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DIFFERENCES IN ACADEMIC SKILL DEVELOPMENT
AMONG MEN AND WOMEN DURING THE FiRST TWO YEARS OF COLLEGE

Abstrace

This study explored the influences of varying Jevals of integration
in the academic and S’O’Ciéi systems of a ﬁh'i*&é?éify on the reported
freshman and sophoriore year academic skill develspment of men and womer
students. Results indicate that both the amount of reported growth and
the causal structure of the influences on that growth are signiﬁ’céhtiy
different for women than for men- Moreover, freshmen year academic
integration was found to have an indirect sffect on sophomore year
reported growth for both groups that was as great (among men), or nearly
as great (among women), as its direct effect on reported freshman year

growth.



AMONG MEN AND WOMEN DURING THE FIRST TWO YEARS OF COLLEGE

As a réviéw 6? th’é éa’ﬂ'y ;égéa;es done on coﬁeéé students quickly
conceptua] research and measurement approaches adopted were heav11y
1nf1uenced by the d1sc1p11ne of the researcher Psycho-og1sts sought a
series of att1tud1na1 and behavioral pred1ctors qu1te d1fferent from
those 1nvest1gated by soc1o1og1sts Whereas the former sought
exp]arat1ons of student behavior in cond1t1ons and dynamics w1th1n
1nd1v1duals the ]atter adopted conceptua] approaches that ]ooked to
social structur and norms in students' external env1ronment. Wh11e
such a condition was to be expected, it also tended to concentrate
attention on one or another of the sources of influence on human
Eéﬁéﬁ%br

that refleéted both individual and env1ronmenta1 character1st1cs and
theories of how the 1nteract1ons among these sets of variables m1ght, in
comb1nat1on, shape students’ 1earn1ng and behav1or (e. g s Ho]]and 1966
Pace; 1969; Pace and Stern 1958; Perv1n 1967 Stern 1970). More
recent]y, the relation between the 1nd1v1dua] and the env1ronment, and
the magn1tudes of both the1r 1nd1v1dua] and joint influences on student
growth; have received increased attention. Spady (1970) and Tinto (1975)
wrote of academic and social integration in seeking to explain college
student attrit%on. Eéée (1§7§) has offered a model of college ‘iﬁpréss"
which gpécif%éé that the outcomes of co]]ege are a function of the

pre co]]ege character1st1cs of the student the nature of the student s

encounters with the co]]eg1ate env1ronment and the natire and amount of
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effort the s cudent invests in learning. Astin (1977 1985) and the Study
Group on the Cond1tvons of Excellence in Amtr1can H1gher Educat1on (1984)
introduced the concept of Student "involvement” to the national diaiogﬁé
on undéergraduate educat1on, as we]] as to the lexicon of researchers
study1ng how: tudents learn and grow and how institutions and collegiate
exper1ences m1ght be des1gned to fac111tate that growth

There can be 1ittle doubt that students grow in a variety of ways
dur1ng their col]ege years and that at 1east some of th1s development is
a function of college attendance and d1st1nct from normal maturation
(Fe]dman & Newcomb 1969 Hyman Wr1ght & Reed 1975 Ast1n 1977; Bowen,
19773 paeé 1979; Pascare]]a, i§§§) There 1s of Eoursé less agreement
about just how much of students’ growth is attr1butab1e to the co]]eg1ate
exper1enee about which part1cu1ar elements of that exper1ence are
sa11ent; and whether the effects of thoSe éXber1enEes are un1form for
different kinds of students.

witerature reviews and various individual studies increasingly
potnt however, not on]y toward the 1ntééaétiaﬁ of the individual and the

co]]egwate °nv1ronment but a]so to the 1nteract1on of the cogn1t1ve and
affect1ve d1mens1ons of the same individual student s nature. Pace
(1979) recogn1zed the early cogn1t1ve affect1ve 51furcat1on in the
research on col]ege students and ca11ed for stud1es of how these two
doma1ns may interact and conce1vab1y reinforce one another in students
growth in a variety of areas. Korn (iééé), after rev1ew1ng five
perspeet1ves on the impact of co]]ege on students," noted that "the
thrust of the reported findings indicates there are omp]ex interactions
between what has bees trad1t1ona11y 1abe1ed the Eo§nitive and a?fective

domains of human behavior (p: 11): Korn briefly reviews this "cognitive
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revolution in psychology" a~d notes that a "key element in this

conceptual revoiution is understandiﬁg an individual's active
p

environment" (p; 13).

