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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to examine the interrelationships of academicsgadine
social integration, and perceptions of residence hall experiences of returning esgggom
at a southern university. The literature has provided a basis for the impeatiefrac
readiness on retention as well as the role of social integration on the trestathan
experience. This study added to the existing body of research by collectimgatiéor
from freshmen through the Beginning Survey of Student Engagement (BS&Eppri
enrollment, the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) during the spring
semester of first year and a Residence Hall Perception survegisigmad during spring
semester of the sophomore year. These data were analyzed to determinfevbates
existed from pre-enroliment social expectations and actual experienoegdiagdo
academic readiness. Furthermore, it explored the perceptions of regidénce
experiences based upon academic readiness. The findings from this studylreveale
statistically significant results for expectations of time spent-4oucdcular activities as
compared to actual time spent in co-curricular activities during the feeslgear. The
study also found other important information about the interactions the freshmen had
with roommates and friends. There was also great insight into their involventient wi
campus organizations during the first year, as well as perceived acksatal)
disadvantages of living on campus as a freshman. Administrators will be aibleze
this research by designing first year residential programs that entrenoverall

experience for future freshmen.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND TO THE PROBLEM

Retention is a growing concern among college and university administrator
Persistence rates impact institutional ratings, affect recrnttofdaculty and staff, and
have a long term economic and professional impact on students, both those who are
retained and those who are not. Like many other institutions, retention has been a
concern at the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga (UTC), which isexyiéa
classified master’s level institution experiencing campus growth aatieging
freshmen and changes in admission criteria. The fall 2008 enrollment was just over 9800
students and the undergraduate enrollment for the same term was just shy of 8400
students. The campus housing capacity nearly doubled in the previous seven years to jus
over 2800 bed spaces and, as a result, approximately 1/3 of all undergraduate students
lived on-campus during the fall of 2008. More specifically, the university provided
housing to 58% of the fall 2008 first time freshmen, who make up 44% of all residential
students at the university. While the institution clearly grew residigntiae overall
enrollment has remained relatively flat during the past seven yeangudr, it is
important to know that first time freshmen enrollment has grown from 1473 in the fall of
2002 to 2083 in the fall of 2008 (Fact Summary Sheet, 2002 & 2008). This represents a
41% increase in size of the first time freshmen class on-campus oventisyear
period.

The type of enroliment changes, along with the growth of the residential

population was almost certain to impact the experiences and perhaps the needs of



students. As more students lived on-campus, there was a greater demand for many
campus services that were often targeted toward undergraduate studentscdsehihe
increased number of freshmen living on-campus contributed to already strainedegsour
that were designed to aid in the success of first time freshmen studbets. wiere not
only a greater number of first time freshmen enrolled, but many more ofiticeaduals
were choosing to live on-campus. Those students who lived on-campus tended to take
advantage of campus programs and services, therefore creating a draing@s servi
Unfortunately, most of the offices that provide support services had seemlrite t
increase in operating budgets or staffing despite the growth of campusitesitiee
lack of resources and services were evident in many campus service@reasf the
more notable areas included student activities, student judicial process, hdalth a
wellness programming, orientation and first year student transition. EtHutse
departments, along with student housing, compliments the others and provides important
programmatic services for the first year student experience.
Statement of the Problem

The declining retention rate at UTC presented administrators with acgrezgrn.
The freshmen to sophomore retention rate for first year students enterinda ¢tie
2007 was approximately 60% (One Year Retention Rates, 2008), while many similar
institutions across the country achieved retention rates in the neighborhood of 75%
(Braxton, Milem & Sullivan, 2000). This issue had been a significant concern for the
institution and needed to be addressed in a coordinated and collaborative fashion in order

to begin improving the freshmen to sophomore retention rate. As efforts focused on



improving retention rates, it was important to understand the experiences ofstudent
lived on-campus and how those experiences contributed to a decision to return for a
second year. As the experiences of first year residential students aistaodie
administrators will be able to develop programs designed to enhance tineposi
outcomes as a result of living on-campus.

The fall 2000 freshman class was retained at a rate close to 74%. Sincedhe fall
2000, the retention rates gradually declined each year to fewer than 61% in 2007. There
was an exception in fall 2006, which showed an increase of approximately 1.5%.
Gaining additional insight into the experiences and perceptions of freshamgnoin-
campus may enable administrators to design programs that are bettereaigleu@ge
students to return for the sophomore year.

Rationale for the Study

The growth in campus housing and change in academic admission requirements
provided a perfect opportunity to look more closely at the academic readiness of
freshmen. In addition to academic readiness, this was an excellent time stamdiére
level of student engagement that occurred for freshmen students during the fall 2008
semester. The research also explored the experiences of students vba-baenpus as
freshmen and decided to return as sophomores. The new information can help to expand
on student engagement through a more in depth understanding of first year residential
experiences.

At the time of the research, the admission requirement for an incoming student

was a 2.75 high school GPA (4.0 scale) along with a minimum composite score of a 17



on the ACT. An alternative admission requirement was for the student to have a 2.0 high
school GPA with a composite score of 21 on the ACT. The primary change that
prompted this new admission standard was the institution’s elimination of theiaoaldit
admission status that was in effect prior to the fall 2008 school year. Befoolhénge

in policy, a prospective student could have been admitted conditionally with a high
school GPA of 2.0 and a composite score of 17 on the ACT. As a result of this policy
change, conditional admission status was no longer an option for students; a new student
was either admitted or not. In addition to the elimination of the conditional admission
status, this change has led to a higher academic profile for the freshswmfockhe

institution. The mean ACT score for the fall 2008 freshman class was 22.4 (Fact
Summary Sheet, 2008). This is a .4 increase from the fall 2007 and is .7 higher than the
mean ACT score of the previous nine years of freshman classes enteung/éisity

(Fact Summary Sheet, 2000-2007). Some members of the university community believed
that this change would have had a positive impact on the freshmen to sophomore
retention rate by bringing in students who were better equipped for the rigoghef hi
education.

Alexander Astin (1999) suggested that there is more to academic success in
college than being a high performing student in high school. More specificatly, A
described a highly involved student as one who not only devoted time to meeting the
academic demands of college, but who was also actively involved in student
organizations and a variety of extracurricular activities. Tinto & Goodsedl9),

learned that the level of involvement in extracurricular activities was an tampor



indicator that students were also socially integrated. Students who becaelig soc
integrated or engaged tended to persist at a significantly highehaatstudents who
were not. As administrators grapple with this retention issue, it may seeal kagi
move forward with the implementation of even higher academic standards formgcomi
freshmen. However, entrance requirements should not dismiss or replace the
examination of the potential role student engagement might play in the reterdion of
student from the freshman to sophomore year. This research sought to determine the
level of social integration for freshmen. It also sought any differehe¢snay have
existed for students based upon academic readiness.
Purpose of the Study

The study sought to understand the relationship between academic readiness and
academic major as well as the relationship between first year studegeemnent and
academic readiness levels. Furthermore, the research examined howxgpaatdt®ns
at the beginning of the freshman year compared to actual practices at thehengeairt
Finally, a closer look at the perceptions of students regarding their resiadglhc
experience according to academic readiness allowed the researcherimgight into
the reasons students return. Retention does serve as the catalyst and inbésesttiohyt
but because it is not longitudinal in nature this is not a retention research progeets It
however have retention implications. As the data were collected andehalyz
administrators were able to gain insight into these factors and how theyomtajpute to

a student’s decision to return for the sophomore year.



Significance of the Study

This research could provide a greater understanding of the role housing plays in
student experiences. It also could provide additional data regarding varyinggeseer
of residential students based upon their academic readiness. Understanding the
residential experiences could be an important element in gaining insightdknet falr
programmatic improvement. Specifically, the research may reveal varanesidential
experiences according to academic preparedness, which would furbefaalprogram
development to better meet student needs.

This research could provide policy makers the reason to develop a community
model that connects both the academic and social needs of freshmen students. An
intentional living learning community is one type of program that was found to @onne
academic and social needs. A properly designed living learning community has the
potential to help students connect with others around some common interest, an academic
curriculum, or both. In a community such as this, students had the opportunity to get to
know one another through classes, and this provided a level of social and academic
comfort for a new student (Tinto & Goodsell, 1993). In addition to getting to know
others, students who patrticipated in living learning communities tended to report highe
levels of satisfaction with their campus experience, which correlated witarhig
retention rates (Li, McCoy, Shelley & Whalen, 2005). In a similar studpbgph
Berger (1997), the sense of community that was developed in a campus residence not
only led to more positive feelings about the campus, but also revealed the tendency of

these students to be involved at deeper levels. The students tended to participate in



campus organizations and had more interaction with faculty.

The findings of this research may have the opportunity to inform administimators
the development of programs related to meeting the needs of freshmen residents
according to their academic readiness and their residential experiEmese programs
could compliment other initiatives that have the chance to help restoreghegoretrates
back to those of the late 1990’s or early 2000’s. This study also may add to timg exist
research base regarding the social experiences of residential stuletiiermore, it
could provide insight into the relationship between academic readiness for those who
lived on-campus and their level of student engagement. The research could open the door
for the development of effective programs based upon a balance of academic and social
needs of freshmen students. As these academic and social needs are met) freshm
be more likely to return for their sophomore year and make a significant stepdowa
graduation.

Research Questions

=

For sophomore students who lived in the residence halls during their freshman

year, was there a relationship between academic readiness, as det¢nnoingh

an index using high school GPA and ACT score, and their academic major?

2. How did students' social expectations at the beginning of their freshman year
compare with their practice at the end of the year?

3. What was the relationship between students' first year student engagechent
their academic readiness levels?

4. How did the academic readiness of freshmen students impact their perceptions

of their residence hall experiences?
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Delimitations

The study was directed at understanding the interrelationships of academic
readiness, social integration, and perceptions of residence hall experieretasnirig
students at the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga. While the study provided
excellent information that will help administrators make plans to improve student
experiences and improve retention rates, it should be noted that the study is not about
retention. While retention does serve as a catalyst for the study, thissshaty i
longitudinal in nature, a research design which would be necessary for enestundy.

The researcher collected and analyzed existing data regarding acaeletmess
and utilized a survey instrument to obtain insight into the students’ perceptions about the
freshmen residential experiences. The researcher focused the study sasharah
residents of campus housing and not those who lived off-campus. The unique
experiences of on-campus students were important enough to direct efforts ttuwa
group alone in the research. The findings were used to determine if the exgerience
varied according to academic readiness levels and, therefore, provided an ogptortuni
design programs to specifically meet the needs of residential studentiragtor
academic readiness.

Limitations

This study was limited by the small response rate of members of the population.
The population consisted of thos¥ gear students from the approximately 1500 students
in the freshman class who lived on-campus during the 2008-2009 academic year. In

order to get the best understanding of the varying experiences studentsdndoh@do



their academic preparedness, it was important to have as many pagieipaatssible.

In order to maximize participation, the population was sent an initial e-ma#itiovi to
participate in the online survey. Three reminder e-mails were alsmdenther
encourage participation in the survey. Names of those who chose to take part in the
survey were entered in drawings for various prizes as an additional incentive to
participate. A limited response rate occurred, ultimately hindering the abfenthe
research to inform signficant program change.

There were other limitations associated with the disproportionate resptesefr
some participant groups. The study found an unusually high response rate from women
when compared to the number of women who lived on-campus during the fall of 2008.
This was also true for the residents from one apartment complex. In eacbeotdises,
the data could have been skewed towards the experiences of women and residents of one
specific residence hall.

The study also was limited by the fact that this specific research haishesn
done before, therefore the survey instrument developed by the researchertbdubyet
used. Despite this limitation, the instrument was validated by professioresguodis for
content and face validity. The limitations will be further discussed in Oh3pte

Assumptions

Within this research, the researcher assumed that the participe@t@ogarate
responses to the survey questions. Although all responses were anonymous or kept
confidential, it was possible that some participants were tempted to procidéys

desirable answers. Participants may have felt that the institution wasgdokan



particular answer when it comes to the student engagement of first yeartstud
Therefore, the researcher sought to reassure student participantsrdspiaises would
be anonymous or, at a minimum, remain confidential in order to maximize partnipati
as well as response accuracy. Since data collected regarding actaat shgagement
were
compared to social expectations that students reported prior to first semesitarent,
it was important to have the most accurate responses possible. In addition, pgsticipa
were advised that data collected were intended to improve future expsradrfost year
residential students; therefore, honest feedback was most helpful as chaadembas
these results may be considered in the future.
Conceptual Framework

Alexander Astin (1999) introduced a theory known as Student Involvement,
which is the center for much of the literature related to this study. Student Ineoivem
Theory is important because it touched on the importance of social involvement for
students while providing for a healthy level of overall student involvement, partycular
during the freshmen year. The first year experience was found to bal ¢atithe entire
experience; therefore, this year deserves extra attention in order to ghevlukest
opportunity for student success. The literature review expanded on this concept since
there had been significant research on the value of building social connections to order
be successful. Student Involvement Theory also addressed the significancerda§'stude
connectedness with their academics. Astin’s (1999) research idettigi@dportance of

both the social and academic life of a student. A student who found social connections
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but was unable to meet academic requirements was at risk. Likewise, a stoolevdsv
meeting academic requirements but failed to fit into the campus sociallyyeopardy

of not persisting. Astin (1999) defined Student Involvement Theory by stating its‘refe
to the amount of physical and psychological energy that the student devotes to the
academic experience” (Astin, 1999, p. 518). A highly involved student was defined as
one who spent a significant amount of time studying, actively participated imstude
organizations, and regularly interacted with faculty and other students.nStude
Involvement Theory emphasized participation by the student in the learning

process, whether learning was within or outside of the classroom (Astin, 1999).

