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ABSTRACT

Characteristics and perceptions of nonreturning
students for the spring 1973 semester at Arkansas State University
wvere determined by mailed questionnaires, and the College and
University Environment Scales (CUES), Second Edition (Modified), and
comparison Gata. The sample group of 585 academically qualified
students, was compared to the fall semester 1972 student population
with respect to sex, academic classification, academic major, degree
program, and grade-point average. Data indicated: (1) There were
1,381 students enrolled during the fall semester of 1972 who did not
re-enter the university in the spring o: 1973. (2) More thar half of
the 914 eligible nonreturning students were classified in the lower
division and 361 were freshmen. (3) The mean grade-point average for
nonreturning eligible students was equal to or greater than the
grade—-point average required for satisfactory progress toward the
degree. (4) There was no significant difference between the
grade-point average of those eligible students who did not return in
the spring semester of 1973 and those who made up the fall 1972
student population. (5) The descriptive statistics and treatment of
the data by means of the normal deviate test led to the conclusion
that attrition was independent of academic classification, college,
major, and degree. (6) The number of nonreturning students who were
undecided with respect to college, major, and degree was
disproportionate to the number of enrolled undecided students in the
fall semester of 1972, Additional findings and statistical data are
included. (MJN)
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INTRODUCT LON

This study was desigred to determine the extent and causa2s of attrition
of students at Arkansas State University from the fall to spiing semester of
the 1972-73 ac.udenac year Eaca student who tailed to returrn to the University
in the spring s:mester of 1973, but who had been enrollad during the fall
semester of 1972, was identified end categorized into «ne of foar broad
groups of non-recturning students These four categories included students
who did not reencer the University because (1} they had completed all require-
ments for a degree, (2) they had been Zismissed by the University for poor
scholarship, (3) they had dropped out of school prior to ihe close of the
fall semester, ur (4) they were eligible to return but no reason was known

for their having not reentered.

Limitations of the Studyvy

Since the first three groups did not return for rather obvious reasons,
they were not covsidered a part ot the study beyoand the descriptive data
disclosed in Table I. The last gr.up (those students who were eligible to
return but did not do sc) was studied 1n detzil with respect to a wide
variety of characteristics, perceptions, and 1aterests Table I discloses
the four groups with respect to sex, classitication, and grade point average

Non-returning students accounted for 20.8 percent of the 6624 students
who made up the fall 1572 stucent population This percentage represenced
a slight drcline from the 22 | percent attrition ratio reported 1n the study
last year. Of *he 1381 students who d:id nc: return, 201 (representing l4.5
percert; had completed all requirements tor a degree with a grade point

1
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. 3
average of 2.75. The 61 students who were dismissed for poor scholarship
represented 4.4 percent and rheir ézade point average was 1 49 Freshmen
and sophomores accounted for aimost two-thirds of the total number dis-
missed for academic reasons Approximately halft cf the 205 students who
dropped out during the semester were freshmen, and 73 6 percent were lower
division students. Almost two-thirds of alil ncn-returning scudents fell
into the category of students eligible to return but did not elect to do
so. Over half of the 914 1n this group were lower d:vision students and
39.5 percent were freshmen. The grade point average ot this group was
2.28, second only to the group graduating. When rhe grades of the 196
graduate students were excluded, the grade point ave.age remained at 2.27.
Freshmen and sophomores accounted for 49 percent ot als non-returning
students while they represented 56.7 pcrcent of the fall 1972 population,
The 742 men among the 1381 non-returning students represented 53.7 percent,
while men represented 55.7 percent of the fall 1972 student population.
More women than men were eligible to return to the University, but did not
do so. A very small proportion of those dismissed for poor schélarship
were female.

The 914 students who were eligible to return but did not do so included
196 greduate students who were in-service teachers in the tall semester
and 133 students who were enrolled for one three-hour -ourse designed to
provide a specific competency in banking Thus, 329 oi those eligible to
return did not do so tor discernable reasons. The temaining 585 were

considered to be legitimate sources for 1nquiry regarding attrit1on cauces.

Methods and Prcceduires

The sample of 585 academically qualified students was compared to the

fall semester 1972 student population with respect to sex, academic
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classification, academi: majoz, degree program, and grade pbint average.
A shor: questionnaire was mailed to each member of the salmple requesting
that they indicate their reasons for not haviag reentered At the same

time the College and University Envircnment Scales (CUES), Second Edition

(Modified) was mailed to them Responses to tie questivnnaire and the
CUES instrument were reduced to tabulating cards for machine pruiess*ng.
Data were presented in tabular form descriptively and 1u:ther analyzed by
statistical methods to determine whether signiticant ditterences existed

between groups and within the group

Organization of the Study

The remainder of the study 1s divided into three secrions Section [
deals exclusively with a variety of comparisons between the sample and the
fall 1972 student population Sectiosn II presents the results obtalned
from responses to the questionnaires that eacii of the 585 non-:es;rnlng
students received. Section I1I discloses the comparative data with
respect to perceptions of the University environment between the sample
of non-returning students and a randomized clus-er sample of tall 1972

students as measured hy CUES, Second Edition (Modif1ied)

10



SECTION I
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DEMOGRAPHIC LATA

The remainder of the study concentrated upon the 585 students who were
eligible to reeuier but did not do so. It excludes the 196 part-time graduate
students and 133 special students who were also eligible to return but did
not for reasons already known to the University administration and faculty.

Sex, classification, and grade point average data by college :r
division within the University were disc._osed in Table II. These were
compared to the fall 1972 student population to obtain a measure of the
degree of difference which existed. “he statistrical technique employed to
analyze the differences was the normal deviate test, OI 2 score The z score
represented the deviation of the grade point average of the entire fall 1972
student population within a given college or division. The probability of a
givea 7z score being significantly ditferent trom the population was determined
by using a normal curve table.

