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ABSTRACT

In this study of student attrition rates at Rrince
George's Community College, three irdicators were analyzed: (1)
term-to-term attrition, (2) within-term attrition, and (3) course
"inefficiency" (failure). Data fronm 1972-73 threcugh 1976-77 dindicated
that fall to spring attrition (term-to-term) was approximately-°34%,
Spring to fall averaged 47%, with graduation, successful transfers,
and returns of stopouts "tending to educe this to 20%. Within-term :
withdrawals averaged 8% from 1971 téc1916, ¥ith 28% reporting work
conflict as their withdravwal reason in 71376. Rl1thdough céoéurse
withdrawals decreased when non-punitive ‘grading practices were

- established in 1974, highs reported in 1976 included 26% n
chemistry, 18% in physics, and 17% €acgh in gngineering, political
.g¢ience, and psychology, compared with a college~wide.average of 12%.-
Students not passing the course (course inefficiency) averaged 27%
with highér failure rates in developmental studies, English,
science-math, social sciences, and business technology. Early warning
notices in fall 1976, did not change retéention rates. Recommendations
included a}Y¥owing students to drop courses and petition for full or
partial credit, based on gourse Gbjectives being met; developing a
student contrjct system; using continuing education units; and
training faculty to identify student objectives. Attrition and grade
data and a summary analysis off%thé spring semester 1977, are
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M Introduction o - T ' .
M\ . ( . .
S o A recent study in Cdlifornia raised questions concerning criteria
— . for evaluating student dtfrition (Through the Open Door, February,
0. ~1976). The study assumed’ that few students (probably less than :
J 10 percent) would get the A.A. degree. Going on this assumption-

as a framework, reasons were sought for course inefficjency (as
defined by low course completion rates). Some aof the reasons were
1;sted as follows (Summary, pp. ii-iii): :

1. Students may not have expected credit, since they did
not-havé credit as their dbjective; ' AR

2. +Students may have achieved their objectives before the end .
of the semester, but~they had no way to show their achieve-
ment besides final exams; , '

3. Students may have registered but had their plans ‘change
after the official "third week of class" and before the.
final week’.and ’ ‘

4. _ Students may have encountered schedule conflicts as time
progressed. . ’ . )

» : \'i.
Questions about attritiok lead to further questions about student
goals and values. What £an a collece do to increase retention by
changes in policy, progfams, or services? Does this question v
assume that persisteaCe is “good," and non-coptinuation is “"bad"?
The California research“ndicaged that assumptions Tike these need

to be tested, in the light of available evidence.

A recent research report on student progression (Report ¥No. 77-2)
generated similar inquiries about student attrition. - The Extension
Centers Office asked how we could reduce-attrition:to improve A
effective service' ~Someone-in Admissions asked if we could increase’
credit hours by reducing -course-completion inefficiencies. One

faculty meimber asked about low pass rates, what were their causes

and which divisions and departments- were the most inefficient? The
presént report addresses broad questions of student rttrition,

updating previous reports on ‘this same topic, and attempting to

gather the facts ‘that we know so as to clarify what we do not know.
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Defintng the Problem .
Several years ago, & report ent1t1ed "Co]]ege Holding Power"
(Report No. 74-31) defined the prob]em as follows: -
; Measures of enro]]ment attr1ticn are needed to determ1né,xhe
» 'degree of d1srupt1on in stident flow from one semester to- the
next. It is tempting to use ‘the concept "dropout," but this
suggests social disapproval., Since, however, the college
* student is attending because he or she chooses to, there is
no disgrace if the individual. does not achieve a degree. On
the contrary,-enrollment attrition may be paritally accounted
for by the achievement of student goals besides the degfee,
such as the landing of a good job on.a full time basis. The’
dropout concept is therefore inappropriate at'the community
. college. Atirition i§ a more abstract concept, and.relates
. to the gathering of facts and the solving of problems connected
' with College service, There is sugdested a respect for the
. student, and a wondering as tp how to help the student achieve
many d1fferent goals. Enrollment attrition, therefore, and not
College dropouts “is the subject watter of. th1s report. 7 s 47

Various 1ndrcators were devéloped for assessing attr1t1on
- 1. Tenn-u}terwrattrztzon calculated by d1v1d1ng non-returns"
. from the; prev1ous term-by the total number who-could have
. returned. .
2 Within-term a‘,tmtwn, measured either. by .formal student -
- withdrawals from-the College, or by course drops before \
oo the final week of class.
~ .~ 3. Couprse inefficiency rates, defined by the riumber of students
. ) not passing the course-{(for whatever reason) divided by
- ' .the initial number of persons s1gn1ng up for the course.

