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) " . . 7 9 FOREWORD, : e
g * ) - e . - ’ . ‘ \. .
g The National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class of 1972,

. -Survey in7tiated by and conducted for the.National*Center for Educatipn :
.' . Statistic§ (NCES), began in“spring 1972 with over I, 000 in-school group : .

administrations -of . survey forms to_a 'sample of approximately 18,0000 -- . .
. seniors.. In the followup suYveys, thé’sample included almost 5,000 addi- . .
Y tional students from salmple schools. that were unable to participate in . f

the base-year survey. v ¥

. .
. I : ‘ c. T

L, The data..collectéd: from -the in-school “and ‘two. followup .surveys have T
.. ~"been merged and processed Resydts age ‘being presented in a series of Y
. reports, designed to highlight selecisg findings in' educational, .career, °

d occupational. develop ent.- This report contains information abou those ,

{ - students whg continued théir education in institutions of higher education
- for a perios ‘of time and then withdrew It includes the. extent withdrawaI
the students reasons for. withdrawal, variables associated with withdrawal,
and the activities and educational plans of those Students after withdrawing. T
3 . ° - v N
~ Continuing followup requests for data, from these individuals are planned
. thrbugh 1979 and perhaps beyond. - This“series of repeated.observations will
.. permit the examination of the rélationships betweén schooling, work, znd other «
_éxperience$ and subsequent career“ﬁhdices as well as -educational,and lapor :
force participation of each of the selected individuals Such information

and the resultant anaLyses are+important to those engaged in formulating

[

legislative proposa]s and educational policy. : "f}f__ﬂ_ [ N b gons
T lhe report was prepared as a project of NCES s former Divf&io f' . N ;
o Statistical Information and. Studies, head%d by Marjorie Ou_Chandle , and- its 2"“?
Statistical Analysis Branch, wit William B, Fetters as Project Qfficer. ‘
° In Research Triangle Institute, ‘the study was prepared by Samuel $. Peng.
L .. Elizabeth A; Ashburn, and George H Duntemar. . .
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A. Background of the Stédy

College dropout has been a subject o .exten91ve nesear-" in higher

e

education Although leaving college hefore completion can be a positivc

ll962), it is genexally considerei painful ‘process for many students

.step for some students and theirﬁpapents (see Sanford 19563 Summerskill,' ~{i
‘because of possible gocational or personal\setbacks that may result from
ifpeded career development and the futile expenditure of time and effort.
It also presents problems to school administrators ‘because of misallocda- . .
tion of limlged educational resources. Caﬁsequently, information.about
who drops»out'of college and why, and how individual and institutional . .
characteristics dnteract in the dropout process, is of‘value to students,
parents,. counselors,\and educationdl decisionmakers For.example. this
information may lead to more effective counseling in assisting students .
to select a college and field of study in which they are likely to
complete their education. The information may also;assist administrators
'in formulating recruitment and admission policies and’ in allocating:
financial aid to enhance ‘the probabjlity that students will complete o
their studies. This is particalarly important given the decline in
'birth rates‘in the last 15. years (U. s. 'Bureau of «the Census, 1964 and
- 1973). ’ The consequent decline in the numbers of college entrants may
. cause the financial survival of many colleges’ to depend in part-.-on " -
= - xeducing the number of withdrawals. ‘The infotmation may alsoisuggest o ;;f
a ,aspects in the educational system or in instructional procedures which
deed modification so that the talents oZ individuals' can be more ftlly [

developed and utilized. In more general terms, dropout 1nfotmation.is-

/
particularly valuable in the face of comcern over the equality of educa- .

X

¥

tional opportunit&, the overall educational ualit; in this nation, and .
. the optimal use of the nation’'s taleht’an/;:nancial resources. - . ‘
Several recent reviewers have commented on the complexity and profusion )
of dropout studie//je <g., Spady, 1970; Tinto, l975) The reviewers all - .

L

) o -point out’/hat, despite the vety extensive literature on dropouts from

college (see references), much remains unhnown about the nature of the o
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]

¥

n This is* particularly noticeabie’in the lack of attention given

1972),

dropout process' the dropout phenomenon is<still far from being: clearly,

/
-

understood .o ) y - . ] . .t

e

Much of the’ 1nadequacy of past research can be attributed to the

.. following shortcomlngs' D amplguous definition of dropouts' (2) concep=

' tuallzatlon of dropout process; and (3) the lack of a representative Lt

’ sample of institutions for making national°estimates of the parameteris

involved in the dropout process. ’ . AR o

- L
‘i

do* .l; Ambiguous Definition of Dropouts Lo .

[}

-

[l -

“The - most common problem\with studies of dropouts is-the inade-

-

¥, quate attention given to ‘the deéinition of a dropouL. Many studies fail

o™

) distinguish academic suspensi n (i.e.,. dropout resulting from. academic

failure) from voluntary withdrawal oggpermanent dropouts from persons

e whose leav1ng ,may be temporary (4. e., stopouts) or may lead to,a transfer

" to other 1nst1tutions of hiigher education (Tinto, 1975) The failure; tb ¢

make such distinctions in past research has’ resulted in contradictory

»

findings and misleadlng implications, 1ncluding the mis-prediction of

dropping out Failure to separate pgrmanent dropouts from stopouts or

v

transfers has resulted'in Substantial ovérEsrimation of the extent of -,

withdrawal, ‘as well asiin an’ inability to identify populations requi ng
speci fic £5rms of as

istance.‘ Spady (1970) had a comprehensive discussion,

of this definitional problem “of dropouts. _q% - o

2: Inadequate Conceptualization of’ Dropout Pcheds .

5

N L4

As Tinto (1975) observed, research on college dropouts; has
been marked by\inadequate conceptualization of\the\ thdrawal process.

o the
development of longitudinal models that would lead to an understandin

5; of the interaction processes whlch bring, over time,’ different individuals~

within the institution to varying levels of persistence or. withdrawal

~

behavlor. With a few exceptions (e g.,-Spady. 1970, 1971; Rootman, !

of how various individual and/or institutional characteristics relate to -
. dropping out.

Rélevant variables were. not measured adequately through
time. ' ) )

»

- e .

Rl T e Y,
. . -

most studies of dropouts have been limited to descriptive statements

' .
B et I T LY PR ST
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The ‘Lack of Representative Institutions

- s — -

Another problem concerning dropout studies is ‘thé lack of

adequate representation of a variety of institutions for national general-

1zations -of the findings. Most studies are limited to a single institution

or-institutions within a localized region, and’ thus no nationwide implica-

tions can be drawn. , There are a few, published national studies (e g.

Iffert, l957 Trent and Medsker, 1968) ; however, they suffer from such {r

defects as incomplete sampling of institutions and an inadequate data

base (Ast;n, 1972). . i . Tt
The‘implication seems clear: well—defined définitions of dropout
and longitudinal‘data involving representative institutions aré needed
‘to provide a deeper understanding of the dropout process. The longitu- /
"dinal. data provided by the National Longitudinal Study (VLS) meet theése
needs, since they involve a representative sample of high school seniors

N . of- 1972 who attended a broad tange of American colleges and- universities‘

(over l ,800) . . : S wo - s

> X ° v B

B. Purpose of the Study ' . . . -

-

* The comprehensiveness of the VLS data will allow the, analysis to

address many questions regarding dropouts, including questions that have

’

- .~ been examined “elsewhere but remain. unanswered because of methodological
" or data base problems. Soecifically, this §tudy was designed to seek
- answers to the following questions. ‘\ o
T (1) To what extent do students withdraw from institutions of i
higher education before cémpletion? Do the withdrawal rates

vary among subpopulatidns defined by such variables as seg,
\\ .

: race, and sociceconomic status? A

(2) W#hat are the §tudent's reasons for withdrawal? Do differenf

' .types of withdrawal groups report different’ reasons’ ‘

' (3). What variables are,directly or indirectly associated with ‘ \
" . withdrawal9 How d;\these variables operate in the withdrawa1

process? F r example, is withdrawing from collége a mechanism

to cope with personal—institutional%incongrﬁency?




s et

~

»

Nhat happens to those 1ndiv1dua1s wno w1thdraw7 What did .they

Do they plan to- return to college? ' Is.

W1thdraw1ng from college associated with psvchological changes’

do after" w1thdraw1ng7

" in selfvesteem,and locus,of cqntrol’

. S

.
- ™

»

An 0verv1ewoof the Remainder of the Report

C.
The\remainder of this report is organized 1ntb seven chapters.
‘Chapter IT provides 7a description_of the NLS-sample, 1nstruments,4d ta
_ collection procedures, and the weighting process used in analy%}ng the

-data. Chapter III presents the definition and a‘description of how

- -

dropouts were- classified for this study. Estimates of.withdrawal behavior

from American 1nstitutions of higher educatien are pNésénted in Chapter IV
Separate.

-‘\

estimates are* prov1ded foE‘four-year and two-year institutions..

b'Foraeach -of these categories, percentage estimates of student w1thdrawal

during the treshman or 'sophomore year and for academic or. nonacademic

reasons are presented ' The extent ,of- withdrawal is further examined by

1nstitutiona1 charactergstics sucn as control, size, and selectiVity

1evels and by subpopulations defined by race, sex, and socioeggnomic

status. In Chavter V, students' self—reported reasons for w1thdrawa1

are discussed. Ihe w1thdrawa1 process. is extensively investigated by

analytical models in Chapter VI. This 1nc1udes4a conceptualization of ’

S

the withdrawal proéess and the specification of analysis techniques

(i.e., 1og-linear models to test specific hypotheses as-well ‘as the

-

presentation of*findings and their 1nterpretations) Many specific

L questions regarding the relationship of‘Withdrawal to variables such .as

éducational aspiration, famlly background and ability are addressed in

this chapter. Chapter VIiI is a,description cf what happens to w1thdrawa1s .

regarding employment status, career and education plans, and psyéhologlcal

changes. Chapter.VIII the last. chapter, discusses the findings and

their implications. Information relevant to the study but excluded from

i the main text is presented 1n .8ix appendiceg.,

AA.-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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- The NLS base—}ear and the first and}sebond follow—up data were T

.o
Ryt vae < st )

i used to- answer the queétions posed in the introduction. The NLS data o
'base is exceptionally rich, and its longitudinal design based upon a
fnational probability sample permits analyses- that provide valuable - " . -7
A‘information concerning the: psychological, educational, ‘and career’ develop-

"N . e
ment ofﬁpeople 1n their early adulthood. The NLS- study was deslgned to |

-
- -

) discover what .happens .to young people after they leave: high school and* é
tio relate this 1nformati5n to their prior educational experiences and . fg
.personal,and biographical characteristics. Educational ‘and work experi- a,)é

) ences as well,as plané,,aspirations, attitudes, and oersonal background ,;_ }t%
characteristics were measured over three points in time on a sample of ‘; ﬁé

over. 20 000 high school seniors of the class of 1972. The base-year
data were, collected in the spring of 1972 the first follow-up data were:
collectad in the fall and winter -of 1973-74, and the - second follow-up