It was interesting to nocte that the grade point average for non-returning
students from each college or division was greater than 2 Q, but that 1t was
lower than the grade point average of the fall population within each college.
An examination of the 2z scores and corresponding probabilities revealed that
there was no significant ditference between the grade pcint average of those
students who did not return and the fall 1972 population The largest single
group of non-returning students were undecided regarding a cullege These
188 undecided students represented 32.1 percent of che sample, while only

20 percent of the talli 1972 population vi students was undecided The

5
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percentage of the sample ty coileges was 32.1, undecided; 5.0, Agriculture;
20.3, Business; 12.7, Education; 4.1, Fine Arts; 9.7, Liberal Arts; 4.6,
Nursing; 2.6, Radio-TV; and 8.9, Science. Except for the disproportionate
attrition rate among undecided students, the percen~ages from each college
or division were not significantly different from the percentage each
college or division represented in the fall semester populaticn,
Demographic data by academic classification was disclosed in Table [II.
An analysis of the grade point average for each classification reflected
that there was no significant difference in the academic pertormance of
those students who did not return and the rall 1972 population. There
wss a slightly lower average grade point for those students who did not
return and the normative group, but the difference was small enough not
to be significant. Only non-returning freshmen students had an average
grade p&int below 2.0. Freshmen represented 45.9 percent of all non-
returning students while their representation in the fall population was
37.6 percent. Non-returning sophomores represented 20 percent; juniors,
10.8 percent; seniors, 16.2 percent; and unclassified, 7 percent.
Sophomores made up 23.6 percent of the 1972 fall semester enrollment;
Juniors, 19.1 percent; seniors, 17.9 percent; and unclassified, 1.8
percent. It was interesting to observe that the percent of non-returning
Juniors was slightly over half the percent juniors represented in the
fall population, but that the percent of non-returning sentors almost
equaled their propourtion in the fall population. The attrition rate by
men and women approximated the proportions each had represented in the
fall population. The descriptive statistics and treatment of the uates by
means of the normal deviate test led to the conclusion that classification

was independent of attrition.

13
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9

Classification, sex, and grade point average data by academir major
were disclosed in Table IV together with comparisons becween the sample
and the fall 1972 population in each academic major In almost every
instance, the grade point average ot non-¢eturn.ng students was lower
than the average grade point of all students within that majur during
the fall semester. However, there were only two instances 1ia which the
actual difference was significant, and in both of these the number in
each group was extremely small. Non-returning students who were undecided
about a major made up the largest single group followed by general business,
nursing, physical education, accounting, and elementa:y educatiun The
remaining academic categories had fewer than 20 students who did not return.
When these data were compared with the data shown in Table 11, the pattern
of disproportionate dropout rates among stuéents who were undecided about
a college and/or an academic major became apparent. While freshmen make
up the single largest group in the undecided category and freshmen often
have not developed firm educational plans, the number ot upperc lassmen
who were undecided and who failed to reenter was somewhat larger than
expecter. The descriptive data and the results ot che statistical analysis
presented in Table IV led to the conclusion that the churce of an academic
major was independent of attrition

Eligible non-returning students by degree were shown in Tabie V Their
grade point average was compared to the fall 1972 population in each degree
category. The sample of non-returning students was not signiticantly dif-
ferent from the fall population 1n any categcry In simost a1l cases, the
average grade point of the non-returning students was lowar than the tall
group, but in no case was this difference large encugh ro approach sigrniticance.

Non-returning students who were undecided about a degree made up the largest

13
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single category follawed bv students who were seeking a Bachelor of Science
degree and a Bacheior of Sc:erce in Education degree. The remaining degrees
categories contained somewhat smaller numbers. Freshmen made up the largest
group of students who were undecid:d as well as the largest number in the
two degree categories with suhsténtial representation. However, attrition
of upperclassmen wiu were pursuing a Bachelor of Science degree or a
Bachelor of Science in Education degree was substantially larger than
expected, especially at the junior and senior classification . Since

no degree category was statistically different from the fall 1972 pop-

lation, it was concluded that degree selection was independent of attrition.

20



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

SECTION 1iI
QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS

This section and Section III report the results obtained from the

questionnaire and the College and University Environment Scales, Second

Edition (Modified). The 585 non-returning students wnho.were considered
legitimate sources for jnquiry made up the initial samplé. The statement
of limitation described the rationale for determining the sample Of the
585 non-returning students in the mailed sample, 239 produced data on the
questionnaire while 228 produced a complete data set from the CUES instru-
ment. The CUES data will be reported in Section III

Since the number of data producing responses accounted for 40 percent
of the total number of students surveyed, an analysis was undertaken to
determine whether or not the responding students differed significantly
from the non-responding studencs with respect to academic classification
and giade point average. These two analyses were selected since they
represented categories sufficiently large to be responsive to dependency
tests, and because academic classification and grade point average are
areas of particular interest regarding attrition

Table VI contains the number of students who resporded and who did not
respond by academic classification The Chi-squared test was employed to
determine independence. A Chi-square of 11.77 was obtained which was
significant beyond the .05 level It was concluded that whether or not
an individual responded was not independent ot classitication However,

an examination of the contribution of each cell to the overall Chi-squared

15

21



16

TABLE V1

COMPARISON OF RESPONDING AND NON-RESPONDING
STUDENLS BY CLASSIFICATION

Freshmen Sophomoies Juniors Seniors Unclassified TOTAL

Return 94 ol 26 34 13 228
Non-Return 175 56 37 61 28 357
TOTAL 269 117 63 95 41 585
LB,

iOS"AI z 9‘09

22
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value revealed that the sophomore classification produced the greatest
deviation and that this deviation was in a positive direction. In other
words, the number of sophomores who returnad the questionnaire was larger
than would be expected under the null hypothesis. It was concluded that
this would not be prejudicial to the results and would, if anything,
increase reliability.