This Student Involvement Theory asserted that students had limitations, which
required administrators to design a student’s experience in order to maximiz
involvement without requiring unrealistic time commitments. The theory slaiis
important to design campuses, buildings, outdoor space, and class schedules to create
more natural opportunities for students to interact with one another as wéth dgonlty
(Astin, 1999). Facilities may be complimented by policies that foster studerdaation.
One example of a policy that fosters student interaction would be to require éreghm
live on campus. When freshmen lived on-campus, they had more opportunities to
become active participants in their education, thus resulting in them beneghighly
involved students (Astin, 1999). The concept of involvement informs the basis of this
research. Student Involvement and other related theories are expanded énatuedit

review.
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Definition of Terms
There are several terms used throughout this document for which it is mgtessa
provide an operational definition to ensure readers understand the research. $he term
are listed below.

e Academic major is the specific field of study upon which a student may
choose to focus his or her academic efforts.

e Academic profile is the overall high school GPA and ACT of a particular
entering freshman class.

e Academic readiness is an indicator of how ready a freshman is fogesolle
calculated by creating an index score through a formula where high school
GPA and ACT composite score are used.

e Active learning is the type of learning when a student is able to become
deeply involved through actually doing the things that are being taught.

e Beginning Survey of Student Engagement (BSSE) is a national survey used
prior to college enrollment to understand what first year students expect fro
their first year of college. The instrument looks at all facets of aliég
For this study only certain questions related to out of classroom social
experiences were used.

e Extracurricular activities refer to involvement with campus orgaiozat
during his or her academic career.

e Freshmen interest group refers to a type of living learning commurirew

freshmen share a common interest, live together in order to have ease of

12



programming opportunities around the topic of interest and in some cases
take classes together.

Graduation rates are the percentage of students who began college during a
given fall semester and have graduated by the spring semester Gigza(is .|

the number of fall 2000 freshmen enrollees who have graduated by spring
2006).

Learning community is a community of learners who are brought together
through common courses that are interconnected in order to maximize student
learning.

Living learning community is a program that brings the residential experie

in line with learning. The learning could be specifically linked with an
academic course or field of study. It may also be linked to other types of
learning that are not as closely related to the classroom (ie. leadership
development, outdoor recreation, etc.).

National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) is a national survey used at
the end of the first year of college and again at the end of the fourth year to
better understand about the level of student engagement in virtually every
aspect of the student experience. This study focuses on a portion of the data
from the NSSE that is related to the out of classroom social experiences.
On-campus housing for the institution in this study includes both university
owned and foundation owned residences, which were privately managed

apartments. It does not include fraternity or sorority housing.
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Persistence is the return rate of first time freshmen students who ethen t
institution for their second or sophomore year. This term is used
interchangeably with retention.

Retention refers to the one year return rate of entering freshmen studient

elect to return to the institution for their second or sophomore year. This term
is used interchangeably with persistence.

Satisfaction refers to the degree of a student’s belief that he or shing get

the best possible experience.

Social integration is the degree of social connection a student has in his or her
college experience. This could mean developing friendships, becoming
involved in campus organizations, etc.

Student Involvement Theory is Alexander Astin’s theory, which recognizes

the importance of the total social experience on the overall college experience
(Astin, 1999).

State of Utah Index is the index used to determine admission according to

high school GPA and ACT score in the state of Utah. In this research project,
this index score was used to determine whether a student is a low, medium or
high academic achiever upon entry into college.

Student engagement is a broad topic covering many areas. For the purpose of
this research, student engagement was defined and measured according to the

freshman student out of classroom social experiences.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
This study focuses on the relationship of student housing as a factor in retention
based upon academic readiness and student engagement. Before the researciiycan be f
understood, it is necessary to grasp related findings from previous studies itoorde
provide the context for this research. The literature suggested a focus in thesi@ are
order to properly unveil research related to this topic. The first focus in tlaurers
on general factors affecting the retention of first year studentarthef expanded on
matters related to a student’s academic readiness and how academisseadiuences
persistence. Finally, an exploration of the literature on student involvemenidenst
engagement) is necessary for a better understanding of the social needbegfea
freshman.
Retention
The topic of retention for colleges and universities around the country continues
to rise to the top as an issue that must be addressed by administrators. Thee&k is g
for those institutions that are not able to achieve a level of successlate te student
retention. Lower retention rates for institutions have resulted in sigmtificeancial loss
and lower graduation rates along with jeopardizing schools’ images among stakehol
(Lau, 2003). This is more than just a minimal risk. Astin (1997) claims “it would be
irresponsible, if not self-defeating to fail to provide the support needed for sttwl&eats

successful and eventually earn a degree even if it takes more than four
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years” (p. 656). Before administrators can provide the support needed for studess succ
it is necessary to have a better understanding of why students leave asdmbatdone

to minimize the loss of students from the freshman to sophomore year. Itis easyt
understand the disadvantages associated with lower retention rates; howeweorét is
difficult to understand the reasons why students leave college or why they ahoose t
remain in school. According to Tinto (1993), 75% of students who left did so during
their first two years of college. With such a high percentage of studentsrdyapiin

the first two years, it is even more important to gain a greater understanavhg of
students leave or why they choose to stay.

Astin (1975), in some of the earlier work regarding retention, identified a number
of factors impacting the retention of students. This study also sought to gain an
understanding of why students leave. Furthermore, the research addresseygl not onl
numerous pieces of demographic data, but also academic performance in high school,
which has been found to be among the greatest predictors of future performance in
college. Beyond the boundaries of academic and demographics, the study also
investigated the role of financial aid, employment, residence, the atréstics of the
institution and the student/institution match. Astin’'s research reveal@erous
demographic variables that significantly influenced the likelihood of gramuafihe
findings revealed important information about men, women, race, and religiousiaffiliat
and what influence each factor had regarding the retention of students. Outside of
gender, race, and religious affiliation, some of the other contributing $aatting in the

retention of students included college GPA, remaining single without childremg bwi-

16



campus, having part-time jobs, and maintaining a healthy level of extratarric
involvement. While Astin (1975), found many other variables related to retention, those
aforementioned were among the most significant according to his reseatafis A
(1975) research is still looked upon today as some of the landmark research on the
retention of undergraduate students.

Over the years, there have been several other studies of variables idaatkesd
to predicting the retention of students, most of which were consistent withsA&t#v5)
findings. The variables that have outlasted the test of time are high school grdade poi
average, college entrance exam scores (ACT or SAT), first year cgtiagde point
average, race/ethnicity, and gender (Reason, 2003). A student who achidved an
average in high school was found to be seven times more likely to graduate college
within four years as compared to a student who graduated from high schoolGvith a
average (Astin, 1987). Similar to high school GPA, college entrance exams (ACT and
SAT) have been reported a positive linear relationship with retention. Mor&cBgi
Levitz, Noel and Richter (1999) found that institutions reporting the highest average of
entrance exam scores had retention rates of 91%, as opposed to those institutions
reporting the lowest average entrance exam scores, which retained only $&% of t
students. Once a student enrolled in college, researchers began to lookesdifirst
college GPA as a measure of predicting persistence. Allen (1999, as citesanRe
2003) found that first-year college GPA was a significant predictor of betyesan
retention for all students in the study regardless of race.

Later retention studies sought to determine the correlation with race and
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ethnicity and, as a result, these two variables were combined into one variablady
researchers. While combining race and ethnicity may not have been the righd tthing
it has been a common practice in the literature. Some of the most recent studies have
revealed with statistical significance that Asian American and Cauncstsidents were
more likely to persist than other racial groups (Reason, 2003). These findings were
supported by Muraugh, et al. (1999, as cited in Reason, 2003) in an extensive study at
Oregon State University. However, the effects of race were mitigdted wother
demographic variables such as family income, marital status, and gender were
considered. This helps to better understand that when studying retention, rac®atone
matter, but it is less significant when considering multiple variablds asibigh school
and college GPA, age, major, and special program participation. Institutiosiya
utilize ACT and high school GPA found that Caucasian students scored on average
almost four points higher than African-American students on the ACT and score
approximately .25 higher for their high school GPA. For Hispanic students the gap
existed, but it was not quite as large, at approximately two points lower thaasizauc
students on the ACT and .10 lower for high school GPA. This study also found that the
college GPA averages for both African American and Hispanic studentsatefdy
lower than those of Caucasian students, at approximately .50 and .20 less rdgpective
(Noble, 2003).

Retention studies regarding gender have resulted in mixed findings. Earésstudi
found men graduating at significantly higher rates than womem(A€ir5), while the

more recent study by Peltier; et al. (1999, as cited in Reason, 2003) determined that
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women were graduated at higher rates. A study by Reason (2003) was unallato fi
statistically significant difference in the retention rates between and women since
1999. The mixed results for the impact of gender indicated the need for additional
gender-based retention studies in order to learn more about the differences and
similarities between men and women and their college persistence.

In an interesting study by Kiser and Price (2008), whose research looked at many
of the same aforementioned retention variables, a unique variable surfaced as a
significant in the prediction of persistence. This study found, most notably among white
students, that those who persisted earned six more cumulative credit hours at the end of
the first year than those who did not persist. This was true despite both groups having
very similar mean GPAs and standard deviations. This brought about a different
retention variable that had not yet been introduced in the literature.

The demographic retention variables were helpful in understanding the broad
concept of student retention, however, it was also important to gain insight as to why
students left school when non-demographic variables were the cause. Trehresea
suggested that there were many reasons for a student departure, but only sonee of thos
could be controlled by the institution. The reasons discovered by Tinto (1987) which
were outside of the institution’s control included family/personal matteemdial
problems, personal difficulties, and changes in academic or career goals.awhi
institution may have had little to no opportunity to influence, for example, ayfamil
emergency, there were other factors that the institution did have the abdigricise at

least some control. These reasons were broken into four categories: adjustment
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difficulty, incongruence, and isolation (Tinto, 1987).

Adjustment was defined as “the inability of individuals to separate theessel
from past forms of association” (Tinto, 1987, p. 48). This could have been the result of
an inability or unwillingness to move away from social or peer connections in high
school into a new environment. It may have been related to the challenge aiwaing
from family for the first time. On the other hand, Tinto suggested that theradptsto
college may not have been completely social in nature; it may have beeadamaxcor
an intellectual issue. Tinto concluded that a new student will face maltgngjes
during the adjustment to college; the adjustment issues may stem from saciamac
or intellectually related matters and any could result in a studemigfédipersist. He
concluded that colleges and universities should seek to find the students who are
struggling with their adjustment in order to intervene before it was too late.

Tinto’s research further claimed that college also brought about new academic
demands that some students were not prepared to handle. This was true both for students
who performed well in high school and those who may have been sub-par academically.
The students who struggled often reported the lack of guidance and support for a
particular subject as compared to high school. This is known as difficulty, which was
found to be more prominent for certain students. Difficulty is one of the greatest
challenges for students who came from poor performing public high schools., iih fact
was not uncommon for the best student from a poor performing school to struggle to a
greater degree than an average student from a higher performing schtml 1987).

While academic difficulty in some cases did overlap with adjustment issuess till
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unique in the identification of students who chose not to return to campus. A student
who experienced academic difficulty may have been facing an obstacle an moee
classes and, depending upon the severity could have eventually separated from the
institution. Overcoming difficulty was found to be quite challenging. A student must
have first recognized a need for help and been willing and able to ask for help. If a
student was able to recognize the need and seek assistance, then it wasctitieal f
institution to have the resources available to help the student overcome thetylifficul

The third of Tinto’s categories was congruence, which also may seem to overlap
with adjustment and difficulty. Congruence was found to be related to acadesomadr
matters, thus creating the overlap. Incongruence may have occurred dageimiac
expectations being either too high or too low resulting in voluntary departure. Students
may leave the institution because they felt the school was either too hard asyoo e
Expectations that were too high for a student to achieve may have eventisdly le
involuntary departure from the institution. Likewise, expectations that werew may
result in departure as the student was looking for enrollment in a more rigorous
institution. Whether voluntary or involuntary departure, this could clearly overtap w
difficulty. Incongruence also resulted between a student and his or herfats (
1987). Incongruence between peers was seen through differing religious views, ag
race, gender or social orientation. This would take place when the majority tidbats
body held or was perceived to hold one belief or value and the minority of students had
opposing views. Differing religious views may have occurred at private fatdba

institutions that were seeking to have a more diverse student body. As thaydofersi
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belief penetrated the campus, in some cases it led to an uncomfortable sesinddnts
with a belief system contrary to the majority and resulted in an eventuatutedar
those with differing beliefs. Similar experiences occurred at publi¢unstis, where
some members of the student body did not adopt the values of the college or university,
and resulted in departure for the student (Tinto, 1987).

Finally, isolation was the last category where an institution had somernoéu
on whether or not a student chose to return. Isolation, like congruence, was shown to
overlap with adjustment and difficulty, but it actually was an issue that wepeidee
Isolation was found to occur when a student was not building connections with someone
on-campus. The connections could be with a faculty member, staff member owa fell
student. Isolation often occurred for students who were previously able to make the
necessary social connections to fit into a community, but were not able to do so in
college. Isolation did not just occur for those students who may easily be recognized a
socially awkward or out of place. It also did not occur just for students who were not
performing well in the classroom. In fact, many students who reportedragfeéli
isolation were doing well academically. Isolation was often more promioestudents
who were married or in a position that required full-time work. Those responsgiliti
prevented students from being able to make important connections to the institution
(Tinto, 1987). The connections that a student made at his or her institution were quite
important and directly impacted the decision to return for a second year and beyond. A
student found to be isolated was clearly at risk and less likely to persispu€am

resources may have never reached these students due to the difficulty ofirdentif
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someone who was isolated. ldentification was most difficult of all redsodgparture,
because it was not uncommon for a student in this situation to be performing well
academically and therefore go unnoticed until it is too late.

