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The purpose of tlr-is study was to lnvestigate, with the use of a

questionnaire, sone of the sel-f-re¡nrted differences between ccnnunity

c-o]lege graduates and non-graduates with respect to dercgraphic var-

iables, ¡rersonal characteristics, and student perceptions.

Thre subjects of this study (N = 250) consisted of a randcrn selec-

tj-on of graduates (¡ = 125) and non-giraduates (N = 125) from the three

divisions (Business and Applied Arts, Industrial- Technology, and Health

Sciences) of Red River Cornn:r,,-ity College, Wilnipeg, Canada. T'hese

students graduated or slrouJ.d have gradr.rated i-n June, 1981.

T\¡Ð hundred and fifty questionna-i-res were sent durilg March, I9B2

and additional- ones were sent to those who did not respond by the end

of that npnth. Threre v¡as a total of 62.1 percent response rate (74.42

gradnates; and 47.62 non-graduates) . Ttre tabulaLlon of the results was

done by the c.onputer usilg the SPSS system at the University of l{anitoba.

Both descriptive and inferential (t - test) statistics rt/ere used i¡r

the analyses of tlre results. Ttre follq¿ing four denngraph-ic variables

sex, educational- Ievel of siJrling, studentrs pre-connn:n:Lty college hl-igh-

est educational level, and average grade during last year of high school-

shcx¿ed significant differences between graduates and non-graduates at the

0.05 l-evel. TV¡c variables (program appropriateness, and extra-surricular

acti-vities) shcn¡ed siq-rdfìicant ð|fferences w1th respect to personal- char-

acteristi-cs.
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There were thr-irty-five variabl-es vùrich sL¡¡^¡ed sigarificant differ-
ences between graduates and non-graduates with respect to student's

perceptions. Scxre of these variables included counsell-i¡rg services,
j¡rforn'al- student-teacher interaction, adn-in-istration, c.onfidence l-evel

and sel-f c-oncept, and classrocrn managenent. Infornraf sr-udent-teacher

interaction consisted of six separate variables, a.ùninistration si;<,

and classrocm fiänage¡rent twelve.

!,ihen variables were combined, and the t - test applied, there were

significant differences between graduates and non-graduates wittr respect

to denog-raphic variables ( sù< variables c.ombi¡red) and student percep-

tions (thlrty seven variables comlcined) . Ttrere was no sigmificant dif-
ference between graduates and non-graduates wj-th respect to personal

characteristics (six rrariabl-es ccmbj_ned) .

The major reasons given by respondents for withdrawing/not graduati¡g

appeared to be school--related problems (lack of j¡rterest in school, test
fail:re, boredom with courses, and dislike of c.ourses). Ttre nrajority of

those who had witMrav¡n i¡dicated a desire to return to school to conti¡me

their education.

The results of this study generally srpported the findings of severa't

previous studies. Reconnendations were derived based on the resu]-ts and

the existj¡rg c.onditions at tJee college. Inplications for th-is ccxurn:nity

college and other institutions with simifar characteristics have beendrax^m.

-TV-
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Everlz year thousands of students i¡r the United States and Canada

enter post-secondary j¡rstitutions with the hope of att¿,ining a degiree,

a certj-ficate or òiplcxna (rffert, L957¡ Medsker, 1960; Astin and panos,

L961; lta:r¡ie and Fair, 1969¡ Astin, 1975) " A few others enter these j¡r-

stitutions to satisfy scme personal or vocational- need that is rron-

degree, cerbificate or diplorna oriented (Medsker and Ti1ler1z, r97r).

Unfortunaêly, all- of those students who wish to atta-in a degree, cer-

tificate of dipJ-crna do not.

Studies of attri-tion (dealt with in greater detail later) indicate

that wh-ile four-year colleges a¡d universities in the United States

suffer Lr-igh attrj-tion rates, the jr:nior co11ege, arso referred to as

"ccnnn:n-ity college" by lt4onroe (1970) and Astin (1975), suffers the high-

est rate of attrition r¡¡hen conpared to four-year colleges and r:niversities

(Thorton, 7956; Tillery, 1972¡ Astj-n, L975; yess, L979). For exanqrle,

Astj-n (1975) states: "Of all tlzpes of institr-itions, t}re publ-ic trvo-year

or ccrlmudty colleges consistently shoi,v the highest dropout rates (nean

of 59 percent) " (p.11r) , vÍrile Yess (L979rp.58) states th,at canm:rrity

colleges suffer the highest dïopout rate anong a1l segnrents of h-igher

education.

BACKGROT]ND TO TT{E STUDY
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Those who do not graduate do so for ser¡eral reasons (discpssed

later) - Ttrere are sonê v¡iro withdraw voluntarily vÈri1e others are asked

to leave because of acade¡nic reasons. There are stilt a few others who

contj¡ue but do not graduate because of lcnv grades. Regardless of the

reasons for withdrawal and non-graduaLion, t-he non-graduate r:sgally

suffers a substantial loss in terms of potential earni¡rgs and jrrnediate

day-today living expenses (Astjrr, Lg75). They also suffer psychologi_

cally because nost are disappointed in thremselves and nn:st face the

disappointment of fanrily and frierrds (Cervantes, 1965). The jnstitution
and society also l-ose. First, substanLiaJ- sr¡¡s of money are devoted to
attracting students irr terms of advertise¡rents (radio, television, bro-
chures, "o¡)en Days"), then there are j¡westnents of tirre and energy i¡
teachi¡9, crcrnsel-ling, record naintenance, and. other forms of effort to
acccxnrodate student qrcnr¡th (coçe and Hanr¡ah, LgTs) .

rt is not surprising then that tJ.e graduate is vier,sed as ,,a creùit,
an alumus or alrrr,na, and a representative of the institution" rrÈrile the

non-graduate (dropout; stopout, non-ccxrpleter, non-persister, failout) is
seen as "erodì-ng j¡stituticalal capacity ard credibility" (Cope and Ha¡:rah,

L975, p'6). withey (Ig7i-, PP.130-131) , after corparing the graduate w-ith

the non-graduate, concluded tlr,at gradtrates have better job opportun-ities,

nore job security, better working conditions, and. higher job satisfac-
Lion. "l'tr)reover, " he stated, "they are mcre optimistic about their cr¡ar

out]ook and the national ecÐncrq/. They belong to ncre organizaLions,

assune leadership roles nore frequently, and are better inforned about

national issues-" "rn short, it appears that graduating frcrn a school of
higher education is a 'bridge' to better ¡:ersonal status, j¡rstitutional

-2-



progress and national well-beilg. Ttre effectiveness of Lr-igher educa-

tion can be irçroved if we learn nore about rviry a large proportion of

students w"itMraw.. . [¡Ðw do they differ from graduates].. .what happens

to them, and v¡hat can be done" (Cope and Hannah, L975, p.6) .

Tttere are several studies done on gradi:ates and non-graduates

wh-ich attenpt to explore the questions ¡nsed by Cope and Hannah. As

woul-d be expected, rnary studies dealing with the graduates and non-

gradr:ate ôiffer frorn each other i¡r terms of desigt-i, population and

ternrinolo$z (Bea-ird , 1964; Fj-fiel-d , L965; Goetz and r.each, 1967; pitcher

and Blausch-ild, L970¡ Astjx, L975; Bieschke, trfer and Robinson, 1978).

Alncst all- of the studies that deal with the non-graduate are done

either at the four-year callege ard universitlz leve1 (Shr¡nan, 1936;

Slocr-rn, 1956, Iffert, L957¡ Surnerski].l-, L962; Asti¡r and Panos, 1967;

Co¡re, L970¡ lt[i-ller, L970; kby, I97l¡ Gabbert, I97L¡ Astin, L975¡

Bieschke, Erfer and Robjnson, 1978) , or at the junior-seni-or high level-

(Bogqan 1955; Van [zke and Ho1t, 1958; i.n]illiams, 1963; Duncan, 1956;

Nelken and Gall-o , L97B). There are very few stud.ies done on ccrnm:nity

colJ-eges (Koos, 1970¡ lr4edsker a¡rd Tillery, L972; tbnroe, 1972) w-it¡

sti1l fewer done on gradr:ates a,rd non-graduates. Th_is scarcity nny be

partly due to the fact that "Junior colleges typically stress the fact

their facr:lties can occupy themselves withr teacL:-ing and counsellilg,

for there is no research reqrrirement inposed on facr:lty ne;ibers"

(Carnegie Ccnrnission on Higher Education, 1973, p.L52).

If literatr:re on conmr:nity c:olleges (junior colteges) in the

Udted States is scarce, it is even less j¡r Canada. Ctaude Beauregard,

Quebec lvli¡rister of Education, strns it appropriatety wtren he said: "Alas,

-3-



v¡e probably knovr nore about Anerican juni-or colleges than we kno,v about

conrrn:ni-ty colleges in Canada" (cited in Carybel-l-, L97I, p.xi) . Ttrere

has no¿ been a nr¡dest start in studies dealìlg with Canadian connn:nity

colleges (Canpbell, l97I) .

Duri¡g tLre last ten years, the Research Branch of the Depararcnt

of I¿bour and Manpower, Manitoba, has done a yearly, very extensive

research on al-l- three of the provìnce's ccnmunity colleges. Although

the nain enphasis of these researches appear to be related to labor:r

market outcones for graduates and non-graduates, there are excellent

sunraries of programs, courses, biographical and denngnaph-ic data. There

is al-so a table listilg reasons and percentages for student withdrawal.

other researches related to Red River ccnnrunity college are prystupa

(1969) , Ho,øard (1978) , Mcleod (1978) a¡rd Wieler (1979) .

The researches by the Research Branch are strictly descriptive in

natr:re and do i¡clude sone of the variabtes that this present study

focused on, such as demcaraph-ic variables and reasons for student with-

drawal. Hcnnæver, the above-nrentioned researches by the Research Branch

and the researches by Prystu¡:a, Mcleod, Hcn¡rard and Wieler do not fosus

on the differences between graduates and non-graduates with respect to

denoaraph-ic variables, personal variables a¡rd student perceptions at the

ccmnun-ity college leveI.

If instructors arid counsellors are to assist studerrts il achr-ieving

their desired goals, then a kncx,vledge of the characteristics of tlre
graduate and non-giraduate str:dent will be nost helpful in assistilg tlre
j¡rstructors and c.ounsell-ors to do thei-r jobs nore effectively. Secondly,

if there are ùistj¡rct differences between the graduate and non-graduate,

-4-



then a profile of the non-giradr.rate could be constructed. Several re-

searchers (Astin, L97I; Bl-anchfieLd, I97L; Sainty, L97I¡ Boshier, L972¡

LJ-oyd, L97B) have developed npdels wh-ich i}rey clalm can identiflz grradu-

ates and potential dropouts (non-graduates). If tb.is is so, then

institutions nay be able to reduce the attrition rate by applyfug an

appropriate nodel to identify the potentj-al dropouts and tlren provide

the necessarlz help.

-5-



The main purpose of this study was to explore with the use

of a questionnaire, some of the potential differences bet-

ween graduates and non-graduates in a community colleqe

setting with respect to the following:

1) demographic variables (age, sex, marital

cial- situatj-on, socioeconomic status of

background and place of residence) .

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

-6-

2) personal variables (goaI orientation, time management

in terms of study, assignmenL and class attendance, part-

time job, extra-cirricular activities) .

3) student perceptions (the colleqe environment, instructors

counsellors, administrators, confidence and self respect)

This study attempted to ans\^/er the following questions:

A. DE¡4OGRAPHIC VARTABLES

Was there a significant Cif ference betr^¡een graduates and

non-graduates at the community colleqe level with respect

1. âgê, sex and marital status?

2. sources of funds and financial situation?

3. parental educational and occupational lerrefs, educa *

tional leveI of an older brother/stster?

status, finan-
parents, academic

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

4. years out of school?

5. pre-cornmunity colleqe academic backqround?

6. a student's location of residence (farm, villagê,

city) during the majority of his pre-community



coilege scirooling?

B. PERSCDBL CIIARACIER]STICS

hlas there a sigrrificant difference between graduates and non-gradu-

ates at the c.cmrunity college l-evel withr respect to:

l. goal orientation, appropriateness of course and enrol-lnent

restrictions?

2. tj¡re rnanagenient (tjne spent on study, assignnent and class

attendance) ?

-7-
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5.

a part-tile job?

participation i:l extracurricular acLivities?

livlng arrangenent?

C. STUDEhTT PERCFE{IION

Was there a sigrrificant difference in perception between graduates

and non-graduates at the conrm:nity c-ollege level with respect to:

l-. reasons for attending Red Ri-ver Conm:nity College?

2. parenta.I encrcuragerent?

3. appropriateness of size of college?

4. courrsellors and courrselling satisfaction?

5. jnstructor characteristlcs (]crcn¿ledge and presentation of

subject nntter, node1) ?

6. inforrnal- student-i¡rstructor i¡teraction?

7. college administration?

B. confidence level and self concept?

9. cl-assroom management?



D" REASONS FOR WTTTIDRA}G\L

1. lVhat were the nost frequent reasons given for w-ithdrawal by

non-giraduates?

2. I{hat were t}re futr:re educational plans of non-graduates?

-B-

1. R.R.C"C.

Ab'breviated nanre for Red Rlver Corru-rn:nity College.

2. GRADUATE

A graduate j-s one vùro entered R.R"C.C. either Jl Septenrber 1979

or l-ater and graduated w-ith a certificate or ðiplona in Jr.:ne, 1981.

3" }üfN{RADUATE

DEF'INTTTONS

A non-graduate is one wlro entered R.R.c.c. either i¡ septenber,

1979 or l-ater anl did not receive a cerLificate or diploma i¡

Jurte, 1981. A non-graduate rnay have witlrdrawn voluntarily, asked

to withdraw by the college aùn-inist¡ation or attended but faj-led

to neet tbre requi-renents for gradr:aLion"

4" TT4C YEAR PROGRA¡4

A two year program is the eqr.:-iwalent to a 20 rnonth progïam.

5. ONE YEAR PROGRAM

A one year program j-s the equivalent ot a l_0 nonth program.



6. CERÎTFICATE CûjRSES

Courses requiring one year or less corplete.

DIPICÈ4A CCXIRSES7.

Cor:rses requiring a nrinirrun of two years (20 nonths) to ccnptete.

B. JUNIOR COLLEGE

-9-

Ttr-is term is mainly used to descrjlce the two-year college in the

United Stat€s. l4onroe (1970) uses "ccnnwLity c-olIege" v/Lren refer-

ring to the junior college. Medsker and Tiller1z (1971) use the

term "c-onnn:rLlty-jr:nior college". The jr:nior college i¡ thre Urlited

States offers a curricul-rrn vft-ich is largely confined to the first
year or tvo year of stuðies leadilg to a bacalar¡reate degree wh-ich

must be corçleted at another j¡stituLion; either the four-year

college or the r:niversity. ì4any jr:nior colleges also offer tech-

nical and vocational courses.

Cf[,tr4UNITY CÐLLEæo

The term "ccnnrn:nity college" is nostly used j¡r reference to the

tvo-year orllege in Canada. It differs frcrn the Anerican Jr:nior

College j¡ that npst ccmnunity colleges do not prepare their

students for transfer to the university although there nay be

special transfer arrangerents nrade between a ccrnûunity college and

a wriversity or uni-versities. For exanple, rnany ccrnmrnity colleges

in Alberta and BriLish Col-ulbia have this t¡ansfer arrangenent

with their r:niversities. Th-is is not so prevalent i¡l Manitoba,

Ont¡rio and Quebec. (Canpbell, L970). Ccnnunity Colleges j¡l

MarLitoba generally offer cìourses i¡ appJ-ied arts, business, j¡dustq¡



and technology.

10. OPM'T DOOR POLICY

For general aùnission to RRCC, a str-¡dent nn:st L¡ave the necessarlz

acaderni-c pre-requisites such as a Grade XfI for courses requr-rj-ng

Grade XII, a Grade XI for courses requiring a Grade XI ard so

forttr, or have reached the age of 20 on or before septanrber 30 i¡¡

the year of registration. (R.R.C.C. calendar-lg8l)

11. DM4OGRAPHIC \ZARTABLES

-10-

Denograph-i-c variables are those wariables vùrich involve, accord.i¡g

to Good (1973), a study of the rrital statistj-cs of population.

These r¡ariables include npral, intellectual, physical, physiolog-

ical and econorn-ic factors.



Ttr-is study was ljmited by the problems v¡trich errerge v¡Lenever question-

nai-res are enployed to obtajn data, such as:

1. Ttre nr¡rrber of ccnpleted responses to the questi-onnaire.

2. The willJngness of the respordents t-o ans\iùeï all questions truth-
fuI1y.

L]¡4TTêfITONS OF STUDY

3.

4.

-11_-

The content and strueture of the guestionieaire.

The willinginess of the respondents to honestry d.ivulge personal

infor¡nation when asked.

Problems of locating ttre graduates and non-gnraduates and

the researcher's interpretation of tlre collected data.

DELÏIVIITÆITCNS OF THE STUDY

5.

6.

1. Ttr-is study was confi¡red to Red River Ccnmn:nity College in Wilnipeg,

Man:itoba, Canada.

Ttre sanple was confi¡red to a1l- tLrose students vñc araduated in
Jrme, 19Br and all those i¡¡ho should have gradtratd j-n Ju:e, 1981.

These students rl¡ould include:

a) tlrose vùlo registered in septenrber 1979 for a tlro year prjogram

(20 montLrs)

¿.

3.

b) th¡cse uùro regi-stered i¡ septernber 1980 for a one year program

(10 rnonths)

c) tÌ¡cse wlro registered il Septeinber 1980 or later for a progïam

requiring less than l0 nonths

4. Ttr-is study did not inch:de evenìng str:dents nor Adult Basic Educa-

tion strdents at Red River Ccrmrn:n_ity College,



Research in post-secondarlz non-graduating students is a continuing

concern in tl:e field of higher education. studies of non-graduating

(dro¡rcut, stcpout, failout) students at the sen-ior college ard r:niver-

sity level are aburd.ant while studi-es of such students at the t',rrc-year

corleges (jun-ior/corm:nity) appear very irrfreguently. There is a paucity

of j¡rfornration on the jun-ior college student. Scne of the few educators

who have written extensively about t]re jr:nior/cormnrniez c.ollege in the

urÉted states are l4edsker (1960 , r97L), osss (1968) , Koos (Lg7o) ,

1i11er1' (1971), O'BanLon and Ttrurstone (L972). O:e of our biggest con-

tributors i¡ Cal:rada is Canpbell (1970).

Thre review of the literatr:re witl be d:lvided i¡rto 3 parts. part f
will discrrss the factors t]:at c-ontril¡ute to college attendance and the

characteristics of the junior/cranrn:nity college student. part II w-ill

be devoted to attrition rates and the reasons given for w-ithdrar¡¡-al at

trrac-year colleges. Parb IrI wiÌl be dei¡oted to ccnparing ttre ðifferences

between ttre characteristÍcs of giradr:ates and non-graduates nalnly at tlre
four-year c-ollege and r:niversity level on selected denngraphic rrariables,

personal ch,aracteristics and student perceptions sj¡rce there is a scar-

city of this type of infornration on tle jr:nior (cunrnnity) college

student. !{t¡atever relevant studies exist i¡ the above-nentioned areas

will- be cited.

-l-2-
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There are several factors wh-ich will deter¡ni¡re the probability

that a given boy or gìr1 will attend a post-secordarlz j¡lstitution.

Ttrese, accord-ilg to llavighurst and Rodgers (L952), are: nental ability;

social *çectation; irxlividual notirration; firnncial abiliQz; and prop-

ilqirity to an educational j¡rstitution. l4edsker (1960) ðid a survey of

over ttrree thousand students 1n for:r-year colleges and found that ti¡io-

th-i::ds of these str-dents l-isted either (1) persuasion by parents, coun-

selor and friends, (2) location of college (proximity) , or (3) lcner

cost as tlreir pri:naq' reason for attenôing a four-year college. He also

stated tÌ¡at tlpse sar€ reasons have been reported in nr¡rerous unpublished

stud.ies 6. a7). He also for:rd tÌ¡at tlre ¡:ercentage of students \^rh!c

clpose the two-year college, partic-i:larly thre public junior college be-

cause of its prograrn or its prestige, is snall in ccxparison to throse

who choose it because of parental influence or oçedierìcy.

Itravighurst and Rodgers (Lg52, p.137) for¡rd frcnn another study tlnt

there are three groups of people vùro have the notiwation to continue to

¡nst-secondarlz jnstitutions" Ttrese are the high-status st¿tic, tle

cl-imber and the strainer. The Lr-igh-status static is a person of tæper

or upper middl-e-class, v¡tto attends c-ollege because it is norrnal for h-is

giroì-p. Tt¡e climber is a lcn'¡er-nriddle class youth v¡hp has a solid and

real-istic ambition to "get ahead" j¡r 1ife, ard the strainer is a lcnn¡er-

nrirìctle class youtLr whose goal-s in life are rnixed. He wants to 'tnake

good" altl'rough he is not sure vùrat tLr-is nÞans. Ilawighurst and Rodgers

(L952, p.L42) and },trrnroe (1970) fourd thrat i¡rd,ividua1 rotiwation is a

FACTCIRS LI¡vTRIBUTII.]G TO CIOIT,EGE ATTM\DÄ}CE
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stronger deterrnilg factor than social epectation or financial ability.

The belief is that i-f a youth has a strong desìre, he \^ri11 overccne

social- and fi¡rancial barriers to get into c-ollege and to persist.

If j¡rstructors ard counselors are to be helpfuJ- to the ccnnn:nity

college student, then a }<nowledge of tle str:dent's personal character-

istics will better egtdp them to do thejr job nore effectively.

PMSO}TAL CIARACTELTSTICS OF JU}IIOR COLLEæ STT]DEI\TIS

-14-

Several researchers have presented a nurnbr of tentative asstrrp-

tj-ons about the personal characteristics of the jun-ior college strrdent

(I4edsker, 1964¡ l4edsker and TTent, L965i Astin, Panos and Creager, 1967;

Cr:oss, 1968; Koos, L979; l4onroe, L972¡ O'Ba¡lion and. Thn:rston, L972¡

Astjrr, L975). Bugelski et al. (1940) after str:dying several jun-ior

colleges, ',¡¡rote: "l$e nn-rst conch-lde that i¡rtellectual dirrensions sharply

d,ifferentiate jun:ior c-ollege students, as a groip, frcrn seníor co1_lege

students" The junior college str¡dent is less a.ble - on our present tests;

he is less intellectually oriented - on our present rreasures, and he is

less nr¡tiwated to seek hr-igher education - i¡r our traditional collegres"

(p"319).

Cross (t968) , in descriJcilg jr:rrior c-ollege students, states: "fhrey

have l-cn¡ær educational and æcuptional aspirations than their peers vtlc

begin their education in for:r-year colleges. ".they are less attracted to

reflectj-ve tlrought...ttrey are not ccnnrLittd to jrrtellectual values, they

do not see]< an i¡rtellectua1 atnosphere, nor do they fird it" (p"34) .

l4onroe (L972) states tLrat ccnnn:nity - college students as a glror4> "are

a-lnpst as heterogenous as tt¡e ccnnunity in q¡h-ich the college is l-ocated



...they are from tlre hones of neither the very rich nor the veqz poor,,

(p.18a) .

Aæ, SÐ( AND I\,ARITAL STNIUS

Tte average cffirnun-iÇ college str.ldent is usually older tban t¡¡e
for:r-year c-oIlege str¡ient (o'Banion arxl ThursLon, 1972) at the tj¡re of
entrance into c'ollege. The ratio of na-les to fernales j-n the ccnnn-rnity

college is usre'lly h-igher than tLrat of four year colleges (Medsker, 1960).

Also, the ratio of nnrried str-dents to nonrïì¿rlTied students is higher ir
tlle oanrunity college than at the four-year colleges (l,led.sker and Tillery,
1971) .

Ttre tlzpical ccnnuni-ty-college student Hy Ïr,as a ned.ian age of a-
bout nineteen years (Monroe, rg72)-. Age ranges f::crn sixteen to over

th-irty for thre fuIl-tine day students. Koos (1970) reporbs that al¡pst
seven-eights of tlre students are belq,v tq¡enty-t!,ro. He found that 5 per-
cent of the students were between 18 - 19 years r¡ft-iIe 12 percent were

between 20 - 22 years. rn a nationaÌ study of junior c.ol1eges, Medsker

(1960) found that 31 percent of the strrdents were between lB - 19 years

of age r¡¡tl-ile 10 percent were between 20 - 22 years. O'Ban-ion and Thr:rs-

ton (1972) fourrd that only 15 percent of entering four-year college

shrdents are over 19 years old wh-ile over 30 percent of jwrior college
freshr¡en are older than 19 years.

rn general, rnale students outmrnber fe¡nale str-ldents in the ccgrlnrn-

ity colleges. l&dsker (l-960, p.45) reports urat i¡ rg52, a three to one

ratio, j¡t favor of the ¡rale student, characterized the public ccnrnuniflz

college. rn a 1968 rllinois str:dy (rllinois Board of Higher Education),

62 percent of the cunnunity<ollege str:dents were rnale. A Saul< VaIIey

-15-



Ccrnru:nity College (Illi¡rois survey for 1967-1968) reported that 58 per-

cent of tlre students vere male, a lcn¿er ratio than rnost c-olleges re¡nrt.