Since it had been shown in Section II that no significant difference
existed betwezn the academic classification and grade point average of
the 585 non-returning eligible students and the fall 1972 ponulation, a
test was undertaken to determine if the data producing sample of 228
differed in this dimension frem the fall population. The results repourted
in Table VII reflect that there was no difference in the two groups. Based
upon the results reported in Tables VI and VII, it was concluded that the
sample was sufficiently representative of the initial sample of 585 to
warrant utilizing the responses.

Students were asked to indicate why they failed to reenroll at Arkansas
State University in the spring of 1973. Table VIII reflects the number of
students who transferied to other institutions. The 42 who transferred
represented 18 percent of the total number responding. Eleven trz-=sferred
to one of the institutions in the University of Arkansas system while the
remaining 31 transferred to 24 separate institutions The transfer rate
did not appear to be inordinately large. Moreover, no meaningtul pattern
of transfer emerged.

Thirty students representing 13 percent reported that they could not
afford to return to school fo: financial reasons Nine joined a branch
of the military service. The remaining 152 respondents gave other reasons

for not returning. These are shown 1n Table IX. Almost one-third of

23
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TABLE VIII

INSTITUTIONS TO WHICH STUDENTS TRANSFERRED

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

INSTITUTION NUMBER

Arkansas State University - Beebe

Black River Vocational Technical School
Gem City College -~ Quincy, Il1.

Hinds Junior College - Raymond, Miss.
Louisiana State University

Maysville Community College

Memphis State University

Miller-Hawk:ns Business School - Memphis, Tenn.
Mississippi State University

Ouachita Baptist University

Phillipe County Community College
School of Pharmacy

Southeast Missouri State University
State College of Arkansas

University of Arkansas - Fayetteville
University of Arkansas - Little Rock
University of Tennessee - Medical Units
Valencia Junior College - Florida
William Jewell College

Other

NP~ FEGWUMIWES b W e

&
N

TOTAL
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TABLE IX

NON-TRANSFER STUDENTS' REASONS FOR
NOT RETURNING TO ASU

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

REASON NUMBER
Could not find out about requirements 1
Could not decide on major 2
Debts 1
Distance 3
Fed up with treatment at ASU 4
Graduated 17
Job 48
Married 18
Mental Rest 1
Moving 4
Needed course not offered 6
No interest 6
Not making grades g
Not ready for college 1
Not satisfied with major 1
Only extension 2
Personal or family illness 3
Personal reasons 11
Pregnancy 6
Residence work cormpleted 1
Time not convenient 3
Too much work 1
Other 4
TOTAL 152
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the 152 reported that their jobs were instrumental in the decision not
to return. This category and those who did not return for financial
reasons make up the largest single response patterns A wide variety
of reasons were reported, but none of these geemed to warrant further
analysis. Fifty-three percent ot the respondents expected to reenter
Arkansas State University at a later date. Most, however, were undecided
as to the approximate date they might return.

Student perceptions of strengths and w:aknesses of the University
were tabulated. No pattern appeared to develop with respect to studencs'
opinion of strengths or weaknesses. The faculty was considered a strength

by 22 percent while 25 percent thought the social environment was poor.

27




SECTION I1I BEST COPY AVAILABLE

ENVIRONMENTAL PERCEPTIONS

Iniroduction

An environmental study was conducted in the fall of 1972 at Arkansas State
University.l A random sample of three hundre¢d sophomores, juniors, and seniors

were administered an abridged version of the College and University Environment

Scales (CUES), Second Edition which was developed by Dr. C. Robert Pace The

purpose of the environment study in 1972 was to describe the environment at
Arkansas State University as perceived by students (excluding freshmen and
graduate students) and to ascertain whether these students agreed or disagreed
with the environmental perception of a similar sample of students who served as
reporters in an environment study which was conducted in the fall of 1969 at
Arkansas State University.2 Both the 1969 and 1972 studies are available 1n
the Arkansas Room of the Dean B. Ellis Library at Arkansas State University.

CUES, Second Edition (Modified) was an added dimension to the prasent

attrition study. The purpose was to determine 1f the CUES scales could help
identify areas of discrimination between enrolled students (based on the
environmer.tal study in the fall of 1972) and academically eiigible students

who chose not to reenroll in the University in the spring of 1973

learris Womack and Jimmy McCluskey, "An Environmental Study ot Arkansas
State University As Perceived By Students - Fall 1972" (unpublished study
conducted joiatly by the offices of Institutional Research and University
College, 1972) (Mimeographed)

2Jimmy McCluskey, "An Environmental Study ot Arkansas State University
as Perceived by Students and Faculty" (unpublished doctoral dissertatton,

University of Mississippi, 1970).
22
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'thinition of Environment Scales

Dr. C. Robert Pace defined the seven scales on the College and

University Environment Scales, Second Edition as folilows:

Scale 1 Practicality - The items that ::ntribute to the
score for this scale describe an environment characterized
by enterprise, organization, material benefits, and social
activities. There are both vocational and collegiate em-
phases. A kind of orderly supervisisn 1s evident in the
administration and the classwork As 1in many organized
societies there is also some personal benefit and prestige
to be obtained by operating in the syatem--knowing the
right people, being in the right clubs, becsming a leader,
respecting one's superiors, and so focth The environment,
though structured, is not repressive because 1t responds to
entrepreneurial attivities and is generally characterized
by good fun and school spirit.