While the earlier work of Astin and Tinto may seem somewhat dated, researcher
revealed that issues of the 1970’s and 1980’'s were not so different than what was found
in the 1990’s. Terenzini, et al. (1996) delved into the reasons students did not return for
their second year. First of all, it was discovered that some students laftpkrsanal
finances, a poor fit for the student, change in academic or career goals qeosioaal
circumstances that were beyond the institution’s control. Secondly, they et tmat
some institutions had failed to create an environment where students could have their
educational needs met both inside and outside the classroom. Third, some students were
unable to integrate into the student population and this resulted in not meeting the
academic requirements as well. Any of these could have led to additions| winesh
made a student feel overwhelmed during the first year of college. Fisialtients may
have failed to return because they did not fully value the importance of an educati

Tinto (1975) asserted the importance of providing a balance of support for all
students. A student who was socially integrated into campus but lacked sufficient
integration into the academic part of the campus could have easily left thetiomstit
Social connections and academic connections were important, but they were not
independent of one another. Terenzini’'s (1996), research contributed to a better
understanding of the balance between academic and social support that a student needed

to persist. In addition, the 1997 research by Tinto found that more significant academ
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involvement contributed to greater social connection for students. Tinto’s (1999hesea
revealed that the more actively involved a student was in their learningptiedikely

they would persist to the second year and beyond. Therefore, it was tnaicah

institution provide consistent and clear information about its requirements. FRustleer

he ascertained that institutions should provide the necessary academic, social, and
personal support that a student would have needed to be successful (Tinto, 1999). It was
important to find this balance because as “academic and social integrati@s@sciso

does persistence” (Kiser & Price, 2008, p. 423).

Astin (1999) synthesized all of this research as well as his own and coined the
term social integration. The notion of social integration encompasses not oninastat
would think of in regards to a student making friendships and having quality social
interaction, but it went deeper. Beyond the building of peer friendships, it referred t
involvement with campus life. He deemed a socially integrated student as onednvol
with campus organizations whether they were in a Greek organization, a campus
ministry, intramurals or any other campus group. The concept of social irdegraen
went a little deeper by referring to interactions between students anty facbhetween
students and staff. This was where formal academic learning and involvement on-
campus met. It was a step toward a student developing holistically (Astin, 199%e As
research revealed the risks associated with adjustment, difficulty, nermog, and
isolation, it was noticed that social integration was, or at least could have bespeein a
influencing a student’s decision to return.

As seen in the research, there was some conflicting data regarding thecmflue
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social integration had on academic integration and vice versa. Howeves,dteaathat
both were important. Students who did not succeed academically were lgs®likel
remain at the institution and in some cases may have been placed on academic probation
or even suspension due to poor performance. Likewise, students who were not able to
integrate socially may not have stayed for a second year regardless thiedydvad done
in the classroom. Providing an outlet for active involvement learning seemed to be the
key according to Tinto (1999). Active learning was a shift from what most freshate
experienced. Bonwell and Eison (1991) revealed most first year studenellear
spectators, because there were limited opportunities for student pédiciphe classes
that they took were also detached from one another, therefore making it diffrcult
students to try and make connections between the courses that they were takiey. A
learning allowed for the students to not only be engaged in the work they wergliding
also to understand what they were doing as they obtained new informationivAs act
learning took place, students would have been more likely to view their course work as
something that was rewarding. Furthermore, active learning led to maeolas
interaction and friendship development that could make such a difference in a student’s
decision to return (Braxton, Jones, Hirschy & Hartley Ill, 2008). Creatpprtunities
for active learning in order for students to participate at higher levaks rdtan simply
observing was recognized as a challenge, but it was found to be another method for
enhancing the retention rate of first year students.

As higher education processed the factors of retention, thesPtury was fast

approaching and many wondered what would change, if anything, in the 2000’s.
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Pascarella and Terenzini (1998) began to look at the many retention relatecissue
offered a summary of their findings to help administrators build successfulsriode
retention. The conditions outlined included:

...small institutional size, strong faculty emphasis on teaching and student
development, a student body who attended college full time and resided on-
campus, a common general education emphasis or shared intellectualneeperie
in curriculum, and frequent interaction in — and outside the classroom between
students and faculty and between students and their peers. (Pascarella &
Terenzini, 1998, p. 152)

Creating an environment that fostered each of these conditions was no small task,
particularly while taking on both old and new challenges. Institutions have found that the
population of students to be more diverse, therefore generating new student support
needs. The new century would also bring about more part-time commuter students who
worked more hours, which was an obstacle to social and academic integratione{(Rascar
& Terenzini, 1998). Institutions also found themselves in a time of shrinking financial
support, which obviously made it more difficult to build successful retention models
which called for additional resources. Shrinking financial support has also beendound t
be a challenge in dealing with new demands for greater technology thahazging

daily and may have been able to help with retention. Pascarella and Terenzini (1998)
suggested bringing more technology to the traditional classroom to aid in thgeac

and learning process. Regardless of which direction this discussion would go, it was

thought to be imperative that administrators keep the focus on the needs of students in
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order to retain them (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1998).

Lau (2003), in a complementary fashion, recommended different approaches that
if implemented appropriately would better meet freshmen student needs, afat¢here
improve upon retention rates. Learning centers were one tool she suggested to support
students. An example of a learning center could simply be a specialized totartag
for math or it could have been a place for students with disabilities to get additiona
assistance according to their specific needs. Another option would be to implement a
required freshmen year program where first year students would be involvedimarm
that connected them to the campus in many facets. These types of program&have be
found to produce higher academic achievement along with increased studerdtiatjsfa
helping to create an environment for students to achieve greater things irstiheasta
as they were motivated to reach their highest potential (Gaff, 1997 amdi@al, 2003).

The retention studies showed that keeping student needs in the forefront of
planning throughout higher education was found to be of obvious importance, but it was
particularly important as it related to a student’s first year of gelld=rom the very first
communication prospective students received, the message should be consistent about
institutional requirements. If the message was ambiguous or unclear, confugisatma
in very early for the students. Once the standards were clearly sbeasupport needed
for academics was provided, social and personal needs came next. The need for
involvement of all while learning was important in order for students to be retained
(Tinto, 1999). The research also found it to be important to build facilities that fostered

involvement, active learning, diversity, and interaction between students and #msir pe
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as well as students and faculty, since buildings helped to create intentional erscount
This was seen in the building of residential facilities that formally or irddiynereated
positive interaction for students and even opportunities to connect learning in the
classroom with where they lived (Tinto, 1999).
Reasons Freshmen Choose to Remain in School for a Second Year

As research has revealed more of the reasons why students leave ammmstitut
is important to understand some of the factors that have contributed to a student’s
decision to remain in school. The factors reviewed in the following sectionseletex
to academic readiness, social integration or student engagement, student halising a
(living) learning communities.
Academic Readiness

In looking at the research related to academic readiness for colleggmearal the
findings showed that students who performed better in high school as well asege coll
entrance exams tended to persist and graduate at higher ratesl(@iffoeno-Perriott &
Mianzo, 2006). While this is true, earlier research has also found some studentd who di
not do well either on the entrance exam or did not produce a quality GPA in high school,
yet were able to succeed in college (Reason, 2003). Due to this phenomenon, there has
been additional research into the use of index scoring for college admissoa.crit
Research has found varying strategies which have been used to implement am index
determine admission standards, but in general such an index allows for a scagayener
based upon a student’s combined high school GPA and ACT or GPA and SAT score or

perhaps some other academic variable. Some institutions have decided to use an index
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beyond the basic admission criteria to create a more diverse student bothycavhie
hindered if bias exists in a standardized test (Reason, 2003). If creatorg diverse
campus is not a goal for an institution, then the use of only high school GPA or entrance
exam scores may be sufficient. However, it should be noted that high school GPA or
entrance exam scores alone did not consistently predict college GPAs. eTdfehes
index scores did lead to a narrower standard deviation of college GPA. This finding
supported the idea that an index score served as a better predictor for not only the
retention of first year students, but for graduation rates as well (&&{166).

According to Gayles (2006), an example of a formula used by one university to
generate an index score was: Index score = (high school GPA x 500) + (&AFM
SAT Verbal). This procedure addressed the admission concern surrounding the use of
the SAT alone, as there was an abundance of criticism surrounding this test. The most
notable criticism of the SAT is related to race and socioeconomics. The SA&dras
found to be highly correlated with parental education level and income. The higher the
educational level of parents and the higher the parental income level, then theSgher
scores for the student (Gayles, 2006). Since minority test takers often hatd patie
less education and lower annual income, it severely limited a minority stidecgss to
higher education. It was for this reason that some institutions have decidéideant
index as opposed to a standardized test to make admission decisions.

In a study at two large southern public universities, researchers learhed tha
addition to high school GPA and entrance exam scores, locus of control played a

significant part in the academic success while in college (GiffoideBo-Perriott &
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Mianzo, 2006). Students with an internal locus of control, which is an indication that the
student believed he or she had the ability to control an outcome, achieved significantly
higher college GPAs than those classified as having an external type afieistsidy

found that the freshmen who returned for a second year of college had siggificant
higher GPAs as freshmen than those who did not return (Gifford, Briceno-Perriott &
Mianzo, 2006).

In a similar study, Christopher Mattson (2007) delved into high school leadership
experiences as another variable to complement high school GPA and entrance exam
scores in making admission decisions. This research found that students withipader
experience in high school, which was defined as a formal position in a club or sport, had
slightly lower SAT scores but slightly higher high school GPAs. Once thendsudéh
leadership experience entered college, they performed better in the classtioam
mean college GPA that was approximately .17 higher than their counterparthdub la
high school leadership experience. Mattson (2007) asserted that instithbaid lsok
deeper than the use of high school GPA and SAT/ACT as these scores did not tell enough
of a student’s story and were not an adequate predictor of college success.

The study by Davidson and Beck (2006) added another layer to the existing body
of research related to academic performance and retention. This res@anaineel more
closely the role of six psychological variables in a freshman’s decisia@tum for a
second year. The six areas were structure dependence, creative expreading for
pleasure, academic efficacy (belief in their own academic ab#itgdemic apathy, and

mistrust of instructors. The significant findings in this study were noblkgsurprising
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in that the students reporting low academic efficacy and high acadeatit/avere

found to be much more likely to have lower first semester GPAs and werdétgsdi

return for their second year than their counterparts. While this may seemisame

intuitive, it allowed administrators to take a closer look at their students in ordezet

some needs before poor academic performance may force a student intea theoist

return. The research also suggested that identifying those with low acafBoaicy

and high apathy early on could have led to putting those students in contact with various

support services or resources to help them achieve a level of academic.success
Salinitri (2005) conducted a study on low performing freshmen students who

participated in a mentoring relationship with a faculty or staff member. Tdtership

between the mentor and mentee for the most part could have been charactenzed as a

informal relationship where they would meet one on one throughout the first year. The

students would discuss any number of things ranging from academic and professiona

interests, scheduling of classes, their own self-efficacy, or time marageamtheir

varying social concerns. The purpose of the project was to encourage stadesiisaa

to point them to various campus resources while a connection between the student and a

faculty or staff member was created. The results were that studeortiedesatisfaction

with the program and performed better in the classroom, which was evident in fewer

failing grades, overall higher GPA and ultimately higher retention riiese

specifically, at the end of the program nearly 90% of the students were in good academi

standing as compared to 57% of their counterparts who were not mentored during their

freshmen year. Providing a good experience for a student through a mentor helped low
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academic achieving students to achieve a level of success that othieeyisgay not
have experienced.
Student Housing

The social integration that was needed for every student coming into college,
regardless of gender or academic performance, often manifestedatyahaturally for
students who lived on-campus. The literature shows that students who lived on-campus
had more opportunities to meet other students, were better able to build valuable
friendships with others, were exposed to a variety of social events on-campus, and
successfully transitioned away from high school friendships (Astin, 1975). Thidlwas a
true despite the many negative issues that students had brought up regarding the on-
campus living accommodations, which included small living arrangements dimite
privacy, and campus policies (Christie & Dinham, 1991). In the qualitative red®arc
Christie (1991), students who lived off-campus reported feeling that those who lived on-
campus were having an easier time meeting people and making friends. Thesstudent
who lived on-campus reported similar experiences in meeting new friends astsdgg
by off-campus students. The social connections made while living on-campus als
helped to create a positive campus experience and decision to return for the sophomore
year.

Christie (1991) went on to summarize the value of residential experiences by
emphasizing the ease of making social connections due to living in close pydrimi
other students as well as having easy access to information regardingaatpesc

events. Living on-campus was one way in which students were able to have more
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student-to- student as well as student-to-faculty interaction, both of whrehfouend to
be key aspects for overall satisfaction with their campus experience, (A383).

The same research found there to be three effects that were diredilytaitie to
living in a campus residence hall: “positive effects on attainment of the bashelor’
degree, satisfaction with faculty and willingness to re-enroll in the sattege” (Astin,

1993, p. 367). Furthermore, the research of Alexander Astin (1999) found, “living in a
campus residence was positively related to retention and this positiveceffacred in

all types of institutions and among all types of students regardless of sexaldity or

family background” (Astin, 1999, p. 523). It was also stated that a student who lived
on-campus was more likely to develop a connection to campus. This connection served
as a key component of a student’s decision to return to campus for a second year and
beyond (Astin, 1999).

