nst1tut10ns. Thelr analy51s was conducted on a sample
!

’ . - . I N N . N . . » ‘ . . A
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The results of this stud§'generally supported the predictive -
validity of the model, with intere;ting’difference; iq ﬁhe'
_patterns of influence existing when the data were'analyzed
by institutional ﬁype.
In summary,.it appeafs evident that Tinto's (1975)
-{ theory of college student a;tritidn is widely acceptad and
researched in the literature. The imgdrtance'df social

integration is stressed in this theory and has to be con-

sidered as paramount in any study of student attrition.

-~

‘(\;§_ . . _ Description of Instrument Used

R The Institutional Integration.Scalé (see Appendix A) .

- wad«used ine this study ﬁgnséseSSwthe vafioﬁs diﬂeﬁsioﬁs.of

~

social and. academlc 1ntegrat10n and goal and 1nst1tut1qnal
commitment . Develdﬁ”ﬂ'by Ernest T.-Pascarella and Patrlck T
Terenzini, this scale was construct‘d to tap the various v

by'Tinfo. The Instltutlonal Integration Scale con51sts of t

aspects of each dimension of the dropout precess idehtified'

five subsgales, which are labeled as follows:“ (l) Peer

Group Intera ons,- (2) Interactions with Faculty,-(3)

Faculty Concern-gor'Student Development  and Teaching, (4)
. X ) ' . ' -. ‘ - 0“' ."f' v R
S Academic and*Intellectual Development, and (5) Institutional

. and Goal'Cbmmitmedts. ‘The '30 rtems on which these subscales

‘are based are. scogéd on a flve-p01nt Likért- type scale

[Lid

where 5 zaStrongly Agree and 1 = Strongly Dlsagree. Lo e f’
\E_grlnstltutlonal Integratlon Scale can be adminlstered

- on either an\lnd1v1dual or g;oup basis; phe‘respopdent is - '

-~ . . * . i - N |

-
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able to oOmplete theJx rument independent%y in 15 minutes
or less. Although this scale is not commercially produced

or patented, measures of .reliability and validity have been

Jg“ . established by the developers. Pascarella and Terenzini
initially.'included 55 items inltheir scale. The scale was -

subsequently shortened to the 34 ipéms which were judged to

Y . . -

most adequately tap the various'dimensions~of the Tinto
modeI " after conducting additional tests to determine the

validlty and rellablllty of this scale, Pascareila and

-

”Eerenzlnl re%uced the scale to the 30 1tems used in thlS

- . f
. N
a

cr - study. )

a

Validity of Instfument . .. - ' '

-
o

_ -° "With a random sample of 763 freshmen students, Pafoa-,
- .t : ) . '~ ! Y ' ’ .‘

“rella and Terenzini (1980) conducted a longitudinal study

to: * (1) develop a mdltidihensional instrument. that assesses

the major dimensgohs'of the Tidto'model,'and_(z) Efrmine o
the'validity of the instrhment,'and thereby the model,'id“
accurately 1dent1fy1ng freshmen who subsequently per51st or °
drop,out voluntarlly ‘In their study, data analysis began

o . with a prlnCLpal components factor ana}y51s of the "33 lnStl;\J§\j":
o . tutlonal 1ntegratlon 1tems to determlne if the underlylng "’,"/'
L '3 . :5 factors were reasonabl&»conslgtent w1th the dlmen51ons 1den- |
‘tlfied by the Tlnto model. Multlvar1ate analys1s of co- -

o _ varlance and discriminant aqL}y515”wer then used to . |
:zfe‘A “w o determlne the predlotlve valldltyvgi the I stltutlonal L; ‘
| Integratlon Scale;; Since ﬁ of. thef34,;tem .dld.not have o

N - . : .
- . J
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;study to replicate the study conducted by Pascarella and.

’

Alpha Reliabilities above .35 of any factor, they were not
~ - . .

e

included in subsequent use of this scale.

The Alpha Reliabilities of the ﬁi?b’subscaleﬁ ranged

vl !

from .71 to .84,-while their ihtercérrelationS»ranged from

”

.01 to‘.33, with a median correlation of .23-\. Thys, the

five subscales would appearpto‘be assessing dimensions of

s — . i * .

institutional.integratiog that are-substantially indepepdgniy
v ” .

of one another. . . - b

The resulté of the setwise discriminate analysis\indi-f
: - 9
cated that each of .the. five subscales significantly dif-

2

e ) . . . . [}
ferentiated. freshmen persisters from voluntary dropouts at

the~dq;vafiéfe level, with persiéters'tending to have.highé{f\*

» ’ !

"scores on all factor scalés thék the voluntary dropout group.. .
. ' : . . ' R

Tefenzini,.quanQ, and Béscarella.(lQBl)'conductéd &;

Terenzini (1980). The purpose of this study was' to detér-

. ) 4
mine whether the five-factor structure of the insﬁrﬁmenéiwas

invariant across insti%uﬁioﬁs, whether the substantive
7 . .
results of the 1980 study could be replicated and,’therefore,

* whether the construct validity of Tinto's model was supported

at another institution: Conducted at a simiiareinstitﬁﬁiqn;
) . . . ' \ ' ] . . .
th&hstudy employed an overall design, variables, ‘and analyti-

cal procedures virtually identical to thbse of the earTier
~ o ot * . L ' ¢ .
research. ‘Results of a principal components analysis.based

. < :

ture almost iﬁqgspingu'shable from that-obtained in the 1980

study. Eachiﬁplution.expléined 44% of the total variance.in
T : 4 B b L . L : o

-

. . ~ . .
- ' . .
T M N, 5 . . P
- ' - . . . P
N . - . s
T N . - : . B '
' - . ' . .
. S, i
' [
R .
2

on the resﬁonses of strdents inMhis study produced a struc- 7
* . ) : ’ ‘ : :

7
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the items; each solution contained five components, .and, .-
: . . N . T . ] .
with only four exceptions, the same items loaded on the same
; _ . N .'; - :
dimensions. The scales based on these dimensions yielded

generally Similar internal conSistency (coeffiCient alpha)

reliabilities. Qn the. basis of such results, TerenZini,

'

-\Lorang, and Pascarella (1981)- reported’*hat the factor

. structure of . the scale items was' indeed invariate across

the.two institutions; In addition, the entry of the insti-

e .o . “ oy _

.tutional integration scales in both studies made statisti-

fcally reliable and substantial improvements in the percentagg

/ . x

'of CrOSs-validation cases correctly classified, and in’ both
‘studies only 1imited/slippage in the correct claSSification

;percentages occurred when the scale alone waseused in the’

-

‘cross-validation:claSSification of cases. The pgrcentages

'the two institutions. Thus, deSpite some differences in the,
pattern and agnitude of the contribution of indiVidual

scales, the¢subsd/ntial classification efficrency in both

1)

studies suggests that the five subscales are useful in

developing specific prediction equations for indiVidual

\
‘institutionsdiTerensini, Lorang,~&uPascarella.11981).
U RO R o

e

Additiona'lgge'stiohs L

The students 1n the eXperimental group of this study
completed sev;/,ﬁdditional questions (see’Appendix ‘B) con-
structed by . tffe researcher. These questions requested

additional‘information from each respondent that could not

of correctly claSSlfled cases ‘were also quite Similar across:'

¢
PR
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P

Y

"be prov1ded by the Instltutlonal Integratlon Scale. This'

N.

pres 're to flnlsh W o L N\

.

information was requested to. obtarn more- desgrlptive 1nforma-

pa
tion and individual input from eaph respondent.

7.

PN

. Sex of a Student and its Relationsh;p” o
to College Attrition Rates , . :&‘.

.

Numerous precollege traits have been identified*in:the
&
llterature as haV1n@

/

varylng degrees_of lnfluence .on the‘\ o
students' adjustment to college and resultlng persxskznce/>“’
1

attrltlon rates.‘ Accordlng to Spady (1970), "there a .

grow:.ng body of data that suggests that the nature acd

strength of college goals and orlentatlons_are dlfferentlally pi'.'

. 4
A

4
) llnked to. certaln outcomes“ dependlng on the sex of the stu-

dent" (p; 72)." 1t 1s-fa1rly clear, for example, that men;face

the nece551ty pf establlshlng a posxtlon in the occupa--

' tlonal structure on'whlch thelr future yncome and status

w111 depend, wh11e for women the dec151qR to pursue a career

1s less often dlctated by soc1al or ecbnomlc necessrty. A5

N
a result, women are freer to deal with college as an 1ntr1n-\

N J,~
51cally rewardlng experrence and ‘face less socral and famlly

‘. . . N

. N » . N e
k] N

- o£ pure."nece551ty," then, it mlght be\exoected that
a'igggér; roportlon of men would flnlsh thelr degrees and a |
hlgher prop rtion of women would drop out, even though women.
may feel less constralned to attend college in the first

place.' The corollary to thls hypothesls is" that men are

Lopr . . ‘ oy Lo ' .
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. are stllb reglstered (23%). The Trent and Medsker (1968) s

32

iess likely to be voluntary dropouts-thdn are women.. Accord-
ing to épady (l970i, the available evidence suggests that
these hypotheses are generally correct.. The major anomaly

is that women who do graduate are more likeiy to finish "on
time." uata from Bayer's (1968)‘nationa1 sample show that

after five years 65% of the women‘have graduated, 25% are

no longer in school, and 10% are still registered and working -

ﬂ\\pn a‘degree. The hen have somewhat~fewer graduates and drop-_”

outs (58% and:'19%, respectlvely) but con51derably more who

5;data reflect 51m11ar patterns After four years, 31% of the

men were Stlll worklng toward a degree compared to only 16%

of the. women (51gn1f1cant at the .001 level). but 51% of the .

- women were classi? 1ed as dropouts compared to 46% of the nen.

After-seven years the Sewell and Shah-(l967) graduatlon rates

" were nearly identical; 50% of the men.were finished comparead .

with ‘47% of the women._ This;study alSo‘reported'that aspira—f
tlons were more closély tled to actual attalnments for women

than for men . Spec:flcally, women who want to flnlsh dre’

-

more llkely to do so than are men w1th sxmllar asplratlons.

Lembe51s (1965), as c1ted ln Spaay (1970), showed that

.. among the second;'thlrd and fourth year dropouts at a mldv

western state unlver51ty, a greater proportlon ‘of women- left

voluntarlly.. Robinson (1967), as repqrted in Spady (1970)

‘showed that ‘68% of the male dropouts from a large mldwestern

i i

unlver51ty were dlsmlssed compared w1th ‘only 44% of the women. .
"3In addltlon, Gurln, Newcomb, and Cope'(1968X showed that‘

‘female’drOpouts had lower‘edUCational‘aspirations'than their

o ’ )

> .

-
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counterparts, who remain in school, while the aspiratior_t_1
levels among the men were virtually the same. - ’f/'
Accordlng to Spady (1970).

the major inference to be drawn from this entire—
set of flnd;ngs would appear to be that survival in

. college . is dependent largely on a clear and realistic
set of goals and having interests that are compatible
with the influences and expectatlons of departmental
faculty and curriculum. (p. 72)

'fMen,1n<partlgular, however, appear to maintain high expecta-

tionsfdespite the aqadenic realities'of college life. Accord- -

ing to Jelllsoh (1965) and Sarnoff and Raphael (1955).

‘dropouts are typlcally unable to translate thelr goals 1nto

J

L effectlve patte%ns of study. Although Malloy (1954) found

. / .
'that female underachxevers applled themselyes only in cur-

rlcular areas’ of partlcular lnterest, Trent and Medsker

'(1968) showed that tlme spent studylng is more hlgply assoc1—

~ated w1th pers1stence for men -than for women.

The soc;al .environment of rural tommunltles also influ-
\ .

",3.ences the at tudés of hlgh school students tbward college.

a

-”he 1mpact is Eelt mos{ by female students. Rural hlgh
o oo | )
'"school senlors tended to restrlct thelr occupatlonal prefer- .

ences to tradltlonal female pursu1ts (Cosby & Stevens,'

~.l979). Dunne (1978) reported that rural women usually -

marrled early.Jand 1ooked forward to worklng before ahd .

after marrla;g. Flora and Johnson (1978) concluded that .
, .

"the majorlty of rural women still’ conforn to the tradi-

\.'

-tional norns concernlng woman s proper place., 1n-the home,

. with the chlldren and supportlve of the spouse S endeavors”-a
(" _ A

. a -

-



Aadvances and soc1al structures {Brown, 1985)

exhorts rural educators and pollcy makers to "adaress the

. change is through educatlonal guldance and counselling

34

(p; 179). Chhn(1986)-reported similar findings.. Rural

families.usually provide sons the opportunity‘for higher

education first, even though dauohters probably'were academi-

-cally superior (Psathas, 1968; Schwarzweller, 1976).

— As.reported above, rural women seep to have unique
g their ruralroots

educatiofgl needs and hardships. Due t
and rural ways, .a' great deal of cultural conflict ex1sts,

especially w1th respect to sex role, progress, technologlca1A
Chu (1980)

M L3

lssue of potentxal cultural confllct thoughtfully 1n order ‘-/

to create p051t1ve change w1thout destroylng the essence of o

the rural way of life": (p. 12) One way to effect such

‘programs. The NationaI'Advlsory Council on Women's Educa-

tlonal Programs (NACWEP) stated that: \

»

Rural glrls and women need far "greater, exposure-
than” they now.receive. to non- sexlst, non-tradltlonal
occupational/career guidance information. They also,
.heed' increased, opportun;tles to become acquainted w1th
_women actively éngaged in, occupatlons/profe551ons, .
both traditional and non- ~traditional. . . . Teachers
and school® counselors should be provided preservice
and in-service training- tb make them aware of their '
own attitudes about both rural girls and women and !/ .
"the expectations which rural women and girls have"(

(Clarenbach, 1977, p. 15)« ! Y

. This recommendatlon ‘was supported by Fagg, Brown, Farrls, and

Rhodes (1982), when they'reported that’ rural women need extra

-‘famlly support and guldance., This guxdance could be prOVLded

by career educatlon personnel in publlc schools. on the

college level, "support personnel serv1ces should be dlrected



© 35

touard career planning Seminars.for women"f(Carney &
Morgan, 1981, p. 423). .
' In summary, there does appear to be-;~;ex—linked influ-
ence in terms of educational‘goals and commltment. Consis-
iMﬁte t wigh the linto model, while initial student characteris-
- tics may be important in their interactions with students'\
freshman year experiences, there would appear to be little
future ln trylng to predlct student attrltlon rates solely
. on‘ihe ba51s of precollege characterlstlcs (lncludlng the
sex of the student), Sane the research’ findings conSLStently
';suggest that efforts to reduce current attrltlon“rates are.
more llkely to succeed lf they are focused on what happens

to students after thelr arrlval on- campus.~,";g' ‘,- T

”

'\

Differences in .College Attrition Rates for
Students from Rural and Urban Hometowns

. Slnce M U.N. attracts the ma)orlty of 1ts student

'populatlon from a large rural geographlcal area, most of its:

.students are requlred to relocate 1n order to attend univer-

51ty The 1nfluence thls new 11v1ng ahd learnlng envxron---:
ment has upon attrltlon rates needs to be examlned in order

to obtaln a more comp051te understandlng of the students'

= experlences. | o |

B Research on rural and urban students in hiﬂher
| tlon revealed that rﬂral students were mor. llkely to drop

out (Aylesworth & Bloom, 1976) Ho) ever, g1ven ‘the. hlgherf

' llkellhood of rural students dropplng out, little progress.

‘
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has been nade in ident%gjing.oauses‘and temedies. According
« to the results of'a'study conducted'in the United States by}“
CoT AylebWorth and Bloom (1976), the educational'handicapjof
rural Americans and‘the uncertainty about the fate of rural'
students in college has not led to ‘a great deal of research
‘on the characterlstlcs of rural and urban students- nelther

-

has 1t led to the ldentlflcatlon of speclal problems faced 0

.

by the rural student.

Accordlng to Aylesworth and Bloom (1976), the trans'e

-

tlon from a rural communlty to a college communlty presents

-'; ‘ . /-.

[N

a . spec1al set of stresses for students from rdral back-
Fo /‘ ‘
grounds, a dlsproportlonate number/of rural college students

"

e .
" suffer from depress;on. Also, rural students are demograph;— K

‘ ‘ /
cally and attitudinallytdlstlngu1shable from urban students,

7 N
- [y %]

and possess‘man§ of th_ raits commonly assoc;ated w1th

fallure/ln an academ1 settlng Further, rural freshmen
are frequently 1onely, f@el mlsunderstood, ‘deal badly w1th

‘new found freedoms, have dlfflculty negotlatlng the complex

unzversity admnnzstratlve structure, and. are dlssatlsfled f "c

w1th thelr academlc experlence (p. 240).
The rntellectual, soc1al ‘and cultural background of
| rural youth show greater dlscontlnﬁlty with the college': @
”~env1ronment than the background of urban youth (Kysar, S
1966) One reported outlet for _reducing such stress and
allenatlon was through‘the exces51ve use of alcohol and
drugs.‘ Accordlng to Aylesworth and Bloom (1976),12Rura1

- 'students’ who left school reported excessive use of



alcohol and other drugs'uith significantly greater frequency
than had uiban’ students who left school® (p. 239).

