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ABRSTRACT

The Freshmen Preventive Intervention Program had as
its objectives for students the development of greater emotional
maturity, more successful adaptation to the college community, less
psychological disability, and fewer dropouts in the freshman class.
By means of an interactive process using special questionnaires, the
participating students were vrovided with membership in a group which
had psychological reality, were given some reference facts with which
to compare themselves, were provided an avenue for expressing their
reactions to the university, were given some intellectual tools by
which they might better understand the stresses acting upon them and
their reactions to these stresses, were provided formalized
opportunities to think through their own beliefs, and were provided
an additional resource person to talk to in the event of some crisis.
Evaluation of the pilot project was generally favorable. Suggestions
are given for an improved program. (Author/HS)
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Absﬁract

A preventive intervention program with university freshmen is
described and evaluated. This project had as its objectives the
development of greater emotional maturity, more successful adaptation to
the college community, less psychological disability and fewer dropouts.
By means of an interactive process‘using special questionnaires which
were distributed and analyggd, the ﬁarticipating students were provided
with membership in a group which had psychologicél :eality, were given
some reference facts with‘which to ccmpare themselves, were provided an
avenue for expressing their reactions to the university, were given some

intellzctual tools by which they might better understand the stresses

acting upon them and their reactions to thr~e st ‘es, were provided

formalized opportunities to think througn cueir own beliefs, and were

' provided one 'additional resource person to talk with in the event of some

crisis. Evaluation of the pilot project was generally favorable although
differences between the experimental and a comparigon group were not large,
even when statistically significant. Suggestions for an improved program

are given.
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The unusual vulnerability of college freshmen to stresses induced in

them during the early months in college is well known. Freshmen commonly

. bring wnsolved problems with them. Cassell, Marty and Richman (1967}, fer

1 example, have shown that a lirge percentage of entering freshmen at

Syracuse University recall experiencing difficulties such as depression,

anidety, izritability and insomnia during the preceeding three years.

While about five percent . the student body seek psychiatric help each

year and between 10 and 20% 5f students secek psychiatric help at some
point in their college carzer (see Baker, 1265) the incidence of help~

seeking f= unusually high —ong freshmen. Whittington (1963) reports that

freshmen and sophomores are overrepresented among the patients at the

Mental Health Clinic at the University of Kansas, Segal, Walsh, and Welss

{1966) ﬁg@aent evidence to suggest .uat the prevalence of emotional
maladjustment in freshmen is increasing. Drop~out rate, as reported by

Curtis and Curtie (1966) is twice as high for freshmen (22%) as for

genlors (11%). Gardnet and Glaser (1968) suggest that freshmen constitute

& speeific high-risk group and have proposed a séries of prograns fex
providing meaningful interventions to assist them.
in teviewing the findings of his studies with Stanford and Berkeley

dndergradyites, Katz comments “"Our study has impressed us with the
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importance of the freshman year, particularly its early phases. The
entervi.3 student faces many sudden challenges and threats: separation
from home, sudden exposure to large groups of strangers who may seen
threatening or superior, new academic demands .... 1t seems very
desirsble that colleges divert their best resources to the problems of the
freshman" (1968, pp. 432~3). One way of allocating resources to deal with
the problems of emotional maladjustment and high drop-cut rate is to

develop pt reventively-oriented programs spacifically aimed at this high-
risk. group.

In a recent survey cf current issues in the provision of campus
community mental health services (Bloom, 1970) the desize to provide
preventive services was clearly documented. More than 90% of the
;ggpondentg.to‘the survey, representing psychiatric clinics in campus
student healtﬁ céﬁtéts, counseling programs, and other types of mental
health~related campgs,agencies in 75 Western universities, believed that
preventive services. degigned to reduce the incidence of emotional

disorders on the campus are at least as lmportant, 1f not more important,

'than direct clinical aervices. Almost as high a proportidm of tesponden;s

believed *hat a university mental health program should deploy a signif-
icant proport bn of its resources in working with normal Bmudents. that is,
with studs nes wtho do not present psychia*ric problems but rather want to
become more self-actualizing and productive. Yet the survey also revealed
a substantial d?screpancy between these desirable program characteristics

and programs as they were actually functioning. All respondents agreed,

for exauple,. that aetivities designed to identify stxess. inducing aspects
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of the university community and then to reduce them are & necessary part
of a well-functioning university mental health program. But more than 70%
¢ these respondents indicated that their program was not providing this
type of preventive intervention. Nearly all respondents velieved that a
well-functioning campus community mental health program should have an
active consultation service, yet more than half of the regpendents indi-
cated t:uat their own programs did not include consuliation sexvices.
Virtually all respondents believed that efforts should be made to study
the distribution of emotional disorders in the entire university community
and to try to identify possible determinants of these discorders, yet fewer
than 30% indicated that their progr ~ allocated any appreciable resources
for this task.

