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ABSTRACT

Not only is achieving a four-year degree beneficial for individual students, keeping
students enrolled until graduation is beneficial for the institution as well. Decreases in state
funding of higher education as well as the increasing number of states having adopted some kind
of performance based funding (PFB) model, have resulted in many institutions relying on
enrollment and retention for fiscal purposes. Because attrition rates are highest during students’
first year of college, it is important for institutions to find ways of engaging first-time, full-time
freshmen in educationally purposeful activities early in their college career to aid in retention
efforts. Early-enrollment instruments and the use of data analytics can be useful in identifying
student risk factors that may lead to their not returning to college for their second year.
Institutions can utilize early-enrollment instruments not only to identify risk factors, but also to
create a holistic plan for college success during their first year. This study investigated first-
time, full-time freshmen participating in a special admission program at a large, research
institution in the South, exploring the influence of background characteristics on student
anticipated engagement prior to enrollment, and actual engagement in the first semester, and how
background characteristics, anticipated engagement, and actual advising and Student Life
engagement predict first-term GPA, first-term credits earned, and continued enrollment in the
next consecutive term. Findings indicate significant differences in anticipated and actual
engagement by background characteristics, and the background characteristics, and anticipated

and actual engagement can predict student success measures such as GPA and credits earned.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

The benefits of achieving a college degree are vast. According to the Association of
Public & Land-Grant Universities (2018), those who hold a four-year degree in the United States
(U.S.) are 24% more likely to be employed and earn $32,000 more annually than high school
graduates. Those with a four-year degree are twice as likely to volunteer, 3.5 times as likely to
contribute to charity, more than 20% more likely to vote in elections, 3.5 times less likely to be
impoverished, and five times less likely to be imprisoned in their lives than high school
graduates. Citizens who hold a bachelor’s degree contribute $381,000 more in taxes than they
receive in tax benefits over a lifetime, compared to just $26,000 more in contributions than
received benefits by high school graduates. According to Georgetown University’s Center on
Education and the Workforce, good jobs are those that pay at least $35,000 annually for workers
aged 25-44, and $45,000 annually to workers aged 45-64. Fifty-six percent of all good jobs
require a bachelor’s degree compared to the 24% of good jobs that exist within middle-skills
category or jobs that require more than a high school degree but less than a 4-year degree (e.g.,
certificates, licenses, 2-year degree), and the 20% that exist for workers whose highest education
or training is the high school diploma. Nearly three-quarters of jobs that require a bachelor’s
degree are good jobs, and the median for workers with a 4-year degree and a good job is $65,000
annually compared to the $56,000 median for good jobs that do not require a 4-year degree

(Center on Education and the Workforce, 2018).

13



Not only is an education good for the individual worker, it is also good for society itself.
In an increasingly competitive global economy, the need for educated workers in the U.S. is
higher than ever. According to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, half of available positions in the
United States in 2017 went unfilled because qualified candidates were not available, and 40% of
U.S business were unable to take on additional work because they cannot fill the jobs they have
(Oldham, 2017).

It is difficult to fill the job void for positions that require a four-year degree when large
numbers of college students are not completing their degrees. According to the National Center
for Education Statistics (NCES) (2019b), nearly one-fifth of all degree-seeking, first-time, full-
time students who began college fall 2016 at public four-year institutions did not return for their
second year of college. When removing selective and highly selective institutions the statistic
doubles and nearly two-fifths do not return for their second year. Low first-year retention rates
translate in to low graduation rates. At four-year, public institutions, only three-fifths of students
who began their college careers during the fall 2011 term completed their degrees within six
years at that same institution where they began their college career.

In an effort to increase institutional accountability for retention and graduation numbers,
many states have implemented performance-based funding (PBF). Previous funding models for
institutions of higher education have historically been driven by enrollment and consistency with
prior-year funding. The PFB model determines the funding an institution will receive from the
state based on state-established metrics such as student persistence, credit accrual, and college
completion. By 2015, 37 states had adopted some form of performance funding (Kelchen,
2019). PFB can take the form of a bonus in addition to existing funding structures, or a built-in

regular mechanism for determining annual funding. The same performance metrics utilized for
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funding are also important for enrolling students in the first place. Organizations such as U.S.
News & World Report utilize graduation and retention rates as an important variable for their
rankings in the Report, counting for graduation and retention rates for 22% of their overall
ranking schema for institutions in their annual Best Colleges Rankings (U.S. News & World
Report, 2019). While these ranking systems do not serve as accountability structures for
institutions, and though they have been put into question (Dearden, Grewal, & Lilien, 2019;
Hardy, Kaganda, & Aruguete, 2019; Shedd, 2017; Shedd, Katsinas, & Bray, 2018), they are
highly visible and can be utilized by prospective students as at least a piece of the college choice
puzzle. Performance metrics have for many institutions prioritized student success and retention,
oftentimes placing pressure on offices responsible for student success and retention. Although
PFB does not include first-time, full-time matriculation from fall to spring semester as a metric,
learning how to keep students in to their second semester who would otherwise leave after their
first semester may help improve first-year retention rates.

For reasons such as retention metrics and PFB, it is important that institutions do all that
they can to invest in the success of their students so they are more likely to keep the students that
they have. Supporting student success and increasing enrollment to a consecutive second term,
as well as retention, and graduation rates is complex because of increasingly diverse student
populations and the variety of challenges students experience that may serve as barriers to
college success or risk factors (Harper & Quaye, 2015). Researchers have long categorized risk
factors in a variety of ways such as background characteristics (e.g., age, academic history,
socioeconomic status, physical or emotional impairments, study behaviors, racial/ethnic
minority), individual characteristics (e.g., motivation, confidence, social competence, family

support network, lack of engagement, personality traits, family responsibility), and

15



environmental factors (e.g., transportation or geographical barriers, cost, college culture or
commitment to the student, negative peer interactions, adequate facilities). Students with more
risk factors, or risk factors that prove to be more disabling to students than others, often have a
higher probability of failing academically or dropping out of college (Horton, 2015).

Providing students with resources for college success early in their career can be critical
to their college success (Gordanier, Hauk, & Sankaran, 2019; Hopkins, 2008). It is often too late
to wait until midterm to find out who is succeeding and who is not. Especially at large
institutions, networks that can support student success simply cannot respond quickly enough to
help students salvage a poor semester if they need to wait until midterms to formally suggest to
students that they need immediate attention to their academic work (Upcraft, Gardner, Barefoot,
& Associates 2005). Instead, institutions should be proactive in anticipating students who may
have challenges, and what those challenges are by utilizing data analytics or early assessment
measures. Though Schuh and Upcraft (2001) recommend qualitative assessments to assess
student needs early in their first-year of college, there are also quantitative instruments that can
be useful, such as Ruffalo Noel-Levitz’ College Student Inventory (CSI), American College
Testing’s College Student Needs Assessment Survey (CSNAS), Educational Testing Service’s
Success Navigator, and The Center of Postsecondary Research at Indiana University’s Beginning
College Survey of Student Engagement (BCSSE). Assessments like these can help retention
offices identify students who may benefit from resources tailored to specific risk factors.

Once students are identified, they should be engaged early. Especially for students who
have multiple risk factors, early communication with first-time, full-time freshmen is critical to
their first-semester success. The months prior and the first 6-8 weeks of the semester are

important because it is during these times that students form impressions about the university and
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their own place there (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Tinto, 1993). Students who are formally
engaged by the institution prior to and during their first weeks of enrollment are more likely to
have a more realistic expectation of college and make wise enrollment decisions (Hossler,
Schmit, & Vesper, 1998), devote higher levels of effort to educationally purposeful activities
(Kuh, Hayek, Ouimet, Gonyea, & Kennedy, 2001; Olsen, Kuh, Shilling, Shilling, Connolly,
Simmons, & Vesper, 1998; Pace, 1990), be satisfied, and earn a baccalaureate degree (Astin,
1993; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Tinto, 1993). Communicating high expectations both in the
classroom and during recruitment, orientation, and programming efforts that are appropriate for
student abilities and aspirations improve student sense of belonging and overall college success
(Chickering & Gamson, 1987).

An important part of early communication with first-time, full-time freshmen is
emphasizing the importance of participating in the college experience by attending campus
sponsored programs and events, attending academic support opportunities, and engaging with
faculty and professional staff such as academic advisors. Researchers have identified different
levels of participation including basic attendance, involvement, and educationally purposeful
engagement that can be difficult to distinguish, but can also have differentiation in outcomes.
Attendance is baseline participation and is simply the student being in the same immediate
environment of the program, event, or experience and does not necessarily imply that the student
actively participated in the experience that may result in deep learning. Educationally purposeful
engagement and deep learning on the other hand require action, purpose, and cross-institutional
collaboration as requisites (Kinzie & Kuh, 2004; Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges, & Hayek, 2007;
Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, Whitt, & Associates, 2005). According to Kuh (2001), engagement is

different than Astin’s student involvement which Astin defined as “the amount of physical and
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psychological energy that the student devotes to academic experience (1984, p.297).” While a
high amount of psychological involvement in an activity could be considered engagement,
involvement itself is not necessarily engagement. An example is a student being present in a
math tutoring session but instead of asking questions of the tutor or practicing problems as an
engaged student would, the student may sit quietly in the back distracted by his mobile device.
This student technically could be considered involved, but he is quite obviously not engaged.
While it is important to involve students in educationally purposeful activities, it is in the best
interest of the institution to take steps in finding ways to engage them as well. A student who is
engaged is a student who not only attends a tutoring session, but is actively engaged in
discussion, practicing problems, and asking questions of his tutor. Kuh’s (1996; 2001; 2003;
2009) engaged student could be considered similar to Astin’s (1993) highly-involved student.
Once students arrive to campus, institutions must consistently utilize what research shows
to be effective policies, programs, and practices, and be strategic in building programs and
services that encourage student at least participation, but also engagement in the college
experience. They should schedule meaningful, educationally-sound, and socially-cohesive
activities that are consistent with the academic culture from the moment students arrive on
campus (Upcraft, et al., 2005). Research has indicated that student engagement is correlated to
student success in college, and that students who participate in meaningful engagement activities
often are more likely to have success in college than those who do not (Bir & Myrick, 2015;
Kuh, Cruce, Shoup, Kinzie, & Gonyea, 2008; Quaye & Harper, 2015; Svanum & Bigatti, 2009).
The National Survey for Student Engagement (NSSE) conducted by the Center for
Postsecondary Research at Indiana University developed ten Engagement Indicators based on

four themes (academic challenge, learning with peers, experiences with faculty, campus
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environment) that “provide valuable information about distinct aspects of student engagement by
summarizing students’ responses to sets of related survey questions (Engagement Indicators,
2020).” Though these Engagement Indicators have been put in to question (Campbell &
Cabrera, 2011; McCormick & McClenney, 2012; Porter, Rumann, & Pontius, 2011), research
utilizing NSSE data and others can prove beneficial for improving a variety of college success
metrics (Ahren, Bureau, Ryan, & Torres, 2014; Retting & Hu, 2016; Woods, McNiff, &
Coleman, 2018), and exploration of NSSE dependability have come back positive (Fosnacht &
Gonyea, 2018; Zilvinskis, Masseria, & Pike, 2017).

An engagement strategy that research suggests may increase student engagement and
subsequent success is academic advising. According to NSSE research (2001) academic
advising is the single most effective predictor of satisfaction with the campus environment.
Students who rate advising as good or excellent are more likely to interact with faculty in various
ways, perceive the institutional environment to be supportive, be more satisfied with the college
experience, and report they gain more from college in most areas than those who do not.
Institutions should also provide peer-to-peer engagement activities (Matthews, 1994; Tinto,
1996; Tinto, Goodsell Love, & Russo, 1993), student-to-faculty learning experiences, adapt
services and programs to first-year students’ backgrounds and characteristics, stitch together
academic and social experiences, intentionally connect in and out of class experiences,
incorporate diversity and inclusion programs (Chang 1999, 2001; Gurin, 1999; Hurtado, Milem,
Clayton-Peterson, & Allen, 1999), and provide services to encourage community engagement
(Flint, Kilgo, & Bennett, 2019; Upcraft, et al., 2005). Additionally, institutions should not just
assume first-year students will take advantage of the programs and services offered to encourage

their involvement, they should find ways to require it (Upcraft, et al., 2005).

19



The College Student Navigation Program

The College Student Navigation Program (CSNP) is a special admission program for
entering freshman at Southern Research University (SRU) (SRU will be discussed further in the
Research Setting section of Chapter 3). Typically the 600-700 students selected to participate in
CSNP are admitted this way because their combination standardized test scores (ACT or SAT)
and high school grade point average (GPA) is lower than that of the minimum admission
requirements of the university. These academic risk factors suggest that CSNP participants are
less prepared for the academic rigor of SRU at the time of their enrollment compared to the
traditionally admitted new freshman class. The program is designed to support first-time-full-
time students in their transition to and success at SRU during their first year by providing holistic
support during their first year, including centralized academic advising, an individualized
success plan (ISP), and intentional connections to academic support and other engagement
offerings across campus.

According to information obtained from SRU’s Registrar, students who participated in
CSNP from 2016 to 2018 arrived with an average high school GPA of 3.06 compared to the
standard admission average of 3.80. CSNP students’ average ACT cumulative score was 19,
compared to the non-CSNP average of 27. Of CSNP freshmen, 66.9% were out of state, similar
to 64.6% of non-CSNP freshman. Twice as many CNSP students were first-generation college
students than non-CSNP freshmen (22.3% and 11.1%, respectively), or students who neither
parent achieved a four-year degree. Twice as many CSNP students received the Pell Grant
(31.6% and 15.4%, respectively), and CSNP students were more often of a racial minority with
22.6% African American or Black (6.4% of non-CSNP), 7.4% Hispanic (3.7% non-CSNP), and

3.6% two or more races (3.7% non-CSNP). Sixty-two-point-seven percent of CSNP students
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were White compared to 81.4% of non-CSNP freshmen, and 60.7% of CSNP students were
female compared to 56% on non-CSNP students. Students who met SRU standard admission
minimum requirements and former CSNP students who did not enter their first term at SRU in
the fall 2019 term were not included in the study.

Of 2016 to 2018 CSNP students, an average of 91% returned to SRU for their second
semester (fall to spring retention), and 76% returned to SRU for their second year (fall to fall
retention). Their average GPA during their first fall semester was 2.80, and their cumulative
GPA following their first full year at SRU was 2.76. CSNP students from 2016 to 2018 earned
on average 11 credits during their first fall semester, and earned on average 24 credits during
their first year at SRU. Conversely, the average fall to spring matriculation rate of all first-time,
full-time freshman at SRU is 95%, on average 4% higher than CSNP, and their fall to fall
retention rate is 87%, 11% higher than that of CSNP participants.

CSNP Advising Model

According to the program website, CSNP participants are asked to meet with their
academic advisor early in the fall term to develop an ISP for the purpose of guiding students in
their transition into college and supporting their college success during their first year in college.
Individual success plans are unique to the individual student because they were developed in two
primary ways. First, academic advisors utilize data from the Pre-Enrollment Anticipation Survey
(PEAS), a survey designed to anticipate student engagement while in college as well as areas of
need and interests that students self-report. The PEAS will be discussed further in the
instrumentation section of Chapter 3. Second, when students arrive to their advising meeting
they answer questions on the ISP document (e.g., academic and personal goals, perceived

barriers to achieving goals, how they can overcome those barriers). Advisors then asked probing
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questions and made recommendations for engagement across campus. The ISP was designed to
consider holistic development and engagement, including categories for academic (e.g., tutoring,
skill sessions, writing center), social and community connections (e.g., first-year experience
programming, joining clubs or organizations, campus events), college navigation (e.g., career
center appointment or events, connections to student employment, financial aid opportunities and
literacy, learning the campus bus system), and personal wellness (e.g., connections to counseling
center resources, recreation classes, intramural sports). Once complete, both the advisor and
student acknowledge the ISP by signing at the bottom, and students are expected to complete the
agreed upon tasks prior to their next advising appointment. The advisor provides a copy to the
student, uploads a scan to central document management system at SRU so that future advisors
can access it, and files the original. The ISP document can be found in Appendix A.

Individual success plans are beneficial for helping advisors develop a relationship with
students by getting to know them on a deeper level. Individual success plans are also beneficial
for helping students identify and articulate potential challenges to their college success, identify
resources beneficial for overcoming specific challenges, showing students how to access those
resources, and creating a plan of action. Especially in large institutions, students can become
overwhelmed or lost in the abundance of resources, not knowing which they should utilize. The
ISP provided guidance in flushing out the most beneficial resources based on the individual
students’ needs.

All enrolled SRU students have access to Blackboard online learning management
system (LMS) that includes a course “shell” for each class they enroll in. In order to support
completion of the ISP and connect students to campus resources, CSNP students have access to a

resource hub in the LMS organized in the same fashion as the ISP document. From the LMS,
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students can directly access resources (e.g., websites, schedule counseling appointments, career
center assessments, tutoring schedules) recommended by their advisor, as well as all other
resources on campus. Students are sent a video tutorial prior to their arrival to campus showing
them how to navigate the LMS, and are also shown in initial ISP meetings.
Statement of the Problem

Members of CSNP at SRU return for their second semester of college at a 4% lower rate,
and return for their second year at an 11% lower rate than do SRU standard admission first-time,
full-time freshmen. SRU is yet to study the relationship of CSNP background characteristics,
anticipated engagement, and actual engagement to outcomes such as GPA, credits earned, and
enrollment to the next consecutive term. While we know that student engagement in
educationally-purposeful activities increase first-year student success and retention (Bir &
Myrick, 2015; Kuh, et al., 2008; Quaye & Harper, 2015; Svanum & Bigatti, 2009), many CNSP
students still are not engaging as they should be.

Purpose of Study

Because the largest drop in retention often occurs between students’ first and second
years of college (Ruffalo Noel Levitz, 2017), and because the first several weeks of the semester
are critical in determining students’ level of first-year success (Gordanier, et al., 2019; Hopkins,
2008; Upcraft et al., 2005), identifying background characteristics or anticipated engagement
responses that influence actual student engagement, and how student background characteristics,
anticipated engagement, and actual engagement practices predict outcomes can help advisors
intervene and greatly improve individual student success and retention. Utilizing Alexander
Astin’s Student Involvement Theory (1993) and Input Environment Output (IEO) conceptual

model (Astin & Antonio, 2012) this study has several purposes. First, to identify background
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characteristics of first-time, full-time freshmen admitted to SRU via CSNP. Second, to
investigate differences in CSNP students’ anticipated engagement during their first semester of
college by background characteristics. Third, to investigate differences in CSNP students’ actual
engagement during their first semester of college by background characteristics. Fourth, to
investigate the extent to which CSNP students’ background characteristics, anticipated
engagement, and actual engagement predict end college first-term GPA, first-term credits earned,
and continued enrollment into the next consecutive term.
Research Questions
1. What are the demographic characteristics and academic histories of CSNP participants?
2. What statistically significant differences in means of anticipated engagement exist between
differences in sex, race, Pell Grant eligibility, and high school GPA?
3. What statistically significant differences in means of actual engagement exist between
differences in sex, race, Pell Grant eligibility, and Greek affiliation?
4. What background characteristics, anticipated engagement, and actual engagement can be
used to predict CSNP participant end of first-term GPA?
5. What background characteristics, anticipated engagement, and actual engagement can be
used to predict CSNP participant first-term credits earned?
6. What background characteristics, anticipated engagement, actual engagement can be used to
predict CSNP participant enrollment into the next consecutive term?
Significance of Study
Information obtained from the study can benefit practitioners and researchers alike.
The study is useful for anticipating student engagement and developing a first-year program

curriculum for the purpose of increasing it and improving outcomes such as first-term GPA,
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first-term credits earned, and continued enrollment into the next consecutive term. Utilizing
the study’s predictive model, practitioners can develop a plan for supporting first-time, full-
time freshmen students to college success. The early-enrollment instrument may guide
practitioners to customize guides to first-term college success or ISP based on how students
respond to the survey (Campbell, DeBlois, & Oblinger, 2007; Miller & Bell, 2016).
Individual success plans can begin to be applied as early as the months prior to when
students arrive on campus in the first place, instead of waiting until challenges arise and
students suffer academically, socially, or otherwise (Folsom, Yoder, & Joslin, 2015).

Individual success plans are not new, and are currently being utilized by advising
and student success offices across the country (Campbell & Nutt, 2008; Drake, Jordan, &
Miller, 2013; Grites, Miller, & Voller, 2016). Instead of making blanket recommendations
for all students advisors can make recommendations customized to individual students so
that students and their parents feel valued because of their personalized experience. If
practitioners can anticipate academic under-preparedness, they can provide skill
development opportunities based on needs of students such as note-taking, textbook
reading, time-management, and others (Drake, et al., 2013; Grites, et al., 2016).
Administrators can incorporate needs identified by the pre-enrollment assessment into
freshman seminar course curriculum, and advisors can guide students to enroll in those
classes and others that are beneficial to the individual student (Campbell, et al., 2007; Miller
& Bell, 2016). Practitioners can identify students with little confidence in subjects with
high attrition rates such as math or sciences and organize tutoring, supplemental instruction,
learning community opportunities, and other resources to promote student success.

Administrators can develop workshops, invite speakers, and organize partnerships with
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other resources across campus for topics of high need among the student population.
Practitioners can connect students with miscellaneous need areas such as financial aid and
financial literacy, major and career exploration, study abroad, or others based on student
identification of need or interest. Practitioners could also provide opportunities for students
to connect socially with each other, as well as opportunities for students to engage with the
university community as a whole in order to address important retention factors such as
belongingness and student satisfaction. Finally, practitioners can identify students
interested in peer mentorship and create opportunities for students to make connections with
peers prior to their arrival to campus, alleviating some of the pressures of arriving on
campus for the first time (Campbell & Nutt, 2008; Drake, et al., 2013; Folsom, et al., 2015;
Grites, et al., 2016).

For researchers, the study utilized an early-enrollment anticipation survey
instrument and explored its ability to predict first-time, full-time student engagement during
their first term in college, as well as college success indicators such as first-term GPA, first-
term credits earned, and continued enrollment in the next consecutive term. This
instrument, its constructs, and its individual items can be further researched. The study
adds to literature regarding student anticipated engagement before their first term of college,
and actual engagement following their first semester. Finally, the study adds to the
literature on effectiveness of early intervention and ISPs on first-term GPA, first-term
credits earned, and enrollment in a second consecutive term.

Theoretical and Conceptual Framework
Alexander Astin’s Theory of Student Involvement (1984) is among the most widely cited

theories on student persistence (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991), and can be used by both
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researchers to guide investigation of student development as well as college administrators and
practitioners to design more effective learning environments (Astin, 1984). The Theory of
Student Involvement, simply put, posits that student involvement, or the amount of physical and
psychological energy that a student devotes to an experience, is directly proportional to the
amount of student learning and personal development the student experiences. Students place
physical and psychological energy into “objects” that can be highly generalized (overall college
experience) or specific (studying for a chemistry exam) and vary in degree between students
experiencing the same object as well as within the same student experiencing different objects.
According to Astin, involvement can be measured both quantitatively and qualitatively, and the
effectiveness of any educational policy or experience is directly related to the capacity of the
policy or experience to increase student involvement (Astin, 1984). That is to say, a highly-
involved student is one who might devote considerable time and energy to studying, participate
frequently in student organizations or leadership opportunities, engage with faculty and peers
frequently, and participate in learning resource opportunities such as tutoring or skill
development sessions. According to Astin, this highly-involved student is going to experience
much more learning and development than the uninvolved student who does not study often,
misses classes, is not involved in student organizations, does not spend time on campus, and does
not interact with faculty or college peers (Astin, 1984). Astin’s Theory of Student Involvement
is an ideal guiding theory for this study because the early-enroliment assessment utilized in the
study will be for the purpose of gauging student anticipations of students’ own involvement or
engagement.

The conceptual framework guiding this study is Astin’s IEO model (1993). The IEO

model posits that student success and persistence is a result of who students were before they got
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to college and what happened to them after they enrolled (Ishler & Upcraft, 2005). Astin
identified student background characteristics such as demographic information, academic
history, socio-economic status, and others for the purpose of understanding how those
characteristics influence outcomes such as GPA, credits earned, and continued enrollment. Astin
also identified environmental factors such as involvement, club affiliations, student employment,
major, and faculty and peer involvement to understand their influence on outcomes (Ishler &
Upcraft, 2005). This study attempted to understand student input characteristics of the CSNP
population, environmental factors, and how they influence outcomes student success outcomes.
A conceptual model in Figure 1 illustrates independent variables (background characteristics and
environmental factors) that will be studied to determine influence on the dependent variables

(outputs).
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Figure 1

IEO Conceptual Model with Variables

Inputs: Background

Characteristics
Age
Sex
Ethnicity
Race
Race: Non-White/White
Pell Eligibility
Permanent Residence
Generational Status
Composite ACT
High School GPA
College
Major
Major: STEM

»

Pre-Enroliment Anticipation Survey
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Non-Academic
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. Meet with Non-Academic
Staff
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Environment
Enrollment
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e  Compass Course(s)
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Student Life Event Participation

e  Community/Social
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e  Total Student Life Event
Attendance

Advising Engagement

e Individual Success Plan
e  Advising Attendance

e  Tutoring Attendance

Outputs
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Research Design

The study used survey research design. Astin’s (1993) IEO conceptual model informed
the examination of the effects of multiple factors of different inputs (e.g., background
characteristics, anticipated engagement) and environmental experiences (e.g., actual campus
engagement [advising, Student Life]) by determining whether first-time, full-time, freshman
students who participated in CSNP at SRU during the fall 2019 term grew or changed differently
under varying conditions. Input (1) variables included background characteristics (sex, race, Pell
eligibility, generational status, in or out of state permanent residence), and academic history
(composite ACT, high school GPA). Prior to their official enrollment into the university,
students who participated in the program completed the Pre-Enrollment Anticipation Survey
(PEAS), an instrument designed for participants to indicate how they anticipate engaging in
constructs broken into academic or non-academic groupings. Environment (E) variables
included actual campus engagement in advising and Student Life events or activities, and
enrollment characteristics such as major. Outcome (O) variables included first-term GPA, first-
term credits earned, and enrollment into the next consecutive term. The study investigated the
relationship between background characteristics, anticipated engagement, actual engagement,
first-term GPA, first-term credits earned, and enrollment in the next consecutive semester.

Definition of Terms
1. Attrition — departure from all forms of higher education prior to completion of a degree
or other credential (Johnson, 2012).
2. Belonging - “In terms of college, sense of belonging refers to students’ perceived social
support on campus, a feeling or sensation of connectedness, and the experience of

mattering or feeling care about, accepted, respected, valued by, and important to the
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campus community or others on campus such as faculty, staff, and peers (Strayhorn,
2019, p.4).”

. Conditional admission — admission to a college or university initially reserved for
students who needed to meet additional language proficiency requirements (Casey, 1991,
Kim, 2015).

. Continuing-generation student — unlike a first-generation student, a student who at least
one parent has achieved a four-year degree (Aspelmeier, J. E., Love, M. M., McGill, L.
A, Elliot, A. N., & Pierce, T. W. 2012).

Educationally purposeful activities — activities, events, and experiences that meet an
institutions desired educational results and a student's personal educational aspirations
(Kuh, 1996).

First-generation student — unlike a continuing-generation student, a student who neither
parent have achieved a four-year degree (Aspelmeier, et al., 2012).

Individual success plan (ISP) — a plan created by student and advisor for the purpose of
achieving holistic college success in a given term. Within the CSNP, an ISP is derived
from at least one but as many as all of the following: academic history data such as
standardized test scores (SAT or ACT) or high school GPA, data from the pre-enrollment
survey, or a conversation with the students during their first advising appointment that
may include directives for achieving student academic or personal goals.

Retention — continuous enrollment from the first year to the second year (Ishler &
Upcraft 2005; Spady 1970; Tinto 1975, 1993).

. Special admission — type of admission to a university different than the typical standard

admission usually reserved for underserved populations or student-athletes (Casey, 1991,
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Kim, 2015), though also sometimes used for students with qualifications below the
minimum standard admission guidelines at a given college or university (Mattson, 2007).
10. Student success — often measured using quantifiable measures (e.g., credits earned,
grades, persistence, length of time to degree, graduation), satisfaction (e.g., impressions
of institutional quality, comfortability in the learning environment, willingness to attend
institution again), student and personal development outcomes (e.g., self-awareness,
confidence, self-worth, social competence) (Kuh, Kenzie, Buckley, Bridges, & Hayek,
2006).
Chapter Summary

Lackluster retention and graduation rates, as well as PBF models grounded in
performance metrics like these have emphasized the need for institutions to find ways to retain
and graduate students that they have. Institutions, however, often do not utilize a systematic way
of predicting incoming first-time, full-time freshman engagement in the college experience that
research has shown can improve student success and retention (Ha, 2018).

Utilizing Alexander Astin’s Student Involvement Theory (1984; 1993) and IEO
conceptual model (Astin, 1993; Astin & Antonio, 2012), this study identified background
characteristics of CSNP participants at SRU, the extent CSNP participants anticipated their
future engagement in the college experience, as well as their actual engagement in advising and
Student Life activities during their first semester in college. The study also investigated how
CSNP students’ background characteristics, anticipated engagement, and actual engagement
during their first term in college predicted first-term GPA, first-term credits earned, and

enrollment in the next consecutive term.

32



The study is useful for practitioners and researchers alike, providing practitioners with
data as to how background characteristics influence how students anticipate and actually engage
during their first semester in college that they can utilize in creating intentional interventions to
fill engagement gaps and support student success and retention. Also, the study provides a
model for predicting first-term college success outcomes of first-time, full-time freshmen
students. Researchers can benefit from the contribution the study provides to how student
characteristics and environmental inputs can influence student outcomes. The study also
contributes to research on pre-or-early enrollment instruments’ ability to predict students who
may experience lower levels of success and higher levels of attrition, and if students are accurate

in anticipating future engagement behaviors.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview

College faculty and administrators have always wanted their students to do well.
Historically, the responsibility for a student’s college success had rested with the student,
however, in recent decades the responsibility has shifted in the direction of what the institution
can do to help students succeed, a trend known as student success. Social and economic
concerns have prompted federal and state officials to put pressure on colleges such as
performance funding to improve low retention and graduation rates and hold them accountable.
The truth is that improving retention rates is difficult to achieve across a diverse student body
where many barriers exist. As enrollments diversify, so do the challenges students face, and
administrators must investigate research, join professional knowledge communities, and invest in
practices empirically supported to improve student success in an effort to move the retention and
graduation needles. This chapter provides a brief history of retention research, overviews
student engagement research, introduces special and conditional admission types, presents
empirical research findings on factors that affect retention, provides an overview of current
practice for predicting students’ risk factors putting them at higher risk of retention, and provides
examples of common advising models that have a purpose for helping students persist, achieve

college success, and graduate.
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Brief History of Retention Research

Retention research has come a long way since it was completed almost exclusively on
residential campuses with homogeneous populations (Tinto, 1996). A 1938 study led by John
McNeely and published by the U.S. Department of Interior and the Office of Education
examined demographic characteristics, social engagement, and reasons for departure from 60
U.S. institutions (Demetriou & Schmitz-Sciborski, 2011). The study was groundbreaking, and is
seen as a pioneering study for laying the foundation for retention research. However, it was not
until after student populations began to drastically change with passage of the Serviceman’s
Readjustment Act (Gl Bill) in 1944, the Civil Rights movement, and passage of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 that modern retention research began to be recognized nationally. These
events resulted in a more diverse student body with a wider variety of reasons students would
drop out. The first widely recognized study on retention research was Spady’s (1970)
sociological model of student dropout from higher education. Spady (1970) proposed five
variables (academic potential, normative congruence, grade performance, intellectual
development, and friendship support) that can be indirectly linked to the decision to drop out,
and that formal academic performance while in college was the single biggest indicator of
college student persistence. Shortly after Spady, Tinto’s (1975) model of student integration
linked student attrition to both formal and informal academic experiences as well as social
integration. Tinto proposed that the level of success students experience heavily influence their
commitment to an institution, as well as academic, and career goals (Demetriou & Schmitz-
Sciborski, 2011), which in turn influences their desire to drop out.

Bean (1980) expanded retention research when he became the first to emphasize student

characteristics (background, academic history, distance from home, socioeconomic status,

35



satisfaction, peer influence) as a major factor to student retention. Bean’s study concluded that
women and men leave college for different reasons and that peer influences are even more
important than previously known. A decade after Bean, Astin’s (1993) IEO model streamlined
much of the previously done retention research into three levels: a) inputs such as student
demographics and prior experiences; b) environmental experiences while enrolled in college
(e.g., involvement, faculty engagement, peer interaction); and c) outcomes as a result of the input
and environmental factors (e.g., college success, drop out, graduation, satisfaction). Throughout
the 1990s Tinto (1993) and others also expanded retention research to include differentiation in
student groups (e.qg., race/ethnicity, age, transfer, generational status).

Swail (1995) again transformed how researchers thought of retention when he transferred
focus from the student to the institution and suggested strategic collaboration amongst university
offices such as admissions, academic services, curriculum and instruction, and financial aid to
aid in student retention, and recommended an efficient student monitoring system to aid in
retention. Wyckoff (1998) and Anderson (1997) continued the retention research emphasis on
institutional personnel. Wyckoff’s research found that student interactions with members of the
university community (peers, faculty, staff, administrators) influence student retention, and
Anderson found that academic advising is imperative to student persistence because it helps to
motivate, stimulate, and provide direction toward a goal that students oftentimes have difficulty
with on their own. Tinto (1996) also stressed academic advising as an integral part of students’
first year experience to promote student development and persistence.