Other factors have ‘been reported as contrlbutfh; to the
high rural student dropout rate. The lével of education
attained by the ;bral student's parenti'has been shown to *
oorrélate,directly with the student's persistence in college

4 -

(Dowrley, 1980) Feedback from rural students who dropped

~

ﬁ?t of college 1nd1cated a general dissatlsfact1on w1th

academlc opportunltles. ylesworth and Bloom (1976) sug-'-

-

.- ngsted that one reason for thlS dlssatlsfactlon may be due

to “the fact that rural students came to the unlverSLty Wlth

¢and found many of the courses 1n the freshman year unrelated

/

/

..to thelr goals" (p. 239) )
The results of a- study by Aylesworth and Bloom (1976)
reported that rural freshmen are 1ntgllectually comparable
Qo urban freshmen. Klng (1963) found that desplte the fact‘
;-that rural students-entered college wlth.loWer potentlal,-
_the§ achleued academic.success.at-a 1euel“comparable to.urhan
students; . | -
Accordlng to Shaw and Brown (1957), studles of rural—:

'urban backgroundarepOrted that students from urban areas
4

o have hlgher levels of academlc performance than students
from less populated areas; however, the relatlonshlp of

urbanlsm to higher academlc performance does not hold for

. students who comé from major metropolltan areas‘(SOO{OOO‘ ;

L7

or more). One explanation. put fofyard~forfthe latter

’sets of academlc goals different from those of urban students :
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observation is that there is a greater heterogeneity of ,/
students from such areas. Meanwhile, Sanders, Osborne,

and Greene (1955) reported that urban students were typi- - .

cally higher on aptitude tha;‘?ﬁral students, but that there =-.

were no.real differences in academic performance.

a .
EEEY . - . \

Davis (1964) conducted an extensivé study with univer- N

: 51ty students completlng thelr initial degree program and

.;;'- preparlng for entrance lnto a graduate program. ThlS study

reported that there was a relatlonshlp between the size of

the hlgh'school hometgyn and the graduates' plans for

advanced study, however, the author had no explanatlon for

A . \that relatlonship When a detalled dlstrlbutlon of the home—.

.townslwas examlned, ‘there was- a general increase in the
number of students~proceed1ng:lmmedlately to graduate studles
Sg hometown 51ze 1ncreased. Specifically, 21% of tgose.from
rural surroundlngs were g01ng on-to graduate studles 1mme-
dlately,,compared to 45% of . the students from c1t1es of two." :
mlllxon or more. Wlthln,any,glven.slze group, "however,
"there nas‘no»con51stent'difference‘between'those from‘the
central Gities .andsthose from the suburng _lherefore{‘lt
appears-that the studénts‘\immediate neighborhoodfdid not .

' 'produce the difference, but rather the degree_of metrqpolif.

\ tanlsm of,the general settlng. | | ' _

Bayer (1968) and Spady (1970) examlned the 1nfluence -of- ——~——;;—
-rural and urban dlfferences in thelr stnd;es of college o

attrltlon. These authors concluded that thls«varlable does’
g . ?- . R

1nd1rectly 1nfluence the students“overall chances of
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- 60 000 perform least, well, and those from schools 1n smaller

o

. T 39
graduating, but the independent influences of this factor on
leaving a particular institution is less well documented.
Specifically, the amount of variance attributable to this~
variable alone was lnsignificant. .
A study of'rural and urban students in Australian uni-
versfties revealed that students*from rural high schools’
were more vulnerable to fallure wriler, '§YO). In Welsh
schools, Dale and Mlller (1352) reporteé/ihat~students from

c1ty schools make the.best.progress,thelr first<year.at unif

versity, those from schools in towns of about 16.000‘to

towns and V1llages fall somewhere in between.

)

_\The soc1al systems in small rural communltles greatly

lmpact ‘upon the soc1a1 behav10r and,performance of rural

.,youth in hlgher educatlon (Downey, 1980) . ‘Based upon the

results of a study conducted in the Unlted States, Ackersom
(1967) reported that the 1ncent1ve ta go tcﬁ remaln in .
college is not as gréat in rural America. Also, lnda study:
by Aylesworth and Bloom.¢‘376), approxlmately one—fourth of
:urban Amerlcans 25 - years of age or older contlnued thelr
educatlon beyond hlgh school, compared with only one- -sixth

’of small town Amerlcans.’ Among~the factors contrlbqtlng to

'thls lack of incentive were- low economlc status. low family

'expectatlons and geographlc 1solation (Aylesworth & Bloom,.
1976; Downey, 1980 Edlngton, 1971) oo ’, v

-Ed1ngton:(l97l) oted‘that rural young‘people‘do'not.

see education as an answer to their problems. They have low’

e

e ® G
. Nt
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self-esteemfand feel helpless in .conquering environmental
handicaps. Rural youth.perceive that they have fed~and
ﬂﬂﬂhdllmited options, and that those options that do exist are
consistent with their socioeconomic background. .
Aylesworth and,Bloom:(l976) reported that "thoughfruril
students have more personal problems than do urban students
both prior to and»after'entering collegei they typically.do .
not seek counselling" (p 241). An outreach program that | . ’
Ca actlvely seeks out troubled rural students mlght be benefl-;
fc1a1. These authors sdggest that such an outreach program
mlght lnclude. mon;torlng,career ob]ectlves; promotlng,
specral course offerings;'creatingfsub-environments{’sensl- ?'
tiaing~student personPel staff'to‘special needs'of'rural _
studentsé initiating’ special orientation programs; forming
peer groups; and implementing ombudsman programs. »

!

. . The Relationship Between High School
- : . S . Size and College Success

.y )

g?
o~

'There.is little reIevant-literature pertaiﬁing specifi; .

K 'cally to high school s12e ‘and unlver31ty succtess. When con-’

~——

'51der1ng the’ lnfluence of this variable, much of the present
A llterature examines the indirect 1nfluences of thlS variable,
or its impact solely on the academic performance in college. Do

' P _.' Little (f§59). for example, reported that hlgh school size -

'may be,1nd1rectly related to student attrltlon durlng unlver- Cos
oo sitysﬂbut it is 1nslgn1£1cantly related to . the.dropping’ out R

process.

. . . s N .
! N v . ’ . ‘ .
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: . " .t A _/ LS . Qe G Jl\_ '_5‘
. . . RN - . . . . m_ R - .
L w . A .o % . .
[ v . . ’ - ' . I
) B . . . wo . R . . . ,)_ ) .




-——

41
Accordino to Lavin (1965), two studies examine the rela-
tionship between the size of high school and academic per-
formance'in college. One of these concludes that graduates,
of smaller hlgh schools tend to receive lower grades, even .

though,they are not lower in intelligence (Hoyt, 1959). The

second study (Altman, 1959) found size of high school

.graduated from to be unrelated to college performance. --

-

While the two studies cited above permit 'no generaliia;'

tions, it iS‘suggested that if school sizé were found to

have a con51stent relatlonshlp to college performance, it

would probably be @ result of dlfferences in fac111t1es,

\teacher salarles, and the llke (Lavxn, 1955)_f Should thls

factor be systematlcally assessed, one would expect a curv1-
linear relatlonshlp between size and performance. 'Small hioﬁ
schools are probabrj~found more frequently in rural areas,'
and their facilities are more likely to be inferior. fﬁt'the

other extreme, very, ldrge high schools are.mbst'likely'to be.

found in congested urban areas where the schools €xperience -

overcrowding, inadequate or ovérused facilities, and the

presence of large proportlons of economlcally and socially

underprivileged youtkf Medium~-sized schools would typically

‘be representative.of communities able to provide facilities

at a pace more or less in keeping with population‘increases.
' According to Dyer (1968), it is clear that the charac-

teristics of the high school, such as'its facilities and

academicrstaff,'are important'factors'in‘the fhdiwidual‘s

achievement,' It follows that such characteristics would

L Ine S
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also affect the individual's performance, and -therefore per-

1

!
stids of the high

mstence in college | .
Accordlng to Nelson (1972), character

\
school are__important bec"\use they directly|and lindirectly—

F

ations, and

\

affelct the individual's aspirations, exped
ested first l;;(

/
motivations for college education. As sug

Davis (1966) and later by St. John (1971) #nd Nelson (1972),

the ability level of 'students iyekhe school and ‘the sacial

status comp051t10n of  the school affect not 5only the lndivid—

~ ]

- ,her commltments to the goal .of college comp etlon. .
Rural students preparatlon 1n high sch ol Anfluences

Lo *theJ.r performance in, higher, educat;on (Downe . 1980) artly - '
\ ! K
‘due to the limigRed access.rural studer_lts have| to course

‘.offering's. The' rj’robl‘em associated with this ack of exposure

to a broad-based curriculum is compounded by a| lack of

si:imulation' Amomny—peers (Anderson, : 1974) . Kle'r?feld S . (1978)

study of Native Amerlcans also found a relatlo ship between

academlc skllls acqulred in high school and co lege sucdcess.

Non-academic factors may also‘.lmpact. upon {the rural

student deopout rate. .A lack of social and interpersonal
inter’act'ions, as experi ced in high school, ¢

uld be one

con{:rlbuting factor (Downey, 1980). Anderéon 197%!) reported

. that “the stu_dent‘who faces.dlif'f'iculty in adjusting to college

' 11fe, and who does not percelve t.he campus ‘as a de31rable e )

’"settlng, may w1thdraw from college rather than fate - a sxtua-

tlon which to hJ.m is emotlonally untenable" (p 192).°,

Y
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Although some research challenges the relationshlp

L a3

’

abetween persistence in college and'rural/hrban background,

corroborated findings 1nd1cated that students f rom small

N
x

hlgh schools were more llkely to drop out than students from

<* large hlgh schools, Sorie soc1a1 factors affectlng the rural

w

—

AN

a positive relationship existed between persistence in | N

college and high school'size. The study, conducted in the

——

dropout rate are low economic status, low family expecta-

.
. .
.
.

tions,.and gsoéraphic isolation. Cope (1972) reborted that

BEGaN

Unlted States, found that students from small hlgh schools

fﬁ
were more’ llkely to drop out of college than- students from ‘

~
large hlgh schools.~ Cope s flndxngs were corrobomated by

e

Anderson (1974) and Aylesworth and Bloom (1976). Anderson“s..

(1974) study revealed that students from high schools Wlth,

less than 20 graduates a year were less likely to remain ln

college than students fromdarger high schools.

Aylesworth

and Bloom (1976) reﬁorted_that'rural studefits have a' lower -

e -~ -
.

. \ ., ) .
survival rate than did urban_ students.

. . ~ 4

»

Desplte the 11m1ted .number of research studies examlnlngv

the dlrect relatlonshlp between hlgh school size and unlger~

sxty success, there may well be-some sxgnlflcance on a local

level. 'Specxflcally. a: high correlatlon of university stu-

dent attritlon assoc1ated with a spec1flc hlgh school ‘may e

|"' .

warrant an examination of the servzces and guldance offered to

s

?\thﬁ hlgh'school}students prior to~graduatxon.

\

Suqh.a compre-”

'*‘hensive.understanding'could facilitate local improuements to

. facilitate the transition of these students into university.

-

-
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High School Grade Point Average as a.
® Predictor of College Success . ) o
' Concern with the prediction of‘academlc’performance has

r " . ' M )

increased during recent years.' One reason for this concern
is' the much pub11c1zed growth in the student populatlon. On
the collége level, the lncrease has outstrlpped the expan51on

of facilities, consequently heightening the_competltlon for -

 admission, especially at the better universities and colleges.. -
nFor college adm1s510ns offlcers, the selection of students 15,

s %ore difficult than’ ever before because of the lncreasejln

_the numbsr of - high&y quallfled candldates. Thus{ the respon— - : .tf-
51b111ty of colleges to be as’ certaln as pOSSlble that the ‘

students they select w1ll do better’ than those they exclude
‘is becomlng lhcreaSLngly dlfflcult to meet. ; S : 4 o
2 _ .

Although past educafuonal successahas not. been expll- N
‘c1tly referred to as-belng directly related to dropplng out,ﬁ 's C

' of college, 1t lS clear that performance in high school, as ; o
X N B . Lo
measured elther by grade polnt average or rank ln'class, has . \ :

T

been shown to be .an- lmportant predlctor of future college - .
& : . T~ :

‘l‘performance (Astln. 1971)f“ Although the academlc background W

-(),";.of college students is known to 1nfluence thelr‘pverall T e

-

*chances of graduatlng from college, the 1ndependent 1nflu- -

1

ences .of th:.s factor on leav:.ng a part:.cular .mstltuttqn 1s .

',

less well documented ‘ o ?Qr . : ‘_g,. f¢‘ C
Iffert (1958). u51ng a natlonal sample of students who = . K '\
attended college during ;he Flftles, found that 61% left S ;u;f Y

) their flrst’college., However, 1f only students whp had

A

¢ o

. - N ' R C - o
. f : (" M ' . . ) ‘ P '~ .
L - , Y o L e
; PR . . * . . ' ' A *
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finished in the top fifth of their high school class%had
beén‘admitted to college, the dropout rate‘would have
decreased td only 44%.

Blanchfield (1971) conducted a research study:to

L'evéﬁuate the selection process of'hﬁgh school.students for

admission into ¢ollege. This research‘study reported that.
the entire area of usetu; indicators of studentisuccess:in
college shduld be re*evaluated Specifically, there was

some questlon as' to whether high school grades and achleve-

ment tests deserve the attentlon they get from adm1551ons

4

"counsellors. o T I P

gy

‘achlevement (rank An hlgh school/class 51ze) and a host of

'tralts explalned less than 4% of the\total varlatlon Ain

attrltlon status--a statlstlcally 1n51gnlfncant ‘amount. The

K

Teren21n1 and Pascarella (1978) 1nc1uded hlgh school

A

N

‘.addltlonai precollege tralts 1n a study to 1nvestlgate the

relatlve 1nfluence of students‘ precollege characterlstlcs

on attrlt;on. ‘This study concluded that the precollege

.

-.authors reported that whlle 1n1t1a1-student~characterlstics

may be, 1mportant in thelr 1nteractlons with stuaents' fresh-

"
man year experlences, there would appear to be llttle futur

‘. ~

“in trylng to predlct attrltlon on the basrs of students' pre-

ki

-:college characterlstlcs.' '~ 5 . . _ .

' Ter?n21n1, Lorang, and Pascarellan4L981) conducted a
L

- research study to test the predlctlve valldlty of Ehe Instltu-

t

tlonal Integration Scales and the fundamental constructs of

. Tinto's model., Results of this. study suggested that ‘the

! -

-~



'ground characterlstlcs or initial commltments, however, had

. amount of varlance attrlbuted to thlS

- — = —t
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precollege student g&aracteristics (including hioh school
gradetpolnt a&erage) contributed little to the va(}ance in
attendance patterns. Similar results were obtalned by Pascat
rella;'Smart, and’ Ethington (l986) Accordlng to{these

authors, "only four student background characteristics and

ginitial commitments had significant direct effects on the two,

" persistence measures, when all other variablés in the model

were controlled for" (p. 65). For men, secondaryeschool

Tachlevement had a p051t1ve dlrect affect on degree completlon,

whereas male degree completlon was negatlvely 1nfluenced by

commxtment to the,-an.tJ.al- lnstltutlon of enrollment. ‘-

.women, soc1oeconomlc status had a pos1t1ve dlrect effect on

LY

'fdegree per51stence, and secondary ‘'school soc1a1 lnvolvement

3
pOSltlvely 1nfluenced degree completlon. None of the’ back-

' 51gn1f1cant dlrect effects across both perststence measures

4.‘and for each sex.’

s

“In summary. 1t appears ev1dent that hlgh school grades

»and scholastlc aptltude alone do not 51gn1f1cantly dlfferen-.

L]

tlate between college dropouts and per51sters. Slnce the

actor is not con-

sxstently*doc%mented in the. resear ::hlgh school'grade o

polnt average should be conSLdered as only havxng an: lanU"

-

ence -on college per51st£hce and attrltlon ratesh o

e

A
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Research Studles omr~the Student Populatlon
.at Memorial University

Memorlal Unlver51ty has constantly endeavored ‘to
obtain a more composrte understandlng of 1ts student popula—
tion and their experienceés while attendlng thlS educational
facilitYin Consequently, uyfversity officials have eacouraged
and supported local research studies pertafning to the
academic, personal} and social experiences of “its student
populatlon whlle attendlng M. U N. )

In addltlon to belng concerned w1th prov1d1ng adequate
'and approprlate student accommodatlon, M u. N) has focused
‘on the varying effects that dlfferent types of student |

"hou51ng has on the - students' academlc, personal, and soc1al

- lives... Smallwoodiand Klas (1973) compared male M.U. N." Tt e

students 11v1ng in three on- campus re51dence halls and those
11v1ng 1n off campus lodglngs on- five factors. (1) academlc‘f

success, (2) personallty factors, (3) part1c1patipn in extra¥

curricular act1y1t1e54 (4) study hablts and attltudes, and
(5) involvement in'communlty affairs.. The results.of.thlsv
B . . B . . . - -

study indicate that students 1iving in on-campus residences

"had: ‘greater academlc suocess, better study hablts and atti- -~
tudes{ were 51gn1flcantly more 1nvolved 1n voluntaty extra-,

currlcular act1v1t1es, shdhed slgnlflcantly more communlty

“" .
and soc1a1 xnvolvement, and had . some personallty tralts that ;{/

appeared to be 51gn1f1cant1y affected by 11v1ng 1n on- campus
‘.reSLdence (Smallwood & Klas, 1973).' The conclu51ons of this

-study support the view that l;vxng 1n student resxdence halls .

