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\BSTRACT

Prior to their attendance at a summer arientation
projram, 339 students cere pailed their own student profile,
materials for its interpresation, and information ou factors
important in acadesmic choices. A control group of 321 students
received no wailed materials. Both groups subsequently participated
ia a standard orientation prograam, in which the same topics were
discussed. Results indicate that studeats vho received the mailed
materials more freyuently reported that they amight change their major
than did the controls; however, no actual differences hbetveen groups
vere noted in th2 nuaber of major changes, the time aajor changes
occurred, or fall tera GPA. It is coacluded that material~ mailed to
students to heighten the effects of orientation programs aay be of
questionable value if the saue content is adeguately covered at the
ot.entation program itself. (Author/TL)
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of Student Development, Coloredo State University, Fort Collins,
Colorado 80521. It ie directed to the interest of etudent devel-
cpment profeesionsls, adminietratore, faculty and etudente in
higher education, Cortributione to the Seriee are made by mem-
barw of the Colorsdo State University community. The Seriee
incivae Student Development Repcrte, which are reports of a
rossarch or program evaluation “ture, and Student Deveiopment
Staff Papery, which relate to tasoretical or philosophical
fesues, A Iieting o’ prior Reporte and Staff Papers ie pre-
eented at the conclusion of thie feeue.
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Effects of Pre-PKEVIEW Information Mallings

on Academic Cholces and Perfotmance1
Richard G. Weigel and Thomas T. Smith

Student Develorment Repoxts
Vol. VIII, No. 4, 1970-71

Abstract

Prior to their attendance at a summer orientation program, 33% students
were mailed their own student profile, materials for its interpretation,
and in“ormation on factors important in academic choices. A control
group of 321 students received no mailed materials. Both groups subse-
quently participated in & standard orientation program (PREVIEW CSU)}, in
which the samé topics were aiscussed. More students receiving the mailed
materials report:>d that ttey might change their majors thin did those not
receiving the materials, however no actual diffirences Lutween gcoups were
noted in nunber of major changes during the first two terms of college, the
time rajor changes occurred, or fall term GPA. The results suggest that
materials mailed to studonts to heighten the effects of orientation pro-
grams may be of cuestionable value if the same coatent is adequately
covored at the orientation program itsclt.

1 A paper pruisented at tne Pocky Mountain Paychological Associatisn, Denver,

197). This study was supported by funds from the Office of Summer Sessicns
and the office of Student Development Studies and Programs, Colorado State
University. Thanks are due to E. R, Oetting for his conrultacion, the staff
of PREVIEW C5U 1970 for their assistance in the data collection, and to
borothea M. Bellinger, Glen R. Holsinger, and Margaret M. Fonte for pro-
cessing the data. Appreciation is also expressed to the Office of Academic
Advising, O Fice of Student Relations, and Office of the Registrar for their
cooperation,
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Since its Inception, there have been a number of studies performed
to evaluate the summer orientation program at Colorado State University.
Aspects of PREVIEW CSU have been investigated by Ivey and Miller, 1¢53;
cchoemer, 1966) Cole and Ivey, 1966; Ivey and Miller, 1967; Donk and Qetting,
1967; Hurst and Schoemer, 1963; Purst and Smith, 19€9; and Donk and Hirnkle,
1971. oOn the whole, these studies have indicated that PREVIEW has had
benoficial erffects for the students and parents participating, and has
provided v~iuable public relations for the university.

An_integral part of PREVIEW presentations in recent ysars has heen a
session devoted to discussion of university and departnental academic
standards, and the students' owa profile of potential success in various
majors (based on £.T scores and hich school rank). This session was de-

veloped in an attempt to facilitate thoughtful initial academic decisions,

ip particular, choice of initial major. Nevertheless, there is reason to

doubt whether the procedure of providing such information during the same
day a student must .aoose his major allows sufficient time for such impor-
tant information to be both digested and discussed by the student and his
fanily tafoce a decision mist be reached,

Other institutions, such as the Univec¢sity of Illinois (Gilbert and
Ewinrg, 1963), have found that the mailing to students of personally relevant
materials pertaining to their academic and career choices can be a varti-
cularly fruitful technique for coping with this difficulty. ©€0J has made
little attempt to maximize the effects of mailinys to entering students.
Indeed, Donk and Hinkle (1971) found that 45% of students entering PREVIEW
felt that tha intormation they received before their attendance had not
sufficiently informed them about the university.

The present study, therefore, was designed to evaluate if pre-PREVIEW
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mailings t~ students of selected materials pertinent to their academic and
career choices while at PREVIEW might facilitate the student's choice cof a

most appropciate initial major and/or his early academic career.

Methed

The subjects were 670 -tudents attending the 1970 PREVIEW CSU. Stu-
dents attending PREVIEW on three target days (N = 339) served as the Experi-
mental Group, while those attendiny on three other target days (N = 321)
cocmprised the control qroup.