Scale 2. Community - The items in this scale describe a
friendly, cohesive, group-oriented campus There 1s a

teeling of group welfare and group loyalty that encom-

passes the college as a whole The atmosphere 1s congenial;
the campus is a community. Faculty members know the students,
are interested in their problems, and go vut of their way to
be helpful Student lite is charactertized by rogetherness

and sharing rather than by privacy and cool detachment

Scale 3. Awareness - The items in this scale seem to
reflect a concern about and emphasis upon three sorts

of meaning--personal, poetic, and political An em-
phasis upon self-understanding, reflectiveness, and
identity suggests the search tor personal meaning A

wide range ot opportunities tour creative and appreciative
relationships to painting, music, drama, poetry, sculpture,
architecture, and the like suggests the search tor poetic
meaning. A concern about events around the world, the
welfare of mankind, and the present and future condittion
of man suggests the search for politizel meaning and
1dealistic commitment What seems t. be evident 1n this
sort of environment 1s a stress oun awareness, an awareness
of self, ot socliety, and o1 aesthetic stinmull Along

with this push toward expansion, and pethaps as a neces-
sary condition tor 1t, there 1s an eniouraperent ot
questioning and dissent and a tuleranie of non-:ontormity
and personal expressiveness

Scale 4. Propricty - These 1tems de-cribe an eavironnent

that {s polite and considerate Cauttoun and thuawrhtfulness

are evident. Group standacds of decorum are 1mporcant.

There {s an absence of demonstrative, assertive, dafurentat {ve,
risk-taking activities. In gencral, the camp.s atrmosphere is
mannerly, considerate, prorer, and ¢ nventional

29
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Scale 3 Scholarship - The items in this s-ale describe
an environment characterized b, intellectuality and
scholastic discipline The emphasis 1s on competitively
high academic achievement and a ser.o.s interest in
scholarship The pursuit 5: knowledze ard theorles,
scientitic or philosophical 1s carried on rigurously
and vigorously Intelleztua. speculation, and interest
in ideas, knowledge for 1ts own sake, and 1ntellectual
discipline--all these are _hara:teristic ot the environ-
ment.

Scale 6. Campus Morale - The 1cems in this scaie describe

an environment characterized by a_ceprance Jo: s.zi1al norms,
and, at the same time, a commitment to 1nieiieitual pursuits
and freedom of expression Intellectusl goals are exemplitied
and widely shared in an atmosphere ot personal and social
relationships that are both supportive and spirited

Scale 7. The Professors - This scale deiines an atmosphere
in which protessors are perceived to be scholarly, to set
high standards, to be clear, acuaptive, and tlexible At
the same time, this academic quality of teaching 1s 1n£§sed
with warmth, interest, and helpiuiness toward students.

Scoring Rationale tor CUES, Second Edition (Modified)

Pace described the scoring of CUES, Second Edition as follows:

Students who are familiar with the environment from
having lived 1n 1t for more than a year serve as reporters,
indicating if, 1n their experience and pe:rception, the
condition or event described by each ot the statements
is "true'" about their college When there 18 a 1ivision
of opinion among the reportecs about a particula: state-
ment, it is not counted in the CUES score, but when
there is consensus among the reporters by a margin ot
two to cne or greater, the statement 1s regarded as being
"characteristic'" ot the campus The score for the institution
is based on the number of statements in each scale reaching
this level ot consensus

To obtain the 1nstitution's score on each scaie 1) count
the number items answered in the keyed directions by 66 percent
or more of the students sampled, 2) subtra.t the number of
items answered i{n the keyed direction by 33 per.ent or tewer

3. Robert Pace, CUES, Second Edition. College ond Lniversity
Environment Scales--Technical Manual (Princeton: Edu_attonal Testing
Service, 1969), p 11
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of the students sampled, 3) and then add 4 points. Siace

each scale consists of 4 ftems, the score on the scale can

range from O to 8 points. Note that ia four of the scales

the keyed response is always (T); but that the items in

the Propriety Scale are keyed (F). The score is computed

in the same way The only difference is that a high score

is in the direction of non-propriety and a low score is

indicative of propriety.4

The Professors Scale and the Campus Morale Scale are scored in the
same manner as described above except with respect to the number (riumber
equal to the number of items on each scale) which is added to each
respective scale.

A high score (raw or percentile) on a scale indicates that a
particular group of reporters perceive a high degree ot environmental
press as chara“terized by the part of the environment that scale measures.
Conversely, a low score indicates the perception ot a low degree of press
a9 characterized by the envirunment measured by that scale An exception
to this pattern regarding the P:opriety Scale is discussed above.

In order to determine whether or not the perceptions of the two samples
differed significantly with respect to each item, proportions in each sample
answering in the direction of the key were statistically analyzed as two

independent proportions The follcwing formula was employed.5

Pl-PZ

Z =

VPq[(1/8)) + (1/N3)]

The value z was interpreted as a deviate of the unit normal curve

with the null hypotheses assumed The probability of a given z was

“C. Rotert Pace, Higher Education Measurement and Evaluation Kit,
Fleld Edition, Center for the Study of Evaluation (Los Angeles: LUCLA,
1971).

5Ceorge Ferguson, Statistical Analysis in Psychology and Education
(McGraw-H{ll Book Company, New York, 1966), p. 177.
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obtained from a normali curve table Since significance is a function

of sample size, the strength of assvciation was computed to obtain a
measure of the relacionship of the proportions in terms of the maximum
possible relationship, thus, eliminating the effect ct large samples.

As the strength of association increases, the confidence in the magnitude

of the differences also increases

Scoring Keys and Norm Tables

Tables X and XI depict the scoring keys for CUES, Second Fdition

(Modified). Table X displays the scoring key for the five basic scales--
Practicality, Community, Awareness, Propriety, and Scholarship-~which

were reduced from twenty ftems in the CUES, Second Edition to tour items

each on CUES, Second Edition (Modified) The scoring keys for the sixth

scale, Campus Morale, and the seventh scale, The Protessors, are revealed
in Table XI. The items in these scales were retained intact from CUES,

Second Edition.

Norm tables for the seven scales on CUES, Second Edition (Modified)

are depicted in Tables XUI and XIII. These norm tables are based on a

reference group of one hurdred colleges and universities.

