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- did persisters or nonacademic dropouts. Students in the

: ' . ABSTRACT -

This study followed entering freshmen students to

establish rate of dropout, and variables related to dropping

out of the University. Dropouts were labeled academic drops

if the student was achievingwbelow 2.6 at the time of with-
drawal, nonacademic arops if not below 2.0. féil entering
students were much mobe.pefsistent.than spring entrants.
Males wéye sliéﬁtly more persistent than fémales. .The
largest number of dropcuts was. in the nonaéademic category,
and this group incrgased in percenfage eacﬁ yéar. ?émales,
out-of-state students, non-urban residents, and students with
ncn;alumni‘parents'were‘ﬁost 1iké1y to be among the dropouts.
Persisters and nonacademic dropouts had similaf‘levelé on
academie¢ falent indicators (SAT and high school ;ank;; but

academic dropouts tended to be lower on these indicators than

)

physical sciences were more likely to drop out than students

in other majors; humanities students were a close second in

dropout rate. Academic dropouts appeared.to be working below.

their potential in that their GPAs were somewhat below GPAs
predicted from SAT and high school ranks. Persisters and
nonacademic dropouts achieved very near their predicted

L

level, The queétion arises from these findings: Why do so

- many students who aie nut in acadenmic trouble leave the

University?

: 4
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PERSISTENCE AND CONDITIONS RELATED TO IT:
A PERSISTENT QUESTION.

° Introduction

Eaéh year a number of students launch a program of study
at.Indiana University. 'ﬂost of these students believe this
program will end in a.college degree. However, many will

never realize that prize. The students who drop out repre-

sent a loss to a society in undeveloped resources, a loss

. e
inqividually in unfulfilled hopes, and a loss to the Uni=-

versity in student and financial resources. The purpose of

this study was to explore the problem of dropouts in an effort

to uncover information which‘could be employed in ré@ucing

the numbefs of'students,who'ieave the University prematurely.
The main purpose of the study was to provide an ower=-

view of the‘pérsisfenﬁe ra{e of students at Indiana University.

However, a number of ancillary questions also emerged.

1. What is the effect on dropout rate of residence~~non-

“

" residence status of students? A number of factors indicate

that PressureS‘to leave the Univeﬂsity are greater for out-of-
state students than for»Indian:Jresidents. For example, .
finéncial pressﬁreg are aften cite? (Cope and:Hannah 1875) as
the reason feor dropping cut of college pfograms. The extra

tuition extracted from out-of-state students should increase

the likelihood that non-residents would not persist at the

‘University. Other factors, siich as the distance from home

and familiar scenes, may also encourage non-resident students

to drop out.’

2. Do students whose‘parenté are alumni of Indiana .,

" University drop out less frequently.than students whose parents



are not aiumni? Slocum (1956) has reported that pafent

, interest in the studenf}s‘pfogram was related to stayiqg“iﬂ‘
school. Parents who are aiumnicwill probabiy show more
interest in a studenkt's program if for no other reason than
the fact rhat programs and-other circumstances are familiar
to the alumnus. It therefore seems reasonable to hypothesize
that students who have wne or both parents who are I.U.
vgraduates (here called PARGRADs) will ﬁeréist at higher rates

A :
than students whose parents are not I.U. alumni (NONPARGRADsa.
3. Do noniﬁgpaq,stﬁdents drop out of ‘the University at a
more or less rapié rate than students from urban areas?"Large

: »univgrsities réquire a level of coping skills that are more

' “REw . ‘ - .
‘likely to be acquired in urban areag than in rural areas. A
certain level of bureaucracy operates in complex university
organizations, housing and transportation problems’ can be
complex, large crowds must be negotiateé in all sectors of_.
Univefsity life. Managiégiqﬁis‘type of environment is more
consistent with pasf experiendéslof stgdéﬁts from ﬁrban areas

than with students from non-urban areas. It therefore seems

M
reasonable to hypothesize that urban students would be more

persisteﬁt than non-urban students. ' This hypothesis appears
to be supported by the work of Gurin, Néwcomb and C&pe (1968)
., Who fbundithat rﬁral students had shprter;than average tenure
.aip coilegel : ‘
4. Are there differences in the talent indiéators between
dropouts and peréisters? The College B;ard'g Scholastic
Aptitude test (SAT) and the student's relative rank in his

high school class were used as .talent indicators.
; SEEEE
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-g. Do students who drop out show a greater tendency ¥o

be under;acﬁievers'than students who do ﬁot drop out? Cope
xaﬁd Hannah (i975) iﬁdicéféd}that'under-achiévgment was ‘an T
‘important,régég; fob'afépping out. Howévef, under-achieve=-

ment was Sften_defihéﬁ‘és the" student faili@g to achieve’ up

to his exﬁeétations. ‘Tﬁié study will look ;f Qnderxachievaaf_w__ai
ment in terms of failing to achieve at least up to the level
of that predicted by entraﬁce test scores and high schéol
. rank in class. Comparisons between predicted and actual
achievement will be made fqr academic dropouts (ADS, non-
academic drppoutsv(NAD) aﬁd persiéteré (PER).