Retention research beyond the turn of the century primarily focuses on holistic
approaches to college student retention. According to these models, all members of the college

community influence the desire of student to remain enrolled including easily accessible
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academic, personal, and social support services (Tinto, 1997) which lead to higher levels of
satisfaction, belonging, and achievement (Demetriou & Schmitz-Sciborski, 2011).
Student Engagement

Student engagement is a primary example of contemporary holistic student retention
research. Student engagement is characterized as participation in educationally effective
practices in and out of the classroom (Harper & Quaye, 2015). As mentioned in Chapter 1, the
level of engagement a student experiences is dependent on the amount of time and energy the
student invests in the activity, as well as how the institution “deploys resources and organizes the
curriculum, other learning opportunities, and support services to induce students to participate in
activities that lead to the experiences and desired outcomes such as persistence, satisfaction,
learning, and graduation (Kuh, et al., 2007, p.44).” Although reasons for persistence are vast,
multifaceted, and dependent on the group or individual students, researchers have indicated that
engagement in educationally purposeful activities increases students’ likelihood to persist and
graduate (Astin, 1975, 1993; Bean, 1990, 2005; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 1993, 1996,
1997). According to Quaye and Harper (2015), educationally purposeful engagement leads to
gains, benefits, and outcomes in the following domains: a) cognitive and intellectual skill
development (Anaya, 1996; Baxter Magolda, 1992); b) college adjustment (Cabrera, Nora,
Terenzini, Pascarella, & Hagedorn, 1999; Kuh, Palmer, & Kish, 2003); ¢) moral and ethical
development (Evans, 1987; Rest, 1993); d) practical competence and skills transferability (Kuh,
1993, 1995); e) accrual of social capital (Harper, 2008); and f) psychosocial development,
productive racial and gender identity formation, and positive images of self (Evans, Forney, &

Guido-DirBrito, 1998; Harper & Quaye, 2007; Torres, Howard-Hamilton, & Cooper, 2003).
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Also, the more time students devote to academic preparation activities such as studying, the
higher their GPA (Tross, Harper, Osher, & Kneidinger, 2001).
Conditional and Special Admission

In an effort to meet needs of underserved groups as well as enrollment demands, many
institutions have long had conditional or special admission programs to allow the admission of
students who would normally not meet standard admission criteria (Davidson & Lewis, 1997).
Conditional admission was initially reserved for students who needed to meet additional
language proficiency requirements, and special admission reserved for student-athletes or
minority groups (Casey, 1991; Kim, 2015). However, those who are conditionally admitted or
admitted in to special admission programs have at least either a lower high school GPA or
standardized test score (e.g., ACT, SAT) than those meeting standard admission criteria which
can be considered additional risk factors (Mattson, 2007).

Prior researcher has identified variables that can predict college success outcomes such as
college GPA and retention among students who were conditionally or special admits. Most often
this research identifies high school GPA as one of the best predictors for college success.
Examples include Mattson (2007) who found that high school GPA, sex, and leadership
experience prior to application most significantly predicted college GPA of students with lower
high school GPA and/or standardized test scores than standard admitted students. Kim (2015)
found that high school GPA and ACT scores were the two most effective predictors of college
GPA, while only high school GPA predicted retention of special admission students. Adebayo
(2008) found that high school GPA and non-cognitive factors realistic self-appraisal and

understanding and coping with racism were the best predictors of first semester GPA of
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conditionally-admitted freshmen. Though high school GPA is a primary predictor, there are
many other factors that can also influence college success.
Factors Related to First-Year Retention

Retention research has uncovered many risk factors that contribute to college student
attrition. Individual risk factors can be the primary cause for student attrition, but oftentimes
students’ decisions to not return to an institution are a result of multiple contributing factors or
intersectionality. Intersectionality was introduced to represent how underserved and minority
groups are only protected as their traits coincide with the majority and when traits are unique, the
protection ends. Intersectionality as a lens for acknowledging the ways multiple social realities
such as race, sex, and social class, structured by the dominant norms and values of the larger
institutions, converge to produce distinct, overlapping challenges that are often rendered
invisible by the majority (Crenshaw, 1989). Scholars have translated the concept of
intersectionality to retention research (Aleman, 2018; Duran & Jones, 2019; McCall, 2005;
Nufiez, 2014) contending that though researchers have identified methods of remedying risk
related to factors such as race, sex, social class, identity, motivation, and others, the
combinations that students possess are unigue to the individual, often invisible to the institution,
and many times unaccounted for.
Demographics

In regard to race, Asian and White college students consistently persist and graduate at
higher rates than do other races, as do women compared to men (NCES, 2019). While sex,
gender, and race by themselves are not considered risk factors for college success, characteristics
attributed to each can be. Race and gender minorities oftentimes experience risk factors as a

direct result of their minority status such as discrimination (Smedley, Myers, & Harrell 1993;
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Smith, Hung, & Franklin, 2011; Siple, Hopson, Sobehart, & Sammarone Turocy, 2018), lack of
belonging (Harper, 2013), negative impacts on psychological well-being (Kilgo, Linley, &
LaVonya, 2018; Smedley, et al., 1993), and trauma-related symptoms such as alcoholism (Cheng
& Mallinckrodt, 2015; Pieterse, Carter, Evans, & Walter, 2010), all of which have a negative
effect on persistence (Jackson, Smith, & Hill, 2003; Yi, 2008). Racism has been found to
negatively affect the psychological well-being for students of color (Smedley, et al., 1993;
Smith, et al., 2011; Siple, et al., 2018), and negative diversity interactions contribute to accrued
stress that students of color face (Kilgo, et al, 2018). Students of color have long reported an
unwelcoming environment and lack of institutional support at predominately White institutions
(Harper, 2013, Yosso and Lopez 2010). Zhang, Laanan, & Adamuti-Trache (2018) found that
transfer students of color are less likely to be satisfied with four-year universities than their
White peers. Nam (2020) found that the Black / White disparity in parental financial assistance
accounts for 1/3 of racial disparities in educational attainment.
Prior Academic Achievement

High school GPA and standardized test scores (ACT/SAT) have long been primary
variables for college admission (Johnson, 2008; Mattson, 2007). Studies have also long reported
these variables as significant predictors of first-year retention, as well as continued academic
performance, persistence, and completion (Adelman, 2006; Ishitani & DesJardins, 2002; Kim,
2015; Motl, Multon, & Zhao, 2018; Shoulders, Edgar, and Johnson, 2019). In a 2015 study of
nearly 190,000 undergraduates at 50 institutions, ACT composite score and high school GPA
were highly correlated with first-year academic performance, and emerged as the best predictor
for second and third year retention (Westrick, Le, Robbins, Radunzel, & Schmidt, 2015).

Conversely, Saunders-Scott, Braley, and Stennes-Spidahl (2018) found that while high school
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GPA and ACT scores were strong predictors of college GPA, they were poor predictors of
retention. Saunders-Scott, et al. (2018) also found that perceived stress and grit as poor
predictors of college GPA but strong predictors of retention.

First-Generation Students

The literature address different definitions of first-generation students (FGS) such as
whether student parents attended college, some college or none at all, or if siblings had attended
prior to them, but definitions tend to agree that no four-year degree had been obtained by
students’ parents (Choy, 2001; Lauff & Ingles, 2013; Redford & Hoyer, 2017). Much research
has been conducted on FGS in part because data consistently show that this population is
significantly less likely to obtain a four-year degree than their continuing-generation counterparts
(Choy, 2001; Lauff & Ingles, 2013; Redford & Hoyer, 2017), or students with at least one parent
who has achieved a 4-year degree. According to Lauff and Ingles (2013), of first-generation
high school sophomores whose parents had no postsecondary education experience only 17%
had achieved at least a bachelor’s degree by 2012 compared to 46% who had a parent with a
bachelor’s degree and 59% who had a parent with at least a master’s degree. These lower rates
can be attributed to demographic and familial characteristics, as well as financial and educational
disadvantages that FGS are more likely to encounter.

Intersectionality is a contributor to why FGS have a lower likelihood of college retention
and graduation. Research has shown that each of the following background characteristics
present unique challenges for degree attainment. FGS as a population tend to be of lower-
income (Ishitanti, 2006; Nufiez & Cuccaro-Alamin, 1998; Terenzini, Pascarella, & Blimling,
1996), are more often a minority (Bui, 2005; Choy, 2001; Terenzini et al., 1996), and are older

(Benson, Hewitt, Haegney, Devos, & Crosling, 2010; Nufiez Cuccaro-Alamin, 1998; Saenz et
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al., 2007; Terenzini et al., 1996) than continuing-generation students. First-generation students
are more likely to live at or near home (Saenz et al., 2007), come from tightly knit communities
(Orbe, 2004), and lack familial support, that when present, tends to be generic, and lack
understanding, advice, or enthusiasm that students desire (Coffman, 2011). These characteristics
contribute to lesser sense of belonging or social capital that are important to college success
(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Stanton-Salazar, 2001; Venus Moschetti & Hudley, 2015).
Additionally, FGS tend to also have more financial stressors (Mehta, Newbold, & O’Rourke
2011; Tinto, 1993), and work more often and more hours than continuing-generation students
(Engle & Tinto, 2008; Saenz et al., 2007).

First-generation students are also more likely than continuing-generation students to have
one or more academic challenges in college. For example, FGS are less academically prepared
when they enter (Choy, 2001; Davis, 2010; Engle & Tinto, 2008; Pascarella et al., 2004;
Terenzini et al., 1996), more likely to be undecided on a major (Davis, 2010), and more likely to
choose a “practical” major (Snell, 2008). First-generation students tend to have lower critical-
thinking and self-efficacy scores (Arum & Roksa, 2011; Davis, 2010), are less likely to be
familiar with the educational system or college processes (McCarron & Inkelas, 2006), have
lesser “active coping strategies” (Mehta et al., 2011), and are less likely to ask for help (Davis,
2010). First-generation students interact less often with faculty in and out of the classroom
(Soria & Stebleton, 2012), and are less engaged in the classroom than continuing-generation
students (Arum & Roska, 2011; Soria & Stebleton, 2012; Terenzini et al., 1996).

Campus Climate
Research has indicated a higher likelihood of persistence when students are satisfied with

campus climate (Schreiner & Nelson, 2013). Rankin and Reason (2008) define campus climate
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as the “current attitudes, behaviors, and standards of employees and students that concern the
access for, inclusion of, and level of respect for individual and group needs, abilities, and
potential (2008, p. 264).” Research has long indicated that how students experience the college
environment impact both learning and developmental outcomes (Mayhew, Rockenback,
Bowman, Siefert, Wolniak, Pascarella, & Terenzini, 2016; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005;
Reason, Terenzini, & Domingo, 2006). However, research has also concluded that
discriminatory environments or negative diversity interactions have a negative effect on student
learning from all races (Cabrera, et al., 1999; Kilgo, et al., 2018), though negative campus
climate interactions tend to most often be surrounding race/ethnicity or gender minorities (Flint,
et al., 2019; Garvey & Rankin, 2015; Nicolazzo, 2016)
Social Capital

Social capital are resources inherent in social relations that facilitate collective action and
include trust, norms, and networks of association representing a group that congregates regularly
for a common purpose (Bimper, 2016; Carter-Francique, Hart, & Cheeks, 2015; Petty, 2014).
Networks that consist of faculty, professional staff, peers, and family members with the common
goal of supporting the academic achievement of the student is a common suggestion across
retention research (Bimper, 2016; Carter-Francique, et al., 2015; Clopton, 2012; Longwell-Grice,
Zervas Adsitt, Mullins, & Serrata, 2016; Moschetti & Hudley, 2015; Parker, Perry, Hamm,
Chipperfield, & Hladkyj, 2016; Pena, 2013; Rankin, Merson, Garvey, Sorgen, Menon, Loya, &
Oseguera, 2016; Zhang, et al., 2018). Networks of relationships can assist students in managing
an otherwise unfamiliar environment (Attinasi, 1989) by providing students with valuable

information, guidance and emotional support. Differences in academic engagement and
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persistence in college may be explained by differences in the quality and quantity of social
networks that students are able to access.
Satisfaction

Satisfaction in the college experience serves as a contributing factor to student retention,
but also an outcome of other student characteristics or environmental factors. When it comes to
persistence and retention, students who are satisfied with their experience are much more likely
to remain enrolled (Roberts & Styron, 2010; Schreiner & Nelson, 2013). Schreiner and Nelson’s
(2013) study consisted of nearly 30,000 students at 61 four-year institutions in the U.S. and
found that satisfaction scores accounted for an additional 35-37% variation in the students’
likelihood to choose the same institution again if given the chance to revisit their college
enrollment choice, a common measure of student satisfaction.

Satisfaction can also serve as an outcome based on student and environmental variables.
Hurtado (1992) found White students are more likely to be satisfied with their institution because
they are less likely to have perceived racial tension on campus. Zhang, et al. (2018) found that
among transfer students, those who took courses emphasizing cognitive skill development,
higher grades, perceived institutional support, and interact with faculty on academic related
topics are more likely to be satisfied with four-year universities (Zhang, et al., 2018). Positive
faculty interactions have long been a predictor of student satisfaction (Astin, 1984, 1993; Kuh, et
al., 2008).

Belonging

Belonging has long been identified as an important, basic human need. Maslow’s

Hierarchy of Needs (1954) has love and belonging as the third most basic of human need behind

physiological and safety needs. From a higher education perspective belonging refers to
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“students’ perceived social support on campus, a feeling or sensation of connectedness, the
experience of mattering or feeling cared about, accepted, respected, valued by, and important to
the group or others on campus (Strayhorn, 2012, p.3).” Like satisfaction, belonging can serve as
factor to persistence, as well as an outcome. Academic and social integration is closely
associated to sense of belonging, and has long been identified as an important factor in student
persistence (Hoffman, Richmond, Morrow, & Salomone, 2002; Kemper & Leung, 2004; Tinto,
1975, 1993, 1997). Researchers have found sense of belonging to be impacted by unique
characteristics of different groups of students including racial minorities (Lane, 2016), FGS
(Stephens, Haedani, & Destin, 2014; Woosley & Sheplar, 2011), and gender minorities (Flint et
al., 2019) who oftentimes have more challenges in feeling as if they belong than the respective
majority.

Although belonging can be connected to student characteristics, research has indicated
that institutions that intentionally provide opportunities to improve belonging can improve
retention and persistence for all students. First-year experiences such as orientation, seminar
courses, mentoring, and other programming that intentionally engage students with campus
activities increase student sense of belonging and persistence (Jorgenson, Farrell, Fudge, &
Pritchard, 2018). Students’ sense of belonging can be improved prior to the first year experience
by normalizing their college concerns in an online community prior to their enrollment (Walton
& Cohen, 2011; Yeager & Walton, 2011). Davis, Hanzsek-Brill, Petzold, and Robinson (2019)
were able to use a Student Belongingness Index to develop a survey that is useful in predicting
student retention, and in her research, Dabney (2012) identified three core aspects of student
belonging (social, academic, and institutional belonging) that can serve as constructs in future

belonging research.
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Cost of Attendance

While there are many reasons that students do not complete college, the top reason
students say they drop out is because they cannot afford the cost of attendance (New, 2014).
This is troubling, considering the cost of attendance continues to increase. According to NCES,
the average tuition and fees in academic year 2017-18 at a public, four-year institution for first-
time, full-time undergraduate students was $9,000, a 12% increase from 2010-11. The average
total cost of attendance (tuition, fees, books, supplies, room, board, and other expenses) for
students living on-campus during the same year was $24,300 (National Center for Education
Statistics, 2019a). Increases in cost of attendance have resulted in student indebtedness, a fear
that many students have and a contributing factor to their decision to drop out of college or not.

In a systematic review of quasi-experimental literature on financial aid policy
interventions and the causal effect they have on disadvantaged students, Herbaut and Geven
(2020) found their effectiveness have mixed reviews. Active counseling and financial literacy
programs are beneficial in raising access for disadvantaged students, but programs with only
general information are not. They also found that need-based grants do consistently improve
completion rates but not access, and merit-based grants do not seem to improve outcomes of
disadvantaged students.

Wei and Horn (2013) found that from 2000 to 2011, student loan debt increased in the
U.S. by 56%, and those numbers continue to rise. In 2017, student loan debt totaled $1.31
trillion where 44.2 million borrowers each averaged just under $30,000 of debt. Student loan
debt is now the second highest consumer debt category second only to mortgage debt for U.S.
citizens (Friedman, 2017). Even more troubling is student loan debt incurred by college non-

completers. In 2013, 54% of non-completers had accumulated federal an average student loan
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debt of $9,300, and 20% of these non-completers were unemployed. For those who were
employed, the average income in 2013 was just $27,000, student loan debt accounting for 35%
of their annual income while 13% of non-completers, student debt was 100% or more of their
annual income (Wei & Horn, 2013).
First-Year Programs

Since a 1984 report entitled Involvement in Learning: Realizing the Potential of
American Undergraduate Education from the Study Group on the Conditions of Excellence in
American Higher Education called for an increase of student involvement during the first-year
college experience, colleges and universities have been implemented first-year programs in an
effort to address needs of their students (Hunter, 2006). Successful initiatives vary from campus
to campus but should reflect institutional mission, demographics, and campus culture. Examples
include orientation programs, welcome week activities, rituals and traditions, common readings,
first-year seminars, academic advising and support, service and residential learning, and others
(Hunter, 2006). Prior research on first-year programming is somewhat inconsistent as to its
success, but according to DeAngelo (2014) can be successful if it is backed by executive
administration prioritized as a part of the institutional culture. Research has shown first-year
programs to be beneficial for increasing knowledge and attitudes associated with academic and
life skills (DeRoma, Bell, Zaremba, Abee, 2005; Schrader & Brown, 2008), and improve college
success.

Decreases in Higher Education Funding

In an effort to battle college non-completion and student loan indebtedness, federal and

state governments are exploring ways of increasing funding for college access. During his 2015

State of the Union address, then President Barack Obama introduced an initiative known as
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America’s College Promise (ACP) to address financial restrictions that increased college costs
have placed on students and called for a federal and state partnership to fully fund the first two
years of community college for responsible students. Under ACP, students could have attended
a community college for two years for free, where they could have gained valuable skills for
employment, earned an associate’s degree, and could have transferred into a four-year college or
university (Office of the Press Secretary, 2015). Unfortunately for students, ACP never came to
fruition and died shortly after its introduction into the House of Representatives in July 2015.
Although the idea of free tuition is nothing new, Obama’s address brought the topic back to the
forefront. At least 13 states have since enacted some type of free or reduced tuition to qualifying
students since the speech (Patton, 2016), such as Tennessee Promise (Tennessee Higher
Education Commission and Tennessee Student Assistance Corporation, 2019) or NC Promise
(The University of North Carolina System, 2019).
Decreasing State Funding

Despite these and other programs to remove financial barriers to college access and
completion, state funding for colleges and universities in the U.S. continues to decrease
(Mitchell, Leachman, & Masterson, 2017). According to the Center on Budget and Policy
Priorities, overall state funding for public two-and four-year colleges in 2017 was $9 billion less
than in 2008 after adjusting for inflation. The same report indicated that of the 49 states
analyzed from 2008-2017, 44 spent less per student in 2017 than 2008, an average of $1,448 less
per student enrolled. Eighteen states cut funding per student by more than 20%, while eight
states cut funding per student by more than 30%. During that same period, published tuition
rates at public four-year institutions increased 35%, or $2,484, further increasing the burden of

cost on the student (Mitchell, et al., 2017). Institutions with local revenue sources are much
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better prepared for decentralized state funding models than those without which are often rural
colleges, putting rural institution longevity in question, and creating a risk factor for its students
(Koh, Katsinas, Bray, & Hardy, 2019).
Potential for Decreases in Federal Funding

Although federal funding for higher education has remained relatively unchanged, the
Committee for Education Funding (CEF), a nonpartisan, nonprofit organization that provides
members, the public, Congress, the Executive Branch, and media with information in support for
early childhood education through higher education funding strongly opposed President Trump’s
2019 fiscal year federal education budget in their Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Analysis (2019).
According to the analysis, the President’s budget recommended an $8.8 billion federal funding
cut to all levels of public education, resulting in funding levels lower than that of 2011. In the
budget, postsecondary education would have experienced a $1.8 billion cut, including a $207
million cut in federal student loan support over the next 10 years. The Federal Pell Grant
Program is the largest of its kind, utilized by more than 7.2 million students. Pell Grants made
up 15% of the total undergraduate student aid in 2016-17, for a total of $26.6 billion. The
President’s 2020 budget proposed a $2 billion cut from previously appropriated funds for Pell
Grants, and does not include funding for expanded Pell eligibility for short-term credential and
licensure programs. Research has indicated that increased restrictions on Pell results in
enrollment drops, increased time to completion, and decreased college completions overall
(Katsinas, Bray, Koh, & Grant, 2012; Katsinas, Davis, Friedel, Koh, & Grant, 2013).

The plan also revamped federal student loan programs, eliminating subsidized loans that
save students from having to pay interest rates while still in school, immediately increasing loans

of low-income students by $5,000 on average. The Public Service Loan Forgiveness (PSLF)
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program which forgives loans for borrowers working in various public service fields or
nonprofits after 120 payments is also eliminated in the plan, eliminating $53 billion in borrower
benefits over ten years. The President’s 2020 plan also recommended eliminating the
Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant (SEOG) which provided up to $4,000 in additional
grant money to Pell-eligible students. Federal SEOG dollars are matched by institutions and
greatly increase aid provided to students in the most need and with an average family income of
less than $20,000. More than 1.5 million students received SEOG at 3,700 institutions in 2018,
and its elimination would result in an $840 million decrease in aid students who need it most.
Additionally, the President’s 2020 budget proposed cutting the Federal Work-Study Program by
more than 50%, leaving more than 300,000 less students with income from working part-time
campus jobs, eliminating Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs
(GEAR UP) and combining it with Federal TRIO Programs but with $110 million less than
2019, and cutting $82 million in funding for Strengthening Institutions programs that support
underserved and underrepresented populations, such as Historically Black Colleges and
Universities, Hispanic Serving Institutions, Tribal Colleges, and other Title 111 and Title V
benefiting institutions. Thankfully, Congress is yet to approve cuts such as these. Cuts such as
these would continue the consistent trend of increasing financial barriers to college access,
degree completion, and upward social mobility for students who need it most.
Retention Assessment

Because of the variety of risk factors that have been identified through research, and
because the importance of early intervention for first-year students early in their initial term of
enrollment, it is critical for institutions to identify students whose risk factors can be alleviated

(Gordanier, et al., 2019; Hopkins, 2008). Increasingly popular ways of doing that include data
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analytics and the use of pre or early enrollment instruments. Though more institutions should
consider retention assessment practices such as these, some institutions are already having
success identifying these students and making adjustments to practice and policy that result in
higher levels of student success and retention.

Data Analytics

Utilization of regression models and data analytics to identify factors related to student
persistence is increasingly popular (Campbell, et al., 2007). DeBerard, Spielmans, and Julka
(2004) sought to predict cumulative first-year GPA for freshman students by presenting them
with a brief questionnaire. Davidson and Holbrook (2014) investigated adult student persistence
in Kentucky by analyzing data from first-term enroliment in an effort to predict term-to-term and
fall-to-fall persistence as well as graduation rates. Dupin-Bryant (2004) used pre-enrollment
variables to predict completion of a single online course. Miller and Bell (2016) tested a
communication strategy based on predictive analytics and found that persistence was higher in
students who had experienced the communication intervention strategy based on the predictive
model. These and other predictive models are often built on unique parameters such as the
desired outcome, data source, and point in student progress when the data were collected.

As noted in Miller and Bell (2016), the “identification of risk factors for student
persistence through data analytics is a relevant exercise, but the application of that data to
positively influence student success should be the ultimate goal (p.17).” Utilization of student
data has become a best practice at many institutions for understanding who students are and
determining the best course of action to help them succeed and ultimately increase retention and
graduation rates (Lipka, 2019). A Mager (2003) study utilized predictive modeling to identify

students by risk factor at The Ohio State University, resulting in a 4% increase in retention as a
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result of intervention. Simpson (2004) also described a study at the United Kingdom Open
University where predictive modeling was used to rank students “probability of success” for
completing courses. Results of contacting students were a 4.5% increase in retention. Current
predictive modeling at institutions such as Delaware State and the University of North Carolina
at Greensboro utilize predictive-analytics software to identify students and their risk factor, and
intervene instead of waiting for students to reach out themselves. Students are invited to
participate in special programming such as summer bridge programs or contacted individually by
advisors or members of an outreach team oftentimes consisting of financial aid, housing,
counseling, and other professional staff. Middle Tennessee State University (MTSU) uses
predictive analytics to look at various factors such as grades in general education courses.
Predictive analytics informs MTSU of the likelihood of graduation based on grades in each of
the 10 courses (Lipka, 2019).
Pre-Enrollment and First-Year Instruments

In addition to predictive analytics, administrators often utilize pre or early intervention
instruments to identify students who could be considered at higher risk of not persisting, and why
that may be the case. Examples include Noel Levitz’ College Student Inventory (CSl), the
College Student Expectations Questionnaire (CSXQ) formerly presented by the University of
Indiana, Higher Education Research Institute’s (HERI) CIRP Freshman Survey, American
College Testing’s Engage College, and Educational Testing Service’s (ETS) SuccessNavigator.
For the purposes of this study the CSI and CSXQ will be examined because these two

instruments were utilized as a framework for creating the PEAS.
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The College Student Inventory

The CSl instrument identifies who would benefit from intervention using non-cognitive
indicators of student success. It promises to provide advisors detailed information on each
individual student’s academic motivations, areas of risk, and receptivity to specific support
services. With information provided by the CSI, institutions can target students and intervene
earlier. The CSl is utilized by more than 1,400 institutions and has been completed by more than
2.6 million students nationwide (Ruffalo Noel Levitz LLC., 2020). The CSl is the first piece of
the Retention Management System Plus, a comprehensive set of student success surveys and data
analytics for identification, intervention, and planning for increasing student retention and
success (College Student Inventory, 2019).

Schreiner, Henry, Piatt, Ullom, and Rupp (1988) utilized the original version of the CSI
(Stratil Counseling Inventory) to identify students to include in a first-year student retention
program where identified first-year students would meet regularly with faculty in an effort to
increase retention into the second year. Results indicated a significant difference between scores
of students who enrolled in their second year and those who did not. The inventory identified
77% of students who participated as having more than average risk factors, 54% of which did not
enroll for their second year. Descriptive analysis supported the inventory’s ability to predict
students at higher risk of returning when it indicated a 12% increase in retention after the first
year the program was implemented. Richardson and Sullivan (1994) utilized the CSI to study
the relationship between academic and motivational factors and academic performance and
found that motivational factors may be better predictors of retention than academic history

among students.
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McGrath and Braunstein (1997) analyzed CSI results of a university-wide retention plan
at lona College that took place in 1994. They set out to investigate the predictive nature of
demographic, social, financial, and academic factors related to first-year retention at a small,
private, four-year institution. Results indicated first semester college GPA as the strongest
predictor of first-year retention, with the only other significant variable being students’
impressions of their peers. The CSI prediction equation correctly predicted the retention of
nearly 80% of students. Robertson and Taylor (2009) conducted a longitudinal study that found
that eight variables (age, ACT score, high school GPA, academic confidence, desire to finish
college, family emotional support, receptivity to academic assistance, predicted academic
difficulty) had significant effects on persistence. Significant moderate to strong correlations
were found between CSI’s Predicted Academic Difficulty index and seven of the same variables.
College Student Expectation and Experiences Questionnaires

From its introduction in 1979 to its retirement in 2014 to make way for the Beginning
College Survey of Student Engagement (BCSSE), the CSXQ provided clues about how students
anticipated interacting with peers and faculty members, as well as behaviors that directly affect
achievement and satisfaction with colleges. When paired with the College Student Experiences
Questionnaire (CSEQ) the two instruments can serve the purpose of assessing the degree to
which student anticipated behaviors (CSXQ) and actual behaviors (CSEQ) have been met, as
well as measure the degree to which institutional and student expectations of engagement have
taken place. Since its retirement, researchers are encouraged to utilize NSSE or the BCSSE (The
College Student Experiences Questionnaire Assessment Program, 2007).

Utilization of the instruments uncovered what researchers call the Expectations-

Experience Gap (Gonyea, Kish, & Kuh, 2001; Kuh, 2009; Olsen et al., 1998). When first
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starting out, students say they will engage in more academic and other educationally purposeful
activities more frequently than they actually report at the end of their first year (e.g., time
studying, utilizing academic support resources, reading and studying in the library, grades are
worse than anticipated, contacts with faculty, participation in co-curricular activities, diversity
experiences). When starting college, 87% said they will at least occasionally use campus
academic support services, but by the end of the first year 46% have not done so at all. Faculty
interaction is much the same when 94% of participants anticipated asking faculty about
performance occasionally, when in reality less than 66% did. In the same study 69% of student
participants expected to socialize with faculty outside of class but only 41% did, and 77%
thought they would ask faculty about course information, but only 54% actually did. In regard to
co-curricular activities, 78% expected to work on a campus committee but only 40% did
(National Survey of Student Engagement, 2001, 2002).

Students’ expectations for the amount of time they need to study are often much lower
than institutions, and by the end of the first year, 40% say they spend less than 10 hours per week
studying. More than 20% say they “frequently” come to class unprepared and haven’t completed
readings or written assignments. While institutions often expect students to be heavily involved
in clubs and organizations, only 38% went to a club meeting during their first year. (National
Survey of Student Engagement, 2001, 2002).

Post-First-Year Assessment Instruments

Post-first-year instruments are useful in learning how and to what extent first-year
students are involved or engage in the college experience. Institutions can utilize this
information to differentiate practices and perceptions among student groups, identify practices or

characteristics that lead to desirable and not-so-desirable outcomes, and update policy and
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practice in an effort to improve the student experience, retention, and completion. Examples
include NSSE’s College Student Report (CSR) and HERI’s Your First College Year (YFCY)
survey. For the purposes of this research NSSE’s CSR will be examined because it was utilized
as a guiding instrument in creating the PFSS.

NSSE’s College Student Report

Since 1998, NSSE has been collecting information from hundreds of four-year colleges
and universities about freshman and senior student’s participation in university sponsored
programs and activities designed for learning and personal development. Items on survey
instrument, The College Student Report, represent empirically supported behaviors that result in
desired outcomes of institutions. Participating institutions are provided annual reports detailing
the level of their own students’ participation in these behaviors as well as comparisons with like
institutions. Institutions then can utilize this information to improve the undergraduate
experience by making adjustments to policy and practice (National Survey of Student
Engagement, 2019a). Though NSSE and its Engagement Indicators (EI) have been put in to
question (Campbell & Cabrera, 2011; McCormick & McClenney, 2012; Pascarella, Seifert, &
Blaich, 2010; Payne, Kleine, Purcell, & Carter, 2005; Porter, et al., 2011), research utilizing
NSSE data and others can prove beneficial for improving a variety of college success metrics
(Ahren, et al., 2014; Retting & Hu, 2016; Woods, et al., 2018).

Engagement Indicators. NSSE developed 10 Els from within four themes to provide
information about distinct aspects of student engagement in higher education. Each El is
composed of a construct of related survey items that represent each EI. Els were created over
years of theory and empirical analysis and have been tested using both quantitative and

qualitative methods such as focus groups and cognitive interviews as well as statistical to assess
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reliability and validity (Engagement Indicators, 2019). NSSE’s engagement themes include
Academic Challenge, Learning with Peers, Experiences with Faculty, and Campus Environment.
Academic Challenge Els include a) Higher-Order Learning, b) Reflective and Integrative
Learning, c) Learning Strategies, and d) Quantitative reasoning. The Learning with Peers theme
includes a) Collaborative Learning, and b) Discussions with Diverse Others, while the
Experiences with Faculty theme includes a) Student-Faculty Interaction, and b) Effective
Teaching Practices Els. The final theme, Campus Environment includes Els a) Quality of
Interactions and Supportive Environment (National Survey of Student Engagement, 2019b).

High-Impact Practices. NSSE’s six High-Impact Practices (HIP) are opportunities
suggested to have a “high-impact” on student learning and retention (High-Impact Practices,
2019). High Impact Practices demand considerable time and effort, facilitate learning outside of
the classroom, require meaningful interactions with faculty and students, encourage collaboration
with diverse others, and provide frequent and substantive feedback, and as a result, participation
in HIPs can be life-changing (Kuh et al., 2008). National Survey of Student Engagement HIPs
include a) participation in learning communities, b) courses that include a community-based
project or service-learning, ¢) work with a faculty member of a research project, d) internship,
co-op, field experience, student teaching, or clinical placement, e) studying abroad, and f) a
culminating senior experience (National Survey of Student Engagement, 2019c).

Research Utilizing NSSE Data. Prior research has utilized NSSE data to examine
student engagement and outcomes by student background characteristics such as sex, race, or
generational status, environmental characteristics such as Greek affiliation or student-athletes, or
in combination. Examples include Rettig and Hu (2016) who set out to examine whether

student-athlete participation by sport type is related to engagement in effective educational
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practices and desired educational outcomes, and whether the relationship between engagement
levels and desired educational outcomes differs among non-athletes, low-profile student-athletes,
and high-profile student-athletes (Rettig & Hu, 2016). The result was that non-athletes and
student-athletes participating in low- and high-profile sports report similar levels of engagement
in various academic areas, however, high-profile student-athletes face additional challenges to
achieving educational outcomes to the level of non-athletes and low-profile student-athlete and
benefit differently from the engagement (Retting & Hu, 2016). A second example is Bureau,
Ryan, Ahren, Shoup, and Torres (2011) who used NSSE data to explore indicators of student
learning among fraternity and sorority members and found that students participating in
fraternities and sororities report higher involvement in critical developmental practices and larger
gains in important educational areas than students not affiliated with fraternities or sororities
(Bureau, et al., 2011).

Woods, McNiff, and Coleman (2018) sought to determine whether a significant
difference exists in the three levels of student engagement among male African-American
student-athletes at NCAA and NAIA institutions. They found that there were significant
differences in academic challenges between African-American male student-athletes at the
NCAA Division I, 11, and 111 levels, as well as the NAIA institutions. Student-athletes at NCAA
Division Il institutions receive support designed to help African-American male student-athletes
be more engaged in educational activities while providing them coping mechanisms that support
higher college success (Woods, et al., 2018). Ahren, Bureau, Ryan, and Torres (2014) used
NSSE data to examine levels of engagement in academically oriented activities by college
seniors who experience college as both FGS and fraternity or sorority members. They found that

FGS members of fraternities and sororities reported higher levels of engagement than Greek
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members and non-members who do not identify as FGS, as well as non-member FGS (Bureau, et
al., 2014).
Academic Advising

Nationally, institutions experience the greatest drop in retention prior to their second year
of enrollment (Adelman, 2006), and as a result, the majority of researchers consider students’
first year to be the most critical time to intervene to promote social integration, academic success
and institutional connection. Institutions can utilize academic advising as the catalyst for
creating conditions necessary for student success. From a sociological perspective, advising is
grounded in interactionist theory and provides a venue to shape or modify individual student
beliefs and behaviors in to that of what is expected by the institutional culture (Kimball &
Campbell, 2013). There are as many definitions for advising as there are institutions (Cate &
Miller, 2015), one example is the National Academic Advising Association’s (NACADA, 2019)
Concept of Academic Advising “Through academic advising, students learn to become members
of their higher education community, to think critically about their roles and responsibilities as
students, and to prepare to be educated citizens of a democratic society and global community.”
Advising has evolved over the years since the early days of advising as consultation with faculty
to a plethora of advising models utilized today. Advising had anecdotally long been tied to
student success and retention until Klepfer and Hull (2012) were the first to empirically support
the claim.
Brief History of Academic Advising

Academic advising has emerged as an increasingly necessary component of higher
education. Contributing factors to the expanding emphasis of academic advising include

increased access and diverse student populations with a broader range of needs, expanded
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curriculums to include a vast array of disciplines, increased specialization of faculty in their
disciplines, increased emphasis of retention, and others (Himes & Schulenberg, 2016). Scholars
have identified four eras of advising that have contributed to what we know as academic
advising today.