Pike (2002) demonstrated that there were other benefits beyond the social
development that occurred for students who chose to live on-campus. Living on-campus
tended to expose students to a more diverse environment, which was one way that these
students reported more growth in their openness to new ideas. While this wasygenerall
true regardless of where the students lived, it tended to be more prevalent fotsstude
living in traditional residence halls, which typically included one or mogelaommon
area meeting locations. Since the rooms for residents were typicallystnanore
than one resident per room, a desire to socialize in larger more comfortabtenkca
existed. It was this type of residential design that created opporsuioitistudents to
meet and interact with fellow residents by creating more traffic andah&tcounters

through normal activity.
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Pike (2002) also maintained that the social integration that occurred for students
living on-campus was critical to the overall experience of students. bbvasus that a
degree of academic success would be required in order to continue, but one can easily
forget about the importance of social integration to campus life. Pike maintaibed tha
living among many students who came from similar background as well as from very
different backgrounds not only helped in making friends but in becoming open to new
people and new ideas. Being open to new things was also found to translate into
openness in the classroom as students were exposed to many new concepts and theorie
through their academic discipline. The benefits of a diverse community veate g
however, it was important to understand “that simply enticing a group of students with
diverse backgrounds to attend an institution did not guarantee greater openness to
diversity” (Pike, 2002, p. 296). Positive and sustained interactions between diverse
students required ongoing efforts from administrators in order to reap the fenefit

Inkelas, Vogt, Logerbeam, Owen and Johnson (2006) added to the literature by
suggesting that students who lived on-campus were more engaged with céengms |i
were more likely to persist from their freshmen to sophomore year. This noson wa
further supported by the research of LaNasa, Olson and Alleman (2007), who found that
on-campus students reported greater satisfaction with their college experig¢he
NSSE (National Survey for Student Engagement).

In summary, living on-campus has proved to have a positive relationship with
retention in multiple studies over the years (Astin, 1973; Chickering, 1974; Astin, 1977,

Astin 1982; Astin, 1999). Students who lived on-campus were found to have a much
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better chance of persisting to their sophomore year and eventually eatbrachelor’s
and or professional degree (Astin, 1999).
Learning Communities and Living Learning Communities

Learning community (LC) and/or a living learning community (LLC) weve t
other strategies that have been used to help incorporate students into cavgndsHhiélp
create experiences that aid in the transition to college. A learning comnsumatlyjust
focused on the academic connection, but is another opportunity for social connextions a
well. A living learning community was intended to do both. LLCs have been tools to
bring the out of classroom experiences to the classroom and vice versa. BotldLCs a
LLCs have had a focus on almost any topic imaginable and generally spealerizeba
successful.

Tinto (1993) studied the Freshmen Interest Groups (FIG) at a large public
university. These groups were primarily set up around English composition courses
along with optional courses of interest and allowed for participation with both sfudent
who lived on-campus and those who commuted to campus. For those students who lived
off-campus, one of the greatest advantages reported by participants wasahe soci
connection that they established through the FIG learning community. The stettents f
somewhat isolated either living at home or in an off-campus apartment, nitaking
difficult to build the ever important social networks needed to be successful inecolleg
The opportunity to meet other students was one of the primary reasons that students
decided to participate in the FIG.

Beyond the opportunity to meet new people, the students were able to build
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relationships because they would see one another on an almost daily basis and for
students at a large university, seeing a familiar face was an impaataof fheir feeling
connected. This notion was even supported by those who had a difficult time making
friends in the FIG. Those who struggled and reported dissatisfaction with tretcfé@
it was because they did not seem to fit into the group. Tinto’s (1993) conclusion was that
the students were seeking to belong and if the FIG could not help them belong, then they
would seek to fit in somewhere else. Overwhelmingly, the students involved in a
learning community reported more opportunities to fit in socially as theegtdanefit
of the FIG. The students almost never mentioned what they learned in the tlagses t
took but rather cited the impact of relationships they were able to establish tHreugh t
courses they took.

For those students who participated in the FIG and lived with other FIG members
their reports were similar. The most notable difference was that theydézimeve fit
into campus socially more quickly than other students. In addition, and perhaps more
important, the students had more opportunities to link the classroom learning with the
social connections that were made. This was critical as many studenteggsahd
universities around the country first established a social network, doing sceaptree
of their academic work.

However, this group of students involved in the FIG living learning community
seemed to have taken advantage of the social benefit while managing to bedance t
academic rigors with other aspects of college life (Tinto, 1993). The FlGipantis

stated that meeting other people was one of the main reasons for choosing to be part of
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the program. The freshmen were saying that they had a need to connect to the campus on
a social level as much as anything else. The FIG helped to meet thandessistudents
became more comfortable with one another, they were then able to feel méwe aiolm
in classroom interactions. According to students in the FIG, once their sodalwee
met then they were able to focus on the academic demands of college. Ultirhately, t
students were able to navigate both successfully (Tinto, 1993).

While learning communities have many benefits, one of the primary focuses of a
LC in the research was to “promote knowledge integration and peer collaboration”
(Franklin, 2000, p 33). The results were that students demonstrated an appreciation for
connected and shared learning. This happened, at least in part, because of thd enhance
interaction between students and the professor. A program such as this, where students
took classes in a cohort model and were able to build an effective support group to aid
freshmen in the transition to college, have been more successful in promoting peer
collaboration. In addition, the students reported that they were better adtedoize the
threads where their courses were woven together allowing for a deepestandieg of
the material. According to Tinto (1997), learning communities facilitatgddent’s
knowledge construction through shared learning, therefore enhancing studenglearni
The students who participated in Franklin’s (2000) study demonstrated not only
experienced enhanced learning, but also indicated an appreciation for groupatork t
helped accomplish an academic requirement in addition to having built a support network
with fellow students. The connected learning that occurred through a LC wasamort

a successful first year of college (Franklin, 2000).
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Terenzini, Pascarella and Blimling (1996) indicated that in addition to higher
levels of involvement and interaction, students participating with an acalesad LLC
had higher levels of achievement and were more involved with faculty. Kanoy and
Bruhn (1996) also contributed to the field of study by revealing higher GPAs for
participants in a LLC. LLCs are touching virtually every aspect @naptis experience
and have had a considerable impact on satisfaction which cannot be overlooked. When
administrators considered the time and energy that many students investdmatt
college, the student’s perceptions should not be bypassed. Additional insight was gained
into student perceptions regarding their first year experience, throughemsmaent of
satisfaction as measured for students participating in a LLC. Thesiudit to
understand if the satisfaction of students involved in a LLC was different than the
satisfaction of students who were not involved in a LLC. Students who participated in a
LLC tended to experience higher levels of involvement, interaction, andasiisfthan
those who were not participants in an LLC (Pike, Schroeder & Berry, 1997).

The research has clearly revealed many benefits associated wiipaton in
an LLC, but it is important to understand some of the other variables associatéuewit
LLC that impacted student satisfaction. Higher satisfaction was found noploetant
because it was positively correlated with retention (Blimling, 1993). Inabe af the
study by Li, McCoy, Shelley Il and Whalen (2005), the LLC known as Fresh\&is
housed in a traditional residence hall; it provided restricted visitation hours fdserem
of the opposite sex and was also considered to be substance free. The students involved

in this LLC had access to an academic resource coordinator whose primavgsdte
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support the academic needs of the students living on the hall. The academic resource
coordinator was an addition to the community advisors, also known as resident assistants,
located in all other residence halls.

The freshmen students who were a part of the Fresh Start program repdréed at t
end of their first year that they were more satisfied with their ovesadpus experience
than did other freshmen who did not participate in the LLC (Li, McCoy, Shelly II
Whalen, 2005). Programs such as this one lent further support that LLCs should be
designed for freshmen in order to enhance their overall campus experiestcalyNdid
they have more opportunities to be involved with peers and perhaps faculty, but the
students were more satisfied with their campus experience and may haveobeen m
likely to return as sophomores.

One LLC known as Essence at the University of South Alabama was studied in
order to better understand its impact on retention (Flynn, Lee & Hilton, 2008). The
hypotheses tested in this study were that GPAs and graduation rates would béohighe
participants in the Essence program. Another hypothesis was that mihafgpts and
men who participated in the program would have higher GPAs and graduation rates
compared to their counterparts who were not program participants. The Essgnampro
was designed to introduce students to college life while integrating das$earning
with their on-campus living experience. This was done through an introductory college
course combined with residential programming designed to complement whakwgs
place in the course. The findings revealed that Essence participants efnstecear

GPA that was .15 higher than non-participants and graduation rates were 45% higher
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The advantages proved to be equivalent for both Caucasian students and minorities,
however, the benefit to women seemed to be stronger than for men (Flynn, Lee & Hilton,
2008). This program provided support for the development of more LLCs to integrate
freshmen students into the college or university. The students were moredikely t
socially and academically successful and expressed greatercsiatistaan students who
were not part of a LLC.

The final aspect from the literature related to learning communitibs isi¢a of
creating an environment for active learning. In Bonwell and Eison’s 1991, $hodity
had the opportunity to create an environment in the classroom where “activedéarni
would have taken place. Active learning would have occurred when students were
involved in doing things associated with the subject and putting thought into why and
how the work should be done. While active learning may be more difficult to teach in
some disciplines and easier for others, it has proven to be an effective stratdupnicee
student learning. Active learning was found to foster more interaction besuedents
in the classroom, which created opportunities for friendship development. As friendships
developed, active learning created a link between academic and student life, agich w
good both for the student and the institution. More importantly, when active learning
took place, research suggested that there was a positive impact on student learning
(Sorcinelli, 1991). Beyond a positive impact, the students viewed their coursesvork a
something that was more personally rewarding (Braxton, Milem & Sullivan, 2000).
Furthermore, active learning has been linked directly to persistencéatesiglential
private colleges and universities with religious affiliations (Braxtoned, Hirschy &

Hartley Ill, 2008).
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There is great depth and breadth in the literature on the subject of frestaman y
satisfaction and retention, which are the foundation of this research project. eVioaipr
findings lent weight to the idea of learning more about the relationships between
academic readiness and academic major, as well as how social expeptatiotos
enrollment compared to actual social experiences at the end of thedirstlye
literature also provided merit to investigating the relationship betwestryéar social
experiences and academic readiness. Finally, the review of theutitesaggests that
additional research be done to better understand how academic readinesstimapacts

perception of freshmen residence hall experiences.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This study used a mixed methods design in order to determine the

interrelationships of academic readiness, social integration and thetpmrsef
residence hall experiences of returning sophomores at the University of Jemaés
Chattanooga. The data collection process utilized existing data from paitscipa
regarding their social expectations prior to enrollment and their actual sgperiences.
It also collected data regarding student feedback on a residence hall persaptey.
These data were added to enrollment data in order to address the followanghrese
guestions.

1. For sophomore students who lived in the residence halls during their freshman
year, was there a relationship between academic readiness, as determine
through an index using high school GPA and ACT and their academic major?

2. How did students’ social expectations at the beginning of their freshman year
compare with their practice at the end of the year?

3. What was the relationship between students’ first year student engagement
and their academic readiness levels?

4. How did the academic readiness of freshmen students impact their perceptions
of their residence hall experiences?

This chapter continues with the description of the study design, subjects, methods

and procedures, limitations, and data analysis. The data analysis sectieesfon each
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research question and the statistical methods used with a brief description of those
methods.
Design of Study

The study used a mixed-methods approach in addressing the research questions.
The first three research questions utilized descriptive statistiosderstand previously
collected data. The final question was designed to collect both quantitative and
qualitative data via a survey instrument that sought to understand more aboutrfreshme
perceptions of their residence hall experiences. The mixed-methods appetdeth &
thorough picture of freshmen residence hall experiences while highlighting any
differences that existed based upon academic readiness prior to enrollment

Overview of Methods and Procedures

Sophomore students who had lived in resident housing as freshmen were invited
to participate in the study. Students were asked to consent to allow accesiatahe
that had already been collected by UTC. More specifically, consent teqaesess to
high school GPA, ACT scores, and results of their Beginning College Surveydainbt
Engagement (BSSE) and National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) scores from
their freshman year.

For the purpose of this study, the State of Utah Index Score (Utah State Board of
Regents, 2008) was used to classify academic ability. The Statalofridiex score took
into account both high school GPA and ACT score to develop an index score necessary
for admission into any of the state colleges or universities. This model, aldmg Wt

admission criteria, defined low academic achievers, medium acaddmneeers and high
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academic achievers at UTC. Once an index score had been developed, the ragaarche
able to determine the rate of return according to academic ability fontihe gopulation
of students who lived on-campus during the freshmen year.

Beyond admission and enrollment statistics, it was also important to understand
the level of student engagement for freshmen who lived on-campus, which had been seen
as a key variable in the retention of students in previous studies. At a minimum, student
engagement would be seen through the number of organizations a student had joined or
with which he/she had developed an affiliation. The research further explored the
varying levels of student engagement based upon academic preparedness. Stude
engagement data from two online surveys and one paper and pencil survey were used:
the Beginning College Survey of Student Engagement (BSSE) and the Natiorel Sur
of Student Engagement (NSSE). The BSSE was given to first time freshmertstude
who attended orientation prior to enrolling for the fall 2008 semester. The sursey wa
given in a paper and pencil format during the orientation. The second survey&ras gi
online to a random sample of all freshmen at the end of their first year of collbgee
surveys provided valuable insight into what level of student engagement wasdxpect
prior to enroliment and the actual level of engagement after experienarspmesters
of college. The use of the NSSE survey allowed the researcher to observe the
progression of experiences related to campus engagement over the coursesbfytbar fi
of college.

