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In a survey of all the articles appearing in The Arerican Educational

Research Journal (AERJ) from 1970 to 1974, Brown (1975) found seventy-

eight citations of Multiple R ox R?

B

as an indication of thé ovarall
success of the multiple regression analyses used in the studies

reported. Brown found that the mean gz for the seventy-~eight cascs
was .259, and that in 87 percent of the cases the 53 fell below .5.

In fact, in 72 percent of the cases, the gi could not cross the

.3 level. These results do not speak well of the explanatory power
of educational research, particularly when it is remembered that
the studies reported in the AFRJ represent the best that is being

done in the field of cducational research,.

One of the many rcasons for such poor results found in educational
rescarch is the assumption wade by many researchers about the homo-

geneity of the population being studied, and consequently their
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fFailure to detect and account for any noderator variables, particu-
larly in the form of certain embedded subgroups within their study
sample. Such moderator variables can and Jdo affect the relation-
ship betwecen the predictors and tﬁe criterion and a proper accounting
for their moderating effects can cnhance the explanatory power of

a rescarch énainis. While moderator var}ables‘can be profitably
used in most of the statistical procedures employed in educational
research, their Jdiscussion in this paper is confined Lo the conteﬁt

of a multiple regression approach.

Tissitz and Schocenieldt (1974) used a method for detecting and
utilizing moderator variables wihich does not appear to be very
satisfactory. On the basis of a factor analysis of the bilographical
data on the su%jéct of their study, they identified 21 male and 14
female subgroups.  They conducted separate multiple regression
analysis for e;ch of the 35 subgroups, and then cowpared the overall
results achicﬁéd through the subgroup analyscs with those achieved
thrrough a sinéle analysis of the total yroup. They found that the
use of the separate subgroup analysis did not produce bhetter

rcsults than those of the single total group analysis, and, hence,
they concluded fhat "simple is best,” and that "the total group
least squares procedure consistently resulted in predictions

cqual to or better than did those of the other procedures." 'This

is too rash a yeneralization to be based wpon the £findings of a
eingle study, particularly when these findings might have resulted

from a faulty methodoloyy as cxplained below.




Any and cvery subgrouping variable cannot bo assumned 10 be a
moderator variable. The significance of the moderating cffect

of a categorical variable has to be cestablished before that
variable can be used as a moderator. Lissitz and Schoenfeldt
apparently did not perform any toests of significance on the
moderatiﬂg éffect of these subgroups. Tnstead, having established
he 35 subgroups, they took their moderating power for granted.
But, as thelr own fiqgings reveal, the conduct of separate regres-—
sion analyses for the 35 subgroupg did not signjificantly increase
the amount of critarion variance erplained over that cxplained
through the analysis of the total group, which indicates that
these subgroups did not excercise a significant woderating influ-

ence on the criterion-predictor relationships in thelr study.

Morcover, the piocedure of crcating ad hoc subgroups or the basgis

of a factor analysis of a particular set of data has certain draw-
backs. Firstly, these subgroups not being nestucal, w2y be ¢ifficult
to interpret. Scceondly, the crested subgroups may partly be a
function of the given data and way not prove stsbhle unless they have

been properly cross-validated.

A better and nore convenient method is to identify the natursl,
pre-cxisting subgroups in a population ond then test for Lhe
significance of their noderating effect. Morcover, oven vhen the

noderating power of the suvbgronps has been established, it is not




noecessary te splinter the total sowple into too many subgroups,
because as Lissiltz and Schoenfeldt rightly-observe, by doing so0
one may be "irading an increcase in homogeneity for a loss in pre-
cision of paramater estimation." (Page 72). A preferred procedure
would be 1o use some of the important moderator variables to form
the subgrouﬁs, vhile using interaction tgrms to account for the

moderaling effect of other categorical variables.

An alternative method, as suggested by Lissitz and Schoenfeldt
and commonly practiced by cducational rescarchers, which consists
of using moderator variables as additional predictors in a single

total group analysis, is also not adequite.

