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APPROVED BY THE MEMBERS OF THE DISSERTATION COMMITTEE:

Limited theoretical research exists regarding attri-
tion of nontraditional (older, part-time, commuter) students

on American college and university campuses today. Thus,



when colleges or universities seek to improve prbgrams
specifically designed for such students, there is no broad
research base on which to rely. The present study sought to
determine if there were differences, especially onas the
institution could do something about, between non-traditional
students who left such a program and those who completed it.

A conceptual model of non~traditional student attri-
tion, developed by adult educators/researchers, Drs. John
Bean and Barbara Metzner, provided the theoretical base for
the study. Data were obtained from 80 questions on a survey
mailed to 469 leavers and finishers in the Eastern Oregon
State College External Degree Program. The questions repre-
sented four variable categories of the Bean/Metzner model:
(1) background, (2) defining, (3) academic, and (4) environ-
mental, and psychological (satisfaction) and academic
outcomes. Of the 402 deliverable surveys, 82% were returned.
from 112 leavers and 204 finishers.

Chi-square and t-tests of significance provided little
differentiation between leavers and finishers on background
and defining variables. For example, leavers and finishers
were similar in age (most were 44-46 years); the majority
wvere Caucasian, marrigd, and had children; lived in Oregon
communities of less than 50,000 population within 60 miles
of a post-secondary institution (not necessarily Eastern

Oregon State College); had performed well (3.00-3.49 GPA) in



high school; and were employed outside the home at least 30
hours a week.

Differences in the leavers and finishers' educational

goals (a background variable) and the grade level at which

they entered the Program (a defining variable) were statis-
tically significant at p<.05. A significant number of
leavers had either no degree aspirations or sought only an
associate, rather than the baccalaureate provided by the
External Degree Program. And, though a majority of leavers
and finishers entered the Program as juniors, a significant
number of leavers began as either freshmen or sophomores.
Gender alone did not account for differences.in attrition.
However, female participants, whether leavers or finishers,
had significantly fewer (if any) children than did either
leaving or finishing male participants. And, married women.
finished the Program significantly more often than did
single women.

Numerous academic and environmental variables
accounted for significant differences between leavers and
finishers. For example, the majority of leavers left early;
over half indicated they left "before they ever really got
started." Conversely, most fini;hers indicated that by
using several non-traditional credit options (especially
assessment-of-prior-learning, correspondence, and weekend
college), they were able to average at least 12 credits each

term of their participation. Though most of the leavers and



finishers participated in the Program's prior learning
workshop, only a majority of finishers received credit for
essays developed after workshop instruction.

The greatest barrier confronting leavers and finishers
was lack of time. Finishers cited, however, more often than
did leavers, a reduction in the amount of time they normally
spent with spouses, friends, and in civic responsibilities
while participating in the Program. Neither finances nor _
distance posed significant problems for leavers or finish-
ers, whether rural or urban. Personal motivation, rather
than career expectation, was the primary reason for partici-
pating in the Program for leavers and finishers. And, other
than the emotionally supportive spouses of leavers and
finishers, an encouraging environment of significant others
(friends, employer, parents, children) was either absent or
significantly less evident in the lives of the leavers than
in the finishers.

Study findings indicated areas within the External
Degree that were perceived and/or interacted with differ-
ently by leavers than by finishers. There is, therefore, an
opportunity for Eastern Oregon State College to intervene
with changes that should improve the retention of the non-
traditional students who participate. Recommendations
included revising the assessment-of-prior-learning workshop
and developing a peer mentoring system and a two-year degree

Progranm.



CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

More adults are attending American colleges and
universities today than ever before. According to the
Carnegie Council and the U.S. Department of Education
(cited in Bean & Metzner, 1985), this trend is expected to
continue. Coupled with a decrease in the number of
traditional~age college students (18-22 years), this non=~
traditional student population is composing an increasingly
larger proportion of the undergraduate college student body.
As Flaherty (1978) recognizes:

Faced with the prospect of steadily declining
numbers of students in the 18-22 year-old age

group, administrators of institutions of higher

education recognized the necessity of finding a

new source of students. Not only have adult

part—-time learners been encouraged to attend

college classes, they have been actively

recruited by admissions officers. (p. 375)

Of the 12 million college students enrolled today,
over half of the undergraduates are women, two of five are
over 25 years old, and more than 407 attend college part-
time (National Institute of Education, cited in Bean and
Metzner, 1985).

What has caused this influx of adult students? The

following summary, extracted from Bean and Metzner (1985,

pe 486-487), may explain some of the causes.



l. Institutional: The birth of the community
college movement in the 1%960s drew many
adult, part—-time students not only to two~
year institutions, but also into the four-
year colleges and universities.

2. Curricular: Faced with dwindling numbers
of traditional—-age college students,
institutions revamped their curricula and
scheduling to recruit adult students and
respond to their particular demands. The
result? Even more adults entered the
college environment in response to expanded
course offerings and availability.

3. Political: The Allied victory in World
War I1 and the resulting support for
"democratic" institutions enhanced by former
President Truman's 1947 report, Higher Edu-
cation for American Democracy, popularized
the college movement. Coupled with finan-
cial incentives from the federal government
(the GI Bill, Basic Educational Opportunity
and Pell Grants, for example), and a U.S.
sense of threatening competition from the
Soviet Union's successful launch of Sputnik,
the political atmosphere fostered a belief
in the value of higher education.

4, Economic: A decrease in the number of blue-
collar jobs and a corresponding increase in
the number of higher-paying positions
requiring specialized training have sent
large numbers of non-traditional students to
educational institutions for vocational
purposes.

5. Social: The changing perception of women's
roles into expanded job positiomns; the
perception/reality of the need for a two-
income family; the decrease in the number of
children that couples are choosing to have;
and general sociological support for life-
long learning, have all had the effect of
sending more adults into college and
university settings.

Even though the number of adult students continues
rise, such a rise:

Has not been enough to counter the decline in
the size of the high school graduates. 1In 1984,



total enrollment in higher education shrank
from a 1981 high of 12.37 million students to
12.2 million. It is predicted to further
decline to an estimated low of 10.5 million in
1995 before increasing again in the latter part
of the decade. (Tinto, 1987, p. 2)

Declining enrollments and the prospects of a continued
shrinkage of the pool of traditional~age potential college
students have resulted in attention to two goals:

(1) retaining a higher percentage of sfudents
who enroll, and

(2) attracting a large number of older
students. (Greer, 1980, p. 1)

Retaining students through completion of the baccalau-
reate is a challenge for many colleges and universities. As
Tinto (1987) notes, "more students leave their college or
university prior to degree completion than stay" (p. 1l). To
illustrate the breadth of the attrition issue, he states:

The typical four-year college can expect a
total rate of institutional departure to be
roughly 56%Z of the entering cohort; system’
departure of 39% who do not complete degrees.
(p. 15)

In other words:

0f the nearly 2.8 million students who, in
1986 entered higher education for the first
time, over 1.6 million will leave their first
institution without receiving a degree. Of
those, approximately l.2 million will leave
higher education altogether without ever com-—
pleting a two- or four-year degree program.
(Tinto, 1987, p. 1)

When the college or university enrolls in its programs

a number of older, commuting, part-time learners who have

numerous responsibilities in addition to those associated



with being a student, the retention challenge increases.
Nevertheless, a number of colleges and universities across
the nation and throughout the world have established bacca-
laureate degreé programs that provide access to and
flexibility for adult learners (Moore, 1987).

As numerous comparative studies have pointed out
(Astin, 1975; Fetters, 1977; and Tinto, 1988), non-
traditional students show a higher rate of attrition from
college than their traditional peers. "Part-time students,"
says Tinto (1987, p. 10), "are less likely than other stu-
dents to complete degree programs." An even greater
challenge may be added when the format of the college/
university degree program requires, by its non-traditional
nature, (i.e., correspondence, weekend/evening classes),
that students participate and progress on a relatively
independent basis without the traditional support obtained
from frequent, regular, face-to-face student-faculty and/or
student-student interaction. But as Terenzini (1982) writes:

The issue before administrators is not really

how to retain students but, rather, how to

retain those who can meet the academic require-

ments, would like to continue, and would

benefit from an education at the institution.

What aspects of students' experiences over

which the institution has some control tend to

promote retention or attrition? (p. 55)

In light of research which finds that non-traditional
students have higher attrition rates, college and university

administrators must ask if the two goals of retaining a

higher percentage of students who enroll and attracting a



larger number of older students are compatible (Greer,
1980). Consequently, it is important for all institutions
(and for the present study, especially for a small, publiec,
rurally-isolated, four-~year liberal arts college in Eastern
Oregon), to decide on the specific nature of their educa-
tional missions. For what purpose and by what means, for
example, are students being admitted; their needs responded
to; and their numbers retained within the institution? The
findings from this study will shed 1light on one group of
students that Eastern Oregon State College in La Grande,
Oregon, serves--the non-traditional, geographically

dispersed student body within the External Degree Program.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

In his recent publication, Leaving College, Tinto

(1987) warns educational administrators and researchers of
attrition against "underestimating the tenacity of some
individuals" (p. 23) when it comes to completing a college
program. He emphasizes that "decisions to withdraw are more
a function of what occurs after entry than of what precedes
it" (p. 6). He concludes:
Educators should not unnecessarily limit the

options individuals have in completing their

degrees. If anything, these should be

increased. (p. 23)

Many options for completing a degree are found in the

Eastern Oregon State College External Degree Program.

Created in 1979, this Program leads to a baccalaureate in
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General Studies and provides access to and accommodation for

the variety of schedules and interests of the adults who
enter. Speaking of such a degree, Tinto (1987) writes:
General Studies degree programs are likely to
attract students who place more value on the

intrinsic rewards of college than on the

extrinsic. Extrinsic seekers are more likely

to transfer to other institutions. (p. 11l1)

With no La Grande campus residency requirement and
numerous at-home or weekend-only course options, the Exter-
nal Degree Program has admitted over 1,000 adult learners in
its 10=-year history. Tinto (1987) reminds planners of non-
traditional educational programs, however, that "intentions
_are linked to the likelihood of degree completion” (p. 40),
and:

(Only) highly motivated and committed persons

who commit themselves to the attainment of

their goals within a specific instructional

context are likely to complete their degrees

within that school. (p. 110)

Accurate External Degree Program admissions records
began in 1982. 1In a six-year recordkeeping history through
Summer 1988, 241 students had graduated; other "persisters,"
numbering 500+, were still progressing toward the degree;
and the remainder, 228, had either temporarily or perma-
nently dropped out.

The costs involved in interviewing, admitting, advi-
sing, and mentoring non-traditional students through the
External Degree Program, only to result in an extremely long

completion period or, even worse, a high dropout rate, are

substantial. Since this program continues to be funded on a



self-support basis (i.e., student tuition only), the mutual
goal for participants and program administrators to achieve
a cost-effective model, while increasing the completion rate
of students, is of paramount importance.

Though high attrition rates are recognized in programs
that attract non-traditional learners, the reasons why these
students drop out of school are not well understood (Bean &
Metzner, 1985). Rather than clearly identifying variables
that could predict attrition of non-traditional students,
many studies have merely described the statistically differ-
ent tabulations regarding attrition of residential vs.
commuting students (Astin, Iffert, & Newcombe, cited in Bean
& Metzner, 1985), younger vs. older students (Von der Embse &
Childs, 1979; Greer, 1980), and full-time vs. part~time
learners (Lenning, as cited in Bean & Metzner, 1985).

Little information is available that discusses differences
in persistence among non-traditional students themselves.

Bean and Metzner credit the works of Spady (1970),
Tinto (1975), and Pascarella (1980) with producing the most
influential theoretical contributions to understanding the
student attrition process. Their studies, however, rely

heavily on the effect of traditional college socialization

experiences to explain attrition. Since non-traditional
students, say Bean and Metzner, already lack or are dis-
interested in such social integration into the institution,
a different theory explaining their attrition pattern must

be used in order to link the variables studied.



Thus, the problem which prompted this study was

twofold:

l. The high cost, in time and dollars, for
both participants and Program administra-
tors associated with a correspondingly
high incompletion rate in the Eastern
Oregon State College External Degree
Program.

2. The lack of any extensive research base
regarding non-traditional student attrition
that External Degree Program administrators

could draw upon when implementing changes
designed to improve retention.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

Approval was recently given to Eastern Oregon State
College to go statewide with its External Degree Program via
consortial arrangements with community colleges and other
four-year colleges and universities in Oregon. Prior to
developing more consortia, however, the college needed to
identify and remedy, where possible, those parts of the
screening process and degree~delivery system that were weak.
In uncovering a profile of External Degree students who
finished the program by obtaining their baccalaureate and
comparing this profile with those who did not, this study
provided information that could significantly improve the
educational practices already in place. Appropriate modifi-
cations in the program should result, therefore, in a higher
completion rate for students who are admitted and a more

cost-effective model for serving non-traditional learners.



The purpose of this study, then, was to determine
if there were themes around which finishers gravitated. 1In
other words, "Who was 'making it' and how?" Specifically,
the following questions, adopted from Bean and Metzner's
(1985) Conceptual Model of Non-Traditional Student Attri-
tion, provided the theoretical framework for studying the
differences between the finishers and the leavers:
l. Were there significant differences in back-
ground and other defining variables between
the two groups of students?
2. Were there significant differences in
academic variables between the two groups of
students?
3. Were there significant differences in

environmental variables between the two
groups of students?

SCOPE OF THE STUDY

0f the 1000+ students admitted to the External Degree
Program between 1982 and Spring 1988, three groups were
identified: (1) finishers, (2) leavers, and (3) actives.
Two of these groups, the finishers, numbering 241, and the
leavers, numbering 228, constituted the 469 subjects
targeted for this study. A geographic breakdown of these

students follows on the next three pages.
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10 County

n = 109
235 S.E. Washington

n = 107
23%

——l

Other Oregon

Willamette Valley
n = 152
32%

Figure 1. Geographic Distribution of 469 Study Subjects

Definition of Categories

10 County: Eastern 40% of Oregon, including Baker, Gilliam,
Grant, Harney, Malheur, Morrow, Umatilla, Union,
Wallowa, and Wheeler counties. Designated by Oregon
legislature as "EOSC Service Region"

S.E. Washington: Close geographic proximity to La Grande, Oregon,
including Tri-Cities area (Kennewick/Pasco/Kichland),
Prosser and Walla-Walla, Washington

Willamette Valley: Western Oregon/Southwestern Washington "corridor,"
including area bordered on south by Eugene, Oregon,
and on north by Vancouver, Washington

Other Oregon: Other Oregon points not included in above categories
Other States: Other points not included in above categories
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S.E. Washington

10 County
n = 60
26%

Other Oregon

Willamette Valley /
n = 63 /
/
\\\\ \ //////
‘ P
\\\\\\\\\\\-—____—”’/’////
Figure 2. Geographic Distribution of 228 Leavers
Definition of Categories
10 County: Eastern 40% of Oregon, including Baker, Gilliam,

Grant, Harney, Malheur, Morrow, Umatilla, Union,
Wallowa, and Wheeler counties. Designated by Oregon
legislature as "EQSC Service Region"

S.E. Washington: Close geographic proximity to La Grande, Oregon,
including Tri-Cities area (Kennewick/Pasco/Richland),
Prosser and Walla-Walla, Washington

Willamette Valley: Western Oregon/Southwestern Washington "corridor,"
including area bordered on south by Eugene, Oregon,
and on north by Vancouver, Washington

Other Oregon: Other Oregon points not included in above categories
Other States: Other points not included in above categories
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10 County
n = 49
20% \
S.E. Washington 3
n = 45 \\
19%
!
Willamette Valley Other Oregon /
n = 89 0= 32 /
37%
Other 13%
States /
n = 26 //
N 11% /
N\
\\\\\ ,//
\\ /
Figure 3. Geographic Distribution of 241 Finishers
Definition of Categories
10 County: Eastern 40% of Oregon, including Baker, Gilliam,

S.E. Washington:

Willamette Valley:

Other Oregon:
Other States:

Grant, Harney, Malheur, Morrow, Umatilla, Union,
Wallowa, and Wheeler counties. Designated by Oregon
Legislature as "BOSC Service Region”

Close geographic proximity to La Grande, Oregon,
including Tri-Cities area (Kennewick/Pasco/Richland),
Prosser and Walla-Walla, Washington

Western Oregon/Southwestern Washington "“corridor,"
including area bordered on south by Eugene, Oregon,
and on north by Vancouver, Washington

Other Oregon points not included in above categories
Other points not included in above categories
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ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY

The present study is organized into five chapters:

CHAPTER I, the introduction, describes the (1) state-
ment of the problem; (2) the purpose of the study; and
(3) the scope of the study; and (4) the organization of the
study. |

CHAPTER 11 reviews the related literature and is di-
vided into five components: (1) attrition studies: theory,
design, and applications; (2) the adult as learner;

(3) telecommunications delivery of distance education;
(4) differences between rural and urban adult learners; and
(5) adult development.

CHAPTER 111, methods and procedures, (l) summarizes
the study; (2) explains the design; (3) identifies the
limitations; (4) operationalizes the variables; and
(5) describes the methods/proceéures used to gather and
analyze the data.

CHAPTER 1V reports the study findings and provides
simplified tables showing statistically significant differ-
ences at p <.05. (0fficial tables for the significantly
different comparisons are found in Appendix B; tables for
comparisons which resulted in no significant differences are
found in Appendix C.)

CHAPTER V discusses and summarizes the findings and

provides recommendations.



CHAPTER 11

v

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The literature reviewed for the present study is
divided into four sections:

1. Attrition Studies: Theory, Design, Applications

2. The Adult as Learner

3. Differences between Rural and Urban Adult Learners

4. Adult Development

Each area was researched because of its contribution
to the design, findings, and analysis of the present study.
For example, the literature on attrition studies helped to
determine which existing theories about retention already
addressed the environmgnt in which the External Degree
student functioned. Specifically, the External Degree stu-
dents are, for the most part, older (>24 years), part-time
(take <12 credits per quarter), commuters (reside off campus
and/or in communities beyond La Grande). The attrition lit-
erature about traditional students was compared with the
minimal amount that existed about non-traditional students in
order to select the most appropriate variables to study.

Part two of the literature review, The Adult as
Learner, was conducted in order to grasp a broader under-
standing of differences in learning behavior between

non-traditional students and their traditional counterparts.



15

This reading helped to formulate the definition of
subjects in the present study as non-traditional, or:

.ss0lder than 24, or does not live in a

campus residence (e.g., is a commuter), or is a

part—time student, or some combination of these

three factors; is not greatly influenced by the

social environment of the institution; and is

chiefly concerned with the institution's

academic offerings especially courses, certifi-

cation, and degrees. (Bean and Metzner, 1985,

p. 489)

Part three, Differences between Rural and Urban Adult
Learners, was included because students in the External
Degree Program come from both environments. Much of the
literature about rural adult learners describes more, or at
least different, barriers they perceive to continuing their
educations than do their urban counterparts (McCannon, 1977
& 1985). Because program options in the External Degree
attempt to overcome such barriers, this review contributed
to the inclusion of variables in the study that might other-
wise not have been present. For example, subjects were
asked about the type of barriers they experienced to
participating in the External Degree Program, and their
responses were analyzed along a geographic dimension of
rural to urban. More importantly, however, this part of the
literature review renewved this author's commitment to
improve the educational outreach efforts to the rural resi-
dents of Eastern Oregon that Eastern Oregon State College is
legislatively mandated to serve.

Finally, part four of the literature review, Adult

Development, helped provide a framework into which the



16
subjects' narrative comments could fit. For example, that
stage in life popularly referred to as the midlife crisis
occurs at about 42-45 years. As many External Degree stu-
dents were also in this age range, the literature review
helped to extract from their narrative comments the main
issues the respondents struggled with while participating in

the External Degree.

ATTRITION STUDIES: THEORY, DESIGN. APPLICATIONS

Theory

According to Bean (1982), theories are important to
educational research about student attrition because they do
two things:

l. They explain why dropout occurs.

2. They identify which students are most likely to
drop out. (p. 17)

The theory guides the research and identifies which
variables to use or not to use. Then, working from a
theory, a model is created which hypothesizes the relation-
ship between a set of variables in an attempt to explain or
account for some phenomenon.

Atheoretical models are strictly descriptive and do
not attempt to match theory to the study and/or to link
together the reasons behind an association of variables
(Bean, 1982, p. 17). Models based on a student's background
characteristics (age, residency, high school performance,

gender, ethnicity, educational goals, and family educational
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levels) are, says Bean (1982, p. 17), "still just descrip-
tive and focus on strategies for admission, not on
strategies for retention." And, according to Bean, the.
person~role fit models, again basically descriptive, are
highly complex and involve profiling either before or upon
college admission and again later in the students' programs.
Types of attrition models which are based on theory are the
longitudinal ones of Spady (1970), Tinto (1975), Pascarella
(1980), and Bean (1982). Because the theoretical model
underlying the present study borrows much from these well-
established theories, a brief review of the literature
related to them is included here.

Spady's (1970) sociological model of thé dropout pro-
cess was based on Durkheim's (1951) theory of suicide.
Spady viewed the college/university setting as both academic
and sociale 1In this environment, the presence/absence of |
integration through interactions the student has with
faculty, friends, or rules and regulations contributed to
the student's decision to remain in school (the society)
rather than to drop out (as the suicide viectim did). Shared
group values, grade performance, normative congruence, and
friendship support were all expected to lead to increased
social integration. Positive social integration led to
increased student satisfaction, which led to increased
institutional commitment and, thus, a decrease in the like-
lihood of dropping out. Spady's model cited several

important factors related to the dropout process--family
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background, academic potential, ability, and socio-economic
status. Most important in this model, however, was the

effect of interaction between the student and the academic

and social system on the student's persist or dropout deci-
sion. To the extent that the rewards available with
either (the academic or social) system appeared insuffi-
cient, howeQer, the student may have decided to withdraw
(Spady, 1970, p. 77).

Tinto (1975), also relying on Durkheim's theory of
suicide, expanded on Spady's model. According to Bean

(1982), Tinto emphasizes the interaction of background

characteristics on goal and institutional commitment. "Goal

commitment,"

says Tinto, "is the level of expectation and
the intensity with which the expectation is held" (p. 93).
He further states:

An individual's educational goal commitment

is an important input variable in the model of

dropout because it helps specify the psycho-

logical orientations the individual brings with

him into the college setting=--orientations that

are important predictors of the manner in which

individuals interact in the college environ-

ment. (p. 93)

Institutional commitment, on the other hand, refers to
the extent with which an individual is committed to remain~
ing at one institution until graduation. Working in a
circular fashion, Tinto saw goal commitment leading to
higher grade performance and intellectual development,

which, ultimately, led to academic integration and, thus, a

decrease in the likelihood of dropping out. Such academic
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integration would, in turn, restart the circle, by further

enhancing the goal commitment. Institutional commitment, on

the other hand, created interactions with others (faculty
and peers) which led to social integration, and, thus, a
decrease in the likelihood of dropping out. Likewise, the
circle is rekindled as such social integration contributes
to institutional commitment.

Tinto's later research (1982a for example) continued
to emphasize the effect that commitment, or lack thereof,
had on dropout decisions: "Dropping out may be more a result
of not caring than it is of not being able to meet the
demands of college work" (p. 6). Tinto also further rein-
forced Spady's emphasis on social integration, stating:

Evidence abounds that social skills are

equally important to persistence in college.

These skills enable the person to locate,

interact with, and use the resources for

attainment. (1982a, p. 6)

This emphasis on social integration and interaction as
a means of increasing persistence in the academic environ-
ment is again mentioned in Tinto (1982b):

Evidence continues to mount that students'
decisions to withdraw are significantly

affected by the degree of their intellectual

and social integration into the life of the

institution. (p. 697)

Tinto's recent literature (1987) more thoroughly
incorporates the time dimension in researching student

attritions In this respect, Tinto expands on both Spady's

and his own earlier research by describing the:
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eeelongitudinal stages of the process of
integration, in particular the early phases of
separation and transition which precede incor-
poration into the life of the college.

(p. 447-648)

His expanded model includes the need for "all indi-
viduals, regardless of institution, to make some form of
intellectual transigion to the academic demands of college
life" (p. 449). To assist with this transition, Tinto
encourages the inclusion of orientation programs geared to
the needs of adult learners who are entering college for the
first time or returning after a lengthy absence (p. 449-452),

The imertance of informal contact between students
and faculty in promoting persistence in higher education is
the theme of Pascarella's (1980) conceptual model. Such
student~faculty contact impacts both the academic and social
integration process. As seen by Pascarella, this contact
promotes intellectual and interpersonal self-concept,
resulting in, among other things, persistence in college.

As a student's background characteristics interact with
institutional factors in Pascarella's model (i.e., institu-
tional size or faculty culture), opportunities for informal
contact with faculty are either increased or extinguished.
Such student-faculty contact, and other college experiences
with peers both inside and outside the classroom, impact the
student's academic apd social outcomes (GPA, satisfaction,
self-concept), and from there, withdrawal/persist decisions

are made.
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Bean's (1980) review of the Spady, Tinto, and
Pascarella models cites three characteristics they all have

in common:

l. They describe attrition as a longitudinal
process.,

2. They all rely on Durkheim and have a theo~-
retical base in the social and academic
integration of students.

3. They are all very complex in order to
enhance accuracy and promote generaliza-
bility.

In addition, says Bean (1980), they require an answer
to two critical attrition questions:

l. Which is more important in dropout deci-
sions?

a. entry-level characteristics
b institutional characteristics

2. Which is more important for the institution
to promote?

a. academic factors
b social factors

Bean indicates that the answer to the first question
sets up a choice of two directions: (1) Do institutions

recruit more of those more likely to persist, or (2) Do

institutions spend more on programs that respond to factors

that keep people in school?

The answer to the second question, says Bean, will
determine where institutional resources should be allocated.

Bean's (1982) earlier model of student retention was
developed from his study of an industrial model by Price and

Mueller. Although incorporating much of the Spady and Tinto
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models and recognizing the importance of both academic and
social integration, he further identified with and included
the impact of "environmental press"--for example, finances,
family, and other non-student responsibilities (Murray,
cited in Bean & Metzner, 1985, p. 489). Such external
forces can significantly impact a student's withdrawal deci-
sion. In Bean's model, another variable, "intent to leave,"
which was based on the work of Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), is
inserted immediately prior to when the continue/withdraw
decision is made (p. 25). Bean also included Bentler and
Speckart's (1979) theme of the influence of past behavior on
current decisions.

Bean's (1982) earlier conceptual model was, like
Spady's and Tinto's, longitudinal, complex, and drew on
gsocial and academic integration of students as influencing
decisions to withdrawe The model had four classes of
variables: (1) background; (2) organizational; (3) environ-
mental; and (4) attitudinal outcomes. All four variables
affected a student's intent to leave, "the immediate
precursor to dropping out" (Bean, 1982, p. 25).

The current model of non~traditional student attrition
(Bean and Metzner, 1985) and the one being used for this
study, reflects the direct effect on attrition of the
significantly different environment of the non-traditional

student, defined as older, part-time, and/or commuter.
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One defining characteristic of the non-

traditional student is the lack of social

integration into the institution; therefore, a

different theory must be used to link the

variables in this model. (Bean and Metzner,

p. 489)

This model thus includes the influence of the non-
traditional student's external environment. Likewise,
social integration variables are eliminated from the current
model because Bean and Metzner's 1985 review of the litera-
ture comparing non-traditional with traditional students:

..eoverwhelmingly suggests that social

integration is rarely a major factor in attri-

tion decisions. It has (also) not been found

to be positively and significantly related to

persistence of non-traditional students. (p. 520)

' There are some studies cited by Parelius (1979), how-
ever, that document the significance of student peer groups
in facilitating academic success and satisfaction.

An adequate.peer group can facilitate

academic success for adult students by pro-

viding a power base from which they can effect

organizational change. (Parelius, 1979, p. 185)

In summary, all of the attrition theories reviewed
included background characteristics and academic integration
variables. The theories specifically focusing on tradi-
tional students usually included social integration
variables as well. The non-traditional student attrition
theory eliminates social integration variables as important
factors, but includes environmental variables in recognition

of the variety of roles the older student usually plays in

his/her 1life.
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Design

Terenzini (1982) provides a summary of the various

research designs available to the educational researcher

studying the student attrition problem. The autopsy design,
occurs when information is collected from dropouts, usually
after the fact and usually with a survey, to see why they

withdrew. 1In cross-sectional designs, information is

collected from currently enrolled students and, at a later
time, compared for those who have dropped and those who

remain. The longitudinal design collects the same informa-

tion at two or more points in time from the same group of
students and then, as the group distributes itself over time
into persisters or dropouts, the collected data is analyzed.

Following is a summary of the three designs he discusses:

TABLE I

SUMMARY EVALUATION OF THREE DESIGNS
FOR STUDYING ATTRITION

Considrration Aviopsy Sindias Cr-Sutional Longiindinal
. Studies Stndias
Research Considerations
Instrument reliability® Probably limited Possible Ponsible
Instrument validity® Probably limited Possible Pousible
Likely response rates 15-40% $3-80% 40-60%"
Sample representstivencss Unlikely More likely More likely
Imemal validity
Comparisons with non- No Yes Yoo
dropouts . .
Controls for initial No Limited® Yes
group differences
Analytical procedures Usually descriptive Sivariate or Muliivariate
or bivanate multivariate
Applicability of data 10 None-Limited Moderate-High Modetaie-High
other purposes
Planning considerations
Needed training/esperi I Mod © Ad
of project staff advanced
‘Time 10 complete study 3-5 months 6-9 months 15 months
Direct costs (eelatively) Low Low-Moderate High
Planning necded Limited Litmited-Mod Considerabl
Dets-management Few - Few-Moderate- Many
and
requirements

SDeprads more on the truning sand dhill of the prrson(s) designng the study Lhan on the design adopted.

SR eaponer raies, eapressed a6 proporiions of sn inuial sumple, decline wub each subsequent dais collection.

€ Assusmes that the only precoliege information avaiabic for study respondems is typscally coliecied o1 time of sp-
plication for ademission

Source: Terenzini, 1982.
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As shown in the table, questibnnaires received only
from non-persisters are insufficient to ensure internal
validity of an attrition study. Terenzini (1982) defines
internal validity as:

The design's capability of ensuring that an
observed relation between an independent and a
dependent variable is not spurious and that
alternative explanations for the observed rela-
tion have been controlled and can be ruled out.
Basically, internal validity can be enhanced in
either of two ways: (l) through the random
assignment of persons to experimental and
control groups (probably impoessible in attri-
tion studies) or (2) through the use of a
nonequivalent comparison group with statistical
controls to take initial group differences into
account., (p. 57) '

Therefore, to increase internal validity of an attri-
tion research study, data should be gathered from persisters
at the same time and under the same conditions as it is from

non-—-persisters.,

Application:t Traditional Students

Because the non-—traditional model of Bean and Metzner
is founded, in part, on traditional student research, a
brief description of several attrition studies involving
traditional students in included here. First, traditional
students are defined as generally unmarried, <23 years in
age, and registered for fulltime academic loads.

A number of attrition-related studies have been

conducted with traditional students. For example, at the
University of Texas (Austin), Krebs and Liberty (1971) wrote

of the analysis they did on data collected during exit
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interviews with three groups of traditional withdrawing
students. Group l, those performing satisfactorily and with
no prior history of probation or enforced withdrawal,
appeared upon withdrawal to be a "relatively able and
materially secure group of students whose chief problem was
immaturity" (p. 9)e Group 2 students were currently on
scholastic probation but had no prior record of enforced
withdrawal. Findings from their exit interviews revealed
that low academic skills figured most significantly into
their withdrawal decisions. They shared, however, the same
problems as were prominent in Group 3; that is, finances and
relationships with spouses and fiancees. The records of
Group 3 students indicated both scholastic probation and a
previous history of enforced withdrawal. Depending on the
academic history of the individual, therefore, three

different variables (social, academic, environmental) had

the greatest effect on withdrawal decisions for three

different groups of students. As Krebs and Liberty note,

"in voluntary withdrawals, it appears that we are in fact
dealing with a complex self- and soecial problem" (p. 8).
Another attrition study done by Herndon (1984)

determined among a group of 226 financial aid recipients
(mostly traditional students) that persisters were more
likely than withdrawals to (1) have good high school grades,
(2) have good standardized aptitude test scores, (3) reside
in college residence halls, and (4) receive college work

study grants.
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Bean (1985) conducted another traditional-student
attrition study that used the socialization/selection issue
as the theoretical base. Factors within the socialization/
selection issue included one academic, college grades; one
social, institutional fit; and one personal, institutional
commitment. Independent variables influencing the three
factors in Bean's model included (a) academics; (b) social
or psychosocial issues; and (c¢) environmental support/
constraints. The actual criterion that Bean measured was
dropout syndrome; "that is, a conscious, openly discussed
intention to leave an institution coupled with actual
attrition™ (p. 36). This definition eliminated from the
dropout numbers those students who, because of unpredicted
health or family erises, had to leave without intending to.

Differences in dropout syndrome across class levels
were also measured. Bean found a set of 13 independent
variables that accurately accounted for 477 of the variance
in dropout syndrome for freshmen, 35% for sophomores, 27%
for juniors, and 35% overall. For Bean's group of
traditional students, there were only 2 cases out of 43
tested where significant differences based on class level
were found. First, the influence of institutional fit on
dropout syndrome decreased sign: iicantly over time; i.e.,
"If students are not selected or socialized to the values of
the institution early, they are likely to drop out" (p. 53).

Secondly, students increase their level of institutional
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commitment significantly over time, but the influence of
such commitment on dropout syndrome decreases.

As has been found in other attrition studies with
traditional students, socialization has a large, significant
effect on institutional fit. Where the institutional fit is
good, or as Rootman (1972) states, "there is a good person-
role or interpersonal fit" (p. 258), the likelihood of
continuation at the institution is increased.

Another attrition-related study with traditional stu-
dents based its work on the analogy that students in a
college environment are like employees in a work setting.
Using research on job satisfaction and employee performance,
Bean and Bradley's (1986) study developed a model in which
academic performance (GPA) and satisfaction were the
dependent variables with reciprocal effects on each other.
Bean and Bradley's findings consistently indicate that:

A student's satisfaction (defined as a

pleasurable emotional state resulting from a

person's enactment of the role of being a

student) had a greater influence on performance

(defined as a student's cumulative GPA) than

performance had on satisfaction. (p. 398 & 403)

"This finding," say Bean and Metzner, "is contrary to
most studies which assume GPA causally influences
satisfaction” (p. 403).

Using institutional fit and academic integration

variables from the previously described theoretical models

of Spady, Tinto, Bean, and Pascarella, Bradley & Bean
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(1986) found that academic integration had a larger effect

on satisfaction for men than for women. They also found

that institutional f£it (similar to social integration) had a

larger effect on satisfaction for women than for men

(p. 406). Institutional fit was defined as the extent to
which a student felt that he/she belonged at the institu-
tion. Academic integration was defined as the interest,
motivation, and confidence one felt as a student and the
perception that one "thought like faculty" (p. 395).
Basically, their findings indicated that (a) the causes of
satisfaction differ for men and women; (b) only for women is
the relationship between GPA and satisfaction statistically
significant; and (3) where the relationship exists, the
effects of satisfaction on GPA are greater than the effects

of GPA on satisfaction.

.égplication: an-Traditional Students

Smith's (1980) study of persisters and non-persisters
included both traditional and non-traditional students. He
found an inconsistent link between age and dropout. This
finding is in line, however, with conflicting results
obtained in a review by Pantages and Creedon (cited in Bean
& Metzner, 1985) of attrition literature which concluded
that age was not a primary factor in causing attrition, but
in Astin (1975) and Newman's (cited in Greer, 1980) studies
which indicated it was. Smith further found that female

subjects in his study were more likely to complete their
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programs on time, but men were more likely to return (after
stopping out) to complete in general. Marriage decreased
the likelihood of completion; ethnicity had no effect. The
higher one's socioeconomic status, the greater the likeli-~
hood of persisting in Smith's study. He also found that
high school grades were positively linked to college
academic performance, but satisfactory college integration
was not always linked to persistence.

Other attrition studies conducted with a variety

of non-traditional students, as either the entire sample

population or as a comparative group to traditional stu-~
dents, were also reviewed. For example, a study by Irving
Rootman (1972) looked at voluntary withdrawal from the U.S.
Coast Guard Academy. Using stepwise multiple regression,
Rootman eventually developed a six-key variable theoretical
model wherein "person-role fit" and “"interpersonal fit"
emerged as the major determinants of voluntary withdrawal
(p. 258-262). Like the theoretical attrition models of
Spady and Tinto, Rootman's theéry also emphasized the need
for social integration in promotihg retention efforts.
Berkove (1976) exapined environmental factors that
differentiated dropouts from persisters in a non-traditional
population consisting of 361 married females over the age of
25. She found a clear distinction between dropouts and
persisters on one environmental factor, sglf-perception of
stress. She had mixed findings on the other two factors,

husband's support and attitude toward marriage. In fact:
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While at least half of the women found

specific areas to be problematic to some extent

(e.g., time for myself, time for children,

taking on too many responsibilities, neglecting

housework, integrating my responsibilities as

student, wife, and mother), dropouts indicated

that those areas created significantly greater

problems for them than they did for the

"successful" (persisting) student. (p. 3-4)

The students' perceptions of their husbands' support
was less clearly differentiated between dropouts and persis-—
ters. Emotional support was not perceived as significantly
different between the two groups, but functional support
wase Such functional support as helping with the housework
was reported to be offered on a lesser scale to dropouts
than to persisters.

The report of the women's attitudes toward their
marriages was also mixed. For dropouts, the women's atti-

tudes toward their marriages improved. However, those

dropouts who had satisfactory opinions about their marriages

before re-entering college, reported significantly lower

opinions after dropout. The opinions of the persisters who
were initially happy with their marriages rose significantly
as they continued their college studies.

Malin, Bray, Dougherty, and Skinner (1980) conducted a
study with non-traditional students to determine differences
between men and women regarding (a) their college perfor-
mance as measured by GPA, and (b) their level of
satisfaction with college in general. Though not an attri-
tion study, per se, this research, nevertheless, has

implications for persistence-withdrawal decisions because of
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its connection to the findings of Bean & Bradley (1986)
regarding satisfaction/performance. Malin's students were
"over the age of 24 and were enrolled either part—time or
full-time in undergraduate or post-baccalaureate (but not
formal degree~granting graduate) programs" (p. 117). Demo-
graphics from their 343 respondents showed that 56% were men
and 447 women. They were primarily upper-level under-
graduates attending college part~time, and most had been
away from school for at least three years.

The results of this research did not support

the general contention that adult women,

(rather than men), face special problems in

coping with the college experience. (p. 126)

Men in this study had lower GPAs, were less satisfied
with college, and regorted less positive intellectual and
personal achievement. They also reported more suffering
than did women from family complaints about time and money
spent on college and, in general, experienced more serious
conflicts about their multiple roles as spouse, parent,
employee, and student. Because of lower academic integra-
tion and a higher environmental press, the findings of Malin
and others suggest a higher withdrawﬁl rate for the male
non-traditional student.

Another attrition study with non-traditional commuting
students over the age of 25 years at a junior college was
conducted by Greer (1980). Using Tinto's (1975) model,
Greer sought to determine if age was a discriminating factor

of withdrawals and persisters in two college environments:



33

(1) the regular academic program, and (2) a developmental
program. Overall, Greer found that age was negatively
related to persistence in the regular academic program, but
positively related in the developmental one (p. 7-8).
Greer's (1980) research further supports the later
theory of Bean and Metzner (1985, p. 16) in that:

The older students attached little importance

to such things as meeting new people, making

friends, and participating in campus activities.
Social integration, in other words, was not a primary factor
in either withdrawal or persistence decisions.

Another finding of Greer's was that in the regular
academic program, older students were more academically
successful than younger students, but had ﬁigher attrition
rates. The older students also were more certain of their
goals and had 2 more positive image of the college. How-
ever, this apparent successful academic integration did not
contribute to increased retention.

In 1972, Reehling (1980) began a longitudinal study of
323 adult women, 30 years or age or older, attending a
community college program cooperatively sponsored by a major
midwestern university. The follow=-up study of these women
in 1978 revealed that the 757 who had continued their educa-
tion did so more because of high internal motivation for
self-improvement and intellectual stimulation than for any
other reason(s). Reehling's attempts at predicting

persistence/withdrawal through a series of stepwise

discriminant analyses were partly successful. The
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discriminant function was able to accurately predict 96% of
those who continued, but only 10%Z of those who did not
(p. 494). One interesting finding from Reehling's study was
that "encouragement from others had definitely not been a
main reason for these women to pursue their educational
goals" (p. 493). The lack of encouragement may be a less
severe deterrent to continuation than is the presence of
disharmony or college-induced stress in the personal
environment of the adult learners. What Reehling found was
that dropouts indicated environmental pressures as main
reasons for leaving, but persisters did not. What persis-
ters did show was a very high degree of internal motivation
which, "when one views 1972, was probably a required trait
in the women who "pioneered' the first large wave of female
re-entries into higher education”" (p. 496).

Another longitudinal study with students who met the
definition of "non-traditional" was conducted by Pascarella,
Duby, Miller, and Rasher (1981). They sought to determine
if pre-enrollment variables and academic achievement
variables were reliable predictors of withdrawal-persistence
behavior for non-residential students., Though some pre-
enrollment traits (secondary school performance for example)
did significantly differentiate among students, such
characteristics were more effective in distinguishing stop-
outs from either persisters or withdrawals. It was only

after the first quarter's academic performance was added
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that a clear distinction between persisters‘and withdrawals
was evident.

What Pascarella and the others surmised was that some
students, upon receiving their first quarter GPAs, quickly
saw they did not have the background or shared norms that
were needed to succeed and, therefore, withdrew (p. 34).
Satisfactory first quarter academic performance, on the
other hand, began the academic and institutional integration
that is correlated with persistence. In summary, what
Pascarella and others concluded about their non-traditional
student population is consistent with other traditiomnal
student research, which suggests that "voluntary withdrawal
is less a function of pre-emrollment traits than of post-
enrollment experiences" (p. 347).

Pascarella conducted énother attrition study with
Duby and Iverson (1983) at a non-residential setting. They
found that the academic integration results were consistent
with studies done at residential universities, but that
social integration showed a negative influence on
persistence. This latter finding is inconsistent with the
Spady (1970), Tinto (1975), and Pascarella and Terenzini
(1977, 79, 80) theories that stressed the positive influence
played by social integration on retention. Thus, the
Pascarella et al. (1983) findings give even more credence
to looking at some other variable, i.e., environmental
factors, as the critical link in non-traditional student

retention studies.
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multi-institutional study of over 4,000 students to compare

differences between on~campus students and commuters on

intellectual and interpersonal self-concept. Previous

research on student educational outcomes associated with

living on campus versus commuting to college (Astin,
Chickering, and Iffert, cited in Pascarella, 1985, p.
showed that commuters were less likely to persist and
the following characteristics:

l. Commuters were less disposed than residen-
tial students to engage in various
educationally and developmentally influ-
ential activities.

2. Commuters were less likely to participate
in non-required offerings, resulting in less
interaction with students and faculty.

3. Commuters were less likely to be influenced
developmentally by their college experience
(measured by various dimensions of change;
i.e., increase in aspirations, perceived
competence and ability, and commitment to
long~-range goals.)

The 1985 study by Pascarella sought to determine

292)

had

what

impact on student development could be explained by resident

living. His findings indicated that:

Living on campus had a significant, direct
effect on two causally subsequent variables in
the model: social integration with peers and
with faculty. Residential status, however, was
not significantly associated with academic
integration or with either academic or inter-
personal self~concept. (p. 298)

Though his findings might imply support for the

social- and academic-integration models of Spady and Tinto,

Pascarella's data was collected during 1975-77, and he
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cautions about generalizing the findings now, "particu-
larly with increased numbers of older and non-traditional
students in American higher education" (p. 299).

In another attrition study, Voorhees (1987) found that
academic integration variables (GPA, hours spent studying,
informal contact with faculty) did not meet statistical
criteria to be considered for persistence. He surmised that
community college students (usually older, part-time
commuters; i.e., non-traditionals) did not have as much time
to spend on academic matters because of other (external
environmental) commitments.

In conclusion, the literature reviewed on Attrition
Studies points to a need: (l) to base institution-specific
studies on a theoretical model; (2) to clearly specify the
population being studied and select the appropriate
variables thereof; and (3) to determine, as closely as
possible, the causes of student persist-withdraw decisions
in addition to just reporting descriptive data. In
addition, this review guided the design of the present
studye As a result, improvements, as recommended by
Terenzini (1982), were built into the autopsy design to
lessen the weaknesses that are characteristic in expost
facto research. For example, rather than just obtaining
descriptive data from External Degree leavers and then
making some generalizations about who they are and why they
are dropping out, a comparative group of finishers from the

same degree program was included. As a result, assessment
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of any statistically significant differences between these
two groups of students was possible.

Likewise, the literature regardingvéttrition of
traditional students as compared to that of non-traditional
students points out differences in the contribution of the
variables studied. For example, most of the attrition
studies of traditional students focuses on the contribution
of three major sets of variables: (1) background, (2) social
integration of institutional fit, and (3) academic
integration. Any influences from the environment of the
traditional student were more a part of that student's
social/academic integration and, therefore, did not
establish themselves as a distinct category.

For non-traditional students, however, the attrition
studies reviewed indicated the importance of environmental
factors as distinctly contributing to persist/withdrawal
behavior. Academic integration variables were still
noticeable discriminators in the non-traditional student
studies, but socialization variables were frequently ruled

out as not contributing to persist/withdrawal decisions.
THE ADULT AS LEARNER

A concise summary of the review of the literature
regarding the adult learner is found in Hughes (1983). His
synthesis of the diverse literature on non-traditional stu-

dents was guided by three questions:
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l. Who is the non-traditional student?

2. What do they want from higher education?

3. How can educators respond? (p. 51)

Hughes' summary of the literature revealed three
characteristics (in addition to being 23 years or older
which is somewhat generally accepted as the age divider)
that distinguish the non-traditional college student from
the traditional student. First, non-traditional students

have multiple commitments. They are most frequently

carrying several roles as student, spouse, parent, employee,
taxpayer, voter, and concerned community citizen. 1In
contrast, traditional students most frequently have limited
commitments.

Secondly, non-traditional students are not campus

focused. "The family or work environments often take
precedence over the educational environment" (Hughes, 1983,
pe 53). 1In contrast, traditional students, because of their
on~campus orientation and/or residency, are very "campus
focused."

Thirdly, non-traditional students prefer learning that

i centered more on problem-solving, even:

«eewhen the learning has no more immediate
application than a better understanding or
appreciation of some remote aspect of life.
(White, cited in Hughes, 1983, p. 56)

This style of learning Hughes calls "informal," as
contrasted to the formal, subject-matter focus of tradi-

tional students. More succinctly stated, non-traditional
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students prefer a hands-on approach to learning; tradi-
tional, a more distance approach because of their sense of
"storing up the knowledge for later use since 'living begins
after learning is completed'™ (White, cited in Hughes, 1983,
P 56)0

As Rauch (1981) noted:

Adults learn best when they are participants

in the learning system (and) they are very

"now" oriented. One does not start an adult

class with an orientation, with theory, or with

a chronological history. You start with a

bang. (p. 12)

In addition to these three broadly stated character-
isties that Hughes reports as consistently appearing in the
literature, there are other characteristiecs of adult
learners that are frequently cited. For example, some adult
learner studies report a trend away from education and
liberal arts and toward business, accounting, and urban
studies (Solomon and Gordon, cited in Hughes, 1983, p. 54).
Even though preparation for work remains a major motivator
for beginning or returning to college, Flaherty (1978),
however, is one researcher who noted that:

Reasons for the influx of older students

are more varied, with personal satisfaction,

fulfillment, and interest in civic responsi-

bilities becoming stronger motivators. (p. 375-

376)

Lance, Lourie, and Mayo (cited in Hughes, 1983,

p. 54), found that the subjects of their study, 583 return-

ing students over the age of 24 who had been out of school

two years or more, had low self-confidence about their
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ability to succeed. Part of the reason for a lower self-
confidence may be traced to the adult's previous educational
performance. For example, Kuh'and Ardailo's (1979) study
comparing adult learners with traditional students substan-
tiated the findings of other researchers that "older
students did not achieve as well in high school as their
younger counterparts" (p. 212). Flaherty (1978, p. 376),
however, notes that "non-traditional students are generally
more receptive to remedial instruction and/or some type of
self-instructional program designed to build self-
confidence."

In addition, Kasworm's (1980) review of prior research
on academic achievement of older undergraduates in a variety
of institutional settings and special population categories
reveals that:

Older undergraduates do perform adequately

and effectively, as assessed by GPAs, in com-

petitive undergraduate environments. (p, 37)

Using this research background, Kasworm evaluated
differences between younger and older undergraduates
regarding academic capabilities. Her 1980 article reported
on a study of their intellectual and socio-emotional orien-
tations, as measured by the Omnibus Personality Inventory
Form F, an instrument developed by the Center for the Study
of Higher Education at the University of California
(Berkeley). She found that older undergraduates, as com=-
pared to their younger classmates, displayed significantly

higher scores in the areas of personal integration, lack of
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solving (p. 30, 39).

theoretical orientation,
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and analytical problem

Kasworm's summary of the different

characteristics of older and younger undergraduate students

follows.

TABLE 11

TYPOLOGY OF DIFFERENTIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF
OLDER AND YOUNGER UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS

Younger Undergraduates
1. Quasi-dependent being

2. Limited emotional/financial suppost for
significant others

8. Major time focus on academic and
related extracurriculsr activities

4, High identification with student role

5. Seeking out a self-identity

6. Limited 2 ess of own bilities

L4

7. Minimal exposure to life/career role
models

8. Minimal self-confidence and developing
sense of maturity

9. Introspective orientation

10 Impulse (short-term) decision-making

11. Limited cxposure to stratcgies for
learning

12, Passive learner role (unknown readiness
to learn)

18, Limited history of self-directed learning

. Minimal analytical/critical problem .
solving skills

-
r

15. Limited prior life experiences

Source: Kasworm, 1980.

Older Undergraduates

L

1.
12,

4.

15,

Independent being

/6 Tal
L d ¥

Major emoti t for

significant others

. Competing time focus on job, family,

community, personal responsibilities in
relation to academic activities

. Composite identification with many roles

Renewing self-identity

. Continuing growth of awareness of own

capabilities

. Significant exposure to life/career role

models

. Developed and diversified self-confidence

and maturity

. Varied self/others orientation

. Capacity for delayed gratification (long-

term) decision-making
Varied strategics to learning

Active learner role (active readiness to
learn)

Diversified opportunities for prior
development of self-directed leasning

Developed analytical/critical problem-
solving skills

Varicd rich life opportunities and
experiences

A comprehensive study conducted at the State Univer-

sity of New York at Albany (Mangano, Conado, and Frank,

in Hughes, 1983),

showed that returning non-traditional
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students rated several aspects of college life significantly
more important than did traditional students. These higher
ratings included more flexible scheduling of courses,
including evening and weekends; credit for out-of-college
experiencgs; and independent study course expansion. How-
ever, no significant differences between non~traditional and
traditional students were reported on preferences for
concentration, study-skill and memory improvement; for a
broad educational background with a number of courses
providing specific job skills; and for relaxed, informal,
encouraging instructors who have a realistic view of a
student's responsibilities outside class and who use many
examples in their lectures. |

Kimball and Sedlacek (1971) also found in their study
of two groups of full-time undergraduates (one less than 36
years old and the other, over 36), that the older group was
significantly different on two issues. First, the older
group felt teachers and administrators cared about students;
and secondly, the older group was less critical than the
younger group about the college environment in general.

One adult-as-learner study, carried out by Wolfgang
and Dowling (1981), assessed differences in motivation for
participating in college between adults 24 years of age or
older and younger undergraduates. Responses were

categorized into motivational factors as follows:
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(1) social relationships, "to make new friends"
(2) external expectations, "to carry out the
recommendation of some authority"
(3) social welfare, "to improve my ability to
serve mankind"
(4) professional advancement, "to secure pro-
fessional advancements"
(5) escape/stimulation, "to get relief from boredom"
(6) cognitive interest, "just for the sake of
learning." (p. 642)

Using a two-way ANOVA, Wolfgang and Dowling found that
older -students scored significantly higher at the .01 level
of significance than younger students on the motivational
factor of cognitive interest. Older students scored
significantly lower than younger students on the
motivational factor of social relationships and external
expectétions. No significant differences between the age
groups were found on the other three motivatiomal factors:
(1) social welfare and (2) professional advancement were
ranked moderately high by both age groups; (3) escape/
stimulation was marked low by both.

