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PREDICTION OF ACADEMIC SUCGESS FOR MATURE STUDENTS
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:  There are increasingly large:numbers of older students on college
< ’ ' ’ . ' .

campuses, = Many factors contribute to this trend,: High school students are’

an [ -

deciding to stop out for a peridd‘of time before going on to college. Many

adults are degidihg to begin college layér in<1ife; or cémﬁlete their pre-
. ¢ . N . .
viously interrupted college{educatioﬁ/ﬁ Others are coming back for- retrain-
5ing‘in differeﬁiﬁﬁocational fields, for.ﬁpgrading of job ék{lls, as Qell as '
- ‘ . 4 . s
for. their own enrichment. The current economic situation contribu%eé to
. N - Yon ey :
this trend. Lafge nﬁmbers’of &nder-or unemployed people &ith time on their

hands are beginning to consider some type of post-secondary education. The
™ .

general population has more descretionary leisure time than eyer before.

Also, because. of declining birth rates the-mediﬁn age'of e general popula- .

)

’ L. . . »
tion is increasing. All of these factors, when take ogether, tend to

indicate that there will continue to be large n ers of mature students on
- college campuses.
Because of this trend there isa need for data on the. success of '« _

these students-at college. Because they come from such diverse backgroudas

and with many diffetent motivaf;dﬁg/as well as‘purposes, it should not be

7 N
, assumed that the tradition%}fﬁcademic measures will have predictive validity
N / ’ ~ -

for these spudenis. There exists a negd to examine anew what factors con-
tribute to the a7cadem’ic success of these mature students.\;)r if, in fact ,a' ‘ -
~ ! ? 1} ’ : . : )

t there are any.factors, which are useful in the prediction of academic achieve- .
» 8] v ' . ) \
E: ’ - ) ’ . - 3
ment for the older student. This study is an attempt to explore the predictive

//

Specifica}ly, this study was conducted to shed. light on the £follow-

ing duestidns, First, is The University of Michigan {(U-M) attracting more older

validity of some of these factors. ' : . "
/ : ‘ ' )
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o / - students?:. Second, is thére aj dgfference‘between the academic achlevementlofh
‘/ ' .the younger and older student

;Thzrd do th varlables used to ‘predict =
Y \ . \' \ B

stupents'also cqntr1bute t&%ﬂ§ﬁ§3§$§ﬁ§ctzod§

/ .academlc succeSS for youngenf

i L I,

51m11ar achlevement for these/older students? Fourth, are. there sexqrqiﬁted

R A L . S LN
-differences in the predlctlon of academlc success for such students? A
Th ) ) . ~:=\ - . , ) ’ ) ':‘\3"
LR ;'yﬂ; SR ' Lo A

. &
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REVIEW OF THE RESEARCH .

Negative Findings -on Predlctlpn - -“‘.9;_~ I _ <

v

<«

Results of a study at Macomb County Community College, M1ch1gan,
(Ice, 1971) suggested that h1gh school grade-p01nt averagé‘(GPA) and

American College Testing program (ACT) test sgores correlations w1th college
GPA’were not sufficiently h1gh to: warrant the1r use as, exc1u51ve criteria for.

_ \ | _
prediction with' mature adult applicants. ThlS study found that even though

| young adults and mature adults had similar h1gh~school records, the.mature
. @ \A' . ) .oN
o students overal,f complled&better college GPA. The studies-by Ryan (1969)
) N ) 4
and. Wlnslow (1968) also~found that high school GPA\yas not a good predictor

of college GPA for %gult students. Stephen and Whee;er (1969), as Heli\as
Groehke (1969), in addition, concluded that.ACT}test results were not as
LY I\‘ -

- ! , . ,
‘highly correlated with college GPA for mature students:as for young studentsi\»

- _These studies, when taken tpgether,.indicate'that the two most common measures
© of past academic achieVemeﬂt are not ‘predictive of- future college achievement <"
for the adult student. - - KD . " ' b

. . - B -
Lo . n \ - 7= N

itive Findings AT . ' . /5

©
N

L - <
- L Most research conducted on young versus mature stude ts‘tends to

»

1nchate that the:.older students do at least as well, and better n éome

.instances than theur more tradltlonal counterpaxts (Fagln 1971 Fe;;EEBnJ,lgee; *
- Helfter, 1962 Hall 1970; Perklns 1971 Reed anq Murphy' 1975 Ryan 1969;

] ¢ ’ ’
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© Sensor,. 1964; Stephen and Wheeler, 1969; Winslow, 1968).
Unfqrtunately,-ﬁhfle many ‘studies suggest"basing admission of non-

