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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this dissertation was to develop a theory-based approach 

to guide institutional level analyses of student dropout. In constructing this 

approach, models of student departure were expanded to include a framework 

for guiding the identification of the student-learning environment mismatches 

inhibiting student learning and success. This approach was applied to a 

community college in Southern California, Riverside Community College, with a 

large and diverse student population. 

To account for observed variation in degree attainment and transfer rates 

by age and ethnicity, student-types were developed based on the habitus and 

capital students possessed at the time of college entry. In the present work, 

measurement of student-types was based largely on students' initial approach to 

college attendance, which was viewed as a reflection of the underlying 

differences in students' habitus and available capital. Five student types were 

identified: traditional, developing, student-worker, life-job changer, and life-job 

explorers. These student-types were found to account for age variation in 

success and much of the variation in success associated with ethnicity. The 

behavior of transfer students who did not earn an Associate's degree or 

certificate was not adequately captured with the typology. When "success" was 

restricted to degree or certificate attainment at RCC, the typology adequately 

accounted for ethnic variation in success. 
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A common departure model was not able to provide a plausible 

description of students across ethnic or student-type subpopulations. Relations 

among students' goals and commitments, institutional integration, and academic 

integration were found to differ by ethnicity and student-type. Therefore, the 

impacts of institutional integration, academic integration, and students' goals 

and institutional commitments on long-term persistence were modelled within 

student-types. For student-workers and life-job explorers, students' goals and 

institutional commitments were found to have statistically significant impacts on 

long-term persistence. The persistence of other student-types was not 

significantly impacted by institutional factors. 
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CHAPTER I; INTRODUCTION 

Formal education has many benefits for communities and individuals. As 

a social good, formal education in the United States prepares citizens for the 

responsibilities of democracy through the inculcation of important democratic 

values such as political tolerance (cf. Hyman and Wright, 1979; McClosky and 

Brill 1983). Communities reap further benefits from their educational institutions 

in the form of a higher standard of living produced by an educated, skilled, and 

competitive workforce. Education is also a valued private good; it has substantial 

benefits for individuals' quality of life. Data on quality of life indicators such as 

annual income, health, and happiness show that success in higher education is 

related to a higher quality of life. 

However, the majority of Americans, and most particularly those from 

less priviledged socio-economic backgrounds, have not successfully completed 

programs of study in postsecondary education institutions. Previous research on 

postsecondary student success has been primarily of two types. The first type, 

institutional-level descriptive studies, focus on describing the relationship 

between student characteristics and success at a particular institution or type of 

institution. Description, although helpful as a first step toward understanding 

student success, does not provide the information needed for improving student 

success. The association between various student characteristics and success at a 

given institution still leaves unanswered fundamental questions about why and 

how these characteristics lead to success. The second type of research, theory 
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verfication, has sought to develop general causal models of student dropout to 

explain student dropout across a variety of student-types and institutional 

settings. Recent research results (Braxton, Sullivan, and Johnson, 1997) and 

theoretical arguments, most notably those reported in Braxton et. al (2000), 

suggest that it is time to re-examine the standard research approaches based on 

the Tinto (1975,1987,1993) model. 

The present work explores a third route toward understanding and 

improving student success in higher education. It provides an example of a 

theory-based approach for explaining departure at a particular institution. 

Recognizing that Tinto's model is aimed at explaining early student departure 

from a specific educational institution, herein it is argued that there are two 

major problems with previous theory-based research approaches: 1) Tinto's 

(1993) framework is too complex to be properly specified and estimated entirely 

within path or structural equation models; and 2) Tinto's framework needs 

further specification in order to be meaningfully applied at a given institution. By 

building upon Tinto's perspective and incorporating many of the insights from 

Braxton et. al (2000), the present work seeks to develop a theory-based research 

approach that postsecondary institutions can use to guide local efforts for 

improving student success. Such work at the institutional level can also, in turn, 

effectively support the development of more formal theoretical developments. 
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which would seek overarching explanations of student success in postsecondary 

education. In sum, the primary research objectives of this study are to: 

1. develop a model of student dropout for one community college that 

identifies the factors and processes related to student departure; 

2. provide explanations of any observed differences in student success by 

student background characteristics (e.g. race/ethnicity, gender, age); 

and 

3. evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of the institutional-level theory-

based approach to the study of student success and its potential for 

application at other institutions. 

Organization of the Study 

The first chapter discusses the importance of student success in 

postsecondary education and the need for identifying and addressing the issues 

that hamper student achievement. The growing importance of improving 

completion rates of students from less privileged socio-economic backgrounds is 

highlighted. It is argued that a theory-based approach can help institutions of 

higher education develop policies and practices to enhance student peformance. 

In Chapter 2, the literature on student success is reviewed. Previous approaches 

are outlined along with relevant research results and the theoretical framework 

for the present study is developed. Chapter 3 discusses the data sources and 
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research design that will be used in the study. The findings produced from this 

approach are reported in Chapter 4. In the final chapter, the study results are 

summarized and the strengths and weaknesses of the approach are discussed. 

The study concludes with thoughts on the potential uses of the findings and 

methodology for other postsecondary institutions. 

Problem Statement 

Practical means for improving student success in colleges and universities 

are urgently needed. In order to successfully serve the diverse student 

populations entering postsecondary education in the United States, institutions 

will need to examine closely the factors affecting student performance and 

continually adjust learning environments to enhance opportunities for student 

success. 

Currently, analyses of student success are bifurcated into: 1) descriptive 

analyses that report success rates by student and/or institutional characteristics; 

and 2) theory verification studies that focus on validating general theoretical 

models of student success. Developing theory-based approaches to student 

success at the institutional level offers one possible way of bridging the gap 

between these two frameworks. It would serve the needs of educational 

practitioners by identifying the variables affecting student achievement in a 

given environment; these variables and their interactions could then serve as a 
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basis for identifying and implementing strategies to improve student success. 

Additionally, the theory-based approach would provide a stronger foundation 

for developing more specific theories to explain variations in departure behavior 

among institutional and student-types. 

Background 

The interpretation of the relationship between education and its benefits 

to individuals' quality of life has been the subject of much debate. Because those 

from priviledged social origins tend to have higher rates of educational 

attainment than those from less advantaged beginnings, there has been 

considerable discussion as to whether educational institutions serve primarily to 

legitimize the advantages of the priviledged (cf. Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977; 

Bowles and Gintis, 1976) or whether they function as presented in popular 

culture, as a ladder of opportunity that enables individuals to develop their 

talents and abilities regardless of their social origin. There are numerous findings 

showing that advantaged social origins are positively related to educational 

attainment. For example, Akerheilm et al. (1998) found that for students scoring 

in the top third on standardized tests, low income students were five times less 

likely to attend college than high income students. Similarly, Mortensen (1998) 

reports that 74% of students from families with incomes in the top quartile 

completed baccalaureate degrees, compared to a 5% completion rate for students 

from families with incomes in the bottom quartile. Such findings naturally lead 
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to questions about why these differences exist and what can be done to improve 

rates of college degree attainment for disadvantaged students. 

With the increasing diversity of the American population and demands 

for an educated workforce to remain globally competitive, the educational 

peformance of those from disadvantaged backgrounds, i.e., those whose 

numbers are increasing most rapidly, such as Latinos who have now surpased 

the African American population, has become an issue of increasing concern. 

Hope and Rend6n (1996) observe that 

... America is faced with a large aging population that is primarily white, 

and a large and growing minority population that has traditionally been 

badly served by our economy and our schools. The potential for explosive 

conflict that such a situation yields in an economy of relative decline is 

alarming... 

It is in the schools—increasingly minority schools—where the 

economic future of the United States will be determined. The world 

economy is driven by powerful new technologies and competitive forces, 

and our schools, as they are presently structured, will not provide the 

skilled workforce the nation will need to sustain our economic 

competitiveness, (pp. 48-49) 

Parnell (2000) also notes the need for restructuring our schools to meet the 

challenges of the new economy. He suggests that it is, at least in part, the failure 
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of the United States' educational system to respond to the opportunities available 

in the new economy that is resulting in a number of students being left behind 

educationally and economically. The human capital needs of the information-

and service-based economy are much greater than in the previous industrial 

economy. Yet, the current pedagogies and educational practices remain geared to 

an industrial age model, v^hich functioned to select top performing students in 

theoretical learning. 

Although the need to adapt educational environments to address the 

needs of the changing economy and workforce population is clear, it is less clear 

how the learning environments and instructional methods should be designed to 

enhance student success. Previous studies on student learning and academic 

success suggest that there is no easy solution. Bransford et al. (2000) indicate that 

student success depends, in general terms, upon establishing a proper fit 

between students and their learning environments. Further, Bransford et al. 

(2000) note that there is no universally best teaching practice for accomplishing 

this. They remark that 

Asking which teaching technique is best is analogous to asking which tool 

is best - a hammer, a screwdriver, a knife, or pliers. In teaching as in 

carpentry, the selection of tools depends upon the task at hand and the 

materials one is working with. (p. 22) 
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Hence, to optimize student success, learning environments need to be designed 

to meet specific learning objectives for the specific student subpopulations at 

hand. 

Spence (2001) remarks in his recent article "The Case Against Teaching" 

that such difficulties in student-learning environment fit arise when we try to 

teach more than one person at a time. Human beings, he argues, are well-

equipped to teach others in a one-on-one situation because we respond ".. .with 

acuity to the questions and performances of other individuals.. .Every step 

beyond one-on-one decreases effectiveness." (p. 13) 

The following quote in Spence's article, attributed to a "distinguished 

researcher in higher education", nicely summarizes the dilemma between 

effectiveness and efficiency in education. 

1 believe we would all agree that the absolute best teaching-iearning-

assessment model is the one-on-one Socratic apprenticeship model with 

unlimited time with the student. But, ever since Socrates took on two 

students rather than only one (in order to double his income), teachers 

have had to make compromises in their teaching techniques. All of the 

educational research since that time has been focused, essentially, on the 

problem of how to compensate for these compromises and still get 

students to learn, (p. 13) 
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In addition to the increasing demand to more effectively educate a 

growingly diverse population, educational institutions are increasingly being 

asked to demonstrate that successful education has occurred. Due to concerns 

over the skill and knowledge levels of college graduates, accrediting agencies 

have moved away from consideration of grades and college graduation as 

evidence of student learning. Rather, they are focusing on learning outcomes and 

requiring more direct measures, such as portfolios, tests, projects, papers, or 

perfomances, to demonstrate that students have met the learning objectives of a 

course, course sequence, or educational program (cf. the new accreditation 

standards for the Western Association of Schools and Colleges at 

http:/ / www.accjc.org/default.html; the other regional accrediting organizations 

have also focused on learning outcomes in their standards and criteria and have 

asked colleges and universities to develop specific measures). 

In short, current economic and demographic trends suggest that more 

inclusive educational models and strategies will need to be developed and 

implemented to meet the challenges of the future. Educational institutions will 

need to provide an increasingly diverse student population with effective 

learning environments that enable them to develop and demonstrate an 

increasingly well-defined and expanding set of requisite knowledge, skills, and 

competencies. As indicated above, there is likely no general solution to this 

problem. Learning environments will need to be developed by institutions to 

http://www.accjc.org/default.html
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maximize the acquisition of learning objectives for their various student 

populations. Proper construction of these environments can be enabled by an 

understanding of the factors enhancing or inhibiting student success. 

Much applied research has been conducted over the past 75 years to 

explain why students have failed or dropped out of specific institutions of higher 

education. Early work in this area was driven primarily by the needs of colleges 

to lower their student attrition rates. As Summerskill (1962) notes, student 

attrition posed three major problems for colleges. First, since student attrition 

rates were often used as an indicator of the quality of the teaching and research 

provided, colleges with high attrition rates were often faced with public relations 

problems about their "poor" performance. Secondly, high rates of student 

attrition may reflect an inefficient allocation of resources. Since most educational 

institutions hold producing graduates as one of their primary objectives, 

expenditures on student dropouts diminish the college's resources without 

advancing the college's objective of producing graduates and therefore represent 

an inefficient use of resources. Thirdly, the loss of students means the loss of 

revenue to the college. Not only are the tuition and fees of the departing student 

lost, but additional resources must be spent to recruit and orient another student 

to replace the loss. Similarly, from the student's perspective, early departure is 

likely an unfortunate event with potentially severe personal, social, and 

economic costs for the student. 
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An extensive body of research literature on student retention has been 

developed to address these concerns. Early research on student departure 

focused on identifying student characteristics associated with withdrawal at a 

given institution. Such studies served the needs of institutions to improve 

retention rates. Dropout/success characteristics could be used as a guide to help 

institutions select those students who most closely matched the successful 

student profile for their institution. In essence, this research enabled institutions 

to reduce student-institution mismatches by identifying, admitting, and 

recruiting the types of students who were most likely to persist to graduation 

within the institution's learning environment. 

Yet, as such studies proliferated, and researchers attempted to develop a 

comprehensive body of knowledge, they noted many differences among various 

institution-based findings. Conceptual clarity on this topic was difficult to 

achieve because the work had its impetus in addressing practical problems of 

student retention faced by institutions. Since the problem was originally framed 

in terms of institutional interests, it lacked a theoretical framework to provide 

coherence and meaning to the conceptualization of the issue. To address this 

need, Spady (1971), Tinto (1975,1993), Bean (1980,1983), and Bean and Mentzner 

(1985) drew from relevant theory for examining student departure decisions. 

Spady and Tinto observe that student departure from a college or 

university can be seen as an instance of opting out of a community. This parallel 
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led them to draw on Durkheim's analysis of egoistic suicide as a guiding 

theoretical framework for student departure. In brief, Durkheim argued that 

egoistic suicide resulted from insufficient social and normative bonds between 

an individual and his/her community. Individuals need the sense of social 

belonging that is gained through shared beliefs and interaction with others. 

Absent the restraining and supportive effects of normative and social bonds, 

individuals become much more vulnerable to conditions that lead to suicide. In 

using Durkheim's analysis as an explanatory framework for student departure, 

Spady and Tinto emphasize, to varying degrees, the importance of the academic 

and social linkages that the student has with his/her institution as an inhibitor of 

early departures. Weak social and/ or academic integration with the institution is 

seen as the primary factor accounting for student dropout. This framework 

(Spady (1971), Tinto (1975)), which has since been further developed by Tinto 

(1987,1993), enabled them to organize the findings regarding the determinants of 

dropout into general multivariate models of student droput. These models, 

which will be discussed in detail in Chapter 2, conceive of early departure as the 

outcome of a complex process involving a wide range of background 

characteristics that influence students' integration with the college's social and 

academic environments; students' integration with these environments, in turn, 

affects their commitment to educational goals and the institution and, ultimately, 

the likelihood that they will persist until graduation. 
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As observed by Braxton and Lien (2000), Tinto's model of student 

departure has achieved "near-paradigmatic" stature in the retention literature. 

Yet, in their meta-analysis, Braxton, Sullivan, and Johnson (1997) found only 

moderate empirical support for some of the central propositions derived from 

Tinto's model. Based on their findings, they suggest that Tinto's theory of 

departure needs revision. Braxton (2000) subsequently edited Reworking the 

Departure Puzzle, which brings together papers from a number of researchers 

and theorists addressing ways of revising Tinto's model or developing 

alternative approaches to the study of student departure. Some of the major 

criticisms of the model were: the absence of psychological components that 

explain how environmental conditions and background characteristics come to 

affect students' behavior in the college environment (Bean and Eaton, 2000; Stage 

and Hossler, 2000); inadequate conceptualization of cultural factors limits its 

applicability to diverse student populations and institutional types (Kuh and 

Love, 2000; Tierney 2000; Rendon, Jalomo, and Nora, 2000); and the omission of 

the effects of classroom experiences and educational practice on student learning 

and persistence needs to be addressed (Tinto, 2000). 

As discussed in Braxton et. al. (2000), given the changing social context for 

student success issues, expanded and/ or revised frameworks are needed to deal 

with the emerging student success issues at many postsecondary educational 

institutions. Although the foregoing approaches identify the conditions under 
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which students are hkely to depart, they offer little guidance as to how these 

conditions are created and come to effect the departure of a student. As noted by 

Terenzini (1994), we know student involvement in college is positively related to 

a number of desirable educational outcomes. What we do not know, he says, are 

the processes and mechanisms by which students become involved in their 

college. Without the knowledge of the process and mechanisms to produce 

student involvement, the capacity to effect the desired educational outcomes 

through institutional programs and practices is greatly diminished. Hence, an 

understanding of the linkages between environmental conditions and individual 

action is crucial for identifying and implementing appropropriate program or 

policy changes to improve student success. Absent such an understanding, it is 

difficult to generate adequate explanations of differential success rates among 

student subpopulations and, consequently, to address the specific needs of these 

different learner populations. Therefore, to enhance their usefulness at the 

institutional level, theories need to explain how individuals' departure behavior 

is influenced by environmental conditions. The present work explores these 

linkages in Chapter 2. The recommended approach resulting from this 

exploration is the creation and use of typologies that capture meaningful 

differences among entering students. Institutional integration and departure 

processes can then be analyzed separately for the different types of students. 
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Purpose 

How can postsecondary institutions come to understand and effect 

change in early student departure rates, particularly among non-traditional 

student populations? The purpose of this study is to provide institutions with a 

framework for addressing these issues. 

Significance 

The significance of this study is that it seeks to bridge the gulf between 

applied and basic (theoretical) research on postsecondary student dropout. The 

likely beneficiaries of the approach are outlined below. 

Those most likely to derive direct benefits from this work are institutional 

researchers at colleges and universities. The methods used in the present work 

provide a framework for researchers studying student dropout at their 

institution. Secondarily, institutional leaders will benefit from such research 

being conducted at their institution because this approach may lead to sound 

recommendations for improving the success rates of different learner 

populations. Consequently, students and the general public would in turn 

derive benefits from this research if it does, as intended, lead to improvement in 

the educational environments available to them. Lastly, academic researchers 

will benefit if this approach is implemented by institutions; the richer, theory-

based discussion and findings generated at the institutional level will provide a 
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stronger foundation for building general theoretical models of student learning 

and success. 

Definition of Terms 

The key concepts used in the study and their definitions are discussed 

below. 

Student success - indicates that students' have attained their educational 

goal. In the present work, the focus is on student success in a 2-year college 

environment. Consequently, educational goals are restricted to transferring to a 

4-year institution and earning an Associate's degree or certificate from a 2-year 

institution. Students are considered successful if they attain their educational 

goal of transferring to a 4-year institution or earning an Associate degree or 

certificate from a 2-year institution within the 7-year study period. 

Persistence - signifies that students are actively pursuing their educational 

goals. Although persistence is often used to indicate enrollment in a educational 

institution at particular point in time, the present work uses the term more 

generally to indicate that students have not permanently withdrawn from the 

educational system as of a specified time. 

Early Departure - the antonym of persistence. It refers to students who 

permanently left the educational system before attaining their educational goals. 
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Incongruence - the "mismatch or lack of fit between the needs, interests, 

and preferences of the individual and those of the institution." (Tinto, 1993, p.50) 

Isolation - the "absence of sufficient contact between the individual and 

other members of the social and academic communities of the college." (Tinto, 

1993, pp. 55-56) 

Academic Integration - becoming a member of the institution's academic 

communities. The degree of integration reflects the level of contact with other 

members and the closeness of the fit between the needs, interests, and 

preferences of the individual and those of the institution's academic 

communities. 

Social Integration - becoming a member of the institution's social 

communities. The degree of integration reflects the level of contact with other 

members and the closeness of the fit between the needs, interests, and 

preferences of the individual and those of the institution's social communities. 

Incongruence and isolation inhibit academic and social integration. 

Habitus - the matrix of perceptions, dispositions, appreciations, and 

actions through which an individual experiences life. 

Capital - resources of value in a given field (e.g. economic, social, cultural, 

symbolic, linguistic). 
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Field — a set of objective relations between positions. The field, much like 

a game, is brought to life through the actors who occupy these positions and the 

capital through which their interaction is coordinated. 

Assumptions 

The usefulness of the approach described herein will depend upon the 

mission and vision of the postsecondary educational institution. The type of 

analysis being proposed will be most useful for community colleges that are 

serving diverse, multi-cultural communities and looking to tailor educational 

programs and services to maximize student attainment of learning objectives. It 

is assumed that the most effective and durable means for initiating changes in 

most postsecondary educations is through self-study and internally initiated 

program and service modifications. Evidence-based dialogues among faculty 

and staff regarding the effectiveness of their institution's current educational 

models and curricula are needed to identify and develop appropriate 

modifications for learning environments. Theory-based institutional-level 

departure analyses could be used to inform such intra-institutional dialogues 

while, at the same time, drawing from the insights gained at other institutions 

with similar learner populations and learning objectives. 
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Scope and Limitations 

As noted earlier, the scope of this study will be limited to one community 

college in California. The major reason for this case study approach is to provide 

a research context where the theoretical and methodological issues of interest can 

be explored in enough depth to develop imtitutionally useful explanations of 

student dropout. 

A second limitation in this study is that it lacks direct measures of 

pedagogy and students' improvement in skills, knowledge, and competencies. 

Thus, in the present work we are unable to consider the types of issues raised by 

Tinto (2000) regarding the relationships among pedagogy, learning, and 

persistence. As institutions progress with the assessment of student learning 

outcomes, such information should be incorporated into persistence analyses to 

provide the more comprehensive studies suggested by Tinto (2000). 

Summary 

Most studies of student dropout are either descriptive institutional-level 

analyses of dropout patterns or theory-based work directed toward the 

development of comprehensive student dropout models. This study provides an 

example of an intermediate approach, i.e. a theory-based institutional level 

analysis. Such research provides a foundation for understanding an institution's 

impact on students, examining how students experience and negotiate their 



paths through the institution, and for identifying ways of improving 

institution's ability to serve diverse learning populations. 
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Early Research Findings and the Definition of Student Dropout 

As Tinto (1993) notes, one of the major problems in the research literature 

has been the lack of a clear and consistent use of the term "student dropout". 

Many investigators have observed (c.f. Spady, 1970; Rootman, 1972; Tinto, 1975, 

1986,1993; Pantages and Creedon, 1978; Simpson, Baker, and Meelinger, 1980) 

that early studies commonly failed to distinguish among the various forms of 

departure. Often, the term "dropout" was applied to all forms of leaving so long 

as departure occured before a degree was awarded. Thinking of departure solely 

as "dropout" obscures the many forms of departure and has often been 

associated with psychological explanations of the phenomenon. That is, not only 

are those who leave "dropouts," they leave because they are dropouts - not 

possessing appropriate skills, abilities, or dispositions for postsecondary 

education. Indeed, many early studies focused primarily on individual attributes 

such as intelligence (Summerskill, 1962; Marks, 1967), or motivation and 

disposition (Heilbrun, 1965; Rose and Elton, 1966; Rossman and Kirk, 1970; 

Waterman and Waterman, 1972) in their explanations of student departure. 

As Spady (1970, p.65) notes, early research was guided by two operational 

definitions of a college dropout. "Definition 1 [included] anyone leaving a college 

at which he [was] registered, and Definition 2 [referred] only to those who never 

received a degree from any college". Rather than being seen as two competing 
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definitions of "college dropout", subsequent research has generally come to 

regard these as measuring two different concepts. Definition 1, which Tinto 

(1993) calls "institutional departure," and suggests that it is more appropriate for 

studying the functioning of the departure processes within a specific educational 

institution. Definition 2, which Tinto (1993) refers to as "system departure" is 

more appropriate for examining social stratification, status attainment, or 

educational mobility issues which require more accurate and system-wide 

estimates of whether or not a college degree was eventually attained. 

Yet, for community colleges both types of departure are informative when 

studying institutional effectiveness. Since many community college students seek 

to transfer to a 4-year institution, early institutional departure may be indicative 

of success if it was necessitated by transfer to a 4-year college. 

A second important distinction commonly made between types of 

departure is whether it is voluntary or involuntary (Hill, 1966; Knoell, 1960; 

Spady, 1970; Rootman, 1972). Cases where institutions make the departure 

decision are referred to as "involuntary departures" (c.f. Tinto, 1993). Since 

students not meeting the minimum academic and/or behavioral standards are 

dismissed by educational institutions, the departure is involuntary in the sense 

that the student did not directly make the departure decision. The vast majority 

of departure research, however, has focused on cases where student departure is 

voluntary, that is, cases where leaving the institution has been initiated by the 
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student. Although the importance of distinguishing between these two types of 

departure has become generally accepted, there has been considerable discussion 

as to how this distinction should be handled analytically. Tinto (1975) advocated 

studying voluntary and involuntary departures as distinct dependent variables. 

Conversely, Pantages and Creedon (1978) argue that the dependent variable 

should be success/ failure with type of departure conceived as an intervening 

variable in the model. Most investigators have taken the path advocated by Tinto 

and have made voluntary departures the focal point of research because, from 

the institution's perspective, these are avoidable and may reflect the institutions' 

failure to meet its obligations to the student. Other pragmatic reasons cited by 

Rootman (1972) for concentrating on voluntary withdrawal are: 1) most 

departures are voluntary, regardless of background characteristics such as 

ethnicity, age, sex, and race; and 2) losing individuals who have demonstrated 

the potential for program completion is more costly to the institution than losing 

those who may not have the ability to complete the program. 

The decision about how to handle voluntary and involuntary departure 

analytically, however, will also depend upon the mission of the institution and 

the goals of the research. In non-selective institutions that provide remedial 

education, both involuntary and voluntary departures are likely to be important 

and difficult to distinguish in practice. Because the institution serves students 

with a variety of educational preparation levels, a likely issue of concern to the 
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institution and its stakeholders is how well the needs of their students are being 

met by existing programs. Are underprepared students able to acquire the 

requisite skills and knowledge needed to perform as college-level students? 

What skills are students having difficulty acquiring and what can the institution 

do about it? Additionally, if one is serving students with previous academic 

difficulties and/ or lack of confidence in their academic abilities, the line between 

voluntary and involuntary withdrawal becomes more difficult to define. A given 

student withdrawal may seemingly be voluntary because she/he is in good 

academic standing at the time of withdrawal. However, if the departure was 

prompted by a lack of confidence in his/her ability to continue to perform 

academically, is the departure, in fact, voluntary? Although the departure is 

initiated by the student, it is not to pursue other more highly valued goals but 

rather reflects a capitulation to the belief that she/he is "not college material." 

Non-selective institutions would probably be interested in identifying such cases 

where students have academic performance concerns regardless of whether the 

resulting departure is classified as voluntary or involuntary. 

There is evidence to suggest that there are substantial differences between 

the processes giving rise to voluntary and involuntary departure (Simpson, 

Baker and Mellinger, 1980). Early studies which did not distinguish between 

these types of withdrawal generally indicated that departing students were less 
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capable than persisting students. As summarized by Simpson, Baker and 

Mel linger (1980), the early studies describe dropouts as 

coming from families of lower socioeconomic status; having lower 

intelligence; poorer pre-college academic preparation as indicated by high 

school grades, scholastic aptitude tests scores and high school quality; 

having lower college achievement; being less cosmopolitan (coming from 

small towns, coming from smaller high schools, being less secular); 

coming from families which were more religious but less warm and 

supportive; having lower commitment to remain in college; valuing 

education for vocational rather than for intellectual reasons; spending less 

time studying; being socially less 'mature'; having ideas and personal 

attributes which did not 'fit' the college culture; and being less satisfied 

with the college or university they left. (p. 203) 

However, as investigators came to understand the importance of 

distinguishing among different types of departure, a different picture began to 

emerge. Voluntary departers were sometimes found to be: more intellectually 

oriented than persisters (Rossman and Kirk, 1970; Suczek and Alfert, 1966); from 

equal or higher social class backgrounds (Vaughn, 1968); more autonomous, and 

more creative (Trent and Ruyle, 1965; Keniston, 1968) than persisters. 

Nevertheless, the distinction between voluntary and involuntary withdrawal did 

not eliminate inconsistencies among findings. Tinto (1993) observes that the 
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likelihood of departure had been linked to virtually every component of 

personality imaginable. As the laundry list of characteristics related to departure 

grew, the arguments of Spady (1970), Cope and Hannah (1975), and Tinto (1975) 

that relationships between personality traits and persistence were situational and 

institution-type specific began to take hold. Rootman's (1972) study of voluntary 

withdrawal from the Coast Guard Academy produced the useful notion of a 

person-role fit as an explanatory factor in departure. Consequently, although a 

variety of intellectual, personality, motivation, and dispositional characteristics 

have found to be related to student departure, the specific characteristics 

associated with departure appear to be tied to the academic and social 

expectations for students at a given institution. 

Another important aspect of student departure is whether or not it is 

permanent (i.e., "stopouts" vs. "dropouts"). "Stopouts" are students who return 

after a semester or more absence from an institution. "Dropouts" are students 

who are considered permanently lost to the institution or educational system. 

Community colleges students are more likely than 4-year college students to 

attend part-time and to have breaks in attendance. To address these less 

traditional and more variable attendance pattterns, one could consider 

persistence/ withdrawal as a continuous variable rather than a dichotomous one 

as presupposed throughout the above discussion. For example, as done by Nora 

(1987) and Horvath (1992), one could define persistence based on the number of 
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units earned, or the number of semesters enrolled. This is particularly appealing 

for measuring long-term participation in a community college environment 

because of the wide variety of attendance patterns - including partial and 

temporary withdrawals from the institution. 

Lastly, Tinto's theory of departure suggests that there may be substantial 

differences between the types of leaving associated with different stages of 

incorporation into the educational institution. Departures from college during 

the first year or semester of attendance may represent difficulties separating 

from past associations and making the transition to college life. Whereas 

departures later in students' college careers may arise from other types of 

difficulties such as not becoming fully incorporated as a competent member of 

available academic and social communities. 

Toward Theories of Student Departure 

An extensive body of research literature on student retention has been 

developed over the past 75 years examining student dropout from college. By 

identifying student characteristics associated with dropout, early institutional-

level studies attempted to improve retention rates. Dropout/ success 

characteristics were used to guide institutional selection of students to those who 

most closely matched the successful student profile for the institution. Yet, the 
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largely atheoretical and differing approaches resulted in conflicting findings that 

did not readily convey any generalizable knowledge about student dropout. 

What was most clear from these early institutional-level studies was that 

withdrawal from colleges or universities is a complex behavior affected by 

multiple factors. However, even at the institutional level, developing simple or 

succinct explanations of student withdrawal is no small task, as Bean (1990) 

illustrates in the following example. 

A researcher might establish a fairly precise understanding of why an 

individual student left a college or university, but each student's story will 

be different. The statement that a student left an institution because he or 

she received poor grades represents only a fragment of the real issue. 

Some questions to consider include: Are poor grades a symptom of a 

problem or a cause of one? Why did the student get poor grades? Was it 

poor placement? Did the student have no understanding of how to use the 

library? Did the student want to convey a desire to leave school to his or 

her parents? Was the student of low ability? Was the student of high 

ability but bored by the classes? Was a bad admissions decision made? 

Did the student report that grades were the reason for leaving to save face, 

which would actually mislead the researcher? (p. 148) 

Several early literature reviews discussed the wide range of factors 

associated with attrition and the need for theoretical work that could integrate 



43 

these findings into a comprehensive understanding of departure behavior (c.f. 

critiques of Knoell, 1960; Summerskill, 1962; Pantages and Creedon, 1978). The 

works of Spady (1970) and Tinto (1975) were particularly influential theoretical 

works; both proposed models of student attrition that ordered many of the 

known correlates of attrition into a causal sequence. Their work not only 

organized findings into a coherent explanation, but also provided researchers 

with multivariate models that could be tested empirically. 