data were collec-ted in the f£all apd winter of a1974-75. T RN y
~~~~~~~~ [ \ >‘g‘; e - —:—~~——~—+ e ?«: - - ,._;_ U - " - C g
A.. Sample Design PR - : T T

_ __The sample design is a stratified, two-stage g’f’.?_a!éi_lzzwaie}fffwgmm
all schools, public_and private in the 30 states and the District of y
Columbia, which contained twelfth graders duriné the l97l-72 school o -
year.. The first-stage school sampling frame. was constructed from_comput-
erized school files maintained by the Office of Education and the National .
_Catholic Education Association. thwas.divided*idefEUUf?ijgi—?trgta $oe -
, based upon. the following‘variablesi ] “ . T o i S
. Type of control (public or mompublic) - ° % . . . S
. Geographic region (Vottheast ,North Central, Sotth, and West) .
. Grade 12 enréllment (less than 300, 300. to 599, and. 600 or more) ‘
. Proximity to institutions of higher learning (3 categories) ;
,aPercent minority group enrollment (8 categonies, public schools only) 3
+ Income leve1 of the. cgmmunity (11 categories; ‘public &chools; -

' ’8 categories, Catholic schools) : ’ K oo

- &

. Degree of urbaniaation ‘(10 categories)
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B The‘number -0f classes derinedcbv a cross-tabulation of the -above;’ T
J , ,

stratification variables is’ far\greater than the number of classes.that R

. \
-could 1n fact be utilized in the stratification. Consequently, it was -

,necessary to. consolidate, ctg\gnore in some insta es, somelof ‘the - L
stratification criteria. The- final strata invol d priority considerat&*n e
dictated: by the higher rank1ng of‘the stratification variables, and T
Judgment in consolidating the various classes. to produce strata Of the / L k!

. . "
desired sizos. ) . R E IR . o : o :
. . - i N4 o

Schools in the smallest grade 12 enrollment strata«(fewer~than 300 - T

seniors) were selected (without replacement)_with—probabilities propor-

w~increased~by"sampling schools inilow-;ncome areas,and schoolsrwith ‘high

2
, =

i
oy

oot

]
*

O -

"

tional ‘to their estimated number of senior students. Schools in the. - - :
remaining enrollment strata ‘were. selected with..equal probabi%ities o 1);¢

(again w1thout replacement).. The ‘number of disadvan%aged students ‘was -

proportions of . minority group enrollments at twice the rate used .for. the ‘; . |
remaining schools. Income for any area was. based upOn’either an adjusted~“ o .
1960 Census ‘median income o? the county containing the school or‘the

average adjusted gross. income determined from _the 1966 tax returns with

the Same five-digit Zip Code as that for the .§chool, The minorrty group“

enrollments for individual schools were -determined from either the: 4 . B ’
““records ‘of the 0f£icé of “CIVi1 Rights or~the 1970 Census data " by=counties. S
fWithin each final stratum, four schools were selected. and then two BRI é

of the four were randomly designated as the primary selections. The

~ e
kN

) other two' schools were retained as backup or substitutes and used in the.

sample only”if one or both of the primary schools .did not’cooperate.

£ooeniny 40 o

K The second stage of the sampling procedure cons‘sted of first ' Cy o h

Y4
RET

‘ drawing a simple random 'sample ot‘18 students per school and{then selecting

'five additional students as replacements for possible nonparticipants

Sy o
3

o
e
N

v .
v s Al rasan

among the 18. In both cases, the students within a school were sampled

[ AN . :
with equal probabilitiesxwithout Teplacement. ooy . t

—
ow

- na

The study excluded“schools for- physically or mentallyﬁhandicapped.lms--‘r ey
‘students, schools for. legally confined students, and schools (such as A
area vocatioqal schools) where students were also enrolled in other ‘ “

institutions included in the sampling frame. . Also excluded wers, special, ' -

. - s
™ . . ,

. . - . 1:/ s L. oy
-
»
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i\ B, - School Representatlon : L - ': L e 3 : -

? . ii i : Thersample design involved l 200 primary sampleeschools -and ;3 500 L &%
A*" students (18 per schecl). "Of the 1, 200\primary sample schools, 948 LT

participated in. the base-year survey (spring 1972), 21 ‘had. no -$enigr
studeml:s- .enroll ed, and 231 either refused ito: participate o) o could.not,

due ‘to receiving the ‘Tequest.: tno late in- the school year. There were 96

b" -
X e < ok

s

¥

%

i

.a"w,(,.. NSRS
t
A

sch ols*fromrthe‘backup*sample that - also‘participated aS’well as- 26”'*’ -

s .
¥~

PN
N AR L

8 .

i°; . other "extra" base~year schools., ‘The latter were termed "extra" if, in:
:the \énd, both: primary sample sc¢hools from the.stratum participated. '

In the. summer of 1973, the National Center for Education Statistics
o secure the participatlon of~the 230

i

A schdols that had no- eniors. This resurvey

oF _ selectéd. This activity was succesSf'f‘ fr 2Q4 of the‘230 primary._
s : e e e, e

o samplr schools.w- s e - R —

-

LI sample of 200, school districts was also sdlicited during the base

-

-

year to. identify publig schools not in the original sampling frame -

' Forty-five such. schools were, identlfied 23 were randomly selected as an
"augmentation sample, and 16 of these schools participated in . the first
follow-up survey. C . .- . 2

In :summary, data were collected from,students in 1, 070 participating
schools in the base-year survey, 1,300 schools in. the first follow-up

A ‘survey, and 1,318 in the second follow-up ;urvey. The total number o€
’ - . e

v - participating schools, by survey,ris -summarized in Table II-l. T
' -4 B - . e % ‘ M
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i R TOTAL NUMBER -OF PARTICIP-‘\TING SCHOOLS ‘BY -.SURVEY. .
g( . . ey e o “ i i . e e, , . . Y
:: . . NEIR I P B PR — > T "y N P G T '
S . el T ‘First 7 - Second * Final S
N — ‘Base=Year ey -
i Item . *Sﬁfvéy' - Follow-Up *Follow-Up « . NLS »
3 - . N . o e .
. ) ' Survey Survey . ‘Saimple- °
- P ¢ i GeA ‘e . g .
Fo P,r:l.mary Sqmple b 948; ]_.,153 1,153 1,153
. - Bickup Sampief . Y. .. ;
S MExera" in Base-Year 26 -3 L. 18 Lt 18 3
§ . - ' . ' o ' - ;
é.u P .0ther-= - R~ ) 96 . 131 13 13r o
N N N < N ‘ - M I3
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Co.” Instruments

~1.'0&3

Base-Year Instruments

Each student in the sample was asked to complete a St
‘Questionnaire which dealt with factors related to)the student s:
tions,.
'_attitudes, and: opinions. : .g . \\

s, In addition :to the Student Questionnaire, each student ‘took a 69~

famiiy background, educational and.work experiences, -plans, aspir

minute test, composed of sik subtests measuring ‘both- ve1bal and. nonverbal

& Reading, Letter Groups (measure of inductive reasoning) Mathematics,

and Mosaic.Comparisons {measure of perceptual speed and accuracy) ‘

¢ .

gl

s

Base—year -data were dlso obtained from .a student s School Record.

Information Form (SRIF)

Items on the SRIF pertained to the student s

3%

N

s

s

iy ‘high school curriculum, .grade-point. average, ‘epedit ‘hours; in major ‘
courses, and, if applicable, His or "her position in ability groupings, .

remedial-instruction record, involvement in certain»féderally supported -

= aara

programs, and scores on; standardized testss

»

)
-

L Finally, information from a School Questionnaire and™ one or two
Counselor Questidhnaires were also obtained for each participa{ing high
school. Counselor Questio naires were not obtained £rpm schools involved

. ~ , C .

resurvey activitys - ) L - .
First Follow-Up Instruments Y ) - o ':‘ N

- Two ‘forms ‘(A and B) of a First Follow-Up Questionnaire vere

- developed and designed for self-administration by the student. Form A
was’ mailed to each’ sample member who responded‘to the base-year Student

Seniors from the hifhtschool class of 1972 who were

in the
2.

Questionnaire.

f“*-ﬂu_unable to participate in the baee-year survey (usually because of time

S A

N

Questions 1 through 85" were identical on both questionnaire forms
’ These questions dealt with information concérning the respondent s .
: activity state (e - education, work ete, ) in 0ctober 1972 and October
1973, his or Her sqcioeconomic status, work and educational experiences

>

A

and scheduling considerations) were mailed Form B 6f the questionnaire.
A




- t_r

5:" aspirations, and expectations. -Form B’ of the First Follow—Up Questionnaire

= contained an addikional 14 quéstions to take-.the place of missing ‘base~
- year 1nformatlon.

. < " "
a . Most of the questlons\on_the base—year Student Questif”’ire and

T First Follow-Up Questionnaire were of the forced-choice type. Open- ;.} o
gi' ended or free—respons questions were limited: to questions involving )
:“ .”«dates, income, number of\hours or weeks worked,. and the. like.a : A :

I Second-Follow-Up Instrument ) : ) o

-

?w The nature and kOrmat of the Second Follow-Up Questionnaire » -

B “
F¥a "

3 were much the same as those\of ‘the- previous questionnaires. Questions .

-3
‘were constructed to obtain i formation concerning the. individual s

o educational and work experieniz; plans, aspirations, attitudes and . ¢

vopinions, and family status, ny of the questions ‘were the same as. the . *

ones used in ‘the ‘prévious surveys to maintain the longitudinal ngture‘of
N " the study, while .some questions wetre added to . obtain_informationlunique

N g e e s

. \ LT~ :
at the time of,the survey. ng new uestions were all field testtd ®o. BRE
- ’before they were in¢luded in the instrument. i * Lecoo H

. n D ;1
< . LI 2
Y, P

£ -
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I l. Base-Year Data Collection S : R

o7 s Tte- bu1k-of the student data wis collected\in April May, and

June l972 ‘through group administration inxeach school by loca] school-_*
§; . based -survey administrators._ Survey administrators also completed =X
" ¢ “PSehool Record’ Information Forms «{SRIFs) for each participating student-_
"and administered the School and Counselor Questionnaires.

t 2 First Follow-Up,Data Collection ; ) : it

. . Therfirst step inedata collection involved an extensiv:«tracing

operation to update name and address files. The major mailout of about:
e 23,000 Fiist Follow-Up Questionnairns ‘to the last known addresses -of, - -
potential respondents ‘was made on October 23+24,. 1973. This mailout was

-

followed by 4 planned sequence of reminder postcards, additional question--‘

,3\

naire mailings, and reminder mailgrams to nonrespondents. Active mail
. return efforts continued through December 1973; and by early February
‘ l974 the. questionnaire return rate by mail was 60:9 percent,

.

O g ne et PR
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3 o S T - : .
The ndmes and addresses of those sample membersawho failed to: maii

— e n

bacL the1r questionpaires were then tuirned over-fof the oureau of the

Census for personal Anterview in accordance(w1th a Bureau arrangement -

with the U, S.\Office of Education. »Thie personal 1nterV1ew phase of
fééft follow—up data collection gpntinued until April 7 l974 at which
time the; overall response ‘was 21 350, aoproximately 92. 7 percent .of the

potential-respondents. 0f the 16, 683, se%%ors who compleeed a Student ) 7

/

Questionnaire, l§ 635 took part 1n the first follodlup'survey—-a sample

_retention rate of 93.7 percent. T ’ e m . )// h
. 3. Second Follow—Up Data Collection AR "iifi,;’ P :_M' . _Z
/ The tracing.operations used in the first follow-up survey were[

applied to the second féllow—up. On October 7 l974, questionnaires
¢ were mailed to ‘the last known addresses Jf the 22 364 “sample members .k
"g'ahose addresses appeared Sufficient :and correct and who had not "been

‘2 removed from active status by prior refusal death, ‘or. other resson.

., ' 1975 15, 058 persons. had, respondéd apprq;imately 68 kE percent"of “the™

initial mailouts. The names/and addresses of those sample members who~

':failed to mail back their questionnaires.uy January l975 were turned
'over*q%’lz RTI off—site figld interviewers “for personal interviews. The
,interviews of 5 8%? individuals ircreased ‘the overall response to 20 872
approximately 93, 3 percent of the initial mailouts, _Of the 21 350

+

persons who completed'E\First Follow—Up Questionnaire, 20,194 (94. 6
percent) also partici‘pated in the second follow-t..p survey. CA

LS e
Diad £
- A )
3

¢ -
»

--E. Data Processing . . e - s
- The data were manually edited and then keyed to tape afte% which
they were extensively Eachine edited., The editlng process was extremely

scomplex and comprehensive. The, editing rules‘ eflected the complexity

of the instruments in terms of for example, skip patterns within the
questionnaire. In addition, hard copy resolution was conducted whenever
possible in order to resolve problems in‘the ‘data file. The underly}ng

logic of the whole editing process was to create a, data file.that was 3as

faithful to the hard copy as’ possible. ‘. ' ﬁ ) o N

11 -

Active mail return effotfts contiﬁﬁed through December l974, and by March"
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L » The VLé sample is highly stratified multi-stage

and'clustered"? o
. The ore each cdse must be weighted by,the inverse.o&

its probabiﬂity

of selection to obtain uubiased estimates of population parameters.

Thus the percentages, means standard deviations, and regression weightso
Jpresented in this report are all ‘based upon properly'weighted estimates.

The standard: errors of sample statistics from this, complex design are /)-
: larger -‘than those from a simple tandom sample of the same kize, and . . N

should be ‘adjusted accordingly. Tor example,;standard errors of- percent~ :
; .l,ages-for this -complex: probability sample can ‘be approximat d ds function
i of ,the estimated percentage, the sgpple size, .and the: estima ed}aesign .
effect which is the ratio of the' $tandard error of the statistic for the %
'sample' co the standard error of the statistic‘for a simple random sample.

of’ the samé .gize. iFhus, the apprOximate standard error of perbentages

a' ‘gn this paper can‘be obtained by the following formula. , 1' R ﬁ-
L : S\ o
—— I Y
. ‘ - . ‘ ‘;
' ¥ =t . X ’

where P is the percentage, D is the design -effect, and n is the actual ”%
C osample size (see Kish 1957' Kish & Frankel 1970). The average design

- effect is estimated to be approximately 1. 35, thus, the.:usual steadard
errors should ‘be multiplied by“Vl 355 which is about Lal6. - \ crm

A

- To contrast ?wo subpopulation percentages, d= Pl - P2, ‘the 5tahdard~

. error of the differences may. be approximated by taking the square root . S
of the sum of the squares of the standard errors for F and P2 The rre '
approximation will be conservative because of the exclusion of the .&, )

: i~‘covariance term for ?1 and P2 in’ _the’ estimation«formula. +In. comparing '

o EWO subclasses of students, the covariance term tends to be positive

because of the positiVe correlation caused by the:- gample clusters. of 18,

students -per school. The effect of this positive correlation is to

reduce the standard error of the difference.‘ . o

The significance tests of percentages and associated probabilities
- employed in this report ‘are based on the: normal.approximation to. the
[? . binomial distribution. It should be noted that the approximation may i

.‘\'
(. i
3.
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.  IIXI, DEFINLITION--AND CLASSIFICATIOV OF A DROPOUT

- . -

B f}J'

e Failure to distinguish among different types of college leaving . T
. behavior leads to inappropriate interpretations zad erroneous. implications
of the data on, dropouts (see Spady, 1970). To avoid these interpretive

problems, the fixst task of this study was e define a dropout. ‘The

- task. is .complex because college leaving behav:or is: diverse and the f%
: e -
longitudinal nature of the data allows for many patterns»of college~ - :

: going behavior.,

: wm*»'l‘h«e first step in classifying dropodts involved pooling information
l/from various: sources in the data files to determine the sample members s

2 ., college-going status at three different points in _time* October of ) “:-
1972, 1973, and“ 1974, The progess was’ simple for. the derivation of R

educational status in'*October’ 1972' however, for the next two time )

‘points, 2 assessment of college-going status was complicated by such ‘ f . LB
‘ factors .as transferring, e-entry, and reasons for withdrawal. ) . .:
c ~——~ The college-going status’ information at the three points in time )
" was ‘then used" g3 form a tree diagram (Figure III-1). Using this diagram, ',;?f
many dropout categories were identified For -example, *some students ’
. were classified .as, freghman dropouts because their October 1973 status
~was noncollege (i.2,, those students who left college at tbe end of or
j" ‘ during the freshman year): others as sophomore dropouts due to their
S October. 1974 status. Within either of those "time" categories, some

1

B4
*students dropred out for academic reasons, whi‘e others dropped out for

nonacademic reasons. The major dropout _ groups which will be discussed

IS
. whD

A

l

in,this report are as follows' o . , . ' "L
y | Four-Year College . S ) ‘ ' l, co i
A, Freshman Withdfawal. o oot T
) " 1.7 Academic -yithdrawal' ‘ o . -
. ‘ b 2. Nonacademic withdrawal . '
: T .B.  Sophomore Withdrawal | . ’ . '
C - 1. Academic wfthdrawal ) :
. -2 Nonacademic withdrawal _ - B ' ;
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- ~two-year)..since preyious research shows that different types of students

- of lower *ability (American Council on Educaﬂion,.1970) and lower socio- Lot é

3 Financing of Postsecondary Education (1973) estimated that. fewer than -

. -‘withdrawal rate itself may be a factor in dropping out, since the atmo-

-Twc-Year College.
<\. Freshman Withdrawal '

1.¢ Academic withdrawal” ' ' “:5 s
) T2, Nonacadehic withdrawal v ?- "
’ . "B. Sophomore Withdrawal . - o T
. 1. Academic withdrawal -, e T
. . 2.  Nonacademic withdrawal - - o, '

Dropouts*have been: g]puped by instztutional type (four=year and’
<

attend these institutions. The two~year collegsas *end to -attract students

ec0nomic status (U S: Department of Commerce.'1972) In addition,

pr@v
'}&e ¢l

coileges- or - universities. For eXample, the National Commission “onl the

studies have found that students who enter,a two-year callege. E

more likely to withdraw than are students ‘who - enter fou"-year

two-rhirds of the students who entered a tWo—year college ‘in the fall‘g;
Al967 returned for their ‘second. year, and after three years only 40\~
percent had received a degree ‘or were still enrolled in higher education.
In contrast, slightly more than three—quarters of the students who A
’entered four-year colleges or universities in the f£all of 1967 returned %
for their— second year and, four years later, about 60 percent had either B
received a degree or were .still enrolled.. Also, the institutional
. sphere. is different in colleges where the majority will receive a degree'
as contrasted to colleges in which only a small percentage will graduate
(Summerskill, 1962).

and tworyear colleges were examined separately.

Consequently, student attrition rates in four-year
Dropouts were separated by year of-withdrawal (freshman ox sophomore)
since one might expect differences between them on such variatles 2s

ability, locus of control, reasons for withdrawal, .and ‘other variables

‘
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Status N\
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noncollege

.(work or other)

. Figuré III-1.

-

<,

OcESber*1973

.

+
f
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) 4-year college,
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College Entry and Withdrawal Paths
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4-year college
_ 2-year college

noncollege

(work or other),
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A freshmaﬁ withdrawal was defined as a student who waswin school in

Octobef 1972 but was not in school in October 1973. ,A sophomorn withdrawal :
was defined as a student who was in school in both October l972 and 1973 -
but vhs not in school, in Qctober 1974, _ The withdrawal process may be .
'd1fferent between the two groups. Such a categorizatlon will also allow .
for<estimat1ng separate withdrawal rates for freshmen and sophotores.

' The distinction -between nonacademic and academic withdrawal’from

college has been made in the following way. Nonacademic withdrawals are,

those students who . left college without completion bu who had a self-v :

reported grade~-point average of C or above (following aze classification
o

procedures of Johannson\and Rossman, 1973) In additi they*did not‘

'1ndicate on the questionnaire that they were failing any courses, ‘or f

- that any cou¥se, was too difficult.ll L - .
The academlc w1thdrawals are those, students whose selfvreported.A.
college grade-polnt average was below C,, or whose reasons for withdrawing
was either "courses were too hard" or "failing or'notcdoing as well as I -
wanted." \\ o * .
From one viewpoint, students who transferred from a four-year
college to a two-year college wer$ actually los \to the four-year college
enrollment. Likewise, a two-yeap college student who transferred toa *
) four-year college could also be considared a loss (dropout) to the two-
year college.., However, if the postsecondary educational system as a
whole is- the concern, which_is true in this study, then transfers =

should.not be considered as a loss. Transfers afe examined in a separate ~

-

1/ This group is usually termed "voluntary withdrawals" in the research

_literature. This label is considered to have inappropriate connotations .
since, in many cases, withdrawal may, occur for such reasons as financial
or family problem§: ard these reasofis may not be consideved voluntary by
the student. Because of this, nonacademic withdrawal is a more accurate
and comprehensive label. In the same manner, tHe usual term of "academic
dismissals," ‘which connotes administrative suspension for academic .
radsons, has been changed to "academic. withdrawals," which allows the
wnclusion of the student's withdrawal from college on the basis of poor,
grades or difficulties with course work.
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IV.. EXTENT OF WITHDRAWAL.FROM. AMERICAN' INSTITUTIONS
. ‘OF HIGHER :EDUCATION' @

P y - -g- s
- ‘One of theamost\frequentlyfasked questions about. college'isfwhat.‘

P2 . ‘,proportion of students leave college without’completion. Previous“

O ‘studies indicated ‘that_ national college withdrawal rates‘held at approXi—

5 mately 50: percent through the first -half of ‘this century (Summerskill

e s 1962)% and thé trend has not ‘been. markedly .changed: in recent years

; . (Astin, l975c) However, most of the studies- were limited to spccific :
cqlleges. Even ‘the few national studies were limited to a nonrespresenta*'
tive sample of American institutions of higher education. For example,v;_kki,LTE

. McVeeley S (1939) study invélved 25 universities, Iffert 'S (1958), 149

B institutions, and Astin s.(l975c) 358 institutions. A national estimatej
without a repiesentative probab1lityrbased sample may’ be biased. ‘ghe B

- NLS data: are not limited by’ this type of bias -since the NLS is a national

5 probability .sample and about one=half of t;l sample entered over 1, 800

institutions of higher educat}on. The represen ativeness -of both the
§'\ students and the institutions provide a better estimate of college
P *, ‘withdrawal rates. 1In addition@ the NLS also provides. up-to-date informa- ‘

o AN

tion on withdrawal rates which could have changed in recent years “dite to

LY

-~

;“ ’ the changing value of college education in a tight job market (see .
.-+ Freeman & Hollomon, 1975)., - ° d ( , ’ ‘
e <N\ Y —— s " I N s

Af Total Withdramals ‘Over Two Years T ) . - ’:

¢ The NDQ has completed “two followrup surveys of the high school.
class 0f. 1972 that have covered a time span of two and one-half years
:since high school graduation. During those years, students entered
withdrew(from, or gersisted in college at different_points in time.
‘Table IV-l .shows that about 44 percent of the high school clas“bf~1912
enrolled in a two/ or fodr—year college in the fall of l972, and an ‘ N 'j
additional 5 perient first enrolled ‘in the fall of 1973 of those .
students (48 59 percent of the l972 high school ¢lass), many failed to

continue their education. The total number of withdrawals as counted- in

the fall of 1974 are,presented in Table IV-2. ’Fourwyear college withdrawals
. ' : ,G‘,» . < .

° -~ “

B VT -
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wére those students who enteted a four-year college‘in“October lé72“or

l973 and who were not in college in- October 1974, Two-yearwcoliege» )

w*thdr wals‘were those students -who entered a two—year college in October

1972 or l973 dnd had not received a degree and were not enrolled 1n

' college in. Gctober 1974 . IS ) . .. :

0f the four~year college studentsv about 24 percent did not. return-

for study in -the- fall of 1974 either for academlc or nonacademic readons.

»

In contrast about 39 percent of those enter1ng two-year 1nst1tutions R
w1thdrew.

The very different withdrawal rates between thEse two. categorles
,of(colleges support earlier. arguments for analyzing these two groups ' o
separately (see Chapter III) It cquld bé that.different processes

s underlie*the enter1ng as. well as w1thdrawal behavior of four-year’college

sgudents as'contrasted to. two-year college students. . ’ ’

) . . - J
. e 5 M - s . z

>

The observed withdrawal rate from four-year colleges is 1nteresting.

Summerskill (1962), in his review of 35 articles'on dropouts, estimated ¢ . \
that after four years approximately 50° percent of those entering college _ }
had withdrawn, ’Since most withdrawals occur during the first two- years: %

of college, this, suggest the possibility that the withdrawal rate has . -

decreased over the past decade. P S TR Y

I3 %
[

in both four*year and tyo-year institutions, the number withdrawing,

11

for nonacademlc reasons “was substantially larger than “those withdrawing._

for academic reasons. The ratio was about three to one, for four-year ', ”?
5. colleges, and about six to one for two—year colleges. This seems” to ' .- :é
suggest that the selection of students for college entrance on the basis -
of academ1c performance and potential was: relatively successful; and? A R
that greater emphasis should be placed on understanding the nonacademic

reasons bebind withdrawal behav1or. )
» . V /

B. Freshman W1thdrawal Rate Versus Sophomore Withdrawal Rate

One 1nterest1ng question -about college dropouts is the relative

_sizes of the" freshman and sophomore attrition rates. This question is

\ =
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. PERCEVTAGE OF: THE HIGH SCHOOL™ CLASS OF 1975
i . THAT ENTERED COLLEGE BY FALL 1973

* . (N 20,194)
. ‘fimé;:i’-oint. e . 4=-Year ~._C'olle,‘gwe - 2-Year College

Fall 1972

14 56

“. - Fail-1973 ST 2.0,

A N 16,96
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- Thus;, we shall be mostly concerned with withdrawal rates from four-year

_more relevant for four:year colleges than for two-year colleges, because -

‘the second yéar in two-year colleges~1s generally the terminal year.

¢
'colleges. The freshmdn ands sophomore withdrawal rates from. two—year

<

3colleges and the withdrawal rate. for late entrants (1. e., thosefstudents
who initially entered college in the fall of 1973 ,one.year after high
school graduation) -can be found in Appendim.A. . -

‘ +

.....
Q"\m <

. higher than the sophomore withdrawal rate (p< Ol) based on either
freshman enrollment or sophomore enrollment. The difference indicates
_that the probability of a soph0more continuing college ‘was slightly

~higher than that for 2 freshman. The extent of studeg} withdrawal was -
greater prior to the beginniﬁg:of the sophomore year than prior to the

beginningjpf the junior_year. : S ) S

X .
A [0 « ,
/

”\\ "~. I3 ) ""‘\ .,- -

. ﬁBEe specifically, the non-academic withdrawél rates were.not 4
ﬁﬁsignificantly different for freshmen and sopnomores (11.89 and 11. 21
percent) but the academic withdrawal rate for freshmen was more than

twice that for sophomores.(é 62 ‘and 2 08 percent), and was significant

statistically. Thus, the difference between freshman and sophomore « - ’

withdraw21 rates is attributable almost entifely to withdrawal for

5 academic reasons. More _ of the less able (o “le°s aspiring) students
fwithdrew in the ‘first year. . - ’ ~ - . \,_ ot

-

sc. Extent of Withdrawal by Institutional Characteristics‘ P

q$tudie§ have shown that student withdrawal rates vary by institutional

characieristics. As mentioned previously (see Table IV-2), stucents

:. from two-year ¢olleges tend to have a higher withdrawal rate (39 percent)

than rhose from four-year colleges (24 percent) Two. possible reasons
.lhfor this difference are that stgdents in these .two kinds of institutions

are diffferent in ability and socioeconomic background (Amenican Council

‘on Education, 1970; U.S. Department of Commerce, 1972), and the institu- o

tional environment is different (Summerskill "1962).
. - . . - s~
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S Table V-3 o ‘
. FRI-.SHMEN AansOPhO}IORE WITHDRAWAL RATES (I, PERCENT) e T
AR © 7 EROM FOUR—YEAR COLLEGES:  * . : L
- '.. \ _ . - ) x . - ] ) » »;)13'-
: éc;d; ; tate';rAl C Bfeshman | : :$°5hé$§£§;&i&hﬂiﬁiﬁi&éﬁ;‘f DT o
* " gory» WithdFaval ~o@ F T @y L] .
Wi;hdrawale-z—/ b 61 o ] 16 - 13.20% L
A i Coowe e wem ol gom
» “Nonacademic o 11.89 : ©o9.006- | ¢ 11.21- T
e .:,,-vBersiste_x:S" - I 83.49 - B . . 86‘.17_:_L._ T .o
3 . TOTAL’ " -1 1b0.00* vl e frwowe T
= et e ;kﬁ. e S e e e e s e \ .
. . s - , )
R ~§:=n;np;‘e N . ‘5.,9_58 e 5’,;958: . . 4 827 . -
: . . . M . T . . st ",,,
/ Percentage (1): is based upon: the freshmqn enrollment, and» . *“‘:.; :
: percentage (2) is based upon the sopﬁomore enx.'ollment. * o - .

o “» 2 An asterisk (*) denotes that sophomore-withdrawal. ‘Tate is &1 1g= : . ]
nificantly lower- than freshman withdrawal rate (IZI>2 33, or p<.01). y ;

[ ‘ ¢ ' P
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A Institutions may- be characterized by &ype of cohtro’ (e g., publicA K
g, . versus private) Several stﬁdies have shown tlat there is. greater, . o
-, | attrition 1n¥state-controlled institutions than in private ones (see A
Summersxill 1962) The NLS data - support th1s finding,i As shown in, ' ~
. Table IV-4 based on- those individuals who_'had enterad college by the
fall of 1973, the withdrawel rate as' of the fall of 1974 was.signifi—
cantly higher for public four-year institutions than for private ones.
* The public-private difference, althougn of roughly the ‘same magnitude ‘} ,
and direction, wds not statistically significaﬁt at the .01 le .2l “for

two—year colleges because of the smaller sample sizes involVed., -

,. N N
'3 — -

T The difference in withdrawal rates between public and private

‘ m:institutions may be partially due to’ the selection of different. kinds of
students. Many four-year private institutiod% dre very selective,
admitting only very able and/or~goal-committed students. 'The institution T
itself may also provide a greater variety of subcu‘tures for students to
identify with. As Kamens nl97l) angued, more oxestigious institutions =
= ] exert gre;ter holding power over students by providing more diverse L :-
programs and social activities, a greater variety of opportunities leads
- :, studeits- to greater commitment to the institution, which in turn,
= «Yésults jin léss. withdrawal from the institution. S Y

To further verify these arguments, information about the,institution s -

g selectivity level and size . was quuired ‘This type of informatiou was‘

i

c, rot available ‘in the NLS data; however, it was obtainable in—part from
other sources. A preliminary analysis, using Astin s (1971) college

R
e

selectivity 1ndexlj with eight levels and‘college size (Sucher, Van Dusen,
. & Jacobson, 1974) with five levels, is dJscussed below for freshmen k
withdrawals. The sample was reduced since not all colleges had the supple-

Wmentary information. -7 - ) - - )

. - .
? - . . -

-

1/ Selectivity index is’ based upon the average scores of the entering“
‘students. Thare are eight levels of selectivity, 1 being the lowest and ~

7 being the highest level, and 0 (unknown) indicating no direct estimate
of selectivity was available.. In general, the "unknowns" tend to be i
around levels 1 and 2 (Astin, 1971, p. 24). ) 3 H

.

b
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,: - - . Y T~ N ¢ ¥
; n ¢ . TOTAL- WITHDRAWALS QVER~ TWO- YEARS' ‘
7 - T BY INSTITUTIO‘JAL CONTROL . . ‘n
. , v .o L s Lk ‘ .
P -~ il’i.i‘ Percentage~Withdrawing1/ &
§ff AV ) _ N Public o \__,f Private _
.. -, Four-Year-College , ‘,‘23.47 , . 22.31% -
P o ¢ (N=4290) (=1695): °
»  Two=Year Coliege N o 39075 | 32423, ,
PR S ;4&29’99»); ” -, (134 2
{ ¢ - ' _——-o - ]
R - (a) Subtracting the: percentage from 100 will yield the per- v
| : centage of persisters and transfers for thevcorresponding §
“on, . - group% - , ‘ - .
:;w- 4 \ < B , . o (N . : -

R (b An asterisk C*) indicates public rour-year institutions had 1
5 - . a significantl réater- withdrawal rate; than four-year private
- —itstitutions. (TZT>2 33, or 'p<.01); the différence” in withdrawal =
Y . ‘rates at twos=year institutions was not significant because of"

: o, a larger standard error. . ’ L. i
: (c) N 8, are total sample members enrolled. The discrepancy in
L nrollment b;tween those. listed in this table and Table IV-2 .
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'r‘There*were no significant differences

& v

in withdrawal among institutions

~oE varying sizes

In Table IV-S it can be Seen that the overall freshmar -

withdrawal‘rate stayed around 16 percent for four-year colleges and 29
percent for two—year colleges. The ratio of nonacademic: .to academic

withdrawals also remained fairly constant across the size categories

within type of college:

wlthdrawal behavior.,

[y

Thus, size itself is not_relevant in explaining

.

L3

_to the institution g3 selectivity level.
. year colleges generally decreased as the selectivity level increased ,
The: relationshlp bftween selectivity level and with-

A estimates.

. % . . ’ .

3 el

The extent of, withdrawal, however, did vary significantly aocording
The withdrawal rates ‘from: four—

(see Table IV-G)

‘—drawal rate held for both academic~and nonacademic withdrawals in four-