One implication of the Wolfgang and Dowling study is
particularly pertinent to the environment of distance-

learning students. The older students scored significantly

higher on the cognitive interest factor, and thus, according

to Wolfgang and Dowling:
indicated a stronger internal drive for
learning, (and) are better candidates for indi-
vidualized programs that often require a great
deal of self-direction and dedication. (p. 646)
In keeping with the cognitive interest theme, Brook-
field (1986), too, identifies six principles that promote

achievement in the curriculum developed for adult learners:
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le voluntary participation on the part of the
learner

2. mutual respect between/among instructors and
learners

3. a collaborative spirit within the learning
environment

4, a sense of praxis or alteration between
activity and reflection

5. <critical reflection opportunities for
learners

6. self-direction; empowerment of learners
(p. 9-11)

Another study with chronological age and marital
status as factors of academic performance was reported by
Von der Embse and Childs (1979). Their population of 517
senior~-status students at a Midwest state university's
college of business administration, was divided into groups
by age: those older than 27; the others, 27 or younger.

They found that older students achieved significantly higher
GPAs than did the younger students. Although marital status
yieslded no significant differences between the two age

groups, married women achieved significantly higher GPAs

than did unmarried women. Marital status was not a signifi-

cant factor in academic performance among the men.
Von der Embse and Childs hypothesize in their
concluding remarks that:

The older student's academic performance is
influenced by a more self-directed commitment
to educational goals; (and) using outside
experience as a resource for learning, the
older student is more likely than the younger
student to be a high achiever. (p. 478)
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In summary, this section of the literature review
confirms that the motives, backgrounds, and environments
that adult learners bring to the classroom are diverse. As
Flaherty (1978) remarks:

Educators will find a great sense of satis-

faction from working with adults. The adults'

interest is infectious; their motivations

stimulating; (and), for the most part, they zare

independent learners. (p. 37)

Adult learners bring to the academic environment "a
different set of attitudes, values, and expectations" (Von
der Embse & Childs, 1979, p. 476). And, as Kasworm's (1980)
study suggests:

Older undergraduates have stronger capa-

bilities for conducting analytic inquiry, for

assuming self-discipline and responsibilities

for learning activities; for involvement in

self-directed tutorial and independent study

activities, and for integration and synthe-

sizing of theoretical materials. (p. 44)

Demographics in higher education enrollments are
changing. And, a summary of the adult—-as-learner literature
implies one main theme: Institutions which are alert to
this change and respond accordingly, by providing the kinds
of academic programs and support services that address the
needs of adult learners, should reap the benefits of attrac-
ting this exciting, challenging group of students. More

importantly, such institutions have a better chance of

retaining them once they are there.
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN RURAL AND URBAN ADULT LEARNERS

The third area of literature reviewed for this study
was in the area of rural versus urban adult learners.
"Participation rates in education," say Darkenwald & Larson
(1980), "are notably lower in small towns and rural areas
than in cities and suburbs" (ps 4) Even so, rural adults
comprise nearly 27% of the nation's adult learners
(McCannon, 1985). When McCannon compared them with urban
learners, rural adult learners proved remarkably similar on
all variables examined~-~age, sex, reason for participation
in adult education, subjects enrolled in, type of provider,
number of courses taken, and source of payment. However,
McCannoﬁ's 1977 and 1985 studies of the differences between
rural and urban adult learners pointed to three distinct
barriers faced by rural adults more frequently tham by their
urban counterparts:

(1) access to educational programs, because of
distances

(2) lack of adequate finances with which to
participate

(3) lack of adequate advising and counseling (p. 13)
Barker (1985) reiterates these differences by expand~
ing on each of the three, citing the most notable as
distance or residency location:
Rural learners who live in areas of low popu-
lation density and/or geographical isolation

will most definitely be provided fewer
educational services and opportunities. (p. 5)
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Even though telecommunications has the ability to
provide access to educational programs and, according to
Spears (1985), "serves as a valuable ally in serving rural

professionals, its abilities to reach the less—-educated in

rural areas is seriously questioned" (p. 15). Barriers two
and three (lack of finances and lack of advising/counseling)
help to explain the justifications behind Spear's statement.

Financial support for participation is also confounded
in rural areas where it is generally more expemnsive to
provide outreach programs with mileage for teachers and/or
telecommunications increasing the costs to the consumer.
Generally lower income levels of many rural adults further
limit accessibility to programs delivered on a self~-
support basis to distant areas (McCannon, 1977 & 1985;
Treadway, 1984; and Zucker, 1986).

According to Treadway (1984), current federal criteria
for allocating resources ignores the higher costs of
delivering instruction to rural areas and overestimates the
local resources available to support such services. Such
was certainly the case, as reported by Hershfield (1986), in
the Learn Alaska Network $30 million telecommunications
systems. This rural-outreach system was terminated after
developers failed to recognize that $200,000 annually for
the entire programming effort was insufficient to meet the
educational needs and distance expenses involved in serving
native Alaskans in rural areas who were unable to supplement

the expense themselves. "Therefore," says Spears (1985),
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"states should not look to technology as the solution to all
rural needs" (p. 15).

Perhaps all too frequently, rural adult learners are
presented with a smorgasbord of courses-—an attempt to meet
most of the needs of most of the learners., What is reality,
says Treadway (1984) in quoting Margery Walker of the Rural
Education Program at the University of Alaska in 1981, is
that "rural residents seek coherent programs, sanctioned for
field delivery, by campus departments—-not just occasional
courses" (p. 1l4). Treadway continues:

In the area of providing credit programs and
extended degree opportunities for residents of

small rural towns, four-year colleges and

universities offering comprehensive programs

are definitely in the minority. (p. 48)

A study reported in 1986 by McDaniel confirmed a
distinction between perceptions of barriers to rural adult
learners as compared with their urban counterparts. Over-
whelmingly, both rural providers and learners felt that they
did not have equal choice in selecting educational options.
Added to the choice issue are problems of (a) distance and
transportation; (b) increased costs; (c) declining incomes;
(d) limited acecess to instructors and advisors; (e) limited
support services; and (f) lack of access to materials and
resources. Barriers listed by providers and learners across
seven Northwest states in the McDaniel study were highly
similar.

Numerous systems and programs designed to serve rural

learners are reported in the literature. Many appear to be
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reasonably successful. For example, Benson and Hirschen
(1987) cite the Interactive Telecommunications Cable Project
in rural downstate New York (Westchester County); the Educa-
tional Telecommunications in Small Rural Schools operation
in Norwich, New York; audio-teleconferencing of the Univer-
sity of Nebraska, Eastern Montana State University, and the
University of Wyoming; linkages between microcomputers and
electronic chalkboards successfully operating in the
Mansfield, Pennsylvania, Teleteaching Project and in the
Delaware-Chenango Schools network; the interactive TV via
satellite with one-way video and two-way audio systems which
include programs from Oklahoma State, Texas, Utah, and
Spokane, Washington; and the Appalachian Educational
Satellite program.

The literature reviewed about rural/urban adult
learners cited only the differences in terms of
access, affordability, and acceptance of the types of
educational programs available. No literature was
found which compared rural and urban adult learners on their

persist/withdrawal behavior in college programs.
ADULT DEVELOPMENT

Much of the literature reviewed in the area of Adult
Development is written by theorists who, according to
Schlossberg (1984, p. 4-19), describe adults from an age and
stage perspective. Age-related stages are described by

Levinson (1978); the new~-development stages by Erikson
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(1978, 1980); Fowler (198l); Gould (1978); Havighurst
(1972); and Vaillant (1977); ethical/moral development
stages by Gilligan (1982) and Kohlberg (1983); cognitive
development stages by Perry (1970) and Piaget (1969); and
ego—development stages by Kegan (1982) and Loevinger (1976).
Non age-related concepts regarding adult development are
described by Belenky (1986), and women's "different ways of
knowing"; Bridges (1980) and Schlossberg (1984), the
importance of understanding and patience in coping with
transitions and of weaving play into work and love;
Lowenthal's (1975) significant life events; and Neugarten's
(1968) individual variability/times.

Although the specific age ranges may differ, most of
the age/stage theorists noted above refer to 4-5 stages of
adulthood. These stages can be broadly categorized as:

(1) Early Adulthood (18-30); (2) Mid Adulthood I (30-45);
(3) Midlife Crisis (42-45); (4) Mid Adulthood II (45-60),
and (5) Later Adulthood (60+).

According to Levinson (1978), individuals in the Early
Adulthood stage (18-30 years) are either already involved in
full-time, traditional studies or have not yet felt the urge
to return to school on a part-time basis~—other issues are
occupying their time (p. 72-78). For example, in his all-
male study, Levinson identified the focus of this "season"
of life with a work-related, goal—-directed theme. Actively
pursuing a fulltime college education might be the goal in

Levinson's 17-22 year-old category, described as moving out
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of the pre—adult world and experimenting and choosing adult
rules (p. 56). But, by age 22-28 when entering the adult
world, Levinson's subjects are busy exploring options and
developing}a stable life structure (p. 58). However, at
about age 28-33, Levinson's age 30 transition occurs.

"Transitions,”" according to Bridges (1980), "are
natural processes of disorientation and reorientation that
mark the turning points of our path of growth" (p. 5).
Common to all transitions, says Bridges, is (1) an ending;
(2) a middle, confusing time, and (3) a new beginning.

One's attitude towards the transition, notes Bridges, is
dependent on whether the change being experienced is chosen
or externally forced.

At this stage, Levinson's adult is making efforts to
improve or correct his.life structure which may result in a
return to college studies. However, other issues begin
arising for individuals in this age, namely marital problems
and occupational shifts. Bridges speaks to this critical
transition period when he references "the riddle of the
sphinx," in that the individual now "walks on two feet at
noon" (the independent adult), following a period of child-
hood or "walking on four feet in the morning" (p. 28).
Bridges sees the speed with which individuals are able to
establish themselves as an independent adult affecting their
ability to commit to a goal at the age of 30 (p. 37). For
example, as Piaget (1969) asks, did the individual accom-

modate or assimilate the situation in life to his/her own
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needs while arriving at the age 30 transition? Or, rather,
did he/she merely power his/her way through to age 30
without much change or self-reflection?

Assimilation would have the individual interpreting
new experiences by existing rules, concepts, or schema. It
is deemed easier than accommodation which demands that the
individual modify his/her existing concept (or expectation)
in order to "fit in" the new experience. Piaget, a cogni-
tive theorist, describes these processes as periods of
equilibrium/disequilibrium as individuals move through
several life stages. Fowler (1981) describes Piaget's
theory as being focused on structural changes that consti-
tute one's thought processes at a given time. When enough
accommodation occurs to warrant a change, according to
Fowler, a new stage emerges.

Piaget's research serves as a backdrop for Kegan's
(1982) theories on the evolving self. "Meaning making" is
the descriptive phrase Kegan uses to refer to his studies on
the evolving self. According to Kegan, the making of one's
understanding is a balancing throughout the lifespan of
subject and object relations (p. 12, 46-110).

Kegan's three adulthood stages are (1) the inter-
personal balance, (2) the institutional balance, and (3) the
interindividual balance. The individuals at the inter-
personal balance stage are so dependent on what others think
of them (i.e., faculty, advisors, fellow students), that

they have no real sense of self that is separate. They are,
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according to Kegan, incapable of establishing true intimacy
because their "self" is brought into being by others--"you
are the other by which I complete myself"™ (p. 100).

Other early adulthood college participants fit Kegan's
second adulthood stage, the institutional balance. Here,
adults are seen as capable of holding conflicting feelings
simultaneously. Self-dependence and self-ownership create a
personal self-system that can separate, for example, the
belief that "I have relationships" from earlier stages of "I
am my relationships" (p. 100). Kegan cautions individuals
here of exhaustion, resulting from being too self-
sufficient.

Individuals at the interindividual balance level are
able to separate themselves from their work/performance life
and survive, therefore, failing on some task or at least
hearing some negative report about their performance. They
see themselves as "running" their system, but not being the
system itself" (p. 103). Because their sense of self is no
longer brought into meaning by others, they are capable of
becoming intimate or interpersonal.

All individuals, says Kegan, evolve through a duality of
human experience between yearning for inclusion and yearning
for independence. The flow between holding on and letting
go marks transitions in individuals' lives that need to be
understood and supported as much as possible in an academic

program.
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Levinson's next three c;tegories'are: (1) Settling
Down, a$out ages 33-40; (2) Midlife Transition, about ages
40-45; and (3) Entering Middle Adulthood, about ages 45-50.
The "settling down" students, as Levinson describes them,
are the younger "settlers" who are becoming junior members
of society by establishing their niche, making it, and
identifying the steps on the ladder of success that are
needed to move up (p. 59-60). The older settlers in this
group are busy "becoming one's own man" (p. 60) by striving
to achieve, says Levinson, authority or independence and
reappraising their goals and achievements.

Though Levinson's research was done with males,
Bridges claims the "tasks" of completing the midlife transi-
tion for women and men are about the same: (1) to terminate
the era of early childhood; (2) to initiate middle adult-
.hood; and (3) to deal with conflicting feelings and values
brought about by middle age.

The last age-related category described by Levinson is
the 45-50 year-olds "entering middle adulthood" (p. 61).
Levinson's men are described here as responding to the task
of bringing stability and meaning to one's commitments and
values. The dream of achievement, involving a mentor and/or
a "special woman" (p. 109) is no longer predominant.
Lowenthal and Thurner (1975) see a continual process through
a man's lifespan of analysis and reorganization. Relation-
ships play a relatively subordinate role in the tasks

associated with the male's adult development: (1) building



56
and modifying the life structure; (2) working on a single
component of the life structure; and (3) becoming more
individuated.

Another way to profile adults is with new-development
stage theory. Erikson's (1978) crisis resolution theory is,
according to Fowler (1981), built on Freud's psychosexual
stages by expanding the circle of influence to include the
cultural symbols of the larger society, i.e., the psycho-
social environment. ©Erikson's belief is that one's life
consists of a series of events that lead to choices at
certain periods in life. The choice is described by Erikson
as a "erisis," and the individual is in a period of dis-
equilibrium until the erisis (choice) is resolved. As
crises are met and dealt with, the individual's personality
is defined and redefined.

Although not discretely age-related, the crisis stages
nevertheless represent critical periods during which certain
issues become predominant. In the early adulthood category
(18-30 years), for example, Erikson describes two periods:
18-22 year-olds dealing with the crisis between achieving an
identity or remaining role diffused; and 23-30 year=-olds
struggling with the issues of intimacy and isolation.

Adults of ages 31-50 are in conflict between generativity
and stagnation, and those over 50 are attempting to achieve
integrity rather than despair. As the adult integrates and
differentiates between the choices at each stage, his/her

identity is achieved and serves as the basis for commitments
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to values that help resolve later stages of conflict.
Erikson suggests that each event in an adult's life may be
perceived as either a crisis or a non-crisis event. If
perceived as a crisis, individuals usually experience a
brief state of "moratorium" as they decide whether or not
they are capable of solving the specific crisis. If the
perceived crisis is solved, the "identity-achieving" status
results; if the crisis is not solved, the individual may
either be foreclosed on the subject while seeking an easy
solution; identity-diffused or unconcerned; or continue to
exist in a moratorium. If the individual does not perceive
the event as a crisis in the first place, it is either
because (1) the problem has already been solved (identity-
achieved); (2) the event is denied'(identity-foreclosed); or
(3) the individual is unconcerned (identity-diffused). At
Erikson's 7th stage, individuals are either concerned about
future generations or have turned inward with a lack of
interest or rejection of the younger generation.

Building on Erikson's "stage notion of crisis resclu-
tion," Gould (1978) characterizes adulthood with
descriptions of five age-related levels: (1) 16-22 year-olds
growing independent from one's birth family, including an
openness to new ideas; (2) 22-28 year-olds stabilizing of
concerns, engaging in work, and becoming confident with
one's self and autonomy; (3) 28~34 year-olds showing an
increasing dissatisfaction with their marriage but

increasing investment with their children. This is a time,
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says Gould, of self-reflection (p. 153). (4) At ages 35-45,

' where time becomes

Gould sees adults in "quiet desperation,'
finite and concerns mount regarding health and aging

parents. (5) Then at age 44~50, the adult stabilizes his/
her personality, increases the involvement with the spouse,
kids, and friends, and generally begins to accept things

the way they are.

Gould's theory of adult development revolves arcund
the changes in self-insight and personal philosophy that
arise as the adult grows and continues to integrate his/her
"childhood consciousness" into an adult reality., Gould
(1978) also incorporates the developmental task theory of
Havighurst (1972). This theory emphasizes where, at certain
ages, society expects involvement in and/or achievement of
certain tasks. These tasks are (1) achieving civiec and
social responsiblity; (2) establishing/maintaining an
economic standard of living; (3) assisting one's teenage
children to become responsible and happy adults; (4) devel-
oping adult leisure time activities; (5) relating oneself to
one's spouse as a person; (6) accepting and adjusting to the
physiological changes of middle age; and (7) adjusting to
aging parents.

Vaillant's (1977) longitudinal study is also founded
on Erikson's (1978 & 1980) work, although done strictly with
268 men at Harvard. He fills in the gap in Erikson's stages
between intimacy (20's) and generativity (40's) and calls it

"career consolidation,” or a period when adults translate
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their hobbies and ambitions into occupational terms
(Schlossberg, 1984, p. 27). He found that those individuals
who were able to achieve intimacy in resolving the 23-30
year-o0ld intimacy vs. isolation crisis, were then able to
deal effectively with their careers. The theme of
Vaillant's research effort seems to be on adaptation to life
and to the development of coping skills. Inner adaptation
factors for Vaillant include (1) biol&gical injury,

(2) intellectual growth, and (3) capacity for intimacy.
External factors include (1) early loving relationships,
(2) the array of targets for identification, and

(3) stresses and opportunities. "Psychosexual maturation

" gsays Vaillant, "through the success or failure of

occurs,
negotiating the Eriksonian life crises" (p. 349-50).

Fowler (1981) uses several adult development
theoretical models to help describe the stages of faith
development. For example, Piaget's (1969) and Kohlberg's
(1969 & 1973) studies helped Fowler focus on the structuring
activity of faith; Erikson, on the functional aspect of
faith. Fowler believes that:

The level in one's faith stage will help

determine how the Erikson crisis is resolved
because the quality of response to the crisis

is dependent on one's stage of faith. (p. 107)
"Faith," says Fowler (p. 25), "is the way we commit

ourselves to centers of values and power that exert an

ordering force in our lives."
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Another way to describe categories of adults is with
Kohlberg's (1983) six moral development stages. The first
two, (1) Punishment/Obedience and (2) Naive Instrumental
Hedonism, are grouped under the broad title “Premoral," and
are associated with the preadolescent period of life. Stage
1 individuals see people of high authority unbound by rules;
authority for such individuals is associated with age, size,
and power. The value of life for a moral Stage 1 individual
may get confused with the value of physical possessions.
Stage 2 individuals follow rules to get rewards/favors.

They believe, according to Loevinger's (1976) interpretation
of Kohlberg, that it's OK to take advantage of another's
mistakes and that rights have power, even if the exercise of
them causes another to suffer (p. 120).

Another category described by Kohlberg is the "Conven-
tional Role-~Conforming" morality. Two stages make up this
category, roughly associated with ages 13-35. Stage 3 (13-
21 years) is called Good Relations/Approval, and is charac~-
terized by gratitude and the drive to maintain leyalty. 1In
Kohlberg's hierarchy, Stage 4 is called Law and Order. At
this stage, individuals interpret law as basic for the
social order. 1Individuals at Stage 4, for the most part, do
not feel responsible for the effects of their behavior
beyond one's own defined role responsibilities. The last
broad category in the Moral Development theory of Kohiberg
is titled "Self-Accepted Moral Principles.” The 5th and 6th

stages are included here. Number 5 is called Democratic
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Contract, where one conforms in order to maintain the
respect of an external spectator who judges in terms of a
whole communit;'s welfare. Kohlberg believes that indi-
viduals at this stage feel laws should be obeyed because
they were developed by the democratic process; punishment
serves rehabilitation and it is the contractual obligation
of the judge to administer punishment. (p. 99)

Kohlberg's 6th stage is called Individual Principles
of Conscience. At this level, one conforms to avoid self-
condemnation; assumes self-responsibility for acts done and
not done; believes in the importance of personal trust; and
feels that moral principles determine the appropriateness of
rules. Though this 6th stage completes Kohlberg's theory at
the present time, he hints (p. 6, 41) at the possibility of
a 7th soft stage of ethical and religious orientation.
Gilligan's (1982) criticism of Kohlberg focuses on the
differences she perceives between men and women, especially
at the 4th, 5th, and 6th stages of moral development.
According to Gilligan, female participants are more likely
to be responding throughout their lifetimes to "a different
voice" that speaks more to relationships than to rights;
more to caring for others than to responsibility for self
(p. 21, 24-38).

Much adult development theory, according to Gilligan,
is based on research done with men.s In the case of moral
development, the very factors that are seen as strengths for

women come through in Kohlberg's hypothetical situations as
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evidencing weakness in.the female's moral judgment. For
example, "achievement of Kohlberg's 6th stage," says
Gilligan, "is based on a male model ‘of adherence/belief in
rules (stage 4) and justice (stages 5 and 6)" (p. 18). The
caring and sensitivity of women makes it less natural to fit
into these stages, but not, as Gilligan refutes, deficient
in moral development. "Judgment," says Gilligan (p. 69),
"comes in two modes: (1) masculine, or the public world of
social power; and (2) feminine, or the privacy of domestic
interchange." The usual expectation in our society, accord-
ing to Gilligan, is that the masculine mode is "better" and
moves toward maturity. The constant tension that is, there-
fore, created for females is between a more natural
ineclination to be sensitive and respomnsible for others
versus the "more mature expectation" of developing the self
through the appropriate exercise of rights and responsi-
bilities. This conflict between achievement and care leaves
women divided in their moral judgments and/or feeling
betrayed (Gilligan, p. 159). As Gilligan (p. 135) states,
"Women are always in the dilemma of either caring for and
worrying about not hurting another or doing what is right
for themselves;" i.e., saying no to family/friend obliga-
tions or expectations in order to study. "The temnsion
between attachment on the one hand, and separation on the

other, characterizes and anchors the cycle of human life"

(p. 149).
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In the early adulthood period of life, positive
resolutions of Erikson's crises result in a dichotomy of
identity (self) and intimacy (other). As Gilligan states:

Females will most likely struggle more than

men to maintain both these resolutions because

of the different voice that speaks to them

saying, "We know ourselves as separate only

insofar as we live in connection with others,

and we experience relationship only insofar as

we differentiate other from self." (p. 63)

"The. conflict between self and other constitutes,"
says Gilligan (p. 69), "the central moral problem for women:
i.e., birth control vs, abortion, compassion vs, autonomy,
virtue vs, power,"

Stages of thinking may also be used to describe
adults. Perry's (1970) work provides, perhaps, the best
description of the development of thinking. Belenky (1986)
describes Perry's scheme as:

how students' conceptions of the nature and

origins of knowledge evolve and how their

understanding of themselves as 'knowers'

changes over time and how they interpret

educational experiences. (p. 4)

As with most, if not all developmental stage theories,
Perry also recognizes the irregularities of growth. He
describes three alternatives to ethical/intellectual growth
as (1) temporizing, or pausing for more than a year in any
one position, typically with awareness of the next step;
(2) retreating after glimpsing multiplicity and then
actively denying the legitimacy of another's opinion; and

(3) escaping, usually to one of the middle positions where

the individual may alienate oneself and become cynical.
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Yet another way to describe adults is with Loevinger's

(1982) structural stage theory regarding ego development.

Her framework provides 10 sequential stages with only the

first two, presocial and symbiotic, reserved for infancy

and, therefore, not descriptive of adulthood. In order,

stages 3-10 are:

(3) Impulsive, seeking immediate gratification

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

without regard for negative consequences
"as long as I can get away with it."

Self-Protective, where, as an adult, the

individual becomes opportunistic, decep-
tive, and pre~occupied with the control of
others.

The Conformist, where the individual is

beginning to trust within the family or
group but generally just obeys rules
because they are rules and makes no
distinction between rules and norms.

The Conscientious—-Conformist, where the

individual sees multiple options, is able
to differentiate norms from goals, and sees
him/herself falling short of the "ideal."

Conscientious, where the individual has

self-evaluated standards, is self-critical,
assumes guilt or achievement for conse-
quences of behavior, and internalizes
rules.

Individualistic, which carries forward

features of the previous stage but adds the
dimension of respect for individuality.

Autonomous, previous stage characteristics

and adds coping and toleration skills in
dealing with conflicting inner needs.

The Integrated Ego, with previous stage

characteristics plus the added dimension of
being able to reconcile inner conflicts and
renunciate the unattainable.
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Belenky (1986) provides a different view of women by

describing, not a developmentél approach, but rather five

"epistemological" viewpoints.

She views Piaget's theory as

a morality of rights; Kohlberg's as an evolution of moral

reasoning for males;

around responsibility and care. Belenky feels, though,

and Gilligan's as a morality organized

that

women have a "different way of knowing" that can take shape

in five different dimensions:

(1) Silence, where the woman essentially

(2)

(3)

"maintains her place" and is seen but never
heard. Such women are subject to the whims
of authority and are virtually unable to
conceive of their own sense of self.

Received Knowledge, where the woman is

capable of getting and passing on knowledge
but feels incapable of generating it her-
self., She listens to the voices of others
to determine the right or wrong answers and
is, therefore, intolerant of ambiguities.
She thinks literally and, without really
understanding the ideas, is unable to read
between the lines. She believes self-
advancement is OK, but only if it is to
help others in the process; otherwise, she
sees it as selfish and destructive. Her
self-concept is formed from other's
opinions and expectations of her.

Subjective Knowledge, where the woman

senses and listens to "the still small
voice" that is emerging "in her gut."
Belenky speculates (p. 58) that many women
function or come to this level as a result
of a crisis of trust with a male authority
figure. If such crisis is followed by some
confirmatory experience showing the woman
that she is capable of learning, she is
probably able to walk away from the past.
Frequently, the walk leads to more
education and/or a turn to a maternal-type
authority. Though the future may seem
foggy for such women, they are strongly
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self-determinede The caution, here, 1s
that what may become a stubborn inde-
pendence will thwart further growth.

(4) Procedural Knowledge, is a humbler, but
more powerful voice of reason. Women with
this perspective are learning and applying
objective procedures for obtaining and
communicating information. The inner voice
is changing to point out and push for
acceptance of the fallibility of the gut
instinct of perspective three. There is
more perspective taking here and more
objectivity as the woman becomes a more
pragmatic problem solver. For example, the
woman is able to organize her educational
pursuits so that the goal becomes reality.

(5) Constructed Knowledge, is able to
"integrate the different voices" (p. 137).
Women here do not avoid conflict and
stress, but recognize it as a fact of life.
They feel the process of learning is what's
important.

A final way to look at adults is through the life
events theory of Neugarten (1968). "Her work," says
Schlossberg (p. 11), "emphasizes variability or individual
'fanning out.'" As our lives grow longer and successive
choices and commitments accumulate, our lives grow more
different from each other than the same. Generational
differences, in Neugarten's theory, account for variability
among individuals along four dimensions:

(1) one's chronological age (lifespan)

(2) age-related expectations (social time)

(3) the period of history during which one is
an adult (historical time)

(4) one's perception of his/her place in the
course of life (psychological time).
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Summary

Returning to college is a transition, and as Bridges
(1980) notes:

Most of us did only a passable job of

resolving identity issues as youth; conse-

quently, whenever we enter a new transition,

some of these 0ld identity issues are going to

re-emerge. (p. 35)

The broad concept of transition in terms of re-
entering college remains a2 challenge for adult learners who
struggle with the added identity of student. According to
Bridges, the process of reaching a goal (i.e., comﬁleting
the baccalaureate), is as important as the goal itself. At
18-30, adult learners may still be so focused on the goal
that the rigor of the process becomes an obstacle. Thus,
this period of time Bridges calls searching for a place (p.
37) may be a frustrating one for the younger adults in the
External Degree Program. Because they are also coping with
tensions associated with moving from a dependent role to
independency, they may not be ready to commit to the inde-
pendent nature of study characteristic of the Program. And,
some External Degree students in Kegan's institutional-
balance description may burmn out before completing the
Program because of their inability to back off somewhat from
their self-imposed independency. True, the Program expects
students to be self-starters, but also provides numerous
connections to a helping network of faculty, advisors, and

peers in recognition of the support such non-traditional

students may need. Avoiding, denying, or ignoring the
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support systems because of too high a reliance on a personal
‘self-system may result in frustration and/or dropout.
Individuals at this stage may not be able to receive and
integrate the constructive criticism from the support system
because of their perceptions of being personally demeaned.

This review of the literature in Adult Development
helped provide a more comprehensive look at the challenges
non-~traditional students face when enrolled in a college
degree program. Reviewing how different theorists describe
the patterns of life through which one becomes an adult
provided helpful insights into both age— and stage-related
theories regarding adult development. Particular attention
was focused on the transition experienced in a midlife
crisis, where adults may turn to college as a somewhat
temporary respite from what they believe their unfulfilled
life to be. For some, the stimulation of learning catches
on, and a commitment to stay results; for others, though,
the exposure is temporary and may/may not be productive in
moving the adult forward to whatever else beckons.

This broader understanding of the phenomena called
adult development provided the necessary checks and balances
that prevented quick assumptions or generalizations from
being made about External Degree students' dropout deci-
sions. The review also facilitated the organization of a
summary of the respondents' narrative comments regarding
"What would I do differently a second time around when

returning to college."



CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to identify finishers
and leavers in the External Degree Program at Eastern
Oregon State College, and then to answer these basic
questions:

1. Who's "making" it? Who's not?

2. What's the difference between the two groups?

3. Do certain variables predict dropping out?

This chaﬁter presents the methodology used to answer
these questions. Separate sections of this chapter will
address (a) the setting, (b) the sample population, (e¢) the
research design, (d) the variables of the study,‘(e) data-
gathering procedures and instruments, and (f) the statisti-

cal methods used to analyze the data.
SETTING

This study was conducted with students admitted to the
External Degree Program at Eastern Oregon State College in
La Grande, Oregon. The College is located in the north-
eastern corner of the state. Established in 1929 as Eastern
Oregon Normal School, its original mission was as an educa-

tional training college for teachers. Over its 60-year
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history, the College evolved into what it is now, a regional
state college within the Oregon State System of Higher
Education. It is one of the seven publicly supported
post~secondary institutions in Oregon, but the only one east
of the Cascade Mountain Range. Thus, the College has been
attempting in the 10 years that have passed since the Oregon
Legislature deemed it a "regional" institution, to serve the
educational and cultural needs of the residents of a 10~
county, sparsely-populated, geographically-isolated, yet
immense (42,000 square mile) service region.

One of the main projects undertaken by the College
following the creation of the Division of Continuing Educa-
tion in 1979 was the External Degree. This program was
created to provide an opportunity for adults, who had either
never gone to college or whose college studies had been
interrupted, to complete a baccalaureate.

In responding to the diverse schedules and interests
of such adult students, the External Degree Program offers
either a bachelor of science (BS) or a bachelor or arts (BA)
in General Studies. Though no campus residency in La Grande
is required for the degree, participants must have at least
45 of the 186 minimum quarter hours required for graduation
awarded under the supervision of Eastern Oregon State
College faculty. This definition of residency fostered the
creation of multiple options that External Degree students
have available to them in order to meet the 45-hour require-

ment and to complete the degree itself. (These options will
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this chapter). Other requirements of the degree parallel

the on-campus General Studies degree and/or institutional

requirements for graduation. Specifically, of the 186

quarter hours required for graduation:

1.

2.

4,

5.

70 hours must be at the upper-division level;

50 must satisfy Eastern's general education
(liberal arts) requirements with a minimum
of 15 hours in each of 3 disciplines:

(a) humanities, (b) social science, and

(c) natural science;

a2 minimum cumulative grade point average
(GPA) of a 2.0 must be achieved on all
Eastern Oregon State College credits and on
all credits, including transfer credits,
appearing on the student's transcript;

up to 45 vocational-type credits that do
not meet the normal mix of theory and
application, including cooperative educa-
tion (work placement credits) may be
applied toward the degree;

up to 108 community college credits may
apply toward the degree; this limit may be
exceeded with approval of the Assistant
Academic Dean if the excess credits fit
into a planned degree program.

In addition, External Degree graduates, just like

graduates in any other Eastern Oregon State College

program, must pass the College's exit writing test, the
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of

degree

Writing Proficiency Exam (WPE). No limitations are imposed

on the number or type of credits that can be earned

through different options made available to students (e.gs,

Assessment of Prior Learning portfolio, Weekend College

courses, Individualized Studies courses).

To preserve the
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intent of a general studies degree, however, no more than 90

of the 186 credits required for graduation can be in the
same discipline; and within these 90 hours, no more than 35

can be at the upper-division level.
SAMPLE POPULATION

Over 1,000 adults have been admitted to the Eastern
Oregon State College External Degree Program since accurate
program admissions records began in 1982. Using the
Program's admissions list, students were identified as
either (a) finishers, (known to have graduated through the
External Degree Program by Fall Quarter 1988); (b) actives,
those individuals whose Program advisors or transecripts
reported either portfolio or course activity during 1988);
or (c) leavers, those admitted prior to 1988 whose Program
advisors and/or transcripts reported no progress made toward
the degree for at least one calendar year. Once identified,
actives were omitted and the remaining 241 finishers and 228

leavers constituted the sample population of this study.
RESEARCH DESIGN

The theoretical model on which the study was based
came from a published researcher in the field of post~-
secondary attrition, Dr. John Bean, of the Department of
Higher Education and Student Affairs at Indiana University
in Bloomington. 1In collaboration witﬁ Barbara Metzner from

Indiana University—-Purdue University in Indianapolis, Dr.
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Student Attrition.

Bean and Metzner's

tions,

of many empirical studies" (p. 493) from the field of

or "reviews

Conceptual Model of Non-~Traditional
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The model, as shown below, was based on

review and interpretation of codifica-

postsecondary student attrition.,
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To overcome or at least reduce several of the weak-

nesses that Terenzini (1980) identifies as characteristic of
the autopsy/post hoc design (p. 56-58), several procedures
or features were built in. As already mentioned, the
research design was established from a theoretical base
about non-traditional student attrition. 1In addition, the
instrument used to collect the data was patterned after one
made available by Dr. Bean which he had used in similar
research. Some modifications were required in the instru-
ment to reflect the particular situation in the Eastern
Oregon State College External Degree Program.

Also, in order to improve the response rate of 15%-40%
predicted by Terenzini (p. 63) for mailout surveys, Total
Design Method procedures described by Dillman (1978, p. 160-
199) were followed. |

As Terenzini (1982) notes:

The longitudinal design provides the most

extensive planned control of the many variables

thought to be potential influences on the

persistence behavior of students. (p. 61)

However, as Terenzini also comments (p. 61-62) a
project staff, with advanced training and time, and sizable
financial support are needrd to conduct longitudinal
studies. Neither was present to assist with conducting the
current study.

The cross—~sectional design was considered for the

present study. In such a design, data are obtained from a

group of students at the same time and reviewed a
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relatively short time later when dropout or persisteﬁce can
be determined. However, this type of design, notes
Terenzini (1980, p. 58-60), also needs a project staff with
adequate time and money. In addition, the cross-sectional
design did not seem as applicable to a non-traditional
program like the External Degree. The nature of the
External Degree Program options, especially the assessment
of portfolio, creates instances where a 3-9 month period of
no transcripting of credits may occur. It may be incorrect,
therefore, as well as inappropriate, to identify students as
leavers after only one or two quarters following admission
to the Program just because no new credits had appeared on
their transcripts. Many cross-sectional studies would
assume that the no tramnscripting indicated leaving. How-
ever, in the External Degree Program, it may only mean that
the student is working on portfolio essays, or weekend
college and/or individualized studies assignments.

Therefore, after considering all the advantages and
disadvantages of the three types of designs, (autopsy,
longitudinal, and cross—~sectional), the autopsy design, with
the previously described strengthening features built in,
was selected for the present study.

To determine sample representativeness, the non-
respondents were compared on known defining and background
variables (age, sex, GPA, and ethnicity) with the
respondents. Similar comparisons between non-responding and

responding finishers and leavers were also conducted. The
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results of these comparisons, as described in Chapter 1V,

affirmed representativeness of the respondents,
LIMITATIONS

Initial group differences in career and college aspi-
rations or motives for participating in the External Degree
Program could not be controlled in this autopsy design, and
this aspect of the study is a recognized limitation.

Although generalizability to other populations and/or
institutions may be limited, the findings of the present
study still contribute to the larger body of knowledge about
non—-traditional students in general, a body of literature
which is recognized as minimal (Knoell, cited in Bean and
Metzner, 1985; Lenning, Beal, & Sauer, 1980; Tinto, 1975,
1982b; and Zaccaria & Creaser, cited in Bean and Metzner,
1985).

The wording of several survey questions may have
limited the interpretation of their response categories.
For example, questions 27-34 and 70-77 provided for an "n/a"
response. When comparisons between leavers and finishers
were calculated, the '"n/a" responses were included. There-
fore, the individuals for whom the questions applied were
compared against those for whom they did not. The signifi-~
cance of differences which resulted may have been affected
more by the number of "n/a" responses (individuals for whom
the questions did not apply) rather than by actual differ-

ences between/among students for whom they did.
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Differences in responses to a number of questions may
have been affected by the amount of time the participants
'spent in the External Degree Program. For example, if
leavers left before involving themselves in numerous options
available for earning credits toward their degrees, then a

larger number of "no"

responses to questions asking whether
or not they earned credits through certain types of options
(questions 3-17), may be more an indication of shortness of
time in the program rather than of failure to academically
integrate. If finishers more frequently responded "yes" to
such questions, then the interpretation of any significant

difference between leavers and finishers is limited because

the study did not control for length of time in the Program.

VARIABLES FOR THE STUDY

Dependent Variables

There was one behavior, persistence, which was
measured in this study. The behavior, however, could result
in two choices: (1) leaving the Program or (2) finishing the
Program.

A leaving student was defined as one who:

(1) had been admitted (beginning with 1982
records) to the Eastern Oregon State
College External Degree Program, but

(2) had not shown any activity indicating
progress toward finishing the Program for
at least one year as verified by:
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(a) no activity on his/her transcript
in the Eastern Oregon State
College Registrar's Office for at
least one year (i.e., all of 1988
or more), or

(b) the student's faculty advisor
verification that no portfolio
essays were in progress.

A completing student was defined as one who!

(1) had been admitted (beginning with 1982
records) to the Eastern Oregon State
College External Degree Program, and

(2) who had graduated within this Program
with a General Studies Degree.

Independent Variables

The independent variables included in the present
study were adopted from the Bean and Metzner model. As
their model on page 73 shows, four variable categories were
identified: (1) Defining; (2) Background; (3) Academic; and
‘(4) Environmental. Also, two outcome categories were
included: (1) Psychological Outcomes and (2) Academic Out~
comes., Although social integration variables are usually
included in traditional student attrition research, Bean and
Metzner's review of the literature regarding student
attrition (p. 490) determined that while socialization was
relatively unimportant for non-traditional students, the
noncollegiate environment was. The importance of
environmental variables is unique to this model:

Whereas most research has concentrated on
what could push a student out of an institu-
tion, environmental variables indicate ways in

which the student might be pulled from the
institution. (Bean, 1982, p. 28).
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Therefore, the underlying process of attrition on
which the present study was based differs from what is
frequently seen in attrition studies. For example, Bean and
Metzner presume environmental variables to be more important
for non-traditional students than academic variables, which
lead them to the following hypotheses:

l. When academic and environmental variables
are both good (i.e., favorable for
persistence), students should remain in
school.

2. When both are poor, students should stop/
dropout.

3. When academic variables are good, but
environmental variables are poor, the
student should leave school because of the
stronger influence of a distracting or
unsupportive noncollegiate environment on
stop/dropout decisions.

4. When environmental support is good, but
academic support poor, students would be
expected to remain enrolled--the environ-
mental support compensates for low scores
on academic variables. (p. 491-492)

Defining Variables. Age, enrollment status, and

residency were the three aspects of defining variables
compared in the current study. These variables are included
as reminders that they must be controlled or they would
interact with other variables. For example, since the pre-
sent study focuses only on non-traditional students, any
significant impact on attrition of age within this group
would need to be assessed.

Attrition studies that attempted to link age with

persist-withdrawal decisions have produced conflicting
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results. The effect of age on withdrawal appears, say Bean
and Metzner, to be indirectly applied through jobs, family
responsibilities, and absenteeism associated with work and
family expectations. Likewise, Lenning (1982) reported
conflicting results when attempting to link age with dropout
decisions because "older students are rusty on academics,
but are more highly motivated" (p. 35). To determine any
age-related differences of External Degree leavers and
finishers, students were asked:

"What age interval best describes you while you
were participating in the External Degree
Program?"

Response options included: under 23; 24-35; 36—~
44; 45-54; 55-64; over 64 years.

(The current age of each respondent was also obtained from
the Eastern Oregon State College student data base.)

The codifications Bean and Metzner found regarding
enrollment status of full-time vs. part—time students consis-
tently agreed that attrition rates for part-time students
were higher than for full-time students. In the Bean and
Metzner model, this variable referred to the number of
academic credits for which a student was enrolled during the
term when the initial assessment occurred. However, because
most External Degree students attend a four-credit-hour
portfolio development workshop and then spend a minimum of
two terms developing a portfolio of prior learning, their
transcripts frequently show two or three quarters when no

additional credit is recorded. The enrollment status
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variable was modified in the present study, therefore, to
refer to (1) the subject's grade level upon entrance to the
External Degree; and (2) for leavers, their progress level
prior to leaving the Program; and for finishers, the average
number of credits per term they completed as they progressed
toward graduation. Respondents were asked two questions:

(1) Which term best describes the grade level

at which you entered the External Degree
Program?

Response options included: Freshman, 0-44
crs.; Sophomore, 45-89 crs.; Junior, 90-134
crs.; or Senior, 135 crs. or more.

(2) Leavers: Which statement best describes
your progress in the External Degree
Program up until the time you stopped
progressing toward graduation?

Response options included: basically 0, I
never really got started; up to about 25
credits; between 25~75 credits; between 76~
125 credits; over 125 credits, or:
Finishers: Which statement best describes
your progress toward graduation in the
External Degree Program?

Response options included: less than 6 crs.
per term; between 6~8 credits per term;
between 9-11 credits per term; or at least
12 credits per term.

In the Bean and Metzner model, residence was defined
as the difference between commuting to campus and residing
on/near campus. Since the External Degree Program is
designed for commuter students who, for the most part, live
with other family members away from the campus grounds, this

variable was modified in the present study to differentiate

between living in or out of Oregon, near or away from a
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college facility, and living in & rural or an urban area; A
question about differences in perception of barriers between
rural and urban External Degree participants was also
included»in this variable. The effect of residence on
leavers/finishers was assessed by asking the following

questions:

While you were participating in the External
Degree Program, were you a resident of Oregon
all or most of the time?

Yes/No

Was there, while you were participating in the
Eastern Oregon State College External Degree
Program, a regional outreach~type center pro-
vided by Eastern or another community or four-
year college/university near (within 10 miles)
of your home?
' Yes/No

For the most part, what kind of community did
you live in while participating in the External
Degree Program?

Response options included: Rural area or farm,
15+ miles from city; Town or small city under
50,000; Medium-sized city (50,000-250,000);
Suburban area near large city; Large city

over 250,000

How many miles away is the home you lived in
while participating in the External Degree
Program from the La Grande campus of Eastern
Oregon State College?

Response options included: 0-49 miles
(considered within one hour's drive and
includes two counties, Union and Baker, within
the Eastern regional service region); 50-149
miles (includes all or parts of seven other
regional counties, Wallowa, Malheur, Umatilla,
Grant, Morrow, Gilliam and Wheeler as well as
S.E. Washington); 150-249 miles (includes more
remote regional service area (Harney County)
where regular commuting is less likely); 250~
499 miles (includes Willamette Valley area and
beyond); 500 miles or more (would include most
out-of-state participants)
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How many miles away is the home you lived in
while participating in the Extermnal Degree
Program from any community college or four-year
institution?

Response options included: 0-49 miles; 50-
149 miles; 150~249 miles; 250-499 miles; 500
miles or more

What was the most difficult barrier you faced
to participating in the External Degree?

Response options included: lack of adequate
finances; too great a distance from college(s);
not enough time to commit to school
assignments; lack of encouragement from people
in my life; unexpected personal/family crisis;
other (explain).

Background Variables. Just as in attrition studies

of traditional students (Bean, 1982; Pascarella, 1980;
Spady, 1970; and Tinto, 1975), background variables (educa-
tional goals, high schocl performance, ethnicity, family
educational levels, and gender) were included in the present
study because "past behavior is expected to predict future
behavior" (Bentler & Speckart, cited in Bean and Metzner,
p. 492).
Background variables are expected to affect

how non-traditional students interact with the

institution and thus must be taken into account

in modeling the attrition process. (Bean &

Metzner, p. 493)

The link between educational goals and persist/dropout
decisions produced conflicting findings in the codifications
reviewed by Bean & Metzner, although no research findings

regarding dropout were based on educational goals of part-

time students. Any impact of educational goals on
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differences between leavers and finishers in the present
study was assessed by asking the following question:

What is the highest degree you expectedﬁto

eventually receive when you returned to college

in the External Degree Program?

Response options included: did not expect

to receive a degree; associate degree; bacca-

laureate degree; graduate degree.

Within background variables, only high school
performance was consistently linked with persist/dropout
decisions in the codifications studied by Bean and Metzner.
Lenning (1982) reported that even though high school
achievement was the highest predictor of college success, it
still only accounted for 10%Z of the variance in persistence/
withdrawal decisions. To assess the difference that high
school performance may have had on leave/finish behavior of
External Degree students, the following questions were
asked:

What was your high school grade point average
(on a 4=~point scale where A=4, B=3, C=2, D-1)7?

Response options included: 3.76-4.00; 3.50-

3.75; 3.00-3.49; 2.50-2,99; 2.00-2.49; 1.50-
1.99; 1.00-1.49; 0.00-0.99; N/A, received a

General Education Diploma, (GED).

What ranking in your high school graduating
class best describes you?

Response options included: upper 20%; lower

207%; in the middle; n/a, received a General
Education Diploma (GED).

Although Bean and Metzner also recommend determining

differences due to standardized test scores, the External

Degree admission procedures do not require such tests. Such
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data, even if it were available from the high school records
of the External Degree students, would be difficult t;
obtain because of the time that has elapsed for most Exter-
nal Degree participants between high school graduation and
the present. Therefore, although the standardized test data
were not obtained from the participants, they were asked:

Do you think taking any standardized tests

should have been required of you while

participating in the External Degree?

Yes /No

No differences in the codifications reviewed by Bean &
Metzner between persisters and dropouts were attributed
strictly to ethnicity. However, because such data were
available on the Eastern Oregon State College student data
base, the respondents' race was included in the comparisons.
Specifically, respondents were coded as:

1=Black, non-Hispanic; 2=Indian/Alaskan{

3=Asian/Pacific Islander; 4=Hispanie; 5=White,

non-Hispaniec; 6=International; 7=No Response

The codifications reviewed by Bean & Metzner showed
that at commuter-oriented, four-year institutions, parents’
education did not significantly affect persist/dropout
decisions. However, because the present study was
conducted with older students, many of whom were expected to
be marriéd, External Degree participants were asked about
the educational levels of their spouses, as well as their
mothers and fathers.

Indicate the number that corresponds to the

highest educational level of (1) your mother;
(2) your father; (3) your spouse.



86

Response options included: less than high

school; high school/GED; post high school,

non—-college vocational school training; some

college; college degree.

Although gender was not shown to directly affect
persist/dropout behaviors in the Bean and Metzner codifica-
tions, gender differences were included in the present study
to determine if the indirect effect on dropout that Bean and
Metzner noted between gender and family responsibilities was
also evident in the External Degree student population
studied. For example, Lenning (1982) reported that married
men had higher completion rates than did unmarried men, but
married women had lower than unmarried women. Therefore,
students were asked if they were male or female, and in the

environmental variable section, if they were/were not

married.

Academic fariables. "Academic variables represent the
primary way in which non-traditional students interact with
the institution" (Bean & Metzner, p. 492). According to
Tinto's (1975) model, the more a student interacts with the
institution, the more likely the student will be committed
to persisting there. Academic variables, say Bean and
Metzner, are expected to have an indirect effect on the
dropout/persist behavior of non-traditional students. Five
academic variables were included in this category: study
skills/habits, academic advising; major certainty; course
availability; and program involvement. Although the Bean

and Metzner model also includes absenteeism as an academic
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variable, this factor was eliminated from the present study.
No codifications were found in the Bean and Metzner litera-
ture review that assessed the effect of absenteeism on
non~traditional student attrition. And, since the External
Degree Program does not require on-campus rgsidency and
students in the Program do not all participate in
traditional-type courses where daily/bi-weekly attendance is
the norm, absenteeism was not an appropriate variable to
include in the present study.

The codifications that Bean and Metzner studied
regarding the effect of study skills/habits on the dropout/
persist behavior of non-traditional students did not provide
any findings from studies done with older students. To
attempt to assess the impact of External Degree students'
perceptions of their study skills/habits on their complete/
dropout behavior, students were asked the following
questions:

While participating in the EOSC External Degree
Program,

eeedid you usually complete your assignments on
time?
Yes/No

To what extent:

Were you able to find time to do assignments?
Did you procrastinate with doing your work?
Were you confident with your study skills?
With your reading ability? Your writing
ability? Your verbal expression ability?

Your ability to cope with stress? With
challenging academics?
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Response options included: not at all; to a

small extent; to some extent; to a great

extent; to a very great extent.

The amount of time spent in academic advising and the
student's satisfaction with the quality of advising service
did not show significant differences for non-traditional
students at commuter—-oriented four-year institutions in the
codifications reviewed by Bean and Metzner. Because of
Eastern Oregon State College's emphasis on good, dependable,
and regular academic advising, however, the following ques-
tions related to this variable were included in the present
study.

Were degree requirements made clear to you by
your advisor? Options: Yes/No

Should La Grande campus meetings between you
and your advisor have been required?

Options: Yes/No

To what extent were you satisfied with the
amount of academic advising you received?
Options: not at all; small; some; great; very
great extent

To what extent were you satisfied with the

quality of academic advising you received?

Options: not at all; small; some; great; very

great extent

The codifications reviewed by Bean and Metzner showed
a strong positive correlation at commuter-oriented four-year
institutions of major certainty and persistence. Even
though the External Degree, a BS/BA in General Studies, does
not require a major, participants are allowed to have a

focus to their degree with 90 of the 186 credits in the same

discipline. For this study, therefore, subjects were asked:



Did you focus on any particular subject area

while accumulating credits toward your degree?

Options: Yes/No

Another variable in the academic category is course
availability. Although the codifications studied by Bean
and Metzner showed this to be an important variable:

It was nevertheless, not significantly

related to differences between dropouts and

persisters at commuter-oriented four-year

schools. (p. 502)

However, because one hypothesis of the present study
was that students who live in areas where more options for
completing their college degrees are available to them will
be more likely to graduate than will those who live where
such options are not so available, this variable was
included in the present study. For example, two questions
related to this variable were asked:

How often were courses that you desired to

take in order to complete your degree offered

to you?

Were the courses you wanted to take offered at
convenient times for you?

Response options included: does not apply; not

at all; some of the time; most of the time; all

of the time.

A final academic variable of interest and possible
difference between finishers and leavers in the External
Degree Program was tﬁe number and type of program options in
which the students participated. One hypothesis of this
study was that students who spent some time on the La Grande

campus taking classes were more likely to complete the

External Degree than were those who attempted to satisfy all



degree requirements by correspondence formats or through

other at-home opportunities. Therefore,

students were asked to respond "yes" or

participation in a number of program options in which they

for this study,

no

about their

90

may have participated while enrolled in the External Degree:

I. Correspondence/Regional Options

A. Assessment of Prior Learning Portfolio
Workshop: a credit-bearing, upper-
division hour class in which External
Degree students who show potential for
earning at least 15 credits through
documented knowledge obtained outside

learn how to

develop the portfolio in which such
learning is displayed. Workshops are
held in various locations throughout
the State. In the early years of the
program, class could also be taken by

the traditional classroom,

correspondence.