Ev1dence consistent w1th th1s view ﬁas emerged in the study of
college students reported growth in various areas and in their
béhaviais; For examp]e Pascare]]a and Terenz1n1 (1979) found severa]
academic 1ntegrat1on (h1gh 1eve1s of one tending to compensate for 1ow
levels of the other) in positively inf1tl cing student retention.
Simﬁiarij, students’ 1eveis o? %ﬁtégfa ¢ ' an 1nst1tut1on g atademié

systems have been found to 1nf1uence the1v reported 1eve of social

1ntegrat1on* and 1eve15 of both academ1c and social 1ntegrat1on have been

assoc1ated w1th students’ reported academic development (Terenz1n1 &
Wright, in press) and persona] growth (Terenz1n1 & Wr1ght 1987)

Mich of the work done in this area, however, has been based on whole
samples, with limited efforts to explore whether the pattern or strength
of the %nfiuéhces m%ght va;y for aiftérént kinds o? stuaéﬁts Suéﬁ

kinds of students: Terenz1n1 and Wr1ght (1n press,, for erample
their cais 1 1ys1s was based on a comb1ned samp]e of men and women.

Ev1dence ex1stS* however (e.g., Cl1nchy & Z1mmerman* 1982 Belenky,

E]1nchy, Go]dberger & Taru1é 198o) to suggest that women undergo a

developmental Sequence d1fferent from that descr1bed by Perry (1970),
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based on his studies of students consisting primarily of males at Harvard
College.

Moreover; most stud1es of students’ academic and 1nte11ectua1
deve]opment focus on growth during a s1ng1e year (typ1ca11y the freshman
year), or over the col]eg1ate career /usua11y contrast1ng students
freshman- and senior- year scores on the same var1éb1e). Few studies have
attempted to monitor the rate of étédem1c development, or the Vériéb111ty
of the Béttern of 1nf1uences on such growth, from year to year to
determ%ne when and how such development occurs. Moreover— few studies
héve sduéht to 1dent1fy those co]]eg1ate exper1ences that m1ght
1'n'stituti'o”n"s have some bali'éy or afageammatic 'c'o'nt'r'o"i

Th1s study sought to extend the deve]op1ng 11ne of 1nqu1ry 1nt0 how
students 1nvolvement in the academ1c and soc1a] systems of an
1nst1tut1on m1ght 1nf1uence students reported academic sk111

deve]opment, and whether such deve]opment m1ght be d1fferent for men and

women during the first two years of college.

METHODS

Theoretical Framework

Several mode]s have been advanced for exp1a1n1ng how students
develop in the co]]ege sett1ng. Ast1n (1985) offers the "involvement"
theory of student learning; which he states in its simbiest tdrn as:
“Students ]earn by becom1ng 1nvo1ved" (p 133) Aﬁeﬁg the basic
postu]ates of this theory are that 1nvo]vement requ1res “the 11vestment

of physical and psycholog1ca1 energy;" "occurs along a ccntinuum;" "has

7
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both uant1tat1ve and qua11tat1ve features " and 1nvo1ves both
att1tud1na1 and behavioral d1mens1ons (pp. 135 136) This theory;
however* prov1des on]y genera] guidance to researchers interested in a
more deta11ed spec1f1cat1on of the dynam1cs of tolleg1ate 1mpact

Tinto (1975), n his model of the undergraduaté dropout proéess
offers a a more deta11ed statement of potent1a11y s1gn1f1cant 1nf1uences on
one col]ege student outcome. T1nto theor1zes that students’ pre co]]ege

tra1ts and 1eve1s of comm1tment to the 1nst1tut1on and to personal goa]s

1nf1uence the manner in which the student 1nteracts w1th the

1rst1tut1ona1 env1ronment These 1nteract1ons, in turn; lead to varying

ie"] of 1ntegrat1on in the 1nst1tut1on S academ1c and social systems

Accord1ng to T1nto the 1eve1 of academ1c and social integration (other

th1ngs be1ng eaua]) is pos1t1ve1y re]ated to the likelihood that the

student will cont1nue enro]]ment
Tinto's modeu, however, may also be a useful framework for

conceptua11z1ng the var1ab1es and processes potent1a11y 1nvo]ved in other

areas ( ? ol]eg1ate 1mpact on students 1ncorporat1ng as 1t does many of

the basic components or themes of other deve]opmental theor1es (e g.;
Astin's (1985) notion of “1nvo1vement") in a comparat1ve1y exp11e1t

causal ode]; If the co]]ege exper1ence pos1t1ve1y 1nf1uences ‘tudents

personal and academic growth then 1t seems reasonable to expect the
student who is more 1ntegrated into (or “1nvo1ved" 1n) the academ1c and

soc1a1 11fe of an institution w111 grow more in a number of ways than

w111 a less 1ntegrated or 1nvo]ved student On this aééuabfian, the

present study focused on the 1nf1uence of students academic and social

integration 1eve1s on their reported academic growth dur1ng the first two



years of college. For reasons explained be1ow, however; certain
components of the T1nto model were not 1ncluded in th1s study

Freedman (1965), Lehmann and Dressel (c1ted in Feldman & Newcomb
1969) and Sanford (iéégl have suggested that the amount of educat1onal
and personal development in the f1rst year of college far exceeds that

occurr1ng in any subsequent year. tehmann* moreover found that "

take place dur1ng the freshman and sophomore years" (1968 p 388) For
these | reasons, this study focused on the first two years of college.
Based on the work of Ll1nchy and Z1nmerman (1982) and Belenky, €l1nchy,
Goldberger and Tarule (1986), as well as many other studies 1nd1cat1ng
important difference between men and women in their responses to the
collegiate environment, this study also sought to differentiate the
sources of influence on academic growth among men and women.