The quantitative data from the three surveys, along with the enrollment

information were analyzed by using a statistical software padkaties commonly

44



known as SPSS. SPSS allowed for efficiency in running various statisticedesal
designed to help answer the research questions (SPSS, 2009). The qualitativeedata wer
processed by using content analysis, a strategy used to find patterns or toemesstr
amounts information (Morse & Richards, 2002, as cited in Berg, 2007).
Subjects
The population in this research project was sophomore students at the University
of Tennessee at Chattanooga who had been first year freshmen resitietdraissduring
the fall semester of 2008. The population was made up of 1024 students; the sample
consisted of 291 students who agreed to be a part of the study. The vast majority of thes
students graduated from high school in the spring of 2008 and enrolled at UTC for the
first time in the fall of 2008. Additional survey data were collected and zethlyom
participants who completed the Beginning Survey of Student Engagement (BSSE) befor
enrollment. The BSSE revealed information regarding the expectations abdutitrg s
engagement that occurred during their first year of college. In additibe ®SSE data,
an additional survey instrument that was designed for this study was used to solicit
information from participants regarding their residential experie(gsAppendix C).
Data Analysis
The first research question was addressed by analyzing ACT and high school
GPA in order to establish an index score for each participant and deterimenerishe
was a low, medium or high academic performer. Once the level of academic
performance had been established, the relationship between academesseadd

academic major was identified. The data gathered were analyzedygmgmescriptive
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statistics, which are used “to summarize data so they can easily peeb@emded”
(Patten, 2005, p. 97). More specifically, the data were presented for bettetanmiiegs
through the use of frequencies, percentages and chi-square to determine significance.

The second research question also used descriptive statistics to detkemine t
relationship between the variables of student engagement prior to enrolirdexdtaal
student engagement after the first year. Inferential statistiesalsy used, specifically
through the use of a paired samphsst to determine if there were statistical differences
in social expectations or actual student engagement of freshmen residersabd then
at the end of their freshman year. Thest one of the most widely used statistical tests
and likely the most well known, is a simple and straightforward test that can bedappli
many situations (Lowry, 2009). “Theestis often used to test the null hypothesis
regarding the observed difference between two means” (Patten, 2005, p.119). A paired
sampleg-testwas used to compute the difference between two variables and to
determine if the average difference was significantly diffen@mhfzero (Schloesser,
2000).

The third research question involved the use an analysis of variance (ANOVA).
An ANOVA is much like a-test however, it has an advantage in that it is able to
compare multiple means when-gestcan only compare two means (Patten, 2005). The
ANOVA was used to determine if there was statistical significamtiee students’ first
year social experience based on academic readiness. A subsequent comparison of
multiple means tests revealed any significant statistical diffesethat may have existed

for the three groups of students. In addition to the ANOVA, the chi-square was used to
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determine if significant differences existed between academiiess and perceptions

of institutional support for thriving socially and the opportunity to attend campus events
The fourth research question was addressed by using data from surveysdcolle

from first year residential students during the spring semester pstpomore year.

Much like the first question, descriptive statistics were used in order imatire the

guantitative data collected from the survey completed by participanter{(P2005). The

survey also lent itself to collecting more detailed information through questitiis w

the survey instrument, to determine a deeper understanding of the issues (Web Social

Research Methods, 2009). In order to properly gain insight into student perceptions, it

was necessary to go beyond a summary of data and dig deeper into student @sperienc

by asking open-ended questions on the survey instrument used in the research.
These strategies lead to significantly more data to be analyzed. Mdrse a

Richards (2002, as cited in Berg, 2007) claimed that the volume of information found in a

gualitative study is enormous; therefore there must be a way to manage timeotdéa

to get the most from the study. It is for this reason that the data from therajezh-e

guestions were analyzed through the use of content analysis. “Content asalysis i

careful, detailed, systematic examination, and interpretation of a particalg of

material used in an effort to identify patterns, themes, biases, and meaheagy &

Ormrod, 2005, as cited in Berg, 2007). As the data were reviewed, key words or phrases

were labeled in such a way to be able to interpret the responses. A procesagfre

different themes then took place to ensure that each theme was recognized by the

researcher.
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CHAPTER FOUR
ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to determine the interrelationships of academic
readiness, social integration, and perceptions of residence hall experientesofge
sophomores at the University of Tennessee at Chattandbgadata collection process
employed the use of both existing enrollment and survey data along with additional
information from a residence hall perception survey instrument. Enrollment elisa w
collected on the 291 patrticipants who agreed to be part of the research. The data
collected included high school GPA, ACT or SAT score, academic major, gender, and
race demographics. In addition, results collected from two previously admediste
surveys were also gathered for participants. The Beginning Survey of Student
Engagement (BSSE), which was administered to students attending orientatiaa prior
enrollment during the summer of 2008, was one source of survey data used in this study.
Of the 291 students who agreed to be part of the study, 195 had completed the questions
on the BSSE while attending orientation.

The second existing survey used in this study was the National Survey of Student
Engagement (NSSE), which was administered during the spring senfébtefreshman
year. There were 38 students who agreed to be part of this study and who also completed
the NSSE. There were a total of 28 students who completed both the BSSE and the
NSSE and agreed to be part of this research project. The 291 students who agreed to be
part of this study also took an on-line residence hall perception survey. Taéoerar

research questions that guided the study:
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1. For sophomore students who lived in the residence halls during their freshman
year, was there a relationship between academic readiness, as determine
through an index using high school GPA and ACT and their academic major?

2. How did students’ social expectations at the beginning of their freshman year
compare with their practice at the end of the year?

3. What was the relationship between students’ first year student engagement
and their academic readiness levels?

4. How did the academic readiness of freshmen students impact their perceptions
of their residence hall experiences?

Chapter 4 contains the results of both the quantitative and qualitative data
collected both the existing survey data as well as the data collected esittence hall
perception survey.

Quantitative Data

The population for this study was made up of members of the fall 2008 freshmen
class who lived on-campus at the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga and teturne
the institution for their sophomore year. There were a total of 1024 students in the
population. The residence hall perception survey, which is where participants gave
permission to use the specified existing data, had 291 participants for a 28é%sees
rate. In order to determine the academic readiness of participants, an indexnas
calculated using the State of Utah Index (Utah State Board of Regents, 2008), which is
based upon high school GPA and ACT or SAT test scores. Based upon that index, the

participants were broken into high, medium, and low groups in terms of their academic
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readiness. A normal curve distribution, which would show 64% of participants being in
the medium readiness group and the remaining 32% equally distributed among the high
and low readiness groups, was used to define the groups. After applying thehadex, t
academic readiness analysis specifically resulted in 54 participamggiered high

academic readiness, 183 medium, and 54 low. The results are presented in Table 4.0.

Table 4.0

Frequency and Percentage by Academic Readiness

Readiness N %
Low 54 18.6
Medium 183 62.9
High 54 18.6
Total 291 100.0

Additional frequency data are found in Tables 4.1 and 4.2 for gender and race. As
seen in Table 4.1, there are 76 males and 215 females which represent 26.1% and 73.9%
of the participants respectively. The survey sample is disproportionate on thefbasis
gender breakdown of freshmen residents for the fall 2008 (59.4% women and 41.6%

men) and is discussed further in Chapter 5.

Table 4.1

Frequency and Percentage by Gender

Gender N %
Male 76 26.1
Female 215 73.9
Total 291 100.0

Table 4.2 provides frequency data based upon race, which represents consistent

participation when compared to the actual breakdown of the race of resideshiaidre
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in the fall of 2008. The table shows 227 Caucasian, 52 African American, and 12 other,
which represents 78.0%, 17.9%, and 4.1% of all participants respectively. This compared

to 68% Caucasian and 32% African American, who actually lived on-campus during the

fall of 2008.

Table 4.2

Frequency and Percentage by Race

Race N %
Caucasian 227 78.0
African American 52 17.9
Other 12 41
Total 291 100.0

Frequency Tables 4.3 through 4.6 provide more data from the residence hall
experience survey, which establishes some background for other data colledikd. T
4.3 highlights the breakdown of responses according to residence hall. The highest
number N = 63) of participants is from Lockmiller Apartments, which makes up 21.6%
of all respondents. This is a little high in proportion to the number of freshmen that
Lockmiller housed, which was approximately 15%. All other residence hallsinvere
proportion to the number of freshmen who lived in that particular complex during the fall

semester of 2008.
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Table 4.3

Frequency and Percentage by Residence Hall

Residence Hall N %

Boling 41 14.1
Decosimo 37 12.7
Guerry 6 2.1

Johnson Obear 37 12.7
Lockmiller 63 21.6
Stophel 55 18.9
UC Foundation 15 5.2
Walker 37 12.7
Total 291 100.0

Table 4.4 reveals that the majority of residents involved in the study lived in a

building of preference (85.9%), but not with preferred roommates (35.7%). Not living

with preferred roommates could mean that the students didn’t have any preferred

roommates or space availability didn’t allow them to live with a prefebechmate.

Approximately 1/3 stated that they lived in a building of preference and haastblee

preferred roommate. There are additional data found in the table on those students who

had a roommate of preference, but not a building preference as well as thosethéth nei

a building nor roommate preference. The results for both of these are that only 1.7% of

the sample had a roommate of preference but did not live in a building of preference and

12.4% did not have a preferred roommate nor did they live in a building of choice.
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Table 4.4
Frequency and Percentage by Room and Roommate Status

Room Status N %
Building and 104 35.7
Roommate Preference

Building Preference, 146 50.2
but not Roommate

Roommate Preference 5 1.7
but not Building

No Building or 36 12.4
Roommate Preference

Total 291 100.0

Table 4.5 provides important information on how long it took students to fit in
socially. Nearly 60% of students indicated that they fit in socially witierfitst month,
while another 25% tookne to two monthand another almost 9% fit in within the first
semester. Overall, 92.8% of participants stated that they were ablenteddially

within the first semester.

Table 4.5

Frequency and Percentage on Time to Fit in Socially

Time to Fit In Socially N %

1 month or less 168 57.9
1-2 months 75 25.9
1 semester 26 9.0
more than 1 semester 14 4.8
did not fit in 7 2.4
Total 290 100.0

Table 4.6 provides insight about whether students believed living on-campus

provided adequate opportunities to develop significant friendships, meet people who
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were different, or be involved in residence hall and campus activities/evestmuld be
noted that no less than 83% of students answered yes to these questions with 93.8%

answering yes to the question about developing significant friendships.

Table 4.6

Frequency and Percentage of Interactions and Experiences

Interactions and Experiences N %
Developed Significant Friendships

Yes 272 93.8
No 18 6.2
Total 290 100.0
Interactions and Experiences N %

Meeting People Different from Self

Yes 244 84.1
No 46 15.9
Total 290 100.0
Participation in Residence Hall Programs

Yes 252 86.9
No 38 13.1
Total 290 100.0
Participation in Campus Activities/Events

Yes 242 83.4
No 48 16.6
Total 290 100.0

Before analyzing the data related to the first research question, wthetewas
a relationship between academic readiness and academic major, it mspEs@nt to
review the academic major related data. The academic majors oippatsovere too

numerous to conduct a valid statistical analysis, therefore the participenetgrouped
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either by college or with other similar majors in order to adequatelyzntig data.
When consolidated in this manner, there were 12 different academic major gsouping
which ranged from pre-major to business to health sciences. The resultsaadema

major after being combined are found in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7

Frequency and Percentage by Academic Major

Academic Major N %
Biology 17 5.8
Business 49 16.8
Chemistry 18 6.2
Communications 10 3.4
Education 28 9.6
Engineering 14 4.8
Health Sciences 46 15.8
History/English 17 5.8
Performing Arts 10 3.4
Social Sciences 29 10.0
Undecided/Pre-Major 40 13.7
Other 13 4.5
Total 291 100.0

The four largest academic majors or major groupings were busines$| w9
or 16.8% of participants, health sciencds=(46 or 15.8%), undecided/pre-majors=<
40 or 13.7%), and social sciences< 29 or 10%) of respondents. These four groups
made up over one half of all participants at 56.3%. The remaining eight majors
accounted for the other 43.7% of respondents. Each of these eight groups repeesented
range of 10 to 28 responses or 3.4% to 9.6% of total participants.

In order to determine whether significant differences were presentédretw
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academic majors, a chi-square test was performed and contingencyi@aisffic
calculated. The chi-square test is a family of distributions used tmtesgnificance,
and the contingency coefficient is used to determine the degree of associatieenbe
two variables (Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs, 2003).

Table 4.8 reveals data from each of the 12 academic majors. The data points
show not only the actual count overall by readiness group, but also the count in each
academic major.

Table 4.8
Crosstab by Number and Percentage of Academic Major and Academic Readiness

Low Medium High Total
N % N % N % N %

Academic Major

Biology 1 19 11 6.0 5 9.3 17 5.8
Business 11 204 29 15.8 9 16.7 49 16.6
Chemistry 1 19 11 6.0 6 11.1 18 6.2
Communication 3 56 5 2.7 2 3.7 10 3.4
Education 7 13.0 16 8.7 5 9.3 28 9.6
Engineering 3 56 11 6.0 - - 14 4.8
Health Sciences 7 13.0 31 169 8 14.8 46 15.8
History/English 3 56 11 6.0 3 56 17 5.8
Other 1 19 6 3.3 6 111 13 4.5
Performing Arts 4 7.4 4 2.2 2 3.7 10 3.4
Social Sciences 5 9.3 20 109 4 7.4 29 10.0
Undecided/Pre-Major 8 14.8 28 15.3 4 7.4 40 13.7
Total 54 100.0 183 100.0 54 100.0 291 100.0

56



The data described in Table 4.8 provided the necessary information to conduct the
chi-square test. The test showed that there was no significant desdogween
academic readiness and majgr< 24.847 df =22 p =.304). In order to be
significant, the probabilityn) would need to be .05 or lower. The findings provide for an
understanding that there was not a significant relationship between acaeadmess
and academic major.