. [ : R '
.-, traditional students oh variables' other th

r:
i

there is little evidence of studies répoﬁtihg on the predictive validity of -

an. prior academic achievement,

these variables for.ﬁontraditidnél students.” Some suggested-variables
include scholastic motivation and willingness to spend time on education
(Halfter, 1962), personél interviews,-post high school experiences, (Waters}

1971), references or recommendations of an employer (Reed and Murphy, 1975),

, more maturity, and yiearer goals (Feiguson,,l§66),

. P R . . ‘
< There is more substamtial evidence on sex differences in the pre-

. <

diction of academic success. Paraskevopoulos and binSpn (1970) found that

s ' 4

while '"'the coefficieﬁté of‘the_&eparate regressidn\eqdatidns for men and

women were not significantly different . . . the intercepts of the two

.

separate equations were statistically significant (p.-215)." Furthermore, a

~

X study by Gross, iaggen, and “cCarthy_(1974) indicated that females are more
- . predictable than males in academic settings. ‘<
Thé r;search cited ;bove tends to indicate, i; 5ummary; that there
afe large éiffe;encéé between younger and older college students in their -
%' academic adhieQeméﬁt and predictability of such achievement.
FX& - «  METHOD
B -

Subjects , . : - ‘

.

Yy For this é%udy, the older or nontraditional student was defined-as

2\ -an undergnaduate'student who is 22 years of age or older at the time.of first

P -

* enrbllment at The University of Michigan. It should be noted that this makes

) : :

\‘ - . - »
‘the junior level transfer student only several years ‘'nontraditional" since
% ' .

.o

R . :
‘ the traditional junior-level transfer student is only 19 or 20 years old.’
E MC g K $ )] . ‘ P

<
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The University of Michigan during the same years. -

, '+ RESULTS -AND DISCUSSION ' | " '

Table I gives a sumnary of th 'nunbers_of older students initially

ISR enrolling'aE-hndergraduates at The University“of Michigan during the years

. L1971 thrdugh 1974m 'Analysis of this table indicates an, overall picture off

,1ncrea51ng numbers as well as percentages of older students: enrolangzi v B
rend

Univer51ty of M1ch1gan. Whlle there are some 1ncon51stenc1es in this

~ for example freshman males applying for entry durlng 1974 and Yemale and male
transfer students applylng for admission durlng the 1972 caléndar year the

N . ~

data is reasonably cons1stent ThlS data suggests that un1ver51ty admlnls—

_trators should be aware of the un1qUe needs of and prov1de addltlonal speeial’.

N ‘'services for~these nontradltlonal students, . : S . . : " .
e ol : . (Insert Table I here) </’ .
' . Is there a difference between the academic achievenentfof these ° *

ogder students and their voungcr couhterparts’ In terms of past aeademlc‘

4

,achlevement ana1y51s of Tahle II\(freshmen) and Table iII (traﬁgfer students)

shows §1gn1f1cantfd1fferences betweem the academlc quallflcatlon§ of younger

'

and older students.i Younger Freshmen-(Tahle II) admitted to the'UniverSity -

tea - . \ »

have almost (. 84} a full grade hlgherqmean grade- p01nt average in- hlgh school -

. SPAY.” Their mean h1gh school percentlle rank (HSPR) places them in the {' -

. R . - o

.+ top 12 percent of their cLass wh11e ‘the - nontradltlonal students are, on the
v g ’ et
average around the SO*h oercentlle. Younger fheshmen also da much Uetter on

l
0

the Scholastlc Aptltude Test (SAT) than older fneshmen though the dlfferences

L in the Verbal subscores(SAT V) are not nearly a? large as for the Math subscores

s D ’

) St B v '%%‘ 6 fv o i} -
LS . ’ ot " . 7 . ¥ , i L
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A

" (SAT M). 1t is interestlng to note, furthermore; that the stenégrd deviation,

. . . N . \)
SR that,is the spread‘Q oy ﬁls co}\51»derably greater for the older freshmen

.g(\-* o

in all varlables.
9 .o

~
¥

. ¢
'p01nt average and a greater spread'of grades than the}r younger counterpart&

-

It is clearﬂfrom both TabIes II and IIIsthat older students enrolling at the"