year colleges, the higher the- selectivity level, the lower the withdrawal ‘
: e »
< . N ’ L

" rate. ’ A -

-~ . +

<Since two-year colleges are, in general, less selective _than four-
year colleges, only the first three levels of selectivity were represented
by -a large enough number of students for making reasonably reliable

This lack of variation in selectivity for two-year colleges .

* -precludes generalizatlons Concerning the association of selectivity with

withdrawal from tWo-year -colleges. ‘ 5

¢
»

D. Extent of Withdrawal by Subgroups Defined p§ Sex, Race, and

Socioeconomic Background . ’ . -

»

-

, Examining student withdrawal for varying subpopulations is an

‘integral part of assessing the équality or educational oppartunity (see

-Flax, 197l° College Entrance Examination Board, 1974; Christoffel & = -
_Rice, 1975); the subpopulations defined by sex, race, and/or socioeconomic

background (SES) are the ones most frequently investigated Although
/ﬂ
27.. ‘ >

b
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S . S8 Table qvss - | . - )

L n?-,sunw WITHDRAWAL RATES (IN PERCENT) BY TYPE AND SIZE OF INSTITUTIONS © -

SN ‘ N S N S VRO ' s -

_C'E[‘qsi:iéﬁcio;'\ai" . , - Four—{earCollege "‘i
e’Sj;ze* _ v v‘fotail'.ﬁ, | ;(Aéadf ;‘ Nonécéd.)' 1 ’.Ar'l‘oi:a;l‘l/ I f(Ang. ;‘Nénacéd./)‘ K
3 < 2,000 | 17.94 | G457 13:37) || 1204 | 29.00° | (6.00  23.00) | 900 -
‘_;‘21,'001 - 5,000" 15.96. (3775 12.21) | 1040 | 29.40- | (5.32 . 24.08) | 677
©5,001 = 10,000 | 16.63 | (4.26- " 12.37) | 962 | 30.86 | (6.3%  24.54) | 267

£10,001 - 15,000 | 17.89 | (4.90 12:99) | 408 | 26.32 (7.2 “19.08) | 152

._Two=Year Collége . " .

A

¢ " *>15;000 0 F 1401, (3.07 ° 10,94) | 521 [-30.52 . | (5.26 " 25.36) | 95. .
* [ ‘ e : . - } o e, :(,' :4 I I o
=4 ngg:ractigg this number from 100 .wiil yield the percentage of persisters and transfers. ~ . )
| - = B - | -(b;
i ' i ) ] 7.
o v . 39 Q . . . | . . " -, A . :Z_/‘
r,}‘ : - . ’
: i b - N
“ * . .. - .
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. Table IV=6

. . . . ' % ®

-~ FRESHMEN WITHDRAWAL RATES (IN PERCENT) BY TYPE AND- SELECTIVITY };gvm., OF .msn'ru'r'mus . )

; - —— 17 S or
Institutional .- ‘Four-Year Coll _gé‘a . , Two-Year Colleg 3 - .
;,§qle§grtiv1t3{ - Tdtal%l (Acad. - Nonacad ) | N Tot:a12/ (Acad. Nonacad )i‘w N 1
‘(unknown) 0 | .29.26 T (6.99 © 22.27) . 229 3035 1 (5.63 24.72) 1084
4("16@\)\ 1 20,42 | (5.26 15.16) '| 475 28.65 | (6.43 22.22) | 342 N E
o 2 [ 22,67 | (5.50 .- 17.17) | 6000 | 23.71 (6.27 17.44) | 367 ]
. 3 18.92 . | (4.82 14.10). | 851 33.64 (6.73 26.91) | 223 E
4 1422 T (3.23 10:99) | 992 N - - 3

5 9.40° | «(3.37 6.03) '| 564 R - . E- S

. 6 . 11.22 (435 9.87) | 223 - - — -~ g
-(high) 7 5.53 .84 "3,69)« 217 | - S - - o
'y/ A dash_(=-) indg.cates ‘that t:he number of sample members was too small for a, relmble .estir;néte. ( f
2/ Subtracting t:h,is number from 100 wil.~1~ yield t:he percentage of persisters and transfers. - . ;

¢ ' i .'-'
. " - X 3 -
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mapy studies have prov1ded some information about subgroup differences

in w1thdrawal, the “NLS data proV1de the most recent nationwide_plcture
‘because of the’ advantages discussed earlier 1n th1s report, However, it
" should be noted that the analyses in thlS sectlon are intended to de-

N

‘scribe rather than to exolain the varlatlon in w1thdrawal rates among the

selected subpopulatlons. ’ -

- . V(*
N s , / .
- 1. Ethnlc Difference—j in Withdrawal Ratés -
o e

Over the two school years after h1gh school graduatlon, varying
- ethnic proportions entered college. Table IV~7 shows that the total

entrance rates” dlffered according to race and sex. Whites: had the

highest entrance rates for four—year colleges whlle Hispanics had the
lowest. ‘Hispanics had the hlghest entrance rates for two—year colleges
while blacks had the lowests In general,”males had a sligh%ly higher -
entrance rate than. did females.‘ The only exception was that black

. females had a hloher four—year college entrance rate’%ﬁin did black
males.

-t
- 5
- ! -
2 - - .

The proportlon of those individuals enter1ng college in the fall of
1972 and 1973 who falled .to return for study 1n the fall of 1974 is .

il

summarlzed in Table Iv-8, A more detailed classlficatlon of study

status and the.corresponding proﬁbrtions of students in these statuses

are presented in Appendix B. -

+ -

R There were no substantial ethn1c differences in withdrawal rates.
f

.’Although the observed w1thdrawal rate for white, men was lower than that
“of either ‘black or Hispanic- men for both two— and four-year colleges,
only differences for two-year colleges were significant (|Z|>2 33 or
p< 01). Among females, the observed ethnic differencés were not signifi—

cant at the .01 level for both two~ and four-yea: colleges. Thereuwas

- . >

/

1/

= Three ethnic groups were included in the analyses: black Hispanic,
and white. Hispanic includes Mexiéan-American or Chicano, Puerto Rican,
and others of Latin Americgn origin. Other ethnic groups, such as o
American Indian and Oriental, weré not included. because their numbers
ware too small for making statlstlcally reliable national estimates.

The ethnic classification was based upon the participants reports of .

their ethnic1ty

oo T el
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- : ) .. PERCEVTAGE 0F~THE~CLASS"OF“1972“EVTERIVG COLLEGE

BY THE FALL OF 1973:

hrd

lable IV-7 7"

e

BY SnX AND RACE

-

f

b

 Male

$

3

. Female

Black

Hlspaﬂhc . White

Black

fo
] Hispanic

- Four-Year College

Two-Year Coilege

26.30

13.31

18.48

°26.52

34.67

18.08

29.68"

i P
12.13 4

16.03

21 19

- ) I- N - e
LUTAL - 40.1L | 45.00.° 1 52,75 ['41,81 37.42, .46
e a3 17751 1586 . Z42f‘

e g o s




: ‘.’I:abje V-8 .

TOTAL WITHDRAWALS'( PERCE‘JT) OF THOSE. ENTERING COLLEGE
- - BY, THE: FALL OF 1973. .BY -SEX‘AND RACE

- 5
. " T
4 - - - N L.~ < .
N . -~ . . ~ .

Male *’ i-0 . Female

.. -Blackj‘ Hispa.nic l White nglack— Hisganic . White

_ Four-Year College -~ | 27.83 | 27.90° ° 2266 | 2740 | 2120 23 93
Acadehic Witharawal - 5.88°| 45 * 6.8 6.76 |: 4.81 3.99

Nonacademic, Withdfawal | 21.15 | ,23.45  16.47 { 20.64 | 16.39 - 19.9

294 |+ .88 . 2769 | 453 | - 75

Two-Year College - .| 53.60 | 47.11  3&72%|43.77 | 43.36
. “Academic Withdrawal 6.28 | 12.67 [ 6.33 | 6.85 | 5.06
Nonacademic Wit}\\\i'rawa; 47.32 | 34.44 32.39%| 36.92 |  38.30
. 4 . N - .

<

N ' .., 145 110 | 1405 214 | - 100

The percentagé for blacks was, significantly greater than that for whites
(1z]>2.33, p<. 01) ) . X T,

L4 <




;not substantial évidénce to support prior findings (Flax, 1971” Astin, s

'1975¢) -that the extent' of w1thdrawal for blacks -or Hispanics was greater . “QQE

than for whites. . > ., \\\_/kz

‘Examination of Appendix B will show that a greater proportion of
w1thdravals left college at the end of the freshman year than ‘at the end.
of the sophomore year, for. every -ethnic group. Theére were no substantial

) . - ' ot

differences in respect to these proportions across -ethiiic groups.

Fen 12 380 ety

r T 2.. Sex Differences in College Withdrawal oo o m!','

Information about'sex‘d\fferences in college withdrawal rates

is also included in Table IV-8.‘ Again, the observed sex differences

_were riot significant. Thete was no - evidence to support the suggestion - ;fé

: Ichat women have a higher withdrawal rate than do men (Astin, 19723 Cope, : ;%QE
19713 and Spady, 1970). . ’ S -~ - :

' Separate examination of freshmen and sophomore. withdrawal rates o ;

,also failed to reveal any significant sex differences. Women were hot ;c lﬂ .:é

" more likely than men to withdraw for nonacademic reasons (see Appendix :B)-. ;

5‘ ) 3. Socioeconomic Status (SES)FI Differences in Colleg47W1thdrawals f?
o The’ percentages of the high school claSs of 1972 who entered . ‘5%
college over two years for three SES groups are presented in Table V=9, ;;;5

' It is obvious that relatively more high SES group members than low SES

group rembers entered college. This relationship was stronger for four—

Y
ot Bk cvne o

Lo year colleges than for tvwo~year colleges.

N N
» .Y

s\ YT - . ot

A*‘, . g{ SES was based upon a composite of father's education, mother's.

: education, parental income, father's occupation, and a household’ itetis

. index. Factor analysis revealed a common factor with approximﬁtely

i . equal loadings for each of the five components. Missing. components were

T imputed as the mean of the subpopulation of which the respondent was a

- member, defined according to cross—classifications of race, high school

: - program, and aptitude. The availabie standardized components, both

' imputed and nonimputed, were averaged to form an SES score when at least
two nonimputed components were available. The continuous SES score was, :
then assigned.to one_gf'the quartiles on the basis of the weighted. "\ R ;
‘frequency distribution of the composite score, The first quartile, the S
middle two quartiles, and the fourth quartile were respectively denoted

J as the low, middle, and high SES. 1In some analyses, the continuous SES
score was used. )

0 3 Lt T e meia o sl At e
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Table w-*gs

10TAL PLRChNTAGE OF THE CLAbS OF 1972 “THAT’ ENTERED COLLFGE

~ BY THE FALL OF 4973:

.

o

2

BY SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

R

Soc:Loeconomic Status

.Low .

Midd‘.&.l:

‘High

—— e =

15.69

2615

57 'Z?

' Four-Year College : 1.63 -
Two-Year. College 11.21 21.17° .i9.59 | 19;96 .
“TOTAL . za.9o 47.32 >77:36. 48,59
N o f 5781 | . 9652 4698 201941/’
N : o & . L
X ‘Theré wére 63 case$ missing SES information, _ &
. e /»; . . & .
’ T ' .
A o 'S\JT\ ! ’, < . .
' } - . . )
- ' . : - N«
¢ . : . i . ) g i
. w‘., . ) & ’.-1".
. _ 34 - g
! ' .
N 45
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The proportions of students in each SES group who failed to return. -
in the fall of l974are presented in Table IV-lO. The high SES ‘group Lad.
the lowest withdrawal rate among these ‘three SES groups for both four=

.
EL T

year and two-year colleges.‘ Eiamination of freshman and.- sophomoreé

withdrawal rates Csee Appendix B). revealed a similar pattern. , . S

LIS ‘ b -
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E. Other Subgroup Diffeﬁences in. Withdrawal Rateés L4 SR

Some other subgroup differences in withdrawal rates are included in

Appendix :C. The - subgroups include ‘those: defined by father's. education, _
relrgion, percentage minority students in ‘the high sc¢hool where; graduated,
geographical region of the high :school;, birth order;, ‘study time (full-
tine versus part-time), work time (full= or part~time versus not Jorking), R i
field of study (academic versus nonacademic), and aptitude.. It cari: he
easily seen that differences in withdrawal rates were substantial .among. : 'f¥
many of these groups. For example, -students whose fathers had a graduate ) N
degree had a- lower withdrawal rate than those whose fdthers. had only a ."
high school education. Jews. had the lowest withdrawal rate . among people
of different religions. Students working full ‘time had a. substantially
higher withdrawal rate than students either working part time or not. -

' working at alJ Students tn academic fields of study (e. g., biological

sciences,,liberal arts) had a’ lower withdrawhl rate than those in non-

R NI

academic fields (e g., health serviCes . office and clerical, and ‘public .

.

B services§ Full-time students had a significantly lower withdrawal rate

than part-time stuaents.' Students with a higher academic aptitude had" a .

'lower w1thdrawal rate than students with a lower academic a;titude.

G —

R D I L

PR - o,
- - - - -

F. Summarzgand Discussion ’ - . . HRR

About one—half of the high school class of 1972 entered Some type/
'of institution of -higher education within two years after graduation.

e

About 30 percent of those entrants withdrew from college during that
same time period (v {th more dropping out from two—year than from four- -t

year schools) .There also were considerably more student§ withdrawing

-~ -
3

e N




. Table -0 e I
- PERCENTAGE OF THOSE ENTERTNG- COLLEGE BY FALL 1073 :

. WHO “AD WITHDRAWN BY: FALL %?74‘ .BY SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS . . €

) o - - Socioeconoéic Stetue>2, 'ﬂ i.; A ~:5§
b Low _ Middle i (High. '
Four-Year College 3307 ' k.97 | izeeete
Academic Withdrawal 8.26 5.6 | k.osatt.
 Nodacademié Withdrawal e hz;l 2 | umeer
N : ' 982 .| 2749 T 2839 '

Two-Year College ' T 45;50 EE 40‘36' ‘;' i32}§9ffﬁi'

\Academic Withdrawal- 6.84 . | 6u8l 3:95++ :
Nonacademic Withdrawal |  39.76 " .| 33,49 . | 29,04%< - J
N | :;' 643 | .. o1z | 7 s ;

The high QES group had a signlficantly lower percentage thangboth

the low and middle SES groups ([Zl>2 33, or p<.01).

The\high SES group had a significantly lower - percentage of w1th-

drawal than the middle SES group only. S . N >

.The high SES group had a significantly lower percentage of with-
-drawal‘than the low SES group- only.

\ . ‘ ) ’ ' ' v
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for nonacademic reasons than for: academic reasons.

,Withdrev.N\an did freshmen. Private four-year. institutions had a. lower

public and private two~year- institutions.

%

Fewer sophomores.

I

19

Withdrawal rates did not‘vary consistently with the Size of the

i Withdrawal rate than did public oves, but there was no difference between, - - f:

b d

¢

~

-
v

¥

institutions, but they did sgow a strong relationship to the selectivity
index of the college, the higher the selectiVity of the institution, the
lower the withdrawal.rate for four-year institutions. .,
Thereowere _no substantial athnic or sex differences in withdrawal
rates. Differences were found' among SES groups' as SES: increased,,the
withdrawal rate decreased shaery, especially for four-year colleges.
The above general findings ari/fairly consistent with previous
r°search, except for the finding that there were no substantial sex ¢
differences in withdrawal rates from college.
findings in several other studies” (e.g., Astin, l972 l975c, Cope, 1971
‘Spady, 1970).
factors. First, the sample is a very recent one, and therefore may‘show o
societal changes which have occurred over the past several years (primarily
cue to increasing societal interest in obtaining and retaining more
women and blacks in postsecondarx education). Second, the study is;
longitudinal and does not count transfers and’ stooouts (i.e., students
‘withdrew temporarily) as withdrawals which many previous studies have
Third

the NLS data base is larger, more representntive, and more comprehensive . i

done; both of these groups may be overrepresented with females.

than ‘data bases typically used to make these types of estimates.
"However, it ,Should be noted that when other variables are controlled
some subgroup differences may emerge. In fact it was true in the case
of ethnic differences. As shown in Chapter VI, ethnicity was significantly
related to withdrawa1 rate from four-year colleges when SES was “taken
into.account. This relationship was not revealed in simple tabulations . t
as presented in this chapter. Sex differences were, nevertheless, still
not significant even after SES or other variables were considered (see

Chapter VI)

This is contrary to . . :g

This finding may be explained by the,following three R




DR 4 STUDENTS” *SELF<REPORTED RI;‘.KSONS. FOR. wImD‘gAtgAﬂ
. . -\
It is always of‘priéb intefest to educational program décisioﬁmakers
. to Know, why a student withdraws ‘before completion of a course or curriculum,;;-
becatse .an affective solution to the- withdrawal problem could Jost ’
; :v likely be of ffered were the reason known.. While reasons may be inferred
o from a rigorously controlled ‘study or perhaps causal analyses, a. common ;

and convenient way is to ask,thenstudent to indicate his/her reasons for

“withdrawing. The validity of such self-reported}pgggdhgg_reasons for °

wishdrawal is, of course, questionahle., Withdrawal hehavior i3 complex,

and there is a natural tendency for, an. individual to rationalize unsuc—
i cessful behavior. Spady (1970) cites a number -of studies which have '

-shown: that students tend to explain their,college failure with more .
'sdciallx_acceptahle redsons; they tend to inflateitheix.financial problems
and: to deny academic difficulties, lack of motiVatibn, and indecision.

Even so, self-reported reasons ate still useful in’ s;ggestingu_ome of

the reasons for which students withdraw,,particularly for those who give

- -

no indications of academic proHlems.-,

-

Students who withdrew from college- before: receiving a degree were ‘ o
asked in the first and second follow~-up surveys to -state their reasons “
for withdrawing. The reasgns listed in the second follow-up survey
(primarily sophomore or’ second-year withdrawals) are slightly different -

from those in:the- first follow-up (primarily freshmen or first-year ,{
withdrawals) Tables V-1 and V-2 summarize the data that are discussed 7y "‘i o
in tais,chapter. . R ' . ‘ ;3? :

] It*is important to remember that students were originally classified‘
for analysis purposes as withdrawing for dcademic or nonacademic reasons. }k 1
The academic withdrawal category was basad on self-reported grade-point )
averages of below "C" or a positive inswer to one or both of two questions
indicatipg difficulty«with course work. ) )
v”A( Two major questions which these data answer are: (1) Did the
academic withdrawals state that they withdrew primarily because of

) asademiC'difficulties, or did they also experience other problems?

(Z)QWhat were the—primary nonacademic reasons that students gave for
withdrawing’ —— ¢ '




-~ -8 . e

. A, Reasons for Freshman Withdrawala <O s{’."l

The tabular summary of the reasons given by freshman withdrawals is
. presented i Table v=l., It can be seen -that reasons other than academ1c
O problems‘wefeﬁreported by substanriai percentages of. those who were

«tions., About 20 percent .0r more of the academlc withdrawals from the

.four—year institutions satd they withdrew because they wanted practical

they had financial problems. The percentages were slightly different

for students from two-year colleges, but the ‘pattern wds the same. The
existence of financial difficultles may very well interfere with academic
performance° but as noted by Spady (1970), students .tend tor exaggerate
their tinancial problems. The other three reasons frequently endorsed
“by._ academic withdrawals,,however, ¢ould be to some extent rationalizations

- -

through which they were denying the reality of their academic:prcblems.

o About lO percent.or less ofrthe academic vithdrawals from both -

institutional types reported that they withdrew because of illness,

family emergencies, marriage plans, or home sickhess. . These, of course,-

‘can be veryﬂimportant'factors in loweriﬁ grades. Except for marriage '

* plans, the same pattern holds £or nonaca lemic dropouts. Mbre nonacademic
wirhdrawals (28 01 perren“) from the four~year instirutions than from

) the two—year instituticns (14,39 percent) claimed to have withdrawn

S ‘oecause of marriage.__This institutional difference may . be explained by

- the fact that two-year schools are more likeiy to ve nonresident schools
(i e., community colleges wlth mostly commuting students), and therefore .
marriage arrangements would not affect college-going as much. Further
examihation of these data by sex supported previous research (e.g., n
Astin, 1975c¢) that there was a greater number of females than males who
withdrew becauée«of_marriage plans. For example, about#IB'percent of
the four-year college male nonacademic withdrawals indicated this reason

'%§ as compared to 39 perceat of female withdrawals who did so. The same

*pattern existed. between males and females in other withdrawal categories.
& . 3
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. experience, school work was not relevant, a. good job -was- offered or ;_




Table V-l

- . . PERCENTAGE" OF FRESIE{EN WI’.L’HDRAWALS REPORTI\’G YES T0 THE FOLLO!v. 3 REASONS
FOR WITHDRAWAL, BY ORIGINAL ACADEMIC/JONACADEMIC CATEGORIES '

2/

Students wete allowed to indicate mote than one reason. for withdrawing.

By definition, nonacademic idthdrawals should have ‘a zero percent.

.. % Academic withdrawals' significaiitly differ from nonacademic withdrawals
!Z|>2 58,, or p<. 01) within each type_ of 1nst1tution.

tt Fout-yeat nonacademic wichdtawals significantly differ from two-year
nonacademnic withdrawals (|Z|>2 58 ‘or p<.0l).-

4 -

-’ D “ Re asions‘yj 7 « ' Four-Yeat Colgge ‘T% A""wo-Yeat COlleL
: T ) . - | Academic Nonacaaemic - Academic Nonacademic
LI ’ : . . . - " —
I 1: Became 111 : - 4 B.s9 6.50 . 2.81 J673
’ 2. Had financlal' : . . - .
difficulties 37.98 3L.70. [ 31.83 24,56
3} Fémily emergency &M "4,20 442 L[ 37 3.70 °
4, Was offered a Bood: job 23.21 16,16 . | 22.44 " 32:81tt
. §. Got married or planned . :
_ to get ‘married 7.56 .- 28.01% '9.54: o 14.39%t% -
6. School work was not S ’ ‘
 relevant td the: real world| 28.16 120,89 1 19.:81 16.50
7. Wanted to. get ptactical - ) L o
experience - 41.94 - 27.71%, 29,66 - 34:60
8. Courses were too hard?/ | 25.40 _ 0.00% 21.02 . *'0.00%
-~ —9.-Failing or-not doing as " T ) A )
. Jell as I wanted2/ 87.43 0.00% 81.79° 0.,00%
10. Became homesick . ©3.58, 3.52, 1.59 2.25 ,
©« 11, Other 32,77 | 47.27% 31.09. |- 49:46% -
\ v £ * . ’
. ) & - - ¢ ‘. 4.’-“7 * » *
Sample N. §210 397 155 v |, 412
1/ & \

.
A

x4,
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§;thin1each fype of institutzon, nonacademic withdrawals did not v vt
)report financial.difticulties ‘more frequently than academic withdrawals.
Leaving college because they were offered a good. job was more . R
_frequen;ly reported hy two~year college nonacademic withdrawals (32. 81 ° o
percent) than by four-vear college nonacademic withdrawals (16 14
'percent) It could be that students are more likely o0 withdraw from a
two—yearfcollege to takeé a job. .
A substantial proportion of students in all four groups reported
"other reasons for wiéhdrawal (about 31 to 49 percent) This' indicates- ) ‘-{;
that there-were some types of reasons whith the: questionnaire failed to ’ ;

- - 0 .

.tap. L . , T . y .- o
It should be noted. that since items 8 .and 9. (see Tahle V-1) were
used to classify students as~academic or .nonacademic withdrawals, the |
zero percentages. in the nonacademic -category' occurred as a result of the ‘-«;
definition. 0n the other hand, .a large percentage (about 75 percent) -of .
those who were ‘making less ‘than .a "C" average, and who Were thus’ classified
as acadenic withdrawals, did not report that_their courses were too .
hard; and about 13 to 18 percent of the academic.withdrawais failed ito .
report that they were not doing as well as'theyuwanted, of course, .'”é
courses' can be perceived as being not hard even‘though they'were not - '
_doing as well as deaired. On the other hand a large number of academic

withdrawals could. Be denying their academic problems. .

. N Lo

. . R » \
B. .Reasong for Sophonore Withdrawal X . e

For sophomore withdrawals (see Table V-2), the pattern of reasons
reported by those in the nonacademic category apsears to bé generaﬁly
the same as for freshman withdrawals. Large percentages of academic -
withdrawals stated other thal academic reasons for their withdrawal' ) K
‘ from four-year and two-year colleges about 49 and 16 percent, respectively, .
reported financiak problems, 21 and 30 percent stated a good job offer,
more than one-third from both insgitutional types said that school was.
not relevant to the real world or thaz they wanted practical experience,

" and more than 73 percent from both institutional types said they were

, not really sure what they wanted to do. Hence, a very large percentage
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£y of academic withdrawals indicated a lack ,of clear goals or educational :
~commitment. Thi?bh\comes a more. complex issue when it is seen - that . T

there were more academic than nonacademic dropouts who indicated that 'l: e
hey lack a. clear definition of career/educational plans. One wonders ] 7
to what’ extent-the low grades and coursé work difficulty are due to. lack - .

-of goal clarity, or to what extent lack of goal clarity is affected by .

'low grades and course work difficulty. - ) .t ; A
\: 2 . :'-. - . 7 - 7 ~,1
: More second-year nonacademic withdrawals from four—year colleges . Soi
e, .

than from_two—year colleges reported being unsure about, ‘théir plans.
Since four—year institutions tend to have a liberal arts orientation ..

: rather than.a vocational emphasis, thi finding seems reasonable. The '4>5

percentages reporting lack of clarity as a reason are substantial in all

-

four categories suggesting that, at least from the students perspective,

S ok

é lack of clarity about goals is a strong reason for withdrawing, irrespec-

-

a
\ -

‘tive of academic problems, ‘
» Fewer nonacademic withdrawals than academic withdrawals from the P ;.
‘ four-year colleges reported financial problems, .and within the academic T
. category, substantially fewer two—year students than fourJ'ear students .

reported money problems. This seems. logical gince fourdyear colleges

- " +

. tend -to -be more expensive. . .t .
A The nonacademic withdrawals appeared to be more convinced than were . ;

.- academic withdrawals thatrtheir school work was relevant to the real _
-world, N : - - emed oz S .

»

The reported desire for practical experience was. the same for
academic and nonacademic second-year withdrawalsvfrom both institutional '
’ types (close to 40 percent) This pattern was different from the freshman.

withdrawals, in which more two-year nonacademic withdrawals reported
this as a reason. . ) o
. . . - .o

C. Summarv

S

A major finding was that relatively iarge percentages of students.

*  who were classified as academic withdrawals reported a number of nonacademic T

.
s KRy
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, Table V-2 -
. PERCENTAGE OF SOPHOMORE ACADEMIC AND NONACADEMIC WITHDRAWALS
REPORTING YES TO REASONS FOR WITHDRAWAL, BY TYPE OF COLLEGE

p

. Reasons~

1/

Four~Year College

.wo—Year College

| Academic "Nonacadebic!

Academic ! Nonacademic.

'1. Became 121 1 o067 i 6.00 9.16 2.24
2. Had financial c oL : ’ - )
difficulties -~ 48.95 |  2b.88% 16.41t 227,00 .
3. Was offered a good job 21.41 .  18.36 30.45 37.75++
4. Got married or planned - | ' o
to get married 10.48 X 25.50% 23.92 + 15.93%+
5. Schuol wotk was not ‘ . : ]
relevant. t6 the real world| 38.16 20.93% 40.58 < 13.61x -
6. Wanted to!get pradtical ' : . .
experience 42.75 31.41 36.77 36.09
7. Failing or aot doing as )
well as I wdnted2/ | 82.53 0.60% 73.11 " 0.00%-.
‘8. Wasn t really sure vhat ‘ ’ e
'I wantéd to do « v 72,63 45,18% 81.20 32.18%}+
9. Others_. . - 25.20 38.46 44.13 48,2611 .
P - N\ Y
Sample N\ 92 563 45 360 °
. SN L v !
/ Students were allo;ed to indicate more than one reason for withdrawing.
2/ By definition, nonacademic withdrawals snould have a zero percent.f
* Academic withdrawals significantly differ rom ‘nonacademic withdrawals
(|z|>2.58; or p<.01) within each type of institution., . .
+ Four-year academic withdrawals significantly differ ‘from two-year acadeuic
withdrawals (|2{><.58, or p<.01). ~ , L
+t

Four-year tionacademic withdrawals significantly differ from two-year non~
academic withdrawals (|Z|>2 58, or p<.0l). :

/

P -

43
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reasons such as job offers and financial problems, for withdrawing.

This supports the' implication from prev1ous findings (Spady, 1970) that.
dropouts ‘may tend to, underplay the academic problems which are the .
actual reasons for their dropping out, , Among‘the Sophomone academic
withdravals as contrasted to the nonacademic withdrawals, a large'percent-.

It
is difficult to tell if lack of goal clarity wag a function of academic

.+ age indicated that they were not sure ‘what theyireally wanted.to do.,

problems orXif’ academic problems were a result’ of lack of goal claritye

Among those students who were categorized as the first- and the . ~

-

second-year nonacademic withdrawals, substantlal numbers reported financtal
difficulties? marriage plans, lack of clarity about plans, and a- desire

to get ptactical experience as reasons for withdrawing. ‘ -

~ .2
o

¢ Considering'only hondcademic withdrawals, a larger nercentage of

two-year than four—year students left because of good JOb offers. A -

larger percentage of four-year students than ‘two-year students reported
that they withdrew because of marriage plans, also among the Sophomore

withdrawals, more four-year withdrawals stated that they were not sure

- ¢
- of their plans as compared to two-year withdrawals. T

’
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VI. FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH WITHDRAWAL FROM COLLEGE ’ .
R \ »

. ¢

Another set of questions posed in this study 1ncludes. What variables-

are assoc1ated directly or indirectly with w1thdrawa17 How do these_
variables operate in the withdrawal process? Thls chapten will examine.
the w1thdrawal process with xespect to student characteristics and - -
college etperiences. The analyses may suggest some explanatlons ﬁor the
withdrawal behav1or, partlcularly ‘when other information. such as self-
reparted reasons are Jointly considered.. From the student' s or the
1nst1tution 5 oerspectlve, this information will be hHelpful in under-

standing and eventually coping with the complex withdrawgl process. -

A. Methodological Considerations. .
, Before attempting to examine’ the .above questions, two things were
considered° ¢H) the conceptualizatlon of the withdrawal process, and

(2) the selection of a stat1stical technlque, although they are not

~

necessarlly 1nd endent from each other. —

Concept alization is useful in helping .to organize variables meaning-

ﬁat their' interrelationships can be examined. Several couceptual

models Or explanatory theories of college withdrawal have been suggested

" i the previous research literature. Spady (1970), for example, developed

an 1ntenactlonal model in which such personal attributes as dispositions,
1nterests, and attitudes interact with such environmental influences and
sources of demands as courses, faculty members, and peers. This interac-
tion provides a student with opportunities for successful assimilation
into the social and academic systems of an institution, and the student's
decision to remain or withdraw is heavily influénced by the sufficiency
of the rewards he finds within‘theseqsystems. i *

Rootman (1972) also developed an interactional theory which asserts
that voluntary withdrawal is related to the goodness of the fit between
the individual and the college environment. If the degree of fit is

poor, the individual will experience strain and wifl seek'a mechanism to

, cope with the strain. WithdrYawal is a mechanism for coping when the .

.

.-
strain becomes too greéat. :
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types of students when other variables in the model are controlled?

RIC = =~ ", - .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- Another interactional wmodel whlch is similar to Spady's (1970) has-

been elaborated by Tinto (1975) Accordlng ‘to the modél Tinto .suggests g
an approximate parity between the 1nteracting 1nfluence “of 1ntegrat10n
into both social and academic' systems of an 1nstitut10n. He also suggests
that thése behaviors which leid to academlc dlsmlssal be’ dlstingulshed
from those which Jdead to voluntary w1thdrawal from college.

These ‘'models all focusedlheav1ly on person-ins:itution interac- . .
tions. If the integration of ithe 1ndiv1dual into che institutional .
en;irpnment‘ie successful, eiﬁher academically or eocially, the individual
is more likely to remain in tﬁe institution. Theée models, however, )
have not considered "intervention" factors, those steps whlch are ‘ -4
1ntroduced to improve the 1nd1v1dual s integration into the environment.
These "intervention" factors may include such tﬁlngs as financial ald :
and counsellng services (counseling services information was not available- )
in this study). The inclusion of interventional dimensions in these - : .
basic models‘may help us understand their role in the‘withdrewai process.. : .

For example, does financial aid reduce withdrawal rates for certain

This is particularly relevant from the prespective of policy-making;
administrators, for example, may be able to assess the value of financial 7
aid in helping varicus student subpopulations in attaining a coilege

education. : . ] S

The conceptualization of the withdrawal process is complex and -

”

basically involves five sets of vatiables: bio-social background,

individual attributes, high school curriculum, college experience, and
nnterventibn programs.. The process'of'withdrawing from college can be
‘viewed as a longltudinal process of interactions among these variables.

This pr:djﬁs may be diagramméd as in Figure VI-1.

<

» 1 .

Thé conceptualization illustrates the complexity of the witlidrawa

process. )The complexity will increase as more variable sets such as

'

intervention variables are added to the model or specific variables are

fa
~
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: added to variables sets (e e additional intervention“variables\
Vevertheless, this conceptualization helos to depict the possible direct
or indirect relationship between a. selected varialle and the withdrawal R
decision. - s S gﬁ
2‘ ‘ This conceptualization helps the analyst determine which variables
need ‘to .be in an analyticaJ model as control variables when a particular
hypothesis is ‘being’ tested, =For example, the analysis of the relationship ]
: between college experience and the withdrawal decision should probably '“““‘;;é
take family “dackground, individual attributee, and ‘high school experience :

: - into consideration as control variables,

%f; - “The analytical technique is generally selected on the basis of the
i type ‘of data and ‘the types of hypotheses to be tested. Several techniques
‘can ‘be used in studying the relationship between predictor variables and / i
- ) withdrawal behavior. Multiple regression is a commonTy used technique ‘
L w(see, for,examole, Astin, l972) Related - techniques such as discriminant - i
analysis -and path analysis have also been used. The major limitatiou of .
- reggession analysis is that it 1s not easily adapted for use with- -f -