. These types of attr1t1on and 1neff1c1ency w111 be d1scussed in ‘the
3 t1ons which follow. ) , . « .-

x

e .
< Beuoeen-'l’ez? Attrition s ’
~ T - The attygition factor most c]eérly affecting credit hours is the ]
rate of studernts not returning from the grevious term. Term-fo- . =
term attr1t1qp means the percentage of students,not-returnzng - -
As shown in Table 1, Fall-to-Spring attrition-has tended to b LY
approximately 34 percent for the past five years. Spring-to< Fall
attrition has been closer to 47 percent on the, average. This may =.
be cue to the Tong summer disruption and successful JOb pldcements”
as well as graduations. Steps to make continuity easier and reduce
disruption through changes in summer “school. .policy could facilitate
. _pursuit of ‘academic goals for some students The extent_of facilita-
“tion would depend on the degree to.which ‘summer sessions-would be" re- .
prograﬁmed to. make continuing study a smooth-f]ow1ng process.
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A practical understanding.of hetween-terms attrition requires that
you consider readmits on the one hand, and graduations or transfers

. on the other.. These sources of variation can counterbalance each

other from the point of view of net attrition. In Fall 1974, for
example, there were 997 readmits. There were 807 graduates in
June. ' The net effect of graduations and returns of stop-outs was
on the positive side.

Within-Term College and Course Withdrawals A

~The rate of withinzterm withdravals from.the College has not changed
much since Fall 1971, as measured by the formal process of withdrawal
from the College.. This should not be confused with course withdrawal.
A student withdrawing from the College would usually be dropping
several courses at once. The College withdrawal rate in this sense
was 9 percent ip Fall 1971 and 8 percent in Fall 1976.

-
.

Qautibn is’hgeded in interpreting formal withdrawa]. College with-
drawal is limited to thgse students who formally “sign out" from the
College. - Many students stop-attending without ever reporting in.

___They often show up as "fail@res" on the instructor's grade book,

(

indistihguishablle from persons who failed the final test. The
student who leaves apd just never comes back, without & word, is

» the -type of dropout generating the most uncertainty as to what -
to do about it. ' - '

° L

Students who undergo the formal withdrawal procedure are asked to
participate in an exit interview. They are asked their reasons

for leaving the College. As shown in Table 3, work conflict represents
the chief reason given that the College could do anything ahout
administratively. There could be, for examplé, changes in Course
<gchedules where trouble spots were found. :

&
r
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student "drops" between the third and final week of class, this /s

Course withdrawals within-term can also~be calculated. If the
a/i;e

taken to be a course withdrawal. Changing grading practices i

Seventies, when ‘non-punitive grading was experiemented with, /

affected course withdrawal rates. (See Table 2.) ,

When course Mithdrawal rates were compared in terms of Technical and
Career versus Arts and Sciences, both reflected the co]}ége average
of 12 -percent. But departmental rates varied from no withdrawal . - -
to 26 percent withdrawal. Within Arts and §ciences, Qhemistry had

. the<highest fall 1976 withdrawal rate at 26 ‘percent. /Other withdrawal
rates over the 12 percent College average were Physits (18 percent), .
Engineering (17 percent), Political Science (17 pentent), and o
Psychology (17 percent). Among Technical and Careér courses, Secre-

. tarial Science and Medical Lab offerings both had;high counse . - we o

withdrawal rates, both at about 16 percent, compared with the overall
College norm of -12 percent. - S ‘
. \ '
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Inefficiency Determined by Final Grades

- Pass rates were reviewed to see-if th@& contributed‘insights into
course inefficiency. Final grade distribution was found to be

- relatively stable for the past several years (see Table 5). On the-
basis of final grade distribution, it was possible to calculate
a measure of course inefficiency. In this conteéxt, inefficiency
means the rate of students not-passing the course. Inefficiency
in this sense was found to have been relatively stable since 1968
(see’ Table 6).

The recent College pass rate of 73 percent compared not unfavorably
with a 76 percent pass rate ( and accompanying 24 percent inefficiency
rate) for California community college courses, as reported in-the
1976 study (Zrrough the Open Door, p. 46). Part of the 24 percent
inefficiency rate ‘in California was explained by student withdrawals
(14 percent), and the rest by.course failures combined with other
reasons.: The Prince George's observables and the California observ-
ables were therefore somewhat similar.
When current inefficiency comparisons were made by academic areas, -
it was found that the following disciplinary categories had greater
- inefficiency rates than the College average of 27 percent:

s

P

-

1. Develcpmental Studies (34 percent),
2. English Studies (31 percent),
3. Science-Math (29 percent),
4. Social Sciences (29 percent), and °
. . Business Technology (29 percent). :
Inefficiency rates for these same areas between fall 1973 and fall
1976 were also compared. It was found.that Developmental Studies
and Science-Math were increasing their course efficiency, while
. English Studies and Social Science were decreasing“in efficiency.
») (See Table 7.) ., :
In the Technical and Career area, Business Technology remained at an
above-average level of inefficiency between 1973 and 1976, at 29
-percent, . Sgjentific and Servicé Technologies were below average
in jnefficigﬁty rate, but increasing in this measure.of inefficiency.
Nursihg and«Allied Health had the Jowest inefficfency rate, at 9
~ percenty asspcCiated at least in part with the commitment and personal ‘
sattention enjoyed by stidents and facutty alike in this program area...
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An Experiment with Early Warning

: . . PR

T Sn fall 1976, the College sent early warning notices to students'

identified by instructors as not.attending class! If.some students

were to respond, retention would be warginaFly increased. Grade

point average performance was  theorized to be crucial. Students

with grades below C do not anticipate beirig permitted to graduate.

