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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Student retention and delayed graduation have bBemncern at universities for a long
time. While in these economically challenging timisancial factors - picking a less expensive
university over a more expensive university despitdding a high high school GPA - are
important, other factors have to be considered. &swid Leonhardt points out inMew York
Timesarticle that “more money isn’t the whole answeightér education today also suffers from
a deep cultural problem. Failure has become acole3t® September, 2009).

The above statement encourages exploration ofiadditreasons for students dropping
out of universities, or for taking more than fowgays to complete their undergraduate degrees,
when money is not the only issue. Researchers ldermgified other contributing factors to
students’ leaving college; among those are loweagment, poor self-efficacy, and the amount
of social support including social relationshipshafaculty, peers, and staff.

Background

Students who are transitioning from high schootadiege are going through a host of
changes and have to negotiate a completely newoemaent. College life requires higher levels
of independence, initiative and self-regulation é@lers, Hu, & Garcia, 2001) and students are
dealing with a multitude of stressors, socially, otionally, and academically (DeBerard,
Spielmans, & Julka, 2004). Freshmen in college haveavigate through a new educational
system; they have to understand the administrgtiveesses, identify services available to them
when needed, and develop coping skills that heggmtldeal with the challenges of college

student life. The inability to deal with these dems, frequently leads to freshmen dropping out.
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It is estimated that 20-30% of students drop outindutheir first year in college (DeBerard,
Spielmans & Julka, 2004).

A number of factors may influence students’ decisito drop out. Among those factors
are student characteristics, institutional charattes and the availability of programs to help
freshmen adjust to the new environment (Davidsail, & Milligan, 2009).

Student characteristics include first generatiollege student status (Davidson, Beck, &
Milligan, 2009; Naretto, 1995), socioeconomic anthanty status (Davidson, Beck, Milligan,
2009; Lotkowski, Robbins, & Noeth, 2004). Institutiondtaracteristics include the size of the
institution, the type of degree (two versus 4-ydegrees), residential versus commuter status,
public or private status of the university (Davids&eck, & Milligan, 2009) and more selective
admission criteria such as high school GPA, ACT &Kl scores (DeBerard et al., 2004,
Lotkowski et al. 2004). Furthermore, programs tb#er social and academic integration of
students have been identified as positively relatedtudent retention (Bean & Eaton, 2001;
Davidson et al. 2009; Lotkowski, et al. 2004; Tin2001). According to Lotkowski and
colleagues (2004) socioeconomic status (SES), $suhbol GPA and ACT scores had a positive
correlation with college persistence, with highawhGPA having the strongest relationship with
retention. When SES, high school GPA, and ACT sarvere combined with institutional
commitment, academic goals, social support, acadeeli-efficacy, and social involvement,
retention was greatest. Because non-academic $actach as academic self-confidence and
motivation, had the strongest relationship to gdl&PA, there is a need to evaluate the impact
of programs and current practices integrating laagdemic and non-academic factors leading to

persistence in college (Lotkowski et al., 2004).
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Many universities have implemented programs togase retention; among those efforts
is the establishment of Learning Communities. LegyrCommunities are usually small groups
of freshmen who register for a class related tor thudies and integrate a common theme
(Jaffee, 2007). Learning Communities have been dotm increase student retention and
academic performance (Hotchkiss, Moore, & Pitt)3)0 student engagement (Zhao & Kuh,
2004) and motivation (Jaffee, 2007).

Given, that students who complete their universiggrees have better chances for
employment, it is critically important to identiffactors that are associated with students’
persistence to complete the education they aspirachieve. While all institutions of higher
education aim at retaining their students, everiersity differs in institutional and student
population characteristics. For that reason, itrigcial to understand predictors for students’
academic success and degree completion (Davidsswk, B. Milligan, 2009; Tinto, 2006). The
key to understand attrition appears to be the mitog of academic and non-academic,
individual, institutional factors and social suppand how these influence one another. With
this understanding university personnel may be &bleelp students pursue their educational
goals and complete their degrees. It is the aitinisfcurrent study to investigate how academic
and non-academic variables affect students’ acadsuucess and intent to persist in continuing
their education beyond their freshman year.

Rationale

There are several reasons why researching fachditgemcing student retention and
degree completion are important. First, students ddnnot complete their degrees invest money
into a few courses, but when they do not continbeirteducation, there is no return

economically such as higher wages (Ewert, 2010kcofdly, students who complete their
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university degrees have better job opportunitiescokding to the Bureau of Labor Statistics
(2010) on unemployment, people 25 and over witls kb&in a high school diploma had the
highest unemployment rate with 14.6%, followed bgP® of people with a high school diploma
and 8.6% with some college. In comparison, only%b.%ith a Bachelor's degree were
unemployed. Third, the median weekly earnings wdsamatically for those who have a
university degree (US Census Bureau, 2010). Holdidggree appears to have lifelong benefits
(Kuh, Cruce, Shoup, & Kinzie, 2008; Lotkowski et,&004) including full-time positions that
grant health care and social security benefitskhwski et al., 2004).
Problem Statement

Each year a large number of freshmen fail to comtitheir college education. Because
20-30% of college students leave institutions ajhkr education before the end of their
freshman year (DeBerard, Spielmans, & Julka, 2004ecomes important to identify factors
that influence their decision. Much of the resedrak looked at a combination of demographic
and academic factors leading to college studemalrio Several researchers have investigated
college student attrition using a sociological aagh to academic and social integration,
emphasizing students’ value congruence with theeusity they are attending and social support
(Bean & Eaton, 2001 Tinto, 2006). Tinto (2006) i that understanding the students’
backgrounds, distinguishing among different insiotioal settings and characteristics as well as
recognizing the complexity of student retention aracial. He also maintained that student
engagement matters most during the first year dle@® and recommended institutional
practices that emphasize integration such as paation in Learning Communities. While all
these factors are important in retention practiggsyious academic mastery and individual

psychological factors, such as self-efficacy carbeheglected. Bean and Eaton (2001) suggest
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that psychological processes need to be includednwdittempting to explain why college
freshmen choose to abandon their studies.

A large body of research exists on college studetention including a journal dedicated
to the matter, thdournal for College Student RetentidResearch has acknowledged the impact
of different university programs considering theowd factors, but few have studied the
influences of academic and non-academic factomyiotual, institutional, social factors on
college freshmen retention combined. Because nhelfgctors lead to freshmen attrition, the
current study seeks to examine the extent to whhgse factors within a social-cognitive
framework (physical/environmental, personal andabedral influences) have an impact on
students’ intent to persist. Specifically, thisdstdooks at First Time in Any College Students
(FTIACS), and how variables such as academic padace (high school and first semester
college GPA and ACT scores), self-efficacy, andcpptions of mentoring relationships impact
their intent to persist both at the beginning amel énd of their first semester in college. The
study will also examine the impact of socioeconorfactors and participation in Learning
Communities on students’ intent to persist. In addi the effect of academic and social-
cognitive variables on first semester GPA will beamined. Changes in persistence from the
beginning to the end of the first semester wilbdle explored.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

The current study uses the social cognitive modlekoiprocal determinism (Bandura,
1986). It seeks to examine the extent to which ghegsical/social environment such as role
models/mentors from family and university, persofaators such as self-efficacy beliefs and
academic achievement (GPA and ACT scores) and bmehavactors, such as participation in

Learning Communities affect college freshmen’snbte® persist in pursuing and completing
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their education beyond their first semester at aviistern University. Changes in intent to
persist from the beginning to the end of theirtfsemester will be investigated and between
group differences FTIACS (First Time in Any Colle§audents) versus FTIACS participating in
Learning Communities) will also be analyzed.
The following main hypotheses (H1-H12 and sub-hlgpsés (Hla — H1d, H2a-H2d,
H10a — H10d) will be investigated. First wave dateams from the first data collection
(beginning of the participants’ first semester ollege) and second wave from the second data
collection (end of the first semester). Model 2 diyyeses use reenroliment rather than intent to
persist as dependent variable.
Main hypotheses and sub-hypotheses from the fiastew
H1l: High school GPA, ACT scores, college selfesfty, and perceived mentoring support
uniquely contribute to intent to persist at theair the first semester of college.
Hla: High school GPA predicts intent to persistong freshmen at the onset of their
first semester of college.
Hlb: ACT scores predict intent to persist améneghmen at the onset of their first
semester of college.
Hlc: College self-efficacy predicts intent targst among freshmen at the onset of
their first semester of college.
H1ld: Perceptions of mentoring support preditgnhto persist among freshmen at the

onset of first semester of college.
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Main hypotheses and sub-hypotheses from the segave:

H2: College GPA, college self-efficacy, perceptiamf mentoring support, and participation in
Learning Communities predict intent to persist agbrst time in any college students at
the end of their first semester in college.

H2a: College GPA predicts intent to persist aghéneshmen at the end of their first
semester in college.

H2b: College self-efficacy predicts intent tagst among freshmen at the end of their
first semester in college.

H2c:  Perceptions of mentoring support prediténh to persist among freshmen at the
end of their first semester in college.

H2d: Participation in Learning Communities patgliintent to persist among freshmen at
the end of their first semester in college.

H3: College GPA, college self-efficacy, perceptiaisnentoring support, and participation in
Learning Communities predict PERSISTENCE (reenreiith among college students at
the end of their first semester in college. (Maz2lel

Mediation Hypotheses:

H4: The relationship between college GPA and intenpersist among freshmen at the end of
their first semester is mediated by college sditaty.

H5: The relationship between college GPA and PERENCE among freshmen at the end of
their first semester is mediated by college sditaty. (Model 2)

Moderation Hypotheses:

H6: The relationship between college GPA and interpersist among freshmen at the end of

their first semester is moderated by participatiobearning Communities.
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H7: The relationship between college GPA and PERENCE among freshmen is moderated
by participation in Learning Communities.
H8: The relationship between ACT scores and coll&®A among college freshmen is
moderated by participation in Learning Communities.
Comparison between students in Learning Communiges students not in Learning
Communities:
H9: There is a difference between freshmen ppaimg in Learning Communities and
freshmen not participating in Learning Communitiesocial-cognitive variables (college
GPA, college self-efficacy, perceptions of mentgrséind intent to persist) at the end of
their first semester in college.
Socioeconomic Status
H10: SES, number of hours worked, number of hoarslied and first generation student status
uniquely contribute to intent to persist amongliraen in their first semester of college.
H10a: Socioeconomic status (SES) predicts intepetsist among freshmen in
their first semester of college.

H10b: The number of hours worked predicts interjérsist among freshmen in
their first semester of cobbeg

H10c: The number of hours enrolled predicts intergersist among freshmen in
their first semester of college.

H10d: First generation college student statudipte intent to persist among

freshmen in their first semester of college.
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H11l: SES, number of hours worked, number of homr®led uniquely and first generation
student status contribute to PERSISTENCE (reenssitinamong freshmen in their first
semester of college. (Model 2)

Hypothesis using college GPA as outcome:

H12: High school GPA, ACT scores, college selfeftly (end of semester), mentoring
perceptions (end of semester), and participatiobei@wrning Communities predict College
GPA.

Definition of Variables

Hypotheses Hla —H1d and H2a — H 2d are statedvagdie correlations which lead up
to the multivariate hypotheses H1 and H2. The ieddpnt variables in the main hypothesis H1
and associated sub-hypotheses are high school WA, scores, college self-efficacy,
mentoring relationships with peers, family, staffdafaculty at the beginning of the first
semester in college. The independent variablesHdrand associated sub-hypotheses are
college GPA, college self-efficacy, mentoring reelaships with peers, family, staff and faculty,
and participation in Learning Communities at thel esf the first semester). For the sub-
hypotheses, Hla-H1d and H2a-H2d each of the abewmbles are used individually as
independent variables for correlations. The depenndariable for the sub-hypotheses (Hla-

H1d) leading up to the main hypothesis H1 is intenpersist at the beginning of the students’

first semester in college, while the dependentaldei for the sub-hypotheses (H2a-H2d) leading

up to main hypothesis H2 is intent to persist & émd of the participants’ first semester in
college. H3 utilizes the same independent variakdss H1 and H2 with persistence

(reenrollment) as dependent variable.
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10

The independent variable for H4 and H5 is colleggAGthe dependent variable for H4 is
intent to persist, for H5 persistence (reenrollmeiibhe mediating variable is college self-
efficacy. The independent variable for H6 and HZalege GPA, with intent to persist and
persistence as dependent variable, respectivelg. mibderating variable is participation in
Learning Communities. The independent variable Hypothesis 8 is ACT scores, the
dependent variable college GPA, and participationLeéarning Communities serves as the
moderating variable.

The independent variable for H9 is participation@arning Communities; the dependent
variables are first semester college GPA, collegéedficacy, perceptions of mentorship and
intent to persist (at the end of the first sem@stére independent variables for main hypothesis
H10 is socioeconomic status, number of hours exdplhumber of hours worked, and first
generation college student status. For the subthgges, H10a-H10d, each of the above
variables is used individually as independent \deidor correlations. The dependent variable
for sub-hypotheses H10a-H10d and main hypothesis iiient to persist, for main hypothesis
H11 the independent variables from H10 are used,the dependent variable is persistence
(reenrollment). The independent variables for Hi® lsigh school GPA, ACT score, college
self-efficacy (end of semester), mentoring perce®i(end of semester) and participation in
Learning Communities; the dependent variable ideQel GPA.

Operational Definitions

Several concepts are frequently referred to incilmeent study. In order to get a clear

understanding of the study’s intent, design andhoulogy, it is necessary to define these up

front.
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The researcher inquired about background charatitsti International students, students
who have previously attended community college theoinstitutions of higher education will
be excluded from the sample. Independent variaesigh school GPA, first semester college
GPA and ACT scores, mentoring relationships (pdamijly members, staff, and faculty) at the
beginning and end of their first freshman semestf;efficacy beliefs at the beginning of their
first semester and the end of their first semester well as participation in Learning
CommunitiesDifferences in intentions to persist scores will be used as dependent variable
for one set of hypotheses. Persistence defined as reenrollment in the second semester will
be used in a second model.

Socio-economic status consists of the followingdes: occupation and level of schooling
completed by father, mother, spouse/partner ofsthdent and the student participating in the
study. In addition, questions regarding studeniisarfcial situation will be included in the
demographics survey. Those questions will ask abmatents’ resources for paying for college,
whether the students are holding a scholarshigaeive financial aid, whether parents or other
sponsors are paying for tuition or if they are gspersonal funds. Freshmen’'s employment
status is defined as the number of hours studertemployed on or off campus. One of the
student characteristics, enroliment status, dessriiow many credit hours students have signed
up for during their first semester in college. Thportance of including these factors in context
of student retention has been shown in previousares. According to Hoyt and Winn (2004),
50% of the students who did not return to collegestd because of financial constraints and full-
time work. These students typically only attendedgtgime (Hoyt & Winn, 2004)Full-time

enrollment has also been found to be linked to higher rates of persistence and attainment
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and financial assistance helps aided students graduate at the same rate as non-aided
students (NCES, 2002).

Other variables used are defined as follows: Higitosl GPA comprises of the average
performance of students during high school. Becauseersities which require higher high
school GPAs for admission have lower attrition safpeBerard et al., 2004), this variable is
included in the study. First semester college GRAudes the average grades for all classes
taken during the first semester of their freshmearyAccording to Hoyt and Winn (2004), first
semester college students named a low college GRAraason to leave college. The American
College Test is a standardized test for high scloblevement and college admissions used in
the U.S. For the current study a composite ACTes¢derbal and Math) will be used. Different
universities require different minimum scores. Tumeversity at which the current research is
conducted requires an ACT composite score of 2fyeler, students with lower scores have
been given special permission for enrollment (Admois requirements — Undergraduate
Admissions — University; Cobbs, 2010). Mentoringatienships are defined as the support
provided to college students including help in sscbng academically, assistance in exploring
degree and career options and emotional and psygial guidance, support, and help
succeeding in academic coursework, assistance ekamand selecting degree and career
options, and the presence of a role model (Cri®p92 These mentoring relationships include
family, peers, faculty and staff. Mentorship petcaps will be measured both at the beginning
and end of the students’ freshman semester to ndigierchanges as an outcome of their
experiences during their first semester. Self-affic beliefs are defined as the belief in one’s
capability to execute the courses of action reguikee manage prospective situations and to

achieve goals (Bandura, 1994). In the current stadlgge self-efficacy beliefs will be examined
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which attempt to show the participants’ beliefs @biheir capability to master college specific
challenges. These will be measured both at thenhew and the end of participants’ first
semester of college studies to determine changasemult of first semester college experiences,
participation in Learning Communities and first sster GPA. Participation in Learning
communities is defined as the students’ self-reubrenroliment in one of the Learning
communities offered at the university. Intent eygst is defined as a student’s determination to
continue their studies to complete their degreetsiBtence is defined as the students’
reenrollment in the second semester.
Assumptions

In order for this study to be carried out seversduaptions are made. A number of
factors need to be considered for the researcheld yesults of practical significance. It is
assumed that students have access to computevalhodmplete the online questionnaire to the
best of their abilities and in all honesty bothla# beginning and the end of the semester. The
researcher also expects that only students fromMiildgvestern University, as recruited at the
student orientation and through the university webss well as advertisements posted on the
main campus will access and complete the onlingegur

With respect to Learning Communities, facilitatare assumed to show fidelity with the
objectives of their Learning Communities. The studare expected to enter the university with
the intent to obtain a degree and those who aresthg to participate in Learning Communities
are assumed to attend on a regular basis.

Limitations
The current study uses students from a Midwesteivetsity. As suggested by DeBerard

et al. (2004), caution needs to be exercised wikaerglizing study findings from one university
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to another, because of institution specific andletd population specific characteristics. It is
important to note also, that maturation effectavali as history effects (events throughout the
first semester) may influence potential resultse Bitudy is measuring self-efficacy, however,
does not address attribution which is closely tedelf-efficacy beliefs. Because the format of
Learning Communities varies and the focus of eaalg be specific to the program in which the
students are enrolled with purposeful goals withwghich the students are enrolled, the impact
may also vary; however, all Learning communitiegehahared goals as well, which will meet

the requirements as specified by the vice presidisiudent services.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Students not Returning to College

One of the biggest challenges universities arenta@ the attrition rate of their students.
According to DeBerard, Spielmans, and Julka (2% of college students will leave higher
education without getting a degree. The attriti@terfor freshmen is as high as 20-30%
(DeBerard, Spielmans, & Julka, 2004). While studemho do not complete their degrees will
often face lower income throughout life they alsstdhe university in terms of tuition, fees and
alumni contributions (DeBerard, Spielmans, & Julk@p4). Therefore, it is of importance to
universities to identify the factors that influerstadents’ especially freshmen’s decision to leave
college.

Particular demographics have consistently beeretinko college drop-out rates. Naretto
(1995) researched four 4-year degree-grantingtunstns and found that 85% of non-persisting
students were first generation college studentf:tifuie enrollment has been associated with
higher rates of persistence and attainment, arhéial assistance helps students graduate at the
same rate as non-aided students (NCES, 2002).{destcollege pathways have negative effects
such as an increase in college costs and reducti@eonomic returns such as wages (Ewert,
2010). In Naretto’'s study 74% of non-persistingdstuts were part-time students and 87%
worked more than 20 hours per week (Naretto, 1995).

Davidson, Beck, and Milligan (2009) also addressestitutional characteristics and
considered them as important when it comes to tietenSize of the university, whether the
student population consists of a large number ofroaters, the type of degrees offered (two

versus four-year degrees), whether the universitpublic or private and the percentage of
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minority students attending all have an impactadidition to these factors, Cabrera, Nora and
Castarieda (1993) identify college GPA and insbtudl commitment as crucial factors.
Distinction between Stop-Outs, Opt-Outs, Transfer-Qts

In order to identify factors influencing collegdrdaion rates, it is important to distinguish
among several categories of college drop-outs. Altieg to Hoyt and Winn (2004) “Drop-outs
are defined as students who enroll in college hutndt reenroll or do not complete their
intended degree program or set of courses” (p..3@@3t research treats all students who are not
completing college as drop-outs; however, accortingoyt &Winn (2004) a distinction has to
be made among stop-outs, opt-outs and transfer-8tip-outs are those students who do not
complete their studies within a normal time schedutcause they have skipped one or more
terms and return to college at a later time. Opgs-@ure those who leave college because they
accomplished what they set out to, even though liaee not completed their studies or acquired
a certificate. Transfer-outs are students who sskihg classes toward a degree but eventually
transfer to another institution (Hoyt & Winn, 2004)Vith these distinctions in mind, Hoyt and
Winn (2004) conducted a study at Utah Valley Statdlege (22,609 students) to determine
students’ reasons for leaving the university. Tasearchers contacted 400 (27%) first-time
freshmen who did not return from one to the nektiéasee how the identified groups of students
differed in their characteristics. Usitigests the researchers found that drop-outs andoatts
were significantly more likely to be older and hastaldren. They also worked more than 30
hours per week and had conflicts with jobs andegal(with statistical significance for stop-outs
only). According to the study, transfer-outs weseally younger without family responsibilities,
they were more likely to receive parental suppod &hey did not usually earn grades C and

lower. They made up about 30% of the non-retursimgent population.
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Drop-outs also mentioned poor academic performasceason for leaving college, and
they had the lowest GPA during their first semestiecollege. The percentage of drop-outs
earning a C grade or lower was significant. Thi& Iperformance group consisted of two
subgroups: married students with family responisikdl (average GPA of 2.34), and single
students with academic difficulties (GPA of 1.6Bpgt & Winn, 2004).