B. Portfolio Credit: a collection of
student-written essays and supporting
documentation that attempts to trans-

late experiential learning into

academic subject modules that campus
faculty then evaluate for college

credit.

C. 1Individualized Studies Program:

a

collection of courses developed by
Eastern Oregon State College faculty
that may be done through the mail,
using a combination of print,

and/or video components.

D. Cooperative Education Program:
mechanism whereby students earn college
credit for current, on-the~job work
experience where opportunities for new
learning can be verified through
jointly developed learning objectives
by the student, the employer,
academic advisor. The work placement
may be in the student's home community
or elsewhere. Faculty visits to verify
progress on the learning objectives
occur during the 10~-week placement.

audio,

a

and the
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F.

Course Challenge Options

l. College Level Examination Program
(CLEP): an opportunity for stu-
dents to receive college credit for
obtaining satisfactory scores on a
variety of general and specific
subject area standardized exams
developed by the American College
Testing Program in Princeton, New
Jersey. Paperwork may be filed
through the mail and exams proc-
tored in the student's home
community.

2. Eastern Oregon State College: any
course in the curriculum at EOSC
may be challenged for credit by
an External Degree student follow-
ing consultation with the
appropriate course instructor.
Paperwork may be filed through the
mail and exams proctored in the
student's home community.

Military Evaluation: training
obtained while in any branch of the
U.S. Armed Forces that is documented in
the American Council on Education
credit equivalencies handbook may be
petitioned for transfer credit at
Eastern Oregon State College. The
paperwork may be completed at one's
home and mailed to the EOSC Registrar's
Office for processing.

Regional Weekend College Program: a
collection of modularized (1-2 credit)
liberal arts courses offered on a one-
weekend format with substantial post-
weekend assignments that students then
complete at home and mail in to
instructors. Between 1982-1985,
several of these courses were offered
in locations other than La Grande where
clusters of External Degree students
lived; currently, all are offered in
just La Grande or Portland. - Credit may
be applied toward Eastern's general
education requirements in humanities,
social sciences, or natural sciences.
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H. Regional Center outreach classes:
courses offered at any one of six
locations (Burns, Baker, Enterprise,
John Day, Ontario, or Pendleton) where
Eastern has a designated site for
delivery of courses.

I. Transfer Courses: credits completed at
another institution and then trans-
ferred to Eastern for application
toward External Degree requirements.

Jo. Other: some well-known agencies (Ameri-~
can Institute of Banking, National
Management Association, Board of Police
Standards and Training for example)
have credit equivalencies recommended
by the American Council of Education in
a handbook similar to the one used for
military evaluations. Though usually
included in a portfolio of prior learn-
ing, some External Degree students have
recelved direct transfer credit from an
evaluation in the EOSC Registrar's
Office for such training.

I1. La Grande Campus Residency Options
A. Weekend College Program: same descrip-
tion as above, but students come to the
La Grande campus to attend class.
B. Regular courses/daytime or evening
C. Portfolio Workshop: same description

as above, but students come to the La
Grande campus to attend workshop.

Environmental variables. The Bean and Metzner (1985)

decisions.

model of non-traditional student attrition predicts that

agement, family responsibilities, and opportunities to

transfer are the variables categorized as environmental.

Finances, hours of employment, outside encour-
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environmental variables will have a direct effect on dropout

The codifications Bean and Metzner reviewed inveolving

finances and dropout indicated a positive relationship;

that
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is, the student's perception of his/her ability to pay
educational costs at commuter-oriented, four-year schools
was directly related to persist/dropout behaviors. When the
financial picture/perception was good, retention resulted;
when it was poor, dropout occurred. External Degree stu-
dents in the present study were asked:

To what extent were finances a problem for you

while you were participating in the External

Degree?

Response options included: not at all; to a

small extent; to some extent; to a great

extent; to a very great extent.

Which statement best describes how your educa-

tional expenses in the External Degree were

funded?

Response options included college-provided

financial aid; self/spouse income; employer

reimbursement; outside family/friends loans or

gifts; bank loans; GI bill; other: .

Finances were also included, along with distance,
time, the unexpected, and lack of encouragement, as possible
barriers from which study participants chose their most
eritical problem.

Another environmental variable which, according to the
codifications reviewed by Bean and Metzner, yields
conflicting results with regard to persist/dropout behavior
is the effect of outside employment. In general, the
codifications showed that working more than 20 hours a week
at an outside job was negatively associated with persist-

ence. One study, however, showed that outside employment

had no significant effect on persist/withdraw behavior. To
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assess any impact on the leaving/finishing behavior of
External Degree students, they were asked:

How many hours per week were you employed
outside your home while participating in the

External Degree Program?

Response options included 0, 1-10, 11-20,
21-30; 31-40; over 40.

The presence/effect of outside encouragement on a stu-
dent's dropout/completion behavior has not, according to
Bean and Metzner, resulted in any codifications for non-
traditional studentg attendiqg commuter-oriented, four-year
schools. Outside encouragement is defined as the extent of
encouragement to remain at a college that the student
receives from significant others, not employed by the
college. External Degree students were asked:

To what extent, did your spouse/significant

other encourage the completion of your degree?

Your parents? Your friends? Your employer?

Your children? Your siblings?

Response options included: not applicable, not

at all, to a small extent, to some extent, to a

great extent, to a very great extent.

The extent to wvhich family responsibilities signifi-
cantly affect a non-traditional student's dropout/complete
behavior was not represented in the codifications reviewed
by Bean and Metzner. However, since their conceptual model
of non-traditional student attrition shows a direct effect
on dropout of all environmental variables, the extent to
which family responsibilities may have affected leaving/

finishing behavior in the present study was included. For

example, External Degree students were asked:
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What was your marital status while partici-
pating in the External Degree?

Response options included:
Single; Married; Separated; Divorced; Widowed

How many children did you have living at home
while participating in the Program?

Response options included: 0, 1, 2, 3, 4+

A student's perception of his/her ability to transfer
to another degree program has produced conflicting findings
with regard to dropout/persist behaviors in the codifica-
tions reviewed by Bean and Metzner. Whereas some studies
show opportunities to transfer positively linked to persis-
tence, others show such perception positively linked to
dropout behaviors. Since the Eastern Oregon State College
External Degree Program does not require any La Grande
campus residency, the need to transfer when a student moves
to another community is unnecessary. However, because the
Eastern Oregon External Degree Program isn't the only one of
its kind (two private institutions, Marylhurst and Linfield
in the Willamette Valley of Oregon, for example, provide
somewhat similar programs), dropout/complete behavior of the
Eastern External Degree student might have been linked to
the student's perception of the likelihood of transfer.
Therefore, External Degree students were asked:

While participating in the Eastern Oregon State

College External Degree, were you aware of any

other External Degree type programs that you

could have enrolled in? Options: Yes/No

Did you consider transferring to another

institution prior to completing/withdrawing
from the Eastern External Degree? Yes/No
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The last variable in the Bean and Metzner (1985) model
is social integration. This variable was not included in
the present study because (1) social integration has not
been found to be significantly related to dropout of non-
traditional students (Bean & Metzner, p. 520), and (2) the
nature of the External Degree Program does not provide
structured opportunities for students to become socially
integrated.

Academic outcomes, as measured in this study by the

External Degree students' college GPA, have been shown to be
consistent and powerful predictors of persistence in
numerous studies at various institutions. But, as Bean &
Metzner (1985, p. 521) point out, "College grade average may
be relatively less predictive of persistence for part-time,
older commuters than for their more traditional peers."
With the Eastern Oregon State College student data base as a
source, GPAs were obtained on 207 of the 316 respondents.
Prior to 1982, however, transfer GPAs were merged into an
EOSC GPA to determine the cumulative GPA reported on the
student data base. After 1982, only the GPA earned on EOSC
courses was reported for transfer students on the student
data base. Therefore, for non-traditional students who did
poorly in their younger years and transferred into Eastern's
External Degree prior to 1982, the reported GPA is
especially low; transfers after 1982 with the same back-
ground started over on a GPA and theirs, therefore, may be

much higher relative to their pre—1982 classmates.
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Psychological outcomes, defined as utility, satisfac-

tion, goal commitment, and stress, are located in the Bean
and Metzner Conceptual Model of Non-Traditional Student
Attrition where they are primarily affected by the academic
and environmental variables. Their effect on persist/
dropout decisions of non-traditional students is indirect,
acting through "intent to leave" intentions (p. 522).

Utility is defined as the student's perception of the
usefulness of the college degree in obtaining/maintaining
employment and of developing as a person. Research on the
practical job application of persisting in college shows a
positive link with completing behavior. No research on
growth in personal development of non-traditionals was
reported in the codifications studied by Bean and Metzner.
External Degree students were asked:

Which factor below best describes the reason
you enrolled in the External Degree?

Response options included: Required in my
career; to improve myself; to get a job; to get
a better job; for the personal challenge;

other .

How much impact did participating in the
External Degree have on knowing yourself; using
interpersonal skills; seeing alternative points
of view?

Response options included: little/none; some;
quite a bit; a great deal; a very great deal

Another psychological outcome, satigsfaction, was
defined as the degree to which a student enjoyed the role of
being a student and reported a lack of boredom with college

courses. For commuter—oriented, four-year institutions, the
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codifications reviewed by Bean and Metzner showed a postive
correlation between satisfaction and persistence. For
purposes of the present study, External Degree students were
asked:

Did you find the academic expectations of the
External Degree more difficult than you liked?

Options: Yes/No

Do you think taking standardized tests should
have been required? Options: Yes/No

Was feedback on your assignments from your
course instructors timely? Options: Yes/No

Was it difficult for you to ask your advisor

for help when you needed it? Your imnstructors?

Options: not at all; small extent; some extent;

great extent; very great extent

" Do you feel the rules/procedures of the Program

inhibited your progress toward completing the

degree?

Options: not at all; small extent; some extent;

great extent; very great extent

One open~ended question related to this variable was
also asked: If you had it to do all over again, what would
you do differently "a second time around" in starting or
returning to college in order to complete your degree?

Goal commitment is one psychological outcome
that is difficult to validate in autopsy designs. Although
the goal may have seemed very important at the time, the
memory may fade after awhile. When asked in a survey
several years following either graduation/dropout, the
intensity of the commitment to the goal may be different.

Especially for dropouts, it may be easier to cope with the

reality of withdrawal by describing the goal of a college
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degree as unimportant. For graduates, completion of ;he
degree may have opened doors that, at the time of participa-
tion, they were unaware of and may now be unable to be
objective about. For the present study, therefore, rather
than asking participants how important it was for them to
complete their programs, they were asked:

Was a college degree required for continuation
in your chosen career? Options: Yes/No

Stress is another psychological outcome in the Bean
and Metzner model. It is defined as:

The extent to which students believe they
experience stress from factors that are not

related to college attendance, as well as from

the amount of time/energy required for college

study (p. 526).

Bean and Metzner concluded that "outside stress
factors appeared with sufficient frequency to warrant a
conclusion they may significantly affect commuter student
attrition" (p. 526). 1In addition, research at a commuter-
oriented four-year institution as reported by Louis, (cited
in Bean and Metzner, p. 526) indicated that "lack of time
for school was one of the most frequent reasons that
students reported for withdrawing at the end of a semester.”
Therefore, in the present study, External Degree students
were asked: Which statement best describes your response to
the amount of time that was required of you on a weekly
basis to participate in the External Degree.

Options: More time than I could possibly give;

More time than I expected, but I found it;

About the amount I had expected/planned for;
Less time than expected; Hardly any time at all
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Also, with regard to the time needed for the External
Degree, the present study seught to find if studeats had
conscientiously adjusted their life styles/habits in order
to accommodate the added demands of participating imn a
college degree program. Therefore, External Degree students
were asked:

Did you cut back on any of the following

activities while participating in the External

Degree: paid employment; social activities

with friends; alone time with spouse/

significant other; housework or home main-

tenance; involvement in children's activities;

in civic responsibilities

Response options included: Yes/No/Not Applicable

The last step in the Bean and Metzner conceptual
model of non-traditional student attrition is called "intent
to leave, the best predictor of actual dropout" (p. 527).
Although Bean and Metzner did not find any research that
related intent to leave and attrition of older or part-time
students, questions were asked of the External Degree
students in the present study because "prior research has
consistently shown intent to leave to be an extremely strong
predictor of dropout" (p. 528) in other institutional
settings. Students in the present study, therefore, were
asked:

Did you, at any time while you were partici-

pating in the External Degree Program, discuss

leaving the Program with anyone other than EOSC

personnel? Options: Yes/No

Two additional perception of quality questions were

asked of the participants:



101

All in all, how good an education do you think
you received through Eastern Oregon State?

Options included: unable to judge; rather poor;
fair; good; very good; excellent

In your opinion, how high is the quality of
Eastern Oregon State College?

Options included: very low; fairly low; neither
high nor low; fairly high; very high

DATA-GATHERING PROCEDURES AND INSTRUMENTS

Identification of Population to Study

A list of all students admitted to the Eastern Oregon
State College External Degree Program since accurate Progranm
admissions records began in 1982 was obtained from the
External Degree Program secretary. In comnsultation with
Program advisors, leavers and finishers were identified "1"
nr "2," respectively, using the definitions given on pages
77-78 of this report. Transcripts in the Eastern Oregon
State College registrar's office were used to verify the

leaver/finisher classifications.

Distribution of Survey

Procedures explained in Dillman (1978) regarding the
total design method for implementing mail-out surveys served
as a guide for distribution of the surveys to the External
Degree subjects. In order to enhance the return rate from
study participants, Dillman's theme of personalization was

followed. Specifically:
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(1) each envelope was individually stamped

(first-class) and addressed to each of the 469

subjects; likewise the author's return address

was also individually typed on each envelope;

(2) although the body of a cover letter which

accompanied each survey was xeroxed, the

date and inside address for each letter was

individually added at the typewriter; also,

each letter was individually signed by the

author; and

(3) each envelope contained a stamped, indi-

vidually typed return envelope for ease in

mailing back the completed survey.

Regarding the purpose of the cover letter, Dillman
says:

The cover letter communicates the appeal to

the study participants and emphasizes a reason-

able explanation of the subject of the study,

its benefit to a group with which the recipient

identifies, and the individual importance of

the respondent to the study's success. (p. 163)

Copies of the cover letters accompanying the leavers'
and finishers' surveys are found in Appendix A of this
report.

Following a pilot test of the survey with several
External Degree participants (including finishers, leavers,
and actives), the revised survey was printed on blue paper
for finishers, yellow for leavers. The color coding aided
in processing the completed surveys. (Copies are found in
the Appendix A.) On Monday, March 13, 1989, the envelopes
containing a cover letter, survey, return envelope, and
author's business card were mailed to the 469 subjects.

Exactly one week later, on Monday, March 20, 1989, a

postcard follow-~up was sent to all recipients of the first
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mailing. Following Dillman's personalization theme, these
cards were also individually addressed and signed by the
author. This postcard (copy in Appendix A) was written as a
thank you to those who had already returned their question-
naires and as a reminder to those who had mnot.

A second follow-up (Appendix A) was mailed to non-
respondents on April 3, 1989, exactly three weeks after the
original mailout. It contained another cover letter (again
individually addressed, dated, and signed) that informed
subjects that their questionnaire had not yet been received.
The letter included a restatement of the basic appeal from
the original cover letter, a replacement questionnaire, and

another first-class stamped, addressed return envelope.

Receipt of Completed Surveys

Of the 469 surveys distributed, 402 or 85% were either
completed and returned by study participants (316; 67%Z) or
undeliverable due to out-of-date addresses, death, or
general unavailability of subjects due to overseas travel,

etc. (86; 18%). Of the 383 deliverable surveys, the

following return was obtained:

112 Returned of 159 Surveys to Leavers: 70%
204 " 224 " " Finishers: 917

316 Total of 383 Deliverable Surveys: 82.5%
A geographic breakdown of these 316 respondents

follows.



10 County
n = 74 or 23%

(out of 109 subjects)
w/11 non-responding leavers

19 undeliverable leavers

3 non-responding finishers
undeliverable finishers

S.E. Washington
n =78 or 25%

(out of 107 subjects)

w/14 non-responding leavers
12 undeliverable leavers
1 non-responding finisher
2 undeliverable finishers
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Other Oregon
n = 38 or 123
(out of 56 subjects)’

Willamette Valley
n = 98 or 31%

(out of 152 subjects)
w/16 non-responding leavers
18 undeliverable leavers

11 non-responding finishers 3 non-re shgg;ng
9 undeliverable finishers C
undeliv.

10 undeliv. lvrs. finishers
2n01$p.fm$mst///

Figure 5. Geographic Distribution of 316 Respondents
Definition of Categories
10 County: Eastern 40% of Oregon, including Baker, Gilliam,

Grant, Harney, Malheur, Morrow, Umatilla, Union,
Wallowa, and Wheeler counties. Designated by Oregon
Iegislature as "EOSC Service Region"

Close geographic proximity to La Grande, Oregon,
including Tri-Cities area (Kennewick/Pasco/Richland),
Prosser and Walla-Walla, Washington

Willamette Valley: Western Oregon/Southwestern Washington "corridor,"
including area bordered on south by Eugene, Oregon,
and on north by Vancouver, Washington

Other Oregon points not included in above categories
Other points not included in above categories

S.E. Washington:

Other Oregon:
Other States:
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S.E. Washington
n = 36
32%

10 County
n= 30
27%

S

Other Oregon

——

n=13 ]
12% /

Willamette Valley //‘/
n = 29 /
States
n=

Figure 6. Geographic Distribution of 112 Responding Leavers

Definition of Categories

10 County: Eastern 40% of Oregon, including Baker, Gilliam,
Grant, Harney, Malheur, Morrow, Umatilla, Union,
Wallowa, and Wheeler counties. Designated by Oregon
Legislature as "EOSC Service Region"

S.E. Washington: Close geographic proximity to La Grande, Oregon,
including Tri-Cities area (Kennewick/Pasco/Richland),
Prosser and Walla-Walla, Washington

Willamette Valley: Western Oregon/Southwestern Washington “corridor,"
including area bordered on south by Eugene, Oregon,
and on north by Vancouver, Washington

Other Oregon: Other Oregon points not included in above categories
Other States: Other points not included in above categories
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10 County
n = 44
21%

S.E. Washington
n = 42
21%

Willamette Valley
n =
34%

Other Oregon
n =25 /

Other
States

Figure 7. Geographic Distribution of 204 Responding Finishers

Definition of Categories

10 County: Eastern 40% of Oregon, including Baker, Gilliam,
Grant, Harnmey, Malheur, Morrow, Umatilla, Union,
Wallowa, and Wheeler counties. Designated by Oregon
legislature as "EOSC Service Region"

S.E. Washington: Close geographic proximity to La Grande, Oregon,
including Tri-Cities area (Kennewick/Pasco/Richland),
Prosser and Walla-Walla, Washington

Willamette Valley: Western Oregon/Southwestern Washington "corridor,"
including area bordered on south by Eugene, Oregon,
and on north by Vancouver, Washﬁxnnq

Other Oregon: Other Oregon points not included in above categories
Other States: Other points not included in above categories
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Instrument

The survey instrument used in this study to differen-—
tiate finishers from leavers was adapted from (1) the
Student Entry-Level Questionnaire (SEL-Q), copyright 1983 by
John P. Bean; (2) and the Student Attitude Questionnaire
(SAQ), copyright 1983 by John P. Bean. Permission was
granted in the Fall of 1988 from Dr. Bean to use his instru-
ments. (See Appendix A for the two questionnaires and
permission from Dr. Bean to use/adapt them as necessary).

The survey contained information regarding background,
defining, academic, and environmental variables, psycho-
logical and academic outcomes, and intentfto-leave
gquestions. Changes in wording were primarily done to match
the specific institutional setting of the Eastern Oregon

State College External Degree Program.
STATISTICAL METHODS USED FOR ANALYSIS

Statistical analysis of the research questions was
generated using the computer packages, StatPac, copyright
1984 by David Walonick, and MINITAB, copyright 1987 by T.W.
Anderson and B.P. Eynon.

Because most of the survey responses were in the form
of nominal data (Yes/No; attitudes/perceptions on Likert
scales; or best statement descriptions), chi-square analyses
were most frequently used to compare leavers with finishers,
rurals with urbans, and non-respondents with respondents.

The level of significance was set at p<.05.
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With two variables, age and GPA, the data were para-
metric and t-tests and one-way ANOVA calculations were
conducted.

Following an analysis of all chi-square and t-tests,
stepwise multiple regression was used to statistically exa-
mine the amount of difference in leave/finish behavior that
could be explained by responses to certain survey questions.
All survey questions could have been regressed and a com-
plete correlation matrix reviewed. However, for this study,
only those questions which met two criteria were selected
for the regression procedure. First, the question had to
have produced significantly different responses between
leavers and finishers at p<.05. Second, the question had to
be one which asked about characteristics/opinions the
respondents had either at the time of Program admission or
shortly thereafter, rather than traits and/or opinions which
would have been more affected by the length of time the
respondent spent in the Program. For example, though
leavers responded significantly different than did finishers
to questions regarding the Program's impact on knowing them-
selves, using interpersonal skills, and seeing alternative
points of view (questions 78-80), responses to these ques-
tions were expected to have been affected by the amount of
time the respondents had spent in the Program. On the other
hand, a question which asked about the need to have a degree
to pursue one's career was seen as more descriptive of the

respondent's entry-level status. After screening each
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survey question on the two criteria cited above, the follow-
ing items were selected for regression:

Survey Variable or
Number Content of Question Outcome Category

19 Awareness of Other External Degrees Environmental

27 Career/Degree Bond Psychological
36 Grade Level at Admission to Program Defining

37 Highest Degree Aspirations Background

50 Time Needed Weekly for Program Psychological

NULL HYPOTHESES

The literature review, a theoretical base in Bean and
Metzner's (1985) model of non-traditional student attrition,
and the author's practical experience within the External
Degree Program led to the formulation of the following null

hypotheses which were tested in this study:

Null Hypothesis 1

There will be no significant differences between
finishers and leavers in the Eastern Oregon State College
External Degree Program on defining variables of age,

enrollment status, or residency.

Null Hypothesis 2

There will be no sighficant differences between
finishers and leavers in the Eastern Oregon State College
External Degree Program on background variables of educa-
tional goals, high school performance, ethnicity, family

educational levels, or gender.



Null Hypothesis 3

There will be no signficant diffe;ences between
finishers and leavers in the Eastern Oregon State College
External Degree Program on academic variables of the
student's perception of their study habits, academic
advising, course availability, major focus within the

degree, or program involvement.

Null Hypothesis 4

There will be no significant differences between
finishers and leavers in the Eastern Oregon State College
External Degree Program on environmental variables of
finances, hours of outside employment, outside encourage~
ment, family responsibilities, or perception of

opportunities to transfer.

Null Hypothesis 5

There will be no significant differences between
finishers and leavers in the Eastern Oregon State College
External Degree Program in psychological outcomes as
measured by the student's sense of utility of the degree,
satisfaction with themselves and the program, goal commit—
ment (as measured by the linkage between career and degree

completion), and perceptions of stress.

Null Hypothesis 6

There will be no significant differences between

finishers and leavers in the Eastern Oregon State College

110
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External Degree Program in academic outcomes as measured by

their college GPAs.

Null Hypothesis 7

There will be no significant differences between
finishers and leavers in the Eastern Oregon State College
External Degree Program regarding their intent to leave, as
measured by their having discussed with non-college

personnel their plans to withdraw.

Null Hypothesis 8

There will be no significant differences between
finishers and leavers in the Eastern Oregon State College
External Degree Program in their perceptions about the
quality of education they received through Eastern and of

Eastern's reputation itself.

SUPPLEMENTAL: RURAL VS. URBAN

In addition to analyses between leavers and finishers,
respondents were compared along a rural/urban dimension
regarding their perception of barriers. Another hypothesis

related to these comparisons was:

Null Hypothesis 9

There will be no significant difference between rural
and urban respondents in the Eastern Oregon State College
External Degree Program in their perception of barriers,

including financial and academic expectations, thoroughness
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and clarity of advising, and adherence to Program

rules/procedures.

SUPPLEMENTAL: MARITAL STATUS/FAMILY RESPONSIBILITIES

The effect of family responsibilities on differences
in the leave/finish behavior of male and female External
Degree respondents prompted the following supplemental hypo-

theses:

Null Hypothesis 10

There will be no significant difference in the leaving/
finishing behavior of females in the Eastern Oregon State
College External Degree Program as a result of marital

status.

Null Hypothesis 11

There will be no significant difference in the leaving/
finishing behavior of males in the Eastern Oregon State
College External Degree Program as a result of marital

status.

Null Hypothesis 12

There will be no significant difference in the leaving/
finishing behavior of females in the Eastern Oregon State
College External Degree Program as a result of having
children or not having children in the home while partici-

pating in the Program.
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Null Hypothesis 13

There will be no significant difference in the leaving/
finishing behavior of males in the Eastern Oregon State
College External Degree Program as a result of having
children or not having children in the home while partici~

pating in the Program.

Null Hypothesis 14

There will be no significant difference in the leaving/
finishing behavior of females in the Eastern Oregon State
College External Degree Program as a result of having 0-1
child as opposed to having 2 or more children in the home

while participating in the Program.

Null Hypothesis 15

There will be no significant difference in the leaving/
finishing behavior of males in the Eastern Oregon State
College External Degree Program as a result of having 0-1
child as opposed to having 2 or more children in the home

while participating in the Program.

Null Hypothesis 16

There will be no significant difference in the leaving/
finishing behavior between females and males in the Eastern
Oregon State College External Degree Program as a result of

marital status.
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Null Hypothesis 17

There will be no significant difference in the leaving/
finishing behavior between females and males in the Eastern
Oregon State College External Degree Program as a result of
having children or not having children in the home while

participating in the Program.

Null Hypothesis 18

There will be no significant difference in the leaving/
finishing behavior between females and males in the Eastern
Oregon State College External Degree Program as a result of
having 0-1 child as opposed to having 2 or more children in

the home while participating in the Program.



CHAPTER 1V
STUDY FINDINGS
REPRESENTATIVENESS OF RESPONDENTIS

Representativeness of the respondent population was
determined by comparing non-respondents with respondents on
four known variables: (1) gender, (2) ethnicity, (3) age,

and (4) college GPA,

Gender

Three comparisons by gender were conducted: (1) all
respondents to all non-respondents, (2) responding leavers
to non-responding leavers, and (3) responding finishers to
non-responding finishers. No significant differences were
observed in any of the three comparisons. Overall, a higher
percentage of females responded and/or finished than did

males; but, the differences were not significant at p<.05.

Ethnicity

The three comparisons done regarding gender were also
conducted for ethniecity. No significant differences were
observed. The majority of all subjects, respondents or
non-respondents, leavers or finishers, were white, non-
Hispanic. Slight group variations were not significant at

p<.05.
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Age

No gignificant differences between respondents and
non-respondents, leavers or finishers, were observed when
age was the variable compared. The mean age of respondents
was slightly more, 45;45 years, than that of non-
respondents, 45.01 years. Responding leavers were older
than non-responding leavers, 46.39 years to 44.96 years;
responding finishers were younger than non-responding
finishers, 44.94 to 45.15 years, but these differences were

not significant at p<05.

College GPA

GPA information was available for 38 non~respondents
and 207 respondents. The mean GPA for respondents was 3.25;
for non~respondents, 3.07. This difference was significant
on a one-tailed t-test, (p =.049), but not on a two-tailed
t-test, (p =.098). When the population was distributed
into leavers and finishers, the mean GPAs of 57 responding
and 23 non-responding leavers (2.91 and 3.01 respectively)
were not significantly different. Likewise, the mean GPAs
of the 150 responding and 15 non-responding finishers (3.38

and 3.16 respectively), were not significant at p<.05.

Summary

Because no significant differences between respondents
and non-respondents were observed on the four variables for
which data were available, the 316 respondents are

considered representative, at least in terms of age, sex,
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ethnicity, and academic outcome, of the total population of

the study.
COMPARISON OF LEAVERS WITH FINISHERS

A summary of the results of compariséns between
leavers and finishers on the four major variable categories
(defining, background, academic integration, and environ-
mental) is provided below and on the following page.
Following this summary is a narrative description, category
by category, of the responses to each of the 80 questions
asked on the survey and of the four questions (age,
ethnicity, sex, and GPA) determined from the student data

base.

TABLE III
Results of Survey Using Bean/Metzner Variables
DEFINING VARIABLES (10 questions; 9 provided opportunity
for comparing leavers/finishers; 1 or 11% was significantly
different at p<{.05.)
A. 0 of 2 Age Questions
*%B, 1 of 2 Enrollment Status Questions

C. O of 6 Residency Questions

BACKGROUND VARIABLES (8 questions; 1 or 12.5% was signifi-
cantly different at p<.05.)

**A, 1 of 1 Educational Goals Question
B. 0 of 2 High School Performance Questions
Co 0 of 1 Ethnicity Question
D. 0 of 3 Family Educational Level Questions

E. O of 1 Gender Question
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ACADEHMIC VARIABLES (31 questions; 20 or 64.5% were signifi-
cantly different at p<.05.)

*%*A, 8 of 9 Study Skills/Habits Questions
*QB. 4 of 4 Academic Advising Questions
**C. 1 of 1 Major Certainty Question
*kD, 2 of 2 Course Availability Questions
**E., 5 of 15 Program Involvement Questions
ENVIRONMENTAL VARIABLES (13 questions; 8 or 61.5% were
significantly different at p<.05.)
A. 0 of 2 Finance Questions
**B, 1 of 1 Hrs. Employed Question
*%*C, 5 of 6 Outside Encouragement Questions
D. 0 of 2 Marital/Family Questions
**E, 2 of 2 Opportunity to Transfer Questions
**indicate issues within each category which resulted in

significantly different responses at p<{.05 between leavers
and finishers.

Defining Variables

The category labeled Defining Variables consisted of

three areas: (1) age, (2) enrollment status, and (3) resi-
dency.

Age. Responses to two age-related questions regarding
the study groups revealed no significant difference between
the ages of leavers and the ages of finishers. The largest
percentage of leavers (33.6%) and of finishers (47.5%) was
in the 36-44 year-old age range. The average age of leavers

was 46.39 years and of finishers, 44.94 years.
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Enrollment Status. Two questions on the survey

related to the enrollment status of the study participants.
The first (No. 36), regarding the grade level at which the
subjects entered the External Degree Program, did result in
a difference between the two groups of students that was
significant at p<.05. Specifically, as the following table
shows, a higher percentage of the finishers (75%) entered
the program at a more advanced level (either juniors or
seniors) than did leavers (61%). For both groups, however,
the largest percentage of entrants was juniors; 20% of the
finishers began as seniors, whereas only 9% of leavers

entered as seniors.

TABLE 1V

GRADE LEVEL UPON ADMISSION TO THE EXTERNAL DEGREE

Frosh. Soph. Junior Senior Row Total
0-44 cr. 45-89 cr. 90-134 cr. 135+ cr. Column %

LVRS 23 20 56 10 109
(21.1%) (18.3%) (51.4%) ( 9.2%) (34.8%)

FNSHR 22 29 113 40 204
(10.8%) (14.2%) (55.42) (19.6%2) (65.2%)

(X2 = 11.08; df = 3; p = 0.0l1l; response rate 99.1%)

The second question (No. 42) regarding enrollment
status was worded differently for the two groups of stu-
dents. Leavers were asked to select the best statement from
five choices that described their progress in the External

Degree Program up until the time they stopped progressing
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toward graduation. Finishers were asked to select the best
statement from four choices that described their level of
progress in the External Degree until they graduated. A
frequency distribution of the leavers' responses indicated
that the majority (52%) felt they "never really got started
in the program" before deciding to cease partiecipating. On
the other hand, 53.8%7 of the finishers indicated that,
including portfolio-awarded credit recommendations, they
averaged at least 12 credits per quarter as they progressed
toward graduation.

Residency. S5ix questions were asked related to
residency status of the subjects. None produced significant
differences between the leavers and the finishers.

While in the program, a majority from both groups of
students: (1) were Oregon residents all/most of the time
(leavers, 55.6%; finishers, 55.92); (2) lived in communities
with populations less than 50,000 (leavers, 69.3%; finish-
ers, 67.2%Z); and (3) lived 0-59 miles from a post-secondary
school (leavers, 82.0%Z; finishers, 87.2%).

On a fourth question (No. 54), the largest percentage
of respondents in both the leaver group (28.3%) and in the
finisher group (29.9%) lived 250-499 miles from the La
Grande campus. Low percentages from both groups, 14.12 of
leavers and 11.2%7 of finishers, reported living within 59
miles of La Grande. In addition, the two groups were nearly
equally split on Question No. 2 in their responses to

whether or not any regional outreach center was within 10



miles of their home.

question;

54.,2% of finishers said yes, 45.8% no.
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The leavers were exactly 50/50 on this

The sixth

residency-related question (No. 55) asked subjects to

identify the most difficult barrier they faced to participa-

ting in the External Degree.

not enough time was cited most frequently.

significantly different,

cited no barriers,

not.

TABLE V

For both groups of subjects,

Though not

thirty-four of the finishers (17%)

whereas only 10 of the leavers (9%) did

BARRIERS TO PARTICIPATING IN THE EXTERNAL DEGREE PROGRAM

Response
Frequency Leavers
#1 Lack of Time (37.92)
(36 responses)

#2 Other, with (22.1%)
program—-related
disappointments
and/or criticism
most frequently
cited (18 out of
21 times).

#3 Unexpected crises (17.9%)

/ (17 responses)
#4 Distance from La (11.6%2)
Grande Campus
(11 responses)
#5 Finances ( 6.3%)
(6 responses)
#6 No Encouragement ( 4.2%)

(4 responses)

Finishers
Lack of Time (37.62)
(64 responses)
Other, with (21.22)

personal disci-
pline cited most
often (16 of 36
times) and program=-
related complaints
second (11 of 36).
Distance from La (18.2%)
Grande Campus

(31 responses)

Unexpected crises ( 8.8%)

(15 responses)

Finances ( 7.62)
(13 responses)
No Encouragement ( 6.52)

(11 responses)
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In summary, therefore, regarding the ability of

defining variables to discriminate between leavers and

finishers in this study, it was found that only one of the
nine questions which could be compared from this category
produced a significantly different result. The more
advanced entry-level status of finishers than of leavers was
significantly different at p<.05. All other defining-
variable questions resulted in no significant differences

between leavers and finishers.

Background Variables

The category labeled Background Variables consisted of

five areas: (1) educational goals, (2) high school
performance, (3) race, (4) family educational levels, and
(5) gender.

Educational Goals. Of the eight questions asked in

the category of Background Variables, only the one from
educational goals resulted in a significant difference in
responses from the two groups of subjects. The question
(No. 37), asked subjects what degree expectations they had
upon admission to the External Degree Program. As the table
below shows, a majority in both groups reported the BS/BA as
the degree expected, but the difference in response patterns
was significant at p<.05. Significantly more leavers than
finishers indicated they either aspired to no degree or to

the associate only.
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TABLE VI

HIGHEST DEGREE EXPECTED TO OBTAIN

No Degree Associate BS/BA Graduate Row Total
LVRS 4 6 93 8 111
(3.6%2) (5.4%) (83.87%) (7.2%)
FNSHR 1 0 183 20 204
(0.5%) (0.0%) (89.7%) (9.8%)

(X2 = 16.24; df = 3; p = 0.001; response rate 99.7%)

High School Performance. Two questions asked for high

school performance data and neither resulted in significant
differences between the two subject groups. With regard to
high school GPA (No. 39), the most frequent response from
both groups was in the 3.00-3.49 range, 34% for finishers
and 31.5%Z for leavers. A higher percentage of the leavers
(19.8%) than of the finishers (13.3%) reported a high school
GPA of 3.76 or higher. The second performance question (No.
41) asked the subjects to select the rank (upper 20%, middle
60%, lower 20%, GED) that described their high school back-
ground. The response trend was identical for both subject
groups with a majority in both reporting their high school
rank in the upper 20%Z--52.3%Z for leavers and 55.2%Z for
finishers.

Ethnicity. Ethnic differences were also not signifi-
cantly different between the two subject groups. The
majority of subjects were white, non-Higspanic--88.4% for

leavers, 86.67Z for finishers.
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Family Educational Levels. Family educational levels

were also not significantly different between the two sub-
ject groups. The largest percentage of both the leavers'
and finishers' mothers had obtained a high school diploma or
GED; 37.6%Z leavers and 42.27 finishers. The second most
frequent response for both subject groups' mothers was less
than a high school diploma; 26.67 leavers and 24.5%
finishers. A higher percentage of the leavers' mothers
(26.6%) than of the finishers' mothers (21.6%) had attended
and/or graduated from college. In contrast, however, to the
higher educational level obtained by more leaver/finisher
mothers, the most frequent response for fathers was less
than a high school diploma. Almost 41% of the leavers' and
377 of the finishers' fathers had not graduated from high
school. The second most frequent response for both groups
was high school diploma/GED with 28.8% of leavers' fathers
and 32.0% of finishers' fathers graduating from high school
or obtaining the GED. Though not significantly different, a
higher percentage of the finishers' spouses (43.1%) had
completed a college degree than of the leavers' spouses
(32.6%). For both groups, the majority of spouses had
attended and/or graduated from college--66.3% of the
leavers' spouses and 75.5% of the finishers'.

Gender. Gender did not account for statistically
significant differences in leaving/finishing the program.

However, for this study group, more of the finishers were
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women than men (109 vs.95) and more of the leavers were men
than women (57 vs. 55).

Overall, therefore, background variables provided

little differentiation between leavers and finishers except
where a degree-—aspiration question was asked. Finishers had
a higher percentage aspiring to the BS/BA or beyond than did

leavers, and the difference was significant at p<.05.

Academic Variables

Five areas constituted the category called academic
variables: (1) study habits and skills, (2) advising,
(3) course availability, (4) major certainty, and
(5) program involvement. Numerous cases of significant
differences between the two subject groups were reported
from the 31 questions comprising this variable. Responses
involving eight of the nine study skill questions, five of
the fifteen program interaction questions, all four advising
questions, both course availability questions, and the one
major certainty question, resulted in significant
differences at p<.05.

Study Habits and Skills., The only question which did

not produce a significant difference was one (No. 62) asking
students to identify to what extent they were confident with
their writing ability upon admission to the program. The
majority of subjects in both groups (leavers 69.7% and
finishers 74.0%Z) felt either great or very great confidence

with this skill.
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Though significantly different in overall numbers, the

majority of responses from both subject groups were in the

same direction on five other study habits/skills questions.

For example, in both groups of subjects, a majority indi-
cated that they did complete assignments on time (No. 20).
However, more finishers (97.1%) than leavers (63.7%)
affirmed their timeliness and the difference was

significant.,

TABLE VII

DO YOU GENERALLY COMPLETE ASSIGNMENTS ON TIME?

YES NO ROW TOTAL
LEAVERS 65 37 102
(63.7%) (36.3%)
FINISHERS 198 6 204
(97.1%) (2.9%2)

(X2 = 59.82; df = 1; p = 0.000; response rate 96.8%)

Likewise, a higher percentage of leavers (21.4%) than

of finishers (6.9%7) reported procrastinating to a great or

very great extent when doing their work and this difference,

too, was significant (No. 58).

TABLE VIII

DO YOU PROCRASTINATE WITH DOING YOUR WORK?

Not at Small/Some Great/Very Row Total

All Extent Great Extent Column %
LEAVERS 26 55 22 103
(25.2%) (53.4%) (21.4%) (33.7%)
FINISHERS 76 113 14 203
(37.4%) (55.7%) ( 6.97) (66.3%)

(x2 = 15.263 df = 2; p = 0.000; response rate 96.8%)
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The two groups' responses to three perception-of-

confidence questions also produced significant differences-—-
again, though, with response trends in the same direction.
For example, as the next table shows, more leavers (7.3%)
than finishers (.5%) reported they were not at all confident
with their study skills (No. 60) even though a majority in
both groups (54.1% of leavers and 71.6% of finishers) were

confident to a great or very great extent.

TABLE IX

DEGREE OF CONFIDENCE WITH STUDY SKILLS

Not at Small/Some Great/Very Row Total
All Extent Great Extent Column %
" LEAVERS 8 42 59 109
: (7.3%) (38.5%) (54.1%) (34.8%)
! FINISHERS 1 57 146 204
(0.5%) (27.9%) (71.6%) (65.2%)

(X2 = 17.4; df = 2; p = 0.000; response rate 99.1%)

Also, both groups reported a majority of subjects
confident to a great/very great extent with their ability to
cope with stress (No. 64). However, the finishers reported
a higher percentage (76.4%) than leavers (6l.1%Z), and the

difference was significant.
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TABLE X

DEGREE OF CONFIDENCE WITH ABILITY TO COPE WITH STRESS

Not at Small/Some Great/Very Row Total
All Extent Great Extent Column 7
LEAVERS 3 39 , 66 108
(2.8%) (36.1%) (61.1%) (34.7%)
FINISHERS 1 47 155 203
(0.5%) (23.2%) (76.4%) (65.3%)

(x2 = 9.44; df = 23 p = 0.009; response rate 98.4%)

A fifth study habits/skills question yielded results
in the same direction though with numbers that were
significantly different. This question referred to the
subjects' perception of their ability to cope with academic
challenges. Although a majority of respondents in both
groups reported great/very great confidence, the higher
percentage of finishers with this response (82.3%7) than

leavers (52.87) was significant.

TABLE X1I

DEGREE OF CONFIDENCE WITH COPING WITH ACADEMICS

Not at Small/Some Great/Very Row Totals
All Extent Great Extent Column %
LEAVERS 3 48 57 108
(2.8%) (44.47) (52.87%) (34.7%)
FINISHERS 0 36 167 203
(0.0%) (17.77%) (82.3%) (65.3%)

(X2 = 32.77; df = 2; p = 0.000; response rate 98.4%)
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Thtée study habits/skills questions resulted in

differences that were both significant and in different
directions for the two subject groups. As the next table
shows, a majority of finishers (74.8%) reported they were
able to find the time to do their assignments, whereas only
26.2% of the leavers were. The majority of leavers (53.3%)
reported they were rarely able or only to a limited extent
able to find the necessary time, and 20.6%Z of the leavers
(compared to 0.5% of finishers) said they were not at all

able to find the time.

TABLE XII

ABLE TO FIND TIME TO DO ASSIGNMENTS?

Not at Small/Some Great/Very Row Total
All Extent Great Extent Column 7%
LEAVERS 22 57 28 107
(20.67%) (53.3%) (26.2%) (34.6%)
FINISHERS 1 50 151 202
(0.5%) (24.8%) (74.8%) (65.4%)

(X2 = 82.76; df = 2; p = 0.000; response rate 97.8%)

More finishers (85.3%Z) than leavers (78%) reported
they were confident to a great/very great extent with their
reading ability; this difference was significant. Finishers
also exhibited more qualitative confidence levels than did
leavers. As the following table shows, nearly half (48.5%)
of finishers (compared to just 29.4% of the finishers)

reported a very great extent of reading confidence.
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TABLE XIII

DEGREE OF CONFIDENCE WITH READING ABILITY

Small/ Great Very Row Total
Some Extent Extent Great Extent Column %
LEAVERS 24 53 32 109
(22.0%) (48.6%) (29.4%) (34.8%)
FINISHERS 30 : 75 99 204
(14.7%) (36.8%) (48.5%) (65.2%)

(x2 = 10.88; df = 2; p = 0.004; response rate 99.1%)

In the area of confidence with verbal expression, a
significant difference in overall responses was found, as
was a trend difference. Though both groups reported a
majority of subjects claiming great or very great confidence
with their verbal expression ability (75.2% of leavers and
82.3% of finishers), a higher percentage of leavers (24.8%)
than finishers (17.6%) said they were confident to only a

small or limited extent.

TABLE XIV

DEGREE OF CONFIDENCE WITH VERBAL EXPRESSION

Small Great Very Row Total
Some Extent Extent Great Extent Column %
LEAVERS 27 57 25 109
(24.8%) (52.3%) (22.9%) (34.87%)
FINISHERS 36 87 81 204
(17.6%) (42.6%) (39.7%) (65.2%)

(x2 = 9.,12; df = 2; p = 0.010; response rate 99.1%)
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In summary, therefore, regarding the ability of study
habits/skills to discriminate between leavers and finishers,
it was found that all areas, except self-perception of
writing ability, did contribute to differences.

Advising. Four advising questions were asked of the
subjects and all produced significant differences. For
three questions, the response trends for the two groups were
in the same direction. For example, though the majority of
subjects in both groups (75.7% of leavers and 94.1% of
finishers) agreed that degree requirements were made clear
to them by their advisors, the higher percentage of

finishers was significant.

TABLE XV

DEGREE REQUIREMENTS MADE CLEAR TO YOU BY YOUR ADVISOR?

Row Total
YES NO Column 7%
LEAVERS 84 27 111
75.7%) (24,.3%) (35.4%)
FINISHERS 191 12 203
(94.17) ( 5.9%) (64.6%)

(X2 = 20.7; df = 1; p = 0.000; response rate 99.47%)

Likewise, though the majority of subjects in both
groups (74.5% of leavers and 62.6% of finishers) did not
feel La Grande campus meetings between Program Staff and
students should be required, the smaller percentage of

finishers feeling that way was significant.
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TABLE XVI

SHOULD LA GRANDE CAMPUS MEETINGS W/YOUR ADVISOR BE REQUIRED?

Row Total
YES NO Column 7
LEAVERS 28 82 110
(25.5%) (74.5%) (35.1%)
FINISHERS 76 127 203
(37.4%) (62.6%) (64.92)

(X2 = 4,09; df = 1; p = 0.043; response rate 99.1%)

Also, though the pattern of responses from subjects in
both groups was identical to a question regarding their
satisfaction with the quality of académic advising they
received (No. 59), the larger percentage of finishers
expressing satisfaction (77.8%) than of leavers (49.1%) was

significant.

TABLE XVII

SATISFACTION WITH QUALITY OF ACADEMIC ADVISING RECEIVED

Not at Small/Some Great/Very Row Total

All Extent Great Extent Column %
LEAVERS 13 41 52 106 i
(12.3%) (38.77%) (49.1%) (34.3%) f
FINISHERS 4 41 158 203 i
( 2.0%) (20.2%) (77.8%) (65.7%) j

(X2 = 30.86; df = 2; p = 0.000; response rate 97.8%)

And, as the following table shows, a difference in
response numbers and in response trend was reported by

finishers and leavers on the question (No. 56) regarding
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their satisféqtion with the amount of ac;demic advice they
received. Whereas the majority of finishers (76.4%Z) were
satisfied to a great/very great extent, only 37.6% of the

leavers were.

TABLE XVIII

SATISFACTION WITH QUANTITY OF ACADEMIC ADVISING RECEIVED

Not at Small/Some Great/Very Row Total l
All Extent Great Extent Column 7%

LEAVERS 14 54 41 109 j
(12.8%) (49.5%) (37.67%) (34.9%) ;

|

H

FINISHERS 4 44 155 203 '
( 2.0%) (21.7%) (76.4%) (65.1%) l

(X2 = 49.01; df = 2; p = 0.000; response rate 98.7%)

In summarizing the ability of responses to advising
questions to discriminate between leavers and finishers,
this study showed that even though majorities in both groups
of subjects were satisfied with the no-La Grande campus
meeting requirement and with the clarity and quality of
academic advising, they differed significantly in numbers on
these questions and, more noticeably, in the quantity of
advising they sought.

Course Availability. Two questions in the category of

Academic Variables referred to the students' perceptions of
course access for degree completion. Both resulted in
significant differences in responses from the two groups.

When asked about how frequently desired courses were offered
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and whether/not they were at convenient times, the largest
response from leavers to both questions was not applicable
(36Z). On the other hand, the largest response from
finishers to the same questions was most of the time,
45-47%). It would appear that the leavers had withdrawn
from the program prior to seeking additional coursework to
complete their degree. However, for those who did seek
courses, a larger percentage of leavers (11.9Z) than of
finishers (.5%) said that classes were not at all offered
for them. The following two tables reflect the differences

in responses from the study groups to these two questions

(No. 76 and 77).

TABLE XIX

FREQUENCY OF DESIRED COURSES BEING OFFERED

Not at Some of Most of All of .Row Total
N/A All Time Time Time Column %

LVRS 40 13 39 16 1 109
(36.7%) (11.9%) (35.8%) (14.7%) (0.9%) (34.8%)

FNSHRS 40 1 51 97 15 204
(19.6%) ( 0.5%) (25.0%) (47.5%) (7.47%2) (65.2%)

(X2 = 58.77; df = 4; p = 0.000; response rate 99.1%)




135

TABLE XX

CONVENIENCE OF TIME WHEN COURSES WERE OFFERED FOR YOU

i Not at Some of Most of All of Row Total
: N/A All Time Time Time Column %2

' LVRS 39 22 36 10 1 108
; (36.1%) (20.4%Z)  (33.32) ( 9.3%) (0.9%2) (34.6%)

i

| FNSHRS 40 3 56 93 12 204
! (19.6%) ( 1.5%)  (27.5%)  (45.6%)  (5.9%  (65.4%)

(x2 = 2.29; df = 4; p = 0.000; response rate 98.7%)

Major Certainty. Though the External Degree provides

for a generalized degree, opportunities within the degree
structure do allow for an academic focus of approximately
50% of the total credits needed for graduation. When asked
(No. 18) if they focused on a specific area while partici-
pating in the program, a higher percentage of finishers
(69.1%) than of leavers (51.4%) indicated that they had and

this difference was significant.

TABLE XXI

DID YOU FOCUS IN A SUBJECT AREA WHILE PURSUING DEGREE?

Row Total

YES NO Column % |
LEAVERS 57 54 111
: (51.4%) (48.6%) (35.22%)
!
| FINISHERS 1541 63 204
% (69.1%) (30.9%) (64.8%)

(X2 = 8.97; df = 1; p = 0.003; response rate 99.7%)
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Program Involvement. Fifteen questions regarding the

subjects' interaction with program options were asked. Five

produced significant differences, and two of these five

showed differences not only in number but in direction.

The ten program interaction questions which did not produce

significant differences were:

1.

2.

3.

4.

10.

Did you participate in outreach center classes?
(82.6% of leavers and 73.9% of finishers did not)

Did you take the portfolio workshop in La Grande?
(81.1% of leavers and 74.9%7 of finishers did not)

Did you take the portfolio workshop in a non-La Grande
location?
(60.4%Z of leavers and 65.2% of finishers did)

Did you take the portfolio class by correspondence?
(87.5% of leavers and 79.7% of finishers did not)

Did you receive credit for cooperative education?
(91.0% of leavers and 86.3% of finishers did not)

Did you receive credit through CLEP?
(93.8% of leavers and 87.3% of finishers did not)

Did you receive credit through challenging courses?
(97.3%Z of leavers and 97.0% of finishers did not)

Did you receive credit through military evaluation?
(88.37% of leavers and 8l1.3% of finishers did not)

Did you take evening/daytime classes at Eastern?
(95.5% of leavers and 88.2% of finishers did not)

Did you receive credit for any agency~-sponsored training

not otherwise included in a portfolio of prior learning?
(90.6% of leavers and 85.6% of finishers did not)

As this 1list showg, no significant difference resulted

from asking students if they had participated in an Assess-—

ment of Prior Learning Portfolio Workshop (the majority of

leavers and finishers had not taken the workshop in La
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Grande or by correspondence but had taken it in non-La
Grande locations). However, when asked if they received
credit for essays submitted through the portfolio process,
88.7% of the finishers compared to only 43.87 of the leavers
hade 1In other words, the majority of leavers either did not
complete a portfolio or at least did not receive credit for

any portfolio essays they did complete.

TABLE XXII

DID YOU RECEIVE CREDIT THROUGH PORTFOLIO ESSAYS?

Row Total |
YES NO Column 7
LEAVERS 49 63 112
(43.8%) (56.3%) (35.6%)
FINISHERS 180 23 203
(88.7%) (11.3%) (64.47)

(X2 = 71.13; df = 13 p = 0.000; response rate 99.7%)

Another area of program interaction in which 'leavers
and finishers differed significantly was in their use of
correspondence studies to meet degree requirements (No. 8).
The majority (57.4%) of finishers did participate in

correspondence, whereas only 22.5% of the leavers did.