Enrolled .nd Non-Returning Students' Perception ot Environment

Table XIV depicts the results ot the enrolled and non-returning

students' responses to the Practicality Scale on CUES, Second Edition

(Modified). A differential of one scale score or ten percentile points
was reached between the two groups ot environment reporters The higher
score was made by the nou-returning students, thus, indicating that they
(non-returning students) perceived a more practical environment at the

University than did the enrolled students. A signiticantly laryer

32
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BEST COFY AVAILABLE
IABLE X
SCORING KEY FOR FIVE BASIC SCALES ON
CUES, SECOND EDITION (MODIFIED)
(I=TRUE and FsFALSE)

PRACTICALITY COMMUN.TY AWARENESS PROPRIEIY SCHOLARSHIP
Item Key Ttem Key ltem Key Item Key ltem Key
1, T 5. T 9 T 13 F 17. T
2, T 6. T 10. T 14. F 18 T
3. T 7. T 11 T 15 F 19 T
4. T 8. T 12 T 16 F 20. T

Source: Adapted from C Robert Pace, Higher Education Measurement
and Evaluation Kit, Field Edition, Center tor the Study of Evaluattion
(Los Angeles: UCLA, 1971).
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

TABLE X1

SCORING KEYS FOR CAMPUS MORALE AND THE PROFESSCRS
SCALES ON CUES, SECOND EDITION (MODIFIED)

(T=TRUE and F=FALSE)

THE PROFESSORS CAMPUS MORALE CAMPUS MORALE
Item Key Item Key Item Key
1. T 1. T 12. T
2. T 2. F 13. T
3. F 3. T 14. F
4. T 4. T 15. T
5. T 5. T 16. T
6. F 6. T 17 F
7. T 7. T 18. F
8. F 8. T 19. T
9. F 9. F 20. T
10. F 10. T 21 T
11. r 11. T 22. T

Source: Adapted from C Robert Pace, Higher Educarton Measurement
and Evaluation Kit, Field Edition, Center for the Study of Evaluation
Los Angeles: UCLA, 1971)
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REST COPY AVAILABLE

TABLE X11

PERCENTILE EQUIVALENTS FOR CUES, SECOND EDITION (MODIFIED)
STUDENT NORMS BASED ON REFERENCE GROUP OF
100 COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

PERCENTILES
SCORES s
PRACTICALITY COMMUNITY AWAKENESS PROPRIETY SCHOLARSHIP

8. 100 100 100 100 100
7. 94 79 92 90 84
6. 84 61 82 70 64
5. 64 36 71 48 43
4. 45 19 55 32 28
3. 28 12 39 19 18
2 12 8 24 6 10
1, 4 1 8 2 1
0 1 1

Source: Adapted from C. Robert Pace, Higher Education Measurement
and Evaluation Kit, Field Edition, Center for the Study of Evaluation
Los Angeles: UCLA, 1971).
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

TABLE XIII

PERCENTILE EQUIVALENTS FOR THE CAMPUS MORALE
SCALE SCORES AND THE PROFESSORS
SCALE SCORE - STUDENT NORMS
BASED ON REFERENCE GROUP
OF 100 COLLEGES AND

UNIVERSITIES
CAMPUS MORALE THE PROFESSORS
SCORE PERCENTILE SCORE PERCENTILE
A 22 100
43 100 21 99
42 20 98
41 98 19 89
40 96 18 82
39 17 80
38 95 16 72
37 94 15 68
36 91 14 62
35 13 55
34 90 12 45
33 8% 11 29
32 84 10 17
31 82 9 8
30 8 5
29 78 7
28 74 6 1
27 72 5
26 65 4
25 57 3
24 49 2
23 46 1
22 40 0
21 35
20 22
19 21
18 17
17 12
16 11
15
A 8
13
12 6
11 S
10
9
8 2

Source: Adapted from C. Robert Pace, Higl -1 iducat{gquﬂgg§ururggg

and Evaluation Kit, Field Edition, Center for the study « of Evaluation
(Los Angeles: UCLA, 1971),
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percentage of students marked true (keyed direction) to item one chan did
the enrolled students. There were no signiticant ditterences between the
two groups of reporters with respect to items twc, thtee, and tour.

Table XV identifies the results of the encvlled and non-retu:ning

students' responses to the Community Scale on CUES, Secund Edition (Muditied).

The scale scores and percentile scores were the same tor both groups ot
reporters. No sigrificant differences were recorded between the two groups
of reporters on any of the CUES items.

Shown in Table XVI are tlhe results of the enrolled and non-returning

students' responses to the Awareness Scale on CUES, Second Edittion (Moditied).

A differential of threa ucale scores or forty-three percentile scores was
reached between the two grcups of reporters The higher score was made by
the non-returning students, thus, {ndicating that they (non-returning
students) perceived a higher degrec of awareness press at the University
than did the enrolled students. Significant differences were recorded between
the two groups of reporters on items nine and ten Although no significant
differences were recorded between the two groups of reporters on items
eleven and twelve, {tem twelve was scored as a concensus tor the non-returning
students.

Table XVII reveals the results of enrolled and non-returning students'

responses to the Propriety Scale on CUES, Second Edition (Modified) A

differential of one scale score or thirteen percentile scores was reached
between the two groups of reporters. The higher score was made by the
enrolled students, thus, indicating that they (enrolled students) perceived

a lower propriety press at the University than did the non-returning students.
Significant differences were recorded between the two groups of reporters on

items thirteen, fourteen, and sixteen. On item thirteen, the higher percentage

38
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score (indicating non-propriety) was recorded for the non-teturning students
On items fourteen and sixteen, the higher pesientage s.ute (indicacing non-
propriety) was recorded for the enrolled students Ihe ditfecence in
percentage between the two groups of reporters on item tifteen was aimost
significant (.06).

Table XVIII shows the results of the enrolled and non-returning

students' responses to the Scholarship Scale on CUES, Second Edition

(Modified). A differential ot one scalec score or tifteen percentile
points was reached between the two groups of environment reporters The
higher score was made by the non-returning students, thus, indicating
that they (non-returaing students) perceived a more scholarly environment
at the University than did the enrolled students The ditference in per-
centage of responses in the direction of the key between the two groups
of reporters was significant on item eighteen No significant difterences
were recorded for items seventeen, nineteen, and twenty .