In reviewing the concepts which have been emexging regarding the
prirmary prevéntion of emotional disorders, two complimeuntary approaches
have been suggested. Caplan refers to these approaches as social ac¢tion
and interpersonal action. “"rhe first of these aims to produce changes in
the_éommunity;,the second has the geo~1 .. s parciftics suoviduals"
(Gap;ah, 1964, p. 56). Under the second type of app:oach, he includas

 ptepar#tion for coping with crises (antiéipatory guidancé), assistance to
people in crisis (crisis‘intervention),and mental health consultation to
care-~givers. The cohsulfation strategy is based on the premise that
mental healih manpower canmnot hope to interact meaningfully with large
enough numbers of the vulnerablg population directly. Rather, mental
health professionals should identify mediating groups and agencies who do

work difsctly with the population at risk and try to assist these groups
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in providing more effective mental health-related services. '"he crisis
intexvention strategy is based on the premise that mental health profes=-
sionals can work directly with the population at risk if they choose
wisely how and when to provide therapgutically oriented services.
According to proponeénts of crisis intervention; there are particular times
in ¢ach person's 1ife when his customary methods of stress raductiom and
problem resolution do not function adequately. At these critical moments,
always of relatively brief duration, the opportunity is present for a
brief intervention which can result in a significant contributien to that
person’s emotional adjustment. The anticipatory guidance strategy is
based on the premise that emotional disorders can be prevented and
emotional mazurity enhanced by helping people in anticipation of crises.
Such help can prepare the recipient group for cncoming critical moments
and can teach techniques of crisis management. Anticipatory guidance
prqugﬁs can rely on menﬁal health edr~ "~ onc~~tis 1nd the use of mass
mei*;; 4 Can sy OR face~to-face contacts, usually in group settings,.
between the mental health professional and members of the vulnerable
populatién (see Bloom, 1969). The present projec. is an example of

anticipatory guidance, in this case with college I reshmen.

Description of the PilotvPrqject

The pilot project,ﬁhich.w;s namec "Cohort '7.” was inaugurated in the
Fall of 1968 and had three interrelated objective . The first objective
was to learn someﬁhing about the developmental personality changes which.

take place during the four years of a young pérsca's life starting with
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the time he begins his college careex. The second objective was to learn
about the university as seen through the eyes of the college student. The
third objective was to develop an ongoing process with a defined group of
college students so that learning about them and about their views of the

university could bhe interactive, that is, so that the research findings

could be fed back to the participating students in a manner which students
would find growth-inducing and stress~reducing. It was hoped that this
interactive process would result in greater emotional maturity, more
successful adaptation to the college community, less psychological
disability, and fewer dropouts. A group of 207 volunteer freshmen was
jdentified at the start of the 1968-1962 academic year. This group,
identified prospectively, coustituted a "eohort" as this term e used in
the field of epidemiology, and was, of course, a sample of wu. - S of
1972, The research project derived its name from ;hese two facts. At the
same time, a second consideraﬁl& larger group of freshmen was identified
and served as a comparison pOpulatién.

Informacion was collectad'by ﬁeans'of queétionnaires sent to members
:‘of tbe cohort by campus or U.s. mail. The timingvof the questionnaires,
‘their general tnemes, and specific items had ‘been derived partly from an
' ‘exploratory project during the preceeding year whan the author and two
}‘graduate students met with three groups of freshmen weekly during the Fsll
semester to learn about the lives of these 36 students, and how and when
crises appeared to be produced. Based upon these meetings and a review of
much of the published literature sn the subject of college student mencal

health a series of questionnaires were designed and administered during
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orientation week to the entire freshman class and at key times during the
year; after one month in college, (response N = 207), after Christmas
vacation (response N = 198), shortly after the start of the second
semester (response N = 188), and just before final examinations in the
second semester (response N = 155 and 151). Progress reports were issued
at irregular times based upon analyses of these questionnalre responses.

The process of preventive intervention was based om a number of
principles fundamental to the project. First, data collection and
digsemination techniques had to be inexpensive. This principle was
invoked primarily because of the couviction that the project, should it
successfully acliieve its objectives, ought tc be suitable, in whole or
part, at other universities regardless of their resources. The second
,pxinciple was that the patticipating students had as much to give to the
project as to get from it. The communications between students and
ptpggct directog"were clearly two-way. Some data collection forms and
many particular items were suggeéted by students. Students wer: asked to
evaluate ﬁhe»forms énd the feed—back and changes were‘made on the basis of
;:hgs§ evé1u§ﬁi6ns.‘ In_geﬁeral, theﬁi;tervention aspect of the projeet was
, an 'Ohs‘oing p rocésg between a group of 'st-,ude_nts and a faculty member inter~
ésted in'leaMng' and'ia'helpi'ng.‘ Studenin weve invited to visit:vwith the
aﬁghdt and a few did--often because of some crisis in their 1ives.