TABLE XXIII

DID YOU RECEIVE CREDIT BY CORRESPONDENCE COURSES?

Row Total
YES NO Column %
LEAVERS 25 86 111
(22.5%) (77.5%) (35.2%)
FINISHERS 117 87 204
- (57.4%) (42.6%) (64.8%)

(X4 = 33.83; df = 1; p = 0.000; response rate 99.7%)
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Significant differences were found in the responses to
three other program interaction questions. Though the
majority in both study groups had not participated in
Eastern's Weekend College Program (either in La Grande or in
other locations, No. 13 and 14), the differences in the
number responding either yes or no from the two groups was

significant.

TABLE XXIV

DI1ID YOU TAKE WEEKEND COLLEGE IN NON-LA GRANDE SITES?

Row Total
YES NO Column 7%
LEAVERS 21 91 112
(18.8%) (81.3%) (35.4%)
FINISHERS 92 112 204
(45.17%) (54.9%) (64.67%

(%2 = 20.71; 4f

l; p = 0.000; response rate 100%)

TABLE XXV

DID YOU TAKE WEEKEND COLLEGE CLASSES IN LA GRANDE?

Row Total
YES NO Column 7
LEAVERS 24 88 112
(21.4%) (78.6%) (35.6%)
FINISHERS 95 108 203
L. (46.87%) (53.2%) (64.4%)

(X2 = 18.69; df = 1; p = 0.000; response rate 99.7%)

The final program interaction question on which
leavers and finishers significantly differed was No. 15,

"Did you receive credit through transfer from other
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institutions?" Even though the majority of subjects in both

study groups did, the larger percentage of finishers

receiving credit through transfer was significant.

TABLE XXVI

DID YOU RECEIVE CREDIT THROUGH TRANSFER
COURSES AT OTHER INSTITUTIONS?

Row Total
YES NO Column %
LEAVERS 80 31 111
(72.1%) (27.9%) (35.2%
FINISHERS 198 6 204
(97.1%) ( 2.9%) (64.8%

(x2 = 40.91; df

l1; p = 0.000; response rate 99.7%)

A summary of the findings from this study related to

the discriminating ability of program interaction questions

regarding leavers and finishers indicates three things:

1.

Leavers and finishers were significantly
different in what participation in the
portfolio development process produced.
For example, the finishers received
credit for portfolio essays more often
than did the leavers.

Leavers and finishers were also signifi-
cantly different in their use of
correspondence studies to meet degree
requirements; i.e., finishers accessed this
option more frequently than did leavers.

Though majorities in both subject groups
responded the same, significantly more
finishers than leavers used EOSC Weekend
College courses and transfer credits from
other institutions to progess toward degree
completion.
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Environmental Variables

The category labeled Environmental Variables consisted

of 5 areas: (1) finances, (2) outside employment,
(3) outside encouragement, (4) family responsibilities, and
(5) perception of one's ability to transfer.

Finances. Responses to two directly related finance
questions (No. 52 and 66) plus one indirectly related
question (No. 55) resulted in no significant differences
between the leavers and finishers in the (1) manner in which
educational expenses were funded; (2) extent of problem with
financing education; or (3) placement of finances in a
hierarchy of barriers regarding pursuing one's education.
Specifically, the #1 and #2 responses received from both
leavers and finishers when asked how their educational
expenses were funded were self/spouse job-related income
(73.2% leavers; 70.7%Z finishers) and employer reimbursement
(16.5% leavers; 19.6% finishers). When asked to what extent
they had financial problems while participating in the
program, the largest percentage of subjects in both study
groups (34.5% leavers; 40.47% finishers) said "not at all."
Though not statistically significant, 19.1%Z of the leavers
responded that finances posed a great or very great problenm,
whereas only 11.3% of the finishers did. As shown on page
121 in this chapter, finances ranked fifth out of six
categories the study groups indicated posed the greatest
barrier to their participation in the External Degree

Program.
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Qutside Employment. The effect of outside employment

on leaving/finishing decisions of External Degree students
was assessed in survey question number 47. As the following
table shows, both study groups reported sizable numbers
working over a 40-hour week, but leavers reported a larger
percentage (68.5%) than did finishers (45.6%Z), and the

difference was significant at p<.05.

TABLE XXVII

HOURS PER WEEK EMPLOYED OUTSIDE THE HOME

Row Total
0 1-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 40+ Column %

LVRS 3 2 3 2 25 76 111
(2.7%) (1.8%) (2.7%) (1.8%) (22.5%) (68.5%Z) (35.2%)

FNSHRS 13 5 12 10 71 93 204
(6e4%Z) (2.5%) (5.9%) (4.97%) (34.8%) (45.67%) (64.8%)

(x2 = 15.95; df = 5; p =0.007; response rate, 99.7%)

Outside Encouragement. Six potential sources of

outside encouragement for the subjects were assessed:

(1) spouse/significant other, (2) paremts, (3) siblings,
(4) children, (5) friends, and (6) employer. In all areas
except sibling support, leavers and finishers responded
differently and the differences were significant. The
largest percentage of responses for both groups regarding
the extent of sibling support was "not applicable,” 46.7%

for leavers and 32.7% for finishers. Support from one's
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spouse/significant other was stronger for finishers than for

leavers as the following table shows.

TABLE XXVIII

EXTENT OF ENCOURAGEMENT FROM SPOUSE/SIGNIFICANT OTHER

Not at Small/ Great/Very Row Total
N/A All Some Extent Great Extent Column %
LVRS 20 9 34 46 109
(18.3%) (8.3%) (31.2%) (42.2%) (34.8%)
FNSHRS 16 5 41 142 204
( 7.8%) (2.5%) (20.1%) (69.6%) (65.2%)

(x2 = 24.7; df = 3; p =0.000; response rate 99.1%)

Likewise, support from parents was stronger for

finishers than it was for leavers:

TABLE XXIX

EXTENT OF ENCOURAGEMENT FROM PARENTS

Not at Small/ Great/Very Row Total
N/A All Some Extent Great Extent Column %
LVRS 45 16 28 18 107
(42.17%2) (15.0%) (26.2%) (16.8%) (34.47)
FNSHRS 54 39 59 52 204
(26.5%) (19.1%) (28.9%) (25.5%) (65.6%)

(X2 = 8.57; df = 3; p =0.035; response rate 98.4%)

So, too, was encouragement from one's children

stronger for finishers than it was for leavers:
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EXTENT OF ENCOURAGEMENT FROM CHILDREN
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Not at Small/ Great/Very Row Total
N/A All Some Extent Great Extent Column %
LVRS 32 21 35 22 110
(29.1%) (19.1%) (31.87) (20.0%) (35.1%)
FNSHRS 50 21 69 63 203
(24.6% (10.3%) (34.0%) (31.0%) (64.97%)

(x2 =

7.9; df = 3; p =0.048; response rate 99.1%)

Friends and employers were also identified by

finishers as providing more support than they were by

leavers as the following two tables show.

TABLE XXXI

EXTENT OF ENCOURAGEMENT FROM FRIENDS

Not at Small/ Great/Very Row Total
N/A All Some Extent Great Extent Column %
LVRS 21 21 46 21 109
(19.3%) (19.3%) (42.2%) (19.3%) (34.97)
FNSHRS 12 17 96 78 203
( 5.9%) ( 8.4%) (47.3%) (38.4%) (65.1%)
(x2 = 27.47; df = 33 p =0.000; response rate 98.77%)
TABLE XXXI1I
EXTENT OF ENCOURAGEMENT FROM EMPLOYER
Not at Small/ Great/Very Row Total
N/A All  Some Extent Great Extent Column %
LVRS 26 27 39 17 109
(23.92) (24.8%) (35.8%) (15.6%) (34.9%)
FNSHRS 31 31 72 69 203
(15.3%2) (15.3%) (35.5%) (34.0%) (65.1%)

(x2 = 15,00; df = 3; p =0.002; response rate

98.7%)
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As shown in the preceding tables, with the exception
of sibling support, finishers reported receiviné
significantly more encouragement than did leavers from
people in their lives--spouses/significant others, parents,
children, friends, and employers. Also, in every case, a
higher percentage of leavers than of finishers responded
"n/a" when asked about support from all sources:
spouse/significant other, parents, siblings, children,
friends, and employer.

Family Responsibilities. These environmental issues

were assessed for the two study groups by survey questions
no. 48 and 49. Specifically, there was no significant
difference at p<.05 between the two groups on the number of
children at home while in the program nor on the
respondent's marital status. Even so, the highest
percentage of legvers, 31.8%, reported having two children
at home while in the program, whereas the highest percentage
of finishers, 34.8%, reported that no children were at home
while they were in the program. Though not statistically
significant at p<.05, responses to this question showed
movement toward significance as the following table

indicates:
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TABLE XXXIII

NO. CHILDREN AT HOME WHILE IN EXTERNAL DEGREE PROGRAM

none 1 2 3 4+ Row Total
Column 7%
LEAVERS 30 i8 35 17 10 110

(27.3%) (16.4%) (31.8%Z) (15.5%) (9.1%) (35.0%)

FINISHERS 71 45 62 18 8 204
(34.8%) (22.17%) (30.4%) ( 8.8%Z) (3.9%) (65.0%)

(x2 = 8.61; df = 4; p =0.072; response rate 99.4%)

Marital Status. The majority of subjects in both

study groups were married, 73.6%Z of leavers and 84.3%Z of
finishers. Though not statistically significant, leavers
almost doubled the finishers' percentage of single and/or
divorced respondents: 23.7% of leavers were single or
divorced whereas 13.3%Z of finishers were.

Perception Of Ability to Transfer, The final environ-

mental variable evaluated in this study referred to the
subjects' perception of their ability to transfer out of the
External Degree. The two questions asked of subjects
regarding transfer (No. 19 and 21) did produce significantly
different responses. A higher percentage of finishers were
aware of similar programs at other schools as the following

table shows.
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TABLE XXXIV

AWARENESS OF OTHER EXTERNAL DEGREE PROGRAMS

Row Total
YES NO Column %
LEAVERS 57 54 111
(51.4%) (48.6%) (35.2%
INISHERS 139 65 204
r (68.1%) (31.9%) (64.8%

(x2 = 7.91; df = 1; p = 0.005; response rate 99.7%)

Though neither of the two study groups reported a
majority considered transferring, significantly more leavers

(38.7%) than finishers (4.4%) did:

TABLE XXXV

DID YOU CONSIDER TRANSFERRING TO ANOTHER INSTITUTION?

Row Total
YES NO Column %
LEAVERS 43 68 111
(38.7%) (61.3%2) (35.2%)
FINISHERS 9 195 204
( 4.47%) (95.6%) (64.8%)

(x2 = 58.99; df = 1; p = 0.000; response rate 99.7%)

A summary of the effect that environmental variables
have on leave/finish decisions of External Degree students
indicates that neither finances nor family responsibilities
discriminate between leavers and finishers. However,
outside employment, especlally where the work week is longer
than 40 hours, did discriminate leavers from finishers.

Also, leavers reported less encouragement to pursue their
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education from others in their lives than did finishers, and
these results were significantly different. Awareness of
transfer opportunities was more pronounced in the finishers

than in the leavers but did not result in actual transfer.

Academic Outcomes

College GPA was the measure by which Academic Outcome

was studieds With information obtained from the Eastern
Oregon State College active and archive student data bases,
GPAs of 57 of the 112 leavers and 150 of the 204 finishers
were obtained. The average GPA for leavers was 2.91; for
finishers, 3.38, resulting in a t-statistic between the two
means that was significantly different on both a one-tailed
and a two-tailed test at p = 0.000. In other words, the
performance, as measured by college GPA, of the External
Degree.finishers was significantly better than that of
Program leavers, and the probability of finding this
difference in GPA was due to something other than chance. A
further statistical calculation using a one-way ANOVA
resulted in a significant F ratio with p = 0.00, and deter-
mined that the source of the variation in means was between,

rather than within, the two groups of subjects.

Psychological OQutcomes

The Psychological OQOutcomes felt by the two study

groups as a result of their participation in the External
Degree Program were assessed in four areas: (1) utility of

degree, (2) satisfaction with the role of being a student,
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(3) commitment to goal as it relates to career needs, and
(4) stress.

Utility of Degree. Four questions (No. 51, 78-80)

comprised the utility area. Three resulted in statistically
significant differences at p<.05 for leavers and finishers.
The one which did not asked subjects to cite the main reason
they enrolled in the programe For both the 108 leavers and
203 finishers who responded to this question, the ranking

of nearly 90% of their responses was in the same order:

TABLE XXXVI

REASON ENROLLED IN EXTERNAL DEGREE

Response
Frequency Leavers Finishers
#1 To improve myself 31.5% 29.6%
(n=34) (n=60)
#2 For personal challenge 28.7% 25.1%
(n=31) (n=51)
#3 To get better job 24,17 17.27%
(n=26) (n=35)
#4 Required in my work 10.27% 16.7%
(n=11) (n=34)

When reasons 1 and 2 are combined, over 60% of the
leavers and 55% of the finishers cited personal, versus
vocational, reasons as the primary motivator.

Questions 78-80 asked subjects to assess the impact
that participating in the External Degree Program had on
knowing themselves, using interpersonal skills, and seeing

alternative points of view. All three questions resulted in
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statistically significant differences at p<.05. Though
responses to the "knowing myself" question resulted in simi-
lar response trends between the two study groups, the
following table shows that significantly more finishers than

leavers felt the impact was great.

TABLE XXXVII

EXTERNAL DEGREE'S IMPACT ON KNOWING MYSELF

little/ Row Total
none some much Column 7
LEAVERS 36 36 37 109
(33.0%) (33.0%) (33.9%) (34.8%)
FINISHERS 13 51 140 204
( 6.4%) (25.0%) (68.6%) (65.2%

(x2 = 49; df = 2; p =0.000; response rate, 99.1%)

The trend was just the opposite, however, when leavers'
and finishers' responses to the impact on using inter-
personal skills and seeing alternate points of view were
comparede Whereas the majority of finisﬂers reported much

impact, the majority of leavers reported little/none.

TABLE XXXVIII

EXTERNAL DEGREE'S IMPACT ON USING INTERPERSONAL SKILLS

little/ Row Total
none some much Column %
LEAVERS 41 33 35 109
(37.6%) (30.3%) (32.1%) (34.8%)
FINISHERS 10 58 136 204
( 4.9%) (28.4%) (66.7%) (65.2%)

(x2 = 62.26; df = 2; p =0.000; response rate, 99.1%)
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TABLE XXXIX

EXTERNAL DEGREE'S IMPACT ON SEEING ALTERNATE POINTS OF VIEW

little/ Row Total
none some much Column %
LEAVERS 40 30 38 108
(37.0%) (27.8%) (35.2%) (34.8%)
FINISHERS 11 57 134 202
( 5.4%) (28.2%) (66.3%) (65.2%

(X2 = 55; df = 2; p =0.000; response rate, 98.1%)

Satisfaction with Student Role. The subjects' level

of satisfaction with several aspects of the External Degree
was determined from six survey questions, No. 23, 26, 34,
67-69. Responses to all six questions resulted in statisti-
cally significant differences at p<.05. Question 23 asked
subjects if they felt the academic expectations were more
difficult than they liked., Though 2 majority in both groups

said no, more leavers (23.9%) than finishers (5.4%) said yes.

TABLE XL

ACADEMIC EXPECTATIONS MORE DIFFICULT THAN YOU LIKED?

Row Total
YES NO Column 7
LEAVERS 26 83 109
(23.9%) (76.1%) (34.9%)
FINISHERS 11 192 203
( 5.4%) (94.6%) (65.1%)

(X2 = 21.32; df = 13 p = 0.000; response rate 98.7%)

Leavers differed significantly from finishers in
response to their attitude regarding the need for required
standardized testing. The finishers were nearly equally
split in their yes/no responses. The leavers, however, had

over twice as many no responses as yes ones.
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SHOULD STANDARDIZED TESTING BE REQUIRED IN THE PROGRAM?

Row Total
YES NO Column %
LEAVERS. 35 75 110
(31.8%2) (68.2%) (35.0%)
FINISHERS 110 94 204
(53.9%) (46.1%) (65.0%)

(X4 = 13.17; df = 1; p = 0.000; response rate 99.4%)

When asked if instructor feedback on course

assignments had been timely, over 25% of the leavers,

compared to only 37 of the finishers, stated not

applicable. The majority of subjects in both groups,

however, stated yes,

54.1% of the leavers and 85.6% of the

finishers.
TABLE XLII
INSTRUCTOR FEEDBACK ON COURSES TIMELY?
Not Row Total
Yes No Applicable Column %
LEAVERS 59 22 28 109
(54.1%) (20.2%) (25.7%) (35.2%)
FINISHERS 172 23 6 201
(85.6%) (11.4%) ( 3.0%) (64.82%)

(x2 = 46.31; df = 2; p =0.000; response rate 98.1%)

The last three questions in the area of student

satisfaction dealt with the subjects' perception of their

difficulty obtaining information from (1) advisors and

(2) instructors and (3) with progressing in the program

because of, or in spite of,

certain rules and procedures.
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All questions resulted in statistically significant differ-
ences at p<.05 between leavers and finishers. 1In all cases
as the following three tables show, the majority of
finishers responded not at all to perceptions of difficulty
but the largest percentage of leavers responded to

some/small extent.

TABLE XLIII

DIFFICULTY WITH ASKING ADVISOR FOR HELP

Not at Small/Some Great/Very Row Total
All Extent Great Extent Column 7
LEAVERS 37 51 21 109
(33.9%) (46.8%) (19.3%) (34.87%)
FINISHERS 142 54 8 204
(69.6%) (26.5%) ( 3.9%) (65.2%)

(X2 = 42,59; df 2; p = 0.000; response rate 99.1%)

TABLE XLIV

DIFFICULTY WITH ASKING INSTRUCTORS FOR HELP

Not at Small/Some Great/Very Row Total
All Extent Great Extent Column 7%
LEAVERS 39 41 24 104
(37.5%) (39.4%) (23.1%) (34.1%)
FINISHERS 109 76 16 201
(54.2%) (37.8%) ( 8.0%) (65.9%)

(X2 = 15.94; df = 2; p = 0.000; response rate 96.5%)
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TABLE XLV

DID RULES/PROCEDURES OF PROGRAM INHIBIT YOUR PROGRESS?

Not at Small/Some Great/Very Row Total
All Extent Great Extent Column 7
LEAVERS 42 43 21 106
(39.6%) (40.6%) (19.8%) (34.2%)
FINISHERS 165 35 4 204
(80.9%) (17.2%) ( 2.0%) (65.8%)

(X2 = 60.53; df = 2; p = 0.000; response rate 98.1%)

Linkage of Degree to Career. Whether or not a college

degree was required for the subject's continuation in their
career was used to measure the subjects' goal commitment. A
significant difference in leavers' and finishers' responses
to this question resulted with more finishers (43.2%) than
leavers (27.1%) indicating that a degree was required for
career continuation. On the other hand, the majority of

leavers (64.5%) stated that it was not.

TABLE XLVI

DEGREE REQUIRED FOR CAREER CONTINUATION?

Row Total
Yes No Not Applicable Column 2%
LEAVERS 29 69 9 107
(27.1%) (64.5%) ( 8.4%) (35.0%)
FINISHERS 86 98 15 199
(43.2%) (49.2%) ( 7.5%) (65.0%)

(X2 = 7.,83; df = 2; p =0.020; response rate 96.87%)
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Stress. To determine any differences in the level of
stress felt by leavers and finishers, seven questions (No.
28~33, 50) were asked. Specifically, subjects.yere asked to
indicate whether/not they had had to cut back on six
different aspects of their 1ife and to what level they had
been able to commit the time that the program required. Two
of the six life aspects, amouant of paid employment and time
with their children, resulted in no statistically signifi-
cant differences between leavers and finishers. A majority
of responses in both groups of subjects indicated that they
had not reduced time spent on either of these two
activities. In the other areas, however, responses were
different. For example, a majority of finishers indicated
they had cut back on social activities with friends, but a

majority of leavers had not.

~=. TABLE XLVII

CUT BACK ON SOCIAL ACTIVITIES WITH FRIENDS?

Row Total
Yes No Not Applicable Column 7%
LEAVERS 44 57 8 109
(40.4%) (52.3%) ( 7.3%) (34.8%)
FINISHERS 123 81 0 204
(60.3%) (39.7%) ( 0.0%) (65.2%)

(X2 = 22.81; df = 2; p =0.000; response rate 99.1%)
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Likewise, 56.9%Z of finishers but only 45.5%7 of leavers
indicated they had cut back on time with their spouse or

significant other while participating in the program.

TABLE XLVIII

CUT BACK ON ALONE TIME WITH SPOUSE/SIGNIFICANT OTHER?

Row Total
Yes No Not Applicable Column 7
LEAVERS 50 47 13 110
(45.5%) (42.7%) (11.8%) (35.0%)
FINISHERS 116 82 6 204
(56.9%) (40.2%) ( 2.9%) (65.0%)

(X2 = 11.17; 4f = 2; p =0.004; response rate 99.4%)

Respondents from the two groups were somewhat more
similar, though still statistically different at p<.05 in
responding to whether or not they had cut back on housework
or home maintenance during their participation in the
program. A majority (53.9%Z) of finishers had; while a

majority (50.9%Z) of leavers had not.

TABLE XLIX

CUT BACK ON HOUSEWORK/HOME MAINTENANCE?

Row Total
Yes No Not Applicable Column 7
LEAVERS 46 55 7 108
(42.6%) (50.9%) ( 6.5%) (34.6%)
FINISHERS 110 93 1 204
(53.9%) (45.6%Z) ( 0.5%) (65.4%)

(X2 = 12.12; df = 2; p =0.002; response rate 98.7%)

The largest area of difference regarding cutting back

on responsibilities resulted from asking the study groups
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about their civic commitments. While more finishers (47.5%)
than leavers (19.1%) said they had cut back, the percentage
of responses from leavers saying "not applicable" doubled

that response from finishers.

TABLE L

CUT BACK ON CIVIC RESPONSIBILITIES?

Row Total
Yes No Not Applicable Column 7%
LEAVERS 21 65 24 110
(19.17%) (59.1%) (21.82) (35.0%)
FINISHERS 97 86 21 204
(47.5%) (42.2%) (10.3%) (65.0%)

(x2 = 26.28; df = 2; p =0.000; response rate 99.4%)

The final stress-related question asked subjects
about the amount of time they found the program required of
them. The #1 response from both groups to this question was
"about as expected," 40% leavers; 53.2% finishers. However,
whereas 32.47 of leavers said the demands of the program
required more time than they had, only .5% of the finishers

felt that way.

TABLE LI

AMOUNT OF TIME REQUIRED FOR PROGRAM

more than more, but about as 1less than hardly Row #

1 had I found it expected expected 0 at all Col 2
LVRS 34 25 42 0 4 105

(32.4%) (23.8%) (40.0%) (0.0%) (3.8%) (34.1%)
[FNSH 1 88 108 5 1 203

( 0.5%) (43.3%) (53.22) (2.5%) (0.5%) (65.9%)

(x2 = 78.88; df = 4; p =0.000; response rate 97.5%)
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A summary of thelability of psychological outcomes to
differentiate between leavers and finishers indicates that
there are many differences between these two groups of
individuals. Of 18 questions asked in this category, only 3
resulted in no statistically significant differences at
p<.05. For example, similar percentages of both leavers
and finishers indicated the prime reason for participating
in the program was for self—-improvement. Also, similar
percentages from both groups indicated they had not cut back
on time on their jobs or with their children. Beyond these
three issues, however, the similarities stop.

Though majorities from both groups agreed, signifi-
cantly more finishers than leavers felt that participation
in the External Degree Program resulted in knowing them~-
selves much better than before. Likewise, significantly
more finishers than leavers felt program expectations were
not that difficult. Also, more leavers than finishers
indicated a degree was not required for continuation in
their career. And, even though the highest percentage from
both groups claimed to have cut back on alone time with
their spouse/significant other while in the program,
significantly more finishers than leavers indicated that
they had.

Clearer differences between the two groups of subjects
emerged on other dimensions of psychological outcomes. For
example, whereas a majority of finishers felt External

Degree participation impacted their use of interpersonal
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skills and ability to see alternate points of view "a great
deal,”" the highest percentage of leavers felt participation
had done little, if anything, to impact them in these areas.
Likewise, a majority of finishers felt standa;dized basic
skills tests should be a required part of the Progranm,
whereas a majority of leavers did not. More leavers than
finishers expressed significantly more difficulty in
obtaining information from advisors and instructors, and the
leavers felt than the rules and procedures of the Program
inhibited their progress a great deal more than did
finishers. In addition, significantly more leavers than
finishers indicated the Program required more time than they
had, but they were also less apt to cut back on social
activities with friends, alone time with spouse/significant
other, housework/home maintenance, or civic responsi-

bilities.

Intent-to~Leave

One question which was asked of the subjects dealt
with any discussions they may have had with individuals,
other than E0SC personnel, regarding the possibility of
their leaving the program. Though neither group had a
majority stating that they had ever discussed this
possibility with non-EOSC personnel, more leavers (l4.4%)
than finishers (3.4%) had, and the difference was

significant at p<.05.



ANY DISCUSSION WITH NON-EOSC PERSONNEL ABOUT LEAVING?

TABLE LII

Row Total
YES NO Column %
LEAVERS 16 95 111
(14.4%) (85.6%) (35.2%)
FINISHERS 7 197 204
( 3.4%) (96.6%) (64.8%)

(X2 = 11.24; df = 1;

Quality Issues

Another area on which leavers and finishers were

compared referred to the quality that subjects perceived

P

0.001; response rate 99.7%)
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receiving from their education at Eastern and their impres-—

sions of the overall reputation of Eastern Oregon State

College itself.

unable to judge the quality of their Eastern education,

The majority of leavers indicated they were

whereas the majority of finishers felt they received a good

or excellent education.

TABLE LIII

QUALITY OF EOSC EDUCATION RECEIVED

Unable to Poor/ Good Row Total
Judge Fair Excellent Column %
LEAVERS 60 14 38
(53.6%) (12.5%) (33.9%) (35.4%
FINISHERS 9 7 188
( 4.4%) ( 3.47%) (92.2%) (64.67%

(X2 = 123.24; df = 2; p =0.000; response rate 100.0%

With regard to the question about the overall quality

of Eastern Oregon State College,

50% of the leavers felt it
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was fairly or very high, as did 84.8%Z of the finishers. Of
the leavers, 44.6%Z felt the reputation was neither high nor
low. Small percentages of both groups, as the following
table shows, felt the overall quality was either very or

fairly low.

TABLE LIV

HOW HIGH IS THE QUALITY OF EASTERN OREGON STATE?

Very/ Not High Fairly Very Row Total
Fairly Low Or Low High High Column 7%
LVRS 6 50 45 11 112
( 5.42%) (44.67) (40.2%) ( 9.8%) (35.4%)
FNSHRS 1 30 126 47 204
( 0.5%) (14.7%) (61.8%) (23.0%) (64.6%)

(x2 = 46.43; df = 3; p =0.000; response rate 100.0%)

Changes if Re-entering College

One open-ended question was asked on the survey: "If
you had it to do all over again, what would you do
differently a 'secoﬁd-time around' when returning to
college?" The majority of leavers' comments could be
organized into four categories:

(1) Seek a more structured curriculum/program
with more traditional requirements and
deadlines. (21 responses)

(2) Set personal deadlines; develop a clear
degree-completion plan; and maintain self-
discipline even 1f the program allows for
more flexibility. (17 responses)

(3) Analyze and make conscientious choices
about stress points that could distract me
from my studies or postpone college until
finances, employment responsibilities, and
family obligations are less demanding.

(13 responses)
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(4) Be more assertive in asking questions ahead
of time to determine what the Program
really was and what it was going to expect
of me, so that I felt the end product was
what 1 wanted and the process was something
I could handle. (9 responses)

Comments from the other leavers to this "second-time-
around" question were either isolated responses or not given
at all.

When finishers responded to the same question, their
comments shared some of the categories as the leavers but
added a few new ones. For example, like responses from 21
leavers, 14 finishers said they would:

"seek a more structured Program or start out the

External Degree with more traditional course-

work rather than the assessment-of-prior-

learning portfolio."

And, like 13 responses from leavers, 52 finishers said

they would:

"start earlier in my life or at least at a time
when other responsibilities (family, job) were
less stressful."”

Nine leavers, as well as 9 finishers, said they would:

"be more assertive with Program and College
staff when they didn't agree with the review of
their portfolio essays, transfer credit stand-
ing, or interpretation of policies."

In addition, finishers added the following new
categories of responses:

Choose a Program that either results in a

specific degree (not General Studies) and/or

has more visibility in the major academic area

I pursued. (29 responses)

Try to find a way to return on a full-time
basis or at least finish faster. (14 responses)
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Not be so obsessed with hurriedly finishing up;
slow down and enjoy the process and classes
more. (12 responses)

As with the leavers, a number of other isolated
comments were offered. Of the finishers who responded to
this question, 51 stated, in effect, that they would not do
anything different. For example, the following comments
were received from several of these individuals:

"I had a plan; the Program was there, and I saw
it through. Everything worked out just right
for me."

"You just have to make up your mind and go for
it; the Program options are all right there."

"I had to just do it for me; no one else. It
has to be that way."

"I only had 35 credits to complete my BS; I
feel getting a degree through this Program was
the best way."

"I wouldn't change a thing. I can't say
enough good things about this Program."

"I can't imagine doing it differently, I think
all the various options available now are valid
ways to get 8 real meaningful degree. My
portfolio essays and independent study classes
were every bit as valuable and equal in quality
to the four-year liberal arts college classes I
also took."

"I'd do nothing differently. For all my
purposes, the EOSC External Degree was exactly
the right thing at the right time and in the
right place.”

"Tho I'd rather have finished college without
interruption when I was young, you play life as
it comes. I feel very fortunate to have
participated in the Program; it was an
excellent experience."



163

Letters Received From Respondents

In addition to the comments included on the survey
about what the respondent would do a second-time around when
returning to college, 50 supplemental pieces of corre-
spondence were received from study participants. These
items ranged from brief notes attached to the completed
survey to two-page typewritten letters. A breakdown of the
content of these communications showed that:

16 included endorsements or compliments of the
External Degree Program itself

15 provided an update on the personal and/or
professional changes in the life of the
respondent following graduation

9 were personal greetings to the author and
External Degree Program staff

4 criticized the Program citing delays with
feedback, misinterpretations, etc.

The balance mentioned various items, including
requests for information about graduate programs, indica-
tions that tney (the leavers) were still interested, and
suggestions for changes in the Program to enhance comple-
tion. One especially poignant letter was received from the
daughter of a recently deceased External Degree participant.
She wrote, "Mom didn't particularly care for every
instructor or every assignment; however, I've never known a
college student (myself included) who didn't, at some time
during college, have these same feelings. Your program

helped to make a dream come true."
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COMPARISON OF RURAL WITH URBAN RESPONDENTS

Literature cited in Chapter 2 regarding rural adult
learners indicated that they perceive more barriers to
participating in education than do their urban counterparts.
Therefore, the answers to several questions related to
barriers were compared between rural and urban respondents
in the present study. Specifically, using question 38 from
the survey, respondents were first divided into two groups:
(1) those living in either a rural area/farm 15+ miles from
a city or in a town or small city under 50,000 and (2) those
living in cities of 50,000+ population or suburbs near large
citiess This division resulted in 213 rural and 100 urban
subjects with 3 missing the necessary data to categorize.
Seven questions were then analyzed using the chi-square
statistic:

1. Did you find the academic expectations more
difficult than you liked?

2. Were degree requirements made clear to you
by your advisor?

3. What was the most difficult barrier you
faced to participating in the External
Degree?

4. Were you satisfied with the amount of
academic advising you received?

5. Were you satisfied with the quality of
academic advising you received?

6. Were finances a problem for you?
7. Do you feel the rules and procedures of the

Program inhibited your progress toward
completing the degree?
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Only one question, number 2, resulted in a statisti-
cally significant difference between rural and urban

respondents.

TABLE LV

WERE DEGREE REQUIREMENTS MADE CLEAR TO YOU BY YOUR ADVISOR?

Row Total
YES NO Column %
Rural & Town 181 33 214
<50,000 (84.6%) (15.4%) (68.27%)
Urban, >50,000 94 6 100
(94.0%) ( 6.0%) (31.8%)

(X2 = 4,723 df = 13 p = 0.030; response rate 99.4%)

When asked if the academic expectations of the program
were more difficult than they liked, 211 rural and 1Cl urban
subjects responded. Majorities in both groups, 87.7% rural
and 89.1%Z urban, said no.

When asked about the most difficult barrier to
participating in the External Degree Progranm, the largest
percentage in both groups, 35.2% rural and 43.0%Z urban,
cited time. Though not statistically significant,
distance was cited as the most difficult barrier by 20.1%7 of
the rural respondents but by only 77 of the urban
respondents. Also, the unexpected was cited by 13.4% of
the rural respondents, but by only 9.3%Z of the urban
respondents. Finances were listed fifth by rural
respondents and fourth by urban respondents. When asked
specifically about any problem thé respondents had with

finances while participating in the External Degree Progranm,
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majo?ities in both groups, 62.5%Z rural and 56% urban, said
either "not at all" or "to only a small extent."

Advising issues were asked in the fourth and
fifth questions. The majority of both rural and urban
respondents, 63.5% and 61.4%Z respectively, were satisfied to
a great or very great extent with the quantity of advising
they had received and with the gquality, 69.0%Z rural and
65.7% urban.

The last question compared rural and urban respondents
on whether they felt the rules and procedures of the Exter-
nal Degree Program inhibited their progress toward
completing the degree. Majorities in both groups, 64.37%
rurzl and 72.0% urban said "not at all."

Because towns/cities of populations up to 50,000 may
not seem rural in the sense of isolation, a further dis-
tinction between respondents was made. This time, rural
meant only those respondents indicating they lived in a
rural area or farm 15+ miles from a city; all other
respondents were considered urban. This distinction pro-
duced 52 rural and 261 urban respondents, with 3 missing the
necessary data for classification. Again, the seven ques-
tions were analyzed. All, including the clarity of degree
requirements question, yielded no significant differences
between the two categories of respondents, Response trends
were identical to those described above when a broader
definition of rural was useds On the question about

degree clarity, 82.7% of the rural/farm respondents and
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88.5%Z of the urban town/city respondents said advisors were

clear in communicating degree requirement information.

COMPARISON OF LEAVERS/FINISHERS BY GENDER & FAMILY STATUS

The effect of two environmental variables, marital

and family status, on the leaving/finishing behavior of men

and women was the subject of another comparison. The first

step in this procedure involved twelve chi-square tests:

(1)

(2)
(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)
(9)

(10)
(11)

(12)

effect of married/single status on leaving/
finishing females (for this comparison,
single status included never married, as
well as separated, divorced, or widowed)
same as test (1) on leaving/finishing males

effect of absence/presence of any children
in the home on leaving/finishing females

same as test (3) on leaving/finishing males
effect of 0~1 child versus 2 or more
children in the home on leaving/finishing
females

same as test (5) on leaving/finishing males

effect of married/single status on leaving
females and leaving males

same as (7) on finishing females/males

effect of absence/presence of any children
in the home on leaving females and leaving
males

same as (9) on finishing females/males

effect of 0-1 child versus 2 or more
children in the home on leaving
females/males

same as (11) on finishing females/males
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Using the abbve numbers, the comparisons which
resulted in statistically significant differences at p<.05
were:

(1 A higher percentage of female finishers
than female leavers was married.

(7/8) A higher percentage of males, whether
leavers or finishers, was married than
was leaving/finishing females.

(11/ A higher percentage of males than

12) females, whether leavers or finishers,
had two or more children.

TABLE LVI

EFFECT OF MARITAL STATUS ON LEAVING/FINISHING FEMALES

Row Total
Single Married Column 7%
Female Leavers 24 30 54
(44.47) (55.6%) (33.1)
Female Fnshrs. 24 85 109
(22.0%) (78.0%) (66.9%)

(X2 = 7.69; df = 1; p =0,006; response rate 99.47%)

The marital status of male respondents, whether
leavers or finishers, was almost identical: 91.1% of the
male leavers were married as were 91.6%Z of the male
finishers.

The absence or presence of children in the home did
not significantly discriminate between leaving or finishing
behavior of either males or females. The majority of
leaving and finishing males and females had at least one
child at home while they were participating in the External

Degree Program. Though not significant, a higher percentage
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of leavers (both males and females) had children at home
than did finishers.

Two more statistical comparisons sought to determine
if the number of children affected the leaving/finishing
behavior of either female or male External Degree subjects.
Neither comparison resulted in statistically significant
differences. However, whereas the majority of both leaving
and finishing females had either none or just one child at
home while participating in the External Degree, the
majority of leaving and finishing males had at least two.

The final set of analyses regarding any effect of
marriage and children on the leaving/finishing behavior of
External Degree subjects compared female leavers with male
leavers and female finishers with male finishers.

Both comparisons related to marital status resulted in
statistically significant differences. For example, more
male leavers than female leavers were married; s0 too,
though, more male finishers than female finishers were also

married.

TABLE LVII

EFFECT OF MARITAL STATUS ON LEAVING BEHAVIOR OF MEN/WOMEN

Row Total
Single Married Column 7%
Female Leavers 24 30 54
(44.47) (55.6%Z) (49.1)
Male Leavers 5 51 56
( 8.9%) (91.1%Z) (50.9%)

(X2 = 16.07; df = 1; p =0.000; response rate 98.2%)
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TABLE LVIII

EFFECT OF MARITAL STATUS ON FINISHING BEHAVIOR OF MEN/WOMEN

Row Total

Single Married Column %
Female Finishers 24 85 109
(22.0%) (78.0%) (53.4)
Male Finishers 8 87 95
( 8.4%) (91.6%) (46.6%)

(x2 = 6.10; df = 1; p =0.013; response rate 100.0%)

No statistically significant difference resulted from
comparing female leavers with male leavers on whether or not
children were present in the home while the subject was
participating in the External Degree Programe For both the
female and male leavers, the majority did have at least one
child at home. For finishers, the same trend was true but
the larger percentage of female finishers than of male
finishers without children approached significance with

p=.053.

TABLE LIX

COMPARISON OF MEN/WOMEN FINISHERS ON CHILDLESS/CHILD STATUS

No 1 6r More Row Total
Children Children Column %
Female Finishers 45 64 109
(41.3%2) (58.7%) (53.4%
Male Finishers 26 69 95
(27.4%) (72.6%) (46.6%)

(X2 = 3.74; df = 13 p = .053; response rate 100.0%)

When the comparison of female vs male leavers and

female vs, male finishers was based on the number of children
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(either 0-1 or 2+), significant differences resulted. For
example, the majority of female finishers reported 0-1 child
at home, while the majority of male finishers had two or

more children.

TABLE LX

COMPARISON OF MEN/WOMEN FINISHERS WITH
EITHER 0-1 CHILDREN OR 2 OR MORE

0-1 2 or More Row Total
Children Children Column %2

Female Finishers 71 38 109
' (65.1%) (34.9%) (53.4%)

Male Finishers 45 50 95
(47.4%) (52.6%) (46.6%)

(X2 = 5.,82; df = 1; p = .016; response rate 100.0%)

The majority of female leavers, however, also reported
having either no children or only one at home while they
were participating in the program. The majority of male

leavers, on the other hand, had at least two children at

home.
TABLE LXI
COMPARISON OF MEN/WOMEN LEAVERS WITH
EITHER 0-1 CHILDREN OR 2 OR MORE
0-1 2 or More Row Total
Children Children Column %
Female Leavers 30 24 54
(55.6%) (44.47%) (49.1%)
Male Leavers 18 38 56
(32.1%) (67.9%) (50.9%)

(X2 = 5.21; df = 1; p = .022; response rate 98.2%)
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PREDICTION OF LEAVING USING STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESSION

The goal of conducting the stepwise multiple
regression analysis with the data from the External Degree
surveys was to determine what percent of the variation in
leaving/finishing behavior could be accounted for from a set
of selected explanatory variables. Stepwise multiple
regression is one of several procedures grouped under the
broad classification of general linear statistical models.
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) and discriminant analysis are
the more commonly known terms within linear models. For
this study, the discriminant analysis function used
regression, specifically stepwise multiple regression, as a
convenient, computational technique for carrying out the
calculations on the nominal data obtained.

Generally the stepwise procedure starts with a simple
correlation matfix and enters into regression the predictor
variable that is most highly correlated with the outcome
variable, in this case, differences between leaving/
finishing the External Degree Program. After this step,
partial correlation coefficients are computed and a second

variable is selecteds This procedure continues with the

selection of the next largest contributor to the variance in

the outcome variable until no more contribution is made or
until the researcher decides that the contribution is too
small to consider. As described in Chapter I, two criteria

(statistical significance at p<.05 and independence of time
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in Program) had to be met before the questions in this study
were selected for regression. The following table displays

the explanatory variables used in the present study.

TABLE LXII

PREDICTOR VARIABLES OF STEPWISE
MULTIPLE REGRESSION PROCEDURE

Survey

Number Content # Response Options
19 Awareness Of Other Programs 2 Yes/No
36 Grade Level Upon Admission 4 Frosh/Soph/Jr/Sr
37 Degree Aspirations 4 0, AS, BS/BA, Grad
27 Career/Degree Reqm't. 3 Yes/No/Not Applic.
50 Time Required in Program 4 Options ranged

from "Too Much"
to "Very Little"
After eliminating surveys where there were no
responses to any one of the five questions cited above, 297
records were analyzed in the stepwise procedure. As the
table in Appendix D shows, 31.76%Z of the variation between
leaving and finishing behavior was explained by seven of the

question/response possibilities:

TABLE LXIII

BEST SEVEN PREDICTORS OF VARIANCE IN LEAVE/FINISH BEHAVIOR

Q. 50, Rsp. 1l: Degree required more time than I could give.
Q. 37, Rsp. 2: Aspired to the Associate Degree.
Q. 27, Rsp. 1: Yes, continuation in career required degree.
Q. 37, Rsp. 1: Aspired to no degree.
Q. 50, Rsp. 4: Degree required less time than expected.
Q. 50, Rsp. 2: Degree required more time than expected,
but I found it.
Q. 50, Rsps. 3: Degree required about the time expected.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SUMMARY

Comparisong: Leavers and Finishers

A comparison of the responses from this study showed
that both academic and environmental variables have
extensive discriminating ability between leavers and
finishers in the Eastern Oregon State College External
Degree Program. Limited discrimination between leavers and
finishers resulted from comparing background and defining
variables. All the primary null hypotheses described on
pages 122-123 are, therefore, rejected, but with the follow-
ing explanations.

Defining Variables. Only one of the defining

variables, enrollment status, resulted in a statistical
difference between leavers and finishers. Overall, a higher
percentage of finishers was admitted to the External Degree

Program at a more advanced level than leavers. No statis-

tical differences in the other defining variables, age and
residency, were found between leavers and finishers.

Background Variables. Likewise, only one background

variable, educational goal, resulted in a statistical
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difference between leavers and finishers. Again, a larger
percentage of finishers aspired to higher levels of
edugation than did the leavers. No statistical differences
in the other background variables of high school perfor-
mance, ethnicity, family educational level, and gender were
detected when leavers and finishers were compared.

Academic Variables. The category, academic variables,

produced a number of differences between leavers and
finishers. Overall, a larger percentage of finishers than
of leavers expressed more confidence with their skills and
their ability to cope with stress and to find the time to do
the Program. As a group, finishers were significantly more
satisfied than were the leavers with the quality and
quantity of academic advising in the Program and with the
frequency and convenience of courses they wished to take to
complete their degree. Finishers also indicated, statisti-
cally more often than did leavers, that they had an academic
focus to their degree. And, with regard to program involve-
ment, the finishers were more likely to produce a portfolio
that received academic credit than were the leavers, even
though a majority of both groups attended the portfolio
workshop. Although leavers may have left before availing
themselves of many opportunities to participate in other
Program options, (over 50% indicated "they left before they
really got started"), a chi-square comparison on the use of
correspondence classes also resulted in a significant

difference between leavers and finishers. A majority of
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finishers (but a minority of leavers) received credits
through correspondence. All other program involvement ques-
tions resulted, even if significantly different, in either
the same trend (i.e., majorities in both groups did not
participate) or in no significant difference at all.

Environmental Variables. Five areas within environ-

mental variables were studied: (1) finances, (2) outside
employment, (3) outside encouragement, (4) family responsi-
bilities, and (5) perception of one's ability to transfer.
All but finances and family responsibilities resulted in
significant differences between leavers and finishers.
Financing of college expenses was handled similarly by
leavers and finishers; i.e., most often by either the
subject's or spouse's employment. Neither group cited
financial problems as a major hindrance to its participating
in college. No difference in marital status between leavers
and finishers was observed, nor in the number of children at
home while leavers and finishers were participating in the
External Degree Program.

A significantly higher percentage of leavers than of
finishers reported working over a 40-hour week while
attempting to participate in the External Degree Program.
Coupled with these self-reported longer working hours,
leavers also cited less encouragement from others in their
lives to continue with college studies.

Significantly more finishers than leavers reported

being aware of similar External Degree Programs at other
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institutions. Even though fewer leavers were aware of
similar programs, they considered transferring to another
institutio; in a larger percentage than did the finishers.

Academic and Psychological Outcomes. Because a

majority of leavers left "before they really got started,”
summarizing the academic and psychological outcome
differences between leavers and finishers must be done
cautiously. Though finishers had a significantly higher GPA
than did leavers, the finishers' academic interactions were
likely distributed over (1) a longer period of time and (2)
over more Program options. Likewise, their investment to
the end of the Program (graduation) may have been the cause
of the finishers' significantly more positive satisfaction
levels than was any specifiec Program feature(s) itself.
Finishers were more satisfied with what they perceived as
positive impacts on knowing themselves better, using inter-
personal skills, and seeing alternative points of view, as
well as in their ability to get the kind of prompt feedback
from advisors and instructors they needed. Also, perhaps
because of their early departure, over half of the leavers
were unable to judge the quality of education they received
at Eastern, and 45% were unable to describe the overall
quality of the College at all.

Leavers and finishers were alike in their motivations
for enrolling in the Program. Personal improvement/
challenge was cited most often by participants in both

categoriess Only 2% of finishers, but 20%Z of leavers,
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however, felt their progress in the Program was hindered a
great or very great deal by rules and procedures. One
psychological outcome differenée which probably is
independent of length of time in the program is the
finishers' significantly more frequent response linking
career and degree than that reported by leavers.

Because lack of time appeared as the #1 difficulty for
finishers and #1 barrier for leavers to participating in the
External Degree, comparing the two groups' time management
decisions produced expected results. For example, other
than unaltered time spent with children and in paid employ-
ment, finishers reported significantly more often than did
leavers, that they had cut back on social activities with
friends, alone time with their spouse or significant other,
time spent on home maintenance, and in civie responsibili-
ties. Further, finishers reported more often than did
leavers (99.5% vs. 67.6%) that they were able (perhaps,
though, only after cutting back on other responsibilities)

to commit the amount of time required in the Program.

Comparisons: Rural and Urban Respondents

Though the primary purpose of this research was to
determine if, in general, External Degree leavers differed
from finishers on a number of characteristics, a further

breakdown of respondents into rural and urban categories was
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conducted because of Eastern Oregon State College's regional
mission into 10 rural counties of Oregon.

The Eastern Oregon State College External Degree was
specifically designed to accommodate the time- and place-
bound constraints of adult learners. 1In so doing, the
Program seeks to overcome the barriers that are cited in the
literature regarding rural access to educational programs:
distance, inadequate finances, and inadequate advice and
counseling.

With regard to distance barriers, the Program was
designed without requiring any attendance in La Grande.

In addition, (1) a liberal transfer policy, (2) information
and referral offices in Eastern's six Regional Centers, and
(3) extensive outreach opportunities in the form of tele-
courses, correspondence studies, and regional classes have
eliminated the necessity of travel to/from the main campus
for External Degree students.

In responding to a potential financial barrier, the
External Degree Program features several payment options.
First, a portfolio-awarded credit is assessed at about 457
of what is charged for a traditional credit of instruction.
This decreased fee recognizes that instruction in academic
content is not provided by the institution when a student
prepares a prior-learning portfolio essay, though instruc-
tion in the process/verification of translating experience
into content is. A second feature that decreases the

immediate impact on a family of financing college expenses
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is a deferred payment plan for tuition (1/3 due at the
beginning of each month of the quarter) and/or an install-
ment plan for paying fees incurred in awarding portfolio
credit. In addition, improvements in federal guidelines
regarding financial aid for part-time learners have
broadened educational access to many adults, including the
External Degree student.

The establishment of Eastern's Regional Centers in six
communities of the 10-county Eastern region, the placement
(by Portland State University's invitation) of a branch of
the Eastern Oregon External Degree office on the PSU campus,
and the availability of a toll-free telephone number for
Oregon students have attempted to respond to distance
learners' complaints about inadequate advice and counseling.
With all these features built into a comprehensive degree-
completion plan, it was encouraging to find that rural and
urban learners did not differ in their responses to several
critical questions on the survey.

For example, time, rather than distance, was the most
frequently cited barrier for both rural and urban subjects.
Though not statistically significant, distance was, however,
the second most frequent response from rural respondents but
fifth from urban.

Finances were not considered any more of a burden for
rural respondents than they were for urban respondents. 1In

fact, a higher percentage of rural than of urban respondents
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indicated that finances were not at all or only a small
problem while they were in the Program.

Sufficient and accurate advice and counseling also did
not really present any greater barrier for the rural
External Degree respondents than it did for urban. Respond~-
ents from both groups indicated satisfaction with the
quantity and quality of advising. Only when rural was
defined to include residents of communities <50,000 popula-
tion did significantly more rural than urban respondents
indicate that degree requirements were not made clear to
them by their advisors. Even then, the percentages dis-
satisfied with degree clarity were small, 15.4%Z rural and
6.0% urban. Likewise, majorities in both the rural and
urban groups indicated that the Program's rules and
procedures had not hindered their progress in the degree.

It appears, therefore, that certain aspects of the
External Degree design have appropriately responded to
barriers that are normally faced by rural adult learners.
The absence of significant differences between rural and
urban respondents' perceptions of barriers to continuing
their studies through the Eastern Oregon State College
External Degree will facilitate the implementation of any
Program changes that could improve retention of all partici-

pants, regardless of geographic residence or isolation.
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Comparisons: Gender and Family Status

Most of the significant differences which resulted
when family status and leaving/finishing behavior was
compared occurred when gender differences entered the
equation. That is, male leavers were not statistically
different from male finishers on family status questions.
Female leavers were similar to female finishers, differing
only in marital status; significantly more female finishers
than leavers were married.

When family status questions were compared between the
sexes, however, numerous differences resulted. Overall,
female participants, whether leavers or finishers, reported
more often that they had 0-~1 child; males, whether leavers
or finishers, more often had two or more children. Though
the majority of both female and male participants, leavers
or finishers, were married, significantly more males were
than females.

In conclusion, marriage and families of two or more
children were more evident in the lives of the male
respondents than of the females. In other words, married
females and/or females with two or more children were less
likely to be participants in the External Degree Program

than were males with the same family responsibilities.
CONCLUSIONS

The dominant factors related to persistence of this

non-traditional student group in the Eastern Oregon State
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College External Degree Program come from academic and
environmental variables. Background and defining variables
contributed iittle to predicting persistence/withdrawal.
This conclusion provides exciting opportunities for the
College to intervene with corrective Program changes which
should enhance the retention/completion rate of partici-
pants. (Specific recommendations are shared at the end of
this chapter.)

In addition to triggering Program changes, this study
helped to create a profile of the "typical" External Degree
student. This individual, whether leaver or finisher, is
usually Caucasian, married with children, approximately 45
years old and lives in an Oregon community of <50,000 in
population close to (within 60 miles) of a post—secondary
institution, but not necessarily Eastern Oregon State
College. He/she did well in high school, earning between a
3.00 and 3.50 GPA, and enrolled in the External Degree
Program primarily for personal, rather than professional,
reasons. However, he/she receives little, if any, encourage-
ment to continue college from friends or employers.

The mother of the typical External Degree student has
usually received a high school diploma; the father, less
than such. The spouse of the External Degree student has
probably attended or even graduated from college. The
student pays for educational expenses from employment income
but is not particularly stressed financially by these added

expenses. He/she works at least 30 hours a week, and while
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in the Program, may have cut back on other obligations, but
did not cut back on hours worked or time spent with
children.