' . ' . i : A
L ! ct L Ca - [ ' L . -
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tends to assist students develop in their academic and social
lives.

. Sacrey, Klas, and Boak (1977) conducted a research

study with QSOHM.U.N. undergraduate students. The authors

' worked from the premise that research on student housing

has generally confirmed that a_pniversity studenty's choice
of residence has more broad—reaching effects on his/her

overall educatlon and personal development than the student

[

'may at first reallze, they used as thelr sample the total

K

populatlon of re51dence hall prefects (50) and a r&ndom

» » .
sample of_re51dence hall student54(290). Accordlng to the

/

'uauthors,:lt is the residence hall prefect who plays a<yltal,

role n settingfthé academic and‘sodial environment of

'the re51dence hall since he/she carrles out a varlety of

rolgs, 1nclud1ng those of admlnlstrator, counsellor, rule_
enforcer,, and p0551bly uffer between 1nstructors or adm1h15-~
trators. This research study compared the prefect and stu-

dent perception of the 1deal and actual role of the prefect .
in the res;dence halls. The,results of thls;study pointed’

to a discrepancy in the prefects' and students' perceptions
of both the ideal and actual roles of the prefect. 2specifl-
cally, the authors concluded that- (l) prefects placed more -
emph351s on thelr role and saw themselves as performxng more:

in both the ideal and the actual roles; (2) the perceived

*agctual performance of prefects was significantly lower than

what the prefects_and students perceiVed it should be
ideally; (3) in actual performance. of thevfole, females

Pieaa -
-

4
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»
placed significantly more emphasis on.the administration and

LY

maintenance role and the disclolinary and rule-enforcing role
than did males: (4) in ideal role'performancer female pre-
fecti scored significantly higher than nale prefects on the ;
agvisory and counselling role, and female students scored

significantly’ hlgher than male students on the advxsory and

counselling role and the d15c1p11nary and rule-enforcing=-

.role; and (5) the year of the student.had no signiflbant:_
’effect on the way ‘the student'perceived the ideal and actual

‘role of the prefect (Sacrey, Klas, &1Poak 1977, PP 19 20)

Slnce such dlscrepanc1es decreased the effect1venes= of the

_prefect, 1t is 1mportant that personnel 1nvolved in’ student

hou51ng be aware of exlstlng dlscrepancles and make attempts
to reduce'them.' The authors made recommendatlons whlch could

act, as a gu1de to 1mprove the prefect system in the local

t.

re51dence halls. o v T | " o v

5

French, Klas, and Boak,(1979) conducted a research ¢

study w1th 102 students enrolled in thelr th1rd year or

© . later 1n the~Faculty of Educatlon-at M.UTN. The purpose of
'thls study was to determlne the effects of 11v1ng accommoda-
'tlon, dlstance commuted age, sex,. marltal status, rellglous

'jafflllatlon, hlgh school graduatlng average, and measured

1ntelllgence on 'the semester grade point average of M.U. N.;

-_students.' Th1§ stud} concluded that students who llved WLth

thelr parents scored 51gn1f1cantly hlgher mean semester grade

'pOlnt averages than d1d students living in univer51ty resi-

,dences,gapartments, and boarding houses,’ Dlstance.commutedh f

¥

e
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age, sex, marital status, and religious affiliation did not
sxgnlflcantly affect semester grade p01nt average. High ’

school graduatlng average and measured intelligence were sig-
// nificant, w1tn measured_lntelllgence being the best 1ong—
4// ' ;range predictor.of success in university. The results of
’:his study provided.a better understanding of the'need for
" better counselling‘fo; students, the relationship of‘specifiC‘
varlables to each other, and the factors affectlng unlver51ty
grage p01nt average.: Spec1f1c recommendatlons were made to'

"make such 1nformatlon avallable to school and unlver51ty

AU
Iy

off1c1als..- T "'.} o g L
Although the prev1ous three studles did ot focus " 1 -“: v

' spec1f1cally on the same .variables or'purposes Js‘the present |
study,,they were conducted at the Same unlverSLty and sought
a,better understanding of its student~population. In addi-
tion;-these‘studies.mada soecific reconmendations (where
:approériate) to school and univergrty'officiais; These recom-','
.mendations were intended,to;assiSt students.and ennance'the |
;);7“\ learning andfsocial environment of the university. |




CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

This study dealt with the personal and social variables K

—

affecting voluntary student attrition during Junf%r Division

at Memorial University of Newfoundland.

<-Tgh’,thin.t,his:'chapt':e'x: there will be descri tddns of': 8
o backgfouﬁd téAtHe Data lelecfiéh; P N " . ?n- )
L2 saﬁple apd'sémpling'Pr0ce§ﬁres;' t B  ‘lI'
EN Tb;.Naﬁure 9f'£hé'1nétrumentation; o R '
:4.‘.Preparing the'Datalﬁo} Stéﬁisticél-A@alysisf énd: . ‘ “7
;V‘ LT - ':5:_*fh¢'Tréétménf éf{the Data.f SRUE T J T
i R . : : . .;. ’ '
.*,)/f,‘-._- ~ - Backgfound to the. Data Collection E B L

During Wintér'Seﬁeéter, 1984, the Dean of Stuéeﬁt
Affairs gﬁd Serviceg\Waﬁigghﬁgctea'and infoémed oé thé pur-'
pose of this study. The Officé'of Student'Affairs and Ser-
vices gavefaﬁproval'oﬁ this study and offered to co-operate
and assist with .its development., o

In order to obtain access to student filés,'theHOffice..
of Studeﬁt.AffairS‘énd Serviées contacted ﬁhe-Registra{'s
Okficé and requested permission to'access thé gbplicabie
‘e $tudeht files. When approval'ffas received from the
| Registrar's Office, ofﬁiéia;s wéré.pgpvided,wiéh a descrip-

tion of the"sampie Qopulatibn requestéd,’ and the department
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’

generated a computer printout containing the applicable
information needed. For the sample of 100 Junior Division
persisters and 100 students who voluntarily withdrew (thus
meeting- the initidl eligibility criteria), a computer print-
out‘uas obtained, containing the student's name, sex, high
school graduated from, high school grade point average,
permanent home addtess, and home telephone number. -+

The Registrar's Offlce also generated a second computer
_prlntout prov1d1ng descrlgtlve data for a sample of 108 stu-
'dents who per51sted and. 108" students who voluntarlly w1th-'
'drew, durlng or 1mmed1ately followxng Junlor Div151on. . This
descrlptlve flle contalned a llst of the’ follow1ng precollege.:
characterlstlcs.ﬂ sex, res;dehce before. attendlng M.U. N.,.;

[

'senlor hlgh school graduated from, and hlgh school grade .

p01nt average. . | ’

v

Description of Sample and. Sampiing Procedures

lnitially,gthe survey population for this study con-
sisted of all the full-time Junior'Division students regis-
’tered at M U N. (St. John s campus) durlng Fall Semester, g
1982. However, in order to exclude mature students and
students who had prev1ously attended ‘M. U N. or.another .

college or unlver51ty, thlS study controlled for .the follow-"

ing two variables. (l) only those students enterlng M U N.°

,for the flrst tlme were 1nc1uded, and (2) only. those students",

who completed.the sen1or hlgh school program\ln.l9ﬁ2.were f'"
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included.  Therefore, the final sanple_consisted of a popula-
tion of full-time Junior Division stddents.registered.at
M.U.N. for their first time duriné the year they completed
high school; - | . ‘

. | . ' .

Experimental Grogp

~
~

The experlmental group in. this study conSLSted of those

students.from the flnal sampl;pg populatlon who voluntarlly

-w1thdrew from M¢U;N.,1n good standlng prior to Fall_Semester,~

1983. , - ' -.. . IR ", e - . ‘ I ,"..
In.order to identify and c¢ontact a random'sample of'
this stﬁdent population, the Reglstrar s Offlce prov1ded a-

computer prlntout containing the name, sex, hlgh school

'~graduated‘from! high school grade p01nt~average,-per nent ‘

-

" home address} and the permanent.home telephone number_for,a

——

~

] dents mlght have moved from their permanent home addresses.

random sample of 200 students’meeting this criterion. Since

the data collectlon for thls study took place durlng

Fall of 1984, these students would have been absent from

M.U. N for over one year. In addition, many of these stu-

L)
*

_ ConSLderlng these condltlons, a random sample of 70 students

was selected from the llst of 200 prOV1ded by the Reglstrar s -

Offlce; an att’empt was made to ?ph‘one .these students and

re4uest their participation in tWis study. Once'barticipants

'agreed to' part1c1pate, a copy of the Instltutional Integra-

tion Scales and the Addxtxonal Questions were forwarded to .

v
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A'tgtal'of 30 useable gquestionnaires were returned
within one month of being sent. A reminder (see Appendix C)
was sent after one month, resultfhg in an additional three
questionnaires being returned. Thus, there was a final

total- of 33 in the experimentak group. , -
I ) e

Control Group.

" The control group in this study consisted of those
students from the same sampllng populatlon who contlnued

their educational program at. M.U.N. 1mmed¢ately afhet com4"

»

1pietin§ Junior Division. These students would have - regls-'

;ered'at M.U.N. agaln durlng Fallegemester, 1983.

" In order to av01d the dlfflcurgles encountered in con-=

[,

tactlng the experlmental group, the control group was

’

selectedﬁdlfferently.- Most of the students who per515ted at

M.U.N. would have been attending thlrd-year'courses durlng

. . ' . < . .
the time this sample was obtained Therefore, if a random.

sample of thlrd year students meeting 1dent1cal ellglblllty

" crlterla could be surveyed, a valld cozfrol group could be

establ;shed. To obtaln the control<?r up, perm1551on was
obtalned from. the rnstructors o\‘three Schedule A (e é

students from all facultles are permltted to reglster for

: these courses) third-year educatron\courses to-eﬂter thelr
'classes and request the partlclpatlon of those eligibfe ‘stu-
dents. The purpose of the study and the ellglblllty r qulre- '

A‘ments for part1c1pants were explalned‘to the students 1in

-
\
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these classes. A total of 36 eligible students agreed to
participate, and each was provided with a copy of the Insti-
tutional Integration Scale. These students completed the
) .scale at their convenience and returned it to their class //)

instructor.

The Nature of theyrnstrumenﬁation

Preparing the Instrument for ) \
Use in this Study . s
, - \) . "—-. ‘,' . ‘-‘ .
/ o In order to use the Institutional Integration Scale in.

‘this stﬁdy'minor édjusthents ﬁo,ﬁﬁe Qording of each'questign.
. were héceésarf. ‘Since the oriéina?_scéle'wﬂg designed to
assess the studentg' experiences whi;e.hé/sﬁe was attéddihg. L ]
-dﬁiversity, each question was'stateﬁ in the préseht tense’
(e.g.; "It has been difficult for me to meet and make friends -

with other students"). Since this study focused upon theses

-

same experiences after the &tudent had withdrawn from univer-
oo o sity, all questions were restdted in the past tense (e.g.,

‘ "It was difficult for me.to meet and make friends with other
\ » ’ q Y
) - students"y. '

' . '
[ . L . N
’

. Introduction to the Instrument. '
. ' N ‘ \‘

The questionnaire statements from each subscale were
///' , ~ presented in sequentiallorder and the-réspbnséS'solicitéd on’
Lthe questlonnalre (see Appendlx A for a sample questlonnalre) -
, - . ! e e

3were on the same scale, as' follows: .
o« : o ) . _— - ‘
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I3

o 1 2 3 4 5
- .  Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly
Agree ~ : Disagree .

[
\ \ - -

The same introduction was given to both the experimental.

.

-and control groups. In order to ensure that their}résponses
indicated their experiences during Junior Division at M.U.N.

> during the academic year of Fall, l982/Winter, 1983, all

'respondents were asked to begin each statement with the v

‘ ’
phrase: "Durlng Junior DlVlSlon at Memorial Un1versxty o oe e
. , ‘ A ' . )
._-.* : - S ' '4 . . 4 -

Preparing“Data for Statistical Analysis -, ‘ .

2 T s .
o . ¢ ‘

- . In-order to prepare the data for statlstlcal analy51s, b;
_by computer, four adjustments had to be, made. A -

u ' First; several responses to the leert questlons on the
.Instltutlonal Integratio Scale had to be recoded to ensure”
f{ E ' that all p051t1ve and nej\kdve responses to inaividual ques-
tlons were con51stently plaeei along the Likert scale. Speci-

., - l
-'flcally, all questlons were recoded to ensure that a strong

-‘np051t1ve response to a questlon onsistently indicated a loW"
E ; : (e. g., 1) response while a_str g’negaxive response consis--
| ‘tently_lndloated a high (é&~g., 53.response. The following'-' .
._questions:were recoded, following this'format: .5 6} 7, 13,
14, 15, 21, 28, 29, ‘and 30 This récodih;;ensured a.consis—
.tent and ‘accurate lnterpretatlon of the data.
Secondly, data from the Insmltutlonal Integratlon Scale

-had to be lelded into. the separate: subscales in ordernto

-(*?‘_ . 'permxt the generatlon of subscale totals. As explained by

v "o
. . . . a
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and:intellectual'Development), Likert questions 18-24; and,

'QUestlons ln these subscales were added together, subscale B ;. -

. ~
totals wereeqbtarned,

Ll

-
i
E6
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the developers of the institutional Integration Scale, the _"jl
30 Likert questions gan be placed into five subscales, each
: . ~ b
consisting of an uneven number of Likert guestions. Each _.f:
subscale consisté of the fellowirg Likert questions- sub¢ r{:

»

scale 1 (Peer- -Group Interactlons), Likert questions 1-7;

o -

subscale' 2 (Interactlons with Faculty), Likert questnpne

-

8-12; subscale 3 (Faculty Concerns for Btudenﬁ Development

v,

and meachingj,tLikert-questibns 13-17;esubscale 4 (Academic

subscale 5 (Instltutlonal and Goal Commltments), leert

quast;ons 25 30. Wheg the responses to each of the leert . :}

Thirdly, when the descriptive data list was*prepared{

o

for statistical ana1y51s, all hlgh school grade p01nt .o

averages between two multlples of 10 (e.g., 67.0) were:

_recoded into multiples of 10 representing the first number

in the sequence (e g.; 60. -0).
¢

,possibility of dec1mals appearing in the data (e. g., 67 S)ﬁ

-

Thls-procedure ellmlnated the

and permltted fewer and more‘meanlngfulagrouplngs of the
a §
data. 'Therefore, when lnteﬁaretlng the results pertalnlng

to hlgh school grade p01ntaaverages, all grade point averages -

yithin the ftnge-of that multiple d£’;0'(e.g.,-6070-69.9) c T .%i
need to be'eonsidered. - i o | o .

Foﬁrthl&t to enghre an'equai number of respdndents in A ,;“:
both the control and'exper;nentai groups, three questioni

N
nalres from the control group were randomly sélected arfdf ot oo
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Therefore, a statistical”dnalysis was performed on a total

'of 66 questionnaires, consisting of 33 questionnaires from

- withdrawn priorAto 4§Z§223ristical analysis of the data. . k

each of the control and experimental groups. ‘ \\&'
, o

Treatment of the Data ~ . , -
; .‘ .-- ':.

. ) .
Since different‘statistical.procedures and different

s -

,dara lists were used to analyze the data for each research

.questiorn, a discussion of the ana1y51s for each” nesearch

’ . . g . N N R a

questlon 1s.necessary.

iResearthQuestlon §1: Are the factors of: (a) sex; e
(B) place of residence prior to attendlng M.U.N.; -

"+ . (c) high school-attended; and (d) high school grade

. point average related to a Junior vaxslon student's

declslon to voluntarily drop out? s SR .

vd
. -
vl ’ »,

~Research Qhestlon #l was statlstlcally analyzed usxng

)

the descrlptlve data lxst,athe sex, place of re51dence prior
to attendlng M,U N. ?hlgh school graduated from, and hlgh

school grade poxnt average were examlned for a random sample

v

of 108 students who per51sted and 108 students who voluntar—' ' .‘f;
1ly dropped out, dur1ng7after Junlor D;v1510n. ‘ '

Crgss-tabulatlons of the students' dec1510n to voluntar-_.

ily drop out or persist, w: th each of the' four varlables,’

. Ly . A
were 1ndependently performed. Although examinatlon of the

various row and column percentages in a cross-tabulatlon 1s

N 1Y)

'the flrst step ln -studying the relatlonshlp between two‘= .;,f;

variables, row and column percentages do not permlt quantlfr-'f -

\

cation or testlng of that relarlonehlp. To de;ermlnezlf
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d{fferences between the*students who voluntarily dropped out

i

and those who per51sted were °tatlst1cally significant (e. g.,
P < .05), the Chi- square Test of Independence was calculated

for each oflthe four ifrlables. The Ch1 square determlned

¢

SRR the degree to whlch the two groups are statlstlcally differ-

ent, when controllrng for each of thé four varlableg'-

Research Question #2: Do respo’ses on,any of the flve
Institutional Integration ubscal!ﬁ differentiate
- students ‘who voluntarlly drop out frmq those who per-
sist durlng Junlo DlVlSlO ?

l

T . Research Questian #2 was statistically analyzed using

data obtained from tie Institutional Integration Scale. ‘The.