Over 50% of the stop-outs did not return becausgnahcial constraints and full-time
work. These students typically only attended pamet Stop-outs were usually satisfied with
instruction but would have liked to be contactedyet back to college (35%). Stop-outs also
listed health problems or death in the family aasirtithird most common reason for leaving.
Their GPA for their first semester on average w&8.10f the transfer-outs 81% were single and
their reasons for leaving college were the lackledired programs or courses at the university
(Hoyt & Winn, 2004).

GPA and Attrition

Academic performance has been identified as a gadior college persistence (Ewert,
2010; Kahn & Nauta, 2001; Kuh et al. 2008). Accoglto Attewell, Heil and Reisel (2011)
approximately one third of undergraduates entdegelwith low high school performance and
are at risk for failing and dropping out of collegdso, 39% of freshmen in four-year degree
programs and 68% of students who started out atyteo colleges had not completed their
degrees in six years (Attewell, Heil, & Reisel, 2D1High school grades are an indication of
students’ academic preparedness for college amdddeability to manage academic challenges
at college (Ewert, 2010). In that respect, it ipartant to both look at academic performance in
high school and college, because those factors le&y to students’ discontinuing college

attendance (Ewert, 2010).
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Kahn and Nauta (2001) studied 400 freshmen ingelpublic Midwestern university and
found that first-semester GPA was a primary predi¢or these students to persist into their
sophomore year. The odds ratio indicated thaharease of one point in GPA during their first
semester was associated with a fourfold increaspdisisting. DeBerard, Spielmans and Julka
(2004) examined demographics, prior academic reao psychosocial predictors (smoking,
drinking, health-related quality of life, socialpport, and maladaptive coping strategies) on
freshman academic achievement and retention. Thayeged 204 undergraduates in
introductory psychology and sociology classes dytire first week of fall semester and again in
the beginning of the following year. Ten variablesre used in a multiple linear regression
equation to predict GPA, and logistic regressiors waed to predict retention rate. Results
showed that high school GPA and retention wereifsegntly correlated, while freshman GPA
was only moderately related to retention (DeBer&piglmans and Julka, 2004). This finding
attempts to explain why universities which are regg higher GPAs for admission have higher
retention rates. Health and psycho-social variabe® not directly related to retention. Coping
was a significant predictor of achievement indiegtihat those students with higher expectations
work harder, persist longer and perform better. elesf social support was a significant
independent predictor of academic achievement. 8rgakas found to be a significant predictor
of poor achievement, while drinking was not. Théhats pointed out that a generalization of the
results should be exercised with caution becausmiokrsity-specific characteristics (DeBerard
et al., 2004).

While high GPA is associated with high retentionoaign non-minority students, this may
not be the case for African American students (BE290D) as cited ifRRetention and Persistence

in Postsecondary Educatiqda999, March). Edman and Brazil (2007) found tth&t GPA was
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highest for Caucasian students, followed by Aslaatinos and African American students in
their sample of community college students. Inrtbaidy they also looked at differences in self-
efficacy scores between different ethnic groupsil®vimey found differences in academic self-
efficacy scores, with Caucasians holding higheresxthan Asians or Hispanics, there were no
mean differences between Caucasians and Africanridamestudents (Edman &, 2007). This
seems to indicate that non-academic factors maynbee important for African American
students than other minorities when it comes tdesturetention.
Self-Efficacy and Persistence
While several studies have shown positive cormbeti between self-efficacy and

academic success, few have explored the impacelbfeficacy on persistence in College.
Bandura (1994) defined self-efficacy as the bahebne’s capability to execute the courses of
action required to manage prospective situatiomstarachieve a particular goal. Self-efficacy
appears to play an important role in both adjustnmencollege life, and achievement and
persistence in college. Jerusalem and Mittag (19&#¢:

A history of failures, lack of supportive feedbacknd an unfavorable

attributional style of one’s successes and faillbrgsparents, teachers, and

peers may lead to the development of a tendensgdn the environment for

potential dangers, to appraise demands as thraegteand to cope with

problems in dysfunctional ways (p.179).

Research has shown that there are cooefatetween self-efficacy and achievement

outcomes. If students who doubt their capabilit@slearning are compared to those who feel
efficacious for learning or performing tasks, edfitous students “participate more readily, work

harder, persist longer when they encounter diffiesland achieve at a higher level” (Bandura,
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1994, no page). Whether they perceive a new legrsituation as challenging or threatening
depends on the individual’s perception of and epee with situational demands and coping
resources (Chemers, et al. 2001). Similarly, Dix®ayle and colleagues (2005) examined
educational self-efficacy of 545 college women watimean age of 18.27 years. Their research
findings indicated that educational self-efficaoglated positively to self-esteem, personal
valuing of education, family valuing of educatidmjt negatively related to academic stress.
They also found that socio-economic factors suchmashers’ education, fathers’ education,
family income, and high school GPAs were positivelated to educational self-efficacy (Dixon
Rayle, Arredondo, & Robinson Krupius (2005). Thésdings may point to the importance of
previous experience in building self-efficacy, aiaal construct for coping with academic
challenges and academic stress. Schunk (1999) dratad the pathways to achievement. He
stated that there is a direct effect of instruaidneatment on achievement and an indirect effect
of instructional treatment on persistence througfiefficacy.

Retention researchers, who have included selfaffias predictor for persistence, have
pointed out the challenge of measuring college-efifacy, because self-efficacy appears to be
task specific. Becker and Gable (2009) investigdkedrelationship of self-efficacy and GPA,
attendance, and college student retention in laenme first-term students at an urban career
college. They used a general self-efficacy measomsisting of nine questions and a seven items
guestionnaire more specifically related to schadl-sfficacy. They found that neither general
self-efficacy nor specific self-efficacy accountéor significant variance in attendance or
retention, but they found that both were positivedyjated to GPA. Zajacova, Lynch, and
Espenshade (2005) posit that while general sdlfafy measures do not predict college

outcomes, specific academic self-efficacy measurage been found to predict academic
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performance and persistence in college. Recognithiegissue of measuring self-efficacy of
college students, Solberg, O’Brian, Villareal, Kehmand Davis (1993) developed a 19-item
college self-efficacy instrument (College Self-Eficy Inventory - CSI) that specifically
addresses components of college courses, sodiadfBehcy and room mate self-efficacy. They
validated their instrument with 164 Mexican Amencand Latino students and confirmed that
their instrument was not sensitive to differenaesdculturation, gender, or class level, which
makes it useful for a diverse student body as veddy-Amoon and Fuertes (2011) studied the
relationship between self-efficacy and self-ratddlitees and their influence on academic
performance with a diverse sample of 271 undergtadliberal arts college students. To
determine the students’ self-efficacy they usedo&g and colleagues’ (1993) College Self-
efficacy Inventory. Using multiple regression arsa&ly, Brady-Amoon and Fuertes (2011) found
that self-efficacy and self-rated abilities togetesre responsible for 25% of the variance in
college students adjustment, where self-efficacg f&nd as a significant predictor (r = .38),
but not so self-rated abilities. In their analylesy also found that both self-efficacy and self-
rated abilities positively contributed to acadenperformance, but individually neither
significantly predicted academic performance fa sample at hand. The connections between
self-efficacy and college adjustment are of impartabecause college adjustment includes a
student’s integration within the academic and doervironment of the college they are
attending. Feeling a sense of community has beandfdo improve academic performance
(Harris, 2006; Hotchkiss, Moore, & Pitts, 2006; tbin2006; Zhao & Kuh, 2004) which in turn
may lead to students’ persistence.

Reynolds and Weigand (2010) examined resiliencagdermic motivation, self-efficacy,

and attitudes toward the college environment, dmir tinfluence on 164 first-year students’
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responses to demands and challenges. The researtherd that college self-efficacy as
measured with Solberg and colleagues (1993) ColkaeEfficacy Inventory, was significantly
related to resilience as measured by academic ecidl £ngagement at the university. Their
findings also showed that intrinsic motivation wagnificantly related to self-efficacy and that
those who were more intrinsically motivated hadreater ability to cope with stressful and
adverse experiences (Reynolds & Weigand, 2010)adé&mic and social engagement both rely
on feedback from others.

A person’s perception of self-efficacy is very mudépendent on attributions which
“influence performance primarily through their intening effects on efficacy expectations”
(Schunk, 1983, p. 1). Future expectations of sicoedailure are dependent upon individuals’
attributions (Schunk, 1983); therefore, studyinif-eficacy without the influence of attributions
may limit the understanding of the impact on séficacy in different contexts.

Role of Mentoring for Retention

Mentoring has been recognized as important for ntete and enrichment of
undergraduate students (Jacobi, 1991), howevertameg has not been uniformly defined in
earlier literature. Crisp (2009) defined mentorasy

Support provided to college students that entaiisteonal and psychological
guidance and support, help succeeding in academicsework, assistance
examining and selecting degree and career optansthe presence of a role
model by which the student can learn from and dbyyr behaviors relative
to college going (Crisp, 2009, p. 189).

In a study by Erkut and Mokros (1984) 723 liberds astudents from six different

colleges were surveyed. The respondents all idedt# professor who had an impact on them by
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demonstrating commitments, skills, and qualitieat tthey saw as important for themselves.
Differences in student outcomes were associatdd twé gender of the student in relation to the
mentor. The authors suggest that mentor relatipssdie by-products rather than causes of high
achievement. Issues were pointed out regardingdrgoring definition.

Mentoring relationships may also positively infleenstudent self-efficacy, which as
discussed above, is important for student sucdesscher feedback and encouragement may be
important factors in boosting students’ self-eftigdo succeed. Bandura (1986) suggested four
sources of self-efficacy, among which are masteqyegences, vicarious experiences, social
persuasion and emotional arousal. The source BéSBmlacy which could be influenced by the
teachers the most may be social persuasion, whithdcbe understood as the teacher’s
encouraging words, feedback and mentorship. M{0984) proposes that the educator’s interest
in self-efficacy comes from the

... desire to improve student performance (and fagoétrformance for that
matter) in observable ways; and by better undedstgrself-efficacy vis-a-vis
specific tasks we may create learning environmenét positively affect
performance and outcomes (p. 161).

Social persuasion and encouraging feedback may draedfect on student achievement.
In a study done by Jackson (2002), the verbal psisn component was examined. In his
research, 123 college students were randomly assignreceive an efficacy belief enhancing or
a neutral e-mail message. Three grade groups wltwbaverage students, average students and
above average students were identified and giveeifaefficacy measure to determine their level
of self-efficacy before and after a psychology exalackson (2002) found that self-efficacy was

significantly related to performance on the givearas. It was also found that the self-efficacy
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enhancing instructor-to-student e-mail messagect&ife learning performance whereas the
neutral note did not show a declining effect orf-eficacy. Group differences in self-efficacy
scores were also reported, revealing that the abegege students scored highest, followed by
the average and below-average students. A signtfiealf-efficacy score difference was found
between the above-average and below-average studeht. The mediating effect of self-
efficacy between e-mail manipulation and perforneam@s noted suggesting that enhancing
self-efficacy beliefs by systematic interventionaymncrease students’ performance (Jackson,
2002).

From an educational psychology viewpoint, mentgrahiodels have been inspired by
Lave and Wenger's (1991) work on situated learnargl apprenticeship, and legitimate
peripheral participation. Legitimate peripheraltgpation entails a novice working alongside a
more experienced master and gradually taking mespansibility (Hager, 2003; Lave &
Wenger, 1991). Involvement of experienced and cdempeearners and faculty in students’
learning may be especially helpful to college frash.

Many studies have provided evidence that acadendcsacial integration are crucial for
college students (Mangold, Bean, Adams, Schwab,y&ch, 2002/2003; Pascarella, Pierson,
Wolniak, & Terenzini, 2004; Tinto, 2006). Pascheind colleagues (2004) suggested that
especially first generation students have loweelewf cultural and social capital which may
translate into lower levels of growth in the cogmt psychosocial, and status attainment-
oriented results for this group of students.

To show the impact of mentoring, Mangold et al.022003) compared freshmen who
were enrolled as cohort and received mentoringréshinen who did not participate in this

program. They were followed for four years. Studemho participated had lower than average
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high school GPAs, and it was suspected that thysskected into the program because they
may have felt lower efficacy to do well in collegediscrete-time logistic regression model was
used to track the impact of the program. The rebeas found that students in the program were
more likely to graduate and less likely to drop.dithie self-selection bias was pointed out as a
limitation to the study. Mentorship for undergratiuatudents is often embedded in a program
that aims to give students a sense of communitariieg Communities implemented at
universities across the U.S.A. appear to combirta hoademic and social integration utilizing
the expertise of faculty members and peer mentors.
The Impact of Learning Communities on Retention

For several decades student attrition was seenresult of individual skills, motivation
and attributes and students were blamed for tldurés, not institutions. Vincent Tinto (2006-
2007) challenged this perception and developed @efhtbat emphasizes the involvement of the
individual within the academic and social enviromtnef an institution. Tinto’s model inspired
the idea of building Learning Communities as aremfit to increase retention rates at
universities (Shapiro & Levine, 1999). The curréonim of Learning Communities appeared in
the 1980s based on the understanding that engagemancommunity of learners facilitates
personal and academic development (Harris, 200@&0Z& Kuh, 2004). This approach to
learning also facilitates openness to diversityenpersonal development, and social tolerance
(Zhao & Kuh, 2004).

Learning Communities take on different forms bue arharacterized by common
academic and social features which are meant tpaostithe growth of intellectual capabilities
and strengthen the social connections among steidesing cooperative learning techniques

(Zhao & Kuh, 2004). While there is no single ddiom of Learning Communities, most
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Learning Community research is in agreement witarBand Eaton’s (2001) conceptualization:
“Learning communities are a way of combining acaidesnd social aspects of the institution in
order to promote better academic performance aedtien” (Bean & Eaton, 2001, p. 80). Astin
(1985, 1999) used a more detailed definition whiebludes the organization of Learning
Communities in a variety of settings and a broagtdption of common features and goals:
Such communities can be organized along curriclih&s, common career
interests, vocational interests, residential livargas, and so on. These can be
used to build a sense of group identity, cohesisgnand uniqueness; to
encourage continuity and the integration of diveericular and co-
curricular experiences; and to counteract the igolghat many students feel

(Astin, 1985, p. 161).

Shapiro and Levine (1999) described eight spectltaracteristics of learning
communities. First, Learning Communities are orgag students and faculty into smaller
groups, for example by co-enrolling students inea &f classes together in a cohort fashion.
Second, they encourage integration of the currmoulising interdisciplinary skills in inquiry,
acquire knowledge and civil values. Third, Learni@@mmunities help students establish
academic and social support networks. Fourth, stsdeecome socialized to meet expectations
of college in a smaller setting and they recogritee value of peers in the learning process.
Furthermore, faculty members are brought togethdrexchange methods of teaching and may
become more versatile in their knowledge transminsgrocess. Sixth, Learning Communities
help both students and faculty to better focushair tearning outcomes which allows for better
facilitation of the learning process. Also, the #iBrasetting enables support services such as

academic advising, career and tutoring servicdsetpromptly delivered when questions arise.
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Lastly, the smaller environment permits faculty dadilitators to critically examine existing
policy and practices and specific needs of studentarget freshmen retention efforts (Shapiro
& Levine, 1999). Learning Communities promote aetivnvolvement of students and
collaboration in and outside of the classroom. &dvwesearchers emphasize the importance of
students’ feeling a sense of community on univgrssampuses to improve academic
performance (Harris, 2006; Hotchkiss, Moore & RIB306; Tinto, 2006; Zhao & Kuh, 2004).
Hotchkiss and colleagues (2006) studied the immdicparticipation of students in
Freshman Learning Communities (FLC) on academicfopeance and retention. They
researched 7249 incoming freshmen enrolled in ug2t&LCs in the Fall of 1999, 2000, 2001
and 2002 of which 18-20% yielded complete datay®idck students (28% of the sample) and
white students (47% of the samplefiere used for the analysis. Utilizing a standaeatment
effects model the researchers determined the ingdgwrticipating in a FLC and controlled for
selection bias. Variables used for the regressiayais were high school GPA, SAT percentage
ranking, hours earned, age, race, college of staderajor, and gender. Only recent high school
graduates were recruited for the study. Among theirfgs were that students who performed
worse than average and those who felt alienateth@darge campus were more likely to join
FLCs. Using first semester GPA as the dependeriahar the researchers also found that
belonging to a FLC increased a student’s GPA byoir&verage. Black male students had the
highest gain from participating in FLCs with an impement of a full letter grade while white
female students showed a near zero insignificanh. gResults indicated that academic
performance decreased after the first semestewasitstill positively impacted by participation
in FLCs and significant with .34 to students’ cuative GPA one year after joining FLCs.

Furthermore the researcher looked at retentiost(ifients where enrolled one year later) and
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found that participation in FLCs positively impadtéhe retention among black males by 31%
and black females by 19% while it did not positwaffect retention of white males (Hotchkiss,
Moore & Pitts, 2006).

Zhao and Kuh (2004) studied the relationships betwgarticipation in Learning
Communities and student engagement in a range umfagidnally purposeful activities of first-
year and senior students from 365 4-year univessitCollege freshmen and seniors who
participated in a Learning Community reported highevels of academic effort, academic
integration, active and collaborative learning.tiégrants also reported more frequent contact
with faculty (effect sizes larger than .50), engagat with diversity projects and they pointed
out that their classes emphasized higher ordekitlunskills. The students perceived their
university as supportive when it came to academdc social needs. Stronger effects of learning
communities were found with first-year studentsg@t& Kuh, 2004).

Cobbs and colleagues (2010) in their report abdudemnt success at a Midwestern
university stated that the university’s one-yedemé&on ranges in the middle when compared to
universities with similar institutional characteiis, with 77% of students returning for their
second year. Learning Communities designed to s&liglents build learning skills, basic
competencies, reading, writing, speaking, mathemmaiave been recommended for students
who were admitted under the special admission pragflow ACT and low HSGPA). Cobbs
and colleagues (2010) examined the impact of Legr@iommunities on students with varying
ACT scores and high school grade point average @Gn retention. In their report they
show that in fall 2009 students whose ACT scoresevi@wver than 13 and whose HSGPA was
below 2.2 did not benefit from Learning Communiti&udents with ACT scores between 13

and 18 and HSGPAs between 2.2 and 2.75 benefiedntist from Learning Communities as
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evidenced in higher first semester college GPAspaned to students not participating in the
program. These findings have caused the universityaise admission requirements for
incoming freshmen in the fall of 2012 (Cobbs et2010). Determining the impact of Learning
Communities at the University where the currendgtwas done remains a challenge. Each
Learning Community has different objectives, soraeehcourse designations and freshmen have
to sign up for it while others self-select into bleiag Communities; other students self-select
into Learning communities that focus less on acadenbut have a social agenda. This
heterogeneity makes it difficult to draw conclusabout the benefit of Learning Communities

to student retention.

Additional Factors in Student Retention

Several models have been employed for analyzindestuattrition. Among those are
Bean’s Attrition Model which emphasizes studenislidfs and attitudes toward the institution,
friends, and faculty as well as Tinto’s Studenegration theory which analyzes background of
students and interactions with the university (K&Mauta, 2001). Tinto (2006) suggests that
predictors for attrition vary at the individual dant level — their cultural, social, economic
backgrounds but also the students’ involvementamhectedness to the university the students
are attending. In this context, Tinto (2006) poinis the complexity of student retention and the
importance to identify effective practices througsearch. He states that the impact of learning
communities on student retention has been studtdte iaculty actions in the classroom and
institutional efforts have not been explored sugintly. Secondly, Tinto (2006) maintains that
student retention needs to be addressed by comffatseof student affairs professionals and

faculty to develop and implement successful retentiprograms. Third, Tinto (2006)
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recommends considering the impact of students’ @oon diversity and its impact on their
degree completion (Tinto, 2006).

Socioeconomic StatusStudents of low socioeconomic status have ahbagh studying
at institutions of higher education, but they h#een underrepresented especially at four-year
institutions (Walpole, 2003). While 56% of high-ome students earn a Bachelor's degree
within six years, only 25% of low-income students(d@into, 2006).

Institutional Factors. Students with low SES have been found to enrollower
positioned institutions instead of higher rankedtitantions which have been considered to
positively influence students’ academic aspiratiand retention. They have also been found to
have lower cultural and social capital, which mayidish their aspirations and upward mobility
(Pascarella, et al., 2004; Walpole, 2003).