They therefore tend to drop out beferehand “{Astin, 1975). Mere

mail notice to absentees was not found to changé fetention rates.

To impact on retention, intervention would have to“be more personal

or more thorough. T~
A 1974 study describing why students quit community service cburses
at two community colleges in California indicated that faculty,
members usually did not krow why students were quitting. Most
dropouts did not consult a teacher or counselor.(one in five who ‘
tried. vere unsuccessful).. Work conflict was the main reason :
given for course drops (Brightman, 1974): This study. raises questions
as to how well the instructor shotld be Kept informed about student
- course goals, and be pfovided with student mailind addresses so

. as to be able to correspond more individually and personally with

absentees. < '

-

Discussion of the Pindings -

- \ . . .- . . .

. Bétween-term and withiniterm attrition firdings need to be related
to each other, and to gburse inefficiencies as well. Spring-to-
Fall attrition would be 33 percent rather than 47 percent, for
example, if you subtracted the influence of graduations. The re-
admission factor takes "real" between-term attrition down.another
five or ten percentage points. Attrition thus approaches the 25
percent level. If successful transfers are taken into.account,

. "real” attrition is.still lgwer, in.the neighborhood of. 20 percent. ~ .

This information provides bacKground_for re-evaluating course -
inefficiency’ rates. Given a "non-pass" rate on the order 0f®7
percent, .what factors-are known? Withdrawals from the College
T average 8 percent of the student body within assemester. This,
A .~ accounts for nearly -one-third-of the inefficiency. Many students
/" s-— s agho-withdraw -intend to come back. perhaps. four out of five who .°
" observe the formal procedure. Course drops between the third and
final week of class, representing approximatety 12 'percént of the
- 7 initial course enrollments, overlap with College withdrawals.
* (There is no way .of knowing the intérséctﬂwﬁofr;he two .sets. But
we do know that-44 percent of course inefficiency is suffitiently .
.., conscious.and deliherate to result in a coursé "drop.") We thewefore
"7 e 777 “know something about.the Tevel of-copsciousness and awareness with . .
".-. which withdrawal takes place. = = ~ LT -
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.~ process course withdrawals.

Al

[

e

“When we compare what we know about subJect matter‘course drop

rafes and what we know about subject matter 1nerf1c1epcy rates, = -

considerable inefficiency is "accounted for." Withinatermgcourse

drops% as dpposed to course fajlures, can Be related to thgchig est

non-pass ‘heasures aCcord1ng to sugbect matter as follows: .
. '.~ ].’ -

3 M R 1

Subjett Matter

\(‘ ¢

. Inefficiency
. Drop Rate t Rate ‘ <

" 8%

Developmental s
) 12 .

. English
"~ - Science-Maith 14 29 -
Social Sciences 12
3 Business . 14 » 29 - ‘_
- -
Devel pmental Studies and English need spec1f1c evaluation to detgvm1ne >
non~£tudent sources of 1neff1c1ency In other subject matters, -
nearly one-half -of the inefficiency is assaciated with within-" . = .
Institutional scheduling and student
self-scheduling must be considered as factors. Further inefficiency”™
may be»due to 1nd1vidua] student factors or 1nstruct1ona] s1tuat1ons ) -

-

and 1mproved ‘course sc dﬂT?ng are frequent]y mentioned. ways to ‘.‘ .
respond. But. not enough\is known about individual studept goals’ .

. {and goat-modifications as they interact with course inefficiency). .

to emphasize ‘one kind of pok cy rather than another. We need some - )
way of knowing student course \obJect1ves, perhaps in <onnection with

the course enrollment process. " This would allow 1ns1ghts as .to what

it means when a -student does not su essfully pass a jven course.

Research into course objectives of.students is recommended for °

. faculty members and departments curious, about their/individual-

course inefficiencies, as a/f1rst step tugard improved retent1on R :
measures s _ - . B -
Impratwns of Other Research for Polwy RS ; g v .