- 3

o indiwidual,fespogsi: on the” 33 questlonnalres from each group

- ‘ ? were independently abulated Subscale totals were obtalned ,
o ‘\ lom
. R by addlng the/numerlc valu ~of all the responses ln each of

the f1ve subscales that comprlsed each questlonnalre. There-'

‘h fore, flvevsubscale totals were tabulated for each respondent. T
dross tabulatlons of the student s dec1510n to voluntar-
'l- ily drop out or per51st were . tabulated with each of . the sub-

scale totals. These cross- tabulatlons permlt a vzsual

S

representatlon of the assoc1at10n~between the student's

dec151on and each of the1r f1ve subscale totals.

R}
‘ :*,The ph;*square.Test“of.Independence was - tabulated to

.

ot

L .'determine:if“theltwo groups were sign?ficantly different,
when thelr subscale totals were compared In tabulating”‘ 2

- each Chl-square, the numerlc value of each subscale total

Y

o was Statlstlcally analyzed in order to determine the rela— _ "
T @ . . C -

t1onsh1p between the two groups.

. , .
. . s : .
R W A . : . !
. a - ’ to.
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To deter_lnﬁllﬁ_the observed” dlfferences between the

i two groups can be.reasonably attributed to chance, or,whether'
.. -there is a reason to suspect true differences betJEEn the
. 4

]
groups, a -one-way analysis of variance procedure was tabu-~
lated. This statistical prodYMure permits a. comparison of -

the means of both groups,.when examining the subscale totals

of each respondent within each group; Significant differ-
t ences (e.g., P <.05) between the means of these two groups

indicates a true difference between the mean.subscale ‘score

totals,of'the two_groups.,

Research Question #3: Do responses on any of the 1nd1V1d—_ .
- ual questions of the Institutional. Integration Scale ‘
differentiate students who voluntarlly ‘drop out from * B
cL R . those who per51st during Junior Division?’

f . : -

v “,j'“'.‘ Research Questlon #3 was stat§§t1cally analyzed us;ng

- b}
i

"j: data obtalned from the Instltutlonal Integratlon Scale. Allq?

tresponses on’ the 33 questlonnalres from each group’ were inde-
'pendently tabulated. . o y 1 ;:
ff s The Chi- square Test of Independence was performed‘on the
o ;esponses to each’ 1nd1V1dual.questlon. ThlS statlstlcal '
procedure permrts ‘the respgnses for each 1nd1v1dual questlon
of one group to be compared to the same response from the .

- -, . . N

second group
When examlnlng subscale totals only, there is always~‘

the 1nherent pOSSlblllty of responses L 1nd1v1dual questrons

wrthin that subscale cancelllng each other out and srgnlfl-

' cant scores berng masked by - the ana1y51 . Therefore, srgnlfl—

I s

cant drfferences between the two groups may not be observed

. [N
M -
© . . I
. . . - . . . )
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L . . P . . . ! .o
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' Calculatih&“a'fhiésQUare\on each individual response} however,

permits an examination of any true differences that may exist

between the two groups.

H

Resedrch Questlon #4: Who assxsted the voluntary dropouts
. . in making their final decision to attend Junlor
. Division at M.U.N.?

.

Data used to answer this research isestion waere obtained

. -4 . . .
from the additional questions provided to the 33 voluntary

dropout students. Student respanses iden?(?ying the personTs)'f
who assisted them_the most in making theit’final decision to

' attend Junior D1v151on ‘at M.U.N. were categorlzed, and fre-

quenc1es for each’ tabulated. Summary statlstlcs statlng the

mode of the dlstrlbutlon were also tabulated. A further

'statlstical analy51s of this data was not necessary, 51nce

thlS research questlon was for descrlptlve purposes only

Research Questlon #5: What spec;flc a551stance do -

" respondents feel could be. prov1qed,‘dur1ng the senior.
high school program, to'assist.a student in becoh1ng )
soc1a11y 1ntegrated lnto‘the unxversxty env;ronment?

Data for thls research questlon were obtalned d*rectly

from the Addltlonal Questlons completed by the voluntary

dropout students.‘ Slnce respondents were requested to answer"

‘an open—ended questlon solic;trng thelr 1nd1v1dual lnpu\ and e

O )
suggestlons,!all responses were, subJectlve and descrlptlve

rather than ob)ectlve and statistlcal.. o Cog ‘:

>

When these data were 1nterpreted, 1nd1v1dual responses

LY

-,were grouped lnto categor1e§ that- ldentlflEd 51m11ar sugges-

a t

; tlons.: Thls process permltted the author to summarlze the.

'.data obtalned and hlghllght any unlque 1deas that could _

s
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' benefit high school and university officials, Data obtained
from this reeearch question will be used for deseriptive pur-

pose; only; therefore, only descriptive statistics will be ; o

necessary to quantify the results.

. Research Question #6: What specifié¢ Junior Division
changes/additions do respondents recommend to assist
-students to better adjust to ‘the unxversxty ehv1ron-.
-ment and soclal milieu?

Data for this research question were obtained from the

. ‘ v’
o _ Additional Questions:completed by the‘volunt{;;:g}Bpout stu-

. dents. - Students were requested to respohd to‘ah open-ended ; .
\ question soliciting their individual input-and'suggestiens;‘ L

o | ) In order to 1nterpret “this data, 'student rebponsesqhere |
. -' .grouped 1hto categorles that expressed similar concerns and. . .
..suggestlons. Thxs‘process permits the autﬁdr-to summarlae‘l‘

"ithe data obtalned and hlghllght unlque 1‘.Ps that would be
beneflcxal to hlgh school and university off1c1als. Only _

‘destrlptlve statlstlcs will ‘be necessary to quantlfy the

’{ ot P ¥
] results. . ‘

.
-
{
&

8,
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.. .CHAPTER.-4 S (

.

/

PRESENTA%ION AND'bISCUSSION OF RESULTS
: . -~

The results of this study are presented and discussed’
in.this chapter. - ‘'This study was more descriptive than'interr

—

" active, and was .intended to eiamine student attrition at an-
. .educational lnsrltutlon where sirilar studies of its student
| population have been 1nfrequent. Therefore, the prlmary-pur-“
a pose of thlS study was to explere the relatlonshlp of the ;
chosen varlables, and not the cause and effect.
The descrlptlve data llst (N—lOB) was statlstlcally
L analyzed to answer- research quésthon number one. The descrip-h’
;Ltlve data. llst coﬁ;;sted of an experlmental group (N=108) and
.. ; o "a control/group (N—lOB) ..'The exper1menta1 group conslsted
-of 41 males (38%) and 67 females (62%) who pers sted beyond
'Junlor D1v351pn at M.U.N.. The sample contalnedfzn\ﬁhe .
‘:DescripsivehData List was not used as é??é;f°§ any other
~ - 'Jsresearch questlons.h |

bata obtalned from the Instltutlonal Integratlon Scale

3,were statlstlcally analyzed to answer research questlons two

v s

"and three.‘ An exper1mental group, conslselng of 33 students
:who-voluntarily dropped out durinsidf immedlately aftermooﬁ-.f

..; -.,.,fpleting.Junior.Division atiM.U\N.;,and,a control group'coh*.

| | esls ‘ng‘of.33’soudenrs who persisted beyond Junior D!vision'

f ——

completed,shis scale. Data obtalned from thls sample of .

4

\

S, :
. 66 students were analyzed to answer rerear:2/46;strons two
'and three. ) : o ,’ Lo

L ¥
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Lata obtained from t.he Additional Questions section lof'
the Institutional Inteoratio'n Scale were analyzed to answer
research questions four, five, and six. .In the present
sstudy, ‘o'nly theé students who yoluntarily dropped 'out (N=33).
com‘pleted the Additional' Questions section=of. this ~scale.

The Chi-square and a one-way ANOVA were the statlstlcal

-

procedures used in the anaIy51s of data for research ques-

L
tions one, two, and three. The level' of significance

desirable for these research qbestions was P < .0S. Only
desch.pt:Lve statlstlcs were used to analyze the data for
' research ‘questions four, f:Lve, and s:l.x, since ﬁe purpose of

_these research questrons dictated descr::l.ptive, i_nfo_rmauon per— "
‘\\. . .
N,

- . . . . . .. e

'ta:g‘.ning' to individual experiences and’ Suggestions. .
g R ’- . N ) . N o “_ .
Research Quest:l.on' $1.(n):. Is a Jum.or D:w:.s:.on student 's sex . '

: related to a dec1s:.on to, volunt'arlly drop out? g

- — - v - . S e A e mm ‘ )

\ T S . . . The results 1nd1cated ‘that the sex of a Jun:.or DJ.VJ.s:Lon'
student was not s;gn:.flcantly related to a. dec.ts:.on to volun-

C %arily drop out (see ‘Table 1).
‘ ;F"" J_"' T n._".

e

.The total number -of females surveyed in thls study
\exceeded the number of males. Thls trend@ers:.sted for both
the volunth‘y dropouts and pers'lsters. A|lthough there were

B more females in- thlS study who voluntarlly dropped out and ‘ -
per51sted the result.lng Ch1 square dld not demonstrate a-: | \
' s:.gnJ.fJ.cant dlff'erence between the two groups.' | .
< T As stated in Pascarella and Terenzn.nJ. (1980),\._"a rather

D : substantial body of research on college 1mpact suggests that

students' "rn.teractlons with the college env;ro_nment.a‘-re

z
e
™
L]
,

D= VIR W



- Table 1

:iRelatiohshipiof'Sfudeﬁts' DéciSion By Sex

- - : . . Y
: : ¢ ' ” -

- - Group

- Fe}nalé_

P > .05 (X' = 1.22, df = 1) ST T ¥

<

Vvoluntary Dropouts: . -. . .Persisters = - . . Total Sample
) : : S : i ‘

< .
.

Frequency ' Peréentage . Frequency ,Percentage _Frequency_ Percentage

Male ' s0 . . a6 a1 T 38 91 421

sa. .. ¢ s3.7° . Lo 67 62 L. 125 57.9

-

(5 . , . ‘.- .| ) . m
, - » - - N . ‘¢ A ) w
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&

. Y , . . . . ) v
independent of the particular background characteristics

that they bring to college" (p.‘63) . An earlier study
(Bayer, ;968) placﬁed' a greater emphasis on precollege
characteristics, since little was a'ctually known regarding
.student attrition _and the dropout process Howevel;,,.xnore
'recent studies l(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1979, 1980, 1983)
- viéw student attrltlon as a longltudlnal process involving

a complex senes of soc1opsychologlcal lnteractlons between

-

-~ the student and the mstltutlonal enV1ronment, these studies _'
_have statlstlcally analyzed the relatlve 1nfluence of varJ.ous

3 precollege characterlstlcs (1nclud1ng sex) upon per51stence ' \
. . ~ - .
‘ and w:.thdrg;v‘al rates, _and have generally reported that an '

o '..lnsn.gmficant amount of . the varlance re.s.ults from these N

"varlables., Recent research studles examlmng the process of

college persxstence and w1thdrawal descrn.be only an. J.ndlrect

. 1nfluence from—t%ese precollege characterlstlcs, thelr

effects on permstence bemg largely medlated by the freshman

‘year experlence. o ’ . , o \' a

L B ',’; Accordlng to the 11terature reported in Chapter 2, sex
A . of the student was. con51stently accepted as‘a precollege

characterlstfx worth examining. 'In the present‘ study, m_ore;_ '

e

o fehiales were voluntary drop’du‘ts (58 females:comp'ared to 50°

”"mal'es). Althothh not statlstically 51gn1flcant, the. largest

dlscrepa‘ncy between the two groups conSLSted of ‘the lnflated

‘
.

o : L numbgr of fervale pers:Lsters, thlS trend was lncon51stent w1th
that commonly reported in the earl:.er llterature (Sewell L

AN Shah 1967, Bayer, 1968, and Trent & Medsker, 968). where a

S -" .:.a . f- . }. . ".
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.higher proportion of men'reportedly-finiiged theigﬁdegrees

and a-higher proportion of women dropped :?nu

| Recent studies (Chu, 1980; and Brozn, 1985) stress the
specxal educatlonal needs and hardships of female students
lespec1ally those from rurgl backgroundsff;;Female students
attendln; university frequently experience a great deal of
conf;ict, especially with respect to sex role and the impor-

‘tance placed ypon university completion by their families

e ‘ (Brown, 1985). These'gactors undoubtedly influence fenale
persistence in college, but thelr exact impact on'attrition
needs to be further exanined. The findings in-the‘literature
“have a partlcular relevance to M u. N., due to the- lnflated
;number of females represented in thlS study (125 females com;..
e L pared tq-9l males) and,thelnature of the rural backgrounds. |
| ‘ of theSeﬁfemales o;ior:tolattending'uniyersity.‘-As~reportéd;-
..., by Fagd,'Brown; farris, and.Rhodes'ﬁlész): huralpnomen;need -
T " extra family support and gidance. ln‘addition,,ea:%iunlver—fll"”
T Sity'should-initiate career planning seminars to -assist.

these women cope w1th the many changes ln technology and the

'soclal structure,(Carney.& Mortan, 1981; Brown, 1985). |
Several local .factors could partlally explaln the

results of the present study. A hlgher percentage of females

could be attendinngunior Division at M.U.N. because-the' R

programs of educatxonal settlngs such as the Newfoundland ' |

:and Labrador Instltute of Flsherles and Marlne Technology and

the Cabot Instltute of Applled Arts and Technolgoy tend to .

_attract a sxgnlflcantly 1lower percentage aof female students.\ '.‘g.{

A Lo

i
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Programs which attract female students may be found‘most
oommonly in, the university setting, resulting in females

e ‘having fewer choices of training sdtes. Iﬁ'addition, fewer
males might be persisting beyond Junig}'pivision because

they may'be completing Junior Division\only to enhance their
qualifications for admission into one of the educational

L ’ * . . .
facilities named above; also, more males may choose to return

U to their families and obtain employment with the fisheries or
' r

' family business after Junior Divisiomn.

Y

Research Question #1(B): Is the place of e51denc prior L
' to attending M.U. N. -related to a J lor -Division stu— - :
dent s dec181on to: voluntarlly drop out? '

N S NG -

I3

Y .i S As presented in Table 2, the_analy51s of data revealed
| -¢ a signlflcant dlfference in. dropout and pers;stence rates - .n‘;'
between students Who commuted'from their home to M. U N. each o
~day (N 78) and those whonactually llved out51de the local |

‘area- and were requmred to relocate (N—138) : L

'_‘ The total number of commuter students surveyed in this .

study was 51gn1f1cantly less than the total number of re-

»

A La llocated stud ts. Thls tends to parallel the enrollment
.trends for thlS unlver51ty, which serves students from a
'large qeograph;cal area..'

. . A sxgnlflcant number of commuter students in. thls study
: - .
' ' did voluntarlly drop out of Junlor Division at M U N. .

' ' .,"

Results lndlcate a total of 68 commuter students voluntarlly

P v B At s e e - —— P P --e_. "‘"d .~ e —————

o . dr0pped out, compared to 10 stﬁdents who pers1sted beQSBé"”‘“““W“””‘

v v * t. . . "!
.Junlor DlVlSlon.

I
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. | . Table . 2"
‘ Rélationéhip of Students' Decision by Hometown . SRR i
' "vlolu_ntary D‘ropouts" : _ e Persisters Total Sample
o 'Groﬁp ™ Fre lency Percentage - Frequ?'cy 'Eercentage Frequency Percentage
- - ot . . . z . . ’ o ) . \

- COmmute;ébuj"safin' S 83 o ‘10 9.3 v 78 36.2

_Relocated - - 30 - 37 ° " 98 90.7. = - 138 63.8

'_%’ ' n

~ 7 TP < .05 (X2 £65.2, df = 1)

.
- - . ‘
‘ .
) . ' \ s
- . - -
N -
. .
/ " ‘:
. . ° N
. - s
* -
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AltHough the results of this study differ from those‘ -
reported by Miller (1970) , Aylesworth and Bloom (1976), and
/\ Downey (1980), the results might Heyexplained by a lack of
| commitment on the part of commuter stddent's ‘towards their
/. - new learning enviromnent. According to Chickering (1'974).
: \\ i , commuter.stude_nts enter university with orientat'-ions' and per-
i sonal characteristics that influen.oe them to limit their ‘
interactions w'bj.th faculty to formalized, required settings
(e.g., classroome and iabo.ratories); reportedly;- {:hey spend
.only the.minimum required time, on' campus and lack- a.formal-
- ‘ ,‘ | : '1zed commztment to the fac:.llty :In >addi'tion to lacking a
b : -lformalJ.zed commxtment to Junior DJ.VJ.SJ.OD, it may alsogbe
| easzer for the commuter student to voluntarlly drop out,l
' AsJ.nce he/she d1d not have to relocate in order to attend R
Junior -Dlvz.sn.on 'I’hus, the need to' perszst J.n order to - |

&y

R Justlfy the Financial :ftput is reduced . , :j o S
t is. also lackmg the support and '

The :‘ommuter stud

: NN a0 .
: asnstance that frequentl?\result§ from llV&rG 1n um.versxty

' ‘re51dences. | Duncan (196‘7), Greenleaf Forsythe, Godfrey, "
-, Hudson, and Thompson (1967), Scholmer and McConnell (1970), """'
and Smallwood and Klas ('1973) all reported that the type of |

reSLdence the student selects lS related 'to the quallty of :

K

PR - the. educatlonal and’ personal growth experlenced by the .