Besggg:andASample

Dur1ng the summer of 1986 freshmen attend1ng a randomly:selected

f1ve of nine summer orientation sessl””s at a large, selectlve public
research un1vers1ty in the northeast were asked to complete a

Tocally- developed quest1onna1re sol1c1t1ng a var1ety of academ1c and
personal background information. Usahle responses wéié recelved from
1980 freshmen class).

In Apr1l of each of the two succeed1ng academ1c years; a detailed
quest1onna1re ask1ng students about their exper1ences dur1ng the year
Just end1ng was nt to each of the stadents who had part1c1pated in the
preceding year's data collection. After a fo]low:up mailing each year,
usahle responsez rates were: freshmen year, n = 723 (65%), and sophomore

3



year, n = 563 (éi%); This study, then is based on the responses of the
three data col]ections for the stody This group constitutes 42 percent
of the or1g1na1 samp]e and 22 percent of the or1g1na1 enter1ng freshman
class. Tests indicate that respondents are representative of the
population of freshmen with respect to academic aptitude (combined SAT
scores), high school achievement (igh school percentile rank), and
combined parental education.
Variables

Students pre-co]]ege character1st1cs, treated as exogenous
var1ab1es (1 e., outs1de the causal node]), were high schoo] aeh1evement
(percent11e rank in graduat1ng c]ass) and h1ghest degree p1arned
(baehelor s; master s or doctorate) Pre11m1nary ana]yses 1nd1cated that
other bac&ground var1ab1es for which data were ava11ab1e (race or
ethn1c1ty, comb1ned SAT scores, and parents' 1eve1 of forma1 édhéat5on)
were not re11ab1y re]ated to the dependent measure nor to other

post matr1culat1on var1ab1es and were, consequent]y, excluded from the
model.

To measure students' 1evels of 1ntegrat1on in the academ1c and

soc1a1 systems of the 1nst1tut|onf each year s follow-up 1nstrument asked

students to: 1) eStimate the number of times during the year they had
met With 3 faculty member outside the classroom for each of six reasons
(only conversations lasting 10 to 15 minutes or more were to be -ounted):
2) 1nd1cate the number of ﬁours per week on the average, they had spent

in organ1zed* extra-curr1cular act1v1t1es in both the fall and Spr1ng

semesters (subsequent]y summed to form a s1ng]e 1ndex) 3) to respond to

a series of 34 Likert scale items specifically designed to measire

0
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various d1mens1ons of soc1a1 and academ1c 1ntegrat1on in the Tinto mode]
and 4) to reSpond to ten 1tems descr1b1ng various 1nd1cators of level of
classroom and soc1a1 involvement .

The 34 L1kert 1tems, combr1s1ng five d1mens1ons were taken from

Pascare]]a and Terenz1n1 (1980) A séries of pr1nc1pa1 compbnents

analyses indicated substantiai stabiiity a? Eﬁe five-factbr sbiﬁtién

d1mens1ons labeled “peer re]at1ons " "facu]ty re]at1ons" and “facuity

concern for student deve]opment and teach1ng,i were used in th1s study

The 1nterna1 cons1stency (a]pha) re11ab111ty coeff1c1ents for these three
Frequency of contact w1.h facuity was measured by students

estima’es of the tota) (summed) number of times dur1ng the year they had

get academic program adV1ce; to discuss careers, or to disciss
intellectual or course-related tép%cs), and for “non-academic" Burposes
(té a%sEaés personal Brebiems to d1scuss campus issues, or to soc1a11ze
?n?drmaTTyj To correct for pos1t1ve skewness a constant 6? one was
added to each sum; wh1cﬁ was then transformed to a natural logar1thm
pr1or to ana]ys1s;

Indicators of studentsi ciassréém and social invaivement were taken
from Terenz1n1 pasearé11é and Ldrang (iégé) and have 5iéﬁé internal
cons1stency re11aéii§ty coe?ticients 6? ;81 and .75. Sambie items Frbm
the classroom experience scaie are: enJoyed my c 1 asses" and "1earned
something new in my eiaéééé;" The social 1nvolvement sca1e includes such

items as "felt at home here" and "met students who were interesting.

11



P"lnc1pa1 components analyses 1hdicatéd that the tﬁo-?actor soiution is
stable across years for the students in this study.

Thus; the pred1ctor variables in this stuéy were the two covari*tes
listed éariier and e1ght 1ndependent var1ab1es, or "co]]ege exper1ence"
other 1ndex1ng soc1a] 1ntegrat1on--for each of the four years under
study The var1ab1es compr1s1ng each set are glven in Tab]e 1.