The third principle was that students, accustomed to learning by
reading, could profit from the opportunity to read selected articles on
topics relevant to project objectives. Students were asked for

suggestions regarding topics they might be interested in reading about,

? .
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When articles were found which it was thought might he informative and
interesting, permission was gought to reproduce and distribute these
articles free of charge to participating students. Reactions to these
articles were solicited from students. The first such article was
distributed in December. Subsequent articles were distributed in February,
March, April, and May. In all, gix articles were distributed dealing with
mental hezlgh on the college campus, campus unrest, and puman sexuality in
college-aged persons. The fourth principle waz that the type of feed-back
the students would receive should be related to the process of receilwing
the feed-back. Since reports to participating students were in the form
of statements sent via the mail, it was decided that they should not be
individualized. The reports gave informatitn about the entire cohort,
typically in tersis of percentages of males and females responding to items
1ﬁ a certain manner. Another type of report quoted back to cohort membere

comments they madé'abdut their experiences during Christmas vacaticn., In

. this report, students were identified only by sex and by in-state or

.*0ut-ot—state residential status.

The fifth princ*ole was that a continutng regular therapemtic rel&-

. tionahip would not be eetablished with any member of the cohoxt. An

adequate axray of therapeutically oriented facilitles existed on the
campus and the strategy of the project, aimed as it was toward preventive
intervention by anticipatory guidance militated ‘against the establishment
of long~term therapeutic relationships. Students were, however, invited
te drop in to visit ﬁith the author ‘and from time to time, when infor-

mation obtained from -them suggested it,.a singlé“appbintm@nt was scheduled
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with a specific cohort member. Finally, as a sixth general principle, for
purposes of program evaluation, an effort wias made to follow all members
of the cohort regardless of whether they remained on the campus 235
students in good sfanding. It became clear as students left the univer-
sity that follow-up was going to be time consuming. Two facts became
apparent quite soon aftrer the follow-up of students was begun. First,
students welcomed this contact with the project, and second, contact by
letter was Virtually useless in obtaining information from students.
Scudents are apparently poor letter writers nowever interested they are in
maintéining contact. The telephone became the technique of choice for
establishing and maintaining periodic contact with students who left the
campus .

The theoretical cénstructs which were most useful in conceptualizing
the project and in pianni.ng its specific obflectives and activities were
related to the identification of developmental tasks which need to be
accomplished during adolesceﬁce. Review of the literature suggested that
éﬁudants could be‘helped toward the completion of five major tasks,

(1) the development of ind&pendence as well as appropriate interdependence,
'(2) the gbility to recognize and deal with uncurtainty, (3) the develop-
ment OEva personal set of values and standards which might or might not
refiect,the Qalues and standards of pzarxs or parents, (4) the development
of a sense of gexual identity aad of satisfaétion with one's own masculin-
ity or femininity, and (5) the development of mature interpersonal rela-
tionships and social skills. While these conceptualizations are primarily

identified with the work of Erikson (1950), further elaborations of these
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developmental tasks have been made by Andrews (1967), Blaine and McArthur
(1961), Chickering (1967), Farnsworth (i966), Sanford (1962}, and
Whittington (1963) among others.

The project was designed to accomplish its objectives by providing
membership in a group which had psychelogical, if not physical reality,
thus reducing feelings of isolation, by giving group wembers some
reference facts with which to compare themselves, thuz reducing feelings
of uniqueness, by providing an avenue for them to express their reactions
to the university, by giving them some intellectual tools by which they
might better undexrstand the stresses acting upon them and thelr reactions
to these sfresses, by providing formalized opportunities (through
completing questionnaires) to think through their own beliefs, and by
providing one ad&iﬁioual resouxce person to talk with in the event of some
crisis.

During the freshman orientation peried p:ior’to,the start of academic
.year 1968-1969, a 29-item yes-no questioﬁnaiie was completed by the entiie
entering class. The items had been developed following a review of

.reseafch attempting to 1dentifyffactoré associated with emotional disorder
in collége‘students (Examples:‘ Wili the freshman yéar be ydﬁr firs:
extended stay away from‘four home aﬁd your family? Do you'find that some
of your present attitudes don't make sense to you? Arz you often nervous
or tense? Do you feel that you need a lot of reassurance?). Volunteers
to the project were solicited from freshmen who had completed this
questionnaire and who were living in- one large dormitory complex. A large

comparison group was randomly selected from freshmen who kad. completed the

10
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questionnaire who were living in other residence halls. Ia obtaining
volunteers for the project, they were given two promises, the question-
naires would not require‘more than an hour a month of thelr time, and
after each questionnaire study they would be given feed~back reports.