Lstudentun the unlversrty ‘ In addltlon, Hubbell ‘and Sherwood

(1973) re&orted that “No other env1ronmegtal h‘\‘edlum in the R

;
i
t
!

s \ L umvers:.ty communlty has ‘as, v1ab1e a potentlal to mtegrate

T

K B :'f-*~ stud ts' J.n-class and out of class learnlng as does the L
co )‘ <

res.Ldence hall" (pt\-24?) Accordlng to Greenwood and Sutton ERR

-
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. munities greatly impaét upon the social behavior and per-

A . C e, © L
(1973), "residence halls. have been shown to contribute’ sig-

?

nlflcant{y in a student s soc1a1 educational growth" (p 4. ~
» c . "“

Other studies have/ shown that, as compared to non-—res;.dence K /
- ‘

hall students,‘ the g.n-resxdence student performs better

acad!mically, socializes more effectively, demonstrates better

study habits, and lnvolves hlmself more in extracurrxcular

activities (Sacrey, Klas, & Boak, 1977).
Table 2:shows that a significant number of relocattd o

students persisted beyond Junior Division. ‘ Althoughy Downey

(1980) reported that 'the social systems in small rural com>.
A . . “ , .' , . ’-

) A formance"of fural" y'outlb in'hig'her education, this study

-t o

showed that a total of 40 reloca(ted students voluntar:.ly

- dropped out, as compared to 98 sbudents who per51sted . Cos

o strong enough to compensate for the spec1al stresses and ’

5 a
‘beyond Junlor DlVlSlon. ThlS trend could be supported by tlE{e

-reasons grevxously stated. Also, for many relocated students

'depressmn- rural students frequently experlence when makmg )

the transxtlon from a rural communlty to a unlver51ty com-'

@ ’ P T

there may have been a desire to rernaln in St. John s and not

return permanently to a small outport town. As: reported by R

~Ay1esworth and Bloom (1976). t,hls d&sire ~might have been _—

x . Lo C

- munltY- ;,‘ .; . . .o . . . E , ﬂ e

T o

The Ch1 square (65. 2) tabulated for the mean dxffer‘enc‘es -

-‘Z.‘,between those tWo' groups reflects these slgnlflcant dlffer- _ '

a ' s . s

.’_'enCes.-_. . L B S . o :
. SRR s : o LT e
Research Questlon #l(C) :* Is the high school attended- - . - %
. related to a Junior Division student's dec.x.sion to' .
R voluntanly drop out? | . T ooy .
o - . RS r‘_f . ) ' ‘
in/ v - '
b~ , o ;7
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'\. '\ ,nn analysrs of the data revealed a’significant differ-

_ -.ence between students who  voluntarily dropped_out’and per-

. : sisted in terms of the high school attended. .
’ rN . * .: . . ' ’ L )
I C Results were obtained by performing a Chi-square

_ statlstlcal procedure pn data obtained from-the Descrlptlven"

- »’

i 3

ﬁ*f‘ Data Llst (N-216).. Statlstlcal analy51s resulted 1n 186

)

cells of 1nformat10m belng created, with 182 (97 8%) of these

ﬁ~ . haV1ng an expected frequency of: less than flve. ThlS result’

e '1nfluences the statlstlcal 51gnlflcance of the flndlngs. .

Y

"Thus, results need Lo be lnterpreted cautlously and con-
.'Q"‘ 51dered more for thelr descrlptlve and summative value.

T - The students in this" study (N 216) attended altotal of

« R .
95. dlfferent hlgh schools Nineteen dT these hlgh schools-

~

had a mlnlmum of three students who voluntarlly dropped out "

.or per51sted. " The range of dropout/per51stence rates varled

\ o . from a hlgh of 11 for hlgh school number one to a low of l!f"

l

n_ﬂ - three for. hlgh schools 15 19 The total number of voluntary

e v dropouts and persxsters from each hlgh school is presented

1n Table 3, as well as the-locatron, slze, number of grades,
.h and the total number of Grade ll students for. each hlgh
LA school i B S l"“ : ' o e

"."\ As shown in Table 3, 12 of the 19 hlgh schools (63 2%)

were located in urban centers. ThlS trend is common in New-

foundland ane Labrador,‘Sane most hlgh schobls tend to be -

S : centrally located in the more heav11y populated centers,"
’w1Lh students -from the surroundlng areas belng bused to |

‘thelr'classes. Seven of these 12 high schools (58 3%) had

~-
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.-
student pOpulatrons greater than 600

A total of 107 ‘students are represented in Table 3.f;
'5rxty-f1ve of these students (60. 7%) were voluntary dropouts,
wrth 55 students belng from urban hrgh schools (84 6%) and

‘10 students (154%) from rural hrgh .schools. An analy51s of

the data showed theq@ to be a srgnrflcant drfference 1n the"‘u

number of VOluntary dropouts when urban and rural hrgh

'ﬂ'schools were compared. The drrectron of these frndrngsf

3 -

) dlffers from those reported by Cope (1972), Anderson (1974).

_and Ayleévorth and Bloom (1976) It is beyond the‘scope of
.this study’ to determlne a cause -and’ effect relatronshlp, but

/
such a drfference merits subsequent rnvestrgatlon.
1

A total of 42 students (39 3%) in thls study persrsted .:

beyond Junror Drvrsron at M.U.N. Twentyﬂfrve (59. 5%) of

14

.hthese stadents attended urban high schools, whlle the remarn—.f‘

,lng 17 (40 5%) attended hrgh schools from rural commun1t1e5.~
- ]

Thg actual number of persrsters from urban hrgh schools is
- 4 . T

‘tumber from rural centers, but the

oAl

.st‘II greater‘than ty

l'

"actual dlfferences, when\compared to voluntary dropouts, are-

E

less srgnlfrcant L ";. Lo '.}n

" - The 1nc1dence of voluntary student dropout rates from .

N .
.-

urban centers rs even more~51gn1f1cant when the data are ?;.H,gj'j

"rsolated to include Only hlgh schools attended from the St. “,ff;fJ

AJohn s and Mount Pearl metropolitan areas.‘ As presented in Q

,,mable 3. hrgh schoolslz 3, 4, 6, 7, 8; 12, and 16 are ail :

"f located within metropolitan St John's and Mount Pearl.‘. h.-'

all exght of these high schools. the actual number. of

' .
- - . .
o . . t . . . Lo ’
\ . . ‘ . C e % - o . e
. . , » ‘ . | . " o . ) .
. i . . RN . Cy L. R . .
N . PPN . . . . L
. . v . - -
. . . .
N . 1 v



. 1ng Junlor D1v1510n at M.U.N. f

-"suggested by Dav15 (1966), St John (1971), and Nelson’

“out of

. . . .
. . . ) . . . BN
' - ‘ ; . .
. o .
. . .
.
. .
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students voluntarily dropping|out significantly exceeded

‘~the number of students ‘who per51sted

For- the elght hlgh schools located wlthln metropolltan

St. John's. and -Mount Pearl, a total of 54 students were repre-

‘ sented. A total of 50 students (92 6%) were voluntary

-,

dropouts, whlle the remalnlng four students (7 4%) d1d per-
-LSlSt beyond Junlor D1v1510n. These results indlcate that 50
) }'of the 54 students who attended Junior DlVlSlon at M U N.

llmmedlately after completlng high school, in the same - local

area, dec1ded to voluntarlly drop out durlng or after complet-

T

Accordlng to Dyer (1968) and Nelson (l972), the charac-

v terlstlcs of the hlgh school are 1mportant factors in the’ ot

1nd1v1dua1‘s achxevements and later lnfluence the 1nd1v1d-

ual [ performance and pers;stence in college Alsoklas'

(1972), the ablllty level of students in the school and the
r

jsoc1aI status composxtlon of the school affect not only the

-

o lndlvzdual‘s perceptlon for fuaure college educatlon, but -

also hls/her commltments to the goal of college completlon.
!

i It .is beyond-the scope of thls present s{:dy to determlne

|

the local factors assoczated with attrition rates between .

urban and rural hlgh schools, but it is 1nterest1ng to _ -

' examine the very hlgh incmdence of voluﬁtary student attri-

tlon from urban hlgh schools. A total'of sgﬁgzﬁﬁents (84 6%) :

.attended urban-hi%h chpols prior to voluntarlly dropplng

unior Divisi n. In add1 on, 50 of thedé students

3
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-

'lcomparedhto relocated students) to voluntarily drop. out, .

.attend Junior

' . - R RS

A.‘ | > ~. . - ‘4, ‘ . “‘ 76'

(90.9%) attended urban high schools~lbcated Within metropoli-
tan St. John 's .and Mount Pearl As preV1ously outlined by

Chickering £l974), it, would be.much easler for these students“. i

since their.i itial personal and financ1al commitment to .
iLlVISlon wquld have been consxderably less.

" In addition,,these students may have been lacking the support

.1and soc1al educa’fonal growth reportedly provrded by the

‘school number 1 and number‘s are 51gnifacant, sxnce all 11
- ’ ‘~ -
- Students (100%) from high school number 1 and -of the 8" stu—

continue attending M.U.N. may not be- as great. The-writerzﬁ"

;they may MErit fdrther 1nvestigatio¢

residence halls (Hubbell & Sherwood, 1973, and Greenwood & |
¢ : ;

Sutton, 1%?3) Another possrble\efplanation is that local

———— T e e

students have more options for work“@r otherﬁt§pes of educa— Lo

+ A 3

tional~training compared to relocated-student5w, Specrfically, \f\*§;‘

if a relocated student voluntarlly drops out and returns home, )

[

what - choxces does he/sheihave then°‘ Stlll another possrble _’

’explanation {s that the relocated student can continue ta © 0

remain in St John's and support hlmself/herself on student "f ;31Q<

aid only if he/she continues to’ attend M.U. N.‘ The local stu—

1dent, however, may Stlll be 11V1ng at home and being finan~~' ‘

Cially supported by his/her parents.' Therefore, the need:to-“ .i,p

e

‘realizes that these explanatlons are, only speculative, but

: The inc1dence of per51stence/w1thdrawal rates from high

e

dents: (87. 5%) from high school number 5 dld persist beyond .
Ju Ior DiVision. Both"of these hlgh schools were medium— e 1?;
. y ' . - 0’
sized urban schools.‘ Although recent literature pertaining .
oo BRI S . - ' e

', S . : U ¥



S per51sted. There was a srgnlflcant dlfference between the

- -y

' speciflcally to medium-siéed high SChOOls is limited, Lavin

'grade P°1"t aVerages wrthln thls range. Forty—one of these o

(1965) suggested ‘that med1um-s1zed high schools tend to be

'-‘
more capable of prov1d1ng students w1th the preparatron

needed to cope with college entrance.

v -

. Researcé Questlon $1(D): 1Is the hlgh school grade pornt

average related to' a Junior Drv1slon student's decxsion

to voluntarxly drop out? . ‘g . .
> 2 — B ‘_3:{ o

Ana1y51s of data gpvealed a s;gnlficant dlfference

1

terms of-hlgh.school grade point averages (see Table 4).

- .

. . : . \‘ . . .' . .
" The total number of students ‘who recelved high school "

grade polnt averages in the 60.0-~ 69 9 range totalled 37

-'..\(22 4%) Thlrty oﬁ these students later voluntarlly dropped

out of Junlor D1v1510n at M.U.N., compared to only seven who

tWG\groups ‘within, this range.:: _— .

: The 70 0 79.9- high school grade poxnt average range con—?
‘tained _more students than any other range examaned 1n this

‘ 'lstudy A totaI"bf 73 students (44 2%) obtalned hlgh school

L BN

|

'students later voluntarxly dropped out of Junlor D1v1sion at
}M U N., whlle 32 per51sted; le{erences between the two
_gkroups. wrthln thlS range were-not srgnlficant. |

There was a~total of 52 studﬁnts (31 5%) in the 80 0-

-

;89 9 high school grade p01nt average’ range. Seventeen of : =
these" students later voluntarlly dropped out of -Juniox Divi-'.

sion’ at M. U N.,'compared to 35 who persisted. There was a. .

. . B ‘ . t . ;
: . s’ . . . .
N - > . . .
s ! . ‘.
.
.

. between students who voluntarlly dropped out and per51sted 1n;

Lt

-
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ecisidh by High School~qradé Point Average?(GPA)

.

i

Scﬂoo} ]

.. GPA

i

vbiupﬁhfygsropouts

Persisters

Total - -Sample

I Frequency Percentage ..

_Fféqﬁenqy ' Percentdge}f;};;Ffequgncy. .Pérpentage

" '60.0-69}9."

80.0-89.9.

90.0-9919

30 - T ..33.7.
.41 . - T46i1.

17 T19.1

5 R 1.1

. ] 7 ' V/Q.’Z:

L3200 . 42.1

2. ° . 2.6 -

. 35 46.1

73

37

-

52

22.4 - -

44.2"

X

¢

'='21.08, df =.3)

o
[+
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" significant difference between. the two groups within this

89 9 hlgh school grade p01nt average range, where 35 of ‘the '

_ grade.pornt averages 1n the 70 0 79 9 range, a simllar, butj.;J;“74

range.

For the 90 O 99. 9 hlgh school grade polnt average range,
there was'a total of only three 'students . (l 8%) . Wlthln

.thls range, one student voluntarlly dropped out of Junlor
Dlv1510n at M.U. N., whlle two per51sted \ R
. e ’ [RREP oA "

The flndlngs of thlS study suggest a contrastxng pattern ‘

for students ‘in ‘the 50 o 6& d and the 80.0- 89 9 hlgh school
grade pornt average ranges.; For the forme; group, 30 of the

3y students (81 1%) voluntarlly dropped out. Thlsaslgnxfr-'

cant flndlng, however, is- reversed for students 1n the. 80. 0—

52 students (67. 3%) dld perslst beyond Junlor—D1v1slon at’
r

‘M.U.N. There was 'a greater probablllty of voluntary drop-

out from Junior DlVlSlon for. students w1th lower'yTghhechool.a,

grade pornt averages. Generally, as the ‘high schOol grade-Q

poxnt average 1ncreased, so d1d the llkellhood of persrstlng

beyond Junlor DlVlSlon. For students havrng hlgh school

less srgniflcant, trend was evident For thls group of

Astrn (1971) reported that performance 1n hlgh school,

as measured elther by grade poxnt average or rank ln class,-

¢

,was an 1mport1nt predlctor of future college success.ﬁ How-ﬁ

i ever,'results from prevxous research studles focuslng upon .

L}

the 1ndependent 1nfluence of hlgh school grade point average :

! . . ."‘.l
R .

* ‘l' R
. s . .
4 . [ o L. L
. ’ * e N N vt
. . . ) \

t students, 4l of ‘the 73 students (56 2%) were voluntary dropr'w'

. -

" outs. N 'Lr B .I‘ S .s‘_ BRI e U

L
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Tay,

[t

“attrltlon status ',d = R S L -r;*,

~ =1thatt the hlgher the hrgh school grade poxnt avergge, the :

\\ »

on persxstence/w1thdrawal rates was not consistent. Accord-ﬂ!

i

‘ 1ng to Tlnto (1975), many research studles (e g., Panos &

el

Astln, L968 Chase, 1970 ‘and Blanchfleld }9710 have~showni

| that grade performance 1n hlgh school tends to be related to

{

perSLStence in college. Panos and Astln (1968) and Astln X

Jﬂ1971) reportéﬁ 51mllar results to those obtalned -in thls ."ih

1

study. Accordlng to Panos and Astln (1968),-

: the enterlng college student who was most lrkely
- not to.complete -college. within. the four years
following his matriculation was’ the one who had * .
. relatively low,grades 'in high school did not plan .
‘.at the time of- college entrance.to- take graduate .or
o profe551onal worky, ‘and came from a- relatively low
" socioceconomic, backgrouni (p 64)

Slmllar results Were obtalned by ‘Eckland (1964), who reported

that students w1th hlgh school arade pornt averages in the .

73180 99th percentlles graduated 'f rom college in contlnuous E

(' ;'. ’oii

‘attendance at a rate nearly twice that achleved by students

in-the 40- 59th percentlle. More recent research st:dles

fﬁh(Terenzlnz & Pascarella, 1978; Terenzini; Lorang, & Pasca-
:rella;>l981 and Pascarella, Smart, & Ethrngton, 1986)

*}report that’ precollege characterlstlcs llncludlng h1gh

school grade p01nt average) contrlbuted only a- statlstle

fcally lnslgnlflcant amoun+ to the. total varlatlon in . Z”n u;“ :;-*'

The relatlonshlp of grades to persmstence 1s not

PR | . oo, Y

totally consrstent in thls.study, ‘but the trend is ev1dent N

PR R .’i’gl -
) greater ’,ts t,he llke'lihood of persxstence. VTR
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Research Question #2: Do responses in any of the~fiVe‘
Instltutlonal Integration Subscales.differentiate
students who voluntarlly drop out from those who -
per51st durlng Junior Division? '

\ .
- . 3

' There was a slgnlflcant dlfference between students who SN

voluntarlly dropped out and per51sted on only one of the frve

Instltutlonal Iqtegratlon.Subscales. Subscale Number 5,

-

Instltutlonal and Goal Commltments, showed a SLgnlflcant
dlfference between the two groups.’_ J“ff , |
| The relatlonshlp of the students dec1sron by each sub-'iV“
scale total is. presented in Tables 5, 6,.7, 8, and 9. These'
tables present the frequency ‘and percentage for voluntar
dropouts and perSLSters and for the total sample. Subscale

“totals" are represented in these tables thh a range of threev4

.p01nts . Subscale totals were determlned by addlng each stu-

. dent s total_E}kert scores for the quéstlons‘contalned in .