The effect of & moderating variable on the predictor-criterion
relationship can occur in two ways. Firstly, the intercepts for
the regression slope lines can be different for the different sub-
groups, which neans that the predictor means in the different sub-
groups are not the some. For example, the mean score on the neced
for aggression for males may be higher than for females. On the
oftther hand, the slopes of the reyression lines in the different
subgroups may not be parallel, which means that they intersect
wach other at gsome point. B2An examplg of this would be where the
relationship betweoen the need for aggression and dropping out is
found Lo be positive for males, but negative for females (sce

Tables 9 and 10). 1In such a case, 1f one total group regression




analysis i{s conducted, the contrary relationships for males and
females will cancel ?ach other, and the need for aggression may
fail to appear as a significant predictor of attrition and, thus,
the explanatory power which could be contributed by the need for
aggression would be lost.

The use of woderator variables as additional predictors can only
take care ©f the intercept or the level differences, but such a
use cannot account for the slope differences if there are any.
Once the slope differences have been established, the only way to
account for them is either by iunning separate subgroup analyses
or by introducing interaction terms between the moderator vari-

ables and the different -predictors in the regression equation.

To summarize, the proper procedure fof taking care-of any noder-
ating effect of the subgrouping variables is to, first, test for

the moderating effect through a test for slope differences. If

the slopé differences are found to Le insignificaht, the categori-
cal variables may then be used as additional predictors. However,

i1f the slope differences are found to be significant, their effect
should be accounted for either by running separate subgroup analyses,
if the resulting subgroups are not too small, or by utilizing inter-
action Lterms in Lthe regression equation. This 1s Lthe procedure
followed in our own study, a description of which will make the

details of the procedure more explicit.




On the basis of the past ciudics condvcteé lecally and pt other
colleyes, it was concluded that the lack of academic ability or
preparedness was nat enough Lo account adequately for the phehome-
non of dropping out from colleye. Consequently, the focus was
shifted on selected non-cognitive variables, and following an
interuction.model, it was hypothesized that students drop out
becuuse of a wicmatch or conflict between thelr psychological and
intelleclual needs and attributes on the one hond, and the social,
psychological and academic demands and characteXistics of a college
oh the other hand (Spady, 1970). Holding the college environment
constant by limiting the study to one colleyge, data on 32 cognitive
ahd ren-cognitive variables was collected on a freshman class at
‘the Lime of Llheir entry in the Fall, 1972 to an urban community
college. The 32 variables consisted of measures on personality,
Foemily backyground, attitudes, aspirations and academic okility.

The details on these variable are given in Appendix A, Tn order

to sa?zﬁé;;;;;ﬁhéiqgtoc [reshmen, a sccond administration of the
resea}Ch insﬁkument'was conducted for a sample of the freshmen

who were absert at the time of the first adwinistration. A multi-
variate analysis 6f variance on the continuous variables and chi
square tests én the catcgorical variables revealed no significant
differonces on these variables between the two samples obtained
through the two administrations of the research instruments. In
view of this, Lhe two samples were combined. At the end of one

year the sampled stvdents were classified as Jdropouts or persis-
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‘the research variables was available.

ERIC

tors depending upon their status in the college. The study is

baged npon Lhe data for 984 subjects for whom information on all

¥

The calegorics of sex, cthnicily, and curriculum were sclected
Lo test for Their wmoderating effect. This was done Lhrough the

) i
test for slope diffnranccs as recommended by Johnston (1972),
The method congists of first conducting a mltiple reyression
andaly:sis on Lhe Lolal group ond then separately for each of the
calegorieal subgroups. The residual sums of squares oblained
from the Lotal group analysis are compared with the vesidual
sUms of sguares pooled from Lhe subgroup analyses. If the running
of sceparale subgroup analyses result in a significant reduction in
the residval suvns of squares, as compared Lo the residual sung of
souares obiained feom the Lotal.group onalysis, it indicales Lhat
lhe slopes of Lthe regression lines are nolt the game in “the different
subgroups. Tn plain lTanguage, it wmeans thot the relalbionship be-
Lween the criterion and some of the predictors is nol the same among
all the subyroups. In order to identify the predictors which have
a significantly dififerent rolationship in different subgroups,
inleraction terms bolween Lhe various calagories of Lhe subgrouping
variables and the different predictors must be tesked for signifi-

cance in Lhe Llotal group regression analysis.