The volunteers were obtained during the last two Weeke.pf September
and the first report and questionnaire were mailed togethef on October 10.
The report welcomed volunteets to the project, reviewed for them what we
had learned to be the major developmental tasks of the adolescent, and
introduced the 46-item questionnaire to them (entitled "The First Month'')
which was designed tec learn about their initial reactions to the univer-
sity and t> get some estimate as to how each of the students was dealing
| with these developmental tasks (Examples: I find I miss wmy parents and
;hcme—more‘then I ;heugﬁtul would,- Since:coming tq~éollege, I have been in
‘seuetal social situetieus‘wﬁere i uave felt verj uncomfortable. I feel
much less sufe of myself than I did last summer. I am already beginning
te feel quite independent compared to last year.). On this and all
subsequent questionnaires,_students were allowed to check one of f@u.
;boxes after each item,'"very true for me," "mostly true for me," "mostly |
untrue for-meﬂf or- very untrue for me." Of the 213 students who had
' »volunteered for the project 207 replies were received. These 207 students
-‘were designated as the cohort who would be followed prospectively to study
the effects of the anticipatory guidance progtam,

In November, just prior to Thanksgiving recess, the second progress
report ?gg distributed. This report analyzed the replies of the cohort to

the 29-item questionnaire administered during the freshmaa orientation

11
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period and indicated the percent of males and females znswering ''yes' to
each item. {(Examples: Will the freshman year be your first extended stay
away from your home and family? Males: 56%; Females: 57%. Do you find
that some of your present attitudes don't make sense to you? Males: 58%;
Females: 55%. Are you often nexvous and tense? Males: 36%; Females 44Z.
Do you feel that you‘need a lot of reassurance? Iales: 367%; Females: 42%.)
Other analyses of the data were also provided and the report ended with
these statements: 'We can conclude from this analysis of your responses
to the first questionnaire that you have your fair share of problems,
uncertainties, and hang-ups. Nearly every one of you admits to certain
self-doubts and I think that's what one would expect from a group of
freshmen, if they were telling you what was really on their minds. Those
of you wno are worried about yourselves can see from this analysis tha;
you are by no means alone. |
On December 10, the first article was distributed along wit an

explanatory letter indicating that articles in the general area of student
mental health appear from time to time and that this article was being

Vsent as an example. The article was. entitled "The Student and Mental

o Health. An Interview with Seymour Halleok, M.D." and eppeared in the

| September, 1968 isaue.of Wisconsin Alpmnus. Cohort members were asked to
indicate if they had suggestions for-other topics to read about. At the
same %ime‘thanks were extended to those students who had commented on the
earlier progress report. About 20 students had written comments, uniformly

favorable.

12
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, On January 7, 1969, a 47-item "Post-Vacation Questionnaixe' was
distributed. The cohort members were told, in the introduction to the
questionnnaire, that in our previous discussions with freshmen we had been
impressed with the fact that Christmas vacation experiences were often
surprising and quite meaniagful; indicating how much they had changed
since_September. ‘This questionnaire was designed to ident! €y some of
these experfenc - and changes and at he same time to get a general idea
of how schc . was going so far. (Exarples: I managed to get a lot of
school work ¢ over Christmas vacation. I think I am making out at
school at least as well as other people who are freshmen taat I tall%ed to
on vacation. I found myself missing college and college friends while on
‘vaeeiion. ‘My pareénts treated me as a real adult during the vacation. -1
found myself wanting to argue more with parents and friends than I used to
 1ast September. I have enjoyed mast of my courses and teachers s0 far.).

The last page of the questionnaire was nearly empty and cohort members
were invired to make any other comments about school or the vacation or
thevcohort project; A total of 198 rep11es were received from cohort
‘ members, among wnich were 70 written (often quite detailed) comments.

On February 6, the third progress report was distzibuted, entitled "A

Cluster Structure Analysis of The First Month Questionnaire . This report

identified the six clusters of items which had been found in the analysis
of the replies to that questionnaire and labeled the clusters in order of
statistical importance, as Satisfaction With Present Beliefs and Values,

Faeling of Independence, Difficulty in Forming New Friendships,

13
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College~Related Adjustment, Self-Confidence, and Freedom From Homasickness.
A brief discussion of cluster :w.alysis was also included.