6. Lastly, are tﬁere differences among broadvacademic
areas &s to tﬁe fafé of'dropping\out? Prgéumably5 the
various areas of academic work attract studgnté with dif—
‘ferent academic talent, who are also different on a set
of nonacademic {but persistence related) chafacteristics. .
If tuis is true, there may be a greétgr dropout rate among
some disciplines than among others.

Method

Data fgr the study were collected on entering freshmen
beginning their wo;k in the aéademié yearsl197i; 1973, 1974,
’ Alﬁost 14,000 students had usable dafa on file.- Studénts
) . —

who began their work in the fall semester were referred to

as the‘fall'éohcrt; those who began in the spring sg?ester
were réferred to as the spring cohbrt. The“objeéfive Q%s to
identify academic dropouts ﬁAD), nonacademic dropouts (NAD),

and persisters (PER) at various points in the academic -spiral.

'8
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Slnce more semesters had passed for the 1971, class than for

other classes, the data became 1ncreas1ng1y welghted w1th '71

R

students as more semesters were analyzed, i.e., only the '71

class had been at the University eight semesters, so only

their data could appear at ‘the eighth semester p01nt.
Comparlsons of ADs, NADs, and PERs were made after one

< .

Semester, two semesters, four semesters, eight semesters, and

ten semesters.

At each of the above pointsfin the.academic ladder several-.
B [>]

i

types of data were collected. THese,data were designed to
answer the }ollowing guestions. At eacﬂ'o{'the above -semester
points: i._What were the‘percemtageé of per;isters, academic
dropouts and nonacademic dropouts?'} ‘
2. What was the status of academic talent indicators.
(high school rank and SAT scores) for persisters”
(PERs),.for academic dropouts (ADs) and for non-
academic dropouts {(NADs)? ‘ . o
3. Was there a relatiomship between ﬁersistence and
the.other uariabies noted; namely, urban-nonurban
background, parent‘alumni status,.in-state-—out-of—
state residence? - .

In reference to the above questtons data. were 1r1t1a11y
comolled for first-year students to indicate what percentage
persisted (PER) into the second semester:;, ‘'What percentage were'
academic dropouts (AD), uhat percentage dropped out ,but were
in satisfactory ‘academigc status at tﬁe time of doing so (NAD),
Then similar data werebdeveloped for students at the end of ~

the secohd.Seméster; the fourth and sixth_semesters.

“ -
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attrition rates. . These data, are prov1ded‘1n Plgure 1.  The

. data for St“deﬂts Whose lnltlal.entrance was in the-sprlﬂg

'semester are a150 Pecorded in Figure 1. The prlnclpal dif- " 4

fer‘enCES t’apPEaI‘ to b between- the fall and Spr‘lng groupsr

o

The rate of attrlthn was much gPeater for the Sprlng co-

horts. For example apppoxlmately 80 per cent of the students
who entered in the g,qq wer‘e Still here after four Semesters-;
hOWeVer, only about sixty per. cent of tge spring’ cohort per~
B SISted that long. S . .
Alsos there wag trend for males to be sllghtly more
PEI‘SIS‘CEHt among fajj; cohort$ (eSpec%Jauy after the third:
semester), but the Spring cohOrts showed a mixed trend. 'qu
the 1971 a“d 1974 ent ants feMalés were more persistent in
the Sprlng cohort but for the 1973 entrants the males tended
to be more per51st9nt Durlng the first two semesters essen-
tially no dlfferences ln\drcpout rate appeaPEd between the
sexes. .
_ ! After Eight'sé}nester; ;tUdents making normal pro‘gz.*es‘s
| "fwillihave graduateq, ppe daté in Figﬁre_l_show progress -
thr&ﬁgh”te“ SemeSfebsl put £OT ©One year's (1971) students
Jonly, As eéxpected, , jange drop 6ccurred a¥'the*normal o T
graduatlon point, but some thirty-five per cent of the
. °Plglna1 enrollees Were ppese“t in thé ninth semester. Some:
.of these were taklng up’ advanced Programs , but others were
comuletmgaunder‘graduate pequlre"lents.» )
" The Slgnlflcant fact in Figure 1 is'thaf 'si)éty i;er cent
‘f Of“the students who began.thelr Work in the fall semester .
contlnued on to COMplate. a full eight semesters.~ It should - —

B RO

. j.>'  f.': | | ”“ j_ga - u  N:K | .h
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be noted, however, that the students on whom this figure was