[f, as indicated cartier, the tests for slope differences show no
significapce, it will be fruitless to ecither run separalke subyroup
L
3
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analyses ox to introduce interaction-teyns in the total guroup
equalion, Tnlroduclion of Lhe categpricnl variables as additional
predictors in Lhe Lotal group equation ghould take care of the
level differences, if any, awong the subgroups. [F Lthis prohcdure
is Folluwed, one would nolt nced any a priori omniscience, as
Movick (19745 domanﬂq,lo choose belween the total yroup or within

"

gronp nodel of the Teaslh sauares.,

As Pable U shows, slope differences for the catlegorics of uex,
cihniciLy ond curricilum were found Lo be sfﬁnifiCnnF in our sludy
ab the .05 ox lower level. The figuxes in colunn three indicate
Lthat while the tolal group analysis could account for only 9.8 poer-
cent of the crilerion varionce, the subgrouping of the Lotal yroup
hy the categories of mex resulted in an additional 2.8 percent of
the cvanlained criterion varingce, suvbgrouping by ethnicily rroduced
an additional 9.2 percent of the varionce, while the use of cur-

riculmwa subgconps increased the edplained eviterion variance by 15.1

=3

pereent, l't::i[sl?t:ti.\f{}ly .

Significant slope differences awong the categories of sex, elhnicity
sand currienlum having been established theve were wwo opltions to

. 3¢ froms  Eithey r 18 ¢ hnici et

choose froms  Eitheyr run 48 sex by ethnicity by currieculum subgroup
analyses, or use subyrouping for one or two of the three celeyori-
¢al variobles and use the remainirg calegorical variable(s}) forx

producing interaction terms., As the [irst option would have

G-
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resulted in subgroups Loo small for any ccliabhle regression analyses,
the second alternative was choseén and it was decided Lo conduct 12
sex by curriculum analyses, .nd the slope differences due to ethnic
categories were occounted for through the use @f interaction terms.
Tables 3 through 14 present the results of the 12 subgroup regression
analyses, while “Pable 2 presents a summary 6f the overall results

[

of the Lwelve analyses.

N

On an ‘average, 45 percent of the'critofion variance was cxplained
through the Lwelve rcyression analyses as against the wmean of 25.9
bercent found by Brown in the studies reported in AERJ. ITn half

of the 12 analyses, the explained variance was more than 50 percent,

<

in two of these groups it went above 70 percent, while in the case
of fe;ale students in Business transfer curriculums, it reached a :
peak of 78.3 percent. 1In a quarter of the analyzed subgroups,

the explaincd variasnce fell between 25 percént and 50 percent, while

in another quarter of the subgroups it fell hkelow the 25 percent

level.,

These are lmprossive results. However, to our great regret and for
. TEas0Nns beyond our cont;ol, these results have not yet faced the ‘
crucial test of cross-validation. The data for cross-validation
has been collected. MAS soon as the cross-validation is completed,

the results will be reported through some research publication.




CONCLUS ION :

Failure to identify and to account for the effect of wmoderator
variables is an important rcason fox the low explanatory'power of

a 1arqe portion of educational rescarch. Pre-existing subgroups
such as thése based on sex, ethnié&ty, and curriculum, offer an
casily identifiable and theoretiéallf’;eaningful source of moderator
variabfes. For testing the significance of these moderator vari-
ables, tosts for intercept-and slope differences in’a multiple
regréssion approach offer a convenient and reliable way. It is
hoped that efforts to identify and properly account for the moderator
variables in a multiple variable study may offer better rewards in
terms of improved level of prediction and explanation than the

addition of more predictors.