The first academic advising era from 1620-1870 academic advising was unrecognized
and undefined (Frost, 2000; Kuhn, 2008). Colleges during the colonial era were primarily
religions affiliated institutions reserved for the wealthy elite. Colleges served to preserve the
social hierarchy and as an environment for socialization and networking wealthy young men
being groomed to serve as religious and political leaders. Few attended colleges, and little
professional credentialing occurred. Faculty interacted with students in an authoritarian role,
often as disciplinarians, and in turn, students frequently rebelled against faculty authority.
Following the American Revolutionary War, colleges began to evolve from religiously affiliated
to institutions for the benefit of the state and an increasing movement toward education of the
masses. Applied sciences for agriculture as well as professions for the benefit of U.S. society
became the priority and more than 450 new colleges were founded between 1783 and 1899,
increasing enrollments threefold including college going women and African American students.
Increases in disciplines and enrollments changed the structure of instruction from faculty
teaching all courses to a cohort to increased specialization by faculty. College administrators
began to change the roles of faculty to include that of an advisor, acting as a resource when
assistance were desired by the student such as communication between student and other faculty.
While the original advisor role remains unclear, evidence shows that those that served in the role
were oftentimes similar in age as students and did serve as a link between students faculty and

university presidents.
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During the second era of academic advising from 1870-1970, institutions regularly
created the role of academic advisor but goals, method, and theory guiding practice were left
undefined (Frost, 2000). Similar to post-Revolution, increased knowledge and resulting
curriculum as well as enrollments and resulting diversity in the college environment increased
the need for academic advising. During the 1880s The Johns Hopkins University expanded the
need for the advising role with the formalization of undergraduate majors and the need for
someone to approve students’ class choices. While seemingly the primary objective of the
advisor role was to guide students to educational maturity, evidence shows that much of the
advisor role was limited to course selection and major approval. Into the 20" century advising
was seen as an additional job added on to the teaching workload for faculty. New to higher
education, however, was an increased emphasis on student support systems informed by the
emerging field of educational psychology (Frost, 2000; Kuhn, 2008; Schulenberg & Lindhorst,
2010). Holistic support of the student began to emerge during this period focusing on a broad
range of psychosocial needs, including a broader range of individual development such as
mental, physical, social, and spiritual, in addition to intellectual needs. During the 1950s the first
dedicated academic advisors and advising units were developed (Himes & Schulenberg, 2016).

A 400% increase in higher education enrollments between the 1960s and the 1980s,
coupled with increased attrition of the era, placed greater emphasis on the need for specialized
academic advisors and the benefit they provide for student success (Frost, 1991). The third era
of advising, 1970-2003, is characterized by a distinctive role for academic advisors and an
intentional attention to purposes, theory, and methods applied to practice (Himes & Schulenberg,
2016). Primary role academic advisors with backgrounds mostly from human services

supplemented faculty advisors. A mix of faculty and primary role advisors in higher education
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in the era contributed to a divide between the two, and their respective prescriptive and
developmental philosophies. Crookston (1972) and O’Banion (1972) connected advising
practice to student development and led a charge of characterizing advising as teaching.
NACADA formed in 1979 and formalized a network for sharing practice and theory through
publication, conference, and committee (Himes & Schulenberg, 2016). A 1984 National
Institute of Education report found that academic advising remained a weak aspect of the higher
educational experience where faculty oftentimes practiced it half-heartedly (The National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). Advising assessment and the measurement of
outcomes was lacking beyond that of student satisfaction. While systematic advising was
oftentimes a goal of institutions of the era, they oftentimes were more likely to be unsystematic,
underfunded, and undervalued (Himes & Schulenberg, 2016).

The fourth and final advising era, 2003 to present, continues to experience increased
enrollment and diversity as it did in previous eras, as well as greater emphasis on institutional
accountability. Since 2003, practitioners have expanded academic advising in to a global
community of professionals constantly working to clarify the role of academic advising through
clarification of purpose, examination of practice, and contribution to academic advising
scholarship (Himes & Schulenberg, 2016). New resources to guide advising practice including
the development of three core competencies (conceptual, informational, relational), and the
Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education (CAS) have contributed to the
development of the advising profession, and calls for academic advising as a distinctive field for
scholarly attention have taken place (Lowenstein, 2013; Schulenberg & Lindhorst, 2008; Smith,

2013). The development of the advising profession in to a global community has resulted in a
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variety of advising practices. Some of the most often used for students with multiple risk factors
are briefly described below.
Developmental Academic Advising

A foundational advising strategy is developmental academic advising in which a holistic
approach to student support is employed, integrating academic and student affairs practice into
academic advising. Developmental academic advising is a “systematic process based on a close
student/advisor relationship intended to aid students in achieving educational and personal goals
through utilization of the full range of institutional and community resources (Winston, Ender, &
Miller, 1982, p.8).” Developmental academic advising attempts to support students as they
identify and seek to accomplish life goals, acquire skills and attitudes that promote growth, and
share concerns for others and the academic community (Winston, Miller, Ender, & Grites, 1984).

Winston and Sandor (1984) reported that students preferred developmental advising to
other advising approaches, though student characteristics such as academic history or personality
type predicted what advising type they preferred (Andrews, Andrews, Long, & Henton, 1987;
Crockett & Crawford (1989). Prior research has indicated that developmental advising is not
practiced much (Grites & Stockton, 1994) because too large of advising loads do not allow
advisors to meet with students often, lack of training, differentiation in expectations of students,
lack of commitment to advising by leadership, increased out-of-classroom activities for faculty
advisors, and depersonalization of the university environment (Pardee, 1994; Strommer, 1994).
Since the beginning of the new Millennium, many differentiations of advising have come and
gone though most of them have a common developmental approach to assist students in

achieving goals and maximizing their potential (Grites, 2013).
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Appreciative Advising

A popular framework for academic advising is Appreciative Advising (AA), a six-phase
model in which advisors ask positive, open-ended questions to help students optimize their
educational experiences and achieve dreams, goals, and potentials (Bloom, Hutson, & He, 2008).
The six phases include a) an initial building of trust and rapport among student and advisor
(disarm); b) the uncovering of student strengths and assets (discover); c) inspiration by
discussion of hopes and dreams (dream); d) co-construction of a plan for achieving goals
(design); e) mutual support and accountability between student and advisor (deliver); and
challenging of each other to meet high educational expectations and experiences (don’t settle)
(Bloom et al., 2008). Prior research has indicated benefits to AA practice such as improved
GPA, self-identifies strengths and assets (e.g., confidence in their ability to succeed, commitment
to earning a degree, confidence in meeting their own goals) (Sanders & Hutson, 2012), enhanced
self-perception of strategies for academic success (e.g., beliefs in establishing and maintaining
social relationships to support academic growth), and retention rates (Hutson, 2010).
Proactive Advising and Advising as Coaching

Proactive advising and advising as coaching are popular approaches for students because
both approaches require early advisor/student interaction based on data or assessment. Proactive,
formerly intrusive advising, is an approach blending advising and counseling in which the
advisor intervene with a student before the student request or even know they need it. Proactive
advisors utilize pre-enrollment student data to anticipate individual student challenges and
provide resources for students to overcome those challenges without students having to self-refer
(Varney, 2013). Like proactive advising, advisors practicing advising as coaching often ask

students to meet regularly to continue a process for engaging, encouragement, and accountability
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for students in pursuit of college achievement. Advising as coaching oftentimes is part of a
larger program of student support. Students complete an initial assessment, interview, or survey
to provide the advisor information on the students’ desires, needs, skills, abilities, and goals.
Individual student/advisor meetings follow, with meeting format similar to that of AA
(McClellan, 2013). Advising as coaching has been linked to improvements in student success

such as retention and completion gains (Bettinger & Baker, 2014).

Chapter Summary

Retention research began in the late 1930’s with a U.S. Department of Interior and the
Office of Education report that examined student characteristics and reason for departure from a
sample of 60 universities. As college and university populations began to increase drastically
with the GI Bill in the mid-1940’s and Higher Education Act of 1965, modern retention research
began to take shape with the contributions of researchers such as Spady (1970), Tinto (1975;
1993; 1996; 1997), Bean (1980), Pascarella & Terenzini (1991; 2005), Astin (1993), Swalil
(1995), Kuh (1996; 2003; 2009), and others, resulting in retention research that considers the
holistic student experience and how institutions can contribute to student success or attrition. As
student populations diversified through time, so did risk factors such as prior academic
achievement, lack of engagement, belonging, campus climate, cost of attendance, and others.
Institutions utilize retention assessment measures such as data analytics and engagement surveys
in an attempt to identify how student and college environment characteristics influence student
success so that they can intentionally implement practices such as first-year programming and
academic advising models such as developmental, appreciative, and proactive advising, in an

effort to improve success outcomes. Chapter 3 discussed methodology of the study including a
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review of the research questions and design, the setting and population of the study, data

collection procedures, variables used, a preview of data analysis, limitations, and delimitations.
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CHAPTER llI
METHODOLOGY
Overview

Utilizing Alexander Astin’s Student Involvement Theory (1984; 1993) and IEO
conceptual model (Astin & Antonio, 2012), as well as engagement research led by George Kuh
(1996; 2001; 2003; 2009) and others, this study has several purposes. First, to identify
background characteristics of first-time, full-time freshmen participating in the CSNP at SRU.
Second, to investigate differences of CSNP students’ anticipated engagement during their first
semester at SRU by background characteristics. Third, to investigate differences of CSNP
students’ actual engagement during their first semester of college by background characteristics.
Fourth, to investigate the extent CSNP students’ background characteristics, anticipated
engagement, and actual engagement predict outcomes such as first-term GPA, first-term credits
earned, and enrollment into the next consecutive term at SRU.

The dependent variables to be measured include first-term GPA, first-term credits earned,
and enrollment into the next consecutive term. Data were collected using the PEAS and
secondary data from the university registrar, division of Student Life, and a centralized advising
office at SRU. Knowledge gained from the study will assist practitioners in supporting first-
semester engagement and college success, as well as identifying risk factors that may serve as
barriers to student success.

A description of the methodological approach utilized for the study is provided in this

chapter. This chapter outlines research questions, research design, setting, population, the ISP,
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instrumentation, data collection procedures, reliability and validity, and variables. This chapter
concludes with method of data analysis, limitations, and delimitations.
Research Questions
1. What are the demographic characteristics and academic histories of CSNP participants?
2. What statistically significant differences in means of anticipated engagement exist
between differences in sex, race, Pell Grant eligibility, and high school GPA?
3. What statistically significant differences in means of actual engagement exist between
differences in sex, race, Pell Grant eligibility, and Greek affiliation?
4. What background characteristics, anticipated engagement, and actual engagement can be
used to predict CSNP participant end of first-term GPA?
5. What background characteristics, anticipated engagement, and actual engagement can be
used to predict CSNP participant first-term credits earned?
6. What background characteristics, anticipated engagement, actual engagement can be used

to predict CSNP participant enrollment into the next consecutive term?

Research Design

The study used quantitative approach utilizing survey research methodology with a
postpositivist philosophical foundation. Postpositivism, or scientific method research, challenges
the notion of absolute truth (Phillips & Burbules, 2000) claiming that one cannot be absolutely
positive when dealing with the actions of humans (Creswell, 2018). Postpositive knowledge is
based on observation and measurement of objective reality or laws and theories that govern the
world.

The study utilized secondary survey research that provided a quantitative or numerical

description of trends, attitudes, or opinions of a population by studying the population (Fowler,

68



2008). A survey research design was appropriate for this investigation because it allowed for
empirical measurement of numerous variables from a large sample of participants. Survey
research design is efficient, cost-effective, and readily available to the researcher by way of his
professional staff role at the university. Data obtained for the study was secondary in nature, as
participants had already completed the PEAS the summer prior to beginning their freshman year
of college in the fall of 2019. The instrument was administered by an advising office at SRU,
utilizing Qualtrics survey software. Additional secondary data were collected from the SRU
registrar, Student Life, and the same advising office. Registrar data were gathered to provide
additional variables at the student level, Student Life data were collected to provide actual
participation in SRU Student Life sponsored activities (fraternity/sorority membership, Student
Life event attendance), and advising data were collected to provide actual participation in
university sponsored advising activities (advising appointment attendance, ISP completion,
tutoring attendance).
Research Setting

The study took place at SRU located in the South. SRU serves as the flagship institution
for its state. According to The Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education, SRU
is a four-year, large, public, primarily residential, high undergraduate, doctoral university with
very high research activity (The Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education,
2019). SRU’s undergraduate population counts for more than 85% of its total student population
of nearly 40,000. Just over one-fifth of SRU’s undergraduate population lived on-campus and
just over half of the student population of SRU is from out of state and are women. SRU has
enjoyed significant enrollment growth in the past decade as well as an improved undergraduate

student academic profile.
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SRU’s mission includes the advancement of the state, nation, and the world intellectually
and socially with an emphasis on teaching, research, and service. SRU consists of nine colleges
with more than seventy undergraduate majors and more than twice as many post-graduate
degrees and specialist certificates than undergraduate majors. SRU employs a shared advising
organizational model in that some advisors meet with students in a central unit or advising
center, while others advised in the academic department (Pardee, 2004). SRU has a centralized
academic resource center as well as resource centers located within individual colleges.

Population

The target population for the study was first-time, full-time college freshmen
participating in CSNP during the fall 2019 term. As mentioned in Chapter 1, and according to
the CSNP program website, CSNP is special admission program at SRU for freshmen whose
combined standardized test scores (ACT/SAT) and high school GPA are lower than that of the
traditional minimum admission requirements for new freshmen to the university. A census
approach was used to gather participants in that all participants of the 2019 CSNP cohort were to
be studied. However, not all were included, only those who completed the PEAS prior to
beginning their first term of college and completed the fall 2019 term at SRU. Non-CSNP
participants were excluded from the study.

Data Collection Procedures

Data for the study were collected in two stages. First, input data were collected using
secondary data from SRU’s registrar (age, sex, ethnicity, race, Pell Grant eligibility, in/out of
state permanent residence status, actual state of permanent residence, generational status,
academic history [high school GPA, ACT], college, major, compass course(s) enrolled), and

anticipated engagement self-response data (PEAS instrument described below) already collected
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by a centralized advising office during the summer of. All input data were collected early May

2019 — August 15, 2019. Second, actual engagement data that took place during the fall 2019

semester was collected from the SRU Student Life office (Greek affiliation, participation in

Student Life sponsored events), and a centralized advising office (advising appointment

attendance, ISP completion, tutoring attendance) at SRU. Output data from the registrar’s office

(first-term [fall 2019] GPA, first-term credits earned, midterm DFW, maximum enrollment term)

was collected at the same time. Actual engagement and output data were gathered as secondary

data from Student Life, the centralized advising office, and the registrar after the completion of

the fall semester in January and February 2020. Figure 2 represents the two data collection

stages.
Figure 2

Data Collection Sources with Timeline

Input Data

e Registrar
e Background Characteristics
e Enrollment Characteristics
e PEAS
e Anticipated Engagement

Output Data

Student Life

e Actual Engagement
Advising

e Actual Engagement
Registrar

e Dependent Variables

May 15 - August 15, 2019

January and February 2020

Instrumentation

This study utilized data from the Pre-Enrollment Anticipation Survey, an instrument

developed by the coordinating office of CSNP at SRU. The original PEAS was developed for



the purpose of identifying participant anticipated engagement in four original engagement
constructs (academic, peer connection, college navigation, personal wellness) during their first
semester in college and can be found in Appendix B. Information from the PEAS was utilized
by advising staff to guide the development of participant ISPs during initial advising
appointments. The design of the instrument was influenced by other pre-or-early-enrollment
instruments Ruffalo Noel-Levitz’ College Student Inventory (CSI) (2020), as well as The Center
for Postsecondary Research at Indiana University’s College Student Expectations Questionnaire
(CSXQ) (The College Student Experiences Questionnaire Assessment Program, 2007) and
Beginning College Survey for Student Engagement (BCSSE) (2020). While each assessment
serves a purpose, CSNP administrators decided to create their own assessment so they could
tailor it to specific engagement offerings at SRU.

The original PEAS consisted of five sections totaling 62 items and can be found in
Appendix B. Part 1 of the original PEAS were student identifiers (first name, last name, campus
I.D., student email address). Each of the next four parts (Parts 2-5) of the survey consisted of
questions asking students their anticipated engagement by question type (agreement with,
interest in, confidence in, willingness to). Part 2, Agreement, asked participants for their level of
agreement on various topics (e.g., sureness of college, sureness of anticipated career, if they
engage in particular study habits). Items in Part 2 are on a scale (1 = disagree, 2 = somewhat
disagree, 3 = somewhat agree, 4 = agree). Part 3, Interest, asked participants to indicate their
interest in various topics (e.g., learning how to be better organized, learning college student
safety, becoming involved in leadership or social justice organizations). Items in Part 3 were
also on a scale (1 = no interest, 2 = some interest, 3 = very interested). Part 4, Confidence, asked

participants to indicate their level of confidence in effectively accomplishing various activities
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(e.g., balancing academic and social responsibilities, maintaining a close group of friends,
maintaining a budget to avoid financial complications). Part 4 items were on a scale (1 = little or
no confidence, 2 = some confidence, 3 = very confident). Part 5, Willingness, asked participants
to indicate their willingness to engage with different professional and student staff at the
institution (e.g., professors or instructors, advisors, peer mentors or coaches, career center staff).
Part 5 items were on a scale (1 = not willing, 2 = somewhat willing, 3 = very willing). A table
categorizing PEAS questions by original engagement construct (academic, peer connection,
campus navigation, personal wellness) can be found in Appendix C.
Data Collection

The Pre-Enrollment Anticipation Survey was administered via Qualtrics and distributed
in two primary ways. First, a link was emailed directly to student personal and university
provided email accounts on three different occasions. It was sent to both accounts because it is
not uncommon for new freshmen to not yet be in the habit of checking their university email
prior to their arrival to campus. Participants were sent the first email in May 2019, although not
all participants received this invitation because they had not yet registered for orientation. The
second email invitation was sent by the student’s academic advisor as part of an email providing
important information to prepare them for orientation two weeks before their orientation date.
The third email invitation was sent to participants who had not yet participated after all
orientations had concluded. The second means of survey distribution was during their
orientation session in the summer months where CSNP participants received a pamphlet
reminder and QR code that they could scan and have access to the survey. CSNP participants
were encouraged to complete the survey before leaving campus after the two-day orientation

concluded.
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Data gathered from SRU’s registrar, Student Life office, and the centralized advising
office were shared by each respective party to a confidential online shared folder. When all data
were received, a member of the research team merged the data, removed all personally
identifiable information, and uploaded the merged file so a secured online folder that only
members of the research team had access to. These data were collected in January and February
of 2020 after census day of the spring 2020 term to ensure official enrollments and grades were
as accurate as possible.

Reliability and Validity

According to Creswell and Creswell (2018), reliability refers to the consistency or
repeatability of an instrument. The PEAS was developed by using existing, previously validated
instruments as a guide (CSI, CSXQ, BCSSE). An exploratory factor analysis was conducted
independently on each of the PEAS question categories detailed above (agreement, interest,
confidence, willingness). Factor analysis was applied to a single set of variables so that the
researcher could discover which variables form subsets that were relatively independent of one
another. Score estimates on factors by subject are often more reliable than scores on individual
observed variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) and thus were useful in determining the
reliability of items used on PEAS. The factor analysis is a useful data reduction technique, but
also a way of creating new constructs. New constructs were grouped into academic and non-
academic categories and can be found in Table 1 below. The internal consistency of each new
construct, or the matter to which variables behave in the same way, was measured utilizing
Cronbach’s alpha value. New constructs resulting from the factor analysis, as well as coefficient

and Cronbach’s alpha values can be found in Table 1 below.
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Validity refers to the extent to which one “can draw meaningful and useful inferences
from the scores on the instruments (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p.153).” A goal of the study
was to achieve construct validity and serve a useful purpose that results in positive consequences
when used in practice. The study will test PEAS’ construct validity, or its ability to accurately
predict first-time-freshmen anticipated engagement. If construct validity is achieved, the PEAS
could be useful for practitioners connecting students to useful engagement opportunities and
increasing student success. To address face validity, the PEAS instrument was also pilot-tested
by six professional academic advisors with various levels of experience working with students at
SRU. The purpose of the pilot was to gather input as to whether content were relevant to the
population and institution as a whole. Feedback from advisors resulted in various changes,
additions, and removal of questions. Chapter 4 presents results that support the validity of the
PEAS instrument.

Table 1

Factor Loadings and Reliability Coefficients of PEAS Constructs Variables

Factor name Factor loadings
Academic
Study Habits construct, a=.759
| begin studying for an exam at least one week before. .675
I will spend 2-3 hours studying outside of class for each hour in class each week. .590
| review class notes regularly, even if the test is more than a week away. .648

Major/Career construct, o= .877
| am sure of the career | would like to go in to. .869
I am sure of my major choice. 779

Commitment to College construct, a=.945

| am sure of my choice to go to college in general. .825
| am sure of my choice to go to SRU .828
| am motivated to complete my bachelor's degree at SRU 791
| will attend all of my classes each week. .842

(continued)
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Factor name Factor loadings

Academic Skill Development construct, o= .855

Interest in learning how to be better organized. .639
Interest in learning how to better manage my time. .833
Interest in learning how to set and stick to goals. 755
Interest in learning how to avoid procrastination. .658
Interest in learning how to study efficiently. .680
Self-Management construct, a=.791
Confidence in organizing course assignments, materials, and lecture notes. AT7
Confidence in holding myself accountable to a study plan. 716
Confidence in balancing academic and social responsibilities. .621
Academic Rigor construct, o= .769
Confidence in writing a college-level essay. 551
Confidence in reading and understanding college-level textbook material. .659
Confidence in having success in college-level math. .560

Meet with Academic Staff construct, o= .761
Willingness to meet with professors or instructors. 674
Willingness to meet with academic advisors. .859

Non-Academic
Out of Classroom Engagement construct, a=.779

Interest in becoming involved in leadership or community service organization. .602
Interest in becoming involved in social justice, equality, and diversity organizations. .626
Interest in being paired with a peer mentor. 515
Interest in learning more about alcohol-free events. .680
Interest in learning more about college student safety. .670
General Wellness construct, o= .706

Confidence in creating and maintaining a close group of friends. 476
Confidence in speaking up or asking questions in class. 545
Confidence in maintaining a healthy lifestyle (eating habits, exercise). 481
Confidence in avoiding stress or anxiety levels that negatively affect ability to

maintain balance. 493
Confidence in engaging in difficult conversations with peers. .640

Meet with Non-Academic Staff construct, o= .851
Willingness to meet with staff who help students become involved in clubs and

organizations. .674
Willingness to meet with housing staff such as RAs or professional staff. .613
Willingness to meet with emotional wellness professionals such as counselors. .730
Willingness to meet with student peer mentors or coaches. 769
Willingness to meet with study abroad staff. .566
Willingness to meet with career center staff. .640
Willingness to meet with financial aid or scholarship staff. 510
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Variables

Utilizing Astin’s (1993) IEO model this study sought to examine the influence of
background characteristics on participant anticipated and actual engagement, and influences of
background characteristics and environmental factors on first-term GPA, first-term credits
earned, and enrollment into the next consecutive term. Below is a description of variables.
Dependent Variables

Dependent variables of the study included data gathered from SRU registrar data (first-
term GPA, first-term credits earned, midterm DFW, maximum enrollment term). Table 2
represents dependent variables found in registrar data. Measurement for each are described
below.
First-Term GPA

First-term GPA was measured by scaling it into ranges and assigning a numerical value
to each range. Ranges and numerical values for first-term GPA include 0 =< 2.00, 1 =2.00 -
2.49,2=2.50-2.99, 3=3.00-3.49, and 4 = 3.50 — 4.00.
First-Term Credits Earned

First-term credits earned was measured by scaling it into ranges and assigning a
numerical value to each range. Ranges and numerical values for first-term credits earned include
0=0-6,1=7-11,2=12-13,3=14-15,and 4 = 16 or more.
Enrollment into the Next Consecutive Term

Enrollment into the next consecutive term indicates whether or not participants continued
beyond the fall 2019 term into the spring 2020 term. Enrollment was coded as a dichotomous
variable those who only enrolled in fall 2019 or “No” (coded = 0) or those who did continue into

the spring 2020 term or “Yes” (coded = 1).
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Table 2

Dependent Variables

Variable Coding

Fall 2019 term GPA Categorical scale
0 = Less than 2.00
1=2.00-2.49
2 =2.50-2.99
3=3.00-3.49
4 = 3.50-4.00

Fall 2019 credits earned Categorical scale
0=0-6
1=7-11
2=12-13
3=14-15
4 =16+

Enrollment into the next consecutive term Dichotomous scale
0=No
1=Yes

Independent Variables

Independent variables of the study are classified by demographics (age, sex, ethnicity,
race, race [non-White, White], Pell Grant eligibility, in/out of state permanent residence status,
generational status, academic history (composite ACT score, high school GPA), anticipated
engagement constructs (academic [Study Habits, Major/Career, Commitment to College,
Academic Skill Development, Self-Management, Academic Rigor, Meet with Academic Staff],
non-academic [Out of Classroom Engagement, General Wellness, Meet with Non-Academic
Staff]), college, major, major (STEM, Non-STEM) Student Life engagement (Greek affiliation,
Student Life event participation), and advising engagement (ISP completion, total advising
appointment attendance, total tutoring attendance). Table 3 represents background and
enrollment characteristic independent variables collected from SRU’s registrar, Table 4
represents anticipated engagement independent variables collected by the PEAS, and Table 5
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represents first-semester Student Life and advising engagement independent variables.
Measurement for each are described below.
Demographics

Age, sex, ethnicity, race, race (non-White, White), Pell Grant eligibility, in/out of state
permanent residence status, and generational status were measured by collecting participant data
from SRU’s registrar. Demographic variables were matched to the PEAS and other secondary
data by campus email address. Because the data were readily available from the registrar’s
office, participants were not asked to self-identify demographics in the PEAS.

Age. Age was recoded to a categorical scale of age 17 (coded = 0), age 18 (coded = 1),
age 19 (coded = 2), and age 20 (coded = 3). No other age was represented in the study.

Sex. Sex was recoded to a dichotomous variable of female (coded = 0) and male (coded

Ethnicity. Ethnicity was recoded to a dichotomous variable as Not Hispanic (coded = 0)
or Hispanic (coded = 1), the options collected by SRU on the initial application for admission.

Race. Race options at SRU include Not Disclosed (coded = 0), American Indian /
Alaska Native (coded = 1), Asian (coded = 2), Black or African-American (coded = 3), Native
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (coded = 4), and White (coded = 5). For the purposes of this
study we recoded participants who reported two or more races as Two or More Races (coded =
6).

Race (Non-White/White). Because African-American or Black and White were the
only two races with large participation in CSNP a second race variable was created so that more

participants could be used for inferential statistics. The race (non-White/White) variable
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included Not Disclosed (coded = 0), combined race options from the original race variable that
were not White in to non-White (coded = 1), and White (coded = 2).

Pell Grant Eligibility. Pell Grant eligibility was recoded to a dichotomous variable of
not eligible (coded = 0) and eligible (coded = 1). The Pell Grant eligibility variable does not
differentiate between participants who filled out the FAFSA and who did not, who chose to
accept their award, or how much award participants were eligible for.

Permanent Residence. In or out of state permanent residence was recoded in to a
categorical scale of in-state (coded = 0), out-of-state (coded = 1), and military (coded = 2). SRU
allows students who have parents in the military to choose “military” status, providing them the
lower in-state tuition amount. The actual state of residence was also recorded in a categorical
scale by individual state.

Generational Status. Student generational status was recoded as continuing-generation
(coded = 0) or first-generation (coded = 1).

Academic History

Academic history data (composite ACT, high school GPA) was matched to data collected
by the PEAS, and SRU Student Life and advising offices by campus email address. Academic
history data is gathered by SRU’s registrar during initial application for enrollment.

Composite ACT. SRU accepted both ACT and SAT scores and did not require one
specifically, however, SAT scores could not be obtained. As a result, only ACT scores were
collected and not all participants had an ACT score recorded. For composite ACT, participant
scores were assignedas0=14-17,1=18,2=19,3=20,4 =21 - 27.

High School GPA. High school GPA scores used for the study is weighted, meaning it

takes in to account the difficulty of the class along with final grades. High school GPA was
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scaled into ranges and assigned a numerical value to each range. Ranges and numerical values
for cumulative high school GPA include 0 =2.0 —2.49, 1 =2.50 - 2.99, 2 = 3.00 — 3.49, 3=3.50
—-3.99, 4 =4.00-5.00.

Enroliment Independent Variables

College. Colleges are coded according to actual colleges at SRU including Arts and
Sciences (coded = 0), Business (coded = 1), Communications (coded = 2), Education (coded =
3), Engineering (coded = 4), Human and Environmental Sciences (coded = 5), Nursing (coded =
6), Social Work (coded = 7), and no college (coded = 8).

Major. Majors were recoded by academic theme using the UCLA Higher Education
Research Institute’s CIRP Freshman Survey (2020) as a guide: 0 = undecided, 1 = business and
consumer sciences, 2 = engineering and computer sciences, 3 = arts and humanities, 4 = life and
human sciences, 5 = social sciences, 6 = physical sciences, 7 = communication sciences, 8 =
education, and 9 = other.

Major — STEM. Majors were coded a second time to a dichotomous variable as to
whether they are a science, technology, engineering, or mathematics (STEM) major (coded = 1),
or non-STEM (coded = 0).

Fall 2019 Hours Enrolled. Fall 2019 hours enrolled were recoded in to a categorical
scale including: 0 = 13 or less hours, 1 = 14 hours, 2 = 15 hours, 3 = 16 hours, 4 = 17 or more
hours enrolled.

Midterm DFW Grades. Midterm DFW grades were recoded to a dichotomous variable
of having not received a D, F, or W grade at midterm in fall 2019 classes (coded = 0) and having

received at least one D, F, or W grade in fall 2019 classes (coded = 1).
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Compass Course(s) Enrolled. As part of their membership in CSNP, students were
required to enroll in at least one compass course, though there are cases in which student are
exempt from enrolling (schedule does not allow, credits already earned). Students may also
enroll in multiple compass courses at once. Compass courses were designed to help students
have first-year college success. Coding for compass courses included no compass course (coded
= 0), traditional (coded = 1), study skill emphasis (coded = 2), Communications (coded = 3),
Human Sciences (coded = 4), and Business (coded = 5).

Anticipated Engagement

Anticipated engagement was measured by asking participants their anticipated
engagement in a variety of college experiences. A full list of original PEAS items can be found
in Appendix B. Using factor analysis, items were grouped in to constructs or eliminated from
the study. Each participant was given a mean score for each construct that was their average
score of all the items within the construct. Constructs were categorized as academic or non-
academic, and described below. Constructs following the factor analysis and items within each
construct are shown below in Table 4.

Academic. The academic constructs include those with an academic emphasis. Each
construct contains only one question type (agreement, interest, confidence, willingness), and
there is at least one construct for each question type. Academic constructs included Study
Habits, Major/Career, Commitment to College, Academic Skill Development, Self-Management,
Academic Rigor, and Meeting with Academic Staff. Each are described in greater detail below.

Study Habits. Items within the Study Habits construct asked for participant agreement
with the likelihood of engaging in a particular study practice and were assessed using a four-

point Likert-type score including 1 = “disagree,” 2 = “somewhat disagree,” 3 = “somewhat
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agree,” and “4 = agree.” Items included “I will begin studying for an exam at least one week
before,” “I will spend 2-3 hours studying outside of class for each hour in class each week,” and
“ I review class notes regularly, even if the test is more than a week away.”

Major/Career. Items within the Major/Career construct asked participants for their level
of agreement as to how sure of their major and anticipated career choices they were and were
assessed using a four-point Likert-type score including 1 = “disagree,” 2 = “somewhat disagree,”
3 =*“somewhat agree,” and “4 = agree.” Questions in the construct included “I am sure of the
career [ would like to go in to,” and “I am sure of my major choice.”

Commitment to College. Items within the Commitment to College construct asked
participants questions related to their commitment to SRU and higher education in general and
were assessed using a four-point Likert-type score including 1 = “disagree,” 2 = “somewhat
disagree,” 3 = “somewhat agree,” and 4 = “agree.” Example items included “I am sure of my
choice to go to college in general,” and “I will attend all of my classes each week.”

Academic Skill Development. Items within the Academic Skill Development construct
asked participants their interest in learning a variety of academic skills and were assessed using a
three-point Likert-type score including 1 = “no interest,” 2 = “some interest,” and 3 = “very
interested.” Example items included “interest in learning how to be better organized,” and
“Interest in learning how to better manage my time.”

Self-Management. Items within the Self-Management construct asked participants their
confidence in their ability to successfully exhibit self-management skills and were assessed using
a three-point Likert-type score including 1 = “little or no confidence,” 2 = “some confidence,”

and 3 = “very confident.” Example items included “confidence in organizing course
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assignments, materials, and lecture notes,” and “confidence in holding myself accountable to a
study plan.”

Academic Rigor. Items within the Academic Rigor construct asked participants to report
their confidence in successfully navigating a college-level academic rigor and were assessed
using a three-point Likert-type score including 1 = “little or no confidence,” 2 = “some
confidence,” and 3 = “very confident.” Example items included “confidence in writing a
college-level essay,” and “confidence in reading and understanding college-level textbook
material.”

Meet with Academic Staff. Items within the Meet with Academic Staff construct asked
participants with willingness to meet with professional academic staff and were assessed using a
three-point Likert-type score including 1 = “not willing,” 2 = “somewhat willing,” and 3 = “very
willing.” Items included “willingness to meet with professors or instructors,” and “willingness
to meet with academic advisors.”

Non-Academic. Non-academic constructs are those most likely to take place outside of
the classroom setting, or otherwise considered to not have academic focus. Each construct
contained only one question type (agreement, interest, confidence, willingness) and included Out
of Classroom Engagement, General Wellness, and Meet with Non-Academic Staff. Each are
described below in greater detail below.

Out of Classroom Engagement. Items within the Out of Classroom Engagement
construct asked participant interest in engaging in a variety of activities likely to take place out of
the classroom and were assessed using a three-point Likert-type score including 1 = “no

interest,” 2 = “some interest,” and 3 = “very interested.” Example items included “interest in
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becoming involved in leadership or community service organizations,” and “interest in being
paired with a peer mentor.”

General Wellness. Items within the General Wellness construct asked participants their
confidence in their ability to maintain a healthy lifestyle and were assessed using a three-point
Likert-type score including 1 = “little or no confidence,” 2 = “some confidence,” and 3 = “very
confident.” Example items included “confidence in creating and maintaining a close group of
friends,” and “confidence in speaking up or asking questions in class.”

Meet with Non-Academic Staff. Items within the Meet with Non-Academic Staff
construct asked participant willingness to meet with non-academic staff and were assessed using
a three-point Likert-type score including 1 = “not willing,” 2 = “somewhat willing,” and 3 =
“very willing.” Example items included “willingness to meet with housing staff such as RAs or
professional staff,” and “willingness to meet with emotional wellness professionals such as
counselors.”