To develop his model of the departure process, Spady began by 

identifying the known correlates of student dropout discussed in previous 

literature reviews (Knoell, 1960,1966; Marsh, 1966; Sexton, 1965; Summerskill, 

1962; Waller, 1964). In describing his approach, Spady (1970) writes 

Our basic starting point is the assumption that the dropout process is best 

explained by an interdisciplinary approach involving an interaction 

between the individual student and his particular college environment in 

which his attributes (i.e., dispositions, interests, attitudes, and skills) are 

exposed to influences, expectations, and demands from a variety of 

sources (including courses, faculty members, administrators, and peers), 

(p. 77) 

He cites a number of characteristics found to be related to attrition: family 

background, academic potential and preparation prior to college entry, 

compatibility between the institution's expectations and curricula and the 
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student's dispositions, educational interests, and goals; additionally, there are 

factors related to students' college experience that also affect attrition such as 

grade performance, social relationships with other students, and participation in 

campus extracurricular activities. 

To order these factors into a causal model, Spady draws upon Durkheim's 

(1961) analysis of suicide. Spady observes that 

Although dropping out is clearly a less drastic form of rejecting social life 

than is suicide, we assume that the social conditions that affect the former 

parallel those that produce the later: a lack of consistent, intimate 

interaction with others, holding values and orientations that are dissimilar 

from those of the general social collectivity, and lacking a sense of 

compatibility with the immediate social system, (p. 78) 

Further, he distinguishes between the social and academic components of an 

educational institution and notes that the student's academic role parallels an 

occupational role in society and suggests that poor performance in the academic 

role could also inhibit integration. Although the process by which integration 

occurs is not outlined in detail, Spady appears to argue that it is a function of the 

rewards received. The college experience offers intrinsic rewards (intellectual 

development, friendship, normative congruence) and extrinsic rewards (grades, 

making the Dean's List, degrees) to students. The student's perception of the 

adequacy of these rewards will determine his/her level of social integration into. 
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satisfaction with, and commitment to, the college. These perceptions, in turn, 

affect students' decisions to depart from the college. Spady also includes an 

involuntary departure path, whereby the institution dismisses students for 

unsatisfactory performance. 

In discussing the relationship between students' family background and 

persistence, Spady surmises that the families' influence is transmitted primarily 

through effects on children's academic potential and preparation, and the 

formation of attitudes that are conducive to academic and social success. He 

observes that students' level of motivation along with their academic ability and 

socioeconomic background are important influences on student attrition. 

Further, Spady comments that it is not only the level of motivation that needs to 

be considered but also the nature of the motivation. Spady posits that studies 

showing that the rate of involuntary departure (academic dismissal) was lower 

for women than men are at least partially due to differences in their motivation 

for attending. For men, the pursuit of extrinsic rewards was more important than 

it was for women. Consequently, men were more likely to continue an 

intrinsically unpleasant academic experience until they were dismissed by the 

institution. Additionally, he observes that there may be interactions between 

student academic performance and departure depending upon students' source 

of motivation. As an example, he argues that students with vocational goals are, 

in general, more likely to persist than others; they are also more likely to be 
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adversely affected by poor academic performance. Since this type of student is 

motivated by the extrinsic rewards the institution offers, the likelihood of not 

receiving a degree is more likely to lead to student dropout among vocationally 

oriented students. 

Tin to (1975) further develops and refines Spady's approach to the 

departure problem. His model has been the focal point of student attrition 

research over the past 25 years. As described earlier, Tinto also applies concepts 

from Durkheim's analysis of suicide to describe the conditions under which 

students voluntarily withdraw from an educational community. Consequently, 

he sees withdrawal as an integration failure resulting from the lack of adequate 

normative and/or social bonds between the student and institution. In general, 

his departure model proposes that background characteristics (family, prior 

schooling, academic skills) influence postsecondary educational experiences by 

affecting students' educational goals and their commitment to achieving them. In 

turn, these goals and commitments - relative to students' commitments outside 

the institution - will influence the degree to which students become integrated 

into the academic and social systems of the educational institution. The resulting 

levels of academic and social integration will subsequently affect students' 

educational goals and level of commitment to the institution. To determine 

whether or not to depart from the institution, students will weigh their revised 

goals and commitments against their external commitments. Thus, in this 
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scheme, the institution's effect on retention stems largely from how involving, 

socially and academically, it can be for the student. 

The strength of such an approach is its identification of an underlying 

cause, malintegration, for early departure that can be addressed, at least in part, 

through institutional action. In his discussion of suicide, Durkheim (1961) notes 

that 

The incidents of private life v^hich seem the direct inspiration of suicide 

and are considered the determining causes are in reality only incidental 

causes. The individual yields to the slightest shock of circumstance 

because the state of society has made him a ready prey to suicide, (p. 216) 

Similarly, the myriad reasons students give for dropping-out might be 

considered as an expression of the incidental causes of a departure that might 

have been averted if their experience with the educational institution had been 

more engaging and satisfying. 

While retaining Spady's notion about the structural conditions giving rise 

to student departure (i.e., lack of social and academic integration), Tinto argues 

that social-psychological level theory is needed to complete the model. He notes 

that applying Durkheim's analysis of suicide to the study of dropout will only 

provide a description of the conditions which give rise to dropout. Unless 

supplemented with additional theory, Tinto argues it will not enable 
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investigators to explain the distribution of dropout among different groups 

within a given college. 

In 1993, Tinto introduced the revised version of his departure model 

shown in Figure 1. While it retains the same longitudinal process described 

earlier, the ties between individuals and their educational environments are 

further developed. He (1993, p. 132) describes his most recent framework as 

being "at its core, a model of educational communities that highlights the critical 

importance of student engagement or involvement in the learning communities 

of the college." 
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In the revised framework, Tinto recasts his view of the academic and social 

systems of institutions. Originally, presumably following Spady's model (1970, 

1971), these systems were described in terms of the rewards they offered to 

students. The academic system was viewed as providing intrinsic rewards 

related to intellectual development and the extrinsic reward of grades. The 

rewarding experiences of the social system were divided into faculty and peer 

group interactions. More rewarding experiences in these respective sectors were 

believed to increase academic and social integration. The most recent version of 

the model divides the social and academic domains into formal and informal 

components to emphasize the various types of relationships students establish in 

educational communities. 

The increased emphasis on interpersonal contact is also evident in his 

added discussion regarding the longitudinal process of adjustment to college life. 

To develop this portion of the theory, Tinto draws from Van Gennep's (1960) 

work. The Rites of Passage . Van Gennep describes a three-stage process 

whereby individuals become part of a new community. The process involves: 1) 

separation from past associations; 2) transition to the new group by interacting 

with and learning the views and norms of the new group; and 3) incorporation 

as a member of the new group - performing as a competent member of the new 

community. Thus, the stages of becoming a member of a new community are 

used to guide thinking about the issues students face as they attempt to break 
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from past associations and become competent, accepted, and successful members 

of their new college community. 

In summarizing the added complexities of the new model, Tinto (1993) 

notes that 

If we take seriously the notion argued above of the dynamic interplay 

between involvement, effort, learning, and persistence, we are led to 

postulate a more complex view of the longitudinal process of student 

persistence as it occurs over the course of the student career than we have 

thus far described. Specifically, our preceding conversation suggests that 

the manner in which academic involvements (integration) shape learning 

and persistence may vary over the course of the college career and may do 

so in differing ways for different students. (p.l34) 

With the increased emphasis on the varieties of students, social networks, 

and social bonds within and around educational communites, the need for 

further conceptual development regarding the social-psychological and cultural 

processes linking students with their environments becomes even more evident. 

As Tinto suggests in the above quote, these integration and departure processes 

likely differ among various types of students. 

A different explanatory model has been proposed by Bean (1980). He 

argues that employee turnover is a more appropriate analogy than suicide for 

understanding student departure and consequently uses Price's (1977) discussion 

of employee turnover to guide the development of his explanation for early 
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withdrawal. Bean's departure model assumes that students leave institutions for 

reasons similar to those that cause workers to leave their jobs, such as they may 

find their duties unpleasant, feel they are unfairly treated, have unsatisfying 

personal or professional relations, and/or feel there are better opportunities 

elsewhere. 

More recently. Bean and Metzner (1985; Metzner and Bean, 1987) have 

developed models addressing the departure process of nontraditional 

undergraduate students. By a "nontraditional student" they mean (1985, p. 489) 

"...a student [who] is older than 24, or does not live in a campus residence ..., or is 

a part-time student, or some combination of these three factors; is not greatly 

influenced by the social environment of the institution; and is chiefly concerned 

with the institution's academic offerings (especially courses, certification, and 

degrees)." The model was developed to emphasize the importance of the external 

environment in shaping the persistence/attrition decisions of nontraditional 

students. Bean and Metzner (1985) note that the nontraditional students' college 

experience radically differs from that of traditional students. 

Nontraditional students are distinguished by the lessened intensity and 

duration of their interaction with the primary agents of socialization 

(faculty, peers) at the institutions they attend. As a result, the [institution 

of higher education] is not a 'total adult socializing institution' for them as 

suggested by Rootman (1972). (p. 488) 
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Bean and Metzner's approach to model construction was similar to that of 

Spady and Tinto. They began by reviewing the literature to identify relevant 

factors for a longitudinal model of departure. However, their interpretation of 

relations among variables involved in the causal process is influenced by the 

works of Bentler and Speckhart (1979), Locke (1975), and Fishbein and Ajzen 

(1975). Variables are organized into a causal sequence based on their function as: 

past behavior, attitudes, behavioral intentions, and future behavior. Contrary to 

Tinto's model. Bean and Metzner's model attempts to account for both voluntary 

and involuntary departures. They view student departure as indicative of 

students' satisfaction with their institutional experience weighed against other 

opportunities outside their college or university. 

Bean and Metzner's model posits that past behaviors influence students' 

attitudes toward college and the quality of their academic experience. These 

factors along with students' level of outside activities, responsibilities, affect both 

the extrinsic (CPA) and intrinsic (psychological outcomes) rewards student 

receive from their college experience. Students' evaluation of their current college 

experience coupled with their consideration of other available educational 

opportunities affect their intention to stay in/leave the institution. Whether or 

not students leave an institution, according to Metzner and Bean (1987), is 

attributable to four sets of variables. 

Students with poor academic performance are predicted to drop out at 

higher rates than students who perform well academically, and GPA is 
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expected to be based largely on past (high school) academic performance. 

The second major factor is intent to leave, which should be influenced 

primarily by the psychological outcomes but also by the academic 

variables. The third group of variables expected to affect attrition are the 

background and defining variables - mainly high school performance and 

educational goals. Finally, the envirormiental variables are predicted to 

have substantial direct effects on dropout decisions, (p. 18) 

More recently, Bean and Eaton (2000) have proposed extensions to 

retention models based on psychological theory. Noting the need to understand 

how dropout behavior is motivated, they propose that insights from Fishbein 

and Ajzen (1975) on the linkages between attitudes, beliefs, intentions, and 

behavior be incorporated in retention models. They further suggest that coping 

behavior theory, self-efficacy theory, and attribution theory be used to flesh out 

the psychological processes affecting student dropout. 

When examined in conjunction with Tinto's model. Bean's arguments 

raise issues regarding the nature of students' relationships to educational 

environments. For understanding student departure, are educational institutions 

more appropriately conceived as communities, organizations, or some other type 

of entity? Does the type of entity depend upon the type of student and the 

experience they are seeking? How do students' relationships with educational 

environments come to affect their retention/departure behavior? These 
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questions will be addressed following a brief review of the empirical findings 

regarding departure models. 

Empirical Tests of Student Departure Models 

In his earlier work, Tinto (1975) recommended that the validity of his 

theory be tested with multivariate techniques such as path analysis. 

Subsequently, much work has been done testing components of the Tinto model, 

or the entire model, using path analysis or structural equation models. Although 

there has been empirical support for the predictive validity of some of Tinto's 

main concepts (c.f. Terenzini and Pascarella, 1977,1978; Pascarella and Terenzird, 

1979,1980; Pascarella and Chapman, 1983; Pascarella, Duby and Iverson, 1983; 

Terenzin et. al. 1985), the proportion of variance in departure explained by the 

models has generally been small. For example, Pascarella and Chapman found 

that the Tinto model, depending upon the type of institution studied, explained 

about 13-17% of the variance in withdrawal decisions. Munro (1981) and 

Pascarella, Duby and Iverson (1983) report similar percentages of variance 

attributable to path model representations of the Tinto model. 

Similarly, in their meta-analysis of findings related to Tinto's 1975 model, 

Braxton, Sullivan, and Johnson (1997) find limited empirical support for fifteen 

propositions derived from Tinto's theory. Findings related to the propositions 

differed depending upon the type of institution (residential, 2-year, liberal arts, 

commuter university) and type of sample (multiple institutional analyses versus 
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single institutional analyses) used in the research. For single institution analyses 

at 2-year colleges, there were very few studies with the requisite data for 

conducting tests of the propositions. In the one instance with sufficient data, the 

findings strongly^ supported the proposition that student entry characteristics 

directly affect the student's likelihood of persistence in college. In the multiple 

institutional studies for 2-year colleges, there was much more research with 

which to test hypotheses. In such studies, Braxton, Sullivan, and Johnson found 

strong support for propositions involving the effect of student entry 

characteristics on the likelihood of persistence (as above), the initial level of 

commitment to the goal of college graduation, and the initial level of 

commitment to the institution. Additionally, there was strong empirical support 

for the proposition that greater levels of subsequent commitment to the goal of 

college graduation were associated with increased likelihood of persistence. They 

found no support for hypothesized relations, however, between initial levels of 

commitment (goal and institutional) and integration levels (social and academic). 

1 If 66% or higher of three or more empirical tests of a proposition were 

found to be statistical significant, empircal support was judged to be 

"strong." 
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Moderate support^ was reported for propositions positing that; 1) the greater the 

level of academic integration, the greater level of subsequent commitment to the 

goal of college graduation, and 2) the greater the level of social integration, the 

greater the level of subsequent commitment to the institution. Contrary to the 

strong support found in 4-year college studies for the proposition that the greater 

level of subsequent commitment to the institution, the greater the likelihood of 

student persistence, there was only weak^ support for this finding at 2-year 

colleges. 

From Braxton, Sullivan, and Johnson's (1997) work and others studies 

examining departure at nonresidential and 2-year institutions (e.g., Iverson, 

Pascarella, and Terenzini, 1984; Nora, 1987; Nora, Attinasi and Matonak, 1990; 

Pascarella and Chapman, 1983; Pascarella, Duby and Iverson, 1983), it appears 

that departure processes at these institutions differ substantially from those at 4-

year residential institutions. Of the studies that have tested the complete Tinto 

model (1975), only one was based on a commuter student population, Pascarella, 

Duby, and Iverson (1983). The results from the commuter student population 

study were, in important respects, contrary to those predicted by the Tinto 

2 "Moderate support" was defined as cases where between 34% and 65% 

of three or more tests were statistically signficant. 

3 "Weak support" was defined as cases where 33% or less of three or more 

tests were statistically significant. 
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model. Social integration was found to be negatively associated with persistence 

at non-residential institutions. Consequently, the investigators suggested ways of 

modifying the Tinto model for such campuses. 

Chapman and Pascarella (1983c) found that 2-year college students were 

low in both academic and social integration relative to students in other types of 

institutions. They observe that 

Maybe community college students, in the main, view their institution as 

something of a supermarket, where one goes to get whatever one needs 

and then leaves - without anything happening in the way of integration or 

involvement in the culture. If these speculations are true, community 

colleges may be considerably less than a lower-priced, closer-to-home 

version of the state university. They may indeed provide educational 

opportunity to many individuals, but those opportunities may be both 

qualitatively and quantitatively different from those available at a 

residential institution, (p. 319) 

In another study, Pascarella and Chapman (1983a) found integration to be 

inversely related to persistence in 2-year colleges. They report that persisters in 2-

year colleges had significantly less informal contact with both faculty and peers 

than did those who withdrew. 

Likewise, although the applicability of the model to students from under-

represented ethnic groups has not been tested specifically on voluntary 

departure, it appears that overall departure rates and processes vary 
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substantially by ethnicity (Attinasi, 1989; Donovan, 1984; Nora, 1987). Nora's 

(1987) study tested a modified Tinto model on a Chicano (Mexican American) 

student population at a 2-year college. To address the irregular attendance 

patterns of two-year college students, persistence was measured with multiple 

indicators: hours enrolled, satisfaction with present goal attainment, and 

graduation. The model accounted for about 42% of the variance in retention, but 

many of the hypothesized relations were not as expected. The study failed to 

detect significant direct effects of academic and social integration on retention. 

Also, the effect coefficient for initial institutional/ goal commitment was 

considerably higher than the two integration variables. Since final commitments 

were not measured in Nora's study, their effect on persistence could not be 

assessed. 

More recent studies, like Nora's, have modified Tinto's model by 

including additional environmental variables and have been estimated using 

structural equation models (Nora, 1987; Horvath, 1992; Cabrera et. al. 1992a, 

1992b). There are some important advantages of using structural equation 

models instead of path analysis in this context. First, with path analysis only one 

indicator can be used to measure a construct and it is assumed that the construct 

is measured without error. With complex variables such as commitment to 

institution and educational goals, academic and social integration, one is hard 

pressed to develop such measures. In structural equation models, there can be 

multiple indicators of latent constructs and one does not need to assume that the 
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latent constructs are measured without error. Furthermore, path models require 

more restrictive assumptions about the residual terms (i.e., they are uncorrelated) 

and the causal relations among constructs (i.e., they are unidirectional). 

Perhaps the structural equation model most closely related to the revised 

Tinto model is found in Horvath's (1992) analysis. She tests a Tinto model 

supplemented with additional background and environmental variables 

including financial needs, preparatory behaviors for college, encouragement 

from others, and physical integration with the campus environment. The study 

was based on a population of community college transfer students to California 

State University campuses. The model differs from the one later proposed by 

Tinto (1993) in that commitments and environmental factors are measured only 

at the time of entry. Nevertheless, the model accounted for 57% of the variance in 

retention. The factors significantly influencing retention were: prior academic 

performance at the community college, initial commitments to the four-year 

college, and student's academic integration at the four-year college. This model 

has not yet been tested on students currently attending a 2-year college. Like 

Nora, Horvath uses multiple indicators of the dependent variable with number 

of units earned and the number of semesters enrolled as indicators of the latent 

variable, persistence. 

Using a different methodology, Vorhees (1987) also failed to detect 

significant effects of academic integration, or informal contact with faculty, on 

the persistence of community college students. Vorhees used logit models to 
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examine whether odds on persistence varied with a number of individual and 

personal characteristics. The only significant effects detected on persistence were 

for gender (females persisted at a higher rate than males), students' purpose for 

enrolling (those planning to transfer had a higher persistence percentage), and 

students' intent to return (those intending to return were more likely to persist). 

These results imply that the influence of the institutional environment on 

students relative to the external environment may be significantly less for non

residential, 2-year institutions than for residential, 4-year institutions. In this 

regard, Tinto's 1993 revision of including external commitments in his model 

may increase its applicability to two-year settings. 

With respect to student subpopulations, gender has been the primary 

demographic characteristic included in previous research. Much of the above 

research on four-year institutions estimated separate path or structural equation 

models by gender. However, this practice has not yet been extended to other 

student subpopulations with presumably different types of departure processes 

(e.g., first-generation students, racial/ethnic subpopulations, adult re-entry, or 

academically at-risk students). 

In sum, the early departure of students at 2-year colleges has received 

relatively little attention in the research literature. For the most part, research in 

this area has attempted to apply departure models from the four-year sector to 

the analysis of community college student populations. Yet, since 2-year colleges 

serve a highly diverse studentbody with a variety of educational goals, from a 
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wide range of academic and cultural backgrounds, and of varying ages, it is 

unlikely that one departure process can adequately describe departure for the 

variety of student-types attending 2-year institutions. Empirical work also 

suggests that the Tinto model needs to be modified for use in non-residential 

and/or 2-year settings. Below it is argued that to develop methods for studying 

departure from community colleges, one first needs to identify the different 

types of student integration/ departure processes present at an institution. The 

next sections will focus on the methods needed to delineate relevant student 

departure processes. 

Framework for Departure Analyses 

At a sufficient level of abstraction, there are many points of agreement 

among retention theorists and researchers. We would probably find widespread 

agreement on a general statement such as "students who become effectively 

engaged in their college's environments Vidll likely persist to degree completion." 

Disagreements will arise as we address more specific questions like the 

following; What are the attributes and resources that enable students to become 

effectively engaged, academically and/ or socially, with college environments? 

How do we define "effectively engaged"? What are the processes through which 

students become effectively engaged in college environments? How do we define 

the "college's environments?" Yet, it seems unlikely that issues such as these can 

be resolved in the abstract. Actual instances of students in educational 



63 

environments are needed to develop meaningful discussion and models. At a 

minimum, an understanding of the social-cultural contexts within which the 

student-educational environment exchanges occur is needed in order to 

satisfactorily address them**. In previous work, such contexts are assumed as 

part of the departure models. For Tinto, the model of community membership 

provides the context. It may well be an appropriate assumption for many 

students attending 4-year residential colleges, where identities within the college 

communities are students' primary focus. Bean's model, on the other hand, sees 

a less encompassing student-environment relationship akin to an employer-

employee relationship. Here, the person's interaction in the educational 

environment is seen as just another set of responsibilities and identities to be 

managed along with those arising from outside their educational community. As 

Bean intended, this is likely the context within which many commuter and non-

traditional students operate. 

For student departure analyses at the institutional level, defining the 

social-cultural contexts for student-institu tion exchanges is perhaps the key 

empirical question. Institutions need to identify and understand the relevant 

social-cultural learning contexts under their purview. The process that will be 

proposed herein is an iterative one. Through continual assessment of student 

populations and adjustment of environments to more effectively meet learning 

4 For a more extensive argument along these lines, see Attinasi, 1989. 
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needs, institutions can move to an increasingly better fit between learners and 

their learning environments and, thus, outcomes. In the following sections, 

theory and research results will be reviewed to identify useful concepts for 

examining the social-cultural settings for enabling learning. The discussion 

begins with considerations about students and the attributes and resources they 

bring with them to the college environment. Next, issues related to the 

dimensions of the college environments will be addressed. In this discussion, 

ways of describing the types of settings the college provides for student 

engagement and development are explored. Lastly, we address the linkages 

between students and educational environments, addressing matters such as 

how different types of students might become effectively engaged in available 

environments. 

Student-tvpes 

The retention literature contains references to many types of students that 

vary in terms of: motivation for attending (e.g. career versus academically 

orientated students); reward orientation (intrinsic, extrinsic); mode of attendance 

(e.g., traditional versus nontraditional); academic preparation levels (e.g., college 

ready versus at-risk students); social origins (college educated parents versus 

first-generation students, or parents' socio-economic status), and demographic 

characteristics (e.g., gender, ethnicity). The need for understanding how the 

different perspectives (c.f. Attinasi, 1989), dispositions, and resources of students 
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come to affect their college experience and engagement/departure processes has 

often been cited in the research literature. 

For our purposes, the student characteristics of most interest are those that 

will impact students' interaction with learning environments. There are two 

general categories of interrelated factors^ that will be used in our discussion: 1) 

social interaction characteristics - related primarily to preferred modes of social 

belonging and participation in social environments; and 2) cognitive 

development characteristics - related primarily to the processing and analysis of 

information. To provide students with proper learning environments, issues 

related to both types of characteristics must be effectively addressed. 

Empirical work has identified some important differences among types of 

students in social interaction characteristics. In exploring the students' transition 

to college, Terenzini et. al. (1994) found that the social engagement needs varied 

5 Parsons (1961, p. 440) makes a similar distinction in his discussion of 

primary school classes, referring to two components of achievement: 1) 

cognitive, and 2) moral or deportment - responsible citizenship in the 

school community. However, in the present case, social characteristics 

are not used in the prescriptive sense to identify qualities that the system 

seeks to instill in its students. Rather, we are looking to identify the social 

conditions and characteristics affecting students' ability to successfully 

engage with specific types of learning environments. 
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substantially between traditional and first-generation students''. Whereas 

students with college-educated parents tended to take for granted that they 

belonged in college, first-generation students often reported being most 

concerned about whether or not they were really "college material" and could be 

successful academically. First-generation students also tended to see college as a 

major and intimidating break from family and local norms. (See London (1989) 

for a similar finding). Rendon (1994) reported that validation experiences were of 

great importance to first-generation students. By "validation," Rend6n means 

experiences where agents (faculty, staff) from the institution expressed support 

for students in their academic endeavors. In essence, such experiences help 

students come to see themselves as belonging in a college environment. 

Conversely, Terenzini et. al. (1994) found that students from traditional college-

going families often assumed that they belonged in college and therefore were 

primarily concerned about making the social adjustment to college life, i.e. 

making new friends. 

Students' attitudes about concepts related to education can also affect 

their preferred modes of involvement in learning environments. For example, 

students who think of intelligence as a fixed capacity approach challenging work 

^ "First-generation" refers to cases where neither of the student's parents 

graduated from college. Conversely, "traditional" signifies that one or 

both of the students' parents are college graduates. 
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with much more trepidation than those who view intelligence as malleable. For 

students viewing intelligence as fixed, inability to perform challenging work 

quickly and easily is seen as a sign of limited ability and thus potentially 

damaging. Students who see intelligence as malleable often are more comfortable 

with difficult work because it provides an opportunity to develop their abilities 

and capacities (Dweck, 1989; Dweck and Legget, 1988). 

Moll et al. (1993) reports that students' preferences for collaborative or 

individual work is in part a function of cultural differences. Similarly, Aragon 

(2000) notes that Hispanic and American Indian students prefer more reflective 

styles of learning and participation. He remarks that 

In classrooms where students are rewarded for fast responses or active 

involvement in the learning process, which is the situation in most schools 

and colleges today, American Indian and Hispanic students may be 

passed over because their tendency is to learn by observation and 

introspection, not by active participation, (p. 22) 

Bourdieu and Passeron (1977) observe that the difficulty with providing 

equal opportunity to all individuals through formal education stems from the 

fact that educational institutions operate within the larger framework of societal 

inequality, where the attributes and resources needed for successful engagement 

in educational environments are unequally distributed. In addition to the well-

known disadvantages that poverty, poorer quality teachers and schools, higher 

geographic mobility, and lower expectations create for students from lower 
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socio-economic backgrounds, Bourdieu and Passeron argue that there are also 

subtler cultural issues at work which hamper the educational performance of 

such students. 

Bourdieu uses the term "habitus" to denote the internalization of social 

conditioning which comes to structure social actors' behavior, dispositions, and 

interpretation of situations. He (1977, p. 72,95) defines habitus as ..the 

strategy-generating principle enabling agents to cope with unforseen and ever-

changing situations... a system of lasting and transposable dispositions which, 

integrating past experiences, functions at every moment as a matrix of 

perceptions, appreciations, and actions." Habitus is a mechanism that subtlely 

reproduces inequality by developing dispositions, appreciations, and 

orientations based on the environments of one's socio-economic origins. The 

comfort born from familiarity with certain forms of social life and ways of 

behaving predisposes individuals to create a life similar to that of their families' 

origin. As Bourdieu (1993, p.l27) notes, such a path would seem natural to 

individuals because "when habitus encounters a social world of which it is the 

product, it is like a 'fish in the water': it does not feel the weight of the water, and 

it takes the world about itself for granted." 

Although habitus is often used by Bourdieu to refer to "class habitus," he 

does not limit the formative effects to class relations in the Marxist sense, i.e., 

social relations related to means of production. Bourdieu (1992) indicates that 

earlier experiences, such as within families, are likely some of the most 
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fundamental relations shaping habitus. Subsequent experiences are experienced 

within the habitus, but also may lead to its transformation. He notes that "for 

instance, the habitus acquired in the family is the basis of structuring school 

experiences..the habitus transformed by the action of the school, itself 

diversified, is in turn at the basis of all subsequent experiences.. .and so on, from 

restructuring to restructuring." (1972, p. 188 as translated in 1992, p. 134) Thus, 

the effects of experiences related to gender, ethnicity, and age may all play a role 

in the formation of habitus. (See Reay (1998) for a discussion of "gendered 

habitus" in relation to primary schooling). 

The advantage of habitus over notions like values, attitudes, identities, 

commitments, aspirations, frames of reference, and other psychological concepts 

(attribution, self-efficacy, locus of control) is its generality and comiection to 

social conditions and situations. James' (1998) work provides an illustration of 

the importance of considering concepts within their sodo-cultural context. At 

the institution James was studying, he notes that one proposed solution being 

advanced for instructional improvement was to address faculty's "orientation to 

teaching", assuming that changing their attitudes through re-education would 

bring about the desired changes. James argues that such an approach is 

incomplete because it fails to fully consider the social context for action. In 

contrast, he (1998, p. 119) remarks that "...habitus describes a sense of limits 

which is a practical, situational and structural product, and which cannot be 

reduced to a psychological construct like 'orientation to teaching'." In short, the 
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dispositional and situational factors that provide the context for social actors 

need to be considered in conjunction with the specific psychological constructs of 

interest if we are to understand the causal factors at work. 

Habitus not only encompasses the aforementioned psychological and 

social-psychological concepts, but also includes preconscious appreciations, 

dispositions, and potentials that provide the social-psychological context for 

social actors. This makes habitus a useful concept for analyzing subtle cultural 

disjunctures between students and their environments. For example, first-

generation students may know that they feel like a "fish-out-of-water" in a 

college environment, but the reasons for this feeling might not be understandable 

solely through an analysis of differences in students' beliefs, goals, values, 

intentions, and commitments. The uneasiness first-generation students 

experience with the college environment may stem from less visible cultural 

differences. That is, it may be that the assumptions, preconscious appreciations, 

habits, and dispositions that underlie first-generation students' social reality are 

at odds with those of their new environment. Consequently, the type of socially 

conditioned subjectivity Bourdieu describes as habitus might be a more 

appropriate conceptual tool for such issues. 

Bourdieu further notes that habitus becomes realized only within actual 

situations. Social situations provide the context for revealing the discourses or 

practices produced by habitus. Much like speech being produced through an 

underlying and often implicit understanding of the "deep structure" of grammar 
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in Chomsky's theory, individuals' behavior, attitudes, and values can be seen, in 

part, as a product of their habitus7 Although the actual content of the utterance 

or the act will depend upon the specific situation, the habitus (or deep structure) 

provides the generative structure enabling the utterance or act to be produced. 

Therefore, to develop a useful understanding of habitus variations that affects 

student behavior, how habitus is manifested in the specific approaches students 

take to college needs to be developed. After outlining some key aspects of 

educational environments, we will resume the discussion related to habitus-

social environment (i.e., "field") connections and how they will be used to define 

student-types. 

Dimensions of the Educational Environment 

According to Durkheim (1956), the purpose of formal education is to 

socialize individuals to become competent members of society both in terms of 

the general attributes needed for citizenship and for the specific attributes 

needed for performance in the particular positions (e.g., career) that the 

individual is likely to occupy. For primary and secondary education, he 

7 In his use of this example, Wacquant (1993, p. 19) notes that instead of 

being an anthropological invariant like the deep structure of grammar, 

habitus is a deep structure that is "a historically constituted, institutionally 

grounded, and thus socially variable, generative matrix." 
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describes this process as adding a social self to individuals that is composed of 

the system of ideas, sentiments, and practices of the community. To modify 

Durkheim's (1956) definition for more general educational contexts, education 

can be defined as a methodical socialization process whereby experienced 

members of a given community assist novices with the development of the 

requisite physical, intellectual, and moral states needed for community 

membership and for the specific milieu for which they are likely destined®. 

Although this definition clearly identifies socialization as a primary 

function of education, it also implies a sorting or selection function as well. That 

is, in order for the milieu specific preparation to occur, one must know for which 

environment the student is likely destined. In short, higher education might be 

thought of as a passageway, preparatory experience, and proving ground for 

students to gain access to higher status social positions and environments. 

Depending upon their mission, postsecondary institutions may vary in the entry 

and exit points of these social passageways and in the types of preparatory 

experience and assessment they employ to foster and certify student 

development. 