11
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TABLE I

L5l

FESULYS FOR THRE T4STS OF SLOPE DIFFERINCES

Categorical Ho. of % of the Criterion  £-FRatio for
Varisnce . Subyroups  Variance Bxplained  Slope Diffiercnces P
Sex 2 12.6% 1.79 ¢ .05
Ethnicity 4 19.0% 1.51 < +0L
Curriculun 6 24.9% . 1.89 ¢ 001
Total Growp 1 9.8% _

TABLE 2

THE A0UNT OF CRITERION VARIANCE EXPLAINED

IN THE TWFLVE CURRICUIUM SUBGROURS

-11-

B Amount of Criterion ‘ F-Ratio for
Subgroup inltiple R Jariance Explained (Rz) in % Overall R
Lib. Arts Sc. Male .716 51.3 6.95%
Lib. Arts Sc. Farale .424 18.0 6.85*
Lib. Arts Non-Sc. Male .6l6 37.9 . 5.,94*
Lib. Arts Non-Sc. Farale .393 15.4 4,29*%
Businegs Transfer Male .638 40.6 4.70*
Business Transfer Fonale .885 78.3 10.83*

. Engincering Se. Male .725 52.5 . 7.01*
Nursing Female .764 58,3 6.30%
Business Carcor Male .348 71.8 5.25%
Business Carcer Female L420 17.6 6.51*
Technolegy Male - .675 45.6 9.,33*
Technology Namale .724 - 52.4 7.70%

*p .00l
12




Table §

liberal Sris Mdl?q (sclence pajor)
Predictors Pontt:hurinb Sibn[ficautly to Repression

No, .. _ . Fredictox ___ ... Bueight ¥ xatio
1. Antonemy -0.327 G, 98::
2. Ezhibirion ~0.310 6.29w*
3. Bdueationanl GCogls 0.359 8.&0:*
&, Grades Aimed At 0.385 9.01;
5. Withdrawal Due Lo F.D, -0.289 5.06
; A% wdhk I
05 Tevel .01, level n -001 level
Table 4
Liberal Arts Femzles (science najor
Peedictors Contributing Signi i cantly to Regression
No, oo Predictor . B weight F ratio
1. .S, Grad, Date 0.220 7.00%%
2. Grades Aimed At 0.257 9.90
3,7 fin, Hardship 0.229 7. 90;
& Elacks x Curr. Satis. -0.171 4.32
:‘:"-—-. T i P f.".-'* T T
W03 level .01 level 001 level
i Table §
Liheral Arts Males (non-science major) g
Predictors Conkributing Significani:ly to Regression
No, Predictox B weight F ratio
1. Pominance -0.279 11-09i*’
2. Tmpwlsivity 0.183 4,60,
3. Rurturance : 0.184 5. 17 i
&, Play -0.359 17.76° !
5, Ability 0.219 7.37° e
6, Hisp. x Achievoment -0.814 1&.11““
7. Hisp. x Curr., Satis, 0.713 10. 83
8., W. Cath, % Edu. Coals 0.283 6. 59 »
9.¥ W. Cath. x S.E.S. -0.441 12, bo*“
-10. Blacks w Grades Aimed At 0.398 6.49°
11, Blacks x Howxs Fuployed ~0.370 5,90

*
.05 leyvel

o - A——

** 01 level

13
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Table G

Liberal Arts Females (non-seience major)
Predictors funfllhntlng )lgnificautlv Lo Repression