Student Life Engagement

Student Life engagement data were collected by the SRU division of Student Life and
included whether participants were affiliated with a fraternity or sorority (Greek affiliation) and
attendance at an event sponsored by the division of Student Life.

Greek Affiliation. Greek affiliation referred to whether or not participants were
members of a sorority or fraternity recognized by SRU and are coded by no affiliation (coded =
0) and Greek affiliated (coded = 1).

Student Life Event Attendance. Student Life events were categorized by event topic
and included Community Development (e.g., football tailgates, movies at the student union),

General Wellness (e.g., stress relief, counseling center information sessions), Diversity, Equity,
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and Inclusion (e.g., speakers sponsored by university diversity offices, DEI organization
meetings), Leadership or Community Service (e.g., community service events, student
leadership organization meetings), and Academic Skill Development (e.g., academic support
information sessions, study skill workshops). With the exception of Community Development (0
— 5 = actual number of events attended; 6 = 6 or more events attended) and General Wellness (0
— 2 = actual number of events attended; 3 = 3 or more events attended) events, each event
category was coded by actual number of events attended.

The total Student Life event attendance category was created for the purpose of
combining all event categories together because event attendance in some categories was low,
and so that intrinsic statistical testing could take place and provide a better understanding of the
possible effects of attending Student Life events on study outcomes. Total Student Life event
attendance was coded 0 = no events attended, 1 = 1 — 5 events attended, 2 = 6 — 10 events
attended, and 3 = 11 or more events attended.

Advising Engagement

Advising engagement data were collected by a centralized advising office at SRU and
included ISP completion, total advising attendance, and total tutoring attended.

Individual Success Plan. Whether or not participants completed an ISP was collected
from SRU advising data. These records were maintained by the advising office and were
recoded. If advising records indicate that a participant did not complete an ISP she was coded as
a “0,” if she did complete an ISP she was coded as a “1,” creating a dichotomous variable.

Total Advising Attended. The total number of advising appointments attended during
the fall 2019 semester were recorded on an ordinal scale (0 — 5) until participants reached 6 or

more advising appointments attended (coded = 6).
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Total Tutoring Attended. The total number of tutoring sessions attended were recorded

on an ordinal scale (0 — 5) until participants reached 6 or more tutoring appointments attended

(coded = 6).

Table 3

Independent Variables: Background and Enrollment Characteristics

Variable Coding

Age Categorical scale
0=17
1=18
2=19
3=20

Sex Dichotomous scale
0 = Female
1 =Male

Ethnicity Dichotomous scale
0 = Not Hispanic
1 = Hispanic

Race Categorical scale

Race — White/non-White

Pell Grant eligibility
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0 = Not Disclosed

1 = American Indian / Alaska Native

2 = Asian

3 = Black or African-American

4 = Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
5 = White

6 = Two or More Races

Categorical scale
0 = Not Disclosed
1 = Non-White

2 = White

Dichotomous scale

0 = Not eligible
1 = Eligible

(continued)



Variable

Coding

Permanent residence state

Generational status

Composite ACT score

High school GPA

College

Dichotomous scale
0 = In-state

1 = Out-of-state

2 = Military

Dichotomous scale
0 = Continuing-Generation
1 = First-Generation

Categorical scale
0=14-17

1=18

2=19

3=20

4 =21-27

Categorical scale
0=2.00-2.49
1=2.50-2.99
2 =3.00-3.49
3=3.50-3.99
4 =4.00-5.00

Categorical scale
0 = Arts & Sciences

1 = Business
2 = Communications
3 = Education

4 = Engineering

5 = Human Environmental Sciences
6 = Nursing

7 = Social Work

8 = Undecided / No College

(continued)



Variable Coding

Major Categorical scale
0 = Undecided
1 = Business and Consumer Sciences
2 = Engineering / Computer Science
3 = Arts and Humanities
4 = Life and Human Sciences
5 = Social Sciences
6 = Physical Sciences
7 = Communication Sciences
8 = Education
9 = Other

Major: STEM Dichotomous scale
0 =Non-STEM
1=STEM

First-term hours enrolled Categorical scale
0=13o0r less
1=14
2=15
3=16
4 =17 or more

First-term midterm D/F/W Dichotomous scale
0=No
1="Yes

Compass course 1 enrolled Categorical scale
0 = No compass course
1 = Traditional Compass
2 = Study Skill Emphasis
3 = Communications Compass
4 = Human Sciences Compass
5 = Business Compass

Compass course 2 enrolled Categorical scale
0 = No compass course
1 = Traditional Compass
2 = Study Skill Emphasis
3 = Communications Compass
4 = Human Sciences Compass
5 = Business Compass

(continued)
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Variable Coding

Compass course 3 enrolled Categorical scale
0 = No compass course
1 = Traditional Compass
2 = Study Skill Emphasis
3 = Communications Compass
4 = Human Sciences Compass
5 = Business Compass

Table 4

Independent Variables: PEAS Anticipated Engagement Constructs

Variable Coding
Academic
Agreement questions 4-point scale
1 = Disagree

2 = Somewhat Disagree
3 = Somewhat Agree
4 = Agree

Construct mean: Ordinal scale

Study Habits (construct: 4 items):
| begin studying for an exam at least one week before.
I will spend 2-3 hours studying outside of class for each hour in class each week.
| review class notes regularly, even if the test is more than a week away.
Study Habits construct mean score.

Sureness of Major/Career (construct: 3 items):
| am sure of the career | would like to go in to.
| am sure of my major choice.
Sureness of Major/Career construct mean score.

Commitment to College (construct: 5 items):
| am sure of my choice to go to college in general.
| am sure of my choice to go to SRU.
| am motivated to complete my bachelor's degree at SRU.
I will attend all of my classes each week.
Commitment to College construct mean score.

(continued)
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Variable Coding

Interest questions 3-point scale
1 = No Interest
2 = Some Interest
3 = Very Interested

Construct mean: Ordinal scale

Academic Skill Development (construct: 6 items)
Interest in learning how to be better organized.
Interest in learning how to better manage my time.
Interest in learning how to set and stick to goals.
Interest in learning how to avoid procrastination.
Interest in learning how to study efficiently.
Academic Skill Development construct mean score.

Confidence questions 3-point scale
1 = Little or No Confidence
2 = Some Confidence
3 = Very Confident

Construct mean: Ordinal scale

Self-Management (construct: 5 items)
Confidence in organizing course assignments, materials, and lecture notes.
Confidence in holding myself accountable to a study plan.
Confidence in balancing academic and social responsibilities.
Self-Management construct mean score.

Academic Rigor (construct: 5 items)
Confidence in writing a college-level essay.
Confidence in reading and understanding college-level textbook material.
Confidence in having success in college-level math.
Academic Rigor construct mean score.

Willingness questions 3-point scale
1 = Not Willing
2 = Somewhat Willing
3 = Very Willing
Construct mean: Ordinal scale

Meet with Academic Staff (construct: 3 items)
Willingness to meet with professors or instructors.
Willingness to meet with academic advisors.
Connecting with Academic Staff construct mean score.

(continued)

91



Variable Coding

Non-Academic

Interest questions 3-point scale
1 = No Interest
2 = Some Interest
3 =Very Interested

Construct mean: Ordinal scale

Out of Classroom Engagement (construct: 6 items):
Interest in becoming involved in leadership or community service organization.
Interest in becoming involved in social justice, equality, and diversity organizations.
Interest in being paired with a peer mentor.
Interest in learning more about alcohol-free events.
Interest in learning more about college student safety.
Out of Classroom Engagement construct mean score.

Confidence Questions 3-point scale
1 = Little or No Confidence
2 = Some Confidence
3 = Very Confident

Construct mean: Ordinal scale

General Wellness (construct: 6 items)
Confidence in creating and maintaining a close group of friends.
Confidence in speaking up or asking questions in class.
Confidence in maintaining a healthy lifestyle (eating habits, exercise).
Confidence in avoiding stress or anxiety levels that negatively affect ability to maintain
balance.
Confidence in engaging in difficult conversations with peers.
General Wellness construct mean score.

Willingness questions (willingness to engage) 3-point scale
1 = Not Willing
2 = Somewhat Willing
3 = Very Willing
Construct mean: Ordinal scale

(continued)
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Variable

Coding

Meet with Non-Academic Staff (construct: 8 items)
Willingness to meet with staff who help students become involved in clubs and

organizations.

Willingness to meet with housing staff such as RAs or professional staff.
Willingness to meet with emotional wellness professionals such as counselors.
Willingness to meet with student peer mentors or coaches.

Willingness to meet with study abroad staff.
Willingness to meet with career center staff.

Willingness to meet with financial aid or scholarship staff.
Meet with Non-Academic Staff construct mean score.

Table 5

Independent Variables: Student Life and Advising Actual Engagement

Variable

Coding

Greek affiliation

Student Life event participation

Community Development

General Wellness

Diversity, Equity, Inclusion
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Dichotomous scale
0=No
1="Yes

Categorical scale

0 = None

1=1

2=2

3=3

4=4

5=5

6 = 6 or more
Categorical scale
0 = None

1=1

2=2

3 =3 ormore
Categorical scale
0 = None

1=1

2=2

3=3

4=4

5=5 (continued)



Variable

Coding

Leadership or Community Service

Academic Skill Development

Total Student Life event attendance

Advising variables

Individual Success Plan complete

Total advising attended

Total tutoring attended

Categorical scale
0 = None

1=1

2=2

Categorical scale
0 = None

1=1

2=2

Categorical scale

0 = None
1=1-5

2 =6-10

3 =11 or more

Dichotomous scale
0=No
1=Yes

Categorical scale
0 = None

OO0 WNBE
L I I I | |
OO0 WNBE

or more

ategorical scale
None

U WNEOQO
LI O B | A 0

o UlTh WN P
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Data Analysis

Figure 3 shows the hypothetical conceptual framework of first-time, full-time students’
engagement that was used in this study, including each data source. The first block of variables
are input variables that include background characteristics collected from registrar data. The
second block are constructs from the PEAS. The third block represents environment variables
from participants first term, including actual engagement gathered from the registrar’s office,
Student Life, and the centralized advising office at SRU. The fourth block represents output or
dependent variables and include first-term GPA, first-term credits earned, and maximum
registration term (enrollment into next consecutive term), all gathered from SRU’s registrar’s
office.

Descriptive, comparative, and inferential statistical analyses were conducted on the
quantitative data collected from all data sources in order to understand the profiles of CSNP
participants, anticipated and actual engagement, and how each influenced college success
outcomes first-term GPA, first-term credits earned, and enrollment into the next consecutive

term.
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Figure 3

IEO Conceptual Model with Variables and Data Sources

Inputs: Background

Characteristics (Registrar)
Age
Sex
Ethnicity
Race
Race: Non-White/White
Pell Eligibility
Permanent Residence
Generational Status
Composite ACT
High School GPA
College
Major
Major: STEM

»

PEAS
Academic
e  Study Habits
e  Major/Career
. Commitment to College
e  Academic Skill Development
e  Academic Rigor
. Meet with Academic Staff

Non-Academic

. Out of Classroom
Engagement

e  Self-Management

. General Wellness

. Meet with Non-Academic
Staff
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Environment
Enroliment (Registrar)
. Hours Enrolled
. Midterm DFW
e  Compass Course(s)
. Greek Affiliation

Student Life Event Participation

e  Community/Social

e  General Wellness

e  Diversity/Equity/Inclusion

e  Leadership/Community Service

e  Academic Skill Development

e  Total Student Life Event
Attendance

Advising Engagement

. Individual Success Plan
e  Advising Attendance

e  Tutoring Attendance

Outputs (Registrar)
First-term GPA
First-term Credits Earned
Enrollment into consecutive term




Descriptive Statistics
Research Question 1

Descriptive statistics were used to answer research question 1: “What are the
demographic characteristics and academic histories of CSNP participants?” Background
characteristics explored for the study included age, sex, ethnicity, race, race: non-White/White,
Pell Grant eligibility, in or out of state permanent residence, generational status, composite ACT
score, and high school GPA. The purpose of the analysis is to explore the background
characteristics of students entering CSRP at SRU.
Inferential Statistics
Research Question 2

Independent sample t tests and a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) analyses were
conducted to answer research question 2: “What statistically significant differences in means of
anticipated engagement exist between differences in sex, race, Pell Grant eligibility, and high
school GPA?” According to Alreck & Settle (1985), inferential statistics are useful for making
generalizations about populations. Independent sample t tests (sex, race: non-White/White, Pell
eligibility) and an ANOVA test (high school GPA) were conducted to compare mean scores of
academic and non-academic anticipated engagement constructs. Statistical significance was
determined by p < .05.
Research Question 3

Independent sample t tests were conducted to answer research question 3: “What
statistically significant differences in means of actual engagement exist between differences in
sex, race, Pell Grant eligibility, and Greek affiliation?” Independent sample t tests (sex, race:

non-White/White, Pell eligibility, Greek affiliation) were conducted to compare mean scores of
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actual engagement (ISP, advising attendance, tutoring attendance, total Student Life event
attendance). Statistical significance was determined by p < .05.
Research Questions 4 & 5

A multivariate hierarchical regression was conducted to address research question 4:
“What background characteristics, anticipated engagement, and actual engagement can be used
to predict CSNP participant end of first-term GPA?” A second multivariate hierarchical
regression was conducted to address research question 5: ”What background characteristics,
anticipated engagement, and actual engagement can be used to predict CSNP participant first-
term credits earned?” Statistical significance was determined by p < .05.

To answer these two questions, multivariate regression was used to estimate the
coefficient for the various independent variables used to best predict the value of the dependent
variables first-term GPA and first-term credits earned. The following multiple regression
equation was used:

Y = bo+ biX1+ b2X2+ baXs+ ... + bkXk

Two sequential hierarchical regression models reflecting the two dependent variables
(first-term GPA, first-term credits earned) were used following the above equation. Using
sequential (or block) regression, independent variables may be entered into the regression model
in a selected order (Martin & Bridgmon, 2012). This strategy makes it possible to enter variables
that are “casually prior” into the model before other variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). As a
result, the contribution that each set of independent variables makes to the model can be assessed
at its entry point. Figure 3 above illustrates the regression model that takes in to account
anticipated and actual engagement factors that may predict outcomes. Block entry method was
used with demographics (block 1), academic history (block 2), anticipated engagement (block 3),

actual advising engagement (block 4), and actual Student Life engagement (block 5). The
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regression model allows for the examination of how well one or more independent variables
predict the dependent variables (Martin & Bridgmon, 2012).

An assumption of multiple regression is that the difference between the predicated and
obtained scores is normally distributed. The normal curve was plotted to assess the deviation
from the expected value for each x value in the model (Martin & Bridgmon, 2012). Tests of
correlation were run on all independent variables to check for multicolinearity among the
independent variables. The low standard of error for the variables means the assumption of
multicolinearity was met.

Research Question 6

A bivariate analysis was used to address research question 6: “What background
characteristics, anticipated engagement, actual engagement can be used to predict CSNP
participant enrollment into the next consecutive term?” Binomial logistic regression is
appropriate for predicting a dichotomous dependent variable such as enrollment into the next
consecutive term, and analyses were conducted to determine if there was an effect for each
background characteristic, anticipated engagement construct, and advising and Student Life
actual engagement environmental factors. A binomial logistic regression analysis was conducted
to determine if there was a varying level of effect on the predictability of the outcome measure
enrollment in to the next consecutive term. Specifically, the analysis allowed for the
examination of the relationship between demographic variables sex, race, Pell eligibility,
academic history variables composite ACT and high school GPA brackets, as well as anticipated
engagement variables (Major/Career, Commitment to College, Out of Classroom Engagement,
General Wellness), actual advising engagement (ISP completion, advising appointments), and

actual Student Life engagement (Greek affiliation, total Student Life events). The findings for
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each analysis are reported in Chapter 4. Table 6 below is a representation of all research

questions, plus the independent and dependent variables and methods of analysis for each.
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Table 6

Research Questions, Variables, and Methods of Analysis

Independent Dependent Method of
Research Question variables variables analysis
1. What are the demographic characteristics and academic Background Descriptive
histories of CSNP participants? characteristics
2. What statistically significant differences in means of Background e Anticipated t tests and ANOVA
anticipated engagement exist between differences in characteristics engagement
sex, race, Pell Grant eligibility, and high school GPA?
3. What statistically significant differences in means of Background * Actual ttests
actual engagement exist between differences in sex, characteristics engagement
race, Pell Grant eligibility, and Greek affiliation? Greek affiliation
Background e First-term GPA Hierarchical

4. What background characteristics, anticipated
engagement, and actual engagement can be used to
predict CSNP participant end of first-term GPA?

5. What background characteristics, anticipated
engagement, and actual engagement can be used to
predict CSNP participant first-term credits earned?

6. What background characteristics, anticipated
engagement, actual engagement can be used to predict
CSNP participant enrollment in to the next consecutive
term?

characteristics
Anticipated and
actual engagement

Background
characteristics
Anticipated and
actual engagement

Background
characteristics
Anticipated and
actual engagement
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Limitations

Limitations exist in the study. First, data collected from the PEAS are self-reported.
Participants may choose not to report and/or choose to report only certain items. Participants
who choose not to respond were excluded from findings. Second, despite having no college
experience prior to taking the PEAS, participants were asked to anticipate engagement behaviors
while in college. Without college experience it may have been difficult for participants to
accurately predict their own future behaviors. Third, the inability to perform an exploratory
factor analysis on all items together across question type (agreement, interest, confidence,
willingness) because of differences in how participants were asked to respond (3-point versus 4-
point scale). Had an exploratory factor analysis been done on all items, constructs may have
been different and more reliable. Fourth, measuring for change after just one semester is short
for a longitudinal study. Because only 5-8 months lapsed between when participants completed
PEAS and completed their first semester of college, a possibility of little change exists. Fifth,
the Pell-eligibility variable simply indicated whether participants were eligible to receive the Pell
Grant and not the amount they were offered, nor whether they chose to accept it or not.
Additionally, some participants may have chosen not to complete the FAFSA which is how Pell
eligibility is determined meaning there may be participants considered ineligible for Pell in the
study because they did not complete the FAFSA. Sixth, not all university engagement
opportunities are captured by the Student Life or advising offices that provided data, and it is
impossible to know if participants had other and how many engagement experiences or not.
Seventh, though professional advisors took the PEAS and a factor analysis was conducted, the
instrument was a pilot and had not previously been validated. Eighth, anticipated engagement

behaviors could not be translated to actual engagement behaviors in the study because
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engagement behaviors between the two were inconsistent. This is because the original purpose
of the PEAS was not to measure differences between anticipated engagement and actual
engagement and instead developed for the purpose of informing advisors what engagement gaps
individual students may have so that they could try and fill them with the ISP. Ninth, only 373 of
the 570 participants were included each regression because that is the number who we had ACT
composite scores for. SRU accepts both ACT and SAT and the research team did not have
access to SAT scores. Tenth, the study combined all racial categories that were non-White into
the non-White category because of small numbers of non-White racial categories besides that of
Black or African-American which limits the ability of the study to measure important differences
between individual races. Also, categorical variables were used instead of continuous variables
for independent variables high school GPA and composite ACT, and dependent variables first-
semester GPA and credits earned for all regressions. This was for the purpose of ease of policy
and practice implementation but does limit statistical rigor that continuous variables would have
provided. Next, the study did not differentiate between depth of engagement of individual
activities, or measure depth of engagement by individual student. While event attendance in
itself can be beneficial, differences exist between it and Astin’s Student Involvement (1984;
1993) or other definitions of engagement (Kuh, 2001; Quaye & Harper, 2015). Engagement for
the purpose of this study was event attendance in activities that align with the mission of the
university. Finally, for students who did not return for the next consecutive semester, there was
no way of knowing why. For students who did not return, factors unrelated to engagement are a

possibility.
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Delimitations

Delimitations of the study also exist. First, because of the nature of the study,
participants were delimited to CSNP participants at SRU during the fall 2019 term.
Additionally, only CSNP participants who completed the PEAS and the fall 2019 term were
included, excluding nearly 130 CNSP students in the original 2019 cohort. College Support
Navigation Program participants on average have lower high school GPA, ACT/SAT scores, are
more often from out of state, White, and traditional aged students than their non-CSNP
counterparts. The findings of the study can only be generalized to students with similar
background characteristics enrolled at similar institution types. Students with different
background characteristics attending different institutions in different parts of the country may
have different experiences than those in the study.

Chapter Summary

Chapter 3 described the proposed methodological approach for this study. Included were

research questions, research design, setting, population, data collection, instrumentation,

variables, and methods of analysis. The chapter concluded with limitations and delimitations
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
Overview

This chapter provides an overview of the findings of this study and is organized by
research question topic. Research questions have been grouped into four sections. The first
section is composed of data related to research question 1 and is a comprehensive report of the
background characteristics of participants of the study. The second section is composed of data
related to research question 2 and is a comprehensive report of how participants anticipated their
engagement in college activities based on their responses to the PEAS. The third section is
comprised of research question 3 and is a comprehensive report on actual participant engagement
during their first semester at SRU. The fourth section is composed of research questions 4, 5,
and 6 and reports how background characteristics, anticipated engagement, and actual
engagement activities predict desirable outcomes such as GPA, credits earned, and enrollment in
to the next consecutive term.

Background Characteristics

Research question 1 asked for background characteristics of CSNP participants of the
study. In order to gain a better understanding of CSNP participant background characteristics, a
detailed description is presented in Tables 7-9.
Demographics

Below is a narrative description of participant demographic information. Table 7 reports

frequencies and percentages of demographic characteristics of participants including age,
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ethnicity, race (non-White/White), race (actual), in-state or out-of-state permanent residency,
generational status, and Pell Grant eligibility by sex.
Sex and Age

Of the 570 participants in the study, 62.8% were female and 37.2% were male. The vast
majority of both female (87.7%) and male (80.7%) of participants were 18 years old at the start
of their first semester in college. Overall, however, males were slightly older with 17% of them
being 19 or 20 years old, compared to only 5.9% of females being 19 or 20.

Ethnicity and Race

Just 5.6% of females and 7.5% of males in the study were of Hispanic ethnicity. In
regard to race, 65.9% of females and 66.5% of males were White, and 25.7% of females and
25.0% of males were Black or African-American. Two or more races was reported by 5.9% of
females and 4.7% of males.

Because there were several categories of the race variable that had few participants, race
was also recoded to show not-disclosed (coded = 0), non-White (coded = 1), and White (coded =
2). This allowed additional inferential statistics tests to be run to answer later research questions.
Under this coding, 33.2% of females and 31.6% of males were non-White and 65.9% of females
and 66.5% of males were White.

Permanent Residence, Generational Status, and Pell Grant Eligibility

A higher percentage of females (63.4%) than males (55.7%) in the study had out-of-state
permanent residency, as well as first-generation status with 16.5% of females and 15.6% of
males. A higher percentage of females (33.5%) than males (24.5%) of males in the study were

Pell-eligible during the 2019-20 academic year.
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Table 7

Background Characteristics by Sex:

Demographics

Female Male
Variable n % n %
Sex 358 62.8 212 37.2
Age
17 23 6.4 5 2.4
18 314 87.7 171 80.7
19 21 5.9 33 156
20 0 0.0 3 1.4
Total 358 100.0 212 100.0
Ethnicity
Not Hispanic 338 94.4 196 925
Hispanic 20 56 16 75
Total 358 100.0 212 100.0
Race
Not disclosed 3 0.8 4 1.9
American Indian / Alaska Native * * * *
Asian * * * *
Black or African-American 92 257 53 25.0
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander * * 0 0.0
White 236 65.9 141 66.5
Two or more races 21 59 10 4.7
Total 358 100.0 212 100.0
Permanent residence
In-state 131 36.6 90 425
Out-of-state 227 63.4 118 55.7
Military 0 0.0 4 19
Total 358 100.0 212 100.0
Generational status
Continuing-generation 299 835 179 844
First-generation 59 165 33 156
Total 358 100.0 212 100.0
Pell Grant eligibility
Not eligible 238 66.5 160 75.5
Pell Grant eligible 120 335 52 245
Total 358 100.0 212 100.0
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Academic History

Below is a narrative description of academic history background characteristics. Table 8
reports descriptive statistics of composite ACT and high school GPA. Table 9 reports
frequencies and percentages of academic history including composite ACT score and high school
GPA by sex.
Composite ACT

The reported mean composite ACT score was 18.75 (n = 377). Of female participants,
31.8% received a composite score of 18 on the ACT and 25.4% received a 19. Males had fewer
(22.1%) composite score of 18 on the ACT than females and the same (25.4%) percentage of
composite score 19 as females. Overall, males did score slightly better on composite ACT
scores with a higher percentage (14.4%) scoring at least a 20 compared to 5.6% of females.
Because SRU accepts either SAT or ACT scores for admission, 33.5% of female and 34.4% of
male participants were missing composite ACT scores.
High School GPA

The reported mean high school GPA was 3.05 (n = 566). Females had higher high school
GPA scores overall with 67.1% scoring high school GPAs of at least 3.00 compared to just
34.5% of males. Conversely, 31.4% of females had a high school GPA lower than 3.00
compared to 65.0% of males.
Table 8

Descriptive Statistics for Composite ACT and High School GPA

Variable n M SD
Composite ACT 377 18.75 1.250
High School GPA 566 3.05 0.486
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Table 9

Background Characteristics by Sex: Academic History

Female Male
Variable n % n %
Composite ACT
14-17 12 34 7 33
18 114 319 47 22.2
19 91 254 54 255
20 13 3.6 10 47
21-27 8 22 21 9.9
Missing 120 335 73 344
Total 358 100.0 212 100.0
High School GPA
2.00-2.49 34 95 50 23.6
2.50-2.99 79 221 88 415
3.00-3.49 154 43.0 52 245
3.50-3.99 80 223 19 9.0
4.00-5.00 7 20 3 14
Missing 4 11 0 00
Total 358 100.0 212 100.0

Summary of Background Characteristics

=

Nearly 63% of participants of the study were female and 37.2% were male.

2. Both the vast majority of CSNP females (87.7%) and males (80.7%) were 18 years old
when they began college at SRU.

3. Just 5.5% of females and 7.5% of males were Hispanic.

4. Two-thirds of females (65.9%) and males (66.5%) were White, while only one-third of
females (33.2), and males (31.6%) were non-White.

5. The majority of both females (64.5%) and males (66.5%) participants are White, though a
large percentage of females (25.7%) and males (25.0%) are Black or African-American.

6. More females (63.4%) than males (55.7%) have a permanent out-of-state residence.

7. A small percentage of females (16.5%) and males (15.6%) are first-generation.
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8. Females (33.5%) have a higher percentage of Pell-grant eligibility than males (24.5%).
9. Females most often had a composite ACT score of 18 (31.8%) while males most often
had a composite ACT score of 19 (25.4%).
10. Males scored higher than females on the composite ACT with 14.4% scoring higher than
a 20 compared to just 5.6% of females.
11. Females had higher high school GPA scores overall with 67.1% scoring high school
GPAs of at least 3.00 compared to just 34.5% of males.
12. Fewer females (31.4%) than males (65.0%) had a high school GPA lower than 3.00.
Anticipated Engagement
Participants indicated their anticipated levels of engagement by completing the PEAS
survey prior to beginning their first term of college. A factor analysis resulted in 10 constructs
which were then grouped into academic (Study Habits, Major/Career, Commitment to College,
Academic Skill Development, Self-Management, Academic Rigor, Meet with Academic Staff)
and non-academic (Out of Classroom Engagement, General Wellness, Meet with Non-Academic
Staff) anticipated engagement categories. Table 10 below shows each construct by academic and
non-academic grouping, as well as Likert scale coding used for each. Not only were participants
given a numerical score based on how they answered each item on the Likert scale, they were
also given a construct score which is the average of the numerical scores for all items within the
construct. An example for the Sureness of Major/Career construct is a participant who chose
“agree” (represented by “4” on the Likert scale) for the first item (I am sure of the career I would
like to go in to), and “somewhat agree” (represented by “3” on the Likert scale) for the second
item (I am sure of my major of choice) would have a construct score of 3.5 ([4 + 3] / 2 items =

3.5 construct mean score).
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Table 10

Pre-Enrollment Anticipation Survey (PEAS) Items by Construct

Variable Coding
Academic
Level of Agreement Questions 4-point scale
1 = Disagree

Construct mean:

Study Habits (Construct: 4 items):
| begin studying for an exam at least one week before.

2 = Somewhat Disagree
3 = Somewhat Agree
4 = Agree

Ordinal scale

I will spend 2-3 hours studying outside of class for each hour in class each week.
| review class notes regularly, even if the test is more than a week away.

Study Habits construct mean score.

Major/Career (Construct: 3 items):
| am sure of the career | would like to go in to.
| am sure of my major choice.
Sureness of Major/Career construct mean score.

Commitment to College (Construct: 5 items):
I am sure of my choice to go to college in general.
| am sure of my choice to go to the University of SRU.

| am motivated to complete my bachelor's degree at SRU.

I will attend all of my classes each week.
Commitment to College construct mean score.

Level of Interest Questions

Construct mean:

Academic Skill Development (Construct: 6 items)
Interest in learning how to be better organized.
Interest in learning how to better manage my time.
Interest in learning how to set and stick to goals.
Interest in learning how to avoid procrastination.
Interest in learning how to study efficiently.
Academic Skill Development construct mean score.
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1 = No Interest

2 = Some Interest
3 = Very Interested

Ordinal scale

(continued)



Variable Coding

Level of Confidence Questions 3-point scale
1 = Little or No Confidence
2 = Some Confidence
3 = Very Confident

Construct mean: Ordinal scale

Self-Management (Construct: 5 items)
Confidence in organizing course assignments, materials, and lecture notes.
Confidence in holding myself accountable to a study plan.
Confidence in balancing academic and social responsibilities.
Self-Management construct mean score.

Academic Rigor (Construct: 5 items)
Confidence in writing a college-level essay.
Confidence in reading and understanding college-level textbook material.
Confidence in having success in college-level math.
Academic Rigor construct mean score.

Level of Willingness Questions 3-point scale
1 = Not Willing
2 = Somewhat Willing
3 = Very Willing
Construct mean: Ordinal scale

Meet with Academic Staff (Construct: 3 items)
Willingness to meet with professors or instructors.
Willingness to meet with academic advisors.
Meet with Academic Staff construct mean score.

Non-Academic

Level of Interest Questions 3-point scale
1 = No Interest
2 = Some Interest
3 = Very Interested

Construct mean: Ordinal scale

Out of Classroom Engagement (Construct: 6 items):
Interest in becoming involved in leadership or community service organization.
Interest in becoming involved in social justice, equality, and diversity organizations.
Interest in being paired with a peer mentor.
Interest in learning more about alcohol-free events.
Interest in learning more about college student safety.
Out of Classroom Engagement construct mean score.
(continued)
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Variable Coding

Level of Confidence Questions 3-point scale
1 = Little or No Confidence
2 = Some Confidence
3 = Very Confident

Construct mean: Ordinal scale

General Wellness (Construct: 6 items)
Confidence in creating and maintaining a close group of friends.
Confidence in speaking up or asking questions in classroom.

Confidence in maintaining a healthy lifestyle (eating habits, exercise).

Confidence in avoiding stress or anxiety levels that negatively affect ability to maintain
balance.

Confidence in engaging in difficult conversations with peers.

General Wellness construct mean score.

Level of Willingness Questions (willingness to engage) 3-point scale
1 = Not Willing
2 = Somewhat Willing
3 = Very Willing
Construct mean: Ordinal scale

Meet with Non-Academic Staff (Construct: 8 items)
Willingness to meet with staff who help participants become involved in clubs and
organizations.
Willingness to meet with housing staff such as RAs or professional staff.
Willingness to meet with emotional wellness professionals such as counselors.
Willingness to meet with student peer mentors or coaches.
Willingness to meet with study abroad staff.
Willingness to meet with career center staff.
Willingness to meet with financial aid or scholarship staff.
Meet with Non-Academic Staff construct mean score.

Anticipated engagement is represented by sex, race (non-White/White), Pell Grant
eligibility, and high school GPA. Anticipated engagement of participants is reported in narrative
form below, followed by Table 11 and Table 12 which report anticipated engagement construct
scores by background characteristic. In an effort to report construct mean scores as precise as
possible, gaps in range representations exist. All participants construct scores fell within ranges
represented in Tables 11 and 12.
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Anticipated Engagement by Sex

Academic Constructs

Female participants reported slightly higher Study Habits scores, indicating they
anticipated participating in beneficial study habits (e.g. studying at least one week before an
exam, studying 2-3 hours outside of Classroom for each hour in Classroom) more frequently
than did males. Females (72.1%) were much more likely to “somewhat agree” or “agree” (3.00-
4.00 construct score) that they were sure of their major and/or career than male (54.2%)
participants, and more often indicated “strongly agree” (4.00 construct score) in the Commitment
to College construct as well (50.3% and 47.6%, respectively). Male participants indicated “very
interested” (3.00 construct score) more often in the Academic Skill Development construct
(58.0% and 53.1%, respectively), and indicated less confidence Self-Management, choosing
“little or no confidence” or “some confidence” (1.00-1.67 and 2.00 construct scores) more often
than female participants.

Non-Academic Constructs

All non-academic constructs (Out of Classroom Engagement, General Wellness, and
Meet with Non-Academic Staff) were similarly anticipated by female and male participants with
little difference in construct scores by sex.

Anticipated Engagement by Race
Academic Constructs

White (16.9%) participants more often reported average scores below the “somewhat
disagree” threshold (2.00) within the Study Habits construct than non-White (5.9%) participants,
and more often selected “very willing” (3.00 construct mean score) for all items in the Meet with

Academic Staff construct (80.9% and 73.1%, respectively). Non-White (79.5%) participants
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more often reported scores at or above “somewhat agree” (3.00-4.00) than did White (58.6%)
participants on Major/Career, more often reported “agree” (4.00) for all items within the
Commitment to College construct than did White participants (56.5% and 45.6%, respectively),
and more often reported “very confident” (3.00) for all items within the Academic Rigor
construct at 20.4% and 13.5%, respectively.
Non-Academic Constructs

Regarding non-academic constructs, White participants more often reported “interested”
(2.00) or “very interested” (3.00) in Out of Classroom Engagement activities, resulting in
construct scores above 2.00 (53.3% and 37.1%, respectively). White participants also more often
reported “very willing” (3.00) for all items in the Meet with Non-Academic Staff construct than
did non-White participants (35.0% and 23.7%, respectively).
Anticipated Engagement by Pell Grant Eligibility
Academic Constructs

Pell-eligible participants reported higher academic construct scores almost across the
board. Pell-eligible participants more often reported scores above the “somewhat agree” (3.00-
4.00) threshold within the Study Habits (62.2% and 38.7%, respectively), and Major/Career
(79.1 and 59.6%, respectively) constructs than did ineligible participants. Pell-eligible (56.4%)
participants also reported “strongly agree” (4.00) on all items within the Commitment to College
construct than did ineligible (46.2%) participants, and reported “very confident” (3.00) on all
Academic Rigor construct items more often than did ineligible participants (21.5% and 13.1%,
respectively). Participants ineligible for Pell more often reported “very interested” (3.00) for all
items within the Academic Skill Development construct than did eligible participants (57.3% and

49.4%, respectively).
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Non-Academic Constructs

Participants ineligible for Pell more often reported “somewhat interested” or “very
interested” (2.20-3.00 construct scores) in Out of Classroom Engagement construct items than
did eligible participants (52.0% and 36.6%, respectively), and reported “very willing” (3.00) to
all items within the Meet with Non-Academic Staff construct than did Pell-eligible participants
(34.2% and 23.3%, respectively).
Anticipated Engagement by High School GPA
Academic Constructs

In general, desirable scores for anticipated academic engagement (Study Habits,
Major/Career, Commitment to College, Academic Skill Development, Self-Management,
Academic Rigor, Meet with Academic Staff improved with high school GPA.
Non-Academic Constructs

Participants with the highest high school GPA (3.50-3.99, 4.00-5.00) were the least likely
to report high Out of Classroom Engagement construct scores (2.60-3.00) at 15.2% and 10%,
respectively.