Ttris Lr-igher ratio of nen to r^rcren, without question, reflests social

val-ues; education is highly valued for nen and. not so h-ighly walued for

wcfiEn (l4onroe, L972). With res¡:ect to nnrital status, Medsker and

Tillery (1971) report that the ratio of nnrried students to non-ilErrried

strdents is Lr-igher at the c.cnnnmity cotlege than at the four-year col--

lege. Astirl (1967) ùid a survey of enterj¡rg fresÏ:unen j¡t senior c.o1leges

and fourd tlnt 2.4 ¡:ercent of tlre total sanple were rrErrried at the tjJre

of ocllege entqz"

FAIvIILY BAg{cROtlND

-16-

The family background. of a student is a verl' significant faetor i¡r

deterrnining what tlpe of college he will attend and v¡hat his chances

v¡ct¡l-d be of ccrçleting LLis prograrn of studies. Ccnm:nity college stu-

dents generally ccne frcrn families with less favourabl-e backgnounds than

students of foi:r-year colleges" Although they represent a cross-section

of the cunrn:niÇ's ¡rcpulation, ccrnm:n-ity c-ol1ege str¡dents are nrailly

drav¡n frcm the less affluent farnilies especially frcm the lcx¡¡errnidille

class and the lcnr¡er class (Clark, 1960; l4onroe, 1970). Havighr:rst and

Neugarten (L957) estj¡nated ttrat not npre than 5 percent of the students

of a large netropolitan cs'nrurl-it1z college cane f::CIn the rpper classes

arxl t¡tat these were students vltro were not acadenically able or noti-r¡ated

to attend a four-year college or university. I4ellinger (1962, p.169) ,

j¡r h-is stt-dy of ccnnn:nit1z-college students J¡ Chicago, re¡nrted that

str-dents frcm the lcnser and lcn¡¡er+nidùLe classes accrcunted for 96 ¡:ercent

of tire freshnen ¡:opulation. ì"þdsker and Trent (1965, p.73), found in their



study of ten tlrousa¡d hr-igh school graduates tLrat only 20 percent of ttrose

who vent to the c-onnunity colleges had professional and nenagerial fathers

as colrçË-red with 35 percent of the students v¡ho went to the public unir¡er-

sities.

A stud-v of the fanrily incones of flli¡rois csnu'n:nity-co11ege (Bor:rla¡rd,

L969, p"l7), j¡r wh-ich a student's fanrily earnl¡g less than fir¡e thousand

was considered living at tJ-e poverby level, found tlnt 75 percent had jrr-

ccrIES between five a¡d ten thousand dollars per year, 12 percent had less

than three thousand dollars, and 12 percent had orzer fifteen tÌ¡cusand dot-

lars.

ABTT,TTY LH/fl,S A}iD .EÐUCATIO}êL ASPIRATIONS

-17-

It seems that ability levels (Ast"ir, 1975) and educational aspira-

ti-c,ns (I,fonroe, 1972) are positively related to college success and gradu-

atj-cnr. Connn:nity college students, al-tlrough they core frcrn al.l l-eve1s of

acadenric ability, as a grolp are re¡nrted upon cÐnsistently irì the stu1ies

on studerrts characteristics as j¡rferior to four-year students i¡r ttrose

abil-ities which are ÍÞasured by standardized aptitude tests (l"bdsker, 1960;

l4onroe, 1970¡ Astin, L975). The a\¡erage ccxrmt-lnity-college stuient ranl<s at

about tlre thirteenth percentile on scales designed for four-year students

(Anerican Oollege Testing P:rogram, L969, p.117).

l4edsker (1960, p.31) reports a California study for 1952-1953 wh-ich

shpwed tt¡at ccnnru:nity-college students scored firom ten to fc'r:rteen points

Iower th¡an for:r-year students on IQ tests. The ranks of sturfents j¡r the

tt-igh school classes also refl-ect the fact tl¡at ccxnrn:nity c.olj-eges attract

tlte wealcer students. In Ïllinois ccnnn:nity colleges in 1968, 39 percent

of the fresluen cane f:rcm tlre top hal-f of their gnraduating classes, 35 per-

cent from the lcxn¡est quarter. Ttrese scÐres i¡rdicate that over 60 percent



of the students are f::om the lower half of the hr-igh school seniors

(Bor:rland, L969, p.3). Cooley and Bec]<er (1966, p"464), concluled that

in general, ccnnn:eity-c-o11ege students r¡êre rrore 1jJ<e tlre non-college

youth thran foi:r-year students, rnfr-ile llardj-n (1936, p.1B) for:nd that tlrey

\^ære IIDre fike h-igh school senlors tlnn juniors and sèniors i¡ for:r-year

colleges. fte fact tl.at the con'nn-nity colleges tend to attract nuny stu-

dents w-ith l-cr*er acadernic ability n'tay be due in part to the nature a¡d

purpose of tlre connu-mity college itself . Richaïds and Braskanp (L969,

p.BO) state: "T\¡¡c year colleges attract pragnratic students seeking \¡oca-

tional- training; are less attractive to talented students wl¡c are furtel-

lecut-al.ly and acadenrically oriented. "

"C'enerally s¡:eaker, jr:nior college students have loi,ver educational

and. occq>ational aspiralions than tL¡ej-r peers who begin tJrejr education

il four-year crclleges" (clrcss, l-968, p.34). Betr¡een 70 and 75 percent of
jr:n-ior crcllege students i¡dicate on entry i¡rt¡ college that they intend

to transfer to a senior college and a bachelor's degree or nÞre. l4any re-

searchers (o:oss, L968,I,tedsker and Tirlery, L97L¡ Astjrr, L975) agree t}at
jr:n-ior college students set thejr educational aspirations unrealistic¡lfy
h-igh. As a result, "it is not surprisilg that only 35 percent of fei¡er of

these str:dents actual.ly transfer" (Anerican College Tbstìng P:iogram, 1966).

\¡AtuEs, sIf,F ccEüæ'T AND PERSChALTTT
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"As a girotp, jr:nior college students are not csrmitted to intellec-
t¿ul r¡alues; they do not seelc an i¡rtellectual atrosphere, nor do they find

it" (C::oss' 1968, P.34) . I4edsker (1964) wrote that a large nunber of jr-u-rior

c-ollege strdents do not possess well--defi¡red atLitr-¡ies to\¡üard the purpose of

education, and are j¡l college because of cu.l-tr:ral- expections or because tlrey

carrnot fild enplolarent. Clark and Tì:ow (1966) have for:nd for tlzpes of stu-

dents sub-cul-tr:res on coll-ege cafipuses: the "collegiate" sultr:re, the



"acadernic" culture and the "non{onforrnlst" culture. The culture nost

present in thle juni-or college is the vocational- 1p.23) . "In these r¡rban

colleges", writes Bossen (1968, p.27), "there is not enough tj¡re or

nÐney to support the college culture. These students cûfinnrte daily to
the college, and many finance their education through part-tine v¡3rk."

For these strdents, virote clark and Tlrow (1966... "college is largery

off-the-job training, an organization of courses and credits leadjng to

a diplcnna and a¡rd a better job tlnn they would othervrise corn'nand" (p.21) .

Data frcrn AsLin and h-is associates (1967), and fi:om Clrcss (1968) ,

show th,at jr:nior college str:dents are l-ess c-onfident than for:r-year col-

lege and r:niversity freshnen on acadenric, leadersHp, rnathenatical, arxf

writi¡g ability traits as well as on drive to achier¡e and j¡rtellectual

self-qrnfidence. Ttrey are less l-jJ<ely to venture j¡to new arxl r:ntried

fields; tlrey seek nore cerbaj¡r path ways to the occr4>atJ-onal success

and financial security wlr-ich they value so hr-ighly. They are, accrordilg

to cross (1968 , p.34) "less autononous and nore authoritarian. "

Ir4onroe (1970, p.199) states thnt jud-or college students are often

guite uncertain of their interests and doubt if tlrey have the notirzation

to sust¡.j¡r them through a fuJ.l college prognam. lvlany do not feel confi-

dent th,at their Lr-igh school r,¡crk prepared them adeguately for colrege.

They are nore critical of their hr-igh schrool cor:rses and teachers than

are those who go direct-ly to for:r-year colleges. collins (cited i¡r

O'Banion and Thurston, 1971-, p"19) states that the -jr:nior college str:dent

begins wittr doubts, sinics to depression, a¡d then stops trl¿ilg in areas

-19-



vfiere he oçeriences little, if any, success.

Plost junior college students conti¡rue to associate with thejJ
tr-igh school friends (Bossen, 1968; Astj¡r, Ig75). ìüot only does this
peer 9rolrp j¡fluence their attitudes tcx¡/ard the coIlege, they also tend

to reinforce thejr feelllg th,at c-oIlege is no different frcrn h-igh schcol.

It is not surprisìng then that Colli¡rs (1971) would r.vrite: ,,The

cunrn:nity college str:dent does not have nnrch sense of ccnn¡.:nityr on

canpus or off. There does not seem to be nn:ch of 'we' feering arrÐng

nicst junior college stucents, and there is, therefore, only joirrt royal-
ty to the college a¡d even a nÐre pallid i¡ylentificatj-on with tåe w-ider

comru:nity" (p-23) - Íhr-is apparent l-aci< of sense of ccnrm-:nity rnay be due

in part to the fact thrat many clf,urses nìay be tr¡¡c yeaïs or 1ess i¡ dr:r-
alion, students ccnn¡:te since very few ccnnu:nity colleges have residences,

and t¡-irdly, students sLill associate ver1l often with tlreir former schrool

rnates.

rt appears frcrn the cited stuôies that al-l- researchers agree tlrat
the ccnnu:nity college student is i¡rferior acadsnically, ccErES frcrn a less
favourable socio-ecronctrlic backgrourrd, has a Icn,ær self-conc.,ept and is
less confident than nrost for:r-year college str¡dents.

PEER GRCIJP ]NFTUENCES A}JD SH.üSE OF CCI4¡,fi]NITY
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lùovr that. ttre characteristics of the jr:n-ior (ccnml'r-ity) college stu-

dent have been discussed, it seefiìs ãpp::opriate to d-iscuss attrition rates

particul-arly attrition rates of the jun-ior colleges. Sj¡ce the literatr:re

on attrition rates aL. the jr:nior collegb is very sparce, there is scrre dis-
cussion of attrition rates at the foi:r-year college and r:niversity. A

section is al-so devoted to reasons for witlrdrawal frcnn the ji:nior colleges.

ATTRITION RêTTES

-2I-
PART II

Attrition rates varlz frcrn instltulion to j¡rstitution (l4onroe, L970¡

Til1er1z, I97L¡ Astjri, 1975) and frcro countÐ¡ to c-or:ntr1z (lffert, 1958;

tlarvie and Fair, L969¡ Mi-ller, L970¡ Æby, I97I¡ Boshier, 1972). Astin

(1975' p.110) i¡ a str:dy of 358 institutions-76 universiLies, 2l-9 four-

year colleges and 63 two-year colleges fowrd that the actr:al drcrpout

rates range frcrn a lcn¡ of 3 percent to a tr-igh of 81 percent. The in-
stitution \,'¡:Lth the lcx,,¡est dro¡nut rate (3 percent) is a h-ighly selective,

private-nonsectarian liJ¡era1 arts college for v¡cnen located i¡r North-

eastern U.S.A. The i¡rstitutions with the hr-ighest dropout rates are both

tia¡c year colleges; one a priwate c-ollege located j-n the south, ard tlre

other a large public college located j¡ the üIest.

ATIRITION RAIES FOR FIIJR:-YEAR COLLffiES AND UNTVffiSIIIB

ïong and Perrlz (1953) studied 25 diversified colleges and reporhed

that from 27 to 63 percent of thejr enterilg freshnen did not grradrlate

f:om any c.ollege for:r years later. rffert (1958) reported a united

States natj-onal average dro¡nut rate of 60 ¡rcrcent for all c.olIeges and

un-iversities. of th-is nunJcer, tLrey concluded that about 20 percent

tæuld receive a degree at a later date. Sr¡rnersl<il1 (L962), in a survey

crcverilg the rates of attrition frcrn 1913 to 1965, for¡rd tìat t].e rates



\raried frcl'n 12 Lo 82 percent, with a nedian loss of 50 percent. @tz
and Leach (L967) Jn a study of attrition at the University of New

l,trexico, fotmd that two out of everl¡ three (67 percent) enteri¡g fresh-

nen did not graduate in for:r years. These fign:res, they say, "c-cnq)are

with national estj¡nates" (p.BB3). A study of attrition at the Univer-

siþz of North Caroli¡ra (Office of Institutional Research, L977) reported

a 22 p-i.lcent attrition rate for the 1975 fresfnen"

Bau'iqart and Johnson (L977) re¡rcrt an attrition rate of 40 percent

for r:ndergraduate students at Macquarie Un-iversity irt Austral-ia. Ttrey

ma:irrtairr that th-is rate lras renai¡ed fai-rIy constant for each i¡rt¡l<e of

rrew str¡Cents. Asby (1971) noted ttnt in Britaijn, on-ly 13.3 percent of

ttpse afrnitted to r:niversiþz dropped out bfore attaining tL¡ei-r first
degree. Miller (1970) re¡rcrbed that a study of 43 r.m,iversities i¡r the

UrLited Kingdcrn slrowed the percentage of students failing to get a de-

gree ranged frcun 1.5 to 40.5 percent w-ith an average of 13 percent after

four years. Anisef, Paasche and Turritj¡r (1980), in a six year follcns-

up study of h-igh school students in ùltario, found that 21 pe.rcent of

the students whro had er¡rolled i¡r r:niversities had w'itMrawn at scneti¡re

v¡L:-i1e thris fign-lre jncreased Lo 25.3 percent for students who had en-

rolled j¡r cqmunity colleges. For students vùro enrolled at scnetj¡re

in both r:niversities and c.cnrm:nity collegesn tlre withdrawal rate was

49"6 percent.

Recent figiures released by the University of Manitoba (Office of

Institutior¡al- Analysis, lüovenrber 1981) shcn¡¡ed that 41156 ful-l ti¡re first
year str.ldents were enrol-led as of Septenber 5, 1980. Íhris nurber was

reduced b 31358 as of April 1, 1981, tlereby givirig an attrition rate
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19 percent for full tjn€ fjrst year str-rdents. Altåcugh there was a de-

crease jn the enrollnent for full tjJre students, part ti¡re students

i¡creased frcm 1,250 (Septenber 5, 1980) Lo 2,195 (þri1 I, l_981).

One shrould use att¡ition figr:res w-ith a grreat anount of cautj-on

because attrition studies are not strict-ly ccnparable (Ila:rzie and Faì-r,

1969). Attrition studies are done for reasons and greatly djtf-

fering institutions and student populations are str¡iied. AJ-so, the

defj¡l-ltion of attritlon and the design nny differ frcm one study to the

ne:ct (Astj-rì, 1975) .

AIIRITION R¡ffES FÐR TIÁ¡C IEAR COI,LEæS

-23-

Because of tlre natr:re of thre conrn:nier college and the acadenic

bacJcgrourd of ttre students, it is not surprisìlg to find that conruniÇ

colleges suffer w-ith thre h-ighest dropout rate arnong all segnrents of

h-igher education (Yess, 1979). Astjrì (1975) al-so found that the public

tr,vo-year (ccnm.rnity) c.olleges consistently strow the hr-i-ghest dropout

rates (nean of approxirnately 59 percent) . "Rates are scnewhat hr-igher -
about 65 percent at trao-year colleges located i¡r ttre I¡bst and SoutL¡r,,est"

(p.tll). l4edsker and Tillery Q972, p.49), j¡r a study of attrition in

several- ccrrmn:nity colleges, concluded tlìat secondlzear errrollnent terds

to be less than hal-f of first-year eru¡olfirent, thus suggestirg nore than

a 50 ¡ærcent attrition rate. They for:nd from i*e 22,ooo new students

v¡t¡c entered several ccnnn:nity colleges i¡r 1961, npre tl¡an 54 prcent

witìdrei¡¡ with less than 60 urlits, anl about tr^Jo-thi-rds ccrçleted no îÐre

tl¡an one year.



Astin (1975, p.I13) studied 42 public tr.^o-year colleges j¡ the

Urited States and found the dro¡rcut rate for nen was 56 percent v¡l'rile

that for hËflEn was 59 percent. A simila¡ study of 46 public four-year

colleges slrcnved tl¡at the dro¡:out rate for nên \^¡as 31 percent v¡hile th¡at

for wcnen was 25 ¡:ercent" Priwate UniversiLies (N = 30) had the lo¡sest

dropout rate with 20 percent for nen ard 21 percent for wcnen. A study

by lacivfillan (L977) of the freshrren who enrolled at Essex Ccnnn:nity Col-

lege in the Fa1l Ssrester of 1976, but v¡iro did not registeï jrr the Winter

Se¡rester of 1977, shcn.aed a 33.6 percent attrition rate. Anderson (1976)

fourd an attrition rate of 2L percent for freshrnen enrolling at Alleghany

Ccrnm:nity College irl 1975.

A su:rrey of tlæ ¡{a¡itoba Ccrreru:nity Colleges, done by the Research

Branch of tlre DeparÚrent of labour and l{anpo,ær (August 1980) read in

part: "A nnil survey techni-que was erçloyed üc collect i¡Éorrnation on all
1978 graduates and non-graduates of l'{anitoba ccnnn:n:i-ty college. . A

total of 5,728 for¡rer ccrmrunity college graduates and non-graduates were

surveyed. For the graduate survey, a total of 3,095 surveys \,.eere

sent. . . For the non-graduate survey, 2,L83 surveys were sent. . this
nÞans that' on the average, the colleges sr:ffered on attrition rate of

4I.7 rycent for that period.

The researcher foi¡-rd frcrn six of the apprenticeship classes that he

taught at R.R.C.C. ' (Septembr 19BI - February L9B2) that the attrition
rate varied frcxn a low of 13 percent to a h-i-gh of 38 percent. Ttre aver-

age rate was 28 percent.l
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lvlany researchers have attenpted to explain tlrat the verlz nature and

philosophy of the c'cxnrn:nity college ccsnbirred w-ith the quality of thre

students and instructors have contriJ¡uted to the large dropout rates.
Roueche and Kirk (1973) believe that the "o¡)en door policy,, of the csr
nn:nity college, although, alrr:rilg a¡d even r:ni_gue, fiEry be diluting its
potential by prcrnisi¡¡g to be all tlri¡lgs to all people. Derral (1968) Ëys
sirrply ttìat in atteçtìlg to perform too nrany fi:nctions, the ccnrnudty

c-ollege has becrnre to "bugaboo in Anerican Education" (p.l7o). Llmes

(1961) was even rÐre severe in his conden¡ration of the c.crwrn:nity colJ-ege.

He states: "its functions are so diverse, its ptpils so scattered...it
escapes identification...it has been avoided as a place to teach by nost

scholars" (p"59-60).

Pro¡rcnents of ttre ccnrnu:nity college and its ccxrnì:i-tîent to p::ovidiag

educational opportr:r:-ity to all also state thejJ convistions i¡ strong

terms. Ttrese r,,¡riters (Fields , L962¡ Jenn_ings, I}TO) star:nchly proclalm

the ccnm:nity c"ollege to be "denÐcracyts c-ollege" ard the "¡:eopl_es col_-

lege". Jennj¡gs (1970, p.r7) charges that they deliberately enc-ourage

folk ]ceq¡¿ledge and that there is so¡rethìng for everlzbody in the tvo_year

co11ege. Fields described the ccnnrunitlz college as possessing the follcns_

ing five characteristics: denocracy, cørprehensiveness, ccmrn:nity<enter-

edness, life-long education, and adaptability (p.64_65) .

RegarÔLess of what the critics say, both sr-pporbers a¡rd non-suppor-

ters, the comrn:n-ity college is here to stay and \.rilr contj¡ue to oçand
as Ï¡as been evidenced by the oonti¡ruouEr grø¡rth oi¡er the 1ast tr,o decades.

For ocanple, l4onroe (1970) states that in irg6L, üæ Jr:nior College Direc-
tory (U.S") reporeed a total of 678 jr:n-ior (cøwm:nity) co11eges. By,Lg7O,
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tlte nunber of tr¡¡c year c.o11eges had gïcn/vtl to over 1,000 (p.13). Ir4edsker

and Ti11e4z (1971) stated that tkle staff of the Carneg'ie Ccnnt-ission on

Higher Education reccnnended that by 1980, th.ere \4pu1d be a need for an

additional 230 to 280 new ccnrni:nity colleges jn the Urlited States wh1ch

w-itl c-ost millions of dollars (p.13). In Canada, the grc&rtlr has not been

jrr the saIIE proportion but has i¡rcreased steadily frcrn 40 jrlnior colleges

i.n 1958-59 to 119 in 1970 (canpbetl lg7o, p.5-B). I^ftìat educators a¡d

educaticrral planrrers ought to do, are to seel< ways to nnke tJre canrnrnity

college nnre productive in terms of awailability and variety of cìou-rses,

counselling faciliLies, instructioa-r and a reducation in the nurrber of

non-graduates" It seems logical- then that a greater nunber of researcLr-

es should be directed tcn¡ard.s the ccmnunity college both in tlre United

States and in Canada.

REASOIr]S FOR WÏTHDRAJ¡¿AL
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lhe reasons for withdrawal frcxn both the four-year college and the

ccrmunity college appear to be inconsistent at best. i\4any str.¡lents tend

to give "socially acceptable ansr^,ers,' rather than the real reason or

reasons (c.oetz ard reach, L967; Astjx, 1972¡ L975¡ ilannah and cope, Ig75).

rn a study by Dercs (1968) , students whro were about to w-itMraw

frcm cvollege l¡,ere asked to ccnplete an exlt questic'nnaire, ard then to

visit a c'ounselor for a short intervis¡J. fn the inten¡iew session, the

counselor attepted to identify the "real" reasn for tåe str:dent's w-ith-

drawal-. Dsrurs fourd that 39 percent of the rnale r¿ithdrawal-s and 21 per-

cent of tLle fenale w-itMrawals said tLrey were w-itJrdrawing because of

financial reasons" The cor-:nsel-ors vÈro i¡rtervierrea tlrese students felt
that only 24 pe.rcent of the male and 13 percent of the fsnales should



have stated financial reasons as their prirnary reason. Ttr-is, plus otlrer

discrepancj-es, led Denos to concl-ude tt¡at the reasons given by the w-ith-

drawirig students are not, nany tirres, the true reasons as seen by coun-

selors. A similar study conducted previously by Arnri (1941) for:nd

sirnllar discrepancies. l4onroe (1970) believes that lack of nptivalion

nust be the nrcst predcrninant single factor. "The failure to work härd,

to persist, to carrlz on no rnatter what the acadenric obstacl-es, is a rnost

inporbant cause of d::opout in collegies" 1p.210) .

Three of the largest national- studies (U.S.A.) on reasons for drop-

pì:ng out of senior colleges a¡rd un-iversities were done by Iffert (1957) ,

Panos and Astin (1967), and Asüin (1975) . Ore verl¡ exbensive study on

reasons for d::opping out of two-year colleges was done by I'ledsker (1960) .

Ttre three studies (Ifferb, Panos and Astin, Astin) for:nd d,ifferences

i¡r thre reasons for dropping out between tle ssces. These str¡dies irdi-

cate that the rnajor reaÐn given for vuren's droppilg out was rnarriage,

whereas nen terdd to drop out npre frcrn d.issatisfaction with c-ollege

(Pa¡os and Astin, L967) and frccl l-ack of nctiwation or j¡terest (Iffert,

L957¡ Panos and Astin, 1967, Astin, L975). Fi¡rances were cited as an

egual-ly ilportant rnatter for both sexes. Men îþre consistently than r¿o-

nen attriJcuted their dropping out to low grades. Frequently cited by

both nen and wcxren irr the nore recent study rrras ùLssatisfaction with the

c-olIege environnent, lack of interest in studies, uncertajx career plans,

and uncertain major. Ttrese stuåies and otlrers (Li¡rs and Abell , 1966;

Suczek and AJ-ferb, 1966; Bayer, l-968; Mehra, 1973) illustrate that v¡cren

crcnsistenLly give different reasonç fo¡ withdrawal-, nen ten¿i¡g to cite in-

ternal and academic reasons v¡t¡-ile wcnen nore frequently nenLioned exter-

nal- ard nonacade¡nic ones.
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REASONS FOR WÏTHDRA}@L FRC[4 TT{E JIJNIOR (CG.4I,[.]NTTY) COLLEGE

Ttre literature on reasons for withdrawal frcrn tlre curnn:nity college

is verlz sparse. I.{edsker (1960, p.4B) did a natj-onal survey qihich j¡l-

cl-uded 20 tv,;o-year colleges between 1949 and 1957 and categorized the

reasons that students gave for withdrawal. His results are sh¡cx,çn i¡r the

table belcnn¡.

TABLE I
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Reasons .stated for w-ithdrawing from Junior College

Reported by appro>rirnately ten thousand students enrolled jrr 20 two-

year colleges betlreen 1949 and 1957

1. F\rll-tiÌrÊ erployrent

2. Personal and Health

3. l¡troved or transferred

4. Iüon attendance

5. Acadsnic or facuJ-ty action

6. To enter arned forces

7. ìSot i¡rterested in sckrools or dissatisfied

8. Fi¡lancial

9. l4a:riage

10" Educational goals cronpleted

Reasons stated for witMrawal Iüo. of str¡dents

TCIIAL

2,734

1,559

1,084

1,013

860

832

763

549

264

55

Percent

28

16

11

10

9

B

B

6

3

I

9,898 100



Several less sigarificant studies were done on particr:lar col]eg'es

such as SLine's (1976). He exanrined the reasons for withdrawal frcxn

I,474 students wLro had attended Ios Angeles City College dr:ring the

spring senester of 1973, L974 and 1975 but later withdrew durì¡g ttre

senester. Hi-s resul-ts are shor^¡:l in table 2 below.