categorical dependent variables when there are_ more _than-two categories

ETIrEy
5 o -
e e gy w2 e mema sens

as in the present study, In addition, path analysis and discriminant

analysis do not easily allow for the ~study. of interaction effects.

Nevertheless, the multiple regression technique may prévide useful T

information when the criterion variable is divided into several dichotomies. Co
A more suftable technique for the type of data and the conceptualiza- Ik

§ tion is the linear logistic model, or, briefly, .the .log-linear model (see

IR S IR, g

Bock, l975) This technique was developed for handling categorical data

g . and is especially suitable for testing interactions among categorical

73 M,
[PPRP e

variables. This is especially. important since certain interactions

A

between student attributes, college experiences, and intervention'programs
in affecting withdrawal behavior are hypothesized as ‘being dmportant.
' For example, an important question is whether or not financial aid is
diore effective in reducing. withdrawal rates for certain types,of students
(e 8 high aspiring) than for others (e.g., low aspiring). . . E
Log-linear modeling is ‘based on the logistic distribution function. ;

A linear model ih the naturalnlogarithms of the cell’probability or\cell_’

7 v °

: ‘ ~48
. .
.
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frequencies is'analogous*to analysis of variance. models, expressing/the
model in. terns of additive effects including a constant (i.e4, grand
' mean of ‘the logarithms of the probabilities), main effects, and interac~
’;tion effects. For example, the probability of withdrawal .for a subgroup
by sex and race can:be expressed'hy the following model: withdrawal =
constant ~+ sex effect + race‘effect + (sex X race) effect in terms of
logarithm of the piobabilities of withdrawal. ]
‘ Log-linear modellng 1nvolves a hierarchical procedure. First, a
model based on the 1ndependence of all variables*(m e., no relationship
of predictors to W1thdrawal' a model composed of only the constant term)
is f1tted to the data. A goodness of‘fit statistic’ (e. 8o chi ~square)

is computed ou the basis of deviations of the observed cell Ns from )
those’ _expected from the model. If the hypothes1s of independence .between
the variables is reJected on the basis of a poor fit, then mqin effects
are added to the model ‘and the cell deviations from the expected values
based upon rhe main effects model are used to test for goodness of fit.
If a main effects model does not adequately fit the data, then first
order interaction terms are added to the model, and the model is then
tested again for goodness‘of fit. In some casgs, even this model will

be rejected on the basis of goodness of fit, and ‘higher order interaction
terms, will need to be added to the model to fit the data -adequately.
The basic idea in this hierarchial testing of effects is that initially
we try to fit the data with the simplest possible model and proceed to
more“complek models only if the'simpler models don't adequately fit the .
data. Once an adequate model is found, certain main effect and interaction
contrasts of 1nterest can be estimated and tested for significance for
different response variable comparisons.

Since the log-linear modeling allows for interactions as well as
main effects, the modeling is best applied to a smailer subset of
variables than is typically used in regression'analysis. There are two,
basic reasons for this: First, when higher order interactions are used‘
in the log-linear modeling with highly reiated independent&variables,

the cell frequencies may become tod sparse or ill-conditioned (i.e., e

cells with extremely large and small numpers) for reliable estimates of

i
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interaction«effects. Second, even if we could reliably estimate :the

N . " . ® N - .
1nteractions among a large set of variables, the interpretation of

higher order interactions ‘among a large set of variables is extremely -
difficult.. . w e Y

The basic strategy was to test spec1fic hypotheses formulated on
the basis of the conceptualization. Log-linear modeling was then performed
on a set of four or five logically selected variables relating to the

bypothesis. For example,’ an analysis was d1rected to answer a specific

.:question about the effect of financial aid on student persistence,
controlling. for family socioeconomic status (SES) and educational aSpira—

tion: Both SES and educational aspiration were.strongly related to )

witgdrawal and, hence, shoui- be controlled when testing for the effects
of financijial aid, These two variables could also interact with financial
aid in accounting for withdrawal; that is, financial‘aid may be differen—_
tially related to withdrawal for different SES levels.

The contingency data were\properly weighted for unbiased population |,
estimates of ail frequencies, as ewplained in Chapter II, Section F.
The procedu1es involved first getting weighted proportions for each cell
in the K-way table and then recomputing the cell sample N's by multiplying
the weighted p~oportion by the actual sample size. For example, the
weighted proportion of total withdrawal for tha low SET grcup was .330f, .
and the sample size of the low SES group was 982; then the contingency
frequency of low SES withdrawals ugga in the log-linear model tests was
325 (1. e., 982 x .3307 = 325).

The response variable in all.of the log—linear modeling analyses

“had four categories: persister, transfer, academic withdrawal, and

nonacademic withdrawal. The four categories were needed for obtaining
correct portions of withdrawals, as well 2s for comparison purposes.
Transfersdwere students who moved from a four-year to a two-year college,

or vice versa. Persisters were students who remained .in four-year or

) two—year colleges In the case of two-year colleges, persisters also

included students who had. completed programs but who had not continued
in four-year polleges ) Except for the analyses concerning college

experiénces and financial aid to be discussed later, assignment to these
i - .

62 , -




linear modeling on a set of logically seleeted variables relating to a

~_ -
s .

four categories das based upon thu students' college-going status in the
fall of 1974, ,This data base ingcluded all individuals who. initially
enrolled in college in the fall of 1972 or 1973. Withdrawéls would thus
1nclude all those students who withdrew in the school year of 1972-73

and continued withdrawing 1nathe fall of 1974, and those students whe

. first withdrew in the school year of 1973-74. This is the same definition
of total withdrawals over two years'as defined in Chapter “IV. Freshman

and sophomore witndrawals could not be analyzed separately and still
maintain reasonable cell sizes for mdltiple classifications. In addition,
f reshman w1thdfawals and sophomore withdrawals were similar)in their
background variables (see Chapter IV) and reported reasons for withdrawal
(see Chapter V). z *

B. Analysis and Results -

~ The basic strategy, as mentioned previously, was to perform log~

A
hypothesis. A number of specific questions or hypotheses were addressed
in the following analyses. While these questions are considered important,
tney are by no means exhaustive. Some additional information about the
relacionship tetweenqcollege withdrawal and a numter of other variatles

of potentiafrinterest to other researchers is included as Appendix C.

The hypgtheses tested by the analyses were guided by questions
which are highlighted below. ln% questions have been arrangei in an

‘order that can be matched to the variable sequence in the conceptualization
3

of the withdrawal process (see Figure Vi-1).

1. The’association between bio-social backgroLnd and withdrawal

a. Are there any interaction "effects" among SES, sex, and
.race on withdrawal?

b. If there are no interaction effects, do women have a )

higher withdraWal rate than men after, SES aiid race are

taken into account? ﬂikewise, are there any race effects

on withdrawal? Does SES have a direct association with

withdrawal? ‘ T ) -




g. The associacion between student attributes and withdrawal.

a. dre there any interaction "effects" among SES, aptitude,
‘ and aspiration on withdrawal?

b. If there are no interactionms, are students of low academic
aptitude more likely than students of high ap/ixnde .to
withdraw after SES and/or aspiration are considered’
Likewise, are students with low educational asplrations

. more likely t~ witiidraw than students with high aspirations
after SES aqd/or aptltude are considered?

"3.  The association between Hig¥>%chool cdurriculum program and

withdrawal. .- “ , )
a. Are there interaction "effects" between SES and high..
. school program on college withdtawel?

b. 1f thare are no i;;eractions, are students from the
college-preparatory high-school programs less likely to
withdraw tﬂan students from non-college-preparatory
programs aftex SES is considered’ - Y

4, The association between college experience and withdrawal.

a. Do SES and level of aspiration interact with the degree
. of "academic and social integrations wiep respect to :
withdrawal behavior? . 5
b. If there are no interactions, is the degree of student
. integration into the academic system asgociated with &,

withdrawal rates after SES and aspiration are'qoneidered?

= Likewise, is the degree of student integratfﬁn into

- the college social systems related to withdfgwal after

SES and aspiration are considered? :

5. Financial aid and college withdrawal. T

a. Does financial aid reduce the differences in withdrawal
rates among students of lower SES and Higber SES?
st b-." How does financial aid interact with SES and level of
aspiration in affecting withdrawal rates? )
In addition to the above analyses employing log-linear modeling

techniques, multiple regression analyses on the ‘variables used in the

%
v




" comparison, purposes, althcugh some data transformations were needed for*

. regression analyses on categprical variables. The results (see Appendix D) -

+iithdrawal may reflect some social or cultural biases that need to be °

_studies- have tested this assumption, and the findings have been generally”

log-linear model analysis were conducted: on a compatible data base for ,

provided conpclusions almost identical to those drawn from the log-linear
»

[T

modeling employed in this study. . “ .
1. —Bio-Social Background ' ' : N o g
a iEfee bio-social variables were selected for investigation: ;;)
family socioeconomic background (SES), sex, and race. As mentioned . fﬁ

preyiously,'these variables are frequently used in the study of educational

opportunity. The relationship between -these variables and college
corrected or 1 remedied. -

a,~ Family Socioeconomic Status SES'Ey'and College Withdrawal

N

SES is assumed to have a large direct association with
college withdrawal, and- it may interact with other variables to bring
forth differential effects on céllege-going behavior. Many previous

affirmative: students from lower SES families are more likely than
those from higher SES families to withdraw from college (e.g., Astin, ‘
1964; Eckland, l964b Lembesis, 1965; McMannon, .965; Panos & Astin, e
1968; Sewell & Shah, 1967; Wegner, 1967). The descriptive analysesspf
NLS data (see Chapter IV) have also provided some evidence to support =
these findings. It seems reasonable to -conclude that®SES is significantly
related to withdrawal behavior. Information that would be more useéful

and interesting is the interaction of SES with other variables in affecting
withdrawal decisions.

in the model to examine its interactions with other variables and to .
adjust the effects of other variables in the model. For example, the '
effects of race were adjusted for race differences in SES. In most

cases, the interaction effects were not substantial. ’The exceptions

were interactions with financial aid and.educational aspiration. In the

4

1/ The definition of SES for this analysis'is~presented in Chapter IV.D.
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present model for four-year colleges (see Table VI-l) SES was related

. to the four categor) responsé variable, but Table VI-3a indicates that
" SES had little effect in distinguishing between academic and nonacademic

witndrawals but did distinguish the combined withdrawal group from

" persisters and transfers combined. The seme analyses for two~year )

college students  led to similar conclurlons (see Tables VI-2a and Vi-4),
,,1§1:l Sex Differences and College Withdrawal o _
@ . Many studies as reviewed by Summerskill (1962) indicaLed
'that there were no substantial sex differences in college withdrawal,
Tinto (1975), however, reported that* the sex of the individual did

appéar related to withdrawal .behavior. He concluded from his review

that women have a higher dropout rate, with a greater proportion of them

-

being voluntary withdrawals rather than academic dismissals. Astin

B
(1972), on the ‘other hand, found tHat women were more likely to complete
either a four-year college degred or 4n associate's degree than were.

men. Spady (1970) concurred but noted more specifically that the data (

'suggest that women are more likely to be voluntary dropouts than are

men. His major inference from reviewing the data on sex differences is
that “survival in college is dependent largely on a clear and realistic
set of goals and interests that are compatible with the influences and
expectations of departmental faculty and curricula. Men in particular,
however, appear to maintain high expectations despite the academic
realities (£ college life." )

The present results, however, agreed with Summerskill's (1972)
conclusion} there were no substantial sex differences in college
withdrawal. As presented in Chapter IV, men and women had similar
withdrawal rates from both the .four-year and the two-year college. A
«further-investigation on the total withdrawal rate over two years also
failed to reveal any sex effect after sociceconomic background (SES) and
etﬂnicity were considered. Results ¢f log-linear model analysis of the
résponse variable by SES, sex, and race (see Appéndix E-1 for observed
cell proportions) showed that thz sex and all interaction effects could

be assumed null. As seen in Table VI-1, the residual chi-squares of 60

~ for Modél 3 (i.e., constant + SES + race) with 39 degrees of freedom was

Y
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not significant (p>.01), indicating this model could fit the data suffi-v
ciently well. This is-the same as saying that withdrawing from four-
year ‘colleges, either academicallx or nonacademically, could be considered
as a function of SES and race (iue.,iﬁbs and race were -retained in the
model), and sex effects could be assumed nonexistent. This finding was
also abplicable to students from two-year colleges (see Tables VI-2 and
VI~4). It is _thus conc luded that thg'probabilities of withdrawal for -

"men and for women students from four-year or two-year colleges were not
significanrly different, regardless of whether the students were black

or,whitet_or were from low SES or high SES families.

- . B

c. Race and College Withdrawal -

Race differences in college withdrawal have been frequently

examined in the study of equality of educatdonal opportunity. Studies e
have found that blacks are more likely“than whites to withdraw (e.g.,
Fdax, 1971). Astin (l973c) has shown that.whites and. Orientals\had
lower dropou: rates’ thaa~Hispanics, American Indians, and blacks \.“ »
. Although the descriptive analysis in Chapter IV revealed slight differences
in withdrawal rates between whites and minority group members (blacks
- and Hispanics), the log~linear model tests (see Tables VI-1 and vIi-2)
indicated that race was associated witzrthe,e&assifications of persistence-
transfer-withdrawal status after controlling for SES but there were no .
_interaction effects among race, SES, and sex.* That is, within each SES. '
level, race differences in college-going status were about the same.,‘

An examination of estimated effects in the main-effects model for
the data further described the association between race and the classifica-
tion of withdrawal, and persisters and transfers combined, for both
four- and two-yar colleges (see Tables VI-3 and VI-4). Differences
between whites and Hispanics in overall withdrawal rates were significant *
for both four-year and two-year colleges (see columh‘two of the tables).

Whites were more -likely than Hispanics to withdraw after controlling for

SES. The total withdrawal rates from four-year colleges were about’ 26,
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Table VI-1

T "TESTS OF FIT FOR THE LOGISTIC MODEL FOR THE ASSOCIATION OF
5 SES, SEX, AND RACE-WITH COLLEGE WITHDRAWAL (4~YEAR' COLLEGE)
. " Pearsonidn o '
Model ) ’ Residual d.f. P
Cii-Squares . f
1. Constant + SES 100.33 45 <.01
2. Constant + SES + Sex 87.07, 42 <.01
3. Constant + SES + Race 60.00 . 39 ">.01
4, Constant + SES +n8e§~¥ Race_ 44 .37 . 36 >.15
N Q) K .,
/\a:‘ R
-l R Bl
-‘Table VI-2
TESTS OF FIT FOR THE LOGISTIC MODEL FOR THE ASSOCIATION OF
SES, SEX, AND RACE WITH COLLEGE WITHDRAWAL (2-YEAR COLLEGE)
= " . )
. Eeafsonign .
Model . . Residual d.f. P
Chi-Squares -
1. Constant + SES 85.30 45 1 <.01
2. Constant + SES + Sex 76.27 42 <.01
3. Constant + 5ES + Race 56.26 39 >.03
4, Consfant + SES + 9ex + Race - 48.44 36 >.08
[\ > N &

e
.
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26, and 21 percent for black white, and Hispanic students, respect1vely,

“white students, respectively. .The differences in withdrawal fates

LIRSV S R D ‘lvl\»'tl/ I N S

A 7 .

after balanc1ng on SES and sex. The" total ‘withdrawdl rates from two-
4

year colleges were abbut 44, 41, and 40 percent for black, Hispanic, and o

betyween whites and blacks were not statistically sign}ficana after SES wg

. -

2

and sex were considered. . {. ) . e
.The classification of academic and nonacademic w1thdrawals was hot

dependent upon race; that is, the differences in the extent of academic
and nonicademic withdrawals were similar across every race group. This o j
is shown'.in column one of Tables VI-3 and Vi-4! None of the’ estimated
contrasts were s1gn1f1cant, except for the constant term. Significance PR

. for only ‘the constant term indicates that there was a difféfence in

. b
T
H

_proportion between academ1c and nonacadem1c w1thdrawals but that this . S

‘difference~was consistent ,acrgss SES and race- groups.

- . -
- B N
* - T - ¥

-

* * 2. Student Attributes and College Withdrawal ° ’

¢

a. -General Academ1c Aptitude and College" Withdrawal e

Many previous stud1es have shown Ehat academic aptitudr
is perhaps the most 1mportant.measure of individual characteristics '
related to.withdrawal, particularly academic w1thdrawal (e.g., Sewell &
Shah, 1967' Wegner, 1967; Wegner & Sewell, 1970). A simple ‘explanation
is that students of lower aptitude are less likelg,to be able to%ﬁeet~

the. academic demands of ‘college and thus are more prone to wfthdraw than

3

students of higher aptitude.
Measures of academ1c aptitude canwbe'obtained from standardized

ability tests or, from high school grade performance. In the following
analyses, the ability measure was a composite score of four tests: .
‘Vocabulary, Reading, Letter Groups, and Wathematics. A factor’ analysis
revealed a general academic ability factor that was represented by an '

equally weighted linear composite of these four standardized tests. The

.

composite score was classified into a low, middle, or high category

-

corresponding to the first quartile, the middle two, quartiles, or the -

fourth quartile.

57
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.. Table VI-3

ESTI\IATED EFFECTS, IN THE MAIN EFFECT MODEL FOR .
STUDE\JT P oISTE“ICE-""’mNSFER-WITHDRAWAL STATUS BY SES, RACE, AND SEX .
e (4~YEAR COLLEGE) . ‘ S
. J Academic Persister +
Contrast . : vs. Transfer
ontras .. . Nonacademic vs. oo
3 ‘ N Withdrawal - Withdrawal ?
. Constant . -1.32% 7 & 1.36%
SES _ . . , :
a1 Low-High 0.13 S Lose T
© Middle-High -0.11 L- -0.83%
‘ Race i
. ' |
Black-=White . -0.01 NG g.44
Hispanic-White -0.35 - - 2.05% .. .
%* ) -7 . é
 The effect is 2,33 times greater than its standard error.
! .
>
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s TableVI-4 .- . . °

. : ESTIMATED EFFECTS IN THE MAIN'EFFECT MODEL, FOR ~ '~
STUDENT PERSISTEVCE-—TRANSFER—WITHDRAWAL STATUS BY SES, RACE, AND SEX
: (2-YEAR COLLEGE) -

'LA..

Academic Persiéter +
Contrast ' . VS. . ,~ Transfer
ntra i Nonacademic . R
' Withdrawal : Withdrawal
’ Cons ° "lo 71* -“ * * 0096*
s / ) 5
: : 1 > ! .
:T " o f_ : . [
. Middle-High - . . 0.34 -0.87%
e ’ Race - ' : <§ )
Black-White . 0.03 -0.51
. Hispanic-White 0.46 X\\\\ -1.28%
. - L4 ? \/\ - .
*

* . .
The effect is 2.33 times greater than its standard error.

: .
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High school grades (HSG), as reporfed by the students, were classified
into two categories: those being greater than or equal to a "B-" average
(about -half B and half C), and those being less than a "B-" average.

They were labeled as the high andxlow group, respectively. .

Students were classified by SES, HSG and ability as well as by
four college-g01ng categories (i.e., the response variable), The resultant
cell proportions (see Appendix E, Tables E-5 and E-6) were therd subjected
to log-linear model analyses. The. results for the four-year college
students revealed that the classification of persistence-withdrawal
status was related to high school grade and ability test scores even.
after SES was tonsidered As shown in Table VI-5, Model 4 (i.e., constant +
SES + HG + ability) could fit the data sufficiently well; the residual
chi-square of 29.04.with 36 degrees of freedom was not significant at
the .01 level, If either HSG,or ability was excluded from the model,
the residual chi-square indicated that substantial variation could not

-be-accounted for (see Models 2 and 3). This meant that both HSG and
ability test scores were needed for an adequate fit’ of the data; that
is, there were differences- in withdrawal rates between groups defined by
high school grades, and between groups by ability test scores. The
high-school-grade group differences were consistent across the ability .
.groups. Interaction terms were not needed for an adequate fit. _The
same pattern of association was also found among the two-year college
‘students (see Table Vi-6).

re

A question of interest is whether tt » classification of academic
and nonacademic withdrawals depended upon aptitude measures. Analysis -
indicated that there was a significant relationship between high school
grade and the academic-nonacademic withdrawal comparison after all the
other main effects were controlled (see Table 7). As shown in Table VI~
8, withdrawals with low high-school grades were more likely than withdrawals
with high grades £o be clasaified as academic withdrawals. (The ratio

of academic to nonacademic withdrawal was about seven to tén as compared

\
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] TESTa OF FIT FOR THE LOGISTIC MODEL "FOR THE ASSOCIATION OF
Dot : - SES, HIGH SCHOOL GRADE (HSG) AND ABILITY TEST SCORES
- WI’I‘H COLLEGE SJITHDRAWAL (4~YEAR COLLEGE.)

-

:}, [ . ’ )

o Pearsonian | -

P L ‘\Iodel ) ‘ . Residual B I 75 T3 S

T e Chi-Squares ' ‘

‘1. Constant + SES i oo 233°5]; .4‘5““& ,NMN

.. < 3. Gonstant # SES + HSG. | 120,24, 42 T 0L ‘--‘31’

3T s z \ . . N R
| .

&. ", 3, Cofstant + SES + Ability 88t lo39 ol wmOL L

3 4. Constant + SES + HSG + Ability, | 29,04 36, |~ >, 78
. * 9 - %
\ N
: - L r ‘
S . ‘Table VI-6 -
*  TESTS OF FIT FOR THE LOGISTIC MODEL FOR THE ASSOCIATION oF
SES, HIGH SCHOOL GRADE (HSG), AND .ABILITY TEST SCORES
WITH COLLEGE WITHDRAWAL ,(Z-YEAR COLLEGE)
" ‘Pearsoniin l T .

Model . Residual ©odef. | op 0
" |+ Chi-Squares '

1. Constant + SES T . 164.19 C 45 [P K
2. Constant + SES + HSG 106.12 42 <.01°

i 3. Constant + SES + Ability . 88.36 | 39 <.01
: 4. Constant + SES + HSG + Ability | 46.28 36 >.11 :
: ' n L
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- g .
— 1
B !}',1 3
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H
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’ gp-ABaut two' to ten»%or Withdréwals:hith-high school grades greater than
or equal to a "B—" average, ) However, this difference was- not Statistic-
aily sloniticant among cateoories of ability test scores after SES and
HSG were controlled This seemed?to indicate that” high school grade was
more predictive tnan standardized test score, w1th respect to .the classifih
cation of academic and nonacademic’ withdrawal (a finding which*is common
in other studies). The same conclusion could be drawn for students from

.two—year 1nstitutions (see Table VI-9) R ) ~“ )

7°7b. Edicationail Aspiration-and College Withdrawal - .

In add@tionato the individual s-ability, the individual s
'cational aspiration is an extensively studied vdriable-of’ student
attributes related ‘to’ withdrawal.

A generally conceded notion. is that

Awhen an 1ndividual aspires to. go to- college, his or her aspiration may

overshadow any barrier or difficulty, and the individual will continue
- td realize his or her educational goal. Numerous studies have provided
evidence to. support -the strong relationship of aspiration with college

persistence \Krebs, 1971; White, 1971; Seweﬁl & Shah, 1967; Spady, ..

1970). As Tinto‘(l975) summarized in a review, aspiration measured in

terms of educational plans, educational expectations, or career: expecta-

tions is highly related to college completion, even after the family's
SES and aptitude are taken into account._

The following analyses further
supported this conclusion, ’

..In the foJIowing analyses, a student's educational aspiration was
measurdd by the student's responses to a question in the base~year .
survey about now much education he' or she would like to have. (First
follow-up data were used for thosge sample members whose base-year data

‘were not available; those members were primarily from the sample schools

that failed to participate in the base-y;(;‘survey ) The responses uere

grouped into three categories: (1) high school only, or come vocational

studies beyond high school 6<coll), (2) some college education, including

a two-year. college degree (2-yr coll); and {3) four-year cdllege education
or graduate school (>4-yr coll).
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Table VI-7

ESTIMATED EFFECTS IN THE MAIN EFFECT MODEL ‘FOR

STUDENT PERSISTEVCE-TRANSFER-WITHDRAWAL STATUS BY SES,

HIGH SCHOOL GRADE,, AND ABILITY- TEST SCORES
. (4—YEAR COLLEGE) :

NS
(3 e FEVad v = rusnnt g

. Académic - P:e‘ijsvis't;r' +
Contrast vse Transfer
_ Nonacademic V8. -
¥ . Withdrawal" Wichdga}w&l
_Constant - =1.00% ‘ 5;0.19'“ -
" Low-High 0.37 1478
‘Midd1e-High ‘0.3, -0.93*
* High School :Grade > ( '
Low-High -0.96% 1.30% -
Abilitz
Low=High ©=0.22 -1.05%
Middle-High 0,06, -0.57
i - R i
*The effect is 2.33 times' greater than its s}:andatd error.




_ Tablevi-g L
: OBSERVED WITHDRAWAL RATE BY HIGH SCHOOL GRAL_)EZ/ - :
(4-YEAR COLLEGE) - ;
‘ ; “Academic - Nonacademic
High School Grade . Withdrawal Withdraval
< B=- Average (low) P : .19 : .28 v
> B~ Average (high) ) .05 ST e 22 ;'
% . - l ) . 1 s )
Y After SES and ability were controlled (i.e., 't:hg_ ‘propor-t:ior_ls were ‘ :
. averaged across SES and ability test score categories). - -
'
¢ . ’ - b3
ivu ) w, -,
. he z{;
« , ’é
R $ * } 7
64 foT
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' N (2-YEAR COLLEGE)

D ". HIGH SCHOOL GRADE, AND ABILITY TEST SCORES

‘Table VI-9 s Y
ESTIMATED EFFECTS IN THE MAIN EFFECT MOBEL FOR .
~ STUDENT PERSISTENCE-TRANSFER-WITHDRAWAL STATUS BY SES, :

B t - " Academic : Persister + ~
f | Contrast NonaXi&emic E Tra;:fer
‘ Withdrawal ~i Withdrawal.

§ ' Constant ‘ -1.75% ' ’ 1.01% l’“
’  Low-High | 0.24 “1.16%
: Middle-High 0.48 -0.91%
» High Sehool Grade - . ' S
Low-High - | '-0.68% 1,464
f Aslliey 1 1 : -
s Low-High 1 " 0.00 ~1.61%

© Middle-High | 0.16 . ©-0.74%

|

* : . g
The effect is 2.33 times greater than its standard error.
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The association between educatibnal aspiration and college withdrawal
vas examined- by controlling SES and aptitude as measured by high school
grade—point average (HSG). The tests of fit for a lOngtlc model for
the.. four-vear college contldgencv data (see Appendi\ E, T-ble E-5) are
presented in Table VI-10. The ch;—square of 517.38 with 42 degrees of
freedom (p<.0i) of Model 2 (i.e., constant + SES + HSG) indicated that a
rcdel excluding aspiration would not sufficiently fit the data. When
aspiration was added to the model, the chi-square of 55.17 with 36 .
degrees of freedom was not significant at the .bl lével, indicating that

| integaction terms were not needed to adequately fit the data. This
’indieated that the four-year college students' study status classificatieﬁs
depended upon aspiration even after SES and Hsd were’coqtrblled The

same was true for two~year college students (see Table VI-11). Reﬁerring
to Tab;e VI—12 it can be -een that students of lower aspiration had

higher withdrawal rates than students of higher aspiration for both the
four-year and two—year colleges. The magnitude of difference in nonacademic
withdrawal for four-year colleges, for example, was about 35 percentage:
pojats [i.e., (.54 - .19) X 100] between low-aspiration and hlgh-asplraeion
students after SES and HSG were taken into account.

) Since aspirations are strongly. (negatively) related to withdrawal
behavior, it might be of interest to tést if HSG is still associated

with college student withdrawal after aspiration is consiﬁered . As

shown in Table VI-10, when either HSG or aspiration was left out_of the

model’, residual variations were still too large to be assumed 1n91gnificant

(see Models 2 and 3). Therzfore, both HSG and aspiration were needed in
a model which could sufficiently fic the data; this is the same as
saying that both had significant "effects' on college withdrawal.

. Gl ’
The association between aspiration and the classification of academic

and nonacademic withdrawals was examined and found to be not statistically

significant. This incicates that the difference in proportiGn between
academic and nonacademic w1thdtawals could be assumed te/be the same for
each aspiration level,,
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- Table VI-10 .

; » TESTS OF FIT FOR THE LOGISTIC MODEL FOR THE ASSOCIATION OF
- . SES, HIGH SCHOCL GRADE (HSG), AND ASPIRATION (ASP)’ . .
WITH COLLEGE WITHDRAWAL (4-YEAR COLLEGE)

w3 N . 4

: Pearsonian . b ‘
tfodel ‘ l Residual N 7% ''p
oo : Chi-Squares i i
g * 1. Constant + SES T reo 45 - <00 :
“7 - 2. Constant '+ SES + HSG . 517.38 " 42 | <.01 . -
;T 3. Constant + SES + ASP 199.08 . 39 <.01 ,
4, Constant + SES + HSG + ASP 55.17 - 36 >,02: !
Table VI-11 ;o "

.~ TESTS OF FIT FOR THE LOGISTIC:-MODEL FOR THE ASSOCIATION OF
| SES; HIGH SCHOOL GRADE (HSG), AND ASPIRATION (ASP)
WITH COLLEGE WITHDRAWAL (2-YEAR quLEQE)

' Pearsonian i R
Model X . Residual = d.f. | P .
Chi-Squares ' ;
1. Constant + SES 412.15 s Ll <
2, Constant + SES + HSG. . 342.80 42 2 <.01
3. Constant + SES + ASP  106.93 | 39 ¢ l <.01
4, Constant + SES + HSG + ASP 50.88 36 ‘ >.05
‘ {
\ \
~
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Table VI-12

OBSERVED, WITHDRAWAL -RATE BY ASPIRATIONY' ©
Aspiration . 4-Year College i 2-—Year College
. Academic Nonacademic Academ:.c 5 Nonacademic
. ‘
Low © 2 b sy b : .51
Middle 22 .4 N 44
High ' .11 .19 * .30 )
. i ’ R . ' SV AN . o
1/ After SES and ability (p'i_gh""séhoo\]: “grade): yggg-cgr}_‘.t_rolled.
‘j v‘ . - ':i' . @A
et & . . o EP?;
G e S <y -
P »
0
1 ‘g:‘ N
‘ ,
!
/ . .
»
68
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3. High School Curricular Programs (HSP) and College Withdrawal

High'school curricular programs were classified into two
categories: college preparatory and pon-college-praparator? ﬁrograms. . >
The latter included vocational and technical programs as well as generai 2
curricular programs. .Presumably, these progremf were designed for
different purposes. The college preparatory programs were designed to'
prepare students for ¢ollege, and they thay lead students to a'greater
commitment to or integration into the eollege system. A high degree of
1!ntegrat{on, as postulated by Spady (1970) and Tinto (1§75), is a premise
to a high degree af persistence. Students from college preparatory ,
programs were, therefore, hypothesized to hav% a higher persistence rate '
than students from non-collegefpreparatoryvpgoggams. The resule Qf_fh%
analysis might have implf‘ations:for‘éfdaent éounseling. For exaﬁp1e3’
if the'non-college-preparatory-program g*adua}es were likely to withdraw, °
it could be that some of thcse students were ill-advised to go to college
or that they were inadequately prepared for college. This could also
point to possible early mistakes in high schpol to enroll those students

' I
" in non-college-preparatory programs. ( .

The choice of college preparatory progqams has® been shown to be
associated with students' family background;(SES) (see, for example,
Alexander & McDill, 1975). More high SES students than low SES students
enroll in college preparetory programs, andfthus SES may confound the
relationship between high school program and college withdrawal. The
following analyses, therefore, took SES inq% account in the models.

Tests of fit for logistic models for éhe contingency data (see '
" Appendix E, Tables E-7 and E-8) revealed that students from college
preparatory programs were more persistent Ihan those from non-college~
preparatory programs. Comparison between Model 1 and Mode1‘2 (see
Table VI-13) revealed that HSP needed to be included in the model to fit
‘the fata from four-year colleges. This indicated that h;gh school
programs were related.to the four-yeer college student classification,
even after SES was considered. However, there were no SES-HSP interaction
effects, indicating that the effects of high school programs on college

withdrawal were consistent across SES levels. Referring to Table VI-14,
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demic withdrawal classification was examined and' found

“withdrawal process (e.g., Spady, 1970; Tinto, 1975; Rootman, 1972)

« ) . S :/ \ ;: o -
/ » . »
its can be seen that students.from non-oollege-preparatory high school

Programs had higher withdrawal rates chan students from college preparatory
programs within'each SES level. This rinding was generallzab}e to LT