Attewell and colleagues (2011) report on inconsistiindings regarding the impact of
financial aid on students’ graduation rates. Wateme researchers found that Pell grants
increase first-year student retention other stufiiiesthat financial aid is inconsequential or even
negatively impacts graduation and retention. Inrtbtidy, Attewell and colleagues (2011) used
data from the Beginning Postsecondary Students itumtigal Study and analyzed a sample of
first-time freshmen who entered a degree prograd®®6 and were followed until 2001. They
used logistic regression models to predict degaptetion using sheaf coefficients, latent
variables that consist of a parametrically weighsean of its components. They found that
family SES predicts graduation while academic prag@n was not a significant predictor for
students entering two-year degree programs. Theuaihaf financial aid was surprisingly the
largest predictor for these students. Attewelllef2011) also found that at least selective four-

year colleges, race, gender, and parental SESgmiéantly related with graduation. However,
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academic preparation in high school and nontratifictudent status had the largest sheath
coefficient. For highly selective four-year colleggarental SES, nontraditional status,
integration and remediation programs were notstedil significant predictors for graduation.
These study findings show how complex the impacsafioeconomic status is on different
student populations at various institutions of leigleducation. It appears to be crucial to
integrate and control for socioeconomic and finaheiid factors in retention studies. This
research also suggests that retention theoriesotaeglect the impact of socioeconomic status
of students.
Theoretical Framework

Early explanations of student attrition and remtare based on Tinto’s sociological
concept of integration which “served to reinfordee timportance of student contact or
involvement” (Tinto, 2006, p.3) His theory also dmpized academic integration (value
congruence) and social integration (social suppeamd he made suggestions for improving
retention focused on changing institutional pragi¢o foster academic and social integration
(Bean & Eaton, 2001). While Tinto’'s model predonmti@a applies to students at a residential
college, Attewell and colleagues (2011) showed thatial integration predicts graduation
among community college students, as well. Thisldicndicate that social integration may be
equally important at non-residential and commuteversities.

Several different frameworks have been used inntiete research. Kahn and Nauta
(2001) used as their framework Social Cognitive e€arTheory (SCCT) which examined
students’ beliefs about performing behaviors interh of persistence. Hodges (2007) used
Bronfenbrenner’'s human ecology theory of develogmeprocess-person-context-time (PPCT)

model, in her dissertation to examine the many gsses that influence college student
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experiences (Hodges, 2007). Bean and Eaton (2p8dposed a psychological model of
retention which takes into account attitude-behavieeory, coping behavioral theory, self-
efficacy theory and attribution.

The theoretical framework used for the current glisdased on Bandura’s (1986) Social
Cognitive Theory which suggests that many factoesrecessary to produce a given effect; the
model describing this view is known as the triagicdel of Reciprocal Determinism (Bandura,
1986). This concept underlies Social Cognitive Theand demonstrates how “(a) personal
factors in the form of cognition, affect, and bigilcal events, (b) behavior, and (c)
environmental influences create interactions thatlt in a triadic reciprocity” (Pajares, 2005, p.
340). More specifically Reciprocal Determinism cdoless beliefs, expectations, attitudes and
knowledge (personal influences), resources, coresems of actions, and knowledge (physical
and social influences) and individual choices, aabal statements (behavior).

Whereas other theories discuss single determirsamigrately, dependent on their view of
learning and development, Social Cognitive Theorgiudes all factors identified above as
interaction forces. These three forces are in emsinteraction and influence each other
(Bandura, 1986). Becker and Gable (2009) explaithis context that humans act purposefully
and not as a reaction to the environment. In othends, the environment influences behavior
and the individual's behavior influences the enwim@nt, where cognitive processes are
activated to influence future behavior. One of tha®gnitive factors around which most of
Albert Bandura’s research evolved is self-efficaty belief of a person that s/he is capable of
organizing and performing actions to achieve a gBahdura, 1994; Becker & Gable, 2009). It
appears self-evident that self-efficacy plays aomaple in academic settings. Pajares (2006)

asserts that self-efficacy plays a critical rolgpaople’s life choices because individuals take on
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activities they feel competent about and they avitidse they are unsure of performing
successfully. This understanding has also impbeatifor college students’ academic choices,
expenditure of effort in academic learning, andsigence in college (Becker & Gable, 2009).
Higher self-efficacy has also been found to infeenstudents’ self-regulating behaviors
including making plans, achieving academic goatdf-rmonitoring and self-evaluating their
learning activities, and aspirations (Becker & @al#009; Zimmerman, 2000). Self-efficacious
students have also been found to participate neadily, work more diligently, persist longer,
and to have fewer negative emotions when they aimg difficulties than those who are less
self-efficacious. In addition findings show thatllege students’ self-efficacy beliefs correlate
with their selection of majors, successfully contiplg coursework, and perseverance
(Zimmerman, 2000).

Becker and Gable (2009) studied the relationshipvdsen self-efficacy of 194 incoming
students and their academic success during thietrsdemester in an urban college. A 20 item-
instrument was used to measure general and spseifiefficacy of the students and multiple
regression analyses and Pearson’s product-momermlatoons analyses were performed. The
results suggested that general and specific sithely were equally and significantly positively
related to first-semester GPA.

Using Bandura’s (1986) reciprocal deterism Schunk (2000) reiterates how social
influences impact personal factors including leagngoals, self-efficacy, outcome expectations,
attributions, self-evaluations and self-regulatioh the individual learner. Conversely self
variables have an effect on social environmentg, ®eking out additional assistance from a
teacher, student or peer. Achievement includindsgaad motivation, behavior such as choice of

activities, effort, and persistence are influendsd social and self variables. Conversely,
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behaviors affect these factors. Social learningcggees precede higher cognitive and meta-
cognitive processes as learners construct knowlaugepersonally and eventually internalize
skills and strategies (Schunk, 1999).

This model demonstrates clearly how studentshieg, achievement and persistence can
be supported by self-efficacy, and Learning Comimesi and mentorship, all of which
emphasize constructive interactions with peers faedlty. The individual acts purposefully
within these interacting influences. The individual return also influences the external
influences (Bandura, 1986; Becker & Gable, 2008)t-8fficacy beliefs, for example, determine
which challenges students approach, how they apprét@&em and how much effort they put
forth to achieve goals (Bandura, 1986; Becker & I6aB009; Zimmerman, 2000). Because
there is evidence that higher performing studergsr@ore likely to persist in college than lower
achieving students (DeBerard, Spielman’s & JulkdQ4), it is important to consider these

reciprocal influences to find ways to minimize itn rates.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS

The current study sought to determine the impaciaafdemic factors (GPA and ACT
scores), level of self-efficacy and mentoring relaships of first semester college freshmen on
their intent to continue their college educationtta university they attended. In addition,
socioeconomic status, number of credit hours foickvfreshmen were enrolled, the number of
hours they worked as well as first generation gallstudent status and their involvement in
these students’ intentions to persist were examiRatthermore, the study looked at the extent
to which freshmen participating in Learning Comntiési differed from freshmen not
participating in Learning Communities (LC) in so@ognitive variables including their intent to
persist. It is important to consider the effecteatraneous variables, methods in recruiting the
sample as well as a careful selection and usestfuiments for the implementation of the study
in order to control for any influences that may éaw impact on the results.

Problem and Purposes Overview

Many institutions of higher education are concdrnveith student attrition and are
continuously trying to improve retention rates. Whstudent retention is widely studied in
higher education, few researchers have lookedalsoognitive factors, such as self-efficacy in
combination with academic factors and environmeiiatztors to explain freshmen’s persistence.

The purpose of the current study is to determimsv hself-efficacy together with

achievement variables such as high school GPA a@d Acores, and first semester college
experience (first semester GPA, mentoring suppmatticipation in Learning Communities)
impacts college freshmen’s intent to persist beydneir first semester of studying at a

Midwestern University. While research has repeatéolind that self-efficacy has an impact on
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student achievement (Schunk, 1999; Zimmerman, 20@®)study — to the knowledge of the
researcher — has examined the above factors itoreka college persistence as proposed in this
study.
Research Questions and Hypotheses Revisited

The current study utilized social-cognitive facttwsexplore college freshmen’s intent to
continue their coursework beyond their first semesh college. First, the current study
examined the extent to which high school GPA, AGJorss, college self-efficacy and
perceptions of mentorship predict students’ intenpersist in their education beyond their first
semester of their studies at the beginning of thrsir semester. Secondly, the study analyzed the
extent to which college GPA, college self-efficacgentoring support, and participation in
Learning Communities impact freshmen’s intent tos{g at the end of their first semester.
Third, differences between two groups, freshmen &medhmen in Learning Communities,
comparing first semester college GPA, college sHitacy, mentorship, and intent to persist
were studied. It was predicted, that participationLearning Communities would not only
impact college freshmen’s academic performancehas/s in previous research (Cobbs et al.,
2010; Kuh, Cruce, Shoup, Kinzie, 2008; 2010;Tir2000), but also their intentions to continue
studies beyond the first semester (Kuh, et al. 820Bourth, the current study scrutinized the
extent to which differences in socioeconomic statwsnber of hours enrolled, number of hours
worked and first generation college student stairesdicted intent to persist. Furthermore,
differences in high school GPA, first semester GRAanges in self-efficacy, mentoring
perceptions and intent to persist due to first sgameexperiences at the end of the first semester

were explored.
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Design

For the current study the researcher used a saofipteoming freshmen, identified as
“First Time in any College” (FTIAC) students. A ppest-test design was employed to examine
changes in college self-efficacy scores, mentorskbgres, GPA and intent to persist from the
beginning of the first semester to the end of ih& §emester. The intervention in this design
consisted of first semester college experiences. r€searcher was predominantly interested in
the relationship among pre-college admission acad&mutors (high school GPA, ACT scores),
college GPA at Time 2, college self-efficacy (Tihand 2), perceptions of mentorship (Time 1
and 2) and participation in Learning Communitiesdict students’ intent to persist and actual
persistence as defined by reenroliment. The reBeaexamined pre- and post test results to find
out which predictors would be the most salient dnepersistence beyond the first semester and
to what extent first semester experiences werelwedoin First Time in Any College Students’
(FTIACS) persistence at a Midwestern University.

Participants in the study belonged either to a hiegr Community or not. It was
hypothesized that these two groups would haverdifiefirst semester college experiences with
differential outcomes on intent to persist and rekment.

Extraneous Variables

The researcher identified extraneous variables, grgvious experience in Learning
Communities at a high school setting and partiejpatn college preparation courses. These
variables were addressed in the demographics quesire. The circumstances under which
freshmen decided whether they joined Learning Comti@s were also taken into consideration.
The researcher had students identify which Learr@mgnmunities they belonged to. This

information showed the variety of Learning Commigsit students partook in and yielded

www.manaraa.com



38

information about voluntarily or involuntary paipation. Each Learning Community has
different goals and emphases, which lead to mixedent outcomes. This information was not
used for the analyses in the current study.
Population and Sample

The study participants were college freshmen atidwestern university with a total
enrollment of 32,684 and 20,837 undergraduate stades of fall 2010. At that time 7,276 were
part-time and 13,561 were full-time undergradusbelents. The number of freshmen in the fall
of 2012 was 2,856, 1,585 were female and 1,271 weate (University Records and
Registration). In the fall of 2013, 2,283 freshmegre FTIACS and of those 1,235 students were
first generation college students. Of all FTIACR6EB participated in a Learning Community
(University, Office of Budget, Planning and Analjsi For the current study 456 students
consented to be contacted for the online survel8.fizshmen completed the first survey at the
beginning of the first semester in college. Of thaseveral students had to be excluded from the
study. Only First Time in Any College Students (RTIS) were used for the data analysis. In
addition international students were excluded bseaheir pre-college experiences are very
different from U.S. students and they did not hamg ACT scores available, which was one of
the academic factors examined in the current stédter excluding these participants, 239
qualified for the second survey at the end of ih& Eemester in college, however, only 237
participants provided sufficient data for the firstave. The number of participants who
participated in both waves was 172. The demographaracteristics of the sample for the
current study can be found in Table 1. Furthermsoeioeconomic status data can be found in
Table 2. The socioeconomic status scores rangomg 8 — 66 were evenly broken down into

three categories to show where the participants fel
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Table 1.

Demographic Information on First Time in any Coke8tudents (FTIACS) (N=237)

FTIACS characteristics n %
Age
17-18 217 91.6
19-20 19 8.1
Missing 1 0.3
Gender
Male 81 34.2
Female 156 65.8
Ethnicity
African American/Black 42 17.7
American Indian/Alaska Native 4 1.7
Asian American/Asian 48 20.3
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1 0.4
Hispanic or Latino 6 2.5
Middle Eastern 21 8.9
White/Caucasian 101 42.6
Other 14 5.9
First Generation College Student Status
First Generation College Student 76 32.1
Not First Generation College Student 159 67.1
Missing 2 0.8
Participation in Learning Community
In a Learning Community 53 22.4
Not in a Learning Community 182 76.8
Missing 2 0.8
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Table 2.Frequencies for Socioeconomic Status as measur8SMESS in categories, high,
medium, and low (N=237).

FTIACS SES in categories n %
Low (8-26) 54 22.8
Medium (27-46) 74 31.2
High (47-66) 92 38.8
Missing 17 7.2

Recruitment

Upon permission from the university’s Human Invgation Committee the researcher
recruited students. The researcher obtained cotseatruit students for the study at the student
orientation from the Associate Provost for Studeatcess of the university (See Appendix G).
The researcher introduced the study to freshmémeanandatory student orientation prior to fall
semester. Students who were interested in partiegpan the study provided their access IDs on
an informed consent sheet given to them at then@tien. It was the goal of the researcher to
include the total population of incoming FTIACS {wihe exception of international students).
The researcher also posted information about theysin dormitories and on the university's
homepage. It was anticipated that approximately 26fall the recruited students would
participate based on a study by Sax, Gilmartin, Bnydnt (2003) who looked at differences in
response rates by mode of administrations. In thidy 19.8% of their sample responded.
Because potential participants were personally agagred during orientation, this estimated
percentage was exceeded. 70% of those approaclssebraa at least some of the survey
guestions. The researcher had planned on usingasthmultiple regression for some of the

analyses which is why she employed Green’s rule 58m) to determine the number of
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participants needed to achieve adequate powerhforctirrent study. The highest number of
predictors used in the multiple regression analygesfive, so the researcher needed at least 180
participants (twice the number calculated througiee®'’s rule) because of the pre-post test
design of the study (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2011)td%al number of 237 participants met this
requirement.

Instructors of introductory courses were identifiadd asked per e-mail to remind
students to participate in the study and to filt the online questionnaires. E-mail reminders
and/or paper notes were distributed to the students week after the initial request for
participation, and were sent again two weeks l&ecause of the pre-post design of the study,
the researcher had to be aware of an imminentiattriate between the first and second data
collection, therefore, she hoped that reminders lavoncrease the number of participating
students, especially in the beginning
Procedures

After the instruments had been approved by the arsity’'s Human Investigation
Committee, the researcher sent e-mails includingptete information about the study to the
students who provided access IDs at their oriemaffhe students were also reminded of the
pre-post design of the study which required stuslémfill out surveys at the beginning and end
of their first semester in college. The e-mailstaored a link to the online instruments, which
provided informed consent for the students, theodppity to indicate their willingness to
participate in the study and to give consent taiobtheir records for GPA, ACT scores, and
enrollment status. The researcher sent remindegils-to students and to instructors of freshmen
classes and Learning Communities for freshmen nun@ their students to fill out the online

surveys within the first three weeks of the senmre3tke post-test surveys were e-mailed to the
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freshmen in the second to last week of their Beshester of their studies at the university. The
students were again urged to respond within threeke of receiving the e-mail in order to be
eligible to collect $15. Reminder e-mails were agsent to all research participants.

To protect students’ rights to privacy their questiaires received a code after
responding at Time 1. A list with all the codedd atorresponding student access IDs was
created. A university faculty member who has acteske student records stored the list safely
in a password protected file, so FTIACS who hadifiea at Time 1 could be contacted at Time
2. This method was used in order to keep studetdrdedata separate from any other
information collected from the participants.

Measures

Several instruments were used for collecting datatlie current study. Among those
were measures of the demographic characteristichefsample, high school achievement
measures, a college self-efficacy measure, a sudggrmining mentoring relationships as well
as an instrument to measure freshmen'’s intentr@gpestudying towards their degree.

Academic Performancé&he students’ high school GPA, measured on acale sas well

as their ACT scores (composite of verbal and metiney, the students’ first semester GPA on a
4.0 scale, and students’ reenrollment status wesr@a through the Student Tracking Advising
Retention System (STARS). STARS is a web applicatioat connects several university
databases. It allows access to university datadersing, retention efforts, curriculum tracking,
and program. The researcher obtained permission fine@ STARS project director to access the
data under supervision of a faculty member (seeeAgix G). The total scores for each

academic performance variable were used for thaystu
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DemographicsA demographics questionnaire was developed to theatesearch needs

of the study. Some of the items included inquirbdut freshmen’s family background, their on-
campus or commuter status, their motives to atteadparticular university and participation in
Learning Communities. Other questions addressedcetfackground and whether students were
first generation college students. This survey sl out at the beginning of the semester. See
Appendix A.

Self-efficacy: In order to measure college self-efficacy of thartigipants at the
beginning and the end of their first semester, esttgl were given the College Self-Efficacy
Inventory (Solberg, O’Brian, Villareal, Kennel, & &vis, 1993). The scale comprises 19
guestions and includes three factors (Course EfficRoommate Efficacy, Social Efficacy) with
item loadings between .56 and .95. The students agked to indicate their level of agreement
on a 10 point Likert type scale (0 = not at all fodent to 10 = extremely confident). For the
current study total scores were used, ranging fit®190. Higher total scores signified higher
levels of self-efficacy and lower total scores lovevels of self-efficacy. The questions asked
about the students’ confidence in completing taslch as writing a course paper, getting along
with roommates, making friends at college. Awoefficient of .93 and had been determined for
the total College Self-Efficacy Inventory and apla coefficient of .88 had been determined for
each subscale. The instrument has been used inakestedies, e.g. by Phinney, Dennis, and
Osorio (2006) on ethnically diverse college studeartd a modified version of the instrument
had been used by DixpiRRayle, Arredondo, Robinson and Kurpius (2005)heir study of
educational self-efficacy of college women. See é&qpx B for detailed survey items.

Mentoring: The researcher used the College Student Ment@tade (CSMS) developed

by Gloria Crisp (2009) to analyze the perceptiohsientorship both at the beginning and end of

www.manaraa.com



44

FTIACS'’ first semesterCrisp (2009) originally developed and used thigt2t-measure with a
stratified random sample of courses at a commurolliege. Crisp had identified four latent
factors through factor analysis: Psychological ambtional support, degree and career support,
academic subject knowledge support and existen@rofe model which were highly reliable
with a ranging from .845 - . 912. The first factor is rma@d by eight items involving open
discussions about personal and social issues.t&nsiare being used for gauging degree and
career support, e.g. examination of degree optamaseducational opportunities. The third factor
is assessed through five items such as discuss$immblems with coursework and achievement.
The existence of a role model is measured by sixstasking if participants have someone to
look up to in respect to academic goals and chgdlenn accomplishing those. Scores are
provided through a five-point Likert scale (1 =ostgly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) and range
from 25-125, with higher total scores showing bretientorship experiences. Students’ overall
scores were used for the current study. The stetheoguestions on the mentoring scale is
“While in college, | have had someone who ...” Exaasplor items are “helps me work toward
achieving my academic aspirations”, “... expressesfidence in my ability to succeed
academically.” The measure was previously used Wwith community college students in
Crisp’s (2010) study and undergraduates and inaBdjl Huff, and Sano-Franchini’'s (2011)
work. In their article, Crisp & Cruz (2010) suggastthat in future research students should
identify their mentors (e.g., family, staff, facultpeers). Therefore, the researcher added this

option to the existing instrument. The completesioanaire can be found in Appendix C.