AUpon entering the Program (most often as a junior),
the typical External Degree student is modestly aware of
other External Degrees but does not consider transferring to
them, is confident of his/her abilities in writing, reading,
expressing thoughts verbally, and coping with stress and
with academic challenges. Perhaps because he/she feels that
degree requirements were clearly explained by his/her
advisor, the External Degree student sees no reason to
require La Grande campus attendance for periodic meetings.
The student was expecting the level of academic rigor in the
Program and was satisfied with the timeliness of instructor
feedback and with the ease in asking for help from either
instructors or advisors. In spite of struggling to devote
the necessary time to the Program, the typical External
Degree student feels that participation, whether it ended in
withdrawal or graduation, did have some impact on getting to
know him/herself better, on using their interpersonal skills
more, and on seeing alternate points of view. Most fre-
quently, he/she focused on a particular academic area while
pursuing the degree, transferred in credit from other insti~
tutions, and participated in an assessment-of~-prior-learning
workshop as part of the External Degree process toward
graduation. The student did not receive directly tran-

scripted credit through military evaluations or from any
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agency-sponsored training, nor did he/she participate in
outreach center classes, cooperative education, course
challenges, or day or evening classes at Eastern Oregon
State College.

Beyond this common description of External Degree
participants in general, leavers differed in several
respects from finishers. For example, even though they,
like the finishers, voiced satisfaction with the clarity of
degree requirements as expressed by their advisors, they
were dissatisfied with the overall quality and quantity of
the academic advising they received and also felt the rules
and procedures of the Program inhibited their progress
toward graduation. In contrast to finishers, the leavers
generally did not receive credit for any portfolio essays
following attendance at a portfolio workshop, nor did they
receive much encouragement to continue college studies from
anyone in their lives. They tended to work longer hours at
their jobs (frequently over 40 hours a week) and did not cut
back on other obligations while trying to participate in the
Program.

Several conclusions, therefore, on which recommenda-
tions for change will be based, may be drawn from the
findings of this study:

l. Leavers and finishers alike struggled with

finding or managing their time so that
progress toward completion of the External

Degree could happen.

2, Sizeable numbers in both groups of subjects
voiced anxiety over maintaining a balance
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in their various responsibilities as
spouse, parent, employer, and civic person,
as well as student.

Though several respondents wholeheartedly
endorsed the flexible nature of the Pro-
gram, large numbers in both groups yearned
for more structure, even if self-imposed,
in the form of a visible degree completion
plan.

Little encouragement from people in the
External Degree student's environment to
continue college studies is received by
participants; it is especially lacking in
the lives of the leavers, and only strongly
felt from spouses of the finishers.

Though most respondents from both groups
participated in an assessment of prior
learning portfolio workshop, only large
numbers of finishers managed to earn
credits through this option. Large numbers
of leavers left the Program quickly without
integrating more thoroughly into other
Program options.

Female participants were less likely than
male participants to be married and/or to
have children.

Rather than perceiving different barriers
to education as the literature review
asserts, rural External Degree respondents
shared with their urban counterparts that
the #1 concern was finding enough time to
commit to college studies.

RECOMMENDATIONS

187

In response to the preceding summary and conclusions,

and in order to enhance the completion rate of the Eastern

Oregon State College External Degree participants,

following recommendations are made.

the
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PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT CHANGES

1. Develop Two Separate Degree—~Completion Tracks

It is apparent from the study findings that many
External Degree participants struggle with what they'per-
ceive in the portfolio workshop to be an unstructured,
intangible, open-ended, process requiring more time, writing
ability, and tolerance for ambiguity than they are comfort-
able with. Although a number of External Degree partici-
pants may be able to begin the Program with this option,
many should not. Program staff should clearly identify two
tracks for degree completion in the Eastern Oregon External
Degree Program: one begins with the assessment of prior
learning portfolio, the other with more traditional course-
work, even if offered in non-~traditional formats

(correspondence, weekends, evenings).

2. Adult Development/Degree-Planning Seminars

Since early integration into the academic culture is
missing for a number of the External Degree leavers (i.e.,
over 50% claimed to have left the Program without ever
really getting started), Program staff should restructure
the existing four—-credit-hour assessment of prior learning
workshope "“If students are not selected/socialized early,
they are likely to drop out" (Bean, 1983, p. 53).

To promote earlier, stronger integration and, there-
fore, enhance retention and completion, it is recommended

that guidelines developed by Brookfield (1986) be followed
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in restructuring the introductory phase of the External
Degree Program. That is, the program should provide for
(1) a collaborative spirit within the learning environment,
(2) a sense of alteration between activity and reflection,
(3) a critical reflection time, and (4) an opportunity for
the learners to become self-directed and empowered. Tinto
(1987) recommends an orientation program to assist adult

learners to integrate. For example, the first part of the

revised portfolio workshop, in which all External Degree
students would participate, could be a one-credit-hour, one-
weekend Adult Learner Seminar which participants would take
prior to enrolling in any of the Program options. Although
already done on a somewhat informal, one-on-one interview
basis (in person or by phone), the seminar format would
provide for more efficient use of Program staff time and for
the, adults to start acknowledging that others, just like
themselves, are interested in continuing their education.
This group identity may also serve as the emotional support
to continue on with college studies that is missing in the
lives of many External Degree participants. Several activi-
ties shouid take place during this seminar:
l. Readings/lecturettes about adult develop-

ment, specifically about transitions that

adults experience when beginning a new

phase in their lives, and about adults as

learners, should be provided to help the

External Degree participants place them-

selves into the larger picture from a
theoretical perspective.
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The importance of understanding, even if
only on a limited basis, some notion about
age—- and stage-related theories regarding
their development and about differences

in learning between children and adults,
may help the participant affirm the commit-
ment to completing the degree prior to
becoming immersed in the paperwork, assign-
ments, and expectations that tend to
overwhelm the less-than-committed.

2. Information about all known optiomns for
adults to continue their college studies
should be provideds 1Included in this com-
prehensive information and referral step
should be data about other institutions'
programs as well as all of the Eastern
Oregon State External Degree Program
options.

3. The student's writing ability should be
assessed with, for example, the Test of
Standard Written English. Also, one essay
writing assignment, related to the adult
development/adult learner literature,
should be written and critiqued for writing
style as well as content.

4, All transfer credits should be accurately
evaluated, petitions filed, military
evaluation forms completed, etc. prior to
conclusion of the seminar.
The post-weekend assignments should include prepara-
tion of the essay on adult development/learning and of a
draft for the student's degree-completion plan using options

described during the weekend.

The second part of the revised portfolio workshop

would occur approximately one month following this seminar,
(allowing sufficient time for petitions to be processed,
transcripts officially evaluated, and the assignments from
the seminar to be sent in for evaluation). At this one-

credit hour Degree~Completion Planning seminar, participants
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from the first ;eminar who have decided to pursue the
Program would reconvene to (1) discuss their degree-
completion plan with an advisor, (2) receive instruction/
advice on time management, and (3) meet several of the
faculty involved with many of the degree~completion options.
The final degree-completion plan should identify (1) the
program option(s) that the student will begin with, (2) the
term-by-term progress/courses the student intends to take to
meet degree requirements, and (3) the follow=-up arrangements
with Program staff that will be conducted to support/revise
the degree-completion plan as the student moves through the

Program.

The third part of this revised introductory phase of

the Program consists of the actual workshop in which those
External Degree students who have decided to begin with the
portfolio receive instruction in the portfolio-development
process. Others who have opted for a more coursework-
oriented beginning to the Program would defer participation
in this workshop until a later time or not at all.

This three-part revision recognizes, as Bridges (1980)
notes that the process of reaching a goal {i.e., completing
the baccalaureate) is as important as the goal itself.
Further, the "easing" in to the Program with a more
organized, planned approach may especially assist the female
participants who, as Belenky (1986) notes, may struggle more
than their male classmates with commiting themselves to the

rigor that being a student, in addition to being wife,
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mother, friend, etc. requires. Likewise, because a number
of adults may have difficulty backing off somewhat from a
self-imposed independency (Kegan, 1982), this revised
process would more clearly identify the network of faculty,
advisors, and peers available to help the External Degree

participant succeed in finishing the Progranm.

3. Peer Mentoring

A third recommendation which evolved from a review of
the study findings is to establish a peer mentor for new
students in the Program. Parelius (1979) recognizes the
helpful, supportive nature of providing student peer groups
as an aid in retention/completion of degree programs.

This mentor should be an adult who graduated in the
External Degree Program, preferably lives in or near the
same community as the new student, and has volunteered to
serve in the capacity of mentor. Numerous respondiﬂg
finishers offered, in the letters/notes they sent in with
their completed surveys, to provide this kind of support for
others just beginning the Program. Since many leavers
indicate a lack of encouragement from others in their lives
to continue on with their education, the peer mentor may
fill a void that could make the difference between leaving

and finishing the Program.

4. Two-Year General Studies Degree

Because significant differences between leavers and

finishers were revealed when degree aspiration and entry-
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level status questions were asked, a fourth recommendation
from this study is to develop an Associate of Arts Degree in
Generél Studies using the same degree-~completion options
that already exist for the four-year Program. When the
non-traditional student enters the current Program with few
credits (less than Junior standing) and must, because of
environmental responsibilities (family, finances, employ-
ment) proceed on a part—-time basis, the road to completion
looks very long. Providing a two-year degree will meet the
needs of those adults who indicate that the Associate is all
they aspire to, as well as enabling others to achieve a -

tangible symbol of success while moving on toward the BS/BA.

5. Decrease Turn—around Time on Assignments/Feedback

Numerous respondents complained of the delays they
experienced in awaiting word on the status of their
portfolio essays and)or course assignments. On-going
efforts, which have already been started, to improve the
paperflow from student to instructor should be monitored
carefully., For example, "logging in" assignments at the
External Degree Program office has reduced the frequency of
the lost-paper syndrome. In additiomn, changes in the way
faculty are paid for evaluating and grading the work of
External Degree students has improved the turn-around time
on Individualized Studies assignments (for which faculty are
usually paid overload). However, more improvement in the

turn-around time for portfolio essays (for which faculty are
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. frequently assigned by their Dean to evaluate inload) should

be pursued.

6. Fqllow—up with Responding Leavers

Because a number of the leavers may have left when the
Program was in its infancy, and because recent Program
changes and an expanded curriculum of correspondence and
weekend college courses are now available, the sixth
recommendation of this study is to the Program staff.
Specifically, they should follow up with those External
Degree leavers who cared enough to take the time to complete
and return a survey and, in many cases, write additional
notes and letters about their specific experiences in the
Programe. Their willingness to share their opinions and
recommendations for change should be seen as a potential
sign of renewed interest in pursuing the degree. A phone
call or letter from the Program Director offering to assist
with updating the status of their educational pursuits would

be in order.

ADDITIONAL RESEARCH

The final recommendation of this study is for more
research. Improved advising practices, more articulate
publications, more informal mentoring, limiting the number
of portfolio-awarded credits that may be used toward gradu-
ation, and an expanded curriculum now available to External
Degree students, would probably have changed the withdrawal

path for a number of leavers who joined the Program in the
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early years. Follow-up, longitudinal studies of the current

External Degree student body would provide information that

would help Program staff continue to improve the program so

that even more non-traditional students could pursue their

educational goals tﬁrough non-traditional means. Specific

types of research/procedures which may lend themselves to

providing enriched data about non-traditional students are:

l.

Include social integration variables in the
model used to see if there isn't some
element of socialization that is related to
persist/withdrawal behavior of the
non~traditional student.

Survey rural potential students to test the
hypothesis that indicates this group of
students perceives more/different barriers
to continuing their education than do their
urban counterparts.

Incorporate learning style preferences into
the study to evaluate any difference in
leave/finish behavior from groups of
auditory, tactile, and visual learners.

Expand the investigation into the
motivational factors that lead non-
traditional students to participate in
programs like the External Degree. For
example, do the younger non-traditional
participants tie their involvement in
educational programs more closely to
vocational goals than do the older ones?
Are there differences by age between
intrinsic and extrinsic goals?

Test the path analysis theory of
researchers like Bean and Metzner to
determine the validity of direct wvs.
indirect effects on leaving behavior of
non~-traditional students.,



8.

10.
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Enrich the data qualitatively by conducting
indepth personal interviews with a randomly
selected group of respondents in order to
pursue strands of thought that could then
be linked more thoroughly to adult
development theory.

Incorporate multiple measures into a
longitudinal study to determine the effect
of changes in one's personal circumstances
over time that may affect leave/finish
behavior; determine where, if appropriate,
the institution should be expected to
intervene to assist with life transitions.

Expand on the stepwise regression procedure
after controlling for entry-level
characteristics to see if any sizeable
variation in leave/finish behavior can be
explained from any individual/set of variables.

Analyze the leavers in the present study
more carefully to determine when they left.
Though most indicated it was shortly after
they entered the Program, further research
into the nature of their specific
interactions during their brief stint may
add improved/new information that could
affect Program interventions. For example,
did leavers attempt the College's required
exit writing exam earlier in the Program
than did finishers and because of an
initial failure, leave the Program
entirely?

Investigate the nature of "encouragement."
Does the presence in a non~traditional
student's life of disharmony in the home
(resentment of the spouse/parent for taking
time for school studies) have a bigger
influence on leaving a Program than
positive vibes do in supporting the
student's finishing?

There is5 still much to be done to enhance the

learning environment for today's non-traditional student on

America's college and university campuses. The present

study has provided information to the Eastern Oregon State
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College administration that should improve the setting for
such students in that College's External Degree Program. It
is the hope of this researche;, however, that the findings
from this stvdy will be helpful well beyond this particular
program and that the sensitivity and understanding by higher
educational personnel about the increasing numbers of adult
students on our campuses will have been enhanced by this

research.
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APPENDIX A

SURVEY MATERIALS

This appendix includes the survey instruments used by
Dr. John Bean from which the Eastern Oregon State College
survey instruments (also included) were prepared, and the
cover letters which accompanied the Eastern surveys.
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Nome | 1-3 6-10 |11-20 more
Attending classes I ol & S o
Studying » ol a
Dating and parties a2 a ol
Caspus organizstions h4 | ot -
(non-sportse) a 2 26 OS2
Sports (varsity) lud ™ S =
Sports_(on 9) = M S
Job_to sarn money d : |3 -

How many of your best friends presently attend this
echool? 0 1 2 3 [} S or more

What was your firat semester grade poiut average here?
1. 3,76 - 4.00 5, 2.00 « 2,49
2. 3.5 -371 6, 1.30 - 1.9
J. )OO - 3.49 7. 1.00 - 1,49
& 2.50 - 2.9 4. 0.00 - 0.99

How much tise have you studied in college ss comparsd
to high echool?

1. Wuch leas than high school

2. Lase than high school

3. About the seme

4., Mors than high school

5. Much sore than high school

All in all, how good sn education do you think youw
.can got st thig fnstitution}

1. Rathar poor

2, TVair

3. Good

4. Very good

5. Excellent

In your opinion, how high is the quality of thie
institution?

1. Very low 4, Pairly high

2, TPairly low S. Vary high

3. HNeither high or low
What is your present marital status?

1. Mot merried
2. Married

Basn. All rvights resstved.
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Helther
Very Sumewhnt tinlmportant Somewhat Very

110M_ _IMPORTANT s it: Unfeportant inlmportant Mor Important 1mport.ant fmpariant
(38)_To you to get. a bachelor'm degree? % __ .23 4 k]
(37) To you to {inish your program of

ORI 1)) 1 SRS PSR SRS SUCHR: BN L,
(38) For you to attend TIIS SCHOOL a»
—Opposed to some other? ... b 2.
(39) Por you to gradunte from THIS

+ o SCHOUL aw oppused tn some other? L _ . 2 ... ... ... .8
(40) For you to develop a detalled

... Wndexatanding of speclal field? ! 2 3 VDR
{(41) For yuu to pot the tralning and
-———8kills necosnary for s joh? 1 2 3.0 4 3

Very ’
WM LIKFLY, ARE YOU T0: Unttkely  Untihes Volrly  Vory  Mlrendy

Unlikely Nelther Likedy likely Miarried
;A2 _Get marxied In the next year? __ . L __.__ . .2, 3 Aoy 8

(44) Leave thin Iastitution te he cloner
to somete you care o great deal
. ahout? oo .. LSRR 2 . LI 4 5
Nelther =
Very Pafrly tertatn Nor Falrly Very

A8

HOW CERTATN ARE YOU: tincertain Uneertnln Unvertaln tertula Cortatn
(45)_Of what_you are golng to major dn? = N _ 3 b 5
(46)_ 0 your, £0 ) A \ e ‘ . .o ,
(47) That this uchool wan the right S e oo
cee—Cholce for you? | P B 4 3
(48) That you will be able to find fundm T -
to contlnue your education next
IO L L4 SRR ST S

(49) That you will be able to pay for
---— Schovling untt) you gradwate? . _ L .2 . 3 4 5
Weldingy "o e e e
In_your opinfon, HOW DIFFICULT would Very Fatrly Difficule Fairly Very .
it be for you: Kany Lany Nor Eany DIFfteule niesivalt
(50) To trannufer to anvther college,
co—Nniverutty, or Juntor college? O L 2 000 06 o
(51) To picture yoursell golng thruugh
—Atle vithout s college degree? | L S 2 U BRSSOV, DU SR
(52) To find a job to support yourself
——aund any dependents? . L S SRRy SUUNUUUUIURE SRS S

(53) To ask your college teachiers for
- help vhen you need 117

(54)__To tind your way aroun
(55)__ To_make friends here?

Very " Uncertain, Uncortnl n, .l)'u fte
fief intecly Stighe Probably  Prohably  tanwl Mefinltely
T0 YOU EXPECT TO: . Chance . Mot L Clunee You

(56) Be enrolicd at this Inatitution
coooJArst semester of mext yewr? o M2 A A S e

(57) Be envrolled at this fnatitution
_.one year {rom today? 1 2 3 4 S L]

{58) Craduste from thia {natitution

oo dn four yemrs or feas? o L2 3.0 LA 5 b
(59) CGraduato from thia {nmtltution

o mometime? e e B e
(60)__ Graduate from amy Instftution? L . .2 . .3 _ . & % . B

(b1) Traowfer to another [owst Itut lon? 1 2 3 4 b

How much do you agree or disapree with each of the folloving statementn about yuur helng a studentt
Nelcther
Strongly Agrce nor Strongly
Statement Lisagres Dimagree Dinagree Agree Agree

(62) 1 find real enjoyment In hefng a
student? 1 2

(69 1 connlder being a student rather
... unpleanant? 1 ? 1 & S

(64)_ 1 definttely dinltke being o wrudent? 3 2 0 oo b0 L8
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3
Not at To & Small To Some To a Great To a Very
TO WHAT EXTENT: LA .. Extent Extent .. Exteat . Creat Fxtent

{65) Does thie institution offer courses
e Yfu want to takel e 1 2 T 4 L
(b)) Do you wait te complete academic

ansignmenia until the laat possible
e Mlmuted e LSO SRR DU DR .
(67) Have you been frustrated by rules
- . find regulations here? ! 2 3 4 5

(68) Do you fee] that the rules and

weeeXepulations here run your M$0e?_ Y 2 V.. A .5 ..
(h9) Do you ferl you think the same way
eeeBn faculty members here? ) 02 M5 o
(70) Do you ferl you think the anme way
emo. M8 _other atudents heser V.2 b S
{11) Do you feel you belong here? L ____ 2 k5.
(72) Do you feel able to control your
. academlc 1ife here? _ ____ ____________V__._ .2 ___ 3 4. 5
(73) Do you feel able to control your
——_mogtal Mle here? M b5
{(74) Have you had some really new academic
experiencen? R — 2 Yo LIS T

(75) Have you had nome renlly new ancial

_.experfencen? ... ____L -2 S S S B

Does not
Apply
{6) _ Do _you enjoy living avay from home? 1 2 3 b3k
(77) Are your parcnts willlng to pay the
conta of your sttending this

e fmatiretion? M s
(78) Have you mertounly diacunacd leaving thin

...Achonl with people heve? L. _ .2 3. A 5.

(79) Have you seriously discusard leaving thia
achool with people_outaide of the school? 1

(15)._Do_you_feel out of place at thiy school? 1

(16)__lio you rebel againat nuthority? _ 1
(17) hoer your Jamily approve of your
—__ntgending thim achoel? Yt Ml
(18) Do you complete homewark assipnments
on time? e 1 ...2 J I . N
(19) Do you have outaide veapoanibilities
__.vwhich faterfere with your education? 1 S 3 & S
(20) Do you feel that your tife outride
-—..0f schaol g8 mtreaaful? 1} 2 -3 R B B
Are the college coursem von have taken here:
@1)__Exciting? O PR SEUUED S U LU U . B
22) _Stimulating? - 1 2 3 SO N B
£21)_ Mare difficult than you Like? 1 2 3 4 s
24)__More competitive than you 1ike? 1 2 i} 4 S .
B3 _MorlnB? i A A S
Qo) _Bul e e AL Yt (T
Litete Quite n A Creat A Very
BOM MUCH THPACT do you think attending thia or No Some Bit of Bieal of  Grest Deal
school haw had In your development In: Impact Impace Impact Twpact  of lmpart
Q7). _Xnewing yourself? S | % PR 3 4 L)
28)_Using interperacnal skills? __ 1 2 3 4 5
(29) _ Seefng slternative polnts of view? 1 2 ) ) 5
A Great A Very
Hov uneful do you think your education Lictle or Some Quite A Bit Deal Creat Deal
here will be for getting: no Use Une ... 0f Use _of Use ._of Use
(00) _Future employment? . ______.____.. .. L 2 S . R .
QL)_A really good fob? = . ___.] 1 2 .3 &
(32) A well paying job? 1 2 3 [}
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About how many times per semester bave von met with facully seobers sutsbde the o Pausiroom, or atalf

el
and qpoken to them (for fen minubes or more): ulsers,

FACULTY . STAFF
HEMBERS 7 vr more ADVISORS 7 or mre
Nune 1 -1 4-b Uimew None | -1 4-6 timen
(1) For academic advi~ing? 1 ? L RS &1} t 2 1 4 5
(34)  To diseass your career plan.? | I3 1 4 5 “wn ' 2 3 ”.-A h ."5“ T
(35, T ey wheh pormomal problome’ U236 s @y oz v e 5T
(36)  To diseuss dntellectual maters? ) 2. .3 & 5 {2 L 4 . 4 5
(3} To discuns a campos osme? ! 2 3.4 ] ) t 2 1. I.- 'S-u - R
(38), Ta socialfze loformaliy? . ! 2 3. .. 4 L9 (44) | I 4 3. 4. 5 .
Very

Ihae wnnld you ASSLSS YOURLELLE do terms ol baw Low Huedtum Wigh Very lifgh
(45)__Feellng productive? . 1 e —d RN, - N
(4h) Feellng a nenge of aceompllehment? 1 02 Y LA S
(A7) _ Befng satinfled with your lite! 3
(48)__Luoklng forward te the future?

)._Feeling stuck in a rut? .

(510) A mense of nelf contldence’
(51) _A senne of_self development ?
(52)__Being o rebefl

(34)  Belng motlvated to stwly?

TG WHAT EXTENT have each of the folluwing Does Rot To a Very
persona cncouraged you to keep attending Apply or To 4 Small To Some To a Creat Great
ihis lostltatdon? Not at Al Extent Extent . Extent Fxtent,
(35)_Your best friends? .M 2 A A5
On)__Brothers or siwters? Mo 2 s
(87). Pagemts? e e S
(58)._Migh achuel wveachees? b A 5
() Wsgh school waft? 2l L O . B
(1)  The person(s) who Is (are) most
C.. dpportant to you pight wow? 2B
To a Very
To a Small Ta Some To A Great Great
To whot extent ARE YOI CONFEBENT of your: Not at ALl Patent Extent Fxtent Fxtent

(61)__ Seudy skitds?
(62)  Math skills?
(h7)_ Rending ahilfty?
(64) _Writing ability?
165)__Social_Aife? . .
(66) Abflity to hecome a suvcesuful

.. mtudent here? . A U R | AU S
(67)  Ability to
(02) Ability to cope with new acadenic

chatlengen | F 2 3. .. “ )

ope_ with strens? e 0 2 3

Wileh group of studeats do vim teel o lonest to!  (choose only oine)

(69)  1__ Stadents whose primary purpore In guing to college in to get a job, and whu don't really care 1f they
#o here or to another sehool,

2 Students who fee) very positively about Ideas and scholarship, and believe this wehonl ta o good place
tor thetr development in these arcas.

Students vho get decent grades but who don’t really care very much ahout {deas or scholerahip; to whom
geeting o Job IR Important; and who like this school because of Its soclal envivoament: parties,
svoclal activiten, Greck life, ete,

4 Students who don’t teally care that much for this achont or the woedal 18fe hwre, but who love Ideas,
Intellectual activities, and seholarship.

PLEASE CNECK TO MAKE SURE YOU HAVEN'T SKIIPPED ANY UESFIONS,

Thank you very much for your cooperat bon in (1L1ing out this questlonnaire. Please retuen it in the encioned envelope.
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SAUDLNT ENTRY LEVEL QUESTIONMALRE  (70L-0)*

INFOTMATEON FOR PARTICIPANTS

This study 15 being conducted to learn more aboyt why students declie to <tay or lcave this campus, and their
attitudes toward schand.  Your completing this questionnaire S 00 a voluntary basis. 1t Is hoped that you will
help provide wntormatiun which will be important in dotermning what types of services are most useful to students
and to better understand student concerns. Yaur completing this questionnaire will ndicate that you have consented
to partacipate 4n this study. Inlarmation from completed questionnaires will te fed Into a cemputer, and cumments
read, and the questionnatres destroyed. Acress to this information wiil be limited to the study coordinators.
Information from Individual questionnaires will be combined and reported statistically 5o that the identity of
Individuals and small groups will not be revealed.  These measures are tsken to protect your confidentiality.

INSTRUCTIONS

If you do not find the exacl answer that fits your case, use_the one that comes_closest to ft. PUFASE_MHSHIR ALL

QuUESTIUNS.

2. Please answer the questions in order. Do not skip around.

d.  The questians cap he answercd by putting a circle around the number that corresponds to the answer of your
chotce, 1ike 1 3 4 5, or by putting & number in the} 3 |, Ttke |235].

feel free to write in any explanations nr comments you may have in the margins.

S. Remember, steps have bieen taben to ausure the confidentialfty of respondents. 1t s tmportant that you be as
honest as you can in answering the questionnaire.

In order to study the actual leaving of students fn future months, and to see 1f attitudes change, 1t must be
possible to match the questionnaire that & student fills out at this time with the fact that a student stays

or leaves this institution and with later surveys of student opinfon. Ffor this reason, please write your Student
1.D. number (social securily number) In the spaces provided below.

L~ s E (6) (1) (8 (3 (0 (1) 02) (13) (18)
Leave (1) (2} () (4} (5) Student
Blank  § - 1.0, Mumber e
R, e e
{15) What is your sex? {27} How many TOTAL college credits have you ALREADY
1. Hale completed at any college or university?
2. Female 1. None 4. 12-15
What was your aqe at your last birthday? 2. é-s 5. ;G-JI
(16 LL.‘ 0n 3. 6-1 6. 12 or more
{18) Mhat 45 your presemt marital status: {28) r:;e':':::,""'““ are yoy enrolled for this
1. liot marvied

2. Warried (28) l_l_l (29)

(19) Are you a resident of the state where

. . (30) This semester, where will you live?
lh:‘ J(y'z:‘” '; I“;,:h " 1. Oomitory
' : 2. fraternity or sororl;z
3. With parents or quardian
(20) .::;mm::);,m::;;o‘:‘;" s your permancat home 4. Apartment, motel room, rented house
1. 0-49 miles 4. 250-499 5. Other (Specify:
§' ?26';29 5. 500 miles or mare {31) Mave you ever attended a college or university
: ) other than this one?
{21) Tor the most part, what kind of community 1. Yes 2. Mo
have you Hved in? {12} What 15 the hi to recelvel
qhest deqree you expect to recelv
1. Rural area or farm
2. Town or small city (under 50,000) ; g:s:?:a::pi;:)m receive degree
3. Hedium sized city (50,000 to 250,000) ]' Bachelors (RA or 85)
4. Submlm, area m-.!_r' Yarige city .: Haslérs {MA or H5)
5. Large city (over 2450,000) 5. Dnctorate {Ph.D. or £4.D.) .
(22} "About how many students were in your high ? 'C(Dé' granl)' ?‘:”'; (medical)
school graduating class? 8 Olﬁe} .
. 1- 9 4. 100 - 199 *
g' ;g ) ;3 5. 700 or more (33) Mnat best describes your intended major?
) . 1. Undecided ol
2. Lliberal arts or Sclence
What best describes the relfglous prefer- 3. Pre-professional {e.qg,, education, medicine,
ence of: Your Your law, nursing, engineering, etc.
(23} You (2) Mother (25) Father 4. Business
Frotestant 5 — ! ?|— (34) How many scresters In a row do you expect to
g . attend this institution (not counting suemer
%—-——-—-1*—’ sesslons)?
Ho Prelerence”” § 5 1 2 3 4 S5 6 7 8 9 orwore

(26) Wher A4 vnu gradiugte from high schonl].

inig yzar 4. Ihree years aqo
2. ) year ago 5. four or more years
3. 2 years ago ago

|Be sure to answer questinng (27) to (34).




Abput how many hours per week do you expect to

tnvolved ia the tod bowing activit teg? . (82) Here you enrolled in collene courses for
.2 or et thaey sumener?
Hone_ L1 20 aare Yes 2. lio
35)__Attending classes ’ 4 2] saf1n
36) " Stuityin o N R (49) uere you enrodied ta nancredit college-
>]7 Bating and partaes _'._,' 4§73 {613} preparatary courses this summer?
Campus organisations ~ E 1. Yes lio
_{non-sports) _ ‘5] 53om
Y _Spores | ._,,"_‘!ly) T By e a7 (50) Abnut when d1d you flrst decide to 90 to
407 Sports Lon campus) T Ty is) colleye?
41) " Job to earn muney 1 I 1% V. fefore high school & High schaol
) . 2. Righ schonl fresh- senior
(42) How many of your best frirnils prescatly attend this man/saphomore 5. Alter high
school? & 1 2 1 4 Sormue  (82) 3. Migh school junlor sthont
(43) How many of your acquaintances are planning to (S1) Anout when did you first decide to attend
attend this tnstitution? 0 ) 2 3 4 S or nore {(23) THES INSTItUlfon?
1. Before high scheol 4. High school
(44) low many members of your bmmediate family (parents, 2. High school fresh- senior
brothers, sisters) attended or still attend this man/sophomore 5. After high
fnstitution? 0 1 2 3 4 S or more (44) 3. MHigh school junior schoul
(45) what was your high school qrade point average (on {52} Wnat was your ACT composite score? (Guess
a 4-point scale where A4, 0103, € 2, Dvi)? 11 you don’t revemher exactly)
(guess #f you don’t know eaactly.) 1. Did not take ACT 4. 1610720
1. 3.76 - 4.00 5. 2.my - 2.49 2. 1.9 5. 21 to 25
2. 350- .75 6. 1.50 - 1.99 J. 10t 15 6. 26 to 36
3. 3.00-1.49 7. 1.00 - 1.49
4, 2,50 - 2.99 8. 0.00 - 0.99 (53) What was your combined (math + verbal) SAT
score? {Guess {f you don't remember
(46) Wnat Jdo you think your qrade point average will be esactly)
at this school at the end af Nirst seawster? 1. DId not take SAT 4. 1000 to 1299
1. .76 - 4.0 2.00 - 2.49 2. 400 to 699 5. 1300 to 1600
2. 150 -23.75 6. 1.50-1.99 3. 700 to 999
3. 3o - 349 7. 1.00 - 1.49
4. 2.50 - 2.99 8. 0.00 - 0.99 (54) tow much time do you expect to study in
colleye as compared to high school?
{47) In a typica) week In high schoal, how many classes b, HMuch less than high school
did you miss {without s medical or legitinate 2. Lless than high school
excuse}? 3. About the same
1. Hone 4. Ahout three 4. Hore than high school
2. Ahout one 5. More than three 5. Hurh more than high school
3. Atout two
{55) In applying to coltenges, was this institution
Be sure ta answer questions (49) 1o {50), your
+ L. 1st cholce 3. Ird choice
v 2. 2nd cholce 4. Ath choice or lower
He tther
Eatremely Very Unirportant Very Extrerely
Uninportant Unimportant  Mor impartant  Important important
(56) How impurtant i< it for you shhnctant pecant  ow - (56)
to develup a detarled under- 1 2 b ] 4 5
standing of special fleld?
(57) How fmportant §s 4t for you (s
to get the training and . 1 2 ] 4 S
for a job
skills necessary J Quite A Groat A Very .
How useful do you think your Little or Same A Rit Oral Great Oeal
education here will be for _no_Use Use of Use of lise of Use
etiing:
58) _Future employment? ) 2 k] q 5 (58)__
£9) "R resily good jobd” i H ] 4 5 €1
B0) “A well paying Job? 1 H i) ] © 4 {60
Very fairly fairly Very Already
HOM LITLY ARE YO VO Wbty Undikely Nelther  Uikely  Litely MNarried
(61) Get marricd in the
_.next yearl ' 2 3 4 5 6_(61)
{627 Uet marrimi Belore
raduating? 1 2 3 4 5 6 (62)
(H)—fwie thes Tnstitutinn
to be closer to some- i 2 h ] 4 5 (63)
one you care a grest
deal about?
Heither
Certain
Very Fairly Nor falrly Very
HOM_CERTAIN ARE_YOU: Ungeetain Uncertain Uncertalin Certain Certain
(€4} Of what you are qoin
to mor_in} o SO 2 ‘-—-—-”'—""—'—5_"'[“t
- .'.}'_‘_M o A' -A"Fi?,‘"';— ! H i 4 1 ".”
Gu) That this school was
v t'gg_r_!gp_!_gt'ltll_l;e_lgr ow? 1 2 i) L H (66)
o BT hst you will be able ta
tind funds to cont inue ) 2 3 ‘ 5 (67)
our_edut At bon apst year?
v (B0 That yos w1 be anle 10
pay for schooling until) | 2 3 4 H (68)

you graduate?
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Hiegtheer
In_ynur opintan, W ey Very fairly Mittaegle Larly Vrry
would 2t Fe o1 [ ba g tasy Hor Vany vl Niftrcult
(67 To transfer to anuther
collteqe, untvers 1 2 } ] 5 {(em)
Junaer ool

(’Iu}"lu pretme y 1
thromh 1ife without o | 2 ] 4 S (70)

o _collve degren?

MY 1o thad 4 gab ¢ wipenre ™

yoursell and any depeadents, 7 ) . 2 .8 5 {(n)
TRY 16 auk your cablige teachm s T e -

for help when youw need it | 2 1_ 4 ] ”
TFY 710 11ind your vy sriwag — 7 77T T I -4

heye? . — 1 e Ly I, n
AL 15 R ot Wbttt ekttt B St el &) b

Yory Uncer taln, Uncrrtain, Quite
Definitely Sthight Probably Prohably & Good Definitely

00_vou EXPECT Y0: et Chance ~hnt . __Yes___ Chance __ ¥rs

(75) Be enrolled at this
Institution srcond 1 2 3 4 5 6 (75)
_Simester of this yrar?
te enrailed at tins

institution one year from | 2 3 4 5 & (76)
this fal1? N
T Graduate irom this iastitu-
tion 1n_four years or less? 1 2 3 4 5 6__(17
78 Tiamiate lmmxlhus nstitu- un
_Llon sometime? i 4 3 4 5 6 78)
p'!}_ reduate from any institation) I Z i (N 5 [ b;)
80 ranster to another INsLity-
1 2 3 a 5 6__(80)
fcard 2, €01 1 22,2184 1.0.]
HOW_MUCH_ IHPACT do you think Littte Quite a A Great A Very
attending this schend will or tio Some Bit of Oeal of Great Deal
have in your development (n: Impart Impact Inpace Impact  _of Impact
15) Kaowing yourseds | — .2 [ . R S 15
16} _Uning_voterperdanal skitly 77T T 3 - L T _!Ii. -
§1Y 7 sering aitérnative poines T
of_view. O 2 1 ' 5 .
fielther
Very Somewhat tnimportant Somrvhat Very
HOW_THPORIMIT {5 {¢: Unimpar tant  Unimportant  Nor Important  Impartsat  [oportast
(18) Yo you to qet a
_Dbachelor's deqree? . 2 ] ) b {18)
T19) 1o you to tiniun your R
o proquam of study? ) 2 LI, $ (19)
{20)™ For you w0 attew 1S
SCHOOL as opposed to some 1 2 ) 4 5 (20)
¥ ) te Trom
THIS SCHOM, as apposed to ] 2 3l q 5 (21)
sone_othm? o - o y
Y0 WHAT €XTINT have each of the Does lint Apply To a Very
following persons encouraged you or To a Small To Some To a Great Great
to attend this institution? Hot_at AlY _Estent Cstent _Fxtent  _Extent
22) _Your best friends V. D 1 5 vd
23} Brathers oF Sisters A\ | SN N_
4] Parents 1 i 4 4
257 "High schnal_Teachers U 3 4 )
26) _Wigh schooi ttate 1 1 L 2
27) the verson{s) who 1s (are)
most importsnt to you ) 2 3 4 s (27)
right_now_ .
Docs your family approve of
your attending this school? \ 2 3 4 5 {28}
To & Very
Yo what extent fo & Small To Sore To A Great Graat
ARE_YOU CONFIDENT of your: Hot_at All Extent E-tent _Extent Extent
29)_ Study_skilds? 2 1 _A 5 29
) Hath skalls? T Y k 4 —3 ny__
N)}_Rea _g_-_llli“!y?_ _____.1_ I 5 _ - nl_
R iving abllify? B — . 4 14 I
33 T Public”speaking Jiiliey? ! Z 4 1)
Y Ability to become d
successful_student here? ! ? L] 1 5 {1
i — ‘ ] 4 ; it
6)  ATity to cope with new

____academie_challenges ! , L] a s {36)_
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-4-
int at fu g mall To hore To a fireat  To a Yery
10 InAT TRTENT: LA _Latent fxtent _batent  Great fateny

{37} 0td you carall in collrge
preptratury cour ses 10 1 2 3 4 ]
high_schag]?

T3BY " 0vd you ind the collrge
preparatory courses yuu have ' 2 3 4 5 {1m)

__taken_boring?

{39} Uid yuu fand The colirge
preparatory coursc you have ! 2 3 4 - (39)
taken dutl?

{307 Oo you think this institu-
tfon will offer the courses 1 2 3 4 5 {40)
ny_want to take?

(37}

o you wait to compirte . :
academic assignments until 1 2 3 4 5 (41)
the_last passible minute? ____
Du you think that rules and
requlations will vun your t 2 3 4 1 (42)
Vife at this schon)? =
30 0o you think that your drcision
to attend this school was really
someone elses (e.9., your ! 2 3 4 E {3)
_Jarents) and nnt_your own?
143y _llnul.j y!ﬁi tibe to have sume
really new academic ' H k] q H (44)
o taperiences?
(457 Would you 11kF to Dave <ome
really new sorial erwperienres? ) 2 h) 4 S _{45)
{38) "tio you ook forward to diving -
1

awdy_from howe? — 1 2 3 4 5 {46)
re your parents willing in
pay the costs of your attend- 1 2 k] 4 H (47)
ing_this_institutlon? _ _
Ta8) viave you Vived away from hnme -
o0 the past three years? 2 3 ‘ 5 _{43)
Y i you Ir"»tw'l ajainst T
authority? 1 2 3 4 5 ~(49) :
you think "hat you will
feel out of place at this 1 2 3 4 H (50)
schnol?
you complete homework
atsigrments on time? 1 2 3 [] S {51)

T377"Do you have outside respons)-

bititles which might interfere | 2 3 4 5 (s2)
with your_education?
you teel (hat your TiTe
outside of schoot is 1 2 3 q 5 {s))
stressfyl? .
How would you ASSESS
YOURSELF In terms of: Very low Low tledun High Yery Hinh
S4)_Feellng productive 1 2 J L ] 150
95) Teriing o sense of
accomplishment 1 2 ) ‘ 5 155)
1587 Bewng satssilcd with your i
e o 2 b ] 5 _56)
[57) "Looking Torward to the T
3 . 7
uck ina et T ”51""
{_seli_conivdrmie 7 7
seti_development ™ -
Uanting to have 8 qood time |
| Geing mot {vates 1o 3ty 5
(64Y AN {n al?, how qood an education do imat {s the primary occupation of your parents?
you think you can get at this
institution? (68) (60} Mother Father (691 .
1. Rather poor Bus iness/Profess ional /Hanagerial 1 -7
2. Fair Semi-professional/Technical/skifled 2 2
3. Good Farm owner or manager 3 ]
4. Very good Semiski1led or unskilled 4 4
5. Excellent ot employed (including unemployed,
housewife, retired, deceased) - 5
What was your parents inhest lexel of 1 the total yearly incone of your parent(s) before taxas
;‘::;:::::; “mml(“’ flother,  Lather (66) ooy ot o et ions. rore than (pleasa ansier both}:
Sume Hiah <chool H 0 YES
Completed_high school 3 70) $12,000? T F
%"9&- iiege T 4 1) $30,0007 | 2
umpiated college
dey-ee i S S__ {721 tn ycur cpinlon, howt high Is the quality of this
Eompieted graduate fnstitution?
deqree [ 6 1. Very tow 4. Fairly hich
N 2. Fairly tow 5. Very high
(67) Which of the following phrases best describes 3. Heither hinh or Jow

your raclal/ethnic group?

1. Afro-American/Black

2. Hispanic American PLEASE CHECK 10 PAXL SURE YCU WAVEN'T SKIPPED Anv

3. Caucasian American/Hhite aueEsTIoNS.
;. (‘)s::" Anerican/Graental Thank you very mych for your cooperation in fi1ling out this .
- Other . questionnaire.

l Be sure to answer questions {61} to (77).
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1ST COVER LETTER SENT TO EXTERNAL DEGREE LEAVERS

You and I know what it's 1ike to return to college and to also try to
manage a number of other responsibilities in addition to that of student.
It's a big challenge! Sometimes our needs and goals match with what the
college we choose is offering, but other times, they do not. Eastern Oregon
State College's records irdicate that although you were admitted to the EOSC
External Degree Program, you have not yet graduated in it. As a former stu-
dent, your opinions and experiences in the External Degree are important to
a study about nontraditional students like us. I'm conducting this study
about adults as Tearners in concluding a doctoral program in education from
Portland State University. The information you provide will be used to help
improve programs for adult students like you and me.

Little information is currently available that provides a way to compare
students who finished the External Degree with those who have not. The only
way to obtain this information so it can be used to improve the program for
you and others is to ask--thus, the enclosed survey. In order for the study
results to truly represent the opinions and experiences of External Degree
participants in particular, and adult students in general, it is important
that each survey be completed and returned. It should only take about 10-15
minutes to answer the questions, and an envelope is provided for your ease in
returning the survey to me.

You may be assured of complete confidentiality. The identification number on
your survey is used for mailing purposes only. The number simply allows me to
check your name off my mailing list when the survey is returned. Your name
will never be placed on the survey. If you wish to receive a summary of the
study results, write "Copy of Results Requested" on the back of the return
envelope and print your name and address below it. If you wish to receive
updated information about the External Degree Program, please write "Program
Information Requested” on the back of the return envelope, print your name

and address below it, and 1'11 forward your request to the office that will
send this information back to you.

I'd be happy to answer any questions you might have. Please write or call.
You may use the EQSC toll-free (in Oregon) number, 1-800-452-8639, Ext. 1378,
to leave a message for me to call you back, or you can reach me directly at
my home, (503) 963-0678, in La Grande.

Thank you for helping with this study. I1'11 appreciate your taking the time
now to complete and return the survey and will look forward to hearing from
}'Ou .

Sincerely,

Dixie Lund
P.0. Box 777
La Grande, OR 97850
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1ST COVER LETTER SENT TO EXTERNAL DEGREE FINISHERS

You and I know what it's like to return to college and to also try to

manage a number of other responsibilities in addition to that of student.

It's a big challenge! Eastern Oregon State College's records indicate that
you met the challenge and graduated in the External Degree. Congratulations!
As a former kxternal Degree student, your opinions and experiences with the
Program are important to a study about nontraditional students Tike us. I'm
conducting this study about adults as learners in concluding a doctoral pro-
gram in education from Portland State University. The information you provide
will be used to help improve programs for adult students like you and me.

Little information is currently available that provides a way to compare
students who finished the External Degree with those who have not. The only
way to obtain this information so it can be used to improve the program for
others like you is to ask--thus, the enclosed survey. In order for the study
results to truly represent the opinions and experiences of External Degree
participants in particular, and adult students in general, it is important
that each survey be completed and returned. It should only take about 10-15
minutes to answer the questions, and an envelope is provided for your ease in
returning the survey to me.

You may be assured of complete confidentiality. The identification number on
your survey is used for mailing purposes only. The number simply allows me to
check your name off my mailing list when the survey is returned. Your name
will never be placed on the survey. If you wish, you can receive a summary of
the results by writing "Copy of Results Requested” on the back of the return
envelope and printing your name and address below it. Please do not put this
request on the survey itself.

I'd be happy to answer any questions you might have. Please write or call.
You may use the EOSC toll-free (in Oregon) number, 1-800-452-8639, Ext. 1378,
to Teave a message for me to call you back or you can reach me directly at my
home, (503) 963-0678, in La Grande,

Thank you for helping with this study. I'11 look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Dixie Lund
P.0. Box 777
La Grande, OR 97850

Enclosures
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MESSAGE ON FOLLOW-UP POSTCARD SENT TO 469 STUDY SUBJECTS

March 20, 1989

Last week a survey seeking your opinion about the EOSC External
Degree Program was mailed to you. If you have already completed
and returned it to me, please accept my sincere thanks. If not,
please do so today.

Because it was sent to only a small, but representative, sample
of External Degree students, it is extremely jmportant that yours
also be included in the study so the results can accurately
represent the opinions and experiences of all students in the
Program.

If by some chance you did not receive the survey, or it was
misplaced, please call me right now (503) 963-0678 or toll-free
in Oregon, 1-800-452-8639, Ext. 1378, and 1'll immediately get
another one in the mail to you.

Sincerely,

Dixie Lund
Study Director
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2ND COVER LETTER SENT TO NON-RESPONDENTS

About three weeks ago, I wrote to you seeking your opinion on the experiences
you had while enrolled in Eastern Oregon State College's External Degree
Program. As of today, I've not yet received your completed questionnaire.

Little information is currently available about how adult learners interact
with the External Degree Program. I've undertaken this study of External
Degree students because I believe that nontraditional students 1ike you and
me approach our college studies different from our younger, on-campus, full-
time counterparts. For some of us, programs 1ike Eastern's External Degree
meet our needs, and we persist until graduation. For others of us, however,
our needs/interests/time/access do not match with the degree program options,
and thus, we do not finish,

Your opinions and experiences are important to this study and will be incor-
porated into recommendations for program changes that could assist other
adult students like you and me.

I'm writing to you again because of the significance each questionnaire has
to the usefulness of this study. In order for the results of this study to
truly represent the opinions of all External Degree students, it is essential
that each person in the study return the questionnaire.

If your original questionnaire has been misplaced or discarded, a replacement
is enclosed along with a stamped envelope for its return. I'11 very much
appreciate your cooperation and will look forward to receiving your completed
questionnaire soon.

Thank you,

D

Dixie Lund

Study Director

P.0. Box 777

La Grande, OR 97850

(503) 963-0678

Message: (toll-free in Oregon, 1-800-452-8639)

Enclosures
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PACE 1 OF 4-PACGE EXTERNAL DECREER SURVEY

EASTERN OREGON STATE OOLLECE Survey 1.D. No.
EXTERNAL DEGREE STUIENT SURVEY

Instructions

A If you do not find the exact answer that fits your case, use the one thit comes closest to {t.
Please answer all questions by putting a circle arowd the single mmber that corresponds with your choice.

B. Please angwer the questions in order. Do not skip arourd.

C.  Remember, steps have been taken to assure the confidentiality of your responses. Plesse be as honest
and complete as you can in answering the questions. Thank you

WHILE YOU WERE PARTICIPATING IN THE EXTERNAL DEGREF, PROGRAM...

YES ND
1. Were you a resident of Orcyon all or most of the time? 1 2
2. Was there a regional outreach center provided by either EOSC or another
coommity college or 4year college/university within 10 miles of your home? 1 2
3. Did you take any classes at an outreach center sponsored by Eastern Orvgon
State College in either Baker, Burne, Enterprise, John Day, Ontario, or Pendleton? 1 2
Did you receive credit through any of the following program options:
4. FOSC Portfolio workshup held {n La Grande? 1 2
5. FOSC Portfolio workshop held in a location other than La Grande? 1 2
6. HOSC Portfollo course done by tape/workbook correspondesce method? 1 2
7. BUSC Portfollo essays? 1 2
8. Individualized/Correspondence Studies through EOSC or another {nstitution? i 2
9. EOSC Covperative Fducation (on-the—job work experience w/faculty supervision? I 2
10.__QEP (College lewe] Examination Program)? 1 2
1l Challenging by exam of any FOSC courses? 1 2
12. Military evaluation by FUSC? 1 2
13, HOSC Weekend Colleye classes held in a location other than La Grande? 1 2
14, EOSC Weekend College classes held in la Grande? 1 2
15, Credits transferred to HIGC from another institucion? 1 2
16, _tvendou/dayt fme classes during the week on the L Grande compus of HOSC? 1 2
17. Credits dinvctly transeripted by BUSC for agency-spawsored tralniing not
included in a portfollo of prior leamming (e.g., American hstitute of
Bank g, Natlonal Mawyemont Associatlon)? 1 2
18. Did you focus on any particular subject area while accumlating credits towurd
your degree? (e.g., busiiess, writing, office administration, science, history) 1 2
19. Were you aware of any other External Degree type programs that you could have
enrolled in other than the one sponsored by Eastern Oregon State College? 1 2
20, Did you usually complete your college assigrments on time? 1 2
2l. Did you comsider transferring to another {nstitution before completing
or leaving the HUSC External Deyree Program? ] 2
22, Did you ever discuss leaving the program with anyone other than EOSC personnel? 1 2
23, Did you find the scademic expectations more difficult than you llked? 1 2
24, Were degree requirements miude clear to you by your advisor? 1 2
25, Do you think any La Grande campus meetings with Program personnel should have
been required of you? 1 2

26. Do you think taking any standardized tests (for example, in writing, reading,
and/or math) should have been required? 1 2



WHILE YOU VERE. PARTICIPATING IN THE EXTERNAL [BCREE ... NT
’ YES N) APPLIC,
27, Was a college degree required for contimuation in your chosen career? 1 2 3
Did you cut back on any of the following activities:
28, Paid emplovment? 1 2 3
29. Social activities with friends? 1 Z 3
30, Alone time with spmwse or significant other? 1 2 3
3l. Housework/home maintenance? 1 7 3
32, Involvement in children's activities? 1 2 3
33. Involvement in civic responsibilities? 1 2 3
3. Was feedback on your ussipmaits from your course instructors timely? 1 2 3
35 What age interval best describes you while 4l, What ranking in your high echool graduating class

37

you were participating in the External Degree

Program?

l‘

3

under 23 years
24-35 years
3644 years
45-54 years
5564 years
over 64 years

Which term best describes the grade level at
which you entered the External Degree?

1.

Freshman (0-44

quarter credits)

Sophomore  (45-89 quarter credits)
Juntor (90-134 quarter credits)
Sendor (135 or more credits)

What was the highest degree you expected
to receive?
Did not expect to receive degree

Associate Degree

Baccalaureate Degree
Graduate Degree (e.g., Masters,
Educational/Medical Doctorate, Law)

For the most pert, what type of community did
you live in while participating in the Extemal
Dagrea Progrom?
1. FRural area or famm, 15+ miles from city
2. Town or small city under 50,000

3. Medium-sized city (50,(00-250,000)

4, Suburbean ares near large city

S. Llarge city over 250,000

What was your high school grade point average
(on a 4point scale where A=4, B=3, O=2, D=I)?
Guess, if you don't remember exactly.

l'
2.
3.
lh
S

3.76-4.00
3.50-3.75
3.00-3.49
2.50-2.99
2.00-2.49

6. 1.50-1.99

7. 1.00-1.49

8. 0.00-0,99

9. N/A, received a
General Ed. Diploma (GED)

43.