8 (See Parsons, 1961 for a similar, yet more detailed discussion, of the 

functions of education). 
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For community colleges, the entry and exit points of these passageways 

are many. Most public community colleges provide transfer preparation 

(education paralleling the first two years of university offerings), occupational 

and technical education, remedial education (supplemental instruction and 

tutoring for underprepared students) and continuing education (certificate 

porgrams and special interest courses). As a starting point for describing the 

educational communities at an institution, connections to the above functions 

could be used. A more detailed partitioning of college communities could be 

obtained by moving to the level of specific academic and vocational programs 

offered by the institution. Analyses at this level are beyond the scope of the 

present work, but could be addressed through an institution's program review 

processes. 

The way educational settings are structured to perform these functions 

has major implications for the types of psychological and social-psychological 

processes experienced by students, teachers, and staff. Tierney (2000) notes that 

educational institutions are social constructions that can be altered. If desired, he 

argues, educational environments could be created that would have 100% 

retention. Yet, as Tinto (1982) has estimated, the dropout rates from higher 

education have consistently remained at about 45% over the past 100 years. 

Parnell has suggested that dropout rates like the above are remnants of an 

industrial age educational system designed to select the best students in 

theoretical learning rather than to produce high rates of learning for all students. 
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Laden, Milem, and Crowson (2000) also observe that departure may be an 

institutionalized feature of higher education. Indeed, if selection of top 

performing students is seen as an essential feature of an educational institution's 

mission, then poor grades and dropout related to academic difficulties are to be 

expected as a consequence of drawing distinctions among students' academic 

performance and potential. That is, if grading is done based on performance 

relative to other students, there will necessarily be academic "winners" and 

"losers", the proportions of which would remain stable over time if they were 

determined by the same or fairly similar grading curves. 

In fact, the growing pressures on educational institutions to assess and 

produce specified student learning outcomes will likely require that greater 

emphasis be placed on socialization rather than selection of students. Measuring 

student performance with competency-based assessment rather than peformance 

relative to other students, in effect, removes the upper and lower bounds for 

student success. It is possible that all or none of the students in a given class will 

become proficient in the course's learning objectives. Hence, much greater 

emphasis will need to be put on ensuring that students develop the skills and 

knowledge needed for competent performance. In this light, Tinto's (2000, p. 92) 

recommendation that we "invest our time and experience in a fuller exploration 

of the complex ways in which the experience of the classroom comes to shape 

student learning and persistence" seems particularly apt. Identifying the aspects 

of the environment and the processes by which they come to effect student 
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learning and dropout, therefore, is essential for supporting exploration into more 

effective and efficient ways to redesign educational experiences. 

Bourdieu's concepts of "field" and "capital" are helpful in this context. 

Habitus and field are complementary concepts in that they function fully only in 

relation to one another. Fields provide the social context and positions through 

which the habitus functions. Correspondingly, a field comes to life through 

relations among agents with dispositions (habitus) enabling social action. Capital 

provides the values that affect relations within the field. To provide an intuitive 

feel for "field" and "capital," Bourdieu (1993, p. 98-99) compares a field to a 

game. Although the rules of a field are not explicit as they are in a game, in both 

instances players become engaged ("taken in by the game") in an activity that 

follows certain regularities or tacit rules and involves "stakes." Players recognize 

that there are "trump cards" whose force affects the flow of the game. These 

master cards are akin to capital (economic, social, cultural, symbolic). Their 

relative force varies depending upon the field/ game. The game can be played 

differently depending upon players' strategic orientation toward it and the 

capital at their disposal. Thus, players may vary in their moves - risky or 

cautious, subversive or conservative - and in everything that defines their 

"game" depending upon the volume and structure of their capital at the 

moment, chances for success in the game, and the evolution over time of their 

capital and disposition (habitus). 

In analytic terms, Bourdieu (1993) defines a field as 
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a network, or a configuration, of objective relations between positions. 

These positions are objectively defined, in their existence and in the 

determinations they impose upon their occupants, agents or institutions, 

by their present and potential situation (situs) in the structure of the 

distribution of species of power (or capital) whose possession commands 

access to the specific profits that are at stake in the field, as well as by their 

objective relation to other positions (domination, subordination, 

homology, etc.) (p. 97) 

As a guide to some of the central social features of an educational field, we 

will draw from Wenger's (1998) Communities of Practice. In this work, Wenger 

develops a framework for designing effective learning environments. His 

perspective is guided by the notion that learning is fundamentally a social 

phenomenon involving four interconnected components: 1) practice - "learning 

as doing" with shared frameworks and resources that enable mutual 

engagement in action; 2) community - "learning as belonging" that creates a 

sense of membership in a social enterprise ; 3) meaning - "learning as 

experience" that helps us to see our life as worthwhile and meaningful; and 4) 

identity - "learning as becoming" that creates personal histories and a sense of 

who we are becoming. These terms will be more fully developed in the following 

section. For now, we note that each field of interest— functional area of the 

institution (transfer, vocational, remediation) — could be examined in terms of its 

fit with student-types along these four dimensions. 
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Student-Environment Linkages 

Learning environments involve more than individual cognitive 

development. As suggested above, there are at least two interrelated dimensions 

to the student-learning environment linkages, the social and the cognitive^. 

Students must be able to engage with their environment socially as well as 

intellectually. Although distinctions are commonly made between the academic 

and social environments of colleges by retention researchers, the conception of 

the social nature of education used herein is much more encompassing. There is 

a rich literature in social theory regarding the connections between individuals 

and their social environments. Figure 2 displays Wenger's mapping of the 

theories related to these issues. 

9 Duncan, Featherman, and Duncan (1972, p. 78) describe the close 

relationship between mental performance and social functioning, noting 

that operational notions of intelligence proposed by psychologists "might 

equally well have been described as role performance." 
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Figure 2. Theoretical Context for Wenger's Social Theory of Learning 
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The primary focus of Werner's (1998) framework is on learning as social 

participation. 

Participation here refers not just to local events of engagement in certain 

events with certain people, but to a more encompassing process of being 

active participants in the practices of social communities and constructing 

identities in relation to these communities, (p. 4) 

For our purposes, the horizonal dimension of Figure 2 involving social 

practices and identities is of primary interest. The practices and identities that 

can be successfully negotiated given students' background characteristics 

(habitus and resources) are the focal point of our departure analyses. Wenger 

describes this dimension as follows: 

Theories of social practice address the production and reproduction 

of specific ways of engaging with the world. They are concerned with 

everyday activity and real-life settings, but with an emphasis on the social 

systems of shared resources by which groups organize and coordinate 

their activities, mutual relationships, and interpretations of the world. 

Theories of identity are concerned with the social formation of the 

person, the cultural interpretation of the body, and the creation and use of 

markers of membership such as rites of passage and social categories. 

They address issues of gender, class, ethnicity, age, and other forms of 

categorization, association, and differentiation in an attempt to 
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understand the person as formed through the complex relations of mutual 

constitution between individuals and groups. 

... [Learning] is caught in the middle. It is the vehicle for the 

evolution of practices and the inclusion of newcomers while also (and 

through the same process) the vehicle for the development and 

transformation of identities." (p. 13) 

In short, the interchanges between individuals and their social 

surroundings shape the inner lives (habitus - identities, images, dispositions, and 

meanings) of individuals and, at the same time, produce the shared practices, 

resources, and activities that constitute life in a social-cultural environment. 

In describing student-educational institution interactions, habitus, capital, and 

fields may be thought of as the essential components of this interchange. Habitus 

reflects the inner resources or socially conditioned subjectivity actors bring with 

them to college. Capital refers to the valued resources available to students as 

they engage in social practices and identity construction/ negotiation within 

educational communities (field). Cognitive and linguistic skills, and background 

knowledge are some of the important resources (capital) students bring with 

them to the academic practices in college. Lastly, the concept of fields is used to 

describe the important aspects of the educational environments and the valued 

types of practices, identities, and social engagement. 

Just as one is limited in the immediate opportunities for cognitive 

development by background knowledge and skills, one could argue that certain 
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social interaction characteristics are needed as a foundation for the development 

of identities valued within educational environments. Wenger (1998, p. 277) 

suggests that acquiring appropriate identities for engagement is perhaps one of 

the more fundamental and paradoxical issues that needs to be addressed to 

create effective learning environments. "... [If] one needs an identity of 

participation in order to learn, yet needs to learn in order to acquire an identity 

of participation, then there seems to be no way to start." Our concern in the 

analysis of institutional learning environments is with the identification of cases 

where this dilemma exists. Resolution of such issues will require creative and 

collaborative efforts among faculty, staff, and students to design appropriately 

inclusive learning experiences and environments!". 

Wenger also identifies different modes of belonging that may be helpful 

for analyzing students' engagement in learning environments. He (1998) outlines 

three modes of belonging: 

1) engagement - active involvement in mutual processes of negotiation of 

Although it will not be pursued in the present work, brain-based 

research (c.f. Bruer, 1993; Bransford et.al, 2000) provides valuable information 

regarding the conditions and processes that facilitate cognitive development, 

information processing, and the retention and transfer of information that should 

be considered when designing effective learning environments. 
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meaning 

2) imagination - creating images of the world and seeing connections 

through time and space by extrapolating from our own experience 

3) alignment - coordinating our energy and activities in order to fit within 

broader structures and to contribute to broader enterprises, (p. 173) 

Wenger suggests that there are advantages and disadvantages to the 

various modes of belonging in terms of learning processes and the development 

of identities. As discussed earlier, variations in students' cultural background 

will predispose them toward one or more forms of belonging. For example, 

Aragon's (2000) findings about the reflective nature of Hispanic and American 

Indian approaches to learning would suggest that they might become more 

easily engaged if they can do so imaginitively. 

Lastly, Wenger's social ecology of identify is shown in Figure 3. Several 

important concepts and their interrelations are illustrated. Wenger suggests that 

identity is composed of identifications and meanings (located in areas of 

negotiability). Identifications represent the bonds one has with social entities, 

ideas, or practices. Types of identifications based upon the mode of belonging 

and level of participation (participant/non-participant) are shown in Figure 3. 

Identifications can become realized through various forms of memberships in 

communities of interest. Thus, a central challenge for educational environments 

is providing students with sufficient opportunities to develop identities within 
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learning environments that will support and sustain their continued engagement 

with the educational community. 

Identity 

Identification Negotiability 

Identit ies of  identit ies of  Mode of Identit ies of  Identit ies of  
Participation non- Belonging Participation non-

Participation Participation 

Close circle of Experience of Marginality 
friends doing boundaries Engagement having one's through having 
everything through a ideas adopted one's ideas 
together faux-paus ignored 

affinity felt by prejudice vicarious assumption that 
the readers of through Imagination experience someone else 
a newspaper stereotypes through stories understands 

what is going on 

allegiance to submission Alignment persuasion literal 
a social to violence through directed compliance as 
movement experience in tax returns 

Forms of Membership Ownership of Meaning 

Communi t ies  Economies of  
Meaning 

Structure 

Figure 3. Wenger's Social Ecology of Identity 
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On the right-hand side of Figure 3, Wegner (1998, p. 197) discusses 

negotiability which refers to "the ability, facility, and legitimacy to contribute to, 

take responsibility for, and shape meanings that matter within a social 

configuration." Different modes of belonging and identities of participation and 

non-participation give rise to the types of scenarios illustrated. As individuals 

become more attached to the issues involved in negotiations, they can come to 

take "ownership of meaning." Wenger (1998, p. 201) defines this as "...the way 

meanings, and our ability to negotiate them, become part of who we are." 

Economies of meaning reflect that there may be disagreement over how 

situations, issues, and events are defined. Although this level of specificity goes 

well beyond the scope of the issues to be examined in our case study, it provides 

a provocative framework for examining the connections between students and 

their learning environments. 

To bring these concepts together into a framework for analysis, we return 

to the observation made earlier by Bourdieu that habitus becomes revealed 

through the discourses or practices it produces in actual social situations. 

Consequently, the present analysis will seek to identify the ways of engaging 

with the institution employed by students from different race/ethnic, gender, 

and age backgrounds. The different styles of institutional engagement (or "ways 

of playing the game") will be the basis for segmenting students into 

homogeneous groups for departure analyses. Styles of engagement will be 

distinguished based upon students' strategic approach to college, patterns of 
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attendance, and capital available for participation. "Strategic approach to 

college" is intended to reflect the habitus-field connection which gives meaning 

and structure to students' college experience. Or, expressed differently, it sets 

the social-cultural context of college from the student's perspective. 

Use of a typology that incorporates students' relevant background 

characteristics and strategic orientation to college has two major advantages over 

previous approaches that have sought to model the independent contributions of 

students' subjective qualities and academic skills to college success. First, we are 

able to break analyses into more readily comprehensible components by 

developing separate models for student-types. When interactions among social 

conditions, student background characteristics, and college experiences are 

included within structural equation models, it becomes difficult to construct and 

estimate an intelligible general representation of departure. As discussed earlier, 

many retention theorists and researchers have commented on the different 

departure and engagement processes that appear to be at work for different 

types of students. Secondly, if the conceptual framework of Bourdieu is correct, 

identification of student-types based on habitus-field-capital considerations will 

lead us to more appropriate analyses for improving postsecondary education. 

That is, an understanding of student habitus may help us to develop more 

effective policies and practices than would knowledge of isolated beliefs or 

behaviors that appear to be related to student success. As pointed out by 

Stinchcombe (1968, p. 44), the simplification achieved through the use of 
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typologies "...is due to the fact that many times the operative variable, either as 

cause or effect, is the type rather than the variables v^hich make up the type." In 

the present case, the impact of specific dispositions, values, habits, and attitudes 

on students' college experience likely rests upon the role they play and the place 

they occupy within students' habitus. 

Extensive empirical work on student-types for California community 

college students has been done by Sheldon (1982). As part of a statewide 

longitudinal study of 6,500 California community college students from 1979-

1981, Sheldon developed a student typology based on the following factors: 1) 

college mission component involved (transfer, vocational, remediation, special 

interest) with student's enrollment; 2) student's enrollment pattern; 3) student's 

aspirations; and 4) student's achievements. In the analysis of the RCC focus 

group data, this typology will be used to assist with the development of student-

types at RCC. Sheldon's classification factors will be recast under the habitus-

capital-field based approach discussed earlier and the typology will be adapted 

to reflect these and other modifications related to RCC students. The main 

differences between Sheldon's typology and the present approach are: factor 3, 

student's aspirations in Sheldon's approach, will be replaced with student's 

strategic orientation to college; and Sheldon's factor 4, student's achievements, 

will be replaced with resources that are likely related to achievement, i.e., capital 

(economic, social, cultural, symbolic). 
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For now, we will simply outline Sheldon's student-types by institutional 

function. In Chapter 4, these types will be used in conjunction with focus group 

and institutional data to construct student-types for RCC. Sheldon defined the 

following seven types of students as falling under the transfer function (students 

who plan to transfer the credits received at the community college to a four-year 

institution). He describes them as follows. 

1. The Full-Time Transfer: This group represents both those who are 

eligible from high school to attend a senior institution and those who just 

missed eligibility. These students enroll in four or more courses and 

maintain a reasonable grade point average. They have a high probability 

of transferring after one to six semesters. 

2. The Part-Time Transfer: This group is slightly older than the full-time 

student and is enrolled in three or fewer courses, frequently in the evening 

classes. They maintain a reasonable grade point average, but have slightly 

less chance of following through with their plans to transfer to a senior 

college than the full-time transfer. 

3. The Undisciplined Transfer: This group aspires to transfer, but the 

probability of their doing so is slight. They lack either the academic skills 

to complete their work or the self-discipline to follow through on their 

studies and homework. 

4. The Technical Transfer: This group is indistinguishable from the full

er part-time transfer other than that they enroll in, and complete, a 
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sequence of courses in a vocational area. The major is of relatively high 

status and technical, (for example, accounting, business, computer 

sciences, engineering, or architecture). 

5. The Intercollegiate Athlete: These are full-time students and 

indistinguishable from the Undisciplined Transfer Students other than 

their prime motive is to participate in the intercollegiate athletics program. 

Obviously, not all community college athletes fit in this category; only 

those that lack the discipline to achieve their transfer goals. 

6. The Financial Support Seeker: This group, also, is indistinguishable in 

enrollment patterns and achievements from the Undisciplined Transfer 

Student. However, the real intent of this group is only to obtain financial 

aid. Few financial aid students fall into this category; only those that are 

more interested in obtaining money than in learning. 

7. The Expediter: These are students whose main academic affiliation is 

with a senior college but find it more convenient to take one or two 

courses at the community college. During the summer there are many 

such students, (pp. 1-30:1-31) 

Sheldon defined another five student-types as falling under the vocational 

function - referring to those who intend to "...use the vocational skills learned to 

find new employment in the areas of study, to maintain skills, licenses or 

certificates for their jobs, or to improve their skills in a job they presently hold". 

He describes them below. 
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8. Program Completer: These students enrolled in, and expected to 

complete, a specified program in vocational education; usually either a 

two-year associate degree or a one-year certificate program. Most of the 

students expecting to complete the associate degree spend more than two 

years in achieving their goals; this because of prerequisites to the 

programs or the scheduling difficulties in enrolling in required courses. 

9. The Job Seeker: These students, at least nominally, attend college only 

long enough to learn vocational skills that will permit them to obtain a 

semi-skilled to highly-skilled job. Again, nominally they are less 

concerned with earning good grades or getting credits for courses than in 

earning money as quickly as possible. There is some indication that this 

group contains a significant number of persons that lack the prerequisite 

skills, either academic or vocational, to complete a vocational program, 

and as a consequence, fall into a category analogous to the Undisciplined 

Transfer Student. 

10. The Job Up-Grader: These students, when adnaitted to the college, are 

already working in the field in which they take courses. They attend 

classes to improve their present skills or learn new, complementary skills; 

seeking raises, promotions or recognition. They are significantly older 

than the sample as a whole. 

11. Career Changer: These students are employed, but wish to leam new 

job skills either to change careers or to supplement their incomes by 
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obtaining an extra job for nights or weekends. They are older than the 

overall student body, enroll in one or two courses at a time, and are 

primarily evening students. 

12. The License Maintainer: Many careers that necessitate state licensing 

or certification (for example, registered nurses) require a specified number 

of hours of instruction on a regular basis to maintain the license. These 

persons frequently take community college courses to fulfill this 

requirement, (pp. 1-32:1-33) 

Lastly, Sheldon descibes another six types of students connected with the 

community college's "Special Interest Function" - attending for remediation and 

all other special interests. He discussed them below. 

13. Leisure Skills Student: These students are concerned with learning 

specific skills to pursue their hobbies. The courses they take may be in the 

vocational area, for example, carpentry or photography; an individual 

sports area, for example, racquetball or golf; or an aesthetic area, for 

example, drawing or instrumental music. They are older than the group as 

a whole and most are enrolled in evening courses. 

14. Education Seeker: A significant number of adults in California feel a 

vague discomfort if they are not enrolled in at least one reasonably 

academic course. They may have already earned advanced degrees, but 

they still take an academic course on a regular basis, for example. 
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anthropology, history or Spanish. They are the personification of the 

University of California Extension's motto, 'life-long learning,' 

15. The Art and Culture Student: This relatively small group seeks 

cultural experiences. They take courses in art or music appreciation or 

humanities courses that include attendance at concerts or theaters. They 

are frequently older or retired people, and few care about earning college 

credits. 

16. Explorer/Experimenter: This group of students attends community 

colleges primarily to study themselves. They are exploring avenues of 

potential employment or desire a continuation of their education. Some 

take courses in psychology and personal development; others enroll in 

diverse subject matter courses, for example, one course in accounting and 

one in philosophy. They are usually part-time students, frequently women 

in the mid- to late-thirties. 

17. Basic Skills Student: These students attend college to improve basic 

academic skills. Many are recent immigrants whose primary goal is to 

learn or improve their English. Others are recent high school graduates 

who wish to improve their basic language and math skills before pursuing 

an academic career. 

18. Lateral Transfer: These students are taking courses prior to 

transferring to another institution other than a baccalaureate-granting 
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college. The prerequisites they take are frequently for a vocational 

program offered elsewhere, (pp. 1-33:1-34) 

Summary of Framework 

In brief, the framework developed above argues that the first step in 

explanatory departure analyses is to segment the institution's student 

populations into groups with homogeneous departure processes. Such groups 

will be defined by specific habitus-capital-field combinations and will be referred 

to as student-types. The programs of study and institutional resources students 

access during their first semester of college could be used to identify the kind of 

field or institutional environment students experienced. Students' progress 

toward their educational goals and the effect of academic integration, social 

integration, and other departure model variables will be examined within and 

across these student-types to highlight differences in institutional engagement 

and departure processes. 

In this framework, student-types provide the social-cultural contexts of 

interest. Potential social-cultural disjunctures occur when students have 

difficulty negotiating acceptable modes of belonging and identities within 

available learning environments. Potential academic disjunctures occur when 

students lack requisite skills or knowledge to engage in educational practices. 
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CHAPTER III; DATA SOURCES AND RESEARCH DESIGN 

Overview of Research Design and Methods of Analysis 

As evident in the preceding discussion, explaining student departure is a 

complex matter. Clues about the factors that led to students' early withdrawals 

from college are available in several data sources, but no one source tells the 

complete story. Rather, each type of data sheds light on different aspects of 

students' college experiences. Consequently, a comprehensive analysis of 

departure requires a synthesis of various data, both qualitative and quantitative, 

to develop explanations that are consistent with: students' observed patterns of 

behavior, students' interpretations of their college experiences and environment, 

and the dynamics of the institutional and community settings within which these 

interactions occurred. 

One of the most readily available sources of data on students' 

background, behavior, and performance is the college's institutional database. 

Colleges routinely capture data on students' behavior and performance in the 

form of transcripts (grades, courses attemped and completed), services used by 

students (e.g. counseling), and attendance patterns (e.g. part- or full-time, 

semesters of attendance). Students' demographic and academic background data 

are available from admission applications and/or placement tests given to 

determine students' readiness for college level courses in areas such as 

mathematics and English. Although college records provide information on the 

background and behavior of students, without an understanding of students' 
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perspectives on college, one can only speculate as to the meaning these college 

events and experiences held for them. 

Focus groups and interviews with students can enhance our knowledge of 

students' interpretative frameworks, their background, resources available for 

college participation, activities within and outside the college, and the factors 

that students perceived as helpful and harmful in the pursuit of their educational 

goals. The limitations, however, with such data are that students won't 

necessarily have the requisite knowledge of, or experience with, higher 

education institutions to accurately analyze the cause(s) of the problems they 

experienced. For example, a student having difficulty with a math course might 

incorrectly conclude that she/he isn't capable of doing math and therefore isn't 

"college material." Yet, perhaps this frustrating experience was due to a 

mismatch between the student's learning style and the instructional methods 

used in the course or perhaps the student was placed into too high a level of 

math and didn't have the background knowledge assumed for the course. 

Additionally, even if students' analyses of the causes of departure are correct, 

there is the possibility that they will give socially acceptable answers to 

investigators, either to mask their sense of failure regarding their departure or to 

avoid criticizing the institution or its agents. Thus, student focus groups and 

interviews provide essential information about student perspectives and 

experiences, but their analyses regarding the causes of their successes or 

difficulties should not be accepted uncritically. 
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Lastly, information about the community and the college setting is needed 

to provide contextual information regarding students' educational and career 

options. Labor market conditions, primary and secondary school quality, and 

available alternative sources of higher education are examples of community 

information that could affect students' life choices and perceptions of their 

college experiences. Furthermore, knowledge of "educational fields," 

institutional conditions, and special circumstances such as institutional budget 

and enrollment cap constraints facilitates the identification of situational factors 

affecting students' college experience. 

Using the theoretical perspectives from the preceding chapter, the present 

case study seeks to bring these multiple data sources together to examine and 

explain the persistence/departure behavior of the cohort of first-time students 

who began their studies at Riverside Community College (RCC) in the fall of 

1994. The explanations developed in this study seek to identify the actual logics 

of student departure processes, avoiding the twin traps (structure without actors, 

actors without structure) that Bourdieu (1992) describes as 

the objectivism of action understood as mechanical reaction 'without an 

agent' and the subjectivism which portrays actions as the deliberate 

pursuit of a conscious intention, the free project of a conscience positing 

its own ends and maximizing its utility through rational computation, (p. 

121) 
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The case study consists of two major parts: 1) a description of Riverside 

Community College (RCC) and the first-time student cohort of 1994; and 2) an 

analysis of the departure behavior of a sample of students from the first-time 

student cohort. The descriptive section opens w^ith some general information 

about RCC and the students and communities it serves. Since the vast majority of 

RCC students are residents of western Riverside County, a description of the 

general community setting, local educational institutions, and local labor markets 

is offered to provide a backdrop for understanding RCC student choices, 

perspectives, and behavior. 

The descriptive section also contains considerable data on the 

characteristics and outcomes of first-time RCC students in fall 1994. Enrollment 

and outcome patterns of this cohort and its demographic subpopulations are 

examined over a 7-year period. The questions addressed with these data are; 

1) What were the educational outcomes (degree/certificate 

attainment, transfer, long-and short-term persistence) of this 

cohort? 

2) How did educational outcomes vary by race/ ethnicity, gender, 

and age? 

3) How did overall enrollment patterns for the 7-year study period 

differ by race/ ethnicity, gender, and age? 

To measure student outcomes, enrollment data from RCC and other 

postsecondary education institutions were used to identify students who had 
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attained a degree or certificate, or had transferred to a 4-year institution during 

the 7-year study period. Preliminary explorations of observed group differences 

in terms of enrollment patterns and educational outcomes are conducted and 

discussed in this section to identify potential areas of student-institution 

mismatches. 

The remainder, and most extensive portion of the case study, analyzes 

student departure processes. In this section, student-types will be developed and 

used to facilitate the estimation of departure models, and the development of 

explanations for early student departure. The following sections describe the 

study's data sources and analysis methods in more detail. 

Focus Group Data 

Focus groups session were held with RCC students in the summer of 1994 

to explore student perspectives on college attendance. Six focus group sessions 

were held with a total of 36 students from the cohort of first-time students who 

began their studies at RCC in Fall 1993. Focus group participants included both 

departers^ and students who had returned for their second semester of study in 

the Spring of 1994. Each focus group was comprised of four to seven students, a 

1 In this context, departers refers to students who did not attend RCC in 

the Spring of 1994. They may have returned to RCC during the Fall of 

1994 or later. 
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facilitator, and a recorder. Four of the sessions were facilitated by RCC 

administrators and two of the sessions were led by student facilitators. All 

sessions were audio taped. The main topics of discussion were; students' 

intentions and motivations for attending RCC; student expectations and their 

actual college experience - best and worst parts of attending, biggest surprises, 

quality of their classroom experience; the social environment - friendliness of 

atmosphere, friends, time spent on campus in non-class and RCC sponsored 

activities; quality of support services - registration, counseling, tutoring; 

students' family background and support; and suggestions for improving RCC. 

The discussion topics and probes are shown in the Appendix A. 

Institutional and Survey Data 

Quantitative data were collected in four major phases. The first data 

collection period was prior to the students' enrollment in the late summer of 

1994. Before they begin studies at RCC, first-time students complete: an 

application for admission containing questions about their academic goals and 

academic background; and a questionnaire along with a series of assessment 

tests to determine appropriate course placement in reading, English, and math 

courses. 

The second phase of data collection was conducted during the middle of 

the fall 1994 semester. A stratified random sample of approximately 1,600 
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students was drawn from the population of 2,348 first-time students- with a 

declared long-term educational goal (i.e. transferring to a four year institution, 

obtaining a degree or certificate from RCC). To provide sufficient numbers of 

cases for examining differences among ethnic and gender subpopulations, the 

sample was stratified by ethnicity and gender. Approximately 200 students were 

randomly drawn from each of the eight strata - two gender by four 

race/ethnicity categories (African-American, Asian, White/Caucasian, and 

Hispanic). 

The interview schedule for the Fall 1994 interviews is shown in Appendix 

B. All respondents were interviewed via telephone. To enhance the response rate, 

there was no upper limit set on the number of times a respondent was contacted 

before counting them as a non-respondent. Rather, interviewers continued to 

leave messages and reschedule times for interviews until the respondent either 

refused an interview or was not able to be reached before the interviewing 

period ended. The survey contained the same measures of explanatory factors 

such as goal and institutional commitment, and academic and social integration 

that have been previously used in numerous studies (c.f. Horvath, 1992; Metzner 

- First-time students are those who have not previously attended any 

postsecondary educational institution. There was a total of 3,774 students 

in this cohort of first-time students, but 1,426 students did not have a long-

term educational goal when they applied for admission to the college. 
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and Bean, 1987). During the Fall 1994 survey, 742 students completed interviews, 

yielding a response rate of approximately 46%. 

The third data collcction period was the early part of the Spring 1995 

semester. Fall survey respondents were reinterviewed to determine the reasons 

for their staying or leaving RCQ their level of satisfaction with the educational 

services they received, and whether or not they considered their experience to be 

a "success". 

The final data collection phase occurred in the Spring of 2002. Students' 

enrollment records from Fall 1994 through Fall 2001 were pulled from 

institutional databases. Information about the cohort's attendance at other 

colleges and universities during the study period was obtained from the 

Expanded Student-Right-to Know (ESRTK) datasets provided by the California 

Community College's Chancellor's Office (CCCCO). The CCCCO creates the 

ESRTK data for each California community college by matching colleges' 

enrollment data with enrollment records from the California State University 

system, the University of California system, and the National Student Loan 

Clearinghouse. The resulting dataset shows whether or not students have 

transferred to another institution, received a degree or certificate from a college 
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or university, or have become transfer prepared^. (For a desciption of the 

datasets, see http:/ /www.cccco.eciu/divisions/tris/mis/esrtk data.htm.) 

Additionally, the CCCCO developed outcome and persistence information for 

the 1994 cohort of all first-time California community college students. Statewide 

performance figures are used to provide a general context for the RCC results. 

Student-types and Departure Analyses 

In the analytic portion of the study, the following questions are addressed. 

1. Are there significant differences in departure processes among 

student subpopulations? If so, what types of differences exist? 

2. What student-types are present at RCC? 

3. What are the race/ethnicity, gender, and age compositions of the 

student-types? 

4. What are the educational outcomes for each of the student-types? 

5. Do student-types differ in their social and/ or academic integration 

processes? If so, in what ways do they differ? 

3 Students completing 56 transferrable units in California Community 

Colleges with a 2.0 CPA or higher within a six-year period are considered 

"transfer prepared" by the Chancellor's Office. 
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6. Do the effects of educational goals, institutional commitments, and 

external commitments on student departure differ by student-type? 

If so, how do they differ? 

7. What are the major factors inhibiting and enhancing persistence for 

each student-types? 

8. What are some of the major areas of mismatches among student-

types and learning environments at RCC? 

9. Are differences in educational outcomes by race/ethnicity, gender, 

and age accounted for by students' distribution across student-

types? If not, what other factors might account for the unexplained 

differences? 

Question 1 addresses a fundamental assumption underlying the current 

analysis. The necessity of using student-types only arises if there are significant 

differences among student subpopulations in departure processes. To test for 

differences in departure processes, common models are estimated across various 

student subpopulations. Herein, exogenous variables will be captured in the 

form of student subpopulations to allow for more detailed study of integration 

process variations among groups. The endogenous variables will be drawn from 
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Tinto's (1993) modeF and Bean and Metzner's nontraditional student model. 

Null hypotheses regarding no significant differences among student 

subpopulations in departure processes will be tested through the use of multi-

group structural equation models (Arbuckle and Wothhke, 1999; Hayduk, 1987). 

Differences in the goodness-of-fit indices between a common model for the full 

sample and separate models for each of the subpopulations will be used to assess 

whether or not there is sufficient variation in departure processes among student 

subpopulations to warrant separate analyses. 