students from two-year colleges (see Table VI-15). . .

The association of high school program and the academic and nonaca-
to be not statis-
tically signiflcant. Students from non-college-preparatory _high schooi

programs were no: more llkely than those from college preparatory programs
to withdraw for academic reasons., : '

. o . -
&, College Experience and Withdrawal ' o k "

As discussed in the begining of this chapter, co‘lege withdrawal T
1

could be largely due to incongruence betweer Ehe expectativns of the N ;

individual and the college environment as perceived by the student after

arriving on campus. Several 1nteractional*conceptualizatons of the

assumed that if the integration of an iadividual intp.the institutional
envirenment,is successful, either academically or socially, the individual
is more likel} to remain in the iesticution. The success of integration,
ﬁowever, may also depend upon‘the student's personal background factors,
and thus these variables were taken into account in the investigation of
college integration and college withdrawal -behdvior.

As argued by Tinto (1975), an individual's integration into the

.
[ S8

academic system of a college‘can be measured in terms of h}s evaluatign .
of the academic system. Likewise, social integration can be reflected
in a student's evaluatign of the social life on campus, . -° ’

In the NLS first follow-up survey, students were asked to.indicaCe 5fb
how satisfied they were with (1) the ability, knowledge; and personal a
qualitiés of most teachers; (2) the sdcial life; (3) development of work
skills; ‘and (4) intellectual growth. The ratings’ are on a five-point
scale, ranging from very satisfied to very dissatisfied. A factor

analysis revealed that development of work skills and intellectual

-
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Table: VI—13
TESTS OF FIT FOR THE. LOGISTIC MODEL FOR THE ASSOCIATION OF
SES AND 'HIGH SCHOOL PROGRAM (HSP) WITH COLLEGE. WITHDRAWAL
‘(4-YEAR COLLEGE) ’

’

7 B
] . ; Pedrsonian
Model . . . - - Residual &

d.f.-
Chi-Squares )

" 1. Constant + SES

161.48 9

22 Constant + SES *+ HSP 7.0 6

L

fe




¥

Table VI-14

(4-YEAR COLLEGE)

OBSERVED TOTAL WITHDRAWAL RATE BY SES AND HIGH SCHOOL PROGRAM

AN

73 -
51

]
N

-

%
"

72

¥~

SES ° High School ?rogram
“Noncollege College
Low 44(.32) .26(.20)
-7 Middle .38(.31) .23(,18)

’ . s L
High +29(.22) «15(.12)
Note: The figures in the parentheses were nonacademic.With-
drawal rates; subtracting them from the preceding
-l

+ figures ylelds academic withdrawal rates.

/45;




Table VI-15 . -
TESTS OF FIT FOR THE LOGISTIC MODEL FOR THE ASSOCIATION OF
SES AND HIGH SCHOOL PROGRAM (HSP) WITH COLLEGE WITHDRAWAL
’ . “ (2-YEAR COLLEGE)

- ‘Pearsonian. ) B A
Model ~ " Residual ' d.f..j = p
’ : : Chi-Squares | - . ’ -

1. Constant + SES  + . ©135.38 ! 9 <.01

_ 2. Constant + SES + HSP . 9.46. | 6 >.14

0 el e

-
: 2
» R Y
: e
3
B °
) - -
i &
- s
.
<
¥ -
A v
¢
5
~
\3
A
[y h >
; ~ .
£
rd




3
)

e

o ASP‘“IFACQ) shows that interaction effects among the independent variables

‘growth teflected a common, factor' thus, the simple average of the -two
ratings was used as one measure to reflect academic 1ntegration. The

ratlngs on faculty quality and social llfe each loaded prlmarllyﬁon

separate factors and were consequently analyzed separately. The

rating and the two individual ratings were later classified into two

* categories: dissatisfied (individual ratlngs or average rat1ngs greater

.. than 3), and not dissatisf1ed (including neutral or no oplnlon)

The above measures were applicable to those individuals who.were in

" college at some point in time between the fall'of 1972 and the fall of

1973. Consequeatly, only those students who enrolled in the fall of

1872 and withdrew dur1ng or at the end.of. thneir first year were included' ‘

1n withdrawal categories. To make them somewhat more compatlble with

the classifications in the preceding analyses, those withdrawals who re-
entered colleges in the fall of 1974 were classif1ed 1nto the other
category (primarily transfers), and the persisteérs 1ncluded -only those

students whe remained in the same college.

/ academic w1thdrawal nonacademic w1thdrawal, persister, and other--were

the response categories in the following log-linear model analyses. ,

a. Quality of Faculty . .

The conting. cy data classified by the quality of faculty
(FACQ), sociceconomic background (SES), and educatlonal aspirat on (ASP)

were subject to log~linear model tests (see Appendix E Tables E~9 -and

_E-10 for data set). SES and ASP were added to serve as control variables

"1 because they were assumed to influence the patcerns .of social and academic

integration and their interactions. The results of the model fitting
are presented in Table VI~16. When FAC( and interaction effects were
excluded, -the model did not sufficiently ‘fit the data (see Models 1 and
2). When FACQ was added to ‘the model, the residual chi-square of 43.94
with 36 degrees of freedom (p>.17) for Model 3 {i.e.; constant + SES +

could be assumed insignificant. Comparisons of these #codels revealed
that FACQ neéded to be included in the model. This is®'the same as
saying that FACQ was relat.d to student classifications after adjusting

for SES 'and ASP. It can be-easi]y seen in Table VI~17 that stud:nts who

composite

The four student class1f1cations-—

2 Nawn

% w vty




,'ratings were obtained after the student had already withdrawn, the data

dﬁof faculty members appeared to be related to withdrawal; students dis-_

/ S
satisfied students, even after such variables as SES and educational wﬁa
.. ~ ; ;
aspiration were taken into account. Whether this reflects a reaction’ o
from the student as a consequence of withdrawal or whether it reflects ‘ _T%

linear model For the contingency data (see Appendix E, "Table E~11) are

R ST I R S s

~ . . T - v . »

were dissatisfied with faculty quality had a 40 percent.total_withdrawal

rate (including 29 percent of the nonacademic withdrawal rate) while

satisfied students had a 34 percent total withdrawal fate (including 22
- . ¢

percent of the nonacademic withdrawal rate), after SES and aspiration. . ;?

were considered, However, since the data for this znd the follobing.

éould'reflect biased judgment or a rationalization for'withdrawal.l Thé

aboveyfindings from the four-year college students were also foundxamong . ;%

4

the two—year college students (see Table VI-18).

s

4

. .

»q

It is thus concluded that the student s perception about the quality

satisfied w1th the ability, knowledge, and personal qualities oﬁ most

faculty members in their college had a higher withdrawal rate than

lack ‘of satisfaction as-a cause of withdrawal is a question which cannot

be answered here. This finding, however, does support the speculation

of researchers, especially Tinto (1975) . T . 1-*

A further examination of the data revealed that there were no ek

differences in the ratings of faculty quality betwzaen academic and
nonacademic withdrawdls. ; ) w
b. Social Integration (SOCL) )

The technique used in -the preceding analysis on faculvy

At A R et

quality was applied to the study of the relationship of digsatisfaction
with social life on campus to withdrawal bekavior, Tests of the log— ‘

presented in Table IV-19. Like faculty quality, sdc ial life appeared to

be related to withdrawal from four-year colloges. The comparisoa between

the second and the thixd models showed that SOCL needed to be .included

R )

in the model, indicating that the SOCL effect was a significant fictor

.

-

N
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T . o “Table VI:i6

o . TESTS OF FIT FOR THE LOGISTIC MODEL FOR THE ASSOCIATION OF PR
i : ‘SES, ASPIRATION' (ASP),“AND FACULTY QUALITY (FACQ) h 3
.+, VITH COLLEGE WITHDRAWAL (A—YEAR COLLEGE) - RS

FE »Péarsor&ia,n ;

3 : Model . o Residual’ d.f. .+ p -
. Chi-Squares .

1. Constant + SES . 821.86 45 <.01

2. Constant *+ SES + ASP o 98.68 ° 39 <.01

~

it et s e, e ¢ g e § oy e

" 3. Constant + SES + ASP + FACQ . 43.94 .36 >.17 L
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Dissatisfied

Table Vi-1l7

i

v (4-~YEAR COLLEGE)

. OBSE?VED WITHDRAWAL RATES BY FACULTY QUALITY1/

Academic -

Nogacademic
ﬁithdrawal

Faculty Quality "Withdrawal

- —

Total .
Withdrqﬁal

Satisfied W12 > 22

]
1
|
i
* '\
- \
‘
H
1
!
|

.11 . .29

s s e § e 5 ene o

FERe

i

pECpeTrsererouy

i
1/

R S : T - .
= After SES and “educational aspiration were controlled.
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Table VI-18.'
, TESTS OF FIT FOR THE LOGISTIC MODEL .FOR THE As's_ocmno;: OF ’;
- | SES, ASPIRATIONY (ASP), AND- FACULTY. QUALITY (FACQ) ;
WITH COLLEGE WITHDRAWAL (2-YEAR COLLEGE) . ;
.- ~w . T ' :
iy ‘ :
Pearsonian :
Model , Residual d.f. P .
* Chi~Squares
1. Constant + SES 324.72 45 <.01
2. Constant + SES + ASP 79.94 39 <.01 R
/3. Constant + SES + ASP + FACQ g . 31.96 36 >.66 B
%
t ’ 1
!
. - i‘
.—*"'A‘)
[
. &
78 7
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in the classification of students. This relationship hgtween SOCL and
w1thdrawal is further described in Table VI-20. It is clearly shown . .
that stzdents dissatisfled w1th social life on campus were mdre likely

to withdraw even after SES and aspiratior! were taken into acgount,

Again, it should be cautioned that the“data could reflect the withdrawai s

rationalization for his withdrawal from college‘ Thl$ finding also

>

-supports previous speculations by Tinto. (1975). . d

’

However, for the tWoAyear college student, social ir ‘e gration was - “1

not significantly related to withdrawal behavior. The analyses on the’

contingency data (see Appendix E Table E-12) failed to provide substantial
evidence to show the relationship between SOCL and withdrawal for the T
two-yeaj\Eéllege student. As:shown in Table VI-Zl, the chi-square of

45.60 (p>.21) for Model 2 indicated that social integration effect was _,}’
not statistically significant. Students dissatisfied with social life

on campus did not have a higher withdrawal rate than satisfied students.

A possible explanation is that campus social life for two-year colleges
is not an important part of campus life since many students live at home

and commute to school. ’ :

c. Intellectual Integration

. Tests of fit %or ‘he logistic medel for the contingency
data (see Appendik E, Tabie E-13) from the four-yzar college revealed
that the classification on the_reSponse variable was a function of SES,
aspiration, intellectual integration, and *“he interactions of .intellectual
integration with SES and aspiration (see Table VI-22). The interaction
effects can be more easily seen in Tables VI-23 and VI-24. Withdrawals
from middle or high SES.(or aspiration) levels were more likely to be
dissatisfied with intellectual development; however, withdrawals from

low SES or aspiration levels were more likel ' to be satisfied with .

79
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L Table VI-19 -
A fESTS.OF FIT FOR.THE LOGISTIC MODEL' ¥OR. THE. ASSOCIATION OF -«
ot SES« ASPIRATIOV (ASP), AND SOCIAL INTEGRATION (SOCL)
X - WITH COLLEGE WITHDRAWAL (4—YEAR COLLEGE)

k4 >

| i . Pearsonian ‘ .
- diodel K - re ) Residual d.f. p

\ ! Chi-Squares Ny
... l..Constant + SES | 805.06 45 <.01 '
1 N T, e "
7" 2. Constant + SES + ASP © 64,73 " 39 <.01 :
i 3. Constant + SES + ASP + SOCL i 41.79 74 . >.23 - g
E . . ﬂ

-
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- " Table VI~20
4 S/ OBSERVED WITHDRAWAL RATES BY SOCIAL INTEGRATIONL/
i RO 2 (4-YEAR COLLEGE)
-y -
/ . ) Academic —f~Nonacademic . Total
' Faculty Quality ' Withdrgwal Withdrawal . ~ | Withdrawal
e : - - '
" -- Satisfied .10 .24 l .34 .
Dissatisfied N 1 26| .43
p Lo . ! . L
: 1/ After. SES and educational aspifation were coﬁ_f:rolled.
{ >
g
*+ 9 )
e 81 ' v
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Table VI-21

TESTS OF FIT FOR THE LOGISTIC-MODEL FOR THE ASSOCIATION OF
SES, ASPIRATION (ASP), AND SOCIAL INTEGRATION (SOCL)
WITH COLLEGE WITHDRAWAL (2-YEAR COLLEGE)

B

A
i L Pearsonian i
Model Residual : d.f.
Chi-Squares | o
1.-Constant + SES \ 294.87 45
2. Constant + SES + ASP . 45. 60 39 i
. z
3. Constant + SES + ASP + SOCL 42.71 36 . '
L e
H ; ’
. o
/
\ ‘82
94
{
N
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intellectual develdnment, °ug§esting some other factarspwere contributing .

-

to withdrawal behav1or even though the students vére satisfied with

their 1ntellectual development.

For students from two-year colleges, the nmodel is simpler; the
interaction effects could be assumed null. As shown in Table VI—ZS, the
model 1ncluding the main effects of SES, aspiration, and 1ntellectual

developnent could sufficiently fit the data. .

. Yo N 4"
Further examination of the comparison between academic and nonacademic
withdrawal revealed that the classification of these twes withdrawal
categories was dependent upon inte}lectual 1ntegration. A- greater
proportion of academic withdrawals than nonacademic withdrawals wvere
'students who .were dissatisfied with their intellectual development. ’
This held for both the four-year and._two-year college students, o

5. Financial Aid and Student Withdrawal -

A frequently asked question about college withdrawal is whether
prov*ding adequate financial aid for low SES students is effective in
reducing differences in withdrawal rates between lower SES students and
higher SES students.

- On the surface, one might suspect that providing low SES students
with financial aid to meet their economic needs in collegewis sufficient
. to conpenSate for the effect of economic differences between the low SES
students and other groups with respect to persistence. However’, low- SES
students differ from non-low SES students in other aspects- such as
motivation, aspiration, and parental expectations (Astin, 1975c¢; Eckland,
1964b; Sewell & Shah, 1967). Many factors contribute to persistence at

the college level, and meeting financial demands is merely one of several

~

characteristics which comprise the low SES student's academic situation.

[

\

"The greater dropout-proneness of students from low-income families is

AN 30
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‘Table ‘v1-22

._TESTS OF FIT FOR THE LOGISTIC MODEL FOR.THE ASSOCIATION OF , i
, SES, ASPIRATION (ASP), AND INTELLECTUAL INTEGRATION (I\IT) '
: <4 - WITH COLLEGE WITHDRAWAL (4~YEAR COLLEGE) . :
] ) : ‘ A )
: : V\ .. 'Pearsonian . )
Model . . Residual d.f. Tp
’ < X * Chi-Squares ‘
.. 1. Constant '+ SES 3 923.48 *+ ! LG5 <.01
. . %,
2, Constant + SES + ASP ., - 'on4ec2r T 39 v <.l
3., Constant + SES + ASP + INT i 91.77 . I 36 - <01
. - 4. Constant + SES + ASP + INT + . ' - ,.
- (SES x ASP) . 2 47.07 27§ <01
. ' 5, Constant + SES + ASP + INT + ; : - T
‘ (SES x INT) . - P 63.87 30 <.0L .
‘6. Constant + SES + ASP + INT + l - - i
. (SES x INT) +.(aSP x INT) ." | 42,71 24 . >.01 .
7. Constant + SES + ASP + INT + I - .
(all two-way interactions) ! 13.34 12 >.34
s . - 1
. o )
3 r's '
3 [\' \ P | / ’
. . ,’
< . , I¢’ .
, 8 v e
%7g Y 9? » \ / -
) . L. JEE g,
S \ -
A - on « ' ‘: \ 14




Table. VI-23 . ~

. FOUB—YEAR.COLLEGE WITHDRAWAL RATES
BY SES™AND INTELLECTUAL INTEGRATION

‘£
. &

\SES . ] ' intglléctu;i Integration "
B "~ Satisfied Dissatisfied
. : : - . : : =
Low . 1 .61(.30) | < .i9(¢.11) &
+ Middle CPPL 39,26 .44(.20)
High . -, S.27¢.17) - , .54(.19)

" Note: ,l. These numbers are averages across aspiration levels.
- Ay

2. The numbers in the paréntheses are nonacademic Withdrawél rates;
subtracting. these numbers from those preceding them will yield
» the academic withdrawal rates of ‘the corresponding subgroups.

a

¢ Table VI-24 ‘ N
FOUR-YEAR COLLEGE WITHDRAWAL RATES _ )
Lol - BY ASPIRATION ANDsINTELLECTUAL INTEGRATION .
x . A4 - .

Aspiratd Intellectual Integration ’
) » __ Satisfied . $ Dissati§fied
- < College ' - .63(.46) | .53(.35)

2~Year College 7.36(.21) : .47(.07) i

> 4~Year College .09(.06) .17(.08) -0

\

Note: 1. These numbers are averages across SES groups.

2. The numberg in the parentheses are nonacademic withdrawal rates;
subtracting these numbers from those preceding them will yield
the academic withdrawal rates of the corresponding subgroups.

® ‘ > - R »
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S ’.-_ TableVIZS -

‘TESTS, OF FIT ‘FOR THE LOGISTIC MODEL FOR. THE ASSOCIATION OF
SES, ASPIRATION, (ASP), AND INTELLECTUAL INTEGRATION (INT)
WITH COLLEGE WITHDRAWAL (2-YEAR COLLEGE)

. 7
. - ® Pearsonian
. Model . N Residual '¢# . d.f.

Chi-Squares , =~ . .-,

1. Constant + SES

e =% N .

2. ’Cons(t‘:éﬁ” +, SES + ASP

2 TN L
107.54 .« | 7 39

37.69. - 1 36
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- .3. Constant + SES + ASP + INT
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_attributable to'their less edudated parerts, lesser ability an&_lower
motivation, and greater concern about finances" (Astin, 1975¢, P 35).

Family income has a relationsnip to dropping out, but that- relationship
probably will not be completely eradicated by countering economic need

with finincial aid. The factors contr1but1ng to dnopping out among low ‘
SES students, go'beyond mere monetary need to‘ ecollege.environmental )
and personality characteristics (Sewell & Shah 1967) . Such infduences X

as expectations ‘of parents, supportiveness of parents, &nd characteristics

of high school education also impinge on a student s propensity for .
"persistence in.college work (Trent & Ruyle, 1965; Hackman & Dysinger,

l970 Nelson, 1972).

-are related to SES*leyels.

One problem is to determine how these characteristics~
‘One might suspect that low.SES. students tend,c
to "have lower expectations and are less‘motivated .to complete'collége'

due to environmental faétors and precollege experiences. ‘Thus, provision -

. of adequate financial aid would not,overcome these environmental effccts,

§<iiducational aspirations, and ‘

\
finadtial aid status were employed to fit. the persistenceewithdrawal -

2/- Lo . .

data.="- The varying financial aid programs are not considered separately,

and would not necessarily bring the withdrawal raté of low SES students

“up t that cf non-low SES students.
) ,——’3To test the above assumption,
/

Instead, ‘a

A

primarily because of the small _sample size for each program.
- gross categorization--either having &t least one s0urce of~financial aid
or having no source of finfncial aid at all--was used.

parengs was. not considered as financial aid support.

Support from ) ‘

Financial aid was a significant variable in relation to withdrawaI )

behavior from the foureyear college° and, in fact, it interacted with
) SES and aspiration to bring forth differential relationships with
As shown in, Table Vi-26, not only financial aid .
status ‘but also its interactions with SES and aspination had to be

withdrawal behavior,

[ 3 " £ x : Tn
R R .- . D . & : B L A
, ;] N . . X . . V..o . .. - -
LY H o M -~ - . t. LN ’ ' !
. . EIRA . e . ! : P
N . v,

tad

retained in the model to fit the data pggperly.

his relationship can

*be seen in gable VI~27

It shows that there was a slightly greater

withdrawal~rate among non-financial~aid recipients after SES, and aspiration

”

-6.

2

fs
c. (l:j

2/ o

, = The data base was the same as that used. in the analyses of college

experience and withdrawal,

2
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were considered (37 percent Versus 33 percent) lhé‘differences in
. w1thdrawal rate between recipients ‘and nonreclpients of financial aid
(were greater at the low SES level than at the high SES level (7 versus.
’ percentage points) “after aspiration was considered and they were greater S
, at the high aspiration than the low asp,ration level (5 versus 3 percentage |

; points) after 8ES Wwas considered. This seemed to_suggest that financial

h aid may help students- of low SES and high. asp;rations to persist in a

four—vear college.

O » . * i
- A} »
. . N -

. . -

Table.Vi;ZB presents the tests of fit for tha»logistic model for. . )
. contingency datdﬁ%aassified by SES, aspiration, and financial aid for T

-

the m{:}yeai college. (the data are 1ncluded in Appendix E, Table, E-l6) B

"

aid and all interadtions could be assdmed null. This ‘méant that after :

" at two—year colleges. Financial aid recipients , ( :

3 to w1thdrawal behavi
v did not have a higher persistence rate, than nonrecipients in the two

year college.

. N . :
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; C. Summary and Discussion : . - - N\

Log+~linear model analysis was employed to examine the relationship.
. between five classgs of classification variables (i.e., predictors) and - N
college persistence—withdrawal status. These variables were: >\ ’

(l) Bio-social background (family socioeconomic status, sex, and . \;

race); ' ’ ot - Lo :ﬁ
o \

%

(2) Ability (high school grade and standardized-test scores) and ° ]

educatiaonal aspiration; ) . 0
High school curricular programs,%




~SES,. ASPIRATION (AS”) R

,EINANCIAL AID" (FAID) T

PN VLS RSt T SN g
EREEI S )

% 4 <
. .

“WITH COLLEGE WITHDRAWAL ¢(4-YEAR COLLEGE) ; “
“ a ) . * ’ r":;
. T I ¢ Pedrsonian l«/ ' .
: .. :Model _ * - Résidtal = |°  d.f. P
g . R ' ChitSdudres ,: ) ¥
: s i 4 —_ M St - - = ‘%
- : { C X ‘ R i
. l.mConstant~-+ SES + ASP _ - 12711 39 <,01 ol
. i : 5
. 2. Constant + SES4- Asp +’I-'A1D \ 74 .41 36 <.01 |
s s o ¥ oL
", 3. Constant + SES yAsp -+ FAID X, 2y -
! . (SES X ASP) 4'/‘68 ) 2% ; <.01
Z 4. Constant + SES + ASP + FAID + . @ | -
: (SES_x ASP) + (SES x FAID) 352;92 18 - <or T
Ve 5. .Constant + SES'+ ASP + FAID + RO ' ' ' :
e -(SES- x -ASP)-+-«(SES «rFAID) SRR - L
{ .(ASP x FAID) - - 19.26 12 -, >u07
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? o , Tahle\&I-27 . o e
L - 2 .
- TOTAL JITHDRAVAL RATE BY SES, ASPIRATION, AND FINANCIAL AID v
o \ (4-YEAR COLLEGE) ‘ .

4
E . s

; R Financial Aidgf =~
, ” . | No . Yes'
: éES%A " " E ’ i s; Co S
' Low . E b .41(.30) ; ETY 7

L aidle oo wagee o a0l O ‘Z
L Hghc . . & .29(.;}8) o 2528
| dspiracton/ o , L o
et reerTagEt T T . T et | 0 (i
| 2earcollege - £.35¢19) T .32(.20)

\m» > 4-Year College | :,,13<.b9) 1 0%2“6557 I
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The figures in the parentheses are nonacademic withdrawalurates,e
subtracting these figures from those preceding them will yield the
acade@ic withdrawal rates of the corresponding -subgroupss
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SES had an inverse relationship with college w1thdrawal

g

e x?
‘(4) Student perception \JB ut the quality of most faculty‘members: |
social life on*ca gé and 1ntellectual development' and o
. . V) ’ v e
(§) Financialaid. fz " oy . <

To some extent all these va 1ab1es, except sex, were related to persis- ’
A .

tence behavior from four-year ard two-ﬁEar institutions. In general,

that is, students i
from lower SES families had a higher.withdrawal rate than students’, from

higher SES families.

However when students educational. aspirations o :

e

college students were frdm middle or lower SES families..
*  year cobllege since four-year colleges are more expensive.

-r/lated to four—year college withdrawal after SES and aspiration were.

’considered, and the!relationship was stronger among .low SES and .high

were considered, SES was xelated only to withdrawal from four-yﬂar 7

collegeé? This * may be partly due to the fact that’ most of the two-year

This seemed ro .

e o e

Suggest that low SES students may be financially hampered in the four- . ' ST

In facthothe

findings relating to financial aid.supported this. Financial aid was. .

aspiring students, That is, low SES and high aspiring students with

financial agd tended to have a higher persistence rate than their counter—.

parts without financial aid % o ¢ - N
The race effect on withdrawal behavior was particularly interesting.

When race alone was considered there were no substantial differences

. 3

among blacks, Hispanics, and whites. However, when SES and sex were

held constant, "there were .race "effects" for the four-year college o

4~
students. More intexestingly, the effects, asgshown in Table VI-3

>

indicate-that whités and blacks are more likely ‘than HispanIcs to withdraw -\

.from foureyear colleges when other things are heId constant.

In general, high school grades are more strongly related to withdra%al
behav1or than rtandardized-tegt ‘scores (see Table VI—7 and Table D—3 in '
Appendix D)..

grade-point average is a bettér\gredictor for college academic performance

This is consiszent with previous findings that -high school

; ) 4
than ability. N .

For both the four-year and two—year colleges, students from college o K'
preparatorv programs had a gceater persistence rate than those from non-' - )

college-preparatory programs, even after students' SES was held constantq
. \‘ . ’ Y

)
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L3 - /-/':— ;
ggest that students who enrolled%in co i
or college than students

programs in h1gh school m1ght bé better/prepare
\

- ' i

This .seemed to s

“in other programs

.Educational piratio ,fasrmeasur=d by the respondent's indication

of the level of ed -a ion he or she woﬁld like to attain, was a strong w
predictor 0 £ witt £l draw behavior even when SES and apt1tude were -controlled. ;
This .seq ed to 1nd1cate that the more education a st&dent wanted, the

|
Jdcower. the probabllity of his/her withdrawing. +This was applicable to

P o Y

“-both the two—year and the four-year collego/students. L T

The issue of educatiohal aspiration is verv closely related to that .. _
of motivatio f college stude o persist or ‘not to ersist. If . .
stud;nts aregiit mozivated 1;;2§8;f;1 aspire to loweJ livels of education, ’l
and accordin//to'these results, Lthey will have a.higher probability of ) .
w1thdrayal”' As early as 1962 Summerskill p01n;ed out that motivation -
‘was a crucial variable in the study of the dropout process, but that .
this concept had. noc beeniwell defined operationally. Sﬂ&dy (1970)
agrees, ciﬂ!ﬁg other studies which-substantiate this perspective. ,The
issue is extxemely complex and requires,a comprehensive model which ) - ‘
includes a number of personal and social ‘variables--in particular, .
measures of need for achievement and affiliation (Spady, 1970). -This O
study, includes no explicit. medsures which would begin to tap in-depth
motivational variables._ However, the fact that high' school grade'is . . .

more predictive of college withdrawal than ability indicates the importance
~ 14

S .

. ..of m civation.- A : »J‘ . s O e s
v

o

.

The postulatedgrelationship between the degree of integration of
the student with the college environ&ent and withdrawal behavior was N
substantiated. When SES and aspiration were considered a greater .
proportion of withdrawals than .persisters vere students dissatisfied
With the; quality of the faculty and with ‘their own, intellectual growth )
and development of skills. Student satisfaction with social life was,

* however, found to, be related only to the withdrawal behavior of four-

year college students. These, findings seemed to suppor t Tinto s (1975) |

o,
comrcept that the degree of gategration into yoth soc1al and academic ";
systems of an institution 'influences" w1thdrawal behavior. However, it’ °
‘ ‘ o ) « . 4 Lo . *
. _ _ 5 931;}0 : . < C
0' L] ~ Ld ’ ./ T * =
ERR S . . . R i o
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" should be noted that the data. were collected after students had withdrawn;

thus, the responses might be biased. In addition, the scale scores were ,é

RN

. d1f1erentiation of the two withdrawal categories. g LT e

_ great number of variables may have, £o be considered .In addition to

4

capturgd many important\variablas in the process of«withdrawing from
"~

variables. LN

derived from a single item. A better scale'than the one used in the o
study would be required for making a strong interence. ‘

<‘ The differentiation of academic withdrawals from nonacademic with- -,’f

drawals was not particularly revealing, only two of ¢he selected variables A
clearly showed relationships with these two response catenories. These - 4?
variables were high school grades and intellectual integration. This _ ,“llhs;l?ef

“finding was somewhat expected because these ‘variables were achievement- o- i

~ .

saturated variables, and college achievement was the criterion for the

H

Referring to the conceptualization of the withdrawal process, as

1
depicted in Figure VI-1, the data seemed to support that the model has
college. The data have shown that, in.order to describe the procegs, a

those variables examined in this chapter many additional variables as
presented in Appendix C drelof potential interest. However; the degree

of predictability of collegz withdrawal is unlikely to be large,even if ,

a great number of predictors are used. As shown in Appendix D, the

total variance of withdrawal behavior (i.e., ﬂz) that-can be .accounced .
forgby a,set of the 11 most_important‘yariables'is about 13 percent for

both four— ana two-year college totalywithdrawals. This means that,

about 87 percent of the withdrawal behavior is related to other unknown

variables. - T e o
The, Tog-linear model analysis has not revedled many significant - . ‘v

ihteraction effects of. classif}cation varidbles on wi thdrawal behavior..
In general, college ‘withdrawal is' a‘simple function of the main effects
of multiple variables¢7 This finding certainly helps to simplify the

-~
conceptualization of the withdrawal process. That is, withdrawal behavior

a

can be viewed as a result of cumulative effects of many individual

A

.
” P




= VII. A DEé?Eé?TlOﬁ“OF WHAT HAPPENS TO WlféﬁkAWALS . .o

Assisting young people outside of school is as important an element o

:,; of public policy as helping them ‘to stay in scheol. It 1is thus critical) ] ‘
- *to follow-up those who withdraw from schools in order to f£ind, out what

they are doing and what they plan to do in the near future._ It would Y %

also be interesting to examine whether thexe are ‘any changes in attitudinal i

,TOWW;“characteristics 4such as life goals, career choices, and other personality

; attributes, as a result of withdrawal The analyses described in .this ~
' chapter are‘addressed to- these issues. ) *
- .
A. Further Education ', ‘ T _ ' ..

" Common questions concerning withdrawals are: Will they re-enter
LY .

college? ;What are the perceived barriers to re-entrance? , -
- \“ The answer to the first question is that a significant proportion .
] of withdrawals will eventually re-entér college and complete their
_education‘(Eckland, 1964a) . The NLS data provide additional evidence, to
!, support this. Tables VII-1 and VEI-2 show percentages who have’ re-
-entered collége or who plan'to for freshman and sophonore withdrawals
- respectively, and Table VII-3 gives'the reasons why the continuing
* dropouts do mot plan to re-enter postsecondary education. As shown in . S
R Table VII- l,,of those who withdrew from four-year colleges at the end of
B lvtheir fréshman year, about one-ggurth did return “to college a year
later. Wi Hdrawals from two-year colleges were less likely than those,
from four-zear colleges to re-enter college witliin two years, particularly
nonacademic withdrawals (p<. Ol) It'is also shown in Table Vii~1l that
about one-fifth of Four-year college withdrawals who had not re~entered
college within two years were planning to do so in the following year.
: In summary, a substantial proportion of college withdrawals either re-

- : ~
entered;school or planned to do so. -

LY
o
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N ~ , Table VII-l R sl
o PERCENTAGES 'OF FRESHMEN WITHDRAWALS RE- S
i <« PLANNING TO RE-ENTER COLLEGES . . ¢
: = - : = = : — T C
. ' ; Re-Ertered | Planning to.-- | :
Withdrawal Category Cdllege Re-Enter College LN
L /m 19741/ . in.19752/. .-
Four-Year College~Wi}:hdrawals i // . o < -
! N R Cae
* Academic . b 23, 16." " 23.57
s T =263 - (N=200) « ' o
-Noracademic o : 32.63% " - 20.38 . oo J
| S , (N=700) . (N=488) ;
i Two-Year gqllege Withdrawals . ' ; . . dl
‘Academic . " . : 17.89 . L 12.42FF ¢ ]

. ¢ (N=169) (N=143) :
» ' Nonacademig - | 18. 24+ '19.81 :
) . ) ' (N=693) . (N=5%62) o

t Academic withdrawals significant:ly differed fi‘cm nonacademic wig:h— -7

drawals (]z]|>2.33). ~ ,
1 Four-year college academic wit:hd"awals si nificant:ly differed From °o . ' N

)t:wo-year college academic wit:hd'rawals ( ZT>2 33).- - - : .
, tt+ Four-year college nonacademic wit:hdrawals bignificant:ly differed
. from two-year co],lege nonacademic wit:hdrawals (|-Z|>2 33).
-1‘-/ Percent: who wit:hdrew for one year and then re~entered college. .
2/ Percent: who cont:inued withdrawal st:at:us for a second year but who

* planned to re-entet the next year. . . ! ' o,
3/ N's are bases for the percentages. N e

3 < ; 4‘/ i

A L
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asked to indicate one or mfre reasons. , The tabulations are summarized

w1thnrawals'to report financial reaspns. "Had no time

/
leaying school. Are they employed? 1f so, are they working part-time

~ . B . L
. sy .
. The proportlon 2¥ sophomore w1thdrawals (i.e., students who withdrew K

during or at the end of the;r sophomore year) for various withdrawal ;

-

groups who planned to re-enter college a year later are presented in

'Table VIiI-2. Agaln,_she daea showed that a large proportlon of w1thdrawals .

' planned to cont1nue cafleg e, part1cularly those who withdrew from four-

year academic 1nSt1tutlons. ’ . -, . ) b ' .
¢ . o LY .

‘ /s ' '
L ' ' ’ e

* . . ! ‘;
Wlthdrawals whp feponted that they would. not return for study were :

.
N i

3

in Table VII-3 for'variou withdrawal groups. It can be seen that ) )

could‘not afford it" was the most fréquently 1ndicated~reason “for all

.
"

wlthdﬁawal gfqups excépt rreshmen 'academic, withdrawals from two-year

colleges. Nonacademlc w1thdrawals tended to be more likely than academic

" was another ‘

freguently 1ndicated reason fot not returning for study by botﬁ academlc
and noqacademic wdthdrawals.» A substantially greater proportion of E f
drawals than nonacademlc withdrawals indlcated that they

Sh g patis x

did not plan to

enter-because they\were not qualified however, the
proportion of academic withdrawals glving this as a reason which ranged

froﬁ about 15-to 25 percent, was still much lower than would be expected L
from* students who had academic pfoblems. In” general “the reported :
réasons for not re— entering college'werE“simllar for both academic and

~_
nonacademic,withdrawals, they would fiot return, pr1mar11. because of lack
'