Intent to persist:in order to examine participants’ intent to petsite College
Persistence Questionnaire (CPQ) by Davidson, BadkMilligan (2009) was used both at the

beginning and end of the students first semestewliege. This questionnaire consists of 34
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items and was developed taking six factors intocsm@ration, yielding six subscales: Academic
and social integration, supportive services satgfas, institutional and degree (or goal)
commitment, and academic conscientiousness (Davidsoal., 2009). Scores are provided
through a five-point Likert scale (1 = very unsi#id or very unfavorable to 5 = very satisfied or
very favorable) and range from 34-170, with higta#al scores indicating greater intentions to
persist. Participants’ overall scores were usedtli@ current study’'s purpose. The answer
options for Academic and Social integration areduge find out how academic and social
experiences influence engagement at college amtbstsi intent to persist. Example items are
“How satisfied are you with the extent of your itgetual growth and interest in ideas since
coming here?” (academic integration) and “How gfra® your sense of connectedness with
other faculty, students, staff on this campus?p@utive Services Satisfaction targets the extent
to which students feel that their out-of-class authool-related needs are met. This factor
includes quality of communication about rules, tagans, and policies but also other education
related issues. Among the items is “How easy e get answers to your questions about things
related to your education here?” Institutional Catnment is the degree of confidence in and
satisfaction with the selection of the institutiawhich they are doing their coursework. Degree
Commitment is defined as the weight students putegeiving a degree. Degree Commitment
and Institutional Commitment do not necessarilyrelate because students may want their
degree, but would rather earn it at a differentversity than the one they are attending.
Nevertheless, the intent to reenroll requires comemt to both. An example item for
Institutional Commitment used in the questionnaréHow confident are you that this is the
right university for you?” An example for Degreer@mitment is “At this moment in time, how

certain are you that you will earn a college deg(Bavidson et al. 2009). Academic
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Conscientiousness — the sixth factor - compris@sl@uic responsibilities. A question on this
subscale is “How often do you turn in assignmerdst ghe due date?” (Davidson, Beck,
Milligan, 2009). Davidson, Beck, & Milligan (2009stablished validity of this measure for
predicting retention in two studies. The interngiability level was at .63. The scores on this
instrument are determined through a five-point tilscale, with answer options ranging from
either “very satisfied” to “very dissatisfied” owéry favorable to “very unfavorable” depending
on the wording of the question. (Davidson, Beckyl8ligan, 2009). See Appendix D.

Socioeconomic StatusTo determine the socioeconomic status of the stsdehe

researcher used the Barratt Simplified Measureoaieb Status (BSMSS) (2005)he students
completed this survey at the beginning of theisliraan semester. This ten-item-measure is an
updated version of Hollingshead’s four factor inddxsocial status (1975). The BSMSS is a
measure that utilizes the participant’s and thei@pant’s parents’ marital status, educational
attainment and occupation to create a score. Tta¢ $oore calculated according to Barratt's
(2005) scoring system, falls between 8 and 66.ifmskeuctions to this measure were modified to
specifically address the student population. Aldwe researcher replaced the numbers with
circles to be marked. In addition the scoring shegt not be used in the online survey, but the
researcher developed a formula to calculate theesaiter the students submitted their surveys.
The BSMSS has been used in several studies, sunHR&ynolds & Ou’s (2011) study on paths
of effects from preschool to adult well-being. Sg®pendix E for both the survey and scoring
procedures as developed by Barratt.

It is important to note that the Appendices contHie questionnaires as originally

developed. Because the students were expecteltl datfihe entire survey online, the individual
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instruments were programmed to meet the formahef‘Zoomerang” platform which became
“Survey Monkey” after the first survey was posted.
Web Based Questionnaires

In recent years web surveys have gained populasitg research tool. According to Fan
and Yan (2010), advantages include shorter tratisgnitime, lower cost in terms of delivery,
availability of attractive designs and decreaseth @atry time. Response rates vary and have
been found both as lower and higher (Sax, GilmaBnyant, 2003) while a more recent study
suggests that web survey response rates are 1166 fban for other survey modes (Fan & Yan,
2010). Fan & Yan (2010) point out several factorsal impact a lower response rate in survey
and delivery. Among those factors are sponsorstiip mgher response rates for academic and
governmental stakeholders compared to commerciak.om addition, topic and length of
survey, wording (specific versus vague), order el as display of questions appear to have an
impact on response rate. Moreover, contact delimegthods, designs of invitations, use of pre-
notifications, reminders and incentives (Fan & Ya810). Fan and Yan (2010) also point out
factors affecting response rates in survey congietsuch as sample populations with student
populations among those more likely to respondidsdemographics impact the response rates
with respect to computer/internet literacy as vasllage and gender, but also personality factors
need to be considered. The authors also addratsde of the software as crucial, e.g. the user
friendliness of the software, the compatibility kvitifferent formats, as well as data safety
features (Fan & Yan, 2010).

The researcher opted for the web survey mode rinbggause university students in all
disciplines do have to be computer savvy and needss to the internet on a daily basis to

communicate with university personnel. Both, thdéivéey of the surveys to the prospective
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participants and the convenience of returning thenpleted surveys were considered by the
researcher.
Data Analysis

For the current study, the researcher used stdndmitiple regression analyses, a
MANOVA, and PROCESS, an SPSS utility designed by.AHayes for step process for
mediation and moderation analyses. Logistic Regreswas suggested for the hypotheses
analyzing actual persistence (reenroliment). Anraes of all hypotheses, variables and
analyses can be seen in Table 1.

For hypothesis 1 standard multiple regression amlyas be performed with the
independent (predictor) variables high school GIRA ACT scores, initial college self-efficacy
(beginning of the first semester), and initial @grtton of mentorship support (beginning of the
first semester) as measured by quantitative measdiee dependent variable for this first
multiple regression analysis was intent to persist measured by the College Persistence
Questionnaire (Davidson, Beck, & Milligan, 2009)hel researcher reported R?, to show the
variance accounted for by the predictors. Part@tetations will be considered as well as
significance testing of regression weights will bedertaken. The researcher analyzed the
characteristics that were proposed to be the stgingredictors for the beginning freshmen’s
intentions to persist, either academic charactesigeach high school GPA, and ACT scores
separately), perceived mentoring relationships, lendl of college self-efficacy. Prior to the
standard multiple regression analysis, Pearsoneletions were performed for each sub-
hypothesis (Hla —H1d).

A second standard multiple regression analysis wssd for hypothesis 2. The

independent variables for this hypothesis aret fiesnester college GPA, college self-efficacy
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(end of first semester), mentoring relationshipsd(@f first semester), and participation in
Learning Communities (end of first semester). Tawdor this analysis will be collected at the
end of freshmen’s first semester in college. Pigditon in Learning Communities was entered
as dummy variable. The researcher analyzed thetdae which characteristics would turn out
to be the strongest predictors for freshmen'’s tnb@s to persist, either first semester college
GPA, perceived mentoring relationships, level oflege self-efficacy, or participation in
Learning Communities. Prior to the standard mudtiggression analysis, Pearson correlations
were performed for each sub-hypothesis (H2a —HPg. predictors from hypothesis 2 were to
be used to show actual persistence (reenrollmatisgtin hypothesis 3. For that purpose logistic
regression was proposed because actual persisseackchotomous variable.

Hypotheses 4 through 8 examined mediating and matdgr variables and their
influence on both, intent to persist and persigegmeenrollment). Hypotheses 4 and 5 explored
whether self-efficacy accounted for intent to pgirsand actual persistence (reenroliment).
Hypotheses 6 through 7 examined the impact (madegratffect) of participation in learning
communities on the relationship between College G&#l intent to persist and actual
persistence (reenrollment). Hypothesis 8 scrutohizhe impact (moderating effect) of
participation of learning communities on the relaship between ACT scores and first semester
college GPA. For these hypotheses the researchdoged PROCESS, an SPSS utility designed
by A. F. Hayes to interpret mediating effects amdpde slope analyses as well as moderating
effects (Hayes, 2013). Preacher and Hayes sugg#ssedew test for mediation after analyzing
both, Baron and Kenny’s (1986) four step test &@dS3obel test, which have both been used for
mediation in psychological research. Preacher anglebl (2004) argue for this test in part

because Baron & Kenny'’s criteria may lead to eromsedetection of a mediation effect (Type |
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error) due to a small change of the coefficient. tBg same token, a large coefficient due to
adding a mediator may lead to a large drop in 8aance, directing to a Type Il error. In
addition, Baron and Kenny's causal steps approaghires a total effect to consider a mediator
(Hayes, 2009). Furthermore, Baron and Kenny's ntethas been found to have low statistical
power (Hayes, 2009; Preacher and Hayes, 2004). Sateel test (product of coefficients
approach), which is often used in addition to Baaad Kenny’s test, assumes “that the sampling
distribution of the indirect effect is normal,” (ias, 2009, p. 411). The given criticisms of these
mediation methods led Hayes to develop PROCESSwises the bootstrapping method, which
is already being used with (Structural Equation ®lody (SEM) (Hayes, 2013; Hayes, 2009).
Hayes proposes “bootstrapping is one of the moia \and powerful methods for testing
intervening variable effects” (Hayes, 2009, p. 418)addition, bootstrapping uses the estimate
of indirect effects as the basis for the infereriteloes not require normality of the sampling
distribution of the indirect effect, or a standa&mor of indirect effect for the inference (Hayes,
2009). PROCESS as used for the mediation and mimieeffects in hypotheses 4-8 is defined
by Hayes (2013) as follows:
PROCESS uses an ordinary least squares or logegfression-based path analytical
framework for estimating direct and indirect efieat simple and multiple mediator
models, two and three way interactions in modenatimodels along with simple
slopes and regions of significance for probingriat&ons, conditional indirect effects
in moderated mediation models with a single or ipldtmediators and moderators,
and indirect effects of interactions in mediatedderation models also with a single

or multiple mediators. Bootstrap methods are imgeted for inference about
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indirect effects in both unmoderated as well as enatgd mediation models (Hayes,
2013, no page).
For the reasons given above, the current reseaetl BROCESS to examine mediating and
moderating variables.

Hypothesis 9 attempted to answer the researchigoégio freshmen in LCs differ from
freshmen not in LCs with regard to GPA, self-eftigaperceptions of mentorship and intent to
persist at time 2?” The researcher used a MANOVAld¢termine which dependent variables
would contribute most to the multivariate effeabr Hypotheses 10 standard multiple regression
were performed to study the extent to which SESnber of hours worked, number of hours
enrolled, and first generation college studentustgiredicted freshmen’s intent to persist at the
end of their first semester in college. Prior te #tandard multiple regression analysis, Pearson
correlations were executed for each sub-hypott{ei6a —H10d).

Hypothesis 11 used logistic regression to exantieeeixtent to which SES, number of
hours worked, number of hours enrolled and firstegation college student status predict actual
persistence (reenroliment) of first time in anylegé students at the end of their first semester in
college.

Hypothesis 12 studied the impact of high school GRET scores, college self-efficacy
(end of the semester), mentoring perceptions (énldecsemester), and participation in Learning
Communities on first semester college GPA, utitizgtandard multiple regression.

A p < .05 was applied to show if there were siguaifit differences. SPSS was used for
the data analyses and the data corresponding totheges and research questions will be
presented in tables. The researcher was looking fieedium effect with .80 power for the study

(Cohen, 1988).

www.manaraa.com



52

Table 3.ProposedHypotheses, Types of Variables and Statistical ysea.

Hypotheses

Variable Type

Scale

Statistics to le€el us

H1: High school GPA, ACT

scores, college self-efficacy

and perceived mentoring
support uniquely contribute
to intent to persist at the

onset of the first semester ¢

college.

Hla: High school GPA
predicts intent to persist

among freshmen at the ong

of their first semester of
college.

H1b: ACT scores predict
intent to persist among
freshmen at the onset of
their first semester of
college.

Hlc: College self-efficacy
predicts intent to persist

among freshmen at the ong

of their first semester of
college.

H1d: Perceptions of
mentoring support predict
intent to persist among

freshmen at the onset of firs

semester of college.

Independent
,Variables (1Vs):

High school GPA,
ACT scores,
College Self-
fefficacy (SE)
Perceptions of
Mentoring

Dependent
eVariable (DV

Intent to Persist

et

High school GPA
RATIO
(continuous)

ACT score
RATIO
(continuous)

College Self-
Efficacy:

(Likert scale):
RATIO/Continuous

Mentoring:
(Likert):
RATIO
(continuous)

Intent to Persist
(Likert)

RATIO
(continuous)

A standard multiple
regression analysis will be
conducted with college
self-efficacy, high school
GPA, and ACT score,
perceptions of mentoring
as independent variables
(predictor variables) and
intent to persist as
dependent variable
(criterion variable).

Through this analysis, the
degree of relationship
between the DV and the
IVs can be evaluated. In
addition the proportion of
variance in the DV can be
predicted by regression, g
well as the relative
importance of the I1Vs
(Tabachnick & Fidell,
2011).

For each sub-hypothesis
(Hla-H1d) Pearson
correlations will be run.
The correlation
coefficients will show the
strength and direction of
the relationships between
variables.

H2: College GPA, college

self-efficacy, perceptions of

mentoring support, and
participation in Learning

Independent
Variables (1Vs):

College GPA,

College Self-

College GPA
RATIO
(continuous)

A standard multiple
regression analysis will be
conducted with college
GPA, college self-efficacy
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Communities (LCs) predict
intent to persist among
college students at the end
their first semester in
college.

H2a: College GPA predicts
intent to persist among
freshmen at the end of theil
first semester in college.

H2b: College self-efficacy
predicts intent to persist
among freshmen at the end
of their first semester in
college.

H2c: Perceptions of
mentoring support predict
intent to persist among
freshmen at the end of thei
first semester in college.

H2d: Participation in LCs
predicts intent to persist
among freshmen at the end
of their first semester in
college.

efficacy (SE) at
time 2, Perceptiong
adf Mentoring
Support at time 2
and Participation in
LCs.

bv
Intent to Persist

College SE (end of
5 semester) time 2:
RATIO
(Continuous)

Mentoring time 2:
RATIO
(continuous)

LC:
CATEGORICAL
(dummy variable)
(dichotomous)

Intent to persist
time 2:

RATIO
(continuous)

and perceptions of
mentoring as independent
variables (predictor
variables) and intent to
persist as dependent
variable (criterion
variable).

Through this analysis, the
degree of relationship
between the DV and the
IVs can be evaluated. In
addition the proportion of
variance in the DV can be
predicted by regression, g
well as the relative
importance of the Vs
(Tabachnick & Fidell,
2011).

For each sub-hypothesis
(H2a-H2d) Pearson
correlations will be run.
The correlation
coefficients will show the
strength and direction of
the relationships between
variables.

H3: College GPA, college
self-efficacy, perceptions of
mentoring support, and
participation in learning
communities predict
persistence (reenrollment)
among college students at
the end of their first
semester in college
(Model 2).

Independent
Variables (1Vs):

College GPA,
College Self-
efficacy at time 2,
Perceptions of
Mentoring Support
at time 2, and
Participation in
LCs.

DV:
Persistence

College GPA
RATIO
(continuous)

College SE time 2:
RATIO
(Continuous)

Mentoring time 2:
RATIO
(continuous)

LC:
CATEGORICAL
(dummy variable)

(dichotomous)

Logistic Regression with
actual persistence as DV
will be used. The Wald
test will show which
factors are statistical
significant. Odds ratios
will show the effect of the
independent variables on
the dependent variable
(Tabachnick and Fidell,
2011)
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Persistence:
Reenroliment
(dichotomous)

Mediation Hypotheses

H4: The relationship
between college GPA and
intent to persist among
freshmen at the end of theil
first semester in college is
mediated by college self-
efficacy.

H5: The relationship
between college GPA and
PERSISTENCE
(reenrollment) among
freshmen at the end of theil
first semester in college is
mediated by self-efficacy
(Model 2).

v
College GPA

DV (H4)

Intent to persist

DV (H5
Persistence

Mediating Variable
College self-
efficacy

College GPA
RATIO
(continuous)

College SE time 2:
RATIO
(Continuous)
MEDIATOR

Intent to persist:
RATIO
(Continuous)

Persistence:
Reenrollment
(dichotomous)
dummy variable

Regression analyses will
be conducted using
PROCESS (Hayes, 2013
an SPSS utility specially
designed for interpreting
mediation effects. The
mediation analysis will
yield total, direct, and
indirect effects. To
investigate mediation,
bootstrapping will be usec
as described in Preacher
and Hayes (2013) with
5000 random samplings @
the data with replacement
and first semester college
GPA as independent
variable, college self-
efficacy as proposed
mediator and intent to
persist as dependent
variable. A significant
indirect effect of college
self-efficacy will be shown
through confidence
intervals that do not
contain O.

www.manaraa.com

—



55

Moderation Hypotheses:

H6: The relationship
between college GPA and
intent to persist among
freshmen at the end of thei
first semester is moderated
by participation in learning
communities.

H7: The relationship
between college GPA and
PERSISTENCE among
freshmen is moderated by
participation in learning
communities (Model 2).

|\YA

College GPA
DV (H6)

Intent to Persist
DV (H7
Persistence

Moderating
Variable

Participation in
LCs

College GPA
RATIO
(continuous)

LC:
CAT/NOMINAL
(dichotomous)
(dummy variable)
MODERATOR

Intent to persist:
RATIO
(Continuous)

Persistence:
Reenrollment
CATEGORICAL
(dichotomous)
dummy variable

H8: The relationship
between ACT scores and
college GPA among college
freshmen is moderated by
participation in learning
communities.

v
ACT scores
DV
College GPA

Moderating
Variable

Participation in
LCs

ACT
RATIO

College GPA
RATIO
(continuous)

LC:
CAT/NOMINAL
(dummy variable,
dichotomous)

For the regression analysgs
PROCESS will be used
(Hayes, 2013), an SPSS
utility specially designed
by A. F. Hayes for
interpreting moderation
effects and simple slopes
analysis. All predictors
will be mean centered.
Bootstrap with 5000
resamplesSignificant
effects will be indicated by
confidence intervals that
do not contain 0. High and
low conditional simple
slopes will be computed
for Participation in
Learning Communities,
which is a dichotomous
moderator, to explore
interaction effects (Hayes
2013).

H9: There is a difference
between freshmen
participating in LCs and
freshmen not participating i
LCs in socio-cognitive
variables (College GPA,
college self-efficacy,
perceptions of mentorship &
& intent to persist) at the
end of their first semester in

v
Participation in LC

NDVs

o First semester
College GPA

o College SE

it 0 Perceptions of

mentorship

1 0 Intent to persist

college.

LC:
CAT/NOMINAL
College GPA
RATIO
(continuous)
College SE time 2:
RATIO
(continuous)
College SE
RATIO
(continuous)

A one-way MANOVA
will be performed.

e Pillai’'s Trace will
provide effect size.

e (Salkind, 2007;
Tabachnick & Fidell,
2011).
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Mentoring
RATIO
(continuous)
Intent to persist:
RATIO
(continuous)

H10: SES, number of hourg
worked, number of hours

enrolled, and first generation

student status uniquely
contribute to intent to persis
among freshmen in their
first semester of college.

H10a: Socioeconomic statu
(SES) predicts intent to
persist among freshmen in
their first semester of
college.

H10b: The number of hours
worked predicts intent to
persist among freshmen in
their first semester of
college.

H10c: The number of hour
enrolled predicts intent to
persist among freshmen in
their first semester of
college.

H10d: First generation
college student status
predicts intent to persist
among freshmen in their
first semester of college.

1°2)

v
SES score

v
tHours worked

v

Hours enrolled
S

v

First generation

college status

DV
Intent to persist
(end of semester)

SES:
RATIO
(continuous)

Hours worked:
RATIO
(continuous)

Hours enrolled:
RATIO

First generation
college status:
(dummy variable,
dichotomous)

Intent to persist:
RATIO
(continuous)

A standard multiple
regression analysis will be
conducted with, high
school GPA, and ACT
scores, college self-
efficacy, perceptions of
mentoring as independent
variables (predictor
variables) and intent to
persist as dependent
variable (criterion
variable).

Through this analysis, the
degree of relationship
between the DV and the
IVs can be evaluated. In
addition the proportion of
variance in the DV can be
predicted by regression, 8
well as the relative
importance of the Vs
(Tabachnick & Fidell,
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H11: SES, number of hours
worked, number of hours
enrolled and first generatior
student status uniquely
contribute to
PERSISTENCE
(reenrollment) among
freshmen in their first
semester of college

(Model 2).

|\YA

SES score

IV

Hours worked
|\YA

Hours enrolled
|\YA

First generation
college status

DV (H10)

Persistence

SES:
RATIO
(continuous)

Hours worked:
RATIO
(continuous)

Hours enrolled:
RATIO

First generation
college status:
(dummy variable,
dichotomous)

Persistence:
Reenrollment
CATEGORICAL
(dichotomous)

Logistic Regression with
actual persistence as DV
will be used. The Wald
test will show which
factors are statistical
significant. Odds ratios
will show the effect of the
independent variables on
the dependent variable
(Tabachnick and Fidell,
2011).

H12: High school GPA,
ACT scores, college self-
efficacy (end of semester),
mentoring perceptions (end
of semester), and
participation in learning
communities predict Colleg
GPA

Independent
Variables (1Vs):

High school GPA,
ACT scores,
College Self-
efficacy (end of
esemester),
perceptions of
mentoring support
(end of semester)
and participation in
LCs.

DV
College GPA

High school GPA
RATIO
(continuous)
ACT scores:
RATIO
(continuous)
College SE time 2:
RATIO
(Continuous)
Mentoring time 2:
RATIO
(continuous)

LC:
CATEGORICAL
(dummy variable)
(dichotomous)
College GPA
RATIO
(continuous)

A standard multiple
regression analysis will be
conducted with, high
school GPA, and ACT
scores, college self-
efficacy, perceptions of
mentoring as independent
variables and intent to
persist as dependent
variable (criterion
variable).