Table XIX depicts the results of the enrolled and non-returning

students' responses to the Campus Morale Scale on CUES, Second Edition

(Modified). A differential of one scale score vr tive percentile points

was reached between the two groups of environment reporters The higher
score was made by the uon-returning students, but the difference does not
app2ar high enough to be meaningful. On {tems fourteen, fifteen, sixteen,
seventeen, twenty, and twenty-one, ¢ significantly larger percentage of

the non-returning students than enrolled students responded 1n the direction
of tne key Whereas, on ftems two und efghteen, a signiticantly larger
percentage of enroiled students than non-returning students tesponded 1n

the direction of the key. There were no signiti_ant ditterepces in

responses on the remaining {tems
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Table XX reflects the results of the enrolled and non-tetutrning

students' responses to The Profess.cs Scale on CUES, Second Editiun

(Modified). A differential of two scale scores or seventeen percentile
scores was reached between the two groups of envirunment teporters The
higher score was made bv the non-creturning students However, when the
individual {tem8 were observed on which there was a significant difterence,
it appears that the non-returning students viewed the pcutessors 1n less
high esf.eem than did the enrolled students The perceptions of the twou
groups of reporters were significantly different on 1tems three, 51X,
eight, ten, and elevea.

Figure 1 shows the enviroument profiles of Arkansas State University
as perceived by enrolled studentx in the fall of 1972 and the eligible
but non-returning students in the spring of 1973. The percenttle
equivalents are based on a stratified random sample of one hundred colleges
and universities in the United States. According to the percentile
equivalent scores, the non-returning students perceived six out of seven
dimensions of the University's environment to be higher than did the
enrolled students The two groups ot reporters per.eived the dimension

of community environment similarly
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ESVIRONMENTAL PROFILES FOR ARKANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY

ENKCLLED STUDLLIS, FALL 1972, AND NON-KETURNING
STUDENTS, SPRING 1973
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This study was designed to cetc:mine the extent and causes of & .rition
of students at Arkansas State University from the fail to spiing semester of
the 1972-73 academic year. Each student who fuiled "o return to the University
in the spring semester of 1%73, but who had been enrolled during tha tall
semester of 1972, was identified and categorized into one of tour broad
groups of non-returning students these tour categories ‘ncluded students
who did not reenter the University because (1) the: had completed all require-
ments for a degree, (2) they had been dismissed by the University for poor
scholarship, (3) they had dropped ovut ot s.hool prior to the close of the
fall semester, or (4) they were eligible to return but no reason was known
for their having not reentered

A sample of 585 academically qualitied students was compated to the
fall 1972 student population with respect to sex, a.ademi. .lassification,
academic major, degree program, and grade point average A shurt question-
naire was mailed to each member ot the sampie requesting that they indicate

their reasons for not having reentered The College and University Environment

Scalzs (CUES), Second Edition (Modified) was also matied (v them at the same

ime. Responses to the questionnaire and the CUES 1nstrument wer: reduced to
tabulating ca-ds for machine processing Data were presented 1n tabular tform
descriptively and turther analyzed by statistical methods tu determine whether
significant differences existed between gt ,ups and within the group

The presentation and analysis o! the diru led tou the toliowing

conclusions:
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There were 1381 students enzolled during the fall semester of
1972 who did not reenter the University in the spring ot 19/
This represented 20.8 percent ot the fall 1972 student pupulation
Two hundred one students graduated, 61 students were dismissed
for poor scholarship, 205 withdrew during the semester, and Yl4
were eligible to return but ele:ted not to do so

More than half of the 914 eligible non-returning students were
classified in the lower division and 36l representing 39 5
percent were treshmen,

The mean grade point average tor non-returning eligible students
was equal to or greater than the grade point average required
for satisfactory progress toward the degree.

There was no significant difference between the grade puint
average of those eligible students who did not return in the
spring semester of 1973 and those students who made up the

fall 1972 student population.

The descriptive statistics and treatment ot the data by means
of the normal deviate test led to the conclusion that atcrition
was independent of academic classitication, cullege, majur, and
degree.

The number of non-returning studercs who were undecided with
respect to college, major, and degree was disproportionate t.
the number of enrolled undecided students in the tall semestec
of 1972. Thus, the absence of a clearly detined academic goal
appears to oe substantially related to attrition.

Five hundred eighty-five non-returning students were i1nvited

tu respond to a questionnaire and the College and Unfversity
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Environment Scales There were 239 data producing sbservations

obtained fcom the questionnaire whiie 228 partiiipants produced
4 complete data set from the CUES instrument Sin.e the response
rate was approximdtely 40 percent, a Chi-squared technique was
employed to determine whether or not the tesponding students
ditfered significantly trom the non-respunding students with
respect to academi: ability and classification The results
indicated that the responding students wete sutiicilently
tepresentative of the 585 students in the lLimited sample, thus,
warranting the utilization of their responses

8. Eighteen percent transferred to other institutions Yle transter
rate did not appear to be excessive.

9. Concern about a job and tinancial considerdtions was the mos-
often reported reason for not returning

10. Fifty-three percent of the noun-returning students expected to
reenter the University at a future date

11. Non-returning students perceived the Arkansas S:tate University
environment to be more practical than did the encrulled students

12. There was no difterence in the perception of the community
environment between enrolled students and non-returning
students .

13. The envirunmental scale on which the greatest difterence existed
between non-returning und enrolled students was the scale, AWdreness.
The non-returning students percelved o signiatl.ant.y hipner awareness
press than did the entelled students

l4. The non-returning students pecoetved an envitonment . haraoterized

by a hignet degree ot propriety than 41d the enro..ed students
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The enrolled students perceived the envicronment tu he less
scholarly than did the non-teturning students

While the overall percentile difterence between the two gLoups
of repoztexs on the Campus Murale Scaie was 5 centiles, 8 of
the 22 items on the scale produced signiticancly ditterent
proportions.