“of motiey, time, and/or,anterest. ' .
B . \- N N ™~ » ’ -
. . « /o3 . A Toae 4 . -~ -
B. ~ Employment Status . ) , . C . ;
. . ‘ P . - .
. Another concern about withdrawals is their employment status after )

or full—time? Are they satlsfied with ‘their we:k° Tables ViI-4 and ° : ’

VII-5- present -data addregsed to these.guestions, ' . .
: / -, . ' .

" " . ]

1 A - N 12 - S . . -
- 2. ‘ o .



R
‘“;*

Table VII 2 -~

PERCEVTAGLS OF.SOPHOMORE WITHDRAWALS WHO PLANNED TO

CONTINUE COLLEGE

'

A YEAR LATER

.Witﬁdrawal Category

Py

-

R ) N
" Plan iing to’ \& Sample
Continue ‘College N

Four-Year Coliege Withdrawals .

P

. -
Acadenic’ ! ’ " 54,94 924,
. ) » o ‘ . - ,:."_-,i'
Nonacademié . b *. 52,04 i 563 -
. . ’ E / .
Two-Year College Withdrawals: _ '
. . & . C % .
. Academic - 80.20 R - 455 .
. Y . * ) '- - - ,. )
Nonacademic 37.14 7 360 \.\
S ) 5 . ozt ’:é}i 2\
. : 7 = ) TR \ﬁ“§§%
TNo-year college withdrawale had-a signlficantlyelower percentage t:han

four-year college withdrawals €|2(>2

~“~

33,-0rx p< 01).




Colleges too far

»

Had no timej;

Could not ‘g'e,} released
from theirx jobs

, 6. They were gqc~intergsted

22.39

19.48

6.31

S
22.91

13.73

13.77

% g e - . 4

3 i
3.91 3:88 6.51

19.41 29349

- -

16.03 | 29.7
S

10.16 |-

&

7.20 16.42

40.16  11.82 "17.25

5.23.

8.59
'18.83

AN

1 12,36

22.67

5.27-

fr P -
. ot : Table: VII—3 \ o e . 5 .
- ) ) / -
PERCELTAGE DiSTRIBUTION 0"CONTIhUI b WITﬁﬁRAWALS
OVhR SELF-REPORTED REASONS FOR NOi RE UR ING TO COLLEGE
) LTy S =4 \ T "
- Four—Year Collfge' .;({ A . Two-Year Coliﬁgeo S B
Reasons. . N Freshman\ L“ Sophomé;e -} Frgshman Sophomore (
"' '_"F“/“ NA 1. 4 NA. - e NA -
j . . L. \/4 —~ ) L« . .' ::k*: ..' Y : N ,
Could ndt afferd it ~ 3664, 34.94 <] 20.55 35.74% | 26.22 ~§2,—93
N ] * R j T e i - | » s o ® { 4
. Had 1ow grade and -~ H O . ' o
were not qualified lZAOZ ) 6.58 | 14.359 7.62 : 25.37 7.27

-

Sample:N .

139

o 316 .«

78 423 383

— = - : v
LA = Academic Wit:hdrawal %
= Nonacademic Withdrawal » o . B
e
‘© NA significantly differed from A at- the .01 level (a two—tailed cpgt) < i
2 . ' . .
o . 111 S S -
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. employed. )

- withdrawals).

Tahleﬁkll 4 presehts the enployment‘status or yarious colle°e
withdrawal groups//n October 1974 (about two’ years.after high schdol
graduation). The .data ‘show ‘that the majority' of the withdrawals were
‘The lage entrant withdrawals (i e., students. who eNtered
\college in the fall of 1973 and withdrel by Octobef{l974) frdm fouz«year
colleges had the lowest employment rate——72>petcent for nonacademic .

withdrawals The employmen rate for those who had withdrawn from two-

The

_rate for the four-year dropouts had more Vatggﬁsn (71 to 84 percent)-
actoss the subgroups. e T T

LREY

Jyear colleges ranged from 79 to 83 percent across_all categories

Table VII—4 also presents the percentage of withdrawals (both
About 6 percent of the high
school class of 1972 were looking for work at- this timey most of the .

'employed and unemployed) looking for work,

) withdrawal groups had:a higher percentage looking for work than thi s,

: particularly the late entrant academic w1thdrawals from four-year

colleges, of whom about 28 percent were looking for work In all other

categories, less than 11 percent reported .that they were looking for

’

. N -
work. . K . . - |

~

/ .
Of those who were- employed in October 1974, the majority were  °

‘ working'full-time, ‘the percent working part-time varied frqm about 4 gg

17 percent across the withdrawal' groups (see Table VII-S) Vonacademic

" withdrawals from the four-year colleges tended to haye a higher. ‘percentage

working part-time (about 5 percent higher .on the average) than academic

withdrawals. Amongithe four withd*awal groups from two~year~coll% es,
sophomore academic withdrawals had _the highest*percentage—working~part—_

tim (16 percent as contrasted with 5 percent of fréshman academic

. 7

q

.....

varying aspects of their Job» As shown. in Table.VII 6, a significant

- percentage of withdrawals from the various withdrawal groups expressed

L N . 5 , —
« 0

A




| Tdble Vized L "
- PERCENTAGE OF WITHDRAWALS. EMPLOYED AND- . o
PERGENTAGE; OF WITHDRAWALS LOOKING FOR(WORK IN OCTOBER 1974 -

s 7 1 . 4 T §
™ Percentagg . g - §

5 AT Ehd v g o -1 {"".I Looking For’ Work | ‘Sample:~ =
withdrawal Category . Empl_o yed: | (Both Enployed - g il ~5
T - . e \ ~_*1_and.-Unémployed)= / L -

" yFour~Year -College Withdrdwals | T . AR o 17 §

Freshmen Withdrawals v, Soe N

3 @mc o | ko " 7,59 1" U200 e

, Nonacademic =~ - ’ .. . 75.66° : m4 488 - - g’lf

: wﬂsjphomore Withdrawals T l . 1. ' . 3 <’._ v -

| Academic o 85781 | 985 T ;’;. C 92 ) ‘
Nonacademic s, N N = i 5.94 - 563 o (

\ . ./ Late~Entrant Withdrawals ° -, .‘ o ‘ N «‘TPL.” o g N
P Academic ; . 70.74 | . 28.13 R T 5 R
Y. Nonacademic - 7| 7189 SR D 97 otz T

, Two-Yea}' College Withdgawakls o T L IR NE . N R ’
; : Freshnieh Withdrawals : g / "\:f' T ) A ) A
Dol M’:A,cademic e S 5 : I . 8,54 . 7| 143
' Nonacademic o ook 80.],;1, 10.67 " rl 562 A .ﬁ“

Sophomore Withdrawals B L ' N R
Acadentc / : . - 78,66 Ceer | s T

Nonacadenid ‘ ! 81380 <} - 8.98 T R
Lateegnffant Withdrawals . , ‘ e L~ “‘

Academic - i, .. | 80.52 " 10.27 A S U S
Nonacademic - ' - 79.85 . | F g.28- [ 187 T

~ T
, . - em—

}-/ The total population of the high school class of 1972 loqlsing "forl wpr}d
. was -about 6.18 percent. '

i

mo°
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o Table VII-S
PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYLD WITHDRAWALS )
" WORKING EAﬁT-TIME OR FULL—TI\dE IN OCTOBER 1974

»

-~

‘Withdrawal Catégory S Employment Status ..

Part-'rime B Full-'rime
3Fs \r,.-Year (,ollege Withdrawals ’

Freshmen Withdrawals
‘Academic

~

Nohacademic
Sophomore Withdrawals
' Acadenic
*Nonacademic

Late-hntrant Witndrawals

<

s Academic

7w

Nonacademic

P

.

Two-Year College Withdrawals

RCTrEvens

: ~Ereshmeh ,Withdrawals
~ Académic S

Nonacademic .

i Sophomore Withdrawals

-

-

{oci e

.o
’
Y

A@ademic .

&

-

Noriacademic K S
Late-_lj.ntrant Withdrawals

Academic
Nonacademic

N




, ) dissatisfaction with varying dspects of their jobs. They .were particularlv
- dissatisfied with the opportunities for. prqmotion, advancement, and use
' of past training and. education. Comparisons between those who withdrew ‘fi..,'§

N

;wn 3 and those who completed programs from two-year collegés only suggests : ,;'ﬁ
?’ (no differences were: significant -at. the .01 level) that. those who completed . f;

C programs tended to be less dissatisfied with most aspects of ‘their jobs ] Té
§" than .those who withdrew: for various- reasons. In particular, those ;5i$?§%§

i ;g* individuals who. completed a two—year degree: were. less dissatisfied with
- opportunities for promotion and advancement in. their line of work and

: s their ‘ise. of past training. When™ data are available, the. comparison ; x&j
! ol

s

between ‘those: who- completed a four—year degree and those who withdrew ) . f@
] from four-year colleges may further enhance ‘the understanding of the job :
Pt satisfaction of withdrawals. It should be- noted. that, although the g,: » w

" percentages expressing dissatisfaction appear rather large (30 £o 40:

. percent in some cases), there. is a much greater prqportion of employed

N

oL withdrawals who, on the whole, .express: no dissatisfaction with most’ . ;';

o

aspects of their jobs, There. were no suostantial differences in percentages

3' reporting job satisfaction among the withdrawal categories, although . o
. therE}Gas a consistent tehdency for nonacademic four-year college \) - 0 V!

withdrawals to be more dissﬁtisfied than two-year nonacademic withdrawals. '97

, . Even though the differences were small, the four-year college‘withdrawals :
i expressed mofe dissatisfaction for all.ll items. R o ‘ o 'E
Y i R s
e # B S : S RN T
L c. Psychological Development ) e L
< ." 1:

In addition to educational and occupational development, another-
concern about withdrawinglfrom college s, whether the process of with- . ,?
i drawing'has any significant impactnon psycholog(:al development. “For. "’ o
* . some withdrawals, the process of leaving aollege without completion ‘may ’
o be a frustraLing experience, particula;ly if it is not voluntary. Such
. frustration could lead a person’to certain behaviors, which would remove . - T

the frustrating block or overcome consequent inferiority feelings (see

& .. . S \ . SR
- N . ',\




Table VII-G

T Phk(.hNiA(;h OF EMPLOYLD WITHDRAWALS EXPRLSSING DISSATISI"A(.’TION WITH VARYING ASPECTS -QF THEIR JOB

e e — 1 - - — ,; ;4 . _ _ _ - _ ~ .:.— . . e e ’ :si:‘ D o — —
- . - . . ] 4-Year ColleL _° 2—Year Colle & -, -
S o O _ - -0 Receiving
o ‘ . ¢ 4 n Withdrawal L kﬂithdrawal 2-Year
:* ’ . . e I Academic Nonacademic Academic Nonacademic Degree « -
. 1. Pay and fringe benefits YRS 25.82 | . 23.44 30.46 23.66 , |
: . : . .. . ' . . P .. . D .
; ~* ... ¢ lIwportance and :.chiallenge . - 35.36 30' 27 26.31 | 22,94 93.54 4
;.. 3.-Working conditions o 22.60: 2, 20 9% 23.01 © .19.17 14.11
voooe o I8 ” * .
: ‘4. Opportunity for promotion and : - Yoo '\ .
: . adyancement with- this employer 5 34.1) '35.77 38.37 .. 34.94 33.84
5 T 5. Opportunity ‘for promotion and.*- - d . ' B 4
° .« . .-. “advaricement in this line 6f work 36.55 T 34,04 - 33.53 ° 33.36 - 26.10
R = b.. Upportunity to. use past training _ , ~ T o o A
h i and educat.ion . : i 44.64 38.65 . 385127, 34.07 25.95.
A - 7. Security and permanence : - 23.-20;,// 2. 37 22.76 19.50 ° , 17.29 .
5. Supervisor(s) 2399 18.36 13.82% 17.68 . 7|  15.24
. 9. Upportunity for developing new. ,ski’l{ . 31.45 30.77 27._18 < 28.05 o 22.84
.. " =10."dob as a whole - . . 23.03, ©19.40 - 14.33 - . 16.75 _ 13.65
1l. The pride arfd respect .I receive from - c ) ) “ z
. *” my fTapily and friends by being in this . ‘ . .
IS line of work 19.01, 17.76 ~ 8.85 . 9.82° 12,05
. Y N
- < ’ . ; “ ’ s A !
Saﬁiple N 109. 403 T
h. Y - .
e ' i1/
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;L . Dollard .Doob"ﬁiller, Mower & Sears,.l939) Furche*more, involuntary
. wﬁthdrawing may ®be considered: a defeat by the acadamic system Or a
personal railure both of which may 1nlluénce the person's Social inter-
action and\self-concept (see McDav1d & Harari, 1968, pp. 220—233)

. - indiv1dual s psychological development. Se’f—esteengmay increase, for
example, as a result cf obtaining 3'322 or it may decfease because of*
thg\stigma of failing to persist slocus of contéLl might shift™ toward
the externality pole’ of the dimension, or life goals which requice a

.

college degree may be changed to- goals which do not reqtire a degree,

thereby removing frustration. - ) ¢ "f"'

* LI
Four-itep Scale$ of both self-esteem and locus o control vere used

.

"in the NLS study, as. well as measures of work, copmunity, ann family

definitions, with group. means and standard deviations at three points in

expressed as a proportion ©of the pooled estimate (frdm the measures at

three’ points in time) of the corresponding standard deviation.are sum-
&
matized in Table Vii-7. On the locus of control scale, the nonacademic

withdrawals from four-year colleges appeareu to have moved more towards.

e AT

externality. than either the -academic .or persister groups, none of: the
observedgdifferences, however, were significant at ‘the .01l level (i.e.,
|Z|>2.33). The" observed difference between groupc in the change of |
self-esteem was also negligible. Only*the nonacademic withdraw?ls from

four-year colleges appeared to have a slightly greater increase in

’

self-esteem than persisters (p<.01). There was little evidence.to
Joes - -indicate-that -the gollege withdrawal groups had d greater decline or
increase than ‘the persister groups in, the measures of. self-esteem and®
locus of control. N
i
Life goals were measured by thoeé scales: work, community;'and
_family orientations. These scales were based upon the individuals

A
A}

. : * 105 - I

'd

. gﬁis thus possible that withﬁrawing from college may have an impact on the'

life goals, each +of the latter being measured by three items. The-scale ~ -

time, are—presented in Appendix F. ' The medn changes of the self-esteem ’

;y and lociis of control measures“in 1973,.and 1974 from the measures in 1972
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(- = : Table VII-7 . / 4 :
N " CHANGES 'IN SELF-ESTEEM: AND. LOCUS OF GONTROL - - ?
A iﬂf : : FOR cowmumc wmeRAwAL GROU®

. ] & | . ) g
oo ol el M ‘éiiféf%ear-,;. sampie

R Mean JDeviathnﬂ 1973 \ 1974 : ) ;

. . SELF-ESTEE : Ao ' X

- Fe;r-Yee; College g ) ) } IR ‘% ) “g

Pefsisters’ Po4.02 .65y +.32 A\ 442 2480

Acaflemic Withdrawal 3,90 65 | +.22 ) +:Ié{% i3 143

. ‘Nonacademic Withdrawal 3.98 .68 +.47 +.65 L1 -359
‘. Two~Year- College . N ] )
", o Completion '~ 3.94. L?J§O-‘ . é%S? "1 .65 “ éQL
e ASEAGTAG, Withdggual 3T e 4l *.j\.s;é”:___'. 103

A&~ %5 ..Nonacademic*Witﬁﬁiawal 3{9& 65 - f.48‘ 4j§2-' I f33 -

P " zocus OF‘CONTROLzl . Ty -»\‘\ ¢j”. £

; . Four-Year College K : : K ’ ~'k ?

o Persisters | b0 L7 el -1, 2479-

LN Academic Withdrawal 1 3.74 . .74 +.11 j.14 \ .lfgf

2 : Nonacademic Withdrawal " | , 3.88 ‘| 1.11 -.16 =25 % 358
) Two-Year College v .31 T_~ ) \&' ’
) " Completion’ 3 3091 .80 o H08 é -.14 \\ 262

[~ © Academic Withdrawal 372 .78 =04 |1'-15 Y~ 103

Nonacademic Withdrawal +| 3.73 96 -09. [* =05 | 1135 -
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ratings on a €hree~point scale of life goal items. The scale is further

-
Y

d1scussed in Appendir Fe Table VIiI-8 summarizes the chdnges in terms of / §é§%
the unit of common standard deviation (1.e., pooled standard dev1ation
‘over measures at three points in time) In general withdrawal groups

o~ did mot exhibit'significantly greater changes in life goals than the -

,comparison groups. Only the four-=year college nonacademic withdrawals

decreased more in work orientation than either pquisters or cademic
withdrawals (|z]>2. 33, ot p<.01). Also, the four—year college academic'

) withdrawals increased their scores on family life goals more than persisters

or nonacademic w1thcrawals. However, the mean ratings for these groups

’ -

in 1974 were not different, suggesting that .the withdrawal groups aught

- up" with "the persister group in emphasis on “family goals over the two-' .5,
yedr peilod (see Appendix F). - . X ‘ T ©
- it is.thud concluded that, while individuals in general change -

self-esteem, locus of control, and life goals over the years, the college

i withdrawals did not show any deviation from the college persisters in
: ‘ ‘o

'the general trends for these variables. Withdrawing from college, ‘ it

either for academic or for nonacademic reasons, did not have signifi-

o cant impact én psychological.development or life goals as’ measured dn ‘i
% . this.studyt “ . - ‘ } .

; D.e Discussion - ] ’ - - R
T It has been shown that a substantial proportion of withdrawals _may - .

[} R

. eventually re-enter college or plan to, re~einter college in the near P

" future. To determine the actual proportion of individdals who enter

college at some point in.time and then withdraw without completion will
. require further-analyses after these individuals have been tracked for .
y several more years. When the NLS completes its third rourth and fifth ~
v <

follow-up surveys, a more complete data set may be available for ,the

investigation of the- re-entry process. At the present time, the study*
suggests that,,to a large extent, withdrawals will return té college at

_some later .time.

~ -
.
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‘ " CHANGES IN LIFE GOALS FOR COTINUING WITHIRAWAL GROUPS ) \
el el P Y
. - ] Mean |Deviation| 1973 | 1974 L :
j WORK 7 . * ‘ - - .
Four:"-Yearrgollege ] ' . . ’ “ -
Persisters . | 2.48 .51 -.25 -35 "l o478 iy
Acadenic Withdraval 2:50 4700 -6 | -3 | fust G
Nonacademic'Withdrav{al 2.50 .63 T =.48 - =39 N 36]: ) T
m::-Ygar College. - . ] T . “_ J
" . Completion 2.51 |8 | =21 oo -ug2 241
Académic Withdrawal 2.58 . 47 -7 | -3 . 104,
Nonacademic Withdrawal | 2.5 567 | -3 | b —}-u32
. ComMNITY . * . ST
Four-YéarfCollége . ™ . i 3
| Persisteis g - T 2.0 -5 =33 2040, 2477
Academic. Withdrawal 2.06 4. a9 -.22 -337 ¢ 2143
N;mac'ade;mjz'c Withdraval 2.17 | .6 |- -50 | ¢ 360
Two-Year Col‘l’ege - . o . % NI
Completisn . 2.08 w2 | - |0 T2l
* Academic Withdrawal 2.11 se 1 s | -us7 104
. Nonacademic Withdrawal 211 | .57 T B VA ~ 435"
FAMILY w ]
. : EN . . /
Four~Year College . , . . .
Persisters =~ . 2.28 wa w07 | wes | 277,
Academic Withdrawal 3.13 239 | . .41 +.36 4| T 143
Nonacademic Withdrawal 2,22 s e 416 . +.16 360
Two-Yea?.Collgge B T -
Completion 2.35 .39 © .00 +.08 242
Academic- Withdraval 2.22 44 416 | +.16 104
" Nonacademiic Withdraval 2.29 | 46 " +.67 ERER 432

Mean change 1s expressed in terms of units of the

based on the three corresponding measures. .
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A 51gniflcant portion of the continuing withdrawals may be prevented
from return1ng ‘because of financial difficulties (aee Table Vii-3). VLS‘
data showed that more per51sters than withdrawals reported naving financlal

ald. Jore—nonacademiﬂ w1thdrawals than academic withdrawals repgrted

L)

finanical reasons d4s a barr1er to re-entering college. Both groups, and
—especlallygthe acadefridc withdrawal group, might be using financial * «

reasons as a rationalization for not re-entering college. ©, - '
"It has also been shown that most of the withdrawals are employed in

full-time p051tions. A sllghtly higher proportlon of them are looking

for work than are the total sample members. Of those emplo&ed; the

wizhdrawals from two-year schools were almost as satisfied witi their

jobs as those.whc nag completed the two-year degree. .Thls suggests that

withdrawals may hot be mucﬁ different from others in rejard to the level.
of job satisfactiom. T . )

As far as psychological change is concerned, the data do not -
suggest any strong lmpact resulting from withdrawlng from college.before

— " completion.

= . . - The,Tesults seem to suggest that if an evaluation is going -to be

~
~ .

C’ . maderabout dropping out of college, a more conprehensive study designed
for,sqcn purposes is needed. A simple inférence.that dropping out is

- "bad"_nay not be appropriate. _In fact, withdrawal may have positive:

. eifects, either from the students' and/or the institutions' perspective.
Sanford (1956) writes: “ 0

- - . . . increased knowledge 5f the withdrawal phencmenon %
“might, quite congceivably, lead to the tonclusion that
the college should have more rather than fewer dropouts; :
] p-rhaps too many students were remaining in the %Pllege B
) , Kl after they reached a lével of maturity such that further
: . - growth could only be stimulated elsewherejwor perhaps
' . the admission of more students of the type who tended ta -
drop out would be a means for changing the cdollege in -
some desired way. </* .

Also, for the individual, withdrawal may be an adequate and satisfactory
solution to his/her pxoblems-~whether academic, psychologlcal, or social.’
In a more theoretlcal vein, Rootman (1972) cousidered that’ voluncary

withdrawal, viewed as deviant behavior, may serve functional consequences,

' H
.
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tonmaintain optimum perrormance,,to provide a contrast to give the
reward structure meaning, afid to malntaln the bo|ndar1es of the group.

» From his perspective, voluntary withdrawal is solutlon to Tonflicts in

a

person-role»fit .and interoersonal fit.

- e

A major study of male shigh ~

AN

s¢hool dropouts (Bachman, et alf7'197l?‘éoﬁéﬁ‘tn-51milar conclusions,
’they found little evidence that dropping out was "bad" for the 1ndividua1

It was instead Ya symptom, rather than a cause of new troubles or a cure

’n
for old'ones (p~183). " BN ,
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VIIT. CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS . . )
. o \ .

"

.The National Longitudinal Study of the Highéschool Class of 1972  *
has provided a data base for an examination of students' college-going
status over a period. of two and one-half years since high school gradua-
tion. The longitudinal nature of the data, and the involvement of about
10, 000 sample students initially enrolled in about 1,800 divetse institu-
\‘ tions of higher education, allow this study to address many unanawered
questions regarding college withdrawals. In adddtion, a refined définition
of withdrawals and a careful conceptualization o% the:withdrawal process >
also help to maké this study an improvement ovet many previpus.studies.

Withdrawals were first classified into academic and’ nonacademic )
categories and’ separated by institutional type (i.e., four-year versus

two-yedr and public versus private) Wherever necessary, the withdrawals

,
' .
e

v

-
o~ 4,

were also defined by the year of withdrawal (i.e., withdrawing during 2}

) withdrawala can. be further classified into temporary (i.e., stopouts) or .
continuous on the basis of a two-year span. These refined c1assifications

of college withdfdwals have provided a soﬁnd basis for estimating :the

V\V\ ©

- The various withdrawal- groups have been shown by the analyses to be L
quite different with respect to their backgrounds and reasons for- with-'
drawal; to understand and help withdrawals, one must adopt.a variety of

" approaches. For example, the data Have shown that a greater proportion
of academic withdrawals thar nonacademic withdrawals were unsure about
what they wanted.to.do (see Table V-2) and-thus have a_greater need for

s"* career counseling services. - 0T : . a2 -

Many previous findings were not supported Ry this study. In par- |
ticular, the overall withdrawal rate séemed to be lower ‘than what Summer-

. skill (1962) and Ast.in (1975) documented (see Chapter IV, Section C)

rates between men and women students. Minority group members also did

not have a'greater withdrawal rate than whites. It fact, when SES or

- . .
~ . - -
’ - . - .
. [ i
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at the end of the freshman or the so homore year). In addiﬂion freshman  -.»

extent of college withdrawals and understanding the withdrgwal process. . ~

The data also failed to reveal any substantial differences ‘in withdrawal ‘N

sanming | o m T
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other variables were controlled white students tended :£o have a*higher

withdrawal rate than Hispanic students. This is a particuIarly positive
_finding in respect to the equality of educational opportunity regarding

" sex and race differences. . - . “

) hlthdrawal is a cbmplex long1tudinal proqess. Many'purreh}‘with«"

drawals may eventually return for study, while many:more s%ﬁdents'may

w1thdraw before completion., A complete pictyire of the subgroup differences-- ;

and the effects of withdrawal--will :equire more longitudinal data. <

covering a period much longer than»avaflable to this study. The ‘future

NLS follow-up survéys will certainly ‘be valuable in this reépect. e e
Family background as ‘measured by socioeconomic index (SES) was-an .

important variable associated Wlth college withdrawals, particularly

withdrawals 5rom four-year colleges, that is;. relatively ‘more low SES. ~

'students tHan high SES students withdraw before completing anneducational

program. This association held for four-year .college students‘even

after ability measutes were controlled (see Appendix D, Table,D-3). a

: These SES differences are consisfent with preVious findings (Tinto,;

;1975 Sewell & Shah, 1967). . o - .

'hile SE} predicts\(ithdrawals, it provides no indications for v
possible intervention strategies, except that” perhaps the lower and . ‘

°

'middle SES groups should be studied more * closely in developing intervention E
”ﬂpolicies sthan the higher SES group As Sumnierskill (1962) suggests, the .
important questibn is to identify the subcultural-patterns and specific ..,
‘background characteristics“that are. both manipulable and related to the

: w1thdzawal-persistence patterns. It is of interest to examine why, for

. .examgle, the lower SES group members had lower educational aspirations .
_which, in turn, influenced their academic performance and thus affected .
access to college and educational persistence. ' ., ' g
. Concerning intervention, financial aid programs seemed to be _
helpful to many studentssi Financial difficulty was- reported as-a major
reason for withdrawal (see Chaptgr V) . The analyses presented in
Chapter vt suggested’ that ‘financial aid helped to increase the college

persistence of low”SES studehts: and~high aspiration students infour- °*

year colleges. Assuming that student reports point to the true iddication

3n
”
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. "_ of the magnitude of financial difficulties, an appropriate target for

on’ the basis of analysis of this survey data.‘

.
Y

- institutional financial ‘aid might be;highly aspiring but flnancially

‘ 1y

needy students. o~ : ‘t' o S . ST sy
The impact of financial aid, however, cannot be adequately estimated
The next step would be to
follow~up these findings wi;h‘better controlled studies. For example,
one may identify a group of 300 freshmen in similar institutions, who-
have similar backgrounds and’ financial problems and ‘then randomly render
special\grants to half of them. The - measures of persistence an"perhaps
college grade-point average of those financial-aid recipients and control
individuals in, the. following years may then be used to assess the effec— ) -

tiveness of financial aid. The selection of already-enrolled students_

ke

may help ‘the study~to include primarily college-aspired individuals and 'ﬁg
to- separate the problem of college access from college persistence. The . E
results of this kind of study will he more accuraté in assessing the

impact -of financial aid than thos\\\f survey studies using statistical

N

control for. extranequs»variables. ~ N )
Withdrawal may be largely a motivational.problem. 'The data have ' ‘. i
indicated that students of low educational aspiration ‘were much more . . f
iikely to withdraw than those of high aspiration (see hapter VI) The 'é
data also indicated that a great proportion of withdragals ‘were’ due toa T

w

“lack of clear plams (i e., unsure ‘what they wanted to do) and an inability
to relate the value of: college education to what is, seen as the real

world (see Chapter V). These findings define a need for student counseling.’
If students\don t know what they w=nt to do, if they don' 't 'gee the

relevancy of their ‘school work or if they don't even aspire to complete .

college, then somewhere along the line they have been inappropriately

. or counseled into college. Ccnsequently —their motivation for . \ ’~’é
studying or.persdsting is iow, and dropping out is very r 1iKeélyw-. Counseling :
needs to begin in high school. Students need to be helped to discover-.

their aspirations needs, and skills, and ‘explore various alternatives.

-
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Future- alternatives should ot be closed‘out to them because of inapgro-

priate or absence:of counseling. Perhaps some individuals need a*couple %
of years at work to develop responsibility and direction regarding L e
. . \;
// . 113 ¢ .
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educational and vocational plans. For' some college students, stopplng o

* ' out may be necessary in order to clarify changes in direction for the
. 'student. Qur society should facilitate these nontraditional approaches
to educational and career develogment. ) / B ..“é.‘
College experience seemed to be an important factor in the withdrawal

.process after controlling “for student background characteristics*. )
, Relatively more w{thdrawals than persisters reported dissatisfaction. :
i with the quality of the faculty and their intellectual development. 7‘“. é.;;;

This could to some,extent reflect the incongruency betw%en the student s
1

provide what the §

Y

xpectation and the actual college environment. When colleges fail to v
Fudent needs, it ‘is conceivable that the.student may . ;f
express- dissatisf ction and seek withdrawal as. a means to .cope with this

.

: dissatisfaction. Enccuraglng feedback from the student body regarding '
. ? the college envir nment may help adminlstrators improve the quality of N
their inst1tutions. Student ratings of faculty members, for example,, _ :
wcould be a positive measure in identifying ‘instructional weaknesses.‘ On ’ g:::
the other hand, the incongruency may be due to the student s unrealistio: .

? expectdtions. To reduce such incongruency, high schools should provide
morxe in-depth opportunities, for cer*ain students to interact with repre-

~

sentatives from colleges and ‘the world of work .
The NLS data have also shown that, in addition to SES, aspiration,
and college eprrience, many other factors such as h;gh school program, - : 1-‘
'high school grade, ard family reSponsibility are potentially important
in the college withdrawal process. It is possible that the combined
measurements of these variables can provide a reasonable prediction of
college persistence, and thus may prbvide a basis for adopting cgrtain
recruitment procedures to admit students who are most likely to succeed. 3:
However, it would be more appropriate to use this prediction information
to-identify potential weaknesses of individuals or institutions such «-
that correctional or interventional steps can be taken. For‘example,
institutions may try to help high ability students who are now restricted ] .
in outlook and lack of aspiration for college education, or try to ! ' .‘h
assist individuals who are not adequately prepared in ‘the high school

!
B

Jbut- are highly motivated for college education.

' . . ¢ o
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- . Concerns for che occupacional and personal developmenc of‘wichdrawals e ]
. are always legicimace. However ,ghe analyses as preSenced in Chapter VII '
{ . ‘have’ noc,prov1dec subscanciaL evidence to suggesc damaging effects

L resclcing £rom wichdrawal While many wichdrawals may have to; delay or‘ . g

prolong. che1r college educecion, wirndrawing has little to do with

- " -
A g s

changes in. ‘their psychological accribuces. To many wichdrawals, particuy .

; larly chose who have 1iccle desire to remain in the program, leaving ‘
if L/ college before complecion may be posicive, and should not be viewed .as 'é
’ devianc.behavior. SR . e T T T e

%

: ) AS far as policv-making is concerned, cheorecical modeling of che
\\wichdrawal Jprocess--at leasc the cescing -and refinemenc of aamodel--is

.not very useful unless ic offers some solucions for the problem: For

¢

. example, ic is of liccle use to policy—makers bo know chac students
whose‘fachers are laborers have, higher dropouc races than chose whose
) fachers are lifecinsurance salesmen, parcicularly if such a finding is

? based on a regression analysis with a. large number of predictor variables.
o ‘Whac seems “to be needed in future. scudies is .to discover ‘those manipulaole .
;‘ . variables which affect college parsistence. Financial aid and student
‘ ‘counseling, as mencionedupreviously, are good examples of manipulable
_“variables. More knowledge about effeccive intervention techiiques

BRLEE ,designed to faciliate appropriace behaviorn-whecher it be encering,

complecing, or leaving college-~is needed. ™ . "L~
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. N T Table aml ’ T ) 3 - . _:'
: "> .  PERCENTAGE DISTRISUTION GF ‘STUDENTS IN THE“COLLEGZ-COTNG STatus | =3
‘; R R SN - 9 THREE-{EAR SPAS: 'FOUR-YEAR-COLLEGE. sTUDENTS .
3 ) R 5 AN MNP - = e s — o .!.L
L i == Csilege-Coli ;~S:a:us . Setizaced |Saaple ., ¢
S e 1973 ‘4 e T B'.g,mtfg.‘.'y Popslacion | N, oM :
* ... " ' :ou:-!ur-'/ - ‘Pcrsuun - 'Pirsii:crs " ©55.65 595971 33i9 e
A - College s Transiers ' - N N
) o , . Four-year 6,47 51636 | 398 R
. Tuo-year 0.95 890 | 65 :
T . . " ™ . Dropouts ) ' | B e
— ) L  Acadisic 1.39 1237 75 =T
I ] ~  Nonacademic R 69289 | 492 )
; ' = Transieks = Persistecs . 5.27 46950° 308"
3 ’ . oo (fouryear) | o . e o & 1. -
o ’ J - N S Four~year - Tl 10121 L2 S _"
- ) T “ 7 Iwoeyaar 0.20 usL-| 10 . :
i ‘ " Dropoucs . . N
. Acadenic .28 2688 17
) o .. Nonscadeaic ‘123 | 10973 no_. o
oo : - Tramsfars  ~ Perststérs, o 1.0 9252 |, 62 ;
: . \ (::vo-y “:_) ‘rruisfcrr o q4. . i N
) A " Fouryear 0.87° 7761 49 v .
Y ’ T © “Tuoiyear 0.7 1488 8 Y
Y. . . " Dropou ’ ’ ;
o : ‘ mz:.c — 019, | | 1658 10 L
-~ ‘ ’ t!o'nau}dnic 1 o6 fif s | a7 L
‘o s Completica 10,28 i 2s03x | 13, - ;
; <+ ‘Academic, . < Re<entry|
Dzcvouc Tour-year ) 0.34 > 74 48 48 :
. - . Tworyear 0,23 2031 N ;
: _ " Continue droppiag out| © 3.5 | 31613 200 -
- " < *# Ncascadenis < Re-encry 7
, Pzapouc ‘Fourwyeaz | B 29512 | 188 .
o | Tvomyear g 0.57 5105 30 :
} st - Contnue droppz.nsu out 8.01 71426 488 7
— ; .
Y Based upon the :on:l. nuaber of .Eou:-yco'r college attendante in 1972 (total ?
saaple N = 3974). .
¥ This comprises 29.40 percent of cae high scraol class of 1972. &
S A ' »E
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sample \l = 291d).

dasea upon the total number of cwo-year conegt attendencs {n ‘1972 (cotal

& This comprises 14.56 percent of the high school class of 1972. .
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Table A-2 . - i
. PLEENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN THE COLLEGE-GOING sr.m.s )
‘ - OVER A mu-mn SPAN: TWO-YEAR COLLEGE.STUDENTS ° ;
. : ) Couig: mg‘fs:a:‘ui . __ ;!P;:_;eﬁn;a“_l,{ Estiaced |Sample
Y. 1972 1973 < 1976 . . - Populacion | N
mo-Yn ST, Pe:sisu:s . Persisters § 16.66 . 73375 195
College . Transfers ! T By . )
.. * 1 . - Four-year . 17.40 76635 515 -
. ’ - Toowyedr 10w |7 et 30
. " . g\ * Completion Cu.el |.o52022 | 320
D:gpout&* .
. ¢ .. Adadeaic 1.46 6450. 44
. ; o Nonacadeatc 11.06 48698 1 329
“ ~ Transiers  ~ Persiscers’ " 1.09° " 4792 2,
A " (wvo-year) Transfers ! . "
- S Tour-year 0.68 3007 23
‘ Tuo-year 0.32 wo2 | 11
_Couplecion 0.3 s ;12
. .‘.Dr.op\ou;s ~ )
Academic , 0.03 120 1
. - - Nonacadeaic ' 0.86 3781 n .
- ~ Transfers -~ -Persiscers - 4.06 17868 | 115
B .(:tou:-_vu:) v i"‘“ fers R . . .
Fouz-year 4% 0.65 288 | 200
. Tvo-year 0.37 1628~ 1 10
n:opouu' . - L.'c
. Academic 0.08 . 355 2
- ’ . Nonqd&c 1.01 “?3..-. _..30,
‘e Acadeaic ~ Ra-eantry ‘ .
) Dropouc Four-year “o07 | 128 4
— " Two-year, 0.88 3885 22 )
Coatinue dropping cut 4.82 21208 143 "
+ Nonacadenic - Re-entry
" Dropout E_‘ou:-ynf 1,33 3870 43
Two-year 3.10 13655 88
~ Continue droppihg out 19.80 87431 562 )