Table 11 below represents anticipated engagement of participants by sex, race (non-
White/White), and Pell eligibility. Table 12 represents anticipated engagement by high school

GPA. Scores for each construct are means of the items from that construct as discussed above.
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Table 11

Anticipated Engagement by Sex, Race, and Pell-Eligibility

Female Male Non-White White No Pell Pell-Eligible
Variable n % n % n % n % n % n %
(nand % of total) 358 628 212 372 18 326 377 66.1 398 69.8 172 30.2
Academic constructs
Study Habits
1.00-1.67 37 103 37 175 11 59 63 16.7 60 15.1 14 8.1
2.00-2.67 152 425 83 39.2 74 398 156 414 184 46.2 51 29.7
3.00-4.00 169 47.2 92 434 101 543 158 419 154 387 107 62.2
Major/Career
1.00-1.50 33 9.2 22 104 9 48 45 119 49 123 6 35
2.00-2.50 67 18.7 75 354 29 156 111 294 112 281 30 174
3.00 121 338 49 231 62 333 107 284 115 289 55 320
3.50-4.00 137 38.3 66 31.1 86 46.2 114 30.2 122 30.7 81 47.1
Commitment to College
2.00-2.75 17 47 12 57 11 59 18 438 24 6.0 5 29
3.00 132 36.9 69 325 50 296 146 38.7 143 359 58 33.7
3.25-3.75 29 8.1 30 14.2 15 8.1 41 10.9 47 11.8 12 7.0
4.00 180 50.3 101 476 105 565 172 456 184 46.2 97 56.4
Academic Skill Development
1.00-1.80 16 45 6 28 9 48 13 34 12 3.0 10 5.8
2.00-2.40 72 20.1 29 137 36 194 64 17.0 66 16.6 35 203
2.60-2.80 80 223 54 255 43 231 89 236 92 231 42 244
3.00 190 53.1 123 58.0 98 527 211 56.0 228 57.3 85 494
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Female Male Non-White White No Pell Pell-Eligible
Variable n % n % n % n % n % n %

Self-Management

1.00-1.67 34 95 25 11.8 21 113 38 10.1 42 10.6 17 9.9
2.00 81 22.6 62 29.2 46 24.7 96 255 103 25.9 40 233
2.33 73 204 42 19.8 36 194 77 204 85 214 30 174
2.67 66 18.4 28 13.2 34 183 59 15.6 60 15.1 34 198
3.00 104 29.1 55 25.9 49 263 107 284 108 27.1 51 29.7
Academic Rigor
1.00-1.67 91 254 63 29.7 44 237 110 29.2 118 29.6 36 20.9
2.00 100 27.9 55 25.9 50 269 101 26.8 106 26.6 49 285
2.33-2.67 104 29.1 68 32.1 54 290 115 305 122 30.7 50 29.1
3.00 63 17.6 26 123 38 204 51 135 52 13.1 37 215
Meet Academic Staff
1.00-2.00 47 131 14 6.6 26 14.0 35 9.3 36 9.0 25 145
2.50 33 9.2 28 13.2 24 129 37 9.8 38 9.5 23 134
3.00 278 777 170 80.2 136 73.1 305 809 324 814 124 721

Non-Academic constructs
Out of Classroom Engagement

1.00-1.40 50 14.0 25 1138 28 151 46 12.2 45 113 30 174
1.60-1.80 75 209 50 236 47 253 74 19.6 88 221 37 215
2.00 69 193 31 146 42 22.6 56 149 58 146 42 244
2.20-2.40 84 235 53 250 30 161 107 284 105 264 32 18.6
2.60-3.00 80 223 53 250 39 210 94 249 102 25.6 31 18.0

(continued)
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Female Male Non-White White No Pell Pell-Eligible
Variable n % n % n % n n % n %
General Wellness
1.00-1.80 25 7.0 20 9.4 22 118 22 . 29 7.3 16 9.3
2.00-2.40 130 36.3 67 31.6 56 301 141 374 137 344 60 349
2.60-2.80 117 327 77 36.3 61 328 130 345 141 354 53 30.8
3.00 86 24.0 48 22.6 47 25.3 84 223 91 229 43 25.0
Meet Non-Academic Staff
1.00-2.00 30 8.4 12 5.7 20 10.8 22 . 19 4.8 23 134
2.05-2.90 220 615 132 623 122 656 223 592 243 611 109 634
3.00 108 30.2 68 32.1 44 237 132 350 136 34.2 40 23.3
Table 12
Anticipated Engagement by High School GPA
2.00-2.49 2.50-2.99 3.00-3.49 3.50-3.99 4.00-5.00
Variable n % n % n % n % n %
(nand % of total) 84 148 167 295 206 36.4 99 175 10 1.8
Academic constructs
Study Habits
1.00-1.67 16  19.0 27 16.2 25 121 6 6.1 0 0.0
2.00-2.67 38 452 73 437 74 359 44 444 4 40.0
3.00-4.00 30 357 67 40.1 107 51.9 49 495 6 60.0
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2.00-2.49 2.50-2.99 3.00-3.49 3.50-3.99 4.00-5.00
Variable n % n % n % n % n %
Commitment to College
2.00-2.75 3 36 7 4.2 13 6.3 4 40 1 10.0
3.00 30 357 61 36.5 68 33.0 40 404 1 10.0
3.25-3.75 12 143 17 10.2 19 9.2 8 81 2 20.0
4.00 39 46.4 82 491 106 515 47 475 6 60.0
Academic Skill Development
1.00-1.80 1 12 3 18 16 7.8 1 10 1 10.0
2.00-2.40 11 131 29 174 41 19.9 18 18.2 2 20.0
2.60-2.80 22 26.2 47 28.1 34 165 27 27.3 3 300
3.00 50 595 88 52.7 115 55.8 53 535 4 400
Self-Management
1.00-1.67 13 155 24 144 15 7.3 4 40 2 20.0
2.00 22 26.2 37 222 54 26.2 28 28.3 1 10.0
2.33 19 226 33 1938 39 189 22 222 1 10.0
2.67 7 83 36 21.6 31 15.0 18 18.2 2 20.0
3.00 23 274 37 222 67 325 27 27.3 4 400
Academic Rigor
1.00-1.67 22 26.2 54 323 53 25.7 22 222 2 20.0
2.00 27 321 31 186 60 29.1 32 323 3 300
2.33-2.67 26 31.0 58 34.7 50 243 34 343 3 300
3.00 9 107 24 144 43 20.9 11 111 2 20.0
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2.00-2.49 2.50-2.99 3.00-3.49 3.50-3.99 4.00-5.00
Variable n % n % n % n % n %

Meet with Academic Staff

1.00-2.00 7 83 11 6.6 32 155 9 91 2 200
2.50 7 83 20 120 21 10.2 11 111 1 100
3.00 70 833 136 81.4 153 743 79 7938 7 70.0

Non-Academic constructs
Out of Classroom Engagement

1.00-1.40 11 131 20 12.0 35 17.0 9 9.1 0 0.0
1.60-1.80 21 25.0 34 204 45 21.8 20 20.2 4 40.0
2.00 12 155 21 126 35 17.0 26 26.3 5 50.0
2.20-2.40 19 226 41 246 47 22.8 29 29.3 0 0.0
2.60-3.00 20 23.8 51 305 44 214 15 15.2 1 10.0
General Wellness
1.00-1.80 10 11.9 12 7.2 14 6.8 8 8.1 1 10.0
2.00-2.40 29 345 60 35.9 67 325 37 374 3 30.0
2.60-2.80 29 345 53 31.7 72 35.0 35 354 2 200
3.00 16 19.0 42 25.1 53 25.7 19 19.2 4 400
Meet with Non-Academic Staff
1.00-2.00 4 438 7 4.2 26 12.6 3 3.0 2 200
2.05-2.90 53 63.1 101 60.5 119 57.8 70 70.7 7 700
3.00 27 32.1 59 35.3 61 29.6 26 26.3 1 10.0
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Differences in Means of Anticipated Engagement by Background Characteristic

Research question 2 asked if there are statistically significant differences in how participants
anticipated their engagement during their first term in college by sex, race (non-White/White),
Pell Grant eligibility, and high school GPA. For this study, statistical significance was

determined by p < .05.

Hol: There is no significant difference in CSNP participant anticipated engagement during their

first term in college by sex.

Ho2: There is no significant difference in CSNP participant anticipated engagement during their

first term in college by Race.

Ho3: There is no significant difference in CSNP participant anticipated engagement during their

first term in college by Pell Grant eligibility.

Ho4: There is no significant difference in CSNP participant anticipated engagement during their

first term in college by high school GPA.
Sex

To answer research question 2, independent sample t-tests were conducted. An

independent-samples t-test was run utilizing the entire sample of 358 (62.8%) females and 212
(37.2%) males to determine if there were differences in anticipated engagement during their first
semester of college between females and males. While there were no significant differences
between female and male participants for most PEAS constructs, academic constructs
Major/Career and Self-Management were significantly different between female and male

participants. There were no statistically significant differences between female and male
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participants among non-academic constructs. Independent sample t test data of anticipated
engagement constructs by sex are reported in Table 13.

Academic Constructs. Female participants (M = 3.03, SD = .88) reported higher
Major/Career scores than did male participants (M = 2.79, SD = .89), a statistically significant
difference, M = 0.24, 95% CI [0.09, 0.39], t(568) = 3.193, p = .001. Cohen’s d effect size
measure was 0.27, a small effect size. Female participants (M = 2.45, SD = .46) also reported
higher Self-Management scores than did male participants (M = 2.36, SD = .49), a statistically
significant difference, M = .09, 95% CI [0.01, 0.17], t(568) = 2.074, p = .039. Cohen’s d effect
size measure was 0.19, a small effect size.

Null hypothesis 1 is rejected because there are statistically significant differences in
anticipated engagement during their first term between female and male participants. Female
participants reported higher Major/Career and Self-Management construct scores.

Race

An independent samples t test was run utilizing the sample of 186 (32.6%) non-White
and 377 (66.1%) White participants to determine if there were differences in anticipated
engagement during their first term of college between non-White and White participants.
Academic constructs Study Habits and Major/Career indicated a significant mean difference
among non-White and White participants. There were no statistically significant differences
between non-White and White participants among non-academic constructs. Independent
sample t test data of anticipated engagement constructs by race are reported in Table 14.

Academic Constructs. Study Habits also indicated a significant mean difference among
non-White and White participants, though the assumption of homogeneity of variances was

violated, as assessed by Levene’s test for equality of variances (p =.026). Non-White
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participants (M = 2.89, SD = .66) reported higher Study Habits construct scores than did White
participants (M = 2.63, SD =.74), a statistically significant difference, M = .25, 95% CI [0.12,
0.37], t(561) = 3.974, p < .0005. Cohen’s d effect size measure for Study Habits was 0.37, a
small to medium effect size. Independent sample t test data of anticipated engagement
constructs by race are reported in Table 13.

Non-White participants (M = 3.20, SD = .80) also reported higher Major/Career scores
than did White participants (M = 2.80, SD = .89), a statistically significant difference, M = .39,
95% CI [0.24, 0.54], t(561) = 5.077, p <.0005. Cohen’s d effect size measure for Major/Career
was 0.47, a medium effect size.

Null hypothesis 2 is rejected because there are two statistically significant differences in
anticipated engagement means between non-White and White participants. Non-White
participants reported higher scores among the Study Habits and Major/Career constructs.

Pell Grant Eligibility

An independent-samples t test was run utilizing the entire sample of 398 (69.8%)
participants ineligible for the Pell Grant, and 172 (30.2%) who were Pell Grant eligible to
determine if there were differences in anticipated engagement during their first semester of
college. Several Academic constructs including Study Habits, Academic Rigor, Major/Career,
Academic Skill Development, and Meet with Academic Staff, and Non-Academic constructs Out
of Classroom Engagement and Meet with Non-Academic Staff showed significant differences
between participants ineligible for Pell, and Pell-eligible participants.

Academic Constructs. Pell-ineligible participants (M = 2.62, SD = 0.71) reported lower

Study Habits scores than did eligible participants (M = 2.95, SD = 0.69), a statistically significant
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difference, M = .33, 95% CI [-0.46, -0.20], t(568) = -5.137, p < .0005. A test for effect using
Cohen’s d effect size measure resulted in 0.47, a medium effect size.

Pell-ineligible participants (M = 2.14, SD = 0.52) also reported lower Academic Rigor
scores than did eligible participants (M = 2.26, SD = 0.54), a statistically significant difference,
M =.12, 95% CI [-.22, -0.03], t(568) = -2.546, p = .011. A test for effect using Cohen’s d effect
size measure resulted in 0.23, a small effect size.

Major/Career anticipated engagement construct also indicated a significant mean
difference among Pell-ineligible and eligible participants, though the assumption of homogeneity
of variances was violated, as assessed by Levene’s test for equality of variances (p = .026).
Ineligible participants (M = 2.82, SD = .91) reported lower Major/Career construct scores than
did eligible participants (M = 3.22, SD = .78), a statistically significant difference, M = -.40, 95%
CI [-0.55, -0.26], t(568) = -5.410, p < .0005. Cohen’s d effect size measure for Major/Career
was 0.47, a medium effect size.

Academic Skill Development anticipated engagement construct also indicated a
significant mean difference among Pell-ineligible and eligible participants, though the
assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated, as assessed by Levene’s test for equality
of variances (p < .0005). Pell-ineligible participants (M = 2.77, SD = .37) reported higher
Academic Skill Development construct scores than did eligible participants (M = 2.67, SD =
.49), a statistically significant difference, M = .10, 95% CI [0.02, 0.18], t(568) = 2.362, p = .019.
Cohen’s d effect size measure for Academic Skill Development was 0.23, a small effect size.

Meet with Academic Staff anticipated engagement construct also indicated a significant
mean difference among Pell-ineligible and eligible participants, though the assumption of

homogeneity of variances was violated, as assessed by Levene’s test for equality of variances (p
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<.0005). Pell-ineligible participants (M = 2.86, SD = .32) reported higher Meet with Academic
Staff construct scores than did Pell-eligible participants (M = 2.79, SD = .37), a statistically
significant difference, M = .07, 95% CI [0.01, 0.13], t(568) = 2.172, p = .031. Cohen’s d effect
size measure for Meet with Academic Staff was 0.20, a small effect size.

Non-Academic Constructs. Among Non-Academic constructs, those ineligible for Pell
(M =2.14, SD = 0.51) reported more interest in the Out of Classroom Engagement than did Pell-
eligible participants (M = 2.01, SD = .51) a statistically significant difference, M = .13, 95% CI
[0.03, 0.21], t(568) = 2.617, p = .009. A test for effect using Cohen’s d effect size measure
resulted in 0.23, a small effect size.

Meet with Non-Academic Staff anticipated engagement construct also indicated a
significant mean difference among Pell-ineligible and eligible participants, though the
assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated, as assessed by Levene’s test for equality
of variances (p = .028). Ineligible participants (M = 2.67, SD = .35) reported higher Meet with
Non-Academic Staff construct scores than did eligible participants (M = 2.58, SD = .40), a
statistically significant difference, M = .09, 95% CI [0.02, 0.16], t(568) = 2.616, p = .009.
Cohen’s d effect size measure for Meet with Non-Academic Staff was 0.24, a small effect size.
Independent sample t test data of anticipated engagement constructs by Pell Grant eligibility are
reported in Table 15.

Null hypothesis 3 is rejected because of several statistically significant differences in the
means of anticipated engagement during their first term of Pell Grant eligible and ineligible
participants including Academic constructs Study Habits, Academic Rigor, Major/Career,
Academic Skill Development, and Meet with Academic Staff, and Non-Academic constructs Out

of Classroom Engagement and Meet with Non-Academic Staff.
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Table 13

Differences of Mean in Anticipated Engagement Constructs by Sex

Confidence Interval

Engagement Variable n M SD t df p Lower Upper
Academic constructs
Major/Career 3.193 568 .001 0.09 0.39
Females 358 3.03 0.88
Males 212 2.79 0.89
Self-Management 2.074 568 .039 0.01 0.17
Females 358 2.45 0.46
Males 212 2.36 0.49
Table 14

Differences of Mean in Anticipated Engagement Constructs by Race

Confidence Interval

Engagement Variable n M SD t df D Lower Upper
Academic constructs
Study Habits 3.974 561 .000 0.12 0.37
Non-White 186 2.89 0.66
White 377 2.63 0.74
Major/Career 5.077 561 .000 0.09 0.39
Non-White 186 3.20 0.80
White 377 2.80 0.89
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Table 15

Differences of Mean in Anticipated Engagement Constructs by Pell Grant Eligibility

Confidence Interval

Engagement Variable n M SD t df p Lower Upper
Academic constructs
Study Habits -5.137 568 .000 -0.46 -0.20
Not eligible for Pell Grant 398 2.62 0.71
Pell Grant eligible 172 2.95 0.69
Major/Career -5.410 568 .000 -0.55 -0.26
Not eligible for Pell Grant 398 2.82 0.91
Pell Grant eligible 172 3.22 0.78
Academic Skill Development 2.362 568 .019 0.02 0.18
Not eligible for Pell Grant 398 2.77 0.37
Pell Grant eligible 172 2.67 0.49
Academic Rigor -2.546 568 011 -0.22 -0.03
Not eligible for Pell Grant 398 2.14 0.52
Pell Grant eligible 172 2.26 0.54
Meet with Academic Staff 2.172 568 .031 0.01 0.13
Not eligible for Pell Grant 398 2.86 0.32
Pell Grant eligible 172 2.79 0.37

(continued)
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Confidence Interval

Engagement Variable n M SD t df D Lower Upper
Non-Academic constructs
Out of Classroom Engagement 2.617 568 .009 0.03 0.21
Not eligible for Pell Grant 398 2.14 0.51
Pell Grant eligible 172 2.01 0.51
Meet with Non-Academic Staff 2.616 568 .009 0.02 0.16
Not eligible for Pell Grant 398 2.67 0.35
Pell Grant eligible 172 2.58 0.40
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High School GPA

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare mean differences of anticipated
engagement among high school GPA and can be viewed in Table 16. Only academic constructs
Study Habits and Major/Career resulted in statistically significant differences in means between
high school GPA brackets. No non-academic constructs resulted in statistically significant
differences in means.

Academic Constructs. Study Habits scores increased with high school GPA from 2.00-
2.49 (n=84, M =250, SD =0.71), to 2.50-2.99 (n = 167, M = 2.58, SD = 0.71), to 3.00-3.49 (n
=206, M = 2.83, SD = 0.75), decreased at 3.50-3.99 (n =99, M = 2.81, SD = 0.62), and increased
to 4.00-5.00 (n =10, M = 3.10, SD = 0.52). There was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by
Levene’s test for equality of variances (p = .079). A significant difference was found between
high school GPA and Study Habits, F(4, 561) = 5.757, p <.0005. Because sample sizes were not
consistent, Tukey-Kramer’s post hoc test was run to test significance high school GPA brackets.
High school GPA bracket 2.00-2.49 (M = 2.50, SD = 0.71) was not significantly different than
bracket 2.50-2.99 (M = 2.58, SD = 0.71) or bracket 4.00-5.00 (M = 3.10, SD = 0.52), but was
significantly different than bracket 3.00-3.49 (M = 2.83, SD = 0.75) and bracket 3.50-3.99 (M =
2.81, SD = 0.62). High school GPA bracket 2.50-2.99 Study Habits score was not significantly
different than brackets 2.00-2.49, 3.50-3.99, or 4.00-5.00, but was significantly different than
bracket 3.00-3.50. High school GPA bracket 3.00-3.49 Study Habits score was significantly
different to 2.00-2.49 and 2.50-2.99, but not significantly different to 3.50-3.99, or 4.00-5.00.
High school GPA bracket 3.50-3.99 Study Habits construct score was only significantly different

than bracket 2.00-2.49. High school GPA bracket 4.00-5.00 Study Habits score was not
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significantly different from other brackets. The effect size using partial eta squared (n?) was
found to be .039, representing a small effect size.

Major/Career scores increased overall with high school GPA from 2.00-2.50 (n =84, M =
2.69, SD = 0. 94), to 2.50-2.99 (n = 167, M = 2.81, SD =0.87), to 3.00-3.49 (n = 206, M = 3.03,
SD =0.89), to 3.50-3.99 (n =99, M = 3.13, SD = 0.75), increased to 4.00-5.00 (n = 10, M = 3.50,
SD =0.74). There was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene’s test for equality of
variances (p = .099). A significant difference was found among high school GPA brackets and
Sureness of Major/Career, F(4, 561) = 5.493, p <.0005. Because sample sizes were not
consistent, Tukey-Kramer’s post hoc test was run to test significance among high school GPA
brackets. High school GPA bracket 2.00-2.49 (M = 2.69, SD = 0.94) was not statistically
significantly different than bracket 2.50-2.99 (M = 2.81, SD = 0.87), but was statistically
significantly different than bracket 3.00-3.49 (M = 3.03, SD = 0.89), bracket 3.50-3.99 (M =
3.13, SD = 0.75), and bracket 4.00-5.00 (M = 3.50, SD = 0.74). High school GPA bracket 2.50-
2.99 Major/Career score was not significantly different than brackets 2.00-2.49, 3.00-4.49, or
4.00-5.00, but was significantly different than bracket 3.50-3.99. High school GPA bracket 3.00-
3.49 Major/Career score was significantly different to 2.00-2.49 but not statistically significantly
different to 2.50-2.99, 3.50-3.99, or 4.00-5.00. High school GPA bracket 3.50-3.99
Major/Career score was statistically significantly different than brackets 2.00-2.49 and 2.50-2.99.
High school GPA bracket 4.00-5.00 Major/Career score was statistically significantly different to
only the 2.00-2.50 bracket. The effect size using partial eta squared (n2) was found to be .038,

representing a small effect size.
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Table 16

One-Way ANOVA Comparing Anticipated Engagement Mean Differences by High School GPA

Variable df SS MS F p
Study Habits
Between groups 4  11.650 2.913 5.757  <.0005
Within groups 561 283.820 0.506
Total 565 295.470
Major/Career
Between groups 4  16.759 4.190 5.493  <.0005
Within groups 561 427.932 0.763
Total 565 444.691

Summary of Anticipated Engagement

1.

Female participants indicated slightly higher Study Habits scores, and had much higher
Major/Career and Commitment to College construct scores than males.

Male participants reported slightly higher Academic Skill Development scores and
slightly lower Self-Management scores than did females.

Statistically significant mean differences between female and male participants included
the Self-Management and Major/Career academic constructs.

Academic constructs Study Habits and Major/Career reported statistically significant
mean difference between non-White and White participants, non-White participants
reported higher scores for both than did Whites.

Pell-eligible participants reported higher academic construct scores almost across the
board, including Study Habits, Major/Career, Academic Skill Development, Academic
Rigor, and Meet with Academic Staff constructs.

Participants ineligible for Pell reported higher non-academic Out of Classroom
Engagement and Meet Non-Academic Staff construct scores than did eligible

participants.
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7. Statistically significant differences between Pell-eligible and ineligible participants
among academic constructs included the Study Habits, Major/Career, Academic Skill
Development, Academic Rigor, and Meet with Academic Staff. Non-Academic
constructs included Out of Classroom Engagement and Meet with Non-Academic Staff
constructs.

8. Most academic and non-academic construct scores improved with high school GPA
overall.

9. The lowest high school GPA bracket (2.00-2.50) reported the lowest Self-Management
construct score.

10. Lower high school GPA brackets reported higher Out of the Classroom construct scores.

Actual Engagement Experiences

Research question 3 asked to what extent CSNP participants engaged in academic and
non-academic engagement experiences by sex, race, Pell eligibility, and Greek affiliation? In
order to gain a better understanding of CSNP participant actual engagement during their first
term in college, a detailed description are presented in Tables 17-19.
Actual Advising Engagement

Actual advising engagement included participation in an Individual Success Plan (ISP),
total academic advising appointment attendance, and total tutoring attendance. Actual advising
engagement can be found in Table 17.
Sex

Of the 570 participants in the study, 62.8% were female and 37.2% were male. Female
CSNP participants were more likely than males to engage overall. Both female (90.8%) and

male (85.8%) participants were likely to complete the ISP, however, females (34.1%) were more
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likely than males (26.4%) to attend more than three advising appointments during the semester,
and females (25.9%) were more likely than males (11.2%) to attend at least one tutoring session.
Race

Non-White (89.8%) and White (88.3%) participants similarly created an ISP with their
academic advisor. However, non-White (69.9%) participants were more likely than White
(48.4%) to attend more than two advising appointments, and non-White (25.3%) participants
were more likely to attend at least one tutoring session than White participants (17.8%).
Pell Grant Eligibility

There was not much differentiation between participants who were and were not Pell-
eligible in regard to advising engagement. Pell-eligible participants (25.0%) were more likely
than participants ineligible for Pell (18.6%) to attend at least one tutoring session, however.
Greek Affiliation

There was not much differentiation between participants who were Greek and those who
were not. Non-Greek (34.9%) participants were more likely than Greek (25.7%) participants to
attend at least four advising appointments, however.
Actual Student Life Engagement

Actual Student Life engagement includes total attendance at Student Life events, as well
as attendance to specific theme types including community development, general wellness,
diversity/equity/inclusion, leadership or community service, or academic skill development.
Actual Student Life engagement can be found in Table 18.
Sex

Female participants were more likely to attend Student Life events with 88.5% of females

and 75.9% of males participating in at least one event. Specifically, females were more likely to
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attend all Student Life event themes, especially community development events where females
(72.9%) were far more likely than males (43.4%) to attend at least one event.
diversity/equity/inclusion themed events were the only Student Life events males were more
likely to attend, though the difference was small with 24.5% of males attending at least one
diversity/equity/inclusion event compared to 22.3% of females.
Race

Non-White (89.8%) participants were more likely to attend at least one Student Life
event compared to White (80.6%) participants. Non-White (79%) participants were more likely
than White (53.6%) participants to attend at least one community development event and more
likely to attend six or more at 28.5% and 2.9% respectively. Non-White (21.5%) participants
were also more likely than White (4.5%) participants to attend leadership/community service
events, though White participants were more likely than non-White participants to attend general
wellness events at 11.7% and 3.8%, respectively.
Pell Grant Eligibility

Pell-eligible (33.1%) participants were more likely than participants ineligible for Pell
(9.6%) to attend at least six total Student Life events. By Student Life event theme, Pell-eligible
participants were more likely than participants ineligible for Pell to attend community
development events at 73.8% and 56.8%, respectively, and leadership/community service events
at 19.2% and 6.3%, respectively. Participants ineligible for Pell were more likely to attend
general wellness events (49% and 38.4%, respectively).
Greek Affiliation

Greek participants were more likely to attend Student Life events overall, with 91.2%

attending at least one, compared to 79.1% of non-Greek participants. By theme, Greek

135



participants attended more general wellness (68.1% vs. 31.1%) and diversity/equity/inclusion
events (45.1% and 8.7%, respectively). Non-Greek participants were more likely to attend
community development (71.2%, 47.8%) and leadership/community service events (14.2% and

4.0%, respectively) than Greek participants.
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Table 17

Actual Advising Engagement by Sex, Race, Pell-Eligibility, and Greek Affiliation

Female Male Non-White White No Pell Pell No Greek Greek
Variable n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
(nand % oftotal) 358 628 212 372 186 326 377 66.1 398 69.8 172 30.2 334 604 226 39.6
Individual Success Plan
No 33 9.2 30 14.2 19 10.2 44 117 49 12.3 14 8.1 41 119 22 9.7
Yes 325 90.8 182 858 167 898 333 88.3 349 87.7 158 919 303 88.1 204 90.3
Advising appointments
None 9 25 8 338 5 27 12 3.2 16 4.0 1 06 14 41 3 1.3
1 39 10.9 33 156 11 59 60 15.9 56 141 16 93 37 108 35 155
2 89 249 63 29.7 40 215 112 297 109 274 43 250 81 235 71 314
3 99 27.7 52 245 57 30.6 91 241 100 25.1 51 29.7 92 267 59 26.1
4 70 19.6 31 146 36 194 63 16.7 73 183 28 163 67 195 34 150
5 29 8.1 12 57 19 10.2 22 58 25 63 16 93 30 87 11 49
6 or more 23 6.4 13 6.1 18 9.7 17 45 19 48 17 99 23 67 13 538
Tutoring attendance
None 265 740 188 88.7 139 747 310 822 324 814 129 75.0 270 785 183 810
1 43 12.0 10 4.7 13 7.0 39 103 39 98 14 81 26 7.6 27 119
2 13 3.6 4 19 10 54 7 1.9 9 23 8 47 12 35 5 22
3 12 34 4 19 7 38 9 24 8 20 8 47 11 32 5 22
4 3 08 2 09 1 05 3 08 5 13 0 00 2 06 3 1.3
5 9 25 0 00 4 22 5 1.3 7 18 2 1.2 7 20 2 09
6 or more 13 3.6 4 1.9 12 6.5 4 1.1 6 15 11 6.4 16 4.7 1 0.4
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Table 18

Actual Student Life Engagement by Sex, Race, Pell-Eligibility, and Greek Affiliation

Female Male Non-White White No Pell Pell No Greek Greek
Variable n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
(nand % oftotal) 358 628 212 372 186 326 377 66.1 398 69.8 172 30.2 334 604 226 39.6
Community Development
None 97 271 120 56.6 39 210 175 46.4 172 432 45 262 99 288 118 52.2
1 108 30.2 42 19.8 32 172 116 308 121 304 29 169 81 235 69 30.5
2 52 145 16 7.5 20 10.8 47 125 47 11.8 21 12.2 40 11.6 28 12.4
3 23 64 6 28 13 7.0 16 4.2 17 43 12 70 23 6.7 6 27
4 17 4.7 8 3.8 18 9.7 7 1.9 15 3.8 10 5.8 23 6.7 2 09
5 12 34 4 19 11 59 5 13 6 15 10 58 13 38 3 13
6 or more 59 137 16 75 53 285 11 29 20 50 45 262 65 18.9 0 0.0
General Wellness
None 183 511 126 594 108 58.1 199 528 203 51.0 106 616 237 68.9 72 31.9
1 137 38.3 73 344 71 382 134 355 151 379 59 343 98 285 112 496
2 32 89 12 57 7 38 37 9.8 37 93 7 41 8 23 36 15.9
3 6 17 1 05 0 0.0 7 19 7 18 0 00 1 03 6 2.7
Diversity/Equity/Inclusion
None 278 777 160 755 149 80.1 284 753 293 736 145 843 314 913 124 549
1 57 15.9 49 231 27 145 77 204 84 211 22 128 22 6.4 84 37.2
2 11 3.1 3 14 7 3.8 7 1.9 10 25 4 23 7 20 7 31
3 8 22 0 00 2 11 6 16 8 20 0 0.0 1 03 7 31
4 3 08 0 0.0 1 05 2 05 2 05 1 0.6 0 0.0 3 13
5 1 03 0 00 0 00 1 03 1 03 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 04
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Female Male Non-White White No Pell Pell No Greek Greek

Variable n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

Leadership/Community Service

None 312 872 200 943 146 785 360 955 373 93.7 139 80.8 295 858 217 96.0

1 38 10.6 11 5.2 33 177 16 4.2 23 58 26 151 40 116 9 40

2 8 22 1 05 7 38 1 03 2 05 7 41 9 26 0 00
Academic Skill Development

None 279 779 176 830 141 758 308 817 324 814 131 76.2 277 805 178 78.8

1 78 218 32 151 44 237 65 17.2 71 178 39 227 65 189 45 19.9

2 1 03 4 19 1 05 4 11 3 038 2 12 2 06 3 13
Total Student Life

None 41 115 51 24.1 19 10.2 73 194 68 171 24 140 72 209 20 8.8

1-5 243 678 140 66.0 101 543 276 732 292 734 91 529 193 56.1 190 84.1

6-10 57 159 17 8.0 47 253 27 7.2 31 78 43 250 58 16.9 16 7.1

Mormore 17 47 4 19 19 102 1 03 7 18 14 81 21 61 0 00
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Enrollment Characteristics

Enrollment characteristics include participant college, major (actual), whether their major
is STEM or non-STEM, midterm DFW, compass courses 1, 2, and 3, and hours enrolled during
their first semester in college. Enrollment characteristic data can be found in Table 19.
Sex

Female participants most often belonged to the Colleges of Arts and Sciences (29.3%),
Business (14.2%), and Nursing (13.7%), while male participants most often belonged to
Business (41.5%), Arts and Sciences (16.5%), and Engineering (14.6%). Female participants’
majors most often were Life and Human Sciences (31.8%) or Business and Consumer Sciences
(20.1%), while male participants’ majors were most often Business and Consumer Sciences
(42.5%) or Engineering or Computer Sciences (14.6%). Both females (8.4%) and males (10.8%)
were undecided on their major. Female participants were more likely to be in STEM majors
(35.5%) than males (26.9%), and less likely to have a D, F, or W grade at midterm, 39.1% and
34.0% respectively. Nearly three-quarters of both female (72.9%) and male (72.6%) participants
enrolled in the traditional compass course, while female participants often enrolled in the Human
Sciences compass course (10.3%), and males often enrolled in the study skills emphasis compass
course (14.2%). Male participants more often enrolled in the business compass course, either in
addition to another compass course, or as the only compass course, than did women at 41.0%
and 13.7%, respectively.
Race

The most common colleges for non-White and White participants were Arts and Sciences
(30.1%, 21.5%) and Business (19.4%, 26.5%), though non-Whites also were often in Nursing