On ¥ bruary 12, about two weeks after the start of the second
semester, 4 78-item question was distributed entitled "First Semester
General Evaluation." This que: :ionnzire :-as subdivided into several
sections and allowed students tc iid_cate thier reactions to the first
semester..'The sections included ic- _2mic ixperiences, Dormitory Evalu-
_ation, Social and Liesure-~Time Acti “ties Fraternities and Sorcrities,
Finances, Relationships with Parent  Voczcional Choice, Evaluation of
University Agencies, and Self-Eval:.-.ion. A total of 188 replies were
received. As an indication of thes spparert involvement of the cohort
members in the proiect, the identical First Semester General Evaluation
' was distributed with a different covering 1etter to 400 members of the
comparison group. About 30% of the questlonnalres werevcompleted and
returned. A follow~up 1etter along w1th another copy of the questionnaire
. was mailed to those comparison group students who had not returned the_
olfirat questionnaire, resulting in an additional IOA response. Thus, in
;fcontrast to the better than 90/ return rate in the cohort, the return rate
h:in the comparison group was only about 40/-~too low for any confident_'
generalizations to a comparison population. | |

| Iﬁ late February, an article entitled "The College Campus in 1968,
published by the’Southern Regional Education Board in September 1968 was
distributed end\avcall,Was extended fof volunteers among the cohort to
Qdmﬁiete a drug ené alcohol use questionnaire.‘ This questionnaire was not

 anonymous and its rationale as rart of the cohort project was the
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opportunity it might provide for studying the relationship of d:iug and
alcohol utilization patterns to cther kacwn characteristics of the student
group. Ultimately about 125 members of the ¢ .urt volunteered and
completed the brief forms.

The fourth progress report, “Comments on . e Post-Vacation Question-
naire" was distributed on March 10. This repoi: consisted of seven pages
of quotes from about 40 of the commen ts made by studeats after returning
to school following Christmas vacation. (Examples: Male, out~of-state:
Ure be truthful, my vacation wasn't worth the plane fare. T had all kinds
of plans made and not one was fulfillad! I had planned on some intelli-
gent diecusaions with my father about civil rights, student protest, drugs
and music -1 never got past the tirst item"' Female, out~of-state?
"Just one comment-wso maay people returned from vacatioﬁ despising their
kparents. Mbre people should realize how vonderful they are and not just
look for signs of the genera ion gap."' Female, n—stace°' “I feel like
"fI have 'left the nest since September. Now I have two homes for the

i 'first time—-one where T am moderately rescricted and expectea to give

) faccounts of my actiOns, and one where I can speak honestly about things

k"that bother me, do whatever I want, be in charge of myself (more or 1ess)
and be whatever I want"' Male, in—state."”0vera11, 1 feel that the
'vacation was valuable in testing from the academic pressures of. college,
and helped me get caught up in some areas of homework but most of all it
helped me to appreciate the atmosph‘"e here at C U.’ )

Thtee articles were distributed to cohort m°mbera in late March and

early April. The articles included "The Grim Generation" by Robert
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Kavanaugh, which appeared in the Oc:ober, 1968 issue of Psychology oday,

and two articles on sexual behavior in the young adult which appearel in

the Journs®. of the American College Health Association.

In ﬁay, four progress reports, two questionnaires, and one artizle
were ditributed. The progress reports all deslt with the First Se:ester
General Evaluation and the general format of tre=se reports was to present
an analysig of student replies and then to present interpretive general
observations and conclusions. The four reports each dealt with a speci-~
fled area of the evaluation form, and in total preseanted am analysis of
the entire evaluation. The two questionnaires included a 59-item question-
naire designed to study Academic Pressure (155 replies) and a 3l-item

questionnaire, entitied "The Last Questionnaire of the Year' which askad
;several questions on socio-economic background, parental attitudes toward
,college, and a final evaluation of the Freshman year (151 repliesz). The
article which was distributed was written by Mary Calderone, the head of
Sex Information and Education Council of the United States (SIECUS), was
entitled, "Sexuality and t e College Student, and appeared in the February

11969 issue of the Journal of the American CollegL_Health Association.

Thesc activities in May concluded the. first vear of the C@hort project.
Thenptojec,r radually accumulated a considerable body of 1n£ormation
on' the members of the cohort, and a smaller amount of information on the
comparison group. This accumulated knowledge will be valuable £ox
Studying_changcs-over time, for identifying student characteristics which

might be predictive of adaptational difficulties, for identifying
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dimensione of significance regarding these four eventf- years, and for
evaluating the effectiveness of the project in meeting objectives.

All cohort members who registersd F-r the gophomor: year were
econtacted shortly after Fall, 1969 registratiom. Orly ¢ "nut 50% of
eligible students responded to the initial questionnaire  About 70% of
Cehort members now lived offlﬂsmpus in contrast to only ibout 5% who lived
off campus during their freshman year. Based on replies to the initial
questionnaire designed to assist in planning the cohort sovhomcre year
program, one major change was instituted. In contrast = zhe freshman
year in which communication was as much from the studea. as toward the
students, the sophomore year was characterized by a grezrer flow of re-
ports, artielee, and data toward the students. The students seecued much
more meture and eelfeconfident than they did a year earlier. - Boulder had
‘begun to seem like home, the respondents were glad to be back among old
friends, school seemed harder but more interesting, courses seemed more
relevant, professors seemed of higher quality, and the Justification for
”'inaugurating the project during the fresnman year seemed to have larﬂely
dissipated by the start of- the. sophomore year, Accordingly, the sophomore
' year was used primarily for additional data analyses and reporting to
- Cohort members, with reports going out to them about once a month. All
original members of the Cohort will be followed until June, 1972 by which
‘time four years will have elapsed and Cohort members pursuing an umi:iio
rupted normally paced college program will have graduated. Cohort meubers

have expressed coheiderable interest in being followed for this time
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period, and reperts of these follow-up studies will be 1ssued to them

pericdically.