The above models, and all other departure models analyzed in the case 

study, were estimated with data from the stratified random sample initially 

containing 742 RCC students who, at the time of college entry, had declared an 

educational goal of transferring to a four year institution or obtaining a degree or 

certificate from RCC. Approximately 90-100 respondents are in each of the eight 

(race/ ethnicity by gender) strata. The available sample size for analysis may be 

further reduced if, as suggested by Tinto's approach and previous research, 

separate analyses need to be conducted based on students' academic standing. 

Students are classified as either in good academic standing or on probationary 

4 The present model, however, does not contain measures of initial 

educational goal and institutional commitment as specified in Tinto's 

model. 
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status based on RCC's definition of academic standing. Students with a GPA of 

less than 2.0 (academic probation) or having completed less than 50% of the units 

attempted (progress probation) will be considered as having a probationary 

standing. Although in terms of RCC's operations this definition applies only to 

students who have attempted 12 or more units, for study purposes, it will be 

applied to all students regardless of the number of units attempted. 

For the desired subpopulation analyses, the minimum sample size needed 

per subpopulation is approximately 100. Boomsma (1985) found that for 

structural equation models estimated with LISREL, in cases where sample sizes 

are less than 100, occurrence of improper solutions becomes more of a problem. 

Stone and Sobel (1990) report that for recursive models with few endogenous 

variables, sample sizes as small as 100 are sufficient to provide point estimates 

and hypothesis tests. Furthermore, since the current analysis may find that 

constraints^ across subpopulations are appropriate, the effective sample size for 

testing hypotheses and estimating model parameters may be much larger than 

5 Parameter estimates can be constrained across groups in the multi-group 

analysis. In the present analysis, the most common form of constraint will 

be to set comparable parameters to be equal across groups. Model fit 

statistics can be examined to see whether or not such constraints 

significantly reduce the goodness-of-fit of the model to observed data. 
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the size of a single subpopulation. Nevertheless, the results cited above assume 

that maximum likelihood estimation is used to fit the models. Depending upon 

the degree of departure from the multivariate normality found in the data, 

maximum likelihood methods may result in biased parameter estimates and 

inaccurate statistical tests. These issues may be examined through the use of 

bootstrapping and nonparametric statistical methods to validate the results. 

Finally, the usable sample size for the study was further reduced by errors 

in students' self-reported enrollment status in fall 1994. Based on comparisons 

with students' enrollment records at RCC and attendance information from other 

colleges, a number of self-reported first-time RCC students turned out to have 

been former students at RCC or former students at other postsecondary 

educational institutions. Excluding former RCC students from the analysis 

drops the sample size to 697. Excluding all students who had prior college 

experience and removing the international students (n=14) decreased the final 

sample size to 520. Due to these losses in usable sample, interactions among 

race/ethnicity, gender, and age will not be explored in departure models. That is, 

analysis of subpopulations will be based on only one demographic variable at a 

time. 

The last portion of the model analyses will focus on the use of student 

typologies as a way of capturing relevant exogenous factors impacting student 

departure. As an inital step toward identifying existing departure processes. 
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focus group data from former RCC students were reviewed to better understand 

the frames of reference, expectations, and concerns students have during their 

initial adjustment to RCC. Analyzing the focus group data in conjunction with 

Sheldon's typology, the analytic framework described in Chapter 2, and other 

RCC data (institutional enrollment, and survey), provided the basis for creating 

preliminary student-types. Since the desired student-types are habitus-field-

capital based, they seek to capture the various ways in which students approach 

and engage with their educational institution and students' available resources 

for these encounters. After the preliminary student-types were identified, 

various means for measuring and refining them were explored through available 

demographic, attitudinal, and behavioral measures collected via survey and 

institutional data. Students were then segmented into student-types for 

departure analyses designed to address the remaining questions (2-9). 

Retention models were fit using integration and commitment measures 

collected in the Fall 1994 survey. These data were collected midway through 

students' first term of enrollment. By focusing on students' engagement with the 

College in a critical time period, i.e. the first semester, analyses identify areas of 

initial student-environment mismatches that subsequently impact students' long-

term persistence. The survey items, shown at the end of the chapter, were ones 

that are typically used in retention research involving model estimation. 
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The measures of students' long-term persistence used in the retention 

models were designed to address the nontraditional attendance patterns of 

community college students. Given that these students may stopout for a 

semester or two, or vary the extent of their attendance from part-time to full-time 

status, measures of persistence were needed to capture students' level of 

engagement with the institution for a given period of time. To do so, the number 

of units completed and goal attainment within the 7-year study period were used 

as measures of long-term persistence. 

The modified Tinto departure models developed above will be re-

estimated using structural equation models for each student-type. Differences in 

measurement and equation coefficients across student-types will then be tested 

to identify variations in departure processes among student-types. Differential 

rates of departure among race/ethnicity and age subpopulations will be studied 

to see if the variation is accounted for by their distribution among student-types. 

Finally, departure explanations developed through model analysis and 

estimation will be tested for consistency with responses to other survey questions 

in the Fall 1994 and Spring 1995 follow-up interview. The Spring 1995 data 

contains departing students' reasons for leaving after their first term. These data 

will be assessed for their consistency with the departure model results to further 

refine the departure process analyses. 
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Departure Models and Measures 

Figures 4 shows the conceptual model that will be used to guide analyses 

of RCC students' departure processes. This modified Tinto model will be 

estimated to assess the impact of the above variables on long-term persistence. 

Family background characterstics are partially controlled for by estimating 

models separately for student subpopulations (demographic, student-type). The 

measures of background characteristics to be included as variables in the model 

will depend upon the factors used to partition the students into subpopulations. 

Nevertheless, either through subpopulation differentiation or inclusion in the 

model, the following background characteristic measures will be controlled for in 

the analyses: race/ethnicity, age, family income (Items: 109,110), and parents' 

educational background (Items: 111, 112). The other variables in the model will 

be measured as follows. (The item numbers in the descriptions refer to their 

question number in the fall 1994 survey found in Appendix B.) 
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Figure 4. Relationships among Latent Variables in the Modified Tinto Model 

Other Exogenous Variables 
Encouragement from Others: 

Encouragement from Family Scale (Items: 66,67) 
Encouragement from Others Scale (Items: 68, 69, 70, 71) 

External Commitments: 
Hours of Employment (Item 119) 
Hours with Family (Item 123) 

Academic Skills and Preparation: 
Placement score on RCC Assessment Test for English Skills 
Placement score on RCC Assessment Test for Reading Skills 
Placement score on RCC Assessment Test for Math Skills 
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Endogenous Variables 
Academic Integration Measures: 

a. Faculty Contact Scale (Items: 32,33,38,39) 
b. Academic Experience Scale (Items: 37, 43,44) 
c. Faculty Concern for Students and Teaching Scale (Items; 41, 42) 
d. Academic Study Behavior Scale (Items: 54,56,61) 

Social Integration Measures: 
a. Informal Contact Scale (Items: 34,35,36) 
b. Social Experience Scale (Items: 40,62,63, 64) 

Goal and Institutional Commitments: 
Institutional Commitment Scale (Items: 20, 21, 22,23) 
Goal Commitment Scale (Items: 26, 27,28) 

Psychological Outcomes (from Bean and Metzner) 
Fit with Environment Scale (Items: 46,48) 
Enjoyment of Student Role (Items: 47,49) 
Stress (Item 57) 
Intent to Leave (Item 50) 

Persistence: units completed, success in attaining a degree, certificate, or transfer 
to a 4-year institution within a 7-year time period 

In the second stage of the departure analyses, student-types will be used 

to segment students into groups containing clusters of relevant exogenous 

variables. As argued earlier, the use of a typology, as opposed to linear 

combinations enables one to test specific combinations of variables that are of 

causal relevance. Additionally, the typology will enable a more detailed focus on 

the relationships among students' perceptions of various aspects of their first-

semester college experiences and their long-term persistence in the college 

environment. 
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The goodness-of-fit of all of these models will be assessed with the 

approaches recommended by Joreskog and Sorbom (1989) and Hui and Bentler 

(1995). As a first step, the reasonableness of estimated parameters, standardard 

errors, squared multiple correlations, normalized residuals, and correlation of 

parameter estimates will be examined. Negative variances, extremely large 

parameter estimates and/or standard errors of estimates, and covariance 

matrices that are not positive definite are indicators of an unacceptable fit. 

Secondly, statistics assessing the overall fit of the model will be reviewed. The 

Chi-square statistic, the goodness-of-fit index (GFI), the adjusted goodness-of-fit 

index (AGFI), the root mean square residual (RMR) values will be examined. 

Joreskog and Sorboom (1981) note that a valid Chi-square test statistic for these 

models requires the following: 

1) multivariate normality for all the observed variables; 

2) analysis based on the sample covariance matrix; and 

3) a fairly large sample. 

Further, the Chi-square statististic is sensitive to sample size and and departures 

from multivariate normality. Large samples sizes and non-normality tend to 

inflate the Chi-square value, making it a less reliable measure of the overall fit of 

the model to the sample covariance matrix. Thus, with the present sample, one 

might expect to see inflated Chi-square values from violations of the multivariate 

normality assumptions related to the use of ordinal and dichotomous variables. 
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Wheaton et. al. (1977) have suggested that the ratio of the Chi-square to degrees 

of freedom is a better indicator of fit in this context. Carmines and Mclver (1981) 

remark that a ratio of 2-3 indicates an acceptable fit. Wheaton et. al. (1977) 

suggest that a ratio of less than 5 is acceptable. 

As Arbuckle and WotKke (1999, p. 395) note, "...model evaluation is one 

of the most unsettled and difficult issues connected with structural modeling." 

Consequently, in the present work, all of the above considerations will guide 

determinations of whether or not a given model provides a plausible description 

of the data. 

Summary 

The case study will provide a description and analysis of the fall 1994 

cohort's postsecondary educational outcomes and experiences at RCC. The 

cohort's progress is tracked from fall 1994 through fail 2001. The analyses of 

persistence/departure processes are theory-based. Student-types are used to 

capture background characteristics related to the habitus-field-capital 

combinations that affect the ways in which students approach and engage with 

college. Variables from existing theoretical models of departure, Tinto's and Bean 

and Metzner's, are combined into a common model used to study differences in 

departure processes among student-types. The usefulness of student-types in 

accounting for differential educational outcomes by race/ ethnicity and age is 
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also studied. Lastly, the correspondence between findings from the departure 

model analyses and students' other survey responses and self-reported reasons 

for departure are examined. 
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS 

Description of the College and the Communities it Serves 

Riverside Community College (RCC) is a comprehensive, public, 2-year, 

multi-campus institution of higher education in southern California, located east 

of the Los Angeles metro area. Individuals are eligible to attend RCC if they: 

have a high school diploma or its equivalent, are 18 years of age or older and can 

benefit from instruction, or are attending a local school. The college provides 

general education courses, transfer preparation through courses that parallel 

those of the lower division of 4-year colleges, occupational-technical training, 

remedial or developmental education, community services courses to address 

the informational, recreational, and skill-building needs of community residents, 

and customized training for local businesses and industry. 

The official boundaries of the College's service area contain about 440 

square miles in the northwestern corner of the Riverside County area. The 

College's three campuses are located approximately 45 to 75 miles east of Los 

Angeles in the cities of Norco, Riverside, and Moreno Valley. The Riverside 

campus opened in 1916. In the fall of 1991, the two newer campuses began 

operations in the adjacent communities of Moreno Valley and Norco. 

The College, however, draws students from a larger area than the official 

boundaries. The effective service area extends into eastern Los Angeles County 

and into southern San Bernardino County and to areas farther south and east of 



115 

the official boundaries in Riverside County. Students attending from outside the 

official boundaries pay the same enrollment fees as other California residents. 

From 1994-2001, enrollment fees for California residents have varied between $11 

and $13 per unit. 

There are many postsecondary education providers in the general vicinity 

of RCC, including several other public community colleges and numerous public 

and private 4-year colleges and universities within easy commuting distance for 

residents of the RCC service area. As a result, students have many options to 

choose from for their postsecondary education. Since the California public 2-

year colleges are open-entry, open-exit institutions (meaning that students can 

pretty much come and go at will if they meet entrance requirements), students 

may stop-out, reduce units, and/or enroll in multiple institutions simultaneously 

or sequentially depending upon their educational goals and life circumstances. 

Given the large proportion of part-time attendance and frequent movement of 

students among these postsecondary institutions, a "successful outcome" for 

this study was defined as a student attaining a degree or certificate from any 2-

year college or transferring to a 4-year college within a 7-year time period. 

In spite of the numerous postsecondary education options for area 

residents, many residents, including recent high school graduates, are 

academically under-prepared for college. From the results of the California 

Department of Education's recently instituted Academic Performance Index 
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reports (http:// api.cde.ca.gov/ index.html), one sees that 15 of the 16 traditional 

feeder high schools for the RCC district are at the sixth decile or below in the 

California statewide rankings. However, when compared with schools of similar 

demographic composition, 5 of the 16 schools rate at the eighth decile or above, 

suggesting that much of the low performance in the feeder schools stems from 

the socioeconomic disadvantages among the populations they serve. 

Nevertheless, the end result of this for RCC, and other area open-entry 

institutions, is that a vast majority of first-time students arrive inadequately 

prepared for college work. 

As of 1990,24% of the RCCD service area adult population held an 

associate's degree or higher^. The percentage of college graduates among 

Hispanics, the most rapidly growing subpopulation in the District, was half this 

rate (12%). These facts suggest, and RCC institutional survey data confirm, that 

there were a large number of first-generation students (60% of the Fall 1994 first-

time students responding to the survey) attending RCCD during the period of 

this study. First-generation students may need additional guidance and 

assistance from the institution to help them adjust to college and with navigating 

their way through the experience. 

^ Source; U.S. Census, 1990 
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The District's service area has a large, diverse, and rapidly growing 

population. In his Environmental Scan of RCC, Mclntyre (2002) estimates the 

current population of the effective service area of RCC to be more than 1.8 

million persons. Based on data from the California Department of Finance, 

Mclntyre reports that for the past two decades this area's population has been 

increasing by about 4.3% annually. During this time, the population became 

increasingly diverse ethnically. According to the California Department of 

Finance, Riverside County's population experienced the following changes in 

the racial/ ethnic distribution from 1990 to 2000: White/Caucasian - decreased 

from 64.5% to 59.3%; Hispanic increased from 26.38 to 30.0%; Asian/Pacific 

Islander increased from 3.3% to 4.4%; and African-American increased from 5.1% 

to 5.4%. 

Unemployment figures for Riverside County (Employment Development 

Department, State of California) suggest that students who began their studies at 

RCC in 1994 did so when local employment prospects were especially bleak. 

Jobs became increasingly difficult to find in Riverside County from 1990 (9.1% 

unemployment rate) through 1993 (12.0% unemployment rate). Although the 

downsizing of the defense industries during the 1990s impacted much of 

Southern California, the Moreno Valley area was particularly hard-hit by a 40% 

reduction in manpower at the local facility, March Air Force Base. Job prospects 

began to pick up again in 1994 (10.5% unemployment rate) and experienced 
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steady improvement through 1999. Annual unemployment rates in Riverside 

County steadily declined from 1994 and attained their lowest value in 1999 

(5.4%). The unemployment rate has remained fairly stable for the last two years, 

5.5% in 2000 and 5.2% in 2001. Hence, the enrollment behavior of the cohort 

examined in this study might have been particularly sensitive to economic 

conditions. For example, those who lost their jobs in the recession and returned 

to college for additional training might have postponed completion of the 

training if a new job opportunity arose. Additionally, those who remained 

employed while in school might have been more willing to sacrifice their 

educational pursuits if needed to retain their job given the tight labor market. 

With respect to the types of industries and jobs, the industry mix in the 

Riverside-San Bernardino MSA^ shows particularly high prevalences of 

professional services business (43% of total businesses), retail trade (20.5%), and 

construction (10.2%). Some of the occupations experiencing the greatest amount 

of growth in job openings locally during the 1990s were in education (teachers 

(K-12, special education, vocational education, instructional aides), retail sales 

personnel, health professionals (nurses (RN, LVN), orderlies, nurses aides, 

attendants), and in the food and beverage industry. 

7 Source: Labor Market Division, California Employment Development 

Department, 1995 
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The economic downturn in the early- to mid-1990s created two conflicting 

pressures for RCC. First, there was increased demand for courses and training 

programs. Displaced workers sought education and training to support job and 

career changes. Additionally, recent high school graduates who might have 

otherwise obtained employment in more robust economic times were unable to 

find satisfactory employment and subsequently enrolled in college. A second 

major impact of the economic downturn was increased competition for the 

state's shrinking tax revenues. Thus, demand for services was rising while 

funding for the resources was being increasingly constrained. For RCC and some 

other California community colleges, this was experienced in the form of a cap 

on the number of full-time equivalent students that would be supported through 

state funding. Ultimately, this situation resulted in limiting the number of course 

offerings available to RCC students. The RCC Community Needs Study (1993) 

found that one of students' major complaints about their experience at RCC 

during this time period was the inability to gain access to needed college courses. 

Similarly, the survey of the fall 1994 cohort indicated that nearly half of these 

students (42.5%) were dissatistified with the availability of courses. Thus, the fall 

1994 student cohort may also be somewhat unique in that they faced special 

challenges in completing their studies due to the limited course offerings. 
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Fall 1994 Cohort Description 

In the fall of 1994,3,774 first-time students began their studies at RCC. The 

cohort was comprised of 54% females and 46% males. Their race/ethnicity 

composition was: 48% White/Caucasian, 26% Hispanic, 12% African-American, 

10% Asian, and 4% Other or unknown. The majority of students, 59%, were 19 

years of age or younger, 16% were 20-24 years old, and 25% were 25 years of age 

or older. Three-quarters of the cohort attended part-time (taking less than 12 

units) in the fall of 1994. 

Educational Outcomes for the Fall 1994 Cohort 

The educational outcomes of the cohort are displayed in Table 1. About one-fifth 

of the group, 21%, could be considered as clearly "successful" with the 7-year 

study period; they earned a degree or certificate and/or transferred to a 4-year 

college. Another one-fifth of the cohort (22%) dropped out of college before their 

second term of study and did not return to RCC or any other college during the 

7-year time period covered by the study. The remaining three-fifths of the cohort 

attended two or more semesters of college, but did not receive a degree or 

certificate or transfer to a 4-year college. As shown in the Table 1 notes, RCC's 

student outcomes were close to, but slightly below, the statewide averages for all 

California Community Colleges students in transfer and certificate/degree 

attainment. These results were based on the Expanded Student Right-to-Know 



121 

data®. The 12.6% of RCC's fall 1994 cohort attaining degrees and certificates was 

slightly below the statewide average of 13.0%. RCC's transfer percentage of 

15.2% was also below the statewide average of 18.4%. 

^ This data set does not contain direct measures of students' educational 

intent. 



Table 1. Outcomes for First-Time Students at RCC, Fall 1994 - Fall 2001 

Outcome 
Good Acad Standing Acad/Prog Probation All Students 

Outcome Number % of Total Numter % of Total Number % of Total 
Dropped out after first-term & did not return to college 315 8.3% 524 13.9% 839 22.2% 
Completed less than 12 units (attended after fall '94) 457 12.1% 403 10.7% 860 22.8% 
Completed 12-23 units at RCC w/o deg, cert, or transfer 397 10.5% 119 3.2% 516 13.7% 
Completed 24-55 units at RCC w/ o deg, cert, or transfer 434 11.5% lO) 2.6% 534 14.1% 
Completed 56 or more imits w/o deg, cert, or transfer 186 4.9% 7 0.2% 193 5.1% 
Transferred to a 2-year college without a deg/ cert 24 0.6% 24 0.6% 48 1.3% 
Transferred to a 4-year institution without a deg/cert 269 7.1% 42 1.1% 311 8.2% 
Earned a deg/cert and didn't transfer 301 8.0% 0 0.0% 301 8.0% 
Earned a deg/cert and transferred* 157 4.2% 15 0.4% 172 4.6% 
Total number of students 2,540 67.3% 1234 32.7% 3,774 100.0% 

Notes: 
* The 15 students with probationary status earned their degrees at other institutions. 
Units in the above table refer to deg/cert applicable units. 
California Community College (CCQ transfer percentage for the 1994 cohort = 18.4%; 

RCCs transfer percentage = 15.2% based on 3,388 cases with ESRTK data 
CCC deg/cert award percentage for the 1994 cohort = 13.0%; RCC = 12.6% based on 3,388 cases with ESRTK data 
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Yet, for a number of students in the cohort, it is difficult to determine what 

constitutes a successful outcome; many students were undecided about their 

educational goals at the time of college entry or had interests such as personal 

enrichment, upgrading job and/or academic skills, or in other goals not directly 

linked to long-term college programs or services. For such stucients, it may be the 

case that they were able to achieve their educational goal without attaining a 

degree or certificate or transfer. Consequently, analyses of long-term educational 

goal attainment will, from this point forward, be restricted to those students who 

indicated a long-term educational goal at the time of college entry This group of 

2,348 students (62% of the total first-time students) indicated on their RCC 

application that they intended to earn a degree, certificate, and/or planned to 

transfer to a 4-year institution. Although there were only slight differences in the 

gender and race/ethnicity distributions between the long-term goal group and 

the full cohort^, there were substantial differences in the age and full- and part-

1 Students' concern over possible institutional uses for this data may result 

in biased responses. Although this makes it a problematic measure of 

intent, students' expressed educational goal is the only measure that is 

available for all students at time of college entry. 

2 The long-term goal cohort was 53% female; the full cohort was 54% 

female. The race/ethnicity differences between the long-term goal and full 
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time enrollment distributions. Younger students were a larger portion of the 

long-term goal group (66% were 19 or younger, 15% were 20-24 years old, and 

19% were 25 or older) than they were of the original cohort (59% were 19 or 

younger, 16% were 20-24 years old, and 25% were 25 or older). Full-time student 

status was also more prevalent among the long-term goal group (31 %) than it 

was among the full cohort (25%). 

Table 2 displays the educational outcomes for the portion of the cohort 

with long-term goals. One-fourth (25%) of this group of students atttained a 

degree or certificate or transferred to a 4-year college during the 7-year study 

period. Approximately 4% of the cohort is still working toward their degree goal 

at RCC; they attempted 1 or more units in the fall of 2001. Another small portion 

cohort were also very small. Asians represented 11% of the long-term 

goal cohort versus 10% of the full cohort. Hispanics declined slightly from 

26% in the full cohort to 25% in the long-term goal group. 
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of these students, 2%, transferred to another 2-year institution, but has not yet 

earned a degree or certificate. Thus, around 726 to 766 students in this cohort 

(29-31%) have either attained their degree goals or are still working toward their 

goal at RCC or at another 2-year college^. Of the 1,622 students who are known 

3 For students enrolled at another 2-year college, it is not known whether 

or not they were still enrolled as of fall 2001. 



Table 2. Outcomes for First-Time Students at RCC with Long-Term Educational Goals, 
Fall 1994 - Fall 2001 

Oubocme 
Qrd Aad Stardir^ Aad/Bn gRxteticn AUaudaits 

Oubocme Nurrber %cf Total Nurrter %cf Total Nurrter %cf Total 
Etef^:»d exit after fiEst-term&didnct return to ocfl^ 137 5.8% 272 11.6% W 17.4% 
Ga8i|ietEdless tiian,12urits (atterKfed after fafl '94) 237 10.1% 231 9Wc m 19.9"/c 

Garpietal 12-25 tmils at ROZ w/ o cfeg, oert, or transfer 243 10.3% 76 3.2% 319 13.6% 
GGrriiebal2455 inits at RZC w/ o oat, or transfer 309 13.2% 69 2^/c 378 16.1% 
Gsi|iet]ai K cr mae units w/ o <±g, cert, or transfer 133 5.7% 4 0.2% 137 5.8% 
Trarsferred to a 2-year odl^ witfcitt a deg/aert 20 0.9% 20 0.9% 40 1.7/ 

TrarBferrai to a4-year instituticri wthoot a cteg/oert 219 9.3% 26 i.r/c 245 10.4% 
&Tfid a cteg/cHt ard didn't trarsfer 214 9.1% 0 om 214 9.1% 
Earr«l a d^CHt ard trarsferred* 128 5.5% 10 0.4% 138 5.9% 
Tdal rairrter cf stuctents 1,640 69.8% 708 302% 2,348 lOO.OP/c 

IWts in tie above taUe refer to d^oert appiicalie units. 
Aaderric/Etag:!^ psxtetiai - students with d less tiran 20 or cnui:^ ccrrpieticiiratffi cf Iffis than 50%, 

ra:¥m|letim is defired as tavir^ laieived a gracfe cf W1/cr 

Lcrg-termgral - stucfentirdicatalagoal cf transfer, degp^;, (xoertificateattairTmentatttetirrecf entry to RCC 

* Tie 10 students with pxteticrary statiB ̂ rred tMr d^;ras at die: irstituticre. 
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to have withdrawn from RCC prior to attaining their educational goal, 647 (40%) 

were in academic difficulty and 975 (60%) were in good academic standing at the 

time of their last departure. 

To look more closely at unsuccessful students' level of involvement with 

RCC, Figure 5 shows their academic status and units completed at the time of 

their last exit. From this display, it is clear that students who were experiencing 

academic difficulties, for the most part, had made minimal progress toward 

their educational goals; they were likely to have left the College completing 

fewer than 12 degree applicable units. Conversely, those departing from the 

College in good academic standing were much more likely to have done so after 

making substantial progress toward their educational goals. In fact, for students 

in good academic standing, there was a larger number of students who left after 

completing 24 or more units (378) than those who left with 12 or fewer units 

completed (366). 
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Figure 5, Unsuccessful Departing Students by Academic Status and Degree 
Applicable Units Completed 
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Figure 6 describes the timing of the departure by student's academic 

standing at the time of exit. Students who left RCC on probationary status were 

much more likely to leave earlier than those in good academic standing. 

Approximately 42% of the probationary status leavers did so after their first term 

of study. Only 14% of the leavers in good academic standing exited after their 

first term. After the initially heavy dropout of probationary status departers 

following the first two terms, the loss in percentage of students per semester was 
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Figure 6. Percent of Early Departers Remaining by Term and Academic Status, 
Fall 1994 Degree-Seeking Cohort 
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fairly similar for both groups, with each declining around 4 to 9 percentage 

points per semester. Nevertheless, even as late as of fall 1997, there were still 

substantial portions of the eventually departing students still enrolled at RCC, 

32.7% of those departing in good academic standing and 16.7% of those 

departing with probationary standing. 

The remainder of this section focuses on describing the relationship 

between educational outcomes and student characteristics of gender, age, and 
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race/ethnicity. Logit models were used to analyze data for students in the fall 

1994 cohort having long-term educational goals. Table 3 shows the logit results 

for the relationship between student characteristics and successful attainment of 

educational goals. In this analysis, as above, the last three rows of Table 2 were 

considered to be successful outcomes. In estimating these models, age was 

initially coded into three categories; 19 and younger, 20-24 years old, and 25 and 

older. After preliminary analyses failed to detect signficant differences between 

the parameter estimates for the 20-24 and 25 and older categories, these age 

groups were combined in the above and all subsequent analyses. Table 3 shows 

that Models 1, 2, and 5 provided plausible representations of the data at the .05 

probability level. From these results, it is clear that age and ethnicity were 

significantly associated with successful outcomes. To test whether or not the 

effect of gender needs to be included in the model, the fit of Model 2 is compared 

with that of Model 1. The nonsignificant difference in Likelihood Chi-square 

statistic values between these models shows that the effect of gender can be 

removed from the model without significantly impacting the goodness-of-fit. 

Similarly, the comparison between Model 5 and Model 2 shows that removing 

the age x ethnicity interaction term does not significantly weaken the fit of the 

model at the .05 significance level. Consequently, Model 2 is selected over 

Models 1 and 5 because it provides the most parsimonious, yet plausible, 

representation of these data. Since significant gender effects were not detected in 
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the analysis, the final model is re-estimated based on the data summed across 

gender (L^ = 5.58, df = 3, prob = .13). 

Table 3. Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Logit Models of Successful Outcomes 

Likelihood Ratio 
Models Chi-Square df prob 

1. Age, Gender, Ethnicity 14.64 10 0.14 
2. Age, Ethnicity 14.85 11 0.19 
3. Age, Gender 37.18 13 <.01 
4. Ethnicity, Gender 36.57 11 < .01 
5. Age, Ethnicity, (Age x Ethnicity) 9.27 8 0.32 

Model Comparisons: 
Model (2) - Model (1) 0.21 1 0.65 
Model (2) - Model (5) 5.58 3 0.13 

Note; The results for the preferred model (#2) are shown in bold. 

The parameters displayed in Table 4 indicate that the students who are 19 

and younger were significantly more likely to be successful than those who are 

20 or older. The estimated parameters for ethnicity show that Asian and 

White/ Caucasian students are significantly more likely to be successful than 

African-American students. No significant difference, however, is detected 

between the odds on success for Hispanic and African-American students. Also, 

no significant difference is detected between the odds on success for Asian and 

White/Caucasian students. To view the size of the differences in success rates. 
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Table 4. Parameter Estimates for Ethnicity and Age Effects on Success 

Table 4 

Parameter Estimates for Age and Ethnicity Effects on Success 

Asymptotic 95 % CI 
Parameter Description Estimate s.e. of est. Z-value Lower Upper 

Age: 
19 and younger vs 20+ 0.4972 0.1078 4.58 0.28 0.71 

Ethnicity; 
White vs African-Amer. 0.5355 0.1678 3.19 0.21 0.86 
Asian vs African-Amer. 0.7138 0.2056 3.47 0.31 1.12 
Hispanic vs African-Amer. 0.1575 0.1844 0.85 -0.20 0.52 
Asians vs White 0.1783 0.1520 1.17 -0.12 0.48 
Hispanic vs White -0.3779 0.1210 -3.12 -0.62 -0.14 

the expected frequencies from the logit model were used to calculate expected 

success rates by ethnicity and age. Figure 7 shows the resulting percentages. 

Figure 7. Modelled Success Percentages by Ethnicity and Age, Fall 1994 
Degree-Seeking Cohort 
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To take a closer look at students who were unsuccessful in reaching their 

goal and are no longer pursuing a degree at RCC or another 2-year college, logit 

models were used to examine the relationship between type of early departure 

and student characteristics. From the logit analyses, ethnicity was found to be 

the only characteristic related to unsuccessful students' academic standing at the 

time of their last departure from RCC. The parameter estimates for the 

differences between ethnic groups are reported in Table 5. African-Americans, 

Asians, and Hispanics were more likely than White/Caucasians to have a 

probationary status at the time of exit from RCC. African-Americans were also 

more likely than Hispanics to have a probationary status upon their last exit 

from RCC. Figure 8 shows the observed percentages of students' academic 

standing at the time of their last departure. 