(15.6%), and Engineering (12.9%). Non-White participant majors were most often Life and
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Human Sciences (37.6%), and Business and Consumer Sciences (19.4%). White participants
were most often Business and Consumer Sciences (32.6%), Life and Human Sciences (18.0%),
and undecided (12.2%). Non-White participants were more often STEM majors (51.6%) than
were Whites (22.1%). White participants more often enrolled in study skills emphasis (13.0%),
Human Sciences (10.1%), and Business (26.9%) compass course compared to non-White
participants at 3.7%, 3.2%, and 17.1% respectively. Non-White (40.4%) participants were more
likely than Whites (26.3%) to enroll in more than 16 hours during their first fall term.
Conversely, White (27.1%) participants more often enrolled in 14 hours than non-Whites
(19.9%).
Pell Grant Eligibility

The Colleges of Arts and Sciences and Business were most often the colleges of Pell-
eligible-and-ineligible participants, though Pell-eligible participants more often were Nursing at
17.4% and 6.3% respectively. Pell-eligible participants most often had Life and Human Sciences
(36.6%) and Social Sciences (18.6%) majors, while participants ineligible for Pell most often
were Business and Consumer Sciences (32.9%) and Life and Human Sciences (19.1%) majors.
Pell-eligible (44.8%) participants were more often STEM majors than ineligible (26.9%)
participants, and more often (68.6%) had a D, F, or W grade at midterm than did ineligible
(60.3%) participants. Pell (81.4%) participants were more likely than ineligible (69.1%)
participants to enroll in the traditional compass course. Participants ineligible for Pell were more
often enrolled in the study skills emphasis (11.1%) and Human Sciences (12.6%) compass
courses than were Pell-eligible participants (4.1%, 4.1%). Pell participants (36.0%) were more

likely to enroll in 16 hours than were ineligible participants (26.4%)
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Greek Affiliation

For both Greek and non-Greek participants, Arts and Sciences and Business were again
the most popular colleges, however, Greek participants were often in Communications (11.5%)
and Education (10.2%). Both Greek and non-Greek participants often declared Business and
Computer Sciences (33.6%, 25.0%) and Life and Human Sciences (15.5%, 30.2%) majors.
However, Greek participants were also often undecided (14.6%), and non-Greek participants
were often in the Social Sciences (15.5%). Non-Greek participants were more often in STEM
majors (40.7%) and more often had a D, F, or W on their midterm (65.1%) than did Greek
participants (19.5%, 59.3%). There was not much differentiation among Green and non-Greek
participants when it came to compass course enrollment, though non-Greek (34.5%) participants
more often enrolled in at least 16 credit hours in their first fall term than did Greek participants

(24.8%).
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Table 19

Enrollment Characteristics by Sex, Race, Pell-Eligibility, and Greek Affiliation

Female Male Non-White White No Pell Pell No Greek Greek
Variable n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

(nand % of total) 358 628 212 372 186 326 377 66.1 398 69.8 172 30.2 334 60.4 226 39.6

College
Arts and Sciences 105 29.3 35 165 56 30.1 81 215 75 188 65 37.8 103 29.9 37 16.4
Business 51 142 88 415 36 194 100 265 110 276 29 169 77 224 62 27.4
Communications 32 89 15 7.1 13 7.0 34 9.0 33 83 14 81 21 6.1 26 11.5
Education 42 11.7 7 3.3 16 8.6 33 8.8 41 10.3 8 47 26 7.6 23 10.2
Engineering 12 34 31 146 24 129 18 4.8 30 75 13 76 34 99 9 40
Human & Env. Sci. 36 10.1 7 3.3 5 2.7 38 10.1 37 9.3 6 35 22 64 21 93
Nursing 49 13.7 6 2.8 29 15.6 26 6.9 25 6.3 30 174 41 11.9 14 6.2
Social Work 2 0.6 0 0.0 1 0.5 1 0.3 2 0.5 0 0.0 1 03 1 04
No College 29 81 23 108 6 3.2 46 12.2 45 11.3 7 41 19 55 33 14.6
Major Actual
Undecided 30 84 23 10.8 7 3.8 46 12.2 46 11.6 7 41 20 5.8 33 146
Business & 72 201 90 425 36 194 123 326 131 329 31 180 86 25.0 76 33.6
Consumer Sciences
Engineering & 12 34 31 146 24 129 18 48 30 75 13 76 34 99 9 40

Computer Sciences

Arts & Humanities 10 2.8 4 19 3 16 10 27 8 20 6 35 10 29 4 1.8
Life & Human 114 318 25 118 70 37.6 68 18.0 76 191 63 36.6 104 30.2 35 155
Sciences

Social Sciences 56 156 19 9.0 25 134 49 13.0 43 108 32 186 52 15.1 23 10.2
Physical Sciences 1 03 1 05 2 11 0 00 1 03 1 06 2 06 0 00
Communication 39 109 15 71 13 7.0 41 109 39 98 15 87 23 6.7 31 137
Sciences

(continued)
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Female Male Non-White White No Pell Pell No Greek Greek
Variable n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

Education 24 6.7 3 14 5 27 22 538 23 58 4 23 12 35 15 6.6
Other 0 00 1 05 1 05 0 00 1 03 0 00 0 03 0 00
Major STEM
Non-STEM 231 645 155 731 90 484 291 772 291 731 95 552 204 59.3 182 805
STEM 127 355 57 26.9 96 51.6 86 228 107 269 77 448 140 40.7 44 195
Midterm DFW
No DFW 140 39.1 72 340 62 333 147 39.0 158 39.7 54 314 120 34.9 92 40.7
Yes DFW 218 60.9 140 66.0 124 66.7 230 61.0 240 603 118 68.6 224 651 134 59.3
Compass Course 1
None 14 3.9 9 4.2 10 54 13 34 17 43 6 35 21 6.1 2 09
Traditional 261 729 154 726 150 80.6 259 687 275 69.1 140 814 258 75.0 157 69.5
Study Skill 21 59 30 142 6 32 45 119 4 111 7 41 25 73 26 115

Communications 25 7.0 9 4.2 13 7.0 21 5.6 21 53 13 76 16 4.7 18 8.0
Human Sciences 37 10.3 8 3.8 6 3.2 38 101 39 9.8 6 35 23 6.7 22 97

Business 0 00 2 09 1 05 1 03 2 05 0 00 1 03 1 04
Compass Course 2

None 303 846 121 571 155 833 265 703 279 70.1 145 843 269 782 155 68.6

Study Skill 0 00 5 24 1 05 4 11 5 13 0 00 0 00 5 22

Communications 6 1.7 6 28 0 00 12. 32 11 28 1 06 4 1.2 8 35

Business 49 137 80 37.7 30 16.1 96 255 103 259 26 151 71 206 58 25.7
Compass Course 3

None 358 100.0 207 976 185 995 373 989 393 987 172 100.0 344 100.0 221 97.8

Business 0 00 5 24 1 05 4 11 5 13 0 00 0 00 5 22

(continued)
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Female Male Non-White White No Pell Pell No Greek Greek
Variable n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
First Semester Hours Enrolled
13 or less 7 20 8 3.8 6 3.2 8 2.1 10 2.5 5 29 10 29 5 22
14 104 29.1 36 17.0 37 199 102 271 91 229 49 285 76 221 64 28.3
15 128 35.8 112 52.8 68 36.6 168 446 186 46.7 54 314 139 404 101 44.7
16 116 324 51 241 71 38.2 95 252 105 264 62 36.0 113 32.8 54 23.9
17 or more 3 0.8 5 2.4 4 2.2 4 1.1 6 15 2 1.2 6 1.7 2 09
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Differences in Mean of Actual Engagement
Research question 3 asked to what extent CSNP participants engaged in academic and
non-academic engagement experiences by sex, race, Pell eligibility, and Greek affiliation.
Significance was again determined by p < .05.
Hol: There is no significant difference in CSNP participant actual engagement during their first
term in college by sex.
Ho2: There is no significant difference in CSNP participant actual engagement during their first
term in college by Race.

Ho3: There is no significant difference in CSNP participant actual engagement during their first

term in college by Pell Grant eligibility.
Ho4: There is no significant difference in CSNP participant actual engagement during their first

term in college by Greek affiliation.
Sex

To answer research question 3, independent samples t tests were conducted. An

independent-samples t test was conducted utilizing the sample of 358 (62.8%) female and 212
(37.2%) male participants to determine if there were differences in actual engagement during
their first semester of college between female and male participants. A statistically significant
difference was indicated between female and male participants in total advising appointments
attended. There was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene’s test for equality of
variances (p = .326). Female participants (M = 3.01, SD = 1.42) attended more advising
appointments than did male participants (M = 2.72, SD = 1.45), a statistically significant
difference, M = 0.29, 95% CI [0.43, 0.53], t(568) = 2.309, p = .021. Cohen’s d effect size

measure resulted in 0.20, a small effect size.
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A statistically significant difference was also indicated between female and male
participants in tutoring attendance. Homogeneity of variances was violated, as assessed by
Levene’s test for equality of variances (p <.0005). Female participants (M = 0.67, SD = 1.48)
attended more tutoring than did male participants (M = 0.29, SD = 1.02), a statistically
significant difference, M = 0.38, 95% CI [0.17, 0.58], t(568) = 3.597, p < .0005. Cohen’s d
effect size measure resulted in 0.30, a small effect size.

A statistically significant difference was also indicated between female and male
participants in total Student Life event attendance. There was homogeneity of variances, as
assessed by Levene’s test for equality of variances (p = .475). Female participants (M = 1.14, SD
= 0.67) attended more Student Life events than did male participants (M = 0.88, SD = 0.62), a
statistically significant difference, M = 0.26, 95% CI [0.15, 0.37], t(568) = 4.658, p < .0005.
Cohen’s d effect size measure resulted in 0.40, a small to medium effect size. Independent
sample t tests data are reported in Table 20.

Null hypothesis 1 is rejected because there are statistically significant differences in total
advising appointment attendance, tutoring attendance, and total Student Life event attendance
means between female and male participants. Female participants had higher attendance in each
than did male participants.

Race

An independent-samples t test was conducted utilizing the sample of 186 (32.6%) non-
White and 377 (66.1%) White participants to determine if there were differences in actual
engagement during their first semester of college between non-White and White participants. A
statistically significant difference resulted between non-White and White participants in total

advising appointments attended. There was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene’s
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test for equality of variances (p = .744). Non-White participants (M = 3.27, SD = 1.45) attended
more advising appointments than did White participants (M = 2.71, SD = 1.39), a statistically
significant difference, M = 0.56, 95% CI [0.32, 0.82], t(561) = 4.468, p < .0005. Cohen’s d
effect size measure resulted in 0.39, a small to medium effect size.

A statistically significant difference also resulted between non-White and White
participants in tutoring attendance. Homogeneity of variances was violated, as assessed by
Levene’s test for equality of variances (p <.0005). Non-White participants (M = 0.81, SD =
1.71) attended more tutoring than did White participants (M = 0.37, SD = 1.05), a statistically
significant difference, M = 0.43, 95% CI [0.16, 0.70], t(561) = 3.163, p = .002. Cohen’s d effect
size measure resulted in 0.31, a small effect size.

A statistically significant difference was also indicated between non-White and White
participants in total Student Life event attendance. Homogeneity of variances was violated, as
assessed by Levene’s test for equality of variances (p <.0005). Non-White participants (M =
1.35, SD = 0.80) attended more Student Life events than did White participants (M = 0.88, SD =
0.51), a statistically significant difference, M = 0.47, 95% CI [0.35, 0.60], t(561) = 7.326, p <
.0005. Cohen’s d effect size measure was 0.70, a medium to large effect size. Independent
sample t tests data are reported in Table 21.

Null hypothesis 2 is rejected because there are statistically significant differences in total
advising appointment attendance, tutoring attendance, and total Student Life event attendance
means between non-White and White participants. Non-White participants had higher

attendance in each than did White participants.
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Pell Grant Eligibility

An independent samples t test was conducted utilizing the sample of 398 (69.8%)
participants ineligible for the Pell Grant and 172 (30.2%) Pell Grant eligible participants to
determine if there were differences in actual engagement during their first semester of college
between them. A statistically significant difference resulted between participants ineligible for
Pell and those who were Pell-eligible in total advising appointments attended. There was
homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene’s test for equality of variances (p = .935).
Ineligible participants (M = 2.78, SD = 1.42) attended less advising appointments than did Pell-
eligible participants (M = 3.19, SD = 1.19), a statistically significant difference, M = -0.42, 95%
CI [-0.67, -0.16], t(568) = -3.192, p =.001. Cohen’s d effect size measure resulted in 0.31, a
small effect size.

A statistically significant difference resulted between participants ineligible for the Pell
Grant and Pell-eligible participants in tutoring attendance. Homogeneity of variances was
violated, as assessed by Levene’s test for equality of variances (p <.0005). Ineligible participants
(M =0.43, SD = 1.70) attended less tutoring than did eligible participants (M = 0.76, SD = 1.65),
a statistically significant difference, M = -0.32, 95% CI [-0.60, -0.05], t(568) = -2.331, p = .021.
Cohen’s d effect size measure resulted in 0.20, a small effect size.

A statistically significant difference was also indicated between participants ineligible for
the Pell Grant and Pell-eligible participants in total Student Life event attendance. Homogeneity
of variances was violated, as assessed by Levene’s test for equality of variances (p = <.0005).
Ineligible participants (M = 0.94, SD = 0.56) attended less Student Life events than did eligible

participants (M = 1.27, SD = 0.80), a statistically significant difference, M =-0.33, 95% CI [-

149



0.46, -0.20], t(561) = -4.913, p < .0005. Cohen’s d effect size measure was 0.48, a medium
effect size. Independent sample t tests data are reported in Table 22.

Null hypothesis 3 is rejected because there are statistically significant differences in total
advising appointment attendance, tutoring attendance, and total Student Life event attendance
means between participants ineligible for the Pell Grant and Pell-eligible participants. Pell-
eligible participants had higher attendance in each than did ineligible participants.

Greek Affiliation

An independent-samples t-test was conducted utilizing the sample of 344 (60.4%) non-
Greek participants and 226 (39.6%) Greek participants to determine if there were differences in
actual engagement during their first semester of college between them. A statistically significant
difference was indicated between non-Greek and Greek participants in tutoring attendance.
Homogeneity of variances was violated, as assessed by Levene’s test for equality of variances (p
=<.0005). Non-Greek participants (M = 0.65, SD = 1.54) attended more tutoring than did Greek
participants (M = 0.35, SD = 0.94), a statistically significant difference, M = 0.29, 95% CI [0.09,
0.50], t(568) = 2.807, p = .005. Cohen’s d effect size measure resulted in 0.24, a small effect
size.

A statistically significant difference was also indicated between non-Greek and Greek
participants in total Student Life event attendance. Homogeneity of variances was violated, as
assessed by Levene’s test for equality of variances (p <.0005). Non-Greek participants (M =
1.08, SD = 0.79) attended more Student Life events than did Greek participants (M = 0.98, SD =
0.40), a statistically significant difference, M = 0.10, 95% CI [0.00, 0.20], t(568) = 1.982, p =
.048. Cohen’s d effect size measure resulted in 0.16, a small effect size. Independent sample t

tests data are reported in Table 23.
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Null hypothesis 4 is rejected because there are statistically significant differences in
tutoring attendance, and total Student Life event attendance means between non-Greek and

Greek participants. Non-Greek participants had higher attendance in both.
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Table 20

Differences in Mean of Actual Engagement by Sex

Confidence Interval

Engagement Variable n M SD t df p Lower Upper
Advising Appointment Attendance 2.309 568 021 0.04 0.53
Females 358 3.01 1.42
Males 212 2.72 1.46
Tutoring Attendance 3.597 568 <.0005 0.17 0.58
Females 358 0.67 1.48
Males 212 0.29 1.02
Total Student Life Event Attendance 4.658 568 <.0005 0.15 0.37
Females 358 1.14 0.67
Males 212 0.88 0.62
Table 21
Differences in Mean of Actual Engagement by Race
Confidence Interval
Engagement Variable n M SD t df p Lower Upper
Advising Appointment Attendance 4.468 561 <.0005 0.32 0.82
Non-White 186 3.27 1.45
White 377 2.71 1.40
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Confidence Interval

Engagement Variable n M SD t df D Lower Upper
Tutoring Attendance 3.163 561 .002 0.16 0.70
Non-White 186 0.81 1.71
White 377 0.37 1.05
Total Student Life Event Attendance 7.326 561 <.0005 0.35 0.60
Non-White 186 1.35 0.67
White 377 0.88 0.62
Table 22
Differences in Mean of Actual Engagement by Pell-Eligibility
Confidence Interval
Engagement Variable n M SD t df p Lower Upper
Advising Appointment Attendance -3.192 568 .001 -0.67 -0.16
Not eligible 398 2.78 1.42
Pell-eligible 172 3.19 1.44
Tutoring Attendance -2.331 568 .021 -0.60 -0.05
Not eligible 398 0.43 1.17
Pell-eligible 172 0.76 1.65
Total Student Life Event Attendance -4 913 568 <.0005 -0.46 -0.20
Not eligible 398 0.94 0.56
Pell-eligible 172 1.27 0.80
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Table 23

Differences in Mean of Actual Engagement by Greek Affiliation

Confidence Interval

Engagement Variable n M SD t df p Lower Upper
Tutoring Attendance 2.807 568 .005 0.09 0.50
Non-Greek 344 0.65 1.54
Greek 226 0.35 0.94
Total Student Life Event Attendance 1.982 568 .048 0.00 0.20
Non-Greek 344 1.08 0.79
Greek 226 0.98 0.40
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Summary of Actual Engagement

1. Female participants were more likely than males to engage in advising activities
including completing the ISP, attend more than three advising appointments during the
semester, and attend at least one tutoring session.

2. Non-White (69.9%) participants were more likely than White (48.4%) to attend more
than two advising appointments, and non-White (25.3%) participants were more likely to
attend at least one tutoring session than White participants (17.8%).

3. Pell-eligible participants (25.0%) were more likely than participants ineligible for Pell
(18.6%) to attend at least one tutoring session.

4. Non-Greek (34.9%) participants were more likely than Greek (25.7%) participants to
attend at least four advising appointments.

5. Female participants were more likely to attend Student Life events with 88.5% of females
and 75.9% of males participating in at least one event.

6. Females were more likely to attend all Student Life event themes, especially Community
Development events where females (72.9%) were far more likely than males (43.4%) to
attend at least one event.

7. Non-White (89.8%) participants were more likely to attend at least one Student Life
event overall compared to White (80.6%) participants, including Community
Development and Leadership/Community Service events.

8. White participants were more likely than non-White participants to attend General

Wellness events at 11.7% and 3.8%, respectively.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Pell-eligible (33.1%) participants were more likely than participants ineligible for Pell
(9.6%) to attend at least six total Student Life events, including Community Development
or Leadership/Community events.

Participants ineligible for Pell were more likely to attend General Wellness events (49%
and 38.4%, respectively).

Greek participants were more likely to attend Student Life events overall, including
General Wellness (68.1% vs. 31.1%) and Diversity/Equity/Inclusion events (45.1% and
8.7%, respectively).

Non-Greek participants were more likely to attend Community Development (71.2%,
47.8%) and Leadership/Community Service events (14.2% and 4.0%, respectively) than
Greek participants.

Participants were most often from the Arts and Sciences and Business colleges.

Life and Human Sciences, Business or Consumer Sciences were popular majors across
all demographics, females most often in Life and Human sciences and males most often
in Business or Consumer Sciences.

Females also often majored in Nursing and were more often STEM majors than males,
though males did often major in Engineering or Computer Sciences.

Non-White participants often majored in Arts and Sciences are were more often STEM
majors than White participants.

Pell-eligible and male participants were more likely than their counterparts to have at
least one D, F, or W at midterm.

All participants most often enrolled in the traditional compass course. Males often also

enrolled in the business compass course.
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End-of-First-Semester Outcomes

Research questions 4, 5, and 6 asked how background characteristics, anticipated
engagement, and actual engagement can predict first-term GPA, credits earned during their first
term, and enrollment in to a second consecutive term. The reported mean first-term GPA for all
participants was 2.82 (n = 570). The reported mean first-term credits earned for all participants
was 11.80 (n =570). In order to gain a better understanding of CSNP participant success data as
a whole following their first term in college, descriptive statistics of first-term GPA by
background characteristics and Greek affiliation are presented in Table 24, descriptive statistics
of first-term credits earned by background characteristics and Greek affiliation are presented in
table 25 below. Of all participants (n = 570), 92.1% enrolled in the second consecutive term,
leaving 7.9% who did not as presented in Table 26.
Table 24

Descriptive Statistics: First-Term GPA by Background Characteristics and Greek Affiliation

Variable n M SD
First-term GPA total 570 2.82 0.902
Sex

Female 358 2.97 0.821

Male 212 2.56 0.975
Race

Non-White 186 2.84 0.910

White 377 2.81 0.901
Greek

No 344 2.78 0.922

Yes 226 2.87 0.871
High School GPA

2.00-2.49 84 2.14 1.045

2.50-2.99 167 2.60 0.897

3.00-3.49 206 3.05 0.708

3.50-3.99 99 3.21 0.771

4.00-5.00 10 3.21 0.569
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Table 25

Descriptive Statistics: First-Term Credits Earned by Background Characteristics and Greek
Affiliation

Variable n M SD
First-term credits earned total 570 11.80 3.578
Sex

Female 358 12.19 3.248

Male 212 11.13 3.994
Race

Non-White 186 11.83 3.777

White 377 11.76 3.493
Pell-Eligible

No 398 11.80 3.596

Yes 172 11.80 3.546
Greek

No 344 11.76 3.631

Yes 226 11.85 3.502
High School GPA

2.00-2.49 84 9.50 4.281

2.50-2.99 167 11.15 3.575

3.00-3.49 206 12.45 2.941

3.50-3.99 99 13.20 3.149

4.00-5.00 10 14.30 1.889
Table 26

Frequency Statistics: Enrollment into a Second Consecutive Term

Variable n %
Enrolled in second consecutive term 525 92.1
Did not enroll in second consecutive term 45 7.9
Total 570 100.0

End-of-first-semester outcomes include GPA, credits earned, and enrollment in to the
next consecutive term. Table 27 below represents end-of-first-semester outcomes by sex, race,
Pell eligibility, and Greek affiliation. Table 28 represents end-of-first-semester outcomes by

high school GPA.
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Sex

Twice as many males (42.9%) than females (21.2%) had first-term GPAs less than 2.50.
Conversely, almost three-fifths of females (58.6%) achieved at least a 3.00 first term GPA
compared to less than two-fifths of males (38.7%). Less females (7.3%) than males (16.6%)
earned six credits during their first-term of college, nearly half of females (44.4%) earned at least
14 credits compared to 32.5% of males. Despite females’ better first-term GPA and credits
earned data, men (92.9%) were slightly more likely to return for the next consecutive semester
than were women (91.6%).
Race

There was not much differentiation between non-White and White participants regarding
first-term GPA or credits earned, though non-White participants were 6.3% more likely to earn
16 or more credits during their first term. Enrollment into a second consecutive term were very
similar.
Pell Grant Eligibility

Like race, there were little differentiation between participants ineligible for the Pell
Grant and those who were Pell-eligible. However, the 2.9% higher likelihood of participants
ineligible for Pell to return for their second consecutive semester is the largest difference
between same category background characteristics in this study.
Greek Affiliation

Greek participants fared slightly better than non-Greek participants in regard to first-term
GPA with 3.1% less likely to earn less than a 2.00 GPA, and 4.5% more likely to earn at least a

3.00 GPA. Greek participants were also more likely to earn more credits overall with a 6.1%
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higher likelihood of earning at least 14 credits during their first term. Greek participants were
only slightly more likely to enroll for the next consecutive term (1.3%).
High School GPA

Overall, first-term GPA and credits earned improved with high school GPA. The lowest
high school GPA bracket by far did the poorest during their first term with 45.2% of participants
with a high school GPA of 2.00-2.49 achieving less than a 2.00 GPA during their first semester
of college, and 58.4% achieving less than 11 credits. Some in the 2.00-2.49 GPA bracket,
however, did do well during their first term, where 25.0% achieved at least a 3.00 GPA, and
41.7% earned at least 12 credits (full-time status) during their first college term.

Participants with a high school GPA of 2.50-2.99 were pretty evenly distributed across
each of the first-term GPA brackets with 20.4% earning less than a 2.00 and 18.0% earning
greater than a 3.50. The largest percentage (34.7%) of participants in the 2.50-2.99 GPA bracket
were in the 7-11 credits earned bracket as well, though 53.9% of participants in the 2.50-2.99
GPA bracket overall earned at least 12 credits during their first term.

The 3.00-3.49 high school GPA bracket had the most participants (n = 206, 34%), 92.7%
of whom achieved at least a 2.00 GPA during their first college term. Sixty-eight percent of
participants in this high school GPA bracket earned at least 12 credits, and 60.2% earned at least
a 3.00 first-term GPA.

Of participants with a high school GPA of 3.50-3.99, 73.7% achieved at least a 2.50 first-
term GPA, and 83.8% earned at least 12 credits. Eighty percent of participants with at least a
4.00 high school GPA earned a minimum 3.00 GPA during their first term, and 90% earned at

least 12 credits.
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Table 27

First-Term GPA, Credits Earned, and Enrollment into the Next Consecutive Term by Sex, Race, Pell-Eligibility, and Greek Affiliation

Female Male Non-White White No Pell Pell No Greek Greek
Variable n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

(nand % of total) 358 628 212 372 186 326 377 66.1 398 69.8 172 30.2 334 60.4 226 39.6

First-term GPA
Lessthan 2.00 48 12.8 48 226 32 172 61 16.2 68 171 26 151 61 17.7 33 146

2.00-2.49 30 84 43 20.3 21 113 51 135 51 128 22 128 46 134 27 11.9
2.50-2.99 72 201 39 184 37 199 73 194 76 191 35 203 67 195 44 195
3.00-3.49 100 279 47 222 46 247 98 26.0 100 25.1 47 273 87 253 60 26.5
3.50-4.00 110 30.7 35 165 50 26.9 94 249 103 259 42 244 83 24.1 62 27.4
Credits earned
0-6 26 7.3 31 16.6 22 118 35 9.3 39 9.8 18 105 37 10.8 20 8.8
7-11 96 268 56 264 45 242 106 281 108 271 44 256 85 247 67 29.6
12-13 77 215 56 264 40 215 90 23.9 92 231 41 238 88 256 45 19.9
14-15 116 324 53 250 52 28.0 115 305 120 30.2 49 285 96 279 73 32.3
16+ 43 12.0 16 75 27 145 31 8.2 39 98 20 116 38 11.0 21 93
Enrolled in to consecutive term
No 30 84 15 7.1 16 8.6 28 7.4 28 70 17 99 29 84 16 7.1
Yes 328 916 197 929 170 914 349 926 370 93.0 155 90.1 315 916 210 92.9
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Table 28

First-Term GPA, Credits Earned, and Enrollment into the Next Consecutive Term by High School GPA

2.00-2.49 2.50-2.99 3.00-3.49 3.50-3.99 4.00-5.00

Variable n % n % n % n % n %
(nand % of total) 84 14.8 167 295 206 36.4 99 175 10 1.8
First-term GPA

Less than 2.00 38 452 34 204 15 7.3 6 6.1 1 100

2.00-2.49 10 119 33 1938 23 112 7 7.1 0 0.0

2.50-2.99 15 179 35 210 44 214 13 13.1 1 100

3.00-3.49 14 16.7 35 21.0 62 30.1 32 323 4 400

3.50-4.00 7 8.3 30 18.0 62 30.1 41 414 4 40.0
Credits earned

0-6 24 28.6 19 114 9 4.4 5 5.1 0 0.0

7-11 25 29.8 58 34.7 57 27.7 11 111 1 10.0

12-13 18 214 42 251 45 218 24 242 1 100

14-15 15 179 35 210 71 345 41 414 6 60.0

16+ 2 2.4 13 7.8 24 117 18 18.2 2 20.0
Enrolled in to consecutive term

No 6 7.1 16 9.6 14 6.8 6 6.1 1 10.0

Yes 78 92.9 151 904 192 93.2 93 93.9 9 90.0
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Predicting End-of-First-Semester Outcomes
First-Term GPA

Research question 4 asked what background characteristics, anticipated engagement, and
actual engagement can be used to predict CSNP participant end of first term GPA. Statistical
significance was determined by p < .05.

Hol: Background characteristics (sex, race, Pell Grant eligibility, composite ACT score, high
school GPA) do not statistically significantly predict end of first-term GPA.
Ho2: Participant anticipated engagement does not statistically significantly predict end of first-
term GPA.
Ho3: Participant actual engagement in advising or Student Life events do not statistically
significantly predict end of first-term GPA.

To answer research question 4, a hierarchical multiple regression was run to predict first-
term GPA from background characteristics (sex, race, Pell eligibility), academic history
(composite ACT, high school GPA), anticipated engagement (Study Habits, Major/Career,
Academic Rigor), actual advising engagement (ISP completion, total advising appointments,
tutoring attendance), and actual Student Life engagement (Greek affiliation, total Student Life
events attended). There was linearity as assessed by partial regression plots and a plot of
studentized residuals against the predicted values. There was independence of residuals, as
assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.413. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by
visual inspection of a plot of studentized residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. There
was no evidence of multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1. There was
little correlation between independent variables with each variation inflation factor (VIF) well

below a 2.50. There were no studentized deleted residuals greater than £3 standard deviations,
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no leverage values greater than 0.2, and values for Cook's distance above 1. The assumption of
normality was met, as assessed by a Q-Q Plot. The multiple regression model statistically
significantly predicted first-term GPA, F(13, 359) = 7.633, p <.0005, adj. R2=0.19. A
summary of the hierarchical multiple regression predicting first-term GPA can be found in Table
29 and regression coefficients and standard errors, and significance can be found in Table 30.

The addition of demographics (Block 1) to the prediction of first-term GPA led to a
statistically significant increase in R2 of .066, F(3, 369) = 8.701, p <.0005. Sex was
significantly associated with higher first-term GPA whereas female participants had .730 (p <
.0005) higher GPA than males. Neither race nor Pell eligibility were significant predictors.

The addition of academic history (Block 2) to the prediction of first-term GPA led to a
statistically significant increase in R2 of .114, F(2, 367) = 25.445, p < .0005. In terms of
demographics, sex still significantly predicted first-term GPA with the addition of academic
history in that females had .372 (p = .010) higher first-term GPA than did males. As for
academic history, for every one unit increase in high school GPA, first-term GPA increased .468
(p < .0005). No other variables were significantly predicted first-term GPA in this block.

The addition of anticipated engagement (Block 3) to the prediction of first-term GPA was
not a statistically significant increase in R2 at .017, F(3, 364) = 2.601, p = .052. Sex was still
significant with females having a .394 (p = .006) higher first-term GPA than males. In terms of
academic history, for every one unit increase in high school GPA, first-term GPA increased .489
(p <.0005). Interms of anticipated engagement, for every one unit increase in Major/Career
score, first-term GPA decreased .220 (p = .009). No other variables significantly predicted first

term GPA in this block.
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The addition of actual advising engagement (Block 4) to the prediction of first-term GPA
was not a statistically significant increase in adj. R2 at .014, F(3, 361) = 2.116, p =.098. Sex
continued to be significant with females having a .342 (p = .018) higher first-term GPA than
males. In terms of academic history, for every one unit increase in high school GPA, first-term
GPA increased .500 (p < .0005). In terms of anticipated engagement, for every one unit increase
in Major/Career score, first-term GPA decreased .225 (p = .008), and for every one unit increase
in Academic Rigor score, first term GPA increased .172 (p = .034). No other variables
significantly predicted first term GPA in this block, including no actual academic advising
engagement.

The addition of actual Student Life engagement (Block 5) to the prediction of first-term
GPA was not a statistically significant increase in Rz at .006, F(2, 359) = 1.295, p = .275. Sex
again continued to be significant with females having a .327 (p = .025) higher first-term GPA
than males. In terms of academic history, for every one unit increase in high school GPA, first-
term GPA increased .482 (p <.0005). In terms of anticipated engagement, for every one unit
increase in Major/Career score, first-term GPA decreased .220 (p = .010), and for every one unit
increase in Academic Rigor score, first term GPA increased .167 (p =.041). No other variables
significantly predicted first term GPA in this block, including no actual academic advising or
Student Life engagement.

Null hypothesis 1 is rejected because sex and high school GPA statistically significantly
predicted end of first-term GPA. Females were statistically significantly more likely to earn a
higher first-term GPA, and as participant high school GPA increased, so did the likelihood they
would earn a higher end of first-term GPA. Null hypothesis 2 is also rejected because

Major/Career and Academic Rigor anticipated engagement constructs statistically significantly
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predicted end of first-term GPA. As Academic Rigor construct mean scores increased, so did

end of first-term GPA, however, as Major/Career construct mean scores increased, first-term

GPA decreased. Null hypothesis 3 is accepted as no actual engagement variables statistically

significantly predicted end of first-term GPA.

Table 29

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Predicting First-Term GPA from Background Characteristic,
Anticipated, and Actual Engagement

First-Term GPA

Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 Block 5
Variable B R B R B R B R B R
Constant 2.657 1.587 1.940 1.202 1.135
Sex -730* -259 -372* -132 -.394* -140 -.342* -122 -327* -.116
Race -056 -.022 .120 .046 .089 .034 .150 .058 .128 .050
Pell eligibility -117 -041 -.158 -.056 -.124 -044 -.150 -.053 -.129 -.045
High School GPA 468* 339 .498* 361 .500* .362 .482* .349
ACT -080 -056 -.098 -.068 -087 -.061 -.091 -.064
Study Habits -078 -039 -.061 -031 -052 -.026
Major/Career -.220* -.159 -.225* -163 -.220* -.159
Academic Rigor 55 118 172* 132 .167* 127
Individual Success Plan 180 .041 150 .034
Advising appointments 067 .071 .064 .068
Tutoring attendance 078 .070 .073 .065
Greek affiliation 171 .060
Student Life events 116 .056
R2 .066 180 197 211 217
F 8.701 16.090 11.163 8.771 7.633
AR2 .066 114 .017 .014 .006
AF 8.701 25.445 2.601 2.116 1.295

n=2373.*p <.05.