-The Catifornia study suggested that studert gbals are changing. “As
older part- time students have_enrolled with different objectives for .
educational, career and personal growth, "educatton for part time - -7
adult students has begomg the doming n of the Community

Co]leges " As a resuﬂt, éffective se vi ce is not @dequately measured K
by trad1t1ona1 outcomes (course and program “completions).
) » . . . . CA e ’, ,,: oo
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Institutional Research reports support this California perspective.
Of 786 off-campus studéqts recently surveyed, (Report No. 77-5),
one out of four Was not ajming at -the A.A. degree.’ Another recent
report (77-10) relates adult development ahd programs bf study to age
groups. The evidence js that student .program-goals vary with age.
- .Eor every hundred students enrolling in the fail, less than ten
“will get the A.A. degree in the spring. ‘This too has implications
. for goals. Is there so much"screening”" of the unfit, or so much
~illusion in goal-setting? - One research chai enge js to uriderstand -
.the dynamics of student goa]-settﬁng. How does this process work?
How do incentives, motjvations, and goal-setting interact? How do
symbolic tokens (credits, degrees) act as intermediate steps toward
the achievement of more yltimate goals? Questions such as these,
must be the *subject of further research. ) L
ar‘ ) . -:‘ .
The California study yielded certain ‘recommendations which could
be considered at.Prince Geerge's. Examples are as .follows:
° , AR .
1.- Students withdrawing from courses could be encouraged to
“%ake "challenge" examinations for credit. Consideration

co 1§1i: given to allowing students to drop courses and .

petitjon for full or partial credit, based on course
objectives being met. ‘ - R - ’
The'Records~0ffice could be encouraged to work toward a
tontract system involving students and their counselors -
‘or advisors, to provide for’individualized objectives and
educational ‘plans for achieving these objectives.
* Consideration.could be given to the use of continuing
- education units (CEU's) for students not attempting credit.
" Undié* this proposal, Community *Services students.would be
' permitted to enroll for any class that has room with CEU's
. awarded on the basis of .a contract made through the
Lommunity Services- Office. . . )
Efforts could 'be made to involve faculty members in staff
development or” in-service training that would jdentify "
changing student characteristics and objectives, and
discover ways and means tolrespond appropriately.

Recommendations such as these need to be evaluated in the Tight of .
Tocal experience.. The College has experimented with non-pun¥ tive
grading. -The 'decision was made to retdin the previously existing,
system. “Will these sanctions (academic grades) be used to "punish
the unfit" and "screen out the unworthy" from graduate school, ;
regardless of student goals? The community college.mission accomo- -

- dates ‘developing adults -aged 25, 35, or even 45. How do failing .
grades and student-suspensions support this mission? Would a rgview
of academic” standards and regulations with fhis question in min

e

- be worthwhile? Policy appears to-be warth considering whereby
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fa1]1ng grades would be removed ps a barrier to college continuation.
The ratianale for academic dismissals and suspensions dates to a

time when classroom space was scarce.

than places.

Screening-out madé sense.

Students were more abundant
Nowada'ys many colleges

are' competing for students.

Enrollment decline'is a problem.

Policies favor1ng screening-in and keeping-in, rather than rejecting
students, appear to be worth considering. Certificates: could®also
be promoted for those whose grade po1nt average does not meet

degree standards. ' e

. ) PauZ Larkin, Director
Iﬁsé:tutzonal Research

£
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. . ... Tablel ., ~

= S _— PRINCE GEORGE'S COMMUNITY COLLEGE

= ; ~ Five-Year Between-Term Attrition, Fall 1972 to Spring 1977
. ¥ . » , -
oLt 1972-73 1973274 © -1974-75 . '1975-76 - 1976-77 -
- Fall Spcjng Fall Spring Fall _ Spring Fall .Spring Fall Spring
Returning 3,618 5,207 4,226 6,235 i 4,660 6,638 ° 5,612 7,688 6,028 7,789
" Readmits- 665 723 . 860 84l 997 1,076 1,109 1,163 1,220 1,357
e B ) : .
New to PGC_C - 3,605 1,695 4,172 1,868 -+ 4,‘068‘ 2,542 4,709 2,593 4,‘667 2,684
TOTAL ’ 7,888 7,625 9,258 8:944 ‘ * 9,725 10,256 11,430 11,444 11,915°11,830

v . >

Non-Returns as a h . CT
% of Previous Term g RS

Number : 3,451 2,681 3,399 3,023 " 4,2847:3,618 4,644 3,742 5,416 4,126
g Percent . 49% 343 . - 453 334 48%, 37% . a5%, 33% 473 35%
- ' o T - T ,

AY

~ ' . R - v
SOURCE: Institutional Research Office, based on Computer.Seience Center printouts.

)
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X PRINCE GEORGE* S COMMUNITY COLLEGE -

o

‘ within-Term Méasures of Attrit1gn Fall 1971 to' Fall
o Co]]ege Withdrawals and_Course withdrawals'

K
.
PR

Fall
1972 -

Fall
1974

Fall Spring Spring  Fall . Spring

1976:.

Na

¢
Spring

Fall

'Spring’

:Fall

1976 -

1971 1972. 1973 1973 . 1974

Within-Term Student'. e o e
Withdrawals from PGCC . - .
Number .

k]

Percenf

629 .
7%

439
5%
3,286 .