"

based had complete data on file. If all students who began a

program were followed, regardless of conpleteness of éﬁtrance

“data, this slxty per cent, flgure cauld change, but probably
:fm .not gr;atly in that the'numberiof students with 1ncomplete
data was miot large. ‘ _J_' ! . '

Tables 1, 2 and 3 are the primary sources-of data for.the
paragraphs ahead. Thesé tables sho@adata collected at four
points on'the academic ladder - afterhthe first semester, the

‘second semester, the fourth, and suxth semesters. The data
reported at these p01nts are based on students~who were present
N

at t,. designated times. They are not cumulatlve data but are'p

"snapshots“ of those students who were enrolled at given
'.. ’ semesters ”“. ' o ég ) .

Table 1 1nd1cates the percentages of students who fell
1nto three retentlon categqgles (academlc dropouts, nonacademlc
dropouts. and perslsters) for each po1nt de51gnated on the aca—

demic ladder. For example, for the 13,800 students Who began
%T"“ the first semester (comblnlng 1871, '73, '74 groups), 3.7 per .
cent.became academlc dropouts, 1. 7 left school eVen though
their grades were sat1sfactory, and’ 94. 7 per cent stayed on to:

begln the next semester HoWever. since data were collected

r

before the spr1ng 175 gseméster was complete, the.second semeg~
ter's data combined students from 1971 and 1973 only. ' |
. of the 8,664 stydents ('73-and 71 groups) who‘began the
j sprlng semester 4, 2 dropped . out W1th 1ess than satlsfactcry ‘«\a
grades Cacademic dropouts or Aps), 6. 3 Jper cent dropped out

with satlsfactory grades (NADs) and BQ § per cent perslsted v'.

- . -
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(PERs) on to the next fall terﬁ. Moving across fhé'tdp,r6w _'
of Table 1, one seés that the pércentage of academic dropoufs
(ADs) that occurred in any one Semester was fairly cpnstanf,vy
rangihg‘froﬁ 2.4 té'QJZ per cent. However,_the'p%;centage of
nonacademic dropouts steadily increased from 1.7 the fiﬁé{}

" semester to 9.2 the fourth semester. This says that as
semésters pass Indiana University 1osés sgcceséful studénts at
an increasingly'rapid rate. While only about two in a hundrea
students become academic dropouts the first semester, almost
one in t;n studeﬁts leave at the fourth semester regardless

T of the fact that they a;e doing adequate academic work.‘i
’ 'Whé; variables were associated with fhis comparatively . O
- heavy drop out rate_améng students whose grades weré satis-
:faqﬁory? The data in Table 1 point, not so much to academic
talent variables, but to home and family circumstances. For
example, in the fourth semester -- whefe nonacadehic drops -
are most cbnspicdous -~ females, out-of-state students, non-
urban residents, and students with non-alumni parents all
_<»wgré more‘likely-to drop out, even.fhough their grades were
satisfactory. dn the other hand, academic talent variables
J(higﬁ)school rank and SAT).apﬁeared to be associated with
-academic dropouts, but not with nonacademic dropouts, or:

persisters. About as many NADs were in the.upper third of

P pa

the SAT ranking as were in the lower third.

Table 1.bears out the data in Figure 1 in that spring
‘cohorts drop out more rapidly than fall cohorts. Again, the
larger dropout group is the NADs. Almost one in five spring

entering students who got to the third semester dropped out at

1 o
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Table 1

" Percentage of Academic Dropouts, Nohacademic

Fall Cohorts

rirst Semaster? :
N

Second Semester?

Percentage who were:

) Bl : :
by Acadenmic Nonacademic Persisters

Academic Nonacademic

Percentage who were:

=

(71,73,7%) propouts Dropouts (71 73) probouts Dropouts
a1l Students 13809 1.7 1.7 ay.7 8664 4.2 6.3
Males 6715 4.3 1.1 qu.6 4282 5.1 4.9 ° T
Females 7085 3.0 2.2 gu.8 4382 3.5 7.7
Resident 11222 4,1 1.4 au.5 70uL3 4.8 5.5
Nonresident 2577 1.6 2.8 35.7 1620 1.9 10.0°
Nonurban §320 5.1 1.7 93.3 3880 5.6 6.2
Urban 4832 3.9 1.0 96.0 3152 3.9 4.8
Parent Alum 25180 2.1 1.4 895.7 1626 3.4 4,2
No Parent Alum 11205 3.2 1.7 4.5 63966 Lot 6.8
Low 173 SAT L3Cs 5.5 1.7 92.8 2534 N guw T
High /3 SAT; ug53 1.6 1.3 87.1 3168 1.8 6.3
- Low 1/3 Rank 3986 6.u T 1.7 9l.
High 1/3 Rank w083 1.3 1.5 87.2
Soring Cohorts
First Semesterd
All Students . 388 10.6 6.7
. Males : 184 11,4 w9
Females 208 9.8 8.3
R'esidc:}c 333 11.7 5.7
rloqresxdent 55 3.6 10.9 o
Urban® ' ' 5.3 o
Nonurban - 6.3
Parent Alum Lo — 1{5
No Parent Alum - PN 7.8
e
Low 1/3 SAT ~ R 6.3
High 1/9 SAT 3.7
L.ow 1/3 Rank 8.6
High 173 Rank 3.3