Table 5. Parameter Estimates for Ethnicity Effects on Probationary Status 

Asymptotic 95% Q 
Parameter Description Estimate s.e. of est. Z-value Lower Upper 

Ethnicity: 
African-Amer. vs White 0.8678 0.1559 5.57 0.56 1.17 
Asians vs White 0.4691 0.1740 2.70 0.13 0.81 
Hispanic vs White 0.3820 0.1253 3.05 0.14 0.63 
Asian vs African-Amer. -0.3988 0.2056 -1.94 -0.80 <-.01 
Hispanic vs African-Amer. -0.4858 0.1664 -2.92 -0.81 -0.16 
Asian vs Hispanic 0.0870 0.1834 0.47 -0.27 0.45 
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Figure 8. Academic Standing at the Time of Departure by Ethnicity, Fall 1994 
Cohort Early Leavers (n=l,548) 
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Lastly in this section, the effects of age, gender, and ethnicity on student 

success are examined for students in good academic standing. If the impacts of 

ethnicity and age are transmitted solely through differential levels of academic 

preparation and course success, then v^e would not expect to find significant 

relationships between age, ethnicity, and success when the analysis is restricted 

to students in good academic standing. Table 6 shows the goodness-of-fit 

statistics for the logit models examining this issue. As in the earlier analysis for 

the entire cohort, age and ethnicity were found to be significantly associated with 

successful outcomes. Yet, the borderline results regarding the age x ethnicity 
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interaction term and the fit of Model 2 indicates that there are some interaction 

effects that might merit closer inspection. Thus, to show the complete picture, 

the observed percentages of successful outcomes by age and ethnicity are 

displayed in Figure 9. The results indicate that even among those in good 

academic standing, African-Americans and Hispanics are less likely than Asians 

and White/Caucasians to attain their degree goals. The interaction effects 

between age and ethnicity can be seen in Figure 9. For Whites/Caucasians, age 

is negatively associated with student success, with older white students in good 

academic standing being much more likely to withdraw from college prior to 

attainment of the their educational goal. For Asian students, age appears to have 

little impact on success, but the observed counts show that if age does have an 

impact, it is positively associated with success. The relationship between age 

and goal attainment for African-Americans and Hispanics falls between these 

two extremes, with younger African-American and Hispanic students being 

slightly more likely than older students to attain their educational goals. 
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Table 6. Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Models of Successful Outcomes for 
Students in Good Academic Standing 

Likelihood Ratio 
Models Chi-Square df prob 

1. Age, Gender, Ethnicity 17.49 10 0.06 
2. Age, Ethnicity 17.54 11 0.09 
3. Age, Gender 32.69 13 < .01 
4. Ethnicity, Gender 34.01 11 <.01 
5. Age, Ethnicity, (Age x Ethnicity) 10.38 8 0.32 

Model Comparisons: 
Model (2) - Model (1) 0.05 1 0.82 
Model (2) - Model (5) 7.16 3 0.07 

Figure 9. Observed Success Percentages by Ethnicity and Age for Students in 
Good Academic Standing, Fall 1994 Degree-Seeking Cohort 
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In sum, the above results indicate that, regardless of their academic 

standing, Asian and White/Caucasian students were more likely than Hispanic 

and African-American students to attain their long-term educational goals. For 

unsuccessful students who are no longer pursuing their educational goals, 

academic difficulties were more prevalent among non-White students. 

Academic difficulties were especially evident for African-Americans, with 

slightly more than one-half of the exiting students (54.3%) having a probationary 

status at the time of exit. Departure of students with probationary status was 

most likely to occur early in students' college career, with 61.3% of these 

departures occurring before Fall '95. Departure of students in good academic 

standing was likely to occur at any point, even relatively late, in students' college 

career. 

Cohort's Enrollment Patterns, Fall 1994 to Fall 2001 

Having found significant differences in outcomes for student age and 

ethnicity subpopulations, the analysis now turns to exploring these differences in 

greater detail. Below, the enrollment patterns for the cohort are examined to 

explore differential levels and types of engagement with the institution among 

the student subpopulations. 

An initial question one might raise about the differential outcomes among 

student subpopulations is whether or not they result from different levels of 

engagement with the institution. As a starting point for examining this issue, the 
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number of units attempted by students is analyzed as an indicator of students' 

involvement with RCC. Does the level of engagement, for both successful and 

unsuccessful students, vary among age, gender, and ethnic subpopulations? 

Table 7 reports the statistically significant effects from a factorial analysis of 

variance examining these issues'. The absence of statistically significant 

interactions involving success, except for the (age x success) interaction, suggests 

that the relationship between units attempted and successful outcomes was 

similar across most student subpopulations. The exception to this rule was for 

older students; they spent significantly less time in unsuccessful efforts than did 

their younger counterparts. 

The mean number of units attempted by student subpopulations are 

displayed in Table 8. Although the ANOVA was conducted based on the natural 

logarithm of units attempted, units attempted are converted back into their 

original scale for the reader's convenience. Students who were: female, 19 or 

younger at entry, and successful in reaching their educational goal, attempted 

significantly more units at RCC than did their subpopulation counterparts. From 

the 95% confidence intervals, one sees that Asians had attempted significantly 

more units than all other ethnic groups except Hispanics. Lastly, the (age x 

1 Since the distribution of units attempted was highly skewed, the natural 

logarithm of units attempted was used as the dependent variable in the 

analysis. 
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Table 7. Statistically Significant Sources of Variation in the Factorial ANOVA 
for Units Attempted 

Source df F P 

Age 1 80.02** 0.00 

Ethnicity 3 5.09** 0.00 

Success 1 541.79** 0.00 

Gender 1 5.70* 0.02 

Age X Success 1 30.73** 0.00 

Error 2241 (.87) 
Note: Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 

success) mean confidence intervals show that younger unsuccessful students 

took significantly more units than did older students who were unsuccessful in 

reaching their educational goal. 
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Table 8. Mean Units Attempted by Age, Ethnic, Gender, and Outcome 
Subpopulations 

Mean Mean 95% Confidence Interval 
Subpopulation units In(units) Std. Error Lower Bnd Upper Bnd 

Age: 
19 and younger 40.63 3.70 0.0303 3.65 3.76 
20 and older 25.92 3.25 0.0435 3.17 3.34 

Ethnicity: 
African American 29.42 3.38 0.0577 3.27 3.49 
Hispanic 33.26 3.50 0.0424 3.42 3.59 
Asian 37.61 3.63 0.0593 3.51 3.74 
White 30.12 3.41 0.0318 3.34 3.47 

Student Outcome: 
Unsuccessful 18.08 2.89 0.0265 2.84 2.95 
Successful 58.23 4.06 0.0459 3.97 4.15 

Gender: 
Females 34.01 3.53 0.0337 3.46 3.59 
Males 30.96 3.43 0.0344 3.37 3.50 

Age X Success: 
Yng - Unsuccessful 26.01 3.26 0.0315 3.20 3.32 
Yng - Successful 63.45 4.15 0.0478 4.06 4.24 
Older - Unsuccessful 12.57 2.53 0.0391 2.45 2.61 
Older - Successful 53.44 3.98 0.0764 3.83 4.13 

Finding that the extent of attempted engagement with the institution 

varied by age, gender, and ethnicity, the next set of analyses examines how 

successful students were in completing the attempted units. To address this 

issue, the associations among age, ethnicity, gender, and academic standing are 
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analyzed with logit models. The goodness-of-fit statistics in Table 9 point to 

Model 5 as the preferred representation of the data, indicating that ethnicity is 

the only background variable significantly associated with academic standing. 

Table 9. Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Models of Academic Standing 

Models 
Likelihood Ratio 

Chi-Square df prob 

1. Age, Gender, Ethnicity 4.39 10 0.93 
2. Age, Ethnicity 5.69 11 0.89 
3. Age, Gender 57.88 13 <.01 
4. Ethnicity, Gender 4.94 11 0.94 
5. Ethnicity 6.19 12 0.93 
6. Ethnicity, Age, Age x Ethnicity 3.80 8 0.87 

Model Comparisons: 
Model (5) - Model (4) 1.25 1 0.26 
Model (5) - Model (2) 0.50 1 0.48 
Model (5) - Model (6) 2.39 4 0.66 

Note: The preferred model (#5) is shown in bold. 

The observed^ differences in percentages of students in good academic 

standing by ethnicity are shown in Figure 10. The tests for statistically significant 

differences between the ethnic groups are shown in Table 10. 

2 Since the data table contained only one independent variable, ethnicity, 

there were no degrees of freedom remaining after the ethnicity effects 
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Figure 10. Academic Standing for the Fall 1994 Cohort as of Fall 2001 
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The results show essentially three levels of good academic standing. At 

75.7%, White/Caucasian students had the highest percentage in good standing. 

At the second level, Asian (68.2%) and Hispanic (67.4%) students have very 

similar percentages of good academic standing. African-American students fell 

well below these levels with only 53.5% in good academic standing. Given that 

were estimated (i.e., saturated model). Consequently, the expected and 

observed values are equivalent. 
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Asians have significantly higher levels of degree/certificate/transfer attainment 

than Hispanics, there is a suprising degree of similarity between these groups 

with respect to academic standing and units attempted. For African-American 

students, however, lower levels of academic success coupled with fewer 

attempted units were consistent with the finding that their rate of success in 

attairung long-term educational goals lags well behind other ethnic groups. 

White/Caucasian students' higher degree course success may partially account 

for their relatively high level of educational goal attainment despite attempting 

fewer units, on average, than Asians. 

Table 10. Parameter Estimates for Ethnicity Effects on Good Standing 

Asymptotic 95% Q 
Parameter Description Estimate s.e. of est. Z-value Lower Upper 

White vs African-Amer. 0.9949 0.1372 7.25 0.73 1.26 
Asian vs African-Amer. 0.5831 0.1475 3.95 0.29 0.87 
Hispanic vs African-Amer. 0.6271 0.1789 3.48 0.27 0.97 

Asian vs White 
Hispanic vs White 

-0.4118 0.1122 -3.67 -0.63 -0.19 
-0.3732 0.1511 -2.47 -0.67 -0.08 

Hispanic vs Asian -0.0386 0.1605 -0.24 -0.35 0.28 

Lastly in this section, we look at whether or not student differences in 

engagement, performance, and success are related to the areas of the college with 
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which students interacted. Table 11 reports the results of logit models examining 

enrollment by subject area. There were a total of 33,638 course enrollments by 

students with long-term educational goals during the study period. The 

distribution of these course attempts across ethnic groups was as follows: 

African-Americans 3,952 (11.7%), Asians 4,647 (13.8%), Hispanics 8,989 (26.7%), 

and White/Caucasians 16,050 (47.7%). Model 1 provides the only plausible 

description of these attempts across subject areas. It indicates that all 2-way 

interactions among age, ethnicity, and gender were statistically significant. 

Table 11. Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Models of Courses Attempted by 
Subject Area, Fall 1994 - Fall 2001 

Models 
Likelihood Ratio 

Chi-Square df prob 

1. Age, Ethn, Gend, + All 2-Way 25.74 
121.06 
130.51 
49.85 

24 0.37 
48 < .01 
48 < .01 
32 0.02 

2. Age, Ethn, Gend, + (A X G) + (A X E) 
3. Age, Ethn, Gend, + (A x G) + (G X E) 
4. Age, Ethn, Gend, + (A X E) + (G X E) 

Figures 11-14 display the expected percentages of courses attempted for given 

subject area categories by students' age, ethnicity, and age group. Some of the 

general trends one sees from these figures are: 
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• the percentage of business, basic skills, and occupational-technical courses 

attempted is greater for older students across ethnic and gender 

subpopulations; 

• the percentage of English, humanities, mathematics, "other", and social 

sciences courses attempted is greater for younger students across all 

ethnic and gender subpopulations; 

« Asian students, regardless of age and gender, took a higher percentage of 

physical sciences courses; 

® White/Caucasian students took the smallest percentage of basic skills 

courses in all age-gender subpopulations; 

® Hispanics took the largest percentage of basic skills courses in all age-

gender subpopulations; and 

• For all ethnic groups, males were much less likely than females to enroll in 

occupational-technical programs. 

Other trends are less general, pertaining to only some of the student age-

gender subpopulations. The discussion below outlines some of the major trends 

through discussions of each figure (Figures 11-14). 

In Figure 11 one finds the following for female students of age 19 or younger 

at the time of college entry: 

® The highest percentages of courses attempted were in the social sciences. 

This was true for all ethnic groups, but the percentage of social sciences 
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courses taken by Asians (16.6%) was much lower than other ethnic 

groups, which ranged from 21.9% to 23.0%; 

• White/Caucasian and Hispanic students had similar enrollment patterns 

across subjects. The major exceptions to this trend were that Hispanics 

attempted proportionately fewer physical sciences courses and more basic 

skills courses than White/Caucasians; 

• African-American and Asian students had the highest percentages of 

courses taken in business and occupational-technical programs; and 

• Asian students had the lowest percentages of courses taken in English, 

humanities, and the social sciences. 

Figure 12 shows the distribution of courses attempted for female students of 

age 20 or older. Some of the most pronounced trends in this chart include the 

following: 

• Hispanic and White/Caucasian enrollment distributions are once again 

similar except that the gap between them in basic skills course attempts is 

much larger than it was for the younger women. Additionally, the 

aforementioned gap in physical sciences courses has virtually 

disappeared, but has been replaced by one in occupational-technical 

programs. White/Caucasian students were more likely to enroll in 

occupational-technical courses than all other students, including 

Hispanics; and 
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• African American enrollment was most heavily concentrated in Business 

and occupational-technical programs. At the next highest level of 

enrollment, humanities and social sciences also show relatively high levels 

of African-American enrollment. There were relatively low levels of 

enrollment for African-American students in basic skills, mathematics, 

and physical sciences courses. 

The distribution of course attempts for males 19 or younger at the time of 

college entry are shown in Figure 13. The following are some of the major 

differences among groups: 

® African-Americans had much higher levels of enrollment in business 

courses than other students. Additionally, the percentage of enrollments 

in "other" courses, which contain physical education enrollments, was 

higher for African-Americans than other groups; and 

® Among younger African-Americans, males were less likely than females 

to enroll in humanities courses (Figure 13 compared with Figure 11). 

Figure 14 contains the distribution of course attempts for males 20 or older at 

the time of college entry. Some of the noteworthy differences among the ethnic 

groups are the following: 

® African-Americans had a very high percentage (27.7%) of their 

enrollments in business courses; 

® Asians were much less likely to take occupational-technical courses than 

other ethnic groups. 



Figure 11. Modelled Percentages of Subjects Attempted by Ethnicity for Female Students 19 Years of Age 
or Younger, Fall 1994 - Fall 2001 
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Figure 12. Modelled Percentages of Subjects Attempted by Ethnicity for Female Students 20 Years of Age 
or Older, Fall 1994 - Fall 2001 
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Figure 13. Modelled Percentages of Subjects Attempted by Ethnicity for Males 19 Years of Age or 
Younger, Fall 1994 - Fall 2001 
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Figure 14. Modelled Percentages of Subjects Attempted by Ethnicity for Males 20 Years of Age or 
Older, Fall 1994 = Fall 2001 
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The final issue to be addressed in this section is to whether or not 

variation in students' academic success was related to difficulties with a 

particular subject or set of subject areas. A logit analysis of successful course 

completion by subject area, age group, ethnicity, and gender was conducted to 

answer this question. 

Table 12 displays the goodness-of-fit statistics of this analysis. From the 

poor fit of Model 2, we see that one or more 3-way interactions are needed to 

adequately describe the data. The model comparison statistics indicate that the 

only 3-way interaction that needs to be included in the model is the interaction of 

(age X ethnicity x subject). Hence, Model 7 is selected as the preferred 

representation for these data. To examine the differences in success rates by 

subject for the different student subpopulations, we review Figures 15-18, which 

display the expected percentages of success based on Model 7. 
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Table 12. Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Models of Course Success 

Likelihood Ratio 
Models Chi-Square df prob 

1. A G, E, S + All 3-way 33.98 24 0.08 
2. A G, E, S + All 2-way 114.78 80 < .01 
3. A G, E, S + All 3-way except AxGxE 39.74 27 0.05 
4. A G, E, S + All 3-way except ExGxS 55.37 48 0.22 
5. A G, E, S + All 3-way except AxGxS 44.00 32 0.08 
6. A G, E, S + All 3-way except AxExS 83.92 48 < .01 

7. A G, E, S + All 2-way + AxExS 72.56 59 0.11 
8. A G, E, S + All 2-way +AxGxE+AxExS 66.37 56 0.16 
9. A G, E, S + All 2-way + AxGxS+AxExS 61.61 51 0.15 

Model Comparisons: 
Model (3) - Model (1) 5.76 3 0.12 
Model (4) - Model (1) 21.39 24 0.62 
Model (5) - Model (1) 10.02 8 0.26 
Model (7) - Model (1) 38.58 35 0.31 
Model (8) - Model (7) 6.19 3 0.10 
Model (9) - Model (7) 10.95 8 0.20 

Note; The preferred model (#7) is displayed in bold 
A= Age, G=Gender, E=Ethnicity, and S=Subject 

From the figures one sees the following; 

® For all ethnic and age groups, the rates of course success are higher 

for females than males in humanities, English, and basic skill 

enhancement courses; 
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• For African-Americans and Asians, the gender gap extends across 

nearly all subjects, with females having higher success rates than 

males in all subject areas except "other"; 

• Older students have greater course success than their younger 

counterparts across all subject areas except for "other" courses, 

where younger African-American and White/Caucasian students 

do better than their respective subpopulations of older students; 

® For older students, the differences in course success rates by 

ethnicity are greater than they are for younger students; 

• For all age and gender subpopulations, African-American students 

had the lowest levels of course success across all subject areas; 

• Regardless of age or gender, African-American students 

experienced the most difficulty with mathematics and physical 

science courses; 

® In nearly all cases. White/Caucasians or Asians had the highest 

level of course success. The exception to this was that younger 

Hispanic students had slightly higher rates of success than 

White/ Caucasians in basic skill enhancement courses; 



Figure 15. Percentage Successful in Courses by Subject Area and Ethnicity for Females 19 Years of Age or 
Younger 
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Figure 16. Percentage Successful in Courses by Subject Area and Ethnicity for Females 20 Years of Age 
or Older 
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Figure 17. Percentage Successful in Courses by Subject Area and Ethnicity for Males 19 Years of Age 
or Younger 
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Figure 18. Percentage Successful in Courses by Subject Area and Ethnicity for Males 20 Years of Age 
or Older 
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Finally, to address the questions raised at the beginning of this section 

regarding differential levels and types of engagement with the institution among 

the student subpopulations, the findings from this section are summarized 

below. 

• There were differential levels of engagement with the institution by 

age, gender, and ethnicity. Students who were younger, female, 

and Asian or Hispanic were the most heavily engaged with the 

College (i.e., they attempted the greatest number of units); 

« Success of academic engagement varied by ethnicity. 

White/Caucasian students had the highest rates of successful 

course completion, followed by Asian and Hispanic students. 

African-American students experienced the lowest levels of 

successful course completion. 

® Areas of engagement with the institution varied by age, gender, 

and ethnicity. Older students tended to be more occupationally-

oriented than younger students (i.e., they took more business and 

occupational-technical courses than younger students). Younger 

students were more transfer-oriented than older students; they took 

more courses in the social sciences, English, humanities, and 

mathematics. Ethnic variation in course attempts, although 

partially dependent upon gender and age effects, could generally 

be described as follows. There were relatively high percentages of 
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course attempts for: Asian students in the physical sciences; 

African-American students in business courses; White/Caucasian 

students in the social sciences; and Hispanic students in basic skills 

courses. 

• Successful completion of courses varied by subject area and student 

characteristics of age, gender, and ethnicity. Although the gaps 

among ethnic groups varied by subject area, the following findings 

held across nearly all cases: 

® African-Americans were the least likely to successfully 

complete courses; Asian or White/ Caucasian were the most 

likely to successfully complete courses; and Hispanic 

students' successful completion rates fell in between these 

two poles. 

• Older students were more likely to successfully complete 

courses than younger students. Females were more likely 

than males to successfully complete courses, particularly 

English, humanities, and basic skills courses. 

Based on these findings, it is clear that the differences among ethnic and 

age groups in successful outcomes are not attributable to one area of the 

institution. Although differences in course success rates among ethnic groups 

vary somewhat by age, gender, and subject area, the general pattern is clear. 

Across the institution, African-Americans, and to a lesser degree, Hispanics, 
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were less likely to be academically successful than were Asian and 

White/Caucasian students. Although Asian students were as successful as 

White/Caucasian students in reaching their educational goals, they did so by 

taking more units than White/Caucasian students. Hispanic students also 

attempted a relatively high number of units, but did not achieve successful 

outcomes as often as White/Caucasians. This may be attributable to Hispanics 

having lower levels of course success and taking more basic skills courses than 

White / Caucasians. 

The next sections of this work explore what gave rise to these observed 

differences in student success rates. We begin by examining first-time students' 

perspectives on attending RCC. Students' responses during focus groups 

sessions are analyzed as a first step toward the development of a habitus-field-

capital-based student typology for RCC students and the subsequent 

development of explanatory models of departure. 

Focus Group Results 

Focus group participants were selected from the Fall 1993 first-time 

students at RCC who had long-term educational goals. From content analyses of 

the focus group transcripts, students' responses displayed substantial variation 

in their: reasons for attending RCC, first-semester experiences, evaluation of their 

college experience, biggest surprises encountered during their first term, and 
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experiences that lead them to think about dropping-out or cutting back on 

college attendance. 

In discussing why they decided to attend RCC, some students commented 

on the features of RCC that led them to select it over other 2-year or 4-year 

colleges. They cited reasons such as convenient location, low cost, availability of 

desired programs of study (e.g., nursing), open access institution that provides 

them with the opportunity to improve their academic record so they could 

become eligible to attend a more selective college or university, and family or 

friends who attended RCC and recommended the college to them. Other 

students discussed why they chose to go to college, any college. Some of their 

reasons for attending were to "do something with my life," to break away from 

friends who had "no direction," to improve their opportunities for advancement 

in their current careers, and to start a new career. 

Based on reasons for attendance, it appeared that there were three general 

categories of students. The first group, the more traditional college students, 

attended RCC directly, or nearly directly, from high school. They were attracted 

to RCC because it was seen as a convenient and low-cost way to make their first 

step toward their desired career. For them, college attendance and success 

appears to be taken for granted. The other categories of students could be 

characterized as non-traditional in that, for them, college seems to represent a 

chance to break with tradition or the life for which they were seemingly destined. 

These break-away, or non-traditional, students might be further partitioned into: 
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1) those who are coming directly, or nearly directly, from high school and 

primarily seeking improvement in academic skills or to find a life direction; and 

2) older career oriented students seeking a second career or delayed entry into 

their first career. The younger non-traditional students apparently wish to 

establish an academic record and an identity as a "good student" as the first step 

toward the pursuit of career goals, which may or may not be clearly defined at 

this point. Conversely, for older non-traditional students, the pursuit of a new 

career or upward mobility in their current career appears to be their primary 

interest. They may understand the need for refresher courses to develop 

prerequisite skills, but wish to minimize the time spent in such activities so they 

can attain their career goals as quickly and efficiently as possible. 

In discussing the best and worst parts of their first semster and their 

biggest surprises at RCC, the centrality of classroom experiences was evident for 

all participants who addressed these issues. Best and worst experiences, in large 

part, were related respectively to positive and negative classroom experiences. 

Some students spoke of the initial fear that felt going into the classroom and their 

joy at being welcomed and accepted by other students and instructors. One 

student reported that despite her initial worries about her academic skills and 

abilities, she felt most encouraged by her academic success during the first 

semester. Such positive events resemble the validation experiences described by 

Rendon. Conversely, students reported that some of their worst experiences were 

with "insensitive" instructors or disruptive students in the classroom. 
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Additional, "unneccessary" classroom time was cited as a negative by some. One 

older non-traditional student remarked that some of her required coursework 

was not needed. More careful assessment of working students, she believes, 

could be have been used to streamline program requirements. Her comments 

reinforce the earlier observation that older non-traditional students with clear 

occupational goals are very concerned about moving quickly and efficiently 

toward goal completion. Time is one of their most valued resources. 

Requirements or activities not clearly directed toward their goals seem to be 

viewed as a "waste of time." 

The non-classroom areas of concern to students were also closely related 

to academic matters. Students reported difficulties with being able to register for 

desired classes and needing additional assistance to help them identify the 

courses required for transfer, degree, or certificate programs. Shortages of 

available classes made telephone registration difficult for students and resulted 

in long lines for in-person registration. Additionally, some students reported 

difficulties with obtaining needed assistance from college staff on counseling and 

registration issues. 

In discussing matters related to social activities on campus, several 

participants noted that they don't spend much time on campus outside of class. 

With work and other outside obligations, students noted that they didn't have 

time for social activities on campus. For those spending non-classroom time on 

campus, it was usually related to academic matters. One student noted that he 
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had participated in a study group on campus. The library and computer lab 

facilities were the primary locations of interest for those students spending non-

classroom time on campus. 

Several focus group participants expressed surprise at the large and age-

diverse student populations in classrooms. The presence of older, more serious, 

goal-directed students in their classrooms was a surprise to some of the younger 

students. Some older students expressed frustration with what they perceived to 

be an environment structured for recent high school graduates. The limited 

availability of services for evening students and the predominance of 

instructional styles geared toward younger students were cited as evidence of 

this bias. From focus group participants' recommendations for improving the 

classroom experience, it was evident that some students desire a more engaging 

experience either through greater active involvement in the classroom, e.g., 

"want smaller classes," "more interaction and discussion," or more imaginative 

involvement with the subject matter, e.g., "bored." 

In discussing the types of experiences that led them to consider dropping 

out of college, some students cited outside work or family obligations as major 

factors. Although such conflicts created problems for students, they also noted 

that these problems would most likely result in a reduction of their course loads 

rather than a complete withdrawal from college. For older students, concern 

about the length of time to degree reportedly led them to consider withdrawal 

from college. Difficulty getting into needed classes, courses perceived to be 
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unnecessary, and other factors delaying degree attainment also appeared to lead 

them to rethink their educational goals. 

Participants were also asked about academic difficulties in adjusting to 

college life. For the most part, students felt that they were adequately prepared 

for college, with one major exception. A number of students cited problems with 

their preparation for mathematics courses. The only other area of difficulty 

mentioned by one student was with writing skills. 

In summary, it appears that there are at least three general types of first-

time RCC students for consideration in our analysis: 1) traditional students who 

arrive at the institution secure in their student identities seeking a convenient 

and low cost means for taking their first step toward academic and career goals. 

For these students, their long-term academic and career goals may or may not be 

clearly defined; 2) younger non-traditional students who arrive at the institution 

uncertain about whether or not they are, or can become, college students. Yet, 

they seek a better way of life than the one for which they are seemingly destined. 

For these students, ability to establish a student identity appears to be a primary 

concern. Validation experiences that enable them to receive support for their 

student identities through faculty support and experiences of academic success 

would seem to be important to their adjustment to college; and 3) older non-

traditional students who arrive at the institution with intentions of improving 

their way of life quickly and efficiently. Since career concerns are predominant, 

these students appear to want to minimize the time spent as a "student" so that 
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they can start or resume their career. In the next section, we will explore ways of 

refining these types based on student typologies from previous work and the 

habitus-field-capital dimensions discussed earlier. 

A Preliminary Typology of RCC Students 

As discussed earlier, the purpose of the student-types is to capture 

background characteristics related to the habitus-field-capital combinations that 

affect the ways in which students approach and engage with college. From the 

focus group analysis. Bean and Metzner's (1985) discussion of nontraditional 

students, and Sheldon's (1982) typology, there appear to be three major 

dimensions along which community college students vary in their approach to 

college which will be characterized as follows: 

1) Place of Student Identity in the Student's life (predominant 

identity versus competing identities). Is being a student the 

primary focus or role in the student's life or merely one of 

several important identities? For traditional-age students, being 

a student is often the central focus of their lives. Yet, as Sheldon 

suggests, some traditional-age students may attend college, but 

have competing identities within the college environment 

(intercollegiate athlete) or ulterior motives (financial support 

seeker) for attending college. For older students, the student 

identity is often subordinate to other identities such as parent or 

employee. 
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2) Purpose of Adopting Student Identity (transformational-intrinsic 

value versus credentialing-extrinsic value of the experience). 

Does the student view the educational experience primarily as an 

intrinsically valuable one, or is the main focus on the extrinsic 

rewards that successful completion of education will provide 

such as an important credential for labor markets? 

3) Performance of Student Identit)^ (established versus novice). 

Does the student have the requisite skills, knowledge, and 

competencies to successfully perform as a college student? 

Students with solid academic preparation, knowledge of the 

college environment, and the habits and dispositions needed for 

participation in college life would be considered "established 

students." Students who lack one or more of these qualities 

would be considered novices. 

The habitus of students might be defined in terms of the combination of 

the above dimensions. We begin by defining "traditional students" as those for 

whom the student identity is central in their lives. They immerse themselves in 

the role of student before transitioning/transforming to full, or different, adult 

identities. Further, we restrict this category of students to those who are 

"established" students; they arrive at the college equipped to participate in 

academic matters. If we add consideration of the "purpose of adopting the 

student identity," traditional students could be further differentiated by their 



169 

primary motivation for college, intrinsic or extrinsic rewards of the college 

experience. 

In Sheldon's typology, the traditional students described above would be 

classified as either full-time transfer, technical transfer, vocational program 

completers, undisciplined transfers, or the expediter. Sheldon's "undisciplined 

transfer" students are distinguished from other transfer students by their lack of 

academic skills or self-discipline to successfully complete their studies. For 

students giving college the central focus in their lives, but lacking requisite skills 

or direction for their studies, herein we will define them as "developing 

students." They may lack either the social, academic, or dispositional skills 

and/or the direction needed to fully engage in college learning environments. 

"Non-traditional students" are those for whom the student identity is one 

of two or more competing identities they are seeking to balance in their lives. 

Various types of non-traditional students may be distinguished based on the 

respective levels of commitment to college and outside obligation and their 

capacity for academic engagement in college environments. This group could 

also be further subdivided based on their purpose for becoming a student. Those 

with transformation-intrinsic reward orientation are likely seeking more 

fundamental life changes than the credential-extrinsically motivated. However, 

given the sample size constraints in the current study, we will not add further 

student-types to distinguish among students' reward orientations. The specific 

student-types and their measurement are described below. 
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Measuring Student-types 

The variables used to identify the five student-types were based on 

students' first semester of attendance and are as follows: 

1. Traditional Students (n=74): seeking to attain an educational 

credential and are focusing the majority of their time and 

attention toward this end. Measurement: a nearly full-time 

student during their first semester (i.e., attempting 9 or more 

units), working 20 hours or less at an outside job, and assessed 

at college-level in one or more of the following areas - English, 

reading, or math. With the present sample, there are insufficient 

numbers of such students to support further subdivision into 

academic- and career-directed; 

2. Developing Students (n=88): same as the above except that 

these students assessed below college-level in all three subject 

areas. They, like the other non-traditional students, are likely to 

be first-generation students who are focusing on overcoming 

prior academic difficulties in order to find a more fulfilling life 

and/or career; 

3. Student-Workers (n=155): these students are heavily involved 

with both work and school. It is unclear which one takes 

precedence. They are underprepared for college, and are 

seeking a degree and working at an outside job, both at nearly 
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full-time paces. Measurement: students who assessed below 

college-level in all three subject areas, taking 9 units or more, 

and working more than 20 hours per week at an outside job; 

4. Life-Job Changers (n=97): these students are academically 

prepared for college, but have too many other obligations to 

focus extensively on their education. Measurement: taking 

fewer than 9 units, working more than 20 hours per week, and 

scored at college level in one or more areas of assessment. 

5. Life-Job Explorers (n=106): similar to life-job changers except 

that they are not academically prepared for college work. 

Measurement: same as for life-changers above except that they 

did not assess at college level in any subject area. 