—iw

No., _ ____ bredictor . B weipght F ratio S—
1. Affiliation ~(,208 5. 10
2. S.E.S. 0.212 7. ?8,*
3, Blacks x Autonomy ~0.514 7. 14”
&. Blacks x Dominance 0.491 6. 96h*
5. Blacks x Exhibition =-0.479 6. 36
6. Blacks % Curr. Satis. 0,332 4.50%
e - T -
* 005 1(.:'-?01 .01 1‘-."'&1 * 1 eve
Table 7
Business Transfer Males
“ Predictors Gontributing Slbnlfj:anLly Lo Repression
No. Predictors . B weight F ratio
1. - Achievement: | ~0.,277 4.52%
2. Fdu, Goals 0.347 6.87"
3. Chances of Graduation 0.392 10. 28"“
&, Fin, Hardship -0.300 5. 98
5. ° Ability 0.311 6.80%
6. Wisp., x Affiliation 0.659 12, 60_.
7. Hisp. x Edu. Goals 0,661 13, 70°%%

* .05 level

No,

b

1.,
2.
3.
&,
5.
6.
7.
8.

LI e L L

o —

* 01 level

Table” g

e T I ————

Rusiness Transfer Females

Predictors Contributing Significantly to Regression

.001 Teval

*,05 tevel

Predictor B weipht F ratio
Autonomy 0.232 4, 58*
Haprmavoidance 0,289 6. 56
H.S. Grad. Dute 0.215 4. 09
Curr, Satisfaction -0. 362 11, 50
Chances of Graduation 0.297 8. 06
Nours Fmployed -0.,252 S. 64
Nigpanics ~0.257 6.50% %
S.E.S. -0.564 25.,02**
¥ 01 1evel * .00} level
14
~13-
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: Table 9
) Enpineering Science Males
I'vedictors Conktyiluting Siynificantly to Regression

No, .. Predictor o B yeight _F ratio
1. £ Apgression ' 0.322 ‘ 6.35%
2. Nurturance y  0.290 5. 01_'_‘;_:f
3. Job vs Educatjon -0.315 /.80
4. W. Cath, x Hours Eupl. ~0,324 7.07%
5. Blacks x Cure, Satis, -1.099 , 19367
6. Blacks x Grades Aimed At 0.815 11,127
x % Py
.05 level .01 level 001 level

Table 10 .
Nursing lemales

M * Predictors Contribating Significantly Lo Regression
o, Prediclor B weipht _._F watio
Sk
1. Augression ~0.389 8.75, .
2. Social Recognition 0.814 29.79. 77
3. Newspapers . . 0.282 . 5.087
4, fspanics ~16.243 13.05,
5. Hisp. x Hours Kmpl. . -0.599 11.4277
6. W. Cath x .8, Grad. Date ~0,878 4,23,
. 7. W. Cath x Hours Eupl. ' ~1.542 2146 "
8. W. Cath x S.E.S, ~14.229 12,18
* .05 level "% 01 level ¥EE 001 level
-14~
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Table 13
Technology Males
Predictors Contributing Significantly Lo Regression

No. ... oTrediector ... Bweipht P ravio
1. Auntvnomy ~0,181 4.28”

2. Crades Afmed At 0.225 6.57%

3, t W, Cath, x Achievement 0.686 4. 68"

L, W. Cath, x So, Recog. v -1,311 . 15.477%%

5. W. Cath, < Chances of Grad, -0.873 ?.60"“"_'

6. W, Cath, x Twp, of C.E, 1.968 25.50:.’.‘*

7. W, Cath, x .Jobs vs Edn, -0,877 16,827 ¢

* .05 level %01 level A% 001 level

Table 14
Technology Females
Prediclors Contribuling Siguificantly Lo Regression

No, Predictor e B weipht F ratio
5 * .
1. " Demdnance ~0,253 5. 22"‘:.__*
2. Lndurance 0.429 13, 29::*
3. armavoidace 0.418 13,1277
4. $.E.S, 0.366 10,23
5. Fin, lfavdship ~0.373 10,827
6. Hisp. x Edn, Goals 0,244 4,537
* .05 level el .01 level **% 001 level




‘Table 13
Pnsiness Career Males
Prediclors Coulributing Significantly to Regression