Following the procedure of Robin (1965), Experimental Group Ss were
sent a letter approximately two weeks before their date of PREVIEW atten-
dance informing them that they would slortly receive .mportant materials
pertinent to academic and career decisions to be made by them during PRE-
VIEW. One week tefore their PREVIEW attendancs they received a packet of
materiale including: (1) a cover letter urging their careful attention
to other enclosed mater;als, (2) thair student profile, including their
SAT scoras, high school rank, and predictions of success in various majors,
and (3) an “action program® titled "Your Academic Career at CSU: The First
Sten"--=-this 16-page paper included information for self-intcrpretation of
the profile, infermation for understanding the implications of the profile
for their pctential success in various majors, and information on fact:.s
vwhich should be considered in academic and career choices (the firat of which
is initial choice vf major). Also included was a worksheet keyed-in to the
"action program", which they were strongly urged to fill-out and discuss
with their families befor. attendance at PREVIEW. This worksheet, in
essence, required the stident to develop an assessment of his potential for

success in the major he had chosen. It is presented in Appendix A.

(911
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It was planned thac the program at PREVIEW for the Experimental Group
on "Discussion of Student Profiles" could he modified slightly from the
standard presentation pecausz of the prior information made available to

the Ss: it was to include a possibility for a somewhat higher proportion

of discussion and a sorewhat lowevr proportinsn of information dissemination.

Care was to be taken, however, to accommodate the fact that some Ss might
have diligently filled-out their "action program" workshezet, while others
might not. 1In point of fact, hawever, the program on “"Digcussion of
Student Profiles” wa3 not modified for the Experimental Group, for the
leaders found these Ss to be in no way dissimilar to the Control Group Ss

in their need for information to be dissemninated to them.

At the end of tne "Advising and Registration" program at PREVIEW, which

came late in the day, Experimental Group Ss were asked to complete a ques-
tionnaire which included questions designed to evaluate:
(1) how comfortable they felt about their choice of major;
(2z) bPow likely they felt it to be that they would change thcir
majors by differert times in their academic career;
{(3) the GPA they perceived their stude:.. profile indicating
they would be most likely to achieve in their major:
(4) <che GPA they fclt they really would achieve; and
{5) the GPA they felt they were ideally capable of achieving.

In addition, further questions assessed their involvement with the

mailed matexials, and their effect, These items wéte designed to evaluate:

(a) whether they had gone through the mailed materials and

filled-out the "action program”;
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(b) whether they had discissed with their families the impli-
cations of the mailed materials for their academic choices
and/o: performance: and

{¢) whcther they had changed their mfnds about their major
as a function of mailed materials and/or as a function
of PREVIEW presentations.

Control Group S§s were used for comparison purposes, and received no
pre-PREVIE! maiiings. They participated in the standard PREVIEW presenta-
tion on “Discussion of Stndent Profiles". Parillel to the Experimental
Group, Control Group S8 werc asked to complete a questionnaire at the end
of the "Advising and Registration" program at PREVIEW. This questicnnaire
included the same questions as noted in #1 through #5 above, but did not
include those questions assessing involvement with the mailed materials
(i.e. a through c¢), since they had not received the mailed materials.

Records of official changes in major were kept for all Ss. These
were recorded in the following categories: (1) before fall term, 1970,
(2) during fall texm, 1970, and (3) during winter term, 1970-71. The
GPA earned by each S during the fall texrm, 1970, was alro recorded.

Thus it was possible to examine the effects of the pre-PREVIEW mail-

ing on the questionnaire responses, actual major changes, and fall term GPA.

Data Aralyses and Results
guestionnairs data, change of major data, and GPAs were card-punched
for subsequent analyses.“ Because of the complexity of the comparisons to
be made, a variety of statistical tachniques were employed. These included
analy;is of variance, chi-square, Student's t, and a test of differences

between proportions,
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Treatment Effects on Experimental Group

Questionnaire responses of the Experimental Group indicated that 80%
of those responding found the mailed materials to be helpful to them, and
that 6.8% made decisions to change their majors based upon them.

The degree of attention given to the materials by the Experimental

Group Ss (assessed by their responses to the following choices: (a) read
through them, but did not fill-out a worksheet, (b) filled-out a worksheet
for one major, and (c¢) filled-out a worksheet for more than one major) was
found to be systematically related neither to actual méjor changes =ab-
sequently occurring, ncr to subsequent GPA, Degree of attention tn ine
materials was found to be related to only two questionnaire responses: those
who gave most attention to the materials were more likely to feel they
might change their major at some time during their freshman year (F = 3.36,
P <.0l1), and more likely to change their major . some time during their
academic career (F = 4.72, p < .0l) than were those who gave less atten-
tion to the riterials.