The background characteristics and academic performance of these 

student-types are displayed in Tables 13 and 14. 
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Table 13. Percentage Distributions of Respondent Characteristics by Student-
Type 

Student lype: 
Student Life-Job Life-Job 

Student Characteristic: Traditional Developing Worker Changer Explorer Total 

First-Gen Status: 
traditional 59.5 36.4 36.1 35.1 38.7 39.8 
first-generation 40.5 63.6 63.9 63.9 61.3 60.2 

Number of cases 74 88 155 97 106 520 

Delayed Entry to College: 
no delay 84.7 79.8 68.4 60.4 43.4 65.9 
>=1 yr delay 15.3 20.2 31.6 39.2 56.6 34.1 

Number of cases 72 84 155 96 106 513 

Reason for Attending: 
tmdear/ explore 17.6 23.9 34.4 17.7 16.2 23.3 
learning centered 29.7 39.8 28.5 31.3 34.3 32.3 
acad/ occup outcome 52.7 36.4 37.1 51.0 49.5 44.4 

Number of cases 74 88 151 96 105 514 

Academic Standing at RCC as of Fall 2001: 
Good Standing 91.9 78.4 63.9 80.4 61.3 72.9 
Probationary Status 8.1 21.6 36.1 19.6 38.7 27.1 

Number of cases 74 88 155 97 106 520 

Student Success as of Fall 2001: 
Unsuccessful 47.3 73.9 87.1 67.0 88.7 75.8 
Successful 52.7 26.1 12.9 33.0 11.3 24.2 

Number of cases 74 88 155 97 106 520 
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Table 13 (Cont'd) 

Percentage Distributions of Respondent Characteristics by Student Type 

Student Qiaract: 

Student Type: 

Traditional Developing 

Student 

Worker 
life-Job 

Changer 

life-Job 
Explorer Total 

Financial Aid Recipient 
Yes 24.3 44.8 34.2 18.6 15.1 27.4 
No 75.7 55.2 65.8 81.4 84.9 72.6 

Nttmber of cases 74 87 155 97 106 519 

Ethnicity: 
African-American 12.2 28.4 31.6 13.4 31.1 24.8 
Hispanic 21.6 25.0 27.1 36.1 24.5 27.1 
Asian 28.4 22.7 19.4 15.5 24.5 21.5 
White 35.1 23.9 21.3 34.0 19.8 25.8 
Other 2.7 0.0 0.6 1.0 0.0 0.8 
Number of cases 74 88 155 97 106 520 

Gender 
Females 43.2 58.0 56.8 50.5 38.7 50.2 
Males 56.8 42.0 43.2 49.5 61.3 49.8 
Number of cases 74 88 155 97 106 520 



174 

Table 14. Descriptive Statistics for Respondents' Characteristics and 
Performance by Student-Type 

Student Type: 
Student life-Job life-Job 

Characteristic Traditional Developing Worker Changer Explorer Total 

Age: 
Mean 18.24 19.47 20.90 23.04 25.09 21.53 
Median 18.00 18.00 19.00 18.00 19.00 18.00 
Std. Deviation 1.66 4.08 6.28 8.70 10.30 7.47 
Number of cases 74 88 155 97 106 520 

Units Attempted by Fall 2001: 
Mean 72.72 59.49 34.62 52.09 23.69 45.28 
Median 71.25 52.75 26.00 46.00 13.25 35.50 
Std. Deviation 35.77 39.37 29.71 35.09 26.52 36.76 
Number of cases 74 88 155 97 106 520 

Units Completed by Fall 2001: 
Mean 58.97 44.64 23.03 39.09 15.23 33.21 
Median 6250 33.25 14.50 33.00 7.75 21.50 
Std. Eteviation 33.49 36.08 25.36 31.36 21.00 32.53 
Number of cases 74 88 155 97 106 520 

Cinnulative CPA 
Mean 

on 4 point scale: 
2.75 2.33 2.00 2.51 2.17 2.30 

Median 2.79 2.34 2.18 2.60 2.32 242 
Std. Deviation 0.65 0.74 1.04 0.90 1.23 1.00 
Number of cases 74 88 151 97 104 514 
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Departure Model Data and Analyses 

To move toward explanations of the observed differences in success rates 

among student subpopulations, the next phase of the study focuses on fitting 

explanatory models of departure for various student subpopulations. Since most 

of the variables in departure models require student perceptions of the college 

environment data from the fall 1994 survey were needed to measure many of the 

variables shown in the departure models below. 

In Table 15, the distributions of the fall 1994 survey respondents' 

characteristics are compared with the population of fall 1994 first-time student 

with long-term educational goals to provide an indication of the 

representativeness of the sample. Since the sample was stratified by gender and 

ethnicity, males and non-whites are over-represented in the sample relative to 

their population percentages. However, the sample percentages of respondents' 

other characteristics (age, units enrolled, and success in attaining their 

educational goals) closely resemble their respective population percentages for 

students with long-term educational goals. 

In Table 16, the educational outcomes for the survey respondents are 

displayed in greater detail. A comparison of this distribution to the 

corresponding student population's outcome distribution found in Table 2 

shows that the major differences between the sample and population outcomes 

are in two cells. Specifically, the sample over-represents the students who 
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Table 15. Respondent versus Population Characteristics, Fall 1994 Survey 

Characteristic 
Sample 

Count Sample % Pop % 

Gender: 
Female 
Male 

261 
259 

50 
50 

53 
47 

Age: 
Less than 20 
20 or Older 

360 
160 

69 
31 

66 
34 

Ethnicity: 
African-American 
Asian 
Hispanic 
White 
Other 

129 
112 
141 
134 

4 

25 
21 
27 
26 

1 

12 
11 
25 
48 

4 

Fall '94 Enrollment: 
Less than 12 units 
12 units or more 

367 
153 

71 
29 

69 
31 

Attained Educ Goal? 
Yes 

No 
126 
394 

24 
76 

25 
75 

completed 56 or more units without attaining their degree goal (9.4% in the 

sample versus 5.7% in the population) and under-represents the students who 

dropped-out with an academic/progress probation status after their first-term 

and did not subsequently attend RCC or any other educational institution (6.0% 

in the sample and 11.6% in the population). 



Table 16. Outcomes for the Fall 1994 Survey Respondents 

Qtare 
Gcxxi Aad Sarrir^ Aad/Fte^ Hcfcaticri AL laudents 

Qtare Nunter TocfTdal Nunter %cfTdal Nunter %cfTdal 
Ekqf:^:Kd at after fiist-tam & did rrt lEtum to odle^ 30 5.8% 31 6.0% 61 11.7% 
Qir|ie!3al< 12 iffits at RIC(atterd0d after fall '94) 57 11.0% 54 10.4% 111 21.3% 
ChTfiefEd 12-23 iirits at ED2 w/o oest- or ttansfo- 56 10.8% 22 42% 78 15.0% 
G3T|idiai 24-55units at KC w/o oert;, cr tiansfer 63 121% 24 46% 87 16.7% 
GaxfietM 56 cr irae units w/o csrt, or trar^fer 9.4% 0 0.0% 9.4% 
Trarefetred to a 2-y0ar ocile^ witiojt a de^oert 3, 0.6°/̂  5 1.0% 8 1.5% 
Tiarsfarred to a 4-year ir^tuiicri \\itojt a c^/cErt 9.4% 3 0.6% 52 10.0% 
Earml a d^cHt ard didn't trarefa- 40 7.7% 0 0.0% 40 77% 
ferred a d^oert ani tjareferred* 32 6.2%l 2 0.4% 34 6.5% 
Tdal nuniar cf dudmts 379 ZZ9% 141 27.1% 52} 100.0% 

Efefiriticre: 
ABcfaiic/Hrcgri^ prtetiai- cf tenlO cr aiurse ocnr|iedairate cf less 
lirg-tamgcal - sUxta irdirated a gfil cf tmnsfo, degree cr oerlificate attainrrent at te tim cf enby to KE 

* Tie 2 stucfate \\iih pxiMcrary statiB earred ilw at otter iiBtituticm 

i-j 
"<3 
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The Cronbach alphas for the scales used to measure latent variables in the 

model are displayed in Table 17. These statistics indicate the average inter-item 

correlation among the scale items, providing a measure of their internal 

consistency. As shown in Table 17, all alpha reliabilities exceeded .50, indicating 

that the scale items had reasonable levels of internal consistency. Scale items 

were summed to produce the scale values. 

Table 17, Alpha Reliabilites for Scales used in the Model 

Scale Alpha 

Academic Integration Measures: 
Academic Experience 0.7498 
Academic Study Behavior 0.5275 
Faculty Contact 0.6241 
Faculty Concern for Students & Teaching 0.6855 

Social Integration Measures: 
Informal Contact 0.7812 
Social Experience 0.8004 

Initial Commitments: 
Institutional Commitments 0.6576 
Goal Commitments 0.7612 

Psychological Outcomes 
Enjoyment of Student Role 0.5423 
Fit with Environment 0.6568 

Encouragement: 
Family's Encouragement 0.6707 
Others' Encouragement 0.7945 
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The departure model analyses began by estimating the common departure 

model, shown in Figure 19, across ethnic groups for students in good academic 

standing. As indicated in Figure 19, the scales of the latent variables were 

established by setting selected regression coefficients equal to 1. As provided in 

the AMOS software, full information maximum likelihood estimation was used 

when missing data values were present. After some initial attempts to estimate 

the model failed, error variances for "math scores" and "units completed" were 

set to fixed values to facilitate model estimationi. From this analysis, however. 

^ Following the method outlined by Hayduk (1987), measurement error 

variances were estimated based upon knowledge of the data and sources 

of potential measurment error. Units completed were assumed to have 

very low error rates (.5%) because they were pulled from institutional 

data. Math preparation scores were deemed more subject to measurement 

error because they are based on a one-time test of students' "math 

preparedness." The length of time since students' last math class 

particularly complicates the measurement of math preparedness. In such 

a context, it is difficult to distinguish between temporary inability to recall 

mathematical concepts, i.e., rustiness, versus total unfamiliarity or lack of 

exposure to the topic. Consequently, the measurement error for math 
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the model was found not to be a plausible representation of the data. Although 

the goodness-of-fit statistics indicate that the model might be reasonable (Chi-

square =1897.1, df=1022, prob < .01, Chi-square/df=1.86, CF1=.964, RFI=.913, 

Parsimony ratio=.852), there were unusual parameter values and negative 

variances for 7 of the error terms. 

preparedness was assumed to be much higher than for units completed, 

and was set to 15%. 
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Several adjustments to the model were explored, ranging from relatively 

minor ones such as allowing measurement coefficients to vary by ethnicity, to 

more extensive changes like removing the psychological outcomes and 

encouragement components from the model. Finding that none of these 

adjustments removed all of the negative variances and/or non-positive definite 

covariance matrices, the investigation changed focus from model confirmation 

to one of model generation. That is, attention turned to developing a new 

departure model that would adequately describe the behavior of RCC students. 

This approach and the resulting models are described below. 

Model development was done in three phases. First, the measurement 

model for endogenous variables was developed. The observed endogenous 

variables from the original model were realigned with latent variables. Second, 

the earlier developed student typology was tested for its alignment with this 

measurement model and its ability to adequately capture relevant combinations 

of exogenous variables. Third, these model components were combined with 

measures of student long-term persistence to develop the complete version of the 

new departure model. 

To investigate modifications in endogenous variable measurement that 

would improve the fit of the model, all cases with non-missing data^ for several 

^ Only cases with complete data were used so that modification indices 

could be calculated. 
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closely related endogenous variables (academic and social integration, goal and 

institutional commitment, and psychological outcomes) were used to assess the 

measurement components' applicability across ethnic subpopulations, including 

those students with probationary academic status. Components that required 

adjustment were determined through examination of modification indices and 

from additional exploratory factor analyses. Only meaningful and interpretable 

model adjustments were considered and tested in this process. From this work, 

it was evident that the observed measures did not correspond with the latent 

variables as originally hypothesized and that the linkages between observed and 

latent variables differed by ethnicity. Based on these exploratory analyses, 

revised measurement models were developed and estimated separately for 

ethnic groups. The most fundamental revision resulting from this work was to 

reduce the number of latent variables in the model from four to two. The latent 

variables and linkages with measures were also found to vary by ethnicity. The 

revised models with standardized parameter estimates and squared multiple 

correlations are shown in Figures 20-23. (The squared multiple correlations for 

observed variables are shown just off the upper right corner of the rectangle.) 

These models provide plausible descriptions of the data as indicated by the 

following goodness-of-fit indicators; Chi-square=181.1, df=157, prob=.09, 

CFI=.980, GFI=.925, RMR=.221, Parsimony ratio=.714. Yet, as MacCallum (1995) 

has pointed out, since these modifications stemmed from an analysis of the data 

used to estimate the model, the resulting fit statistics and parameter estimates 
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should be viewed with caution until they have been confirmed with other data 

sets. 

The measurement models find that nearly all of the observable measures 

(goals and commitments, social integration, psychological outcomes, and 

academic integration) were related to one latent variable, which is herein called 

"institutional integration" to denote its widely encompassing nature. Differences 

among ethnic groups were evident on the second latent variable used in the 

measurement models. For African-Americans and Hispanics, academic 

integration was the second latent variable. It was significantly related to three of 

the original four academic integration measures. Academic study behavior was 

the one posited measure that did not significantly load on academic integration. 

For Asians and White/Caucasians the second latent variable was "goals and 

commitments." For Asians, there was a broad overlap in the measures of 

institutional integration with those for goals/institutional commitments, but no 

statistically significant relationship was detected between the two latent 

variables. For White/Caucasians, the situation was reversed. There was no 

overlap between latent variables and observed measures, but the latent variables 

were positively correlated. 

The differences in measurement models suggest habitus variations among 

ethnic groups that shape their approach to, and interpretation of, college 

experiences. For example, the absence of a separate goals and commitments 

latent variable for African-Americans and Hispanics suggests that their 
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educational goals and institutional commitments are being developed through 

their college experience. Perhaps, this is an indication that these students are 

assessing their suitability for college as a first step toward developing more 

concrete career goals and plans. Conversely, the measurement models for Asians 

and White/Caucasians contain a separate measure for goals and institutional 

commitments, suggesting that these students' goals and commitments were 

developed, in large part, outside of their experience at RCC. 

The above analysis provides an indication of the problems with fitting the 

same modified Tinto model to all ethnic groups. Yet, at this point, it is unclear 

whether or not the differences in perspectives are attributable to ethnicity, 

academic preparation levels, socio-economic status, or some other combination 

of exogenous variables. Consequently, discussion of the differences in 

measurement models will be deferred until they can be viewed within student-

types, which control for relevant exogenous variables. 
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In the next phase of model development, the alignment of these 

endogenous variable measurement models with student-type subpopulations 

was tested. Initially, a common three latent variable model was fit for all 

student-types based on the latent variables identified in the above m.odels 

(institutional integration, academic integration, and goals/commitments). 

Although the overall fit statistics were acceptable (Chi-square=230.15, df=228, 

prob=.448, CFI=.998, GFI=.873, RMR=.200, Parsimony ratio=.829), the covariance 

matrix for "developing students" was not positive definite. A two latent variable 

model was then used to measure the endogenous variables for developing 

students. Final adjustments were made to the measurement models for the 

groups by removing nonsignificant parameters. The resulting multi-group 

model provides a plausible description of the data (Chi-square=233.24, df=235, 

prob=.151, CFI=.981, GFI=.911, RMR=.236, Parsimony ratio=.771). 

Having identified plausible measurement models for some of the key 

endogenous variables in departure models and finding that they align with 

student-type subpopulations, we now complete the departure model analysis by: 

1) examining the appropriateness of using student-types to capture exogenous 

variables' impacts on student persistence; and 2) putting the exogenous and 

endogenous components together into a complete model. First, we look at the 

question of whether or not the use of the student typology adequately accounts 

for two of the key exogenous variables not included in the formation of the 

typology, age and ethnicity. These variables were observed earlier to have 
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significant associations with student success. Table 18 displays the results of a 

iogit analysis addressing these issues. 

Table 18. Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Models of Student Success based on 
Student-Type, Ethnicity, and Age 

Models 
Likelihood Ratio 

Chi-Square df prob 

Age and Student Type: 
1. Age X Student Type 2.63 4 0.62 
2. Student Type 2.93 5 0.71 
3. Age 57.55 8 <.01 

Model Comparisons: 
Model (2) - Model (1) 0.30 1 0.58 
Model (3) - Model (1) 54.92 4 <.01 

Ethnicity and Student Type: 
4. Ethnicity x Student Type 18.00 12 0.12 
5. Student Type 27.94 15 0.02 
6. Ethnicity 68.98 16 <.01 

Model Comparisons: 
Model (5) - Model (4) 9.94 3 0.02 
Model (6) - Model (4) 50.98 4 <.01 

Since the sparseness of data did not permit a simultaneous analysis of 

success by age, ethnicity, and student-type, separate analyses were conducted for 

age and ethnicity effects. Models 1-3 examine whether or not there are 

significant age effects on success that are not captured by the student-type 

variable. From the model comparison statistics, one sees that Model 2 is the 

preferred representation, indicating that student-type adequately accounts for 
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age effects on success. A similar analysis for ethnicity is shown in Models 4-6. As 

indicated by the preferred fit of Model 4 over Model 5, student-type does not 

adequately account for differences in success by ethnicity. 

Figures 24 and 25 enable a closer examination of the ethnicity effects on 

success. They display the observed success rates by ethnicity and student type 

from two different perspectives. Figure 24 shows success rates by student-type 

within ethnicity. This view highlights ethnic variations within student types. 

From this figure, one sees that White/Caucasian students had the highest success 

rate in all categories except for developing students, where White/Caucasians 

had the lowest percentage of success. Asian students had the highest success 

rate among developing students. The differences among ethnic groups are 

particularly large in the academically prepared student groups (traditional, life-

job changer). Figure 25 shows that success for White/Caucasians falls off 

dramatically if they are academically under-prepared for college. The success 

rate for Asians depends greatly upon the position it has within students' Uves; 

they experienced high success rates if education occupied a central position in 

their lives. If Asian students were inadequately prepared for college and 

education was not central to their lives (i.e., student-workers and life-job 

explorers), they were the ethnic group least likely to succeed. African-American 

and Hispanic students' performance varied less with preparation and 
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Figure 24, Observed Success Rates by Student-Type within Ethnicity 
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employment conditions than other students. To take a more precise look at these 

issues, separate logit models were fit by student type to estimate the effect of 

ethnicity on success within student-types. Ethnicity was not found to have a 

statistically significant impact on success among the under-prepared student-

types (developing, student-worker, and life-job explorer). Among the 

academically prepared student-types. White/Caucasians were significantly more 

likely to succeed than African-Americans (traditional) and Hispanics (traditional, 

and life-job changer). In sum, the main statistically significant differences by 

ethnicity were that well-prepared and/or college-focused Hispanic and African-

American students did not succeed as frequently as their Asian and 

White/Caucasian counterparts. 

The source of the large success gaps among ethnic groups for the 

academically prepared prototypes is investigated below. To help us isolate 

where these differences occur, the possibility that they are related to 

disproportionate transfer rates to a 4-year institutions among ethnic groups is 

explored. If this hypothesis is correct and Asians and White/Caucasians are 

more likely to transfer than African- Americans and Hispanics, then one would 

expect that etlmicity effects on success would be reduced or eliminated by 

limiting the definition of success to apply to those students who earned degrees 

or certificates at RCC. To test this hypothesis, the logit model analyses for 

student-type, ethnicity, and success were redone, using the restricted definition 

of success. Table 19 reports the results. The model fit and comparison statistics 
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indicate that statistically significant effects of ethnicity on success were not 

detected when success was limited to degree/certificate attainment at RCC. 

Thus, the ethnicity effects not captured by student-types appear to be associated 

with differences in transfer rates to 4-year institutions. If there were sufficient 

cases to retool our student-typology to address this issues, we would. It appears 

that another student prototype is needed to capture students with especially high 

aspirations and/or capital (economic^ academic, social, and/or cultural). 

Studying the integration processes of this high aspiration-capital prototype(s) 

would then have enabled us to see the impacts of institutional factors on transfer 

behavior by ethnicity. However, given the limited sample size, an alternative 

strategy will be used. The effects of differential transfer rates on departure 

processes will be examined by comparing the results when different success 

variables are used in the analysis (i.e., restricted success definition, success at 

RCC, versus the more general success definition that includes transfer students). 
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Table 19, Goodness-of-Fits Statistics for Models of Student Success at RCC 

Likelihood Ratio 
Models Chi-Square df prob 

Ethnicity and Student Type: 
1. Ethnicity x Student Type 12.89 12 0.38 
2. Student Type 16.67 15 0.34 
3. Ethnicity 35.04 16 <.01 

Model Comparisons: 
Model (2) - Model (1) 3.78 3 0.29 
Model (3) - Model (1) 22.15 4 <.01 

In the final phase of model development, the complete model was created 

by adding the latent variable "long-term persistence" to the above, where 

persistence is measured by units completed and student success. Initially, 

"student success" was defined more generally, i.e. including transfer students 

who did not earn a degree or certificate at RCC as successes. The model 

produced an acceptable representation of the data (Chi-square=371.5, df=332, 

prob=.07, CFI=.969, GFI=.881, RMR=.245, Parsimony ratio=.851). 

Figures 26-30 show the standarized parameter estimates and squared 

multiple correlations by student-type. The squared multiple correlations are 

shown outside the upper right corner of observed variables and to the upper-

right of the unobserved variable persistence. For example. Figures 22 and 25 

show that, for traditional students and life-job changers, 1 % of the variance in 
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long-term persistence was accounted for by the model. For student-workers 

(Figure 26) and life-job explorers (Figure 28), the models explained about 7-9% of 

the variance in persistence. 

Table 20 displays the unstandardized parameter estimates for direct 

effects on persistence by student-type. The estimates indicate that students' 

goals and institutional commitments had a statistically significant impact on 

persistence only for student-workers and life-job explorers. To examine whether 

or not these results would change if the persistence measures were confined to 

students' performance at RCC, the models were re-estimated using: 1) units 

completed at RCC as the lone dependent variable; and 2) units completed and 

degree or certificate attainment at RCC as the measures of persistence. In both 

cases, student-workers and student explorers were, again, the only prototypes 

whose persistence was signficantly affected by goals and institutional 

commitments. In sum, it appears that the endogenous factors impacted 

persistence only for student-workers and life-job explorers. 
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Table 20. Unstandardized Estimates for Direct Effects on Persistence by 
Student-Type 

Student Type Variable Estimate S.E. Z-value Prob 

Traditional Goals & Commit 0.118 0.111 1.062 0.29 
Developing Institutional Integ 0.170 0.354 0.480 0.63 
Student Worker Goals & Commit 0.303 0.096 3.146 <.01 
Life-Job Changer Goals & Commit 0.118 0.111 1.062 0.29 
Life-Job Explorer Goals & Commit 0.303 0.096 3.146 <.01 

Although integration and goals and commitment factors were not found 

to significantly impact the majority of student types in this particular cohort, this 

does not necessarily imply that these factors are unrelated to persistence and 

student success at RCC or other community colleges. Rather, the results merely 

indicate that with the configuration of programs and services at RCC during the 

study period, and with the limitations of the current sample and research design, 

we did not find a statistically signficant relationship between these variables for 

certain types of students. In fact, given that the interviews with students were 

conducted approximately half-way through their first term at RCC, it may have 

been the case that this was too soon in students' college experience to develop 

sufficient levels of academic and institutional integration that would impact 

persistence. Additionally, the sample data were found to significantly depart 

from the assumed multivariate normal distribution, indicating that parameter 

estimates and significance tests should be viewed as preliminary, requiring 
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further confirmation with other data and estimation methods before they can be 

considered as suitable evidence. Therefore, for heuristic purposes, it is of 

interest, and potential importance for service providers, to explore the salient 

connections between student-types and learning environments. The following 

discussion highlights some of the potential points of leverage for making 

learning environments more engaging for various student-types. 

From the standardized coefficients in Figures 22-26, it is evident that 

student-faculty contact and the perceived quality of the academic experience 

were key factors affecting students' academic and institutional integration. With 

one minor exception, the same five variables had the highest standardized 

coefficients for all student-types: faculty concern for students, faculty contact 

(students' comfort with, and frequency of contact with faculty), informal contact 

with instructors (out-of-class contact with instructors and its impact on students' 

intellectual, career, and personal growth), academic experience (overall quality 

of academic experience, career preparation, and intellectual development), and 

enjoymenVcomfort in student role (extent to which: students felt that instructors 

valued their knowledge and experience, and they enjoyed being a student at 

RCC). The exception to this rule was that for life-job explorers, faculty concern 

had the sixth highest standardized coefficient (.56) slightly below social 

experience (.60). 

Although these measures were among the five or six highest coefficients 

for all students, there were differences in the relative size and ordering of these 
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coefficients by student-type. Additionally, there were different relationships 

among latent factors and the linkages between latent variables and observed 

measures by student-type. In the following paragraphs, these and other 

differences among student-types will be explored as a means of gaining a fuller 

appreciation of the perspectives and integration processes associated with these 

different approaches toward college. 

For traditional students, as shown in Figure 26, academic experience and 

informal contact were by far the most prominent measures. The importance of 

goals and commitments to informing and directing their academic experiences is 

suggested by the strong correlation (.85) between goals/ institutional 

commitments and institutional integration. There were also modest correlations 

between academic and institutional integration (.45) and between academic 

integration and goals/ institutional commitments (.42), suggesting that they view 

these as distinct, but related aspects, of their college experience. There is a some 

overlap, however, between institutional and academic integration measures in 

that academic experience and contact with faculty are weakly related to 

institutional integration. In sum, these relationships suggest that traditional 

students are attending college to attain previously developed, but evolving, 

educational goals. Their perceptions of the quality of their academic experiences 

and relationships with faculty are key to their academic and institutional 

integration. 
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In Figure 27, one sees a different situation for developing students. Their 

view of college appears to be less differentiated than traditional students. This 

may reflect less familiarity with the college environment and/or a less 

instrumental approach to college than traditional students. The absence of a 

separate latent variable for goals and commitments suggests that these students 

are forming goals and commitments largely through their college experience. 

The relatively large coefficient for "enjoyment/comfort with student role" 

suggests that their RCC experience is helping them to assess their suitability for 

college coursework. Further, the large coefficient for faculty concern indicates 

that these students are particularly attuned to instructors' expressions of interest 

and support. In brief, the developing student measurement model suggests that 

these students are seeking a supportive environment for exploring whether or 

not they can succeed as college students. Self-assessments of their college 

experiences are informing their career and educational goal development. 

Figure 28 displays the model for the student-worker prototype. Their 

endogenous measurement model is very similar to the one estimated for 

traditional students. The primary difference one sees is that the model does not 

fit quite as well for student-workers as it did for traditional students. Nearly all 

of the squared multiple correlations for the observed measures are slightly lower 

for student-workers than they were for traditional students. Additionally, the 

correlation between goals and commitments and integration (both academic and 

institutional) are lower for student-workers than traditional students. The slight 
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decrease in the fit of the model for student-workers might be due to added 

influence from outside obligations. The need to cope with more outside 

obligations may also help explain why there is an increased impact of goals and 

commitments on academic experience and persistence. High levels of goals and 

commitments to education might indicate an increased priority to academic 

obligations relative to work and other outside obligations. In summary, the 

student-worker's integration and goal and commitment processes are very 

similar to traditional students in their goal-oriented approach to college. Goals 

and commitments play a greater role in the success of student-workers than 

traditional students because of student-workers' struggles to balance competing 

priorities while remedying past academic deficiencies. Given the challenging 

nature of this approach to college, it is not surprising to find that student-

workers are among the least likely to attain their educational goals (13% success 

rate). 

The results for life-job changers are shown in Figure 29. This student-type 

has integration and goals/ commitments processes similar to traditional students 

and student-workers. Like these other prototypes, life-job changers are goal 

oriented as evidenced by the strong correlation (.81) between institutional 

integration and goal/institutional commitments. Unlike these other prototypes, 

however, life-job changers, much like developing students, had large coefficients 

for the variables "faculty concern" and "enjoyment/comfort in the student role." 

This suggests that life-job changers are very attuned to their performance as a 
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student. In further support of this notion, one sees that unlike other groups, 

goals and commitments impacted the study behavior of life-job changers. Thus, 

in brief, life-job changers are focused on attaining their educational goals, but are 

concerned about their academic performance and how they are perceived by 

their instructors. This prototype's attention to academic matters, despite having 

extensive outside obligations, and their good academic preparation levels 

enabled them to have relatively good success rates (34%), second only to 

traditional students (53%). 

Figure 30 shows the departure process for life-job explorers. They are 

academically under-prepared, attending college part-time, and working at an 

outside job more than 20 hours per week; these students are the least likely to 

attain their educational goal (11% success rate). Like student-workers, explorer's 

goals and commitments significantly impacted their persistence. This group, 

unlike others, had a large coefficient for institutional commitment. Thus, it 

appears that this prototype's success may hinge on finding a program of study at 

RCC that aligns with their educational goal. Possibly another indicator of the 

importance of an appropriate program niche to this group's success is that their 

study behavior is affected by their level of institutional integration. In sum, it 

appears that life-job explorers attend college seeking to achieve their career goals. 

Finding an appropriate program of study that provides a concrete path toward 

these goals appears to be an important factor in the success of life-job explorers. 
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Lastly, in this section, we seek to enhance and confirm the understandings 

of the various student protypes through the use of additional survey data. The 

preliminary interpretations of the student-types based on focus group and 

departure model analyses are examined for consistency with other attitudes and 

behaviors displayed by students in the survey data. 

Table 21 shows the level of educational attainment to which students 

aspire. Traditional students see RCC as a first step toward much more advanced 

educational goals. Only 3% of the traditional students view an Associate's 

degree as their highest educational goal. Approximately 65% of the traditional 

students are seeking a graduate or professional degree. Life-job changers' focus 

on academic matters was also evident in their high educational degree 

aspirations. Nearly 46% of the life-job changers reportedly were seeking a 

graduate or professional degree. Interestingly, nearly 8% of the respondents, 

who had reported that they were seeking an educational degree on their college 

application, responded that they were not seeking a college degree or certificate 

in the telephone interview. Most of these students were in the student-worker 

category. This is an unexpected result for this prototype given that their 

institutional and academic integration processes appeared to be goal oriented. 

These apparently contradictory findings could be reconciled if it is the case that 

student-workers have career or workplace goals that do not necessarily translate 

into educational degree goals. 
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Table 21. Percentage of Survey Respondents' Educational Degree Goals by 
Student-Type 

Student-Type: Student- Life/Job Life/Job 
Degree Goal: Trad Developing Worker Changer Explorer Total 
None 3.0 1.2 19.1 5.7 1.1 7.6 
High School 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.2 
Vocational Cert 0.0 3.7 4.3 1.1 5.3 3.2 
Associates 3.0 12.3 9.9 6.8 11.6 9.1 
Bachelors 28.8 32.1 34.0 39.8 49.5 37.2 
Masters 36.4 35.8 22.7 31.8 20.0 28.0 
Ph.D or Ed.D. 24.2 9.9 8.5 11.4 5.3 10.8 
M.D. or other med 3.0 2.5 0.7 3.4 4.2 2.5 
LL.B. or J.D. (law) 1.5 2.5 0.7 0.0 2.1 1.3 
Total cases 66 81 141 88 95 471 

Table 22 provides further evidence that the traditional students often see 

RCC as a short-term provider for their educational needs. Only 39% of the 

traditional students indicated that RCC was their first choice for college. All 

other student-types rated RCC as their first choice for college in 66% of the cases 

or more. 

Table 22. RCC's Ranking in Students' Choice of Colleges by Student-Type 

Student-Type: Student- Life/Job Life/Job 
RCC Rank Trad Developing Worker Changer Explorer Total 
% First 39.2 70.5 73.5 66.7 67.0 65.6 
% Second 29.7 19.3 20.0 13.5 26.4 21.4 
%Third 17.6 4.5 3.2 9.4 6.6 7.3 
% Fourth 4.1 1.1 1.3 4.2 0.0 1.9 
% Below 4"' 9.5 4.5 1.9 6.3 0.0 3.8 
Total cases 74 88 155 96 106 519 
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Table 23 displays students' self-reported use of college services. 

Traditional students use of services is similar to other students in the areas of 

counseling and career and transfer services. Special academic programs, such as 

Puente and EOPS^, were not widely used by traditional students. The student-

worker was far and away the most frequent user of student support services. 

Developing students made extensive use of tutorial services, nearly reaching the 

levels of student-workers. For services other than tutoring, life-job changers 

were generally the second heaviest user of student services. 

2 Puente - This program was originally developed at Chabot College to 

increase Latino students' success and transfer. It has since been expanded 

to serve all students who meet colleges' eligibility criteria. The program 

supplements English instruction with counseling and mentoring support. 