cQanUn

Based on 1871,
Based on 1971
Based on 1371
Based on 1971
Based cn 1971

1973, and 1974 Fall.cohorts
and 1973 Fall eoherts
Fall cohorts .
and 1973 Soring cohortc
Spring cohorts ) ~

15
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. . . 11
Jropouts, and Persisters by Semester
Fourth Semester® Sixth Semester®
- Percentage who were: ‘ Percentage who were:. = -
‘ersisters N Academic Nonacademic¢ Persisters N Acar‘emic Nonacademic Persisters
. Dropouts Dropouts Dropouts .Dropouts :
89.5 3947 3.u 9.2 a7.4 3450 2.4 8.6 89.1-
€0.2" 1923 4,2 7.4 88.4 1700 3.1 5.9 g1.0
88.7 2024 - 2.6 10.9 86.5 1750 1.7 11.1 87.2
89.8 3217, 4.0 8.3 87.8 - 2820 2.7 7.5 89.8
86.1 735 1.0 13.3 85.7 630 8 13.2 86.0
88.2 1437 3.6 7.1 89,3 1283 2.7 8.0 89.4
91.5 . 1769 4,3 9.2 1522 2.8 7.3 89.9°
92.3 802 2.6 5.9 91.5 734 2.7 5.8 90.5
86.8 3082 3.6 10.1 86.3 2659 2.2 9.0 _BB.B. .
86.0 1049 .- 5.3 9.2 8k.5 887 4.3 7.6 88.2
31.9 1585 ¢ .+ 1.3 5.2 89.5 1519 1.4 9.0 89.6
Lk 2033 6.1 9.4 TR 872 4.9 7.7 IR
%1356 ° 1.0 7.8 91.2 1236 .6 9,1 90.3
: Third Semester® Fifth Semester®
82.7 1490 15.0 18.6 66.4 93 7.5 12.3 > 76,2
33.7 61 21.3 19.7 59.0 38 1.1 16.7° 72.2
31.9 73 10.1 17.7 72.2 57 5.3 19.3 L 75w
32.5 118 15 8 17.6 65.5 78 6.y 13.2 4.4
3E.5 21 . u.8 23.8 71 15 13.3 13.1 73.3
38,8, .36 11.1 3.9 75.0 27 1.1 . 25,9 63.0
T I T T 1e.¢ E1.g 57 3.8 5.4 ; 80.8
30.9 35 8.6 8.6 82.9 29 6.2 26,1 69.0
1.9 104 17.3 21.2 61.5 64 7.8 15.6 766
10.3 28 23,7 13.2 63,2 24 18.7 8.3 75.0
1.4 39 5.1 23.1 71.8 28 7.3 25.0 67.9°
18.5 5% 25.5 10.3 63.6 - 35 11.4 14,3 4.3
10.2 34 0 23.5 76.5 26 ) 19.2 80.8
N .
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that point.- A similar proportion dropped out in the fifth

- semester.

The vaﬁiqbles assocviated with NADs in the spring entering  :

cohorts are quite different from fall entering cohorts. Al-

though  some of the family history of spring entrants looks

1like that of fall entrants, some does not - especially in the

fifth semester. Also, academic talent factors are quite

clearly, and directly, related to spring cohort. drops among

" NADs.

Since the spring cohorts are relatively few in number,

" generalizations based on fall cohorts are seen as most reliable.

One such generalization is that the proportion of students who

drop out without academic diffiguity (NADs) increases with

succe551ve semesters, and that females, out-of-state students,

s

students whose parents were not alumni, and who 11ved in urban

areas are the most 11ke1y fo be 1n the NAD group.

A P

Table 2 looks at College Board (SAT) total scores (Verba1~

plus Mathematics) in relafion to persistence. Essentially one

conclusion arises from these data. Persisters and nonacademic

drooouts look very much alike; aéadeﬁic dropouts tend to be

=11ghtly lower in- SAT scores than elther PERs or NADs.' Non—

R

residents have higher adm1551ons requ1rements and- consequentlv

will have -higher SAT scores. Other differences are small and

_appear to be within the expected range of* two standard errors

of measorement (about 170 points).
. Toble 3 shows relative rank in the high school class for.