As noted prev1ou51y, this study does not afford a comoréhén§§Vé test
of the utility of Tinto's model for orédietiné educational outcomes other
than attrition 1nasmuch as the concepts of institutional and goa]
comm1tments are not included here These constructs were excluded for
both practxcal and conceptua] reasons. ;1rst* as a practica1 matter, the
number of var1ab]es compr1s1ng th1s model of student growth over a
two -year per1od was 1arge, mak1ng data ana]ys1s 1ncrea51ng1y cumbersome
and tend-ng toward making resu]ts potent1a11y unstab‘e g1ven the number
of subJects Moreover the ava1]ab1e data ref]ect1ng 1nst1tut1ona1 and
goal comm1tments were of quest1onab1e psychometr1c qua11ty

Gonceptua] cons1derat1ons were a]so 1nvoTved however Whiie the
role of institutional commitmént in students’ attrition dec1s1ons is
we]’-establlshed, it seems reasonab]e to quest1on Whether a student s
commi tment to attendance at a part1cu1ar 1nst1tut1on w111 have a
s1gn1f1cant influence on that student's 1cadem1c skill deve]opment It
is 11ke]y to have some 1nf1uence but whether 1t wou]d be a maJor force
is arguable; The decision was made that th1s var1ab1e was not cr1t1ca1
to the mode] be1ng deve1oped and g1ven the additional considerations

above, it was consequentTy exu]uded

Jrbned |
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While this study included students' goals with regard to the highest

deérée expected as a background (and exogenous) var1ab1e the absence of
measires of stddents commitments to achieving other academic and
career/vocational §oa1s is more probiemmatic; These commitments might
well be expected to in?iuenee; for example, the amount of et?ort a

student eiertsf WHioh; in éu?ﬁ m1ght be expected to affect not on]y the

a]so the extent of acad=m1e growtﬁ exper1enced The absence of such
variables constitutes a more serious weakness in this study; a matter
which is a;geagséa %uréhér Béiaw

asked to 1nd1cate the amount of progress they had made dur1ng the year
Just end1ng in each of twenty nine skill or growth areas (Terenz1n1
Pascarella and Lorang, 1982) Tﬁé 1tems were scored on a 1 4 sca]e
wtere 1 = "no progress at all" and 4 = a great deal of progress.” One
of the four components derived ?actoria11y from these items, the
iiacademf'c sh%ii éeveiébnénf“ séaie Was adopted for th1s study as the
measure of ééaééﬁéé academ1c growth in each of the two years. Th1s
sca]e 1nc1udes the follow1ng four 1tems 1) ga1n§n§ tactuai knowiédge
(term1no]ogy, methods trends); 2) deve]opin§ thé abiiity to evaluate
critically 1deas materials and methods é) ééveiséiﬁs the aBiiity to
apply abstract1ons or pr1nc1p1es in theor1es The internai consiStency
re11ab111t1es for th1s scale were .70 and .71 for the freshman and
sophomore years, respectively.

Analyt4ca] Method

show1ng both the LISREL "measurement mode]" and “structura] model." The

5e
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boxes represent the measured variables used in the analyses (and g1ven in

Ta51e 1). The oval to wh1ch the boxes are connected represents the

ref]ect The boxes and the ova] to Wh1ch each is attached taken

based on the theoret1ca1 framework under1y1ng the study.

In th1s study, as can be seen in F1gure 1, students éﬁééiéﬁé éaai
comm1tments and h1gh schoo] ach1evement levels are exogeneous background
var1ab1es (1 e., determ1ned by forces outs1de the causal structure) that
are presumed to 1nfluence 1eve1s of academ1c 1ntegrat1on in the ?reshman
yéar Academ1c 1ntegrat1on was presumed to be reflected %ﬁ students'
scores on the var1ab1es listed under that head1ng in Tab]e 1 and wnasé
acronyms are g1ven in the boxes in F*gure 1 Soc1a1 1ntegrat1on was
operationalized by scores on var1ab1es listed under that head1ng in the

same table. Academic and social integration levels are presumed to

influence each other Féé%prbcaiiy; to effect the amount of academic

growth reported at the end of the freshman year; and to influence

academ1c and soc1a1 1ntegrat1on |eve1s in the succeed1ng year: Freshman
year academic growth, in turn is expected to influence the fo]1oW§ng
year's academic and soc1a1 1ntegraf1on levels; as well as the academic
skill déVé1opment reported for the sophomore year.

LISREL VI (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984) was used to test for differences

between men and women in th1s causal structure of the 1mpact of ro]]ege

on students academ1c growth LISREL offers several advantages over the

H\\
Vo gl



=12-

more common ord1nary 1east -squares (OLS) path ana]yt1c techn1ques

adequacy as an exp]anatory system (Hennessey, 1085) FiPStr LISREL
models are ronrecursive, perm1tt1hg tests for rec1proca1 effects.

Second, LISREL enables the researcher to model measurement error and
autocorreiatioﬁ (the correlation between the same measure takén at two or

more d1fferent t1mes), thus produc1ng re]at1ve1y unb1ased path estimates.