LY

that subscale;

car

.

/. -
Tabfe ‘5 presents the relatlonshlp of the students
.8

~dec1sxon on Subscale 1 (Peer Group Interaotlons) There was.

w

"‘no s;gnlflcant dlfference between the two groups on thlS sub-

.'~sca1e. The hlghest frequenc1es of responses for both groups..

was for the l4 17 subscale total (39 4%) . Wlthln thls-range,

¢

a dlfference of four students separated the two groups-'

N

E smaller range of dlfﬂhrences exlsted in the remainlng sub-

?.not.dlﬁfer 51gn1f1cantly. As measured by the Instltutional

‘ scale totals.

}'

Thiaresults of thls study suggest that the peer group

_interactions of the voluntary w1thdrawa1s and persisters did

.-, "

[T

-
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‘Integratlon Scale, the experlence of both grqups ln develop-

’x
/
ing persgnal peer relatlonshlps during Junlor Division. were,

I

in many ways, quite. s;mxlar.. Pascarella and Terenzlnl (1980)

reported that the quallty -of peer group 1nteractlons may
\ "
have‘been a more 1mportant factor 1n females' dec1slons to

\

per51st or w1thdraw than 1ﬁ males.. Thls study d1d not

analyge thlS subscale accordlng to sex dlfferences, however.' P

.

i '
Shbscales 2.and 3 both focused upon the 1mportance of

'.faculty/student int: ractlons ahd att1tudes.. To be con—

51stent w1th the 11terature, results.from thxs study pertaxn-

. yng to these~two suhscales;wlllnbe,analyzed and/drscussed
% o ' : i

togethert-

-

Table 6 presents the relatlonshlp of the students'
tdecxslon On Subscale 2 (Interactlon with Faculty) f There
was no slgnlflcant dlfference or no 51gn1f1cant concentra-"
tion of scores that\would dlfferentlate per51sters from

,voluntary dropouts.. Both groups tended to have scores con-

centrated in the 11- 14 “(28. 9%), 15-18 (25 8%), and l9-22 S

’

) 3 s
.(27 3%) ranges. ’ =

There was no- 51gn1f1cant dlfference between. ‘the two ' '

N

groups on Sgbscale 3 (Faculty Concern for Student Development

' ;‘and Teachlng) (see Table 7) The hlghbst concentratlon of

scores for both groups occurred in the 9 12 (34 9%) and

, 13 16’ (44 0%) subscale total ranges. The freqUepcies for

Y

_both groups were almost 1dent1cal a maximum ﬁlfference of
* one separated the twd groups in the subscale totals.b These

results suggest that per51s£ers and voluhtary dropouts
. |, . .

P lld\yl.‘\\
S
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Table 6 = . o

4
N

t Rgiétionéﬁip of Students'. Decision QYfSnbséale:2 (Interactions with Faculty) Total*

- “Potals

Subscale 2 _Voluntary ptqpouﬁsﬂnfwr_ f.jﬁﬁéfﬁiﬁtété

~

LYt i) .z > *

. Total

rd

s L

el
R - ~ v

- R T ST TR T N . S .
- Frequency,' Percentage " : Frequency. . Percentage’ - .Frequency - Percentage

I 1.

. ) ’ ~ o A M 'j‘*

7.5

. a1-1a 8 24.3 Rt U 33.4 19 28,9
o e T15-18, = .| % 9 27.3 ' 8 .24.3 17 ' 25.8
o =4 19-22 9" 27.3 9 27.3. . 18 27.3
: - , ] . ,‘ ‘ - NEE o e
SR 22-25 | =3¢ S 9.1 4. Cov12.T . . _5 7. 10.6 -
e T T . T RN VS e s i
Z“’:/“‘ .\‘,\~.¢‘- "_‘ ;{/ ’_‘..: . ' L . . . 2 ‘:'._ ‘k.\ L - - ~'
T \tSubsqale‘totals are represented [in this table with'a range of 3. *..-,: .
P> .05 (x* =1M26,af =18 . - Lo e e T g | _
B . S - - -, ’., A \\' . i . . . - ' , ' - . BN ~
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o - . . et
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w1th-the-11terature. Accordang to Tlnto (1975), once the CloL

. \\

~,1 leldual s ablllty ls taMen lnto account~>1tn1 theo\"' ‘

" ‘““m_—'_j—"“ 3 ‘—-—---—~—-k— - «-—‘.— —— ‘—\:_ . : ‘\\
fstudent s ciﬂgltment\to the goal of college completlon that ' p’};j:

ls most lnfluentlal 1n determlnlng college persmstence..
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‘the lndlvldual s lnstltutlonal commltment thdt mbst dlrect
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\Instltutlonal and Goal Cdmmatments.é These results would
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.;voluntary w1thdrawals- and académlc dlsmls Lls.r Accordlngigp-x'

B 28

L} \ -
. dlrect effects on perslstence in’ éollegg ‘The- autﬁois also B

v,
.

: Duby, and Iverson (1983) suggested that such factors as .

the. commltment varlables of the Tlnto modé& had thg strongest

- -..< v

Suggested that 1nst1tutlonal commltment 1n re51dent1al unl—,f

« ver51t1es (e g., M u. N ) 1s largely aj functlon of the.¢3

- ‘-l._._

student St lnteractlons w1th1n the soc1al system of the ;]; o

VA ; L)

rnstztutlon. Therefore, the more the student becoMés lnte-

grated 1%to the socral system of the lnstltutlpn, the better -

- v ‘s . ) »

hls/her chance of persrst;ng., In a 51m11ar study,'Pascarella,.

[ <

\

socldl and academrc 1ntegrat10n and’ 1hs;¢tutlona1 and-goal

o t

.- . LT T §
N . ot f . . 3 L .
: ST : e , % - SO

,',' comm:.tment toward the end of the freshmagﬁ:&had the

AN
.-




. o - ‘an
-"'in:; Voo S .92

) ” Ry 4 : l' R B "‘ .'ll" . R
.\‘ - stréhgest\dlrect lngluence,on‘persxstence/w1thdrawa1 N ‘

& , S RN o , S I
. Lo ) deClSlonS- - ,i . ,;."l .. . .- [y . . ’\.v ‘J - : B R

. * . ' ) !
X

'jf"»ff-.‘. qpe meah s&gres and standard devxatlonsnfor tne subscale
SR AR

totaiS'of each group and the total sample are presented 1n ' . o
Table }o.f Both the mean(ﬁcores and the standard devxatlo%s L
for the/tlrst four- subscale toté?g 1nd1cate only mi) lmal‘h
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PO ate from this unlver51ty . -
S >‘ - Table 12 presents the breakdir "of responses to all 30"
: i questlons-of the Instltutlpnal Int7gratlon Scale (see ',Q, A ;
e Appendlx A for a 115t1ng of all the questlons). The’total N
: number of stugcnts in each group’ fhspondlng to' each leert B
e e response is presented for each quéLtlon., W1th the exceptlons ;‘:a‘j-

e,

‘4\;‘of the- f1ve sxgniflcant questlons there were only mlnamal

o dlfferences between the total responses of each group on ”:'

. ‘ieach.questlon. Thls flndlng suggests that both groups had '<7;‘ftf.

. manyI51m11ar'exper1ences durlng Junlor DlVlSlon at M. U N. 1n T *
the‘dlmen51oﬁs of soc1a1 and'academlc 1ntegrat10n{9nd goal

. and 1nst1tutlonal commltment. ' 4

Pascarella and T%renz;nl (1980), ln a study to.examine

the predlctlve valldlty of the Instltutlonal Integratlon

i
!f.’ '.‘v‘ Scale, conducted a factor ana1y51s of each subscale q!estlon
le. - }f{ ‘to gstermlne 1£ the underlylng-fa s\aere‘reasonably con-
T S srstent with. the dlmension 1dent1f1ed by the Tlnto model.»
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Based upou”he correlatlon matrlx, the loadlng of acceptable

i . . -
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L \ f a f questlons (1 i€ those questlons loadxng .35 or more) ranged
\ “ from .37~to .86 . The questlons prev1ously 1dent1f1ed as “.' _
- belng signlflcant 1n thls study were all acceptable ln the '

o "4 . 1980 Study, therr respective_factor loadings were: ,7631-68; . ;;
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factq; load)ng for all-the 1nd1v1dual questlons contalned 1n:

-

o thelr respectlve subsca&es. In/a later study .to repllcate f'

/ « *

t the 1980 study, Teren21n1, Wendell,-and Pascarella (1981)

reported that_fgctor analy51s of-the questions coptalned in

v the Institutional Integration'Scale Were'so similar in the

tWO stydies that they dec1ded7to constltute the scale ‘for
*
thelr 1981 ﬂésearch‘sgsed upon the structure obtalned in
. o v o
' " \ : . C. . .. '. e

the\ 1980 studyr'

Tdble 13 presents the descruptlve statlstlcs for the

!

i .69,..62 and_.59. Also,'quest4ohs 2 and 3 had the hlghest-‘

1nd1v1dual questlons for the voluntary ﬂ;opouts,#per51sters, f"

’ and the totaL sample populatlon.e Comparlson of mean -

responses an
°-tary dropo ts and per51sters. Wlthnghe exceptlon of ques—

| tions 3f/lﬂ, 25, 27,'and 28, whlfh 1ndlcate SLgnlflcant y‘

dlfferégces between the tﬁ% groups, only mlnlmal dlfferences

“ate 1nd1cated Although not 51gn1f1cant“‘1t is worth notxng
ST

that for l9 of the 30 Instltutlonal Integratlon questlons,_.=

voluntary dropouts d1d h\be hlgher means.: Th;s flndlng
suggests that” althouqh both groups had many szmllar experl—

ences durlng Junlor DlVlSlon, the‘voluntary dropouts were . -
sgkewhat less satisfied w1th these experlences.. Thzs dls-’_
1982).“ In addltlon, for all s1£ 1tems contalned w1th1n

ra
Subscale 5. (Instltutlonal and Goal Commltment) voluntary

dropouts d1d have hlgher mean scores, W1th three og the 51x4?”"

1)
<"'v .

". being szgnlflcantly higher. .

' satlsfaptlon 1s consxstent w1th the flndlnds of Tlnto (1975,.

? .

S ' SR
sfﬁhdard dev1atlons is: presented for the volun- o

1
'

-

r g
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Table 14 presents the results of the Chl—square statls-

l,f~. tlcal proceddre performed on. all responses to the 30 ques-

. ‘tlons ‘of the Instltutlonal £ntegratlon Scale. Levels of ¢
L '51gnlflcance are obtaln:d for all the responses to the ﬁQ_

o ' quest:.ons.' Slgnlffcant dlftermces ‘werep ohtalned on -
e - responses to questlons 3, 18, 25. 27, and 28 -f;_ -
;‘; : :;.;1‘fff;: Table lS presents the r;sults of the one-way analySLS o
Y ':I‘or varlance of the total responses of the 30(Inst1tutlonal s }j> -
Ihtegnatlon 1tems.: The reSultlng F-probablllty scores ' o .

,.-r N it

Ap"f’ -‘:j__support the sagnlflcance’of questlons 3, 18, 25, 27, and 28 '_f_w. .
' The one—way ANOVA compares.the mean scores of both groups

dn the responsés to the 30 quest;pns contalned on. the Instl—ji
% . W ) . ) NN

, V‘tutlonal Integratlon Scale. D —<=.-'w;'“ .‘:_ ; R
R RN . , ‘ .

Ai;; In summary, Tables 12, 13, 14, and 18 present ‘the data e

C l;)*“ﬁ<f for research quEStlon number 30 The voluntary dropouts/and
Y per51sters 1n thzs study were srgnlflcantly dlfferent on T

’ L t

flve of the 30 Instltutlonal Integratlon.Questlons.3 Stu- f

& -

T dents' responses to. questlon 3h(“My 1nterpersonal relatlon-
. . o e
',~sh1ps wrth other students had a p051t1ve 1nfluence on my s

AT personal‘§rowth.”att1tudes,,and values") resulted in-an "1> c
~ T e s P ‘
R "lncreased -mean score for the VOluntary dropouts.- Thls

‘

'isuggests that the voluntary dropouts we!e 51gn1f1cantly less

(]
o satisfled w1th thelr 1nterpersonal relatlonshlps wrth other -,
' ;students.u The per51sters 1n thls study d1d not 1deﬁ€1£y - :.‘ »
CWh s - T . o
ot P ;thls aspect of thelr Junlor Division: experlence as belng so L C

\.problematlc.ﬁ‘“,f o ft ,}jU R J:; o ' ‘ =

e S S T e ' > S e " R
AT An lncreased mean . score for the vqluntary dropouts og '

-

}3‘guestlon number 18 ("I was satrsfled w1th the extent of my

W LN
fln . : Lo LN
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One-way Analysis of Vnziance of Response
Individual Scale Quescions by Decision. t
.Persist or VOluntarily Dropout
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\\\\\ DlVlSlon at M.U. N. 1mmed1ately after completlng hr;h\scﬁoola o

’ .\\ . ' o ‘-"‘ . -. . '~102.‘

P o - ' . . . A ..

1ntellectua1 developmentmﬁghksgests that these students were

51gn1f1cant1y less satlsfled W1th thelr 1ntellectual dévelop-<¥"'

ment, compared to the per51sters.' Cons;stent wlth the'

.

llterature (e g., Tlnto, 1975, 1982), hese students were
frequently mpre capable academlcally than the perszsters.‘

o perhaps the voluntary‘dropout needs to be more cha%lenged

academlcally, or challenged in dlfferent ways. o

’/ " " \ | ’

dropouts on questlon number 25 ("It was importanf‘ or me to

results were obtalned from questlon number 28 ("lt was not

N

lmportant to me ‘to graduate from thls unlverslty“) . There-i.h

f\\\\\f\ durlng Junlor D1v1510n the voluntary dropouts had {i7ﬁ

‘4“

.o ‘\\\ded\that it was not as lmportant to graduate from unlver- u

sity, in general, M U N. in partlcular/ ASlgnlflcant results
obtalned for questlon number 27 ("It seemed llkElY that I.
would reglster at the unlver51ty the next Fall”) reflected

the students' 1ack of commltment to M u. N. and thelr'lndec1r

~

Ve "

51onfor lack, qf de51re about returnlng for a second year.-

Resoarcn Questlon #4: Wwho a551sted the volunfary dropouts
in®making their flnal decxsxon to attend Junior ‘Division

‘ . at M.U.N.?

I'.l.'-" . -_ N R ’ ) .:'\.“ -' ) . 3

Table 16 presents the data concernlng who theqvoluntary

’ dropouts felt assisted them. in dec1dlng to enter\Junlor~

N

~ A ‘total of 15 students (45 5%) stated that thelr dec151on to

i
L

.enter: Junlor D1v151on at M u. N. ‘was: based solely upon their

graduate from unlver51ty") could\have been expected.: Slmllar fV;

L The sxgnlfrcantly rncreased mean score for the voluntary BEEEY

e




- %efegérxl
-/

- L o Table 16
sources Asszsting the Voluntai;/

8

/ .‘ 4-.“

ropouts .in the;r Initial -
\ - Dec151on to Attend Unlverszty ,

B . X oty
\ . . , . . /

'4§ke§uéncy?

. Percentage

N - — - /,.'
~§x1fe . S

‘5: P&rentS"\" ‘:‘ . /

Self and Parents ‘h‘

., -, ,'

Self Parents aﬂd Frlends _Fvi

Self and Ftlends '

/ '
Self Parents,/Frlends/_
and Teacher ;/?

\‘.‘

Self Teac@er, and Prlnc1pa1

Self Panents, Guldance ,
Counsellor R

LN
SN '\\“
SN U

15 * 45.5

5 .. 15.2.

LN

T Selfj/éarent and. Other N 1 3.0" "
sel’t and Teacher : o * 1 3.0
~ . L .
Friends : 1 +"3.0
Total '_ S S SRR - 33 7 - 100
B ? 7 : / ; f




L4 ; . . o . i L [ .o ) . ot
, R o R “'f . .k_;.;.““ Lo . 104

K ~ ‘ oL . : P ~ . - ) ‘ .
own‘input. It appears that these students d1d not rely on

—. ’ "anyone else to make thelr dec1sronu Results 1nd1cate that -
\T; S flve students (15. 2%) entered- Junlor va151on at - M.U. N -
/xl v \ .
. -based upon 1nput from thelr parents( These students sug- '\

.?@'“ ) gested that they d1d not themselves provrde 519n1f1cant/fx
o : ) \

',}c*f“ﬁf—-—‘rnput 1nto thélr deClslon to attend thls unlver51ty An =~ .

p add1t10na1 three students (9. l%)—stated that thelr decrs(Jﬂ
L to attend Junlor'DLVLSlon»at M u. N. was based upon lnput ,’-.g .
from both*Q:hemselves and theJ.r parents. ; ‘ ¢ ( ',

o ..ﬂ“ q”;ﬁ*' Table 17 presents the voluntarx'dropouts' responses as .”d R

. PN o
e s H \ i r
v

e to the percerved degree of a551stance prov1ded to them by
. \ .-, "'.,._:'. \ .
e C SLgnlflcant others. Thls table uses the same data prov1ded

I \

Y

1n Table 16 but t:i&ls-the 1nd1v1du lnvolvement of each

51gn'f1cant other The voluntary dropouts 1ndlcated that

'-l

_' r dec151on to enter Junlir D1v1510n at M U N. was based,

\ . N

tq some degree,.upon.lnput from themselves in 27 of the 52

..rnstances (52%) The remalnlng 25 lnstances (48%) were
based upon 1nput from others, con51st1ng of 1nput from

E+ﬂ3~; [}‘ '»parents (13), frlends (6), teacher (3), pr1nc1pal (l). .
e Do N
IR . Guldance Counsellor (1), - and others (l) , Thus, alth ugh all

IF. -
* 3 !

et e of these students later voluntarlly dropped out of J,nlor'

B others. T '- .'.;},f
« . .