No, o Pkrediclors - Bweipht ~F ratio
IR Achievement 0.463 12, 33 e
?. Dominance =-0,333 8,117
3, Endurance “ 0,317 S. rz?uﬁ
4, rlay 0,456 16,99
5. .S, Craduation Dare ~0.654 16.2’;‘*
6. Edu. Coals 0,282 6.31,,
7. Noeuspapers 0.308 2.35, .
8, Hours Employed -0.368 8. 83
9. S.E.S. 0.520 17. 01
10. Ability _ 0.353 9,147 o
11. Blacks x Endutonce -1,110 8.97°
12. Blacks x Order 1.319 20, ss““*
13. Rlacks x H,S, Grad. Date 0.607 7.37%%
14. . Blacks x Edu. Goals ~0.555 n.27%
15, W. Cath, x H,S, Grad. Date 1.746 23.02%°%
16. W, Cath. x Curr. Satis. -1.337 6.82%
17. W. Cath. % Tmp. of C.E. -1,758 17. 39‘*
18. W. Cath, % llours Fmp., . 0.929 9,607
* 05 level = A% 01 level - AE% 001 Jevel
~ +Table 12
Business Career Females
Predictors Coutributing Significantly to Regression
No. Prodictor B weight F ratio
1. Order 0.186 5. 03“
Z. Chances of Grad, 0.252 9,36
3, W. Cath, x Achicvement -0.993 14, 35?1“
4, W, Cath. x Ability 0.935 12.76" %%
* L WAk
05 1avel .01 level <. 00L level
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Appendix A

Definition of tlhie Criterion and the Predictor Variables

Criterion
n!?ﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂfﬂéuﬂﬂﬁﬁiﬁﬁg}ﬁﬁ Freshmen who engered B.C.C. in Fall, 1972
but did not register for any comrses in Fall, 1973, and who left the college
with no prade index or with an index of less than 2.0 are considered drop-
outs for this study. Freshmen who eutered B,C,C. in Fall 1972 and who
yeve registered at B.C.C. in Fall, 1973 ave conzidered persisters for

this studly.

Predictors

Ethno-relipious Gronps: On the basis of the information obtained

;
through a Biographical Inventory, the sampled students were categorized
into six cthno-religious sub-groups as follows. Abbreviations used for

these sub-groups are shown in parcnthesis.

1. Black Americans (Blacks): All students identilying themselves

with this ethaic vategory irrespective of their religious affiliation.

2. Puerto Ricans and Spanish Awericans (Hispanics):

 ——

AlLl students identifying themselves with this category irrespective of

their relipious affiliation.

3. White Catholics (White Cath.): All students identifying them-

selves as Mhite Americans' and indicating affiliation with Catholic
religion.

4. White Protestants (White Prngil;*All students identifying them-
svlves as "White Anericans" and indiecating af[ila?ion with Protestant

Rl'].f::;i(lll.

19




IT

5. Jews !Jews!:* All students identifying themselves as "White

Americans" and indicating affilation with Jewish Religion.

6, Others and Mixed (Mixedl_ All studeuts in the sawple yho

.t

are not covered by any of the flve categories above,

Curriculum Grours: The informafion on students’ curriculum group
was.obtaincd through ti.: Blographicdl Inventory,and the 1iberal arts
group was-split into science and non-science groupson the basis of the
pattern of courses taken by the studeuts.

1. Liberal Arts, gscience major. (Lib; Arts. Scs)

2+ Liberal Arts, qon-éciﬁnce mdjor, or Performing Arts and
Music (Lib. Arts, Non-Sc.)

3. Business Teaching or Administration (Business Transfer)
4, Enginecring Science (Eng. Sc.)

5. Norsing (Nurs.)

' ¥

6+ Accounting, Retailing, Secretarial Studies or Data:Processing
(Bus., Carcer)

7. Electrical”and Mechanical Eungineering, or Plastics, Chamical
and Medical Labs. Techmology (Technologies)

1

Personality Needﬁ_l

L. Achicvement: Aspires to accomplish difficult tasks; maiutains
high standards and is willing to work toward distant goals;
responds positively to compeiition; willing to put forth effort
to attain excellence.