Th1rd wh reas the assumpt1on of uncorrelated error terms in OLS factor

ana]yt1c techn1ques is frequent]y v1o1ated LISREL perm1ts est1mat1on of
the effects of latent (unobservab]e) constructs wh11e s1mu1tareous1y
contro]11ng for correlations among their emp1r1ca1 indicators. Thus,
LISREL's confirmatory factor analysis produces more reliable (unbiased)
estimators.

?ihaiiy; LiéEEL éﬁaSiég the researcher %o test Eﬁé internal vaiidity

then imposing the est1mated structure on a separate group (ih this éééé;
men and women); thus proVidiﬁg a direct test of the equality or
1nequa11ty of the causal structures for the two groups. ih cohtrast— 6t§
path ana]yt1c techn1ques do not perm1t such d1rect compar1soﬁ of two path
mode]s because of their use of standard1zed regress1on (i.e., path)
coefficients: Standardized coefficients are rare]y compared because of
the recogn1zed prob]ems that occur when variances differ across samp]es

of interest (Heise 1969);

men and women ihvolved five stagés. First; the causal re]at1ons
specified by Tinto's model were translated into an initial measurement

model for men and women using a confirmatory factor analytic technique.

b |
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soc1a1 1ntegrat1on as "1atent" {or unobservabTe) var1ab1es W1th mu1t1p1e

1nd1cators Setond a series of structura] equat1ons represent1ng the
hypothes1zed theoret1ca1 structure (see F'gure 1) was 1ncorporated 1nto
the women's measurement mode] fhird; specific hypotheses in the overaii
f1t of the mode] were eva]uated us1ng both test of structura] parameter

estimates and a more globa] goodness- of f1t test fhé women's model was

mod1f1ed as 1nd1cated by the LISREL program to produce the best f1tt1ng
structura] mode] (1 e:; the estimated model that most c]osely reproduces
the covariance structure of the samp]e) This process has been referred
to as mode] tr1mm1ng Fourth, once the best fitting mode] for women
was determ1ned the structural parameters were f1xed and the mode] was
rerun us1ng the correlat1on matr1x from the men . Thé overall
Goodness-of-Fit test (Where the index can vary from 0 to 1, with 0
re%iecting no f1t and 1 1nd1rat1ng a perfect f1t) was used to 1nd1cate
the éééiéé to wh1ch the est1mated causa] mode] for the women adequate]y
reproduced the observed covariance structure of the men's samp]e Fifth
the best f1ttmng mode1 for the ma]es was determ1ned and v1sua11y compared
with that of the women. The resu]ts of thése comparisons and the
structure of these two, "best t%ttin§“ models are described in the hext

section.

RESULTS
Table 1 gives the means and standard deviations for all observed
variables used in this studi Women appear to report s11ght1y more
academwc development than men in both years, but on]y in the sophomore

year is the d1fference re11ab1e (t = 1.98, d.f. 461 2 ta11 p < 05);

foct |1
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Both nen and women report 1ess academ1c growth in the second year

iééﬁsaiéa with the f1rst), but in ne1ther 1nstance is the drop

stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant Men have re11ab1y h1gher oeoree asp1rat1ons

than women at the time of matr1cu1at1on and in both years report greater

1nvolvement than women in extra curr1cu1ar act1v1t1es (a]though

participation is hot high for either group). Women, in 6éﬁ£ra§E, enter
with h1gher levels of h1gh schoo] ach1evement and subsequent]y report
s1gn1f1cant1y more pos1t1ve peer re]at1ons in both years and re11ab1y
greater invo]vement in the saeiai 1ife of the institution aur%ag the
freshman year:

The results of the five- step process descr1bed above for compar1ng

between the groups This eaﬁ&1ugiaﬁ is based on the magnitude of the

accord1ng to those of the women's best f1tt1ng mode], as we]] as on the

structures of the best f1tt1ng mode]s for each group (se 1gures 2 & 3);

F1gure 2 shows the results of the tISREL ana]ys1s for men. fhe

the measurement mode] are 1nterpretab1e as standard1zed regress1on
coeff1c1ents (1 e.; beta we1ghts) and reflect the re]at1ve contr.out1on

of each var1ab1e to *he operat1ona]1zat1on of the 1atent construct the

h1gher the 1ambda the 1ar§er the contributian to def1n1ng the Tatent
tra1t ! For purposes of model iaéﬁéiriéééééﬁ one parameter (the best

indicator of the 'nder1y1ng construct) is set w1th a start1ng value of

1.0. The internal cons1stency (alpha) re11ab111ty of the latent trait

variables can be estimated By averag1ng the 1ambdas for the component

variables: For the men's model, this procedure indicates alpha

17
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reliabilities of .74 and .75 for academic integration in the freshman and
sophomore yéé?g respectively, and .66 for social integration in both
years.