Preliminary Evaluation of the Pilot Project

The evaluation undertaken thus far of the pilot project is limited to
a comparison of survival rates at the University of Colorado into the
gophomore year between the cohort and comparison group, a comparison of‘
academic involvement in the case of students in the cohort and compariscn
groups no longer envolled as full-time students, an analysis of living
arrangenents in the case of cohort and comparison group members no longer
at the University of Colorado, an analysis of academic achievement in the
case of the two groups, and an analysis of commen%s from cohort members
about the impact of the project on them. 'All of the evaluations suggest
that the cchort project was modestly successful iﬁ achieving'its ptimarﬁ
'Dbjectives, although differences between cohort and comparison group
scores (eveﬁ when statistically significant) are not large.

Because there is some evidence that survival and academic achievement
.18 relateé co college of enrollment (students in the College of Engineet—
.ing seem to have a more difficult tima) the analyses presented hefe are
based on studenns enrolled in the College of Arts and Sciences, a group

repzesenting about 852 of the total snmple. In Table 1 will be found the

Insert Table 1 abour here
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rasgults of the analysis of survival. All but three members of the cohort
were located. All but 14 members of the comparisonr group were located.
Students were divided into three categories; currently enrolled at the
University of Colorado, transferred to full-time student status at another
college or university, or dropped out (not enrolled as a full-time student
at any university). As can be seen, survival rates are generally quite
high but fevor the cohort population. The difference is significant
(t=2.6). There is no appreciable difference between the sexes in survival
but women who are no longer currently enrolled at t..e University of
Colorado tend to have dropped cut, while men more likely have transferred
to other schools. The difference in survival between the cohort and
compariaon groups is due primarily to the fact that a higher proportion
of comparison group: students transferred to other schools than did members
of the cohort. Telephone conversations with students no longer at the
;University of Colorado indicated that in virtually all cases, transfer

'hcould be viewed as 1ndicat1ng a poor adjustment at the University.

‘ Students who transferred commented that people did not seen genuine" at,
';Jthe University of Colorado, there was too mnch impersonality, they felt
"fsocially isolated, they were dissatisfied, the school ‘was too large,

_professors were too distant, something was wrong. Of the students who

: dropped out, one-third were on academic susgension, slightly more. than
oné half left for reasons related to poor emotional adjustment, and a few
female students were married and were now homemakers.

Living arrangements of cohort and comparison.group-members»are shown

in Table 2. Analysis of follow~up-data‘indicstes-that returning to the
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parental home repr¥esents in large measure a failure of adaptation 4s a

young independent adult. A near-significantly larger proportion of

Insert Table 2 about hers

comparison group members no longer enrolled at C.U. were living at home at
the start of the sophomore year than was the case among the cohort members
(£=1.5).

Regarding continued academic involvement smong students who had
dropped out, the percentages again favored the cohort. Of the 20 cohort
menbers whe were no longer enrolled as full—time students, halt were
currently part—time students or were taking correspondence courses. of

=,‘the 72 dropouts in the comparison group, only 11 (15%) had any continuing
'academic involvement. This difference is significant (t=2 9)

In order to measure academic achievement a comparison was made
_v“between the earned grade point ratio during the freshman year and the
’ffpredicted grade point ratio which had been derived at the start of the

: :1iyear based on scholastic aptitude test scores and percentile rank in theAV
liiﬁigh School graduating class. This predicticn expressed as the probabile‘
'3iity of a “c" average (2 00) or better is higuly valid and is used in

'determining eligibility for eertain advanced lower div-sion couraes during
the freshmsn year. A case of underaehievement was defined as when the
g probability of a “C" or better was between .40 and .50 and the GPR was
:‘less tban 1. oc or when the probability of ¢ "C" or better was between ;50

- and e9ﬂ and the GPR wes below 2,00. A case of uanually high achievemen*
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was identified when the probability of a "C" or better was below .90 and
the GPR was 3.00 or above. Using these definitions, slight (non-—
significant) differences were found in the case of male students favoring
the cohort. While 19.8% of males in the comparison group were identified
as underachievers, only 16.4% of males in the cohort were underachievers.
In the case of overachievement, 16.9% of males in the comparison group
were so designated while 20.9% of males in the cohort group met the
criterion. Figures for under and overachievement in the case of females
were nmearly identical in the cohort and comparison groups.