Individual item ditferences on The Proressors Scaie led to the
conclusion that non-returning students viewed the protessors

in less high esteem than did the enrolled students.
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APPENDIX A
FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE ON UNDERGRADUATE
STUDENTS WHO WERE ELIGIBLE BUT

DID NOT REENROLL AT ASU IN
THE SPRING OF 1973
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APPENDIX A

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE ON UNDERGRADUATE
STUDENTS WHO WERE ELIGIBLE BUT DID
NOT REENROLL AT ASU IN THE
SPRING OF 1973

BEST COPY Avapm ;

Our records indicate that you did not reenroll at Arkansas State University
this spring. It is our sincere desire that you will take a few moments to re-
spond to this questionnaire. In an attempt to better serve the enrolled students,
former students, and future students, Arkansas State University is conducting a
study to determine why students do not reenroll when they are, in fact, eligible
to reenroll. We are also very interested in knowing your views on the living and
learning environment at Arkansas State University; thus, we are sending you a
three-part (The College Environment, The Professors, and Campus Morale) environ-
ment measuring instrument with instructions at the top of each. Thank you for
your valuable time in responding to these follow-up materials.

QUESTIONS

1. Please place a check by the most appropriate reason why you did not reenroll
at Arkansas State University tcor thz spring semester of 1973.

a. I transferred to another college, university, or other post
high school program. The name of the institution to which
I transferred is .
Please give brief reason for transferring.

i t——

b. I could not financilally afford to return to college.
c. I joined a branch of the military service.
d. Other--explain briefly.

2. Do you plan to reenroll at ASU? Yes No
If yes, approximately when?

3. Please place an (S) by the one characteristic which you believe to be ASU's
greatest strength, and place a (W) by the one characteristic which you
believe ro be ASU's greatest weakness.

—___&. Administration . __e. Facilities
b. Faculty ____f. Social Environment
c. Students 8. Community
d. Curricula h. Other

4. Arkansas State University can more adequately serve students if the faculty
and administration are fully aware of student needs, opinifons, and suggestions.
Please use the space below to indicate your thoughts on areas of concern not
addressed above.
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APPENDIX B

THE COLLEGE ENVIRONMENT BEST COpPY AVAILABLE

Directions: Facilities, procedures, policies, requirements, attitudes, etc.
differ from one campus to another. What is characteristic of your campus? Ag
you read each of the statements below, check the space under the TRUE (T), if
the statement describes a condition, event, attitude, etc. that is generally
characteristic of your college; or under FALSE (F) {f it {s not generally
characteristic of the college. Please answer every statement.

Generally

T F
1. Frequent tests are given in most courses.

2. The college offers many really practical courses such as
typing, report writing, etc.

3. The most important people at the school expect others to
show proper respect for them.

4. There is a recognized group of student leaders on campus.

5. Many upperclassmen play an active role in helping new
students adjust to campusg life.

6. The professors go out of their way to help you.
7. The school has a reputation for being friendly.

8. It's easy to get a group together for card games, singing,
going to the movies, etc.

9. Students are encouraged to criticize administrative policies
and teaching practiccs.

10. The schocl offers many opportunities for students to understand
and criticize imporcant works in art, music, and drama.

1l1. Students are actively concerned about national and international
affairs.

12. Many famous people are brought to the campus for lectures,
concerts, student discussions, etc.

13. Students are conscientious about taking good care of school
property,

14. Students are expected to report any violation of rules and
regulations.

15, Students ask permission before deviating from common policies
or practices,

16, Student publications never lampoon dignified people or {nstitutions.
17. Most courses are a real intellectual challenge.

18. Students set high standards of achievement for themselves.

19. Most courres require intensive study and preparation out of class.

20. Careful reasoning and clear logic are valued most highly in
grading student papers, reports, or discussions.
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IHE PROFESSORS

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Directions: As you read eaih .t .he statements below, think ot yourselt
as a reporter. Whit 1s generaliy charaiteristiz .about the professors and
courses at your cciiege’ Check the space unde:r TRUE (I), 1f che statement
describes a condition, event, 3 a:tivity that 1is generally characteristic
of your college; or under FALSE (F) 1if it is not generally characteristic
of the college Flecase answer every statement

Generally

1. Most of the prstessors are dedicaced s:holara in cheir field.
2. Courses, examinations, and feadings are trequently revised

3. Personality, pull, and blutt get students through manv
courses

4. The protessors go out ot their way to help youu

5. Most of the prutessors are very thorcugh teachers and
really probe into the fundamentals of their subjects

6. Faculty members rarely or never call students by their
first names

7. Instructors clearly explain the goals and purposes ot
their courses

8. Most of the faculty are not inierested in students’
personal prublems

9. Standards set by the professors are not particularly hard
to achieve

10. Students almost always wait to be called on before speaking
in class

11, Class discussiuns are typically vigorous and intense
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CAMPUS HORALE BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Directions: Facilities, procedures, policies, requirements, attitudes, etc., differ
from one campus to another What is characteristic of your campus? As you read each
of the statements below, check the spaze under TRUE (T), 1f the statement describes &
condition, event, attitude, etc , that is gererally characteristic of your college;
or under FALSE (F) 1f it 1is not generally characteristic of the college. Pl:zase
answer every statement.
Generally

T F
1. The big cuilege events draw a lot of student enthusiasm and support.