Through this analysis, the
degree of relationship
between the DV and the
IVs can be evaluated. In
addition the proportion of
variance in the DV can be
predicted by regression, 3
well as the relative
importance of the Vs
(Tabachnick & Fidell,
2011).
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Summary

The current study studies the impact of a hostaniables on freshmen’s — specifically
First Time in Any College Students’ — intent to tiane their studies at a Midwestern university
they started in Fall 2012. College freshmen antkgel freshmen in Learning Communities in
the Fall of 2012 were the participants in the stuiyrveys to explore the students’ demographic
background, academic standing, self-efficacy, amdgived mentoring relationships and intent
to persist were used to examine factors that migttience college student retention. The
analysis plan included Multiple Linear Regressiamalgses were used to find significant
correlations, and contributions of individual predrs to students’ intent to persist and academic
success at the end of their first freshmen semedttiating and moderating effects of variables
were to be analyzed. Freshmen in Learning Comnaswiere to be compared to freshmen not
in Learning Communities by main effects and simgiiects by means of an ANOVA. The
results were expected to yield significant outcomvagh would help understand the complexity

of variables impacting college student persistence.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSES

In this chapter the results of the data analyskdw presented in two sections. The first
section includes preliminary analyses, descriptiohgnean group differences between First
Time in Any College Students (FTIACS) in Learningrmunities (LC) and not in Learning
Communities and changes over time. The secondosestiows the analyses for each main
hypothesis and sub-hypotheses, which include @iioels among variables. Analyses for sub-
hypotheses precede analyses for main hypotheses.

Restatement of the Purpose

The purpose of this study was to explore to whaemxdifferent variables such as
academic performance (ACT score, high school arstl emester GPA), college self-efficacy,
and perceptions of mentoring support predict tmstHiime in Any College Students’ (FTIACS)
intent to persist past the first semester of cellebhe influence of participation in Learning
Communities and changes in self-efficacy, percegtiof mentorship and intent to persist was
also investigated.

Group Differences, changes over Time and PrelimingrAnalyses

All data used for the analyses stemmed from Fligte in Any College Students
(FTIACS), students who had never been in a collegfere (neither a community college nor a
university). In addition, students had to be citgeor green card holders to qualify for the
analyses. Of all participants, 239 qualified fag thurrent study.

To identify outliers, the Mahalonobis Distance (i & Vannatta, 2010; Tabachnick
and Fidell, 2011), was computed. Two cases weradda have extreme values and, therefore,

were removed from the data set, decreasing the euailvalid cases to 237. In order to not lose
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cases due to missing answers on the surveys, skaraher totaled the scores and calculated the
means for the college self-efficacy survey, thecgptions of mentorship survey, and the intent
to persist survey at the beginning and end of Hréqgpants’ first semester in college. This score
will be referred to as “Mean Total Score” throughtlis chapter. Also, the number of cases
fluctuates in the various analyses, because aktofian between first and second wave, b)
missing data for the surveys, or ¢) unavailabla d&tm participants.

The screening processes for the mean total séaresllege self-efficacy, perceptions of
mentorship support, and intent to persist showedigoificant issues with normality, linearity,
or homeoscedasticity. Multicollinarity was exploratso. According to Hair, Black, Babin,
Anderson and Tatham (2006) multicollinarity is measl through two statistics, Tolerance and
Variance of Inflation Factor. Because the toleramakies remained > .10 and the variance
inflation factor was < 10, multicollinarity did npresent a problem.

The participants filled out online surveys botheg beginning (first wave) and the end of
their first semester (second wave) in college. Xplare the collected data, Tables 4-6 were
included in this section. Table 4 gives an overvadwhe mean scores for the academic variables
focused on in the analyses (mean high school GRf&NMACT scores, mean college GPA) as
well as the mean total scores for college selkaffy, perceptions of mentoring support, and
intent to persist from both waves. In addition, [EaB compares FTIACS participating in a
Learning Community (LC) and FTIACS not participgtim a Learning Community (LC), which

will be examined in one of the hypotheses as vigibfthesis 9).
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Table 4.Descriptive Statistics for FTIACS in Learning Conmities (LC) and FTIACS not in

Learning Communities (not in LC).

In a lbeimg Comm.

Not in a Learning Comm.

Variable M SD N M SD N Range
ACT Score 25.08 4.0 53 23.10 4.94 178 12.00-35.00
High School GPA 3.59 45 51 341 49 177 1.85-4.00
First Semester GPA 3.27 .88 53 2.93 .94 182 0.00-4.00
College Self-Efficacy?* 7.72 1.1 53 7.38 1.27 180 3.16-10.00
Mentorship Perceptionst  3.79 .67 53 3.68 .81 179 1.00-5.00
Intent to Persist! 3.52 .33 53 3.42 41 178 1.85-4.30
College Self-Efficacy? 7.63 1.07 40 7.42 1.16 130 4.26-9.89
Mentorship Perceptions? 3.76 .55 40 3.82 .83 128 1.00-5.00
Intent to Persist2 3.49 3 40 3.42 45 128 1.79-4.76

1Scores are from first wave (beginning of first gster in college).

2Scores are from second wave (end of first semest®llege).

Although no hypothesis in the current study exawhitiee changes between first and

second wave data, scores for self-efficacy, memgosupport perceptions, and intent to persist, a

table of differences between the data from bothesavere included (Table 5).

Table 5.Descriptive Statistics for College Self-Efficacyeibrship Perceptions, Intent to
Persist for Participants in Both First and Second .

Begingiof first End of Semester
Semeste
Variable M SD N M N
College Self-Efficacy 7.45 1.24 170 7.46 1.13 170
Mentorship Perceptions 3.73 1.13 168 3.81 49 168
Intent to Persist 3.43 37 168 3.43 41 168
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Paired-samples-tests were performed for participants of both vgavdo significant
changes over time were found for college self-affict(169) = -.16,p = .87 , and for intent to
persistt(167) = .10,p = .92. Because of attrition and missing data dri§-170 survey results
could be compared in this analysis, which alsocadid the degrees of freedom in tHests.

High school GPA and first semester college GPA vedse compared to see if there were
significant differences. Paired samptdssts showed significant differend€229) = 8.42,

p < .001 with high school GPA significantly highérah college GPAN = 3.45 andvl = 3.02,

respectively). Table 6 shows the results of thdysma

Table 6.Paired Samples t-test for High School GPA and Faesnester GPA.

Variable N M SD df t Sig
High School GPA 230 3.45 .49

. 229 8.42 <.001
First Semester GPA 230 3.02 .93

Analyses for Main Hypotheses and Sub-Hypotheses
All hypotheses were tested using inferential diatis Significance was determined using

an alpha level of .05. Pearson correlations forhesub-hypothesis were run for individual
variables, and the analyses for the sub-hypothaseede the analyses for the main hypotheses.
For the main hypotheses multivariate analyses dwety standard linear multiple regression
analyses, logistic regression analyses, multivauaaialyses of variance, as well as mediation and
moderation analyses were employed.

The first hypothesis and its sub-hypotheses, facwhnalyses were run, used first wave

data, which was collected in the beginning of theipipants’ first semester in college. The data
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included mean total scores for college self-effy{ganentoring support perceptions, and intent to
persist.
H1: High school GPA, ACT scores, college selfesfty, and perceived mentoring
support uniquely contribute to intent erygst at the onset of the first semester
in college.
Hla: High school GPA predicts intent to persisbagifreshmen at the onset of their first
semester in college.
H1lb: ACT scores predict intent to persist amaegtimen at the onset of their first
semester in college.
Hlc: College self-efficacy predicts intent to ist among freshmen at the onset of their
first semester in college.
H1ld: Perceptions of mentoring support predicenntto persist among freshmen at the
onset of first semester in college.
Pearson correlations were run to explore indiMicdrarelations of high school GPA,
ACT scores, as well as mean total scores for celgaif-efficacy and perceptions of mentorship
with mean total scores for intent to persist atdhset of the semester (first wave) for FTIACS.

Table 7 shows the correlation matrix.
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Table 7.Pearson Correlations among High School GPA, ACTré&;dMean Total Self-Efficacy
Score, Mean Total Mentorshcores and Mean Total Intent to Persist Scoressiviave (N =
230).

High School ACT Coll. Self- Mentor- Intent to
GPA Score Efficacy  ship Per- Persist
ceptions
High School GPA .528** -.068 .053 -.018
ACT Score -.117 .078 .016
College Self-Efficacy?* A428** B17**
Mentorship Perceptior .508**

Intent to Persist!

1 Scores are from first wave
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (ated)

The analyses provided the following results: Hggthool GPA and intent to persist
(beginning of the first semester) were not sigaifity correlatedr (n=30) = -.018 ap = .05
(Hypothesis H1a). No significant correlation wasirid between ACT scores and mean total
scores for intent to persist (beginning of thetfasmester); = -.016,p =.05 (Hypothesis H1b).
College self-efficacy and intent to persist (begugnof first semester) were significantly
correlatedy = .617 atp =.01 (Hypothesis H1c). In addition, mean totalresdor perceptions of
mentoring support were significantly correlated hwintent to persisty = .508 atp =.01
(Hypothesis H1d). It was also found that the acaderariables, high school GPA and ACT
scores, were strongly correlated as well as coléedfeefficacy and mentorship perceptions.

For the main hypothesis (H1) a standard linear ipialregression analysis was used to

test if ACT score, high school GPA, first semesteliege self-efficacy and perceptions of

www.manaraa.com



65

mentorship significantly predicted FTIACS’ intent fpersist. Data was available for 220

participants. Values of the analysis are presentd@ble 8.

Table 8.Standard Linear Multiple Regressions Predictingehitto Persist at the Beginning of
the First Semester in College (First Wave) (N=220).

Variables B pSr Sf F df R R Sig. t
1.649 4548 4,216 .678€ <.001 8.32%
ACT Score 005 .07 .056 .003 1.12
High School GPA! -.027 -.03 -.029.008 -.57
College Self-Efficacy* .161 49 508 .189 8.67***
Mentorship Percept.t .149 .30 .269 .072 5.38***

Dependent Variable: Intent to Persist (beginnin§ref semester in college)
1 Scores are from first wave
***Correlation is significant at the .001 level 2iled)

The results of the standard linear multiple regogsanalysis indicated that the predictors
explained 45.7% of the varianceE .46,F(4,216) = 45.4% <.001). It was found that college
self-efficacy significantly predicted intent to pest, f§ = .49, t=8.67, atp<.001), as did
Mentorship,f = .30 and = 5.38,p < .001). ACT and High school GPA did not show gigant
prediction of intent to persist in the beginningtbé first semester of first time in any college
students. The standardized regression coefficigtslearly show that self-efficacy is the most
important predictor for intent to persist, followby perceptions of mentorship. The Semi-partial
Coefficient of Determination (Sr?) was calculated €ach predictor to show each independent
variable’s unique contribution to the model, it wimsind that 18.9% of the variance was
uniquely accounted for by college self-efficacy2%. by perceptions of mentorship, .8% by

HSGPA, and .03% by ACT scores.
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For hypothesis 2 and sub-hypotheses 2a-2d, iniaddi first semester GPA, data from
the second wave (end of first semester) of the daitaction was utilized (mean total scores for
college self-efficacy, perceptions of mentoringson and intent to persist).

H2: College GPA, college self-efficacy, perceps of mentoring support, and
participation in Learning Communities predict irttém persist among first time in
any college students at the end of their first s¢aran college.

H2a: College GPA predicts intent to persist amimeghmen at the end of their first

semester in college.

H2b: College self-efficacy predicts intent to st among freshmen at the end of their

first semester in college.

H2c: Perceptions of mentoring support predictnbtto persist among freshmen at the

end of their first semester in college.

H2d: Participation in Learning Communities (Lgekdicts intent to persist among

freshmen at the end of their first semester inegall

First, Pearson correlations were performed fost fsemester GPA, mean total self-
efficacy scores, mean total mentorship scores @t to persist of FTIACS at the end of the
first semester. Data for these analyses were d&ilfor 170 participants — people who

completed both, wave 1 and wave 2 data. Table@slkletailed results.
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Table 9.Pearson Correlations between First Semester GPAanVIetal Self-Efficacy Scores,
Mean Total Mentorship Scoresd Mean Total Intent to Persist Scores (WaviN2y 170).

First Semester First Sem. Mentorship Intent to

GPA Self-Efficacy Perceptions Persist
First Semester GPA .023 .182* -.033
First Sem. Self-Efficacy* A44%* .555**
Mentorship?* 501**

Intent to Persist!

1 Scores are from second wave (end of the firsesénin college)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level @ked)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@H{ed)

No significant correlation was found between fissimester GPA and intent to persist
(hypothesis 2a); however, significant correlatiovere found between college self-efficacy and
intent to persist; = .555,p=.01 (hypothesis 2b). In addition mentoring supperceptions were
significantly correlated with intent to persistthe end of FTIACS’ first semestar,= 501,p =
.01 (hypothesis 2c). It was also found that mehiprperceptions were significantly correlated
with first semester GPA, = .182,p = .05 and mentorship perceptions were also siamtly
correlated with first semester college self-effigac= .444,p = .01.

Hypothesis 2d pertains to the impact of Learnirgn@iunities on intent to persist. For
this hypothesis mean total scores for intent tgipefrom the second wave were again utilized.

Participants in LCs and not in LCs were comparsthglindependent samplégests.

Data for 128 participants was available for thialgsis. Table 10 shows the results of tttest.
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Table 10.The t-test for FTIACS in Learning Communities) &lad in Learning Communities
using Mean Intent to Persist Scores at the Enti@first Semester (second wave).

Group N M SD df t Sig
In LC 40 3.49 .30

166 .995 322
Not in LC 128 3.42 45

The Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances showadqual variances between students
in LCs and students not in LCs. Thest on differences on persistence (end of the fir
semester) between FTIACS participating in LCs aftRES not participating in LCs indicated
no significant difference in intent to persiftl66) = .995p = .322,M = 3.49 andM = 3.42
respectively. The power of this test was .26.

For the main hypothesis 2 (H2) mean total scoresséif-efficacy, mentoring support
perceptions, and intent to persist from the secwade (end of the first semester) were utilized
in addition to first semester college GPA and pgtion in Learning Communities (LC).
Standard linear multiple regression was used tb ifefirst Semester GPA, College Self-
Efficacy, Perceptions of Mentorship and Participatin a Learning Communities significantly
predicted FTIACS’ Intent to Persist at the endhditt first semester in college (second wave).

Table 11 presents results of this analysis.
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Table 11 Standard Linear Multiple Regression Analysis tod®elntent to Persist at the End of
FTIACS’ First Semester in College.

B S Sr "Sr F df R R SigF t
Variables
1.80¢ 28.09 4,165 .64 .41 <.001 9.39
First Semester GPA -.062 .13 .120 .014 -2.00
Coll. Self-Efficacyt  .145 .4C 35z 124 5.86***
Mentorship Perceptt .190 .3t .30€ .04 5.10%**
Part. in LC.2 .078 .08 .07¢ .00t 1.26

Dependent Variable: Intent to Persist (end of Besnester in college)
1 Scores are from second wave (end of the firses&nin college)
2 Part. in LC = Participation in Learning Commuexti
ek n< 001

The results of the standard linear multiple regogsanalysis indicated that the predictors
explained 41% of the variancB’(= .41,F(4,165) = 28.09p <. 001). It was found that college
self-efficacy significantly predicted intent to pet at the end of the first semester in collgge,
40 andt = 5.86 atp < .001, as did Mentorship with = .35,t =5.10 atp < .05) while college
GPA and participation in Learning Communities didt.n The importance of college self-
efficacy and perceptions of mentorship at the ehthe FTIACS first semester in college is
similar to the findings in the first wave, howevéne standardized regression coefficierfis (
dropped slightly for self-efficacy by .9 and incsed for mentorship by .5. The Semi-partial
Coefficient of Determination (Sr?) was calculated éach predictor to show each independent
variable’s unique contribution to the model. It wimind that 12.4% of the variance was

uniquely accounted for by college self-efficacy}9. by perceptions of mentorship, 1.4% first

semester college GPA and .5% by participation iarheng Communities.
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The current research sought to examine hypothesedddel 2. Model 2 was proposed
to predict actual enroliment from the social-cogeitand academic variables utilized in Model 1
which used intent to persist as the dependenthlaria
H3: College GPA, college self-efficacy, perceptoof mentoring support, and
participation in learning communities predict PERBENCE (reenrollment)
among college students at the end of their firstester in college. (Model 2).
Because only three FTIACS had not reenrolled dfieir first semester in college, the

proposed logistic regression analysis for H3 cawdtlbe conducted.

Mediation Hypotheses

The current research also examined direct anaedaideffects of variables on intent to

persist. Hypothesis 4 and hypothesis 5 exploredhveneself-efficacy had a mediation function.
H4: The relationship between college GPA and intempersist among freshmen at the end
of their first semester in college is mediated bege self-efficacy.

Regression analyses were conducted using PROCES8f$H2013) an SPSS utility
specially designed for interpreting mediation effecThe mediation analysis revealed no
significant total, direct, or indirect effects oblege GPA on persistence. To investigate
mediation, bootstrapping was used as describedeiacRer and Hayes (2004) with 5000 random
samplings of the data with replacement and firstester college GPA as independent variable,
college self-efficacy as mediator and intent tosftras dependent variable. Figure 1 shows the

mediation model and coefficients.
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College
Self-efficacy
S =-.0316 (End of first semester) S =.2031
First Semester Intent to Persist
College GPA »| (End of first semester
S =-.0163
(B =-.0227)

Figure 1. No Existing Mediating Effects of Colleggf-Efficacy between First Semester GPA
and Intent to Persist.

According to PROCESS, significant indirect (media)i effects can be determined by
confidence intervals that do not include 0. Mediatanalysis revealed that college self-efficacy
did not mediate the relationship between collegé @GRd intent to persist (95% CI: -.03, .04).
These results were verified when testing medialiging the more conservative Sobel Z-t&st (
.30, p = .76). First semester college GPA neither hadgaifstant direct effect on intent to
persist, nor a significant indirect effect. In ath, there was no significant effect of first
semester college GPA on college self-efficacy (96% -.17, .24). However, there was a
significant effect of college self-efficacy on inteo persist (95% CI: .16, .2p,= .001). Again,
the effect of college self-efficacy on intent tagist could be shown in this analysis.

Mediation analysis was also proposed for hypothgsis

H5: The relationship between college GPA and PERENCE (reenroliment) among
freshmen at the end of their first semester is atediby self-efficacy (Model 2).
Because only three FTIACS had not reenrolled dfteir first semester in college, a

mediation analysis could not be conducted for hypsits 5.
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Moderation Hypotheses
Three hypotheses in the current research — hygpisth@ through hypothesis 8 —
suggested moderating effects of participation iarbegng Communities.
H6: The relationship between first semester coll&f®A and intent to persist among
freshmen at the end of their first semester is maidd by participation in learning
communities.

See the proposed model in Figure 2.

Participation in
Learning Communities

First Semester Intent to Persist
College GPA A 4 (End of first semester

A 4

Figure 2.Moderation Model Predicting that Participation irearning Communities Has a
Moderating Effect on the Relationship between Faestnester College GPA and Intent to Persist
(End of First Semester).

For the regression analyses PROCESS was used (F® 3, an SPSS utility specially
designed by A. F. Hayes for interpreting moderatsffects and simple slopes analysis. All
predictors were mean centered. High and low camthli simple slopes were computed for
participation in Learning Communities — a dichotasomoderator — to explore interaction

effects. No significant main effects of particigatiin Learning Communities and first semester

college GPA were foundy = .02, SE= .09,t(170) = .22,p = .83 for participation ir.Cs and
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b = -.001, SE = .05,1(170) = -.02, p = .99 for first semester college GPA. In additiom n
significant interaction was fountd,= .16,SE=.15,t(170) = 1.13p = .26.

For exploratory purposes, simple slopes analysis imaluded. It revealed that first
semester college GPA predicted minimal non sigaificchange in intent to persist when
individuals participated in Learning CommunitiésH.76, SE = .14t(170) = .90,

p = .37) and an even smaller non significant chawgen individuals did not participate in

Learning communitied(= -.24,SE= .04,t(170) = -.96p = .34). See Figure 3 below.

3 —o—Low

25 _= High

Intent to Persist

InLC NotLC

Learning Community Status

Figure 3.Simple Slopes Analysis Shows that Participatidoearning Communities Has a Non
Significant Effect on the Relationship BetweentFa@mmester College GPA and Intent to Persist.

Mediation analysis was also proposed for hypothésBecause only three FTIACS had
not reenrolled after their first semester in catlegnalyses for the following hypothesis could not
be conducted:

H7: The relationship between college GPA and PERENCE among freshmen at the
end of their first semester is mediated by selicatfy (Model 2).