Finally, comments by cohort members regarding their reactions to the
project were obtained. Of the half of the cohort who responded to the
first questionnaire-distributed at the start of the sophomore year,‘89%
2had the impression that most of the pe0ple in the cohort were glad they
ware in it 944 enjoyed reading the articles which had been distributed,
80% felt they had learned things about themselves by. completing the
hj questionnaires, 70/ felt that they learned a lot about ‘themselves from the

'hprogress reports, 964 hoped that they mignt continue to receive articles
":and progress reports, 994 1ndicated the;“ willingness to continue filling
;,'out questionnaires, and 63" indicated that thez could think of specific

"'ftimes when being in the Cohort was really helpful to,@hem perscnally.

: The specific written ‘comments submitted by membersvof wha cohort indi-
cated that for at least ‘softe of then, the project cbjectives had owen
attained. Samples of theix commencs followo

??illinghin thesejquestionnaires helned me to sort out my real |

~ opinions on things which I might not have done otherwise."
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"] feel that the questions were good because they made me think
and respond exactly, in most instances, the way I feel. The
questionnaires, in a strange sense, answered many quescions I had
about myself."

"They helped me understand myself better."

"I enjoy answering these questionmaires. I like to get them im
the mail because I don't get very much mail and it is fun to get
them. I especially like the friendliness of the letters accompanying
them, they make it seem like they are concerned with my life which
usually isn't the case in most instances concerning the University."

I am amazed that you can think up questions thai hit so close
to home. Some of them seem to open me right up and steal my very
thoughts: Keep up the good work."

“"Cohort '72 helped me in that I saw that I was not alone in my
problems in my freshman‘year. My roocmmate adjusted fairly easily aund
if I had only her to compare myself to, I would have felt terribly
iﬁferior° Cohort '72 gave me a chance to think about what wﬁs going
o# and it helped me realize things quicker (such as my relation to my
parents). I gave the feedback sheets to my parents and they sort of
realized what was going on, why I was depressed, and that L wasn't
the only one."

“The Cohort had been helpful to me personally as a means to see
and realize that I wasn't the only one having a rough freshman year.
Just reading the problems of some of the others made me realize and

oun.

understand some of my "
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"Several times the question sheets came at times of crisis for
me (which seems to be often for Freshmen). Often times by sitting
down and answering honestly the questions you asked about me, I was
able to calm down and straighten things out in my own mind. This
is what it did for me. It helped me to take a good look at lots of
aspects of my life more realistically."

"Cohort made me feel as if I were part of a group in this huge
impersonal campus. It is an overwhelming campus for a naive
freshman. It made me evaluate myvfeelings and let me cXpress
opinions about C.U. and myself. I felt as if I was helping someone
do something about confused freshmen. I mean that I hope this
study will get to other sources in order to make the high school to
college transition easier. I don't need Cchiort this year like I
did last year. I feel more secure and confident."

“C§hort gave me thé opportunity to complain and get things off
my chest rather than make a mouﬁtain out of a molehill. My little
complaints weren't anything worth worrying about - they were typical
of a freshman. But belonging to this program let me see that
everyone else feels ;he same pressures, etc. and that other kids
really did havé 1egitimate.probléms. i mean pressures from home,
drug problems, pressure from échooi; dfaft; things that didn't affect
Lme~person511y, but instanceg I could learn frOm; i’ll-again express
my sadnéss that this couldn't have been used on a wider scale. Again
I'11 state that a number of my friends really néeded this. They had

real problems but were not included in the group."
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"When I arrived et C.U. a year and a half ago, I kuew no one.
As I am from a small upstate New York town I was frightened to be
with so many unfamiliar faces. Through Cohort '72 I found, if only
through questionnaires, people who were having similar problems and
people who were interested in my feelings about school. In short,
I feel Cohort '72 gave me the ertra support to go out and £ind

friends and adjust to college life at C.U.™

Discussion

Examining this pilot project critically suggests two types cf inade-
quacies. First, the use of volunteers ee wembers of the cochort railses the
. distinct possibility that results appear morz favorable than they would
" have had a random group of freshmen been members of the project. Second,
there wereva-aewies of restrictioes imposed on the pilot project because
of limited resources that suggest that under better circumstances results
'might have been more favorable than those found in the pilot project.. The
-ttme which intervened between completion of a questionnaire and the
receipt of the feed—back report was much too long. The First Month
queetiomnaire was iistrfbuted on Oetaber 10. Feed-back was not sent to
cohort members until February. The Pest-Vacation Questionnaire was
distributed in early January. Feedback was not made available until March.
No feedeback was provided at all for the Academic Pressure questionnailre
or for the last questionnaire of the year. The pacing of the project
Shoulﬂ-have'beeh much more rapid and'intense; involving perhaps a8 time