EOPS - Extended Opportunity Programs and Services - A student support 

services program designed to recruit, retain, and assist low-income and 

educationally disadvantaged students with attaining their educational 

goals. 
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Table 23. Self-Reported Service Use Percentages by Student-Type 

Student-Type: 

Service Use: Trad Developing 
Student-
Worker 

Life/Job 
Changer 

Life/Job 
Explorer Total 

Puente; 
Yes 2.7 1.1 18.2 6.3 1.0 7.4 
No 97.3 98.9 81.8 93.7 99.0 92.6 
Total Cases 74 88 154 96 105 517 

HOPS: 
Yes 5.4 10.3 16.8 9.3 1.9 9.7 
No 94.6 89.7 83.2 90.7 98.1 90.3 
Total Cases 74 87 155 97 105 518 

Career/Transf; 
Yes 17.6 9.2 26.5 15.5 7.6 16.4 
No 82.4 90.8 73.5 84.5 92.4 83.6 
Total Cases 74 87 155 97 105 518 

Counseling: 
Yes 52.7 48.9 49.7 48.5 33.3 46.4 
No 47.3 51.1 50.3 51.5 66.7 53.6 
Total Cases 74 88 155 97 105 519 

Tutorial Services: 
Yes 8.1 18.2 21.9 6.3 3.8 12.7 
No 91.9 81.8 78.1 93.8 96.2 87.3 
Total Cases 74 88 155 96 106 519 

Disabled Student Services: 
Yes 4.1 3.4 18.8 6.2 1.0 8.1 
No 95.9 96.6 81.2 93.8 99.0 91.9 

Total Cases 74 88 154 97 105 518 
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Finally, data on students' departure from RCC in the Spring 1995 are 

reviewed along with the reasons students gave for dropping out. Table 24 shows 

that only 66 (19%) of the 347 Spring 1995 survey respondents had departed from 

RCC before the Spring of 1995. The numbers of leavers are too small to permit 

any meaningful statistical analyses by student type, but the reasons for departure 

are, nevertheless, reported in Table 25. As shown in Table 25, students primary 

Table 24. Spring 1995 RCC Percentage of Attendance by Student-Type 

Attending Student-Type: Student- Life/Job Life/Job 
Spring '95? Trad Developing Worker Changer Explorer Total 

Yes 94.5 90.5 80.0 83.8 57.4 81.0 

No 5.5 9.5 20.0 16.2 42.6 19.0 
Total cases 55 63 100 68 61 347 

reasons for departure appear to have a pattern consistent with expectations 

based on their student-type. Traditional and developing students' departures 

were primarily associated with educationally-related issues. The other student 

prototypes had a wider ranger of departure explanations, often involving 

employment or other outside obligations. The student-worker type appeared to 

have the greatest need for support services to sustain their college attendance; 

they reported departures stemming from matters such as child-care, 

transportation, and unsuccessful adjustment to the college environment. 
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Table 25. Self-Reported Primary Reason for Leaving College 

Departure 
Reason 

Student-Type: 
Trad Developing 

Student-
Worker 

Life/Job 
Changer 

Life/Job 
Explorer Total 

Academics 3 4 4 3 5 19 

Absence of 
Needed Support 

0 1 5 2 2 10 

Work/Too Many 
Outside Oblig 

0 0 10 5 16 31 

Change in Goals 0 1 1 1 0 3 

Unclear/No Resp. 0 0 0 0 3 3 

Total cases 3 6 20 11 26 66 

Coding of Responses: 
Academic Reasons - classes too hard/boring, needed courses not available, 

not progressing fast enough toward degree, not acad prepared 
Needed Support - financial, child-care, staff-faculty support/concern, transp, 

uncomfortable with college environment 
Work/Obligations - needed to work full-time, schedule too hectic. 
Change in Goals - joining Air Force, don't know what I want to do 
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The present work proposed a framework for analyzing student success in 

postsecondary institutions and provided an illustrative case study to 

demonstrate the approach and test its usefulness. In this chapter, we review the 

results of the case study, its implications for departure research, and the 

applications it has for addressing student success at RCC and other similar 

institutions. We will also discuss the broader issues about the analytical 

framework, highlighting the strengths and weaknesses of the approach along 

with future areas of research and development to address identified areas of 

deficiencies. 

Case Study Results 

The purpose of this case study was to develop and illustrate a theory-

based research method that could be used to account for variation in student 

success in a community college environment. The special challenge presented by 

such an environment is that there is extensive heterogeneity in students' 

background, skills, and purposes and approaches for attending college. The 

cohort of first-time students who entered RCC in Fall 1994 was chosen as 

population for the study. The location of RCC in Southern California further 

added to the complexity of the issues. The area and student populations are 

culturally and linguistic diverse. There are also many providers and modes of 

delivery for postsecondary education. The diverse student populations can, and 
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often do, stop-out of college, reduce or increase the percentage of time they 

attend college, and/or attend multiple colleges simultaneously or sequentially. 

Developing a meaningful assessment of student achievement in such an 

environment requires resolution of a few preliminary issues. First, the special 

circumstances of the cohort in the case study needed to be defined so the results 

could be placed in proper context. Secondly, appropriate measures of student 

success and persistence needed to be developed to capture student movement 

among postsecondary institutions. Finally, student populations needed to be 

partitioned into appropriate groups so that departure processes can be 

meaningfully studied. 

After identifying some of the special circumstances faced by this cohort 

(e.g., reduced availability of classes, poor economic conditions), the remainder of 

the case study focused on identifying, describing, and understanding the 

departure behavior of the various RCC first-time student subpopulations in the 

Fall 1994 cohort. In this analysis, student success was defined as instances where 

students had attained their educational goal. Success analyses restricted the 

cohort to students who had indicated on their college application that they 

would be seeking a vocational certificate. Associate's degree, or Bachelor's 

degree. Those students who earned a degree/ certificate at any institution or 

transferred to a 4-year institution within the 7-year period covered by this 

research were considered successful. 
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Approximately 25% of the Fall 1994 first-time students successfully 

attained their goal within the study period. Success rates differed significantly 

by age group and ethnicity. Younger students (19 and younger) were more 

successful than older students. Asian and White/Caucasian students were more 

successful than African-American and Hispanic students. No significant 

differences in success were detected by gender. 

A breakdown of departure by students' academic standing at the time of 

exit revealed that 60% of students leaving prior to degree attainment were in 

good academic standing at the time of departure. Academic standing at the time 

of departure varied by ethnicity. African-Americans were most likely to depart 

with a probationary academic status, followed by Asians and Hispanics. 

White/Caucasians were the least likely to have a probationary status. 

Nevertheless, ethnic group differences in success rates were not fully accounted 

for by academic status. Even among those students in good academic standing, 

African-Americans and Hispanics were less likely to attain their degree or 

transfer goal than Asians or White/Caucasians. 

The enrollment patterns of this cohort were then analyzed by ethnicity 

and age to see if the sources of differential success could be identified in 

particular patterns or types of courses attempted or completed. Asian and 

Hispanic students in the study cohort attempted significantly more units than 

African-American or White/Caucasian students during the 7-year study period. 

Younger students also attempted significantly more units than older students. 
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Statistically significant differences in successful course completion rates were 

detected only among ethnic subpopulations. White/Caucasians were the most 

likely to successfully complete courses, followed by Asians and Hispanics. 

African-Americans had the lowest level of successful course completion. 

Next, the subject areas of course attempts and successful completions 

were examined by ethnicity and age. The types of courses attempted varied 

considerably among age and ethnicity subpopulations. Older students tended to 

take more career or occupationally-focused courses than younger students, who 

were likely to be engaged with more transfer-oriented coursework. Among 

ethnic groups, Asian students took the highest percentage of courses in the 

physical sciences. Hispanic students took the highest percentage of courses in 

the basic skills areas. African-American enrollment was, for the most part, more 

heavily concentrated than other ethnic groups in business courses. 

White/Caucasian students took the lowest percentage of basic skills courses. 

Successful course completion varied by subject area and students' age 

group and ethnicity. Although differences among subpopulations in success 

rates varied by subject area, the same general pattern held in nearly all cases. 

White/Caucasian or Asian students were the most likely to successfully 

complete courses. African-Americans were the least likely to successfully 

complete courses. And, in nearly all cases, course success rates for Hispanics fell 

somewhere in the middle. The uniformity of the course success patterns by 

ethnicity across all subject areas suggested that the differences in degree or 
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transfer attainment are not attributable to one area, or set of programs, within the 

institution. Rather, the causes of these patterns would appear to emanate from a 

more fundamental source of mismatch between these student subpopulations 

and their educational environment. 

To investigate explanations for the observed differences in success rates, 

social and educational theory was used to develop approaches for modelling 

departure behavior. Initially, a modified version of Tinto's (1993) model was 

estimated on a stratified sample of the Fall 1994 first-time students. Failing to 

find a version of a common departure model that would acceptably describe 

departure behavior among ethnic subpopulations, separate departure models 

were developed for student subpopulations. From preliminary analyses, 

substantial differences were detected among ethnic groups in the structure and 

alignment of variables related to perceptions of their college environment and 

experiences. To properly interpret these differences, they needed to be placed in 

an appropriate, theoretically-specified context. This was accomplished through 

the use of student-types that used habitus-capital combinations to capture 

relevant combinations of exogenous variables students possessed at the time of 

college entry. 

In seeking to identify and describe differences among student habitus and 

capital related to college-going attitudes and behaviors, focus group data from 

RCC students were used in conjunction with Sheldon's typology and Bean and 

Metzner's discussion of non-traditional students to develop a student typology 
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for RCC students. Finding that the limited sample size would not support more 

exhaustive categorization, the resulting typology attempted to depict relevant 

habitus-capital combinations for students with five student prototypes: 

traditional students, developing students, student-workers, job-life changers, and 

job-life explorers. These student-types appeared to capture much of the 

variation in the exogenous variables posited to affect persistence in the model 

originally tested. Ethnicity effects on success, however, were not entirely 

captured by the typology. It appears that this deficiency could be remedied by 

expanding the typology to more effectively differentiate the transfer-oriented 

students. However, there was not sufficient sample size in the present study to 

make this modification. 

These student-types aligned well with the endogenous measurement 

models developed earlier to describe variation among ethnic groups. For most 

student-types, a three latent variable model adequately described relationships 

among endogenous variables. The lone exception to this rule was for developing 

students, for whom a two latent variable model fit best. For developing students, 

goals and commitments were not sufficiently distinct from institutional 

integration measures to support a third latent variable. Thus, the five habitus-

capital based prototypes appeared to be suitable models for RCC students. 

Lastly, to complete the analysis framework, measures of long-term 

persistence were added to the model: la) success - educational goal attainment 

within 7 years either at RCC or within the educational system nation-wide; lb) 
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RCC success - attaining a degree or certificate at RCC within 7 years; and 2) the 

total number of units completed at RCC. By adding units completed to the 

measurement of student success, a more sensitive measure of students' progress 

toward their degree goal at RCC is developed than from using "success" as the 

sole measure of student performance. The alternative measures of success were 

used to test whether or not the inclusion of transfer students significantly altered 

the findings. It did not. Consequently, the following results include transfer 

student successes. 

With this analytic framework in place, we now return to address the 

central research questions about student success at RCC. The first general 

finding is that the vast majority of variation in student success is explained by 

exogenous variables related to the habitus and capital students possess at the 

time of college entry. Traditional students who arrived at college academically 

prepared and focused primarily on being a student, were, not suprisingly, the 

most successful students in the cohort with 53% successfully attaining a 

degree/certificate or transfer within the study period. The least successful 

students were those who arrived at college academically under-prepared and 

with substantial outside obligations (student-workers and life-job explorers). 

Only 13% and 11 % of these student-types, respectively, were successful. The 

success rate of those students lacking academic preparation, but focused 

primarily on college (developing students), was 28%. The academically prepared 

students with extensive outside obligations (life-job changer) had a slightly 
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higher success rate than developing students; about 33% of them were 

successful. 

The second major finding is that success rate differences among age and 

ethnic groups is largely explained by their distribution among student-types. 

Logit models were used to test whether differences in success rates by age and 

ethnicity could be accounted for student-type. Although student-type accounted 

for age effects on success, it did not entirely capture the ethnicity effects on 

success. However, student-types did account for ethnic variation in success 

when the analysis was restricted to degree and certificate attainment at RCC. 

This suggests that the typology needs to be extended so that it adequately 

distinguishes the high aspiration-capital students who are primarily transfer-

oriented. 

Table 26 shows the joint distribution of ethnicity and student-type. It 

indicates that African-Americans have disproportionately high representation 

among the least successful student-types, student-workers and life-job explorers. 

63% of the African-American students were in these two student-types. For 

other ethnic groups, the percentages of students in these categories were much 

lower: Asians (47%), Hispanics (47%), and White/Caucasians (40%). African-

Americans and Hispanics were under-represented in the most successful 

student-type, traditional students. 
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Table 26. Student-Type by Ethnicity for the Fall 1994 Cohort 

Student-Type: 
Ethnicity: 
Afr-Amer Hispanic Asian White Row Total 

traditional Count 9 16 21 26 72 

column % 7.0 11.3 18.8 19.4 14.0 

developing Count 25 22 20 21 88 
column % 19.4 15.6 17.9 15.7 17.1 

student-worker Count 49 42 30 33 154 
column % 38.0 29.8 26.8 24.6 29.8 

life-job changer Count 13 35 15 33 96 
column % 10.1 24.8 13.4 24.6 18.6 

life-job explorer Count 33 26 26 21 106 
column % 25.6 18.4 23.2 15.7 20.5 

Column Total Count 129 141 112 134 516 
column % 100 100 100 100 100 

The third, and final, major finding is that relations among 

goals/ commitments, institutional and academic integration processes, as well as 

their impact on persistence and success, differed by student-type. From the 

estimation of the departure models, the endogenous variables accounted for 0-

9% of the variance in student persistence within student-types. The greatest 

amount of variation in persistence was explained in cases where students were 

academically under-prepared for college and had extensive outside obligations, 

namely, for the student-worker and life-job explorer student-types. In these 
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cases, the endogenous variables accounted for 7-9% of the variation in 

persistence. For traditional students, developing students, and life-job changers, 

no statistically significant effects of goals and institutional commitments on 

persistence were detected. 

The relationships among latent endogenous variables varied considerably 

by student-type. As noted above, developing students were found to fit the two 

latent factor structure model, indicating that their goals and commitments were 

not viewed as separate from their college experience. As suggested earlier, 

perhaps this is an indication that these students are evaluating their suitability 

for a college environment as a precondition for establishing their goals and 

commitments. Such an integration process suggests that they need validating 

experiences as students within the college environment before seriously 

considering and establishing educational goals and commitments. The other 

student-types arrived with educational and/ or career goals they were seeking to 

achieve, at least in part, through their experience at RCC. 

Although there was substantial variation in the salient features of college 

by student-type, one area of commonality was that student-faculty contact and 

academic experiences appeared to be central to all students' assessment of, and 

engagement with, their college environment. Traditional students, developing 

students, and life-job changers were particularly attuned to the academic 

environment of the college. More so than other student-types, developing 

students and life-job changers were looking for a supportive environment that 
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would enable them to develop the requisite academic skills for their educational 

and career pursuits. The attention of student-workers and life-lob explorers was 

less college-focused than other prototypes; they were struggling to balance their 

academic work with other outside obligations. 

Strengths and Weaknesses of the Current Approach 

One of the major limitations of the current approach is that it is quite 

resource intensive. Initially, it requires substantial data collection in the form of 

surveys and focus groups to gather data on student perspectives and measures 

of integration and goals and commitments. As envisioned, the complete research 

model for making theory-based modifications to educational environments 

would include measures of student learning outcomes, pedagogical practices, 

and perhaps additional measures related to students' learning styles and 

preferred modes of social belonging. 

Another related disadvantage to this approach is that it requires large 

samples for proper implementation. One approach to minimizing the sample 

size requirements would be to conduct the study in phases, with the initial phase 

focusing on identifying and measuring appropriate student-types. The second 

stage of the research could then sample from within the student-type 

subpopulations of interest for the study (i.e., the sample could be stratified based 

on student-type rather than ethnicity and gender). 
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The present case study represents only the first step in the proposed 

model for such research. Based on this initial work of delineating the types of 

first-time students and their institutional engagement and departure processes, 

subsequent iterations of research cycle would be needed to flesh out this 

framework and the nascent understandings of the student-types and their 

educational needs. With the increased demand from accrediting agencies for 

assessment and research to support institutional development, it might be an 

opportune time (when the current budgetary problems recede) for obtaining the 

needed institutional support for implementing more intensive institutional 

research and assessment programs. 

The other potential drawback to institutional-level approaches to such 

issues is their potentially limited generalizability. Yet, the best protection 

against institution-specific results is a theoretical framework that gives meaning 

and coherence to research. The current approach suggests that theory-based 

institutional research could provide a means for educators and educational 

researchers to address issues of practical importance related to student learning 

and success within the broader frameworks afforded by social and educational 

theory. 



227 

Implications for Departure Theory 

The results from the case study help extend and explain some of the 

seemingly contradictory findings in previous research regarding the effects of 

academic and social integration, and goals and commitments on student 

persistence. The present work found, as did Braxton, Sullivan, and Johnson 

(1997), that student entry characteristics are associated with persistence. Yet, the 

case study indicated that entry characteristics reflected more than different 

probabilities for student success. Herein, the entry characteristics, captured as 

prototypes, were found to be associated with quite different ways of perceiving 

and engaging with one's college environment. Thus, if student-types are not 

identified and analyzed separately, the results obtained about the effects of 

integration and goal and institutional commitments on persistence can vary 

substantially from institution to institution, depending on the relative 

proportions of student-types in the study populations. Further, the current 

results suggest that measurement models need to be adjusted to match the 

institutional environment and student subpopulations being studied. The 

delineation of the college environment into academic and social components was 

found to not match RCC students' perception of the environment. Thus, first 

and foremost, the present results highlight the importance of identifying 

homogeneous student populations for departure analyses and assessing the 

applicability of key departure theory concepts for the educational environment 

being studied. 
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In more general terms, the present work has implications for departure 

theory in that it offers an approach whereby social and behavioral science theory 

can be more easily incorporated within student departure models and theory. 

The use of typologies to specify relevant student subpopulations can broaden 

and stengthen the theoretical framework for understanding and explaining 

departure behavior. Theory-based segmentations of student populations 

provide a means for examining the fit between student subpopulations and 

learning environments. The present work used habitus and capital as the bases 

for segmentation, but depending on the educational institution of interest, other 

concepts or theories could be used to distinguish relevant student 

subpopulations such as students' preferred modes of social belonging or learning 

styles. 

Implications for Departure Prevention Practice 

The present work indicates that variation in student success rates among 

the fall 1994 cohort at RCC was largely due to the habitus and capital with which 

students entered college. Although in some sense this result confirms what one 

would expect (i.e., the most academically prepared students who are focused on 

being a college student are the most likely to succeed), for educators and 

administrators it raises questions about what educational institutions can do to 

improve student success rates among the various student-types. 
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There are two general approaches to this issue: 1) effect change in the 

habitus-capital combinations students have at college entry so that a higher 

percentage of students belong to prototypes that are more successful; and/or 2) 

modify the educational environments, tailoring them to address the educational 

and social needs of the types of students the particular institution will serve. 

Since #1, particularly with respect to student habitus, is likely beyond non

selective postsecondary institutions' sphere of influence^, institutional efforts will 

probably need to focus on improving the fit between students and educational 

environments. From the case study results, it appears that the most immediate 

challenges in this regard are to reduce the conflict between educational and 

outside obligations (work, family) and to provide effective and efficient means 

for remediating academic deficiencies. Long-term solutions to this issue may 

ultimately lie in supporting educators' reflective use of theory and assessment of 

student learning outcomes to constructing more engaging and effective learning 

environments for their students. 

3 However, cooperative efforts between K-12 and postsecondary 

institutions to prepare students for college may help in this regard. 
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Future Research 

As indicated in the analysis, the models and results developed in this 

work should be viewed as preliminary until they can be confirmed with other 

data sets. Yet, beyond the replication of the current departure analyses, there is 

much work that needs to be done to extend and refine the development of 

student-types. An additional category, or set of categories, needs to be 

developed to adequately capture transfer students' integration and departure 

processes. Additionally, understanding of student-types and their development 

over the course of their college careers could be enhanced through further work 

with focus groups, informant interviews, and ethnographic studies examining 

classroom and campus dynamics for selected student-types. 

Another important area for future research, as mentioned by Tinto (2000), 

is the incorporation of learning outcomes in persistence research. The present 

focus on successful movement of students through educational systems does not 

adequately consider perhaps some of the most fundamental issues related to the 

quality of education. Understanding of the learning environment and the 

relationships among pedagogy, learning, and persistence is critical for making 

appropriate enhancements to learning environments. 

Lastly, in addition to research aiding the appropriate specification of 

student populations and learning environments, ways of optimizing learning 

environments for given student populations offers some interesting and 

potentially very beneficial avenues for improving postsecondary education 
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through research. Enhancement of educational environments to facilitate the 

necessary social and cognitive processes for learning could be explored and 

implemented through institutional program review and assessment programs 

that are supported by theory-based institutional research and assessment. 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A. FOCUS GROUP TOPICS AND QUESTIONS 

Note: Questions that will be asked of every group are bold-faced, while probe questions 
(those that will be asked only if necessary) are italicized. Notes in brackets [...] are 
suggested guides to stimulate discussion, if necessary. 

1. Student Intentions and Motivations 

When did you decide to attend RCC? Why? 
[location, academics, cost, insurance, social life, parents/friends wanted me to] 

Do you think of dropping out or taking a semester off? 
What types of things make you want to stop attending RCC? 
What types of things make you want to keep attending RCC? 

2. Student Expectations versus College Experience 

What were some of your biggest surprises when you started attending RCC? 
[the coursework difficulty, how classes were run, what the instructors were like, what 
other students were like, the (un)availability of help for guidance/tutoring] 

In your first semester, what were some of the worst parts of attending RCC? 
[feeling isolated, overwhelmed with the coursework, stress managing between 
family and school] 

In you first semester, what were some of the best parts of attending RCC? 
[making new friends, exciting classes, school activities - band, sports] 

A. Academic Preparation and Experience 
Do you feel that you were academically well-prepared for what was required 
of you at RCC? [reading, writing, math, etc.] 
—Do you feel that the work that was needed was too difficult/ too easy? 

If you could do anything to improve your classroom experience at RCC, 
what would it be? 

How would you rate the RCC instructors? 
[Did you feel the level of instruction was satisfactory?] 

How would you rate your teachers, on a personal level? 
Were they approachable, did they seem friendly to you? 
Did you ever meet them during their office hours? 
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Did they give you guidance about exactly what was needed to he 
successful in the class? 

How would you rate the textbooks used in your class? 
[Did you feel the texts were helpful to the class or were they not worth 

what you paidfor them?] 

How would you rate your classmates, in general? 
[Did you feel that your classmates were at your same intellectual level or 

did you feel that you and your classmates were mismatched?] 

What was the worst part of the college experience and why? 
[What were you the least satisfied with?] 

What was the best part of the college experience and why? 
[What were you the most satisfied with?] 

Are you happy with the education you have received at RCC? 
[Why or why not?] 

B. Social Integration 
How would you describe the environment at RCC? 

Do you feel that the students here are more friendly / less friendly? 
Was the atmosphere hostile or friendly? 

Did you have/make many friends at RCC? 
Did you participate in study groups? 

Did you spend any time on-campus during your non-class time? 
What type of activities were these? 

Were you involved in any RCC-sponsored student activities? 
[Did you attend any sporting or cultural events?] 
[Were you a member of any clubs or organizations?] 

C. RCC Support Services 
How did you decide which courses to take? 

[Did you use the student catalogue or do it yourself?] 
[Did you use counseling services?] 
Could you get the classes you needed? 

If you had academic difficulties, did you use any on-campus student services like 
counseling or tutoring? 

Why or why not? 
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Were they helpful to you? 

Did you have any problems registering for classes? 
Was it easy or difficult? 

I). Personal Background 

In your immediate family or among your close friends, are there others who 
have attended / completed a college education? 

Is getting a college degree a strong value for your family? 
Have any of your friends or family who have attended college provided 
you with useful information regarding what is required to he a success in 
college? 

Think about the significant people in your life, outside of school. Do these 
people give you much emotional or psychological support for attending 
college? 

If they do not. have they discouraged you from attending school? 
Does their encouragement, or lack thereof have an impact on how 
well you perform at school? 

3. Students' suggestions for improving RCC 

What one change would you recommend for RCC to make it a better place for 
students? 

What additional information do you think new students should be given to help 
prepare them for life at RCC? 



APPENDIX B. FALL 1994 QUESTIONNAIRE 

STUDENT SUCCESS SURVEY, FALL 1994 

Please enter student's 

Social Security number. 

IDNOM 1:1-9 

I I I 

Please enter the telephone number now. 

PHONE 1:10-16 

I  I  I  | - I__ l  I l __ l  

Hello, I'm calling from Riverside Community College's 

Research and Planning Office. 

I'm calling to speak with 

SAY STUDENT NAME HERE. 

We're conducting a brief telephone survey of first-time RCC 

students to determine how we can make the college more responsive 

to your needs. The survey should take only 15 minutes to complete 

and your answers are strictly confidential. 

Would you like to take the survey now 

or is there a more convenient time for me to call back? 

INTRO 1:17 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

i I 1. Yes, take survey now (GO TO QUESTION 5) 

I I 2. No, call back later 

When should I call you back? 

RESCHED 1:18-37 

SKIP TO QUESTION 131 

Interview date. 

TODAY 1:38-43 

— — 1  —  1  
Year Month Day 
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6. Start time interview. 

STARTIME 1:44-48 

What is your main reason for attending RCC? 

DO NOT READ THE CATEGORIES BE'LOW 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

REASON 1:49-50 

{GO TO QUESTION 9) 

1. because my parents wanted me to go (GO TO QOESTIOH 9) 

2. could not find a job (GO TO QnESTION 9) 

3. to get away from home (GO TO QUESTION 9) 

4. to be able to get a better job (GO TO QUESTION 9) 

5. to gain a general education and appreciation of ideas 

6. to improve reading and study skills (GO TO QUESTION 9) 

7. nothing better to do (GO TO QUESTION 9) 

8. to become a more cultured person (GO TO QUESTION 9) 

9. to be able to make more money (GO TO QUESTION 9) 

10. to learn more about things that interest me (GO TO QUESTION 9) 

11. to prepare for graduate or professional school (GO TO QUESTION 9) 

12. a mentor or role model encouraged me to go (GO TO QUESTION 9) 

13. other (please specify) 

14. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 9) 

8. What is your main reason for attending RCC? 

REAS OTH 1:51-80 

9. Please complete the following statement: 

My major concern this semester at RCC is whether: 

CONCERN 2:1 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. I can succeed academically (GO TO QUESTION 11) 

2. 1 will fit in at RCC (with students and/or faculty) (GO TO QUESTION 11) 

3. I can financially afford to attend (GO TO QUESTION 11) 

4. Outside obligations will interfere with school (GO TO QUESTION 11) 

5. Other 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 11) 
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10. What is your major concern this semester at RCC? 

CONC OTH 2:2-31 

11. What has been the worst part of attending RCC? 

WORSTRCC 2:32 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Couldn't get the classes needed (GO TO QUESTION 13) 

2. Hard to balance school demands with work/family (GO TO QUESTION 13) 

3. Financial worries (GO TO QUESTION 13) 

4. Disruptive students in my classes (GO TO QUESTION 13) 

5. Disliked one or more classes (GO TO QUESTION 13) 

6. Bad experience with one or more classes (GO TO QUESTION 13) 

7. Other 

8. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 13) 

12. What has been the worst part of attending 

RCC for you? 

WORSTOTH 2:33-62 

13. What has been the best part of attending RCC? 

BEST_RCC 2:63 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

j I 1. Liked my classes (GO TO QUESTION 15) 

I I 2. Meeting other students (GO TO QUESTION 15) 

I I 3. Meeting some RCC instructors and/or staff (GO TO QUESTION 15) 

j I 4. Extracurricular activities (GO TO QUESTION 15) 

I I 5. The amount that I have learned (GO TO QUESTION 15) 

1 I 6. Other 

1 ! 7. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 15) 
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14. What was the best part of attending RCC for you? 

BEST OTH 3:1-30 

15. Have you decided upon a 

ma jor/program of study at RCC? 

MAJOR 3:31 

{CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Yes 

I I 2. No (GO TO QUESTION 17) 

I  1 3 .  [ D o n ' t  K n o w  /  R e f u s e d  A n s w e r ]  ( G O  T O  Q U E S T I O N  1 7 )  

16. How certain are you that you 

have chosen the right major? 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

MAJ CER 3:32 

1. very uncertain 

2. uncertain 

3. not sure how certain 

4. certain 

5. very certain 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

17. How many units are you 

taJcing this semester? 

ENTER '99' IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER 

UNITS 3:33-34 

IF (#17 = 99) GO TO #20 

IF (#17 < 12) GO TO #18 

SKIP TO QUESTION 20 
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18. Which of the following reasons 

are attending part-time; 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

most closely describes why you 

PTREASON 3:35 

I 1. wanted to adjust to college (GO TO QUESTION 20) 

1 2. too many outside obligations to attend full-time (GO TO QUESTION 20) 

I 3. couldn't get the courses I wanted {GO TO QUESTION 20) 

I 4. can't afford to go full-time (GO TO QUESTION 20) 

1  5 . 1  p r e f e r  t o  g o  p a r t - t i m e  ( G O  T O  Q U E S T I O N  2 0 )  

I 6. other (specify) 

19. Why do you attend RCC part-time? 

PT OTHER 4:1-50 

20. Please indicate your level of agreement with the 

following statements: 

It is very important for me to graduate from RCC. 

RCC_GRAD 4:51 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

Strongly Agree 

Agree 

No Opinion 

Disagree 

Strongly Disagree 

[Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

1 .  

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

21. I am confident that I made the right choice in attending RCC 

RIGHTRCC 4:52 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I 1. Strongly Agree 

I 2. Agree 

I 3. No Opinion 

I 4. Disagree 

I 5. Strongly Disagree 

I 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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22. My education at RCC will help me secure future employment 

FUT_EMP 4:53 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

23. Please complete following statement: 

RCC was my: 

{CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

CHOICE 4:54 

1. first choice for college 

2. second choice for college 

3. third choice for college 

4. fourth choice for college 

5. lower than fourth choice 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

24. Again, please indicate your level 

of agreement with the following 

statement: 

I will lilcely transfer before 

attaining a degree at RCC. 

TRANSFER 4:55 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I 1. Strongly Agree 

I 2. Agree 

I 3. No Opinion 

I 4. Disagree 

I 5. Strongly Disagree 

I 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

25. It will be easy for me to transfer 

to another school. 

EZ^TRANS 4:56 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Strongly Agree 

I ! 2. Agree 

I ] 3. No Opinion 

1 I 4. Disagree 

I I 5. Strongly Disagree 

I I 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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26. It is very important for me 

to a get a college degree. 

DEG_IMP 4:57 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Strongly Agree 

I i 2. Agree 

I I 3. No Opinion 

I I 4. Disagree 

I ! 5. Strongly Disagree 

I I 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

27. It is very important to me to 

finish my program of study. 

FIH_IMP 4:58 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Strongly Agree 

I I 2. Agree 

1 I 3. No Opinion 

1 I 4. Disagree 

I I 5. Strongly Disagree 

1 I 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

28. Getting good grades is 

very important to me. 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

GRADEIMP 4:59 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

29. I am satisfied with the financial support 

(grants,loans) I have received at RCC. 

FIAN_AID 4:60 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Strongly Agree 

i 1 2. Agree 

I 1 3. No Opinion 

i I 4. Disagree 

I I 5. Strongly Disagree 

I I 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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30. I have NOT experienced 

financial difficulty while at RCC. 