5718 925
8t 1% _
L N.A, 8,128 %

9%~ " 6%

"J

4,305.«

i

Course wlthdrawals

N.A. 25,026 23,587 28,943
N.A. 169 134 -~ 143

ource Ehrol]ments o

26,909 . 29,699
Percent, Wlfhdrax]ng
: : R

12%

-

¢ In Fall,

(

578 ~

3,481 % 2,330 -

TE*.

1975

432
T

1,519

29,784
;5%

.

1974, course wlthidrawals were tabulated as "NG" (no.credit).

1975 _1976

.y w
*

755

7% 7%
3,193 3,297

802

34,390 33,487

9%

Py

9%

-
o

922
° 8%
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¢ ) Table 3
! ( © PRINCE GEORGE'S COMYUNITY COLLEGE
*  Reasons for Student Nithdrqwa]
- Fall 1975 . " Fall 1976
' No. % No. .~ %
Directly subject to
College gction SRR
. Financial -26 - 3 49 - 5
Lack gof interest 25 *3 34 4
.- Work conflict , 207 27 - 256 28
_ Academic difficulty 21 3 22 2
o~ Not directly subject - ¢ :
to College action 1
As, ‘Personal ¢ ° 122 16 143 16
‘ “Transferring 29 4 36 . 4
Armed Services 18 2 16 2.
T ° 7 Moving Away 41 5 51.- T
~ s-Health , 106 14 123 13
~ ‘ ’ ’ ‘
s Miscellaneous’ _
_ Other., 158 21 192 21
. - —_— N
TOTAL v 753 100% 922 100%
\ -;*76 - ”
. SOURCE Ins*tztutwnal Research Office, based on Computer Seience
“1 -reports. .
‘ I
A € .
2/17/77 . \
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DIVISIONS AND
DEPARTMENTS <

TECENICAL AND CAREER EDUCAIION

Business Studzes BN

Secrefarlal Sciegce
Business

. Sbientific & Service Technology

Data Processing
Engineering Technolog
Recreation Leadership

" Fire Science Technology
Law Enforcemenf

Nurszng and Allied Eealth

"Medical Laboratory

Respiratory Therapy
Health

X-Ray Technology
Deptal Assigting

Nursing..
Early Chdsldhood Developme
. Mental ‘Health

Medical Records Technolog

ARTS & SCIENCES

S,cien'ce s Math, Engineering

Cheﬁﬁsfry '
Physics
Engfneering:

= Blology v

Mathematics .
Physical Science

¥ Attmtwn R‘ates by Divisiof$ and Departments for FaH 1976:"
. Third Week to Final week of C]ass
Third.  Fiha] No. of  Attrition
Week Week Drops ! Rates -
' 9,549 8,449 . 1,100 12%
5,033 -,4,338 695 14%
839 698 141 16
4,194 3,640 . 554 13 - e,
3,458 3,104 354 10%
. “f T
1,445 1,245 200 I3
664 583 .8l 12 —
260 23] 29 X
98 93 5 5
- 991« ,} 952 . 39 3
1,058 \1 ,007 51, 53
49 k\~ 4 8 6
, 34"\ - 29 5 14
, 70 . 7 64 .6 8
N80, g T3 7, 8:
88 - g5 '3 3
577 T 557 =% 20 - 3
nt 67 . 66 1. |
78 w77 I N
y 15 - 5. 0 0
" 26,124 23,042 - 3,082 12%
6,497 5,586 911 14%
He i 486 355 131. 26
i, 298 7242 - 56 8
95 8 1T 17
C 1,322 1,149 173 I3
3,575 3,113 . 462 12
721 649 72 9
k- »
% B
SRS et g

PRINCE GEORGE'S COMMUNLTY COLLEGE
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Table 4. cont'd.

Attrition Rates by Divisions . B ' I .
& Departments for Fall 1976, etc. , . oL )
) ) » . ) . ) | ! ‘ ” "‘
DIVISIONS AND ~ Third Final _  No. of . Attrition .
. DEPARTMENTS . Week® —Week Drops " Rates - L
| -1 ARTS & SCIENCES (eomt'd.) . - = . R
‘English Studies 4,307 3,782 525 . 12% - a
* Social Sciences o 6,764 5,901 83 - - 12 %
" Political Science 719 592 127 - 17 -
Psycho I ogy - : 1,827 1,520 . 307 16 -
Social Science 107 92 15 S T
" "Geography ' 281 242 39 .13
* Economics - 2 : 1,098 979 119 {0
Soclology 989 884 105 10
Anthropology . 215 196 19 8
‘ Behavorial Science ‘ 87 82 5 . .5
History ) « 1,441 S 1,314 127 8 |
. Bunanities . 4,091 3,697 394 9% -
Music : , © o .667 . 583 - 84 12
Philosophy : . 374 .,330 44 i I
Art - - ' 869 783 . 86 9.
Speech 3 S ' 1,762 I ,600 7 7162 9
Foreign Languages v . 419 }}Ol' R 4
- Physical Bducation,’ Health . 2,237 2,030 207 9%
& Recreation . o -
- Physical £ducation - - 1,973,783 190. - 9
. Health . 264 247 A7 6
. . . ’ )
Other . " 25228 2,046 182 8%
Developmenta! Math ‘ 1,168 1,050 118 10
Developmental Reading . 500 ' 447 53 10
* Developmental English, , 549 504 - 45 8
Education A | 45 N.A. N.A.
4 _Fﬁ: - A =
TOTAL ' / . 35 673 31 491 T 4,182 12%