TABI,E 2

Reasons for withdrawal by ra¡l< 1975
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Reasons

Goinq to r,çork ful-I tjne

Personal- problem

Confllctìng hours iøith job

Insufficient funds

Personal illness

Going to another school

Rank

A major study in l4anitoba was underta,ken by the Research Branch,

l4anitoba Deparirrent of r,abor.r and lr4anpoer (Februarlz, I9BO) . They found

that students gave the fol-lowing reasons for not graduating: I-ost in-

terest (18.1u), personal or financial (15.5u), course too difficul-t
(15.52) , other (12.92), fai-li.rre (11.9U) , bad or unfair j¡structors (6.12),

got a job (6?) , ill-ness (62), dropped a cc,urse (Z.BZ).

An analysis of these thrree studies sÊem to j¡dicate that although

npst of the reasons given are inconsistent in terms of rani<, they are

nevertheless present in almost trvo of thre three studies. For exanple,

wh-ile ful-l tine enptolarent (financial) and personal problens rank very

1

2

3

4

5

6

Reasons

Not enough tirre to study 7

Fanrily ill¡ress B

Transportation problem 9

Unhappy with schedul-e 10

Fanrily noving away 11

Poor grades 12
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very high on all- tlrree studies, fanrily noved or -uransferred as a reason,

ranl<ed h-igh on ltbdsker's study, lcn¿ on Stj¡re's study and was not nention-

ed in the lr4anitoba study.

The phencnenon of attrition seems rel-ated to several denographr_ic

wariables, personal characteristics and ¡:erceptions of the non-graduates.

It seems logi-ca-ì- therefore, to exarnine in sone depth these wariables in
the next section.



This section exami-nes the nost perti¡rent str-dies relatilg to dif-

ferences between grraduates arrd non-graduates on sel-ected denoqraphrc

wariables, ¡:ersonal cLr,aracteristics and student perceptions. Very little

inforrnation exlsts on the above-nentioned variables concerning the grad-

r:aterlnon-giraduate connunity college student (l4edsker, 1960p TÏent and

lvledsker, 1968; Koos, L970; It4onroe, 1972). Consequently, sone of the re-

lerza¡rt stuùies rna-inly at the four-year college level- have been cited j¡

order to obtain an r:nderstanding of the nature of the graduate and the

non-graduate.

DEV]OGRAPHIC \/ARTABLES
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PART ITT

Ttre present strdy will attenpt to add to the neagre literatr:re iJiat

exi-sts on the differences betr¡een the conmunity college gradr.:ate and non-

graduate wit.l. respect to the above-nentioned wariables. An analysis of

the rrarious denographic rrariables as cited jl the four-year college stu-

dies will- reveal that there a:re differences between the graduate arrd non-

graduate. Sorne of the denrog'raph:-ic variables wich have been considered in

the review of tlle h-terature are age, sex, rnarital- status, financial a-id,

educational level and socio-econoriric status of the paLents, hone environ-

fient, acadernlc backqror.:nd, size of hone tovm arrd l-ocation of residence.



It appears frorn several- studies that older str¡fents tend to with-
draw nore often tharr yor:nger students. Altlrough scxre studies state that
n'en tend to w-it¡dra\^/ irore often than vnmen, there appears to be conflic-
ting results. Ttrere is verlz little jnforrnation on the djmension of
marital status between grraduates and non-graduates at the c-crrununity

college level. TV¡c studj_es (Wise, 1958; Medsker, f960) indicate th,at

about 22-232 of connnrnity college students are married but no nention

is nnde as to the percentage of married students wTio graduate or do not
graduate. Astin (1975, p.65) though mentions t¡ìat being nrarried. at the

ti¡e of college entry increases wqnen's chances of dropping out by ll
percent, but it decreases nen's chances by about B percent.

h/ith respect to age, Asti-n (1975) states that older students,

parLicr-rlarly older wollen/ a-re mcre likely to dropoLtt tlnn sürdents of
traditional entrlz age (17-19) . "This fìrrding", he concludes, ,,is consis_

tent with research by Newrren (1965) who reported a positive association

betrveen age and droppìng out, and by TTent and l4edsker (L967) who reported

tl¡at l-ate entrants are nÐre likely to leave college before firrishing"
(p-44) " Anderson (1976) for:nd., from a study of attrition rates at Alleg-
hany ccrnrn:nity college, that the age group that contained the largest

nuni:er of students (16-19) had the lor¿est attrition rate wh_ile the age

group that contaj¡ed the snallest nunber of students (26-30) operienced

thc highest attrition rate.

whr-ile there may be few studies regarding the averag-e age of g.rad-

uates anl non-graduates, there are several studies reÌat-irrg to the sex of

A@, SÐ'( AI\D MARITAL STATUS
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graduates and non-graduates. lr{any studies for:nd that nal-es tend to have

a higher dropout rate (Be¡ris, 1962; panos, Lg64; Fla¡nah and cope, rg15)

while few studies h,ave fou-nd the attrition rate Ìr-igher for wcnen (Holnes,

L959; Astix, L964; Bieschke, kfer and Robi¡son, l9B0) . Ttrere are sLill
other studies such as Sunnerskill (1962) i¡¡iro found that there was no

difference in the mrnber of na.1es and females dropouts. Iffert (1951) ,

in a national study, fol:nd that nen and a higher attrition rate (61 per-

cent) than wcxren (59 percent) " He regarded this difference as not bei¡rg.

sig'rificarrt. I(rroetl- (1960) , in her studies of Californj-a State col1eges,

reported that nore nen ü/ere oçelled for acadernic reasons than v€re \^¡o-

men; but the higher voluntarlz withdrawal rate of r¡¡anen over the four years

tended to egualize the attrition rates.

rn strmrnrlz tlen, str:dies seem to i¡rdicate that at the for:r-year

college, ol-der students and nen tend to drop out nore often than younger

students and v¡cnen, and no stud.ies focused on rnarital status. lln-is c:ur-

rent study done j-n a connrun-ity college setting attenpted to o<plore

whether differences exist between graduates and non-graduates witl re-
spect to age, sex, and rnarital status.

SOURffi OF FTJNDS AND COLLEGE PMSISTBJG
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Sürdents vùro attend colleges and universities need noney to ccnplete

their education which is a verlz expensive pro¡rcsition. Many students re-
Iy on parental sup¡:ort, schrolarsh-ips, grants, and part-tilne jobs to sup-

plerent thejr ocllege fj¡rances. It woul-d appear frcm Asti¡r's study (Lg72)

thnt these sevs:al sources of fi-¡rancial support have different effects on

students' fr.rnctioning, perfornrance a¡d terndr¡al status.



Astjn (1975, pp.51-56) i¡dro did a veÐ/ extensive study on the jm_

pa.ct of fj¡ancial- aid on colrege scud.ents found the follcruving:

l. Students who received support from païents for coltege expenses gen-

erally erùra¡ced thejr ability to ccxrplete college. Thr-is facilitative
effect ocsurs alrong students j-n all income groups, except wcEre.n whrc ccxre

frcrn hr-igh-j¡rcone brackets. For them, receiving parental support appeaïs

to contrjJcute negatively to college persistence.

2- Students, whro are married when they enter college, persist better if
their spouses provide major support for their college c-osts. lf the

spouse is able to provide mj-nor help, the effect is reversed., and the

student is better off having no support. Anong students, who nr1rry after
enterìng college, assistance from the spouse facilities persistence, ¡ê-
gardless of the anpr.:nt.

3. Scholarships or gïants are associated w:lth snall increases i¡ student

persistence rates. The beneficial effects are confj¡red largely to wcnen

f:iom lcn¿ j¡come fanrilies. The arnor:nt of the grant support appears to be

a najor factor in student persistence, pa.rticularly anrong black students.

Astin (1975, p.56) found th,at students vfio received schol-arships i¡creas-
ed their probability of persistirg i¡ college by 3 percent.

4. Rel-iance on loa¡s is associated with decreased persistence aincng ren

in al-l i¡rcone groups. Annng \¡¡cnen, the effects are h-iqhfy rrariabl-e, de-

pendirrg on anpunt of l-oan sup¡nrt and the inc-cne level of the \^¡ctrrnn's

parents. Reliance on l-oans is associated with jncreased persistence

amcng bl-ack students attendìlg v¡hrite colleges.

5. Participation in work-study (canpus) prograns æsns to enhance stu-

dent persistence, pa.rticularly anong \¿Jorren and blacks. üIcrk-study has
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its nost consistent positive i:rpact arÐng students frcrn middle j¡cone

famil-ies. Participation jl work-study programs dr:ring the freshrren year

reduces a student's chances of droppilg out by B percent for nen and ll
percent for v¡cnen.

6. Reliance on savirrgs or other asse+us appears to decrease the studerits'

chances of fjrrishirrg college. Ttris effect was observed annng men and

\Àicnen, and anæng blacks attendirrg wi^lite colleges.

1- In general, ÐY form of aid appears to be npst effective if it is not

ccmbj¡red with other forms" Ttris is particrfarly tme in the case of v¡crk-

study prograrìs, which tend to lose their beneficial ì:r'çact when ccn,bj¡ed

with grants or loa¡s " Ttris loss of inçact is espcially marked anong

low-inccxre students. Sjmil-arily, gnants are nrcst effective if the stu-

dent has no loan. The only ccnnbj¡¡ation wh-ich is associated w-ith persis-

tence is work-stldy and major support.

According to the najor study done on four-year college students,

different sources of fr:nds seem to have varlzing effects on student status
j¡ terms of graduating or non-graduating. support frcnn parents, s¡rcuse,

schol-arships, grants, and work-study tend to i¡rcrease students ckrances

of graduatjng. Heavy reliance on l-oa¡s and savíngs appears to reduce

students chances of giraduating. This study attenpted to investígate

whether there is a difference between tLre giraduate and non-graduate \^/-ith

respect to sor:rce of fr:nds.

V'lhether a student becqres a graduate or non graduate is influenced

to a cerh¡in extent by the educational arrd occupational inc.cne levels of

parents and the general atn'osphere of tl:e L¡cne envjronnent. Studies will
generally show thr,at students who cone frcm hcnes in wh-ich parents are
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educated belong high school l-evel and whose j¡rccne l-evels are fairly
h-Lgh in ccrparison to the average worker, wi1l have a better ch,ance of
graduating from college th,an the students frcrn hcnes jn whlch the parents
are less educated and bel0ng to 10,ver i¡ccne bracket.

Most studies (Van Dlzke and Ho1t, l95B; William, L963; Duncan, l_965;

c'oetz and reach, 1967; Trent and Medsker, 1967; Astin and pa¡os, 1969¡

Cohen, Branter and Connor, 1969; Chase, I}TO; Astin Lg72) have found tlnt
parents of dropouts tend to have l-ess education than parents of persis-
ters. An exceptj_on was @gan (1955) whro concluded thrat the education
of parents does not sigrrificantly differentiate dropouts frcrn graduates.

Goetz and reach (1967) founl tt¡at the education of the father did
not significantly differentiate conti¡ruers frcrn ¡¿ithdrawees r¡Èrile that
of the nrother did. Van [zke and Hoyt (1958) analyzed the relations]r_i_ps

between droppi'g out a¡d education of nother, father, and both parents,
and j¡ all cases found that the l-q,ver the educational attai¡mrent of par-
ent(s), the greater the tendenry for a student to drop out.

williams (1963) re¡rcrted a survey in Maryland vfuich fopnd tl,,,L 79

percent of the nothers and B0 percent of tJre fathers of dropouts had thejn-
se]ves not graduated frcrn h-igh school; 63 percent of the rnothers of drop_
outs had less than 10 years of education; 31 percent of the fathers and

24 percent of the nothers of dropouts had a sìxth-grrade education or l-ess.
The Okl-alrcrna state Regents for }ligher Education (1964) found th,at fresh-
nen v¡tpse parents r''ere both college graduates persisted through the fresh-
nÞn year at a l-3 ¡:ercent h-i-gher rate th¡at åid those frcrn fandl-ies in wh_ich

neither parent had a baccalar:reate degree. At the univserity of Michigan,
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GurjI, Nevcombe, ard co¡:e (1968) also found tJre educatiOnal level of the

parents to be related to persiste¡ce in college: tlte lcn'ver tlre education-

al l-evel-, tlte gireater the chance of droppì¡g out. \'üarri¡rer, Foster, and

Trites (f966), studyi¡g the entering freslnran cfass in 1962 at the Uni-

versity of Oklahonra, also for:nd that student att-rition w-as related to

whether thejr fathers and nnthers had ccrçleted hr-igh sctiool or college.

ltul-ti-i¡rstitutional studies by Astin (1970) , and Jaffee a¡d Adams

(1970) , usìrg several j¡dices of social- cl-ass, confjrned that children

of fanrilies of h-i-gher social--class stand-j¡rg are nore ljkely to persist

to graduation. fne father's educational l-evel was the best neasr:re

for d.istj¡gursh-inE betr¡een persisters and dropouts'

-37 -

It sesns logical to conclude that there is overwhefnring evidence

tlr,at parents of dropouts usually hnve less education than tle parents of

graduates. with the exception of the study by Trent a¡d Medsker (1967)

who stud.ied ÚÉ eoucational }evel of parents of students in the two-year

collegie, all- other cited studies either relate to tJre serrior-h-igh or the

for:r-year college. Ttrere appears to be a great need for npre research

at ttre two-year (ccxänunity) college level with respect to this variable'

This present study attenpted to j¡vestigate whrether there is a

sigrificant difference between thre giraduate and non-graduate at the c-crn-

n1:nity college l-evel with respect to educational level of parents'

OCCT]PATION OF PARE\TIS

Thre occupation of païents of non-graduates

persisters) has frq'uently been studied sÌng1y as

(dropouts, stoPouts, non-

a factor associated w-ith



dropping out. Several such studies (young, 1954; Van Dyke and Ho)¡t ,

t95B; Williams, 1963; Beinstock 1964; Astln, Lg75) have consistently
shovar thr,at the principal wage earner in the non-graduate's fanuly ranked

l-q,ver on the occr-rpation scale thaj:! that of the graduate's fam-ily. Van

Dyke and Holt (1958) concluded that the ch¡ances were 9 to I tha-u the

ch-ilo of an r:nskill-ed laborer v¡culd drop out as cqq)ared w-ith ttre chr-ild

of a professional rnan. Dr:ncan (1965) reporbed that by age 16 the en-

rolled son of a white-collar v¡crker had c-,onpleted arr average of a half
grade schooling nore than the enroll-ed son of a non-farm ]aborer or farm

worker.

rn contrast, Das (1963) reported thnt potential dropouts of either
sex c.ould not be differentiated frcrn potenti-al persisters i¡ terms of
father's occu¡ration. @garr (1955) also found enploynent of parents not
siqnificant" walsh (1966) reported that 18 ¡rercent of parents of drop-

outs were unerpl0yed, ccnpared with 3 percent of parents of graduates.

Studies on the nurber of fandlies of dropouts on wel-fare report fig.¿res

frcm 3"7 percent of 33.3 percent (Howard, L}TZ).

rt appears that there is sufficient evidence at the junior-senior

high school and four-year college levels to sup¡rcrt that occupation of
parents do differentiate between graduates and non-grradtiates. Ho,^rever,

there are very few studies th,at deal with the cqnnunity college j¡r tl1is
res¡:ect. lledsker and Trent (1967) and },tellinger (1962) have supported

the view th,at parents of the ccnmr:nity college students ccnp frcrn the lov¡
j¡rccxre fanilies- Nevertheless, no nÊntion is nade of the differences in
types of jobs that are held by parents of graduates and non-graduates.

Th-is present study investigated whetirer there are differences betrveen
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graduates and non-graduates withr respect to the type of jobs herd by

parents.

several studies (sr¡mersklLr, 1967; wil-l-iams, 1967; Bayer, 1968;

Astin and Panos, 1969; Blanchfield, 1971; Astin, I97B; Crealrer, f9B0)

j¡dicate that a student's high schoor average is the best sìngle pre-

dictor of a student's persistence in college and i:niversity. The neas-rres

used in ¡nost of those stuåies consisted of tle student's high school av-

erage, ranÌ< in high school gnaduating class, and academic ability as

neasured by college a&nission tests. Ttese studies suggest that students

with high averages frcxn Lr-igh schrool tend to stay longrer i¡ college and to

do better than students with averages on the lo¡øer end of the scal-e.

Astjx (1972) did a national str-idy wh-ich included the student's aca-

demi-c backgrround before entering thre for:r-year college. He consistently

for:rd that students with hr-igh school averages of A+, A, B* a¡d B persisted

longer, and al-so d.id better ttran students with lower averages in the for-r-

year colleges. He also fotmd tirat practically every student rr¡ho had a

C- average in h_igh school dropped out frcrn college.

Astin (1972, p.9B) states:
rt shoul-d be added that even am3ng students with A average

--aand. or A- averages, nearly one jri five drops out. Iligh
grades are therefore not tlre only corrdition for ralajrring
in college" lüct all studies have sLrcnmr tirat high school
grades, rad< in high school arrd college a&rdssion tests
are good indicators of a student's ¡rersistence i¡l college.
scne studies have shnvm that these fleasures show a negia-
tirze relationship with res¡:ect to dropping out of college
in such diverse settings as junior colleges (MacùIi-1lan,
L970¡ DeVecch-io, L972; Eagle, I9i2) pu_blic r¡-riversities
(Chase, 1970; Cope , 1970) and private colleges (Ha¡nah,
LglI), high ability students (Hi11, 1966), blacks (Barker
and Caple, L970; I'1ach, 1973) .

ACADEMIC BACTGRC{.]ND



Roueche (1967) concludes from a review of several studj-es on conrrn:1ity

c-ollege dropouts thrat acadenric-abilJ-ty scores appears to be of no value

irl predictlng dropouts. IJevertheless, the evidence in support of Lr-igh

school grades as a predictor of persistence or non-persistence far ex-

ceeds those ttrat do not seern to supporb the statenent.

Students conr-ing frcrn h-igh school to tbe ccnrnurrity college sl-¡culd

not expect better girades than their h-igh school ones. Astjx (1972, p.gg)

found from hris study of persisters, dropouts and stopouts that a-bout one

student j¡r tluee (33?) obtailed the sane grade in coltege as they did in
h-igh school, only one in five (2oz) obtai¡red h_igher grades and nearly

hal-f (4lZ) obtained j_ov¡er grades.

It seems from tìe studies cited ti,at graduates tend to have better
grades i¡ high school th,an non-gira.duates, and tÌ¡at stuCents entering

colleges will not drastical-ly alter their hr-igh sclrool averages. Ttús

study attenpted to invest-igate whether there are differences in the lr-igh

school grade average between graduates and non-qradr¡ates at the ccnnurrity

colleg'e l-evel-.

SIZE OF HCN{E T[[^JI'T
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.cpart from a sti¡dent's ¡nst acadenric background, it appears that
the size of his hone tvon and l:-Ls place of residence dr¡r:ng college at-
tendance have so¡re influence on whether the student wil-l beccne a grad-

nate or non-graduate. Several studies (SurnersklLl, I962i Gurj-n, lrtrew-

comb, and Cope, 1968; Astj-n, L975) found that withdrawal-s nore frequen-fy

occur aflÐng students ccxnilg from rural , sina11 town backgrror:nds, and frcm

tlre snaller high scL¡cols. Astj-n (1975) believes that the probable reason

for thr-is is the fact tÌ¡at str-rlents wllo were raised on farms or i¡r snall



tcrtr¡t-ts nay be less well prepared to deal with the i-nterpersonal stresses

and bureaucratic procedures of large, ccrrplo< institutions tìan students

whro have g:ccñ,a'ì up in J_arge cities.

Th-is present study investigated whether there are differences be-

tween graduates and non-gradr.:ates j¡r terms of the size of thej-r hcxre*

tov¡n a¡ld location.

PMSO}{AL GßRACTERTSTTCS

-4!-

An analysis of the personal characteristics i¡dicates that there

are differences betr,veen the gi-raduate arrd non-graduate at tlie four-year

college l-evel. ScnE of the personal variables that are considered in
tlre review of t}te l-j-teratr:re are goal orientation, tine orgarrizatj-on as

it perta.ins to class atterrdance a¡id out of cl_ass prepa.ration, pa.rb-ti:re

lracrk, participation il extra-curricul-ar activities and living arrange-

nients v¡h:i-le attending the ccrnrmnity college.

C'OAL ORfM]'IÀTION AND ATIRiT]ci\]

Several studies j¡rdicate that students with specific vocational

goals have a better chance of success tÌ¡an those r¡iiro do not (Iffert, 1958;

sandford, 1967¡ Elton and Rose, L97L¡ Monroe, 1972). Hannah and cope

(1975, p.19) stated that personal conrnitîent to either an acadsr¡-ic or

occ'upational goal is tLre silgle nost inportant deternd¡nrrt of persistence

in crcllege. Diggs (1979, p.99) feels that students wil-l stay jn school-

if they have a plan, kncn¿ v¡irere they are going, and feel they are pro-

gressing tovra:rd the realization of their objective.

Elton and Rose (I97L) have re¡rorted a nrajor difference i:1 tLre per-

sistence rate of a srnll sanple (}l : 137) of vocationalty decided and



undecided freslmen. They for:nd that only 17 pe:-'cent of the undecided

freshmen persisted to graduation - even tlrough the specific c.olrnriürent

nay lnve undergone one or rÐre chan-oc- Abel (1966) reported that the

persistence rate to graduation of failj-ng students (l-ess than C average)

was tw-ice as h-igh if they viere certain of their goals. lüct all studies

hrave shown that students with specific goafs have a better cl-nnce of

success. Orìe study by Goetz and Leach (L961) showed ûlat 51 percent of

the contj¡ruers responded negiati-vely conpared to 34 percent of the drop-

outs i¡àen asked to respond to the statenent, "O1 enrollnerrt r¡r the r:ni-

versity, I had a defj¡rite plan of courses in nd¡rd whl-ich were rel-ated to

career or vocatj-onal goars." "These resul-ts", he stated, "seem to in-

ðicate tì,at havjng a definite goal is not only not productive of contin-

uance, but tÌ-at not havi¡rg a goal nny be predicative of conti-nuing" (p.BB5) .

lJer¡ertheless, th:Ls seenìs to be an isol-ated case.

Evidence from all- the studies cited, except the one by Goetz and

Leach, seem to j¡rdicate that students at the four:year college wlro have

s¡:ecific Aoals h¡ave a better charrce of graduatirrg thr,an ttrose who do not.

Ttr-is present study attenpted to j¡vestigate v¡hrether there is a significant

òifference between graduates and non-gradrËtes wit.ll respect to havhg a

defjnite goa-l- raù-ile attending the conmi:nity college.
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I'requent absences seem to characterize school dropouts both at t11e

hr-igh school and post Lr-igh school l-eve1. snepp (1956) reporbed that B0

percent ofthe Cropouts j¡r hris study had chronic attendance problems.

tr{ilson foi:nd ÛÊL 74 percent of the dropouts and 15 ¡rercent of the gra-

duates rnissed 16 or rncre days of school per year. Walsh (1961) reported

that nore than one-tiúrd of the dropouts, and one-tenth of t-l.e gradr.rates,

were absent as rnany as 19 days dr:ring their last tr,ço senesters in sch¡col.

Stevens reported sigar-ificant differences in absence rec-ord.s of dropouts

and graduates. Sul-l-iwan (1964) found tLrat dropouts acc-ounted for 84 per-

cent of absences dr:ring their last year of attenance.

Van Dlzke and Holt (1959) found th,at dropouts were absent an average

of 15 out of 180 days, cory)ared w-ith an average of 6 out of lB0 for per-

sisters. Howard (L972), ir a study of dropouts and graduates in -J.e

Colorado School District, for¡rrd that 53 percent of the dro¡nuts nrissed

16 - 26 days ih the school year while only 9 ¡rercent of the graduates

mlssed tl¡at nmch" Nelken and Gal-l-o (1978) in a str.rdy of Cal-iforrria ltigh

School students fourrd that 96 ¡:ercent of the dropouts had irregular atten-

dance" They concluded th,at irregular attendance shoul-d be seen as a sign

that the student ís beccnLi¡g less j¡rterested in sctrool, i-s hr,awjng school

rel-ated problems, or is having fanrily problems. Diggs (1979) states that

excessive absenteeism pronÐtes disinterest because the student begins to

fal] behj¡d h-is contenpraries, and. the end result is voh:ntarlz withdrawal-

or: termination by the school.

ATTMDA}ü]E AT CT,ASSES
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It appears from tlre above-nentioned studies that sturlents at the

junior-senior hr-igh level who attend classes regularly jlcro,ase their
chances of graduatirrg n'ore often than students whro do not. Iüo studies

have been done at the comrn:nity college level vÈrich focusecl on attend-

ance at classes. th-is present study attenpced to jrrvestigate whrether

there is a significant difference betweerr graduates and non-graduates

w-ith respect to attendance at classes.

In'E SPH\IT ON ASSIGII]I\ErIIS AND STIJDY
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Severa-l studies (shi:r'ron, L973; and BeckerïErì, L97B; Ki¡g,

1919); have shov.t-r t¡iat the nore abl-e student, j:r terms of acadernic abil--

ity, spends nore tj¡re working on assignnents tL¡at t].e less able student.