ADs,’ hADs and PERs. Relative rank is found by dividing the

student's position 1n his graduatlng class by the numbeﬁkifl .

.




3 ' 13
the class, then multiplying by 100. fhis procedure is used’

- to equate pos1t10n in small classes w1th posltlon Ln large

classes. For example. a student who ranked tenth out of a

class of 50 is pot the same klnd of student who ranked tenth
out of 500. Some adjustment needs to be made in raw rank to
{llustrate the student's status relative to his classmates.
This,adjustmemt is found in the student's relative rank.
Table 3 lea&s tolcOnCIusiohs similar to Table 2. The
relatiye ranks of‘tﬁe academic dropouts tend to be lower>than
either”the‘NADs or PERs.. No other major distinctions among
groups, e.g., parent a}dmhi--non-alumni, were apparent ip
. Table 3. ' , : '_ . \\‘
Table y presents the record of a s1ng1e class (1971)\

over six semesters, w1th categorical data accumulated across

3

' semesters. Therefore, in the total group the ten per cent

academic dropouts after the fourth semester inéluded all drop-

" outs of previcus semesters. .

Table y _supports the following gemerali:ations. Malesf"\
are more frequently represented among academic dropouts,
whlle females are more often fo%nd in ‘the NAD grou; iFor
example,,by the end of six semesters slightly less than a

fifth of the males, aﬂd a tenth of the females had bhecome

“academic dropouts. Residents are more likely to -be academic
dropouts than non-<residents are. This is probably because
.non-residents have more stringent admfssions requiremants.
On the'other.hand, non-residents are more likely to
"be NADs. In fact, a third-of -the“non-residents felXl into

the NAD group by the end of the sixth sémester.

O
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Table 2

14 .
Mean of SAT Sums for Academic Dropouts, Nonacader
. Fall Cohol
First Semesterd Second Semester?
. Mean of SAT Sums for: N Mean of SAT Sums fo
"d.7u) Acacemic Nonacademic Persisters .., ., Academic Nonacademic
(71.73, Dropouts Dropouts . Ly Dropouts  Dropouts
All Students 13290 ‘g0 983 1003 8411 902 1007
Males TS 318 1016 1024 4135 920 1046
Temales 68“? 885 968 982 4276 878 . 983
*¥ esident 10999 897 356 - 385 6936 897 974
Nenrasident . 2238 1304 1087 1087 174 a76 1093
Honurkan® £157 893 85y 985 ‘38id . 907 982
-~ Urban L5293 907 ‘95k 385 3112 877 "960
" Parent Alum 2535 o §82 1301 1009 1586 . 870 . 10167
Ho Parent Alum 10789 305 380 1001 5760 908 1007 . -
fow 1/3 SAT 4308 73 T 817 805 2836 788 . 801
High. 1/3 SAT K653 1172 01373 1188 3168 1150 1188
sow 173 Rank 3793 g51 8?2 895 2270 856 906
#igh 1/3 Rark 3998 1043 1086 1108 2556 1057 1109
- - ..Spring “Cohor
First Semesterd
AT TS TUEN TS T e e e - ) 296 891 901
Males . U 903 203
Fgmales o7 155 875 900
Resident 263 882 . g77
Nonresldent 233 11390 979
Urban? 83. 768 85y
WonuY ban B 133 902 891
" Parent Alum’ . S5u 1012 720
No Parent Alum 2u1 876 . - 913
~Low 1/3 SAT ; 127 803 738
High 1/2 SAT 81 11445 - 1180
- Low 1/3 Rank. ¢ 132 ' 883 903
- High 1/3 Rank ; 53 917 1115

o'an oo

Based on 1971, 1973 & 1974 Fall cohorrs
Bised on 1971 and 1973 Fall cohorts

Based on 1971 Fall cohorts
Based on 1971 & 1873 Spring cohorts
Baged on 1971 Spring cohorts '

*Based on Indiana Resident:

e
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opouts, and'Persgsters by Semester

15,

Fourth Semester®

Sixth Semester®

. Mean of SAT Sums for:

 Mean_ of SAT Sums for:

¥sisters N Academic Nonacademic Persisters M - .Azademic Nonacademic._ Persisters.