A moderation analysis was performed for hypoth8sis
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H8: The relationship between ACT scores and fiestaster college GPA among
college freshmen is moderated by partieypain learning communities.

See Figure 4 for proposed model.

Participation in
Learning Communities

ACT Scores v R First Semester
College GPA

Figure 4.Proposed Moderation Model Predicting that Partidijoa in Learning Communities
Has a Moderating Effect on the Relationship betw&Emf Scores and First Semester College
GPA.

Similar moderation analyses were conducted usin®RSS (Hayes, 2013) to
determine if there were moderation effects. In &oldj simple slopes analysis was performed.
All predictors were mean centered, and for the abmmous moderator — participation in
Learning Communities - high and low conditional pienslopes were computed and used to
explore interaction effects. No significant mairieet was found for participation in Learning
Communitiesp = .17,SE= 14,t(233) = 1.28p = .20. A significant main effect was found for
ACT and first semester GPA,= .08,SE= .01,t(233) = 7.16p < .001. However, no significant
interaction was foundy = -.001, SE = .03(233) =-.12,p = .90.

Simple slopes analysis graphically presents thafl AgCores significantly predicted

College GPA under both conditions, participatiorLgarning Communitiesb(= .08,SE= .02,

t(233) = 2.81,p = .005) and non-participation in Learning commiasitp = -.08, SE = .01,
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t(170) = 6.74,p = .001). Figure 5 shows exploratory simple slop@slysis despite non-

significant interaction.

3.5 ==

25 | M

—o—Low

—a— High

15

College GPA
N

0.5

In LC Not LC

Learning Community Status

Figure 5.Simple Slopes Analysis Showing High and Low SadrAS€T Predicting College
GPA. Participation in Learning Communities Was B@&ignificant Moderator.
Hypothesis 9 examined differences between FTIAC3.earning Communities and
FTIACS not in Learning Communities:
H9: There is a difference between freshmen @peting in Learning Communities and
freshmen not participating in Learning Communiiiesocial-cognitive variables
(college GPA, college self-efficacy, perceptions méntorship at & intent to
persist) at the end of their first semester inegl
A MANOVA was conducted to examine the effects ofrtiggpation in Learning
Communities on first semester college GPA, collegléefficacy, perceptions of mentorship and
intent to persist. Data for 167 participants wevailable for this analysis. Table 12 shows the

results.
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Table 12 Multivariate Analysis of Variance on Participatiam Learning Communities

Source of Variation  Pillai’s Trace F df Sig. Power

Participation in LC 10 4.19 4,163 .003 .92

A Levene’s test of the homogeneity of variance sigsificant for first semester college
GPA, F(1, 166) = 10.77 gb = .001, mentorship perceptions wklil,166) = 6.920 atp = .009,
and intent to persist witR(1,166) = 6.683 gb = .01 but not for self-efficack(4,163) = .72. To
correct for this, Pillai's Trace correction was dise assess the multivariate test. The multivariate
test results indicated that participation in LeagniCommunities had a significant effect,
F(4,163) = 4.187p = .003 with an effect size of .92.

The current study examined the individual effects participation in Learning
Communities on first semester GPA, college seitaffy, mentorship perceptions and intent to
persist. Means and standard deviations for eatieofariables can be found in Table 13.

Table 13 Descriptive Statistics for FTIACS in Learning Conmities (n = 40) and FTIACS not
in Learning Communities (n = 128) who Filled Outn&ys for Wave 2.

In a LeargiCommunity Not in a Learning Comntyni
Variable M SD M SD
First Semester GPA 3.44 48 2.94 .90
College Self-Efficacy?* 7.63 1.07 742 1.17
Mentorship Perceptionst 3.76 .55 3.82 .83
Intent to Persist? 3.49 .30 342 .45

1Scores are from the second wave

www.manaraa.com



77

A significant effect of participation in Learningo@munities on first semester college
GPA, F(1, 166) = 11.56p = .001 was found. Individual effects of participatin Learning
Communities were not significant for college sdffeacy, F(1,166) = 1.01,p = .32,
perceptions of mentorship(1, 166) = .17p = .69 and intent to persist at the end of thd firs
semester-(1,166) = .66p = .42.

Hypotheses 10 and sub-hypotheses 10a-10d exp8weideconomic factors, including
Socioeconomic Status (SES) scores from Barrattimpiied Measure of Social Status
(BSMSS), number of hours enrolled, number of honmsked, and first generation college
student status.

H10: SES, number of hours worked, number of houm®led, and first generation
student status uniquely contribute to intent tosigeramong college among
freshmen in their first semester in college.

H10a: Socioeconomic status (SES) predicts intepetsist among freshmen in their first
semester of college.

H10b: The number of hours worked predicts intenpéosist among freshmen in their

first semester of college.

H10c: The number of hours enrolled predicts intenpersist among freshmen in their
first semester of college.

H10d: First generation college student status ptedntent to persist among freshmen in

their first semester of college.

Hypothesis 10 sought to determine the contributibsocioeconomic factors (including a
SES score consisting of educational and occupdtistetus, work, enrollment and first

generation college student status).
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The socioeconomic status scores were calculated Barratt’s (2005) instructions for
the BSMSS, which had to fall between 8-66. Desimst for socioeconomic status scores and

the number of hours enrolled at the universitymesented in Table 14.

Table 14 Descriptive Statistics for Socioeconomic Status/idachber of Hours Enrolled in
FTIACS' first semester in college.

Variable M SD N Range
Socioeconomic Status Score 40.17 15.57 224 8-66
Number of Hours Enrolled 13.96 1.6 237 9-18

Participants of the study were asked about thapleyment status. Out of all 237 First
Time in Any College Students 90 indicated that tieyrked. Table 15 reveals the number of

hours worked by participants (in categories) brotewn in categories.

Table 15Number of Hours FTIACS Worked in Their First Sesredd = 236).

Number of Hours Worked N %
Not working 146 61.9
Fewer than ten hours 20 8.5
10-14 hours 24 10.2
15-19 hours 15 6.4
20-24 hours 14 5.9
25-29 hours 8 3.4
30-34 hours 6 2.5
35-39 hours 1 4
40 hours 2 .8
Total 236 100

www.manaraa.com



79

Pearson correlations were run to determine theeladions between Socioeconomic
Status (SES) score, the number of hours particspaotrked, the number of credits for which
they had signed up and the intent to persist (se@ve). Correlations can be found in
Table 16.

Table 16 Pearson Correlations among Socioeconomic StatuS)YSEore, Number of Hours
Worked, Number of Credits Taken and Intent to Bef{second wave).

Total SES  Number of Number Intent to

Score Work Hours of Credits Persist
Total SES Score -.09 .28** .02
Number of Work Hours .10 .10
Number of Credits .10

Intent to Persist?!

1 Score from second wave (end of first semester)

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (aied)

SES and intent to persist were not significantlyrelatedr = .02,p = .82 (H10a). The
number of hours participants worked were also mgtiicantly correlated with intent to persist,
r = .10, p = .18 (H10b). In addition, the number of hours jggraints were enrolled in college
classes was not significantly correlated to intenpersisty = .10,p = .19 (H10c). While not
explored by any hypothesis, there was a signifigasitive correlation between the number of
hours participants were registered and the numideowrs they worked, = .28,p = .01.

Independent sampladests were run to see if participants with firengration student
status differed from students who did not have fyeneration student status on intent to persist

(H10d). Results are presented in Table 17.
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Table 17.The t-test for FTIACS who are First Generation €g# Students (n= 56) and who are
not First Generation College Students (n = 112)ment to Persist.

Group N M SD df t Sig.
First Gen. College Student 56 3.39 49 166 -.964 .338
Not First Gen. Coll. Student 112 3.46 37

A standard linear multiple regression analysis w@sducted to test if SES, number of
hours worked, number of hours enrolled, and firehagation student status significantly
predicted FTIACS'’ intent to persist (end of firstnsester). The number of cases for which
sufficient data was available was 159. Table 18wshohe results of the standard linear
regression analysis.

Table 18. Standard Linear Multiple Regression Analysis todicelIntent to Persist based on

SES Score, Number of Work Hours, Number of Crédken, and First Generation Student
Status (N = 159)

Variables B B Sr  Sr2 F df R R Sig. t
3.021 .828 4 150 .02 <51 8.77
155
Total SES Score -002 -.058 -.04802 -.605
Number of Work Hours .010 .041 .040 .001 .505
Number of Credits .030 12 107 .01 42.3
First Generation Student -.082 -.091 -.078 .006 -.980

The results of the regression indicated that thediptors only explained 2% of the
variance R = .02,F(4,155) = .50p < .51). None of the variables significantly preditintent
to persist. According to these results the socinegoc factors used in this analysis did not

predict intent to persist at the end of FTIACS'sfisemester in college. The Semi-partial
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Coefficient of Determination (Sr?) was calculated éach predictor to show each independent
variable’s unique contribution to the model. Nodictor accounted for any significant unique
contribution to the variance.
H11: SES, number of hours worked, number of honrslked uniquely and first generation
student status contribute to PERSISTENCE (reenmsitinamong freshmen in their
first semester of college. (Model 2)

Because only three FTIACS had not reenrolled afteir first semester in college,
analyses for the following hypotheses could notteducted: Because only three FTIACS had
not reenrolled after their first semester in caflethe proposed logistic regression analysis for
hypothesis 11 could not be conducted.

Hypothesis 12 utilized academic variables (highost GPA, ACT scores) and socio-
cognitive variables (first semester college sdiiicaty, perceptions of mentorship at the end of
their first semester) and participation in Learn@gmmunities in the regression model.

H12: High school GPA, ACT scores, college selfeftly (end of semester),
mentoring perceptions (end of semestad,articipation in Learning
Communities predict College GPA.
First, Pearson correlations were run to determiuariate correlations between the continuous
variables. Data for 234 participants were availdblethis analysis. Results are presented in

Table 19.
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Table 19 Pearson Correlations among High School GPA, ACTr&doollege Self-Efficacy
(second wave), Mentorship (second wave) and FasieSter GPA.

High School ACT Coll. Self- Mentor- First Sem.

GPA Score Efficacy  ship GPA
High School GPA .528** -.061 .053 .565**
ACT Score -.019 .060 A449%*
Coll. Self-Efficacy?* A44%* .023
Mentorship?* .182*

First Semester GPA

1Scores from second wave
* p<.05
** p<.01

The results showed that high school GPA was sianitily correlated with ACT scores,

r = .528,p = .01 and high school GPA was also significantlyhwiirst semester college GPA,

r = 565,p = .01. In addition college self-efficacy was sigrantly correlated to mentorship,
r = 444,p = . 01 and mentorship was significantly correlatedirst semester GPA, = .182,
p = .05. Self-efficacy was not significantly corredd to any academic scores (high school GPA,
ACT score, first semester GPA).
The researcher decided to explore differences st $emester GPA between FTIACS in

Learning Communities and FTIACS not in Learning @aumities. Table 20 shows the detailed

results.
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Table 20.The t-test for FTIACS in Learning Communities (B3 and Not in Learning
Communities (n = 182) on First Semester GPA.

Group N M SD df t Sig
In LC 53 3.27 .88

233 2.34 .02
Not in LC 182 3.93 .94

The t-test on differences of first semester GPA betwd€enACS in Learning
Communities and FTIACS not in Learning Communigsaswed a significant differencé(233)
= 2.344,p = .02. Students in Learning Communities had higlirst semester GPAs than
FTIACS not in Learning CommunitieM(= 3.27 andM = 2.93 respectively).

A standard linear multiple regression analysis wsed to test if high school GPA, ACT
scores, first semester college self-efficacy (ehdemester), perceptions of mentoring support
(end of first semester) and participation in LeagniCommunities significantly predicted

FTIACS' first semester college GPA (hypothesis I2je results can be found in Table 21.

Table 21.Standard Multiple Regression to predict First Sst@eGPA.

B B Sr  Sr F df R Rz Sig. t

Variables

-.762 1712 5,156.60 .35 <.001 -1.33
High School GPA 705 .40 .327 .106 5.08**
ACT Score .031 .18 .147 .021 2.28**
Coll. Self-Efficacy? -.007 -.01 -.008 .000 -.13
Mentorship Percept.t A73 .16 145 .021 2.26*
Participation in LC? 265 .14 131 .017 2.03*

Dependent Variable: Intent to Persist (end of Beshester in college)
1 Scores are from second wave (end of the firsesénin college)

2 Participation in LC = Participation in Learning@munities

* p<.05

** n<.01
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The results of the regression indicated that tteeliptors explained 35% of the variance
(R?= .35, F(5,156) = 17.12, p < .001). It was foundttAISGPA § = .40, t = 5.08, p <.001),
ACT score f = .18, t = 2.28, p < .02), mentorship perceptihs.16, t = 2.26, p < .03), and
participation in Learning Communitie € .24, t = 2.03, p < .04) all significantly pret#id first
semester college GPA. College self-efficacy (endiref semester) did not significantly predict
first semester college GPA3 (= -.01, t =-.13, p < .09). The Semi-partial Comént of
Determination (Sr?) was calculated for each predidtb show each independent variable’s
unique contribution to the model. It was found tH#.6% of the variance was uniquely
accounted for by HSGPA, 2.1% by both ACT score perteptions of mentorship, and 1.7% by

participation in Learning Communities. No signifitaontribution was made by self-efficacy.

Summary

In this chapter the results of the statisticallyses which were used to examine the
collected data and to address the hypotheses whided the current study were presented. The
next chapter will consist of the discussion andifeitrecommendations for further research and

practice.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS

Many students who enter college never finish thellege degree. Approximately 20-30
percent drop out during their first year in colle§@rious attempts have been made to increase
graduation rates. These attempts have includediiding needs based scholarships, offering
remedial or so called “developmental’” courses, atsb support services such as Learning
Communities. At the university at which the curreedearch was done, 23 percent of freshmen
had dropped out during their freshman year in 28668 only 33 percent of undergraduates
graduated within six years. There is a great needviestigate factors that may influence student
retention, and the current study explored facttwat impacted First Time in Any College
Students’ intentions to finish college.

Using First Time in Any College Students (FTIAC8)e purpose of the current study
was to examine the extent to which academic pedooe (high school and first semester
college GPA and ACT scores), self-efficacy, memgnelationships, participation in Learning
Communities and socioeconomic status influenceshfreen’s intent to persist at the beginning
and the end of their first semester in collegeadidition, the impact of academic variables,
college self-efficacy, perceptions of mentoringateinships and participation in Learning
Communities on first semester GPA were analyzeldan@es in these factors from the beginning
to the end of their first semester in the abovéades were also explored.

In this chapter the demographic characteristicthe sample for this research will be
scrutinized and compared to the student populaidhe university at which the current research
was done. The results of the quantitative datayaisaWwill be utilized to discuss the hypotheses

which guided the current study. Considerationsnaigg the results, recommendations for future
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research and practical implications will be prodde order to shed light on first semester
college experiences. Possible ways of increasundesit retention will be discussed.
Demographic Characteristics and Comparisons

In the fall of 2013 the university at which the @nt research was done had 2856
freshmen, 1585 females and 1271 males. Of theskrfren 2283 students were FTIACS, and of
those 1235 were first generation college studefite number of FTIACS participating in
Learning Communities was 1263. For the currentysf87 FTIACS were analyzed (10% of the
total number of FTIACS during the fall of 2013),da’®3 participants were in a Learning
Community (8% of the total number). These numbefiect an acceptable pool to make
predictions for First Time in Any College Studemtsthe university and to generalize results
about this population in similar university settsng

Discussion of Hypotheses

The first hypothesis explored whether and to wixétrg high school GPA, ACT scores,
college self-efficacy and perceptions of mentorgirgdicted intent to persist in the beginning of
FTIACS’ first semester in college. The variablegplained 46 percent of the variance with
college self-efficacy having the strongest coriefat(18.9%) followed by perceptions of
mentorship (7.2%) as significant predictors, while academic variables (high school GPA and
ACT scores) did not show significant predictionm8arly, the second hypothesis examined
whether first semester GPA, college self-efficgmyrceptions of mentorship and participation in
Learning Communities predicted intent to persistha end of the first semester. The results
showed that the predictors explained 41 percenthef variance, with college self-efficacy
(12.4%) as the strongest and with perceptions aftonghip (9.4%) as the second strongest

significant predictor. The academic variables aadigpation in Learning Communities did not
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show any significant connection to intent to pdrswith regards to self-efficacy, Wright,
Jenkins-Guarnieri and Murdock (2012) found simitsults when including self-efficacy in their
prediction model. They found that the probability Students to persist at the end of their first
semester increased with high self-efficacy. Timelifigs of Dixon-Rayle et al. (2005) showed
that educational self-efficacy related positively valuing education (among others) and
negatively to academic stress. Both the value thests placed on education and coping with
stress associated with attending college appebe timdicators of college students’ persistence.
The college self-efficacy scale used in this curstndy addressed students’ confidence in their
capability in dealing with different aspects oflegk life; therefore, the significant associatidn o
college self-efficacy with intent to persist clgashows that not only educational and academic
self-efficacy seem to matter, but also social aspefcthis construct.

In addition to college self-efficacy, mentorship sva significant factor related to
persisting. It is interesting to note that peraamdi of mentorship became more important at the
end of the semester (hypothesis 2), compared tdodggnning of the semester. Mentorship
perceptions of freshman in the context of perst#ehave not been as frequently studied in
previous research as some other factors. Mangaddl. €2002/2003) found a positive effect of
enrollment as cohort and mentoring to freshmen @agation and drop-out rate. Mentorship
provides academic and personal carmgl support with learning and critical decision mgk
Woolfolk, Hoy & Weinstein (2006) identify personedring, including the willingness to listen
and taking interest in students’ lives as espsacialiportant in high school, but these variables
may also continue to be important in college. Asatt caring, such as setting reasonable
expectations and helping students meet them, appede important for those who are trying to

achieve higher (Woolfolk Hoy & Weinstein, 2006).hé&se aspects of academic and personal
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caring have been captured in Crisp’s (2009) memgoscale utilized in the current study, and the
participants indicated overwhelmingly that theyuearl mentorship. Heeding Crisp’s (2009)
suggestion to have students identify people thavide mentoring support, the current study
added questions that allowed participants to selewing four answer options (family member,
faculty member, staff, and friend). When asked “Whem looking for advice regarding my
decisions that affect my academic performance late¢o college | first go to ...” of those who
answered, 52% marked “family member”, followed layftiend” (28%), faculty member (14%)
and six percent “staff at the university.” Whercéme to career choices, 58% indicated that “a
family member”, 19% “a staff at the university” 18%friend” and 5% “a faculty member” was
the first person they consulted. This breakdowmnwshthat many FTIACS heavily relied on
someone with whom they had a personal relation&hiadvice regarding academic and career
matters, rather than a person who could give psajeal advice.

Surprisingly, participation in Learning Communiti¢sCs) did not predict intent to
persist. Among the features of LCs at the univergitwhich the current research was done are
integrative activities/assignments, peer advisiagstipport student learning, interaction and
connectedness, development of leadership skiltsaative learning in and out of class (Cobbs et
al, 2010). While one of the goals of LCs is adwsand support, it is unclear if students seek or
receive mentoring support in their LC. While Cob#tsal. (2010) had found that students
participating in LC’s were more likely to contintteeir studies at their university, the results of
the current study showed no difference in intentparsist between those in a Learning
Community and those not in a Learning Communitywkeer, the two significant predictors —
perceptions of mentorship and self-efficacy — shbat adding better mentorship provided by

peers and staff, and self-efficacy boosting tedmesqto the current features bakarning
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Communities might be beneficial to FTIACS. Cobbsakt(2010) suggested that programs to
increase retention should include “faculty supploaised on specific learning outcomes for
students with common interests” (Cobbs et al., 29104).