The second research question, addressing how students’ social expectations at the
beginning of their freshmen year compared with their practice at the endyafahe
required the collection of data from the previously administered BSSE and NSSE
surveys. BSSE and NSSE are widely used by colleges and universities in orderto bett
understand the level of engagement expected by students prior to enrollment and actual
engagement while enrolled. Both NSSE and BSSE touch on a wide variety of aspects of
student engagement, ranging from coursework to faculty interactions, exfmsure
diversity, and co-curricular involvement.

For the purpose of this research question, two questions from both BSSE and
NSSE were used to compare expectations with actual experiences. Tiecstsbn
from BSSE, which is in two parts, asked how many hours a student expected to spend in
a typical 7-day week participating in co-curricular activities (nizigtions, campus
publications, student government, fraternity or sorority, intercollegiateramatal
sports, etc.),. The second part of the question asked how many hours the student
expected to spend relaxing or socializing (watching TV, partying, etctijcipants were

directed to answer both questions with a range of hours, suchfmbours6 - 1Q etc.

57



Two similar questions in the NSSE survey asked about actual time spent invdlved wi
co-curricular activities and time spent relaxing or socializing. Th&ENi&strument was
administered online during the spring semester of the freshmen year. Tpisricom
allowed for a better understanding of expected time spent participatinecurmgcular
activities and time spent relaxing or socializing as indicated on the BSS[Etaatiteme
spent in these areas, which was discovered on the NSSE.

The second BSSE question asked how important it was to the student that the
college or university provided support for students to thrive socially. The second part of
the question asked on the BSSE how important was it to the student that the college or
university provided opportunities to attend campus events and activities. Both parts of
this question were answered on a scale ranging fi@mmportantto very important
The NSSE survey dealt with both of these questions in a similar manner, but &dallow
for a different type of response. The response in the NSSE is on a Likert scate, whe
respondents used a scale whezgy muchquite a bit someandvery little were options
for participants.

In order to answer the second research question, the data from BSSE and NSSE
were compared through the use of a paired sanydss which was used to compute the
difference between two variables and to determine if the average witéenas
significantly different from zero (Schloesser, 2000). The paired samptediss are

reviewed in Table 4.9; the paired samphesstfollows in Table 4.10.
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Table 4.9
Frequency, Mean and Standard Deviation for Paired Samples

N M SD
Pair1 BSSE Co-curricular 28 3.39 1.750
NSSE Co-curricular 28 2.54 1.666
Pair 2 BSSE Social Activity 28 3.46 1.374
NSSE Social Activity 28 3.64 1.311
Pair 3 BSSE Social Support 28 4.75 1.323
NSSE Social Support 28 2.93 .813
Pair4 BSSE Campus Events 28 4.93 1.016
NSSE Campus Events 28 3.04 744

The findings revealed in Table 4.9 provide the m@&nscores and standard
deviation GD) for both the BSSE and NSSE. The table reveals that students expected to
spend approximately 12 hours involved in co-curricular activities, but they actpalhy
closer to eight hours. The researcher was able to determine this by iogneristudent
responses into time spent. A response of 2 indicates 6 — 10 hours of time, a response of 3
indicates11 — 15 hours, therefore a mean score of 2.54 represents approximately 12 hours.
The expected to actual time spent decreased for co-curriculariastiwhile there was a
slight increase when comparing expectations to actual time for somaliln looking at
pairs three and four, the result indicated that students found it important to hae soci
support prior to enrollmeniM = 4.75) and the same students also felt that there were
quite a bitof social support from the institutioM(= 2.93). The fourth pair also revealed
that opportunities to attend campus events was important prior to beginning the freshmen
year M = 4.93). This is in addition to the fact that the students felt that the institution

providedquite a bitof opportunity to attend various campus events and activifies (
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3.04).

The paired sampldstestas seen in Table 4.10 reveals important information in
this study. The-testis used to determine the difference between two means and the
paired samplestestallows for an understanding of the difference in the means, in this
case from the BSSE to the NSSE. The research findings are significantsaorpsi
three, and four. Pair one resulted m2.072,df = 27 andp = .048. Statistical
significance is also found in pair three, which resulte®.460,df = 27 ando = .000.
Finally pair four was also statistically significant and resulted=18.838,df = 27 andp
=.000. Also, in this case, pair two, the comparison of the BSSE and NSSE social
activity, is the only pair that is not significantly different as noted wth.535,df = 27

andp = .597.

Table 4.10
T Scores, Degrees of Freedom and p Value

Pair 1 BSSE Co-curricular — NSSE Co-curricular ~ 2.072 27 .048
Pair 2 BSSE Social Activity — NSSE Social Activity -.535 27 597
Pair 3 BSSE Social Support — NSSE Social Suppa 6.460 27 .000
Pair4 BSSE Campus Events — NSSE Campus Evi 8.838 27 .000

The third research question, which sought to determine the relationship between
students’ first year engagement and their academic readiness lseeldoth ANOVAS
and cross tabulation in the analysis. Two of the questions used from the NSSE provided
respondents the opportunity to answer by selecting the range of time speidgientic
in co-curricular activities and the range of time spent on social activiliee amount of

time spent for each question could only have one correct answer for each prticipa
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This type of data is known as nominal data (Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs, 2003). The
guestion involves the use of analysis of variance (ANOVA) to test for sigmigicaThe
descriptive data from the ANOVA can be found in Table 4.11.

Table 4.11
Frequency, Mean and Standard Deviation

NSSE Co-curricular Low 4 2.75 2.217
Medium 23 2.78 1.704
High 10 1.90 .994
Total 37 2.54 1.609
NSSE Social Activity Low 4 3.50 1.291
Medium 23 3.52 1.123
High 10 4.10 1.792
Total 37 3.68 1.334

Table 4.11 allows for a visual illustration of the answers to the two questions
based upon academic readiness. The mean score on the NSSE co-curricular involvement
is almost identical with 8 = 2.75 (maximum of 8.0) for those considered low in
academic readiness andla= 2.78 for those medium performers in academic readiness,
while those high on the academic readiness scale Nad £.90. The research revealed
through this table that those high on the academic readiness scale are spending
approximately 4 less hours per week involved in co-curricular activities thpactex in
the BSSE. The standard deviati@D) for each range frorBD = .994 for high
performers to &D= 2.217 for low performers, where the= 4. The lower the n, then
the more likely thesDwill be a higher number making this an expected finding. Since

theSD=.994 for high performers, the data suggests that of this group the range in time
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spent on co-curricular activities is less than five hours for any of the episn Once
again, this can be inferred by translating the student responses into the time spent by
high academic readiness group on the NSSE co-curricular question.

The descriptive statistics in Table 4.11 also provide additional information
regarding the amount of time students spend in social activities. As noted intibe se
on co-curricular involvement, low and medium readiness students spent almost identical
amounts of time in social activities with mean scores of 3.50 and 3.52, respectively. The
mean score of the high readiness students was actually higher with a meanf 4cide
The high readiness students were spending on average approximately 2.5 hoyer more
week on general social activities than other students. The mean socislssmeling
to academic readiness are also seen in Table 4.15. The table also points ouSiat the
1.291 for low readines§D = 1.123 for medium and readiness andSBbe= 1.792 for
high readiness.

Table 4.12 and 4.13 illustrate the findings of the ANOVA that was conducted on
the NSSE co-curricular activities and the NSSE social activities. In betis,dhe data
suggest that there is no significance at the .05 level, as seen in the cad¢SHEheo-

curricular where the significance is .347 and for NSSE social it is at .513.
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Table 4.12

Anova Table of NSSE Co-Curricular by Academic Readiness

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 5.626 2 2.813 1.092 347
Within Groups 87.563 34 2.575
Total 93.189 36
Table 4.13
Anova Table of NSSE Social Activity by Academic Readiness

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2.469 2 1.234 .681 513
Within Groups 61.639 34 1.813
Total 64.108 36

As the data analysis continued to focus on the relationship between first year

student engagement and academic readiness levels, two other NSSE questions were

examined. These two questions asked students to what extent the institution esdphasiz

the support needed to thrive socially, and what opportunities existed to attend campus

events and activities. The response options for these two questionseweneuchquite

a bit, someandvery little. These data were analyzed through the use of cross tabulations

and the chi-square test, which is used to determine the degree of association tvetwee

variables (see Tables 4.14 and 4.15).
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Table 4.14
Crosstab by NSSE Social Support and Academic Readiness

NSSE Social Support Low Medium High Total

N % N % N % N %
Very Much - - 2 8.7 1 10.0 3 8.1
Quite a Bit - - 4 17.4 3 300 7 18.9
Some 4 100.0 12 52.2 3 300 19 51.4
Very Little - - 5 21.7 3 30.0 8 21.6
Total 4 100.0 23 100.0 10 100.0 37 100.0

Table 4.14 presents a cross tabulation of the results from the 37 respondents who
not only agreed to participate in the study, but had also previously completed tBe NSS
instrument during the spring semester of their freshmen year. Sincealheutober of
casesl{ = 37) was relatively small, it was rather difficult to adequately coenbee
actual to the expected. However, the findings did show that the actual number of
responses was relatively close to the expected. The greatest vargnioeimad in the
responses from the participants which indicated that the institution praodessupport
to thrive socially. The low academic performers expected to have a count of 2.1, while
the actual count was 4.0. Among the high academic readiness group, the expectation was
5.1 while the actual count in this group was 3.0.

The chi-square test demonstrated that there is no significance (p < .0&¢tetw
academic readiness and student engagement as indicated in the NSSE social support
provided by the institution{ =5.736 df = 6and p =.453) The finding supported the
fact that significance did not exist between academic readiness aed/pérsocial

support from the institution.
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Table 4.15 is a cross tabulation of the results from the same 37 respondents who
answered the NSSE social support question (Table 4.14). The table shows the responses

according to the number of respondents by readiness group.

Table 4.15
Crosstab by NSSE Campus Events, Academic Readiness and Social Support
NSSE Social Support Low Medium High Total

N % N % N % N %
Very Much - - 2 8.7 - - 2 5.4
Quite a Bit 1 25.0 1 4.3 2 20.0 4 10.8
Some 2 50.0 13 56.5 6 60.0 21 56.8
Very Little 1 25.0 7 30.4 2 200 10 27.0
Total 4 1000 23 100.0 10 100.0 37 100.0

The chi-square test showed that there was no significant difference between
academic readiness and student engagement described as institutional suppgotief ¢
activities and events. The specific results wére 3.971,df = 6 andp = .681. Therefore,
the findings were that there was not a relationship between academiessaaind
support through campus activities and events provided by the institution.

The final quantitative data that are revealed in Table 4.16 stem from ithesnies
hall survey. This table presents the findings from participants who ans\uertaa
guestion from the residence hall perception survey. The question asked if the campus
living experience contributed to the decision to return for the sophomore year. The
results found show that 83.5% of participants believed that living on-campus

contributed to their decision to return for the sophomore year.
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Table 4.16
Frequency and Percentage of Decision to Return

Living On Contributed to Decision to Return N %

Yes 242 83.5
No 48 16.5
Total 290 100.0

QUALITATIVE DATA

The gualitative data in this study are the result of the responses todivaes

used in the residence hall experience survey. The five are listed below and grevide t

framework for the findings.

1.

Please describe in as much detail as you like the type of interactionsuhzd/
with your roommates during your freshman year.

Please describe in as much detail as you like the type of interactionsuhzd/
with other friends during your freshman year.

Please list any campus organizations that you were regularly involvedng dur
your freshman year.

In your opinion what was the biggest advantage to living on-campus as a
freshman?

In your opinion what was the greatest disadvantage to living on-campus as a
freshman?

The purpose was to learn more about the social interactions for residents.

Specifically, were there any differences in experiences based upon acesiiness?

While there were not any specific patterns or themes based upon academisseadine

there were overall patterns and themes. The results did not reveal any distin€ti
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roommate experiences based upon the academic readiness. The findings in Wil area
be referred to as positive, negative, and neutral.

The positive themes that came out among each of the readiness groups were that
the roommates would eat together, play games, and generally sociadttestogrhe fact
that the roommates ate together was evidenced numerous times and ofted tefire
roommates sharing meals prepared by the students, at campus dining<aoildff-
campus restaurants. Eating together was the most prominent of the three fuesiies
that emerged while analyzing the data. It is clear that positive interaetith
roommates took place during meal times, regardless of where the mealanexs sThe
respondents implied that meals together may have been planned and prepared rauch like
family would share a meal or they may have had meals after an impromptuarip t
campus dining facility or an off-campus restaurant.

The next positive theme discovered through the use of content analysis was the
playing of games. Most students did not elaborate on the type of games that yexnte pla
a few did refer to playing video games, but the type of game did not seem to be as
important as the fact that these students were enjoying similartrecegactivities.
Pike (2002) maintained that the positive campus interactions that occurred for campus
residents were critical to an overall campus experience for freshmen.

The third positive finding was classified as “hanging out.” Some of the
respondents used this phrase, while others made statements about watchindhEv, toge

just talking together and doing whatever may have come up at the time. Whaleaher
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not appear to be any particularly unique aspects of positive experienceifanadjum

or low academic performers, it is apparent that there were many positoumnézrs

between roommates during the freshmen year. The results found from this queston al
are a reminder of the summary by Christie (1991) which referred to th@kasking

social connections for those who live on-campus because of their close proximitgrto ot
students.

There were also some negative findings in this portion of the study. Some of the
participants, regardless of academic readiness levels, expresséérbatdre
disagreements with roommates. In most cases, there were not any sietaifsc
provided about the disagreements, just that they had occurred. Some of the respondents
referred to the disagreements being minor or about things that didn’t reatiéy albthat
much, but others would refer to roommates that “partied” too much. One student stated
that she had a roommate that was “loud, rude, and just hard to live with.” The majority
of the participants were able to either work out their differences or anh@astge to
work through them while they were still living together. There were, however, a fe
situations that were severe enough conflicts to cause one or more of the rootnmates
change rooms during the freshman year.