.{ N
SOURC‘E’ Insti'tutional Research Officd, based on C'omputer Seience printouts.
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, ' o S PRINCE GEORGE'S COMMUNITY co_LLEGE
' : - . Final_Grade Distribution | \ o
. ~ - : . 'N.C'."or' i
PR A B ¢ D , P - Fo- . OTHER
; z No. % - No.. % No. %, No. % No. % No. % No. A
Fall 1974 6§3320 21% 7,281 25% 5,596 19% 1,371 5% 83 3% 4,800 16%. 3,497 11%
Spring 1975 -6.693 22 7,339 24 - 5,550 1§ 1,42 . 5/ 709 2 5,608 18 3,002 11
- Fall 1075 7,082 20 85429, 240 6,49 18 ?:,075 6 Tm o2 7 15 7 5,250, 15

e

Spring 1976. 7,506 ‘22 4 8,893 25- 6,065 18 1,908 6.. 529 2 4,775 14 4,989 14,

Fall 1976 7,548 21 8,678 - 24. 6,558 18 72,094 6 664 - 2 4,595 4 13 6,256 16
& -’N?‘L"et -:a - - . » . - » ‘ c ‘\ . _o: € -
. ‘ g .
. ’ - . : B ' g -
-~ % . < - N
> SOURCE: Institutiongl Reseavch Office,based on Computer Seience Center Report STUZ6S.
nmp o R s L




- L © Table 6 .0 . |

[ ol

Prince Géorge's Community College

- "~ COURSE .PASS RATES AND COURSE_AJTRITION RATES, 1968-1976
—- . - . . e , ) .

- - - ., 2 /%

. " ~ Successfully - - )
‘ - -~ Initial " .Completed Course
/ _Enrollments © *__Courses* Attrition
' ’ ‘ /. - -
e Fall 1976 , 36,393 ., 26,544+ 73% .- -, 27%
: Spring 1976 34,265 . 25,173 73 - 27 -
.. .Fall 1975 38,127 -, 25,50 73 - 27
Spring 1975 - . 30,334 - 22,307 74 27 - -
Fall = 1974 © 29,699 2245060 74 26
- * ¢ -~
Spring 1974 . 27,466 . . 20,021 73 27 . -
Fall = 1973 29,523 . 21,583 73 21
Spring 1973 23,941 18,609 78 L 22 | o
Fall - 1972 < 5,524 . 18,887 73 - 27 3
Spring 1972 | 22,355 16,875 75 25 ...
Fall = 1971 23,659 16,912 71 . 29 - :
Spring 1971 19,779 14,588 .74 . 26
_ Fall = 1970  ~°21,997 15,890 .72 - 28
. Spring 1970 17,210 - 12,688 74 26 Y
' Fall = 1969 19,274 . 13,828 <70 30 :
Spring 1969 -© 13,090 10,080 ~77— - __." 23
Fall =~ 1968 | 15,969 11,481 72 .28
) *. A,B,C,D, Towards Passing, Audit, or Pass.  ° " ) :
i 3 - , ‘ » .
+ SOURCE: " Institutional Research Office, based il
on annual reports. from the Computer
. Science Center. S
1 » : . C
. 7 21777 - j&" ’ . . - s
[ ) t i -
- 1 9 - 85