Hypothesis 3 attempted to examine the extent tahwthie predictors used in
hypothesis 2 predicted actual reenrollment. Theaeher used second wave data, and of the
170 participants only three (1.76%) discontinueeirtistudies after the first semester. For that
reason, the analysis for this hypothesis couldb®oexecuted. Reenroliment data was available
for all participants who provided some data (inahgdall international students and non —native
speakers of EnglishpDf those 318 initial participants, 15 (4.71%) diat continue their studies
at the university. Neither of those numbers refldcthe 20-30 percent first year freshmen
dropout rate at the current university or as ofteed in the literature (DeBerard, Spielmans &
Julka, 2004). This may indicate that the majooity=TIACS do not make their decision to drop
out before they reach the end of their freshmam. yea

Hypothesis 4 explored whether college self-efficargdiated the relationship between
college GPA and intent to persist. Because previessarch found that academic scores such as
HSGPA and ACT scores had an impact on retentiom, risearcher was interested in
determining if self-efficacy accounted for the telaship. The results showed that college GPA
did not predict intent to persist, but that seffesfcy was a predictor of intent to persist. This
finding is consistent with the results of previcarsalyses of the current study. Analyses for
hypothesis 1 and hypothesis 2 revealed that acadeamiables had no impact on intent to
persist. This finding was different from other egle student retention studies including that of
Kahn and Nauta (2001) who had found that an ineredone point in GPA during students’

first college semester was linked to a fourfoldr@ase in persistence. The path of the mediation
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analysis showed a significafionly from self-efficacy to intent to persist whialgain confirmed
the role of college self-efficacy in intent to pgets

Unfortunately hypothesis 5 analyses could not beceted because the number of
dropouts after the first semester was too smalld&i@ may be used in a follow-up study after
the participants have completed their freshman. year

Hypothesis 6 examined whether participation in beay Communities had an influence
on the relationship between college GPA and intenpersist. This hypothesis was based on
previous research which had found that participaiio LCs increases student retention and
academic performance (Hotchkiss, Moore, & Pitt)30as well as student engagement (Zhao
& Kuh, 2004) and motivation (Jaffee, 2007). Thigpbthesis was examined also because reports
and articles from several researchers showed ttwdemic variables such as HSGPA, ACT
scores predicted persistence in college. In a tegdwyut student retention at the university the
data was collected indicated that participationlearning communities had an impact on
retention (Cobbs et al. 2010), this result coultb®replicated in the current study. One finding
by Cobbs at al. (2010) was that students with oA scores benefited more from Learning
Communities (LCs) than did students with higher A€€bres. The current research did not look
at these categories. Another possible reason wénguhrent study found no significant impact
of LCs on persistence may be that some programsresstudents to take part in a LC connected
to a class, versus others do not. For example, stuaents are placed in a Learning Community
because they receive a scholarship, others aredliaca Learning Community because of a
recommendation their teacher or counselor madepme participated because they aided their
learning and social integration. All of these sec@®saneed to be taken into consideration when

examining the results.
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Hypothesis 7 was initially proposed to examinertieeration model from hypothesis 6,
using actual reenrollment as outcome variable. aBse of the low number of first semester
college dropouts, the analysis could not be peréarnThis hypothesis may be utilized with
students who discontinued their studies after thiest year in college. If there is a dropout rate
of 20-30% of freshmen, the results might shed shgh¢ on whether Learning Communities do
indeed boost reenrollment numbers as indicated®yiqus research.

Hypothesis 8 examined if the relationship betwe&T Acores and first semester GPA is
moderated by participation in LCs. While ACT scopeedicted first semester college GPA,
there was no significant moderation effect of ggvation in Learning Communities on this
relationship. This result confirms what previouse&ch has found, that is, ACT scores predict
academic success in college, participation in Liegr@ommunities did not show any significant
influence. This finding again raises the questibawa the characteristics of those who participate
in LCs, whether a course or program requires ppatiion, or if participation is voluntary. To
see If there were differences between the two gronpcademic scores, the ACT scores and
HSGPAs of students participating in LCs and nottipigiating in LCs were compared. The
results showed that those in LCs had both sigmflgahigher ACT scores and HSGPAs than
their comparison group. When examining the datmane detail, it was found that 14 of the 55
students who indicated that they were in LCs shat they were in the Honor’'s College
Learning Community, and they had a HSGPA of 3.4higher and a ACT score between 25 and
32. What this shows is that approximately 25% haf students in LCs were in the honor’s
program. Because these students already have a3hghand ACT score, the impact of their
participation in a LC most likely does not haveigngicant impact on their college GPA. This

examination of the data seems to explain why Legri@ommunities had no moderation effect
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on the relationship between ACT scores and firatester college GPA. Because 25% of the
students in Learning Communities had high acadesnares to begin with, it is difficult to
determine what the effect of participation in LaaghCommunities is on students who have low
ACT scores. The college GPA of four of the six stud who entered college with the lowest
HSGPA and ACT scores (between 19 and 25) and whipated in a LC was lower than their
HSGPA. This finding was addressed in Cobbs et2@1Q) who also had found that those who
started college with very low academic scores wese usually successful. These consistent
results do support the university’s decision te@admission standards.

Other concerns need to be addressed when it camgsst Participating in LCs equals
signing up for a one credit course for which thedstt is also charged tuition. If students are not
receiving scholarships or any other financial dasise they will most likely refrain from taking
an additional credit hour. Chances are that stgdehb enter college with high academic scores
may also receive merit based scholarships whiclerceeme or all of their tuition expenses
although this was not measured. If this additiamatit hour is mandatory, students will have to
sign up regardless of financial situation. Costg/ rhave an impact on voluntary enrollment.
Other Learning Communities have no course desigmabut are more designed around social
integration. Because of all these differences irolément criteria, goals of different Learning
communities and the small number of LC studentsha sample (53 students), it cannot be
determined from the analyses whether and to whanestudents benefit from LCs.

Hypothesis 9 examined second wave data for difteerbetween students in LCs and
not in LCs on several socio-cognitive variablespagthose first semester college GPA, college
self-efficacy, college mentorship perceptions ameént to persist. Significant group differences

were only found only for first semester college GHAis finding supports previous findings on
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participation in Learning Communities and may shbat the majority of those participating in

LCs may generally have higher academic scores gnbeith. We also have to take into

consideration that because the participants in t€Ceive a grade for taking the one credit
course, their GPA may get a boost, and this mag benfounding variable. We can therefore
speculate that this may account for the differandbeir GPA as well.

Hypothesis 10 explored the influence of socioecanatatus (SES) factors on intent to
persist on FTIACS: an SES score taken from Bag&implified Measure, number of hours
worked, number of hours enrolled and first generatitudent status. The mean SES score of 40
(range 8-66) shows that the majority of particisaate from middle class families. When
examining the data, it was found that only threehaf 237 were not enrolled full-time. This
number represents 1.8% of all FTIACS who were paré. Because of this low percentage

of number of part-time FTIACS, the sample may haveuncated range. Surprisingly,
the mean number of credit hours for which studevese enrolled was above the minimum
number of twelve credit hours for full-time studestatus with an average of 13.96. This seems
like a quite large course load for FTIACS. Furtleeamination showed only a .5 credit hour
difference, with students who worked having slightigher course loads compared to students
who did not work. The National Center for Educati@tatistics revealed that full-time
enrollment wadinked to higher rates of persistence and attainment (NCES, 2002), but the
current study did not find a link between full-time enrollment and intent to persist. It is
possible that full-time and above full-time enrafimt increases the students’ commitment to
their studies because of the more frequent atterdand association with the university, but
also the social integration. For example, studemtget people who take the same classes with

them and make connections and share aspirationslieSt have also shown that cohort
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enrollment and more intense contact with fellowdstits increases commitment to degree
completion (Mangold, 2002/2003).

When examining the correlations among the variablesve (SES score, number of
hours enrolled, number of hours worked and firstegation student status) only one significant
correlation emerged: The SES score was signifigaiatirelated with the number of credit hours
for which students had enrolled. This finding ired&s that students with a higher socioeconomic
status appear to take more credit hours, mostliketause they are not worried about finances.
Hoyt and Winn (2004) found that 50% of the studemt® did not return to college did so
because of financial constraints but also full-timerk. These students typically only attended
part-time (Hoyt & Winn, 2004). It appears that feweedit hours are related to lower SES which
may lead to lower SES students to be less concebedt college studies but more about their
finances. In addition, student scholarships arenofequiring a student to sign up for a specific
number of credit hours. If someone attends college-time, they may not qualify for financial
aid and certain scholarships and, therefore, paghar tuition solely from their own funds.

It might be interesting to investigate how manytle# students who had signed up for an
above fulltime credit load dropped classes. Theerurstudy only asked about the number of
credits students were taking in the beginning ef sbkmester but not at the end. Students may
have dropped courses during the semester becasentght have underestimated the workload
involved in taking college classes.

Although the analyses of the sub-hypotheses prdvetmme interesting findings, the
regression model that included all four predict@ES score, number of hours worked, number
of credit hours enrolled, first generation studgatus) were not significant, which indicated that

none of the factors significantly predicted intempersist in the current sample.
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Hypothesis 11 proposed the Model 2 using predictms hypothesis 10 but actual
reenrollment as outcome. As for some of the hymab@reviously stated, the analyses could not
be performed because of insufficient data.

Hypothesis 12 examined the extent to which acaderar@ables (HSGPA and ACT
score) as well as social-cognitive variables (g@leself-efficacy, mentorship perceptions, and
participation in Learning Communities at the endhad first semester) predicted first semester
GPA. The regression model was significant and tteeliptors explained 35% of the variance.
All the variables except for college self-efficasignificantly predicted first semester college
GPA. HSGPA was the strongest predictor for firghester College GPA (16%), followed by the
ACT score and mentorship as the second strongesticoors (each 2.1%). ACT had been
identified as a predictor of first semester coll&feA earlier in hypothesis 8, but in this model it
was much weaker than HSGPA. Previous studies haugego out that academic scores are
indicators of college success. Ewert (2010) st#tatl high school grades are an indication of
students’ academic preparedness for college amdddeability to manage academic challenges
at college. If students come in with academic difies, their difficulties may likely persist.
Research has also shown that universities demanding higher academic scores usually have
lower attrition rates (DeBerard et al., 2004). In the current study, roesftip perceptions
(2.1%) and participation in Learning Communities7d) contributed only minimally to higher
first semester college GPA. Again, the heteroggnaitLearning Communities does not allow
the draw conclusions about the true impact of Liegr@ommunities on academic performance.
Surprisingly, college self-efficacy, which in preus hypotheses has been identified as a
significant predictor of intent to persist, was @aosignificant predictor of first semester college

GPA.
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Conclusions

A literature review on factors influencing persigte and college success in freshmen
showed the complexity of the matter. Very few stsdhave looked at a combination of
academic factors and socio-cognitive factors sukedf-efficacy and mentorship. The current
study found that in First Time in Any College State college self-efficacy and mentorship
perceptions were the strongest predictors of ideatto complete college, while academic
factors and social support (mentorship perceptens participation in Learning Communities)
are the strongest predictors of first semestereadsuccess at an urban Midwestern university.
Even though previous research had discussed sociostc status factors as influential on
persistence, especially number of credit hoursrtaie work obligations, these findings did not
ring true for the current sample. Socioeconomictustafactors such as a calculated
socioeconomic status score, number of credit hounsiber of work hours and first generation
student status did not predict intent to persist.

Limitations of the Study

Each university has unique characteristics; theegfthe current findings cannot be
generalized to universities of very different demapdpnics. The current sample was from an
urban university. Admission criteria vary amongwuansities; for that reason the results using
similar variables as the current study may lookedént at other universities. The current study
used self-report which is appropriate to learn a&bodividual self-characteristics and
perceptions, but inherently may bear biased pemept Participants were paid if they
participated in both parts of the data collectigns possible that an economic factor had an
impact on who took part in the research activinesl who participated in both wave one and

wave two.
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Implications for Practice

The findings discussed have implications for ursitgrpersonnel working with freshmen
and for implementation of programs and servicescaBse self-efficacy and mentorship
perceptions emerged as most important factors déigtence, these need to be addressed. For
example, Learning Communities could incorporate enatentoring functions that address
students’ self-efficacy in addition to managing @i material and teaching study skills.
Furthermore, personal and academic caring may pecedly important for first generation
college students or students whose lives lack lef models when it comes to education. It may
be important to address mentoring with faculty memband staff — especially in academic
matters — and create some consistency in the tiysepport students need. Because students
with low ACT scores and HS GPA are often not sigfitly prepared to go to college, they may
need a preparatory course or a Learning Commumattyteaches them study techniques that help
them succeed. In addition, these preparatory cewstseuld be free of charge to students who are
more vulnerable or are from low-income families.vhlao (2012) revealed initial results of a
study on students who took a two week-long pre-Bation Course and results revealed that
students scores significantly increased in seitafly and other variables such as personal
responsibility, communication, goal persistence amate. These students also showed better
persistence (Navarro, 2012). Courses targetingasirgoals would clearly be very beneficial to
especially more vulnerable students.

Recommendations for Future Research

The current study examined the impact of acaderamtofs, college self-efficacy,

perceptions of mentorship and socioeconomic faaars-irst Time in Any College Students’

intent to persist at an urban Midwestern university order to be able to generalize these
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findings to a greater population of FTIACS, replicg this study at other universities around the
country could give even more insight into studetémntion.

The findings showed that both college self-efficaogl perceptions of mentorship have a
great impact on persistence. With respect to tfiadengs, it would be interesting to look more
closely at the results and determine if there are general characteristics of those who had
lower scores on the self-efficacy and perceptidnsientorship measure, so this perhaps more
vulnerable student population can specificallydrgeted for interventions.

Because the current study’s findings about Learfagnmunities are inconclusive, it
would also be of interest to inquire about studestperiences with Learning Communities to
see what aspects benefit the students’ self-effieencl academic success. In addition, it would
be of value to directly ask first semester studertat type of support they are looking for to be
more successful in college. With a larger sampleLe&rning Community participants, a
distinction between Learning Communities and tlagfierent focuses and controlling for GPA
and other factors, more information about the henef Learning Communities can be given.

One of the issues not addressed in the currenty sduel self-regulatory skills which
appear to be crucial for college success. Cerahriology and social media appear to take up
much time in students’ lives and interfere with qbeting work for college. Including a
guestionnaire that addresses self-regulatory skiky lead to an understanding of the role of
self-regulatory process in academic success arsispaice.

Because the student population entering collegeesdnom such different backgrounds
and school experiences, capturing all the critieaitors influencing retention is a difficult
endeavor. If it was possible to collect informatifsam those who did indeed drop out (not

transfer out) a more accurate picture of a stutkmting college could be painted. Perhaps a
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combination of approaches, including surveys, atadeéata and interviews may give a holistic
approach to getting to the ground of retentionassu

Most of all, more light could be shed on studem¢m@on especially at the university at
which the current research was done by doing aovellp study during the participants’
sophomore year in college, but also by contactirage who did not continue attending at the
university. Perhaps using a mixed methods apprtla@hincludes interviews may be a good

way of retrieving more detailed answers.
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APPENDIX A

Demographic Background Survey

Please go through the questions and click the “Stiltbutton everytime you finish a sub survey.
Please read the closing information carefully ajtar have completed Freshmen Study Part 1.

Thank you!

1. What is your Access ID?You were assigned an Access ID to establish youagat WSU,

e.q.xx1234@wayne.ejlu

General Demographic Characteristics
2. What is yougender?

o Male

o Female

o No Answer

3. What is your age?

4. What is your Ethnicity?

African American/Black

o0 American Indian/Alaska Native
o Asian American/Asian

o Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
0 Hispanic or Latino
0
0
0

(@)

Middle Eastern
White/Caucasian
Other: Please specify

5. What is your citizenship status?
o U.S. citizen.
0 Permanent resident (green card)
o International student (F1-visa)
o Other

6. Is English your native language?
o Yes No

Family Characteristics

7. Family Status (Check all that apply):
o Single

Married

Divorced

Cohabitating with partner

Parent

© O OO0

8. Do your parents support you financially?
O Yes O No
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Your Educational, College and Employment Background

9. What high school did you attend?
o Detroit public high school
Michigan urban high school (not Detroit public higthool)

Michigan suburban public high school

Private Michigan high school (parochial/religious)
Public Charter school

Out of State high school

Specify state/country/public/private:

O O 00O

10.Have you previously attended college?
0 Yes (Please answer question 9a)
0 No (Please continue to question 10)

11. If your answer to question 10 was “Yashich one of the following did you
attend:
o Community College
o0 Another University

12. Are you a first generation college student? (Yaafirst generation college student if
your parents have never attended college)
o Yes
o No

13. How important do you think it is for your carelat you earn a four-year college
degree?”
0 not very important
somewhat important
neutral
important
very important

© O 0O

14.How many credits are you registered for?

15.Where do you live?
o On campus
o Off campus, in an apartment/place approximatelyraite from campus
o Off campus, in an apartment/place in Detroit frommak | commute
o Off campus; | commute (drive to school from outsid@®etroit)

16.Employment Status

o | work on campus.

o | work off campus.

o |don't work. (Please continue to question 18)
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17.1f you work, how many hours per week do you work?

40 hours or more
35- 39 hours

30-34 hours

25-29 hours

20-24 hours

15-19 hours

10-14

fewer than 10 hours

O O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0oOOo

18.Which of the following is true for your college &inces? | utilize the following to pay for
college tuition and expenses:

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0O0Oo

My own funds
Parents or a family member
Non-related sponsor
Financial aid

Private loan

Merit-based scholarship
Need-based scholarship
Work-study

Other: Please specify:

19.Why are you attending Wayne State University? Cladicthat apply.

O 0O O0OO0OO0OO0Oo

Because of its convenient location.

Because it offers the degree programs | am intedlast
Because | qualify for financial aid.

Because | received a scholarship.

Because my family attended.

Because of the quality programs.

Other: Please specify:

20.What would prevent you from continuing your edugatat Wayne State University after your
first semester? Check all that apply.

(0]

O 0O O0OO0OO0O0

Financial problems
Time constraints because of work responsibilities

Time constraints because of family responsibilities
Class schedule

Grades, school performance

Not having any friends
Other: Please specify:

21.What would be the NUMBER ONE reason for you notdatinue at WSU?
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22. If you are not planning on staying at WSU, whereydo plan to be next year?

The next few questions will ask you about your indeement in a Learning Community.

A Learning community gives you the avantages of a small college learaimgronment with

the resources of a major research university. elarhing Communities, small groups of students
with similar interests work closely together in@fmmunity of learners.” Students, along with
advanced student mentors and a faculty advisatystocialize and problem-solve

together. Most likely, your entire group would ¢ad& course together, or you might all live on
the same floor of a residence hall.

23. Are you participating in a Learning Community dgriyour current Semester (Fall 2012)?
0 Yes (Please answer questions 19a and 19b)
0 No (Please continue to question 20)

24. If YES, how did you learn about Learning Comiitiga?
0 during Orientation

in class

my advisor

peers

Other: Please specify:

O O OO

25. Write down which Learning community you beldng

26.Have you previously been in a Learning Communitg.(at your high school)?
o Yes
o No

27.Have you taken any AP courses before coming to WSU?
o Yes
o No

28.Are you in the Honor’s Program?
0 Yes
o No

Use of Technology

29.Which of the following do you own? Check all thapéy! Personal Computer
o Laptop
o Tablet (e.g. iPad)
o Smart phone
o Kindle or Nook
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APPENDIX B

College Self-Efficacy Scale
Solberg, V. S., & O'Brian, K., & Villareal, P., Kennel, R., Davis, Betsy. (1993).

How confident are you that you could sicessfully complete the following tasks. Please agrate
your level of agreement on a 10 point scale from(hot at all confident) to 10 (extremely confident)

1. Research a term paper.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 2
2. Write course papers.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 2
3. Do well on your exams

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 2
4. Take good class notes.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 2
5. Keep up to date with your schoolwork.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 2
6. Manage time effectively.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 2
7. Understand your textbooks.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 2
8. Get along with roommate(s).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 2
9. Socialize with your roommate(s).

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 %
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10. Divide space in your apartment/room.

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9

11.Divide chores with your roommate(s).

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 2
12. Participate in class discussions

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 2
13.Ask a question in class

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 2
14. Get a date when you want one

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 2
15.Talk to your professors

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 2
16. Talk to university staff

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 2
17.Ask a professor a question

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 2
18.Make new friends at college

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 2
19.Join a student organization

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9
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APPENDIX C

College Student Mentoring Scale (CSMS) by Crisp (ZID)

While in college, I have had someone in my life who.. ..
(strongly disagree = 1, disagree =2, neutral = 3, agree = 4, strongly agree = 5)

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

9)

10) ...

11) ...

12) ...