' F“: ‘One could observe that as. a group. the volunt ry drop-
. sy 2

.o ® P .
)

OF, a551stance, 51nce they relled prrmarlly on’ the r own, e

_'*or parental, resourcess Thls group tended not t

4
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-Q@W*De ree bflAssistanéq‘PerdeiVed By$Vo;untpry Dropoutg.

-

5

T

-Catégcky

[

Freguency - Eeréentagez

|

. .Parents. -

'-Selff'

Friends 4 R

. Teacher

Princiﬁal;:;”‘

a7 sz

13, .0 5 7 25"
Y .
11.5

3 B8

© .

Guidance Cotinsellor g 10 . 1.9
other o B 1 1.9
. M » . . '. i . ’
.. Total - 7 .52 ‘100
_— e v :
|j ! d
) . y L
A . ~ . .
t : ’ -
i “. v ,l 4 /"\
‘ ' . :
" " .
~ Y .'“
v ;. t
ae - [}
. .
; . . “:. ‘ ,/”
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r ' .

' or seek out 1nformatlon, from those who mlght,-ln fact, have

the most~accurate and useful 1nformatlon.j It would seem N

2

)adv1sable for all students in hlgh school and firstiyéar

‘ ;nformatlon -and assxstance.r In fact, ltlcould be suggested

“programs/packages'to all‘students on a regularly scheduled

. g

o many students w1ll not,'on thelr ownw)seek out such lnforma-n )

unlver51ty to-have knowledgeable people avallable for such

+ ’l’
a551stance, to overcome this tendency of not seeklng out

~

J

that 1nst1tutlons plan, de51gn, ‘and dellver such lnformatlon.'

ba51s, rather than slmply relylng on students to seek out ,

the lnformatlon on thelr own, the data“here suggest that . .

s - - .

o . . Y
ty . . . P ~‘r

Ty , . [ L. . < I VL .

v - - * 0 T
‘ tlon : S C ' SR R
. o s s C e o oo \ ;
. . o PR S
A . R . PN . . . K . .
: N . Se 3

M ¥ e S . X
- - ' . . M N AN 5 e ’ .
1

*Research Question #5: What Bp&lelC asslstance do voluntary :‘

'_sentlng 51m11ar suggestlons and recommendatlons. N

- dropouts feel could be: prov1ded, aurlng the senior high .
~school. program, to ass;st a student in becomlng socially
] lntegrated 1nto the un1versxty enV1ronment? e

- . . . . . Lo s

Data trom this ‘_T"s‘?. ch question“were~o ta1ned"from~the—

-Addltlonal Questlons Sectlon of the . Instltutlonal Integratlon

-

Scale completed by the voluntary dropouts; Student :

.'responses wefg examlned and groupedglnto catégorles repre-

cp
AP

A total of 59 student responses were obtalned from the o

.data. These 59 responses were grouped 1nto 21 dlfferent

response categorles, 13 of these categorles had a frequency

s

of two or more. Table 18 presents, in descendlng order, the

frequency and percentage of student responses regarding the .

: SpeCLflC aSSLStance they felt could have been prov1ded durlng

‘the senlor high school program to assxst a student to become'
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‘ / -, freble 18 e .
— Type of. Ass;stance Needed by the Voluntary Diopouts . .
BU During the Senior"ﬂigh School’ Proqram&'ﬂ —
- “...'7 " g . .'ﬁ
. s Response - R AT Frequency ’Percentage*z
L " . ‘More career guidance and - Co
S ' information . .. = .0 .. - o B . IR ¥ R N
o ' Tour of Memorial University - I V' e PR
NN T Counselling regarding . S
v universz.ty life o T 12 -
e L Seminars by - university staff’ ' B -
}'», o of different faculties and _ 5o Lo
SRR residences oo T 6 . T 1
, - Information and training ot e T D
; study habits and note takina R ‘ 7 S
' cQurses more related to. -, |
Junior Divis;.on courses L 3 { - 5
' Less pampering during high o E A é‘w _' l
: school DV R w\ . ;5 P
’ ! ~. .o oL ’ . A ‘ ‘
- 5 cOu'rses‘taught more -like - ‘ , :
" Junior Division’ Ggourses - - 2 _ 3
More literature regarding . Y~
universities ' : . .';' o 2 3
. _ §eminars conducted by e ' o
. ) university -students of LN R .
- different faculties R T .3
\ " ~More information co ning . . . " LT
oo - the financial costs.o A .~ R
attending ‘university - (J B
o ’ Mo’re major assignments B 2 _ -3,
- 7 . + ) ~ t ‘ .
: / <~ Information concerning S P e :
financial. budgeting . \ 2. 3
Y . . il In. this table only responses having a frequency of 2 _
. : or-more are: included . R ~ '
BT ( ' e
" %2 .Tota.ls mey differ due to rounding. All calculations '
o performed using a total of 59 responses. '
. .
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Lol —better soc1ally 1nt grated 1nto the unlver51ty environment.
- A'Egtal of e1g it students (14%) 1dent1f1ed the need for~ -

\ o
. school program. §u \Essistance could help ensure that upon ‘
"regisﬁefing for Junipr D1v1510n at’M U. N., students would

”
[ -

‘have a hetter unders andlng of. thelr degree prbgram and a

- A

'more'deflnite career_goal to strlve towards. Although‘elght

———

students diqg identify the need for more caree guldance 1n

t

h1gh sCh°°1'.°n1Y'0n studﬁnt reportdd that hey consultedf f"t,

N ':ﬂ.ti- d&th th%#’ %1gh school guldance counsellor rlor totmaklng - ."" B
T .f- S A L N\,

thelr 1n1t1a1 dec15Lo' to attend Junior DlVlSlon at M U N,

of' course some studen's may not’ have had access to a

PR

for a:’ tour of M C. N. nd 1ts facxllties. Thls tour would

o j
Coe guldance counsellor. lStudents 1dent1f1ed an/equal need (l4%h'

a prov1de students ¥1th

. :selves Wlth the varlo s bulldlngs, student res;denees, and

- .
scheduled durlng the senlor hlgh school program and would
the opportunlty to famlllarlze the F

unlver51ty serv1ces prlor to commlttxng themselves to atteqd«
. ~ .

FL

. : e .
e 1ng the Lnstltutlon. ‘f udents also 1dent1f1ed the need for

) more counselllng regardlng unlversxty llfe (12%) Students. o

« stated that classroom Leachers can frequ Y prov1de thlS
counselllng, sxnce they have prevzously attended a unlverSLty

5 ! A
Yy L and are knowleggeable of the student and his. or.-her strengths-

o1 _ e

and weaknesses."ﬁ C e .
R o s B . e o .
' The need for semlnars presented by unlverSLty staff

;from dlfferent facultles and reSLdences was ldentlﬁled by

'~=51x students (10%) Tth aislstance would seemtnq\y provrde{:

Fr




s

’,A')( - B
i 'students w1th a more complete understandlng of the acadmlc_'"
program and social funqplonlng of M. U N.' prlor to thelr

reglsterlng for Junlor DlVlSlon.

-

' questlon, representlng 43 dlfferent categorles.‘
The'fre- L

109 |

§

V'\

*, _The remalnlng responses to th1s research questlon are
provided in]Table .18. ) ' ‘
Research Quest;on #6 What spec1f1c Junior Division
' changes/addltlons ‘do voluntary. dropouts -recommend to
assist students to better adjust to the unzver81ty
: envzronment/and social milleu? o o

. < ."«‘ e, .. .
Table lé presents.the data for research questlon
'éﬁ' Data for thls research questlon were obtalned fro
"Addltlonal Questlons Sectlon of the Inst1tut10na1 Integrﬂtlon‘
Scale completed by the voluntary dropout students. ~Student o

responses were examlned and grouped.lnto categorles repre-
. r ! .

sentlng 51mllar changes and addltlons.

2 total of 72 responses were obtalned for thls research
Only elght

of these responses had a frequepcy of two or more.

uency and percentage of the total for these elght response

catégorles are presented 1n Table 19, 'a i s T
. , < -

’r‘_‘ The need for a’ morebexten51ve and 1nformat1ve orlenta—

‘tion week' 1nclud1ng a tour of the entlre campus and local
area, ‘was. ldentlfled by 11 students (15%) Students felt
the need to become more famlllar w1th the1r new 11v1ng and/

or learnlng env1ronment._ Students felt that M. U N should

become actlvely anolved 1n a551st1ng them w1th thls aspect

—of thelr unlveﬂslty 11fe. The need for 1nstructors to’ Se

\
't
more soclable w1th Junlor D1v1510n students was 1dent1f1ed

the N

£

. BREEY
. :tﬁx .
.




~ with Junior Division students A K 6 ‘ B_ -

* Junior Division students’ during S 5

‘regarding“career choice 20 -3 n

.f*l,"Only those'qgggg§s~dEEEgoTies hav1ng a. frequency of 2

« 7 | C110
l _Table 19 . ~
: ,’ .

" Type of Changes/Addltlons That The Voluntary Dropouts
Feel Could Be Prov1ded‘Dur1ng>Junlor Division
at Memorial University*l N :

2

- . . \\

Frequency Percentage*2

. - AN
f@e extensive and 1nformat1ve o g;‘
orﬁ/ntatlon week~including a . - N : ' _ \\-J'
tour of entlre campus and - i E ! d
local area ‘ , L 11 - o 15

o N Ry . . . . N “

Instructors more sociable

" More social getherlngs for 3 : :
Junior Division students to- T LY
attend L o . ; S - o . 8

1 b o - . . . . . N A~
. - .

More consideratibn‘giVen to - S e

reglstratlon . DO : 6 S : .

'More guidance:provided

t

‘Junior: DlVlSion courses’
, taught’ mor 11ke high school
courses i

Instruc ors should be more X RS f;sl*f .

- Junior D1v1510n students IR RN ~ e
should be encouraged to .. T 2. _ R
enkoll in clubs and . P - . S

_organizations (etc.) . - :‘f7¢;jﬁ;,'.52i S o

-

or more are presented 1n thlS table.

A

O All percentages are calculated ‘using a total‘
. frequency of 72. ' . . . <

Lo : J
- : . R
s \ i ' . 1 ‘
. A} . ke L} N :_:_
. . . . . 4
- ' 5
' > *v - . A
... + - W3
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«

by s:Lx students (8%). Students jdentified the need for

1nstructors to personally discuss each 1nd1v1dual st‘@'\t [
understandlng of the ‘course, 1nc1ud,1ng any dlfflcultles

experlenced or questlons about its content The need for ’

-

. }nore soc:.al gatherings for JunJ.or D1VL51on students was
' . } -

spec1f1ed by 51x students (8%) Some Junior DlVlSlon stu-“ e

v g ' . - .

dents felt segregated or 1mproperly treated. because of thelr'

: age ‘and the restnctlon thls places upon them in attend:.ng

U many student social funct:.ons. An addltional six responses; . Q) 7

“ L ‘(8%) spec1f1ed the need ‘for more cons:.deratlon to be given

-

u-to JunJ.or D1v151on students durlng reg:.strat:.on. ' Student S * ,j'_.'l
‘.responses spec1f1ed the need for mock reglstratlons, more - .
'Hday classes, "and classes scheduled closer toget‘her as ways ..o v
of aSSJ.stlng Junlor .1v1s:Lon students to‘adjust to the - | S &‘

'demands and experleﬂ-e-es——ef-—the:.r new learnlng env:.;'qnment. . o

_ A rev1ew of the results contalned 1n Table 19 under-.

-scores the importarice of the 5001a1 lntegraélon and functlon-—

. 1rrg of the Jun:.or DJ.v.xslon studerﬁ: w1th1n the umversxty

- "

._'env1ronment. Response 'catego’rq.es‘, 1--, 2, 3, %nd 8. ldentlfy R ~
. the 1nfluence and J.mportance of a spec1f1c component of .. .- e

soc:.al J.ntegrata.on for the Jun:.or D:.v:.sion student. ‘'Phe’ L

te o frequency of such responses’ hlghhghts the J.mportance of . N
q ;"soc1al J.ntegratlon durlng Junlor D1v151on and the J.mpact S
. ! . : e - .

it has upon the student.




. P S . conclusions - . - IR

L .‘.. - - . ' 3 * B N “ . . "~ S 'l - - e ' ., " . )
»o YN - R T A
' \ -0 I summary, the maJor conclusrons of th.rs study weﬁg ey DI
. . O - s
1. The sex of a student was not srgn,lfrcantly related to S

wa
a

"’ : =, - a Junlor D1v1sron student's ‘de-crsron to voluntarlly . T
R - » . - - N ‘ " e

. _ drop out or persxst - A T -: . . \ ‘

4 N -8 - . . “N' . e

2. The place of re‘s'ldence ,prlor 0 attendlng Junlor DlV.‘L-'v'J :

= , - j s:.on at M.U.N. wasasignlfrcantly rel\ated to a. Junror
0 N “ = -
T D1v1s:|.on’st'udeg_t s dec:.sr.jl to” voluntarrly dzﬂp out or..

- & -
. . .

- pers:x.st. A srgnlf‘,cant number of- the persrsters were NERE
Q‘ B .‘ . . o “a‘ . .
P : from the local area and had to relocate 1n order td A
A :’ ) :r,‘ P : . ‘ A - : "‘ ‘ . ‘: ,".
S R attend Jun:.or DlVJ.Slon at M.U.N. AT ,:_{T,:o ol

i .'J‘ . . P . n-

i

wmo o T e . _),,

g 3,." A s:.gnlflcant number of voluntary dropouts,attended more

L \',-.' ‘ 1 urban hrgh schools. For those h}).gh schools located .; s
J. " - .. . , v - \ . : : "' o ‘ N -

w1th:|.n metropolltan St. John s -and Mm{nt Pearl, there

Co : o " was a srgnlflcantly hlgh rate of voluntary student
,—/ . . ) . . o .. ﬂ '
A . attrltlon.p oo ‘ . oy AU RN

a‘~ B . (. I . \

o - ,
4. - For stddents w1th a hlgh school g;,ade /01nt average ln -

. the 60. 0-69. 9 range, there was a sz.qnlf)lcantly hxgh rate
. ¢
of voluntary student attrltlon.. The hrghest rate of RS
» -/ . : “f
student persrstence was regorted for students hav:.ng a z

i

high school grade point average above 80 0. S IR L
o I 5. There was- a srgnlflcant drfference between un:.or ’

. A . i } .' . . ) }
Dlv1,sron students*who voluntarxly dropped out and per- ., . .. "

- n mstedurn, Subscale 5 (Instltutronal and Goal Commrt-
’ - L . me‘nts) of the Instltutlonal Integrat'fon Scalef' The o ..,
| “’ voluntary dropouts in thls study were sr—gnlfrcantl; '.H‘ ! K

& 1eSS certa:.n*of thelr future at M U.N. or any other R _ :

.

N [ . . . e ey
N~ . . R . . . . L
. ' s N © 4 - C W ' £
. . N s ] . . K ' ".

. ] . T,
s

H

d




T & e

) . educatlonal lnstltutlon.f | | - .
: 6,‘ Responses to flve of tne 1nd1v1dual questlons on the b,
. Instltutlonal Integratlon Scale dlfferentlated students ’ .f
‘\'T:- ' A who voluntarrly dropped out from those who per51sted )

The voluntary dropouts were 51gn1f1cantly less p051t1ve SR

+

toward thelr.' (l) 1nterpersonal relatlonshlps with '

other students- (2) lntellectual development (3) desire

, .. L]

. e o
oo to graduate from unlver51ty, (4) de51re to reglster for L

S

‘classes durlng Fall Semester, 1983 and 5) de51re to
graduate from M. U N _“ﬂn.i'-‘ T f_ : ' K

;!7: Responses of the voluntary dropouts lndlcated that o oo *‘5Q
. * ' l - . PN

" elther the students themselves, or. the students in co-

J_operatlon w1th thelr parents,‘lnfluenced their flnal NL :-~'f1
dec1sron to attend M.U. N — ) L S . jagﬂ“‘ B
C ’8.' Responses.of the voluntary dropouts poxnted to the, need .
g for addxtlonai%%s51stance and 1nformatlon durlng th S

e g senlor hlqh school program. The need for more. career
: B . N

! gurdance and lnformatlon, orlentatlon tours of" M U N.

4 .
N N ‘
e )/A and,zts fac111t1es, more counselllng regardlng unlver51ty

. A blfe,_agd the need for more semlnars by unlver51ty staff

on dlfferent facultles and res;dences were the most*

S
o . T FERRY "

B ik . ,. frequent needs spec1f1ed by students. A

9. Responses from the voluntary dropouts suggested~severalv

-

changes and addltlons that could be 1mp1emented durlng
i T . .o . T
o Junlor DlVlSlon at M U N to a551st them to idjust to o s

LA l<, -

[ oo ‘unlverslty llfe and the social mllleu."Responses . T '{'

v fa.' o p01nted to the need for.» (1) a more extensxve and

» . < - - - '
v i N < - Y “ 3 . ] - s . v . M."'
. O . . .
L . . R A . . . . . . .
. . . . . . N P - . : . N
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o f? LD 8 soczable\thh Junzor DlViSlon studen Gea'
::' _ e e gatherlngs for Junlor Dlvis&on studéﬁts to attend~

- o (4) more coﬁsxderation ngen to Junlg?'D§ isi on §tudents . R e
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e CHAPTER 5 A N
.o RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ACTION AND FURTHER RESEARCH

¢

Pa—

N
-

N . —— . .8
! 4 ]

This chapter presents the-recommendations for action

-~ .