’ ' Dropouts Dropouts Dropouts Dropouts. ' ’
16 . 3870 - 920 1023 1033 3397 . .355 1056 1033
135 1887 a3 1062 1049 1670 979 1063 ws0°
198 1988 885 1 998 .1018 1727 913 . 1053 1016
)00 1180 912 992" 1016 2800 952 1031 ‘1017
135 §9G° 1050 111k 1112 597 lo00 1125 1111
100 1736 . 902 ... ..97§ - 1019 1509~ 957 1035 “ig20
199 1429 329 ' 1015 1012 1278 3u7 . 1026 1613
123 785 958 . 1039 1045 720 366 1054 1047
1 3026 310 -© 101y 1029 2621 85§32 1053 1029
207 1049 78577 813 817 887 815 833 815 )
92. 1585 1205 11¥3 .. 1198 1419 1179 1220 1197
7. 1001 851 518 925 850 937 9uu .+ 922
20 1361 1080 1122 1134 1222 1029 1148 1134

. Third Semester® . C'Fifth Semester®

xS 113 910 1025 99§ 76 "830 1092 992 .
72 Cugl. 817 ¥ 1009 999 287 8u0 1047 w21
74 84 Tesgg L 1039 - 995 48 857 1067 . 274
69 28 897 1013 ' 6u 872 1069 ‘1008
o - 15 1080 1148 - 12 935 968 912 . -
76 © 792 952 1018 T 2 1067 100
68 a8 ‘a1s 102y 1208 R 1072 1e09
08’ 30 7 1020 - - 1003 98y 24 935 QWS- 968
65 - 82 882’ 106k 1002 52 872 1073 “1002 .
W 38 7829 814 -, 80 2 733 gug 815 :
32 39 1090 1181 1186 28~ 1175 1180 1190
21 62 L tdlw . 8sg. 871 28, 803 967 865 ¢
23 29 : © 1154 1117 -° 22 - 1176 1100 -
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_‘Tablé 3

Mean Relative H. S. Ranks for Academic Dropouts,

Fall Cohorts

First Semester®

Second Semesterd

Mean Relative H.S. Rank for:

.

Mean Relative H.S. Rank

1 o . P ; K .
; Academi¢ Nonacademic- “Persisters ~yy  Academic Nonacademic
74
) (71,73,7%) dropouts Dropouts : (71,73) Dropouts Dropouts
i ,
by N T -
| ALl Students - 12762 ug - 25 25 7948 39 24
" Males 45 29 30 3930 ut 3C .
Females ., 33 25 21 4018 33 20
. R
Resident u1 26 - 26 6466’ 40 25
.. fionresident 27 . .26 21 1481 33 21...
Nonurban® u7 N Ty 24 85 38 23
Urban » u0 30 28 2920 43 27
Parent Alum 2323 us 30 25 1493 g SRR
No Parent Alum - 10362 39 25 - 25, 6389 38 24 : '
Low 1/3 SAT . 4083 ug . 1 16 2382. 0 . uu 13
High 1/3 SAT 4267 27 16 14 2878 27 . 15
_Low 1/3 Rank 3986 . s6 - u9 50 2362 su o Yug
High 1/3 Rank - k089 7 7 <6 2607 Ts

8

Spring Cohorts

o <
i First Semesterd .-

" All Students 327 3 35
Males ‘ ’ - 158 47 60 a
Females ¢ 169 38 35 .
Resident, ] 295 uy s1 * !

* Nonresident ) 32 [ 21
Urban® 90 35 51
Nonurban 208 ub . 48

. Parent Alum 61 . 41 65
‘No Parent Alum 265 43 Lu
Low 1/3 SAT 118 u2 7
High 1/3 SAT 75 29 .34
Low 1/3 Rank 163 59 57
High 1/3 Rank 61 7 3

noouwe

Based on 1971, 1973, 6 1974 Fall cohorts

Based on 1971 and 1973 Fall cohorts

Based on 1971 Fall 'cohorts

Based on 1971 & 1973 Spring cohorts

Based on /1971, Spring cohorts
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onacademic Dropouts, and Persisters by Semester
Fourth SemesterC ] o Sixth Semester®
or: . Mean Relative H.S. Rank for: . N - Mean Relative H.S;iRank For:
ersisters N - Academic Nonacademic. Persisters .. .~ .. Academic Nonacademic Persisters
L Dropouts Dropouts ) Dropouts ~Dropouts - ’ -
v a2 3 2w 23 3349 38 22 23’
29 1885 T 27 1653 41 29 Y
20 . 1959 L3 22 19 1696 : 3T 18 - 18
25 . 3;x2s . 36 - 25 -2y " 2746 ‘38 23 23
120 695S 34 20 - .20 603 25 ‘18 : 20
24 .. 1707 0 3, 25 ' 22 - 1478 ¢ 39- 20 22
»27 - 1s01 38.. - 28 L T 25 © 1253 :5\ 36 ] 27 .25
26 775 33 25 - 23 710 ., 82 .22 22
24 2991 36 24 23 2585 coe - 22 23
35 1027 - el - 35' C . 35~ L 5§70 39 ) # 32 . .35 _ﬁ..:
14 © 1526 -L207 15§ ) . 1368 29 14 ) 1L
S0 1032 '.52 - ug ug 872 52 » 49 ) - g
7 A . 6 . 1236 .17 6 6