The less able student spends nÞre tin¡= in off-task related activities.
Good arrd Brophy (1980, pp.236-237) h,ave stated th¡at because lows (l_ess

able students) appear to spend l-ess tj¡e r,¡crking a¡d less tine thl¡lcing

about classroom assigrnnrents, it woul-d seem ljkely that the ach-ievenent

differences between h-iglts (nore able students) and ]ows will widen with

tin'e. "T'o Ínke the situation nore difficul-t, it is ljkely th¡at as lows

fall- farther belùnd they will feel- worse about their classroom status

and nal<e even l_ess effort" " (p"237)

Altlnugh it appears tt¡at npre able studerrts spend nrcre tj¡e doing

assigrrnents t]-an the less able students, no rention is made whether

graduates spend mcre ti¡re doing assignnænts tha¡ non-grad.uates. Th_is

study attenpted to i¡r¡estigate wlether there is a significant difference

between the graduate a¡d non-graduate with respect to thre anount of tine

spent to doing assigurnents.



O'Banion and Ttrurston (L972, pp.15-16) for:nd that 63 percent of

junior college (Ccnununity College) str:dents vçork wh-ile attending college

wÏ:-ile only 18 percent of senior college and university students do.

Asti:r, Panos and Reager (L967), suggest that the reasons for students

dividing their tirre between vork and college are partly due to financial

need, ard partly the fact that threy discount the seriousness of the en-

terprise.

A few studies (I(noelr and Medsker, L965, o'Banion and Thurston,

1972) irrdicate that part-tjne work i¡rterferes negatively with a student's

academic ach-ievsrent arrd persistence j¡r jr:nior college. O'Banion ard

Thurston (1972, p.16) state tÌ¡at there is no evidence that i¡¡crking whr-ile

er¡rolIed il a junior college builds character, but there is evidence that

it resul-ts j¡l lov¡er acadenric ach-ievsrent a¡d a Lr-igher dropout rate.

Several studies (Schrejlcer, 1965; Kosherand'a¡d Bellamy, L969;

l4onroe, L972; Astjx, L972, I9j5) j¡dicate thrat a part-tinie job in which

a student spends less t].an twenty hours per week will actually have a

positive j¡rfl-uence on the studentts acadsn-ic performance and hr-is ¡:ersis-

tence in college. Astin (L975) for:nd that students who worked on the

university's or junior college's canq>us had an excellent chance of fj¡r-

ishilg college. schrejl¡er (1965, p.90) for¡:d ttrat grracuates who held

part-tfue jobs wi-r-ile attervli:rg school fared better in the job nnrket

after leaving school than tl¡ose vùro did not.

It appears that scne researchers bel-ieve that a part-Line job ìn-

terfers negatively with a student's progress r¡ft-ile others believe th,at

part-tùrc job (less than 20 hours per week) actually increases the

PARI_TI\G JOB A}Ð ST{JDMüT RHTBJTTON
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possjJrilíty that a student will graduate. This present study j¡rvesti-

gated whether there is a difference between graduates and non-graduates

roittr res¡rect tp a part-time job whrile attending the connrunity college.

Ð(IRACURRJCUIAR ACI'IVITIES

t{learly al-l studies (high school and post-secondary school) inves-

tigaLing this factor reported non-participation j-n extracr.:rricr:1ar school-

activities as being characteristic of the school dropout. Snepp (1956)

reported that 79 ¡:ercent of the dropouts "avoided" extracr.rrricul-ar activ-

iti-es. Dillion (L949) found tliat of 798 dropouts, 73 percent had never

participated in an extrasurricul-ar school activity, one-fourth had par-

ticipated j¡r one or tl^¡c, and only two percent jl two or fiÐre. Bovrran

and lt4atthews (1960) noted that alttrough pa-rLlcipa.tlon was less frequent

alTong dropouts, the pattern of participation for both groups was about

the sane" Walsh (1961) reported that 76 percent of I27 dropouts and l-5

¡rercent of 913 giraduates participated in no extracurricrfar activities;

55 percent of grraduates and 2 percent of dropouts participated in three

or mcre. Sul-l-ivan (L964) reported that 52 ¡rercent of the male dropout

and 43 ¡:ercent of -uhe female dropout had not participated i¡ any outside

class acLivities. Hcn¿ard (1972) for:nd thât 86 percent of ttre dropouts

did not Þke part in exbracr:rricu.1-ar actj-v-iti-es whil-e Nelken and Gallo

(LglB) found that 79 percent of dropouts did not participate jl extra-

cr:rricul-ar activities. Astj-n (1975) found that participation in warsity

athl-etics reduces chances of dropping out by I percent for whrite nen and

5 percent for whr-ite vionen arrd blacks in white collegres" Menrbersh-ip ìrr

fraternities or sororiti-es is associated with even further reductions,
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frcrn 6 to 9 percent for al1 groups. He concluded that a student's

chances of staying in college is enha¡ced by involvenent in extra cur-

ricul-ar activiti-es. Cervantes (1965) oçlains the infl-uence of extra-

curricul-ar activities upon student retention by saying:

Participation j:r school_ activities gives thre youth
a role, a conversation piece, an identification, a
conrradeship, a support for lús acade¡dc orientation,
a feeling of kj¡ship with the a&n_ì¡_istration and
their goals, a sense of acconq:l_ishnent, a chance for
self developrent and recoginition (p.103) .

Astin (L975) states that extracurricular actj-vities prorzide sore

of the nrcst signlficant consequences of college attendance, and that they

soiretrnes offer an opportunity to develop skills that are nore relevant

to later life than the kncnvledge and cognitive skills acqu-ired i:r the

classrocrn. With th-is j¡ nrirld, he reccqnrends that instítutions should

j¡crease opportr-lri-ties for extracr:rricul-ar activities, facilitate entry

with such activities and encourage students to take part"

The evidence rs overwhelnr-Lng that students at thre senior high and

four-year l-evel- who participate in extracurricul-ar activi-u-ies tend to

graduate nore often ttian tlrose wlro do not. However, there is no evi-

de.rce at tìe conrrrunity college l-evel- to support the above finding. Ttús

study investigated whether there is a significant difference between

graduates and non-giraduates with respect to parbicipation in extracur-

ricul-ar activi-ties.

P]-AG OF RESIDM.CE tr{I{TT,E ATTM{DTNG COLL.EGE

-41 -

Nr¡rerous studies suggest tlnt dorndtory livilg enhances college

persistence at the for:r-year college and university (Alferlc, 1966; t{raner

and Itamer, 1968; Astin and panos, Lg6g; Astin, 1973, ch_i_ckering, rg74;



Hannah and Cope , L9l5). Thre only tlzpe of j¡stituLion in whl-ich dormj--

tory living does not have a posítive i:rpact is ttre tr^,o-year college

(Astj-n, 1973; 1975). "Ttlis effect," accord.lng to AsLin (1975), "is
largely attri-butable to a h,arrdful- of such schools v¡ith residential fa*

ci-lities. "

I,.Ihren livjng with parents are conpared to tiving ìl a priwate room

or alÞrhrcnt, Astin (1975) for:nd tl¡at students' chances of persisting

vere decreased by 16 ¡:ercent for nen and jricreased by B percent for wo-

nen attendj¡rg four-year colleges. The difference betr¡¡een the effests

for n'en and wone,n is dramatic. Regardless of tlzpe of institution, lrvilg
j:r a prirrate room or apartfient rather that with parents is beneficial to

nen and detrinental- to wonen (Astin, L975). For nen, getting away from

the hone environnent nny facil-itate greater jnvolvenent in canpus and. a-

cadernic l-ife. VR:nen living away frcrn hone for the first tjne in a príwate

rooÍì ilEy not be able to ha¡ldle the interpersonal peer pressure associated

with such an acute sÏúft ìl degree of ildependence. The resul-tilg stress

not only nny detract from tlreir ability to cope wj-th academic work, but

rnay also pressr.lre them to leave college for the lrÐre supportive ]pnæ en-

vironnent.

Silce of all the above cited str-dies dealth with the for:r-year col-

lege, t.l-is study investigated whether there is a significant difference

between gradr:ates and non-garaduates with respect to place of residence

while attending the con'nunity c-ollege.

STUDHITIS PMCTPT]ONS
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I4hen a careful- exanrination is nade of tJ:e studies (mainÌy at the

four-year college level) that deal with students' perceptions of ¡raren-

tal, interest j¡r educatj-on, of tltemsel-ves, and of the c.ollege environnent



which consists of the organizational structr:re, counselors, instructors,

ad'nirristrators, collrses, si.ze of college and the general atnrosphere, it
is not sr:rprisi¡g to find that graduates tend to have rnore favor:rabl-e

¡rerceptions than non-graduates.

PMCMTICh] OF PAREI]'IAL II\]'IEREST

Among the rnany corplex psychclogical and social-environnent fac-

tors contriJcutilg to the successfuJ- notivaLion of studerrts, the jrr.fluence

of tlre parents is of paranount f.irportance. Sanford (Ig6i, p.641) states

that parents occupy key posÍtions in the wider circles of the influences

upon tlre changing nntivations of the college students. TTerit and Msdsker

(1968) stress tj¡e and again the i:rportance of the pa.rents j¡r deternún-

ing the goals a¡rd values of the ch-il-dren. Also, the pa_rental factor

seems to be a decis'ive one j-n ilfluenclng a young person to go to college

and stay in college. "The i¡d.icators are strong thrat the academic orien-

tation for a successful- ccxrpletion is extensively derived from very early

fanrily environnent and beginnirg school experiences" (TÏent and lvJedsker,

1968; p.I27) .

Johnson (1970) for:nd that when relaLlons with parents were warm

and friendly, students were nore apt to contj¡rue pursuit of their acade¡r

ic careers. Although about 70 percent of a freshnran sanple a&uitted to

bejrrg honesick (Lokitz and Sprarrdel, L976), they contj:rued because of the

contj¡rued support that they received frcxn their parents. Several studies

(schreijcer, 1966; cross, L96B; I4edsker and Trent, t96B; Monroe, L9j2;

Astin, 1975) have found thrat parents of giraduates aïe rûore positive to-
ward the jn'Portance of educaLion for their children tt¡an are parents of
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non-graduates- This present study invest.i-gated whether there is a sig-
n-ificant ðifference between graduates and non-graduates at the conrrn:rrity

college level with respect to perceived parental i¡rterest.

SIZE OF COI,I,Eæ

There appea-rs to be conflicting resul-ts witJr respect to size of
college and attrition. Nelson (1966) found tl¡at mlaller c-clleges have

lcnver dropout rates than J-arger institutions, whil-e Karnens (1971) found

that there is a tendenry for larg'er institutlons to have better reten-
tion rates" There are still other stuùLes (Slocurn, 1956; panos arrd As-u-in,

L96l) wh-ich indicate that school size rnakes no difference wittr respect

to the percentage of grach:ates and non-graduates.

Tl]-is present study investigated whether there is a significant
difference betrøeen graduates and non-graduates with respect to their
¡:erceptì-on of ttre appropriateness of size of college.

COUNSET'T,I\IG AND PERS1STEI¡æ
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rn nnny ccnmr:nity colleges across canada and the united states,
courrselljlg has beccsrc a ver]¡ signj-ficant and integral sup¡rcrt service

i:r the l-ife of the institution. Several researchers and educators have

testified to the positive contribution of cor:nsellilg (Denos, L96B;

Bednar and wei¡lc'srg, 1970, o'Banion a¡rd Ttrurston, L970; Diggs, L979¡

nwight, 1979¡ Grites, Lgjg; Mccuster and osterlund, LgTg).

charles Davis, Director of parks college i¡r Denver, says: "The

biggest th-i-nq at Parks that has l-ed to significa:rt reduction of our drop-

out rates is the concept of qualified counselors,' (cited in Diggs , LgZg,

p.134). l4cCìrster and osterlund (L979) of Linn-Benton Connn:nity College



writ-e:

Because advising is one of the students first ex¡rerienceat Linn-Benton Con-nn:¡_Lty College, we feel it influences
the success of our students. rf the advisirg oçerienceis a successful one, it wilt set a positi-ve lotre- for the
students' further educaLional oçerience (p.3a) .

Roueche and Kirk (L973) state thrat successful learnì¡g ex1>eri-ences

can best be facilitated by a ccrpetent teach-ilg staff and arr "equally

conpetent counsell-ing staff" (p.5) . Denps (1968, p.684) in a study of
the real reasons why students withdraw from collegres and r:niversities
for:nd that at least 10 percent of the potential dropouts, after t-aiking

t¡ cor.riselors, refraj¡red frcrn dropping out. Schrej]cer (1965) said that
several- dro¡:outs wished they had npre opportu¡rities for discrrssion with

cor:nselors.

It appears that several students wlro need to make use of the coun-

selliIg services do not. Motto (rg5g) found that twenty-five of the

thlrty-one l-ow perfornring subjects had not voluntarily sought the aid of
the courisellìng services of the colleges. Tseng and Thcnnpson (1968)

found ttr,at significandly fewer school dro¡rcuts sought counsellj¡rg services

as colTpared with non-dro¡routs. Students who need to make mf,re use of the

counselhlg facilities arrd do not, niay do so for several reasons such as:

the r:nsuitable location of cor.:nselors, the student's ¡rerception of tìe j¡r-

ability of the cor:nselor to assist hlm (Vontress, 1970, Lg:.I), t1.¡e student's

fear and distrust (especially arong nri-nority groups) of the counselors

(T\-rcker, 1973). sofie students ttuty even be unaware of such services

(D,'¡ight, L97L) .

A study by Daright (1971) shcnued that onJ_y 66 ¡:ercent of the students
at Essex Ccnnn:nity College in BaltjrÐre indicated an awa-reness of counselilg
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services" Sev-eral institutions a-re attenpting to provide rninority gror:p

counselors. The rationale for tlds is that these counsel-ors may be abl_e

to break thr-rough the ccxnmnicatiorrs barrier between tJre parLicular nü¡-

ority group (e.9. blacks, ch-icanos) arrd whrites, (pul_liams , rg'll; Kropf

aJX1 Coe, 1979) and as a result, increase the retention rate of minority

group students wh-i-ch are exceedingly lo^z at post sec-ondarlz i¡stituti_on
(Astjrr, 1975) .

A study by Gold and Ware (L97I) o';amj¡led thre peer counselling pro-

gram at Ios Angeles City College v¡Lrere t]-e black student c-ounselors were

helping with registration leadirlg to study sessions, and conducting in-
terviews. Thris study for:nd tlrat the peer counselors significantly
j¡tcreased the acadsnic ¡:erfornrance and reduced thre dropout rate of the

black students. A recent arbicle in the Winruipeg Free press (Oct. 1981,

p.3) states: "Felver r¡ative students are dropping out of VIiln-i-peg iligh

schools sj¡ce tlre inception of naLive cont:ol over the students' coun-

selltrg and placenent program. . until 1979 tlre dropout rate of students

frcrn cor.:ncil reserves was nore tha¡ 50 percent. But last year the figiure

fell to less than 10 ¡rercent. "

It appears frcrn these studies that the percentage of non-gradr.rates

n]¿Iy k;e reduced if nore students wlro need help visit the cor:nselors rû3re

frequenLly. secrondJy, nr-inority group counselors rny be beneficial- in
herpi¡g to reduce the attrition rates of nri¡rority students.

Ttr-is present study irrvestigated wLrether 'rJrere is a significant dif-
ference between g:adr.rates and non-graduates with respect of their percep-

tion of counselors.

-52-



fnstructors play a very significant role in either
increasing or decreasing the holding power of schools. Many

students l-eave a school because of an instructors' attitudes,
skiJ-ls, or knowledge or a combination. Howard (1912, p.10)
states that two ¡:rime causes of student dropouts re]ate to
the teaching ability of the staff and out-moded instructional
procedures" Nel-ken and Gallo (1978) , in a study of high
school- dropouts in California, found that 63 percent of the
dropouts stated that the instructors were "insincere and

lackJ-ng teaching ability. " Cervantes (1965, p.112) describes
"disintegrated teacher-student rel-ationship" as a primary
cause for student rvithdrawal. Diggs (I979, p.102),
states that no single factor will cause a mass exodus from
schools as wil-l inferior instruction.

Perhaps many instructors in traditional prograns do
not yet accept "their role as one of helping students suc-
ceed" (Roueche, 1973). Today, many crassrooms "produce more
feeling of failure than success" (covington and. Berry, L976¡
p.90). Gl-asser (1969, p.3) who supports such a view states:
"we must develop schools where children (students) succeed.,,
rf instructors are to reduce attri-tion rates in school_s, they
must be "thoroughly qualified, possess a dynamic personality,
great patience, and skill in presenting the subject ma.tter
both theoreticalÌy and practicarly with techniques that reach
every student in the class and make each one want to learn,,
(niggs , I979, p.I02) .

INSTRU(JTORS AND RETENTION OF STUDENTS

-5 3-

Many students look to their teachers as models. Good
and Brophy (1980, p.340) have stated that teachers can accom-
plish a crreat deal- in the classroom by tapping their potr:n-
tial for influencing behavi-or through modeling, especially
if they l-ean to model consciously and systematically. They
further explain this by saying



Th-is rnplies that teachers vtro form personal relationslips
with their students and becsne the ki:rds of i¡rdividrral-s tÏ¡at
t-lre students l-ook up to and want to be like are nore apt to
be imitated than teachers wL¡c remaix at a d.istance or ètress
the contrasts between thsnselves a¡d thei-r students. Thi_i-s
irçlies that teachers nurst retain students' res¡rect and per-
haps also a degree of professional- distance, but stitl be
friendly and attractive enough to malce students want to be
like them (p.341) .

l.lellcen and Gallo (1978) found tiìat BO ¡;ercent of tkre giraduates had

a favor.rrite teacher v¡h-ite l-ess than 20 ¡:ercent of the dro¡:outs had one.

They also for:nd that students wLro had a favor:rite teacher attended n'¡cre

regularly than those who did not" It appears then that if students per-

ceive teachers as nodel-s, the str:dents' chances of graduating would in-
ñrôâcô

The present study investigated whether ttrere is a sign-ificant

d.ifference between graduates and non-graduates with respect to the per-

ception of their instructors.
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Ntn,.rerous stud.ies at the senior college l-evel- have consistently

shcnvn tl¡at students' non-classrocrn interaction with i¡rstructors i¡rcrease

their chanc:es of persisting in college (Fe1ùnan and Nei¡combe , Lg6g; Sady,
L97I; Tinto, 1975¡ Pascarel-l-a arrd Terenzi¡ri, 1977). Both Spady (Lg7I)

and Tinto (1975) suggest that interaction w-ith j:rstructors not only in-
creases soci¿rl integration and therfore i¡stitutional ccrr¡nitlent, but

al-so j¡creasers the j¡rdividual acadenric integration. Cent¡a and Rock (1971)

for:nd that fr,equenqF of j¡,fornra1 contact witLr i¡structors is positively

related to student achievenent and i¡rtellectual- gains, vrtrile Fel&nan and

Newccmbe (L97L) for¡-rd that j¡rfor¡nal contact increases the student's social

structure artd persistence in college.

STUDMVI-NJSTRIJCTOR IIVfERACTION A},]D STUDM\]T PERSIST"Mfr:E



wilson, Gaff, Dienst and Bavrlz Jg75) found tr,vo concept¿al problens
that cl-ouded tjre findìngs of those studies which shor,ved an associati_on

between student-instructor interaction and persistence. !,irst, the na_

ture and frequenry of student-i¡structor interacLions were, in large
rlEasure, a fi:nction of the characterislics of those people involved in
the j¡teracti-on- Ttrey found evidence to suggest that students with a

Lr-igh frequenry of i¡rforrnal contact with facul-ty had entering character-
istics and orientations scner¡¡Lrat rnore consistent with those of their
institutj-on's j¡structors than òi-d those students reportìng l-ittl-e or
no contact' sec-ondly, they stated tÌ¡at no attefipt had been nade t¡ ex-
arnine different tlpes of sti¡dent-j¡structor interactj-ons with respect to
their pattern of associations w-ith college persistence.

Pascarella and Tbrenzini (1977), after controtling for the effects
of the folloi,ving jnitial- student characteristics such as sex, acadern_ic

apti-tude, and personality needs, stil-l for:nd that infor¡nal contact with
instructors durirrg the freshman year increased students, ¡rersist-ence j¡
college' They also found that contacts fosusing on intellectual- or
course related nntters clearly contrj-buted nost to the d.iscrjmination
between persisters and voh:ntarlz ]eavers.

They have suggested that jnstituLions should take steps v¡irich w-ill
positively influerrce the freguenqf of student-i¡rstruct¡r interaction i¡r-
dependent of j¡-itial str-ldent characteristics. For exanpfe, they stated :

"the ¡:ersonal- orientations and characteristi-cs of instructors to whcrn

freshnen aïe exposed early in their acadsrdc ex¡:erience rTrty be an inpor-
tant determi¡rant of students, subsequent willingness to seek contact w-ith
the j¡rstructors beyond the classrocm,, (p.552) .
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Fi¡di¡gs by Wilson, I{cod and Gaff (1974) i¡rdicated. t}¡at tlrose fa-

c-ulty wlro were freguently sought out by students beyond the cl-assrocrn

tended to provide clear clues as to their socia.l- - psychological acces-

siJririty for such j¡teraction through thej-:r in-cl-ass teaching styles

and attiti:des.

It appears frcrn the studies cited at the four-year college level

that the nrcre often students j¡rteract in-formally v¡ith thejr instructors,

the possiJrili-ty of gnaduatilg increases. This present study investigated

whretlrer there is a sign-ifica¡rt difference between graduates and non-grad-

uates withr respect to student-j¡rstructor j¡rformal i¡lteraction.

SE[,F æNCtrI A}TD ACADE\,IC AG{IE\IHUENT

-56-

Ttre self i-s a ccnplicated subjective systen that a student brings

with him to school" A student's concept of h-irnself or iris self c-oncept

wiII, to a great extent, deternrine hcnv well or hcn¡¡ poorty he w-ilt perform

academi-cally. Sone studies done at the University of Texas (Roueche,

1973) seem to indi-cate that a student's self concept of h-is ability to

succeed in h-is learning envirorrrent nray be rnore significant thari Ï:-is high

school grade poirtt average, h-is standard,ized ach-iev-enent test or college

achieve¡rent test sc¡ore, or any other acadenric predictor. i{est and Fish

(L973), like covirg¡ton and B'erry G976), foi:nd that there is a nmtual

relatíonsh-ip between self concept and acade¡nic perfornrance. Success in

acadelnic achievenent generates a positive sel-f-concept and vice versa.

Several- stuùLes on self c'oncept and academic achievenent have con-

sistently shcnsn that students with a Lr-i-gh self c-oncept perform better

acadenically than students with a poor self concept (webster, 1953;



Borísl-ow, L962: B:rcokover, 1964: palme and Farq-uh,ar, 1962; chabazi , r97L¡

Aniseff , Paasche and Ttrrritjx, 1979). Th-is was found to be c-onsistent

at all levels of schoolilg, elenentarlz (Reeder, 1955; watter:lcurg and

clifford, 1964¡ carybelr, L966) jr:nior a¡d senior high (Finli , 1962; Brook-

o\¡er, 1964¡ Dlzson, L967); and college (Borisrow, L962; deabazi, L97r; pull-

iams, L976). However, there is very littl-e j-rrformatioi-t on self concept at

thre contrun-ity college level particr:larly the self concept of giraudates and

non-gradr:ates.

A nom¡rental research effort by Brookover and hr-is colleaques (1964)

irnzolving over 1,000 seventh grade str¡lents focused specifically on self
concrept of ability in schroot and acadernic achievenent. Ttrey for:nd a sig-

nificant and positive relationsLr-ip betr¡¡een self-concept and academ-ic

perforniance and, in addiLi-on, observed thrat self concept was significantly
and positively related to thre perceived eiraluaLi-ons that sigrnificant others

held. fn the second and tLrird stages of ttre study, they studied students

in grades seven to nine, and ten to twelve. rn both stages, they found

sinril-ar results to the jnitial strdy.

Borislow (L962) j¡l his Jlvestigation of relationslúps between self
eval-uaticrn and academic achievenent anong 197 college freshrren observed

that students wlro under achiebe scholastically have a poorer concept of

tLremselves as sti-rrlents tlnn do ach-ievers. Putliams (L916) did a study :n

wll-ich he conpared the self-c-oncept of successful bl-ack con'nunity college

students to tbat of failing black cormrn:nì-ty college students. He foi:nd

that the failì.ng students consistently showed a lower self concept tlnn

tlre succwssful- str:dents. stuùies by Fifield (1963), Beaird (1964) and

Tseng (L972), for:rrd no significant differences betr,çeen hr-lgh sclrool drop-

outs and non-dro¡:outs on patterns of self concept.

E1
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Ït appears frcrn all- of the above studies virich dealt with the

student self-concept that students j¡rcrease their chances of graduating

if they have a positive self-concept. I,lh-ile there are several- stuôies

done at the jtinior-senior h-igh ar:d the four-year co]-lege levels on self-
concept, there is a scarcity of such studies at the c,,cxnrn:nit1z college

level- Ttr-is present study investigated \^Jhether there is a significant
difference between the gracluate and non-graduate \^r-ith respect to their
self-concept.

I.EADERSHTP STYLES IN THE Cf,,ASSROOIVI

-5 B-

several studies (r€win, Lippitt and !{h_i_te , rg3g; Baunrjnd., r97r;
Gordon, 1974) have shcn'¡n that authoritative leadersll-ip in corparison to
authroritarian and laj_ssez-fajre leadership stlzles, "produces positive
attittdes and good grolp relati-cn-rs," altlnugh at sofie cost in efficienry
(Good and Brophy, 1977; p.326). Laissez - faire 1eadersh-ip is general-ly

ineffectlve wh-ile authoritarian leadersLr-i-p is efficient but otherw-ise

urrattractive.