. ’ ~ Completion ~+ Ra-entry ‘ ’ fo
Four-year .+ 0.07 288 2. ’
B Two-year 0.07 321 3
) Noncollege 0.91 3993 31
1/
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* Table A-3
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN THE COLLEGE-GOING STATUS
"OVER.A THREE-YEAR SPAN: ‘LATE ENTRANTS' TO FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES
“J ‘, - "- N .o- B - / - h » -
! rCol'lgge-Going Status _1/|'Estimated ‘|Sample
. S Percentage™ Population N
1972 1973 - 1974 . S
- Noncollege * Four-‘leary S+ Persiscers ¢ 58:78 37884 23v )
) ' [College . . Transfers ’ i N
T Y. == . Four-year 7.66 - 4935 36 .
. o 3‘ ) Two-year T .3:38 2177 " |-~ 15 . _
. Dropouts, . g * B ;
. . . Acéde‘mic 3:56 2293 2 v .
' . ! ’Nongc_:ademig 26.63 ' 17160- |° 112 - K
- 1/ Based. upon the total number of the high school class .of 1972 vwho entered-a four— “
: ) year college in October 1973 (t:ot:al sample N = 420). o . :
: 2/ This cgmprises 2423 percenc of the high school class of 1972. ‘
e $ '. 3
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. - : Table- A-4, -
- .
PERCEL\TAGI-. DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENIS IN THE COLLEGE-GOIhG STATUS |
' _OVER A THREE-YEAR SPAN: °LATE ENTRANTS T0 mo-m COLLEGES  ~ i :
- Colle&e-?o{.ng ftatus Percentag é/ g:iur;::::n S@&gle {
1972 1973 1974 i SRV ,
"o * doncollege - Two-Year-z-/ ¥, Persist:ers : . 40,07 - :_‘2?26‘2 ] 184 1
. ) tollege Transfers;“ : . v I
A -~ _Four-year- 5.64 , 4119 32 .
e — - ) - Two~yeat 5.32 3886 23 - )
j oo - Completion 8.61 T 6287 37 ;
I o . ~—Academic¢ 3.61- 2638 | 16 :
. - . o) s . .
. ’ : No;mcademzc ! 36.74 - | . 26831 187 :
' ‘. . . ) .
P y — - -
. =" Based upon the total number of the high school’class of 1972 who entered a two-
ygar college in October 1973 (total sample N'= 479).
. -2-/ This comprises 2.40 percent-of the high school class of 1972, - :
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< . ° . Table B-L , _
FERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF MALES IN THE FOUR-YEAR COLLEGE-GOING STATUS -
; _OVER A THREE-YEAR SPAN: * BY ‘RACE .

e .
‘o .

. ©

College-Going Status -

»u

~ =

Indian | Black Hispanic|Oriental|White

1972 o 1973 0 1974 ¢ T~ f
}’our;Year‘ ! > Persisce’?.:s > Persisters 63.18 | 48.39| '47.58 | 706.93 |56.71 i
College M Transfers. ’ . .

@ ‘ Four-year | 8.59 | 5.71] 8.88 | 4.8 | 5.33

L Two-year 0.00 -| 1.47| - 0.00 | 5.07 | 0.9

"~ Dropouts ' - : ‘ ‘e )

. : . Academic | 2.62 | 1.17] 3.13| 2.69 | 1246

-, : ' Nonacidemic | 6.14 |12.51| 6.04 | 4.18 | 7.51

L > Transfers - Persis:er%' 0.00 4.27 .'1.8_6 4 0.00 5.85

- o g (fc:ur-y- Transfers ) T . )
. | Four-year .| 0.60 | 0.00/ 0.00 | 0.0 | 0.51
. Two-year 0.00 [ 0.00| 1.8 | o0.00 | 0.06
i Drol;qut:s ‘ , . ' -

- . Academic | 0.00 | 1.12| . 0.00 [ 0.00 | 9.2

. s Nonacademic | 0.00 | 0.25| 0.00 | 0:00 | 1.09

&+ Transfers . -+ DPersisters 0.00 | 1.77 3.26 | 2.20 1.15
(cwo-yc.aar) : Transfers_ <~ | . R

Four-year 0.00 | 0.31] ‘0.00 | 1.94 | ¢.93

L h “Two-year ! 0.00 | 0.00f - 0.00 [ 0.00 | 0,17
’ Dropcuts S AU B
«  Academic”® | 0.00 | 0.25| o0.00 | ¢.00 | 0.17
" Nonacademic| 0.00 [. 0.22|' 1.13{ 1.65 { 0.58
T - Completion 0.00 | 0.51! .00 | 0.00 | 0.42
( g Academic + Re-entry - P . )
Dropout Four-year | 0.00 | 1.68] 7.95 |.1.55 | 1.10 .
Two-year 0.00 | 0.27|" o0.00 | 0.00 | 0.37
: . Continue 0.00 | 2.52} 1.95 | 0.00 | 4.37
dropping out -
+ Nonacademic -~ Re-entzy i
Dropout Four-year | 0.00 | 8.60| 0.77 | 311 |.3.19
t ) Two-year | 10.83 | 0.31} _0.00 | 0.00 | 0.49
" Continge .63 | 8.69| 15.60 |- 1.85 | .80.
dropping out o . L S
;-
. S~ 41 . - ‘
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Table 3-2

OVER & THREE-YZAR SPAN: 3Y RACE

“RIBUTIONS OF MALES IN THE TWO-YEAR' COLLEGE-GOING STATUS

t ¥ -
= College-Goiny Scatus i Indian| Black|HispaniclOriencalthice
1972+ , 1973 1974 i b, ]
.Two,-'Y_ea:‘ ~ Persisters = ,Persisters | 18.07 | 12.67| 31.63 " 43.63 16.95 %
Colleye ’ T:.ansie:s N ) ' Lt
Four-Year | 0.00 [N9.39 7.53; 19.42 {19.53
. Two-Year 0.00 | 0.d8 3.90; 1.36 | 0.77
Complesion 3.50 | 12.49 5.23 : 1.79 [10.00
r , ﬁ:opouc& s i
o . Academic | 10.05 | 1.72| 2,17 7.5 | 1.23
Nonacadénic| 14.79 | 19.26| 13.09 ! 9.48 |10%80
- Transfers .+ Fersisters | 0.00 | 1.48] 0.00 | 0.00 | 1.42
T (fuo-ycar) Transfers - - . e .
*  Four-year - 0.00 0.41} . O.él 0.00 0.59
. . Two-year 0.00 [ 0.55{ .00 | 2.37 { 0.03
Completion ‘0.00 | o0.00] o0:00| o0.00 | 0.18
Dropouts . "
Academic 0.00 | 0.00{ 0.00 |- 0.00 -| 0.06
Nonacademic| 8.41 | 2.02{ o0.00 | 0.00 | 0.9
- 73raosfers =+ Persisters 4,16 4.40 0.91 4,10 4.48
. (four-year) Transfers
‘Fotir~year 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.71
Two-year 0.00 | o0.00f 6.00| o0.00 | 0.21
Dropout= ?
: Acadenic .0,00 . 0.00{ 0.00{ o0.00 | 0.12
Nonacadedtc| 2.97 . 0.73 3.14 | 0.00 | 0.7
+ Acadenic ~ Re-entry
Dropout " Four-year | 0.00 | 0.00{f 0.00 | o.co | o.11
Two-year 3.59 | o0.64] o0.00! 3.23 | 1.26
Continue 16.08 | 4.59] 11.90 | 1.53 | s.41
aropping out
<+ Nonacademic <+ PRa-entry A
- Jropout Four-year | 0.00 | 1.80 1.26 | 0.00 | 1.51
Two-year 0.00 | 0.37] 2.00| 1.72 | 3i12
) Conginue 18.38 | 25.44| 16.44 | 3.8 119,30
s dropping out H
- ~+ Completion - Re-entry i . ; .
Four-year | 0.00- [ 0.001 0.00 | 0.90 - 0.08
. Two-year 0.00 | 0.00! 0.00{ 0.00 . ¢.03
Yoncollege ' | 0.00 1.1:.| 0.00 | 0.c0* 0.42 -




Table B-3

i - ~ ¢
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIQNS OF MALES IN THE COLLEGE-GOING STATUS
. *OF LATE .FOUR-YEAR.COLLEGE ENTRANTS OVER ‘A THREE-YEAR SPAN: BY RACE

¢

| . .
7 College-Coing St%aﬂtu's - Indian| Black {Hispanic|Oriental|White
1972 1973 | . 1974 TR ) I :
Noncollege - Four-Year + Persisters -[100.00 i 62.62| 73.43 | 0.00.° 3
. . College , Transfers | ‘
Four-year | 0.00 | 5.18| 0.00 |100-% 3 Y
, Two-yéar | 0.00 | 2.74| 0.00 | 0.00.| 3.1
" . ‘- | Dropouts - .
. / Academic 0.00 | 12,47| 0.00 | 0.00 |/3.15
/ #
{ Nonacademic| 0.00 | 17.00} 26.57 0.00 7 }22,80°
A ) . .
~
» , )
g
143 .
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Table B-4

F MALES IN THE COLLEGE-GOING STATUS
RANTS OVER A THREE-YEAR SPAN: BY RACE-

. 8 :
B . {
. Cdl;gggzggigg;ggatus . Indian _B}ac&!ﬁispanic Oriental
1972 1973 . 1974 - .
Noncollege ~+ Two-Year + Persisters 34,98 | 41.54  33.00 ' 0.00
- Col%ggé- Transfers ) : . ; -
NES Four-year  0.00 | 0.00- 9.61 | 0.00
: ) Two-year 0.00 | .6.81j, 0.00 | 0.00
Completion 0.00°| 0.00] 6.96 | 81.55
Dropouts g .
- Academic 0.00 | 5.89{ 0.00 | .0.00
] ’ Nonacademic |65.02 | 45.75| 50.43 | 18.45
;
e )
¢
144 ‘ °
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.Table B=5
PKRCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIOVS oF FEMALES IN THE FOUR-YEAR COLLEGE-GOIVG STAIUS

. OVER A THREE-YEAR SPAN: "BY RACE- _
d College-Going Status Indian | Black [Bispanic|Oriencall White
1972 1973 1974 :
" Four-Year / + Persisters - Persisters 34.17 | 58.12] 47.12 ]| 69.98 | 54.56
College ¢ Transfers ) .
’ For-year | 5.10.[ 4.11f 9.58 | 5.92 | '8.04.
4o-year 5.38 0,86 8.06 0.00 |.0.61
.D7Z:oucs‘ ) A1 . .
; [ Academic 0.00 | 3.00%1 1.16 | 0.00 | 1,01
: . o Nonacademic| 7.52 | 6.46i 10.97 - 10.97 | 7:86
. + Transfers . . + DPersisters 0.00 3.46. 0.00 | '5.62 5.44
- L (four-year) Tr;;Sfers . e ,
Four-year | -0.00 | '0.42] 1:18 | o0.00 | 1.66
" . . Two-year 0.00 | 0.16} 3.43 | 0.00 | 0.29°
. Dropouts ) v f
. . Academic | 0,00 | 0.42| 0.00 0.00 | 0.06
: Nonacademic| 0.00 | 1.54] 0.00 |- 0.00 | 1.60
+ Transfers + Persisters 0.00 1.28 0.00 3.72 0.67
{;. ‘e " (evo-year) Transfers _ i .
® Four-year  15.58_ | 0.57 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.89
Two-year , 0.00,| 0.307 2.07 | 0.00 | 0.08"
- Dropouts -
e ) " Academic | 10.97 | 0.24] o0.00 | 0.00 | 0.16
. . Nonacademic{ 0.00 0.35 0.69 0.00 0.72-
’ Completion 0.00 | 0.45 .0.00 | 0.00 | 0.12
) <+ Academic + Re-entry
Dropout Four-year 0.00 | 0.24t 0.001{ C.00 | 0.38
Two-year 0.00 | 0.00| o0.00 | 0.00 | 0.12
) -, Continue 0.00 | 3.41 3.73| 0.00 | 2.80
dropping out
! + Nonacademic -+ Re-entry
. propout " Four-year | 0.00 | 4.02| . 7.00 | 0.00 | 3.04
"Two-year 0.00 0.19] .'0.00 0.00 0.74
- Continue 21.28 [10.40| 5.01 | 3.97 | 9.15
drquing out,




e STEAL G s S e - = s
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T , o Tabless . [ . - T
; 9sac...m\c; DISTRIBUTIONS OF FEMALES IN THE TWO-YEAR com.scz-cor'c STATUS . I
. Y OVER A mnss-vu\a 'SPAN: 3Y RACE . ¢ - S
: L N . 0 . - l’ . :
;\ = :College-Going Status ' ! Indian iBlack IHispanic%Orien:ai White L K T
o - 1972 1973 1974 .- i : S ;
T Iwo-Yaar ~ Persisters -+ Persisters 0,00 20:30 24.82 1 19.66 |i3.55 A
i " College - : S ‘ b - T “
1 g e ¢ Transigrs ... . . .
' ) " - Four-year [17.76 15.63 . 2.06 | 35.53 17.80 L T
: ) Two-yeaf' | 0.00 ' 0.76} 4.07 | 0.00 | 0.77 '
S ' Completion ;- 9.51 ; 8.59f 4.23 | 0.00 |15.99
. Dropouts ! ) 5~
s Cw Acadenic 0.00 | 5.631 2.37 | s.8 o9 -
» , Nonacademtc | 4.54 !13.211 16.51 | 4.40 | 9.99 -
’ + Transfers + Persisters 0.00 | 0.00f 1.89-| 3.45 | 0.88 -
. . (txlo-yaar) Trqua"rs - o S . .
o . Four-year | 0.00 | 0.7 o0.00| 0.60 | 0.69 B
. : : Two-year 0.00 | 0.00l 1.96°| 0.00 | 0.53 ‘
' * Completion 0.00 | 1.3¢] 3.67 | o0.00 | 0.33° . .
Dropouts , ] .
T B - Acadenic 0.00 | 0.00[ 0.00 | 0.00 ' 0.00
: Nonacademic | 6.00 | 0.77] 1.73 | o0.00 |-0.67 . "
‘ - Tramsfers  + Perststers | 0.00 | 1.38| 5.07 | 13719 | 3.98, e 08
(four-year) Transfers . xj-.; . :
s . Four-year | 0.00 | 0.00|‘ 0.00 | 0.00 | 6.B8 " -
} Two-year 0.00. | 0.44]. 0.00 | 0.00 | 0,50 o
. Drfopouts )
: Acidenic 0.00 | 0.00{ 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 ;
. Nonacadestc | 9.75 | 2.51] 0.73 | 2.12 | 0.9 :
~ Academic < Re-entry o b
bropout Four-year | 0.00 | 0.33] 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.27 -
. Two-year | '0.00 | 0.61} 1,00 [ 0.00 | 0.53
i ' " Continue 9.85 | 2.67 ‘3.78 | "0.00 | 3.89 .
‘. dropping out ’
: - Nopacadeuic +. Re-antry
Dropout Four-year | 0.00 | 1.78] 0.00 | 0.00 | 1.29 . . :
Two-year | 12.89 ["4.53| s.76 | 7.49 | 3.01 -
) “Continue 35.71 |18.26! 19.44 | 9.02 |21.09 :
_ dropping out - s
+ Completion - ~Re:em:x‘y . ’ ' -
Four-year | 0.00 (.0.00| 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.07
’ ) _ fwosyear 0.00 | 0.00] 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.15
-z Noncollege 0.00 | 0.47] o0.88 | 0.00 | 1.37
. | ; . .
LA RN - ' -
vk N
g . - . .
. i 146 . :




. ” ] Table B-7
"ERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF FEMAI;ES IN. THE COLLEGE-GOING S"'ATUS
OF LATE FOUR-YEAR COLLEGE -ENTRANTS OVER 4 THREE-YEAR ‘SPAN: BY RACE
;"’ S - = — —— —
. ——college-Going Status . | Indian| Black [Hispanic Oriental [Wmite
L1972 - 113 1974 , < il
Noncollege + Fout-Yeat ’ et Pez:sisters 0.100' 49.58 3.66' “-100‘.00, - 5686
o College ' ;l‘rar;sférs-‘ ‘ Tk ‘:
Four-year (100,00 | 0.00|. 0.00] 0.00 | 5.92
Tvo-year | 0500 | 5.66[ 6.34| 0.00 -| 3.59
Dropouts se T8 -, ‘
. * " Acadenmic 0.00 | 3.16 ) 0.007] ~0.00. ¥ 3.25.
’ Noriagademic| 0.00 | 41.60| 7 .0,00| 0.00 |30:38
— A A — _ L
. ’ . " S .
' . ¢ .
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h . Table B-8 .
3

*, " PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF FEMALES IN THE cox.mscs-comc STATUS . )
‘ " 0P LaTE TWO-YEAR COLLEGE ENTRANTS OVER A THREE-YEAR SPAN: “BY RACE .

: Lollege-Golnp Status Indian| Black [Hispanic|Orfental| White '
*‘ 1972 1973 "1974 1 :
" Nongollege -+ Two-Year =+ Persisters 70.51 | 40.57| 49.30 0.00 [37.78
C".llegf Transfers ) li,
: Four-year |[.0.00 [~5.88| 0.00| 0.00 § 8:34 f
Two-year |. 0.00 | 3.26{ 9.45'| 0.00 | 2.09 :
Completion 0.00 | 4.04| 3.45100.00 {11.00
Dropouts ] . -

, - Acadenic 0.00 | 1.77] 0.00| 0.00 | 3.47

- - Nonacademic| 29.49 | 44.48.37.80 | 0.00 |37.32 ;
; i =, ' :
‘. " : ~ C
g .
. . . . ‘ §
—— ' -
\-N.\g"—.-. - I3 * ’ )
.. e w0 s g s b . - - R e " Vet T "j
l'\’ ‘ h :
|

| ¢ . -
‘ * ) ¥ Y
' . * 148 : :
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s Table B=S ‘

PERCENTAC}E DISTRIBUTIONS OF STUDENTS IN THE FOUR-YEAR COLLEGE-GOING STATUS

OVER A THREE-YEAR SPAN: BY SES

4

T

College-Going Status

: - Low Middle High
‘ - 1972 1973 1974 —
°  Four-Year -+ Persisters _ -+ _Persisters 49,66 52.83 59.67
_College - " Transfers ' < ) ‘ '
Four-year 5.79 6.3 6.76"
i * Two-year . 1.28 0.83 0.98
) - " Dropouts . o» .
- _ Academic 1,89 [ 1.24 1.39
e Nonacademic | .'10.40 1,50 6.43 "
Toa "Transfers + Persisters. - . 351 - 5.06 5:92
’ . (.foxfr—year) Tra_nsfers; v ] .
Four-year 0.25 1.03 1.46
- P Two-year o._zz' 0,12 +| 0.26
< ¥ Dropouts L
' _ Acadenmic 0.12 | .0.29 .31
" Nonacademic 0.62 1,54 1.11
+ Transféers  + Persisters 0.55 .| 1.37 0.87
) _ (two-year) Transfers _
5 ‘ Four-year 0.55 0.63 1.17
‘ . Two-year 0.16 " 0.09 0.23
£ ° Dropouts o
v . ‘ © “Academic 0.26 0.14 0.21
C - Nonacademic 1.05 0.54 0.56
, Cosipletion 0.34 0.36- 0.19
j + Academic e Re-eﬁtry
Dropout Four-year 0.63 0.75 0.96
ero , Tvo-year - -'0.00 0.18 0.33
/;,,51/1 ‘, g:::;;:;:: - 6.25 | 4.20 2.27
+ Nonacademic =+ Re-entry )
) ‘ Dropout Four-year 4.98 2.94 3.22
: Tw#o-year. 0.19 0.89 0.39
) Continue | 11.29 19.13 5,29
dropping out : -
., 1
149
. &
T

- 159
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PERCENTAGE" DISTRI3UTIONS OF STUDENTS IN-THE

Table B-10

TWO-YEAR COLLEGE-GOXNG STATUS

: OVER-A THREE-YEAR SPAN: BY 8ES- .
. _: College-Goidg Svatus Low viddla | High !
' 1972 1973 1974 - )
Two-Year > 2ersisters -~ Persisters 17.81. 16,40 {16.67
- .. College ~ Transfers 1l :
; . Four<year 10.82 : 1746 |":21.10 -
Two-year 1,37 4 0.96 0.57 ™~ .
Completion .69 | 13.23 9.40
Dropouts T, -
. U Adadeaic 246 | 1.16 1.37
- . Nonacadenic 13.06 ¢ 10.78 10.55
. ~+ Transfers + Persisters 0.79 0,75 1.88 .
) Atwo-year) Transfers 1 . -
. Four-year ~ 1.05 0.53 0.77
: . -~ Two-year 0.25 0.28 0.43
. Completion 0.45 0.37 0.22
Dropouts '
Academic 0.00 0.00 0.09
- " Nonacademic 0:68 0.79 1.02 =
) - + ‘rausfers ~+ Persisters 2.09 ~ 3743 6.88
E (four-ygu) Transfers . s
. ‘ Four-year 0.31 0.63 0.90
’ . Two-yaag— ——! - -0:10- ~ 0731 [, T0.64 i
. Drepout; 'g
Adademic 0.00 0.06 |. o0.16
Nonscadeaic 1.6 .| o0.62 |” 1.4
SR RN JUN TR I B
b Four-yesr 0.35 0.00 0.36 .. '
- - . Two-year '0.60 10,71 1,37
’ Continue 4.53 6.06 2.76
dropping out
* Noaacademic -+ Re~entry
- Dropout Four-year 1.40 0.98 1.95 ;
Two-year 2.73 3.2 3.08
. Continue 26.38 .| 20,47 | 16.07
, dropping out
+ Completion + Re-entry . .
Four-year 0.22 0.05 0.00
Tuo-year 0,00 0.03 | o0.20
3 Noncollege 1.50 1.02 0.37
: .
150 .

~
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Table B-l1

PERCENTAGE: DISTRIBUTIONS OF STUDENTS IN THE COLLEGE
OF LATE FOUR-YEAR COLLEGE ENTRANTS OVER A THREE-YEAR-SPAN: BY SES:

~GOING STATUS

.

Middle

High ’

. College~Going Status ‘ ‘Low,
1972 1973 1974 |
Noacollege - Four-Year  + Persisters 49.02 56,69 ' 66.46
’ " College . T::ansfers: T
Four-year %.52 8.33 | 7.0
Two-year 6.61 2.80 2051
RQropouts ; K
Acadenic 5.73 4440 1.58 :
Nonacademic '34.13 27.78 | 21.56. -
L /.
* \
: ) :
- o
. i . .
N

151

161
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Table B-12 ‘ -

oo PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF STUDENTS IN THE COLLEGE-GOING STATUS
OF LATE TWO-YEAR COLLEGE ENTRANTS OVER A THREE-YEAR SPAN: BY SES )
:'°°11339—‘G°i“3 Status - ., Low Middle High-
1972 L 197¥% 1974 N i _
‘ Noncollege .- “Tud-Year ~+ Persisters " 36.01 58.29 46 .90
?: /.’,/ * College Transfers . = } ¢ ’ f
“ Four-year . .. 1.80 |° 5.55 8.46
! . Two-year © o 1.92 5.36 7.5 .
. Completion 14.10 7.65 © 7.25 ;
Dropouts . . ' i ’ ’
A ) o ' Academic | 5.93 4.4 0.88
: ' Ve Nonacademic | . 40.24 39.00, |-.28.96
B v s .

R [T [T —
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: , . Table®1 . 7 . St .4
FRESHMAN WITHDRAWAL RATE (IN PERCENT) BY FATHER'S EDUCATION LEVEL-]-'-/ S X

» .

- P

N ' Four—Year College Wichdrawal . Two-Year Coliﬁgé‘WLshdréwal X
- Father's Education : —Samole - Somle -
T Total _(Acad. ;ﬂonacad » Np pTotal (Acad. Nonacad.) up T
< gigi; School ‘ 20.11 (6.03 14.08)°| 1168. '“»633.77' (6,71 * 27.06) 830 ce A
liigh School % 20.35 (5.73 16.62) | 1561 | 28.89 (4.87 - - 24.02) »945 e
. ‘Sople. College 15.18 | (3.61 . 11.57) | 1278 30.43 | (7. 40 - 23.0%) | 635 ’
Finish 4~Year College]~15.00 " " (4.68 . 10.32) | 1018 30.55 (6.07 24.48) | 278
. Graduate Degree “-10.10 | (2.63 . -7'.47) 942 22.10- | (2.73 19.37) 5| 218, ]

»

. 1/ Proportion of students who enterad college in the fall of 1972 and épeﬁ withﬁ?ew by the ° s

f£all ‘of 1973. * A , : . AR




Table C 2
FRESHMAN WITHDRAWAL ‘RATE (IN PERCENT) BY RELIGIO L/ .

Religion

Four-Yeér Collegg Withdr

Two—Year- ColLege W1thdrawa1

(Acaa.. Nonacad )

~

Protestant
Catholic

Other Christian
Jewish °

Other

None

-~

’Tofal (Acad. Nonacad.) Sample L
28.93 (4,49 24.44)
32.15 (7.37 24.78)
$37.15 (5.78 - 31.37)
16.05 (B.28 . . 7.717)
15.91 | (4.52 11.39) |
28.32, || (6.44 21.88) | -

-

Proportion of students who en
.fail of, 1973.

tered toliégg in the fall of 1972 and then withdrew by the

-~

.




TabIb c-3

FRESHMAN WI'IHDRAWAL RATE (IN PERCENT), BY PERCENT OF MINORITY MEMBERS
IN HIGH SCHOOL WHERE GRADUATED

L

-

. » . 7,;

“Pour-Year College Withdrawél' Tho—Year Lollege Withdrawal

Sq:ple “Total = f (Acad. ‘Nonacad.) Sagple

Perceﬁt Minority

in high school Total (Acad. Nonacad.)

-

. o< 5% | 1s.59 | (4.07 11.52) | 2061, 29.56 | (5.78 23 78) | 89%

.5- 9% a3.ie [ 390 o 9.88)7[ 5137|3230 | (7.09 25.21) - | 35

10 - 19% 20:17 4 (470, . 15.47) | 662 20.07 | (5.63. . 23.46) | 363
392 . . X ' 17.00 | (4.89 f' 12.11) | 146 |, 29.25" | (6.26. 122.89)- | 681
59% .. | 18.95 (6.00 ‘13.95) | 405 | .26.06: | (5.49- 20.57) | 232 .:
79%. 1095 | (.30 12.63). | 199 26.95 |+ (6.36 20.59), | 80

Y
.

.

17-39 (4.96 ) 12.49) 292 - 35.06 (3.67 - 31.39) '} 133

-

-

1/ Propottion of students who entered college .in the fall ¢f 1972 énd then withdrew by
the fall of 1973. ) ) - ’ . [ - '

>




-, Table C-4

FRESHMAN WITHDRAWAL RATE (IN PERCENT) BY REGION
OF THE HIGH SCHOOL WHERE GRADUATEDl/

—

Region

Four-Year qulege Wifhdragg

" Total

- (Acad ..

ﬁonacad:)

Sample

Total

‘(Acéi.

" Two-Year College Wirhdrawal '

Nonacadg)

Northeast

North Central’

South’

West

13.38

© 18.27

17.61
/

- 16.98

. (5.37

(3.99 9.39)
12.90)
(5.27 12,.34)

(2.85 14.13)

1437. é

1623
2113

801

S
26.89

31.08
29.12

32.62

(5.07

(5. 10

(5 88

(7.01

21.82)
25.98)
2302y "
25.61)

1/

Proportion of students who entered
the fall of 1973.

.

college in the fall of 1972 and thentwithdrew by

¢




g . . ° Table C-5

[y

»: * ' . .
FRESHMAN\WITHPRAWAL RATE (IN PERCENT) BY BIRTH ORDER!J

- Birth order Four-Year College Withdrawgl - Two-Year Co!leﬁé Withdxgga;a il

_ . Total (Acad. Nonacad.) agp ? Total (Acad. Nonacad.) :p ?
. . * ’ . .
First Born g 14.49 (5.29 9.20) ‘} 1627 31.98 .. (6.62 25.36) 736
Second Born 14.18 (3443 - 10.75) 1582 27.77 (6.63. 21.14) 698 .. °

-V .

Later Born 18.87 (5.14 13.73) 1784 32.58 (5.43 27.15) 943

fall of 1973.

- v

B 1 - : ‘ o
- 1/ Proportion of students who entered.college in the fall of 1972 and then withdrew by the



'i ' . -
_ Lo . /..
. ) . SN o / .
. R ‘ Table C-6 . ’ ) !
FRESHMAN WITHDRAWAL RATE (IN PERCENT) BY FULL~ OR PART-TIME STUDY (1972)/
~ . . N . R \
1
Ve - 2/ Four~Year College Wit:t'ldrawal . * _ Two-Year. Co]ilege‘ withc?r_aiaal' : i
i Stu_dy. Time= Total (Acad, Nonacad.) -‘ngple ) Total (Acad. ‘No-nacad.i). Sarrgple .
Full-Time 16.10 (4.59 11.51) | 5857 - 27.67 (5.48 22.}9). '-.2519i
X Part~Time . 34,75 (6.48 - 28.27) 113 - | 48.31 (9.14 39.17) | 315"
.’ i/ Proportion of individuals who entered college' in the fall of 1972 and withdrew ’By the
: " fall of 1973.- _ . g
- Full-time study status requires 12 or more total credit hours per week.
e ' )
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Table Ch7
FRESHMAN WITHDRAWAL RATE (IN PERCENT) BY FULL— OR PART-TIME WORK/NOT WORKING~ (1972)1

/

e

-

Work Time 2/

Four~Year College: Withdrawal - j

Two-Year College Withdggyalh_;_;*_

- Total”

(Acad:

No1aqad’)

Sample
. N

Total

(Acad.

Nonacad. );.

s

Sample

- Full-Time

. Part~Time

i Not Working

39.44

17.16

14.89

(9.08 .
.

(4.36

(.36

30.36)

12.80),

" 10.53)

913
1766

. 3282

49.52

26.13

27.81

(8.33 .

(5.16

(5.77

£1.19)

20.97)

22.04)

rd

v

2/ Full-time work status requires 35 or moré hours of work per week.

-

ilJ Proportion of individuals who entered ‘college in the fall of 1972 and withdrew by the |
fall of 1973. :
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AU | “Table C-8

AR

. R 2 . .
FRESHMAN ‘WITHDRAWAL RATES (IN PERCENT) BY FIELD OF STpDY (1972)1/. N

- >

.
\ . |
<

' ) 2/ Four-Year éollege Wiﬁhéraﬁal " ’ Tw;—Year College Withdréwal
F;EId Of Sted?T“. = Totg{_ 1 (Acad.’ Nonacad.) |, ffgfff,“ﬂ ?otal . (Acad. Nouacad-) Sasple
;Academic 104.69 | C4.50 10.19) | 5084 <447 | ( 5.84 18.63) | 1797

* Nonacademic 2775 | (8.07  19.68) 399 37.06 | (6.35 . 30.71) | 854
Y | ‘ " | ]

o~

%/ Academic fields are programs typically.leading to at least a Bachelor's degrée. They include
biological sciences, business, education, engineering, Humanities and fine arts, physical sciences and

: ?athematics, social sciences, and other academic fields (e.g., argiculture, home economics) .

L - Nonacademic fiélds are'bogational programs, typically not leading to a Bachelor's degree. They

include office and clerical programs, computer technology, mecggnical and engineering technology; health

v(?qrvices, public services, and other vocational areas.

Proportion of individuals who entered college in the fall of 1972 and withdrew by the fall of 1973. .

1
'




: Table c-9 - 1w
FRESHMAN WITHDRAWAL RATE/ (IN PERCENT) BJ sprrTopeY S
L] - - . .5
‘.. 14 I - “ N v

- ’ Four-Year College Withdrawal _ - . Two-Year College Withdrawal .

B ficademic . ity Total (Acad. Nonacad.) Sa:plp Total (Acad. Nonacad.) Sa:ple o
Low ‘ 28.29 (7.95) .20:34) | 368 36.45 (7.88 - 28.57) 441
Middle 20.73 (5.59 15.14)° 1627 31.38 (5.93 . 25.45) ib9i
High , 12.34 | (2.98 . 9.36) | 2274 23.67 | (4.04 -19.63) | 517

/

: Proportion of‘lndividdals who %pteréd college in the fgll of 1972 and withdrew by the fall of 1973.
h K ]
Y . Y
Y
' -
5
172 -
Q ‘ ¢ i ] \’ l . ) -
ERIC |- S S / _ ) .




Table C-10

s -

SOPHOMORE WITHDRAWAL RATE (IN PERCENT) BY FATHER EDUCATION LEVELl/

—_ . .

Foﬁr-Year Withdrawal
Total (Acad. Nonacad.)

< High School 17.34 (3.00 19.34) §Q5
High School ) "15.57 (1.37 14.20) | 1225
: Spme Co;lege 12.66 (2.4@ - 10.17) 1037
Finish Four-Year College| 10.07 (1.65 8.425 T 837
Graduate Degree 10.21 | (2.09 . 8.12) 826

t
Father $ Education , Sample

N

i/ Proportion of‘sfudents who persisted in the same institution for

one year and then withdrew during or at the end of the second year.
S
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“Table C-11 L
ot

SOPHOMORE WITHDRAWAL RATE:- (IN PERCENT) BY RELIGION-
: : Four-Year Withdrawal
Religion = 7 T
: | vTotal "} (Acad. Nonacad.) : Sagple
« Protestant | 12,65 (2.46 . 10.21) 2119
- ~Catholic 111,79 . (.43 © 10.26) 1313 -
Other Christian P 20,90 | (3.56 17.34) 497
Jewish P oM (0.23 3.54) 252
Other ! 20.05 . (0.00 20.05) 89
None . |_ 19.50  (2.99 16.61) 267
Y Propo;tionfof.students who persisted i.. the same institution for

one year and then withdrew during or at the end of the second year.

-

P )




. Table C-12 ' .

o SOPHOMG%I\’JITHD‘RAWAL RATE (IN PERCENT) -1/
BY PERCENT OF MINOR MEMBERS IN HIGH SCHOOL WHERE GRADUATED—

)

hY

sFour-Year Wi thdfawal

.Iter.:énf'Minority - “Sample
I Total (Acad. %Xona/cad. ) N
1 . _
< 5% 12,24 |.(1.49 Li;i10.75) 1683
5- 9% 1311 | (2023 10. 88) 419
10 - 19% ©12.13 | (1.97 10.16) 514 ‘
20 - 397 . | 1397 | (219, 11.78) | 9m
40 - 59% 17.76 | (1.60 16.07) |° 315 « - -
60 - 792 13.27 - | (1.78 ° 11.49) | 153 ‘
> 807 , 20,91 | (4.10 ©  16.81) | 233 -

'-1"/_ 'I;;Spo'rtion of students who persisted in the same institution for
one year and .then withdrew during or at the end of the second year.

166

' 175
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Table C-13
. SOPHOMORE ‘WITHDRAWAL RATE (IN PERCENT) Ol /
BY REGION OF THE HIGH SCHOOL WHERE GRADUATED S
: . Four-Year Withdrawal s
Region . ‘ 1 | Sample _ '
’ Total (Acad. Nonacad.) I N : °
. o - , . T >
-t Northeast . 10,75 i (2.24 8.52) ; 1220 .
N North Central . " 13.18 | @.s57 11.61) | 13C1
. South' ' 14.78. | (2.26 = 12.50) ! 1681
West . . 16.62 .| (2.43 14.19) 625 ‘ T
. / . [} . . _ ’;. -:"':,s_ :f)‘ 1

r by ,.,'/
e Proportion of students who persisted in the.same ingtitution for
one year and then withdrew durihg or at ‘the end of the sgcond -year.

! 3} ! f‘.&,“ " 3 )

. i

A ]




. ‘ /Iable C-14
SOPHOMORE WITHDRAWAL RATE (IN PERCENT) BY BIRTH GRDER}-/ .

Birth Order . : roxtr—Year Withdrawal —— -
. ) Total : | (Acad. Nonacad.) Np |
- 5 “i
~. < R ) N
-~ First Botn . " 11.87 (2.53 . 9.28) 1345 _ .
", Second Born 11.01 | (1.52 9.49) | 1307 R
. Later Born - . 15.59 (2.47 113.12) 1405 -. B
_];/’ mdﬁaféi‘dg;g{ students who persisted in the samé,instit’ution for .
™™ 3fe"year and then M':MRQYM during or at the-end of the second year. :

. _ e — '

-t““{‘\k‘!,\t;_\ - "%' . . °
N .y . -
3
v \ ~ . é
\.l
. . X co
“f
N
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Table C-15
’ /
SOPHOMORE WITHDRAWAL RATE 1/
(IN PERCENT) BY FULL- OR PART-TIME STUDY (1973)

Four-Year College Withdrawal

Study Time%l : - Sample
Total (Acad, Nonacad.)' Np'

O

o

Full-Time | 12,49 1 (193 -10.49) | 4625
Part~Time . 38,49 (2.43. 31.06) ! 119

L}

1/ Proportion of students who persisted.in the same institutién for

PR

"ohe year and then withdrew during or at the end of the second year.
2/ )

Fullwtime study status requires 12 or*more total credit hours per
week.

[y




Table C-16

%-
?
SOPHOMORE WITHDRAWAL RATE (IN PERCE\IT) 2 | o
BY FULL~ OR PART-TIME WO /\IOT WORKING (1973) "
' S : Four;Year College Withdrawal . ' o

. 2/ o, . o 5% . . s
’ Work Time= ; T . - Sample . I ¥
. Total g (Acad. Nonacad.) |’ Np Lo
Full-Time c . 30,76 , (5..20 25.56) 386 / o
’ ‘ i T . ' v, © 2
- Part-Time v)l 12,27 | : (1.80 10.47) 1583 - | ’ i B
. . i . . ) 3
Not Working 12,21 | (1.93 10.28) | - 2957 i
- | fl -
1/ Proportion of students who persisted in the same institution for -E
‘ one year and thén withdrew during or at the end of the second year. .
' (Based on sophomore enrollmerit.) . \ §
) . » - . - - ;
2/ Fill-time work status requires 35-or more hours of work per week. :
: : ' _ i - . . « ’ , . %
, ¢ “ ] R - e i
e v :

/I/ ¢

I N . +« ~
) oL DT AN a ’
- \
Fd ’ - ) “.'
e . ’ .
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! . \ ~.; e . ! £°§
- C e . S
¢ .2 . Table C-17. . “;«.,\“ ) o
A ” . - -~ . P
{—- l/ A .‘\
SOPHOMORE WITHDRAWAL RATE (IN PERCENT) .BY FIELD OF STUDY' (1973) . )
, . . £ . O
~ ) " Four-Year College Withdrawal :

‘Field oF Study—/ . our-Year College rawva Lo .
M . - v 'L %
in 1973 . Total .| (Acad. Nonacad.) Saﬁple - . .
A * - w' - - . 3 ' " ;§
’ - . - .’ . .. N ‘i
Academic ) .83 | (92 9.91) § 432 77 : |

Nonacademic | 29.62 | (3.25°  .26.37) I 287

1/ ' ,

Proportlon of students who persisred in the sdme institution tor
one yegr®and then thdrew during or at the end ‘of the secong year.
2/ Academic figlds are programs typically leading to at least a e
Bachelor s degrée. They include biological sciences, business, educa-
tlon, engineering, humanities and fine arts, physical sciences and ,
mathématics, social sciences, and other academic fields q(e.g., argi- .
culture, home economics).

+

-

Nen cademlc fields are vocational programs, typica;ly not leading
.tc a Bachelor' s degree. They include office and clerical programs, ; ~
computer technology, mechanical and engineering techhology, health 5 .
services, publlc services, and other- vocational areas. : -

\ ‘.




_ , * “Table C~18 - ~
. "SOPHOMORE WITHSRAWAL RATE (IN PERCENT) BY APTITUDEY ‘ )
; L i Four;Yéar‘College Withdrawal R .
; Academic Ability — - Sz;n;p s
‘ y ' Total (Acad.  Nonacad.) N a
= — —

Low _ . © 2892 |0 (3.43  25.49) | 264

Middle 15.58 (2.37 13.21) 1243 - .

High . - 9.98 (1.25 ©8.73) 1950 .

1/ ) Proportion of students who _persisted in the 'same type of institution— .
for one year: and then withdrew during or at--the.-end—of- *-thesecond yeay.
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I. ‘Variable Specifications - _ °

&

Predictors .

1.

}Seg,, female = 1; male = 0.

Mo aid at all = 0.

1

Socioeconomic Status (SES): a‘dinear composite score

derived from-the _following family background variablés:’

father s education, mother's education, father s. occupation, ‘

parent 's income, and 4 household dtem index A,high.
score indicates high SES —

M}
0

Race!..white ='1;. Hispanic or black = 0.,
High school grade (HSG): Mostly A= 8,/about half A and

- half B = 7; mostly B = 6; about ha ffB ,and half C = 5,

mostlyC = 4, about half c and hal D = 33 mostly D = 23
nostlyhbelow D= 1.
Ability: a lirear composite of fo r standardized)teSt

scores: vocabulary, readingf lett r group, and- mathematics.

§ducationa1 aspiration: h1gh scho l or less = 1 some
vocational .studies beyond high sch ol = 23 two—year
college = 3; four-year/college ot raduate school =- 4.
High school program, college preparatory program = l,
other programs 5'0. ) i .
Faculty quality a five-point scale, vanging from 1
(very satisfied) to 5 (very dissatisfied).

Social integration. a five~point cdle, ranging fr mfl .

(very satisfied) to 5 (very dissatisfied). ,
Intellectual integration. a five— oint scale, ranging
from 1 (very sacisfied) to 5 (very digsatisfied).

Finarcial aid: .Receipt of one or more than one aids = 1;

¢

-
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Griterion Variables .

were:
l.

<

In the regression analyses, four binary variables were deirived:

1. Academic withdrawals ((=1) versus pexsisters and transfers

f . -0 -

l (=0).

| .

|2. Nonacademic withdrawals (=1) versus persisters and transfers
L =0, ' ,

3. Total withdrawals (=1) versus gersisters and” transfetrs

‘ (=0). ‘ ]

4, . Nonpersisters (=1, i.e., withdrawals and transfers)

]
|

14

Persister.

-

those individuals who rcmained in the same

T W . ¥ . N
Four studeft categories were inclided in the,analysis.

Thex

type of college (i e., four-year or two-year colleges)

In the case of two-year 1nstitutions, this,group included

SO Y

students who completed a. two-year program, but “did net

continue in a four-year 1nstitution.

Academic withdrawal:
college as counted in the fall of 1974, and whose reported

those individuals who withdrew from

grade—point average«was equal to or below "c," or who

indicated either courses being too nard or not performing

as well as they would like.

Nonacademic w1thdrawal'

clagsified as academic withdrawals.

Transfern:

to a two-year institutidm, or vice versa.

versus ﬁersisters (=0).~

Analysis Results

Critical, data are presented “n Tables

q -

tables were obtained for four-year college
tables were for two-year collegeiétudents.

withdrawal process as preserited in Chapter

D-1 to D-10.
students, and the rest of the

The conceptualization of the

withdrawals other than those

~

those individuals who moved from a four—year

o

The fisst five

V1 is also applicable here.

- b

P P N
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Table D—l

(4—YEAR COLLEGES)

| ' WEIGHTED MEANS AND, STANDARD DEVIATIONS‘

.
LR L e e e

» T t (
;«—-~m—~?~~ ~ .P.ersiét:‘erl/ Academic ’; Nonacademic I'B;.'ansferg"/
b Predictor T ’ Withdrawg; _ Withdr§Ya1 S )
- ‘ : R Méan Standard Mean St‘-a‘nd’ard | Mean S tandard Medn Standard
i ] _Deviation | brevigtion Deviation Deyiatioll
L }. SES VRN A5 | 20 .67 .36 65
Y. 2 Female . .49 .50 37" .48 .53 .50 47 .50/
: , 3, White , .89 .31 .86 ©  .35° .88 .33 .85 .36
4.-High School Grade 6.58  1.15 5.46  1.25 6.0 121 | 610 1.1
-; 5. Ability Test Score 57.37  6.06 53.90 ., 6.68  |54.14  7.22 55.60  6.22
{ " 6. Educational Aspiration 4.63 .57 4.4 1.13 4.15  1.01 4ol | 87
. = 7. Academic H. S. Program .82 38 .63 .48 .65 48 .79 .41
¥ 8. Faculty Quality 2.06 - - .97 2.64  1.13 2.3 1.06 ° | 2.33  1.13
9. Social Life - _ 2.25 1.10 "2.42 1.7 2.31  1.09 2.15 - 1.03
: 10. Intellectual Integration 2.07 1.59 2.64 1.92 2.16 1.60 2.25 1,78
11, Financial Aid ' 39 .49\ 32 47 29 46 .28 .45
N . 3024 W’ 195 6 0
. 1/ -Including students who moved to otﬁer four;year inst#tutions. -
o 2 étudents who transferred to two-year i'nstit?tions. g 136
ib " ’ ’
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Table D-&

- CORRELATIONS, BETWEEN PREDICTORS ‘AND CRITERION VARIABLES

(4-YEAR COLLEGE STUDENTS)

7

Criterion Variable

i

] . . Academic Nonacademic . Total With drawal’ +
. Predictor - ' Withdrawal Withdrawal , Withdrawal ;
. : — Transfer
vs., vs. . ~ vs. s
: Persister + Persister + " Persisteér + .
» Persister
- Transfer Transfer Transfer
“ M, SES ' - .09k* =l 3%k = L4k% - L4%%
" 2; Female (vs, Male) ~ —.05%* *.04 .01 .01
3. White (vs. Nonwhite) -.02 . =.01 -.02 -203
_ 4. High School-Grade - , ~.22%% -.15%% - 21 %% -, 22%:
, . N :
5. Ability Test Score - - 13%% . —-.19%% ~. 20%* —-.21%%
6. Educational Aspiration. -.18%=% -.26%% .. - 27%% = 27%%
7. ‘Academic H. S. Program ) .
(vs. General ‘& Voc-Tech Program) —.11%% —-.16%% - 17%% ~-.16%%
8. Facult:y/ Quality‘ «13%% 11%% 14%% .15%%
90‘ Sociél Life e 4 004 002 .03 002
10. .Intellectual Integration J16%% .’01; ' .10%* J11%%
11. Receipt of Financial Aid - -.03 -.07%¢ - .07%% - .08%x
Multiple R .31 .33 370 " .37
d.f. - N (11, 7347) (11, 3868) (11, 4063) (11, 4063)
F 32,93%% - 42.49%% 57.09%%

58.01%%* 188




__ Table D-3 ‘

Significant at the .01 level

~

e | .
L ) ~r . STANDARDIZED REGRESSION WEIGHTS | - .
s g - . ’ } (4-YEAR COLLEGE STUDENTS) . - NS
/ - ,' . -
s . -
; \ ) Criterion Variable i
) Academic - *  Nonacademic ' Total . Withdrawal +
Predictor. PN * Withdrawal . Withdrawal Wwithdrawal
. e , - Transfer
vs. vs. VS. vs
. Persister + Persister + - Persister.+ P s
. ) . . . Persister
¢ . Transfer . Transfer Transfer . .
1. SES r ; (- 0745 Logws — 11k -.10%%
— 2. Female (vs. Male)-* . -.02 .04 .02 02 <
' 3. White ‘(vs. Nonwhite) .04 .07k 07 .06
. .4. High School Grade T ~.05%% -, 10%% —.12%%
: 5. Ability Test Score .01 ~.08%% ~.06%* - /067
5 6. Educational Aspiration . —.13%% ~.19%% -.19%% -.19%%
. ' 7. Academic H..S. Program . -
. (vs. General & Voc-Tech Program)|- ~.05%* ~.06%% ~.07%% -, 06%%
hn 8. Faculty Quality LO7* LO7*% L09k% « .09
9. ) Sociaiyfe ‘ .01 003 003 001
10. Intellectual Integration L 11%% .01 . -, 05** .06%%
g—li. Receipt qf Financial Aid .01 -.05%% -.04%% ~.05%*%
*k '




Table D-4 T :

ADDITIONAL PERCENTAGE' OF VARIANCE IN WITHDRAWAL BEHAVIOR oo
ACCOUNTED FOR BY CLUSTER OF PREDICTORS = .
. (4=YEAR COLLEGE)
7
. _ y . Withdrawal Behavior
N ‘Predictor ' Total .
, B ) ‘ Academic Nonacade?ic Withdrawal Nonpersister
. SES,: Sex, Race L0z 0 1.79% 2.007%% |, 1.94%%% .
Lo D2, High School Grade, Test Score 4.35 #* 3.66 % 5.21 *% 5.54 **
. 3 Educational Aspiration ' 1.73 ** 4,01 ** 3.96 ** o 3.96 k%
=3 . M . ’ .. . - '