Ve 1 ‘ ’ .
o . - Table 7 S
. ' : ‘ i ‘J?‘. . . h to-
PRINCE GEORGE'S COMMUNITY COLLEGE ~ i ,
Course Inefficiency Rates by Division, Fall 1973 and Fall 1976 "
Fall 1973, =~ - : Fall 1976 .
_ © Non- Inefficiency : Non- Inefficiency
Division ; Enrollment  “Completions  Rate i Enrollment Completions Rate
p) 3 .. . . ~ . o . .
: ARTS & SCIENCES ., 23,786 6,593 .. 28% 26,661. . 1 7,396 ° 284
" Developmental . T1,946 ) 740 39 . 2,355 8ol - 34
Engl Ish . ' 4,297 | 1,203 28 4,405 1,365 31
Sclence/Ma’rh/Englneerlng 4,654 1,434 . Sl ) 6,542 . , 1,871 29..
Soclal Sclences, 6,955 1,954 ‘28 . 6,945 2,018, ~ 29
Humanitles R 3,783 L : 827 22 4,165 905 | .22
Physical Education® ' 2,151 415 19 T - 2,249 N 436 19
Recreation” - . o o ; . , :
¢ | . . ‘ . . ..
- TECHNICAL AND.CAREER 5,737 1,347 » 23% 9,732, 2,453 25% .
- . . X Q‘ - . . ) N i A - l‘ “\
Business Technoloéy ; + 2,456 ) . 720 29 - 5,143 - 1,498 29w -
' . Sclentlflc & Service . s 2,405 517 21 3,594 ° -7 869 <y 24
Technologles L - : ‘ S— L . AT
. Nursing . & Altled Health 876 1o 13 - 995 - - 86 .9
: - h S : Co - .- i >
\ 1t e - . E L
TOTAL - E ©o29.523 - 7,90 27 7 36,33 9,849 2
- . . Cos R . v N . _ N i, . : L
f,’ , : " .‘ h ' ‘ . ' . / . .~ . - . 7 , s . \ .
v  SOURCE: Institutional Research Office, bafed on C'omputer Sé*z;enée reports. . . P .
/ ' L. ’ . - - .
3/1/77 . - o v ‘ NG
. ; , \ X .
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- -~-resu]ting figure-éxpressed as a percentage relates course successes

" ¢ Earlier reports have.examined fall and spring pass rates over a 3

PRINCE GEORGE'S CO%MUNITY COLLEGE
bt tast- e

Report No. 77-35: Increased Course Attritjan in Spring f977 o
. « ) \ » ‘f: . !

. . . ( f\\"_‘f%' . ,
One definition of efficiency is the ratio of energy “sipplied to a

" system (inputs) to the Useful energy delivered . (putputsl., An application
of ‘this cogcept is the ratio of successful Course cgmpigljons to-third
week’'of C&ss enrollments .as a measure of course efficigncy. The

Introduction

L]

to potential successes. The more the successes (meaning jpassing
the course -as opposed to not passing), thg more.the efficiency. .
Inefficiency in this cont8xt would-be nontsuccesses as.a percentage
of possible successes, suggesting that'some of thé egergyithat went
- into the course was "wasted." (There is no imptication of "blame" "
here, ~Perfed% efficiency, for example, might imply meaningless ° -
standards.or thoughtless %ina] grades. There is an assumption,
however, that meore students could achiev igh stahdards, through -
marginal improvements in instruction.) The. present reportiapplies this
concept of efficiency and ineéficiency to Collegewide attrigion -
levels during the spring term of 1977. The term attrition:is used,

as it has been in previpuggreports (see appepdices). TR
' ? t’,".".

. b e . . O
. AR LN Lo
Previous Reports . — o |

1

b4

number of years (76-22). They have assessed attrition and inefficiency "
-4

according to a variety of measures (74-31,77-11). The present report..
partially updates these previous studies through the spring term of

1977. There is a view toward the question, are we improving our -, o
efficiency? What is happening to attrition at,.a time when.studefit .
retention has become a focus of attention for_the College's maFketing -
effort? In preparation for the fall term of ‘1977, what does thet faculty
need to know about the status of the College's course inefficiency?

——

-

The Data Base ' > R c
As shown in Table 1, final grgﬂg}é%stributions.se]ected at the ‘same
point in time each year represent the data basé for comparisons. * It
s assumed that modifications in the data base are not changing N
greatly after'the_officiqj.reporting date from one year to-the next.- -

o
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1

v - . ) .
‘- . Symmary of Passing .and Non-Passing Grades~- ¥ - ; LA
- B , R . ’
= Course efficiency decreased by .a-percentage point in spring 1977, as ’
T : compared with the previous four terms... (See Table 2.) In-comparison
. with spring 1976, as indicated inrTable 1, the, nuiiber of grades
e -recorded increaseq in Spring 1977 to about 600 more than the prévious
. year. But the numper of passes was -approximately 60 more, while the.
! nuiiber not passingWas approximately {540 more. As a result, course
" efficiency (as definédfabove) decreased. , ‘ Cd
Long-Term Trends * I ; Co
.= As shown in Table 3, the 28 percent attrition rate for Spring 1977« 7
. *Was not the highest in the College's history. But it was relatively oo
- +high in comparison with recent years. Between 1968 and fall 1971, -
-, an attrition level of 28 percent was ordinary for the fall term.
Attrition remained below 28 percent between fall 1971 and spring 1972, . ° $
a period spanning over five academic years. . : - ' s
Discussion
The present report is descriptive. ~Reasons for change in attrition
.or efficiency are beyond its scope. .There is a dearth of relevant
information available for analytical purposes. o Individual divisions
‘and departments might consider explanations for their ifdividual
increases in attrition, with enhanced awareness of the implications -
of attrition for the student gnd for the College. The need to
»-facilitate student achievement of iSQ;ggctional,goals without-any
. dilution of quality or standards may point up the increasing desirability
- of individual faculty members knowing the academic goals of each of
' . their students, part time as well as full time. In this way there
v could be a specific facilitation of goal achievement by the individual
' o .student, not the least element of which would be the student's
Co successfully passing the course.