The final theme that was discovered while analyzing the data was rpitve
nor negative, but it was something that came up frequently. Many students stated that
they lived with one or more roommates who were friends from high school or that they a
least had they selected one another as roommates. While in and of gssdetinis

neutral, it was observed that most comments about living with friends from high school
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were positive in nature. For example, one response discovered in the researeh, “I kn
all my roomies except one from my hometown, so we did lots of activities togeitte

as going to movies or taking a walk.” There were other negative staterbeunts a
knowing roommates from high school that in comparison were in the minority. One
student said, “One of my roommates was a friend from high school, but by the end of it
we weren't really friends anymore.” Another concern that emergedddtahigh school
friends was from the perspective of the roommate of two or more high school friends
appeared that students in this situation had a difficult time penetrating ttiegexis
friendships and felt less at ease with their roommate experience, sineectiecieeling

as if they were the “odd man out”.

The data revealed findings similar to those obtained in response to the first
guestion. Again, there was no common thread based upon academic readiness. Since the
focus was about friends, the comments in this area were all positive in nagate, m
notably found to be associated with campus organizations. The survey participants ofte
referred to interacting with their friends through fraternity and sorbigyand/or
involvement in campus ministries, academically related organizations, aavuumé
sports. Some of the specific comments by student survey participants includetwkdl joi
a fraternity and loved it.” Another student stated “I knew no one at UTC when | came, s
| had to make all new friends. The main way | did this was through joining clubs.
Campus Crusade for Christ really helped me with this and | am still cesinected

within it.” Other students made reference to friends made through acadgmetzid

69



organizations or experiences, such as being part of the university Honor'sn®rogra
Theatre Department organization or the Emerging Leaders progranh, wasca living
learning community available to approximately 20 students. One student saidd’l love
the people | met my freshman year, in my classes and within the Honor’'s Pfogram
Other students referred to participating in intramural sports or playing spotheir own
with friends. In fact, friendships were formed through such events as indicat@d by
student, “I made a lot of friends through classes, intramural sports, and a campus
ministry.” Clearly, friendships were formed in many ways by thelezds of student
housing during their freshman year and these friendships were evidentlyantgorthe
positive perceptions of students’ first year of college. Friendships and isberakttions
were found to strengthen the overall experience and aid in the decision to rethen for
sophomore year (Kiser & Price, 2008). It does not matter how or where the friendships
were made, but it was critical that friends were made. This is validatixe fhgct that
93.5% of respondents indicated that they had at least one significant friendship during
their first semester of college. This was articulated quite well bymaent response, “I
feel that the friendships | made during my freshman year are moracaghihan any
past friendships. We were able to spend more time together and had more options in how
to spend our time.”

As the attention turned toward involvement though campus organizations during
the freshmen year, the pattern continued in that there was not any noticeat#achffe
based upon high, medium or low academic performers. Many of the participants in this

case simply listed the organizations where they were involved during tislimfaa year.
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There were two categories of organizations where students were involveeibat
quickly noticed during the analysis phase: Greek affiliation and involvement avithus
ministries. There were numerous references from students about virtugaly e
Panhellenic and Inter-Fraternity Council Greek organization. The mentioniagnglus
ministries also appeared to be evenly distributed across the Christian &aith ba
ministries. There were many other campus organizations in which studentssexlpre
involvement, which included student government (SGA), freshman senate, intramurals,
varsity athletics, dance team/cheerleaders, and academic clubs. Thessulnbent
returned for their sophomore year were clearly involved with a varietgmopas
organizations during their freshman year. Virtually every participd@tresl to being
involved with campus organizations regardless of his or her academic readiness
classification. The social interactions that occurred through campus @tyamsz
appeared to be quite meaningful to the students who participated in this survey.

After developing a greater understanding as to the experiences with abesnm
and friends, the qualitative analysis then sought to determine what partippesds/ed
as the greatest advantage and disadvantage to living on-campus as a freshmean. The
were two very important conclusions which emerged from reviewing the datdrada
perceived advantages of the students who participated in the survey. The fact that
students who lived on-campus had tremendous opportunities to meet other people was an
advantage. The need to make social connections with other students was quiteimporta
according to the responses from many in this survey. The perceptions of the students

this survey were consistent with the findings of Astin (1999), who determined that if
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students were integrated socially, they were more likely to learn antbpédnadistically.
There is a need to fit in and living on-campus was identified as a way to meet

other students, many of whom were in the same situation. The situation of being a
freshman away from home and perhaps not knowing many people at the institution can
be scary for many first year students, therefore creating opportunitiegke friends is
critically important.

The second item that was found was the convenience associated with living on-
campus. Convenience meant a number of different things to students. For many, there
was the convenience of being able to get up and walk to class in just a few miruges. T
was noted by those who stated they enjoyed being able to sleep as late as (bksitde
maintained that they simply liked the idea of not having to search for a parking space
that, according to participants, is an apparent challenge for commuter students. One
student said it like this, “The greatest advantage of living on-campus as a fregihma
my opinion, is that you live right there near all of your classes, yoly @ahot have to
worry about the parking.”

The above statement represents the opinions of many first year residémais O
also felt convenience was not just limited to classes or the liberatimpfeéihot have
to find a place to park each day, but it also provided ease of access to residence hall and
campus activities. The activities ranged from small scale residertaasgiggrams or
larger scale concert or athletic events, but they all provided benefits in the mihds of
residents. Still others appreciated the proximity to campus dining, which helade to t

the worry away from their own food preparation. Finally, there were residents who
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enjoyed the ability to go to the downtown Chattanooga area so quickly and easily. The
downtown area was reported as providing a variety of entertainment optigisg from
dining to night clubs and a many other attractions for college age students. &tle stat
advantages to living on-campus were almost endless as the participants sirayed m
other reasons that they enjoyed living on-campus during their freshman year. One
student said it best: “I definitely felt that | got an upper hand on learningdwe on

my own without my parents. | loved taking care of my own place and met a lot of people
in some weird ways. Living on-campus was a way to get me to become more cblaforta
to college.” This statement provides an excellent summary as to the advantageg of |
on-campus during the freshman year.

The final portion of the qualitative research was based upon the perceived
disadvantages to living on-campus as a freshman. There were a few theérmedahad
from this question. First and foremost was the issue of rules as noted by numerous
residents. This is not a new finding in student housing related research; LiyMcCo
Shelley Il and Whalen (2005) reported in a living learning community studyptieeof
the greatest concerns reported by students was the policies theteg@$teedom. This
is similar to this study where many students indicated that they felttegtby the
numerous rules that were in place by the housing department or the university. The
primary rule specifically mentioned was the fact that the university ptedibtudents
from being able to possess or consume alcohol on-campus. A number of participants
simply used the word “rule” as a disadvantage and did not provide any additional

information. That was the case in this short, but direct comment from one resident
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regarding the greatest disadvantage to living on-campus: “The rules aladioagu
about housing.” It is difficult to interpret comments such as this one, but they were
numerous in the raw data.

The second most noticed perceived disadvantage was the cost of living on-
campus. In general, there was very little explanation as to the sgeciern with the
cost. It was unclear if the students felt the facility was not worth the cpstloaps it
was that off-campus apartments could be found at a lower cost. It could have been in
reference to the meal plan requirement, which results in an additional $1100 out of
pocket per year for residents of campus housing. According to one participantp$the c
was by far the greatest disadvantage. Being required to buy a mealgasemester
was a huge waste of money for me.” While other students mentioned eatitig t@pe
an activity with friends or roommates, it appeared that at least a feeiyea the meal
plan requirement along with overall cost of campus housing to be a disadvantage.

The third most noticed pattern from this question included the reference to noise
within the apartments. One student said, “The apartments had thin walls, so you could
hear everything.” Some students referred to noise in general, implyingwhas coming
from other apartments, while others stated that their own roommates were the ones
causing the noise as indicated by a student who made a direct statement, ‘tefst grea
disadvantage was having loud roommates.” Another noise variable was the nuigance fir
alarms that occur from time to time. This was noted by one participant vhdRae
alarms are the biggest disadvantage, people are immature and pull them, itgvas a bi

problem as a freshman.”
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Summary of Results
The analysis of data helps in understanding more about the relationship between
academic readiness and student engagement during the freshman yeacldamhsat a
significant relationship between academic readiness and academialidajot exist.
However, while exploring the social expectations of students before beginning the
freshman year and actual experiences at the end of the freshman ye&arasige was
found in three of four data points. The data showed significance when comparing co-
curricular, social support, and campus event expectations with actual exgeriéneas
also important that the institution was perceived as providing support for students to
thrive socially and opportunities to attend campus events and activities. &hatisti
significance was not found in the time spent relaxing or socializing when dogpar
expectations to actual experiences. Statistical significance agai not found in
analyzing the data on first year student engagement and academic sekxliekss
Finally, the qualitative data revealed interesting responses regandi@gmisexperiences
ranging from interactions with roommates and friends as well as gansighti into the
perceived advantages and disadvantages of living on-campus. However, there were no

noticeable differences in feedback based upon academic readiness.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to examine the interrelationships of academic
readiness, social integration, and perceptions of residence hall experientesofge
sophomores at the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga. Previous studies have shown
positive correlation between retention and each of the variables including high school
GPA and ACT/SAT scores (Reason, 2003). There have been other studies that
investigated and found that the impact of social integration had a positivencdloa
satisfaction levels (Astin, 1999). Furthermore, satisfaction levels of stutkerés
resulted in higher persistence rates for freshmen (Inkelas, Vogt, lbaage, Owen &
Johnson, 2006). This study contributed to the existing body of literature by examining
the academic readiness of freshmen according to high school GPA and ACIZ&&T
as well as social expectations prior to enrollment, actual social expianthe end of
the first year, and perceptions of the residence hall experience. Sincedut#mac
readiness and social integration have been found to be important in the research, it is
necessary for higher education administrators to broaden their understandiag of ho
these variables are interrelated for students who lived on-campus. The informatidn f
provides an important foundation to the development of programs designed to enhance
the overall student experience.
Review of Methodology

This study was executed with a mixed-methods approach with greaterssnpha
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on the use of quantitative data. The quantitative data used in this study were gleaned
from enrollment statistics and various surveys administered to the samplke befor
enrolling and during the first year of enrollment at the University of éssee at
Chattanooga. Prior to enroliment, the institution collected students’ high schasl GP
and ACT scores in order to make admission decisions. For the purpose of this study, this
information was converted into an index score based upon the formula used in the state of
Utah (Utah State Board of Regents, 2008). The index score was then used to categorize
students as high, medium or low in terms of academic readiness.

Additional data were collected and analyzed from two different surveykiahn
the fall 2008 freshmen class was invited to participate. The first survethevas
Beginning College Survey of Student Engagement (BSSE), which was admhistare
paper and pencil format during orientation prior to enrollment. The BSSE provided
students an opportunity to share their expectations about the amount of time they
expected to spend participating in co-curricular activities and time sagaliStudents
also shared their opinion regarding the importance of institutional support fonghrivi
socially as well as opportunities to attend campus events and activities. dhe sec
survey, which was administered during the spring semester of the fregbarars
known as the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE). The NSSE is a
complementary survey to the BSSE, but rather than looking at expectations it is used t
understand more about students’ actual experiences. The NSSE survey wasadnhinist
online and students were invited to participate via e-mail. Like the BSSESBE

asked about the amount of time students actually spent during their freshman year

77



participating in co-curricular activities and socializing. The NSSE atked about
emphasis of the institution in helping students to thrive socially and about opportunities
provided for students to participate in campus activities or events.

The information from a residence hall perception survey dug deeper into the
social experiences of residential students during their freshman yearesidence hall
perception survey was both quantitative and qualitative in nature and was adednister
online during the early part of the sophomore year spring semester. Theatjuarddta
from the residence hall perception survey provided additional information about each
participant’s room assignment status, the time it took for studentsncstitially, and
whether or not there were adequate opportunities to make new friends, meet people who
are different, or participate in residence hall activities and campus evamafly, it
provided an outlet for students to reveal whether or not they had a significanttfigends
during their first semester of college.

The residence hall perception survey was also the instrument used to collect
qualitative data through five open-ended questions. The qualitative data weredollec
in order to provide a deeper understanding of the freshman year experienbeSoaha
Research Methods, 2009). The qualitative data gathered required the use of content
analysis in order to effectively manage the data (Morse & Richards, 200 c
Berg, 2007). The themes and patterns were found while examining participant @sspons
to the five open-ended questions. The questions on the survey were framed in such a way
as to learn more about interactions between roommates and between friends. Fhe surve

also provided a way for students to identify any organizations with which they w

78



involved during the freshmen year. Finally, the survey allowed participmastgare their
opinion of the advantages and disadvantages to living on-campus.
Summary of Results

The results of the study revealed both statistically significant fisdanmg other
findings that were not statistically significant. The research firsiothstrated that there
was not a relationship between academic readiness and major. This finding tamtnpor
in order to insure any action taken to enhance the freshmen experience is taken for a
students and not just for a group from a particular academic major. There wasrhoweve
statistical significance when looking at the expectations of students anddtuzl
experiences for three of the four questions on the BSSE and NSSE. The study showed
that students expected to spend considerably more time involved in co-curricular
activities than they actually spent, a difference of almost five hours per wheke Was
also significance in that students found social support to be important before enrolling
and also felt that the institution providgdite a bitof support. Similar results were
found in the analysis of the data regarding the BSSE and NSSE campus events and
activities, where the expectations of survey participants were considgredant.
More specifically, the students felt that they lgaite a bitof support from the institution
through campus activities and events. There was no statistical significanceWwhen
comparing the expectations of time spent on social activities and actuaiemieon
social activities, which were nearly identical between the BSSE and .NSSE

Analysis of the data for the third research question determined that the $inding

were not statistically significant for the relationship between yegsr student
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engagement and academic readiness levels. Regardless of acaddimissdavel,
there were similar first year social experiences in regards-tarcicular involvement
and social activities. Since there were no significantly different fisdiagministrators
will be unable to infer that special co-curricular or socially relgt@dgramming is
needed for any specific academic readiness group.