C'ood and Brophy reccnnend that teachers use an "authoritative"
teaclr-ing style in preference to the other tvlo. In an authoritative teach-

ing style, the instructor solicit input, seek consensus, and take care to
see that everlzone understands the rational-es for decisions as wel-l as the

decisions themsel-ves. c,ood and Brophy (L977 , p.327) also state ilrat au-

thoritative netL¡cds are not nerely better perceived, they are rÐre effec-
tive j¡ bui-Idi¡g the cogn-itj-ve structr:res and behavior control necha¡isns

with ch-ildren (students) tlnt enable thsn to beccne both ìrdeperrderrt and

responsiJcle in managirg their affairs.



It appears frcrn the above mentioned researches that authori-tative

teaching styles to produce the best results v¡hen conpared to author-

itarian and laissez - faire teaching styles. Ttris study investigated

whether there is a sigrnificant difference betveen graduates and non-

grad.uates with respect to the perception of the j¡rstructors teachi¡g

sÇles.

CCN,ß/M'].IS ON TESTS AND ASSTG.iMEI\TIS
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several- studies (page, 1968; r.ogan Flúler and Deneby, 1976) have

shcr¡uir that well organized written ccnnents on students' tests and assigm-

nents can have a significant ¡rcsitive effect on students' perforrnance

and retention.

rn a study by Page (1968), teachers in 74 classes, i¡ grades seven

to twelve, ldere asked to aùrLini-ster a¡ objeclive test to their classes,

to pJ-ace the score and grade on each paper, and then to randc¡nly assi-gn

the papers to one of three g-roiæs. Group I papers received no connent

beyond the score and grade assignd to all papers. Group 2 papers re-
ceived general and enc-ouragi¡g cururents, like "Good work. Keep at it."
Group 3 papers received the specific c-cnment the teacher tlrought desirable

under thre circunst¡¡ce. A later follo,v-up with a second objective test
shcn¿ed tL¡at the hr-i-ghest scÐres r,ere ach-ieved by thre pçi1s wlro had re-
ceived the specific ccnnrents (Group 3), the next highest by those given

tlre general- ccrrnents (Grotp 2) , and ttre l_cnvest by those receivi¡g no

ccnnent on their papers (Group l). The motivati¡g effect of tle ccnnents

did not appear to be dependant on the school, grade leve1, or ability of
the pupil. "Tb be nost effective," state Blair, Jones and Sirçson (Lg75),

"feedback to the l-earner should be inïrediate, as well as specific."



As can be seen by Page's study, constructive r,,¡ritten ccnrrents on

students' assiginnents and tests can have a positive effect on learnirrg

and retenLion. Ttr-is study irrvestigated v¡irethrer there is a difference

between graduates and non-graduates with respect to their perception of
i¡rstructor's written ccxrments on their test pa.pers and assignnents.
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Th-is chapter deals with a description of the subjects, the

i¡rstrL¡rent, and procedr.re related io da'ua coll-ection. A section

is devoLed to the non-res¡rondents of th-is study, and another secLion

deal-s with descriptive and j¡_ferential statistics.

GTAP1TM. IIT

MHTTIæOIOGY

The subjects (¡{=250) of t}ris study consisted of a randcxn selec-

ticn of 125 graduates and 125 non-graduates of Red River Ccrrrm:nity

College, Winrri-peg, Manitoba, wh¡o:

1. registered in Septenrber L979 for a two year course

2" registered j¡ or after septeinber l9B0 for a one yeaï course

or l_ess "

Tttese students did not inc}-rde those vitro registered in Septenrber

L979 for a one yea-r c¡ourse or less, nor did it j¡rcl-ude those who

registered i¡ septenber 1980 for a two year course. All str:dents

irr (1) and (2) above rvere eligil¡le to graduate in Jr:ne 1981"

A listìng of al-l gradual:es and non-grraduates was obtained frcrn

t}re Registrarrs Office of Red River Ccnrnunity College.

SUB]ECTS



The questionnaire was desigared j-n such a nunner so as to all_cnv

easy checki¡g of responses by the students and to enable crcxrputer

tabul-ation. l4arry questions on the questionnaire rvere taken frcrn

other researches such as Mr:ndell- (L972), British colunbia Research

(1973) , Astjx (1975, T\rclcnan (1975) , pascarerl-a and Terenzjri- (1977)

and the Research Branch, Ma¡-itoba Departrrent of Labour and Manpower

(1980). of course, tirese questions were nodified so as to be appro-

priate for th-is parU:_cuJ-ar study.

severar questions (Q 19-28; e 36-42¡ e 44-41) were desigrned by

the researcher. Ttre questionrrajre was divided into three rnain sec-

tions: denngraph-ic variables, personal chraracteristics, and student

perceptions. Doncgraplr-ic variables (e 1 to e 17) incl-uded such vari-
abres as sex, age and narital status, level of parentar educational

education and student's pre-c-cnurn:níty college g-rade point average.

Personal- cha¡acteristlcs (0 18 Lo 26) i¡rcluded variables such as tjne

rnanagement, with respect to attendance of classes, study and assign-

nent, participation j¡ Ðrtracurricul-ar actj-viLi-es a¡rd doi¡g a part-

Line job. Strdent percepLlons included variables such as appropriate-

ness of size of college, organlzational structi:re of college with

res¡rect to aùnjnistrators, counsellors and i¡rstructors.

-62-
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The questionnaire, which was administered to the

sample, is represented in AppendixC, while the letter

which accompanied the questionnaire is represented in

Appendix A .

The questionnaire was sent to twelve people to complete.

Eight out of the twelve people were part of the intended test

population (five graduates - three mal-es two females,and

three non-graduates 1 mal-e and 2 females) but not part of

the sample.

-6 3-

PILOT TESTING THE QUESTIONNATRE

The other four people included one instructor at the

Faculty of Education, University of Manitoba, and three

instructors at Red River Community Co1lege. All_ question-

naires, except one, were completed and returned.

The purpose of the pilot test was to determine:

(a) whether questionnaire items possess the desired

qualities of measurement and discriminability

(b) content validity

(c) the approximate time

Space was provided on

where the respondents were

questionnaire itsel-f (e " g.

whether provisions should

that were not incl-uded.

that it took to comp-lete.

the last page of the questionnaire

asked to make comments about the

number and ambiguity of question),

be made for certain responses



Di Scus s ion

Af ter receivi-ng cire compl eted guestionnaires, telephone

calls were made to six of the respondents to ascertain

whether they unders-'ood what each question meant. There

appeared to be no difficulty in responding to the guestions.

One adjustment was made based on feedback from one

respondent.

-64"

The mail survey technique was used to coll_ect the data.

T\¿¡o hundred and fifty questionnaires \^zere sent on March 10, LgB2

to the selected students who were asked to complete the

questionnaire and to return same by March 29, I9B2 in an

accompanying self-stamped and addressed envelope. A ietter

which explained the purpose of the study was attached to the

PROCEDURE RELATED TO DATA COLLECTION

questionnaire. Every student was identified by a number

assigned by the researcher so as to ident.ify the respondents

and non-respondents "

Those who did not return the completed questionnaire by

March 29, L9B2 was sent a second questionnaire with another

self-stamped and addressed envelope and a reminder to complete

and return by ApriL L7, L982. About fifty telephone calls

Idere made to urge non-respondents to complete the questionnaire.

After ApriLl-T, no more questionnaires v¿ere sent and no further

attempt to contact non-respondents was made.



By the end of the first deadline (March 29) , 110 completed

questionnaires (75 graduates and 35 non-graduates) and 26

uncompleted questionnaires (address unknown 4 graduates

and 24 non-graduates) were received. By the end of the

second deadline (April 17 ) r ân additional- 29 completed

questionnaires v/ere received (15 graduates and L4 non-

graduates). The response rates are summarized in the

table 3 below.

RESPONSE RATES
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TABLE 3

RESPONSE RATES FOR 1981 GRADUATES AND NON-GRÄ.DUATES

Graduates

Non-Graduates

Total

Number
Sent Out

L25

Number
not

Located

L25

250

4

Number
returned
(ccnurl-eted)

22

90

26

Response
Rate

49

139

90 -A Aõ
12I

a.a

f õ-á = 4J .6e"

ffi =ø2.I2



There were 1l-1 non-respondents irr this study. F:om th-is nrrnber,

26 questiortra-Lres were returned because of " j¡rcÐrrest ad.dress". Ttrere-

fore, 85 guestiorulaiJes (31 graduates and 54 non-graduates) 'viere not

ccrpleted. As can be seen, the non-graduate non-respondent e<ceeded

the graduate non-respondent.

Th-is is not surprisi¡g because the graduate student is usually

willllg to assist j:l the curpletion of a questionnaire perta-i-ning to

h-is pa.st schrool (Rosenthat and Rosnow, 1975). Rosenthal and Rosncnv

(1975) also found that al-though respondents and non-respondents do

not differ on any significant ¡:ersonality dinensions, non-respondents

tend to have achieved less acadenic success than respordents.

It appeared that scne of the non-respondents vltio were contacted,

via the telephone,were general-ly r:rùrappy with their college oçerience.

They treated the request to ccxrplete the questionna-i-re âs nÐre j¡trusion
j¡to their U-fe vùich they resisted.

-66-
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The tabulation of the results was done by the computer

using the SPSS system at the University of Manitoba. Both

descriptive and inferential statistics \^/ere used.

DESCRIPTTVE AND INFERENTTAL STATISTTCS

Descriptive statistics were used for particular variabl-es

(such as variables 001- to 016, 02L to 022, 098 to II2)

where a f requency and percentaqe \¡/ere only needed. The

t-test was used wherever the mean of the graduates (as

a group) was to be compared to the mean of the non-

graduates (as a group) to decide whether graduates differed

significantly from non-graduates for a particular

variable.
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All results are tabulated as can be found in tables

to 32.
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Th-is chapter deals with an analysis of ttre collected dat¡ i¡r terms

of descriptive and inferential statistics. The dissussion follows the

sequence j¡r q¡h-ich the purpose of the study, a.ri.d tLle research questions

were stated on ¡:age 6. Ttte research questions, vùrich were òivided r:rder

tiree rnai¡l headlngs: denngraplr-ic variables, personal- characteristics

and stuCent perceptj-ons, follcnued the sare sequence j¡l the questionnaire.

An attenpt has been rnade to give scne of the relevant descriptive

statistics for the rzariable under d.iscr.lssion, and. al-so to state wþether

there was any significant difference betr¡een graduates and non-gnraduates

with res¡:ect to the variable, and finally, to cite scne stud.ies wh-ich the

present results supported or did not support. Bot.l. descriptive ard i_n-

ferential statistics have been tåbularized. fhrere are d.escriptive sta-

tistics for everlz variable (N=112) vÍri-Ie only those variables or groups

of variables which shcnø sigrnificant differences are tabularized. The

t-test was used to deterrnj¡re vñ-ich variables or grrot4)s of wariables were

s;ignificant at the 0.05 l_evel.

LTB,IOGRAPHIC \/ARIABLES

CTAPTER 4

REST]LTS A}JD DISCUSSTON

ç¡r.1. t{as tlrere a siEn-ificant difference between graduates and ncn-gnad.-

uates at the ccrmn:n-ity college level w-ith respect to sex, age ard



maritâl status?

a) SÐ(

Males outnurrbered females i¡r the total sanple by 619 percent to 38.l-

percent (Table 4). There was also a larger percentage of rnale grad-

uates (55.6U) and non-graduates (73.5?) than fe¡nle graduates GA.AZ)

and non-graduates (26.52). Ttris can be epected since there were

nore rnal-e ttran fernale students at RRCC (RRCC, Statistica.l- Office:

1980-Bl). There \^/as a significant difference (Table 11) between gra-

duates and non-graduates with respect to sex (t:2.10, d.f-137, p<0.05) .

T'lre above - nentj-oned resu.l-ts support the studies of Medsker (1960) ,

and Medsker and Tillery G97I) whro state that rnal_e str:dents outnunber

fernal-e students in the conrn:nity colleges, a¡d Astj-n (1975) r¡ùro found

that a higher percentage of mal-e students withdrew or failed (non-

graduates) v¡hen coirearea to fenrafe students. Ttre results also sr44rcr-

ted the studies of Bemis (1962), and cope and Ha¡nah (L975) at t}le

for.r year college and un_iversity level.

b) A@

An analysis of Table 4 will show that 39.6 percent of the total særp1e

belonged to the L9-2L years age group. Forby two point two percent of

graduates ald 34.7 ¡:ercerrt of non-graduates belonged to th-is age gïoup.

Sixty percent of the sanple were 22 years or younger whr-ife 16.5 percent

were over 28 years old. of the 23 students (over 28 years old) who

ccnpleted the questionnaire, 65 perc.ent had graduated.

Because of tough economlc tjmes a¡d the high unerplolarent rate

across canada (statistics canada, The r¡bour Force, March, rg12),

ccmnunity c.olleges can expect a large j¡lcrease j¡r the nunrber of "ol-der"

-69-
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students. rn this paruicular study, 25.1 percent of tl:e sanple were

over 25 :/ears. That nÞans that I student out of every 4 students at

RRCC (based on the sanple) was over 25 years old. The above-nentioned

resul-ts partialty supporbed the studies of Koos (L970), ard ¡4onroe (1972)

but not the study of Anderson (1976). Ttrere was no significant differ-
ence between graduates and non-graduat€s with respect to age.

c) MARTTAL STAIUS

-7L-

sirrgle students fa¡ outnrmrbered married str¡dents (69.8z to 20.12) in
the totaf sanple. Silgle students c.ontributed 68.9 percent of the grad-

uates (Tabl-e 4) vft-ile rnarried students contributed 23.3 percent. Ttre

ratio of rnarried graduates to nnrried non-gTraduates was 3:1 whr-il-e tLrat

for si¡gIe graduates to si¡gle non-gradtrates was less than 2:1. Ttrese

resul-ts generally sr:pporhed the findilgs of wise (1958), Med.sker (1960) ,

and Medsker and Ti11er1z (1971) wLro stated that about 22-23 percent of

ccrnm:nity college students are married. Ttere v\ias no significant åiffer-
ences between giraduates and non-graduates with respect to the above-

nentioned variable.

Dr\IjSION E}üROLLED IN A}{D I,E}JGITT OF PROGRAM:

A large percentage of res¡rcndents (51.8ã) and graduates (5l.IZ) carre

frcrn the Business ald þplied Arts Division, folIcr,¡ed by Industrial Tech-

nology with 39.6 percent and 41.1 percent. Heal-th Sci-ences had the lcn¿est

percentage of respondents (8.6%) and graduates (7.82). Th_is :Ls a litLle
surprisi¡g sj¡rce the grreatest percentage of str-¡lents were regj-stered in
tlre Industrial TbcLrnology Division, follcn¡¡ed by Business and Applied A¡"cs

arxl Health sciences (RRCC, statistical office: 1980-1981).
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A substantial percentage of res¡:ondents (42.42) had enrolled j¡r one_
year courses whire an a-r-nost egual_ percentage was enro]led i-,., two_year
courses (29 -52), and couïses requirlng r_ess tt¡an one year to ccxrprete
(28 -rz). rt was i¡rteresti'g to note that wh:_i_Ie the two_year and r_ess
tl¡an one-year courses had an arniost equal percentage of res¡:ondents, a
greater percentage (33.3u) j-n thre two year courses graduated vfien ccr*
pared to the less thran one year courses j:r v¡lq-ich 25.6 percent graduated.

rt seened that courses v¡hictr reguired one year to corpÌete was nore
suitabre than eittrer the tvo-year or the less than one_year courses. rt
also appea¡ed that a larger percentage of sttxlents irnuld graduate frcxn
two-year courses than fron less thran oneTear courses.

Qu'2" was there a sign-rificant difference bet\,eeen graduates and non-
qraduates at the corrnunity c-orlege r_evel with res¡:ect to sources
of funds and fi_nancial situation?

a) Sü-].rcES oF FLINDS

tr{hen sources of fr:nds were ran}çed, Mar4:cruer (4l.gz) was ra¡rked high_
est, with personal savings (38.12) second, and part_ti:re job (32.42)
third' follov¡ed by parents (20 .geò - A s.nalf percentage of res¡rcndents
got aid frcnn scholarship sources (I.42), frcl¡ l_oans (11.5U) a¡d frcm
thei-r spouses (4-32). The federal gover,,*Þnt was stilr the biggest
financiar- sup¡rcrter of students at RRCC. nifty percent of grraduates
and an alnost equal percentage of non-graduates recej-ved fi¡,ancial aid
frcrn Manpovrer' of the tota-l ntrriber of students who recej-ved parental
aid' approxi¡atery 72.5 percent gnaduated. sji{ty peroent of those wi,io
worked part-tine graduated. rt appeared then that a ccrnrcinatron of
aid frcrn Man¡:oraær arrd parents or a paru-tirre job wouJ_d i¡crease the pos_

-73-
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sibility of a student gnaduating.

FTNAI']C]ÄL STTUATICD{

It was not surprising that 60.4 percent (Table 5) of the respondents

stated that tJ.ey had adequate funds to conplete their courses because al-

n¡cst hal-f the respondents (48.92) got financial aj-d frcnn l4anpover. Several

others also hnd part-tùrÊ jobs and 3B.l percent of the res¡rcndents had

personal savings. Fourteen percent had nu¡re than adequate funds wldle

25.2 çmrcent stated that they h,ad jnadequate funds. It appeared that 3

out of every 4 res¡rcndents had sufficient funds to ccnplete their prografiìs.

Even of those r"ho did not graduate, 57 percent stated tlnt they had ade-

quate ñ-rnds.

Fj¡ranciat diffic'ulty therr should not, as a resu-l-t, ranJ< very h-igh as

a reason for s-budents withdrawing frcrn college. Ttrere was no significant

difference between grraduates and non-graduates with res¡:ect to fj¡rancial

situation at the tj¡re of college attendance.

Ou" 3. h'¿asthere a significant difference between graduates and non-grad-

uates at the c-cxnm-u-rity college level with respect to parental

education, æcupational- Ievels, and educational l-evel of an

older brother or sister?

a) PARENTAL ÐUC.ATICN

ttre rnajority of res¡rcndents had a father whose educational level

was either junior Lr-igh (35%) or senior high (362) . Eight percent Lnd

a father with a ccnnn:nity college education wh-ile another eight per-

cent had. a father w-ith a r:niversity degree. A simjl-ar percentage dis-

trila:tion was found for tle level of education of nothers. (fable 7).
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There \,vas no sigrnificant difference between thre educational levels

of the parents of graduates and non-graduates. For exanpre, 42.2

percent of graduates had nothers wj-th a senior high education wh-ile

3B.B percent of non-graduates had npthers with tlre sa¡re educational-

level. Ttr-irty percent of graduates hrad fathers with a jun-ior h-igh

education wlúle 32.7 gcent of non-graduates had fathers with the

sane level of education. Eleven percent of graduates had fatlers

w-ith a r:n-iversity degree wh-il-e only ümc percent of the non-gradua.,es

had fathers with a sjmilar educaLional level. These results sr,r¡>

ported the studies of @'gan (1955) but not the nrajority of studies

wh-ich shcnved that there was a significant difference between the

education levers of parents of graduates and non-gradcrotes.

b) ED{JCATTCIüAL IIEXIET, OF STRT,T\IG

-76-

It appeared frcxn the resul-ts that an older brother or sister had

a higher level of education tha¡r either parents (Table 7). For ex-

anple 29.3 percent of res¡:ondents had a sibli¡g with a r:niversity

degree, and 23.7 percent had one with a c¡onfi¡JrLity coltege education.

Ttr-is ccnpared \^r-ith B percent for fathers, and B percent for nptlrers

w-ith a r:niversity deçrree and B ¡:'ercent for fathers and 7.2 percent

for npthers withr a cÐmttLrnity c.ollege education" Th-is resu]-t was r¡ct

surprisìng sj¡rce nore parents at present are sendilg their chl-ildren

for fr:rbher schooling (t4onroe , L9'12). There was a significant dif-
ference (t=3"50, df=L25, p<0"05) between gradrntes and non-graduates

with respect to the edcr:aLional le.¡el of an older brother/sister

(Table 11) .
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C) OCCUPATTCÐ{AL LEVEL OF PAREI\IS

Mothers still- tended to occupy the traditional role as housewífe

(37.42). Ten percent had clerical jobs, B percent had professional

jobs, and 7 percent had managerial jobs. (Table B) Eighteen percent

of the fathers had skilled jobs and an equal percentage had rnanager-

ia1 jobs. Seven percent were far¡rers and arr equal ¡rercent had trans-

port related jobs. T\aenty-nine percent of graduates had parents with

nenagerial jobs, 18 ¡:ercent with professional jobs, 20 çercent with

skirled jobs, and 9 ¡:ercent with technical-rel-ated jobs. rn contrast,

14 percent of non-graduates had parents with managerial jobs, 4 çre:r-

cerrt w-ith professi-onal jobs, 16 ¡rerc-ent with skirted jobs, and 2 per-

c-ent with technj-cal related jobs. rYo¡n these result-, it appeared

that a greater percentage of the parents of graduates had rnanagerial,

professional, skilled a¡d technical related jobs whren ccnpared to the

parents of non-graduates.

-79-

au. 4. Wasthere a significant difference between graduates and non-grad-

uates at the ccnrurn:nity college 1evel wittr respect to years out of

school?

YMRS OT]T CF SGIOOL

TVaerrty for:r point five percent of the res¡rcndents cane to RRCC dlrectly

frcxn the public school w-ithout staying away for any period of tinre (Table 10)

Thjrty poi¡rt nl¡re percent stayed out I - 2 1'ears before attending RRCC.

Therefore , 55.5 percent of the res¡rcndents ca¡re to RRCC i¡nrediately or

soon after leaving the public school systsn" Tïenty-four polnt five percent

attended RRCC after leavilg the public school for seven years or ÍÐre. Scare
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of these people priobably werrt j:rto the workfield and worked for a while

then decided to return to the comnurrity ccllege for upgrading jrl t-Ìreir

pa.rticuJ-ar jobs. Ttr-is percentage (24"5e") corres¡rcnded to the 25 pr-

cent of the respondents who were 25 years or older (Table 4), at thre

ti¡e of attendance at RRCC.

There vras no significant difference between graduates a¡d non-grrad-

uates wittl respect to years out of school-. For exanple, tlr_irty percent

of graduates stayed out I - 2 years before enrollilg while 32.7 percent

of non-graduates did" Nj¡eteen percent of graduates stayed out eight

years or ÍÐre before enrolling whil-e 16 percent non-graduates did.

-82-

Qu.5. Was tlrere a sign:ifica¡t difference between graduates and non-grad-

uates with respect to preccrrnurrity colJ-ege academi-c backgroi:nd?

A) HIG]EST LEVtr, ATIAN\ED BtrORE ATIm{DIÀE Rru

Forty-eight point six ¡ærcent (Table 9) of the respondents c-cnpreted

grade twel-ve before attending RFCC wh-ile I2.3 percent had ccxrpleted

grade eleven. Therefore, over 60 percent of tl¡e res¡:onderrts had be-

tween grade eleven and grade twelve. A few strrdents (L2.52) had scnre

university education before attendìng RRCC" Graduates consistently

shcn¡ved h-igher education l-evel-s than non-graduates. For exanple , 53.3

¡:ercent of the graduates had grade twelve, and 8.9 percent had a un_i-

versity de-gree whil-e 39.6 percent of the non-graduates
had grade twel-ve and zero percent had a universitlz
degree. There \^/as a sigrnificant difference (È3.24, df=136,

p<0-05) between graduates and non-graduates with respect to the hr-igh-

est level of education ccnpleted prior to errrolling at RRCC (Table 1l)



It seemed logical to conclude that str-ldents enteríng the ccrtm.:nity

college with grade el-even or twelve had a better chance of giraduoi-i-:'rg

than those with l-ess educatj-on. lüon-graduates tend to have l-cx,ver ac-

ade¡ric backgrounds tÌ¡an graduates. For exanple, 39.7 percent of ttre

non-graduates sr.:rveyed had a grade ten or less v¡iri-le only 8.9 percent

of thre graduates had grade ten or less.

b) A\IERAG GRADE IN I.AST YEAR OF HIG] SCHOOL

-83-

The rnajority of the res¡:ondents (70.32) had average grades thrat

range frorn a C to B+ i¡r the last year of hr-igh school. TWenty-six

¡ni¡t one percent got arr average girade of C, 23.9 percent got a C+

arrd 20.3 ¡:ercent got B+. (Table 9). Forty-seven percent of the re-

spondents got an average grade of C or l-ess i¡ù_ile only 9 percent got

an average grade of B+ or A.

Graduates had Lr-igher average grades than non-gradr.rates. For

exanple, 26.7 percent had an average grade of B, 11.1 percent a B+,

and I.1 percent an A. Eight point three percent of non-graduates had

an average grade of B, 2.1 percent a B+, and none had an A. Ttre non-

giraduates al-so had the h-Lgher percentage of D arrd F grades (3L.22)

c,crçareO to graduates (15.53) . There \^ras a significant difference

(t=3.62. df=l-35, p<0.05) beti¡een graduates and non-graduates with

res¡:ect to the average grade attai¡red dr:ring the last year of Lr_igh

schrool. These results sr-pported several studies such as Astj¡r and

Panos (1969), Blanchfielf (I97f) and Astin (L972, 1978).

Qu.6. Was there a significant ðifference between graduates and non-grad-

uates at tJ:e ccrrmun-ity college level with respect to a student's

location of residence (farm, village, city) duringtheniajority of
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hr-isÆrer schrool years before attenôing RRCC?