Similarly, the degree of involvement of others by the Ss with the
materialg (assessed by their responses to the following choices: (a) did
not discuss with ~nyone, (b) went cver materials with parents, (¢) went
over maicerials with other family members, and (d) went over materials with
someone outside the family) was found to be systematically related neither
to actual major changes subsequently occurring, nor to subsequent GPA.
Degree of involvement of others with the materials was found to be related

to only one questionnaire response: those who involved the most other

‘people with their mailed materials predicted a higher GPA for themselveas

than did those who involved no or few other people (F = 2.09, p < .05).
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Comparisons of Experimental and Control Groups

Behavioral Data: No systematic diffarence between groups were noted

in the number of Ss changing their major vhrough the first two terms of
college, nor were differences observed in the period of time at which
major changes occurred. No systematic differenzes between the groups
were noted for fa'l term GPA.
Questionnaire Data: Of the 16 questionnairc items responded to by
both Experimental and Control Ss, differences between groups were noted
on four items. $s of the Experimental Group were more likely to feel they
rmight change their major during the fall term (t = 2.07, df = 654, p < .025),

at some time during their Jfreshman year (t = 1.81, df = 654, p < .05), and

at scme time during their total academic career (t = 1.93, df = 655, p < .05).

Experimental Group S¢ rpredicted higher GPAs for themselves than did Control
Group §§ (t = -3,88, df = 658, p < .005), No differences between groups
were noted for the remaining items: deciding to ciiange majors before
attending PREVIEW; deciding to change major while at PREVIEW, attending
meating for undecided students at PREVIEW: comfort felt in decision made in
chcosing major; likelihood of changing major before or on entering CSU in
the fall; helpfulness of student profile; accuracy of interpreting student
profile; feeling of accuracy of student profile in predictior. of performance;
peisonally ideal GPA; expectancy for CSU grades compared to high school
grades; feelings that admission {ndicated their potential for academic
success; and knowledge that motivation alone will not make oue successful

in any major he chooses.
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Discussion

Although the Experimental Group felt the materials mailed to them %o
be helpful, it must be questioned whether their valuz was of sufficient
merit to justify their use in addition to the on-campus PREVIEW orient.atian
program.

As was noted, the Experimental Group anticipated wore likelihocd of
tlhieir changing majors than did the Controls. 1Indeed, increased attention
to the mailed materials in the Experimental Group appeared to lead to an
increszsed anticipation of likelihood of change. This latter finding must
be tempered, however, for it may well be that those Ss who gave most atten-
tiun to the materials 4id so because they were unsure of their major choice
to begin with.

Experimental Group Ss, however, actually chaaged their majors with no
greater frequency than did the Controls. It had been anticipated that the
mailed materials might well lead to more initial change« in the Experimental
Group while at PREVIEW than the Controls (based on having had more time to
assimilate the data pertinent to themselves), but that his pattern might
reverse as the school year wore on. It was anticipated that Control Group
Ss, who had been forced to make hurried choices, might have an even higher
rate of change of major later in the year. In essence, it was felt that
getting gtarted in an appropriate majcr would eventually lead to fewer
changes of major, and perhaps even a heightened GPA for the Lxperimental’
Group. But, as has been noted, no systemalic Group differences were noted
in the number of major changes, time of major changes, or GPA. Quite
obviously, the data did not confirm the predictions.

It should be noted that having students change their major was not a

10
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goal of the mailed materials (nor PREVIEW). Ratner, they were designed to
lead the students Lo examined thought about the cholce of major they had to
make. That the Experimental Group felt they might change their majoxs wivh

a higher {requency than did the Controle may be due to the fact that the
mailed materials stressed that there was no lost “face" in making 2 switch,
although it must also be noted that this was also presented verbally at
PREVIEW. /it the present time, an index of major cifficulty is being developeA
which will make it poséible tc re-examine these major charnge data in order

to determine whether there might be (roup differences in changing toward
majors more amenable to students' academic ability.

The cxperimental Group Ss predicted a higher GPA for themselves than
did tne Controls. Indeed, involvement of a number of other people with the
mailed materials in the Experimental Group appeared to lead to an increased
prediction of GPA. This finding is romewhat surprising. It had been anti-
cipated thet the mailed materials might dampen the typical entering fresh-
man's unrealistic expectation for his college performance. This was nnt
the case. The cause of these results is open to speculation.

The overall lack of meaningful differences between groups in the anti-
cipated direction may speak highly for the verbal presentations at PREVIEW.
It seems reoascnable to infer that the presentations are so cogent that the
student does not need extra ‘ime to assimilate the information. An alter-
native explanation might be that the mailed materials did not have suffi-
cient stimulus value to alter students' behaviors. Were it possible, it
would be inceresting to see if the effects of the mailed materials without
PREVIEW attendance would compare favorably with those of the verb»l presen-
tations. If so, it might be reasonabla to considaer uszing the mailed mater-
ials with those students who for some reason may be unable tc attend PRREVIGW

[l{[lc csu.
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Thus, although some differences were shown hgﬁween gcoups, they do
not appear to be of sufficient value to rarit the present mailed materials
teing used in addition to on-campus presentations. These findings may ke
generalized to suggest that materials mailed to students to heighten the
effects of orientation programs may be of questionable value if the same

content 1is covered at the orientation program itsels.
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