4. High School Program .26 ** .37 %% 46 **% .33 *%
3 5. College- Experience : ~ 2.22 %% | 7Lk 1.50 # 1.64 s :
I v
< 6. Financial Aid o ., T 24 TL15 kA 22
. Total
: k% 9k%k 9 kk : §77 %%
&2 x 100) N ‘ 9.77% 10..78% 13.39%%% 13.57%%

NOTE: The contribution of predictors was done in a séqueptial order; that is, the variance accBunted
for by financial aid, for example, was computed after the preceding five sets of variables werec
- ; considered. .- '

**Significant at the .01 level. _
e ‘ | 3 192
, - 191 . )




. ' - . ' & - * ‘ N
N - 34 B o
SO  Tapled-s ¥ ¢ L /
T . INTERCORRELATIONSdANONG,.PREDICTORS o .
, , AN ’ _ (4-YEAR OLLEGE)/ T > s
N < . = 4075
) - - Ol ’t . »
Ll K3 -
. Predictog 1 2 3 -4 5 6 7 8. .9 1o 11
1. SES. 1.00 - L, ,
2. Female (vs . Mile) -.06 1.00 "-_ 3
3. White (vs. Nonwhite) :30  -.05 1.00 L, ) ‘
4. High School Grade - 210 .18 T .17 1.QQ - : -
o5 Ability Test Score .33 .00 .40 ;50 1.00 ) :
2 6. Educational Aspiration A3 -046 .03 .22 .28 1.00 .
7. Academic H. 'S. ‘Program .16 -.04 11 .19 31 .24 100 .
& Faculty Quality -.02 .00 -.03. -.11 -.07 -.07 .04 1.00
9. Social Life ) -01 -,08 -.01 ,02 .07 .03 .06 .18 1.00 . .
» A . - - ? e - ® d
10.. Intellectual Integration .01 -.05 “-.01 = ¥l .00 -.02 .00 .30 .23  1.00 e
11. Financial Aid -.27 . .06 =-.10 - .18 -~ .07 .10 ‘04 -.08 " .Q3. -.06 1.00
"NOTE: r > .04 is sigﬁfficérit at the .01 level (a two-.tailed tedst). o« '
- N '
» ¢ .
- 1 T e .') { [N
~ . r Col ) —
- \ )
193 )
, ' ! 194
\ . . .
B . e ¢ v - N
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R P ;‘f T . . TabieD-6 .‘ « ‘ .
. VI J L i y
) ) ( . wmcum MEANS AND* STANDARD: DEVIATIONS . > _
. i . (2=YEAR COLLEGES) 3
LN LA Py - , ‘\'\ o .. '
) " T 17 Academic T Nonacademic 5 2/ -
* Predictor Persister= Withdrawal\\ Withdirawal... _ Transfer—
S Mean Standard - Medn - Standard\‘/jvuea;» -Standard:.- | ﬁé;f Standard
. . 4 : . Deviation -} ca ) Deviation 1.0 Deviation ‘«” ) 1 Deviation
YL SES i T - |30 63— 17,06 T A A . 63—
2. vemate - - .48, .50 .35 .48 4950 .45 .50
;;,éah{cé .86 .35 | .78 61 .84 .37 .92 .27
4. High School ‘Grade 5.59°  1:19 43176 % . 105 - |.5.39 1, 22 *|-6.00 .28 B
.. 5..Ability Testhcore '51.96 " 6.58. 49.43 . 6.90 50.68 , 7. 00 |[53.96 ' .31, .
R 6. Educationgl Aspiration 3,79 . 1.00 | 3.25° 1.32 3.56.  1.14 , 43467 T4
7. Atademic H. S. Program ;52 .50 .33 7 L47 ¢ .40 .49 165" .48
8. Faculty Quality - 2.00 , .98 | 2.5 1.05 2.27.  1.03 | 1.88 ° .85:
9. Social Life 2,26  1.00. .}.2.25.. .89 2,28 1.02 - 2:33 107
. . N , - . - . . . .
10.'Intellectdh1 Integration. 1.97 1.47 2,52 1.67 "2.13-  1.75 1,98 1.45
- 11. Fifancial Aid Lo 3 a2 20 .40 A7 .38 28 . .45
\ ., . . . ‘ . . . )
N ‘ 712 124 614 4871 -
., ) . ' ! -
1/ * t 4 ~ - T « TR m o I T T
= Including students who moved to other two-year institutions, and students who graduated but did not

continue in four-year institutions.

-Students who ‘mo

[y

to foureyear institutions.

LY
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v \f r\y X ) . :':’-Jb -‘\. '9' ' ; | ;,‘, ) ; . K
. » ») - . - T R — N - - by . Q, A . "‘.
; i ) o T Table D-7 S, .
B . L B C . . ‘,:
L ' S ACORRELK%ION BETWEEL: PREDICTORS: ANT- CRITERTON, VARTABLES © ‘/i SN
S Lo e S s(Z-YEAR COLLEGE STUDENTS) .o s L S
£e " 3 . - b A - ‘f: . P, , '
= N S ~T ‘Crite rioth Variable ’} ,
) i . ' " . ke Academic Nonaca”demic '.” Tot:al L Wit:h drawﬂ + )
* - Predictor Wifhdrawal Wit:hdrawal I Withdrawal P T .
. - ’ : \Tmnsf er
s ” M I I » - VS. L VS. ‘s * VSQ VS
o @ _ Persister + Persister + | Persister + ) Persistér .
L P . Transfer Transfet i Transfer i ST
— . 7 T 7 A - CN RO - E iR
P J1.SES. '~ o v ‘\ R ¢ =106 . - 08** =, 0B%% g 405 B
* . 2. Female ®s. Male)..w® t \;;07 03 17 .00 .02
- N ﬁhice (vs. Nohwhite) ' S09%x @ -.07%% - 08** -.02°
H ‘ L, ~ N ) #
PN High "School Grade , N AT X i P - 14**_ . - 18** ' -.01 ,
J.. '8 5. Ability Test' Score, -, 15%% -, 15%% - .f-.io** -.01
Co ‘ 6. Educa-t:ional Aspiratioh y -, 22%% .-.~21*'*‘ St o 23Rk ) N .02
£t e - : “ T . Pl .
- _ﬂ“‘ s

7. Academic H. S° P-mgram
) (vs. General & Voc-Tech Program)

8L Faculty Qpalit:y

§ 9.. S6cidl Life ¢
L. 40
SRR T

LR

S A

., 18%%

O
~301 ]
L20%x ¥

Po-16%*

=, 18%%
L 18** -‘
-:01

.15%%
.00" 1,
Jd0%% ¢}

4

&

}Zi'ltéliéccual, Integration B 4Rk 8&*
. A () G - . . . %« . ) \ - )
Receipt -of Financial Aid ' ,—-,.()3'- ~.09%* . =.09%% =.02. -
) N \ . . . X _ \,’ . .
: — e . — s S :
) Mulgiplé K,R - . 37 N . 31 . , - o36' . 1.2

R I P .o ~

AR A B

f?j«g\19.40#*

(11,,1311)

2
(11, 1801)

17.76%%

25.36%% *

- . ~,' a
., (11, 1925)
cder 200%% -7,

(11, 1925)

~ s ~. l RS ‘ ‘

’ ~ P . - s S \ A - > . ~ -,
AN . R . L I

Significant: at t:he .01 level (a two-tailed teést @r r's) S : ! 198
N . E

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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r’: 7’.0 ;: ,‘\‘ - * E -
. . ) N I4 v >
> o Y 2 - R oot . .
) A . , i ‘.. .. . ‘ R <
_0’ . _ Table D=8 . ¢ j~ )
: ‘ R !+ STANDARDIZED REGRESSION VEfGHTS - 1 . o t
P . . (2—YEAR COLLEGE STUDl’JNTS) o R
L 3 .
o - - o ‘k" - -
v [ - ) . [ i o *
- ’ . Sk . Criterion Variable
' IR Acauemic Nonacademic - - . Total Withdrawal +~—-
Predictor- - ‘* ., . Withdrawal < Withdrawal ' Withdrawal Caorawat @
T . vS. vs, ¥ . V5. ~ Ttansfer ..
-, \ PR , o, . ' ! ' vs. . .
Tttt T/ o v * Persister + Persister + 'Persigter + " ‘persister
c N - " Transfer N Transfer - Transfer . 518
v ~ . k>3 - 4 R . A' <.‘ ) ‘ T
1s;so. oy T , -.03 . =05 o =05 . .05
2. Female (vs:, Ma;e), , o -.02 .03 .7 ©ol02 SN |
3. White (vsy Nonghite) ¢ 47 -0 -.02. -402 w00 L
4. High Schosl Grade . - - L5k ©-lQ7HE .10+ Tl02
5. Abllity Test Score S IR -2 ’ -b2e 7102 -.02
6. Educational Aspiration ' +.16%* T - 16 L 17k o2 o
. 7.-Academic ‘H. S. ﬁrogram : .’ . ‘ . 3
(vs.- General & Voc—Tech Program) . —.06 . =.09%% -, 09%% -.03 .
8. Faculty Quality * . . * ;] 10wk ) l2dx - | o 13 > .05 .
9. Social Life * , . - .09+ o =les ¢ A =.06%* .02 -
“10. Iutellcctual 1ntegrat10n L7k 2 07%% REEE “.0T*%
’lf?/Receipt\of Financial Aid -.01 - ~.07%% . ~.06%% * 4, .00
- ' v - .

k%
Significant at:the .01 level
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PR ‘Table D~9
- /{

.

e - . i

¢

IONAL PERCENTAGE OF VARIZNCE IN WITHDRAWALrBEHAVIOR
ACCOUNTED FOR BY CLUSTER - ov PREDICTORS
(2-YEAR c0LLEGE)

" 0

' .

) . & -
. v i \ .. Withdrawal Behavior T

Pr?d%ct:or . s !Academic ’ “} gfxacadétjé’ic «Wizg"gi%al . - N‘i?nge'rsistrcr

. 'I;I:SE‘S' Sex, Race Do - | PR o ::/,«872/’:;’, g 1“0‘-5"/;;‘%‘ \\ff?."/j

3 g j;,ﬂigh School fffffz/lest Sééfé S s e S Tase [, 3.75 # 03

g R Educational Aspirat:ion ' | 3..’Q8‘ ** 2.78. *% Y 3.38 ** B .02

‘ U: Q/High Schoc‘;l Program ' ‘.‘45 ' .80'**:;\. _ .88 ** . .‘12

// -~ -5 Callege Expefience ' s : , ;4:45 Kk ‘. ‘2.28“?‘;’2%\‘ o " 3<.2'4 *% -90_*%

" .., - 6. Financdal Aid | - o 49 \( 35 % | 0 00

*%k . .
Significant

‘at’ t:he 01 le"f‘lel

/J

' <

o ..  Total E _ CN - - \ :

P T : ' ) ! . Kk Ikk gk Ykk

. _ .- (R2 x 100). e ‘14 00/ 9 78% ., 12.,66%* ) 1.35%

L NOTE: Tﬁe co?xtributioﬁ of predictors was done in a sequential order; the\xt is, the variance accounted
« f r by -financial aid for exampleé, was computed aften, the precediné ~variab1es were considered.
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. " (2-YEAR COLLEGE) T . .
- . ¥ IV . . 0 . 3 1 N = 1937’ . 2 ] s .
2 . - - ’/” o, .
Predictor 1 2 3, 4 5. 6. 7 8 9 10 . 1 ‘
1. SES | - 1.00 s
2 Female (vs. Male) -.03 i.QO- ' / o . . )
3. WHite (vs. Nonwhite) 31 “.01 1:00 . " . .
4. High School Grade -0l .26 .27 1.00 @ ° A T
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8. Faculty Quality ~.01 -,05 =-.02 -.12° 5,06 :*.06 ~-.05 1.00
[ . . . . .
9. Social Life .00 . -.04 .01 =-.001 "°.08 303 ~ .06 .22  1.00 -
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. ‘ Table E-1° . )
2 CONTINGENCY DATA BY SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS (SES), sax AND RACE N .
: . (4-YEAR COLLEGE) ' -
,7‘ B ~ g " g
4 - . - - - L] é. -, .
, . K Percentage - S )
¢ Sex. | Fet Persister' | « Tramsfer . \wﬁﬁgiﬁh pirvewenll BERE
) Black | 68.22° |- 2.33 - s.63 S 2403 | 129
“Low { Male | . Hispanic ' 66.10 3.39 6.78 23.73 ° 59 .
; B White 67.38 1.29 | 1.9 19.74 233
’ Black . |  64.00 178, | . 9.33 2489, 225,
- lows | Femalé | Hispanic. | - 63.64 18.18 2.7 15.91 44 .
" ' - “White - 60.29 3.43 5.39 30.88 294
© o - "Black | 67.19 . 6.25 6.25 2031 128
| Middle | Male | /Hispanic 68.18 9.09 0.00 _ 22.73 ‘22
f g 7 White < 68.65 3.84 7425 . \._ 20.26 1145
; S " Black 72.78 . 5.56 444 L 17.22 180
| -Middle | Female | Hispanic | 76.19 b6 - | o+ 9.52¢ 9.52 21
White 69.44 2.67 420 23.69 1047
- | Black 77.34 2.86 5.71 14.29 35
High Male Hispanic 85.71 0.00 : 0.00 14.29 7.
. B White 79.03 3.67 " 4.54 12.75 1388
‘Black ‘| -77.08 2.08 417 16.67 48
High |- Femalé | WHispanic 55.56 w2222 4, 10.00 | 2.2 ¢ 9
. White 79.06 2.55 .- 3.61 14.78 1218
. \ L4 \
e " 206 \ “ ' ’
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' CONTINGENCY DATA BY: socxor-:conom.c STATUS (SES), SEX, % RACE™ j\ e :
: . _(2-YEAR COLLEGE) o - =
A Y ’ : ’,-”\.7
2 -~ - 4 g -’ L]
' . Percenqage she G . k
SES Sex - Race . . . ‘Academic Nonacademic N g
\ Persister , T‘?“Sf?r /Withdrawal Withdrawal R
Black. 25.64 " 19.23;:“/ . 5.13 * 50.00 - 78t
Loy Male Hispanic | —42.62 . . 6.56 / 6.56 4426 6L
" White - * - 41:55. . 116.90“ .. 1.04 v © 34.51 142 %
- . ... A / . : .
v ‘Black * 38.02 T Lisn 6.61 “42.15 -0 121
Low Female Hispanic’ -50.98 | //4'3.92 7.84 . 37.?5 51
‘ ’ White " 37.57° 15.03 6.36 41.04 173
5 Black 34.62 5.77 ’ §.62 . 50200 52
Middle ° |- Male Hispanic 35.14 410.81 24.32 29.73 . 37
¢ . . A 2 . « . .
Whits - 36.77 21.12 6.83 _ 35.28 .- 805
w T o——— < : - - B
.| Black 4074 22.22 8.64 28.40 8L .
_Middle Female Hispanic 57.50 2.50 2.50, "37:50 . 40 -
White 42.38 21.19 © 4.93 31.49 689
: - p X z
Black - 41.67 | —~33.33 0.00 25.00 ° 12
" High Male Hispanic 63.64 | * 18118 - 9.09 - 9.09 11
G M
' White 38.41 29.58 5.30 26.71 453
. Black . 46.15. 15.38 0.00 38.46 13,
“High ‘ Feé&le Hispanic *28.57 ; 28.57 < 0.00 4?386 : 7
{ | white 3422 - 29.68 . 2.67 +35.42 . 374
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S . Table E<3_ . : .
’ ! " Ll
- . .
-4 s

SOCIOECONOHIC STATUS (SES) HIGH SCHOOL GRADE (HSG) 5 ¢ -
AND EDUCATTO“AL ASPIRATION (ASP) . e o -
T { 4-YEAR COLLEGE) : o

"CONTINGENCY DATA BY

A L

— ’ \\‘\- - veoe hd
. s B R , .
) . \ . . ] P;zrcentage ! L. %, * e o s : .
s SES .} HSG ASP 3 P,e;:s ister ~ Transfer - Academic Nonacademic ¢ N,
T b ) ) : - - W:@thdrawgl Withdrawal . A- .
: | Low 28.85 3.8} BRI M 53,85 52"
Low* |+ High Middle - To1l88. | 32 12.50 "L 63.50 32 .
- High 71.08° 3.05 .5.55 - 193420 0 | 72h
i 1 ow J. o.qoﬁ - { - 0.00 37.50 - 62.50° ° -8
Low . | Low Middle 75.00. / 9.00 P o.m - 35. oo o 4
- :. . High 4533 |7 5.33 L2933 L) 20, 00 . 75
. Low 14.13 | \.6.35 19.57 8196 92
Middle | High " | « Middle 39.34 .. 8.20 + 13.11 39.34 .61
- ' High 74.31 & JF T 3.68 407 . 17.94 2090'
.. Low 1629 476 | 703333 4762 21
: Middle | Low | Middle 22,22 0.00 -0 33.33 4.4 T
- ‘ ' High 57.14 6.%5 ) 11. 90 . 24.60 126
N : Low 3137 .9.80 9.80 49502+ | 5 TsL
: High High Middle 14.29 ;8,57 17.14 . 60,00 - 35
i High -  82.36°. 2.70 2.95 11.98 ., |*,-2370
! Low - | 25.00 12.50. 12.50 50.00 8
. High . Low Middle, 14.29 '\;1{..'29 - ff_‘7.14' 14.29 T 7
= T ¢ * High 61.02 " 7.63 " 13.56 17.80 118
T 208 ‘ =




S
2N (2-YEAR COLLEGE) T
2 é e » ! - Percentage,L",__ T .
. SES HSG ‘ASP. 5 a1 i ‘ “Academic Nonacademic 4 N -
; : ?er§%§$fr‘i«; Trapsfei With rawal i’ Withdrawal - ..
- . - Low ?Zsii?g 1. _6.30- 4_:. 11,58 $4.24 95
N Lov e ‘Middle '58.47 ( -1..28 b 6.4l 3333 . f 78t
E A ¢ High | - 41,307 . 20.50 5.28" ,"82.92 322
N 17 wow . |t -ag.18 3.03 *- 15:15 6366 .| 33
Low Low,, Middie 33.33 0.00 0.00 -; L' 66,67 Vs 24K
High | 36.62 2113 -8.45 ., 33.80 1
= 4 Loy <. 3208 | 2.83 1274 - 52, 36‘ g
N viddie | High Middle [ 51,27 ° 6.78 , - |. 6.36 Tt 3559, . 236
B High - 39,09 31.39 " 3.38 26,14 857
5 . Low 15.07 411 - 2466 "56.16. 73
N Middle | Low Middle |  39.68 7,96 . . 12.70 - 439.68.- | . &3
N g bt . . L e ) '.) : o % ;o
e High 37.99 18.44 & ,9.50:% 34308. 79
- ] ) Low 35.48 8.06 6.45 "‘*{‘;,o.;_oo" o 62
o High High Middle 49,48 |, 13.40 , 2.06 35.05 Lo
\} T High j 35.34 37.97 : 2.07 - 2'4‘ 62 1532
- ] Low . 60.00 5.00 £5.00. Yoo - 20, ¢
-l High' Low Middlé 733,33 667 & 1 P 6,67 53,33+ {+ - g5t
: N High ° 39.81 20,37 10.19: 29.63 © 108
é.. ,' \)‘ .l‘ - ’ ; o .. ’ . :
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. commcnncy ‘DATA ‘BY soc:osconomc STATUS (SES):;. HIGH 'SCHOOL ‘GRADE (HSG) ' . -
-7 AND-ABILITY TEST'SCORES (ABILITY)-~ * ° . .
- (4-YEAP COLLEGE) ' T ‘ T

- - .
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e - © oo
’ <L
.

v N - v

- P Tt P

—_— T — — — OF BT TR

b A P
Yt e ene e Percentage USRI i B 4

e iaras . Academic B *ﬁNonacademic ik R
B F . : it N Lo R
Persigter | T“‘“s er _slithdraval . ,}%,V.,Withdrawal 5 R

R B e T - ;4-;',-“ Lrare - T e - e g T e g

"Y1 - Low . i 59'753

. Comee ) wzse | 7o f amso o e ges2s00 | 0
Ciped < | tew .| owddie | 42.86 |- .o0.00 | 3333 T 2aen ) 0
. | ‘High. - T'; D 6.00 ). <3333 - | 333 ol 3

\ 3.33% L, 33; % 28000 T P 50
lew | omigh | dadle | gads ~%s2e T el | 2662 ;2 Y
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’ High 7{12 1 2.82 - | ., 3.5 o . 1541 | 850, ¥

" -

) Low .. | 38.89 . |~ . 8.33 _ |°. 1389 | 3889 %6
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' High . 58:82 * 000 1o w7 dear > ] ga34
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| Low | 6389, 8.33 | 3,78 w2500
High High ~ Middle 74753 © 3,96 3,79 1 i7.73- | s8k
| nuigh ' - 80.07 . . T 2,64 |+ 2025 11.03 - { 1287

| bow ¢ | - 5455 C9.09 .| . 9:09° 27,27 |~ 32
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: TablefE-6 k . .
» 8 .
conrznczncy ‘DATA BY socxoncononlc ‘STATUS. (SES):, HIGH SCHOCL. GRADE (HSGY
: , -AND ‘ABILITY. TEST SCORES (ABILITY) - . .
: 3 w  (2¥EAR COLLEGE) o -
] - o . Percentage N A
P ~ SES . HSG ABILITY | . = - . “Academic’ , Nonacademic - N
‘. : = | FPersister Trf“sfgr Withdrawal ., ff _Withdrawal 5
2ae “ Low 38.81 10.45 ° ) 5.97" 44, 78- ( 134-
e . R . . . - o, Vo o -
S " Loy High Middle / 48.28 4 210,347 7.59 :33.79. 145
. “ 2031 © 2813

* High

48,44

3.13

64

., Low
E1- N

Low

Low

. Middie

High -

26,76
" 46.88

50100 - ~

2 7::(54

LN
AN3

56.34
©37.50,
50:00

o ?l 1;4;

32

Low -
Middle
High

- 39.62
44392
33.79

-

| eaes
3 r'. 90.0’:‘6‘:
. 6.92
5,70

3.45.

44,

v

-
kS

. e AP e Ternzm

B [

L 159.

579 -

.290

4 ¢ Middle .
- iv
# ‘

LA € ’ M

.. Middle *

Low

- Middie

High

26.74
' 34.85
42,86-

15.12
. 11.36
_d4.29

132

I nighe

© 36,67
38.55 .

34,00

Y

3.33
182
- "?000 .

4

275"

200

-

33

[

“ H
_&‘i— N
. s

Low

31.17-
40,00

52,17 .}

1 8.70
_10.39 ¥

-
4

20,00

37.66 77
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CONTINGENCY DATA BY SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS (SES) AND HIGH SCHOOL PROGRAM (HSP)

(Q—YEAR COLLEGE)

» 4
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HSP
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Persister

Tranvfer

. Withdrawal
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Withdrawal

LY
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College
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2.53

3.45

11.87

5.99°

~

x.(V

- 19,60

< - 32,07

<

. Middle

_Noncpllegé

College’,

et
< 58.57 .

"'72:99 ¢

3.23
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30.90
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7”Tabié*k48

] CONTINGENCY ‘DATA "BY SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS (SES) AND HIGH SCHOOL PROGRAM (HSP.)
W - (2-YEAR COLLEGE) *
. »' % *\‘ ‘:q , \ ’ "
T AN » . -
. B 3 Yo -
— . . . Pprcentage . ! N
. SES HSP - . . 0 v N -Academig Nonacademic 1
: o LR Persister f‘a“Sfe"’,, Withdraial WithdFaval
: Y . ‘ b . .
N f - Noncﬁ%lege» - 37053 9.33- '7.59 45.55 |
) » ) _LOW ,.' . ‘ ~t % . . - N
; . Colleéb 42.86 ‘\\Y 23.50 ~ . 5.07 -28.57
e 3 Noncoilc\_ge 38450 L ides i 9.0 3886
Middle AV ; - R . L
‘College .\- 40.59 -t 28,04, . 4.06 27.31
. . bt LAY - £
_{_».y. . e . o :- . ' i \\ ’ . . : . 23 :
‘ Noncollege '\ - 38.42 . 23 16 6.11 32.32
High - J L
College - ‘,5.,'.37.48; - 33, 93 :2117 "26.43
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v - 1able. Ef—‘}‘
CONTINGENCY QATA BYSES; ASPIRATION (ASP)_, AND; FACUL UALITY (FACQ)
~ “{(4-YEAR ;COLLEGE)

<’¢-

¢ Percentragee

: ‘~1.’éi:ai§'t;'e‘!: " Ot.her A’ ‘Academic . NOnaLadem'lc*
I b AR 3 N . /{ i

. A Withdrawal . Withdrawal
»;ch;‘sﬁ;’ﬁ * beh, T | 2. 00 F.o. 13 6. | 4793 .

<

| Dissatisfied | 12150, 25,00 ° -}  Cgloo, o . 6250

ks

| eyr conn | Sacistied * i 3138 //1‘58 | el f 2632
oL - .| pissazisfied.|  0.00 - |, so.ng Cer 25000 T 25400

4

 eye cony | SEcistied | 54-33//g/ S T N
i " Dissatisfied | 4306‘/2‘, 34.04 o 9.57 | 1.:..77 .

L

| sacisiiea . | 608 - | 22,00 | . 29r | Aa,3'.oz«-,.'
Dissapisfied |  /0.00 . |- 29.63 S 7% S B B L

. ] : /
hsatistied, |/ 22730 | 393 . CuLpass | 2
Di§satisfied/ '23.08 .’ -38.'46 . ' 69 | T 30.)7

Middle

Middle - 2;yr coll

‘l‘-

Middle | 4-yr &oll oatisfied i 97.51 T 32,89 : . : 7.41 -

Dissatisfied 4713 ). 3567 I 0 | . 1019

¥ . . .
High's | .<coll ] Sat;isfied £ 16,33 34.69 - 14.29 34769

Dissatisfied 7.69 | .38.46 . .7.69 L. 46.15
~ 2 Y N . : .

0 - 0 M - ~
hd ? . N 7

. Q . L . . . A o ' .- '
High |2 2=§r coll Satisfied ? 3? 65 63‘ -, . 9 438
B e Dissatisfied | . 0,00 63.64 7 > " 18, . 18.18 -

Lt ‘

satisfied 63:13- | 343 . - 146 L . 4.00

" High | 4-yr coll’ . i
p pisgsatisfied 51.87 4 ¢ 37.70 . . + 6.68

- q o T L ) : e . : ) .
P 3 = -0 . . . . R - . .
' - B . i .' .
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%: B, o . Table E-lb ‘ Lo _— S Y

i ) . T e . [ Coa el 7* - ‘5" ¢ - oy . ,x

€ L ‘ CONTINGENCY DATA BY SES ASPIRATION: (ASP) AND FAcumf’ GUALLTY: EACQ). 3 . B
}; 4 oo K W L. . - . . ) (Z-YEAR COLLEGE) . Ll . L., T : [

T 2 > L : LT - > Percentage.. . ~ . - T - . . o ; ':‘Q

“»
.
<

»

. Ed . . .
{ ' . 8BS | Asp, . lFACQ 32 " . | 7+ Academic . | ' Nonacademic - N o
. 2 S\ Persister Other Withdraval . . o <

2 SN - : SN . 1 Withdrawal
. . Low ~ <co;]; ‘ Satisfied : 2?..'32 - \ '30.36 coe 8 93 o © . 38.39 ) . 112
~ | pissatisesea l 0o |7 1230 . |.  2s.00 62.50° g s

2-yr coll’ Sgtj.sfied‘._ ] 4235 .27.06 } 2,35 . 28,24 .. 85

¥ . |'Dissatisfied | 20.00 " 60,00 1T " 0.00 - 20,00 . | 10
A , : . . - . - -

L)
P
2

Ly ( Ueyr eoln | Satisfled -} 49.35 |- "3e2.  f T35 | 15.54 354 ;

Lk | Digsatisfied | 28.21 41.03° | 7256 . 28,21 39 -

” R R R -

L Middle| <coll Satisfied 22,757 | . 25.75 | 13.73 .31 L’b; Lo
o0 R . S Disdatisfied | 19,51 Lgo7 21295 41.48 41 -

v Middle| 2-yr coil | Satisfied . | 48,21 21,51 | 5.98, © 2430 251

sDissatistiedf 23:68.5 | 34.21 o 15:79 2632 38

' Mg.%d'le" hoyr o511 | Satisfied | oss.23 ) 298 | 2.95 ' 12.86 | T8so - -

ji"3' L l‘ ’ . bissatis’é’ied' ’46)00‘9 | . «28 0,76' “6..09 e 19‘.15 115 R -
- z : d : I . .

‘ . - ._Hiéh | <com1 Satisfied 28.13 ’ 32.81 . .4-.69 - 3{4.38 ' 64
I SRS Dissatisfied ©18.18 - | - 54.55 9.09 * | 18.18 11

: o - . - - : - Zo " . - ! .

S i« e Dissatisfied |  26.67 > 33.33. . 13.33 26.67 15 :

-4 -
N * » h

! e ieE . o ~t 37, T . _ g
$16 "High | 4oyr.cors | Satibfied 52.25 . Tk | 198 4 | 10.99

) . |:Dissatisfied 25.35 45.07 . |. 5.63 . 23.94

~3

s
D
b
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Table E-ll

TS

/

commcnucm DATA BY SES, ASPIRATION.(ASP) AAND S0CTAL INTEGRATION (SOCL)
- (A-YEAR COLLEGE) ~f

N .
/"‘7"‘ -
S e
)
0

et - ‘ d »
_— . ; 7 o
_ . . ul _Percentage . -7 e
SES socL . L) 5 ] ~ “Academic Nonacademic’
2 Persister Othe?. _ Withdrawal Withd;ayal .
Loir Satisfied - |- © 26367 . 8.89 51.11°
- ~ Digsatisfied | 12.50 25.00 50.00,.
ww | 2yr cold Satisfied 33.3? .12.50 © 29,17 -
- ‘ Dissatisfied 66.67 33.33 ©0.00 "
Loxd 4oy coll Satisfied 33.86 4.72 7 .56
: N~ Dissat‘.isfied ‘ 30.60 ,10.45 9.70 *
. Middle Satisfied 21.05 26.32\_ 46.32
- ‘Dissatisfied | 35.29 29.41 L35.29
f«,:»?i.i‘ ddle 2oyr coll Satisfied 40.28 13.89 22.22
- Dissatisfied <37.50 12,50 37.50
" Middle | 4-yr coll .Sa.tisfie‘d 32.79. 2.76 7.77
. Dissat}sfied 36.25 © 3.63 7.86
High. Satisfied 37.04 ' 11.11 35.19
’ Disgatisfied 28.57 14.29 57.14
High 2eyr coll Satisfied 68.42 13.16 , 10 53
- Dissatisfied | 50.00 . 33.33 16.67
High foyr coll. Sat’is.fiedM 31.57 v ;.44 4.42
. . "] pisBatisfied 36.10 3.36

4.26

[

)

e




i : s 5 N e B s
o , . ) L Mable '2-12 e v ‘ ;s '.
= commczm DATA BY SES; ASPIRATION (Asp), AND ‘SOCIAL INTEGRATION (socz.) . - g
. - (2-YBAR COLTEGE) v ' . g
3 ‘ : . % . ’.:.’: = . ) ';;
- = — oy = (e - i
T - - L . ‘ Percentage . .. - ;o
SES ASP " SOCL Toraicree 1 i i Academic Nonacademic N e
' ... | Tewsister Other - I . Wirhdrawal A > withdrawal ' "%
Low <coll Satisfied - 29.35 ‘ 2_9.?0 9.7‘3‘ . 49.71_ - 113‘ L g
‘ Dissatisfied |- 14.29 - 28.57 28.57 28,87 7 y
N L, -4 - - . - 64
. - [ . 29, [3 v 3
Lot | “2-yr col1| Satisfied 1’2-'?5. 25,00 ; 2.38 _29.76 84 e
* | Dissatisfied 22,22 - 66.67 -0.00 RS § B 5 | * 9 P
Low 4=yr coll] Sstisfieci . 4879 . 30.61, | s.33_ 17.27 330 « -
: Dissatisfied 38.71 43.55 . | <3.23> - 14,52 62 , i
- . . - - o X : < - v & ’. '5
o Middle| <coll Satisfied 1. 20.66 23.*97 > .16.53, 3§.84 . 242 =
=4 * Dissatisfied | 33.33 27,27 «  3.03 36.36 33
N b3 N i N M '_ v T" * i - N - ‘S
Middle | 3-yr coll Satisfied.. 43._08' 1~ 23.08;- . 7.31 26.54 -~ 260 . :
1 . Dissatisfied 60,00~ 23,33} 6.07 10.00 ~30 ' v
“Middle | 4-yr coll Sa{isfied \53.64', ’ : .29.11 v 329 ;‘13:.97' 852"
‘Dissatisfied" . 57.34-" 27..97 1 3,50 * *!'1;1.1_9 " 143 ‘
Righ .| <coll' . .Sati_sfie_d ‘ - 32.?6_ ,37".10 . - 3.23 27.42~ 62 ¢
, R ‘ - Dissdtisfied | 15.38 30.77 % 7.69 46.15 13~ ;
~ . - . [ .
’n{ligh’ 25yt coll Satisfied ’_49.53. ot 26,30 374 22.43 107 T
TN . Dissatisfied 28_.§7. »42-.86 2.0.00~ ] ¢. 28957 14
 nigh hmyr coll Satisf.ied. | . 50.19 35.45 1.87 12.50 536 S
) s Dissatisfied 44,57 . 36.96 " 5.3 13.04 192 55
'_ . . . - - \\ - . -— - Y :
. . ~ ~ [ - .‘I. . M ~ 9‘ N . ) .
- ! ' '2 . s"{w 0 hd -




Tab le E-13

CONT%NGENCY DATA BY SES ASPIRATION (ASP)’ ‘AND IN'{.‘ELLECYUAL INTEGRATION (INTEL)
' o . . (4—YEAR COLLEGE) R

3.

o et ke B 4 i e

‘s S N T, Percentage

INTEL [ rerstoter. ot Acad*‘ (&~ ] . Nonacademic
v ’,P,ef:%;‘stlef? L Other . *3 Withdrawal Withdrawal

Csabiseies c | 789 2632 | 10.53 1-{"‘ 55,267
Dissaqisfied ©5pw00. . |, 12? 500 F oo 1250 25700

o

- Satistied |, 2400 |7 :32 00 .’,.“'::16 oo“ B -gg;.«oq " 4
Dissatisf:led SR Y 100 00 R 0% oo, -\ 000 . -
Satiatied | s3im6. | . mae | PN
I»Dissatisfied | 46:88 L. 34.38 b 10:94

* 2-yr ¢oll:

T 4=yr coll

;1 oS - T - ,,:,' ~ ‘,‘ .’, o ,’ “‘.:_,\u,: w\ R P :”ﬂ".» =T 11' o % . ‘\\ ;
Widdle | <coll 1 Satj.sfi.ed . '6.06 O 23.23 . 24.24 o 46,46 A 99 N s

Py . - « + . - : . Lows . - - A - ¢ - s
8 .- 1 ! Dissatisfied|  '0.00- 28,57« | - " 42.86 o - 28,57 - L. L& T - “ 3
,3\. . - -A. PO - :A.‘ B ,(‘ ‘ = K . - :’ l‘_ 3 ‘,: R «;, “'V‘, ‘ ‘:n. ‘;/ . \- ., - ~ "‘t:f i f RN A,xx v - ::: . ) PUREA " -A B s - “‘ . '
| S wtddie | 2oy cori | Satisfled | - 22,977 ] L30de .t | assE )2z ) T ,-
7 d ) . 1 - . ’ Qi‘séa;-i‘sﬁied " #0400 t 60+ 00: + . 20,00 . 20.00 . 5 . LE
Middle | 4-yr coll Satisfied A 5_.7.71_ ,_T/_ - 32:94 ' sr . | 2.,%9 . ] 1.0?_. : W201.Q‘ ‘ | o
' L. Dissatisfied 41,71 i o _37.444" . T, 9.00 - ° - 11.85 -~ B 211 - %' %,
- ) . T - ’.i,,. "\ : . "‘ I . L vt -’,' A . ::._‘ - ‘
. . Higl{ <COll . S\a,tis‘fj.e’a 15.0 2_5‘ A i‘ . '33 090 . ] 13 o§6 "_ . 37 . 29 . ) Jg - 5
-, . ‘ . | Digsatisfied ©+0.00 - { ° 50,00 '0.00 - 50.00 - b, :
: . . High’ ’2—yr coll Sat;.sfie;i ' 1.50 67.50 K I 15.90 10.00 N 40 |
Ty 7 " ) Dis‘satisfied 0.60 0.00 ° | 100.00 - |~ e 4'0:00~ oA 2 R -8
l - f IR * . B : B X * st 0 .
; ' . v o 4 " - : . 22 : ) :
? d‘ High 4 yt:,,coll zatisfied ' 62.78 . 31.76 o 1.44 ’ 4 0? N : 539 : ; :
~ - : 220 7 8. ) : 3L . 6.12- . 134 -
EMC ) . ’w« ﬁ patisfied >0 20«‘ . ? 37 d . 5 1 L. ; . - e e _3,% . R~
ok - - _ﬁ - . —_— rEvra— — . - T " - T - ‘_: . -
g e et e e ot e e b+ e e AN - sl [




. ~5CONTINGENCY DATA BY SES ASPIRATION (ASP) AND INTELLECTUAL-INTEGRATION[(INTEL)
(2-YEAR COLLEGE) - . .

x N ~

Table E—14

aaaaa

‘\g<;; : L . - -
‘..i,',j. "\ = — — — e == —
) | \\\\\< i.;)’_ e e Percentage :
4 o

ASP

‘\\IN;I‘\EL '

Academicv

Nonacademic

. ___.* , ol | PerSiSter °ther Withdrawal Withdrawal

Low | <colr | sf:agis_g_igg T, 3% O 2{“‘..30 : 12,15, ( go 19\_ s

- ‘Disgatigfied | - 0.00° ~|Z . 66,67 0.00 . 33.33 7,

Low 2%yr.cou | Satistled . 41.67 . BEe | 2738

'~ " .| Dissatisfied- 11. 11 22,22 22.22 44,44
1= N - B G SR & B e

- . : ¢ . » ©31,98~ . . 15,

Low * | 4-yr coll| VSatisfi‘eq . 48784 31 98 RN NS‘Q?
L ’ ,Dissétisfied :37.14- . 45,71 . 5%71 ) . J11.43°
vR X 2 el . R ;

Middle| <coll , Satisfied . 2324‘ 24,48 13 69 3859~

g Dissgtisfied 16.67 25.00 - 33.33 25.00

Miadle| * 2-yr coil Satist ted\, 46.67 . 22296 .. 593 2444

o -Dissatisfied |. " '6.67 33.33 " 40.00 20.00- -4
T e e R UL e ie;n o =
Middle| goyr coll | Satisfied .7 55.68 28.06 - 2.67 13.59
- | Dissatisfied.|  35.21 - 39.46 /1. 9.86 15.49
. I ] 1 ~ ) - » ’.' R 3 . = .. . \ - .
"High <coll ' Satisfied 28.57 -7 31,75 | ‘, 3.‘1_7 . 36.51
Dissatisfied’|  18.18 54,55 18.18 9.09
‘ "‘\ - ' PR / - o - ‘-’-"
High 2-yr coll Satisfied 50.00 25.96 e a=3085 20:19

_Dissatisfied-

—317257

TT3ifs

6,25

S High

. b4-yy coll

Satisfied
'.Dissatisfied

51.24
©26.09

2.12 .
6.52

|
i

In
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’ ' m? T : >
. >
. - -
. . PN . , Tqble *E—lS L
) o CONTINGENCY DATA BY szs AS!’IRATION (ASP), AND FINANCIAL. AID surus (FAID) T
: A , N (!.—YEAR COLLEGE) _ e ; -
. o . - v . . . .' N . . ) 7'A Percentage oﬂ s R

. .- SES- ‘AsP - | FADD CoF . T ‘Academic: | .Nonacademic 1 N -
e ) : Persister - Other Wit!:drawal ; thhdrawal C Ly

5 SRS R CNe | 22 |, 12020 9:09 -, | smss T w3 -
' : ) Yes [ .76 42.86 -t -14.29 - |- 38010 - 21

¥ - , , - 7 . - - - o v . Lt e .
"': A SRS Tty e b et - g g AR Pt ..n‘.. ™ -. T T or—a .m pmres u:..r r$ " ,m‘.,pwd'*' ~ - ) ‘» R ) !
Clow |Taeyreomn | Moo | 336t o f Canaw o} 18.18 i fom

oo {-sves |77 e o 47.06 | T 1076 L2941 - 17

Clow | deypeom | N | oo L3607 35.64 . 6.927. L-  13.8 . - 289

Yes 55.96 |- ° 31.46 . 5.00 . | - cT4.s58 |7 480

~ g r

i’ Middle . <C011 ' No»; B i B . '7006. . -'.' 22:.3.§ ‘., 23053 .. 47006 at . 85

Yes 0¢00 . - 28.57 32.14 - 39.29. |- 28

N
ot
.
[« - 201
(=)
i3

>, ) 7 . . “17. i 83 - , :
; Middle| 2-yricoll. NS . 17.24 ~ 44,83 . 12.07 58

;  Yes . 33.33 . 25.00 .7 20.83 - .20.83 . -2

_ e . y RN T . ] ) S E
{ Middle| - 4-yr coli No_ 0" B 51.31 35..71 ,3...30 , 9.68 1302

Yes 62.42 & 30.04 © o224 s:30, | 982

fat

™ wigh <edil No | a 16.67 . 33.33°. 14.81 er - 3519 ) 54

Yes 0.00 -|  44.44 ‘ 0.00 | 5556 __ 9

Cpigh | 2-yr coll No , 2770 ¢ f 64.86 " ¢ 18,92 1351
L7 " Yes - 37.50 - 50.00 - /0,00 4 . 12,50 T -8

B - * v . . . - 3. - . . . K . 1 .2"
Hioh . a—yr COll, . No 59 85 32.70 . 1 9.2 . 4 5,2‘ 923

Yes | - 65.68 . . 8.70 1.48 4.14 676

ot g £ te R e
‘ . ’ ’ 22 ; L ’ ’
. N .
S w L s . . ~ - L . .

e e el NS e ae < P SO LR L




.T_‘ , - 6' T —
Teﬁle 'E-16ﬁ . ,¢ - ‘ e
com‘mcnncy DATA BY sr«:s ASPIRA'I:.ON (ASP) -AND' ILLNANCIAL AID STATUS (EAID)
. . #(2-YEAR cou.zcz)‘ o -
\ iie oo
) _ @ »Pércen‘tage . ,'
S FAID N N e Academic Nonacade:. .c e N
- + . Pergister Ot?heri Withdrawal Withd:awal . ’ R
) f.ow ccolr . .| .No - 12.64 & 31.03 " 1? 79 . 2. 53 ' 87,‘ .
- i e . Yes . |. 42.42 - 21.21 03 “.33.33 - 33
,L - i N : J: . . N ',‘ . . e ~‘ - :l N . s .
- S Lo | 2 co| M 3833 4L - 33 s R .60,

: x‘;\ Yes: 42,86 22.86 - 5.71 4 28.57° 35

. : - 465 ' ' o '

G ' Low b=y coll Nc: | . 465._15 .|, 31.98 4.05 1781 o gé7 ,

; : Yes 48,63 . 34.25- 2.05 15,07 146.
B el ccon | Moo %0.92 25.94 i4.64 38.49 . 2395 .
o ' Yes 31.58 15.79 5 15.79 36.84 38

o :’. h i - - ' F ) ‘:‘ 1 l- R ' -~ i ) ‘ ' 7
L . widdle| 2-yr coll' No LT 41, 1 \ 26.43 B 7.93 Sl 24,23 227

Yes * 5114, 12.70 | 4.76 2540 63
Lo F} v . - ¥l
- Middle| 4-yr coll ':Io - + 51.94 29.09 LK. - .02 14.96 | 722

. S Yes . 60:44 28.21 1.47 - 9.80 - 273
- _High | <coll’ ‘No. '23:’(‘)8 }5.38 ’6.15 35.38 65 ‘

_j o K * Yes 50.00 . - 40.00. . 0.00 10.00 10

) I
S BT 2-yr coll No 44.34 28.30 , w 5:66 _ | 21.70 106
) A Yes - 52.94 . 17.65 0.00 . 29.41 .
- -k . Y . - g
. High | 4-yr corl.| Mo 48. 78 35,65 2.06 13.51 . ; ,53.3
- -~ - Yes 53 76 37.63 - o -3.23 5.38, - 93
~ v

— \)‘ . L ¢ 3 * 22!7 . ) -
= EMC . A o ., ) | . PR N . -
B — S : — pi— e ——————
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.. PR Table F-1 .~ £ R
. mcroa LOADNGS FOK. sr.:.s-zs;sm -AND- LOCUS OF CONTROL ITEMS .

- -

E L Icem - ’ . 'S‘el},f-El.Cui ’ Locus of Control
- L ‘}-‘ac:qr; I\ . ?actor II Ca
|SELE-ESTERM . L - R
Positive. at:,r.it:ude L . ,’7‘3 S -.09,&, - F.
Equal worth L. Y e =d3 '
Able to do as,well as most people - .69 T =05
Satisfied = % et .63 . 408 ‘
LOCUS OF- CONTROL oo RS _
L‘&,ck. more :impqrtant than work t .08 B .60 ) R
‘T;ix to ‘get’ ahea;i".,-butlatdpped ) . N . =22 . . ;65‘ - ’
-Plans hardly wotrk out: o § . -.14 ) -+ %13 ' -
Accept. condition» o ; g .Olo’ . .62 ;
ﬁote. The int:ernal consistencies (coefficient alphu) atc .66 and .50,

respectively, for self-esteem 'and locus of control. . -

" -
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‘ . Taﬁle-F-Z )
FACTOR STRUCTURE. OF LIFE GOAL'LTEMS e

- ~
» -

;Item : : T 7 _ Orientation.Factors -

. Work Community ”—Fﬁmiiyr
. WORK SCALE ' R
Success .in work : . .62, -3 13
,Haviﬁg 1ots of money i , 73 .04 ’ 1 -.09
Firding steady work 1 69 f a2 ] - a9
COMMUNITY SCALE A : ™y '

a

Being a leader’ . : 31| w60, .03

‘6iving c¢hildren opportunities .34 - 43
“Working to c‘:orréct"inequal:itfies L 22 .81
FAMILY SCALE - > ' '
B Marriaéénand family T B .23

P

Living close to parents and relatives
. _Getting sway o o .
ITEM NOT APPEARING IN ANY SCALE

‘Ha%ing strong fri%ndships ' .10
s . - . q-

-

Note: (1) The fésponsé tO'each>iteh ranged from noﬁ importaﬁt to very
" important on a three:point scale. -

The Eoefficient alphas (ihternal:gonsistenciqg) were .53, .44,
and .30 for the work, community, and family scales, respectively.

~

.




Table.F-3

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE MEASURES OF SELF-ESTEEM™

y

¥, - M B
P4 4 . .

- , Self-Esteem | Self-Esteem Self-Esteem
Student (1972) I~ {1973) (1974) . ~— ..
Group * Standard- Standaxd ' Standard

Mean -Deviation Mean Deviation . Mean . Deviation
™ ol : :
Four=Year College }
Persistersy | 4.02  0.63 [4.23  0.64° |4.29  0.67
Academic Co ’ N
Withdrawal 3.90 °  0.65 4.064 0.62 4.17 0.69
Nonacademic - . . A
"Withdrawal®’ 13.98- 0.64 4.30° 0.70 4,42 0.70 7/
Two~Year College |. L ; /.'gi.,_
Completed a . i‘.{".‘
2-yéar degree 3.94"... ,0.62 4.16 0.55 4.33 0.62 :f
hcademic’ . | ‘ . d
Withdrawal * '3.75  0.78 -F%.03°  0.60 [4.22 0.67
““Nonacademic , T T i
Withdrawal 3.94 0.63 4.25 0.65 4.34 0.67
- N '. ™~ L}
i The higher’scale score indicates higher self-esteem.’ °
. . Al \
N -,
- ?e N . )
« ) -
. (
o
A - ;
. » o ) R
- 209 Cow
o 231
:. - S a \ .




: T e Tdble F-4 _ Y T
* | \EANS AND STANDARD,DEVIATIONS OF THE MEASURES OF LOCUS OF controrY
: '7 . ' i & ) ' . \
‘ . "Locus of Control | Locus of Control | Locus of Control A ' '
- Student (1972) (1973) - (1974) Sample 3
¢ , Group v |'Meaq Standard [, =~ Standard |~ Standard N AR
. . .| hed Deviation: o Deviation | - Deviation i ' ’;
’ ' Four-Year Coliege | . . ’ , @ . i
;™ .Persisters %.04 -  0.63° {3.93 0.8 [3.95  0.99 2479 ¥
- Academic ‘ ' . - . . oL n
- Withdrawal 3.74 0.61 ‘| 3.82 0.64 3.64 0.96 143" :
‘. -Nonacademic . . . .
» . Withdrgval 3.8  0.85 3.70 - 122|360  1.26 , | 358
.7+ Tlo-Yeat College | - X
t Completed-a - X . .. " ;
2-year degree 3.91 0.65 3.97 0%1 3.80 V.03 242 "t
*  hcademic s . ‘ 4 . > . :
- Withdrawal N 3.72 0.72 3.69 *0.65 3.6.0 095\ 103 i
Nonacademic ) . . " c
Withdrawal .  *{3.73 , 0.70 .|3.64 1,09 _[3.68  1.08. 432 ;
1/ The higher Score indicates more internal in locus of control. . - 3
. : ~ ., R
o '
. , ;
- [
, 210
~ 232 , -
‘ . .2 .Y, > \
, 4 !
o . N P ) N




- ; “,. P - , .‘l ~ i. » ’ E‘
) ¥y i :l
7 . . \{ahle_F=5 — ’ . *
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE MEASURES OF WORK ORIENTATTON ’ :
LT -8 Work Orientation |,Work Orientation| Work Orientation
" Student : —~-(1972) s — -~ (1973) ° (1974) Sample, .
Group Mean " Standard: " Mea Stanidard Mea Standard - N A
- - ‘ Deviation! " Deviation " -Deviation *
Four-Year. Collegel ' . / :
R ) - 1 LI . "
Persisters ' 2.48 0.40. 2.35 0.55- 2.30 0.58 2478
Academic ' . ' N - .
Withdrawal 2.50 0.38 2.38 0.41 2.30 0.63 143
Nonacademic ’ - . . ’ . )
Withdrawal, s 2.50 0.37 2.20 .0.75 %.13 0.78 361 :
. ) ;o .
. ~iI.‘waerar .Lollege
_'Comﬂieted a . - ' . .

. 2=year degree 2,51 0.36 2.41 0.%5 2.31Y  0.62 281 -
Academic . . a - I R
Withdrawal 2.58 0.40 2.50 0.38 2.28 0.63 - 104

’ Nanacademic ' . .- SRRt
. Withdrawal ] 2.52 0.37° 2.28 0.67 2.29 0.65 432 . ¥
— . A ) —
. : ¢ . i.
. ’ A . . :
. g , :
. . ' ‘ .\ ' . .
A—/ » . :
b - ' - i 3
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: z Table F-6 o

' . . . ! - 3

. MEA‘NS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE MEASURES OF COMMUNITY ORIENTATION .o \’

. ) & I L ‘ - -~ ’j

! ,bommdnit:y- Community - Community -

. Orientation- Orientation . Orientation 5

‘Student (1972) (1973) (1974) Seple . 1
e P Mean = Standard | Mean Standard Mean © Standard
' - 5 -Deviazdion. Deviation Deviation o

i Four-Year College ¢ . ) {

. “Persisters 2.10 | 0.49- <f1.92- "0.57  1.88  0.59 2477
- Academic  ° N ) o, N ) ]
Withdrawal - 2.06 0.47. .95 0.44° 1.88 0.5'7 1. 143 1‘

< Nonacadegic 1 . . . SO F “
Wichdr‘asgs, . ;217 - 0.50 | 1.87  0.70 :4.85  0.71 |~ 1360 ;
Two-Year. College * ! i : ' s |
Completed a _ ) <. A g
2-year degréde 2.08 0.47 1.97 0.51 1.87 0.58 41 - .
*Academic . ) .. i ‘
.Withdrawal 2.11 0.45 . 1.92 0.55. 1.80 .0.61 104
Nonicademic - . | ‘ s

. Withdrawal - 2.11 0.46 1.88 0.63 1.86 0.61 . 432 .
. - . : ‘,s‘
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. MEANS AND-STANDARD DEV

!

‘. Table F-7

IATIONS OF THE MEASURES OF FAMILY ORIENTATION

R

| | S
. i - Family Family Familya
P " " Orientation__| Orientation Orientatién | o ..
X Stydenc Col . QT . T ae?d)——— . (1974) Sample
¢ P ") Mean Standard [ =" Standard | . . Standard .
o, 1 Deviation Deviation'’ ‘Deviation
Four-Year .College N R ' g )
* Persisters 2.28  0.40 | 2.31  0.40 |2.30  0.43 | 2477
Academic | A ' o - ' ) .
Withdrawal 2,13 0.42 2,29 0.36 2,27 0439 ¢ 143
! ‘ ’ ; p 1y amman
. - No.l:lacadamic ) x - . o . ,ff"" A X
Withdrawal 2.22 0.42 | 2,29 . 0.47 : | 2.29.  0.47 360
‘Two-Year College ‘ > _
Completed a , ‘ . X
" 2-year degree 2.35 - 0.37 |2.35 .0.38 |2.38  o0.41 242 ;
Academic - i . W s
Withdra&@l - 2.22 0.42 , | 2.29 0.47+ 2.29 "7 0.42 104
< Nonacademlc - - : . ’ .
. . Withdrawal 2.29 0.48 2,32 0.46 2,35 0.43 432
~ . . . % -
) )’ o ‘ 0 ° : B /)"
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