All in all, how good an educstion do you think you
received through Eastern Oregon State College?

1.
2.
k 3

unable to judge
rather poor
fair

4, good

5. very good
6  excellent

best describes you?

L upper 20X of graduating class

2 in the middle 60 of my graduating clsss
3 lower 20% of graduating class

4 N/A, received a General Educstion Diploma

42 Which statement best describes your progress

in the External Degree Program up until the tiwe
you stopped progressing toward graduation?
(include credit recommendations on your portfolio
essays, if applicablel I earned:

le basically 0; I never really got started.

2 up to about 25 credits before stopping

3. between 25 and 75 credits before atopping.
4. between 76 and 125 credits before stopping.
5. over 125 credits before stopping.

In your opinion, how high is the quality of EOSC?
ls Very low

2. Fairly low

3. Neither high nor low

4. Fairly high

5. Very high

Using the descriptions below, mark the mmber that
corresponds to the highest educational level of:

44 Your mother _ (1) Less then High School
45. Your father (2) High School/GED Diploma
46. Your spouse __ (3) Poet High School, non-
college vocational
school training
(4) Some College
(5) College Degree

47. How many hours per week were you exployed outside
your home while you participated in the External Degree

1. 0, did not work outside my home
2. 1-10 hours

3. 11-20 hours

4, 21-30 hours

S. 31-40 hours

6. over 40 hours



How many children did you have living at howe
with you while you participated in the
External Degree?

0. none

le 1 child

2. 2 children

3. 3 chdldren

4, 4 or sore children

49, What w8 your merital status while in the

Program?

4, Divorced

Which statement best describes your response
to the amount of time that was required of
you an a weekly basis to participate in the
External Degree.

1. More tire than I could possible give.

2. More time than expected, but 1 found 1it.
3. About the amount I had expected.

4. Less time than I had expected.

5. Hardly any time at all.

Which factor below best describes the reason
you enrolled in the External Degree Program?
1. Degree was required in my career

2. To improve myself

3. To get a job

4. To get a better job

5. For the personal challenge

5k

52

5%

55%

225

,Which statement best describes how your educational

expenges were funded

By self and/or spouse's employment income
College-provided financial aid

Bank loans

Loans/gifts from family or friends
Employer reimbursement program

GI Bill

+ Other

[0 o o o

-

How many miles away from any commmity or &year
college/university is the home in which you lived
while in the External Degree?

L 0-59 miles

2 60-149 miles

3 150-249 miles

4 250499 miles

S 500 or more miles

How many miles away from the La Grande campus of EOSC
is the home {n which you lived while participating

in the External Degree?

L 059 miles

2 60-149 miles

3 150-249 miles

4 250499 miles

5 500 or more miles

What was the most difficult barrier you faced to
panidpathg in the External Degree?

Lack of Adequate Finances
2. Too Great a Distance from College(s)
3. Not Enough Time to Commit to School Assignments
4. lack of Encouragement from People in my Life
S. Unexpected Personal/Family Crlsis

6. Other
6. Other
VHILE PARTICIPATING IN THE EXTERNAL To & Seall ToSome ToaGrest ToaVery
IRCEYE, TO WHAT EXTENT: Extet Extent Extent  Grest Extent

56. Were you astisfied with the smount of
academic advising you received?

57. Were you able to find the necessary time
to complete your college assignments?

58. Did you procrastinate until the last mimute

with doing your college assignments?

59« Were you satisfied with the quality of
’ academic advising you received?

Were you confident with:

60. Your atudy skills?

g
- - B

61, Your reading ability?

62,  Your writing ability?

63. Your ability to express yourself verbally?

64, Your abllity to cope with stress?

e § e | e | o | e

NNl
(SIS IR ()
Sjefelel e

65. Your ability to cope with new academic
challenges?

66. Were finances a problem for you?

W wn Wil



VHILE PARTICIPATING IN THE EXIFRMAL

IGREE, TO WHAT EXTENT IN GENERAL:

67. Was it difficult for you to ask your
advisor for help when you needed 1t?

68. Was it difficult for you to ask your
instructors for help when you needed 1it?

69. Do you feel the rules and procedures of

the External Degree Program inhibited your

progress toward completing the degree?

10 WHAT EXTENT did each of the following
persons encourage you in pursuing your

college education:

70.

Spouse/significant other

Does not

To a Smll

226

ThaCGeast ToaVery

]

Extent  Crest Extent

2

.

Parents

72.

Brothers/Sisters

73.

Children

74,

Friends

5.

Erployer

OQQQQCE

HIIE YOU SERE PARTICIPATING IN

76« How often were courses that you

desired to teke in order to complete
your degree offered to you?

71. Vere the courses you wanted to take

offered at convenient times for you?

How much {spact do you think thet

in the BOSC Bxternal Degree Program had on:

78. Knowing yourself?
79. Using interpersonal skills?

80, Seeing alternative points of view?

]

RN

Quite

a BRit

[P P )

&
W L

Please use the space below to answer the following question: "If you had it to do all over again, what would you
do differently a 'second time around’ when returming to college?"

PLEASE GQE(X TO MAKE SURE YOU HAVEN'T SKIPPED ANY QUESTIONS AND HAVE ONLY ONE RESPONSE PER (UESTION.

Thark you very mich for completing this survey. Please retumn it in the enclosed envelope.
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EXTERNAL DEGREE SURVEY SHOWTNG WORDING CHANGE IN QUESTTON 42 FOR LEAVERS

WHOE YOU WEEE PARTICIPATING IN TIE EXTERNAL IEGRFE ... nr
YES ND APPLICAMR
27. Was a college degree required for contimuation in your chosen career? 1 2 3
Did you cut back on any of the following activities:
28, Pald employment? 1 2 3
29, Social activities with friends? : 1 2 3
30. _Alone time with spouse or significant other? 1 2 3
31. Housework/home maintenance? 1 2 3
32. Involvement in children's activities? 1 2 3
33. Involvement in civic responsibilities? 1 2 3
34, Was feedback on your sssigmnts from your course Instructors timely? 1 2 3
35 What sge interval best describes you while 4L What rarking in your high school, graduating class

.

you were participating in the External Degree

1.
2.
3'
llo
5.
6.

under 23 years
2435 years
36-44 years
45-54 years
55-64 years

over 64 years 42,

Which term best describes the grade level at
which you entered the External Degree?
Freshman (044 quarter credits)
Sophomore  (45-89 quarter credits)
Junfor (90-134 quarter credits)
Senior (135 or more credits)

What was the highest degree you expected

to receive?

1. Did not expect to receiwe degree

2 Associste Degree

3 Baccalsureate Degree

4 Graduate Degree (e.y., Masters,
Educational/Medical Doctorate, Law)

43.

For the most part, what type of community did
you live in while participating in the External
Degree Program?

1. Rural ares or farm, 15+ miles from city

2. Town or small city under 50,000

3. Mediumrsized city (50,000-250,000)

4. Suburban area near large city

5. Llarge city over 250,000

What was your high school grade point everage
(on a 4-point scale where A=4, B, O=2, D=1)?
Cuess, If you don't remember exactly.

1. 3.76-4.00 6. 1.50-1.99

2, 3.50-3.75 7. 1.00-1.49

3. 3.00-3.49 8. 0.00-0.99

4, 2,50-2.99 9. N/A, received a

5. 2.00-2.49 General Ed. Diplom (GED)

All in all, how good an education do you think you
received through Esstern Oregon State College?

1. unable to judge 4. good
2. mather poor 5. very good
3 fair 6 excellent

best describes you?

L upper 20% of graduating class

2 in the middle 60% of my graduating class
3 lower 202 of graduating clsss

4 N/A, received a General Education Diploma

Which statement best describes your progress
toward gradustion in the Extermal Degree Program?
(include credit recommendations on your portfolio
essays, if applicablel I averaged:

l. less than 6 credits per temm,
2 between 6 and 8 credits per term
3. between 9 and 11 credits per term.
4, at least 12 credits per term.

In your opinion, how high is the quality of EOSC?
1. Very low

2. Fairly low

3. Neither high nor low

4. Fairly high

S. Very high

Ueing the descriptions below, mark the mmber that
correspords to the highest educational level of:

4. Your mother _
45. Your father _
46, Your spouse __

(1) less then High School

(2) High School/GED Diploms

(3) Post High School, non-
college vocational
school training

(4) Some College

(5) College Degree

47, How many hours per week were you employed cutside
your home while you participated in the External Degree

1.
2.
3
'R
5
6.

0, did not work outside my home
1-10 hours

11-20 hours

21-30 hours

3140 hours

over 40 hours



APPENDIX B

OFFICIAL STATISTICAL TABLES RELATED TO SIGNIFICANTLY

DIFFERENT COMPARISONS (p<.05) DESCRIBED

IN CHAPTERS IV-V

This first section of this appendix includes tables of
comparisons between leavers and finishers, presented in the
numerical order in which survey questions were asked. The
second section includes tables of comparisons between rural
and urban respondents, and the third section includes com-
parisons between males and females.
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LEAVERS vs FINISIIERS
SURVEY QUESTION #7

Credit Rec'd. via Portfolio Essays? - (X Axis)

R BY - - e
Leaver or Finfsher - (Y Axis)
Number I yes 1 no 1
Row % 1 1 1
Column 2 1 1 1 Row
Total 2 1 1 1 2 I Totals
---------- | il Sl Dbttt o it
1 49 1 63 1
leavers | 1 43.8 1 56.3 1 112
1 21.4 1 73.3 1 35.6
1 15.6 1 20.0 1
| R R l-~—=——=
1 180 1 2} 1
finishers 2 I 88.7 1 1.3 1 203
1 78.6 1 26.7 1 64.4
1 57.1 1 7.3 1
| e mm—————— l-=——=ee=-
Column 1 229 1 86 1 315
Totals 1 72,7 1 27.3 1 100.0
Corrected Cht square = 71.13 Valid cases = 315
Degrees of freednm - 1 Misaing cases = 1
Probability of chance = 0.000 Response rate = 99.7 %
Phi - 0.475
Contingency coeff. = 0.429
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LEAVERS vs FINTSHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #8

Credit Rec'd by Ind. Stud/Correspondence? - (X Axis)

—--—BY—-—_
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number I yes I no 1
Row X 1 1 1
Column X 1 1 I Row
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals
---------- | e e &t
L 25 1 86 1
leavers 1 1 22.5 1 77.5 1 111
1 17.6 1 49.7 1 35.2
I 7.9 1 27.3 1
lmmere | R it CE LR L
1 117 1 87 1
finishers 2 I 57.4 1 42.6 1 204
L 82.4 1 50.3 1 64.8
I 37.1 1 27.6 1
[-~v————— leseoc—e e
Coluan 1 142 1 173 1 315
Totals I 45.1 1 54,9 1 100.0

Corrected Chi square
Degrees of freedom
Probability of chance
Phi

Contingency coeff.

33.83 Valid cases = 315
1 Missing cases = |
Reasponse rate = 99.7 %

T 33 8
c
.
o
o
<
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #173

Weekend College: Non-La Grande Sites? ~ (X Axis)

- = = = BY = = - ~-
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number I yes I no 1
Row % 1 I . 1 .
Column 2 1 1 I Row
Total % 1 i 1 2 I Totals
---------- R e S D Rl
1 21 1 91 1
leavers 1 I 18.8 1 81.3 1 112
1 18.6 1 44.8 1 35.4
4 6.6 1 28.8 I
| il | et lememm———
1 92 1 112 1
finishers 2 1 45.1 1 54.9 1 204
1 8l.4 1 55.2 1 64.6
1 29.1 1 35.4 1
[venmnen- oo )
Column 1 113 1 203 1 316
Totals 1 35.8 I 64.2 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = 20,71 Valid cases = 316
Degrees of freedom = 1 Misaing cases = 0
Probabslity of chance = 0,000 Response rate = 100.0 %
Phi = 0.256
Contingency coeff. = 0.248
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LEAVERS vs FINTSHERS
SURVEY QUESTION 414

Weekend Colleges: La Grande? - (X Axis)

- = = = BY = = - =

Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axisg)
Number I yes I no 1
Row X 1 1 1
Column 2 1 1 1 Row
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals
---------- | E L il C L Lt S Rl Lt
1 24 1 88 1
leavers 1 [ 21.4 1 °78.6 1 112
1 20.2 1 44.9 1 35.6
1 7.6 1 27.9 1
l=mrrmn - | [ememmee
I 95 1 108 I
finishers 2 1 46.8 1 53.2 1 203
1 79.8 1 55.1 1 64.4
1 30.2 1 34.3 1
| ] e leweme——-
Column 1 119 1 196 1 315
Totals 1 37.8 1 62.2 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square 18.69 Valid cases - 315
Degrees of freedonm 1 Migsing cases = 1

Probability of chance
Phi
Contingency coeff.

Response rate = 99.7 2

s g 0 0B
o
.
o
[~
[=}
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SHRVEY QUESTION #15

Transfer Credits from Other Schools? - (X Axis)

- - = = BY = o~ =~ =
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number 1l yes I no I
Row 2 1 1 I
Column X 1 1 I Row
Total %X 1 i 1 2 1 Totals
---------- | Rt St DL Dbl B
1 80 1 31 1
leavers 1 r 72.1 1 27.9 1 111
I 28.8 1 83.8 1 35.2
1 25.4 1 9.8 1
I--v—===- I-mwmmm—— |
1 198 1 6 1 :
finishers 2 1 97.1 1 2.9 1 204
I 71.2 1 16.2 1 64.8
1 62.9 1 1.9 1
[ [—emmmme— )
Coluon 1 278 1 37 1 315
Totals I 88.3 1 11,7 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = 40,91 Valid cases = 315
Degrees of freedon - 1 Missing cases = 1
Probability of chance = 0.000 Response rate = 99.7 2
Phi = 0.360
Contingency coeff. = 0.339
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LEAVERS vs FINTSHERS
SHRVEY QUESTION #18

Focus on Speciffic Area? - (X Axis)

- e e - BY - o = e
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number 1 yes I no 1
Row X 1 1 1
Column % 1 1 I Row
Total X 1 1 1 2 1 Totals
---------- [-—crrren ] mmmmccnn ] cemmme
1 57 1 54 1
leavers 1 1 51.4 1 48.6 1 111
I 28.8 1 46.2 1 35.2
I 18.1 1 17.1 1
|- | o=
1 141 1 63 1
finishers 2 1 69.1 1 30.9 1 204
I 71.2 1 53.8 I 64.8
1 44.8 1 20.0 1
1 ________ 1_5. ------ 1__- ;;;;;
Column I 198 1 117 1 3ls
Totals 1 62,9 1 37.1 1 100.0

Corrected Chi square
Degrees of freedom
Probability of chance
Phi

Contingency coeff.,

8.97 Valid cases = 315
1 Migsing cases = 1
Response rate = 99.7 2

30 0
o
.
(=
o
w



235

LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #19

Awareness of other External Degrees? ~ (X Axis)

__—_BY—_—_
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number l yes I no 1
Row X 1 1 1
Column X 1 1 I Row
Total 2 1 1 1 2 1 Totals
---------- | et el el e B
1 57 1 54 1
leavers 1 I 51.4 1 48.6 1 111
I 29.1 1 45.4 1 35.2
1 18.1 1 17.1 1
l=———m——— leremmne— [ mmnena
1 139 1 65 1
finiehers 2 1 68.1 1 31.9 1 204
1 70.9 1 54,6 1 64.8
1 44.1 1 20.6 1
Joemmeveaa loceccnns Ivemmecn=
Column 1 196 1 119 1 315
Totals 1 62.2 1 37.8 1 100.0

7.91 Valid cases = 315
1 Missing cases = 1
Response rate = 99.7 X

Corrected Chi square
Degrees of freedom
Probability af chance
Phi

Contingency coeff.

s 88 0 B
o
.
(]
o
w
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #20

Complete Assignments on Time? - (X Axis)

- - . - BY-_-—
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number 1 yes I no I
Row 2 1 1 1
Column Z 1 1 1 Row
Total 2 1 1 1 2 1 Totals
---------- ) e el LT L Lt
L 65 1 37 1
leavers 1 I 63.7 1 36.3 1 102
I 24.7 1 86.0 1 33.3
1 21.2 1 12.1 1
i | e [-——m———-
1 198 1 6 1
finishers 2 1 97.1 1 2.9 1 204
1 75.3 1 14.0 1 66.7
1 64.7 1 2.0 1
lermmmn—— D [~eem—n——
Column 1 263 1 43 1 306
Totals I 85.9 1 14.1 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = 59,82 Valid cases - 306
Degrees of freedom - 1 Missing cages = 10
Probability of chance = 0.000 Response rate = 96.8 X
Phi = 0,442
Contingency coeff. = 0,404
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LEAVERS vs FINTSHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #21

Consider Transferring to Other School? - (X Axis)

- = o - uY - e = -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number 1 yes I no I
Row X 1 1 1
Column X I 1 I Row
Total %X 1 1 1 2 I Totals
—————————— IR ket B DL LS el S DLl St
1 43 1 68 1
leavers 1 1 38.7 1 61.3 1 111
I 82,7 1 25.9 1 35.2
1 13.7 1 21.6 1
- ) e Dl Jrmmr————
I 9 1 195 1
finighers 2 I 4,4 1 95.6 1 204
I 17.3 1 74.1 1 64.8
1 2,9 1 61.9 1
[--—e - ) ~lm—m—————
Coluomn 1 52 1 263 1 315
Totals I 16,5 1 83.5 1 100.0

Corrected Ch1 square = 58.99 Valid cases = 315
Degrees of freedom - 1 Missing cages = 1
Probability of chance = 0.000 Response rate = 99.7 2
Phi = 0,433

Contingency coeff. = 0.397
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #22

Discuss Leaving non-EOSC Personnel? - (X Axis)

- === BY = = = =

Leaver or Finfsher - (Y Axis)

Number 1 yes 1 no 1
Row X 1 1 1
Column Z 1 1 1 Row
Total % 1 i I 2 1 Totals
---------- e e CL L L EEES E L LT
1 16 1 95 1
leavers 1 1 14,4 1 85.6 1 111
1 69.6 1 32.5 1 35,2
1 5.1 1 30.2 1
- [-werce—~ | S L D
1 7 1 197 1
finiehers 2 1 3.4 1 96.6 1 204
I 30.4 1 67.5 1 64.8
1 2.2 1 62.5 1
l-w=m——- [-reme——— I-=====--
Colunmn 1 23 1 292 1 315
Totals 1 7.3 1 92.7 1 100.0
Corrected Chi squarte = 11,24 Valid cases - 315
Degrees of freedom = 1 Misaing cases = 1
Probability of chance = 0,001 Response rate = 99.7 2
Phi - 0,189
Contingency coeff. = 0.186



leavers

finishers

LEAVERS vs

FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #23

239

Acadenic Expectations too Difficult? - (X Axis)

Leaver or Finisher ~ (Y Axis)

BY - - - -
Number 1 yes
Row X 1
Column 2 1
Total 2 1 1
—————————— 1—————---
1 26
1 1 23.9
1 70.3
1 803
1 11
2 1 5.4
1 29.7
1 3.5
[=——encae
Column 1 37
Totals 1 11.9

Corrected Chi square

Degrees of freedom

Probability of chance

Phi
Contingency coeff.

Pl gt et gt et et bt Gt b bt e b pmt Pl et b et

no 1
1
I Row
2 I Totals
) -
83 1
76,1 1 109
30,2 1 34,9
26.6 1
-------- I--______
192 1
94,6 1 203
69.8 I 65.1
6l1.5 1
________ 1_-_-----
275 1 312
88.1 1 100.0
- 21.32
- 1
= 0,000
= 0,261
= 0,253

Valid cases 312
Missing cages = &
Response rate = 98.7 %
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTTON #24

Degree Requirements Clear by Advisor? - (X Axis)

- - - = By - - - -
Leaver or Finisher = (Y Axis)
Number I yos 1 no 1
Kow 7 | 1 1
Column % | 1 I Row
Total Z i 1 I 2 1 Torals
---------- [ il Bttt et Bt i
I 84 1 27 1
leavers i 1 75,7 1 24.3 1 111
I 10.9 1 69.2 1 35.4
[} 2.4 1 Ko i
1= mmme e R R
(I T 12 1
finishers 2 I Y4,1 i 5.9 1 203
| 69,9 1 .8 1 64.06
| [t} 1 .8 1
o e - ommmm
Column 1 215 1 39 1 314

Totals I 87.6 1 12.4 1 100.0

Cortected Chl square = 20,7 Valld cases = 314
Deprees of freedom = 1 Missing cases = 2
Probability of chaonce = 0,000 Kesponse rate = Y9.4 %
Phi = 0.2%]1

Continpency coetf, = 0.24Y
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LEAVERS vs FINTSHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #25

Should La Grande meetings be Requiced? - (X Axis)

- - = = BY = -~ -~ =
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number I yes I no I
Row 7 1 1 1
Column 7 I 1 I Row
Total % 1 ] 1 2 1 Totals
---------- R o i Bl et
1 28 1 82 1
leavers ] I 2%.% 1 74.5 1 110
I 26.9 1 39.2 1 35.1!
! HeY 1 26.2 1
o J—memr——— lemm————
! v 1 127 I
finlishers M 1 37.4 1 62.6 1 2071
[} 79.1 1 60.8 1 64.9
1 24 .1 1 40,06 1
|~ = |rmrmm——— f-—====---

Column I 104 209 313
Totals I V1.2 | 6.8 1 100.0

Corrected Chi square = 4,09 Valld cases = 313
Deprees ol {frecdom = 1 Mlasing cates = J
Probabil ity ol chance = .04 Response rate - 99,10 %
Phi = H.lt4

Continpency coetf,

V.14
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LEAVERS vs FINTSHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #26

Should Standardized Tests be Required? - (X Axis)

___—BY————
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axias)
Number I yes I no 1
Row %X 1 1 1
Coluan X 1 1 1 Row
Total 2 1 1 1 2 I Totals
---------- e e L L
1 35 1 15 1
leavers 1 1 31.8 I 68,2 1 110
1 24.1 1 44,4 1 35.0
I o1tel 1 23,9 1
lreemneee leeerm— L e e
1 110 I 94 1
finishers 2 1 53.9 1 46,1 1 204
1 75.9 1 55.6 1 65.0
I 35.0 1 29.9 1
lm————e—— e
Column 1 145 1 169 1 L4
Totals 1 46,2 1 53,8 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square 13.17 Valid cases = 314

Degrees of freedom
Probability of chance
Phi

Contingency coeff. 0.201

1 Missing cases = 2
Response rate = 99.4 2

s 40 B8
(=]
.
o
=}
[~



LEAVERS vs

SHRVIEY

Pegree Required

#27

for Career

FINTSHERS
QUESTION

- = - BY - - - -
Leaver or Finfsher - (Y Axfs)
Number I yes I no 1 N/A 1
Row Z 1 1 1 1
Column w | 1 I I Row
Total = 1 i 1 2 1 i 1 Totals
—————————— R it Sttt Rt Rt
| 29 1 6Y 1 9 1
leavers 1 27,1 1 wv4.5 1 8.4 | 1u7
I 2%.,2 1 4l1.3 1 37.% 1 3%.0
1 9.5 1 22.5 1 2.9 1
= e —— Jorm———— | R
| 86 1 98 1 15
finfishers 2 booa3d.2 1 4902 1 7.5 1 199
I 4.8 1 S58B.7 1 62.5 1 05%.0
I 28,10 1 32.0 1} 4.9 1
e |~ [-rem——-- |memmm =
Column [ rs 1 1ol 1 24 1 306
Totals | 7.6 1 54.6 1 7.8 1 100.0
Chi square = 7.8% Valid ca
Pegrees ol freedom = Missing
Peobabifity ot chance = 0,020 Response
Cramer's V U. 160
Continpency coeflt. = 0,158

S¢S
cases
rale

Contiunuation?

n

243

(X Axis)
306

10
96.4 %
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY. QUESTION #29

Reduced Soclal Activities w/Frieonds? - (X Axis)

- e = = BY -_ . e -
Leaver or Findsher - (Y Axis)
Number 1 yes I ne 1 N/A §
Row % ) { 1 1
Column & 1 1 | I Row
Total % { | I 2 i 3 I Totals
---------- |t B tatal e bl Bl R bl bl ek it
| 44 1 57 i 8 )
leavers 1 40,4 1 52,3 1 7.3 1 109
1 20.) 1 41.3 1 100.0 1 j4.8
l 4.1 I 18,2 I 2.6 I
e l--—e==- [~
I 121 I 81 i 0 [
finishers 2 I e0.3 1T 39.7 1 0.0 1 204
1 73.7 1 S8.7 ] 0.0 I 69,2
| 39.1% 1 25.9 1 0.0 i
lommmr e | [~mm—— | R daind
Column 1 167 1 138 1 8 1 313

Totals ! 3.4 1 44.) I 2.6 1 1000

Chi square = 22.81 Valid cases = 313
Degrees o treedom = 2 Misstng cases = 3
Probabllity ol chance = 0,000 Kesponse rate - Y.l %
Cramect's V = 0.2/0

Contingency coetd, = (Ja20]1

Caution: | cell contains an expected trequency less than b



leavers

finishers

LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #30

Reduced Alone Time w/Spouse/Sign. Other?

Leaver or Findsher

BY ~ - - -

Number I yes I n

Row % | 1

Column 7 1 1

Total 7 1 | 1

---------- J~em—m——=l

I 50 1

| I 45.5 1

1 30.1 1

199 1

Jomrr e 1

1 116 1

2 1 56.9 1

| 69.9 1

1 36.9 1

|mmmmm 1

Column ! oo 1

Totals I 52.9 1

Chi square

Degrees of freedon
Probablllty of chance
Cramer's V
Contingency coefl,

N

— b e b bt e e pme Pt e hed e fd gt S b

11.17

0.004
U. 184
0.185

/A

Valid cases =
Missing cases =
Response rate =

245

4
2
99.4 %
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LEAVERS vs FINISUHERS
SURVEY OUESTION #31

Keduced Houscework/Home Maiatenance? - (X Axis)

- - == BY - - - -
Leaver or Flnisher - (Y Axis)
Number I yes 1 no I N/A 1
Row 7 | 1 1 I
Column X 1 | 1 . 1 Kow
Total 7 ] I I 2 I 3 1 Totals
---------- [ el L il et il btk
| 46 1 55 1 7 1
leavers 1 Ioa2.6 1 50.9 1 beh I 1oy
| 29.5 I 37.2 | 87.5 | Ya. 6
| V4.7 I 17.06 ] 2.2 1
f = = bl Bt l-v————-- ===
1 o 1 93 1 1 1
finishers 2 1 58.9 1 45.6 1 0.9 | 204
17005 1 62.8 (1 12,5 1 bY.4
1 193 1 29. 8 1 0.3 I
[==mmmm [~emmee === lmmmmmm
Column I Y 148 1 8 1 112
Totals I £ IO S R N W AT R | 2.6 1 luo,0
Chi squaie = 12.12 Valid cases = 312
Degrees ot treedom = 2 Missing cases - 4
Probabllity ot chance = 0,002 Kesponse rate = 98,7 7%
Cramer's V = 0.197
Continpgency coett, = 00193

Caution: | cell containg an expected frequency less than b



leavers

finishers

LEAVERS vs

SURVEY

OUESTION

FINISHERS

37

Feduced Civie Responsibilities -

BY - - - -
Leaver or Finlsher
Number I yes I no 1 N
Row 7% | 1 I
Column 7= | 1
Total « I I § 2 |
——————————— [=—mmm—em [ mmmee— -]
I 21 1 by 1
1 I 19.1 1 59.1 1
1 17.8 1 43,0 1
] 6.l 1 2007
[EEET S | == —e |
1 Y/ I B0 1
) I 47.5% 1 42,2 1
I K2.2 1 57.0 1
I 0.9 1 27.4 1
|mmmm |~emmem e 1
Column § [ HE: I 151 [
Totals 1 Y7.6 1 48.1 1
Chi square = 20,28
Begrees of treedom = 2
Probability ot chance =  0.000
Criamer's V = 0.28Y
Contlupency coetl. = U.2/H8

_(Y

/A

Axls)

I

i

I Row

I Totals
[,
§

1 110

| 15.0

!

l ________
I

I 204

I [N 1)

|

l ________
i 114

1 100,40

Valid ca
Missing
Response

(X Axis)

S5CS
cCases
rate

314

99.4

247
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LEAVERS vs FINTSHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #34

lustructor Feedback on Courses Timely? - (X Axis)

Leaver or Fiofsher = (Y Axis)

Number I yes I no 1 N/A 1
Row % 1 i 1 1
Column Z 1 } 1 I Row
Total 7% ] | 1 2 { 3 1 Totals
---------- Rt L Rt bl B el bt L
1 59 § 22 i 24 1
leavers 1 o%ael 1 20,2 1 25.7 109
I 25%.5 1 48,9 1 H2.,4 1 35.2
IR I (R R O R O N
Jmmmmm e lmmmmm e 1-mmmmme - = mmm e
1 172 1 23 1 6 1
finishers 2 1 d85%.6 1 1.4 1 J.001 201
1 74.5 O T D O T R YO
Fo55%.5 1 . 1 1.9
|- == l=~e=——- |
Column I 271 1 45 1 Y4 | 310
Totals 1 Ia.n 1 4.5 1 1.0 1 10000
Chi square = 46,31 Valid cases = 310
Degrees ol trecdom = 2 Misslog cates = b
Probability ot chance = G000 Kesponne vate - 9801 2
Cramer's V = 0.38/
Contingency coeff. = 0,701



leavers

finishers

LEAVERS

Vs

Grade Level a

Leaver or Finisher - (Y
Number I Frosh 1 Soph 1 Junfor
Kow % I 0=-44 1 45-89 1 90-134
Column 7% 1 I 1
Total &« | 1 1 2 1 3
---------- e i Dl B
1 23 1 20 1 56
1 20,01 1 18.3 L 51.4
Io5t.1 1 40.8 | 33.1
1 1.} | 6.4 1 17.49
b= R el (R it
I 22 1 29 1 3
2 I 1w.8 1 14.2 I 55.4
I 4R. 9 I 59,2 I b6.9Y
| 1.0 1 9.3 I 6.1
lomemmmmm— | e ke ==
Column 1 49 1 49 1 169
Totals | I /TP S A I T A R T §
Chi square = 1i.048
Deprees ol Ireedom =
Probability ol c¢hance = 0.011
Cramer's V = U.188
Continpgeney coetf., = 0.189

FINISUERS
SURVEY QUESTION #736

cance

249

o Ext. Depree = (X Axis)

t

Axis)

I Senlor
1 115+
1

1 4

l ________
I 10

1 9.2

I 2040

I 1.2

l ________
1 40

I 19.6

1 HO.Q

| 12.8

l ________
| 90

I lo. 0

Valld ca
Missing
Response

1

1

I Row

L Totals
J=—wmmm——
1

1 10y

1 34.8

I

l _________
1

1 204

1 65.2

L

l ________
! 11

1 oo,

ses =

Cdberys =

riate =



leavers

fintshers

Caution:

4

LEAVERS

SURVEY QUESTION #737

Hipghest Degree Expected
BY - - - -
Leaver or Finfsher - (Y
Number I None 1 Assoc. 1 BS/BA
Row 7 1 1 1
Column % ] 1 1
Total 7% I 1 1 2 1 3
---------- e et bl L el
1 4 1 b 1 93
1 I 3.6 I 5.4 1 8.8
| HO.0 I 100.0 i 3.7
1 1.3 1 1.9 1 9.5
oo [-=====-- [ Bt
! ] { o 1 1873
2 1 0.5 1 0.0 1 89.7
1 20.0 1 0.0 1 6b.3
1 0.3 | 0.0 1 58.1
e~ - J-=mmm——-
Column I 5 1 6 1 276
Totals I l.6 1 1.9 1 Hl.t
Chi square = lb.24
Degrevs ot lreedom = 3
Probability ot chance = 0,001
Cramer's V = 0,227 .
Contingeney coeff, = 0.221
cells contain an expected requ

vs FINTSHERS

to OUbtaln

Axis)

1 Grad.

I

I

1 4

l _________
1 s}

I 7.2

1 28,0

| PN

l _________
I 20
1 9.8

| 71.4

{ 6.

I ________
i 28

1 4.9

Valtd ca
Missing
Response

ency less than

- (X Axi
1

1

1 Row

I Totals
l ________
1

1 11

1 19,2

!
l---——...__._

1 315
I oo.u

ses =
cases =
rate =

9

s)

250



leavers

finishers

Number {
Row 7% ]
Column 7 i
Total % 1
__________ f -
1

| 1

i

I

l_

|

2 ]

|

1

I-

Column 1
Totals |

Chi square
Deprees ol
Probability
Cramer's V
Contingency

LEAVERS

ualloy

Leaver

cannot
judpe

freedom

ol chance

1

— . -

— -

251

vs FINTSIHERS

SURVEY QUESTION #4540
of FOSEC kducatton Recelved - (X Axis)
or Finfsher ~ (Y Axisg)
poor/ 1 pgood/ 1
tair I exclnt 1
1 I Row
2 1 3 I Totals
________ | R D
14 1 3 §
12.5 F 33.9 1 112
hb.7 1 lo.8 1 iv%. 4
4.4 1 12.0 1
________ (S R
7 I 188 }
3.4 1 92.2 1 204
33.3 I 83,2 1 Ohatd
2.2 1 59.5 1
________ [ U,
21 1 220 | Jl6
6.6 1 Ji.% 1 1ob.o
= 123,24 Valid cases = 316
2 Missing cases = 0
= g.000 Response gate - 100.0 %
= 0,624
= 0,530

coeff,



SURVEY QUESTION #42:

Progress Towmrd Grada,

1tton In Program

fess than 6 crs./term
between 6-8 crs./tern
between 9-11 crs/term
at least 12 crs./term

Missing cases = 5

Response

Bar Graph of Propress

Value Labels

less than 6 crs./term

betwern b=-8 crs./term
between 9=11 cio/term
at least 12 crs./term

pereent

Toward Graduatfon

97.5 2

Percent

)] 1o
! !

20

PRI AN

30

wxa (9 )
REARRRRRAARE ( 4p )

AARASANARR ( 37 )

RAAARAARRRAAARRRARRAAARARAR (

40

SURVEY QUESTION #42:

Progress Toward Graduation in Program

7 RBar Graph ol lropgre

Value Labels

nene, never startd

up to about 25 crs
25-75 crs.
76-125 crs.

>125¢cr

= nene, never startd
= up Lo about 25 crs
= 2%5-75 crs.
= 76=125 crs.
= > 25¢r

Total

Missing cases
Response percent

7

e Towarnd

GCraduation

0 10
! !

20

ARRRRRRAAAARARRRRRARNRAARRA N ( %9 )

30

teeesn

in Program

252

FINISHERS
Number Percent  Cumulative
9 4.5 2 4.5 2
46 23.1 2 27.6 2
37 1.6 2 46.2 %
107 53.8 X 100.0 %
149 fou. z 100.0 2
ol Total
50 60 70 80 90 100
PRI S S A D D e |
107 )
LEAVERS
Number Percent Cumulative
55 52.4 2 52.4 %
22 21.0 2 73.3 %
13 12,4 2 85.7 %
Y 8.6 2 94.3 2
6 5.7 % 100.0 2
105 100.0 % 100.0 %
93.8 %
Program
Peccent of Total
40 50 (1] 70 80 90 100
LTI IR RO P I e |

hkhkhhhdhdkhd ( 22 )

AhkRhhk i ( 13 )

Akkka (g )

;ii {6 )
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LEAVERS vs FINTSHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #43

Iow Iiph is Quality of EOSG ~ (X Axis)
- = o = BY P

Legver o1f Finfsher - (Y Axis)

Number

I overy/ I wot Wi 1 tadrly 1 very 1
Row 2 I tadvly 1 or loaw | high | high !
Column 2 1 low ] 1 I 1 Row
Total % | t 1 2 1 i} ! 4 I Totals
---------- I Bttt el T Bl ld
t [ | 50 1 45 1 [
leavers 1 | S.4 1 44,6 1 4HO.2 9.8 1 12
I 8%.7 L 62.% 1 26.3 1 19.0 1 345.4
{ 1.9 1 15.8 1 14.2 1 I
| I-mmmm e oo [meem———- [mrmme=
] 1 ! jo 1 126 1 4l 1
finfshers 2 | 0.% 1 14,7 1 ol.8 1 23.0 | 204
! t4. 3 i 37.5 i 713.7 1 Bi. 0 ! b4.6
t 0.3 1 9.5 1L 39.9 1 1l4.% 1
o mm-— |==mcceem | R LT [wmemmemm |——m————
Column 1 7 1 40 1 171 1 98 1 ileée
Totals 1 2.2 1 29,3 1 %401 1 LH.A L JOBL0
Chi squagpe = 4b.4] Valid cases = 316
Deprees ol freedom = 3 Missing cdses s 0
Probability ot chance =  0.000 Response rate = 1000 %
Cramer's V s 0,348}
Countinpency coetf, =  (.358

Cautlon: 2 cells contaln an evxpected frequency less than )



- - - - BY - - - -
Number 10
Row % !
Column 2 1
Total 2 l
- - l....
leavers !

tintshern

Caution:

Column 1
Totals |

Chi square
Deprees ol o
Probabliltity
Cramer's V
Contingency

J cells contaln

LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #47

Nours/Week Employed Outside Home = (X Axis
Leaver or Finfsher - (Y Axis)
1 1=10hr 1 11-20 1 21-30 1 31-40
{ 1 1 1
I ! 1 1
I 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 b)
------ [l L el R DL LD DD K talated
R | 2 1 3 1 2 1 25
71 1.8 1 2.7 1 1.8 1 22.%
8.8 1 28.6 1 20.0 1 te.7 I 26.0
1.0 1 0.6 I 1.0 1 0.6 1 7.9
------ | R R L e R L il EE L TR
Py 5 1 12 1 101 71
[ | 2.% |1 5.0 ! how | VhA.H
Bi. 4 1 Tlod ) BO.O 1 83,3 | Th. 0
4.1 1 1.6 1 3.8 1 3.2 1 22,0
------ | e LS EL L Lt O tainlad
16 1 7 1 15 1 12 1 96
5.1 1 2.2 1 4.8 1 3.8 1 30.5
= 15.95 Valid cases -
reedom = 5 Missing cases =
ol c¢hance = 0.007 Response tate =
= 0.225
cocffl. = 0.220

an expected frequency

less than

5

)

I > 40hr
1

1

1 6

| PP
1 76

I 68.5

I 45.0

1 24.1

| EX T
| 93

| 4.6

I 5%5.0

1 29.5

1 --------
1 169

1 53.7
315

!

99.7 2

254



LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #50

255

Amout of Time Required for Program - (X Axis)

Leaver or Finisher -

--——_BY....__

Number 1 > lhad I m

Row % 1 avalb 1
Column % 1 1 [ ¢

Total 7% 1 1 1

---------- [rmmmm———1

I 34 1

leavers 1 1 32.4 )

Po97.1 1

I 11.0 1

e 1

1 | I

finishers 2 1 0.5 1

1 2.9 1

1 0.3 1

[—memmm e 1

Column 1 35 1

Totals I 1.4 1

Chi square
Degrees of [reedom

Probability of chance
Cramer's V
Contingency coeff.

ore, I as 1
but 0 1 expct
1 d
2 1 3
———————— l---_-——
25 1 42
23.8 L 40.0
22.1 1 28.0
8.1 1 13.6
-------- l._-___.._
88 1 108
43.3 1 53.2
7.9 1 72.0
28.6 1| 35.1
________ l...__.....__
113 1 150
36.7 1 48.7
= 78,88
= 4
a2 0.000
= 0,506
= 0,452

Caution: 4 cells contain an expected frequency

(Y Axis)
I < lThad
I expet
1 d
1 4
-l --------
1 0
1 0.0
1 0.0
1 0.0
-l ________
1 5
1 2.5
1 100.0
1 1.6
—l ________
1 5
1 l.b

— g et pms n et e et s B g et e e Bm e

hardly
U tim

]

Valid cases -
Missing cases =
Response rate =

less

than

5
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #56

Satisfaction w/Amount of Academic Advice

- - == BY = - - -

Leaver or Finisher

Number 1 none 1 small/ 1 great/ 1
Row 1 1 1 some 1 D>great I
Column 2 1 1 1 1 Row
Total X 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 Totals
---------- l-meevecen]rmcmncncsecvcvcon]emsacnnw
1 14 1 54 1 41 1
leavers 1 i 12.8 1 49.5 1 37.6 1 109
1 77.8 1 55.1 1 20.9 1 34.9
1 4.5 1 17,3 1 13.1 1
[=mmmmeew oceecnw Jommmnm—aa )
1 4 1 44 1 155 1
finishers 2 1 2.0 1 21.7 1 76.4 1 203
1 22.2 1 44.9 1 79.1 1 65.1
I 1.3 1 14.1 1 49.7 1
|-mm————— l--- 1- 1 -
Column 1 18 1 98 1 196 I 312
Totals 1 5.8 1 31.4 1 62.8 1 100.0
Chi square = 49,01 Valid cases = 312
Degrees of freedom - 2 Missing cases = §
Probability of chance = 0.000 Response rate = 98.7 2
Cramer's V = 0.396
Contingency coeff. = 0.368



leavers

tinishers

Nitmber I
Row 7 |
Column % 1
Tatal . {

[P ——— ‘-.
1
] 1
|
|
l-
i
h I
!
!
l-.
Column |
Totals !

Chi sqoare
e reva ot
Probabilicy
Cramer ', Vv
Coant fnponcey

LEAVERS vs

SURVEY QUE

Able to

Leaver o Fia

frotre I small
1 some
i
| 1 2
________ l_-_—.._
22 1 517
LA L | 5543
9. I 975. 3
’.1 1 IR, a
- - ___l_........_
1 ] 50
n.s 1 24.8
4.0 ) 46,7
u.3 1 16.2
________ l_—.._—.
AR I Py
/.4 1 fa.n
Licedom

clhance =

vocll . =

Fiud Tiwe

FTINTSHERS

STION #57

Lo

o

o e -

tY Asin

AL oprearny o

I orureat |

i I Ruw

1 k) I Tervals
[ U P,

] iy t

| 26,2 |1 1o/

1 1. | J4en

| Y. 1 |
—.-l--—_—_..‘_l...-.--._

[ {51 i

{ la.8 207

i Bh. b | [P

1 4d4.9 4
R

{ 179 HIN

1 A AT
adodo Vil bd v
Z Mininyg
(TR banoponse
oY
he ity

Anadytimenty? -

Cadhen

pate

(W3

Aain)

WY
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LEAVERS vs FINTSIIERS
SURVEY QUESTION #58

Procrastinate with doinyg Work? = (X Axis)
- = = - uY - - - -
Leaver or Flufsher = (Y Axdis)
Number I wane I small/ 1 preat/ |
Row 7 I I some | Dpreat |
Column % 1 1 1 I Row
Total % ! ] 1 2 1 3 1 Totals
---------- [ Bl L R Db Lt
1 26 1 55 1 22 1
leavers 1 1 25,2 1 53.4 i 21.4 1 103
I 25,5 1 32.7 1 61.1 | 1.7
1 8.5 1 18.0 I 1.2 I
|rmmrmm = [—vrceee— [~—rmrme [-==~~==-
1 76 1 113 1 14 I
finfshers 2 | 37.4 1 55.7 1 6.9 1 209
i 14.% 1 6l.3 1 38.9 I [ ]
| 24.8 1 Jo.9 1 4.6 1
|- [ww—m e —— lmmemm e [-meem—-
Column ! 102 1 168 | 36 1 3006

Totals [ 3.3 I 54.9 i 1.8 I tou.0

Chil square = 15.26 Valid canes - 306
BDegrees al freedom = 2 Missing cases = 10
Probability of chance = 0.000 Response rate = 96.8 Z

Cramer's V = (0.22%
Contingenecy coelt, 0.218



259

LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #59

Satistaction w/guality ot Seadembc Advie - (X Axis)

Leavir ot Findsher -~ (Y Aalw)

Number I none I smatl/ 1 grear/ 1
Row 7% ! 1 souwe 1 spreat |
Column 2 | 1 1 I Ruw
Total % i 3 ! 2 [ i} b Total
------------ et L B B L LT
1 11 i 41 1 h2 1
leavers 1 ! 12.) i 38.7 1 49 .1 i oo
1 Ib.S I S0,0 I 24,4 I L)
1 el I [} t [ 1
l... .A-_._.._l __________ l .......... l........._‘.. -
| 4 1 41 i 158 ]
finfshers 2 I 2.0 1 20.2 1 1.8 1 203
] 2.5 1 50.0 1 75.2 I thel
1 1.3 1 13.3 1 St.l I
I _________ l ———————— l ________ [ e e
Column I 171 [ i 10y
Fotaly { 9.5 1 20.5 1 68,0 L luo.n
Chi squate s« 3ULHG Valid ciases = 309
beprters ol trecdom - 2 Mintinp cubes =/
Prabab: ity ot clance - 0. 0uh Keswpoane 1date Wl.R &
Cramer ' .V E N

Contiupgenecy vael{, “ U, i



leavers

finishers

Cautfon:

Number
Row 7
Column 7
Total 7

Column
Totals

Chil square

Degrees ol

Probabillly ot
Cramer*s ¥

LEAVERS vs

SURVIEY

Conlidence wi

Leaver

nane

lreedow

Coutlupency covtt.

— o ——

—

or Fin

small
some

chance =

cell conlaing an expected

FINISHERS

QUESTION

th Study Skilbls - (X Axis)

fsher

/1 yread/
I Jgreat
!