PLAG OF RESIDMCE

It¿lore than half the respondents (56.5%) lived in a city w-itì a

¡:opulation of 50,000 or nore inhabitants during the majority of

thejr school years before attendilg RRCC (Table 10) . Thirty ¡:ercent

lived in a snal-l- tcrvm (less than 101000) or a large to'a-r (10,000 -

50,000). Si:<ty-one pojxt eight ¡rercent of the graduates and 46.9

percent of the non-graduates lived in a city"

Ttrere was no significant difference between graduates a¡ld non-

graduates wittr respect to location of residence during the najority

of sch¡col years before attending RRCC. Ttrese resul-ts did r¡ct sr:pport

the str:dies of Sr¡¡urerskill (L962), Cope (1968) , ard AsUin (1975) vño

found that non-graduates caÍE rûcre frequently frcxn ri:ral, sna11 tovrn

backgrourrds.

In sunroarlz then, sigrr:-ificant differences between graduates and

non-graduates at the ccrntnni-ty c-ollege level were found for the fol-

lcnlrjrrg denographr-ic variabl-es: sex, educational level- of sibling,

h-ighest level of education prior to errrol-l-ing at RRCC, and acadernic

average dr:ring last year of high school (Table 11) . Vlhren several

variables (sex, age, fìrrancial sitr:ation, parental educatj-on, educa-

Lion of sibling, student's tr-ighest education level and acadendc h-igh

school- average) were ccrnbj¡red and the t-test applied, a sigarificant

difference (t=5.31, df=137, p<0.05) was found between graduates and

non-graduates (Table 30) .

-85-
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PERSCilIAL CT{ARAffERTSTICS

Ou. l. InTas there a siginificant difference between graduates and non-grad-

uates at the ccnrm:nity college level with respect to appropriate-

ness of course and enrol]¡ent restrictions?

a) APPROPRIAIA{ESS OF PROGRAM

Tlre majority of the respondents (55.fU) felt that their particular

prograln \^/as appropriate to a gnreat exLent to their needs or i¡rterests

u¡hile forty point slx percent felt that their program was appropriate

to scrne extent (Table 12) . Sixty-five ¡rercent of the graduates felt

that thej-r program was al4)ropriate to a great extent v/rrile only 36.7

percent of the non-graduates felt this way. ft appears that graduates

were generally nx¡re satisfied with their programs than non-grraduates.

The fact that 53.1 percent of tlre non-graduates stated that their

particrrlar progtram was only appropriate to sone degree rlËry indicate

that scrne respondents nray have withdrawn because of th-is lack of ap-

propriateness to theír needs and interests. This l-ack of appropriate-

ness may have resul-ted jrr l-ack of i¡rterest jl school work and boredcnn,

wh-ich are ranked I and 3 arrong 12 possiJcle reasons for studerrts witÌr-

drawal.

There was a significant difference (L= 2.49, df:136, p < 0.05) bet-

weeri giraduates and non-gradr.r,ates with respect to appropriateness of

progiram.

b) M{ROIT]4NVI RESTRTCTTCÐ{S

_BB_

There appeared to be no enrol.Inent restrictions at the college. Eighty-

six point five percent of the graduates and 81.6 percent of ttre non-grad-

uates stated there were none. There was no significant difference
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between graduates ard non-giraduates witJr res¡:ect to enroll-nent restrictions.

Qu.2- ¡¡as there a signLificant difference bet'vrJeen giraduates and non-gradu-

ates at tLre ccxum:nity college level with respect to tfuie rnanage-

nent (Line spent on assigrrrent, study, class attendarrce and general

organizational for school work) ?

a) TllvE SPEVI Oü ASSIG¡ì¡4$Ir

-90-

ù^re th-i-rd (33.3?) of the respondents spent between 6-10 hor:rs ¡:er week

doing assiginnents (Table 13) . TWenty percent spent between 11-15 l¡curs

per veek and l-0 percent spent between 16-19 hours per week. An alnost

equal percentage of graduates and non-graduates appeared to spend ap-

p:rcxi.nrately the sane nr¡nber of hours per weeJ< doilg assignnents. For

exanple, 20.2 çerce-nt of graduates and 18.4 percent of non-gra.duates

spent between Il-15 Ï¡curs per week, whr-iIe 30.4 percent of graduates and

30.6 percent of non-graduates spent between 6-10 hours per week doing

assigrnnents. There was no signi-ficant difference between grraduates and

non-graduates with respect to t-irre spent on assignnent.

T]ME SPHVI ON STUDYb)

A similar pattern for tj¡e spent on study emerged as tÌ¡at of Lirre spent on

assignnrent (Table 13) " Anafnostequal percentage of graduates and non-

graduates spent approxinrately the sane m¡nber of hours on str:dy. For exanple,

38.9 percent of graduates spent between 4-7 hoi:rs per week on str:dywhrile

40. B percent of non-graduates did. Therewas no sigarificant difference be-

tween graduates and non-graduateswithrespectto sttidy tjne . These resul_ts

ðidnot supportthe stuåiesof Shjmron (1973), Good andBeckernra¡ (1978) , and

King (1979) who found tL¡at the nore able students spent nore tjne w"ith respect

to study and assiginnent than the less able str-zients.
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C) HOURS CE G.,ASSES ¡{ISSTD

Attendance at classes did not sesn to be a problon. Fifty-sJx percent

of the responderrts (Table 14) reported perfect attendance per week

v#r-ile 33.8 percerrt reporbed nrissilg between L - 2 hours per week.

Ttrere appeared to be no significant differences between graduates

and non-graduates with respect to class atterrdance. For ocanple,

54.4 percent of graduates missed zero hor:r per week wLrile 59.2 percent

of tlte non-graduates l¡ad the sane attendance. Ttr-irty-five pollt six

percent of the graduates nússed betrn¡een L - 2 hours per week white

30.6 percent of the non-graduates did.

ORGA}I-IZATTCN] OF T]¡E FOR SGIOOL WORK

-92-

d)

Eighty-five percent of the respondents stated that they had adequate

or lûore thnn adequate ti¡re to do tlre nri¡rj¡un anount of school- work

required. Nìnety-four percent of the graduates and 65 percerrt of the

non-giraduates stated the sane. Thirty poj¡t six percent of the non-

graduates and four pojnt four percent of the graduates stated tlnt

they had inadequate tirre to do the rninirru¡r anor:nt of school work

(Table l-5). Scne of the non-graduates wi-Ð had i¡radequate tj¡e cou-l-d

have been at part-ti:r'e jobs (Table 14) . Íhere appeared to be no sig-

nificant difference between graduates and non-giraduates with respect

to org:anization of tine for school i,çork.

Ou. 3. I,üäs there a significant difference between graduates and non-grad-

uates at the ccnxrn:nity college level with respect to a part-tjrre

job?
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A) PART-TII"E JOB

r.ess than half of the respondents (44å) worked at a part-ti:re job

while attendlng RRCC. Nine percent of thre res¡rcndents v¡crked between

I - 5 hours per wee.k, 5 percent between 6 - l0 hroi:rs per week and 20

¡:ercent between 11 - 20 hours per week. There was no sigrlificant
difference between g:raduates ar:d non-graduates with respect to a

part-tine job. For exanple, 10 ¡:ercent of graduates and 8.2 percent

of non-graduates worked 1 - 5 hours per week; 7.8 percent of graduates

and 8.2 percent of non-graduates worked 21, - 25 hours per rveek (Table 14) .

These res-ults ðid not support the studies of lrcnroe (Lg72), ard Astix
(1975) whro found tLnt workjng part-time enhanced the possiJcirity of
graduatllg.

-94-

Au' 4 " I¡ias there a significant d.ifference between graduates and non-grrad-

uates with respect to participation in extra curricul-ar activities?
a) Ð(IRACURRICTILAR ACTñrjTIES

The najority of the res¡rcndents (BB.5z) did not take part i¡r the student

organization. of those who took part, 75 percent were graduates.

Fifty-eight perce't of the res¡nndent (Table 15) did not pa.rticipate

in arry school sports. Fifty-five percent of graduates and only four-
teen percent of non-graduates participa.ted. þproximately B0 ¡:ercent

of the non-graduates and forby-six percent of giraduates d.id not par-

ticipate.

Ttrere was a significant difference between giraduates arrd non-graduates

(t = 3.06, df = I37, p < 0"05) at the connunity collegie l_evel with re-
spect to participation in extracu-rricul-ar activities. This resul_t
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supported several studies such as Snepp (1956) , Hoøard (7972), AsLin

(1975) , and Nelken a¡d Gallo (1978) with respct to the difference

between graduates arrd non-graduates when extracurricul-ar activities

are considered.

Qu.5. tra/as there a siginificant difference between graduates and non-grad-

uates with respect to living arrangerent while attendilg the

ccrnnunity college?

IJVTIÑG ARRANGEMN\I WIIILE ATTM{DIT{G COIJ,ffi

-96-

Forty-tvio ¡:ercent of tJ:e res¡rcndents (Tab1e 16) stated th,at tlrey lived

with thej-r parents/their parents a¡d others, vùrile attending RRCC,

v¡h-ile twenty-four percent lived with a spouse/spouse and children.

Fifteen ¡:ercent lived al-one. These resul-ts are not surprising since

approxi:nately 70 ¡re:cent of the res¡:onrlents were sìrrgle and 20 per-

cent were married (Table 4).

There appeared to be no siginificant differences betweæn graduates and

non-çEaduates with respect to living arrangsrcnt wl¡-il-e atterxiing

college. For exanple, 15 percent of graduates and 14 percent of non-

graduates lived alonei 15.6 percent of graduates and l-4.3 percent of

non-graduates lived with a spouse and children.

In sr.nrnarlz then, only two wariables, program appropriateness and

pa-rticipatj-on j¡r extra-er-::ricul-ar activities, shro,ved significant d-iffer-

ences between giraduates arrd non-graduates at the ccrnrn:nity college l-evel

(rable 17) "
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Th-is section contains sixty variables. Sone of these varíables

are discussed síngly such as perceived parental- jrrterest (\ZAR046)¿ while

others, such as infornal student-teacher i¡rteraction (\fAR070 to \/4R075) ,

and perception of cl-assrocrn nìanagerrent (\¿AR0B6 to \ZAR097)¡ are gror:ped.

STUDHVI PERCffiTIONS

-99-

Qu.l. I{asthere a significant difference in perception between gradu-

ates and non-graduates at tLre c-cmn:rúty c-ollege l-evel- with

respect to reasons for attendJ¡g RFCC?

REASONS FOR ATIMÐING RRCC

An analysis of Table 18 will shcnv that the two nost often checked

reasons \^/ere: "RRCC offered the coi:rse I needed"rand "I wa¡ted to be

able to earn a higherwage." For exanple,97.8 percent of the graduates

and 87.5 percent of the non-graduates res¡:onded either "sone extent" or

"great extent" wlren askd to what extent (no extent, sctrre extent, great

e:ftent) did availability of cor:rse infl-uence thei-r decisions to attend

Rffi. i¡ühen asked the sane question with respect to earnìng a hr-igher

wage, 87"7 percent of the graduates and B7.B percent of the non-giraduates

responded either to "scfie extent" or "great extent". Reasons such as

"to please parents/others", "had friends at RRCC", and "sponsoring agenry"

had ver1l little influence on students' reasons for attendilg RrcC. fhere

was no significant åiffererrce between graduates arrd non-graduates with

respect to reasons for attending RRCC"
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Qo.2. I{as there a significa¡rt åifference in ¡:erception between gradu-

ates and non-graduates at t:Jre conrm_:nity college level with

respect to parental encouragenent?

PARHVTAL MiCOURAffi\4Eh]I

A careful exami¡ration of Table 19 wil-l shov¡ that 52. B percent of

grraduates a¡d 51.1 percent of non-graduates stated that tÏ€ir parents

gave them mrcl: encor:ragerrent witJ. respect to ccnpletirrg their prog'ram

of studies. rhirty for:r point eight percent of graduates and 35.6 per-

cent of non-graduates stated that they got sore encouragenent. There

I,^/as no sigrr-ificant difference between graduates and non-graduates.

Ttrese results did not support the studies of Scirreiber (1966) and Cross

(1968) who found sign-ificant difference at the junior-senior hr-igh and

four-year college level with respect to parental enc-ouragenent.

-101-

Qu"3" I{as there a significant difference in perception þtween giradu-

ates a¡d non-giraduates at ttre ccxnnunity college l-evel with

respect to appropriateness of size of c-ollege?

S]ZE OF RRCC CAiUPUS

Thre majority of tlæ respondents (72.52) stated that RRC! was the

right size, 8.7 percent felt that it too large while 1B"B ¡:ercent fel-t

that it was too snal-l (rbi:'le 22). Ttrere r,.?as no sigrnificant difference

between graduates and non-graduates with respect to size of college.
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Qu.4. I{asthere a significant ðifference in perception between gradu-

ates and non-graduates at the c-cnum-nity corlege leve.r- w-ith

res¡:ect to cor:nsellìng services?

COUNSF-J'T'rÀG SERÆæS - AI/GREI'ESS, vrSrTATroNS A¡Ð SATTSFACTTON

(a) ÄI¡,AREIüESS

An analysis of Table 20 will- shov¡ thrat the majority of respondents

(71 .52) had scere idea of the counselling services. th-irty five
pojnt five percent of the respondents was either well j¡forned or

had a fair idea while 22.5 çercent k¡ew nothr-ìlg" A largerpercentage

of graduates (43.3%) than non-graduates (20.9e") was well inforned

or had a fair idea of the counselli¡g services. Ttrere was a sig-

nificant difference (t=3.19, df=136, p<0.05) between graduates and

non-graduates with respect to tLre a\^iareness of ccunse[irrg services.

fhese results supporbed thre study of Dnright (Ig7I) v¡Tro found ttrat the

nnjority of Essex cornriunlty college students were aware of the coun-

sellìlg services.

(b) COT]NSEIJ.OR VJSITATIO}JS AI\]D REASONS FOR SA}4E

-103-

T\,venty six point six percent of the res¡rcn-dents sought tLre aid of

the counsellors (Table 20). A slightly hr-igher percentage of gra-

duates (28"9) than non-graduates (22.4) sought cor:nselling senrices.

hThen reasons for counsellor visitations v¡ere rad<ed, caïeer choice

and academic-related rnatters were first arxl sec-ond.. Fi¡ancial was

ranlced last anror:ng sj;< reasons. There was no sigrificant d,ifference

between graduates and non-graduates with respect to counserror

visitations and reasons.

(c) SATISFACTION VüTTH COUNSFITT,TNG itr[J,

The majority of throse who visited a counsellor was generally satisfied
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with the help they received. Eighty one percent of those who

sought help for personal problems, and 66.7 percent of those

who sought help for fina¡cial probrenìs were satisfied. There

\^ias no signrificant difference between graduates and non-grad-

uates with respecb to cor:nse1ling help.

c,u.5. was there a significant difference in perception betlreen gra-

duates and non-graduates at tJ.e ccmnn:n-ity level- with respect

to i¡rstructor characteristics (kno,vledge, presentation of

subject matter and model_J_ing)?

PEffi'IOI\] OF INSTRIJSI'ORS

-106-

Res¡rondents were asked to rate their j¡rst¡uctors in terms of how

friendly, herpful, ard ho¿ knowledgeable they \,rere. They were arso

asked to rate them on the quality of their presentation of the subject

matter, and to iderrLlfy characteristics of at l-east one instructor whon

they wanted to be like.
(a) FRIT}JDLY-iI¡FRTM{DLY

The majority of the res¡:ondents (9Z.BZ) felt that

instrucbors here friendly or veaf/ friendly (Table

al-so true for a rnajority of the graduates (96.72)

(8s.7%)

(b) Hil,PFUL-NOT HEI;PFUL

A si¡rilar pattern of responses were found

above.

(c) IOüIVüLÐæ OF SUBIECT'MATTffi.

Ninety seven point one percent of respondents felt that npst of

npst of their

22) . This u¡as

ald non-graduates

for (b) as that i¡ (a)
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their instructors vrere kno,vledgeable, verl¡ knq¿ledgeable or ex_
trenely kno,vledgeabl-e abut thej_r subject matter. ft was interes_
ti-ng to note that an ar-nnst equal percentage of gnaduates (62.22)
and non-g,raduates (64.02) felt this way (Table 23).

(d) PRESH\rIATTCN OF SUBJNCT MATIER

The majori-ty of respondents (80.5u) felt that tLre presentation ofthe subject matter by nost of their i¡rstructors \,üere good, very
good or excellerrt (Table 23). Th-is was also true for Br-.1 percent
of grraduates a¡d 76"6 percent of non_graduates.

-109-

(e) INSTRUCTOR;
CS ADÐ4TRIÐ

The rnajority of the respondents (7r.72) stated ,,yes,, when asked ifthere was at reast one i¡rstructor they wanted to be like. Eighty
one percent of the gnaduates and 55 ¡:ercent of the non_graduates
ansi¡ered in the affirnntive in response to ttre sare question.
The i¡structors' characteristics whrch were npstly adnired, whenranked frqn tle highest to the 10øest, \,vere: tr_is oçertise in the sub_ject rnatter' personar gualities, appearance of satisfacti.on with rrisjob' the lr-igh esteem in wh-ich he was held, a¡rd a reputation for h_is know_ledge and skir-r-s. Þçertise was rani<ed highest by botrr graduates andnon-graduates, wtrile personal gualities r¡ere ranked second_by both groups.

Reputaticr-r was ranked lq¿¡est by graduates, wirire esteem was rarr-Ìced lcn^¡_est by non-grraduates.

rt sëemed that a¡r overuirelrni-ng nrajority of respondents uere satis_fied with t.reir instructors in terms of their frie'dliness, helpfuhess,
Ìcrouledge, and presentation of tlreir subject rÞtter. There was no sig_ni-ficant dj-fferences between giraduates and non-graduates at the cormuniez
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college level with respect to the above-nentioned variabl_es in (a) to
(d) - There were signÍficant differences between graduates and non-gra-

duates w-ith respect to j¡rstructor characteristj-cs as a npdel (Table 29) .

Qu-6. IVasthere a siglaifica¡t difference ln percepLion betroeen g.radu-

ates and non-graduates at the ccnnn-nity c.ollege with respect to

i¡rfornal student-teacher interaction?

NF'ON¡IRT, STÜDEh]I-TEAG{ER I}ü]ERASIION

-Ll1-

An analysis of -rhble 25 witl shcx¡v'that a larger percentage of gra-

duates niet inforrnally nore frequently with tlreir instructors than

their non-graduate counterparts. fnis was true for al-l six variables

listed. For exanpLe, 20 percent of graduates met nore than seven tj¡res

with their instructors on an i¡lforrnaf basis to get basic j¡rforrnation

arrd advice about their academic programrrniir.ile zero percent of non-grad-

uates did. Ttrirty tLrree ¡rercent of graduates niet at least four tj¡res

w-itLr instructors to dissuss matters related to their futr:re cå.reer"

This was true for zero percent of non-gïaduates. Vlhen all sj:< variabl-es

vere ccrnbj¡red and tlre t-test applied, there was a significant dif-
ference (t=7"1-0, df=137, p<0.05) betv¡een graduates a¡d non-graduates wit¡
res¡:ect to informal- student teacher i¡rteraction lTable 29).

These results sup¡rcrted thre studies of Felù'nan and Newccrnbe (;'969) ,

spady (197r) , Tinto (1975), and pasca¡el-la and Terenzi¡ri (L977). Ttrese

studies shcx¿ that students' non-classroom interactlon w'ith instruct-ors
j¡crease their chances of graduati_rrg"
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Qu.7. I'lêE; there a signlficant åifference in perception between gradu-

ates and non-g'raduates with res¡:ect to tLre college aùninistration?

STUDN\ES PTRCPTION OF CÐLLEæ ADUINISTIRAT]ON

Respondents were given six state¡ents and were asked to state

whether they agreed or dì-sagreed with each of tlre statenients wh-ich

nainly dealt with aùni¡rj-stration-related functi-ons. For exanple, vùren

given the statenent, "At R.R.C.C., the students are involved in decisions

that affect themr'l 65.6 percent of graduates and 73.9 percent of non-!ra-

duates stated thrat they aEreed wj-th the statenent (Tabre 26) . sec-ondly,

when given the staterrent, "At R.R.c.c. there are too nuny stringent

rul-es," 84"4 ¡:ercent of graduates and 79.2 prcent of non-graduates dis-

agreed with the statenent. Slxt1z eight pojxt five percent of graduates

and 64.4 ¡:ercent of non-graduates disagreed with the state¡rent thrat the

aùnj¡-i-stration is always nlaking all the rules.

rt sesræd qrrite obvj-ous that the majority'of respondents felt tÏ¡at
they had a voice in decisions that affected them jl the college, and

thrat the a&ninistration did not make all the decisions for them. They

also felt t]:at there \,rere not too nrany stringent ru-l_es and regrulations,

and that tlrey had choices jn the courses they took.

I,lhen the t-test was applied to each of the six variabl-es (Tabfe 26) ,

five of the sjx shc¡ued no si-gmifica¡t ðifference between graduates and

non-graduates. Hcñ,vever, when the six variab'Ies vere giror:ped and the t-
test applied, there was a significant d.ifference (t=3.06, df=137, p<0.05)

between graduates and non-graduates with respect to the perception of tbe

aùd¡r-istration (Tab1e 29) .

-113-
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Qu.B. was ¡þs¡e a siqrificant di_fference ìr perception between gradu_

ates and non-grraduates at the crrrrrn:¡_ity college level with
respect to confidence _level- and self_concept.

(a) æNFrDmrG I.EVEL

An analysis of table zi utrl-r shcnv t-hat gû.4 percent of the res¡rcn_
dents felt c.onfident or ver)¡ confident when doj¡rg school work.
Grad'ates tend to feel confi-dent nore than non-giraduates. For ex_
anp]e, 64.4 of graduates fert confident and 26.7 percent felt very
confident u¡rren doi¡g schoor work. Th_is ccrrpared to 61.0 percent
and l-9.4 percent for non-graduates. There was a sigadficant dif_
ference between graduates and non-graduates (t=4.73, df=137, p<0.05)
with respect of thei-r ¡:erception of tleirconfidence when doing
schrool-related work.

(b) SELF CO}JCæT'

-115-

Respondents r¿ere requested to ansi,,/er "yes,, or ,,no', to three questions
perta-inii-ng to the perceptions they had of themserves. Eighty per_
cent of the res¡:ondents answered "yes" in¡r¡en asked if they r+ere

successful persons. NìneÇ point eight percent of graduates and
63'3 percent of non-graduates arso ansværed ,,yes,,to the sanÊ gues_
tion (table 27) - Eighty six point six percent of respondents (g3.1
percent graduates, and 75.0 percent non-graduates) answered ,'yes,,

when asked if they perceived themserves as bei_ng successfur. Ni'ety
six point six percent of graduates and 85.4 percent of non-graduates
perceived their cor:rse/trade as nnkinq a usefur contribution to
society.

I¡lhen the three variabres uere ccrnbi¡red and the t-test applied,
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there \^/as a sigrr-i-ficant d.ifference (t=4.35, df=137, p<0.05) be-

tween graduates and non-graduates at tl¡e ccnrm:nity corlege level

with respect to self perception. These resu-l-ts supporbed the

studies of Borislo.¡t (1962), trabazi (r97r) , and pulliams (Lg76)

who foi:nd tlrat non-graduates tended to shcx,v a rorner serf concept

than graduates at the four-year corlege arrd ccnmunity college

l-evel.

_LL7_

Qu"9. Was there a sign-ificant difference jn perception betr¡een gradu-

ates and non-giraduates at the cqmuni-t1z college l-evel with

respect to classrocrn nnnagerrent?

G,ASSROCI4 MANA@4MM

Res¡rcndents were asked to respond to v¡hat extent (SA, D, N, A, SD)

tltey agreed or disagrreed to tr¡elve statenents pertajning to their per-

ception of classroom flìanagemant v¡hrile they attended RRCC.

(a) INDTWDUAIJZING BASÐ ON ABIT-TTY

Fifty eight poirrt three percent of the gradr:ates stated that they

agreed or strongly agireed wittr the state¡ent tJ-at rnost j¡rstruct¡rs

rnade allcn¡rances for the differing abilities of students. ùnJ-y 27.7

percent of non-graduates agreed or strongly agreed w-ith the state-

nent (Tabl-e 28) . There \^7as a sigrrificant difference (t=3.86, df=

134, p<0"05) between graduates and non-graduates at the c.crnn:nity

college level- with respect to i¡rst¡uctor nìakjrrg allq¿ances for the

differing abitities of students

(b) ALLCI,G}JCE FÐR GROUP ASIT\rJTIES

Seventy point eight percent of tlre graduates

that they agreed or strongly agreed w-ith tJ:e

(Table 28) indicated

st¡tement that there



was scne all-owance for grroup activities. Forby poi¡rt eight per-

cent of non-graduates agreed or strongly agreed with the statenent.

There was a significant difference between graduate and non gradu-

ates (t=4.88, df=136, p<0.05) with respect to g.rotp activities.
(c) INSTRI]CTOR A}TD STUDM]T'S PmSCI{AL PRoBLPIS

-118-

ForLlz five point for:r percent of the grraduates (Table 28) agreed

or strongly agreed with the statenent that rnost instructors listen-
ed to students' ¡rersonal problems. Thirty poj¡t six percent of

non-graduates agreed or strongly agrreed to the statenrent. Ttrere

was a sigrr-ificant difference (t=4.22, df=135, p<0.05) between gra-

duates and non-graduates with respect to j¡structor listening to
students' personal questions.