.. I look up to regarding college-related issues

1 2 3 4 5

.. helps me work toward achieving my academic aspirations

1 2 3 4 5

.. helps me realistically examine my degree or certificate options

1 2 3 45

.. | can talk with openly about social issues related to being in college

1 2 3 4 5
.. | admire
1 2 3 4 5

.. helps me perform to the best of my abilities in my classes

1 2 3 4 5

.. encourages me to consider educational opportunities beyond my current plans

1 2 3 4 5

.. | want to copy their behaviors as they relate to college-going

1 2 3 4 5

.. provides ongoing support about the work | do in my classes

1 2 3 45

gives me emotional support

1 2 3 4 5

encourages me to talk about problems | am having in my social life
1 2 3 45

sets a good example about how to relate to other people

1 2 3 45
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13) ... helps me to consider the sacrifices associated with my chosen degree
1 2 3 45
14) ... expresses confidence in my ability to succeed academically
1 2 3 4 5
15) ... serves as a model for how to be successful in college
1 2 3 4 5
16) ... discusses the implications of my degree choice
1 2 3 4 5
17) ... makes me feel that | belong in college
1 2 3 4 5
18) ... encourages me to use him or her as a sounding board to explore what | want
1 2 3 4 5
19) ... shares personal examples of difficulties they have had to overcome to accomplish
academic goals
1 2 3 4 5
20) ... helps me carefully examine my degree or certificate options
1 2 3 45
21) ... I can talk with openly about personal issues related to being in college
1 2 3 45
22) ... encourages me to discuss problems | am having with my coursework
1 2 3 4 5
23) ... questions my assumptions by guiding me through a realistic appraisal of my skills
1 2 3 4 5
24) ... recognizes my academic accomplishments
1 2 3 4 5
25) ... provides practical suggestions for improving my academic performance

1 2 3 4 5
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Additional Questions regarding Mentorship:

26) When | am looking for advice regarding my acade  mic decisions (decisions that affect my academic
performance and anything college related) | go to

o afamily member

o my professor or a faculty

o a staff at WSU

o afriend

27) When | am looking for advice regarding personal life decisions | go to

o afamily member

o my professor or a faculty

o astaff at WSU

o afriend

28) When | am looking for advice regarding m y career choices | go to
o afamily member
o my professor or a faculty

o astaffatWSU

o afriend
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APPENDIX D

College Persistence Questionnaire by Davidson, Beck Milligan (2009)

5 point Likert scale: “very unsatisfied” (1) to “v ery satisfied” (5) or “very unfavorable” (1) to “ve ry
favorable” (5)
Academic Integration

1) How well do you understand the thinking of your instructors when they
lecture or ask students to answer questions in class?

1 2 3 45

2) How satisfied are you with the extent of your intellectual growth and
interest in ideas since coming here?

1 2 3 4 5

3) In general, how satisfied are you with the quality of instruction you are
receiving here?

1 2 3 45
4) How concerned about your intellectual growth are the faculty here?
1 2 3 45

5) On average across all your courses, how interested are you in the things
that are being said during class discussions?

1 2 3 4 5

6) How much of a connection do you see between what you are learning
here and your future career possibilities?

1 2 3 4 5

7) | believe that many instructors deliberately impose unreasonable
requirements on students and enjoy their distress.

1 2 3 45

8) Students differ widely in how much interaction they want to have with
faculty. How disappointed are you in the amount of interaction you have?

1 2 3 45
Social Integration

9) How much have your interpersonal relationships with other students had
an impact on your personal growth, attitudes, and values?

1 2 3 4 5
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10) How much have your interpersonal relationships with other students had
an impact on your intellectual growth and interest in ideas?

1 2 3 4 5

11) How strong is your sense of connectedness with other faculty, students,
staff on this campus?

1 2 3 45
12) How much do you think you have in common with other students here?
1 2 3 45
13) When you think about your overall social life here - friendships, college
organizations, extracurricular activities - and so on, how satisfied are you
with yours?

1 2 3 4 5

14) How many of your closest friends are here in college with you rather
than elsewhere such as other colleges, work, or hometown?

1 2 3 45

15) What is your overall impression of the other students here?
1 2 3 45

16) How often do you wear clothing with this college’s emblems?
1 2 3 45

Supportive Services Satisfactions

17) How satisfied are you with the academic advisement you receive here?
1 2 3 45

18) How well does this institution communicate important information to
students such as academic rules, degree requirements, individual course
requirements, campus news and events, extracurricular activities, tuition
costs, and financial aid and scholarship opportunities?

1 2 3 4 5

19) How easy is it to get answers to your questions about things related to
your education here?

1 2 3 4 5

20) How much input do you think you can have on matters such as course
offerings, rules and regulations, and registration procedures.

1 2 3 4 5
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21) If you have needs that are different from the majority of students here,
how well does this university meet these needs?

1 2 3 4 5

22) How fairly do you think students are handled here?
1 2 3 45

Degree Commitment

23) When you think of the people who mean the most to you (friends and
family), how disappointed do you think they would be if you quit school?

1 2 3 45
24) At this moment in time, how certain are you that you will earn a college
degree?
1 2 3 45

25) At this moment in time, how strong would you say your commitment is to
earning a college degree, here or elsewhere?

1 2 3 4 5

26) How strong is your intention to persist in your pursuit of the degree, here
or elsewhere?

1 2 3 4 5

27) How supportive is your family of your pursuit of a college degree, in
terms of their encouragement and expectations?

1 2 3 4 5
Institutional Commitment
28) How likely is it that you will earn a degree from here?
1 2 3 4 5
29) How confident are you that this is the right university for you?
1 2 3 4 5
30) How likely is it that you will reenroll here next semester?
1 2 3 4 5
31) How much thought have you given to stopping your education here
perhaps transferring to another college, going to work, or leaving for

other reasons?

1 2 3 4 5
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Academic Conscientiousness

32) How often do you miss class for reasons other than illness or
participation in school-sponsored activities?

1 2 3 4 5
33) How often do you turn in assignments past the due date?
1 2 3 4 5
34) | am disinterested in academic work and do as little as possible.

1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX E
The Barratt Simplified Measure of Social Status (BMSS) Measuring SES.:
Will Barratt, Ph.D.

Circle the appropriate number for your Mothey,ir Father'syour Spouse / Partnerand

your level of school completed and occupation. If yeemgup in a single parent home, circle
only the score from your one parent. If you ar¢hegimarried nor partnered circle only your
score. If you are a full time student circle oriig scores for your parents.

Level of School Completed Mother Father Spouse You
Less than 7 grade 3 3 3 3
Junior high / Middle school {©grade) 6 6 6 6
Partial high school (20or 11h grade) 9 9 9 9
High school graduate 12 12 12 12
Partial college (at least one year) 15 15 15 15
College education 18 18 18 18
Graduate degree 21 21 21 21

Circle the appropriate number for yddother's your Father's your Spouse / Partners)d

your occupation. If you grew up in a single parent hoase only the score from your parent. If
you are not married or partnered circle only yaars. If you are still a full-time student only
circle the scores for your parents. If you araedtuse your most recent occupation.

Occupation Mother Father  Spouse You
Day laborer, janitor, house cleaner, farm workeogf 5 5 5 5
counter sales, food preparation worker, busboy.

Garbage collector, short-order cook, cab drivasesh 10 10 10 10
sales, assembly line workers, masons, baggage.porte

Painter, skilled construction trade, sales cletck 15 15 15 15
driver, cook, sales counter or general office clerk

Automobile mechanic, typist, locksmith, farmer, 20 20 20 20
carpenter, receptionist, construction laborer,dnasser.

Machinist, musician, bookkeeper, secretary, instgan 25 25 25 25
sales, cabinet maker, personnel specialist, welder.

Supervisor, librarian, aircraft mechanic, artisti an 30 30 30 30

artisan, electrician, administrator, military etdi$

personnel, buyer.

Nurse, skilled technician, medical technician, calor, 35 3H5 3H5 3H5
manager, police and fire personnel, financial manag

physical, occupational, speech therapist.

Mechanical, nuclear, and electrical engineer, 40 40 40 40
educational administrator, veterinarian, militaffyaer,

elementary, high school and special education &ach

Physician, attorney, professor, chemical and aamesp 45 45 45 45
engineer, judge, CEO, senior manager, public affici

psychologist, pharmacist, accountant.
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Level of School Completed Scoring

1 Iffyou grew up with both parents add MothkeFatherand divide by 2.
If you grew up with one parent enter that scoriéoright.

2 | If you are married or partnered add Spoud®u and divide by 2.
If you live alone enter Youscore to the right.
If you are a full-time student leave this blank.

3 | Double your score from line 2.
If you are a full-time student leave this blank.

4 If you are a full-time student enter only yourgyds' score.
Add line 1 and line 3 then divide by 3 (three) &FrOTAL EDUCATION
Score should be between 3 and 21

Occupation Scoring

1 | If you grew up with both parents add Mothdfatherand divide by 2.
If you grew up with one parent enter that scortiéoright.

2 | If you are married or partnered add Spoud®u and divide by 2.
If you live alone enter Youscore to the right.
If you are a full-time student leave this blank.

3 | Double your score from line 2.
If you are a full-time student leave this blank.

4 If you are a full-time student enter only yourgyds' score.
Add line 1 and line 3 then divide by 3 (three) T@TAL OCCUPATION
Score should be between 5 and 45

TOTAL Score:

Add TOTAL EDUCATION + TOTAL OCCUPATION :
Score should be between 8 and 66
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APPENDIX F
Permissions to Use Measures

From: Gloria Crisp [Gloria.Crisp@utsa.edu]
Sent:Monday, May 142012 10:30 AM

To: Gloria Crisp

Subject: Re: Permission to use the CSMS for myediagon

Yes, you have my permission. Best of luck to you!

From: Stefanie Theresia Baiendilto:stefanie.baier@wayne.gddu
Sent:Monday, May 142012 9:16 AM

To: Gloria Crisp

Subject: Permission to use the CSMS for my disgerta

Dr. Crisp,

We had a brief correspondence about the ColleggeBtiMentoring Scale (CSMS)a few weeks
ago. | am in the final stages of my dissertatiosppsal about the role of academic factors, self-
efficacy, mentoring relationships and participatiotearning communities on persistence in
freshmen college students. | will be defending mgppsal in the beginning of June.

After searching for different instruments | haveided to use the CSMS developed by you to
analyze the role of mentorship in student persegehwould like to ask you for permission to
use this instrument for my dissertation. I'd begyai® share my results with you once | have
completed my dissertation. If you have any furtipgestions, please contact me at
cp4444@wayne.edu

Thank you for your time. | am looking forward toyaesponse.
Sincerely,

Stefanie

Stefanie Baier, MA

Ph.D. Candidate Educational Psychology

Wayne State University

cpd4444@wayne.edu
Tel. 248-921-8456
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From: Will Barratt

Sent:Monday, May 142012 11:26 AM

To: Stefanie Baier

Subject: Re: Permission to use the Barratt SingaliiEasure of Social Status (BSMSS) for my
dissertation

You have my permission to use the BSMSS in yowettation research as described below.

Will Barratt, Ph.D.

Coffman Distinguished Professor

Office 812-237-2869

Department of Educational Leadership, Bayh Collgiggducation , Indiana State University
Social Class on Campus Blog Project 1st Gernudeht Affairs Blog

"E pluribus unum" means finding our common grourmbag our important differences
"It's about students and it's about relationships!"

From: Stefanie Theresia Baiendilto:stefanie.baier@wayne.qddu

Sent:Monday, May 142012 10:34 AM

To: Will Barratt

Subject: Permission to use the Barratt Simplifieagdure of Social Status (BSMSS) for my dissertation

Dr. Barratt,

We had a brief correspondence about the BarragplBied Measure of Social Status (BSMSS) a few
weeks ago. | am in the final stages of my disserigiroposal about the role of academic factof§, se
efficacy, mentoring relationships and participatiotearning communities on persistence in freshmen
college students. | will be defending my proposahie beginning of June.

| am also measuring the students' socioeconontigssta see if socioeconomic status has an impact on
persistence. In order to measure the studentgesmmomic status, | would like to use the BSMSSrigr
dissertation. | would like to ask you for permigsio use this instrument developed by you. I'd &eply

to share my results with you once | have completgdlissertation. If you have any further questions,
please contact me gp4444@wayne.edu

Thank you for your time. | am looking forward towaesponse.
Sincerely,

Stefanie Baier, MA

Ph.D. Candidate Educational Psychology
Wayne State University
cp4d44@wayne.edu

Tel: 248-921-8456

From: Scott Solberg

Sent:Monday, May 142012 10:31 AM
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To: Stefanie Baier
Subject: Re: Permission to use the College Selt&ff Scale for my Dissertation

Stefanie:
Great, here's the instrument and some relatedgatiolns.

Best of luck.

Scott Solberg

V. Scott Solberg, PhD

Professor and Associate Dean for Research
School of Education

Boston University

617.358.2958

www.bu.edu/sed

From: Stefanie Theresia Baiendilto:stefanie.baier@wayne.qddu
Sent:Monday, May 142012 10:28 AM

To: Solberg, V. Scott

Subject: Permission to use the College Self-Efficacale for my Dissertation

Dr. Solberg,

My name is Stefanie Baier and | am a Ph.D. CandidaWayne State University in Detroit, Michigan.
am in the final stages of my dissertation propesaloring the role of academic factors, self-effiza
mentoring relationships and participation in leaghcommunities on persistence in freshmen college
students. | will be defending my proposal in thgibeing of June.

I have been looking for self-efficacy instrumerdsstudy freshmen's college self-efficacy and came
across the College Self-Efficacy Inventory (CSheleped by you and your colleagues. | believe this
instrument will be best for my study purposes.

I would like to ask you for permission to use th&l @eveloped this instrument developed by you and
your colleagues. I'd be happy to share my resduttsyou once | have completed my dissertationolf y
have any further questions, please contact mp&t44@wayne.edu

Thank you for your time. | am looking forward towaesponse.

Sincerely,
Stefanie Baier

Stefanie Baier, MA

Ph.D. Candidate Educational Psychology
Wayne State University
cpdd44@wayne.edu

Tel. 248-921-8456

From: William Davidson

Sent: Monday, May 18, 2012 1:18 PM
To: Stefanie Baier
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Subject: Re: Permission to use the College Pensist®uestionnaire (CPQ) for my dissertation
Hi Stephanie,

Thanks for the interest in the CPQ. Yes, you hauepermission to use it in your research. Also haee
a revised version which has additional scalesaraparticularly relevant to retention. Let me knbw
you would like to see the revised version (andiagdkeys), and I'll send it to you.

Best wishes in your research,

Bill

Member, Texas Tech University System

William B. Davidson, Ph.D.

Professor and Department Head

Department of Psychology, Sociology, and Social kVor
Angelo State University

ASU Station #10907

San Angelo, TX 76909-10907

Phone:(325) 942-2219 Fax:(325) 942-2290

bill.davidson@angelo.edu

From: Stefanie Theresia Baier [mailto:stefanie t@i&ayne.edu]

Sent: Monday, May 14, 2012 9:45 AM

To: Bill Davidson

Subject: Permission to use the College Persist@uestionnaire (CPQ) for my dissertation

Dr. Davidson,

My name is Stefanie Baier and | am a Ph.D. CandidaWayne State University in Detroit, Michigan.
am in the final stages of my dissertation propesaloring the role of academic factors, self-effiza
mentoring relationships and participation in leagncommunities on persistence in freshmen college
students. | will be defending my proposal in thgibeing of June.

I have been looking for instruments measuring intemersist to study freshmen's plans of contiguin
college after their first semester and found théeQe Persistence Questionnaire (CPQ) developed by
you and your colleagues. | believe this instrumweititbe best for my project.

I would like to ask you for permission to use the@developed by you and your colleagues. I'd beyap
to share my results with you once | have completgdlissertation. If you have any further questions,
please contact me at cp4444@wayne.edu.

Thank you for your time. | am looking forward towaesponse.
Stefanie Baier, MA
Ph.D. Candidate Educational Psychology

Wayne State University
cpdd44@wayne.edu
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APPENDIX G

Permissions to use the Student Tracking AchievemeiRetention System (STARS)

WAYNE STATE
UNIVERSITY

Human Investigation Committee Office
Division of Research

Wayne State University

101 E. Alexandrine

Detroit, Michigan 48202

May 14, 2012

To Whom It May Concern:

| am aware of the dissertation research of Stefanie Baier on retention and self efficacy. | have
communicated with her dissertation advisor Professor Barry S. Markman about the research and
support the use of data in STARS (Student Tracking, Advising and Retention System) for this
work.

Sincerely,

/ﬁj;/:;man

Professor of Mathematics
Stars Project Manager
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Office of the Provost and Senior Vice President
for Academic Affairs

WAYNE STATE 4092 Faculty/Administration Building

Detroit, Ml 48202

U N [IVERS ITY Office (313) 577-2200

Fax (313) 57-566¢

Memorandum

To: Stefanie Baier

From: Monica Brockmeyer, Associate Provost for Student Success

Subject: Study of Impact of Self-Efficacy, Mentoring, and Learning Community

Participation on Student Retention

Date: May 29, 2012

| support the project headed by Stefanie Baierptivecipal investigator (P1), to study the role of
academic factors, self-efficacy, mentoring relaglips and learning community participation in
college freshmen retention at WSU.

Upon approval by Wayne State University's Humanj&ub Committee, the PI will solicit
participants and obtain informed consent from incwyiirst year students at an appropriate
point during the orientation process. | will soppthe P1in coordinating this effort.

Students agreeing to participate will be contatbeiill out an online survey both at the
beginning and the end of their first semester itege.

In addition, students willing to participate in thieidy will be asked for permission for the use of
admissions and academic data (high school GP#,damester GPA, and ACT scores). After
the data collection is complete, the Pl will regladl access IDs with codes to protect students'
identities. The students will have the right td opt of the study at anytime. Students who are
willing to participate in the study will be competed for their time either with an amount to be
determined from $10 to $20 or the right to partitgin a prize lottery.
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APPENDIX H — HIC APPROVAL

J IRB Adm  tration Office
WAYN E STATE 87 East C field, Second Floor
Detroit, Michigan 48201
N[VERS] Phone: (313) 577-1628
FAX: (313) 993-7122

http://irb.wayne.edu

NOTICE OF EXPEDITED APPROVAL

iTo; Stefanie Baier

Theoretical & Behavior Foundationsy - s
From: Dr. Scott Millis ' ;

Chairperson, Behavioral Institutional Review Board (B3) [ /
Date: July 24, 2012 4000
RE: [IRB# 064612B3E

Protocol Title: The Role of Academic Factors, Self-Efficacy, Mentoring Relationships and Participation in
Learning Communities on Persistence and Academic Success in College Freshman

Funding Source:
Protocol #: 1206011011
Expiration Date: July 23, 2013
Risk Level /| Category: Research not involving greater than minimal risk

The above-referenced protocol and items listed below (if applicable) were APPROVED following Expedited Review
Category ( #7 )* by the Chairperson/designee for the Wayne State University Institutional Review Board (B3) for the
period of 07/24/2012 through 07/23/2013. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals that may
be required.

¢ Revised Protocol Summary Form (received in the IRB Office 7/16/12)

¢ Protocol (received in the IRB Office 6/11/12)

¢ The request for a waiver of the requirement for written documentation of informed consent has been granted
according to 45 CFR 46.117(1)(2). Justification for this request has been provided by the Pl in the Protocol Summary
Form. The waiver satisfies the following criteria: (i) The only record linking the participant and the research would
be the consent document, (ii) the principal risk would be potential harm resulting from a breach of confidentiality,
(iii) each participant will be asked whether he or she wants documentation linking the participant with the research,
and the participant’s wishes will govern, (iv) the consent process is appropriate, (v) when used requested by the
participants consent documentation will be appropriate, (vi) the research is not subject to FDA regulations, and
(vii) an information sheet disclosing the required and appropriate additional elements of consent disclosure will be
provided to participants not requesting documentation of consent.

Internet Research Information Sheet (dated 7/12/12)

Research Informed Consent (dated 7/12/12)

¢ Data collection tools: Survey 1 and Survey 2

°

Federal regulations require that all research be reviewed at least annually. You may receive a "Continuation Renewal Reminder" approximately
two months prior to the expiration date; however, it is the Principal Investigator's responsibility to obtain review and continued approval before the
expiration date. Data collected during a period of lapsed approval is unapproved research and can never be reported or published as research
data.

All changes or amendments to the above-referenced protocol require review and approval by the IRB BEFORE implementation.

Adverse Reactions/Unexpected Events (AR/UE) must be submitted on the appropriate form within the timeframe specified in the IRB
Administration Office Policy (http://www.irb.wayne.edu//policies-human-research.php).

o

°

NOTE:

1. Upon notification of an impending regulatory site visit, hold notification, and/or external audit the IRB Administration Office must be contacted
immediately.

2. Forms should be downloaded from the IRB website at each use.
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ABSTRACT

THE ROLE OF ACADEMIC FACTORS, SELF-EFFICACY, MENTOR ING
RELATIONSHIPS AND LEARNING COMMUNITIES IN PERSISTEN CE AND
ACADEMIC SUCCESS OF FRESHMAN COLLEGE STUDENTS

by
STEFANIE T. BAIER
May 2014
Advisor: Dr. Barry Markman
Major: Educational Psychology
Degree: Doctor of Philosophy

Many U.S. universities are concerned with studetdntion. The current study surveyed
237 first time college students at a Midwesterrversity to determine the extent to which socio-
cognitive factors, such as high school GPA, ACTrespfirst semester college GPA, college
self-efficacy and perceptions of mentorship suppaifience freshmen’s intent to persist and
academic success.

Pearson Correlations, Standard Multiple Regresainalyses, PROCESS for Mediation
and Moderation, and a MANOVA were performed. Thelgts findings show that college self-
efficacy and perceptions of mentorship were thengtest predictors for intentions to persist past
the first college semester. High school GPA was strengest predictor, but ACT scores,
perceptions of mentorship and participation in beeg Communities were also related to first
semester college GPA. However, these results meistaken with caution. Because of the
heterogeneous nature of Learning Communities, thgact may be further explored in future

studies.
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