166



Table 30

Summary of Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for First-Term GPA

Adjusted

Variable B SEs R t p R2 R?
Demographics Block .066 .058

Sex -.730 143 -259 -5.109 .000*

Race (non-White/White)  -.056 42 -.022 -.396 .692

Pell-Eligibility -117 157 -.041 -.743 458
With Academic History Block .180 169

Sex -.372 143 -132 -2591  .010*

Race (non-White/White) 120 136 .046 .881 379

Pell-Eligibility -.158 148  -.056 -1.069 .286

High School GPA 468 .078 339 5.959  .000*

ACT -.080 077  -.056 -1.044 297
With Anticipated Engagement 197 179
Block

Sex -.394 143 -140 -2.759  .006*

Race (non-White/White) .089 136 .034 .655 513

Pell-Eligibility -124 150  -.044  -.830 407

High School GPA 498 .079 361  6.324  .000*

ACT -.098 .078 -.068 -1.258 209

Study Habits -.078 107 -.039 -.730 466

Major/Career -.220 .084 -159 -2.615 .009*

Academic Rigor 155 .080 118 1.925 .055
With Advising Actual 211 187
Engagement Block

Sex -.342 144 -122 -2.383 .018*

Race (non-White/White) 150 139 .058 1.080 281

Pell-Eligibility -.150 150  -.053 -1.004 316

High School GPA .500 .079 362  6.345 .000*

ACT -.087 077  -061 -1.122 263

Study Habits -.061 107 -.031  -.568 570

Major/Career -.225 .084 -163 -2.678 .008*

Academic Rigor 172 .081 132 2129 .034*

Individual Success Plan 180 220 041 817 415

Advising appointments .067 .048 071 1.390 165

Tutoring attendance .078 .055 070 1.430 154
With Student Life Actual 217 .188
Engagement Block

Sex -.327 145 -116 -2.253  .025*

Race (non-White/White) 128 153 .050 .832 406

Pell-Eligibility -.129 154 -.045  -.836 404
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Adjusted

Variable B SEs R t p R2 R?
High School GPA 482 .080 349  6.057 .000*
ACT -.091 077 -.064 -1.175 241
Study Habits -.052 107 -.026  -.487 627
Major/Career -.220 .084  -159 -2.607 .010*
Academic Rigor 167 .081 127 2.055 .041*

Individual Success Plan 150 221 034 .678 498
Advising appointments .064 .048 068 1.325 .186

Tutoring attendance 073 .055 065 1.333 183
Greek affiliation A71 .156 .060 1.092 .276
Student Life events 116 .109 .056  1.065 .288

First-Term Credits Earned

Research question 5 asked what background characteristics, anticipated engagement, and
actual engagement can be used to predict CSNP participant end-of-first-term credits earned.
Statistical significance is again determined by p < .05.

Hol: Background characteristics (sex, race, Pell Grant eligibility, composite ACT score, high
school GPA) do not statistically significantly predict end of first term credits earned.
Ho2: Anticipated engagement does not statistically significantly predict end of first-term credits
earned.
Ho3: Actual engagement in advising or Student Life events do not statistically significantly
predict end of first-term credits earned.

In order to answer research question 5, a hierarchical multiple regression was run to
predict first-term credits earned from background characteristics (sex, race, Pell eligibility),
academic history (ACT, high school GPA), anticipated engagement (Study Habits, Major/Career,
Academic Rigor), actual advising engagement (ISP completion, total advising appointments,
tutoring attendance), and actual Student Life engagement (Greek affiliation, total Student Life

events attended). There was linearity as assessed by partial regression plots and a plot of
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studentized residuals against the predicted values. There was independence of residuals, as
assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.837. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by
visual inspection of a plot of studentized residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. There
was no evidence of multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1. There was
little correlation between independent variables with each variation inflation factor (VIF) well
below a 2.50. There were no studentized deleted residuals greater than +3 standard deviations,
no leverage values greater than 0.2, and values for Cook's distance above 1. The assumption of
normality was met, as assessed by a Q-Q Plot. The multiple regression model statistically
significantly predicted first-term GPA, F(13, 359) = 6.212, p <.0005, adj. R2=0.15. A
summary of the hierarchical multiple regression predicting first-term credits earned can be found
in Table 31 and regression coefficients and standard errors, and significance can be found in
Table 32.

The addition of demographics (Block 1) to the prediction of first-term credits earned led
to a statistically significant increase in R2 of .031, F(3, 369) = 3.887, p =.009. Sex was
significantly associated with higher first-term credits earned in which female participants had
.384 (p =.002) more credits earned than males. Neither race nor Pell eligibility were significant
predictors.

The addition of academic history (Block 2) to the prediction of first-term credits earned
led to a statistically significant increase in Rz of .119, F(2, 367) = 25.757, p <.0005. In terms of
demographics, sex no longer significantly predicted first-term credits earned with the addition of
academic history and race and Pell-eligibility remained not significant. As for academic history,
for every one unit increase in high school GPA, first-term credits increased .465 (p < .0005). No

other variables were significantly predicted first-term credits earned in this block.
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The addition of anticipated engagement (Block 3) to the prediction of first-term credits
earned was not a statistically significant increase in Rz at .013, F(3, 364) =1.882, p =.132. In
terms of academic history, for every one unit increase in high school GPA, first-term GPA
increased .479 (p <.0005). In terms of anticipated engagement, for every one unit increase in
Study Habits score, first-term credits earned decreased .207 (p = .025). No other variables
significantly predicted first term GPA in this block.

The addition of actual advising engagement (Block 4) to the prediction of first-term
credits earned was not a statistically significant increase in RZ at .013, F(3, 361) =1.934,p =
.124. In terms of academic history, for every one unit increase in high school GPA, first-term
credits earned increased .464 (p <.0005). In terms of anticipated engagement, for every one unit
increase in Study Habits score, first-term credits earned decreased .193 (p = .036). As for actual
advising engagement, for every one unit increase in total advising appointments, first-term
credits earned decreased .087 (p = .036). No other variables significantly predicted first term
GPA in this block.

The addition of actual Student Life engagement (Block 5) to the prediction of first-term
credits earned was not a statistically significant increase in Rz at .007, F(2, 359) = 1.639, p =
.196. In terms of academic history, for every one unit increase in high school GPA, first-term
credits earned increased .449 (p <.0005). In terms of academic engagement, for every one unit
increase in Study Habits score, first-term GPA decreased .188 (p =.042). As for actual advising
engagement, for every one unit increase in total advising appointments, first-term credits earned
decreased .0.91 (p = .028). No other variables significantly predicted first term GPA in this

block.
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Null hypothesis 1 is rejected because sex and high school GPA statistically significantly
predicted end of first-term credits earned. Females were statistically more likely to earn more
credits, and as participant high school GPA increased, so did the number of credits they earned at
the end of their first term. Null hypothesis 2 is also rejected because Study Habits anticipated
engagement construct statistically significantly predicted end of first-term credits earned. As
Study Habits construct mean scores increased, the number of credits participants earned during
their first term in college decreased. Null hypothesis 3 is rejected as well because the total
number of advising appointments participants attended statistically significantly predicted end of
first term credits earned. The more advising appointments participants attended, the less credits

they earned.
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Table 31

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Predicting First-Term Credits Earned from Background

Characteristic, Anticipated, and Actual Engagement

First-Term Credits Earned

Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 Block 5
Variable B R B R B R B R B R
Constant 2.438 1.188 1.469 1.169 .982
Sex -.384* -162 -.087 -037 -092 -.039 -.089 -.037 -.056 -.024
Race -191 -.088 -.052 -.024 -.057 -.026 -.098 -.045 -.056 -.024
Pell eligibility -132 -.055 -.161 -.067 -.105 -.044 -111 -046 -.139 -.058
High School GPA A465* 399 479* 412 .464* 399 .449* 386
ACT 074 062 .052 .044 .047 .039 .043 .036
Study Habits -207* -124 -193* -116 -.188* -.113
Major/Career -014 -012 -.005 -.005 -.012 -.010
Academic Rigor 023 .021 .003 .003 .006 .005
Individual Success Plan 344 094 329 .090
Advising appointments -.087* -110 -.091* -.115
Tutoring attendance .005 .005 -.003 -.003
Greek affiliation -.036 -.015
Student Life events 169  .097
R? .031 150 163 176 184
F 3.887 12.948 8.857 7.018 6.212
AR? .031 119 013 013 .007
AF 3.887 25.757 1.882 1.934 1.639

n=2373.*p <.05.
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Table 32

Summary of Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for First-Term Credits Earned

Adjusted

Variable B SEs R t p R2 R?
Demographics Block .031 .023

Sex -.384 123 -162 -3.134  .002*

Race (non-White/White)  -.191 122 -.088 -1.564 119

Pell-Eligibility -132 135 -.055  -.976 330
With Academic History Block 150 138

Sex -.087 123 -.037  -.709 479

Race (non-White/White)  -.052 116 -.024  -.448 .655

Pell-Eligibility -.161 127 -.067 -1.270 205

High School GPA 465 .067 399  6.903  .000*

ACT 074 .066 062 1.127 .260
With Anticipated Engagement 163 145
Block

Sex -.092 123 -.039 -751 453

Race (non-White/White)  -.057 117 -026  -.486 627

Pell-Eligibility -.105 129 -.044  -814 416

High School GPA 479 .068 412 7.063  .000*

ACT .052 .067 044 787 432

Study Habits -.207 092  -124 -2.253 .025*

Major/Career -.014 072 -012 -.189 .850

Academic Rigor .023 .069 021 .336 137
With Advising Actual 176 151
Engagement Block

Sex -.089 124 -037  -717 474

Race (non-White/White)  -.098 120 -.045 -824 411

Pell-Eligibility -111 129 -.046  -.859 391

High School GPA 464 .068 399  6.842 .000*

ACT 047 .067 .039 .699 485

Study Habits -.193 092 -116 -2.100 .036*

Major/Career -.005 072 -005 -.076 940

Academic Rigor .003 .070 .003 .041 967

Individual Success Plan 344 190 094 1813 071

Advising appointments -.087 .041 -110 -2.100 .036*

Tutoring attendance .005 .047 .005 102 919
With Student Life Actual 184 154
Engagement Block

Sex -.056 125 -.024  -.448 .654

Race (non-White/White)  -.034 132 -016  -.259 .796

Pell-Eligibility -.139 132 -.058 -1.049 295

173

(continued)



Adjusted

Variable B SEs R t p R2 R?
High School GPA 449 .068 386  6.563 .000*
ACT 043 .067 .036 .649 517
Study Habits -.188 092 -113 -2.044 .042*
Major/Career -.012 072 -010 -.167 .867
Academic Rigor .006 .070 .005 .086 931

Individual Success Plan 329 190 090 1.729 .085
Advising appointments -.091 041 -115 -2.209 .028*

Tutoring attendance -.003 .047  -003 -.059 953
Greek affiliation -.036 135 -.015 -.269 .788
Student Life events .169 .093 .097 1.808 .071

Enrollment into the Next Consecutive Term

Research question 6 asked what background characteristics, anticipated engagement, and
actual engagement can be used to predict participant enroliment in to the next consecutive term.
Statistical significance is again determined by p < .05.

Hol: Background characteristics (sex, race, Pell Grant eligibility, composite ACT score, high
school GPA) do not statistically significantly predict enrollment in to the next consecutive
term.

Ho2: Participant anticipated engagement does not statistically significantly predict enrollment in
to a second consecutive term.

Ho3: Participant actual engagement in advising or Student Life events do not statistically

significantly predict enrollment in to a second consecutive term.

In order to answer research question 6, a binomial logistic regression was performed to
ascertain the effects of sex, race, Pell eligibility, ACT composite, high school GPA, anticipated
engagement (Major/Career, Commitment to College, Out of Classroom Engagement, General
Wellness), advising actual engagement (ISP, total advising appointments), and actual Student

Life engagement (Greek affiliation, total Student Life events attended) on the likelihood that
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participants enroll in to the next consecutive term. Unfortunately, the Omnibus Tests of Model
Coefficients was not significant (p = .282) indicating the model is not a good fit for predicting
enrollment in to the next consecutive term, and the logistic regression model was not statistically
significant, y2(13) = 15.41, p = .282.

Though a poor model and not significant, males had 1.57 times higher odds to re-enroll
than females, White participants had 1.46 times higher odds to re-enroll than non-Whites, and
those who completed an ISP had 1.80 times higher odds to enroll in a second consecutive term
than those who did not. Pell eligibility, increasing high school GPA, sureness of Major/Career,
total advising appointments attended, and Student Life event participation were all associated
with an increased likelihood of enrolling in the next consecutive term, but increasing ACT score,
Greek affiliation was associated with a reduction in the likelihood of re-enrolling. Increasing
Commitment to College, Out of Classroom Engagement, and General Wellness scores were also
associated with the likelihood of enrolling in to the next consecutive term. Table 33 below is a
representation of the binomial regression.

Null hypothesis 1, 2, and 3 are all accepted because neither background characteristics,
participant anticipated engagement, nor participant actual engagement in advising or Student
Life events statistically significantly predicted whether they would enroll in a second consecutive

term, or not.
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Table 33

Summary of Binomial Logistic Regression Analysis for Enrollment into Consecutive Term

95% CI for

Odds Odds Ratio
Variable B SE  Wald df p Ratio Lower Upper
Sex 450 466 932 1 334 1.568 .629  3.905
Race (non-White/White) .389 463 .706 1 401 1475 596  3.651
Pell-Eligibility -521 453 1.325 1 .250 594 245 1.442
High School GPA 114 256 199 1 656 1.121 .678  1.853
ACT -.092 223 172 1 .678 912 589 1411
Major/Career 073 256 .081 1 776 1.076 .651  1.777
Commitment to College -.271 295 .848 1 357 762 428  1.358
Out of Classroom Engagement-.266 .195  1.864 1 172 767 524 1.123
General Wellness -.354 278  1.624 1 .203 .702 407 1.210
Individual Success Plan  .583 556 1.100 1 294 1791 .603 5.324
Advising appointments  .311 162 3.695 1 055 1.365 994 1875
Greek affiliation -.159 516 .095 1 .758 .853 310 2.346
Student Life events total .114 .329 120 1 729 1121 588  2.137

Summary of End-of-First-Semester Outcomes

1. Females overall had higher first-term GPA scores and earned more hours during their

first term in college than did males. However, males (92.9%) were slightly more likely to

return for a second consecutive semester than were female participants (91.6%).

2. Non-White and White participants had similar first-term GPA and credits earned during

their first semester, though non-White participants were 6.3% more likely to earn 16 or

more credits during their first term.

3. There was little differentiation between participants ineligible for the Pell Grant and those

who were Pell-eligible, however, the 2.9% higher likelihood of participants ineligible for

Pell to return for their second consecutive semester is the largest difference among

background characteristics in this study.

4. Greek participants fared slightly better than non-Greek participants in regard to first-term

GPA | and Greek participants were more likely to earn more credits overall with a 6.1%
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10.

higher likelihood of earning at least 14 credits during their first term. Greek participants
were only slightly more likely to enroll for their second consecutive term (1.3%).
Overall, first-term GPA and credits earned improved with high school GPA. The lowest
high school GPA bracket did the poorest by far during their first term with nearly half
(45.2%) of participants with a high school GPA of 2.00-2.49 achieving less than a 2.00
GPA during their first semester of college, and more than half (58.4%) achieving less
than 11 credits.

Some participants in the 2.00-2.49 high school GPA bracket did well during their first
term where exactly one-quarter (25.0%) achieved at least a 3.00 GPA, and just over two-
fifths (41.7%) earned at least 12 credits (full-time status) during their first college term.
The 3.00-3.49 high school GPA bracket had the most participants (n = 206, 34%) with
92.7% who achieved at least a 2.00 GPA during their first college term, and 60.2%
earned at least a 3.00 first-term GPA.

Of participants with a high school GPA of 3.50-3.99, nearly three-quarters (73.7%)
achieved at least a 2.50 first-term GPA, and 83.8% earned at least 12 credits.

For research question 4, null hypotheses 1 and 2 were rejected because sex and high
school GPA background characteristics, and Major/Career and Academic Rigor
anticipated engagement constructs statistically significantly predicted end of first-term
GPA. Null hypothesis 3 was accepted because actual engagement did not statistically
significantly predict first-term GPA.

For research question 5, null hypothesis hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 were all rejected because

sex and high school GPA background characteristics, Study Habits anticipated
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engagement construct, and advising appointments attended statistically significantly
predicted credits earned at the end of participants’ first term.

11. For research question 6, null hypothesis 1, 2, and 3 are all accepted because background
characteristics, participant anticipated engagement, or participant actual engagement in
advising or Student Life events did not statistically significantly predict enrollment in the
consecutive term.

Chapter Summary
This chapter reviewed the findings of the statistical analyses conducted for all six
research questions. Included were descriptive, inferential, and multivariate statistics for the
purpose of determining differences between background characteristics when it came to
anticipated and actual engagement, and predicting how background characteristics, anticipated
engagement, and actual engagement predicted first-semester outcomes. All of the analyses will

be discussed further in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
Overview
This chapter presents a discussion of the results of the study. A summary of the study is
provided followed by a discussion of the results by research question topic. Implications for

policy and practice are then provided, as well as recommendations for future study.

Summary of the Study

Chapter 1 set the stage for the study by discussing benefits of a 4-year college degree,
national retention and graduation rates, performance-based funding that places pressure for
improving graduation rates on institutions, and practices for improving retention and graduation
rates. Chapter 1 also introduced the study with a description of the population, methodology,
theoretical and conceptual frameworks, and the research design.

Chapter 2 discussed literature related to the study. History of retention research including
that of Spady’s (1975) sociological model of student dropout, Bean’s (1980) emphasis of student
characteristics and peer influence as a major factor to student retention, Tinto’s (1996; 1997)
incorporation of satisfaction and belonging as an important factor to achievement, and others
were presented. Following history of retention research, chapter 2 discussed factors related to
retention, recent history of higher education funding, retention assessment, and the history and

current practices of academic advising.
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Chapter 3 provided the quantitative methodology for the case study. Research questions,
design, data collection procedures, variables, and data analysis were included. Chapter 3 closed
with study limitations and delimitations.

Chapter 4 revealed the results of the study. A descriptive analysis of CSNP participants’
demographic and academic history characteristics was provided. Significant differences in
anticipated engagement across background characteristics were presented by independent sample
t tests and a one-way analysis of variance. Results of a sequential logistic regression analysis
predicting first-term GPA, first-term credits earned, and continued enrollment into the next
consecutive term were provided as presented in the hypothetical predictive model proposed in
Chapter 3.

Chapter 5 summarizes the study, providing a discussion of findings and conclusion.
Chapter 5 also presents implications for policy and practice for universities and practitioners, as
well as recommendations for future research. The discussion of results is organized into four
sections by research question type: (a) background characteristics of CSNP participants (RQ 1),
(b) anticipated engagement during CSNP participants’ first semester in college (RQ 2), (c) actual
engagement during CSNP participants’ first semester in college (RQ 3), and (d) how
environmental factors predicted desirable outcomes (RQ 4-6).

Discussion of Findings

The study was conducted through Astin’s (1984, 1992) theory of student involvement,
and utilizing the IEO model (1993), with the aim of determining if student participation in
engagement opportunities within the college environment was predictive of first-term GPA, first-
term credit hours earned, and enrollment into the next consecutive term, taking in to

consideration student background characteristics and how they anticipated engaging in their first
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term of college. The discussion of results is presented in four sections: (a) descriptive statistics
of the background characteristics of CSNP participants including demographic and academic
history information, (b) differences in mean of anticipated engagement constructs by sex, race,
Pell eligibility, and high school GPA, (c) differences in mean of actual engagement in Student
Life and advising events by sex, race, Pell eligibility, and Greek affiliation, and (d) predictions of
first-term GPA, first-term earned hours, and enrollment into the next consecutive term resulting
from the binomial logistic regression model utilized.

Research Question One

What are the demographic characteristics and academic histories of CSNP participants?

The first research question asked for demographic and academic history information of
CSNP participants. It was important to understand who participants of the 2019 CSNP cohort
were before examining anticipated engagement, actual engagement, and whether any variables
were predictive of first-term GPA, first-term credits earned, or enrollment into the next
consecutive term. If CSNP were overwhelmingly a characteristic that previous research had
indicated a predictor of an outcome, then that would provide some understanding if later research
questions resulted in that indicator as a significant predictor of an outcome.

The population of the study was representative of previous CSNP cohorts. Similar to the
2016-2018 cohorts, participants of the study were most often female (62.8%), though at a
slightly higher rate than 2016-2018 cohorts (60.7%). Participants of the study were most often
White (66.1%) and non-Hispanic (93.7%), slightly higher than 2016-2018 cohorts (62.7% and
92.6%, respectively). The 25.4% of participants in the study who were Black or African-
American is also slightly higher than 2016-2018 cohorts’ 22.6%, as were participants who

selected two or more races (5.4% and 3.6%, respectively). There were slightly less American
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Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, non-resident aliens,
or participants that did not disclose their race overall in 2019 than the 2016-2018 cohorts. Study
participants (60.5%) were less likely to be out of state than previous cohorts (66.9%), less likely
to be first-generation (16.1%) than previous cohorts (22.3%), and slightly less likely to have
been eligible for the Pell Grant (30.2%) than 2016-2018 cohorts (31.6%).

Academic histories of study participants were similar to 2016-2018 CSNP cohorts. Study
participant average high school GPA was 3.05 compared to the 2016-2018 CSNP cohort average
high school GPA of 3.06. The mean composite ACT of participants was 18.75, similar to the
2016-2018 cohort average of 19. As were true with previous cohorts, CSNP participants
naturally had considerably lower high school GPA and standardized test scores than traditionally
admitted first-time full-time freshmen at SRU (3.80 high school GPA; 27 composite ACT).
These lesser scores likely contribute to their lesser success rates.

Participants of the study and previous cohorts were more similar than they are different,
though the nearly 3% increase in both White and Black and African-American participants in the
study is an interesting difference as is the 6.2% decrease in students who are first-generation
between 2016-2018 cohorts (22.3%) and participants of the study (16.1%). Institutionally there
is no difference in racial or ethnic enrollments during the same periods, however, there was a
merging of a second separate special admission program and CSNP prior to the 2019 study. This
addition of the second program could account for these population differences.

Research Question Two
What statistically significant differences in means of anticipated engagement exist

between differences in sex, race, Pell Grant eligibility, and high school GPA?
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Although the Expectations-Experience Gap (Gonyea, Kish, and Kuh, 2001; Kuh, 2009;
Olsen et al., 1998) states students often say they will engage more frequently than they actually
do, utilizing pre-enrollment surveys can be useful in predicting outcomes such as course
completion, persistence, and graduation rates (Davidson & Holbrook, 2014; Dupin-Bryant,
2004). An example is when Robertson and Taylor (2009) found variables such as academic
confidence, receptivity to academic assistance, and predicted academic difficulty had significant
effects on persistence.

Anticipated engagement was measured by participants’ filling out of the PEAS
instrument prior to their first term in college. Participants were asked to answer questions in four
different ways: a) their level of agreement with a statement related to college behaviors or
attitudes, b) their interest level of engaging in college engagement activities, c) their confidence
level in a college experience topic, and d) their willingness to engage in a college activity. After
a factor analysis, each question type resulted in constructs of related items that were grouped into
Academic (Study Habits, Major/Career, Commitment to College, Academic Skill Development,
Self-Management, Academic Rigor, Meet with Academic Staff) and non-academic (Out of
Classroom Engagement, General Wellness, Meet with Non-Academic Staff) categories.
Constructs that statistical analyses reported statistically significant differences in mean within
background characteristic variables (e.g. female vs. male) are addressed below by academic and
non-academic construct type.

Sex

While sex itself is not a predictor of college success or persistence, characteristics

attributed to it can be (Cheng & Mallinckrodt, 2015; Harper, 2013; Jackson, et al., 2003; Kilgo,

et al., 2018; Pieterse, et al., 2010; Siple, et al., 2018; Smedley, et al., 1993; Smith, et al., 2011,
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Yi, 2008). While we know that college females persist and graduate at higher rates than do
males (NCES, 2019b), we do not know much about differences in anticipated engagement by
sex. In this study, there were statistically significant differences in the Major/Career and Self-
Management academic constructs, but none in non-academic constructs.

Academic Constructs. Females reported statistically significantly higher Major/Career
and Self-Management construct scores than did male participants. Questions within the
Major/Career construct asked participants to state their level of agreement regarding their
sureness of their choice of major, and their sureness of the career they planned to pursue. Based
on their responses, female participants were much surer of their major choice and the careers
they planned to pursue.

Female participants also reported statistically significantly higher Self-Management
construct scores than did males. The Self-Management construct included questions asking
participants their level of confidence in their ability to self-manage (organize course
assignments, materials, and lecture notes, hold themselves accountable to a study plan, balance
academic and social responsibilities). Based on their responses, female participants were more
confident in their ability to self-manage while in college than were male participants.

Race

Similar to sex, race itself is not a predictor of persistence but characteristics attributed to
it can be (Cheng & Mallinckrodt, 2015; Harper, 2013; Jackson, et al., 2003; Kilgo, et al., 2018;
Pieterse, et al., 2010; Siple, et al., 2018; Smedley, et al., 1993; Smith, et al., 2011; Yi, 2008).
Race resulted in statistically significant differences between non-White and White participants

for academic anticipated engagement constructs Study Habits and Major/Career. There were no
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statistically significant differences in non-academic anticipated engagement between non-White
and White participants, however.

Academic Constructs. Non-White participants had higher Study Habits construct scores
and thus were more likely to anticipate engaging in beneficial college-level study practices
(begin studying at least one week before an exam, spend 2-3 hours studying outside of class for
each hour in class, review class notes regularly) than White participants. Non-White participants
also reported statistically significantly higher Major/Career construct scores and thus were surer
of their chosen majors and the careers they planned to pursue when they completed the PEAS
prior to beginning college.

Pell Grant Eligibility

Prior research indicates financial circumstances as persistent factors for attributing to a
variety of college outcomes (Castleman & Long, 2016; Herbaut & Geven, 2020; Nam, 2020;
New, 2014) including those related to the Pell Grant (Katsinas, et al., 2012a; Katsinas, et al.,
2013; Katsinas, Mensel, Hagedorn, Friedel, & D’Amico, 2012; Liu, 2017). Not only do
financial circumstances factor into college outcomes, this study found statistically significant
differences in both academic and non-academic anticipated engagement, indicating financial
circumstances contribute to how students anticipate engaging in the college experience.

Academic Constructs. The greatest number of statistically significant differences of
mean in anticipated engagement among all background characteristics were between Pell Grant
eligible and ineligible participants. Participants who were eligible for the Pell Grant anticipated
engaging in beneficial study habits (Study Habits construct), were surer of their major and career
decisions (Major/Career construct), and more confident in their abilities to successfully navigate

the academic rigors of college during their first term (Academic Rigor construct [writing a
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college-level essay, reading and understanding college-level textbook material, having success in
college-level math). Conversely, participants ineligible for Pell reported statistically
significantly higher Academic Skill Development and Meet with Academic Staff construct
scores than did Pell-eligible participants. Academic Skill Development construct questions
asked participant interest in learning college readiness skills (organization, time management,
goal setting, avoiding procrastination, efficient studying), meaning participants ineligible for Pell
were more interested in developing these skills. Questions within the Meet with Academic Staff
construct asked participants their willingness to meet with professional academic staff
(professors or instructors, academic advisors), indicating that participants ineligible for Pell were
more willing to meet with their professors and advisors. These data indicate that Pell-eligible
participants already had plans to engage academically, and were confident in their abilities to
have college success more so than participants ineligible for Pell, though participants ineligible
for Pell seem to know they may needed support in building their college readiness skills and
were more willing to engage in skill building and with professional academic faculty and staff.
Non-Academic Constructs. Participants ineligible for the Pell Grant were statistically
significantly more likely to report higher means in both the Out of Classroom Engagement and
Meet with Non-Academic Staff constructs, and thus more interested and willing to engage in
non-academic college experiences. Questions within the Out of Classroom Engagement
construct asked participants about their interest in engaging in out-of-class activities (e.g.
leadership or community service organizations, social justice, equity, and diversity organizations,
being paired with a peer mentor, alcohol-free events, college student safety information
sessions). Similarly, participants ineligible for Pell were more willing to meet with non-

academic professional staff (housing staff, emotional wellness professionals such as counselors,
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peer mentors or coaches, study abroad staff, career center staff, financial aid or scholarship staff)
than were Pell-eligible participants. This indicates a clear focus on academics by Pell-eligible
students as opposed to social or soft skill development opportunities that often are non-academic
and take place in locations other than the classroom setting.
High School GPA

High school GPA has long been a predictor of first-year retention (Johnson, 2008),
second and third year retention (Westrick, et al., 2015), continued academic performance,
persistence, and completion (Adelman, 2006; Ishitani & DesJardins, 2002; Kim, 2015; Motl, et
al., 2018; Shoulders, et al., 2019), and college GPA (Saunders-Scott, et al., 2018). Results
indicated a statistically significant difference in the Study Habits and Major/Career academic
constructs between high school GPA brackets but did not indicate any significant differences in
mean among non-academic constructs.

Academic Constructs. Anticipated study habit differences between high school GPA
brackets (2.00-2.49, 2.50-2.99, 3.00-3.49, 3.50-3.99, 4.00-5.00) were statistically significant with
Study Habits scores increasing as high school GPA scores increased. Participants with higher
high school GPA scores anticipated engaging in positive study habit behaviors more often than
did lower high school GPA brackets. Major/Career construct score differences between high
school GPA brackets were also statistically significant, with sureness of chosen major and
anticipated career increasing with high school GPA bracket as well. The higher the high school
GPA, the surer participants were with chosen majors and anticipated careers. Low high school
GPAs most often resulted in low Major/Career scores, implying higher levels of major and

career indecision.
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Research Question Three

What statistically significant differences in means of actual engagement exist between
differences in sex, race, Pell Grant eligibility, and Greek affiliation?

Engaging in college activities increases students’ likelihood to persist and graduate
(Astin, 1975, 1993; Bean, 1990, 2005; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 1993, 1996, 1997),
and according to Tross, et al. (2001), the more time students devote to academic preparation
activities such as studying, the higher their GPA. Actual engagement variables in which
significant differences in mean were explored included advising appointment attendance,
tutoring attendance, and Student Life event participation. Actual engagement of participants is
discussed below by sex, race, Pell-eligibility, and Greek affiliation.
Sex

Female participants were statistically significantly more likely to attend more advising
appointments, tutoring, and Student Life events than were male participants. This is inconsistent
with NSSE engagement indicator data (2020) that indicate participation in overall engagement
activities by sex were relatively even.
Race

Like females to their male counterparts, non-White participants were also statistically
significantly more likely to attend more advising appointments, tutoring, and Student Life events
than were White participants. This is inconsistent with NSSE engagement indicator data (2020)
that showed reported participation in overall engagement activities by race/ethnicity were

relatively even.
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Pell Grant Eligibility

Pell-eligible participants were statistically significantly more likely to attend more
advising appointments, tutoring, and Student Life events than were participants ineligible for the
Pell Grant. These findings contradict how Pell-eligible participants reported their anticipated
engagement in that they were statistically significantly less interested or willing to meet with
academic or non-academic professional staff or attend out of the classroom events.

Greek Affiliation

Non-Greek participants were statistically significantly more likely to attend tutoring and
more Student Life events than were Greek participants. These findings could be a result of
Greek-affiliated participants choosing instead to participate in Greek functions not tracked in the
study.

Research Question Four

What background characteristics, anticipated engagement, and actual engagement can
be used to predict CSNP participant first-term GPA?

A hierarchical regression model was utilized to answer research question 4. The full
model explained 18.8% (adj. R? = .188) of the variability of participant first-term GPA, meaning
almost 20% of participant first-term GPA can be explained by the model inputs. The model
supports Astin’s Theory of Student Involvement (1984) and is representative of Astin’s (1993)
IEO model that inputs and the college environment influence student outcomes. However, as
discussed in the following section, most of the variance is found among background
characteristic variables meaning they were better predictors of first-term GPA compared to

environmental variables in the model. Predictors of CSNP first-term GPA findings are presented
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below by the input and environmental variables, consistent with the frame of the conceptual
model of Astin’s (1993) IEO utilized in the study.
Inputs: Demographics

Of the three demographic variables (sex, race, Pell eligibility), only sex was statistically
significant in predicting first-term GPA when the input variables were considered in isolation of
other input and environmental variables. The female sex variable was a positive predictor for
first-term GPA in the study. Sex continued to be a significant indicator of first-term GPA
throughout the analysis and the addition of academic history and anticipated engagement inputs,
as well as actual advising and Student Life engagement. This suggests that other inputs and
environmental factors played a limited role in changing the possible effects of sex on first-term
GPA. It could also be that anticipated engagement constructs and actual engagement activities
that females participate in contribute to higher first-term GPA scores more so than they do for
males.
Inputs: Academic History

High school GPA significantly predicted first-term GPA when the input variables were
considered in isolation of anticipated engagement input variables as well as environment
variables. As high school GPA increased, so did college first-term GPA. High school GPA
continued to be a significant indicator of college first-term GPA throughout the analysis and the
addition of anticipated engagement inputs, as well as actual advising and Student Life
engagement. This is consistent with earlier studies that have found high school GPA as a
positive predictor of college success (Farmer, Hilton, & Reneau, 2017; Mattson, 2007; Witkow,
Huynh, & Fuligni, 2015). This suggests that anticipated engagement and environmental factors

play a limited role in changing the possible effects of high school GPA on first-term GPA. It
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could also mean that students with higher high school GPAs anticipated and actual engagements
contribute to higher GPAs at the end of their first term in college.
Inputs: Anticipated Engagement

Major/Career anticipated engagement construct significantly predicted first-term GPA
when input in isolation of actual engagement input variables (advising, Student Life), and
continued to significantly predict first-term GPA when actual engagement was added later in the
prediction model. However, the prediction was negative in that the more confident participants
were in their major and future career choices, the lower their first-term GPA. This could be
because of the high number of students enrolled in challenging majors such as STEM and the
rigor associated with a many mathematics and science classes. Because CSNP is a program for
students with lower academic history scores (high school GPA, ACT/SAT), many may not be
prepared for these college level academic rigors. Prior research has indicated that students who
participate in major and career programming and are thus more informed and confident in their
choice have higher retention and graduation rates (Clayton, Wessel, McAtee, & Knight, 2019).
Including such programming may result in students identifying different majors or more
appropriate majors in which they have a better chance success. Because actual engagement did
not change significance of Major/Career anticipated engagement, it suggests that actual
engagement variables played a limited role in changing effects of participant sureness of their
major and/or career on first-term GPA.

Additionally, the Academic Rigor construct significantly predicted first-term GPA, but
not until actual engagement inputs were added later in the predictive model. This suggests that
by itself, student confidence in their ability to successfully navigate college-level academic rigor

does not significantly predict first-term GPA, however, when their actual engagement in advising
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and Student Life activities is added, confidence in rigor does significantly predict first-term
GPA. Lower confidence in ability to successfully navigate college academic rigor (writing a
college level essay, reading and understanding college-level textbook material, having success in
college-level math) significantly predicted lower first-term GPA when students did not engage in
advising or Student Life activities. This could mean that engaging in the college environment
reassured their initial confidence and resulted in higher levels of first-term GPA.
Environment: Actual Advising Engagement

Of the actual advising engagement inputs (Individual Success Plan [ISP], total advising
appointments, total tutoring attendance), none were found to significantly predict first-term GPA.
This is inconsistent with prior research that has indicated academic advising as a predictor for
college success (Klepfer & Hull, 2012). This may be explained by the likelihood that a student
who is having difficulty be more likely to visit their academic advisor or attend tutoring session
than students who are succeeding already. Members of the CSNP program are encouraged to
meet with their academic advisor at least three times in their first semester on campus and
required to meet with their advisor before they can make schedule or major changes. Meetings
with academic advisors are often for reasons either not related to first-term GPA at all, or
resulting from reasons resulting from negative GPA circumstances such as poor grades at
midterm. Similarly, despite benefits that may come from tutoring, those benefits may not be
enough to improve GPA to a level resulting in a significant difference from those who do not
attend tutoring. Instead, perhaps tutoring raised the first-term GPA of students who attended it to
a level to match students who did not need tutoring. Additionally, many more participants did
not attend tutoring at all (n = 453; 79.5%) than those who did (n = 117; 20.5%) which could have

an effect on predictability (Ayiro, 2012). Similarly, for ISP completion, a low number of
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participants did not complete an ISP (n = 63; 11.1%) compared to those who did (n = 507,
88.9%), potentially limiting the ability of the model to make a significant prediction. It could
also be that a prediction cannot be determined because of other variables that exist or the short
duration of the study.