FA

* As there wewve not enough subjects in these Eﬂree cavegories they were
not used in the analyses.

1. Meascred through the_Personality Resecav:h Form (PRF) by Douglas N, Jackson.
The definitions of these ncedg are taken from the PRF manuals
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Affiliation: Enjoys being ywith friends and people in general;
accepts people readily; makes efforts to win f{riendsn!ps and
miintain associations with poople.

Agyression: Fnjoys combat and argument; casilyNannoyed; some-
times willing Lo hurt people to get his way; may seek to
"get.cven' with people whom he perceives as having harmed him.

Autonomv: Tries to break away from restraints, confinement,
or restrictions of any kind; enjoys being unattached, free,
not tied to people, places, or obligations; may be rebellious
when faced wiLh restraints. B
Dominance; Attempls te control his enviroument, and to influence
or direct other people; expresses opinions forcefully; enjoys

the role of lecader and way assume ‘it spontancously.

Endurance: Willing to work long hours; doesn't give np quickly
on a problem; perservering, even in the face of great difficulty;
patient and unrelenting in his work habits.

. Exhibitjon: Wants to be the center of attention; enjoys having

an audicnce; engages in behavior which wins the notice of others;
may enjoy being dramatic or witty.

Haxmayoidance: Poes not enjoy exciting activities, especially
if danger is involved; avoids risk of bodily harm; secks to
maximize personal aa.eLy.

Impulsivity: Tends to act on the "spur of the moment" and
without deliberation; gives wvent readily to feelings and
wishes; speaks freely; may be volatile in emolional expression.

Hurturvance: Gives sympathy and comforl; assists others whenever
possible, interested in caring for. children, the disabled, or
the infirm; offers a "helping hand’ to those in need; readlly
performs favors for others.,

Ordert Concerned with keeping personal effects and surroundings
neat and organized; dislikes clutter, confusion, lack of
organization; interested in developing methods for keeping
materials methodically organigzed.

Play: Does many things "just for fum," spends a good deal of
time participating in games, sports, social activities, and

other amusements; enjoys jokes and funny stories; malntalns

a lxghL~hoaLLed, easy-going attitude toward life.
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Social Recognition: Desires to be held in high esteem by acquain-
tanced; concerned about reputation and what other people think
of him; works for the approval and recognilion of othera.

Understanding: Wants Lo understand many areas of knowledge;
vialues synthesis of ideas, verifiable generalization, logical
thought, particularly when directed at satisying intellectual
ciriogily.

Other Predictors 1

Sex \

Socio-cconomic status based on Lhe education, income and
occupation of parents (SES).

Ability Score: Based on the average of Melson Demuy reading
score and high school average after standardization.

Pate of liigh school graduvation (H.S. Grad. Date).
Educational Goals (Fdu. Goals)

Satisfaction with plapcmcn& at B.C.C. (B.C.C. Satis.)
Satisfaction with curriculum placement (Curr. Satis.)

Student’s perception of his chances of graduating from B.C.C.
(Chances of Grad.)

Tmportance of college education for achleving success in life.
(Imp. ¢f C.E.)

What letter grades does the student work for. (Grades Aimed At)

Mimber of non-assigned books borrowed from any library during
the last one year. (N.A. Books)

Frequency of neWspaper readership during a week (Newspaper)

Prefarence betwedén pursuing college education in order to gel
a good paying job after a few years, and leaving college to
get a job and live comfortably now. (Job vs. Edu.)

-

Frpected hours of employment per’ wegk during the current school
year. (Hours Empl.)

Chance of student's withdrawal from college because of the
difficulty in Einancing his cellege education (With F.D.)

The Amount of financial havdship that student Chinks will be
caused to him or his family due Lo h1s attending college
(I'in. Havd.)
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