The numbers associated with the lines connectin§ the ovals in the

structura] mode1 are path coeff1c1ents, 1nterpretab1e as standard1zed

regression (beta) weights. Théy reflect both the airéct1cn and relat1ve

for a11 causa]]y and tempora]]y prior var1ab1es
Overaii— the LISREL mode! for men produced an R% of .0S For the
freshman year and .21 for the sophomore year, indicating that about

éﬁé-?i?fﬁ o? the variance in the final dependent variab1e (éééééﬁié

overa]] Goodness of-Fit Index was .91, 1nd1cat1ng moderaté1y high

degree of fi t betwoen the observed covariance matrix and that pred1cted

by the structural model (x = 198; d:f: = 169).

The path coefficients in the model suggest that the men's backgrodnd
characteristics used in this study had— at best; a weak influence on
their rébariéa acaaém%e %atgg;aeaaa; Indeed, the path from RANK to
academ1c 1nteprat1on was non- s1gn1f1cant as 1nd1cated by the parentheses
around the coeff1c1ent Moreover, reca]] that students race/ethn1c1ty,
academ1c apt1tude and parents formal educat1on had already been exc]uded
because pre11m1nary ana]yses 1nd1cated they were unrelated to other
variables in the model.

The results also %ndiéate; as expected, that men's levels of
academic 1ntegrat1on in the freshman year had a d1reet effect on academic

1ntegrat1on in the sophomore year, and that these 1ntegrat1on 1eve1s in

both years were re]ated to reported academ1c skill development

18
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Addftfonaiiy, and consistent with theorética1 eipectation reported

freshman year academic growth had a d1rect effect on men's 1evels of
academic integration during the sophomore year. OF particular interest

is the fact that freshman year academic in tegrat1on 1eve] has an 1nd1rect
effect ( 34) on reported sophomore year academic growth in three ways

1) through sOphomore year academ1c 1ntegrat1on 25 through freshman year
growth to sophomore year growth, and 3) through f. eshman year growth to
sophomore year academic integration to sophomore year growth. Indeed,
the sum of these indirect effects fndfcatés that freshman yéai academic

1ntegrat1on may have as great an influence on reported sophomore year

growth as it does on reported freshman year deve1opment

reported academ1c growth Moreover, the hypotﬁes1zed rec1proca1 path

between academ1c and soc1a1 1ntegrat1on fa11ed to emerge in e1ther year

The EISREL mode] deve]oped for women is g1ven in f1gure 3 and
accounted for 14 and 27 percent of the variance in reported academ1c
growth dur1ng the freshman and sophomore years, respect1ve1y The
Goodness-of—F1t Index was .93 (X 209 d. f = 171). A]pha

re]1ab111t1es for the 1atent tra1t var1ab1es in this ;odei were 67 and

.73 for freshman ai. omore year academic 1ntegrat1on respect1ve1y,
and .58 and .65 for - ! 1ntegrat1on in the same two years
As among the men, 's background traits are not particularly

strong 1nf1uences on freshman year academ1c 1ntegrat1on Moreover, the

relations hypothes1zed between academ1c 1ntegrat1on 1eve1s and between

19



-17-
analysis. In contrast with the men, however. social integration among
women had a réiiapié; if siiéﬁé (:07); effect on reported freshan year
academic skill acquisition, but no similar sffect was apparent in the

sophomore year Moreover the expected effect of reported freshman year

men's mode1 did not emerge in the ana1y51s for women .

Add1t1ona11y, the ant1c1pated rec1proca1 re]at1on between academ1c
and soc1a1 1ntegrat1on levels in the two years d1d not emerge; a]though a
un1d1rect1ona1 re]at1on was 1dent1f1ed however: academic 1ntegrat1on
among women appears to 1nf1uence soc1a1 1ntegrat1on 1eve1s but only fn

the fréshmah yéar;

year academic growth appears to be both d1rect i 48) and 1nd1rect a]be1t
modest (;6245; throdéh freshman year soc1al 1ntegratlon Academ1c
iﬁééaiééééﬁ had a sfgnfficantfy (seven t1mes) more powerful influence
than soc1a1 1ntegrat1on on reported freshman yéér growth but the

1argest effect was exerted by reported freshman year growth
As was the case with the men, women's freshman year academic

intégratiéﬁ appears to have a substant1a1 1nd1rect effect ( 39) on

sophomore year growth an effect that is near]y (aBout 80 percent) as

powerfu1 as its diréct effect on reported freshman year growth ( 48)

Freshman year academic 1ntegrat1on S 1nd1rect 1nf1uence derives pr1mar11y

k3

from two sources: 1) its re]at1ve1y strong d1rect influence on sophomore

year academ1c 1ntegrat1on ( 75) a;d that 'ar1ab1e s effect ( 24)

20



year academic 1ntegrat1on through freshman year growth (.48) and that

var1ab1e" effect ( 44) or sabhomoié yéar aéyéiabmént

1eve1 on sophomore year academxc 1ntegrat1on It wou]d appear that a
woman student's 1nvolvement in the soc1a1 systems of an 1nst1tut1on in

her fwrst year may constra1n sophomore year 1ntegrat1on in the academic

amount;

Limitations
Th1s study is 11m1ted in severa] respects F1rst the resu]ts are

based on the responses of students at a s1ng1e 1nst1tut1on To the

extent that these students and the1r exper1ences dur1ng four years of

co]]ege d1ffer from Lhose at other 1nst1tut1ons the resu]ts reported
here may not be genera11zab1e beyond the university at which the §Euay
was conducted.