Environment: Actual Student Life Engagement

Of the actual Student Life engagement inputs (Greek affiliation, total Student Life
events), neither were found to significantly predict first-term GPA. Though Greek participants
fared slightly better overall when it came to first-term GPA, Greek affiliation was not a
significant predictor. Variables other than Greek affiliation may better explain why Greek
members achieved better first-term GPAs overall than non-Greek participants.

Research Question Five

What background characteristics, anticipated engagement, and actual engagement can
be used to predict CSNP participant first-term credits earned?

A hierarchical regression model was also utilized to answer research question 5. The full
model explained 15.4% (adj. R? = .154) of the variability of participant first-term credits earned,
meaning just over 15% of participant first-term credits earned can be explained by the model
inputs. The model also supports Astin’s Theory of Student Involvement (1984) and is
representative of Astin’s (1993) IEO model that inputs and the college environment influence
student outcomes. Again, most of the variance is found among background characteristic
variables meaning they were better predictors of first-term credits earned compared to
environmental variables in the model. Predictors of CSNP first-term credits earned findings are
presented in this section by the input and environmental variables, consistent with the frame of

the conceptual model of Astin’s (1993) IEO utilized in the study.
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Inputs: Demographics

Of the three demographic variables (sex, race, Pell eligibility), only sex was statistically
significant in predicting first-term credits earned when the input variables were considered in
isolation of other input and environmental variables. The female sex variable was a positive
predictor of credits earned. Sex did not, however, continue to be a significant indicator of first-
term credits earned throughout the analysis and the addition of academic history, anticipated
engagement inputs, and actual advising and Student Life engagement. This suggests that other
background inputs, anticipated engagement, and environmental factors play a sizable role in
changing the effect of sex on first-term credits earned.
Inputs: Academic History

High school GPA significantly predicted first-term credits earned when the input
variables were considered in isolation of anticipated engagement input variables as well as
environment variables. As high school GPA bracket increased, so did first-term credits earned.
High school GPA continued to be a significant predictor of first-term credits earned throughout
the analysis and the addition of anticipated engagement inputs, as well as actual advising and
Student Life actual engagement. This is consistent with earlier studies that have found high
school GPA as a positive predictor of persistence, retention, and graduation (Farmer, et al., 2017,
Witkow et al., 2015). This suggests that anticipated engagement and environmental factors play
a limited role in changing the possible effects of high school GPA on first-term credits earned. It
could also mean that anticipated and actual engagements of students with higher high school

GPAs contribute to more credits earned.
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Inputs: Anticipated Engagement

Study Habits anticipated engagement construct significantly predicted first-term credits
earned when input in isolation of actual engagement input variables (advising, Student Life), and
continued to significantly predict first-term credits earned when actual engagement was added
later in the prediction model. However, this was a negative correlation in that participants who
reported higher levels of agreement with engaging in productive study habit behaviors (begin
studying for an exam at least one week before, spend 2-3 hours studying outside of class for each
hour in class, review class notes regularly) actually earned less credits in their first term of
college. This finding is somewhat puzzling but may be attributed to students being enrolled in
majors or classes they may not be academically prepared for and not achieving passing grades
for this reason. As actual engagement did not change the significance of Study Habit anticipated
engagement, it suggests that actual engagement during the term played a limited role in changing
effects of participant anticipated study habits on first-term credits earned.
Environment: Actual Advising Engagement

Of advising actual engagement variables, only total advising appointments significantly
predicted first-term credits earned, and continued to do so when actual Student Life engagement
was included in the analysis. The relationship however was negative in that the more advising
appointments that participants attended, the less credits they earned. This may be explained by
students experiencing difficulty in courses being more likely to visit advisors for actions such as
getting study or organization help, receiving advice for considering a course withdrawal,
withdrawing from a course or courses, or changing major. As previously mentioned, CSNP

participants are required to meet with their advisor to make schedule changes or change major.
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Similar to their inability to significantly predict first-term GPA, neither ISP completion
nor tutoring attendance significantly predicted first-term credits earned. It is rational to assume
that students who are likely to earn less credits in the first place are more likely to attend tutoring
than those who are likely to earn more first-term credits. Additionally, the difference in the
number of those who completed the ISP and those who did not as well as those who attended
tutoring were not evenly distributed, which may decrease the ability of the model to make a
significant prediction for either (Ayiro, 2012). It is also worth noting that ISP completion was
close to statistical significance (p = .071) at its introduction to the model and when all inputs had
been added (p = .085). Though this test did not result in its significance to the model, future
models may.

Environment: Student Life Engagement

Neither Student Life actual engagement variable (Greek affiliation, total Student Life
events attended) were found to significantly predict first-term credits earned. Though the study
determined that Greek participants fared slightly better overall when it came to first-term credits
earned, it is not a significant predictor. Other variables may better explain why Greek members
achieved more credits overall than did non-Greek participants. That said, Student Life event
attendance was close to statistical significance (p = .071) which means that they do have some
influence on first-term credits earned.

Research Question Six

What background characteristics, anticipated engagement, and actual engagement can
be used to predict CSNP participant enrollment into the next consecutive term?

No variables used in the model significantly predicted enrollment into a second

consecutive term as a result of the binomial multiple regression. None of background variables
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(sex, race, Pell eligibility, high school GPA, Greek affiliation) predicted who re-enrolled and
who did not. Though males, non-Whites, and Greek participants re-enrolled at a higher rate, the
differences were not enough to warrant a significant prediction for any variable.

Study participants’ enrollment rate into the second semester was 92.1%. The large gap
between those who returned for the next consecutive semester and those who did not (7.9%)
resulted in a dependent variable that is not evenly distributed and violated a logistic regression
assumption (Ayiro, 2012). This was accentuated with the improvement in those who returned
between the study cohort (92.1%) and previous cohorts (91%). Additionally, the short duration
of the study may have made it difficult to accurately predict continued enrollment, and future
research should extend the study to at least one year. However, as mentioned in the problem
statement in Chapter 1, CSNP participants historically returned for their second semester at SRU
at a 4% lower rate than non-CSNP students (91% and 95%, respectively) which provided a
purpose for exploring why in this study.

Conclusions from the Findings

There were several purposes of the study, including a) identify background characteristics
of CSNP participants at SRU, b) investigate their anticipated engagement during their first
college term, c¢) investigate their actual engagement during their first college term, and d)
investigate what background characteristics, anticipated engagement, and actual engagement
predicted first-term GPA, first-term credits earned, and enrollment into the next consecutive
term. From the findings, several conclusions can be made and are presented below.

Conclusion One
Sex and high school GPA are predictors of students’ first-term college success, despite

environmental engagement factors.
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Sex was a significant predictor of first-term GPA throughout the regression model
indicating that environmental engagement resulted in limited change in first-term GPA.
Findings indicate that because of their sex, CSNP females automatically are likely to have higher
overall first-term GPA than males. Characteristics that CSNP females more often have increase
their likelihood of a high first-term GPA.

High school GPA was a significant predictor for both first-term GPA, but also first-term
credits earned throughout both regression models. As high school GPA increased, so did first-
term GPA and credit hours despite participation in college engagement activities. CSNP
students who arrive with high GPA can automatically be predicted to have higher first-term GPA
and credits earned than those with lower high school GPA scores. This is consistent with prior
research indicating that high school GPA is a strong predictor of college success outcomes
(Adelman, 2006; Ishitani & DesJardins, 2002; Johnson, 2008; Kim, 2015; Motl, et al., 2018;
Saunders-Scott, et al., 2018; Shoulders, et al., 2019; Westrick, et al., 2015).

Conclusion Two

How students anticipate their college engagement can help predict first-semester
outcomes.

Though limited and in need of further exploration, there were anticipated engagement
constructs that significantly predicted both first-term GPA (Major/Career, Academic Rigor), and
first-term GPA credits earned (Study Habits). Early predictors such as these can be useful for
practitioners and is discussed in the implications for policy and practice section below. Prior
research has indicated pre-enrollment surveys as potentially useful for predicting future
outcomes (Davidson & Holbrook, 2014; DeBerard, et al., 2004; Dupin-Bryant, 2004; Lipka,

2019; Miller & Bell, 2016); this study supports those findings.
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Conclusion Three

Female participants anticipated more engagement, were more engaged in the college
experience than were male participants and have more college success.

Before their arrival to college, female participants were significantly surer of their major
and anticipated careers, and were more confident in their abilities to self-manage while in
college. They attended advising, tutoring, and Student Life events at a statistically significantly
higher rate than did males as well. Though tests seeking statistically significant differences of
mean between the sexes for first-term GPA or credits earned were not conducted in the study,
descriptive statistics show females outperformed males in both first-term GPA and credits
earned, and sex was a significant predictor of first-term GPA and credits earned in the regression
models. This is consistent with data showing higher persistence and graduation rates of college
females overall (NCES, 2019), as well as research indicating the benefits of college engagement
(Astin, 1975, 1993; Bean, 1990, 2005; Kuh, 1996, 2003, 2009; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991;
2005; Tinto, 1993, 1996, 1997).

Conclusion Four

Non-White participants engaged at higher rates than White participants, but academic
achievement between the two was virtually the same.

Inconsistent with engagement research that indicate higher levels of engagement result in
better college success outcomes (Astin, 1975, 1993; Bean, 1990, 2005; Kuh, 1996, 2003, 2009;
Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; 2005; Tinto, 1993, 1996, 1997), CSNP non-White participants’
higher levels of engagement did not result in higher academic achievements. This could be for
reasons consistent with prior research indicating that while race is not a risk factor itself,

characteristics attributed to variables such as race can be (Harper, 2013, Kilgo, et al, 2018; Siple,
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et al., 2018; Smedley, et al., 1993; Smith, et al., 2011; Yosso & Lopez 2010). Non-White
participants were significantly more likely to attend tutoring and more often attend Student Life
events, though neither engagement variable was a significant predictor in any of the regression
model for the study outcomes (first-term GPA, first-term credits earned, enroliment into the
second consecutive term). This indicates other variables besides race and engagement that play a
large role in non-White student first-term GPA, first-term credits earned, and enrollment into a
second consecutive term.

Conclusion Five

Pell-eligible and ineligible participants are quite different in how they anticipate
engaging and actually engage in the college experience.

As mentioned in the findings, anticipated engagement differences were most often
statistically significant between Pell Grant eligible and ineligible participants. Participants who
were eligible for the Pell Grant anticipated engaging in activities that require individual
engagement (Study Habits, Major/Career, Academic Rigor) while participants ineligible for Pell
reported more interest in developing academic skillsets (Academic Skill Development) and
participating in engagement activities with others (Out of Classroom Engagement, Meet with
Academic Staff, Meet with Non-Academic Staff).

Participants eligible for the Pell Grant not only anticipated that they would engage more
so than ineligible participants, they actually did. Pell-eligible participants significantly
participated more often in advising, tutoring, and Student Life events. Similar to non-White
participants, Pell-eligible participants did not experience better first-term GPA, more credits
earned, or more often enroll into the next consecutive term despite their higher levels of

engagement. This could be a second example of intersectionality in which characteristics of
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lesser financial resources contribute to increased barriers to college success, such as the need to
work a part-time job, less time to focus on studies, or others.

Findings from this study indicate thought (anticipated engagement) and behavioral
differences (actual engagement) by the Pell eligibility financial characteristic that may contribute
to differences in outcomes that financial characteristics have an effect on that have long been
reported by prior research (Castleman, & Long, 2016; Herbaut & Geven, 2020; Nam, 2020;
New, 2014; Katsinas, et al., 2012a; Katsinas, et al., 2013; Katsinas, et al., 2012b; Liu, 2017).

Recommendations for Future Research

Future studies should continue to explore pre-enrollment and early enrollment surveys
abilities for predicting college engagement.

This study and others have successfully connected how incoming students respond to
questions prior to their enrollment and college success outcomes (McGrath & Braunstein, 1997;
Richardson & Sullivan, 1997; Robertson & Taylor, 2009; Schreiner, et al., 1988). Researchers
should continue to explore data of existing tools such as Noel Levitz’ College Student Inventory
(CSI), Higher Education Research Institute’s (HERI) CIRP Freshman Survey, American College
Testing’s Engage College, Educational Testing Service’s (ETS) SuccessNavigator, or others, or
generate their own survey as the author of this study did. The more policy makers and
practitioners can accurately predict outcomes prior to or early in a college student’s career, the
more policy makers and institutions can funnel resources in a more informed manner to target
interventions that research indicate improve those outcomes.

Future studies should further explore the connection between anticipated and actual

engagement.
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This study asked generalized anticipated engagement questions that were unable to be
directly connected to actual engagement experiences. Limitations such as the initial purpose of
the pre-enrollment survey, inability to gather all actual engagement data, the vast nature of what
may qualify as an engagement activity and the difficulty in categorizing them, and limited
participation of the population in certain actual engagement activities were discussed in Chapter
3. Researchers who can create a model for decreasing these limitations can more accurately add
to research that indicates an engagement gap exists between what new students report they will
engage in and what they actually do (Gonyea, Kish, and Kuh, 2001; Kuh, 2009; Olsen et al.,
1998).

Future studies should further explore differentiation of engagement by background
characteristics.

Students whose academic history required that they participate in CSNP had more
differentiation of engagement in the college experience by background characteristics than do
students who are traditionally admitted to the university. Participants of the study had significant
differentiation in actual engagement by sex and race, whereas data do not indicate much
differentiation of actual engagement at all (NSSE, 2020). Because data were limited in this
study and the study was short in duration further research should be conducted. Findings from
this study suggest that the CSNP program itself may be a variable that effects how students
engage in the college experience, this should be studied further.

Future studies should explore how students’ commitment to their college major and
anticipated career effects early college success.

The Major/Career anticipated engagement construct most often showed statistically

significant differences in mean between background characteristics in the study including all
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background characteristics tested (sex, race, Pell eligibility, high school GPA), however, its
prediction of lower first-term GPA with more sureness of major and future career is puzzling.
Exploring deeper what causes students to answer sureness of major or career items the way that
they do could also be useful. Questions such as how confidence and understanding major and
career opportunities effect major and career selection still exist, as do questions surrounding how
background characteristics play a role in major and career selection by first-year students.

Future studies should explore the achievement gap of non-White students as to why their
higher levels of engagement are not translating to higher levels of college success.

Despite higher levels of engagement by non-White participants compared to White
participants, non-White first term GPA, first-term GPA, and enrollment into the next consecutive
term were not higher than those of Whites. An assumption could be that the higher engagement
levels of non-Whites raised their first-term GPA and first-term earned hours to levels even with
White students that otherwise would have been lower because of characteristics related to race
that prior research has indicated as barriers to college success (Cheng & Mallinckrodt, 2015;
Harper, 2013; Jackson, et al., 2003; Kilgo, et al., 2018; Pieterse, et al., 2010; Siple, et al., 2018;
Smedley, et al., 1993; Smith, et al., 2011; Yi, 2008). Future studies could add to the literature in
exploring these factors.

Future studies should explore characteristics of activities of engagement that lead to
college success and persistence rather than just the engagement activity itself.

A limitation of this study was an inability to dig deep into goals, practices, and outcomes
of individual engagement activities and separate them more so than just surface level categories
such as division host (academic or Student Life), or engagement type (advising, tutoring).

Identifying clear measures such as goals, practices, and outcomes of engagement activities and
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measuring them would better provide an understanding as to if it is the engagement activity itself
or something within the activity that significantly predict outcomes.

Future studies should explore differences in engagement between high school GPA
brackets.

This study explored anticipated engagement differences between high school GPA
brackets and found two statistically significant differences in mean (Study Habits,
Major/Career), and that high school GPA is a significant predictor of both first-term GPA and
first-term credits earned. This study did not, however, look for differences in mean of actual
engagement of participants by high school GPA. Prior research has indicated academic history
such as high school GPA can predict outcomes such as persistence, retention, and graduation
(Farmer, et al., 2017; Witkow et al., 2015), so differences in engagement between high school
GPA could prove beneficial.

Future studies should dig deeper into how financial differences between students effect
anticipated and actual engagement.

The current study only had access to data identifying participants who were or were not
eligible for the Pell Grant, and did find significant differences in anticipated and actual
engagement between the two groups. The study did not include information as to who accepted
Pell money offered to them, how much Pell aid students received, or even if they filled out the
FAFSA in the first place. So, there could be participants who were in fact Pell eligible but did
not complete the FAFSA and as a result were counted as ineligible for Pell. There are many
other financial aid considerations that should be explored further such as other forms of financial
aid students apply for or receive, how much debt they accumulate, how much monetary support

they have from family or other resources, if they expect to pay off their future debts
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independently, and others. Whether or not these considerations have an effect on college success
measures such as GPA, credits earned, persistence, retention, and graduation should be studied.

Future studies should research permanent residence characteristics as a variable for
engagement and college success.

The study presented in-state and out-of-state permanent residency in the descriptive
statistics portion of Chapter 4, but did not test differences of engagement between the groups or
if residency could predict the outcomes tested in the study. Future studies should consider this
variable as well as other residency variables such as rurality on student engagement and college
outcomes. Koh, et al. (2019) drew a connection between decreased state higher education
models and risk placed on students from rural locations. Studies exploring how students who
leave their rural permanent residence are engaging and succeeding in large research institutions
away from home may help inform those institutions on how to improve incoming rural student
college success.

Implications for Policy and Practice

Findings from the study provide useful information for higher education administrators,
faculty, and advisors. The potential implications for policy and practice are discussed in this
section.

Policy

Improve efforts for recruiting racial minority students.

Findings of the study indicate a drop in enrollment of students who claim races other than
African-American or Black, or White. Prior research indicates that increases in diversity are
beneficial to students and programs (Goodman & Bowman, 2014), so improving racial diversity

of the CSNP program is likely to be beneficial as well.
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Consider adjusting the minimum high school GPA admission standard.

Findings from the study indicate clear differences in achievement between the lowest
high school GPA bracket (2.00-2.49) than the rest. Students in this bracket are almost 25% more
likely to be on academic warning (GPA < 2.00) at SRU after their first semester compared to the
next highest high school GPA bracket (2.50-2.99) and nearly 40% more likely than students with
a 3.00-3.49 high school GPA. Similarly, the 2.00-2.49 high school GPA bracket was nearly 12%
more likely to earn less than the minimum 12 credits to reach full-time status in their first term
than were participants from the next lowest bracket. Depending on the mission and funding
model of a given institution, these findings may suggest a change in admissions practices
especially for institutions that rely on performance based funding. If the institution relies on
credit hours for funding and performance based funding is not applicable, continuing to enroll
these students may be the best plan of action.

Include a pre-or-early enrollment instrument in the onboarding process for new students.

A third potential policy implication is the inclusion of an early enrollment instrument
such as PEAS within the onboarding process for all new students to the university. Because
findings have shown that the way students respond on pre-enrollment instruments can predict
outcomes, an instrument may be a beneficial to incorporate so that practitioners can anticipate
the types and scope of resources needed to serve the incoming class. Doing so may result in
better outcome measures including first-term GPA and first-term credits earned. Existing pre-
enrollment instruments have also successfully predicted engagement and outcomes (McGrath &
Braunstein, 1997; Richardson & Sullivan, 1994; Robertson and Taylor, 2009; Schreiner, et al.,

1988) and can be utilized immediately.
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Practice

Incorporate engagement opportunities into early enrollment activities such as orientation
or first-year courses.

Prior research has indicated that early intervention is beneficial for college success.
(Astin, 1993; Hossler, et al., 1998; Kuh, et al., 2001; Olsen, et al., 1998; Pace, 1990; Pascarella
& Terenzini, 1991; Tinto, 1993). Findings from the study inform curriculum by showing that
types of engagement activities such as mandatory advising, study skills, and major and career
development information can predict outcomes such as GPA and credits earned. Incorporating
these engagement opportunities into early enrollment activities like orientation or first-term
coursework so that they there is some sort of mandated attendance or greater incentive to
participate could improve engagement and outcome measures.

Target specific demographic characteristics for marketing campaigns of particular
engagement opportunities that may close an engagement gap.

Findings indicate that Pell Grant eligible participants are less likely to engage in activities
that require group interaction and that participants ineligible for Pell are less likely to engage in
activities with an academic emphasis. Males are less likely to participate in advising, tutoring,
and Student Life events than Females and Whites are less likely to participate in advising,
tutoring, and Student Life events than non-Whites. Designing marketing campaigns that target
by demographic characteristic to fill an engagement gap may be beneficial in improving
attendance. Such strategic marketing could provide the most return on investment of marketing

resources.
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Develop more attractive engagement options or improve the incentives for participation
by males.

Findings indicate that male participants are less likely to engage overall and earn less
desirable first-term GPA and first-term credit hours. While engagement opportunities are
available for male participation, males are not finding enough value in them to attend.
Institutions should find ways of increasing the attractiveness of engagement opportunities or
mandate at least some participation by male students in an effort to improve college success.
Prior research has indicated that institutions should not just assume first-year students will take
advantage of the programs and services offered to encourage their involvement and should
require participation (Upcraft, et al., 2005).

Provide community building opportunities for students eligible for the Pell Grant.

Findings indicated that while students eligible for the Pell Grant participated in activities
where they could engage as an individual, they were less likely to participate in activities where
engagement with others might be expected compared to participants ineligible for Pell.
Targeting Pell-eligible participants to participate in engagement opportunities with others could
increase their sense of belonging, community, and overall success. Finding ways of providing
educationally purposeful peer-to-peer activities may improve engagement and college success
(Matthews, 1994; Tinto, 1996; Tinto, et al., 1993).

Final Thoughts

This study adds to scholarly literature on first-semester freshman engagement differences
of anticipated and actual engagement by background characteristics and how anticipated and
actual engagement during students’ first semester in college effect first semester college success

outcomes such as GPA, credits earned, and enrollment into the next consecutive semester. It
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begins to fill a gap in the literature of how early enrollment instruments can inform actual
engagement and academic performance of new freshmen, especially those who have either high
school GPA or ACT composite score below traditional admission criteria of the university. The
study was designed around Astin’s (1993) IEO model and was informed by engagement research
by notable figures such as Astin (1975; 1984; 1992), Bean (1990; 2005), Pascarella & Terenzini
(1991; 2005), Tinto (1993; 1996; 1997), Kuh (1996; 2003; 2009), and others. While Astin’s
model does provide a valuable framework for operationalizing questions associated with student
engagement and college success, the study itself showed limited change in the significance of
background characteristics on GPA, credits earned, or enrollment into the next consecutive term
as environmental factors were included in the regression model. The study does contribute to
prior research, however, more so that background characteristics such as demographics and
academic history are important factors contributing to students’ first-term college success than
college environment engagement. Administrators should continue to explore how they can
incorporate environmental variables that have a stronger impact on improving college success.
The study was approached in the context of a college success agenda with the intention of
answering whether background information, student anticipated engagement, and student actual
engagement contributed to improved first-term GPA, credits earned, and enrollment into the next
consecutive term at the institution of original enrollment. Independent samples t tests and a one-
way ANOVA resulted in findings that indicated differences in anticipated engagement by sex,
race, Pell eligibility, and high school GPA brackets. Additionally, independent samples t tests
resulted in findings that indicated differences in actual engagement by sex, race, Pell eligibility,
and Greek affiliation. The hierarchical logistic regression model utilized in the study resulted in

findings that first-term GPA can be predicted by sex and high school GPA, and credits earned
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can be predicted by high school GPA. Anticipated engagement and actual engagement did
contribute to predicting first-term GPA and credits earned as well, but not as much as sex for
first-term GPA or high school GPA for both first-term GPA and credits earned. The logistic
regression model conducted for enrollment into the next consecutive term was not a good model
fit and thus not useful for identifying background, anticipated engagement, or environmental
factors as predictors to student enrollment into the next consecutive semester.

Research has long indicated that engagement in the college experience has a positive
effect on important college outcome measures such as persistence, retention, and graduation
(Astin, 1975, 1993; Bean, 1990, 2005; Kuh, 1996, 2003, 2009; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991;
2005; Tinto, 1993, 1996, 1997). While the study did indicate some benefits to students
participating in engagement opportunities during their first-term in college, anticipated
engagement constructs and background characteristics were better predictors of first-term GPA
and credits earned. No significant prediction could be made for student participation in
engagement opportunities and enrollment into the next consecutive semester. Although the
study provided little support for engagement as a better predictor of first-term college success
than anticipated engagement or background characteristics, institutions should continue to
intentionally incorporate engagement activities early into the college experience. Limitations of
the study, such as a limited differentiation of engagement event attendance by participants,
inability to capture all engagement of participants, and limited differentiation of engagement
event types, likely contribute to the inability of the study to confirm engagement as a major
significant predictor of first-term college success. Institutions should continue to explore
attractive engagement opportunities, be intentional about targeting students to participate in them

by background characteristics, and consider making them mandatory. Institutions should also
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continue to explore early enrollment instruments and incorporate them into onboarding
procedures for incoming freshman in an effort to bridge gaps in engagement and end-of-term

college success.
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APPENDIX A

Individual Success Plan
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INDIVIDUAL SUCCESS PLAN (ISP)

Majoris) & kMinors):

Cell Phone: Advizor:

ACADEMIC GOALS
1}

z}

3)

PERSONAL GOALS
1}

Zp

E

WHAT BARRIERS DO YOU ANTICIPATE KEEPING YOU FROM ACHIEVING THE ABOWVE GOALS?
1

z}

3)

HOW CaAN YOI OWERCOME THESE BARRIERST

1}

z}

3)

Academic Resowrces

weskly study Hours: Students should complete no less than 5 hours of time studying/homework completion in environment(s) bansficial to

efficient study. Primary Locotion: I:l Canter[|Ubrary: |:| Cther:
FeEr Support:
[] peer advisar [CJreer coach [C]FvE Mavigetar [ other, spacify:

Peer Mame & Contoct information:

Tutoring:
DM ath Tutoring I:l chemistry Tutoring El Biclogy Tutoring I:l Engineering Tutoring I:l pzychology Supplemental Instr.
ElotherTutoring, specify: |:| ather Tutoring, specify:
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LAST MAME: FIRST NAME SEMESTER:

D DATE OF COMPLETING ISP

Neeting Days gnd Times: Location:

Academic Support - Skills Sessions:

Dsur'.li'.'ing your Freshman Year |:| Success in Biology |:| Time Management w, Test Preparation

[Jstudying and note-taking strategies [ Exam Prep [ Reading College Textbooks [ Stress Management

|:| Keys to Academic Success |:| studying for Multi-choice & Essay tests D Other, specify:

Day, Time, Location: oy, Time Locotion:

Additional Academic Support:
|:| writing Center |:|Hi5rc-r'r' PeEr Mentoring |:|Pul:ll'|: speaking Studic |:| College Level Research |:| study Abroad Info

student Lingo Cnline Tuterials: [ Learning Style [_] Reading Comprehension|_| Mote Taking [_] Time Management

Location: Office Hours and/or Phone Number:

Social and University Conmections:
[Jvisit invoivement Genius [ Jvisit The Source  [] Take Involvemant Quiz [ ©tr. for Service & Leadership [_| Attend housing event

DFreshman Forum |:| FYE Program |:|F‘r'E Program DF\"E Program |:| FYE Program |:| wizekend Events

Contact information: Dote/Time/Location:

Navigation Resources & Tutorials {T):
Dnegree wiorks (T) Dkagistratinn [T} |:|E|us System (T) |:| Blackboard T} |:|Finan|:ial Aid & scholarships

[Jvisit carzer center [ ]stwdent Employment [_|Las (T) [Js=tup campus mail [ Jordering Textbooks [ JSroup Mav.

Days/Time/Location: Days/Time/Location:

Health & Wellness Resources:
[(Jrecreation/intramurals/Groug Fitness [ Emotiona| Wellness Podcasts [Jvisit counseling canter websitz for svailable services
whsp Series:[_| Mindfulness [ Study abroad [ Healthy relationships [ seff-Care [ iversity [ Stress Mgmt

other: |:| Spedfy: Dspec'rﬁ,r:

Days/Time/Location: Days/Time/Location:

As the student, | will commit to my Individual Success Plan and take responsibility for completion. As the advisor, | will encourage and support
the student, helping the student remain accountable o it.

Student Signature Academic Advisor Signature

Next Appointment Date: Time:
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QL.
Q2.
Q3.
Q4.
Q5.

APPENDIX B

Pre-Enrollment Anticipation Survey (PEAS)
First Name
Last Name
Campus ID
Campus Email Address
For the following items, please indicate your level of agreement:

| begin studying at least one week before my exams

I will spend 2-3 hours studying outside of class for each hour in class each week

| review class notes regularly, even when the test was more than a week away

| am sure of the career | would like to go into

| am sure of my major choice

I am sure of my choice to go to college in general

| am sure of my choice to go to Southern Research University

| am motivated to complete my bachelor's degree at Southern Research University

| plan to work a part-time job in addition to taking classes

I will attend campus events even if | don't have someone to go with me or don't know
anyone else attending

| will attend optional functions in the residence hall

I look forward to engaging in conversation with others from different backgrounds than
my own

| look forward to meeting people from backgrounds different than my own

| will engage in physical exercise such as going to the recreation center, participating in
group exercise, or exercise independently

I will attend all of my classes each week

| will study more often than not in an environment other than my residence hall room

| am always prepared for class (bring materials, focused)

| would rather attend social functions than stay in my room and watch television or play
video games
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Q6. Please indicate your interest in each of the following. | am interested in:

e Becoming involved in leadership or community service organizations

e Becoming involved in social justice, equality, and diversity organizations
e Learning how to be better organized

e Learning how to better manage my time

e Learning how to set and stick to goals

e Learning how to become more involved on campus

e Learning how to avoid procrastination

e Learning how to study efficiently

e Studying abroad

e Being paired with a peer mentor

e Getting an on-campus job

e Learning more about alcohol-free events

e Learning more about college student safety (alcohol awareness, relationships, etc.)

Q7. For the following items, please indicate your level of confidence in effectively
accomplishing the following:

e Organizing course assignments, materials, and lecture notes

e Developing a plan for daily studying

e Holding myself accountable to a study plan

e Balancing academic and social responsibilities

e Confidently completing a class presentation

e Creating academic goals and holding myself accountable to them
e Writing a college-level essay

e Reading and understanding college-level textbook material

e Having success in college-level math

e Having success in college-level science

e Creating and maintaining a close group of friends

e Speaking up or asked questions in class

e Maintaining a budget to avoid financial complications

¢ Maintaining a healthy lifestyle (eating habits, exercise)

e Avoiding stress or anxiety levels that negatively affected my ability to maintain balance
e Engaging in difficult conversations with peers

230



Q8. For the following items, please indicate your willingness to engage with each of the
following staff:

e Professors or instructors

e Academic advisors

e Learning specialists or academic coaches

e Involvement specialists who help students get involved with clubs and organizations
e Housing staff such as RAs or professional staff

e Emotional wellness professional such as counselors
e A student peer mentor or coach

e Course tutors

e Study abroad staff

e Career center staff

e Financial aid or scholarship staff
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APPENDIX C
PEAS Questions by Original Construct (before factor analysis)
Q1. For the following items, please indicate your level of agreement.

Academic construct

e | begin studying at least one week before my exams

e | will spend 2-3 hours studying outside of class for each hour in class each week

e | review class notes regularly, even when the test was more than a week away

e | will attend all of my classes each week

e | will study more often than not in an environment other than my residence hall room
e | am always prepared for class (bring materials, focused)

Peer Connection construct

e | will attend campus events even if | don't have someone to go with me or don't know
anyone else attending

e | will attend optional functions in the residence hall

e | look forward to engaging in conversation with others from different backgrounds than
my own

e | look forward to meeting people from backgrounds different than my own

e | would rather attend social functions than stay in my room and watch television or play
video games

Campus Navigation construct

e | am sure of the career | would like to go into

e | am sure of my major choice

e | am sure of my choice to go to college in general

e | am sure of my choice to go to Southern Research University

e | am motivated to complete my bachelor's degree at Southern Research University
e | plan to work a part-time job in addition to taking classes

Personal Wellness construct
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e | will engage in physical exercise such as going to the recreation center, participating in
group exercise, or exercise independently

Q2. Please indicate your interest in each of the following. | am interested in:

Academic construct

e Learning how to be better organized

e Learning how to better manage my time
e Learning how to set and stick to goals

e Learning how to avoid procrastination
e Learning how to study efficiently

e Studying abroad

Peer Connection construct

e Becoming involved in leadership or community service organizations

e Becoming involved in social justice, equality, and diversity organizations
e Learning how to become more involved on campus

e Being paired with a peer mentor

Campus Navigation construct

e Getting an on-campus job

Personal Wellness construct

e Learning more about alcohol-free events
e Learning more about college student safety (alcohol awareness, relationships, etc.)

Q3. For the following items, please indicate your level of confidence in effectively
accomplishing the following:

Academic construct

e Organizing course assignments, materials, and lecture notes

e Developing a plan for daily studying

¢ Holding myself accountable to a study plan

e Balancing academic and social responsibilities

e Confidently completing a class presentation

e Creating academic goals and holding myself accountable to them
e Writing a college-level essay

e Reading and understanding college-level textbook material
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e Having success in college-level math

e Having success in college-level science

e Speaking up or asked questions in class

Peer Connection construct

e Creating and maintaining a close group of friends
e Engaging in difficult conversations with peers
Campus Navigation construct

e Maintaining a budget to avoid financial complications

Personal Wellness construct

e Maintaining a healthy lifestyle (eating habits, exercise)

e Avoiding stress or anxiety levels that negatively affected my ability to maintain balance
Q4. For the following items, please indicate your willingness to engage with each of the
following staff:

Academic construct

e Professors or instructors

e Academic advisors

e Learning specialists or academic coaches
e Course tutors

e Study abroad staff

Peer Connection construct

e Involvement specialists who help students get involved with clubs and organizations
e Housing staff such as RAs or professional staff
e A student peer mentor or coach

Campus Navigation construct

e Career center staff
e Financial aid or scholarship staff

Personal Wellness construct

e Emotional wellness professional such as counselors
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