o

j ‘} _ - ‘- . ' » '
; Paul Larkin, Director
bt . Institutional Research -
. i ) CS .‘ -~ v - ! ’ A !
8/08/77 - S - - o
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) ) ‘ PRINCE GEORGE'S COMMUNITY COLLEGE :
] . Finall'Grade' Dis;i:’:bution ) ¢ -
. ? ) / ) . \/rl . \
- . - . N.C. or > J
A . B ’ c D P F OTHER
., " Number % Number * % ' Number 9% " »,;Number 7% . Number % _ Number % - Number %
. ‘ LN = . S ) .
Fall 1974 . 6,320 21% = 7,281 25% 5,596 19% 1,371 5% 834 37, - 4,800 167 3,497 11%
Spring 1975 6,693 22 7,339 24 -5,559 18,' 1,424 5 709 2 - 5,608 18 3,002 1}
Fall 1975 = 47,082 20 8,329 24 6,496 18 2,076 6 743 2 5,147 15 5,254 1%
Spring 1976 7,506 22 8,493 25 46,065 18 1,908 6 529 2 4,775 14 4,989 14,
Fall.%l976’ 7,548 21 8,678 24 6,558 - 18 2,094 6 664 2 7 4,595 ’12' 6,256 17
- Spring 1977 7,317 21 8,115 23 6,495 19 . 1,982, 7% L5417 1 4,549 13... 5,865 17
1, i L $ » | . )
** SOURCE: Instituf ‘ohal Research Center,' based oh Computer Science Center Report STU 265.
l .'\ ) v . ' . . . . )
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Summary"of Passing and Non-passing Fimal Grades,
Fall 1974-Spring 1977

Fall 1974

Sering 1975

‘Fall 1975

Spring 1976

Fall 1976

- Spring 1977

* A, B, G,

SOURCE:

+

TOTAL PASSING#
Grades Nutber T
29,699 22,060 749,
30,334 22,307 74
35,127 25,580 73
4265 0 25,173 73
[N '/" 142
36,393 3 f26,544 73
AN -
34,864 & 25,233 72

Center Report STU 265.

7/14/77

-

D; toward Passing, Audit, or Pass.

-~

" NOT PASSING
. Number

e

7,639
8,027
9,547
9,092

9,749

»
9,63

3y : .,

9 .
267, .
27

27

Institutional Research Center, based on Computer Science
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Lo ,u-mcE GEORGE LCOMMHLLTY COLLEGE - - =~ | aiff .
. ) K ; ¥ -
K Course Pass Rat:e and-’,’ééurse Attrition Rates, 1968-1977
v o P ' | - Successfully ' '
) ' Initial_ Completed ™ "~ 'Course .
Credit ! - Courses* Attrition - .
‘ Enrollments -~ Number o> Percent i
PO - ‘ ] ° ' ) . - % " - ‘,i, ) ?i}}sgj”
) ~ Spring 1977 : 34,864 25,233 727, - 28% e { '
: Fall 1976 ° 36,393 . 3/ . 26,544 - 73 Y, - g
. \ ;3‘} " S 7:&',’ %:, , /.
Spring 1976 | 34,265 ; 25,173 73 27 . |2 c«ﬁ@{
Fall 1975° 35,127 .- 3,25,580 73 27 Y
. . .'; 2% - - .‘1"
Spring 1975 © 30,334 22,307 74 27 C 3
Fall 1974 29,699 o 22 06Q, 74 26 -
Spring 1974 27,466 - 20,021 73 . 27
Fall 1973 29,523 021,583°,. 73 . 27 ~
‘ Spring 1973 23,941 18,609 , 78 _ 22
Y s Fall 1972 ~~ 25,524 18,697 * 73 - 27 .
Spring 1972 . 22,355 .16,875 75 25
Fall 1971 23,659 16,912 71 ‘ 29
Spring 1971 19,779 14,588 74 26 . ' »
Fall 1970 21,997 _ 15,890 72 ; 28 . .
\ B spring’ 19707 17,210 12,688 74 . 26 . . .
. Fall 1969 : 19,274‘ 13,424 70 30 ,
B — * 3 .
. : Spring 1969 13,09 , - 10,080 77 23 . o
T 11 1968 15,969 11,481 72 28 o .
. R ] . @) = - ) 7
- = . % A, B, C, D, towards Passing, Audit, or Pass. ’ = .
A X A
SOURCE# Institutional Research Cent:er, hased ‘on ‘annual report:s
- from the Computer Sciéncé Center: . oo
o f;‘ /- | ' Lo et
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