1 bl
] ————
1 59
I 54.1
1 28.8
I 8.3
e ————
1 146
1 71.6
I 71.2
I 46.6
e ——
1 20%

I 65.5
17.4
2
0.00u
0.2136
W.229
frequency

60

- (Y Axls)

Row
Totals

317
1000

Valid ¢a
Missiag
Respunse

tess than

Hen
Cabty

cate

%

313
3
99.1

260

%
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LEAVERS vs TFINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #061

Cont fdence with Reading Ability = (X Axis)

- - me = uY P )
Leaver or Finisher = (Y Axnis)
Number I small/ | great 1 >great |
Row = I Some I extent 1T extnt |1
Column 7 | | ! I Row
Total 7% | 1 { 2 1 3 I Totuls
—————————— Rt el B kel R b DD
! 24 1 53 I 32 1
ledvers 1 1 22.0 1 48.6 1 29.4 1 109
1 A4, 4 1 41,4 1L 24,4 § 4.8
1 lI«7 1 16,9 1 10.2 1
| l---==-—- | Jommemm -
I g1l 1 15 | Y99 1
finishers 2 I 14.7 1 Je.8 1 48.5 i 204
I 9%5%.6 1 58.6 I 75%.6 1 65.2
] Y.6 I 24,0 1 .6 1
[ - I~ [ ke
Column i 54 1 128 1 131 I Jid
Totals I 7.3 1 40,9 1 4t.9 1 100.0

Chi square = lo.84 Valid cases ~ 313
Depgrees of lreedom = 2 Missing cases = 3
Probability ol chance 0.004 Response rate = 99,1 7
Cramer's V = O.lEb

Contlnpency coett, 0.181

[
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LEAVERS vs FINTISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #63

Confidence with Verbal Expression -~ (X Axis)

Leaver or Findsher - (Y Axis)

Number I small/ 1 great 1 Spreat |1

Row 7 ) some I extent | extent |}

Column % | I 1 1 Row

Total 7 1 1 1 2 1 3 I Total:

---------- [ L Ll B T el B L L e s LR
1 27 1 57 1 25 1

leavers 1 bo24.8 1 52,3 1 22.9 | 109
I 42,9 1 39.6 1 23.6 1 15.8
1 H.b 1 18,2 i B.0 i
J=mmm Jemme e e it | el
1 36 1 87 1 81 1
finishers 2 1 17.6 1 42,6 1 39,7 1 204

1 57.1 i 60.4 1 1.4 1 09,2
1 I1.5 | 27.8 I 25.9 i
l—emmem— === [ [rmmmem e

Column ! 63 1 144 1 106 1 11

Totals 1 J0,.1 | 46.0 | 3.9 f 1ou,0

Chi square = 9.12 Valid cases = 313

Pegrees ot freedon a7 Minstng cases - 3

Probability ot chance = 0,010 Kespouse rate -~ 99,1 %

Cramer's V = U.171

Contingenecy coeff. = 0.168
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #64

toul fdenee with Coping, with Stresns = () Ax.s)

Leaver ar Finisher - (Y Axiz)
Number I none 1l small/ | great/ 1
Row % i I some I Jpreat 1
Column [ 1 1 I Row
Total 1 I l 2 1 3 L dorals
____________ l_.__-._..__l-._.__--._——l-—-—_—.—.—l_—-.--—-_
1 KO | 39 bt}
feavers 1 I 2.8 1 36.1 I ol.l 1 [
I .0 | 4.4 I 29,4 i 4.0
1 1.0 1 12. 1 24,2 1
i BT Pommm v [ e m s
1 1 t Wi i | ) 1
finishers 2 1 0.9 1 2.2 1 Jb.4 1 N
[ Y VR B T A L ) O N T |
1 [P S 9.1 P ohv.s 1
I B LR L L [ kil 1-- -
Column | [ 86 |1

’
Totals 1 1.1 4 27.1 1 Ui, [ RVt )

Chi .quase LF 964 . Valid cases s 311
begrees of freedom = 2 Missiug vases = 5
Probability ot chanee = 0,004 Response rate = 98.4 %
Cramet®s V = 0,174

Contiugensy coett,

. b72

Caut 'on: 2 vells contain an expected tooquency less then %
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LEAVERS vs FINTISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #65

Confidence with Coping w/Academics - (X Axis)

- - - - By - - -
Leaver or Findsher = (Y Axis)
Number I none I small/ 1 preat/ 1}
Row % i 1 some 1 Ddgreat |
Column % | 1 1 I Row
Total % ! 1 1 2 1 3 1 Totals
---------- lemmmmrmm e rme s o ] e
L 3 1 48 1 57 1
leavers | 1 2.8 1 44,4 1 52.8 1 108
P 1o0.0 1 57.1 1 25%.4 1 34,7
1 1.0 1 15.4 ] 18.1 1
rm - e [ el lmmmmm—
I 0 1 36 i 167 i
finfshers 2 ! 0.0 1 17.7 1 H2.31 i 203
| 0.0 1 42,9 1 74.,b 1 5.3
1 0.0 1 ko6 1 53.7 1
[ = o= |===-=--
Column ! 01 d4 1 224 111
Totals 1 1.0 1 27.0 1 712.0 1 l1uo.0

Chl square = 32.17117 Valid cuses = 311
pegrees ol lreedon = 2 Missing cases = )5
Probabitity of chance = 0.000 Response rate =  98.4 %
Cramer's V = U.325

Continpgency coetf. = (.309

Cautlon: 2 cells contain an expected {requency less than 5
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTTON #67

bitficulty w/Asking Adviror tor flelp - IX Axis)

B L -
feaver o Findsher = (Y Anls,
Numver I none P small/ 1 great/ |
Row 7 t I some 1 preat |
Column 2 I i 1 I Row
Tovtal 72 I { 1 2 i 3 I Totals
___________ l..____‘-_..I.._..____-l___..__.—-.l_..—..-—--
! 371 51 1 21 1
leavers | I y1.9 U 46.8 1 19.3 1 1o
1 0.7 1 48.0 | 72.4% 1 Va.d
I 11.48 1 16, s | b,/ |
Tl |~ mmm - fmrmmoee s
1 141 1 540 | Y 1
tinishers N [ AT PR | 265 | 3.9 1 Sua
bo/9.3 1 514 1 27.6 1 65,2
Ioah.4 1 1.3 2.6
R Sl B T === |mm = -
Colubn 1 179 1 KV | P [N
Taotaly | I A Y I O T T | Y. 1 lue.o

Chi square = 42.9%9 valid cases - 31
Neyrees ot trvedom =2 Misnndo, canes 3
Prabalitite ot chanece < 0,900 Fesponse tate - yy_ | 2
Cramer's V¥ = U uy

Contingency cuweff, = 0.7%46
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LEAVERS vs TFINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION 708

Ditticulty w/asking Inuttuctors tor Help — (X Axis)

- - - - BY = = = =
Ledaver ot Finfsher = (Y Axis)
Number 1 none I small/ I great/ |
Row 7 i 1 some 1 Dpreat |
Cotumn %2 1 1 1 I Row
Total % I i 1 2 1 3 I Totals
—————————— [ il LR L T Ll R ek kel el bl DT
{ 19 | 41 ! 24 I
leavers | 1 37.5 1 39.4 1 23.1 | 104
I 26.4 4 35.0 I 60,0 i 4.1
! 120.H i 17.4 i 7.9 [
|=—==m—=- [~memme l——emmm [
1 109 1 70 1 16 I
finishers 2 1 5.2 1 37.8 1 .0 1 201
I 1.6 [} 65,0 i 40,0 i HhH. Y
1 9.7 | 24,9 i 5.2 I
[=—————— [~ [-====- | R
Column | 148 1 117 | 40 1 104

Totals L% TP T | R I | 13,1 I l1ov,0

Chi squarte = 15.94 Valid canes . 305
Degrees ol lreedow = 2 Missing cases = 11
Probability ot chance = U.000 Respouse rate = 9005 %
Cramer's V = 0.229

Contilupency coeff. = 0.223



Ieavers

[intshers

Neamdoe |
Fow 1
Columu 7 1
Total & 1

———————————— |_
1
{ I
]
|
I
|
2 1
|
|
l..
Column )
Torals [

Cui wuare

lh-_\'.rr-'-: wi

Probability of

Cramer's Vv
Cout tuyency

LEAVERS vs
SURVEY QUESTION

Kules /Procedures

Loavey

nobe

lteedom

coitd.

chance =

or

Fiulsher -

fubintt,

(W)

small/ 1 preat/
Stime I oopveat
1
2 1 3
_________ l—-—-.____
4l I 21
0.0 1 19,8
5%.1 | r4,0
13.9 1 [P}
- - = ..I..__ -
35 1 4
17.72 1 2.0
45,9 1 th.ou
11.3 | 1.4
--------- I_._. - -
78 1 24
29.2 1 rai
= 6O, 51
O, u0n

(LR

= U.atldh

267

FINTSHERS
#69

ed Progress = (¥ Agis)

110
Cabtertn - b

98.1 %

Valid casesn
MNinsiagy

K«";lnlll:.l' tate
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #70

Eucouragewent troem: Spoune/Sipo. viheo - (X Axis)

Leaser or Fisrsnbetr = (1 Axin)

Number [ on/a 1 none Posmall/ | pread/ o
Row % | 1 I some | spgreac 1
Column 2 | ] 1 1 1 Pow
Tatal % | 0 1 1 1 2 I 4 I Totols
__________ l——-—-..__.l_-——_--.—l___..__._..l..-.4__-_-l——..—__..-.
I 20 I 9 I 34 i 4y [
leavers ] I I T S #.1 1 | 1 S T/ I | Loy
i RN T DR 1Y O TR B O R | Pl ALK
1 babd 1 2,9 L 0.9 b halt
l ————————— l ———————— l.....—....-—l-._. - - l-- - -
1 1o 1 b 1 4l i (R
fivishers 2 ! 1.8 1 2.9 | 20 .1 { 0Y. b t 204
! (X N 3 0 A Y I A R O TR SR (8 S
] 9.1 1 l.6 1 13.1 1 4%.4 1
=== l--—-—===- [e-=n- e R
Caltumn | Jo | 14 | 7% | 168 1 ER ]
Totals Fotles 1 4,5 1 24,0 1 Ul 1 LOUL, 0

Chi squate = 24,7 Valid vases = 313
Deprees ol frecdom = Missing vanes = 3
Probabiltit, ol chance « 0,000 Eesponse ptate = 99,1 4
Cramer's ¥V -0, 248)

Contiuprucy coett, 0.270

Caution: 1 cell coutarans an cxpected feegueney tens than 9
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #71

Encouragement from Parents - (X Axis)

Leaver or Fintsher - (Y Axin)

Number 1 n/a I none I small/ 1 great/ 1

Row % 1 i 1 some | Dgreat |

Column 2 1 3 1 1 1 Row

Total % 1 0 1 1 I 2 1 3 1 Totals

—————————— Rttt el Dl el el el el el Rl bk Lottt
1 45 1 16 1 28 1 18 1

leavers 1 1 42.1 1 15.0 1 26.2 1 6.8 1 107
1 45.%5 1 29.1 I 32.2 1 25.7 I J4.4
1 4.5 1 5.1 1 9.0 1 5.8 1
|==~em—m | R i e - Immmem e -
1 %% 1 39 1 59 | 52 1
finishers 2 1 26.5 1 19.1 1 28.9 1 29%.5% 204

I 56.5 1 70.9 1 67.8 1 714.3 L 65.6
1 17.4 1 12.5 1 19.0 1 1u.7 1|
l----m= | Rahekabelb bl | kbt o= [

Column | 99 1 35 87 | 0 1 311

Totals Io3l.8 L 17.7 1 28,0 1 22.5 1 lUu.U

Chi square = H.57 Valid cases = 31}

Deprees of lreedom = 3 Missing cases = 5

Probabillty of chance = 0.035 Response rate = 9Y8.4 %

Cramer's V = 0.1bb
Contingency coeff, = 0.1lb4
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #73

Encouragement from: Children - (X Axis)
- - - = RY -~ - - -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number I u/a I none I small/ ! preat/ |
Row Z ] 1 1 some 1 Jpreat |
Column 7 1 I 1 ! I Row
Total % 1 0 i I 1 V3 | 3 I Totals
---------- il B B ket et bt el Bttt
! 32 1 21t 15 1 22 1
leavers I 29010 1 19.1 1 Jr.8 1 20,0 1 110
! 19.0 | 50.0 | 4.7 | 2.9 [} 15.1
1 10,2 | b/ I 11.2 i /.0 1
l——rrrm - - - === el et
I S0 1 2 1 vy 6y 1
fintshers 2 1 24,6 1 10.3 I 34,0 | dho0 1 201
I 61,0 1 50.0 1 6.3 1 74.1 1 64.9
1 16.0 1 6.7 1 22,0 1 20.1 1
R I l==~mme- R 1-=======
Column 1 82 1 42 | 104 1 By 1 313
Totals b26.2 1 13.4 1 33.2 0 7.2 1 100.0
Chi square = 1.9 Vald cases - 33
Degrees of freedom = 3 Missing cases = 3
Probability of chance = 0.048 Response rate = 99,1 %

Cramer's V = 0.1%Y
Contingency coellt. = 0.1%/7



leavers

finfshers

LEAVERS vs FINISHERS

SURVEY QUESTTON

Encourapgement

from

Leaver or Finfisher

Number i n/a
Row Z 1
Column Z |
Toval % | 0
__________ l__—————
1 21
1 Io19.3
I 6.6
i 6.7
l ———————
| 12
2 | 9.9
1 6.4
I 3.8
I _______
Column I 13
Totals 1 10.6

Chi squate
Degrees of
Probability
Cramer's V

ol

Continpency coetf,

freedom

— et v g m et mm et e

-

chance

S

—— e e e e bt h

—

— -

2/.417
3

0.000
0.297
0,244

F14
P Frdends = (X Anig)
= (Y Axiu)
mall/ 1 preat/ |
some [ opreat |1
i I Row
2 1 3 I Totals
______ (U [,
46 I 21 1
42,2 1 19.7% I 109
32,4 1 1.2 1 3409
4.7 1 ./ |
______ [ D,
Y6 1 4 1
47.1 1 M. A 1 2073
67.6 1 78.8 1  65.)
30.8 1 2%.0 1
______ R (U,
142 1 CL I 312
45.95 1 s1.7 1L loon.0
Valid cases
Missing cases =
Response rate

271

312

98.7 %
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LEAVERS vs FINTSHERS
SURVEY QUESTTON #75

Encouvragement from: Employer = (X Axis)
- - = - BY - - - -
Leaver or Finfsher - (Y Axis)
Number I n/a I none 1 small/ | preat/ |
Row % 1 ] 1 some 1 Jgreat 1
Column 7% 1 1 L I ’ I Row
Total % ] U 1 1 1 2 § 3 ] Totals
---------- R e bt B B el Bt i
1 206 1 27 1 39 1 171
leavers ! 1 23,9 1 24.8 1 35.8 1 15.6 1 109
I 44%.6 1 46,6 | 15.1 1 19.8 1 4.9
1 8.3 1 8.7 1 12.5 1 Y4 1
I |- [==memme = Jmmm
1 3t 1 31 | 72 1 vy 1
finishers 2 o153 1 1%.3 $h.h $ho0 ) 2013
o, 4 1 53,4 1 4.9 1 HOULZ2 1 6.1
1 9.9 1 9.9 1 23.1 1 22.1 1
Jrme e o [~=—mm [ l---=-==--
Column I b1 1 58 1 [N | Ko | 312
Totals 1 18.3 1 18.06 1 5.6 1 27,0 1 100.U
Chi square = 15 Valid cases - 312
Degrees of treedom = 3 Missiag cases = 4
Probability of chance = 0,002 Response rate = 98.7 %

Cramer's V = 0.219
Contingency coelt. = U.214
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #76

Frequency of Desired Courses Offered - (X Axis)
- . o - BY - - - -
Leaver or Findsher - (Y Axis)
Number 1 N/A 1 none 1 some T most 1 al} 1
Row 7 1 1 1 1 1 1
Column %4 | | 1 I | 1 Row
Total 7 i 0 1 1 1 2 1 3 I 4 1 Total
---------- e B e E e B B
1 40 I 13 1 39 1 le 1 1 1
leavers 1 I J6.7 T 11.9 1 35,8 I 14.7 1 0.9 1 109
[ 5%0.0 1 92.9 1 43.3 1 14.2 1 6.3 1 34.8
I 12.8 I 4.2 1 12.5 1 Y| I 0.3 ]
[t ikt [——memmen [remmr——— lommrem e lerrmccm~ [veenee
1 40 1 1 1 51 1 Yyl 1 15 1
finishers 2 1 19.6 1 0.5 1 25,0 1 47.5 1 7.4 1 204
| 50.0 1 7.1 1 S6.7 1 B5.8 1 93.8 1 65.2
1o12.8 1 0.3 1 16,3 1 31.0 1 4.8 1
e lemwrmceea | Rt Jmem—- heletal E L LT T ===
Column ] 80 1 16 1 90 1 13 1 16 1 313
Totals I 25.6 1 4,5 1 28.8 1 db.l 5.1 1 100,0
Chi square = 58.77 Valid cases = 313
Deprees of (reedon = 4 Missing cases = 3
Probability of chance = 0.000 Respouse rate = 99,1 %

Cramer's V = 0.433
Cont lugency coefl. 0,398

Caution: 1 cell contains an expected frequency less than b



LEAVERS vs

FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #77

Were Courses at Convenifent Times for You -

- - - - BY - - - =

leavers

finishers

Caution:

Leaver or Finisher -

Number I N/A 1n
Row % 1 1
Column % 1 1
Total % 1 0 1
---------- | = ——=1
1 39 1
1 1 16.1 1
1 49,4 1
I 2.5 1
jrmr—mm——— 1
3 40 I
2 | 19.6 1
I 50.6 1
] 12.8 1
[ i 1
Column 1 79 1
Totals ! 25.31 1

Chi squarte

Degrees ol Lrecdom
Probabtlity ot chance
Cramer's V
Contiunpency coeff.

2
3
n

(Y Axis)

1 some 1 most I all

1 1 1

I 1 1

1 2 1 3 1 4

| R | l-—-————-

i J6 1 10 1 1

1 33.3 1 9.3 1 0.9

I 39.1 1 9.7 1 7.17

1 11.5 1 3.2 | 0.3

|-~ l--oemmem l-—memmee

1 56 1 93 1 12

I 27.5 1 45.6 1 5.9

1 60.9 1 90.3 1 92.3

I 17.9 1 29.8 1 j.8

== le=meme—— | -

1 92 1 103 1 13

I 29.5 1 33.0 1 4,2
712.29 Valid cases =
4 Misning cases =
u. 000 Response tale =
0.481
0.434

1 cell contains an expected frequency less than b

274

(X Axis)

—

312
100.0

312
4
98.7 %
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LEAVERS vs FINTSHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #78

lmpact on Knawing Yourselt - (X Axis)
- - .- - HY - - - -
Leaver ot Findsher = (Y Axis)

Number I 1ititle I some I much i

Row 2 I none | | |

Column % | I I I Row

Total 7 1 i 1 2 1 3 1 Totals

---------- [ et atal Bl bl b ettt bl
1 16 I 36 I 7 1

leavers 1 1 3.0 1 33.0 1 §3.9 1 10y
73,5 1 4l.4 1 2009 1 348
| {1 A T S I I S | it.8 1
[l Bl iRl et N EECER B
| 13 1 51 1 t4o 1
finishers 2 I 6.4 1 25.0 1 68.6 1 204

1 26,5 1 58,6 1 79.1 1 6Y.2
1 4.2 1 1o,y 1 44,7 )
| === Jec—memm l=—m————- [mmmmm =

Column i 49 1 87 1 177 1 313

Totals I 15,7 b 27.8 1 56.5 1 1u0.0

Chi square = 49 Valid cases = 313

Degrees of treedom = 2 Missing cases = 3

Probability ot chance = 0O.000 Response rate = 99,1 %

Cramer's V = 0.396

Contingency coeff. = 0.368
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LEAVERS vs FINISHUERS
SURVEY QUESTION #79

fmpact on Intervpersonal Skills - (% Axis)
- - - - 8y - - - -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axin)
Number 1 little 1 some I much i
Row % 1 none 1 1 1
Column 7 1 1 1 1 Row
Total 7% 1 1 1 2 | 3 I Totals
---------- R e el Kbt e B ariatadedhed
1 41 1 33 1 35 1
leavers 1 I 37.6 1 30.3 1 32.1 I 109
I 80.4 1 36.3 1 20,5 1 14,8
Pooret 1 10,5 1 1.2 1
| - [ et o [
1 10 1 5 | 136 1
finishers 2 ] 4.9 1 28.4 1 6b.7 | 204
I 19.6 1 63.7 1 79.5 1 65.2
| 3.2 8 18,5 1 43.9% 1
| mmmrmmm | e e - ——-
Column | 51 1 91 1 1/1 1 (E

Totals 1 o,y 1 29.1 | 4.6 1 too.0

Chi square “© hl.20 Valid cases = 313
Deprees ol lreedom = 2 Minsing cases - 1
Probability of chance =  0.000 Response rate = 99,1 Z
Cramer's V = 0.4406

Contiugency caeff. = 0.407
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTTON #80

Impact on Seeing Alternative Pts of View - (X Axis)

- - By -~ - -

Leaver or Finisher = (Y Axis)

Number 1 tittle I some I much 1
Row 7 I none 1 ] 1
Column Z 1 1 | 1 Row
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 Totals
---------- [ e RE L L LT B e B L Tt
1 40 1 30 1 g 1L
leavers | I 37.0 1 27.8 1 35.2 1 108
78,4 1 34,5 1 22,1 1 4.8
1 12.9 ! 9.7 | 12.13 !
R Jommm e I--=—==—- fmmmmmma
1 I O B 1 5 1 134 1
finishers 2 ] 5.4 1 28,2 1 66.3 1 202
{ 21.06 1 6%.5 1 7.9 I 65.2
I 3.5 1 18.4 1 43.2 1
[~emenae- Jvemmmm - | et R ==~
Column I 51 1 87 1 172 1 110
Totals Il6.5 1 281 1 55.5 1 1o, o
Chi square = 595 Valid cases = 310
Deprees of freedom = 2 Missling cases = 6
Probability of chance = 0,000 Respouse rate = 98,1 2%

Cramer's V = 0.421
Contingency coelf. = U.3H8



A COMPARISON OF
STUDENT
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LEAVERS AND FINISHERS ON
DATA BASE TNFORMATION:

GPA

Varfable used to proup cases - Leaver or Finisher

Croup 1 1/
I=leavers

Number of cases = 57
Mean = 2,91
Varfance = 0.56
Standard deviation = 0.75
Standard e¢rror of the mean = 0.10
Group 2 2/
2=finishers
Number of cases = 150
Mean = 3,38
Variance = 0,27
Standard deviation = 0,52
Standard crror of the mean = 0.04

T-Test statistics

Ditference (Mean

t -~ statistie
Degrees of freedom
Probability ol t

Probubllity of t (Two

X = Mean Y)
Standard erctor of the difference

(One tafled rest)
talled test)

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON LEAVER/F]NISHER GPA DIFFERENCES

Anova Summary Table

Source Sum of Mean Stgnificance
Vartation n¥ Squares Squares ¥ Level
Beltween urnuﬁb [ 9.123 9.123 25.882 0.000
Within groups 209 72.258 0.352
Total 206 Bl.381
3 Group Statistics
Group Codes & Labels N Mean Sb
Group 1 1/ 57 2.913 0,754
I=mleavers
Group 2 2/ 150 3.383 0.521
2afinishers
T-Test Between Group Means - (Values of p are for a two-talled test)

Note: Statistfcs are only printed

1f p i1s less than or cqual to

<050

t = 5.087
p = .000

Croup |
Group 2
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Urban
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RURAL(S50,000) vs URBAN
SURVEY QUESTION #24

Degree Requirements Clear by Advisor? - (X Axis)

BY - - - ~
Type of Community Lived In ~ (Y Axis)

umber 1 yesg I no 1
ow % 1 1 1
oluan 2 1 1 1 Row
otal X 1 1 1 2 1 Totals
- ---1 el ——— Jemecnan=

I 181 1 33 1

1 1 B4.6 1 15.4 1 214

I 65.8 I B84.6 1 68.2

I 57.6 1 10.5 1

il | e i &l

1 94 1 6 1

2 I 9%4.0 1 6,0 1 100

1 34.2 1 15.4 1 31.8

1 29.9 1 1.9 1

1~- 1 I
Column 1 275 1 39 1 314
Totals i 87.6 1 12.4 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = 4,72 Valid cases = 314
Degrees of freedom - 1 Missing cases = 2
Probability of chance = 0,030 Response rate = 99.4 2
Phe - 0.123
Contingency coeff. = 0,122
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FEMALE FINISHERS vs MALE FINTSHERS
REVISED SURVEY QUESTION #48

No. Children at Home while in Program -~ (X Axis)

- e o - BY - o e
Sex - (Y Axis)
Number I none-1 1 2+chld 1
Row % I 1 1
Column 2 1 1 I Row
Total %X 1 0 1 1 1 Totals
---------- g e B e
L 71 1 38 1
Female finishers 1 1 65.1 1 34,9 1 109
1 61.2 I 43.2 1 53.4
1 34.8 1 18,6 1
| e n bl ) L tad e
1 45 1 50 1
Male finishers 2 1 47.4 1 52.6 1 95
I 38.8 1 56.8 1 46.6
1 22,1 1 24.5 1
Ir—mmm——— S Ll el [--omm———
Column 1 116 1 88 1 204
Totals I 56.9 I. 43.1 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = 5,82 Valid cases = 204
Degrees of freedonm = 1 Missing cases =« 0
Probability of chance = 0.016 Response rate = 100.0 %
Phi = 0.169
Contingency coeff. = 0.167
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FEMALE LEAVERS vs MALE LEAVERS
REVISED SURVEY QUESTTON #48

No. Children at Home while in Program - (X Axis)

- e =« BY = = = -

Sex - (Y Axis)

Number 1 none-1 1 2+c¢chld 1
Row 2 1 1 1
Column 2 1 I 1 Row
Total X 1 0 I 1 I Totals
---------- I T L e L Ll Ll e
1 30 1 24 1
Female leavers 1 1 55.6 1 44.4 1 54
1 62,5 1 38.7 1 49.1
I 27.3 1 21.8 1
[rmr——m—— LT L) Iemeeme——
1 18 1 38 1
Male leavers 2 I 32.1 1 67,9 1 56
I 37.5 1 61.3 1 50.9
1 16,4 1 34.5 1
[-=er—m—a J-rreee—- -
Column 1 48 1 62 I 110
Totals I 43.6 I 56.4 1 100.0

5.21 Valid cases = 110
1 Missing cases = 2
Response rate = 98.2 %

Corrected Chi square
Degrees of freedom
Probability of chance
Phi

Contingency coeff.

LI I B I |
o
.
o
~N
~N



282

FEMALE LEAVERS vs FEMALE FINTSHERS
SURVIEY QUESTION £49

Marital Status While in Program - (X Axis)

- - = BY = - = -

Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number I single I marr'd 1
Row 2 1 I 1
Column 2 1 1 1 Row
Total 2 1 1 1 2 I Totals
---------- ) L e IS C L L L LD E L
1 24 1 30 1
female leavers 1 I 44,4 1 55.6 1 54
I 50,0 1 26.1 1 33.1
I 14,7 1 18.4 1
levcocncae ) e | Sttt
1 24 1 85 1
female finishers 2 1 22,0 1 78.0 1 109
I 50.0 1 73.9 I 66.9
1 14,7 1 52.1 1
) R [=remera— | S L
Column 1 48 1 115 1 163
Totals 1 29.4 1 70.6 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = 7.69 Valid cases = 163
Degrees of freedom - 1 Missing cases = 1
Probability of chance = 0.006 Response rate = 99.4 %
Phi = 0.217
Contingency coeff. = 0.212
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FEMALE FINISHERS vs MALE FINTSUHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #49

Marital Status While in Program - (X Axis)

-——-BY--——
Sex - (Y Axis)
Number 1 single I marr'd I
Row 2% I 1 1
Column Z I 1 1 Row
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals
---------- | Rt I bt SLL LDl C Lttt il
1 24 1 85 1
Female finishers 1 1 22.0 1 78.0 1 109
1 75.0 1 49.4 1 53.4
I 1.8 1 41.7 1
Jemewanae | e [-=cre——- ‘
1 8 1 87 1
Male finishers 2 1 8.4 1 91.6 1 95
I 25.0 1 50.6 I 46.6
1 3.9 1 42.6 1
| Sl [ecmemm—— [meemn——-
Column 1 32 1 172 1 204
Totals I 15.7 1 84.3 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square 6.1 Valid cases = 204
Degrees of freedom 1 Missing cases = 0

Probability of chance
Phi
Contingency coeff.

Response rate = 100.0 %

20 K 0DR
o
-
o
—
w



FEMALE

LEAVERS vs MALE
SURVEY QUESTION
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LT.AVERS
49

4

#

Marital Status While §n Program - (X Axis)

- e = - BY - e - -
Sex - (Y Axis)
Number 1 single I marr'd I
Row % 1 1 1
Column 2 1 1 I Row
Total % 1 1 1 2 I Totals
---------- | R it S DLl b D s
1 24 1 30 1
Pemale leavers 1 I 44.4 1 55.6 1 54
1 82.8 1 37.0 1 49.1
1 21.8 1 27.3 1
[=rerreee lecmmeeea I-=recee-
1 5 1 51 I
Male leavers 2 1 8.9 1 91.1 1 56
1 17.2 1 63.0 1 50.9
1 4,5 1 46.4 1
[owemmm—— lerenvnonw )
Coluan 1 29 1 81 1 110
Totals 1 26,4 1 73.6 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = 16.07 Valid cases = 110
Degrees of freedom - 1] Missing cases = 2
Probability of chance = 0.000 Response rate = 98.2 X
Phi - 0,382
Contingency coeff. = 0.357



APPENDIX C

OFFICIAL STATISTICAL TABLES OF ALL NON-SIGNIFICANTLY

DIFFERENT COMPARISONS

The first section of this appendix includes tables of
comparisons between respondents and non-respondents. The
second section, comparisons between leavers and finishers.
The third section includes comparisons between rural and
urban respondents; and the fourth, comparisons between male
and female respondents.



ALL RESPONDENTS vs
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ALL NON-RESPOMNDENTS

STUDENT DATA BASE INFORMATTON: SEX

Number 1 Female
Row % 1
Column 2 1
Total 2 1 1
—————————— ]~—————w-
1 164
respondents 1 1 51.9
1 82.8
1 42,7
Jrmm—————
1 34
nonrespondents 3 1 50.0
1 17.2
1 8.9
Column 1 198
Totals I 51.6

Corrected Chi square

Degrees of freedonm

Probability of chance

Phi
Contingency coeff.

I
1
1
1
1
I
1
I
)§
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
1

Male

Row
Totals

1
1
I
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
I

.02 Valid cases = 384

1 Missing cases = 0
0.880 Response rate = 100.0 2
0.007

0.007
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RESPONDING vs NON-RESPONDING FINISHERS
STUDENT DATA BASE TNFORMATION: SEX

Number 1 Female 1 Male 1
Row 2 ) ¢ 1 1
Column X 1 1 I Row
Total 2 1 1 1 2 I Totals
---------- e el B el ULl Lt
1 109 1 95 1
reaponding fnshrs.
2 1 53.4 1 46.6 1 204
I 89.3 1 93.1 I 9l.1
1 48.7 1 42.4 1
Jrrrem——— Jereeo——— [-==—me—-
1 13 1 7 1
nonrespond.fnshre.
4 I 65.0 I 35.0 1 20
1 10.7 1 6.9 1 8.9
1 5.8 1 3.1 1
leccmreea [ecreean- e
Column 1 122 1 102 1 224
Totals 1 54.5 1 45.5 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = .57 Valid cases - 224
Degrees of freedonm - 1 Miesing cases = O
Probability of chance = 0.450 Respongse rate = 100.0 %
Phi = 0.050
Contingency coeff. = 0.050
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RESPONDING vs NON-RESPONDING LEAVERS
STUDENT DATA BASE TINFORMATION SEX

Number 1 Female I Male 1
Row X 1 1 1
Column X 1 1 1 Row
Total X 1 1 1 2 1 Totals
---------- D el E L et C Lt
1 55 1 57 1
responding lvrs. 1 I 49,1 1 50.9 1 112
1 72.4 1 67.9 1 170.0
1 34.4 1 35.6 1
l—mem - [ l--==——=
1 21 1 27 1
nonrespond.lvrs. 3 1 43.8 1 56,3 1 48
I 27.6 1 32.1 1 30.0
I 13.1 1 16.9 1
| il Jemmmm—a l===—===
Column 1 76 1 84 1 160
Totals I 47.5 1 52.5 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = ,2 Valid cases = 160
Degrees of freedom - ] Missing cases = O
Probability of chance = 0.653 Response rate = 100,0 ¥
Pht = 0.035

Contingency coeff. 0.035
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ALL RESPONDENTS vs ALL NON-RESPONDENTS
STUDENT DATA BASE INFORMATION: RACE

Ethnicity = (X Axis)
- - - - BY = = = =
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number 1 Black 1 Indian 1 Asian/ I Hepanc 1 White, I Intn'l I NoRes
Row 2 I noHspn I Alaskn 1 Paclsl 1 1 noHspn 1 1
Column Z 1 I 1 1 1 1 1
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 1 7
1 m—m]m—— I 1 ——=1 1- 1
1 3 1 9 1 2 1 1 1 226 1 1 1 24
respondents 1 1 1.0 1 2.9 1 0.6 1 0.3 1 87.3 1 0.3 1 7.6
1 60,0 I 100,0 I 66.7 I 100.0 I 82.0 I 100.0 1 82,8
I 0.8 1 2.4 1 0.5 1 0.3 1 71.7 1 0.1 1 6.3
1 1 1 | § 1 1 =]
1 2 1 01 1 1 0 1 60 1 01 L
nonrespondents 3 1 2.9 1 0.0 I 1.5 1 0.0 1 88.2 1 0.0 1 7.4
1 40.0 1 0.0 1 33.3 1 0.0 1 18.0 I 0.0 1 17.2
1 0.5 1 0.0 1 0.3 1 0.0 1 15.7 1 0.0 1 1.3
I 1 1 1 1 1 1
Column 1 5 1 9 1 3 1 11 334 1 1 1 29
Totals 1 1.3 1 2.4 1 0.8 1 0.3 1 87.4 1 0.3 1 7.6
Chi square = 4,57 Valid cases = 382
Degrees of freedom - 6 Missing cases = 2
Probability of chance = 0,600 Response rate = 99.5 X
Cramer's V = 0.109
Contingency coeff. = 0.109

Caution: 9 cells contain an expected frequency less than 5
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RESPONDING vs NON-RESPONDING FINISHERS
STUDENT DATA BASE INFORMATION: RACE

Number 1 Black Indian 1 Asian/ I Hspanc 1 White, 1 Intn'l I NoRes

1
Row 1 1 nollspn 1 Alaskn I Paclel 1 1 noHaspn I I
Column T I 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total 2 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 1 7
1 1 1-===== --1 1 -1 1-
1 1 6 I 2 1 0 1 175 1 1 1 17
responding fnshre.
2 1 0.5 1 3.0 1 1.0 1 0.0 I 86.6 I 0.5 I 8.4
1 100.0 1 100.0 1 100.0 I 0.0 I 90.7 1 100.0 I 89.5
1 0.5 1 2.7 1 0.9 1 0,0 I 78.8 1 0.5 I 7.7
lomme———— Jememenec] == [=- 1 ---1 I
1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 I 18 1 01 2
nonrespond.fnshrs.
’ 4 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 90.0 I 0.0 I 10.0
1 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 9.3 1 0.0 I 10.5
1 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 1 0.0 1 8.1 1 0.0 1 0.9
1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Column 1 | B § 6 1 2 1 0 1 193 1 1 1 19
Totals 1 0.5 1 2.7 1 0.9 1 0.0 1 86.9 1 0.5 I 8.6
Chi equare « 1,06 Valid cases - 222
Degrees of freedom - 5 Missing cases = 2
Probability of chance = 0.957 Reesponse rate = 99.1 X
Cramer's V = 0.069
Contingency coeff. = 0.069

Caution: 8 cells contain an expected frequency less than S



RESPONDING vs NON-RESPONDING LEAVERS
STUDENT DATA BASE INFORMATION: RACE
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Number 1 Black I Indfan I Asfan/ I Hspanc 1 White, 1 Intn'l 1 NoRes
Row Z 1 noHspn I Alaskn I Paclsel 1 I noflspn I 1
Column % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total 2 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 1 7
1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 2 1 3 1 0 1 1 I 99 1 0 1 7
responding lvre. 1 1 1. 1 2.7 1 0.0 1 0.9 I B8.46 1 0.0 1 6.3
1 50.0 1 100.0 & 0.0 I 100.0 I 70.2 1 0.0 1 70.0
1 1.3 1 1.9 1 0.0 1 0.6 1 61.9 1 0.0 I 4,4
. I==- 1 b3 1 1 I~= 1
1 2 1 01 11 0 I 42 I 0 1 3
nonrespond.lvrs. 3 1 6.2 1 0.0 1 2.1 1 0.0 I 87.5 1 0.0 1 6.3
1 50.0 1 0.0 1 100.0 1 0.0 1 29.8 1 0.0 I 30.0
1 1.3 1 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.0 1 26.3 1 0.0 1 1.9
1 1 L -1 1= 1 1
Coluan 1 4 1 I § 11 1 1 141 1 01 10
Totals 1 2.5 1 1.9 1 0.6 1 0.6 1 88.1 1 0.0 I 6.3
Chi square = 4,81 Valid cases = 160
Degrees of freedom =5 Miseing cases = 0
Probability of chance = 0,439 Response rate = 100.0 X
Cramer's V = 0.173
Contingency coeff. = 0.171

Caution: 9 cells contain an expected frequency less than 5
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ALL RESPONDENTS vs ALL NON-RESPONDENTS
STUDENT DATA BASE INFORMATTON: GPA

Group 1 1/

l=respondents
Number of cases - 207
Mean = 3,25
Variance = 0.39
Standard deviation = 0.63
Standard error of the mean = 0.04

Group 2 3/

J=nonrespondents
Number of cases = 38
Mean = 3,07
Variance = 0.51
Standard deviation = 0.71
Standard error of the mean = 0.12

T-Teat statistics
Difference (Mean X ~ Mean Y) -
Standard error of the difference -

t - statistic - 1.642
Degrees of freedom -
Probability of t (One tafled test) =
Probabtlity of t (Two tailed test) =
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RESPONDING vs NON-RESPONDING FINTSHERS
STUDENT DATA BASE INFORMATION: (PA

Group 1 2/
2=responding fnshrs.

Number of cases = 150
Mean = 3.38
Variance = 0.27
Standard deviation = 0.52
Standard error of the mean = 0,04
Group 2 4/
4=nonrespond.fnshrs.
Number of cages =15
Mean - 3,16
Variance = 0,31
Standard deviation = 0.56
Standard error of the mean = 0,15

T~-Test statistics
Difference (Mean X - Mean Y) -
Standard error of the difference -

t - statistic = 1.577
Degrees of freedonm . -
Probability of t (One tailed test) =
Probability of t (Two tailed test) =

RESPONDING vs NON-RESPONDING LEAVIERS
STUDENT DATA BASE TNFORMATTON: CPA

Group 1 1/
l=responding lvrs.
Number of cases =- 57
Mean = 2,91
Variance = 0.56
Standard deviation =- 0.75
Standard error of the mean = 0.10
Group 2 3/
J=nonrespond.lvrs.
Number of cases = 23
Mean - 3,01
Variance = 0.6]
Standard deviation - 0,79
Standard error of the mean = 0,17
T-Test statistics
Difference (Mean X - Mean Y) ==0,094
Standard error of the difference = 0.190
t - statfatic = 0,495
Degrees of freedom - 78
Probability of t (One tailed test) = 0.314
Probabtlity of t (Two tafled test) = 0,628
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ALL RESPONDENTS vs ALL NON-RESPONDENTS
STUDENT DATA BASE INFORMATION: AGE

Group 1 1/

l=respondents
Number of cases = 316
Mean = 45,45
Variance = 85.15
Standard deviation - 9.23
Standard error of the mean = 0.52

Group 2 3/

3=nonrespondents
Number of cases = 68
Mean = 45,01
Variance - 79,72
Standard deviation = §.93
Standard error of the mean = 1.09

T-Test statistics
Difference (Mean X - Mean Y) -
Standard error of the difference -

t - statistic = 0,356
Degrees of freedom -
Probability of t (One tailed test) =
Probability of t (Two tailed test) =
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RESPONDTNG vs NON-RESPONDING TFINTSHERS
STUDENT DATA BASE TNFORMATTON: ACGE

Group 1 2/
2=regponding fnshrs.

Number of cases = 204
Mean = 44,94
Varfance - 79,27
Standard deviation ~ 8,90
Standard error of the mean = 0.62

Group 2 4/

4=nonrespond.fnshrs.
Number of cases = 20
Mean = 45,15
Varifance = 68,73
Standard deviation - 8.29
Standard error of the mean = 1.90

T-Test statistics

Difference (Mean X - Mean Y) ==0,214
Standard error of the difference = 2,083
t - statiatic -« 0.103
Degrees of freedom - 222
Probability of t (One tailed test) = 0,458
Probability of t (Two tailed test) = 0.915

RESPONDING vs NON-RESPONDINC LEAVERS
STUDENT DATA BASFE TINFORMATTION: ACGE

Group 1 1/

l=responding lvrs.
Number of cases = 112
Mean = 46,39
Variance = 94.51

* Standard deviation - 9,72

Standard error of the mean = 0,92

Group 2 3/

3=nonreapond.lvre.
Number of cases = 48
Mean = 44,96
Variance = 84.29
Standard deviation =- 9,18
Standard error of the mean = 1,34

T~Test statistics
Difference (Mean X - Mean Y) -
Standard error of the difference -

t - statistic -
Degrees of freedom = 158
Probability of t (One tajiled test) =
Probability of t (Two tailed test) =
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LEAVERS vs TFINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #1

Resident of Oregon All/Most of Time? - (X Axis)

- . = = BY = = = -
Leaver or Findsher - (Y Axis)
Number I yesy I no 1
Row % 1 1 i
Column % 1 1 1 Row
Total % i 1 1 2 1 Totals
—————————— lommmm e [ m e [ m e
1 60 1 48 1
leavers 1 1 55.6 1 44.4 1 108
1 34.9 1 34.8 i Ja.6
[} 19.2 ! 15.4 I
o= | e l---===-=
1 114 1 90 1
finishers 2 I 55%.9 1 44,1 1 204
1 655 1 65.2 1 65.4
I 36.5 U 28.8 1
[ermmema | l---m-=—-
Column I 174 1 138 | 312
Totals I 55.8 1 44.2 | too.0
Corrected Chi square = O Valid cases = 312
Degrees of freedom = 1 Missing cases = 4
Prabability of chance = 0.949 Response rate = 98.7 2
Phi = 0,000
Continpgency coelf, = 0,000
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #2

Presence of Regional Outreach Near You?

-——-BY---—
Leaver or Finisher
Numbat 1 yes I no !
Row % 1 1 i
Column % 1 1 1 Row
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals
—————————— I el ELEL LD B LD
1 55 1 55 1
leavers 1 I 50.0 1 50.0 1 110
1 33.3 1 37.2 1 135.1
1 17.6 1 17.6 1
o [-emmme—e ) el et
1 110 1 93 1
finishers 2 I 54.2 1 45.8 1 203
1 66.7 1 62.8 1 64.9
1 35.1 1 29.7 1
lomemcme lom=wm—e— [~
Column I 165 1 148 1 313
Totals 1 52.7 1 47.3 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = .34 Valid cases = 313
Degrees of [reedom = ] Missing cases = 3
Probability of chance = 0.555 Response rate = 99.1 %
Phi = 0,033
Contingency coeff. = 0.033
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #3

Participation in Outreach Center Classes?

- = = = BY - = = =

Leaver or Finisher

Number 1 yes I no 1
Row 2 1 1 1
Column Z 1 1 1 Row
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals
---------- |t et L L
1 19 1 90 1
leavers 1 1 17.4 1 82.6 1 109
1 26.4 1 37.5 1 34,9
1 6.1 1 28.8 1
lmmem—a—— lececcaas Jecemmcna
I 5 1 150 1
finfshers 2 I 26.1 1 73.9 1 203
1 73.6 1 62.5 1 65.1
I 17.0 1 48.1 I
lememece I~= [====
Column 1 2 1 240 1 312
Totals I 23.1 1 76,9 1 100,0
Corrected Chi square = 2,53 Valid cases = 312
Degrees of freedoa = 1 Migsing cases = §
Probability of chance = 0,111 Response rate = 98,7 %
Phi =« 0.090
Contingency coeff. = 0.090
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #4

EOSC Portfolio Workshop: La Grande? - (X Axis)

—-..-BY--—-
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number I yes I no 1
Row 2 1 1 1
Column 2 I 1 1 Row
Total 2 I 1 L 2 1 Totals
---------- L L LIt ttd E L L L DD DL € Statadaded
I 21 1 90 1
leavers 1 I 18.9 1 8l.1 1 111
I 29.2 1 37.2 1 35.4
1 6.7 1 28.7 1
[mmmmm——e Jememcwaa lemecccaa
1 51 1 152 1
finishers 2 1 25.1 I 74.9 1 203
I 70.8 1 62.8 1 64.6
1 16.2 1 48.4 1
| G ) e I=mmm—m——
Column I 72 1 242 1 314
Totals I 22.9 1 77.1 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = 1,23 Valid cases = 314
Degrees of freedon = 1 Misaing cagses = 2
Probability of chance = 0.267 Response rate = 99,4 2
Phi = 0.063
Contingency coeff. = 0.062
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #5

EOSC Portfolio Workshop: Other Lecations? - (X Axis)

__.._BY_..——
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number 1 yes I no I
Row 1 I 1 1
Column 2 I 1 1 Row
Total 2 1 1 1 2 I Totals
---------- S R Sl
1 67 1 44 1
leavers 1 1 60.4 1 39.6 1 111
1 33.5 1 38.3 1 35.2
1 21.3 1 14.0 1
lewm——eee Jre—omm—— l~remm———
1 133 1 711 1
finighers 2 1 65.2 1 34.8 1 204
1 66.5 1 61.7 1 64.8
1 42.2 1 22.5 1
| Rl l-——em=—-
Column 1 200 1 115 1 315
Totals I 63.5 1 36.5 1 100.0

Corrected Chi square
Degrees of freedom
Probability of chance
Phi

Contingency coeff.

«53 Valid cases = 315
1 Migsing cases = ]
Response rate = 99.7 %

1T 088 8 2
(=]
.
&~
o
o
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION /6

EOSC Portfolio Workshop: Correspondence? - (X Axia)

P BY—--—
Leaver or Finisher ~ (Y Axis)
Number 1 yes 1 no 1
Row % I 1 I
Column X 1 1 1 Row
Total 2% 1 1 1 2 I Totals
---------- | R Rl K
1 14 1 98 1
leavers 1 1 12.5 1 87.5 1 112
1 25.5 1 37.8 1 35.7
1 4.5 1 31.2 1
Tommmmmen I-—=emee O
1 41 1 161 1
finishers 3 1 20.3 1 79.7 1 202
I 74.5 1 62.2 1 64.3
1 13.1 1 51.3 1
e e | et [-==eme——
Column 1 55 1 259 1 314
Totals I 17.5 1 82.5 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = 2.51 Valid cases - 314
Degrees of freedom - 1 Missing cases = 2
Probability of chance = 0.113 Reeponse rate = 99,4 X
Phi = 0.089
Countingency coeff., = 0.089
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTTON #9

Credit Rec'd. by Cooperative Education? - (X Axis)

- = = = BY = = = =
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number 1 yes 1 no 1
Row X 1 I I
Column 2 1 I I Row
Total 2 1 1 1 2 1 Totals
---------- e S
1 10 1 101 1
leavers 1 1 9.0 1 91.0 1 111
1 26.3 1 36.5 1 35.2
1 Jo2 1 32.1 1
l-rme—en- e D lrmmeea——
1 28 1 176 1
finishers 2 1 13.7 1 86.3 1 204
1 73.7 1 63.5 1 64.8
1 8.9 1 55.9 1
J-==m—ee e [-—=me—-
Column 1 g 1 277 1 315
Tatals I 12.1 1 87.9 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = 1.09 Valid cases = 315
Degrees of freedom - 1 Missing cases = 1
Probability of chance = 0.295 Response rate = 99.7 2
Phi = 0.059
Contingency coeff. - 0.059
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #10

Credit Rec'd. by CLEP? -~ (X Axis)

e === BY =~ = = =

Leaver or Finjsher ~ (Y Axis)

Number 1 yes 1 no 1
Row 2 1 1 1
Coluan 2 I 1 1 Row
Total 2 1 1 1 2 1 Totalse
-1 1 1 -
1 7 1 105 1
leavers 1 1 6.3 1 93.8 1 112
1 21.2 1 37.1 1 35.4
1 2.2 1 33.2 1
1 I 1 -
1 26 1 178 1
finishers 2 1 12.7 1 87.3 1 204
I 78.8 1 62.9 1 64.6
1 8.2 I 56.3 1
[ermmme clececcn—ne [ememmenae
Column 1 31 283 1 316
Totals 1 10.4 I 89.6 1 100.0
Corrected Chi gquare = 2,6 Valid cases - 316
Degrees of freedom - 1 Missing cases = 0
Probability of chance = 0,107 Response rate = 100.0 2
Phi = 0.091
Contingency coeff. = 0.090
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #11

Credit Rec'd. by Course Challenges? ~ (X Axis)

- = = « BY = = = =

Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Nunber I yes I no I
Row 2% 1 1 1
Column 2 1 1 I Row
Total % 1 1 1 2 I Totals
---------- R D el B bt
1 3 1 109 1
leavers 1 1 2.7 1 97.3 1 112
I 33.3 1 35.6 1 35.6
1 1.0 1 34.6 1
I—rwmcana Jemeenwna L LD L DL
1 6 1 197 1
finishers 2 1 3.0 1 97.0 1 203
1 66.7 1 64.4 1 64.4
1 1.9 1 62.5 1
P Jrmem———— | e
Column 1 1 306 1 315
Totals 1 2.9 I 97.1 1 100.0

Corrected Chi square = .04 Valid cases = 315
Degrees of freedom = 1 Missfing cases = |
Probability of chance = 0.832 Response rate = 99.7 2
Phi - 0.011

Contingency coeff, = 0.011

Cautfon: | cell contains an expected frequency less than 5
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finigshers
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #12

Credit Rec'd by Military Evaluation? - (X Axis)

Leaver or Pinisher - (Y Axis)

Number 1 yes 1 no 1
Row % 1 1 1
Column X 1 1 1 Row
Total 2 1 1 I 2 I Totals
---------- I-~ 1 -1 -
1 13 1 98 1
1 1 11.7 1 88.3 1 111
1 25.5 1 37.3 1 35.4
1 4.1 1 31.2 1
1 --1 [-=~e=- -
1 38 1 165 I
2 1 18.7 1 8l.3 1 203
1 74.5 I 62.7 1 64.6
I 12.1 1 52.5 1
| et [=memncan— |
Column 1 50 1 263 1 314
Totals 1 16,2 1 83.8 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square 2.1 Valid cases = 314
Degrees of freedom 1 Migsing cases = 2

Probability of chance
Phi
Contingency coeff.

Response rate = 99.4 2

a0 08
(=]
.
—
&~
-
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FINTSHERS

SURVEY QUESTION #16

Evening/Daytime Classes at La Grande? - (X Axis)

BY - - - -
Leaver or Finisher ~ (Y Axia)

Number I yes I no 1
Row 2 I 1 1
Column X 1 1 1 Row
Total 2 1 1 1 2 I Totals
---------- e e B e S L

1 5 1 106 1

1 1 4.5 1 95.5 1 111

I 17.2 1 37,1 1 35.2

1 1.6 1 33.7 1

lececcnm- [=wmvenea lecoerens

1 24 1 180 1

2 1 11.8 1 88.2 1 204

1 82.8 I 62.9 1 64.8

1 7.6 1 57.1 1

| St Jeccmnwa— leerence
Column 1 29 1 286 1 315
Totals 1 9.2 1 90.8 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = 3,7 Valid cases = 315
Degrees of freedom - 1 Missing cases = 1
Probability of chance = 0.054 Responge rate = 99.7 2
Phi - 0,108
Contingency coeff. = 0.108
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #17

Agency~-Sponsored Training on Transcript?