6. 1356

-Third'§emestere L . Fifth Semester®
130 © §3 L 28 31 ' .
57 . sy T3 5§ 33 55 46 43
73 LE, 17 ‘ 24 53. . ul 18 .24
36 118 52 29 2 75 . 51 31 , 27
31 15 70 9 28 11 23 30 ' 29
ug. 35 ‘up 31 37 26 28 27 8
3. 8n 54 29 29 50 42 27 <29 L
32 34 39 C22 30 28 1 30 ' 29
- 36 a5 56 23 - 32 S8 .. 45 25 .32
& - : N . - .
‘ug 35 26° Coo2 ' 19 21, ug 5y .51
19 36 21 10 5. 7 25 23 Y .23
58.. . 5% 20 0 17 .1 35 6 - 50 -85
7 K P C 7 6 - 26 — 6 7
:‘/ ‘ - r




e e B . _ o .Table.lu-

Percent of 1971 Fall entering class still enrolledg# and
percent dropouts, at various points after original enrollment,

(AD = Academic Dropout; NAD = Nonacademic Dropout; PER = Persister)-

) - After 2nd Semester o After bth Semesféﬁ " After 6th Semester.
AD . NAD  PER " AD - NAD  PER . AD . 'NAD - PER- .
Total \ 7.1 7.63 85.27-- 10.00 = 15.47  74.53  11.77  21.84 66.39
Males . 8.24. 5.60 86.16 - 11.87 11.96 76.16 16.35 14.33 £9.31 =
, Females 6.04  9.51. 8u.44 8.26 ' 18.73 73.00 9.47  26.87. 63.66
- Resident 8.11. . 6.46 85.43 - °11.49  13.50 75.00  13.54  19.15%67.31.
Nonresident 2.76 . 12.%6 84.58 3.57 23.9% 72.50" 414 33.49 62.37
. R : . o ‘ . X "\’I'
Nonurban . - 10.03  7.07 82.85 - - 13.57 14.70 71.69 18.79 16.67 6u.48
- Urban ' - '5.67 .~ 5.73 88.59 8.88 © 12.02 79.10 ~° 7.77 18.31 70.72
= 7. parent Alumni 5.99  5.21 88.91 8.31 10.42 81.37 10.53  15.96 73.61 .
.No Parent Alumni  7.40, ~8.16 84.44 10.4%  16.71 72.84 ' 12.05 :23.29  64.66
<
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The dlfferences amOng academlc dlsc1p11nes at the end of the
sécond Semester Webe relatlvely small howeveg\\\\\\;‘i"
- 4 o ‘ ‘
By -the e“d Of _the,. fourthfsemester the percentage‘qf

Pl

dPOPOUts in each dlsc1p11ne becamp more conSchuous." Agéin_-~'

the 1argeSt PPOPObtl of students were NADS. Nearly ten

S

per-ceht of the students who enrOlled iﬁ ‘the phy51ca1 sciences

- Y

for the fourth Sementer drOpDed Out whlle d01ng satlsfactory

academlc work huNanltleS was Close behlnd Wlth about elght
‘per cent of thelr Stydents who began the fourth semester‘

.
. i 3"

dI‘ODD ng out. - B ' e :

At the end of Six 5éﬁestéfs physicél scienéevand humhn—

'iti es maJOI‘S Contlnued +0 drop Our at relatlvely high rates

<

"(11.7 per cent angd g 6 per cent respectlvely) Howev=r,

-

SOC.lal‘SCJ-e“ces Algqg joine d‘thls group with 10. ‘9. per. cent'

. dropduts. These flguPeS refer 130'm:ilmacaclemlc dropouts -

°students Whose 8radeg wepesatlsfactory at the tlme of
s ™~

1

termlnatlon- : : Lo o

t“ “"An 1nterest1ng ‘nete is that the applled sc1ences con-

~f1nued to haVe the lowest dropout pat% of all dlsclpllnes at

the end of ea vof Lne uolﬂtb Cltec in Lable 5. This group

reached a max1mum of 5.9 per Cént NADs at the end of the - .