.. University present con51derably poorer academlc qualifications at the time of

-~

é
~

admlsslob How dO'these students fare in the Un1ver51ty classrooms?
Table Iv presents data on the academic success of students as measured
by the first year“Unlver51tv of. Mlchlgan grade p01nt average (UM- GPA) on a
.0.0 - 4.0 scale. The data in Table IV is clear, w1th respect to females. Whether
they appiy aé freshmen or transfer students older women earn a slightly better
,meanig;ade-poinf at the University (UM-GPA) than their more traditional counter-

ot . . s ;
parts. For males the situation is less clearcut. The younger f¥g§hman males

. 2 i
have'a considerably higher mean U-M gradé-point average than older freshman males-

but Nale transfer students earn the same mean grade-point average whether they’
are yodhger oruolder.THe standard deviations are slightly larger for nontradi- '
tional studerits, whether they are males or females, freshmen or transfer

students. . ' p o :

» N N 7

{Insert Table Ib here) B .'(o : '

‘When data from Tables II, III, and IV are.compared- it becgmes:evidepi‘
that even though older students are admitted with lower academic.qualifications
t 3 co . -

they perform relatively -- to these qualifications -- better tban do‘youhger

- . . : L . d
students relatively to their academic qualificatioms, For freshmen, the
: —_— ~ - "

decrease in mean grade-point average from high school to col{ége is .57 for

. ®




youni students while older'freshmen'increase-their mean grade int average .15,

The mean grade p01nt average decrease from their-prior college to is .27
_%_ /M

for tradltlonal transfer students, whlle older students transtrrlng to the

_Unrver31ty exhibit no change in the1r.mpan graderpornt»average. Thus, older

students do relatively better as a group than their younger, more traditional

counterparts. While older students do relatively better academically, the
question remdins, are they asfpredrctable? -’ .

e ' Analysis of Table V and Table VI for freshmen and lable Vll\for

transfer students indicates that, first,-traditional freshmen and transfer
, " : ' ; . :

3 . !

students are significantly predictable.. For ‘freshmen (Table'V)‘aﬁd transfer

students (Table VII) all of the independent.variables studies are significantly
. ‘ N
correlated Qm( 01) with the depeﬂﬂent variable -- UM-GPA. The regression

analy51s (Table VI) also polnts to the 51gn1f1cant pred1ctab111ty of first year'
grades for young stodents be they freshmen or transfers to the Un1ver51t} . The
dependent var1able,of the regression equation 1s of,Lourse the f1rst year< -
U-M grade:point average The 1ndepéndent varlables includes. HSGPA HSPRA SAT v, !
| and SAT-M. The’ pattern of pred1ctab111tv is less’ elear for“the older non—
’ “ / tradltional students. ' ' f

. o
b at

0

. e

: (Insert Tahles V and VI here)

, J

folfolder freshmer Table V 1nd1cates that there ‘is only one 1ndependent

A At

]

'varlable SAT vérbal score, 51gn1f1cant1y &orrelated (p ( 1) w1th UM GPA for T
females and none fpr males Table VI shows that UM GPA for older females is. some-

. za t predlctable {p ( 05) but not 51gn1f1cantly predlctabke for older males Iﬁ‘

is 1nterest1ng to note (Table V) thq; for the older female freshmen tHe SAT

L\. verbal sco@e accounts for most of th° varf%nce and. that fhese older freshman '

females are’ the most predlctable freshman group stud1ed
. . " (insert Table VII heré) o

. ! ‘ ) Y o . . 3 ) .
O ‘ ) L . . { a8 . )8 e C
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Correéations’for older transfer students'are presented in Table VII. This

9 .. S . : .
table sindicateg that® for older transfer students prior grade-point average is -
not significantly ‘correlated with grades for females but is for males, the

reverse¢ of the pattern fg;zolder,freshmen: °

o One can conclude ‘from the above analysis that; not only is there a-
. " v .

difference in predictability of first year GPA for younger and older students

at The Universiiy of Michigan but also that thtre are differences in predicta-

- .
)

bility betw n freshmen and transfers and between females and males. ’

.-

- . i i

SUMMARY K

Results of this study indicate the following. First, The University
' >

of Michigan is enroliing ever increasing numbers of students who are 22 years
of age or older.: Secénd, these students e*hibit.higheq relative achievement
than their more’traditional counterpants. Ne;t, there are differences in thg
pattern and degree of ﬁredictability for these older students when compared

~

with the younger, more traditional students. Finally, these differences in the

:

Colleges and univer-
sities need to continually’ evaluate the adequacy of their programs which gid
the transition of the nontraditional student from the "outside world" to colleésg

There should be ongéiﬁg research on and monitoring of these students, Finally,

there should be ‘comparable data collected at other institutions to validate the

‘above findings.

]
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