2. Anyone who knows the right people in the faculty or administration
can get a hetter break here.

3. The professors go out of their way tc help you

4. Students have many opportunities to develop skill in organizing
and directing th. work of others.

5. Many upperclassmen play an active role in helping new students
adjust to campus life.

6. When students run a project or put on a show everybody knows
about 1{t,

7. Students exert considerable pressure on one another v. 'ive up
to the expected codes of conduct.

8. Tuere is a lot of group spirit.

9. Most of the faculty are not interested in students' personal
problems.

10. The school helps everyone get acquainted

l1. Channels for expressiny students' complaints are readily
accessible

12. A controversial speaker always stirs up a lor of student
discussion

13, Many srtudents here develop a strong sensc of responsibility
about their role in contemporary social and political life.

- 14. The expression ot strong personal belief or conviction is
pretty rare around Yere.



38

CAMPUS MORALE (CONTINUED)

BEST CUPY AVAILAMLE

Generally
T F

15. There 18 considerable interest in the analysis of value
systems, and the relativity of societies end ethics.

16. Students are conscientious thouc taking goud care of
school property.

17. Students pay littie attention to rules and regulations.

18. Many students seem to expect other people to adapt to
them rather than trying to adapt themselves to others

19. Most of the professors are very thorough teachers and
‘eally probe into the fundamentals o. their subjects.

20, Students se: high standards of achievement for themselves.

21. Students put a lot of enetgy into everything they do -
in class and out

22. Mcst courses are a real {ntellectual challenge

Source: Adapted trom C. Robert Pace, Higher Education Measurement
and Evaluation Kit, Field Edition, Center for the Study of FEvaluation
(Los Angeles: UCLA, 1571).
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APPENDIX C

TEN HIGHLY SELECTIVE LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES:

TEN

Pomona College - California
Earlham College - Indiana

Cornell College - Iowa

Radcliffe Coilege - Massa:husetts
Williams College - Massacliusetts
Antioch College ~ Ohio

Oberlin College - Ohio

Reed College - Oregon

Chatham College - Pennsylvania
Buloit College - Wisconsin

HIGHLY SELE&V! UNIVERSITIES~-PUBLIC AND PRIVATE:

University of California - Los Angeles
Stanford University - California

Johns Hopkins University - Maryland

Clark University - Massachusetts
University of Michigan - Ann Arbor
Washington University - St. Louis, Mo.
Princeton University - New Jersey
University of North Carolina - Chapel Hill
University of Pennsylvania - Philadelphia
University of Wisconsin - Madison

TWENTY GENERAL LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES:

Birmingham~Southern College - Alabama
Westmont College - California

Rollins College - Florida

Oglethorpe College - Georgia
Blackburn College - Tllinois

Knox College - Illinois

Monmouth College - Illinois

Colby College - Maine

Simmons College - Mass-chusetts
Albion College - )M  ',1gan

Colgate Universir - New York

Denison University - Ohio

Lake Erie College - Ohio

Wittenberg University -~ Ohio
Lafayette College - Pennsylvania
Lycoming College - Pennsylvania
Washington and Jefferson College - Pennsylvania
Lambuth College - Tennessee

Ripon College - Wisconsin

Mary Washington College - Virginia
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TWENTY GENERAL UNIVERSITIES-~PUBLIC AND PRIVATE:

University ot Alabama ~ Tuscaloosa
University of Colcradu - Boulder

Howard University - Washington, D C.
University of Georgia - Athens
Northwestern University - [liinois

Kansas State University - Manhattan

Tulane University - Louisiana

Michigan State Universicy - East (ansing
Wayne State Univers.ity - Michigan

St. Louis University - Misssuri

University ot lNelcaska - Lincoln
Rutgers--The State University - New Jersey
University of New Hampshire - Durham

St. Lawrence University - New York
University ot O:egon - Eugene

Pennsylvania State University - University Park
University ot South Carolina - Columbia
Texas Christian University - Fort Worth
University ot Utah - Salt Lake City
University o: Wyoming - Laramie

TEN STATE COLLEGLS AND OTHER UNIVERSITIES:

San Diegou State College - California

San Francisco State College - California

Western Michigan University - Kalamazoo

Mississippi State University - Starkville

Brooklyn College - New York

Oregeon State University - Corvallis

La Salle College - Pennsylvania

Memphis State University - Tennessee

Texas Technologtcal Collegxe - Lubbock

Texas Western College (University of Texas at El Paso)

TEN TEACHERS COLLECES AND OTHERS WITH M,AJOR EMPHASIS
ON TEACHER EDUCATION:

Troy State Coileye = Alabama

Central Connezticut State College -~ New Britain

Ball State University - Indiana

State College of lowa (University of Northern lowa) - Cedar Falls
Kansas State Teathers College - Emporia

Hontcialr State Colleye - New Jersey

Southeastern S:.te Collepe - Oklahoma

Eastern Oregon College - La Grande

Slippery Rock State Coliege - Pennsylvania

Marshall Universtty - West Virginia

6/
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TEN STRONGLY DENOMINATIONAL LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES:

Spring Hiil Culiege - Alabama

Mount St Mary s Coi.ege - California
Pepperdine Coiiege - Caiit:cnia
Manchester Culiege - indiana

College of St Catherine - Minnesota
Carroll College - Montana
Manhattanville College - New York
Bluffton College -~ Ohic

Oklahoma Baptist Universi.y - Shawnee
Susquehanna Universi:y - Pennsylvania

TEN COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES EMPHASIZING
ENGINEERING AND THE SCIENCES:

Harvey Mudd College - Caiifornia

Illinois Institute of Technology - Chicago

Purdue University - Indiana

Rose Polytechnic Institute - Indiana

Wabash College - indiana

Iowa State University - Ames

Polytechnic Institute of Brooklyn - New York

Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute - New York

Carnegie Institute of Technology (Carnegie-Mellon Univ.) - Pa.
Soath Dakota School .t Mines and Technology - Rapid City

Source: Adapted f:.m C Robert Pace, College and University
Environment 3Scales, Second Fdiction--Technical Manual (Princeton:
Ecucational Testing Service, 1969), pp. 16-17.
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