- - - - BY - e W
Leaver or Finisher
Number I yes I no 1
Row X 1 1 1
Column 2 1 1 1 Row
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals
——] ~==l 1~=-
1 10 1 96 1
leavers 1 1 9.4 1 90.6 1 106
1 25.6 1 35.7 1 34.4
1 3.2 1 3.2 1
1 ———-] -==1 -
L 29 1 173 1
finishers 2 1 l4.4 1 85.6 1 202
1 74.4 1 64.3 1 65.6
1 9.4 1 56.2 1
Jemmmcene LT L LS el
Column 1 39 1 269 I 308
Totals I 12.7 1 87.3 1 100.0

Corrected Chi{ square = 1,11 Valid cases = 308
Degrees of freedom = 1 Missing cases = 8
Probability of chance = 0,292 Response rate = 97.5 X
Phi = 0,060

Contingency coeff. « 0.060
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LEAVERS vs FINTSUERS
SURVEY QUESTTON #28

Reduced Paid Employment? - (X Axis)

- o e - BY - - = -
Leaver or Findisher = (Y Axis)
Number l yes 1 ne I N/A I
Row % 1 1 1 1
Column 7 1 1 1 1 Row
Total 2 1 1 I 2 1 3 1 Torals
---------- | e B e L Dl Ll
1 6 I 95 1 7 1
leavers | I 5.6 1 88.0 1 bed I 108
1 20.0 L 35.6 1 53.8 1 34.8
] 1.9 1 0.0 1 2.1 1
IA.._..____I ________ | __________ l_...._._.-..
[} 24 1 172 | 6 1
finishers 2 1 11.9 1 85.1 1 3.0 1 202
1 80.0 1 64.4 1 46,2 1 65.2
| 7.7 1 955%.5 1 1.9 1
|- l-—mr—em— [rrecee— [==~c—--
Column | 30 1 267 1 13 1 Jjio
Totals [ 9.7 1 86.1 1 4.2 1 10v.0

Chl square = 5,04 Valid cases = 310
Deprees of Ireedom = 2 Missing cases = b
PFrobability ot chance = 0,080 Response rate = 98,1 2
Cramer's V = U.128

Contingency coeff. = 0.1206

Caution: 1 cell contalns an expected lrequency less than 9



309

LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #32

Reduced Involvement w/Children? - (X Axis)

- = == BY = = = =
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number 1l yes 1 no I N/A 1
Row % 1 1 I 1
Column % 1 1 1 1 Row
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 Totals
—————————— R B O B
1 28 1 58 1 24 1
leavers 1 I 25.5 1 52.7 1 21.8 1 110
I 3l.1 1 36.3 1 38.7 1 135.3
I 9.0 1 18.6 1 7.7 1
lemerm - ) R i [=omm———e =
1 62 1 102 1 38 1
finishers 2 1 30.7 1 50.5 1 18.8 1 202
I 68.9 I 63.8 1 61.3 1 64.7
I 19.9 1 .32.7 1 12.2 1
[eewmmme—— lr=rem——— [-rwnmne- Jomermme—
Column 1 90 1 160 1 62 1 312
Totals 1 28.8 1 S51.3 1 19.9 1 100.0
Chi square = 1.07 Valid cases = 312
PDegrees of freedonm = 2 Missing cases = 4
Probability of chance = 0.585 Response rate = Y8.7 2
Cramer's V = 0,059
Contingency coeff. = 0.058
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTYON #35

Age Interval While Participating in Degree

- e = = BY = = = =
Leaver or Finfisher
Number 1 24-35 1 36-44 1 45-54 1 55 & 1
Row Z I yerars I years I years 1 older 1
Column %2 | 1 ] i I Row
Total % 1 | 1 2 1 3l 1 4 I Totals
—————————— |t E it EOL DL DL DD b et DL LD bt
1 29 1 37 1 30 1 14 1
leavers 1 1 26.464 1 33.6 1 27.3 1 12.7 1 110
1 38.2 1 27.6 1 41.7 1 43.8 1 35.0
1 9.2 1 11.8 1 9.6 1 4.9 I
Jmmmme -~ [~ lemcmrm o
1 47 1 97 1 42 1 18 1
finfshers 2 1 23,0 1 47.5 1 20,6 1} 4.8 1 204
{ 6bl.8 1 72.4 1 58.3 1 56.3 I 65.0
I 15.0 1 30.9 I 13.4 1 5.7 1
e [ l--=-===- | ke ==
Colunmn 1 76 1 134 1 72 1 32 1 3t4
Totals I 24,2 1 42.7 't 22.9 1 10.2 1 100.0

Chi square = 6.02 Valid cases = 314
Degrees of freedom = 3 Missing cases = 2
Probabiltiy of chance = 0,110 Response rate = 99,4 2
Cramer's V = 0.138

Contingency coeff. = (0.137
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTTION #39

Nigh Schonl GPA - (X Axis)

- - = = BY = = = =

Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)

Number

I 3.76- 1 3.50- 1 3.00- 1 2.50- I 2.00- I 1.50~ 1 NA/GE
Row 2 L 4.00 I 3.75 1 3.49 1 2.99 1 2.49 1 1.99 1
Cotumn 2 | 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total % 1 I ! 2 1 k] |} 4 1 5 [ 6 1 7
---------- R g R e e L L L b b B e ELL D LTS C LT
i 22 1 16 1t 35 1 22 1 12 1 [} 3
leavers t t 19.84 1 14.4 1 31.5 ) l9.8 1 10.8 1 0.9 1 2.7
I 44.9 1 27.6 1 33.7 1 36.7 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 175.0
| 7.0 1 5.1 1 1.1 1 7.0 1 3.8 1 0.3 1 1.0
lemmrmme- lmemmm e (L | | v [mmenne
! 27 1 42 1 69 1 38 ) 24 1 2 1 1
finfshers 2 1.y o 2007 1 Y40 1 187 1 1.8 1 .0 1 0.5
Io5%.1 1 72,4 1 66 1 63,3 1 we.] 1 66,7 1 25,0
1 8.6 1 13.4 1 22.0 1 12.1 1 T.6 | .6 I 0.3
lomemnem- leermmewa [ocem—en— === lommmre—— e eea | ey
Column 1 49 1 58 1 1046 1 60 1 36 1 3 1 4
Totals L1506 1 18,5 1 33,1 1 1910 1 kl.Y 1 .0 1 1.3
Chi square =~ b.48 Valid cases = 314
Degrees of freedom a 6 Missing cases = 2
Probabllity of chance = 0,371 Response rale = 99,4 %
Cramer's V = 0,144
Contingency coeff. = 0.142

Cautfon: 4 cells coutaln an expected frequency less than )
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LEAVERS vs FINTSHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #41

Wigh School Ranking = (X Axis)

. - = = BY - = - =

Leaver or Findsher -~ (Y Axis)

Number I upper 1 middle | lower 1 NAJ/GED 1
Row 7 1 202 | Y1 )2 1 207 1 !
Column % 1 1 ! 1 1 Row
Total % i 1 1 2 I 3 1 4 [ Totals
—————————— R e Bt B el Rt bt
1 Yd | 44 1 b 1 EI |
leavers 1 I 52.3 1 39.6 I Job 1 4.5 11
L 34.1 1 .35.2 1 44. I 50.0 1 35.4
I 18.5 1 14.0 1 1.3 1 lotb 1
e -~ == fmemmem—— [ et
1 12 1 81 1 5 1 5 1
fintshers 2 I 55%.2 1 39.9 1 2.5 1 2. | 203
1 65.9 1 64.8 1 55.6 1 50.0 1 64,0
I 35,7 1 25.8 1 1.6 1 .6 !
l-—=~e=w- v frommm o oo [=--mcee-
Column I 170 1 125 1 9 1 10 i 314
Totals oS4 1 39.8 1 2.9 1 3.2 1 1uou.0
Chi square = 1.3) Valid cases = 314
Degrees ol treedom = 1 Missing cases = 2
Probability of chance = 0.710 Response rate =  99.4 %
Cramer's V = 0.006
Cantinpency coeff, = 0D.06b6

Cautlon: 2 cells contaln an expected frequency less than 5
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a
LEAVERS vs FINTSHERS
SURVEY QUESTTION #44
Wighest Educatfonal Level: Mother - (X Axis)
- - - = BY e o - -
Leaver or Fintsher - (Y Axis)
Number I ¢ H.8. 1 HS/GED 1 Post ! Some I Cllege |
Row % I 1 I HStrag 1 Cllege | Degree
Column % ) 1 1 ! 1 I Row
Total 2 1 1 1 2 I 3 1 4 1 b} I Totals
—————————— [ Bl Dt Sl B e Kt
1 29 1 41 1 10 1 12 1 17 1
leavers | I 20.6 1} 37.6 1 9.2 1 1.0 1 5.6 1 109
| 3J6.7 1 32.3 0V 29,4 1 31.9% 1 Al.y 14.8
1 9.3 1 13.1 1 3.2 1 3.8 1 5.4 |
o | Bl kg [ === foommme [-~=--oe-
1 RV} Ro | 24 1 0 } 24 i
finishers 2 1 4.9 1 42,2 | 1.8 1 Y. 4 I li.y i 204
I 63.3 1 67,17 1 70.6 "1 62.5 |1 .9 I 65.2
1 16,0 1 27.5 1 7.7 1 .4 1 1.7 |
|wmrmem [=-merem- oo e levemmee— -mme e
Column I 79 1 127 1 4 1 12 41 | 313
Totals 1 25.2 1 49,6 1 10.9 i 10,2 1 13.1 I 100.0
Chi square = l.82 Valid cases = 313
Degrees of freedom = 4 Missing cases = 1
Probability of chance = 0.769 Response rate = 99,1 %
Cramer's V = 0.076

Continpgency coeft, = 0.076



leavers

finishers

BY - - -

Number
Row %
Column %
Total %

Column |
Totals 1

Chi square
Degrees of
Probabilit
Cramer's V
Contingenc

LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #45

Highest Educational Level: Father - (X Ax
Leaver or Finisher ~ (Y Axis)
¢ HoS» 1 HS/GED 1 Post 1 Some I Cllege
1 I HStrng I Cllege I Drgree
1 1 1 1
1 1 z 1 k) 1 4 1 5
-------- ) B el CEEREEEED ER T
45 1 32 ¢ 11 1 13 1 10
40,5 1 28.8 1 9.9 1 11.7 1 9.0
37.5 1 33,0 1 52.4 1 37.1 1 24.4
14.3 1 10.2 1 3.5 1 4.1 | 3.2
-------- | el ELEEE TS EL Ll et LT Ly
75 1 65 1 10 1 22 1 31
36.9 1 32.0 1 4.9 1 10.8 | 15.3
62.5 I 67.0 1 47.6 1 62.9 1 75.6
23.9 1 20.7 1 3.2 1 7.0 I 9.9
-------- R Loy CEEP LR EEEEE S
120 1 97 1 21 1 35 | 41
3.2 1 30.9 1 6.7 1 11.1 1 13.1
= 5,34 Valid cases =
freedom = 4 Missing cases =
y of chance = 0.253 Responsc rate =
= 0.130
y coeff. = 0.129

314

is)
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #46

Highest Fducational Level: Spouse - (X Axis)

- - = - BY - - = -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number 1 < H.S. 1 HS/GED 1 Past 1 Some 1 Cllege 1
Row % 1 1 1 HStrng I Cllege I Degree 1
Column 7Z 1 1 1 1 1 1 Row
Total % 1 ! 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 Total
---------- e L s et et L B el LD LDl &
1 j 1 21 1 8 1 32 1 3t 1
leavers 1 1 J.2 1 22.1 1 B.4 1 33.7 1 32.6 1 95
1 42.9 1 42.0 1 38.1 1 34.4 1 27.7 I 33.6
I .1 1 7.4 1 2. T 13.3 1 11.0 1
[ Jemm e [ Rl it R - | Sttt
| S S | 29 1 13 1 6l 1 81 1
finishers 2 ] ST 154 6.9 1 32.4 1 43.1 I 188
! 57.1 1 58.0 1 6l.9 1 695.6 | 72.3 1 bb.4
1 le4 1 10.2 1 4. 1 21.6 1 28.6 1
(R el [-ecnenne lem————— lemmcemae jrme————- [—===me
Column ! 7 1 50 1 21 1 LR | 12 1 283
Totals 1 2.5 1 17.7 1 7.4 1 32,9 1t 39,6 1 100.0
Chl square = 3.82 Valld casces = 283
Bepgrees of trecdom = 4 Misstng cases = 33
Probability of chance = 0.430 Response rate = 89.6 2
Cramer's V . = 0.11¢6
Contingency coeff. = 0.115

Cautfon: 2 cells contain an expected frequency less than 5
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LEAVERS vs FINTSHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #48

No. Children at Home while in Propgram - (X Axis)

—-——BY—--—
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number I none 1 1 chld 1 2 chid I 3 chld 1 4+4chld 1
Row % 1 1 1 1 1 1
Column %2 1 1 1 1 1 1 Row
Total % | 0 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 Totals
---------- [~-——rmem - mmcere [ mcrmec [ ce | msern | mm e e
1 30 1 18 1 15 1 17 1 i 1
leavers 1 1 27.3 1 6.4 1 31.8 1 15.5 1 9.1 1 110
I 29.7 I 28.6 1 36.1 1 48.6 1 55.6 1 35.0
1 9.6 1 5.7 1 1l.1 1 5.4 1 3.2 1
l=mmmme = lormmem— e [-mmeemee lrm—————— =
| 711 1 45 1 62 1 g 1 8 1
finishers 2 1 34,8 1 22.1 1 30.4 1 8.8 1 J.9 1 204
1 70,3 1 71.4 I 63.9 1 5S1.4 1 44.4 1 65.0
1 22.6 1 14,3 1 19,7 1 5 ] 2.5 1
fomm————— [-=—emm— [rmmm e l-=mmemam (e kel -
Columnp [ 101 1 63 1 97 1 35 1 18 1 34
Totals I 32.2 1 20.1 1 30.9 1 1t.}4 1 5.7 1 100.0
Chi square = 8.06!1 Valid cases = 314
Degrees of treedom = = 4 ’ - Missing cases = 2
Probability of chance = 0.072 Response rate = 99,4 %
Crawmer's V = 0.1lb66

Contingency coeff. = 0.163
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #49

Marftal Status While in Program - (X Axls)

- - e = BY = = - =
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number I single I marr'd I seprtd | dvorcd I wdowed 1
Row Z | 1 1 1 1 1
Column 2 | 1 1 1 1 1 Row
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 Totrals
---------- (e e LT L LR C e B L LS C L el T DLt
[ 9 1 81 I 2 1 17 1 1 i
leavers | 1 - 8.2 1 73.6 1 l.8 1 155 1 0.9 I 110
I 42.9 1 32,0 1 40,0 1 53.1 1 33.3 1 35.0
1 2.9 | 25. 8 | 0.6 | Yot | 0,4 |
== o —— |-~ |ommmme e |——em e |-
] 12 1 172 | 31 15 1 2 1
fintshers 2 1 .9 1 84.3 1 1.5 1 7.4 1 1.0 1 204
I 57.1 I 68.0 1 60.0 1 4.9 1 66.7 I 65.0
1 3. I 54.8 1 1.0 1 4.8 I 0.6 1
|e-mmmm—— [remmmm = [~===——— - e lomwene——
Cotumn 1 21 1 253 1 5 1 121 KR | 314
Totals 1 6.7 1 80.6 1} e 1 102 1 1.0 1 100.0
Chi square = 6,23 Valid cases = 314
Degrees of freedom = 4 Missing cases = 2
Probability of chance = U.182 Response rate = 99.4 2
Cramer's V = 0,141
Contingency coeff. = 0.139

Cautfon: 4 cells contain an expected frequency less than 5
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #51

Reason Enrolled in External Depree - (X Axisg)
- e e e BY = = =

Leaver or Finfsher - (Y Axls)

Number 1 Work I Self I To Get 1 To get t Prsonl I other 1
Radw 2 I Reqr'd 1 lmpvamt | A Job | BtrJob I Chllng 1 1
Column 2 1 1 1 1 I e ] 1 Row
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 1 Total
---------- IR B el K R e L bl B el EL L L Ly
! I 34 1 0 1 26 1 a1 1 6 1
leavers ! I 10,2 1 31.5 1 0.0 1 24.1 1 28.7 1 5.6 1 tos
1 24.4 1 36,2 1 0.0 1 42.6 T 37.8 1 23.1 1 34,7
1 3.5 1 10,9 1 0.0 1 g.4 1 10.0 1 1.9 1
frmmemm—— lecovucna lemscecene lecmemene [EL LT lemrmemae l-emmm=
1 34 1 60 1 3 1 35 1 51 1 20 1
finishers 2 I 167 I 29.6 1 1.5 1 17.2 1 25.1 1 9.9 1 203
1 715.6 U 63,8 1 100.0 I 57,4 1 062.2 1 76,9 1 65.3
Fo10.9 1 19,3 1 1.0 1 113 1 16.6 1 6.4 I
IELEEL L L levececae [eomn—ee === lemcocene | e | CEL LTS
Column ! 45 1 94 1 3 1 6l 1 82 1 26 1 31l
Totals 14,5 1 30.2 1 1.0 1 19.6 1 26.46 1 8.4 1 100.0
Chi square = 7.35 Valld cuses = Il
Degrees of [reedom - 5 Missing cases = 5
Probabl ity of chance = 0.195 Response rate = 9B.4 2
Cramer's V = 0.154
Contingency coeff, = 0.152

Caution: 2 cells coutain an expected frequency less than 5
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LEAVERS vs TINTSHERS
SURVEY QUESTTON #52

How Educvational Expenses Funded - (X Axis)

Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)

Number self/ I cllege

1 I bank 1 family o emplyr I Gl I other
Row 2 1 spouse I FinAid 1 loaus 1 frieud | refimb. I bil1l 1
Column 2 1 1 1 I | 1 1
Total % I 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 3 5 1 6 § 7
---------- [ el Rt DLl E L P Lt et il B Lt Rl bt e Ittt
| 11 1 1 1 v 1 9 lo | 11 3
leavers [} 1 73.2 1 1.0 1 0.0 1 Y2 1 16.5 1 1.0 1 3.1
I 35.3 1 20.0 1} 0,0 I 62,% 1 0.8 1 50,0 1 50.0
1 25,3 1 [V I | 0.0 1 1.4 1 5.7 1 4 1 1.1
Jommm e |t el l——rmeee— | ity [-wmmm [ atad | S
1 ti0 I 4 1 7 i ] i 36 1 | 1 k]
finishers P4 1 Juo.7 1 2.2 1 1.8 1 .6V 14.0 | 0.5 | 1.6
I 64,7 1 BU.0 I 100.0 1 7.5 U 9.2 1 0.0 1 50.0
I 46,3 1 1.4 1 2. ! 1.1 1 12.8 1 0.4 1 1.1
[ELEL T [receree= |rereeee— Jemrmmee= l--—=e--- l-------- [ R -
Column | 201 1 5 1 71 Ko 52 1 2 1 6
Totals Io71.5 1 .8 1 2.5 1} T S TR ' I B 0.7 1 2.1
Chi square = H.15 Vialld cases =  2H1
Deprees of freedom - 6 Missing cases = ]
Probabllity of chance = 0,227 Response rate = HB,9 %
Cramer's V = 0.170
Contingency coeftf. = U.lb8

Cautlon: 9 coells contabn un expected frequency less than b
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LEAVERS vs FINISIUERS
SURVEY QUESTION #53

Distance From any Post-Secondary School - (X Axis)
____BY____
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number 1 0-59 1 60-149 1 150~ 1 250~ 1 500+m! 1
Row % 1 miles 1 miles 1 249 wml | 499 m} | 1
Column % | 1 1 1 1 1 Row
Total % I 1 1 2 I 3 1 4 1 5 I Totrals
---------- [ R e kel et B Rl et
1 82 1 14 1 -2 -1 2 1 v 1
leavers 1 1 82.0 1 14.0 1 2.0 1 2.0 1 0.0 1 100
I 33.3 1 43.8 1 28.6 1 66,7 1 0.0 1 34.7
1 28,5 1 4,9 1 0.7 1 .7 1 0.0 i
R R e I=====mu Jmemmmm e R l-—mm--—-
] 164 1 18 1 5 1 11 0 1
finishers 2 1 87.2 1 9.6 1 2.7 1 0.5 1 0.0 1 188
1 667 1 56.3 1 71.4 1} 33.3 1 0.0 1 65,3
I 56.9% 1 6.3 1 1.7 1 0.3 1 0.0 1
oo === - [ Rty R et [-=-=—==-
Column ] 240 1 j2 i 7 1 (| 0 1 288
Tatals I 85,4 1 11.1 1 2.4 1 1.0 1 0.0 1 100.0
Chi square = 2.82 Valld cases = 288
Degrees of [reedom = 3 Missbay cases = 28
Probabilfty of chance = 0.419 Response rate = 91,1 %
Cramer's V = {},099
Contingency coeff. = 0.098

Cautfon: 4 cells contain an expected frequency less than 9
Note: | column not included in Ch§ square calculations
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #54

Mites From La Grande Campus - (X Axis)

- - = BY = - - =

Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)

Number 1 0-59 1 60-149 1 150~ 1 250- I 500+ml I
Row 7 I miles 1 miles 1 249 ml 1 499 ml 1 1
Column 2 I 1 1 1 ] 1 Row
Total 2 1 1 1 2 i 3 1 4 1 5 I Total
---------- I g L L) it L L LD L LD B D s
L 14 1 25 1 27 1 28 1 1
leavers I 1 14,0 1 25.3 1 27.3 1 28.3 1 5.1 1 99
1 40.0 1 31.3 1 37.0 1 33.3 1 35. 1 34,6
{ 4.9 1 8.7 1 9.4 1 9.8 1 fe7 1
Jowe e e lwcem—e l=~rmr——— fmmm———-- |wmm——m—— lmeem
1 21 1 55 1 46 | 56 1 9 1
finishers 2 I 1le2 1 29,4 1 24,6 1 29.9 1 4.8 1 187
1 60.0 1 68.8 1 63.0 1 66.7 1 64.3 1 65.4
1 7.3 1 19.2 1 I6.F 1 19.6 1 Jj.11
J-— - | | e et = [romeme—— | R
Column 1 I35 1 80 1 73 1 g4 1 14 1 286
Totals 1 12.2 1 28.0 1 25.5 1 29.4 1 4.9 1 100.0
Chi square = 1,09 Valid cases = 286
Degrees of freedom = 4 Missing cases = 30
Probability of chance = 0.895 Response rate = 90,5 2
Cramer's V ) = 0,002
Contingency coetf. = 0.0062

Cautfon: | cell contalns an expected frequency less than 5
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #55

Most Difficult Barrier to Participating - (X Axis)

-~ = = = HBY = = = =

Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)

Number | money 1 dstnce | time I naSprt I crises | other 1
Row 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Column %2 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 Row
Total % 1 1 ! 2 1 3 1 [ 1 5 | b I Total
---------- [ Rttt el Eeb LU DL L R Lt i L DD LDy E L L L
1§ 6 1 11 1 3o 1 4 1 17 1 21 1
leavers 1 1 6.3 I 11.6 1 37.9 1 4.2 1 17,9 1 22.1 1 95
1 31.6 I 262 1 36,0 1 26,7 1 53.) 1 36.8B 1 35.8
§ 2.3 1 4.2 1 13.6 1 .5 1 [P 7.9 1
R | S Rl L L === [vwecccnna lemecmmnn [v=cmmnam Jeewe—-
L} 13 1 1 64 1 1t 15 1 36 1
finishers 2 ! 7.6 1 18.2 1 37.6 1 b B.48 1 21.2 1 170
I o8.4 1 73.8 1 6b4.0 | Thed 1 469 1 03.2 1 64.2
{ 4.9 1 11.7 1 24,2 | 4.2 1 9. t 13.6 1
e | e le=—cemee e~ [ [==rmmm—— lecacaa
Column | 19 1 42 1 100 1 15 32 1t 57 1 265
Totals 1 7.2 1 15.8 1 37.7 1 5.7 1 12.1 1 24.5 1 100.0
Chi square 6.58 Valid cases = 265
Deprees of frecdom 5 Missing cases = 51

Probabllity of chauce
Cramer's V
Contingency coeff.,

Response ratle = 83.9 %2

| I N B I
[=]
.
N
w
&
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #62

Conffdence with Welting Abillity - (X Arxis)

Leaver or Finisher - (Y Aris)
Number I wene 1 emall/ 1 greac/ |
Row % 1 Il some 1 >great 1
Column 2 1 1 1 1 Row
Total 2 1 t i 2 1 K] I Tetals
---------- [ el EEEL L Lt O S et BT LTt
3 2 I 31} 76 |
leavers I | l.6 1 28.4 1 6w.] 1 109
1 066.7 i 37.3 1 ‘3.5 34.8
1 0.0 | 9.9 1 2403 !
e e l-smmmm e l=m==mmmm o e
t 1 1 2 1 151 1
finishers 2 [ O.% 1 255 | 74,0 1 204
1 3.3 62.7 I w©wb.,5 1 65.2
] 0.2 t Ibe b I 48,2 1
lommce e |l = oo [==emem——
Caluan t I | B8 I 227 1 113
Totals 1 1.0 I 26.5 1 72.5% 1 1uu.0

Chi square = .79 Valid caren < 313
Degrees of freedom - 2 Missbup cases = 3
Probability ol ehance = ,410 Respotive rate = 9.1 2

Cramer's V = 0.015
Contingeney coeft. v.075

Caution: 2 ¢olls vcontadn an expected frequency less than 5



leavers

finishers

LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #66

Problem with Ylaaaces - (A dnis)
BY - - -~ -
Leaver or Flussher = (f Axis)
Numbe r I wane ' swmall I rome I sevat
Row 7 i }J extent [ exrent 1 extent
Column & | 1 1 i
Total Z 1 ] 1§ 2 | 3 1 4
............ l_—..-—._.._l-»<—-—;.—-—1-.—-_-.-.—l——_—_—-.—
l g 1 26 4 KD i
H I 34,5 1 18,2 1 28.2 1 Iv,0
1 1.7 1 9.0 I 8.8 1 Q0.7
| I W2 B | 6.0 1 9,4 1 3.9
'---—-_..—l.-—-.-—..--‘.-._- -~ ._—..|-.-....-...--l_.._—........<-
i 82 1 49 1 4% 1 lo
2 Ioat.4 1 2400 1 2411 1.9
| Wi, ) [} /1.0 ! (1 ) ! G0,
Po20.2 1 Ide!d 1 0507 KT
l ________ l-_-....~..—i-.__<__._...] ...........
Cotumn ! t2a 1 69 1 86 1 2/
Totals Iod%e3 1 22,0 1 Z%.e H.0
Ghi squarce = b7 Vaas b ca
Deprees ol treedom = “ Miasing
Prabability ot chanece = .14) Res ponse
Cramer's = L.lal
Conctingency coctt. = .4

I spreat
i estent

i

1 5

l ————————
i 10

1 9.1

} 58,4

! KPR

1 7

i b.4
Lo4l.2

1 2.2
[mmmm————
{ 17

] et
Hevh =

ottty

Frate
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LEAVERS vs FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #72

Encouragement from: Siblings - (X Axis)
- o e e BY - - m -
Leaver or Finlsher - (Y Axis)
Number 1 n/a I none 1 small/ 1 great/ 1
Row Z 1 1 1 some I Dgreat |
Column % 1 1 1 1 1 Row
Total % 1 0 1 ] 1 2 1 3 I Totals
---------- R R B B Bt D Rttt
1 49 1 21 1 23 1 12 )
leavers 1 1 46.7 1 20.0 1 21.9 1 1.4 1 105
1 42.6 1 27.6 1 31,1 1 28.6 1 34.2
1 16.0 1 b8 1 7.5 1 .9 1
L [-ememmm— [ le==mm—-- foromm
) 66 1 55 1 51 1 30 1
finishers 2 § 32.17 [} 27.2 1 25.2 1 14.9 | 202
1 57.4 1 72.4 1 68.9 ! 7l1.4 1 65.8
1 21.5 1 17.9 1 16.6 1 9.8 |
o= lommem o | Rttt l-=m===-- [Bedalalate ettt
Column ] 115 1| 6 1 74 1 42 307
Totals 1 37.5 t 24.8 1 24.1 1 13.7 1 to0.0
Chi square = 5,98 CValld casces = 307
Depgrees ol freedom a 3 Missing cases = 9
Probability of chance = 0,11) Response rate = 97,2 %
Cramer's V = 0,140
Contingency coeff. = 0.138
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A COMPARTISON BETWEEN LEAVERS AND FINISHERS ON
STUDENT DATA RASE INFORMATION: SEX

Sex = (X Axis)

- - e - BY - - -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number 1 Female 1 Male 1
Row % 1 1 1
Column % 1 1 1 Row
Tatal 2 1 1 1 2 1 Totals
---------- | R DD Bl T
1 55 1 57 1
leavers 1 I 49.1 1 50.9 1 112
I 33.5 1 37.5 1 35.4
1 17.4 1 18.0 1
| Rttt | St L L T | R
1 109 1 95 1
finishers 2 1 53.4 1 46.6 1 204
I 66.5 1 62.5 1 64.6
1 34.5 1 30.1 1
Jmmm————— l-—me—eee |l
Column 1 164 1 152 1 316
Totals I 51.9 1 48.1 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = .38 Valid cases = 316
Degrees of freedom = ] Missing cases = 0
Probability of chance = 0.536 Response rate = 100.0 2
Phi = 0.035
Contingency coeff. = 0.035



A COMPARISON BETWEEN LEAVERS AND FINISHERS ON
STUDENT DATA BASE INFORMATION: AGE

Varfable under analysis - Age

Variable used to proup cases - Leaver or Finisher

Group 1 1/

l=leavers
Number of cases = 112
Mean = 46.79
Varfance = 94.51
Standard deviation = 9,72
Standard error of the mean = 0,92

Group 2 2/
2=finishers

Number of cases = 204

Mean = 44.94
Varfance = 79,27
Standard deviation = §.90

Standard error of the mean = 0.62

T-Test statlistices

Difference (Mean X - Mean Y) = l.45]7
Standard crror ol the ditference = l.086
t - statistie = 1,342
Degrees of freedom = 314

Probability ot t (Oune talled test) = 0.089

Probability of t (Two talled test) = U177

327
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A COMPARISON BETWEEN LEAVERS AND FINISHERS ON
STUDENT DATA BASE INFORMATTON: RACE

Ethanfciry = (X Axis)

- = = e BY - e
Leaver or Finlsher - (Y Axis)

Number I Black 1 Indian 1 Asfan/ 1 Hspanc | White, 1 Int'n) 1 NoResp

Row 2 1 nolspn 1 Alaskn I Paclsl 1 I noltspn 1 1

Column Z 1 1 1 I 1 | 1

Total 2 1 1 1 2 1 3 ] 4 1 5 ! 6 1 7

---------- [t S C L L L) E L L I il SR DL LS B2 Sttt LD LD LD EL ettt
1 2 1 31 v 1 I | 99 ) 0 1 7

leavers | i .8 1 2.7 1 0.0 1 0.9 1 HB.4 I 0.0 1 6.3
I 66.7 1 33.3 1 0.0 1 100.0 1 36.1 1 0.0 1 29.2
1 0.6 1 1.0 1 0.0 1 .3 L 31.5 1 L0 1 2.2
|=mmem——— lemmmemm" o= == [ [ lrewomene
1 [ b 1 2 1 [T 17% i 11 17
finishers 2 { 0.5 1 .0 1 .0 | 0.0 1 Hoab 1 0.5 1 8.4

I 33.3 I 66.7 1 100.0 |} v. 0 1 63.9 1 1000 1 70.8
1 0.3 1 1.9 1 0.6 1 0.0 1 55%.7 1 0.3 1} 5.4
l-e=eeee- leeemmm—- locmcenn— l-—---=- | Baatatadatateted - Jomwnrm—-

Colunn 1 3 1 9 1 2 1 ! 1 274 1 11 24

Totals 1 1.0 1 2.9 1 0.6 1 0.3 1 87.3 1 0.3 1 7.6

Chi square = 5.21 Valld cases = 314

flegrees of freedom = h Missing cases = 2

Probability of chance = 0,517 Response gate = 99,4 %

Cramer's V = 0.129

Contingency coeff. = 0.128

Caution: Y cells contaln an expected frequency leas than 5
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RURAL (<50,000) vs URBAN
SURVEY QUESTION #23

Academic Expectations too Difficult? - (X Axis)

BY - -~ - =

Type of Community Lived In - (Y Axis)

umber 1 yes I no 1
ow 2 1 1 1
olumn 2 1 1 1 Row
otal % 1 1 1 2 1 Totale
------ ——=]- 1 1

1 26 1 185 1

1 1 12.3 1 87.7 1 211

I 70.3 I 67.3 1 67.6

1 8.3 1 59.3 1

Joweence— Jemevanaca | D ]

1 11 I 80 I

2 1 10,9 I 89.1 1 101

I 29.7 1 32.7 1 32.4

1 3.5 1 28.8 1

I 1-- -
Column 1 37 1 2715 1 312
Totals 1 11.9 1 @88.1 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = ,03 Valid cases = 312
Degrees of freedom = 1 Missing cases = &
Probability of chance = 0.858 Response rate = 98.7 %
Phi - 0,010
Contingency coeff. -« 0.010



RURAL (<50,000) vs URBAN
SURVEY QUESTION #55

Most Difficult Barrier to Pacticipating - (X Axis)

330

- = = - BY - - w -
Type of Coamunity Lived In = (Y Axisg)
Number I money 1 dstnce I time I noSprt 1 crises I other I
Row % I 1 1 1 1 1 1
Column 2 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 Row
Total 2 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 I Totals
—— 1 -=1 1 ===1 1 1 1
1 12 1 36 1 63 1 10 1 26 1 34 1
Rural & Town 1 1 6.7 1 20,1 I 35.2 1 5.6 1 13.4 I 19.0 1 179
1 63.2 1 85.7 I 63,0 1 66.7 1 75,0 1 59.6 1 67.5
1 4.5 1 13.6 1 23.8 1 J.8 1 9.1 1 12.8 1
I 1 =~=1 ) Lol it St & 1 I
1 7 1 6 1 37 1 5 1 8 1 23 1
Urban 2 1 8.1 1 7.0 1 43.0 1 5.8 I 9.3 1 26.7 1 86
I 36.8 1 14,3 1 37,0 1 33.3 1 25.0 1 40.4 I 32.5
1 2.6 1 2.3 1 14.0 1 1.9 1 3.0 1 8.7 1
1 I I 1 ==-1 1 I
Column 1 19 1 42 1 100 1 15 1 32 1 57 1 265
Totals 1 7.2 1 15.8 I 37.7 1 5.7 1 12.1 1 21.5 1 100.0
Chi square - 9,87 Valid cases - 265
Degrees of freedom - 5 Miesing csses = 51
Probability of chance = 0.079 Response rate » 83.9 %
Cramer's V = 0.193
Contingency coeff. = 0.189

Caution:

1 cell containe an expected frequency less than 5
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RURAL (<50,000) vs URBAN
SURVEY QUESTION #56

Satisfaction w/Amount of Academic Advice - (X Axis)

BY « - - =
Type of Community Lived In - (Y Axis)

umber 1 none I small/ I great/ 1
ow % 1 1 some 1 D>great 1
olumn 2 1 I 1 I Row
otal X 1 1 1 2 1 3 I Totals
--------- 1 ==l I Ieeccn—a—e

1 15 1 62 1 134 1

1 1 7.1 1 29.4 I 63.5 1 211

I 83.3 1 63.3 1 68.4 I 67.6

1 4.8 1 19.9 1 42.9 I

| e et ) Db leeemcawa [emmwmen—

1 3 1 36 1 62 I

2 1 3.0 1 35.6 1 6l.4 1 101

I 16,7 1 36.7 1 31.6 1 32.4

1 1.0 I 11.5 I 19.9 1

=== 1 1 Jemmamaaa
Column 1 18 1 98 1 196 1 312
Totals 1 5.8 1 31.4 1 62.8 1 100.0
Chi square = 2.92 Valid cases - 312
Degrees of freedom - 2 Miseing cases = 4
Probability of chance = 0,231 Response rate = 98,7 X
Cramer's V = 0,097
Contingency coeff. = 0,096



RURAL (<50,000) vs URBAN
SURVEY QUESTION #59
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Satisfaction w/Quality of Academic Advic ~ (X Axis)

- e === BY = = = =
Type of Community Lived In - (Y Axis)
Nuaber 1 none 1 small/ I great/ 1
Row 2 1 1 some I Dgreat 1
Coluan ¥ 1 1 1 1 Row
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 Totals
—— 1 1 1 -1 ——
1 14 1 51 1 145 1
Rural & Town 1 1 6.7 1 24.3 1 69.0 1 210
I 82.4 1 62,2 1 69.0 1 68.0
1 4.5 1 16.5 1 46,9 1
) Gt 1 -1 il OO DL
1 3 1 31 1 65 1
Urban 2 1 3.0 1 31,3 1 65.7 1 99
1 17.6 1 37.8 1 31,0 1 32.0
1 1.0 1 10,0 1 21.0 1
I- 1 ——-1 Ll Bl
Column I 17 1 82 1 210 1 3Jo9
Totals 1 5.5 1 26,5 1 68.0 1 100.0
Chi square - 2,98 Valid cases -
Degrees of freedom - 2 Missing cases =
Probability of chance = 0.225 Response rate =
Crametr's V - 0.098
Contingency coeff. = 0.098

309
7
97.8 %



« @« m» o BY = = = =
Number 1

Row %X 1

Column 2 1

Total % 1

- 1

1

Rural & Town 1 1
1

1

1

1

Urban 2 1
1

1

1

Column 1

Totala 1

Chi aquare

RURAL (<50,000) vs URBAN
SURVEY .QUESTION.#66

small

2

with Pinances - (X Axis)

Community Lived In - (Y Axisg)

1 some
extent I extent I extent I extent

333

Row
Totals

Degrees of freedom
Probability of chance

Cramer's V

Contingency coeff.

23.5
72.5

213

3.69

0.449
0.109
0.108

Valid cases
Missing cases =
Response rate =

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1 68.%
1

1

1

1 100
1 31.9
1

) R —

1 31
1 100.0

313
3
99.1 2
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RURAL (x<50,000) vs URBAN
SURVEY QUESTION #69

Rules/Procedures Inhibited Progress - (X Axis)

- - - - BY -e— . -
Type of Community Lived In -~ (Y Axis)
Number 1 none I small/ I great/ 1
Row 2% 1 1 some I >great 1
Column ¥ 1 1 1 1 Row
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 Totals
1 1 w==] )
1 135 1 56 I 19 1
Rural & Town 1 I 64.3 1 26.7 1 9.0 1 210
1 65.2 1 71.8 1 76.0 1 67.7
1 43.5 1 18.1 1 6.1 1
lerercnceecocacvac]cncvenne] crrecsaee
1 12 1 22 1 6 1
Urban 2 1 72.0 1 22.0 1 6.0 I 100
I 34.8 1 28,2 1 24,0 1 32.3
1 23.2 1 7.1 1 1.9 1
1 1 I-- et
Column 1 207 1 8 1 25 1 310
Totale 1 66,8 I 25.2 1 8.1 1 100.0
Chi square = 1.97 Valid cases = 310
Degrees of freedom - 2 Missing cases = 6
Probability of chance = 0.373 Reaponse rate = 98.1 2%
Cramer's ¥ - 0,080
Contingency coeff. = 0.079
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RURAL FARM vs TOWN/URBAN
SURVEY QUESTION #23

Academic Expectations too Difficult? ~ (X Axis)

- - - - BY - - = -
Type of Community Lived In - (Y Axis)
Number 1 yes 1 no 1
Row 2 1 1 1
Column 2 I 1 1 Row
Total 2 1 1 1 2 I Totals
I 1 -=1
1 10 1 41 1
Rural Parn 1 1 19.6 I 80.4 1 51
1 27.0 I 14,9 1 16.3
1 3.2 1 13.1 1
1 -1 I-remeenn
1 27 1 234 1
Town &Cities 2 I 10.3 I 89.7 1 261
I 73.0 I 85.1 1 83.7
1 8.7 1 75.0 1
I I ~=] ———
Column 1 37 1 275 1 312
Totals 1 11.9 1 88.1 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = 2,67 Valid cases = 312
Degrees of freedom = ] Miseing cases = &
Probability of chance = 0.102 Response rate = 98.7 %
Phi - 0,093
Contingency coeff. = 0.092



RURAL FARM vs TOWN/URBAN

SURVEY QUESTION #24

336

Degree Requirements Clear by Advisor? - (X Axis)

Valid cases -
Miseing cases =
Response rate =

- = = = BY = = &« =
Type of Community Lived In - (Y Axis)
Number I yes I no I
Row 2 1 1 1
Coluen X2 1 1 L Row
Total 2% I 1 1 1 Totals
1 1 we=]
1 43 1 9 1
Rural Farm 1 1 82.7 1 17.3 1 52
1 15.6 1 23,1 1 16.6
I 13.7 1° 2.9 1 :
1 olee- low—
1 232 1 30 1
Town &Cities 2 1 88.5 I 11,5 1 262
1 84,4 1 76.9 1 83.4
I 73.9 1 9.6 1
1 I 1
Column 1 275 1 39 1 314
Totals 1 87.6 1 12.4 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = .88
Degrees of freedom - ]
Probability of chance = 0,347
Phi = 0.053
Contingency coeff. = 0.053

314
2
99.4 2



RURAL FARM vs TOWN/URBAN
SURVEY QUESTION #55
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Most Difficult Barrier to Participating ~ (X Axis)
- o w = BY = e = -
Type of Community Lived In - (Y Axis)
Number 1 money 1 dstnce I time I noSprt I crises I other 1
Row X 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Colusn 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Row
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 3 I 4 1 5 1 6 1 Total
1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 2 1 12 1 15 1 1 1 4 1 11 1
Rural Pars 1 1 o4 1 26,7 1 33.3 1 2.2 1 B.) 1 24.4 1 45
1 10.5 1 28.6 I 15.0 1 6.7 1 12.5 1 19.3 1 17.0
1 0.8 1 4.5 1 5.7 1 0.4 1 1.5 I 4.2 1
1 1 1 1 1 | CE 1
1 17 1 3Jjo 1 85 1 14 1 28 1 46 1
Town &Cities 2 1 7.7 1 13.6 1 38.6 1 6.4 1 12.7 1 20.9 1 220
1 89,5 1 71.4 1 85.0 1 93.3 1 87.5 1 80.7 I 8.0
1 6.4 1 11.3 1 32.1 1 5.3 I 10.6 1 17.4 1
1 1 I 1 I 1 1
Column 1 19 1 42 1 100 1 15 1 32 1 57 1 265
Totals 1 7.2 1 15.8 1 37.7 1 5.7 1 12.1 1 21.5 1 100.0
Chi square = 6,64 Valid cases = 265
Degrees of freedom - 5 Missing cases = 51
Probability of chance = 0.248 Response rate = 83.9 %
Cramer's V = 0,158
Contingency coeff. = 0.156

Caution: 2 cells contain an expected frequency less than 5
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RURAL FARM vs TOWN/URBAN
SURVEY QUESTION #38

Rules/Procedures Inhibited Progress - (X Axisg)

- == = BY = = « =

Type of Community Lived In - (Y Axisg)

Number I none 1 small/ I great/ I

Row % 1 1 gome I dgreat 1

Column I 1 1 1 I Row

Total 2 1 1 1 2 1 k) 1 Totals
1 1 1 1 m———
1 33 1 11 1 7 1

Rural Farms 1 I 64.7 1 21.6 1 13.7 1 51
I 15.9 1 14,1 1 28.0 1 16.5
I 10.6 1 3.5 1 2.3 1
lemeemm—— Jeemee e e lecwnccaa
1 176 1 67 1 18 1
Town &Cities 2 1 67.2 I 25,9 1 6.9 1 259

I 84.]1] 1 85.9 1 72,0 1 83.5
1 56.1 1 21.6 1 5.8 1
1 1 I lemmecca—

Column 1 207 1 78 1 25 1 310

Totals I 66.8 1 25.2 1 8.1 1 100.0

Chi square - 2,17 Valid cases = 310

Degrees of freedonm - 2 Missing cases = 6

Probability of chance = 0,249 Response rate = 98,1 %
Cramer's V = 0,095
Contingency coeff, e 0,094

Caution: 1 cell containe an expected frequency less than 5
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RURAL FARM vs TOWN/URBAN
SURVEY QUESTION #56

Satisfaction w/Amount of Academic Advice - (X Axig)

- e« = BY = = = =
Type of Community Lived In - (Y Axis)
Nuamber 1 none I swall/ I great/ 1
Row X 1 1 some I dgreat I
Column X 1 1 1 1 Row
Total 2 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 Totals
1 -=-=1 -==1 == -
1 4 1 14 1 34 1
Rural PFarm 1 1 7.7 I 26,9 1 65.4 1 52
1 22.2 1 14,3 1 17.3 1 16.7
1 1.3 1 4.5 1 10.9 1
l=we=- woeeeneee—— 1 1
1 14 1 84 1 162 1
Town &Cities 2 1 5.4 1 32.3 1 62.3 1 260
1 77.8 1 85.7 1 82.7 1 83.3
1 4.5 1 26,9 1 51.9 1
1 ---1 1 1 ——
Column 1 18 1 98 1 196 1 312
Totals 1 5.8 1 3l.4 1 62.8 1 100.0
Chi square = ,86 Valid cases = 312
Degrees of freedom - 2 Missing cases = 4
Probability of chance = 0,649 Response rate = 98.7 2
Cramer's V = 0.053
Contingency coeff. = 0.052

Caution: 1 cell contains an expected frequency less than 5



RURAL FARM vs TOWN/URBAN

SURVEY QUESTION #59
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Satisfaction w/Quality of Academic Advic - (X Axis)

“ = == BY = = = =

Type of Community Lived In -~ (Y Axis)

Number I none 1 small/ I great/ 1
Row X 1 1 some 1 Dgreat 1
Column 2 1 1 1 1 Row
Total 2 I 1 I 2 1 3 1 Totals
—m——— 1e= 1 1 1
1 & 1 10 I 38 1
Rural Farm 1 1 7.7 1 19.2 1 73.1 1 52
1 23.5 1 12,2 1 18.1 1 16.8
1 1.3 1 3.2 1 12.3 1
Jemrccawn [ecenea --1 I- -
1 13 1 72 1 172 1
Town &Cities 2 1 5.1 1 28,0 1 66.9 I 257
1 76.5 1 87.8 1 81.9 I 83.2
1 4.2 1 23,3 1 55.7 1
I=ememna= [mececne- Ir=cem——— | S L
Column 1 17 1 82 1 210 1 309
Totals 1 5.5 I 26,5 1 68.0 1 100.0
Chi square = 2,04 Valid cases -
Degrees of freedom - 2 Missing cases =
Probability of chance = 0.360 Response rate =
Cramer's V = 0,081
Contingency coeff. = 0,081

Caution: 1 cell contains an expected frequency less than 5

309
7
97.8 %
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RURAL FARM vs TOWN/URBAN
SURVEY QUESTION #66

Problem with Finances - (X Axis)

o = = @« BY = = = =
Type of Community Lived In = (Y Axis)
Number 1 none 1 emall I some 1 great 1 >great I
Row X 1 1 extent I extent I extent I extent I
Column 2 1 1 . 1 1 1 1 Row
Total Z 1 1 I 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 Totals
—-—=1 -1 ) § —-—=1 ~==1 1
1 21 1 9 1 13 1 4 1 5 1
Rural Farm 1 1 40.4 1 17.3 I 25.0 I 7.7 1 9.6 I 52
1 17.5 1 13.0 1 16.3 I 14.8 1 29,4 1 16.6
1 6.7 1 2.9 1 4.2 1 1.3 1 1.6 1
1=~ 1 lo== -1 ——ee] 1
1 99 1 60 1 67 1 23 1 12 1
Town &Cities 2 I 37.9 1 23.0 1 25.7 1 8.8 1 4.6 1 261
I 82.5 I 87.0 1 83.8 1 85.2 I 70.6 1 B83.4
1 31.6 1 19.2 1 21.4 1 7.3 1 3.8 1
1 w—]= I- Lo CL LY I1-- 1
Column 1 120 1 69 1 80 1I 27 1 17 1 313
Totals I 38.3 1 22.0 1 25.6 1 8.6 1 5.4 1 100.0
Chi square = 2,78 Valid cases = 313
Degrees of freedom = 4 Migsing cases = 3
Probability of chance = 0.595 Response rate = 99.1 X
Cramer's V = 0,094
Contingency coeff, = 0.094

Caution: 2 cells contain an expected frequency lees than 5
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FEMALE FINISHERS vs MALT FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #48

No. Children at Home while in Program - (X Axis)

- - o BY - e e -
Sex - (Y Axis)
Number 1 none I l+chld 1
Row % 1 1 1
Column Z 1 I 1 Row "
Total 2 1 0 1 1 1 Totals
1 1 -] -——-
1 45 1 64 1
Female finishers 1 I 41.3 1 58.7 1 109
1 63.4 1 48.1 1 53.4
I 22.1 1 31.4 1
e Y e g E
1 26 1 69 1
Male finishers 2 I 27.4 1 72.6 1 95
I 36.6 1 51.9 1 46.6
I 12,7 1 33.8 1
1~ 1 B ST
Column 1 71 1 133 1 204
Totals I 34.8 1 65.2 1 100.0

Corrected Chi square = 3,74 Valid cases = 204
Degrees of freedom = 1 Missing cases = 0
Probability of chance = 0,053 Response rate = 100.0 %
Phi = 0,135

Contingency coeff. = 0.134
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FEMALE LEAVERS vs MALE LEAVERS
SURVEY QUESTION #48

No. Children at Home while in Program - (X Axis)

- - = = BY = = =« =
Sex - (Y Axis)
Number 1 none 1 l+chld 1
Row X 1 1 1
Column X 1 1 I Row
Total 2 1 0 1 1 1 Totale
1 1 -=--1
1 18 1 J6 1
Female leavers 1 1 33.3 1 66.7 I 54
I 60.0 I 45.0 I 49.1
I 16.4 I 32.7 1
1 --1 S § ———
1 12 1 44 1
Male leavers 2 1 21.4 I 78.6 I 56
I 40.0 I 55,0 I 50.9
I 10.9 I 40.0 I
| LT T L R 1 1
Column 1 30 1 80 I 110
Totals 1 27.3 1 72.7 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square 1.4 Valid cases = 110
Degrees of freedom 1 Missing cases = 2

Probability of chance
Phi
Contingency coeff.

Response rate = 98,2 X

1 a0 8
o
.
~N
w
w



344

MALE LEAVERS vs MALE FINISHERS
REVISED SURVEY QUESTION #48

No. Children at Home while in Program - (X Axia)

- - v = BY = = = =

Leaver or Finisher -~ (Y Axis)

Number I none-1 1 2+chld 1
Row % 1 1 1
Columan Z 1 1 I Row
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals
- 1 evecvnwa | e
1 18 1 38 1
male leavers 1 I 32.1 1 67.9 1 56
1 28,6 1 43.2 1 37.1
1 11.9 I 25.2 1
l-cermmmereneenn | CE LT
1 45 1 50 1
male finishers 2 I 47.4 1 52.6 1 95
I 71.4 1 56.8 1 62.9
1 29.8 1 33.1 1
Jow—e L= 1
Coluan 1 63 1 88 1 151
Totals 1 41.7 1 58,3 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = 2.76 Valid cases = 151
Degrees of freedom = 1 Missing cases = 1
Probability of chance = 0.097 Response rate = 99,3 2
Phi = 0.135
Contingency coeff. = 0.134
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FEMALE LEAVERS vs FEMALE FINISHERS
REVISED SURVEY QUESTTON #48

No. Children at Home while in Program - (X Axis)

----BY----
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number I none-~1 1 2+4chld 1
Row X 1 1 1
Column 2 1 1 1 Row
Total X 1 0 1 1 I Totalas
---------- lreemewa] 1
1 30 1 26 1
female leavers 1 1 55.6 1 44.4 1 54
1 29.7 1 38.7 1 133.1}
1 18.4 1 14.7 1
1 1 1
1 71 1 38 1
female finishers 2 I 65.1 1 34,9 I 109
1 70.3 1 61.3 I 66.9
I 43.6 1 23.3 1
1 1 L -
Column 1 101 1 62 I 163
Totals 1 62,0 1 38.0 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = 1.02 Valid cases = 163
Degrees of freedom = 1 Miseing cases = 1
Probability of chance = 0.310 Response rate = 99.4 2%
Phi = 0,079
Contingency coeff. =« 0,079



MALE LEAVERS vs MALE FINISHERS

SURVEY QUESTTION #48
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No. Children at Home while in Program - (X Axis)

Valid cases -
Misasing cases =
Response rate =

- - m - BY----
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)
Number I none I l+chld I
Row X 1 1 1
Column ¥ I 1 1 Row
Total 2 1 0 1 1 1 Total
---------- lewwremmaa] -—-]
1 12 1 44 1
male leavers 1 I 21.4 1 78.6 1 56
I 31.6 1 38.9 I 37.1
1 7.9 1 29.1 1
I -1 ) ST T
1 26 1 69 1
male finishers 2 1 27.4 1 72.6 1 95
1 68.4 I 61.1 1 62.9
1 17.2 1 45.7 1
| CL ] 1 I--
Column 1 38 1 113 1 151
Totals 1 25.2 1 74.8 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = ,38
Degrees of freedom - 1
Probability of chance = 0.536
Phi « 0,050
Contingency coeff. = 0,050

151
1
99.3 2



FEMALE LEAVERS vs FEMALE FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #48

347

No. Children at Home while in Program_- (X Axis)

Valid cases

Misesing cases =
Response rate =

-—--BY---—
Leaver or Pinisher - (Y Axis)
Number I none 1 l4chld 1
Row 2% 1 1 1
Column 2 I 1 1 Row
Total X 1 0 1 I Totals
-1 1 EE S E e
1 18 1 36 1
female leavers 1 I 33.3 1 66.7 1 54
I 28.6 I 36.0 I 33.1
I 1t.0 1 22,1 1
Jom=- 1 ——=]
1 45 1 64 1
female finishers 2 I 41,3 1 58,7 1 109
I 71.4 1 64,0 1 66.9
I 27.6 1 39.3 1
1 1 1---
Crlunmn 1 63 1 100 1 163
Totals 1 38.7 1 61.3 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = .65
Degrees of freedom = 1
Probabilicty of chance = 0,418
Phi = 0,063
Contingency coeff. = 0.063

163
1
99.4 %
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MALE LEAVERS vs MALE FINISHERS
SURVEY QUESTION #49

Marital Status While in Program - (X Axis)

- === BY = = = =

Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis)

Nuaber 1 single 1 marr’'d 1
Row % 1 1 1
Coluen 2 1 1 I Row
Total 2 1 1 1 2 1 Totals
1- il § 1 -
1 5 1 51 1
male leavers 1 1 8.9 1 91.1 1 56
I 38.5 1 37.0 1 137.1
1 3.3 I 3.8 1
lemeeeew- I e el E
I 8 1 87 1
male finishers 2 1 8.4 I 91.6 1 95
1 61.5 1 63.0 1 62.9
1 5.3 1 57.6 1
=== 1 I--
Column 1 13 1 138 1 151
Totals 1 8.6 1 91.4 1 100.0
Corrected Chi square = ,03 Valid cases = 151
Degrees of freedom = ] ’ " Miseing cases = 1
Probability of chance = 0,847 Response rate = 99.3 %
Phi = 0.014
Contingency coeff. = 0.014

Caution: 1 cell containe an expected frequency less than 5



APPENDIX D

STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESSION

The table in the following section shows the results
of regressing responses from the External Degree Survey to
five questions that were deemed less dependent on the length
of time the participants had spent in the Program:

Question 19: Awareness of other External Degrees

Question 27: Linkage of Degree with Career Requirement

Question 36: Grade Level upon Admission to Program

Question 37: Highest Degree Aspirations

Question 50: Amount of Time to Commit to Program
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PRINTOUT OF MULTIPLE STEPWISE REGRESSION PROCEDURE

|

MTB > step cé6 c10 c12 c13 c15-c17 c19~c21 c23I-c263
MTB > fremove O;
MTB > fentor 1.

STEPWISE REGRESSION OF

8TEP
CONETANT

c23
T-RATIO

c20
T-RATIO

ci12
T-RATIO

c19
T-RATI10

C26
T-RATIO

C24
T-RATIO

cas
T-RATIO

8

R-80Q
8TEP

CONSTANT

C23
T=-RATIO

C20
T~RATIO

c12
T-RATIO

Ciy
T-RATIO

C26
T~RATIO

C24
T~RATIO

c23
T-RATIO

c13
T-RATIO

Cié6
T-RATIO

C17
T-RATIO0

C10
T-RATIO

8.
R-SQ

1
1.746

-0.716

-9.33

0.394
32.32

MTD > cutfile

2
1.756

-0.707
-9.36

-0,.61
-3.33

0.409
25.58

1.153

-0.10
-0.%52

~0.%51
~2.84

0.118
2.47

-0.42
-2,05%

0.82
3.31

0.43
3.51

0,57
3.20

-0.120
-1.76

~0.090
-1.39

0.393
32.77

cé

ON 13 PREDICTORS, WITH N = 297

3
1.703

=0.497
-9.32

-0.57
~3.08

0.131
2.68

0.40%
27.36

10
1.193

~0.03
-0.26

-0.31
-2.681

0.119

2.50

~0.41
-2.02

0.84
3.38

0. 68
3.72

0.61
3.39

~0.204
~2.40

-0.174
~2.11

-0.107
-1.64

0,392
.32.39

4
1.716

~0.70%
-9.48

~0.59
=J.16

0.120
2.47

~0.47
-2.29

0.402
268,65

11
1,469

~0,03
-0.16

=0.51
~-2.80

0.116
2.43

~0.40
~-1.96

0.85
3.43

0.648
3.72

0.61
3.39

-0.216
-2.51

-0.182
-2.20

~0.114
~1.74

0.0351
1.03

0.392
33.64

s 6 7
1.712 1.680  1.153
-0.701  ~0.670  ~0,140
-9.42  -B.48  ~0.74
-0.57  -0.56  -0.57
-3.14  -3.08  ~3.19
0.120  0.123 0,123
2.47 2.53 2.56
-0.46  -0.47  -0.,48
-2,27 ~-2.30 -2.38
0.24 .27 0,80
1.33 1.49 .20
0.072 0,601
1.42 3.33
0,095
3.05
0.401  0.400 0,395
29.08  29.57  3l.76
LEGEND
COMPUTER SURVEY RESPONSE
VARIABLE  QUESTION NUMBER
c23 50 1
c20 37 2
Cl2 27 1
C19 37 1
C26 50 4
C24 50 2
€25 50 3
C15 36 1
Cl6 36 2
c17 36 3
C10 19 1
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