fourth semeSter and 5.g per ce“t at. the end of the 51xth

. semester. : L

_ . A second iﬁtepeétingvpote is ;ha{_pbe.acaQemic dropout
(AD) rate WaSCORSistentiy 1ower thaﬁithé nonapédemic dropout
rate.. ADs werea Congistent PéPCentagé’ach;s each semester
and across all discidlinés; The rate pahéed hear one per

cent for each dlsclpllne at e2Ch semester observed.  The

.
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- o Means and Standard Devmatlons for .~‘-f"" §‘1 [ f"'*ff;
Academlc Dropouts, Nomacedenic Dropouts, and Persisterson . ¢
Predlcted Grade Point Averages (PGPA),. Actual Grade Point Average (GPA)
| and Re51dual (leference between GPA and PGPA) a
, N
| ARSI AN
o a o | Mean . - Mean | '
p N, PGPA‘(s'd i;f GPA (s a.) N leference (s d.)
".- : o L " l;'_“‘j. !
., heademic © © Males B VR T B 41 (50) / % ~1.91 (. 80) -
. Dropout Females 69 2.&5-(f45)" 53 ('67) E- -l 9 (.88) f
b 15 238 (45 3g‘ % (. su) b -1*91 ¢ 93) ?
', Honacademic 1 Males W 255 (.59) :‘ 2.2 (.8 )1 . B (.ﬁ6)5i
| Dropouts® ~ Temales B LW () TS ) _,“,03 (.51)

otal 8 286 (43) f 2.1 (,52)‘ e e

VoL o

ersisters © Males W13 L6 LW AT LI9) 05 (61
| DT Females ¥ an. ‘2;81'(.u3J MT;'3? ; (.73) N f?0§ ‘-Sgljf

CTotal W0 2.5 W) 2810808 ()

" s.d. = standard deviation
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reason for the NADs leaving‘the‘Univeréity snould te a topicf"":
of’ contlnu1ng 1nterest These are students who are doing '

:aceeptable work. " Some . effort to reta1n these students seems

relevant. ‘ :
' The last ana1y51s in thls study 1ooked at dlscrepanc1es

between a student's grade: achlevenent and the grade polnt -

average preo’cted for hlm based on SAT scores and his

relatlve hlgh school rank. Predlcted grade p01nt averages u‘

N

[ PPN 77 based on-the’ followmng formulas T

- Males PGPA = +0012 SAT - .0132 RHSR +r.8719 L
. Females PGPA;: 20015 SAT - .0128 RHSRv- l -
The relevant results are glven in Table 6 fne.discrebancy'
: between _mean predicted grade 901nt average (PGPA) and actual

‘_ grade p01nt average (GPA) is the 51gn1f1cant feature in th
xtaole. Academlc dropoutv achleved consplcuously below thelr

predicted 1eve1, while per51sters and;nogacademlc dropouts

achieved very near to their. predictedvievei. To the extent

that the talent 1nd1cators - SAT and relatlve hlgh school

rank - reflect grade achlevement potent1a1 the ‘academic

dropouts did not achieve up to thelr potentlal.f This may be

due to a.varlety of causes such as poor study skillq, un-

\
pUPN.

d15c1p11ned class attendance and study behavior, a var1ety
;‘: of ‘economic and soc1al distractions. .In dany case, it appears

that manv of ‘Mthe atademicﬁdropouts have ‘the intellectual
] . } . W
potential to achieve satisfactory grades, but are nct doing

so. Possibly causes can be"founditd explain this fact and -

programs initiated to amelioraté the conditions.
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Conclusions

The data appear to supoort the following conclusioné!

1.

Spring.entering students drop out faster than fall
enterlng students.

Approx1mately 60 per cent of fall enterlﬂg students
persist for eight semesters. Of tnese students,‘males
are slightly more persiétent‘than females.

0f all the students who drop out, the great majqrity‘
are not in academic difficulty when they drop out..
The students who drop’out while doing,satiéfactory
work (nonacademic dropouts) are-ﬁosf iikel& to be
female, out-of-state residents, and have parents who -

¢

are Qst alumni of Indiana University. However,

academic talent indicators are not a conspicuous

variable in identifying nonacademic dropouts;

In Scholastlc Aptitude Test scores per51sters and’ non-.

academlc dropouts look very much allke, but academlc
[
dropouts score -lower. : . . .

In relative high school ranks persisters and nén-

v

aqadémic dropouts are very similar, but academic drop-

outs rank slightly lower.

- When“persistence data are’ accumulated over many

semesters, academic dropouts are more likely to be.

males and residents, wh;le nonacademlc droDouts ‘are

more 11ke1y to be female ‘and non-resmdents. Non—urban-‘

students are more 11ke1y to drop out than urban stu- “

[

dents, whlle students’. whose parents are alumn1 of

Indiana_Unlver51ty are 1ess 11ke1y to drop out. .,

- I

.29
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8. Studént; in applied-stiences are least likely to
drop out, while students in the physical sciences

and huimanities are most likely to drop out.

Aside, from the above conclusions this study raises ; .

an important question. Why do students whose work is aca-

.. demically ‘acceptable leave the University? "Clearly they.

. have the talent to profit from the Uﬁiversityvéxpeniencé.

- i . ) '
.Some effort should be exercised to discover why nonacademic
dropouts depart from the University.

a2 -~
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