§econd, students se]f-reported percept1ons of the1r academ1c sk111
development was the crlter1on measure in th1s study, and it is not known
how precise]y students’ se]f reports of growth, agiﬁg this part1cu1ar
instrument. may correspond to more objective deveiopmentai measures. It
is worth ﬁééiﬁé; EaWéyéF that Pace (1985) has cautioned aéain§t
dismissing students’ self- reports as invalid or biased. According to
5ace "A]] the ev1dence that we have 1nd1cates that co]]ege students are
conscment1ous and general]y accurate reporters - éﬁa that Eﬁéir

Judgments of what they have ga1ned are cons1stent both with externa]

ev1dence; when 1t ex1sts; and w1th what we m1ght expect in the 1i§ht of
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éﬁéi‘r' activiti*s and intere’sts“ (1'939 p:13). Elsewhere, Pace (1984, pp.

Third due to 1im1tat1ons on the nature of the SééESFauﬁa

1nformation ava11ab1e on respondents in th1s study, the role of

background tra1ts may be underest1mated This study relied o: féiiiy

standard adm1ss1ons 1nformatwon (e g., race/ethn1c1ty, academ1c apt1tude

and ach1evementi parents' education; d:gree aspirations), some of which

was excluded Because of 1nd1cat1ons 1t was unre]ated to any element of
the model being tested. Future studies of this sort should include
measures of students pié:éé11é§é BéFgaﬁéi and academic characteristics

that are 11ke1y to be more d1rect1y re]ated to student 1earn1ng (é;é.,

students read1ness to 1earn ]earn1ng sty]esf and mot1vat1ons for

learning). As Pace (1985) has suggested, it would aisb seem advisable to
include some measure of the effort students exbend in the1r pursuit of

learning. It m1ght also be informative to monitor how these

character1st1cs vary dur1ng the course of students’ co]]eg1ate careers:

Fourth the present mode] probab]y const1tutes a less than

social intégratidn; Future research should include add1tibna1 measures
of those constructs, such as indicators of students’ academic values, the
degree of value consensus with faculty and other students, as well as
possible changes in students' willingness and readiness to Jear.

Finally; as noted, the mode] tested in this study contained only

marg1na1 operat1ona1 representat1ons of T1nto s concepts of 1nst1tut1ona1

ubsequent to the co11eg1ate eXper1ences of each year While the

exclusion of sorie measure of institutional commitment probab]y has had
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little effect on the results reported the effects of om1tt1ng measure

ot studénts 1evels of comm1tment to a Var1ety of educat1ona1 and
vocational goals is harder to estimate. While the ahaiyéié of students’
reported growth over the two year per1od represents an 1mportant
contr1but1on to our understand1ng of how men and women students grow
academica]]y; that contribution may be diminiShed to an unknown extent by

the absence of fuller specification of these part1cu1ar concepts.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIDNS

coi]ege and that the sources of 1nf|uence on that reported growth wh11e
s1m11ar in certa1n respects, are str1k1ngTy d1fferent in others. Not

on]y d1d the women in th1s study report s1gn1f1cant1y more academ1c skill

deveiopment than in the sophomore year but they also appeared to
experience higher 1eve1s of soe1a1 1ntegrat1on than men dur1ng the
freshman year a condition that may, in fact, Work to constrain their

sophomore year academ1c 1ntegrat1on and as a eonsequence the1r academ1c

growth in that year as well.

variable in the academic growth reported by both sexes: Not only did
academ1c 1ntegrat1on have etat1st1ca11y re11ab1e direct effects on
reported grthh for both sexes in both years but ?reshman yéar academic
1ntegrat1on had as great (for men), or near]y as great (for women), an
1nf1uence -’*indiré'cﬂy:: on reported sophomore year growth as it had
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The resu]ts of th1s study afford on]y moderate support for the
vé1iéiéy and ut111ty of T1nto S (1975) mode] for the study of educat1ona1
outcom other than attr1tion In the present study, the model's
weaknesses wou]d appear to be pr1mar11y in its concept1on of the ro]e of

soc1a1 1ntegrat1on in students adem1c deve]opment Among men, soc1a1
1ntegrat1on in both years was 1ndependent of both academic 1ntegrat1on
and reported growth; Among women, 1t was on]y modest]y related to
freshman year growth and negat1ve1y re]ated to sophomore year academ1c
1ntegrat1on S1m1lar1y, and perhaps re]ated to that set of f*ndings,
1itt1e éviaéﬁcé was found in this study to support the expected
Féé%éraééi relations between academ1c and social integration levels in
e1ther of the two years