.'h and -areas for further research Wthh follow from this stu y

DAY The llmltatlons 1n Chapter 1 1nfluence the amount of-

generalxzatlons whlch can be made from the conclu51ons

¥

~" ST (pp 112- 114) and these recommendatlons..
o . BRI ‘.;,T‘fAcEion Recommendations e oo
i t_===$he_£allpw1ng recommendatlons are made by the wrlter. K C

and the SOClal, flnanc1al and academlc demands assoc1ated
- o W1th ‘university llfe be given systematlcally to all ‘Grade 12:
students durlng the'senlor hlgh school program, This should’

. .. genable Junior Division students to be bei}gr informed and

prgpared'for.entry into their new Learnrng‘envirénment.
s . . 8 . ) [}
. C2. It is .recommended that more. Grade 12' students obtain L K
;actual exposure to M.U.N. during the' senior high school
program. This exﬁosﬁre could be in the form of an orienta~
’ tlon tour or fleld trlp to M U N., w1th students being able“

S , to v1ew ‘the various bu1ld1ngs, classrooms, and studeng,
AN i residences. o — : Lo v "
\\\ ! o . ‘ - " L ' ./" ) . L o ‘ ) ) o -
« . 1 & ' . , .. R . /' e ‘ . 4 . . o “ ) H

_._~
L
o -
:
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3. It is recommended that more consideration be given

« ,..

to Junior Division students upon arrival to M u. N. Specifi-

* v .

cally, a more extensive and informative orientation'week I
would assist Junior §1Vi510n students become more familiar

r. .
Wlth, and adjusted to, ‘the univefrity enVironment.

T
4, It is recommended that additional conSideration .
and ass15tance be given to Junior Div151on studZnts hav1ng >/
to relocate in order to attend M.U. N., “AS appropriate, thtse
N students should be;f informed of, and encouraged to use, the
' serVices offered by the M U.N. Counselling Centre- paired up
o S With older and more experienced students (i e., the buddy

. o ’ : ) - L
4 system) during Junior DiViSionw'and given additional informa- S

tion and literature about St. John’ and the locatlon of the
“\L’@ . various serVices they may need (e g., banks, shopping malls). TN

L G I :
5. It is recommended’that more consideration be given
: 1S

to Junior DlVlSlon students when planning socxal events at

7

the univerSity Junior‘DiViSion students should be encour-

e ‘
'jaged to attend socxal functions and not be penalized because

) © of ‘their age, .-

~ Y ‘ . . " -

. . . ’ Y R o .
o ;l&: It is recommended that 1nstructors of Junior Divi-
S e w o
. < e 51on students remain senSLtive to the needs, experienéggxind

. ‘ frustrations of: these students. Instructors should encourage
K T . ' \ » e
‘ ' Junior DlVlSlon s‘udents to soc1alize more and, where pos- o

e s%ple, promote group act1V1ties and aSSignments. ,/ v

-t




< oen 7. It is‘reco ended thatrinstructors of Junior'Divi-

sion students be encouraged to lnformally soc1allze WLth e
</ . :
‘their. students outs*;.de o}‘:‘lass because of the pos:.tn/e

beneflts assocrated w1th thls type of exposure.

&,

'Areas for. Further Research.

LN
/

» . ~ "»‘ .. . i ) L 4 .
. S "a .l.f Thls study looked at’ the relatlonsh;p of varlous
léﬁl S 'personal and soc1al Varlables affectlng voluntary student
."'30‘:-3j.-‘”attrrtlon. A 51m11ar study focus1ng upon the relatlonshlp

.of the ‘same varlables and’ thelr relatlve 1nfluence upon T
:academlc w1thdrawal at M . N.‘ls needdd L e

. S

IS

y o Co f;,f - o : "“" ~ Co
BT f‘;f‘*‘”.2;?,1t\;s recommended E*\§epllcate the present study

) _ . ’*but statistiy ally analyze the 1nteract1ve effects of the
: i ?w\, - va;IASlés updn voluntary student attrltlon. Lx'z, '.1' o
%5; e ; S '3 AN L . - : \Jlu; ‘ .

| @25, - . 3.7 It-is recommended to’ repllcate the present study
;i?.f?.‘jiﬁf:;w1th flrst-year students at another ‘posSt- secondary educa- ‘_;

SO A . S
-~ . L . N . s

tlonal settlng in the rovince (e.g., CabottInstltute»of

'F . ,prglled Arts and Technoligy) Such frndlngs could be(com—.ﬁl

pared to the results of th's study to see 1f students at

o these settlngsohave 51mllar flrst—year exper1ences.~r','“ s
- . ; . ‘ _ RN ?}lm 3

X N . - . . ¢
. . . . Lo N . . /

S . o 4. It would be useful to repllcate the present study

K .'

w1th a Junlor DlVlSlOn sample of students who graduated from )
“1~._- ’ . .
the recently 1mplemented Grade 12 hzgh school program.

- ‘ - i . . , LY v N B . . W ., ::‘«»"’
. . D - . .'l R - ‘, f \‘ . N L RS
5+ It is recommended to inVestlgate the reasons for S
e ’ B
. ] P 2

the relatlvely Kigh incidence of voluntary student dropout;..if;




another educatlonal settlng, eventually returned to M.

;//became permanent dropouts from hlgher educatlon.

at M.U.N. for students who ‘graduated from rpecigip'high

~— . i

a

schools. : . P ‘ o oot

6.~‘It is suggested to qulow‘up a sample of Junior )

~ , .

D1v151on students who voluntarlly dropped out of M U.N. to
"\

1dent1£y the percentage p* students who transferred to'

5 -

.

-

oo P . -
/ : . . . . . L ?

< 7. It ‘is recommended td more thoroughly lnvestlgate

»the ways voluntary dropouts could have been more challenged

~ B

durlng Junior’ D1v151on. IR ﬁ'.ﬂ S S

8. Further 1nvest1gatlon 1nto why 51gn1f1cantly more

commuter students from the St. John 5. and’Mount Pearl areas :

voluntarlly dropped out is: qulte adv;sable. Further analysxs

into the backgrounds and attltudes of these students may ',
shed more llght on thlS 51gn1ficant flndlng N , L
- \ - .
N . ' . | . ,‘ '
l‘/. :§' ) ) ' !
,‘w\' . . )
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INSTRUCTIONS

The purpose of this study is to survey selected experi-
ences of students enrolled in Junior Division at Memorial
Unlver51ty The study is being conducted with the joi co=
operation of the Office of Student Affalrs and Serv1ces and
the Department of Educatlonal Psychology ; -
You have been selected because records kept by the

Registrar's Office at.Memorlal University .state you were
enrolled ‘as a Junior dﬁv151on student during the sample year
,of ‘Fall 82/W1nter 83 . - :

aQ‘
- o

Ia‘the fOIlowlng anonymous questlonnalre you are asked
' to respond to each statemént by c1rc11ng one of the.five

.. numbers on. the - ‘sqgale. .The: numbers range from 1, (strongly
‘agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). Decide which. number best-

. represents- your. .experiences during Junior Division of Fall 82/

b &

w
O
-

Winter 83, and c1rcle that number on the scale ‘to the 1eft of
each statement o -

<7
- )

EXAMPLE OF SCALE-:_. L,

I 2 3 . 4 . s

“Strongly - Agree .~ Uncertain Pisagree  Strongly
o Agree o ' . T : Disagree

2y

\ .
When completlng the questlonnalre, begin edch statement

with the phrase: "Durang Jumior D1v151on at. Memor1a1 Unlver—

sity. . . " .

The’ questlonn;j!e will take approkimately’fifteen
minutes to complete.- When finished, please’place the ques-
tionnaire in “the’ self~addressed stamped envelope; seal, ‘and-

‘mail. It woqLd be apprec1ated if the questionnaire could be .

completed w1th1n ‘one week of - belng received:
1 thank_you 1n advance for your co-operatlon.4

N . . _ A »
L , / e R - Slncerely yours,

L] - [

-Keith W, "Mpores’. ; ~

. Graduate Student :
'.Educatlonal Psychology.
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.. . QUESTIONNAIRE S .

Using the previous‘instruotionsf you are asked to , _
respgnd to the following statements using the scale below: . '

1L N 2 .3 s‘ 4 5", |
Strongly. ' .. Agree “Uncertain Disagree Strongly :
Agree- . - ' Dj

~

_ Begin each statement with the phrase: "Duriﬁg'
Division at Memorial University. . . ." .

B :;1~,2 3. 4 5: I developed close’ personal relatlonshi S
‘ , - w1th other students.

.‘ ) . - . .‘ . . N . . N . .

2.%.1°"2 3 .4 ﬂS._The student friendships I developed were S

N :.personally satlsfylng . . ‘ g

3. 1 2 -3' i 5 My 1nterper5bnal relatlonships:with otherf"
: students had a positive influence on my
personal growth attitudes,-and values.

4, 1 2 3 4. 5. My lnterpersonal relatlonshlps with other
' ' students had a positive 1n{luence on my
: 1ntellectual growth and 1nterest in 1deas;_'

5.. 1 2 3 4 5 {t was difficult for me to meet and make R
’ r1ends with other students. -

6. 1.2 3 4 5 Few of the studerits I knew were'willing
' to listen to me .and- help me lf I had a
personal problem. .

7. 1 2 3 4. 5 Most students had values and attltudes e
di fferent from my own.- : ‘

8. 1T 2 3 4 5 My nonclassroom interactions w1th faculty »f'
' had a positive influence on my personal j
growth, values, and attltudes. : '
9. "l 2, 3 4 5 'My nonelassroom 1nteractlons with faculty ‘
C had a positive influence on my intellect- /-
ual growth and 1nterEst in Jideas. .
100 1 2 '3 4 5 My nonclassxoom 1nteractlons w1th faculty
" "had a positive influénce on my career ‘
. goals. and asplratlons.



o - B S 1

B 2 . 3 : 4 - 5

strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly
Agree . . Disagree

1

R "During Junior Division at Memorial Univéf%ity -
. l: 11, 1 ﬁ‘ 3 4 5 I developed a close personal relationship
. ‘with at least one faculty member . o

v e a L. . . -

s

e 12,1 2 3 4 5 I was satlsfled with the ,opportunities”
' L - to meet and ‘iriteract - 1nﬂérmally with ~
. - . faculty members. . T
13, 1 -7 -3 a4 5»=Few of the faculty members I had contact ,
L _ , w;th were ‘generally: lnterested ln studeﬁts.
.0 .07 13, 1.2 3 4 5

. 1. . 'Few of the faculty membe s ‘I.had- contact:
. S N ~~ with wéere generally outs andlng.or f;3
" n !: - . e ‘superlor teachers : ‘ .

'0"

- . I I R, ‘ o j
e o 15. 1.2 '3 4 ,5‘.Few of the. faculty members I had contact
: - R ’ . .with were; ‘willing to’ spend ‘time outs;de. o
o - . s . -of class to discuss 'iSsues’ of 1nterest
T .. 7 and 1mportance to students._ j .
. : 16, -1 2 3 4, 5 .Most of ‘the faculty I- had contact with .
SO ", ‘ e Lo were interested in helping students grow
: T , - V..., in more than just academic areas.
SN N . .:._ Y . N \' . ) . .
$ . 17.7717.2. 3. 4° 5 'Most faculty members I had contact with .

. were generally interested in teachlng.

RN . 18._-r 2 3 :ﬁ .5 . I was satlsfled W th the extent of- mﬁ .H'*{ —
e . : 4 lntellectual development- S zh'
. - lé;? 1.2 3 4 My . academlc -experience had a posxtlve
_— LT e -influence on my intellectual growth and’
T . - - interest in 1deas. o '

o

\\ S © 20,1 2 3 4 5 I was satlsfled with my . academlc experl-
L o 4 : ' ence. S

21, 12 3 4 5 Few df‘my coufses were intellectually‘ oL

N C o o stimulating.. L .
. 22. 1.2 3 4 5 My interest in ideas an lnﬁlllectual o
, . ‘ : b o matters 1ncreased.- T

- . . 23,571 2.3 4 5 I was more llkel to attend a cultyx
- : : - event (for example. a concert, lecture, _
S ‘or art show) than I was before comlng to

_ ' ~ this university. . D , R
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Strongly .Agree . Uncertain  Disagree = Strongly
Agree _ Lo : . . D;Lsagree
"During Junior pivision..at Memorial University' e Y ‘ -

24, 1 2 3 -4".\"-\3 I performed academlcally as . well as I
L ant101pated I would T

N Y

25. 1 2 3 4. -5. It was important for me to graduate from
S unlver51ty. : .

26, 1 2 '3-4 5 I was confxdent that I made the rlght
' decision in choosing to, attend ‘this:
unlvers:Lty. :

27, 1Y 2 3 4 s It ‘seemed- likely that I would register
co o + o at the unlver51ty the next fall '

N ~o28. 1,2-3 4 .5 It was not 1mportant to me to graduate
K Lo : ey 'Erom th:Ls um.versmy. e PR ,
. ~
PR : i T
29, 1 2 34 S5 I had no’ 1dea at all what I wanted to
e . major in. . L :
T 30,71 2 3 4 5 G?zt\kng good/grades was not J.mportant ' AR
. td me. " . L R
Y ! - - .\-— . ]
,//': '
‘ ‘ .. .
v Y
A I
\\\
‘ o
1 ’ A
13 1 .
> 24
. ~ L .
- s
H ‘ ‘ R

! t. . P
¥ s s M ‘r‘)
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- 5  ADDLTIONAL QUESTIONS
e,
My main reason(s) for not .returning to Memorial Univer-
sity is (are): (1)
: -t (2)
C o3y

s

After leav.mg ‘Memorial” Unlverslty, I attended another Unr-

versity or .college

' If 'yes, which one:

{etc. )

]

Yes

NO

(please 1nd1cate)
X H

)

When?

Durl'pg Jun;.or DlVlsmn at Memorial Una.vers:.ty, 1 llved-'

(l) At home w1t:h my parents

(2) With relatives

(3) With non-relatives. (i.e. boarding)

(4) In-univérsi{y residences

(5) Otl'ier

Before entering Memorial University,’

Junior DiVLs.xon at Memorlal Un1versxty was

€=

IR

(1) Self
(2) Parents
N .

(3) Friend

(4) ‘Teac':her

Please specify

-

[

tHe person(s) who
assisted me the most in making my final decision to attend

(were ):



* (5) Principal

'(6)‘Guidance Counsellor. '

(7) Other _ Please specify

5. 'If I could provide input into the policy making at

' ' Memorial University, I would suggest the following
\ changes/additions because they would assist Junior
. - Division students adjust to the iversity environ-
o . ment and social milieu: \ J\ ~
; - ' . :
S N A
o~ ° {2)
. N R ’
- i " L4
'.Z' (3)
L .
o .
(4) .
. o (5) . ‘ |
- - O BRI - i!l i :
' . . N '\._‘ < o .

6.  The following‘éervicesf?ﬁﬁources can be offered-at the
. senior high school level to assist students. make: the"
' 'transition from senior hlgn school to. Junior DlVlSlon

at Memor1a1 Unlver51ty°

© (1)

(2) ..ot

(3)

w __ ' \ SR
._‘ _' . ‘ ’ ’ : ' v
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_7. Any additional comments/suggestions would be ‘appreciated
below®

~
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4. . s .
6A Memorial. Dpriv
Gander, NEfldy

- . December 1, (1984!
3 : .
4 d b
- TO -WHOM IT MAY CONCERN -
* . Recently you were selected to part1c1pate inl a -’stu,a

ing conducted ,with the joint co- operat'lon of .th

/f Student Affairs and Services and the Departmen '
Educatlonal Psychology. An~ anonymous qdestlonnal e survey- ‘

you.. ," . N

' o] > The majorl *ng .these questlonnalres have bee
R ' and are ready.to pe processed-and analyzed In or
o this study to acﬁurately survey the experiences of
/ : Aprev:.ously enrolleéd in Junzor Division at Memorial

[ sity, and to suggest.to university and high school.
' methods of assisting students entering Junior Division at .

! Memorial UnlverSJ,ty, responses from all those sech ed is A

/ desirable. ' o : . . \ o '

.returned‘’
er. for '
students .
Univer- .
fficials.

[ T _
:)‘_ . My.. purpose in writing at-this time is to thank
. : who have already returned' their completed questlonna'
I and to: encourage those who have not to return them a
! ' . earliest possn.ble convenlence. .All questionnaires r
Ao - m%:hm one. week of receiving this letter will be pro
~ani analyzgd with those questlonnalres previously reét
Hence, a rapid return of your completed questlonnalr
be greatly apprec1ated. N
/' B ¢ thank yOu in advance/for your co- operatlon.
Slncerely your
: | L. Lo . v . .
e o _ * ’ Keith‘,w. Moore

P . -+ - . Graduate .Stude
oL K : ’ , . C ) Educatiocnal Ps
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