(d) APPROPRTATENESS OF LEARNI}G MATERaT^S

sixty six percent of graduates (nable 28) agireed or strongly agireed

with the statenrent that nost learrr-ilg rnaterials were geared to the

level of the learner's ability. For'qz eight pojJrt nine ¡:ercent of

non-graduates agreed or strongly agreed with the statenent. There

\,vas a significant difference (t=3.73, df=115, p<0.05) between gra-

duates and non-graduates with respect to appropriateness of learnj¡lg

nnterials at the ccmrunity college l-evel_.

FI¡Ð(IRT'E TI¡{E TABLI¡üG A}JD SGIEDULING OF Cf,ASSES(e)

Sì:rty pojnt seven percent of graduates (Table 28) agreed or strongly

agreed that there \,rere flexijrl-e tì:retabling and scheduLi¡g of

classes. onry 27.3 percent of the non-giraduates agreed or strongly

agreed to th-i-s statenent. There was a sigrrificant difference

(t=3.93, df=135, p<0.05) between graduates and non-graduates with
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respect to fl-e:<i-lcle tjrre-tabtilg and scheduling of classes.

(f) HH,PFUL ASSIG,{I,EilTIS

Ninety three point three percerrt (rable 28) of graduates agreed or

strongly agireecl that the assigrnnrents were generally related a¡rd

contributed to the underst¡nding of the subject matter. Sixty

four poi¡t sjx percent of non-graduates agreed or strongly agreed

to this statenrent. There was a sigr:ificant di_fference (t=4.78,

df=l-35, p<0.05) between graduates and non-graduates with respect

to rel-atedness of assiginnients to the subject matter.

FA]R TREAN4M{T BY INSTRU]TORS

-12r-

(s)

Eighty sÌx pofut five percent of the graduates (fa¡te Zg) agreed

or strongly agreed th¡at nost j¡rstructors treated them fairly.
Fifty nine point t\^ro percent of non-graduates agneed or strongly

agreed to the statenent. There v/as a signrificant difference

(t=4.61, df=136, p<0.05) between graduates and non-gradr:ates withr

respect to fair treaü¡ent by nost i¡rstructors.

N\]STRUCT'ORS I IIVIEREST IN STUDM{TS(h)

Seventy nine point eight percent of graduates agreed or strongly

agreed that n¡¡st instructors were generalty j¡rterested j¡r what a

student had to say. Fifty tLrree pojnt one percent of non-grraduates

agreed or strongly agreed with th_is statenent" There was a sig-

nificant difference (t=5.08, df=136, pcO.05) between gracluates

and non-giraduates with respect to instructors' j¡terest in stud.ents.

SUCæSS-ORTEIITED TEAGIER(i)

seventy nì¡e poi¡t seven percent of the giraduates (Table 28) agreed

or strongly agreed that npst instructors taught their crcurses j¡r



such a way that students were able to succeed. Not surprisingly,

only 46.9 percent of the non-graduates agneed or strongly agrreed

with th-i-s state¡ent" There \^/as a significant difference (t=4.9'7,

df=136, p<0.05) between graduates and non-graduates with respect

to successrcriented teacher.

(j) INSTRIJCT'OR RF-j,IEF IN STUDEIfI'S' CAPABILITy

-L22-

Seventy tr,,rc percent of graduates (Table 28) agireed or strongly

agreed that mcst i¡rstructors rnade them feel that they were cap-

able of coping with the level- of work. Fifty five point one per-

cent of the non-giraduates agreed or strongly agireed with the

state¡ent. There was a significant difference (çq.92, df=l-36,

p<0.05) btween graduates and non-graduates with respect to jl-

structors' belief i¡r the str¡Cents' capability.

RET{IR}] OF ASSIE{¡4EN}IS(k)

slrty slx point three ¡rercent of the graduates (Table 28) agreed

or strongly agreed that npst instructors returnec their assigrn-

nents/tests early enough for them to be valuabl-e to the students.

Forty poixt eight percent of thre non-graduates agreed or strongly

agreed with the statenent" Ttrere was a sigrnificant difference

(t=5.20, df=136, p<0.05) between gi-raduates and non-graduates with

respect to return of assigatrents.

USEFL]L CCS4MEhTTS ON RHruRNED PAPERS(1)

Sfu<ty for:r point eight percent of the graduates (Table 28) agreed

or strongly agreed that n¡cst instructors rnade usefru-L connents on

their papers" ùr1y 22-4 çnrcent of non-graduates agrreed or st-rongly

agreed w-ith the statenent. There was a sigrlficant difference
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(t:7.65, df=135, p<0.05) between graduates and non-grraduates with

respect to useful ccnnents rnade on returned papers. It should be

noted that tåere was a significant difference between graduates

and non-graduates on al-l twelve variabl-es when these variables

were ccnnbj¡red and tlre t-test applied, there was a sigarificant dif-

ference (t=6"63, df=137, p<0.05) between graduates and non-graduates

(Table 29) .

In sunnarlz then, the follo¡¡i¡rg variables or gror4)s of variables

shq,'¡ed siginificaat differences between graduates and non-graduates with

respect to students' perceptions: counselling a\¡Jareness (\/4R047) , ilstruct-

or as a mcdel (\ZAR06B) , ì¡.formal student-teacher j¡rteraction (\¿AR070 to

075) , a&ni¡istrat.ion (\lAR076 to \/AR0B1) , confidence in doirg school- work

(\IA.ROB2) , self concept (\AR0B3 to \IAROB5) and classrocrn managenent (\IAR0B6

to \¡4R097) .

REASONS FOR W:ITTIDRAVi.TNG^ím GRAD{jATI}G

-L26-

The reasons for withdrawing were ranl<ed accordilg to frequenry arrd

percentage of responses. A careful- exanri¡ration of Tabl-e 31 on the next

page will shcx,v that "lack of j¡rterest i¡r school" rarked highest (40.8?) ,

"t€st fai-Iure" second (32.72), "boredcrn with coursesr', th-ird (30.62) ,

" jlsufficient funds", fourth, and three reasons rarked fifth - "díslike

of teachers" (20"4e"), "dislike of course" (20.42), and dcxrestic problens

(20"4e"). The rest of the reasons and their res¡:ective percentages can

be found i¡ Table 3L.

It appeared frcxn these resul-ts th,at school related rnatters (lack of

interest, test fa-il-u-res, boredcxn wittr courses, dislike of teactrers, a-rxL

dislike of cor:rses) were the rnajor reasons for studerrts' withdrawal.
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These results do not support the studies of Medsker (1960) and StÍne

(L916) i¡r te:ns of specific rarkj¡g of the reasons, but sone of these

reasons, for exanple, "i¡rsufficient funds" do appear i¡l th-is presenr-

study and on SLile's and l4edsker's. The resul-ts of th-is study sesred

to sup¡nrt the study conducted by the Research Branch, Manitoba Deparb-

nent of Labor:r and lr4anpower (1980) .

-I2B_

There appeareC to be sonÊ encìouraging signrs that the non-gi-raduates

will- eventually return to conti¡rue threir education" For ecanple, 7L.I

percent (Table 32) st¿ted that they plan to return to RRCC to c-onti¡ue

their studies, wh-i-l-e 20.02 stated that they will return to another

school. That rreant, approxi:nately all of the non-graduates would be

returning to school to resure their stuð|es"

FLn.IJRE ÐUCATIG\GL PIÀNS OF NON-GRAD{IATES
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The questionna-ire provided slÞce on the last page for ¡:ersonal

ccrnrents wh-ich a srall percentage (202) of the respondents used.

The purpose of that page was to allcn¡/ respondents to express their

feellngs i¡r a l-ess structi:red format. The selections belo,s aïe re-

presentative of fitany ccglfients/concerns and are exerpted precisely as

written by individual respondents. Arr attenpt has been made to

categorize these c-cmrents under several headirgs.

(A) INSTRJC]ORS, TEAGIII']G QUALITY A},]D CCIJRSES

CC[.4MMruS FRC[4 GRADUÄXES A}TD I{ON-GRADT]ATES

-130-

The mcst frequently repeated thene was related to i¡rstructors,

teachilg quality and coirrses. Non-graduates terded t¡ vrrite negative

c-cxr¡rents wh-ile graduates tended to write nore positively.

INSTRUCTORS

t" Graduate - Busi¡ress and Applied Arts

"During my attendance at the college, I was fairly pleased with

tlre way the Ínstructors presented the rnaterial. f was also quite

inpressed at ho¿ well- npst of the i¡rstructors ]caew thei-r rnaterial."

Graduate - Irdustrial Têchnol-ocry2.

"AlnDSt all j¡rstruct¡rs would help after læurs if asked by students."

3. Graduate - Ir:dustrial Techrroloqy

"Thre instructors who taught ne last year where all excel-lent ¡:eople."



1I Graduate - Busi¡ess and Applied arUs

"In general, I am very satisfied with the quality of education

I receiveC at R.R.C.C. The jlstructors helped ne to develop

skills as well as to oçand my personal knowledge."

Non-Graduate - Industrial Technoloqy5.

-131-

"Thre courses bored ne because of the repetition and the seenilgly

slcnø progress that the jlstructors rvere maki¡g. Because of that

situation I d,id not pay attention and d-id poorly on my test. "

Non-Graduate - Business a¡d Applied Arts6.

"The instructors (for tìe nost parb) are arrogant, opinionated

artistes wlp have a knack for thj¡l<ing that they are great. "

With respect to course work, it appeared that both grad-

uate and non-graduate fel-t that the courses \.7ere too

Iong and too demanding.

7.' Non-qiraduate - Busi¡ress and Applied Art

CCIIRSES

"f have heard frcrn nrany people that tlre arnount o.f tjme thrat nmst

be spent in the course thrat I took (Advertising Art) is at such

a level that yor:r spare ti¡re is non-existant. I oçerienced

just a touch of th-is before I giave up" "

Non-graduate - Industrial TecLurologyo

"The work in science is too d.ifficult for ne and on'ly want to be

a sinple nechanj-c not a scientist. "



I0. Graduate - Industrial TÞchnoloqy

"Vlhere Red River is valuable is i¡l the strong job--orientation

of its courses. It tries to prepa.re people for an increasingly

c.crnpetitive job market. "

11. Graduate - Business and Applied Arts

"The cou-rse vnrk load was a bit dernanding. It seens like you

are inorking aLl the tj¡e with no tjme for relaxing. "

L2. Graduate - Business and Applied Arts

-I32-

"Tt)ree nu:nths is not enough tjrre to l-earn ProducLion Managenent

or Secrurities Invesürent. We only scratched the surface."

(B) Þ<periences at R.R.C.C.

The ccn¡rents i.^¡:ritten with respect to experiences at the c:ollege

j¡rdicate that both graduate and non-graduate hr,ad pleasant eçerj-ences.

1" Iücn-Graduate - Business ald Applied Arts

"Attending R.R.C.C. was a very positive ex¡:eríence I wil-l always

ren€mber. I regret due to fam-ily problems and ill health I

haven't been able to n'nke ¡rn:ch use of the education offered

there. "

2. Graduate - Industrial Têctnoloqy

"I found that my ti:re spent at R.R"C.C. v¿as içonderful learnjng

oçerierrce after bej¡rg out of school for a nrlrber of years. I

gathered a great deal of teclnj-cal knowledge in my chosen fiel-d

and al-l j¡r all- had a rnost satisfying year....I may also add, for

your benefit, that I went frcrn bei¡rg a very poor, r:ninterested

student in high school to being one of the top graduates at



3. Graduate - Business a¡d Applied Arbs

"lt1z course at R-R.c.c. was a terrific ex¡:erience, arthough,

achi-evenent was not easy. "

4.

"r enjoyed my course very nn:ch al-though r had to qui_t before
graduatìlg. "

5.

"r graduated from creative con'rn-*rications in r98r, and h,ave

worked in a co'rse re]ated job ever si'ce....r have recomnended

R.R.C.C. to my friends.',

6. Graduate - lüursing

"Grèat ngrories. "

7. Non-Graduate - Business Atrni¡istration

-133-

"I found that R.R.C.C. was too large for ne.

highschool where f knew nost of the students.

isol-ation was too irn:ch for me to L¡a¡dl_e.',

SUPPORT SERVICES(c)

Many res¡nndents (nosti-y grraduates) appeared tÐ be unhrappy with
thre state of the librarlz - when they attended R.R.C.C.

1. l$on-Graduate - Busj¡ess and Applied Arts

"r al-so objected to the rack of study space a¡.d the atrrosphere

of a hang--out to trre har-ls and fi:nchrocrn. Ttre h,alrways of D, E

a¡d F buÍIdì'gs anl h:nchrocnns inere firled with radios, the
library was like a pla1æocrn. "

It was unlìke my

The bigness a¡d



3. Graduate - Busi¡less and Applied Arts

"The library had adequate space but it was too noisy for ne."

4. Graduate - Busj-ness and Applied Arts

"Our tf^¡c cl-assrooms were veÐz crovded., but the liJrrarlz was the

v¡crst. "

5. Graduate - Industrial Teckrrol_ogy

"Ttre l-jl¡rar1z had excell-ent nraterials. I only wished that students

would be rnore quiet i¡r there. "

6" Non-Graduate - Busj¡ress and Applied arts

-134-

"The atfrÐsphere on carq)us sesned so inpersonal . r wasn't aware

of neny services or how to go about gettilg thern. "

7. Graduate - lrlursirrg

"r think there is way too many students at the college rel-ative

to the size and the n¡nber of facitities."

(D) CIRCUMSTAIJGS, FIIGNG AND UNCERTA|N CÐA]S

Sone students fou¡d themsel-ves the victims of circr¡nstänces, over

wLr-ich they had little or no control.

1. lJrcn-Graduate - Busi¡ess a¡d Applied Arb.s

"My parents vere going through divorce proceedi¡gs v¡hi-re r was

attending R.R.C.C. I was very upset a¡d confused. "

2. lücn-Graduate - ltr:rsing

"f got pregnant and my boyfriend took off on me. I had to drop

out. tt



3" Non-Graduate - Industrial- Technology

"My wife left me during my second te.rm. I just could not go on. "

4" Non-Graduate - Busi¡ress and Appfied Arts

"I \,,/as verry tired and weary all the tJme frcxn having to work to

sup¡:orb my colÌege costs. I was constantly dishearbened that I

did not have the tj:re to study to get better grades and to learn

mcre. There shoul-d be student- loans."

Non-Graduate - Industrial Tþchnology

"I was suppose to receive financial aid frorn }4an¡nwer but t npnth

after I started school they informed ne that I woul-d not be

receivj-ng any rÐney. I was verlz disgusted and fed up. "

Non-Graduate - Industrial Tþchnoloqy

-135-

5"

6.

"Ttre main reason for leavj¡g R.R"C.C. was T wasn't sure wLrat

I wanted to do in the way of a career and perhaps should have

waited to enter K.C.C. from high school. "

IDENTiTY SEEKiNG(D)

frickson and others (eg" Ch^ickering, 1968) have ¡erceptively

r¡evj.reled the college years as one j¡ which student,s are involved jrr

the process of identity fornntion" Students varlz gn:eatly, however,

in the exbent to wh-ich tb-is identity-forrning process is critical- and

consci.ous concern and thus, wh-Ll-e there is evidence that identity

crises usually lead studerrts to beccne dro¡nuts and sonetj¡es to

withdr¿rw from ¡nst-secondarlz education, the extent to whr-ich this is

a dro¡r,ut problon is difficul-t to assess.



1. Ncn-Graduate - Business and þp1ied Arts

"r went to R.R.c.c. because r wanted to grow intellectuallyr and

e¡ptionally so thrat r rn¡¡ul-d be abl-e to face the world out ttrere.

f was greatly disappointed in both. "

Non-Graduate - Nursjnq¿.

"r was protected all my tife because r rived with my ¡nrents.
I¡fhen r attended R.R.c.c. r had to rive alone and r c.ould not

c.ope with t.l-is new situation. r did not know v¡i-ro r was and what

f was suppose t¡ do. "

-r36-



In th-ls chrapter, scne lîeccnrlendatiq'rs are suggested v¡h.iclr a:æ

direct-ly rrelated to the results of tl:e study, especially the significant

dlfferences that were fourrd. Thase reccnnpendations a:æ rpted in a general

wa1' and nø1' have irçlications for p:ogrætrning at the ccnnnuulty college,

and arry institution with stu&nts of sjmi-lar clra::acb.erj-stics and edr:ca-

tlonal plog'ram offerings "

RECOI\O{ENDATTONS A}ID T¡/PTICATTONS FOR FUMT{ER RESEAreI

-L37-

CTAPTER 5

1. The rcsults of tllis studl' suggest that there is i¡rcreased probab-

i.lity of an applicant corçleLing successfrúly their cLrosen course

of str.rdies if he/she had successfr:lly ccrçleted at least grade

eleven. this underscores tJee i:ryorLance of a sor:nd acaderai-c edtr

cation as a basis for Lr-igher technical and r¡ccatlcslal- educaticn.

I:r accordance with all the :research stldi-es, it seens that strrderrts2"

v¡itlì hiø acadern-lc averages, at least B, will ¡p:æ

sucæd than strrdents \^j'ith lcr¿s acadernic averages. This also

suggests that heatzl' er$rasis should be placed on Ìuigh sctrool

graès. It would also be helpftil- for æTrrnr¡tity college ptograrrrers

to har¡e an opporHm-it1 to ccntrj-br¡te to curricuïnn bæloprnent at

ûre fLi$ sd:ool 1q¡el" Suclr a practice would ensule standar*i-zatiort

and :ælevance of the iuigfrr scLrool curricul-r.ln.

;Sj-næ prîograrn appr:opriateness v{¡as fot¡:d to be signjficant, for gradrr

ates, ccrrmm-ity oollege aôninistration should nn:<imize o¡porbrrritles

for high sdrool and ottrer j¡rteresbd a¡:plicants to be æurselled

3"

likely



professiceld1y, so that they would enter into progrærs v'lich a:æ

apprcpriate iJl ter¡rs of i¡terest, abjJ-itles, personal-sc,clal_

needs, and work o¡porLr¡-rities. sudr cor¡'rselli¡rg w-i1l cbviate the

possibility of applicants entering progræE on tLre basis of child-

hood fantasy, p€r n'øJellìng or pa:rental press'r.r-res" frere a:re

al so ¡nany sitr:ations in widch applicants are forced i¡to prograrg

sì:rply becar-¡se seats are availabte. Ér-is practj-ce could prcnre to

b rat*rer costly and very ti¡e-cca:r.stn'ftirlg for all concen-red.

-138-

Ã Becarrse graù:ates seem to beccne i¡rirclved to a g::eater extent in

extra-sr:rricul- ar acdvities mf re tharr non-gradr:ates, there s eeirg

to be sone sort of positiæ infLrlence operating \Mhjci:r could be

ocntril¡uting to student satisfaclion, enjolnrn:rt ar¡d er¡entual aca-

dernic sucæss " rÈ would probably be worLlrvñ-ile for tl:e college

aùni¡-istration, via tJ:e sü¡dent body, to j¡rfo:m the enterj¡g struåents

of tl:e w:i& qpectn:rn of extra-curricular acLivities, and set r.p

nedran-isns vùrereby tlese stuènts mi$t be encouraæd to parLi-cipate.

trnvohenent in sud: activities worrld probably result in æI1ege

and str:dent, i&nUlficaticnr, and gireater possiJciliLies for assistance

of varior:s tlpes to accn:e to the stu&nt.

Deliberate attenpts should be nade to assist stu&nts to beccne

lnfre 4,1¡a¡e of tlre opporLuniLies available for c-or-r-¡se1li:rg, and also,

j::forrnatic{'r pertaining b careers be disseminated abr-u-rd^ært1y. Q>-

portunities for exaûniJLing ca:ieer droices and alterrratives should

be easily avallable.

sj¡rce ti-is studl' suggests thrat the personal qualities, and ]srcñ¡¿-

iedge of the j¡rstn:ctor \¡/ere peroeived by graduates as being inpor-

q
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tårit, tlren it is i:tperati-ve that per^scnnel ccs'rsider tl¡ese i¡ dre

selecticu-r plþcess" It seenìs necessary for instnrctors of ocnmL¡n-

iþ' c.ollege str:dents to be awal:e that grad.uates nore tharr rron-

graduates perceive them as no&ls, as e>perts, and hold thsn in

high esteem" If j¡rstructors can mal<e efforts to a¡preciate these

draracteristics, they ñùøt be able t¡ nctlvate tlreir stuènts

n¡:ch npre easily and i¡råirect1y.

Connn¡lity collegre programers should initiate asLivities that

woul-d nnke it pcssiJcle for a greater degree of i¡fo::nal strident-

teaqhrer interaction" Actiwities such as puJc-night, sportirtg

activities and their associated post-gare gathering, could prove

to have bereficial and positive inpact on aca&mlc perfonrnnce.

O: the sane r¡ej¡r, fao;J-ty should rnake sü¡cng efforts at getling

ur-i¡r¡olr¡ed stu&nts to participate i¡r tlese non-acadsnic activiLies

vd-riclr do seem to har¡e a èsirable effect on them. Such inr¡olvsrent

will prcbably rresult j¡r tTese str:dents seeklng nore assistærce tlranr

they would r¡-l&r norrral circ'r¡rstances" Infornral ccntaets w-ith

stu&nts seem to have positive influences on stu&nt perfo::nærees.

With respect to stlr&nt peroepLions of college a&ninistrationn ttre

:æsults of th:is str:r$z seem to suggest that str.rdents shoul-d harre a

g:eater c,pportr-r-rity to voice tåej-r cor-r,celrr.s perbeuinJrrg to college

regiuJ.articns and. pr:ocedr:res. Thj-s pracbice shorrld result j¡r str-r&nts

bejng able to wr&rstand the rationale for æ11ege proceå:res and

regulalicns " Instrr:ctor^s and æLlege aùninistrators would be læl¡>-

ful if they would lis bn very paLiently and enploy scne neeèd

enpathic r.:nderstandilg. It also suggests that r.egrulaticrns and
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prcædures wtlic.h seem outdated and non-fr¡:ctioral to strrdents be

npdified to beøre npre fi¡nctlonal in term of tlre needs of al1
college parLicipants.

si¡rce confiènce in doing schoor wodc sepa:rated gnaduates frcm

non-graduates, it stands to reason that flre curricr¡h:ro be so de_

signed that stucents, vúro har¡e a Lr_istory of past failures or fl:ose
rnÈro are borderrine cases and appear to be potential fair'res, be
provided witr cpportr¡riLies to npve frsn tfie sinplest lerels of
acadernic ski-lls to tire npst åi_fficult and c-crplex lei¡els. MaxÍ_

mizing opportuniLies for success should result in seeìng then-
selves as suc.æsful pe:scals, and. tå-is w:i-11 obvior:sly result in
self confidence.

Sinoe class:¡ocsn IIaTÌageIIÞnt variables hreæ sigurificærtly farourabl.e

for giraduates, it q)peaß tlrat therre were d.isti¡rct peroeptics-ls b*
bpeen graduates" rt is interesti¡g to note that significært dif-
ferenæs en'errged i¡t all eler¡en conporrent variables (\rArcB6 to
\4R097) , subsuued r¡rèr ttre gereral category of cLass:ocun nìanage-

nent. Th-is would be interpretated to nean that either tlre grad-

uates weæ &alt w-ith i-:r a ¡nsitirre way on all eleven sr.:b--di¡ren-

sic'ns (e"g., individrla]-izing based ctr ability) or that i¡rstructors
did iri fact, þieat both graduates and non-graduates j¡r the rTrrnner

in wfr.icfr the sub-dj:re,nsicns \,vere peræived.

rt see¡rs reascnatrre to suggest tlrat in-seririce training ses-
sions could be plarured and irrylerented to trajrr j¡structors to be

able to cperaLionalize the teck!:ìiqr.es suggested wrder crassrco*
rnanagenent- rt coirld ræry well b flrat the graduates, altlæugh

9.
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they peræiiæd tlrese practices to be operating, courd harre rrer]¿

well been successful without these techr:_igues bei¡rg applied to

ihem. Ttrerefore, it sæns that ncre tine and attention be paid

b'y instructors in applyiag these techn-iques witlr potential d::op-

outs and non-g:aduates. úris ma1. produce substantialry better

results than norneatrly" Ttre results of tlr-is part of the study

should be brought to tåe attention of tl:e i¡stnrctors and aùn-ini-

strati-on and efforbs made to jJrsti-Il htigirer Is¡els of functioni¡rg

cn these sub-divisicns.

An exarni¡atic,n of the reasons giren for withdrawing/not gradr:atjng

rerreal-s that school-related problers, (as fiÞny as five i¡l a possiJcle

total- of drjrteen) were identified as bejng the highest ranJ<ing

causes (Table 31). Tt seens necessarl¡ for edr:cators, jn general,

and conr,n:n-iþz ællege faculQ' and aùnjnistrators in specific, to

seardr out \days and neans for :reneQzing tlrese prrcblans" In-ss:r¡ioe

Þaching educaLion courses addressi¡rg thenselves to these prrohl-ens,

either utrorly or i¡ parE, ndght help to elimi¡rate or nri¡rjmize

withdra,qals "

TSee prcbIen of i¡rsufficierry of fr-mds has been a ch:onic

problemo and students must be helpea to secrr¡æ ñï¡ds as earry as

¡nssible so as b pennit br:dgettirrg adequately" An energerrcry

flmd rnidtt be helpfuf in staryring off terçorarlz fjnancial setbacks"

Sone of the other p:ioblerns sucLr as: lonelinecs, märriage, and

preglanqlo could be deaLt with by professional cor-¡-¡selling se::rices.
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]MPLTCATTONS FOR F'ITRTTIER RF"SEARGI :

1. A ñrrttrer study miøt fosus on strrènts w:ith similar draracteristlcs
in the tr¡¡c other ccxum:nity collqes in itfanitoba. Thj-s \^r"i11 provide

a larger sanple and would enable gn:eater gereralizability.