It is poss1b1e of course, that the variables used %n this study are
simply inadequate to the task. Or one might argue that no real basis
ex1sts for expect1ng students soé1a1 1nvo1vement to have any s1gn1f1cant
bear1ng on their academic growth. As noted eariierr however— there are
both conceptua] and emp1r1ca1 reasons for such expectat1ons

A]ternat1ve1y, soc1a1 1ntegrat1on may in fact be an 1rre1evant

cons1derat1on in students’ academ1c 1earn1ng dur1ng the f1rst two,yeans

of college. Indeed, in Terenzini and Wr1ght s (in press) four-year

study, soc1a1 1ntegrat1on emerged as a sa11ent 1nf1uence in the 3un1or
yéar and, By the §éﬁiai yéér had as much influence on reported academic

Wh11e further research will be needed to clar1fy and substant1ate

these f1nd1ngs they strong]y 1nt1mate that the academ1c growth of | women

dur1ng the f1rst two years ? 11ege is substant1ve1y d1fferent and more
complex than that of men. Whereas the academic development réportéd by
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men appears to be independent of their involvement in the social systeis
of the 1nst1tut1on freshman year soc1a1 1ntegrat1on among women may
s1mu1taneous]y promote freshman year growth and constra1n sophomore year
academic 1nvo1vement and tnereby, academic qrowth This paradcxicai
f1nd1ng may be funct1ona11y related to the fact that t1me is a finite
commod1ty the more t1me a student invests in an 1nst1tut1on s soc1a1
gygféﬁs the 1ess t1me there w111 be for academic 1nvo1vement fhe
ev1dence concern1ng these dynam1cs among women are, of course, ééﬁéiéééﬁi
of individuals and their enVironments and of the interactions of

cogn1t1ve and affect1ve d1mens1ons w1th1n 1nd1v1dua1s Whether this and

subsequent research will 1nd1cate a need to dev1se different modeis of
academ1c growth for men and among women rema1ns to be seen.

From a pract1ca1 standpo1nt the resu]ts suggést that s1gn1f1cant
attention should be éiven in academic and student affairs to programs
(or1entat1cn and otherw1se) to 1ntroduce both men and women stiidents
ear]y to the academ1c systems of the 1nst1tut1on Fréshman year academic
1ntegrat1on 1eve1s were found to have a s1gn1f1cant and d1rect pos1t1ve
influence on repor ted Freshman yéai academic growth for both men and
women but a]so 1nd1rect1y, an equ1va1ent 1nf1uence (or near]y so) on
sophomore year deve]opment The suggest1on is c]ear that acadenmic
1ntegrat1on 1eve]s in the ear]y years may be cumu]at1ve, and the greater
the fé”ei of academic 1ntegrat1on in the first year; the greater the
potentiai for a academic deve]opment in that and succeed1ng years.

It is 1mportant to note here that "academic 1ntegrat1on" in this
study is heav11y 1nf1uenced by students c0ntacts w1th, and react1ons to

faculty members (see Table 1 and the variables operat1ona11z1ng "academic
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integration“). The clear 1mp11cat1on is that facu«ty members must be
involved ear1y and s1gn1f1cant1y in students introduction to, and
encu]turat1on 1nto the 1nsf1tut1on s academic systems.

That influenca extends beyond the classroo, however; to faculty
ﬁeﬁBer' informal interacticns with studénts— Those contacts may occur
in a var1ety of sett1ngs (e g R academ1c adv1s1ng, 1nforma1 soc1a11z1ng,

personal or career counse1ing/advising), and it Wou1d seem that
institutions an have to take greater note of the faculty's influence in

such sett1ngs and both fae111tate and reward 1t

F1na11y, the results suggest a need for carefu1 and coherent program

p1ann1ng in both academic and student affa1rs areas. At 1east for women ;

academ1c deve1opment A]though th1s study produeed no reliable ev1dence

to support such synergy among men, neither ¢ can one conc]ude that such

for es are not at p]ay' In the end, 1t wou]d seem éducationaiiy 5Fﬁaéﬁ£
for both academ1c and student affa1rs adm1n1strators to ensure that fu11
advantage is taken of oppprtunitiés for both éagﬁifﬁﬁé and affectiVé

growth among students:

NOTE
1. One of LISREL's advantages is its ab111ty to control for correlated

error terme among var1ab1es and for the corre]at1on of a measure
w1th 1tse1f over t1me thus produc1ng re]at1ve1y unb1ased pééﬁ
est1mates compared to what is poss1b1e with etS regressvon

proced'u"r” In the interest of aaigﬁaﬁy in Figures 2 ana é aaa
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error terms or repeated measures, was of primary interest in this
study, those correlations are not reported: The point, here, is
that sich correlations; which can confound the interpretation of OLS

path coefficients, have been controlled in this study.
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