delay of at most three weeks between questionnaire completion and
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distribution of progress reports and involving the distribution of seversl
additional questionnaires. Questionnaires should have been made much more
reactive, with items or themes based on findings from earlier question-
naires. There are‘a wide variety of analyses of the data which could have
been made and which would have been useful if properly presented. One
example is the studﬁ of relationships between item responses or cluster
scores on ona questionnaire with those on subsequent questionnaires.
Another ékémpie is longitudinal study of the cohort or sub-—groups of the
cohort across many questionnaires. Another example is changes over time
in gésponaea to identical items included periodically in various
questionnaires.

On hearly every questionnaire room was provided for comments or
suggestions. Many cohort members wrote notes and responses should have
been routinely made, either by letter or phome call, About 20% of the
cohort reported that they sent feedback reports‘to their parents. Copies
could have been sent out to many other parents if an’oppbrtunity hgd
beEm.providedvfor students to make this request. In general, the entire
ptevén:ive intervention program could have béen intensified and person-
alized withoutvsacrificiug its fundamental economy of operation.

Evaluation of the project was hampered by failure to obtain.adequate
iﬁformation from the comparison group members. Securing cooperation from
control groups in this type of setting is difficult but alrernative
approaches nead to be explored in order to be able to evaluate project
effectiveness more comprehensively. It might be possible to utilize the

l residence hall advisors or the social leadership of the'dbrﬁicqry in
R os
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carrying out this task more satisfactorily. Additional evaluations of the
project need to be undertaken, including the search of records of univer-
sity caretaking agencies, disciplinary procedures, and police records.
This data can be obtained and analyzed without compromising the confiden~
tiality of the physician-patient or administrator-student relationship.

It is, of course, difficult to judge how these pilot project inadequacies
balance each otﬂ;r. But it is fairly clear what kinds of resources would
be required to do the study with r=zzher group of freshmen in a manner
which would meet most of these crizicisms. Based on the experiences of
the time required to do the pilot ~roject, a nzlf-~time director, a fuli-
time clerk-statistician and occasicnzl part-time assistants should be ablie
to implement and evaluate a consiA=—ably more satisfactory project with
500 randomly select d freshmen, icemtify a second group of 500 randomly
selected freshmen to be the recipients of a more limited partial program
and a third group of randomly selected freshmen to serve as a conttol
group. Evaluation based on the analysis of three groups of students weculd
be émnsiderably more pefsuasive than one based on two groups, particularly
whﬁa‘spééific predictions could be made as to the relative effect on the
three groups.

In spite of these inadequacies, the results of the pilot project are
encouraging. It was clearly shown possible to engage a group of freshmen
in the cohort project and to maintain their involvement. Only at the end
of the academic year, when psychologically the burdens of freshman status
no longer existed did participation begin to decrease. And even then,

nearly 75% of the cohort was centinuing to complete questionnaires. Fewer
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than 15% of the cohort was ever Seen in a face-to-face contact, and the
modal number of contacts with these students was omne. The kiunds of
emotional difficulties reported in the literature as characterizing
college freshmen elsewhere were found in the cohort group and some members
of the cohort reported that the project activities helped them deal with
these difficulties. It may well be that self-reported prevalence of
emotional disequilibrium in freshmen i{s a function of the resources alio-
cated by the university in dealing with these difficulties. That is, if
preventively-oriented programs atre designed and effectively brought to
students, the students will see usefulness rather than futility in
exprecsing their own sglf-doubts and confusions and will use the program
as a way of dealing with these problems. Based upon this pilot project
there is some reason to believe that such an allocation of university
resources will result in greater emotional. maturation and a more

successful college career for a large number of freshmen.
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Table 1. Student Status at Beginning of Sophomore

Year: Cohort and Comparison Group by Sex

Male Female Total
| | % N % N &
Cshore '72
Enrolled at c.u. 60 85.7 93 85.3 153 85.5
Transferred 5 7.1 1 0.9 6 3.4
Dropped Out 5 7.1 15 13.8 20 11.2
Total 70 99.9 109 100.0 179 100.1
Cqmpatison Group
Earolled at C.U. 205 79.8 248 75.6 453 77.4
" Tranaferred | 25 11.3 31 9.5 60 10.3
‘Dropped oﬁt‘,, ' ~ 23 8.9 49 14.9 72 12.3

Total - 257 100.0 328 100.0 585 100.0
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Table 2. Living Arrangements of Dropout and Transfer

Students: Cohort and Comparisom Group

Living at Home Away from Home Total

N % N % N %
sohort 12 46,2 14 53.8 26 106.0
Comparison 82 62.1 50 37.9 132 100.0
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