(CHECK OHLY ONE ANSWER) 

FIN DIFF 4:61 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

31. Have you had any contact with 

faculty outside of the classroom? 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

FCONTACT 4:62 

I I 1. Yes 

I I 2. No (GO TO QUESTION 38) 

I I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 38) 

32. How many times have you met with 

RCC instructors to discuss class related issues? 

INSTCLAS 4:63-64 

33. How many times have you met with 

RCC instructors to discuss class performance? 

INSTPERF 4:65-66 

34. My out-of-class contacts with 

instructors at RCC have had a 

positive influence on my career goals. 

JOB_INF 4:67 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I ] 1. Strongly Agree 

I I 2. Agree 

I i 3. No Opinion 

I I 4. Disagree 

I I 5. Strongly Disagree 

I 1 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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35. My out-of-class contacts with 

instructors at RCC have had a positive 

influence on my intellectual growth. 

INTL_INF 4:68 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I 1. Strongly Agree 

I 2. Agree 

I 3. No Opinion 

I 4. Disagree 

1 5. Strongly Disagree 

1 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

36. My out-of-class contacts with instructors 

at RCC have had a positive influence on 

my personal growth, values or attitudes. 

PERS__INF 4:69 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

37. Please indicate your level of 

agreement with the following statements: 

Overall, I feel that my academic experiences 

(grade performance, faculty/counselor contact, 

positive learning climate) 

at RCC are very good. 

ACAD_RCC 4:70 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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38. It is easy for me to talk to 

faculty members about my courses. 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

FAC EASE 4:71 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

39 . How frequently do you have conversations 

on NON-CLASS matters with instructors at RCC? 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

PROFTALK 4:72 

1. Never 

2. Seldom 

3. Ocassionally 

4. Often 

5. Very Often 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

40. How well do you agree with the following statement? 

I find making social contacts with other 

students is very easy at RCC. 

SOC_EASE 4:73 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Strongly Agree 

I I 2. Agree 

I I 3. No Opinion 

I I 4. Disagree 

I I 5. Strongly Disagree 

I I 5. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

41. Most of the faculty members I have had contact 

with are generally interested in students. 

FAC_INT 4:74 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Strongly Agree 

I I 2. Agree 

I I 3. No Opinion 

I I 4. Disagree 

I I 5. Strongly Disagree 

I I 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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42. Most of the faculty members I have had contact 

with are genuinely outstanding or superior teachers. 

FAC_QUAL 4:75 

{CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I  1. Strongly Agree 

I I  2. Agree 

I I 3. No Opinion 

j I 4. Disagree 

I I 5. Strongly Disagree 

1 I 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

43. Overall, I feel that my career preparation 

experiences at RCC are very good. 

(development of job skill, 

selection of appropriate career) 

CAREER 4:76 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Strongly Agree 

1 1 2. Agree 

I I 3. No Opinion 

I I 4. Disagree 

I I 5. Strongly Disagree 

I I 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

44. My interest in intellectual ideas 

(or course-related matters) is 

increasing as a result of attending RCC. 

INTELLCT 4:77 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

I 

45. I feel comfortable asking 

questions in class at RCC. 

COMFORT 4:78 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Strongly Agree 

I I 2. Agree 

I I 3. No Opinion 

I i 4. Disagree 

I I 5. Strongly Disagree 

I I 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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46. I often feel out-of-place at RCC. 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

CLASSFIT 4:79 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

47. I feel that my knowledge and experiences 

are valued by most RCC instructors. 

VALOE__ME 4:80 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

5. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

I am often bored in class at RCC. 

BOREDRCC 5:1 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

49. I enjoy being a student at RCC. 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

ENJOYRCC 5:2 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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50. I intend to enroll next semester at RCC. 

{CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

NEXT SEM 5:3 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

51. Please complete the following sentence: 

This semester, my attendance has been... 

ATTENDNC 5:4 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I 1. perfect, I have not missed any classes 

I 2. almost perfect, I have missed one or two days of class 

I 3. pretty good, I have missed 3-5 days of class 

I 4. sporadic, I have missed more than 6 days 

I 5. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

52. Please indicate your level of agreement 

with the following statement: 

I Jcnow an RCC instructor or staff person who will 

be very disappointed if I don't succeed academically. 

STAFFSAD 5:5 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

53. I have made new friends at RCC that are 

helping me to adjust to college. 

ADJUST 5:6 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I 1. Strongly Agree 

I 2. Agree 

i 3. No Opinion 

I 4. Disagree 

I 5. Strongly Disagree 

I 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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54. On the average, how many hours 

per week do you study? 

STDDYHRS 5:7 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. less than 2 hours 

2.2-5 hours 

3 .  5 - 1 0  h o u r s  

4 .  1 0 - 1 5  h o u r s  

5. more than 15 hours 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

55. What do you think your grades will 

be at ROC this semester? 

GRADESEM 5:8 

{CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I 1. Mostly A's and B's 

I 2. Mostly B's and C's 

I 3. Mostly C's and D's 

I 4. Mostly D's and F's 

I 5. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

55. On the average, how many hours per v;eek 

do you visit the library for study 

or research purposes? 

LIBSTODY 5:9 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. less than 2 hours 

2.2-5 hours 

3 .  5 - 1 0  h o u r s  

4 .  1 0 - 1 5  h o u r s  

5. more than 15 hours 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

57. Considering all your obligations 

- work, school, family, how difficult 

is it for you to keep up with 

all the demands on your time? 

DEMANDS 5:10 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Not Difficult (GO TO QUESTION 60) 

2. Difficult 

3. Very Difficult 

4. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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58. Which is your most pressing outside obligation? 

DEM_WHAT 5:11 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Work (GO TO QUESTION 60) 

I I 2. Family (GO TO QUESTION 60) 

I I 3. Other 

59. What is your most pressing 

outside obligation? 

DEM OTH 5:12-36 

60. Are you progressing toward your 

educational goals at the pace you expected? 

GOAL_EXP 5:37 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Yes, faster than I expected 

I I 2. Yes, about as fast as I expected 

I I 3. No, slower than expected 

i I 4. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

61. On the average, how often do you 

have conversations about academic 

topics with fellow students? 

CONVERSE 5:38 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. less than twice a week 

2. 2-3 times per week 

3. 4-5 times per week 

4. 6-7 times per week 

5. more than 7 times per week 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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62. How well do you agree with the following statements? 

My relationships with other students have 

had a positive influence on my personal 

growth, values, or attitudes. 

PEER^INF 5:39 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

63. The student friendships I have developed 

at RCC have been personally satisfying. 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

RCC PALS 5:40 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

64. Overall, I feel that my social 

experiences at RCC are very good. 

(involvement in extracurricular activities 

such as sports, clubs, organizations, etc.) 

SOC_EXP 5:41 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Strongly Agree 

1 I 2. Agree 

I I 3. No Opinion 

I I 4. Disagree 

I I 5. Strongly Disagree 

1  I  6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

65. Overall, I am very active in extracurricular activities. 

EX_aCTIV 5:42 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I i 1. Strongly Agree 

I I 2. Agree 

I 1 3. No Opinion 

I I 4. Disagree 

I I 5. Strongly Disagree 

I I 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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66. My family encourages me to get a college degree. 

FAM_SUPP 5:43 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4 .  Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. I Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

67. My family ecourages me to continue attending RCC. 

FAM_ENCR 5:44 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

68. My closest friends encourage me to get a college degree. 

PAL_COLL 5:45 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

69. My closest friends encourage me to continue attending RCC. 

PAL__ENCR 5:46 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Strongly Agree 

1 I 2. Agree 

I i 3. No Opinion 

I I  4. Disagree 

I I 5. Strongly Disagree 

I I 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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70. My employer encourages me to get a college degree. 

JOB_DEGR 5:47 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. No Opinion 

4. Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

71. My employer encourages 

me to continue attending RCC. 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I 1 1. Strongly Agree 

I i 2. Agree 

I I 3. No Opinion 

I I 4. Disagree 

I I 5. Strongly Disagree 

I I 6. [Don't Know / Refused 

JOB ENCR 5:48 

] 

72. How many times did you talk to someone 

at RCC before you registered for classes? 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

PRE TALK 5:49 

1. None 

2 . 1 - 2  t i m e s  

3.3-5 times 

4. 6 -10 times 

5. more than 10 times 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

73. How many times did you visit the campus before deciding to attend? 

PREVISIT 5:50 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. None 

2. 1 - 2 times 

3.3-5 times 

4. 6 -10 times 

5. more than 10 times 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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74. Generally, how did you pick your classes this semester? 

PICK 5:51 

{CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. From the course descriptions in the catalogue 

2. From the course titles in the schedule of classes 

3. From a counselor's advice (GO TO QUESTION 77) 

4. From friends' suggestions (GO TO QUESTION 77) 

5. From faculty suggestions (GO TO QUESTION 77) 

6. From counseling department handouts (GO TO QUESTION 77) 

7. Other (GO TO QUESTION 76) 

(GO TO QUESTION 75) 

(GO TO QUESTION 75) 

75. How easy was it to use? 

PICK_E 5:52 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Very Easy 

2. Easy 

3. No Opinion 

4. Not Easy 

5. Hot Easy at All 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

SKIP TO QUESTION 77 

76. What method did you use for picking 

classes this semester? 

PICK ETC 6:1-50 

77. How USEFUL was this method of selecting classes? 

PICK R 6:51 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Not useful 

2. Of Minimal Use 

3. No Opinion 

4. Useful 

5. Very Useful 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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78. Did you attend an orientation session at RCC? 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

ORIENT 6:52 

J 1. Yes 

! 2. No (GO TO QDESTION 80) 

I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QDESTION 80) 

79. How helpful was it? 

ORIE_RAT 6:53 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I i 1. Not at all helpful 

1 I 2. Helpful 

I I 3. Very helpful 

I I 4. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

80. Have you designed your educational plan at RCC yet? 

EDPLAN 6:54 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Yes 

I I 2. No 

1 I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

81. How satisfied are you with the 

availability of courses at RCC? 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Very Unsatisfied 

2. Unsatisfied 

3. No Opinion 

4. Satisfied 

5. Very Satisfied 

6. [Don't Know / No Response] 

AVAILCOR 6:55 

82. How satisfied are you with the 

availability of lab and library 

services at RCC? 

AVaiLLAB 6:56 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Very Unsatisfied 

I I 2. Unsatisfied 

I I 3. No Opinion 

I I 4. Satisfied 

I 1 5. Very Satisfied 

I I 6. [Don't Know / No Response] 
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83. Were you ever REFERRED to 

any of the following services: 

PLEASE TOGGLE ON THE SPACEBAR 

TO CHECK ALL THAT APPLY 

REFER 6:57-63 

(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

I I 1. tutorial programs? 

I I 2. academic counseling? 

I I 3. career / transfer services? 

I I 4. disabled / learning disabilities services? 

I I 5. EOPS (Extended Opportunity Programs and Services)? 

I I 6. Veteran's Assistance? 

I I 7. Puente program? 

84. Did you ever OSE tutorial programs? 

TOTR^USE 6:64 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I 1 1. Yes 

I i 2. No (GO TO QDESTION 87) 

I I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 87) 

85. Approximately how many times? 

ENTER '99' IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER] 

I 

TUT MANY 6:65-66 

56. How would you rate the quality of service? 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

TUT RATE 6:67 

very poor 

poor 

average 

good 

excellent 

[Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

87. Did you ever use counseling services? 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

|_ I 1. Yes 

I I 2. No (GO TO QUESTION 94) 

1_ I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

COUN USE 6:68 

(GO TO QUESTION 94) 
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88. Approximately how many times? 

ENTER '99' IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER 

CON MANY 6:69-70 

Were most of your visits scheduled or were they walk-in appointments? 

COUN_APP 6:71 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Scheduled appointment 

I 1 2. Walk-In Appointment 

I I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

90. How many different counselors have you seen? 

ENTER '99' IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER 

COONMANY 6:72-73 

IF (#90 = 99) GO TO #93 

IF (#90 = 1) GO TO #93 

91. Why did you see more than one counselor? 

GT1_C00N 6:74 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I 1 1. Counselor was unavailable (GO TO QUESTION 93) 

I I 2. Dissatisfied with previous counselor (GO TO QUESTION 93) 

I I  3. Wanted a more compatible counselor (GO TO QUESTION 93) 

I I 4. Other 

I I 5. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 93) 

92. Why did you see more than one counselor? 

COUN OTH 7:1-30 

93. How would you rate the quality of service? 

CON_RATE 7:31 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Very Poor 

I i 2. Poor 

j I 3. Average 

! I 4. Good 

j I 5. Excellent 

! I 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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94. Did you ever use career or transfer services? 

CAR_SERV 7:32 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Yes 

] I 2. No (GO TO QOESTION 97) 

I I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 97) 

95. Approximately how many times? 

ENTER '99' IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER 

CAR MANY 7:33-34 

96. How would you rate the quality of service? 

CAR_RATE 7:35 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Very Poor 

2. Poor 

3. Average 

4. Good 

5. Excellent 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

97. Did you ever use disabled students 

programs or services? 

DSPS 7:36 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Yes 

1 I 2. No (GO TO QOESTION 100) 

I 1 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 100) 

98. Approximately how many times? 

ENTER '99' IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER 

DS_1VIANY 7:37-38 

99. How would you rate the quality of service? 

DSP_RATE 7:39 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Very Poor 

2. Poor 

3. Average 

4. Good 

5. Excellent 

6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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100. Did you ever use Extended Opportunity Programs and Services (EOPS)? 

EOPS_DSE 7:40 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Yes 

! 1 2. No {GO TO QUESTION 103) 

I 1  3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 103) 

101. Approximately how many times? 

ENTER '99' IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER 

EOF MANY 7:41-42 

102. How would you rate the quality of service? 

EOP_RATE 7:43 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Very Poor 

I I 2. Poor 

I I 3. Average 

I I 4. Good 

I ! 5. Excellent 

I ! 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

103. Did you ever use Veteran's 

assistance services? 

VETS_OSE 7:44 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Yes 

I i 2. No (GO TO QUESTION 106) 

I • 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 106) 

104. Approximately how many times? 

ENTER '99' IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER 

VET_MANY 7:45-46 

105. How would you rate the quality of service? 

VET_RATE 7:47 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Very Poor 

I I  2. Poor 

I 1  3. Average 

I I 4. Good 

I ! 5. Excellent 

I 1 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

106. Did you ever use Puente services? 

PUEN_USE 7:48 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Yes 

|_| 2. No (GO TO QUESTION 108) 

I 1 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 108) 



259 

107. How do you rate the 

quality of the program? 

PUENRATE 7:49 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Very Poor 

2. Poor 

__l 3. Average 

__l 4. Good 

__l 5. Excellent 

_l 6. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

108. Are you living with your parents? 

HOMERESP 7:50 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Yes (GO TO 

I I 2. No (GO TO 

I I 3. [Don't Know 

QUESTION 109) 

QUESTION 110) 

/ Refused Answer] (GO TO Q0ESTION 110) 

109. What is your best estimate of 

your PARENTS' total income last year? 

INCOME__P 7:51 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. less than $10,000 

I I 2. $10, 000 - $19,999 

I I 3. S20,000 - $34,999 

I I 4. $35,000 - $54, 999 

I I 5. $55,000 - $79, 999 

I I 6. $80,000 or more 

I I 7. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

SKIP TO QUESTION 111 

110. What is your best estimate of YOUR total income last year? 

INCOME_K 7:52 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. less than $10,000 

2. $10,000 - $19,999 

3. $20,000 - $34,999 

4. $35,000 - $54,999 

5. $55,000 - $79,999 

6. $80,000 or more 

7. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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111. what is the highest level of formal education attained by your FATHER? 

DO NOT READ THESE CHOICES 

POPPED 7:53 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. less than high school 

2. some high school 

3. high school graduate / or equivalent 

4. postsecondary school (other than college) 

5. some college 

6. college degree 

7. some graduate education or graduate degree 

8. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

112. What is the highest level of formal education attained by your MOTHER? 

DO NOT READ THESE CHOICES 

MOM_ED 7:54 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. less than high school 

2. some high school 

3. high school graduate / or equivalent 

4. postsecondary school 

5. other than college 

6. some college 

7. college degree 

8. some graduate school or graduate degree 

9. [DON'T KNOW /REFDSED ANSWER] 

STUDENT SUCCESS SURVEY Page 28 

113. What is the highest degree you intend to earn? 

DO NOT READ THESE CHOICES 

DEG_GOAL 7:55-56 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. none 

2. high school 

3. vocational certificate 

4. Associate (A.A. or equiv) 

5. Bachelor's (B.A. or equiv) 

6. Master's (MA,MS,etc.) 

7. Ph.D or Ed.D.or graduate degree 

8. M.D., D.D.S, D.O., or D.V.M. 

9. LL.B. or J.D. (law) 

10. other 

11. [DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER] 
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114. Are you receiving financial 

aid while attending RCC? 

FIN_aiD 7:57 

(CHECK ONLY OHE ANSWER) 

I  I  1 .  Yes 

I I 2. No (GO TO QOESTION 117) 

I 1 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 117) 

115. What percentage of your living expenses 

is paid with financial aid? 

ENTER '999' IF DON'T KNOW /REFUSED ANSWER 

LIV PERC 7:58-60 

116. What percentage of your education 

is paid with financial aid? 

ENTER '999' IF DON'T KNOW /REFUSED ANSWER 

ED PERC 7:61-63 

117. Are you employed on campus? 

OC_WORK 7:64 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I 1 1. Yes 

I I 2. No (GO TO QUESTION 119) 

I I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 119) 

118. Do you receive work 

study funds? 

WORKSTDY 7:65 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Yes 

I I 2. No 

1 I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

119 How many hours per week do 

you work at outside job(s)? 

OFF WHRS 7:66 

CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. None 

2 . 1 -  1 0  h o u r s  

3 .  1 1 - 2 0  h o u r s  

4 .  2 1 - 3 0  h o u r s  

5. 31 - 40 hours 

6. Over 40 hours 

7. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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120. How many years had you been 

away from school before 

attending RCC this Fall? 

ENTER '99' IF DON'T KNOW /REFUSED ANSWER 

COLL GAP 7:67-68 

121. Do you have any dependents 

(children, parents)? 

CHILDREN 7:69 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I 1 1. Yes 

I 1 2. No (GO TO QUESTION 123) 

I i 3. [Don't Know /Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 123) 

122. How many dependents do you have? 

ENTER '99' IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER 

KID MANY 7:70-71 

123. How many hours per week do you 

spend in family activities? 

ENTER '99' IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER 

HRS FAM 7:72-73 

124. Typically, how many minutes does 

it take you to commute to school one-way? 

ENTER '999' IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER 

COMMOTE 7:74-76 

125. End time interview. 

ENDTIME 8:1-5 

I I I I I I 

12 6. We will be calling you back in February 

to see how you are doing. What would be 

the best phone number to use to contact you? 

(IF IT IS THE SAME NUMBER AS THE ONE CURRENTLY 

CALLING, PLEASE ASK THEM TO REPEAT IT.) 

PHONEFEB 8:6-12 
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SKIP TO QUESTION 129 

127. Is there a better time to 

continue this interview? 

BACKOOT 8:13 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Yes {GO TO QUESTION 128) 

I I 2. No (GO TO QUESTION 129) 

128. When should I call you back? 

RESCHED2 8:14-43 

SKIP TO QUESTION 131 

129. Thank you for your help with this survey. 

Your time and responses will help us improve 

Riverside Community College in future semesters. 

Thank you and goodbye. 

H A N G  U P  T H E  P H O N E  N O W  

GOODBYE 

Press Enter to continue... 

130. Please enter your initials to be 

properly credited for this interview. 

CALLERID 8:44-45 



264 

APPENDIX C. SPRING 1995 QUESTIONNAIRE 

STUDENT SUCCESS SURVEY, SPRING 1995 

1. Please enter student's ID Number. 

I I I I I I I I I I 

IDNUM 1:1-9 

2. Please enter the telephone number now. 

I  I  I  l - l  I  1  I  I  

PHONE 1:10-16 

3. Hello. I am calling from RCCs Research and 
Planning Office to speak with . 
Is he/she available to speak with me? 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Yes (GO TO QUESTION 11) 
I  I  2 .  N o  
I I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

4. Is there a weeknight or a time on Saturday 
that I might be able to reach that person? 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

|_| 1. Yes (GO TO QUESTION 5) 
I I 2. No (GO TO QUESTION 6) 
I I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

AVAIL 1:17 

AV WHEN 1:18 

(GO TO QUESTION 6) 

5. When should I call back? 
TIMEWHEN 1:19-4 8 

SKIP TO QUESTION 10 

6. Could I leave a message for that 
person with you? 

MESSAGE 1:49 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Yes (GO TO QUESTION 7) 
I I 2. No (GO TO QUESTION 8) 
i I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 8) 
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7. Would you ask this person to call the RCC Research and 
Planning Office at 222-807 6 for a follow-up interview. 
The interview will only take about 5-10 minutes. 

MSG_TEXT 
Please press ENTER to continue... 

SKIP TO QUESTION 10 

Is there another number where 
I could reach this person? 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

1. Yes 
2. No (GO TO QUESTION 10) 
3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

NEW NUM 1:50 

(GO TO QUESTION 10) 

9. What is the number? 

I  I  I  

NEWPHONE 1:51-57 

10. Thank you for your time. 
H A N G  U P  T H E  P H O N E  

Press ENTER to continue... 

SKIP TO QUESTION 65 

N O W  
THANKOUT 

11. Hello . I'm calling from RCC's Research 
and Planning Office to follow-up on the interview we 
had with you last semester. This part of the interview 
takes only about five minutes. Your responses will be kept 
confidential and you can decline to answer any questions you wish. 

Would you like to take the survey now? 
SPIEL 1:58 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I i 1. Yes (GO TO QUESTION 13) 
I I 2. No (GO TO QUESTION 12) 
I I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 12) 

12. When would be a more convenient time for you? 
(If respondent refuses press "Enter" and record 
the disposition code appropriately.) 

RESCHED2 2:1-30 

SKIP TO QUESTION 10 
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13. Interview date. 
TODAY 2:31-36 

Year Month Day 

14. Interview start-time. 
STARTIME 2:37-41 

I  I I  I  I  I  

15. Are you attending RCC this semester? 
RCCSP95 2:42 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 
I I 1. Yes (GO TO QUESTION 24) 
|__| 2. No 

I I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 24) 

16. Which of the following reasons were important in deciding to leave 
RCC? 

(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY BY USING SPACE BAR) 
REASON 2:43-58 

(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 
I I 1. you were bored with courses 
I I 2. the courses were too difficult or too much work 
I I 3. you couldn't get the courses you wanted 
I ! 4. you weren't progressing fast enough toward your degree or goal 
I I 5. you weren't certain what you wanted to do 
I I 6. you didn't really want to go to RCC in the first place 
1 I 7. you had too hectic a schedule to keep (work/family/school) 
I I 8. you felt like you didn't belong at RCC 
I I 9. you missed your high school friends 
I I 10. you needed to work full-time to make more money 
I I 11. RCC's lack of available parking spaces 
I I 12. RCC staffs' and faculty's attitude toward students 
I I 13. RCC students' attitude toward other students 
I I 14. you weren't academically prepared for college 
I I 15. Other (Please Specify) 
I I 16. [Don't Know / Refused Answer--

17. Which of those reasons was the single MOST IMPORTANT reason for 
your leaving RCC? 

#16. 
Enter number on next screen. 

REASCONF 
Press Enter to continue... 

18. Enter code here. 
REAS_NUM 2:59-60 

IF (#18 = 15} GO TO #19 
SKIP TO QUESTION 20 
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19. What other reason was important to leaving RCC? 
LEAVOTH 3:1-45 

20. Are you attending another college 
or university this semester? 

DIF_COLL 3:46 
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Yes (GO TO QUESTION 24) 
|__| 2. No 

1 I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

21. Do you plan to attend RCC 
sometime in the future? 

RCC_FUT 3:47 
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Yes (GO TO QUESTION 23) 
I  I  2 .  N o  
I I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

22. Do you plan to attend another college 
or university sometime in the future? 

OTH FUT 3:48 
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 
I  I  1 .  Y e s  

I I 2. No (GO TO QUESTION 25) 
I 1 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 25) 

23. When do you thinlc you will be attending? 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 
1 I 1. within the next 6 months 
I I 2. 6 months to 1 year 
I I 3. 1-2 years 
I I 4. 2 or more years from now 
I I 5. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

FUT WHEN 3:49 

SKIP TO QUESTION 25 

24. How many units are you talcing this semester? 
UNITS 3:50-51 

25. Are you currently employed? 
EMPLOYED 3:52 

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 
I I 1. Yes 
I I 2. No (GO TO QUESTION 27) 
I I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 27) 
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26. On the average, how many 
hours per week do you work? 

HRS WK 3:53-55 

27. The next series of questions will ask about your experience at RCC 
last Fall. Your answers to the following will help us understand where 
we need to improve services. Last Fall at RCC, how often did you think 
about quitting school? 

RCC__QUIT 3:56 
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I 1 1. frequently, more than once a week 
I I 2. occasionally, several times during the semester 
! I 3. not too much, a few times during the semester 
I I 4. never, didn't consider leaving (GO TO QUESTION 59) 
I I 5. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] (GO TO QUESTION 59) 

28. When you thought about quitting last Fall, we want to know which 
things made you WANT TO LEAVE the most. 
On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being NOT INFLUENTIAL and 5 being VERY 
INFLUENTIAL, how influential was BEING BORED WITH YOUR COURSES in your 
considering leaving RCC? 

(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

BOR COUR 3:57 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 

29. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was YOUR COURSES BEING TOO 
DIFFICULT OR TOO MUCH WORK in your considering leaving RCC? 

(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

TOO HARD 3:58 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 
30. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was NOT BEING ABLE TO GET 
INTO COURSES OR PROGRAMS YOU WANTED in your considering leaving RCC? 

{1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

NOCOURSE 3:59 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 
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31. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was NOT PROGRESSING FAST 
ENOUGH TOWARD YOUR DEGREE OR GOAL in your considering leaving RCC? 

(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

TOO SLOW 3:60 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 

32. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was NOT BEING CERTAIN WHAT 
YOU WANTED TO DO in your considering leaving RCC? 

(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

UNSURE 3:61 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 

33. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was NOT REALLY WANTING TO GO 
TO RCC IN THE FIRST PLACE in your considering leaving RCC? 

(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

RCC YUK 3:62 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 

34. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was HAVING TOO HECTIC A 
SCHEDULE TO KEEP (WORK/FAMILY/SCHOOL) 

in your considering leaving RCC? 
(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

HECTIC 3:63 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 
35. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was 

FEELING LIKE YOU DIDN'T BELONG AT RCC 
in your considering leaving RCC? 
(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

BAD FIT 3:64 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 
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36. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was 
MISSING YOUR HIGH SCHOOL FRIENDS 
in your considering leaving RCC? 
(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

MISS HS 3:65 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 

37. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was NEEDING TO WORK FULL-TIME 
TO MAKE MORE MONEY in your considering leaving RCC? 

(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

WORK FT 3:66 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 

38. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was THE LACK OF AVAILABLE 
PARKING SPACES in your considering leaving RCC? 

(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
{5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

PARKING 3:67 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 

39. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was RCC STAFF AND FACULTY 
ATTITUDES TOWARD STUDENTS 

in your considering leaving RCC? 
(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

STAF ATT 3:68 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 
40. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was STUDENT ATTITUDES TOWARD 
OTHER STUDENTS in your considering leaving RCC? 

(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
{5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

STUD ATT 3:69 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 
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41. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was NOT BEING ACADEMICALLY 
PREPARED FOR COLLEGE in your considering leaving RCC? 

{1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
{5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

BAD^PREP 3:70 

! _ l  

LOWEST VALUE = 1 

42. Was there any other factor that was influentialin your considering 
leaving RCC last Fall? {If there are no other factors, enter NONE.) 

LEAV OTH 4:1-50 

43. When you thought about quitting last Fall, what things made you 
WANT TO STAY in school the most? 

On a scale of 1 to 5, 
with 1 being NOT INFLUENTIAL and 5 being VERY INFLUENTIAL, 
how influential was 
ENJOYING BEING A STUDENT 
in your considering STAYING at RCC? 
{1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

LIKESTUD 4:51 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 

44. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was 
MISSING THE EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES (SPORTS, BAND, ASRCC) 
in your considering staying at RCC? 
{1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
{5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

XTRA CUR 4:52 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 
45. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was FEELING LIKE YOU WERE 
LEARNING A LOT AT RCC in your considering staying at RCC? 

(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
{5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

LEARNLOT 4:53 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 
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46. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was LIKING YOUR TEACHERS 
in your considering staying at RCC? 

{1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
{5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

LIKEPROF 4:54 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 

47. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was LIKING YOUR CLASSES 
in your considering staying at RCC? 

(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

LIKECLAS 4:55 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 

48. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was NOT WANTING TO DISAPPOINT 
YOUR FAMILY BY LEAVING in your considering staying at RCC? 

(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

DIS FAM 4:56 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 

49. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was 
NOT WANTING TO DISAPPOINT YOUR FRIENDS BY LEAVING 
in your considering staying at RCC? 
(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

DIS PALS 4:57 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 
50. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was 

NOT WANTING TO DISAPPOINT AN RCC FACULTY/STAFF 
MEMBER BY LEAVING 
in your considering staying at RCC? 
(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

DIS STAF 4:58 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 
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51. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was 
NOT BEING ABLE TO FIND A FULL-TIME JOB YOU WANTED 
in your considering staying at RCC? 
(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERy INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

NO JOBS 4:59 

LOWEST VALUE 

52. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was 
NOT KNOWING WHAT ELSE TO DO 
in your considering staying at RCC? 
(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

WHAT2D0 4:60 

l _ l  

LOWEST VALUE = 1 

53. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was 
THE POTENTIAL FINANCIAL HURT OF LEAVING 
(PARENTS/FINANCIAL AID CUTOFF) 
in your considering staying at RCC? 
(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

FIN HURT 4:61 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 

54. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was 
THE IMPORTANCE OF A DEGREE 
OR CERTIFICATE IN YOUR CAREER PLANS 
in your considering staying at RCC? 
(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

CAREER 4:62 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 
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55. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was 
LIKING THE CAMPUS FACILITIES AND ENVIRONMENT 
in your considering staying at RCC? 
{1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
{5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

ENVIR 4:63 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 

56. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was 
LIKING THE CONVENIENCE 
OF ATTENDING RCC 
in your considering staying at RCC? 
(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

CONVEN 4:64 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 

57. On a scale of 1 to 5, how influential was 
LIKING THE LOW COST OF ATTENDING RCC 
in your considering staying at RCC? 
(1=N0T INFLUENTIAL) 
(5=VERY INFLUENTIAL) 
(Enter 9 IF DON'T KNOW / REFUSED ANSWER) 

LOW COST 4:65 

LOWEST VALUE = 1 

58. Was there any other factor that was influential 
in your considering staying at RCC last Fall? 
(If there are no other factors, enter NONE.) 

STAY OTH 5:1-50 

59. Would you recommend attending 
RCC to your friends? 

RECOMND 5:51 
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

I I 1. Yes 
I I 2. No 
I I 3. [Don't Know / Refused Answer] 
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60. Overall, how satisfied were you with your 
academic performance at RCC last semester? 

ACAD^RCC 5:52 
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
No Opinion 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 
[Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

61. Overall, how satisfied were you with the 
quality of instruction you received 
at RCC last semester? 

QUAL_RCC 5:53 
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER) 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
No Opinion 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 
[Don't Know / Refused Answer] 

1. 
2 . 
3. 
4 . 
5. 
6. 

62. That concludes our interview. 
Are there any comments you'd 
liJce to malce about RCC that we didn't cover? 
(Type NONE if no comments.) 

COMMENT 6:1-50 

63. Thank you very much for your time. 
Your responses will be used to help 
improve the College's services to students. Good bye. 
H A N G  U P  T H E  P H O N E  N O W  
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