2" 3\:rth¡er researdr mi$t fosus on the non-grraduates j:r order to gather

fiolæ "true" j¡¡.formation pertairr-ing to reasons for withdra,ving. Both

thre questionnai:e and j¡rteruie,v nethod æuld be used.

3. It would be i¡rterresting to inræstigate the instructors' pe::cepLicns

of stlènts withd::a¡ring/noL graduaLing and cofipare these with their

peræptj-ons of the graù:a@s 
"

4" Aftninisb:aticn permitting, a strud¡r cle.igned to inr¡estiga@ the

realities of the cla.çsrcom on the di¡¡ens:ions cited un&r tJre category

of classrrcom ÍEnagsrent, æuld provi& usef,il jnfosnaÈion r4nn vúr:ich

in*e¡¡ice and professio:al denrelopnwrt of facu].þz could be premi-sed"
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RED RIVER COMMUNITY COLLEGE
2055 Notre Dame Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3H 0Jg
Telephone 204 / 632-231 1

Þar

Your nane has been chrosen as part-of.a grow study frcxn a list of graô:ates
and non-gradr:ates vfio attended Red RL¡er Ccrlrmmity Collegre scnetine betr4Ëen
1979 and 1981- I'ülile tå-is sturCy is being condr-rcted * pá.t of nE/ tvlasterslThesis irr the Faculty of EducatÍon, tlre óir.ector of couirselljng Sen¡ices
and tlle Dilector of tLre T\¡torial Centre at Red Riizer connur-rity Oollege a:ealso very interested in tÌ.e resul-ts. ltrey har¡e been :¡lstn¡rengf j¡ thedeælcpnent of scsTe of tlre questions on the questicn-u:aire.

lhe puryose of tir:Ls stulår is to identify differenæs beürseen grradr-rates andrrcrn-graduates" Cu:=ent j¡rforrnation on tÌ¡ese trúo gll?otæs at the ccrgrelr1itycellegte level is virbually non-exlstent. your aré thä only souræ of i:rfor-rnatlon, and as a :result, I wish to request. tJ:at 1ou crnple-te t¡e attacfiedquestionnaire " rt takes 10-15 mi-nuteJ to ccnplete. ìbrlr par:ticipaLicu-t isnot sirçly inporbant., but it is vital to tLre èrcæ.= of th-is study.

All inforrnation tl.at 1ou proviè irr the qr:esticru:ai::e wiIL be t*.:l4c¿fyoonfi&ntial" Your nane is not neeèd on the questionnffi, ãd it w"i11 r¡otË-useãTi-any way, except to nìail th-is rnateriJ to 1.,r.
r would be m:st gnateful if you would return the ccrpleted qr:estionna¡e in
{g_e¡closed ¡rcstage1>aid, self-add:iessed enrælcpe befote u"tcfr zgt L¡BZ. Iwjl-l be nost pleased to send you a sumaÐz of tlle surræy results.
fl:arl]c you for your raluerble tj¡re in conpleting this questice-rnaire.

Si¡cerely )¡cur:s,

ÄPPENDIX A

Aa::on H. Koodoo BSc., B.Ed. I CAE.,
Deparhænt of Industrial Teclrnology

March 10, 1982

Aaron H. Koodoo

lücte: 1. P1ease ingig*e yorrr cJroices on tJ:e qr-lestionnai-re by r:sing a
chrecl< nE¡<.lj

2" fgnore the nurü¡ers writben as (\aRool), (\rARco2), etc. They arefor office use onÌy.



Q 1.
Iva-noor]

^)
[vanooz]

Q 3.
Ivaroo:]

A SURVEY OF GRADUATES AND NON-GRADUATES OF
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APPENDTX B

RED RTVER COMMUNTTY COLLEGE

Did you graduate from RRCC? Check one only.

DYesDNo

SexDMaleDFemal_e

-r982-

What was your age at
Check one only.
L C/ 16-18 years

2 D I9-2I years

3 D 22-24 years

i,Ihat was your marital
Check one only.
7 n sinsle

2 n llarried

3 D Divorced

Q4.
lvanoo¿]

the

4

5

Qs.
Ivaroos]

tj:ne of registration at RRCC?

D 25-27 years

/-J 28 or over

ID
2D
3D

i /--7

2D

" 
f-7

Q6.
Ivarooa]

status

4D
5n

Business and Applied Arts

Industrial and Technology

Heal-th Sciences

at the time

Separated.

Other

of registration?

2 years

1 year

l-ess than 1 year



Q7.

Ivanooz]

Ivanoos]

Ivaaoog]

Ivanoro]

Ivanorr]

Q 8.

[venorz]

Í'ihil-e attending RRCC, what was your source or sources of
funds?
Check one or more.

f D Personal savings

2 D Full-rime job

3 D Part-time job

4 D Parents

5 D Spouse

-151-

which of the following best. describes your financial siÈua-
tion white at RRCC? Check one on1y.

7 D f did not have enough money to complete my prograrn.

2 D f had sufficient money to complete my prograrn.

3 D I had more than enough money to complete my progran.

Vühat is the highest leveL of education of your father?
Check one only.

7 D Elementary School (Grad.es I to 6)

2 D Junior High (Grades 1 Eo 9)

3 D Senior High (Grades l-O to l-2)

4 D Community College (Ðiploma or Certificate)

5 /- University degree (s)

Qe.

[vanore]

6 D r.oan fvanorz]

7 D schot arship [vanof:]

8 D Bursary fvarora]

9 D Manpower fvanors]

10 ü orher fvanors]

Q 10.

[vanorg]

What is the highest level of education of your mother?
Check one on1y.

f D Elementary Schoo1 (Grades j- to 6)

2 D Junior High (Grad.es 7 to 9)

3 n Senior: High (Grades l0 to 12)

4 D Community Coltege (Diploma or Certificate)

5 D University Degree (s)



Q 11.

Ivanozo]

What is the highest Level- of education attained in your
family by an ol-der brother or sister? Check one only.

I U Elementary School (Grades 1 to 6)

2 D Junior High (Grades 7 to 9)

3 D Senior High (Grades 10 to 12)

4 D CommunJ-ty College (Diploma or Certificate)

5 D University Degree (s)

6 /_= Ì have no brother or sister

-152-

Q T2.

[vanozr]

idhat is your father's occupation? Check one only.

f D Clerical (clerk, secretary)

2 D Farmer (own farm)

3 D l{anagerial (own business, company manager, execu-
tive )

4D
¿//

6D
7D
8D
o /-/J t__J

10n
r-r_ D

Miner, logger, fisherman, farm worker

Professional- (doctor, lawyer, teacher, engineer)

Sales (retail business, insurance, real_ estate)

Se¡ni-skil-led worker (factory. mi1l worker)

Service (armed forces, police, Hotel & Motel)

Skilled worker (construction, production, trademan)

Technical (techno.l-ogist, el_ectronic technician)

Transport (bus, truck, taxi, ambulance, delivery
man)

12 D Unskilled worker (labourer)

13 D House husband

14 D Retired/Deceased

15 D orher



Q 13.

lvaaozz l
What is

ID
2D
3D

¿" r---7

C. /--lJ//

6D
]D
8n
I /--7

.r-0 D

1r- D
12D
13D
14D

lsD

your motherrs occupation? Check one on1y.

Clerical (clerk, secretary)
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Farmer (own farm)

Manageriaf (own business, company manager, execu_tj-ve)

Ivliner, logger, f isherwoman, farm worker

Professional_ (doctor, lawyer, teacher, nurse)

Sa1es (retail business. insurance, real estate)

Semi-skill_ed work (factory, mill_ worker)

Service (waitress, hotel and motel)

Skilled worker (production, trade)

Technical- (data processor, medical or dentaltechnician)

Transport (taxi, pink f.ady, delivery van)

UnskiLLed worker (farm worker, domestic service)

liousewif e

Retired/Deceased

Other

Q 14.

[vaaoz:]

what was the highest level 0f education that you completedbefore attenaingECC? Check one only.

I D Grade 9

2 D Grade .t_O

3 D Grade .t_t_

4 D Grade t2

How many years were you out
RRCC?

Check one only.

r /= None

2 
-/ 

1-2 years
3 D 3-4 years

Q ]s.

fvanoza]

5 D lst year university

6 /= 2nd year university

7 LJ Bachelorrs degree

E LJ ABE/GED

of school_ before enrolling at

4 ff 5-6 years

5 fJ 7-B years
6. /= More than g years



Q 16. What v¡as your average during the last year of school- be-
fore enrolling at RRCC? Check one only.

[vanozs] - 
-

- I tJ F= (0-s9z) s D != (80-84u)

2 n þ= (60-69%) 6 D B*= (85-89e")

3 n c: Qo-74e") 7 D .A= (90-100u)

4 /--7 C* = (75-792)

Q 17. Vnlhere did you reside during the majorit.y of your school
years before attending RRCC? Check one only.

lvanozo] I D Onafarm

2 D In a vj-11-a9e or small- town (less than 10,000
population)

3 D tn a large town (f0,000 to 50,000 population)

4 D In a city (more than 50,000 population eg.
Winnipeg)

5 D other

Q 18. To what extent was your particular prograrn appropriate to
your needs or interests? Check one only.

[vanozz] D No extent D some extent D Great extenr

Q 19. Did you warrt to enrol-l- in another program, but coufd not
because of enrollment restrictions? Check one only.

[ve¡.oze] r ü Yes 2 D No

-)54-

Q 20. What would you say was the approximate number of hours per
week spent on d.oing assignments? (Do not include study
time). Check one only.

[vaaozg] t lr D O-5hours/week 4 D 16-19hours/week

2 D 6-10 hours/week 5 D 20-25 hours,/week

3 D 11-15 hours/week 6 D l4ore than 25 hours,/week



Q 2I.

[var.o: o ]

-155-

How many hours per week, on
studying? Check one only.

f D 0-3 hours/week

2 D 4-7 hours/week

3 /J 8-11 hours/week

Q 22.

[va-no:r ]

week

How many hours of classes, on the average, did you miss dur-
ing a week? (Do not include holidays or cancell_ed cl_asses).
Check one only.

f D 0 hour/week

2 /: l--2 hours,/week

3 D 3-4 hours/week

the average, did you spend.

Q 23.

fvano:z ]

4 U L2-I5 hours/week

5 U 16-19 hours/week

6 D More than 19 hours/

How many hours per week did you work at a job whil-e attend-
ing RRCC? (Do not include assignment and study time).
Check one only.

f D 0hour/week 5 D 16-20 hours/week

2 /= 1-5 hours/week 6 D 2I-25 hours/week

3 D 6-l-0 hours/week 1 U 26-30 hours/week

4 /_J 11-l_5 hours/week I lJ More than 30 hours/
v¡eek

Choose the statement which best describes how you organized
your ti-me with respect to =.fro"f work. Check one only.

f D I never seem to have ad.equate time to do the mini-
mum amount.

2 D I seem to have adequate time to do Èhe minimum
anount of work.

3 D I always seem to have more than enough time to do
the minimum amount of work in my courses.

4 D 5-6 hours/week

5 D 7-8 hours/week

6 fJ 9-L0 hours/week

7 D More than 10 hours/
week

Q 24.

fvano::]



Q 25- with \.^/hom did you generally r-ive whire attending RRCC?
Check one only.

IvARo34lLJfl:Alone

2 D Intith parent.s

3 D VVith parents and other family members

4 D With wifelhusband

5 D With wifelhusband and children)

6 D Wj-th roommate

7 D l^/ith roomates

8 D Other

Q 26. Answer No or yes for each of the fo]lowing two questions.
[vano:s] No yes

(a) Whi]e attending RRCC, weïe you a member
of the sÈudent council or any student
organization? f D 2D

IVano:oJ (b) Did you participate in any sporrs
whileatRRcc? f D 2D

-Is6-



Q 27. To what extend did each of these reasons influence your
decision to attend n¡.CCe Check one box for each state-
ment.

[vano:z ] r RRCC offered. the course
or trade that I needed.

[vano:e] z I wanred to be able ro
earn a higher wage.

[va-nO:O] : r cout-d not get inro
university.

[venO¿o] 4 I coutd nor afford to
go to university.

[vano¿r] 5 To please my parents.

[vano¿z] O To please my wifelhus-
band/boyf riend,/gir 1 -
friend.

[vano¿¡] 7 Atl or most of my
friends were attend-
rng RRCC.

[veno¿¿] I Ar] agency (eg. Man-
power) was wil-ling to
sponsor me.

[vano¿sJ 9 orher.

-15 7-

No
Extent

D

D

D

D

D
D

Some
Extent

D

D

D

D

D
D

Great
Exten-L

D

D
D

D

D
D

D

D

D

D

C/

L=

D

D

D



Q 28. Which statement would indicate your parentsr interest in
your education whil-e you were in attendance at RRCC?

Check one on1y.

[vano¿o ] f D Your parents gave you no encouragement to con-
tinue your education.

2 D Your parents gave you some encouragement t.o
continue your education.

3 D Your parents gave you much encouragement to
continue your ed.ucation.

Q 29. Which of the following best describes your awareness of the
counsell-ing services avail-abl-e at RRCC? Check one on1y.

[vano¿z ] f D I knew nottr-ing about them.

2 D f knew very little about them.

3 D ï had a fair idea about them.

4 D f fett that r was wel-f informed about them.

Q 30. While in attendance, did you ever visit a counsel-lor at

-IsB-

RRCC? Check one only.
TILveno¿el r D Yes

Q 3I. If your answer to the above question is yes, for what rea-
son(s) did you visit a counsellor? Check one or more.

Lvano¿gl L D personal-social- 4 D careerchoice[vanosz]

[VanoSO]2DFinancial-5DEntrancelWithd.rawal
Ad.visement [vAR053 ]

lvanosr]3DAcademic6Dorher[vaaosa]

Q 32. If you had financial problems whil-e attend.ing RRCC, and you
sought help, did you get it? Check one only.

[vanoss] r D yes 2 D No 3 D ïdidnorseek
hetp

2DNo



Q 33. If your anslver
with the help?

lvanoso I LDYeS

Q 34. If you
sought

[vanosz ] ., /-----)
L ¿-/

-159-

Q 35. If your answer
with the help?

[va-aose J
' '--- vôe- /-/

to question 32 is yes,
Check one on1y.

2D

had personal problems
help, did you get it?

Yes2D

Q 36.

Ivanosg]

VJhich statement best describes how you felt
of RRCC campus?

(Consider number of stud.enis, area of land,
of buildings). Check one on1y.

I D It was too smalI.

2 D It was the right size.

3 D ft was too large.

were you satisfied

No

to questJ-on 34 j-s yes, were you satisf ied
Check one only.

2DNo

while attending
Check one only.

No3D

Q 37.

Ivarooo]

RRCC, and you

I did not seek
help.

How friendly did you perceive most
be? Check one only.

L D Unfr j-endly

2 D Friendly

3 D Very friendly

How helpful did you percerve most

L D Not helpful

2 D Het-pful

3 D Very helpful

Q 38.

IVARO6r]

about the size

number and size

of your inst.ructors to

of your inst.ructors to be?



rl 20

fvanooz ]

How would
of their

rD
) /---7-//

" 
/----J

a /-/

you describe most of your instructorsr knowledge
subject matter? Check one only.

lÌot knowledgeable

I(nowledgeable

Very knowledgeable

Extremely knowledgeable

Q 40.

[vanoo: ]

-160-

How woul-d you describe most of
tion of their subject matter?

I D poor

2 D Acceptable

3 D Good

4 D Very good

5 D Excellent

ÕL1

lva-noo+l

Q 42.

lvanoosl

Ivanooo]

lvanoozl

lvanooel

Ivanooo]

lfould you
you would

rD

your instructorst presenta-
Check one on1y"

say that there was at least one instructor that

If your answer to the above question is yes, then which of
Èhe fol-l-owing ísrlare true? Check one or more.

L D The instructor was a reral expert in his field.

2 D The instructor was held. in high esteem by many
students.

want to be like?

No

1llr//

2DYes

D

The ínstructor was well- known for his knowledge
and skil-Is in the college.

f admired the instructor for ini-s/lher personal
quatities.

5 D The instructor seemed. sat:isfied with his job.



Q 43- rndicate the number of times that, you met informal_l_y with an in-structor, for each of the specific reasons r_isted. below, whj_reyou were at RRCC- check one box for each statement.

fvanozo] advice about
your academic
progiram.

D ) .t,o dl_scuss

fvanozf] matters re]at-
ed to your
future career.

c) 1o help resoLve
lvanozz] a disturbing

personal prob-
lem.

d) To discuss in-
[vanoz:] tell-ectual- or

course-relat-
ed matters.

e) To discuss a
lvanoz¿] campus issue

or problem.

f) To socialize
lvenozs¡ informally.

-l_61-

a) To geÈ basic in-
formation and

0

I Di2 DI3 DIA DIs D

1-3

TTMES MET

4-6

r Dl2 Lf 13 1-14 Dls /J

7-9

t ulz Dl3 DlA c7 ls D

It4ore
han 10L

L Dl2 cli3 /-14 rJls /_/

t cllz Dl3 DlA Dls D

r /_/l2 c/l3 fll4 E/ls fJ



Q 44. Indicate whether you agree or disagree with
ing statements.

a) At RRCC, the students are in-
[Va¡-OZO] volved in decisions that af-

fect them.

b) At RRCC, there are too many

[vanOZZ] stringent rules and regiula-
tions.

-162-

c) At RRCC, the oPinions of the
instructors are the onlY

[vap.ozg] o'u" that matter in acad.emic
cl-ass work '

d) At RRCC, the administration
iVenOZg] is always makinq al-1 the de-

crsaons.

- -e) At RRCC, the student has to
LVanOgO-l complete the core reguire-

ments.

f) At RRCC, the student is
given the privilege of

LVAROSIJ selecting add.itionat pre-
ferred courses.

each of the follot¿-

Agree

'> l-7' ¿--__-J

1 /-/L L-/

tì ¿\

Disagree

[vanoaz] 1 
-

! / / I did not feel confident most of the time.

2 D I fett confident most of the time.

3. D I f el-t very confident most of the time.

Q 46. Answer No or Yes for each of the following questions.

r/J

Check the statement which best describes how confidently you
fel-t when doing school- work. Check one only.

rD

2 f-/' /____--J

rD

't t----1¿//

[vanoe:J-, wou]-d you say as a whofe that you
are a successful Person?

lvanoaa]o) Do you perceive yourself as being
successful?

Ivanossl' "---"-'c) Do you perceive your course/trade as
makinq a usefuf contrlbutl-on Ëo so-
cletvl

2D

2D

¡ f-t¿ /_/

rD

L /:l

2U

2D
. f-----7
L//



Q 47. To
it9

what extent do you
statments. Check

lvanoe

Ivanoa

a) Most instructors made

- a]]owances for the
-loJ differ-i-ng abilities of
_ students.
b) There \4¡as some all_ow-

/ J ance tor group ac-
tivit,ies.

-16 3-

agree or disagree
one box for each

lvanoa

c) Most instructors
^ ì listened to stu-8l dents'personal

prob]ems.

.-l c)
Þt{Ét¡orõl]oÐ'.1(no

lvaaoa

with each of the folfow-
statement -

d) itlost l_earning ma-
teria]s were

9] geared to the
l-evel of the
l_earnerrs abil_itv

Ar
|r
ö¡
rú
U)

.Êt

o

rLf

rvARoe

e) There were fl_exi-
0-l bl-e time tabting
- and scheduling of

classes.

lroq)
Otl
.qOö1
Ð (.) fú..r!(n
O Or-.1Z¿.a1

) /---7

rD

lvanosr

f) The assignments
were generally re-
lated and contribut-
ed to the under-
standing of the sub-
ject matter.

ID

3D

2D

o
CJ

t{
ðiì
é.

lvanoez

Ivanoo:

/'a
cnccJocJ
i{ ll
Ðtt

2D

4D

3D

LN

_g) Most instructors
J treated me fairl
h) Most instructors

-l v/ere generally in-
I terested in what a

student had to say

3D

5D

Ã /---7

2D

IVAROe4

rD

A 7-/

i) Most instructors
-, made me feef thatJ 1 was capable of

coping with the
1evel of work.

sn

3D

2D

ID

c, /-----7J /-J

4D

3D

2D

rD

5D

a /--/-1 /

L/J

2 f-/J (-J

2D

4D

¿ /_J

3D

rD

¿//

r//

^ /--/¿//

2 /-/

a l-/-//

q /--/

J/ /

5 f_J

¿. /---7
i5DI
I
!

tj
t



o47 (Conti;:u:d ì

j)
IvaaogsJ

-16 4-

J()

Ivanogol

Most instructors taught
thei-r courses in such a
way that I was able to
succeed.

Most instruciors re-
turned my assign-
ments/tests early
enough for them to be
val-uable to me.

I
IvARoeTl

XO
-t 0J
bn lrqU'
Ord!] o
Ð '.1

) Most instructors made
useful comments on my

c.)
n)
g
fn
rd
U)

..1

l]
AJ

Ð
..1
q'.)

2

q)
nt
lr
öll
fd
U)

..1

F]

h

og
+J
úr

o
CJ



Q 48.

T¡IESE TWO QUESTTONS ARE TO BE COMPLETED By NON-GR.ADUATES ONLY

Ivanose l

lvanogsl

[var.roo]

lvanro:- ]

[van:-oz]

lvaruo: ]

iveruo¿l

Ivaaros l

lvanrool

lvap¿ oz l

lvemoel

lvamogl

lvanrro]

lvanrrrl

a. 4e.

lvar:-rzl

Which statement. or statements best describe your reason(s)
for withdrawing/not graduating from RRCC. cie.L one or
more.

rD
2D

3D

4D

\ /-----7

6D

7D
ô /-"--7a//

o /-/
J//

10 c/
I]. D
12D

13D

T4D

-165-

did not have sufficient funds to continue.

had already failed a test or tests in the course.

I coul-d not cope wíth the levef of work.

I did not like some of the teachers-

I did not fi-ke the course content.

I felt lonely.

I had domestic problems.

I losL interest in school-.

I was bored with some of m¡r courses.

I did not l-ike the way my subjects were taught.

I found a job.

I got married.

I got pregnant.

Other

Which of the following best describes your intention re-
garding

rD
2D

" 
f---

continuing your education? Check one only.

I wi1l return to RRCC to continue my studies.

I will aitend another school- to continue my

studies.
I will- not return to any schoo again.



Tbank you for
to write any

COMMENTS:

completing' thi-s Questionnaire.
corrnents that you wi sh. Thanks

-l_66-

You may use this
again.

page
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RED RIVER COMMUhiITY COLLEGE
2055 Notre Dame Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3H OJg
Telep hone 204 / 632-231 1

APPENDIX

Þar

I loow that 1ou neant to ccnplete the pi:evior:s qrestlonnaiæ but may have
forgotten to do so. fn orèr tJrat lncu may be i¡cluded i¡ this stuÐ, I
am senôing you a seænd ccpy"

)lrur nane has bæn chosen as part of a grror:p sfury frccn a list of graduates
and non-graó:ates vd'ro atten&d Iìed Ri-rrer Ccn"rrurrity College sonetine beb¡¡egrl
1979 and 1981. Vlhile this strrdl- is being ccu'rducted as part of my Ilasters!
Thesj-s in the Fac-ulþr of Education, the Director of Cor¡rsefl-ing Sen¡ices ard
tlre Director of the T\:torial Cenü:e at Red Ri-r.er CcnrrudÇ College a¡e al.so
very inte:æsted j¡r the :¡esults " Ttrey haiæ been instn¡rental in tire develop-
nerrt of sone of the qr:asticns on tj¡e questiorrnaire,

ltre purpose of this strrff j.s to identify differenoes between graduates and
non-giradr:ates" Clrr:ænt infornatian on these tvn g:roçs at the c.crmrnm-ity
college lszel j.s vi-rh:atly non-etrj-stent. You a-re tJee crrly scluræ of infor-
rnat.ion, and as a :esulto I v¡ish to regr-lest tt¡at. lnou øp1eb the attacfred
que^sLi-off1air:e. It takes 10*15 minutes to ccnplete. Your parLicipaLion is
not sinply inportant, but it js vita.l to tlre success of this study.

AJ-l jnfonnaticsì that lzou provide i-rl the questicrmaire hrill be lcep!_strieelf
ccnfidenLlal. your na¡re ìs not næ&d on the guesuica"u-r@
Eã lrseãE'-any way, except to fin'il tå-is rnaterial to you"

I would be rmst gra,teft:-l if you would r€trrrn ttre ccnpteted guesLics'm¿úJe jrr
tlæ enclosed. ¡nstage-paid, self-addresæd ernælc4:e before epril 17, L982" I
q¡-ilI be nost pleased to send you a Sufirnarl¡ of ttre su:¡¡ey results.

lhanl< you for lour ræIuable tirre in c-cnpleting tå-is qr:estiorrnahe"

Sinoeæly )acurs,

Aaïon If" I{oofu BSc", B.Ed" n CAE.
Deparbrent of Industrial TbÓnoloq'

(-

April I, 1982

Aa:on H.

Note: l-"

2"

Koo&o

Pfease j¡rdicate your clroiæs on the gr:esLioruraire by using
a ched< îad<" [Zl

Igno:ie tlre nurber^s written as [\/AFOOI),(\ZA@2) etc. Thqr are for
office use only.