The final research question was designed to understand if different perceptions
existed between the different academic readiness groups. The findings dikabars
unique perceptions from any of the three readiness groups, but there weretsenezal
or patterns found that cut across all three groups. One of the most common themes
included in the findings focused on the sharing of meals between roommates and friends.
Sharing meals together was important as it provided a means for social erscounte
through lunch or dinner. Another theme made reference to playing games or simply
hanging out together. The opportunity to hang out together was noted as way to spend
valuable social time together in a number of activities. Other common themes found
were in the type of organizations with which students were involved during their
freshman year. Many were involved in Greek organizations, while others pagiicipat
various campus ministry organizations.

The final themes found were in the perceived advantages and disadvantages to
living on-campus. Again, convenience was by far the greatest advantage shared by
participants. Convenience for most was defined as the ease of access to cailitfass fa
for class, campus activities, and dining. For others, convenience was more about the

benefit of not having to “fight for parking.” The disadvantages shared by studemgs w
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the rules associated with living on-campus. Most respondents did not specify wsch r
were of concern, but those who did expressed dissatisfaction with the dry campus policy,
which means that regardless of age students cannot possess or consume alcohol on-
campus. The findings for this research question did not provide statistigaifycant
insights into the perceptions according to academic readiness, but did revall over
insights from all participants. The perceptions outlined in this section were faund f
all participants, regardless of their academic readiness prior to enadliEC.

Discussion
Interpretation of the Findings

Once all of the quantitative and qualitative data were collected and anahaed, t
answers to the four research questions became more evident. Enrollment ddtass w
other quantitative survey question information were used to answer the fiest thre
research questions and the qualitative data from the residence hall peraaptgynere
used to answer the fourth question. The qualitative data provided important insights as
the residential experiences of freshmen, which were used to better umdléta the
positive and negative freshmen year experiences.

The respondents were proportionate to actual freshmen residents in most areas
with a few exceptions. There were a disproportionate number of respondents thiat live
Lockmilller Apartments, when comparing to all residents that lived in Ldim
Lockmiller is also the home of the university Honor’'s (UHON) Program. UHON |
highly competitive program for the best and brightest students, which mawekiyave

placed the largest number of high readiness students into one residence hall. The
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research did not ask about involvement in UHON, therefore it is unknown to what degree
the findings have been skewed. In addition to the Lockmiller Apartment resptreses, t
were a disproportionate number of responses from women. The fall 2008 freshmen class
was made up of slightly less than 60% women, but women responded to this survey at a
rate of almost 74%. Due to this, the findings lean more toward women and may not
depict the experiences of men as accurately as they do for women. Finakgpbese
rate of African-American students was just shy of 18%, but African-Aaestudents
made up 32% of all freshmen living on-campus, suggesting that the experiences of
African-American students may be under-represented in the results.

While the data may not be proportionate based upon residence hall, gender, and
race, the findings are important for the institution and should be reviewed closetier
to provide the greatest benefit for future students.
Research Question 1: For sophomore students who lived in the residendls
during their freshman year, is there a relationship between academieadiness, as
determined through an index using high school GPA and ACT score, and tine
academic major?

A chi-square was used to determine if statistical significance e>bstaveen
academic readiness and major. No significant association was found. This wasthe
straight forward finding as compared to the other three research questior91The
participants represented 12 different academic majors or groupings laf simajors.
The number of participants by major or grouping ranged on the low end with 10

communication majors and on the high end of 49, who were business majors.
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The findings for this research question validate the need for gener&neantcor
enhancement programs for all freshmen regardless of major. Programsdiésigne
improve the freshman experience, while providing appropriate academic suppasecr
the likelihood that freshmen will persist to their sophomore year.

Research Question 2: How do students’ social expectations at the begirmof their
freshman year compare with their practice at the end of the year?

The BSSE instrument was used to establish social expectations prior to
enrollment. Specifically, the instrument provided expectations about both castarrric
involvement and social activity or event participation during the freshman yeasugrhr
converting the mean scores into an approximate number of hours that students expected
to spend in these two categories, the research revealed that students had amoexpict
spending 12 hours both in co-curricular involvement and social activities and events. The
NSSE instrument provided the outlet to understand more about actual experiences in
these same two areas. The study found that students spent four less hours involved in co-
curricular activities than they expected prior to enroliment. This proved tatistically
significant.

A variation such as this indicated that students perceived they would have spent
more time than they actually did with co-curricular activities and involiéd campus
organizations. Administrators should consider presenting these findings to future
freshmen in order to provide them with information about the amount of time other

students actually spent involved in campus organizations. This can be at leakapart
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formula for a successful first year and a decision to return for the sophoeaore y

The second part of the above question revealed that the expected time spent on
social activities was approximately 12 hours according to the BSSE. Téisamaclose
to the actual time spent as found in the NSSE. This too can be a tool to provide students
with an idea of how much time they should plan to spend involved in social activities
during their freshman year. The results could help future students with timeemnsrdag
and allow them to set realistic goals for their freshman year.

The second question from the comparison of the BSSE and NSSE, which was also
in two parts, provided findings about the institutional support for students to thrive
socially and opportunities provided for students to attend campus events. Before
beginning college, as indicated in the BSSE, the students felt it was importeviet
support from the institution to thrive socially as well as to have opportunities provided by
the institution to attend campus events. After one year on-campus, the stu&SiEs’ N
results indicated that they felt the university providade a bitof support for both. This
was statistically significant as demonstrated through a paired sanrtpstthat
compared BSSE expectations to NSSE actual experiences. This aspecesétrch is
important; it contributed to an already existing body of research and sed)¢jest
institutions make reasonable efforts to help all students thrive soaallpgrovide
opportunities to be involved in campus events and activities. The student responses to

these questions revealed the importance of their first year socialexqei
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Research Question 3: What is the relationship between students’ diryear student
engagement and their academic readiness levels?

This question was answered through the use of descriptive statistics, ANOVA
cross tabulation and a chi-square. It was ultimately found through the ANGY/ &ha
square that there was no statistical significance between firsstyelant engagement
and readiness levels. However, the research revealed that the lighh@cgeadiness
group spent less time with co-curricular activities and slightly more involved with
social activities as compared to the low and medium readiness groups in the BSSE
While this was not statistically significant, it did contribute importargrmiation
regarding the behaviors of the high readiness group during their firsdfyealiege.
Despite this finding not being statistically significant, it provides ingodrinsight that
may be shared with future freshmen and should be further investigated. Adnarsstra
should consider sharing this information to help future first year students decide how
much time they should expect to spend in co-curricular activities. Making ndenss
aware of the co-curricular time commitment made by students who peénmsiatebe
helpful in good decision making.

The low and medium readiness groups were virtually identical in the amount of
time spent involved in co-curricular activities and social activities. Whaeagis was
not statistically significant, it showed the importance of providing opportundies
support all freshmen students through co-curricular and social activijiesliess of
academic readiness prior to enrollment. Through proper organization from the

institution, students may be influenced by provision of additional encouragement and
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support. In order to provide this support, it will be necessary through other means to
develop a better understanding of their social needs. As additional insigimad,gai
beneficial social support can be designed and implemented to enhance experience
The NSSE survey focused on the perceived support from the institution for
helping the student to thrive socially and to have opportunities to attend campus events
and activities. Across each readiness group, the participants felt thagtttugiam
providedsomesupport to help students thrive socially and to have opportunities to attend
campus events. The survey allowed for students to select other options inclrging
much quite a bit,andvery little. The research ascertained from this that the students
believed there is room for the institution to improve its support of student social needs.
The research showed in BSSE that the students’ social expectations weranimpait
the support to thrive, as indicated in the NSSE, was somewhat lacking. This was found
in general social needs as well as in the opportunities to attend campus events and
activities. Therefore, the institution should take from this study that theréena need
to focus resources on the student social environment for all, regardless ofddeimac
readiness. While additional research may be needed in order to determine thaeyliest w
go about supporting the social needs, it should take a priority when allocating resource
for a campus.
Research Question 4. How does the academic readiness of freshmen stid
impact their perceptions of their residence hall experiences?

The research answered this question through the residence hall perception survey
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and the use of five different open-ended questions that allowed for respondents to share
additional information about their experiences with friends, experiences witmrais)
campus organization involvement, and the advantages and disadvantages to living on-
campus as a freshman. These qualitative data provided important information about
student experiences, despite not finding any trends or themes for spedémaca

readiness groups. The participants revealed that living on campus was convenient for
many reasons ranging from proximity to class, campus events, and organizationa
opportunities. The residential students also had more chances to make socialamnecti
that were important in becoming a part of the campus community.

The important themes that surfaced about interactions with roommates were the
fact that the students would eat, play games, and socialize with roommaiag. Eat
together was the most common interaction and it didn’t seem to matter wheatethe
but they did eat together often. They would eat together on-campus in the university
center or dine together in the apartment and sometimes off-campus astaiaeants.

The comments about playing games and socializing with roommates wergeneral
in nature and could have meant different things for each participant, but treey wer
clearly an important part of time together with roommates.

There was one negative aspect that surfaced about the interactions with
roommates: roommates would have disagreements about things “that did not matte
much.” However, on occasion roommates had different value systems causing more
severe roommate strife. The students’ references to negative roompetierees

tended to be quite pointed, which implied a negative roommate situation
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could seriously impact the residence hall experience in a harmful way.

The positive and negative roommate experiences occurred both for students who
knew roommates from high school as well as those who didn’t previously know their
roommates. The fact that this was revealed in the study is a concern foisa@dors as
this makes it more difficult to determine the best way to assign rooms and rtgsnma

The students reported similar positive experiences with their non-roommate
friends as was reported with roommates, but the answers to this question begampo overl
with the comments about campus organizations in which students were involved. The
campus organizations proved to be a conduit to allow students to make friends during the
freshman year. Many students cited involvement with Greek organizations and campus
ministries as the two most noted areas of involvement. Greek affiliation anpaisa
ministries were complemented with participation in a variety of other campus
organizations such as student government, intramurals, and various academic clubs. The
organizations noted were important aspects of student life and provided numerous
opportunities to foster friendships.

Finally, the survey allowed for participants to share the advantages and
disadvantages to living on-campus as a freshman. The advantages that came through
convincingly in the study were the opportunity to meet other people and to make social
connections. Next, the participants expressed the convenience of living on-campus.
Convenience may have been about the ease of access to class, campus, activities
simply making it easier to avoid the hassles of parking on-campus for non-campus

residents. The students were adamant about the advantages and these should be
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highlighted for future freshmen to help frame the benefits of living on-campus.

The disadvantages shared by the students were the rules associated witimiiving
campus, the cost, and finally the noise from other residents. Many studentse&xpres
concern with the campus being “dry,” which implied that the freedom to possess and
consume alcohol was important to many. The campus policy regarding alcohol is
unlikely to be changed, as it would take considerable effort and support fromanany t
even consider a change. There may have been other rules that caused conceyn, but the
were not specifically mentioned. However, the concerns about both cost and noise
something that housing administrators can address. The cost of campus housing should
be carefully considered in all future plans to minimize the risk of driving studeats aw
from campus housing. The noise concerns are another issue that can be addressed and
deserves attention from residence hall administration, student staff, amidyses well
as through educational programming designed to remind students that they ara part of
larger community.

There were numerous findings through the qualitative aspect of this redesrch t
ranged from positive in nature to negative and even indications that students had
challenging experiences that did not fit in either of those categories. Tiogpats
were asked if living on-campus contributed to their decision to return for their
sophomore year. A strong majorityof respondents, 83.5% , said “yes.” For many
students, the on-campus experience was making a difference in theit engaglement
with campus life and ultimately contributed in their persistence frorfrésbmen to

sophomore year.
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It is important for administrators to understand the perceptions of students,
whether it is about roommates, friends, involvement in campus organizations, or the
advantages or disadvantages to living on-campus. While this research was twt able
distinguish experiences according to readiness, it provided valuable informatiorihebout
student experiences at the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga.

Relationship of the Study to Previous Research

There have been a number of research projects over the years that in partiprovide
the interest for this study. Alexander Astin (1975) provided some of the landmassstudi
about the factors that influence retention. His work showed that variables such as hig
school GPA and entrance exam scores were among the most notable factergiohret
Tinto (1987) noted in his research that high school GPA had a strong positive linear
relationship with retention. Similar findings involving high school GPA and entrance
exam scores continued through the research by Levitz, Noel and Richter (1999) and the
study by Gifford, Briceno-Perriott and Mianzo (2006). Clearly, acaderadiness is
important. There was also evidence found by Robert Reason (2003) that a number of
lower performing high school students were able to be successful in college. démssuc
of lower performing students was in part related to the social aspect of dd#ege

As the literature began to uncover some of the other key variables that iafauenc
student’s decision to remain in college, there was an emergence of information
surrounding the social experiences. The research by Tinto (1997) found that students
who had significant academic involvement were also more likely to have gseatalr

connections. Many students were finding strong indications of being sociatjyatee
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as a result of living on-campus (Christie, 1991), while others who participatedig livi
learning communities reported higher levels of involvement than did oth&es (Pi
Sschroeder & Berry, 1997). The relationship between academic life and gedlzt

was discovered in the late 80’s and 90’s contributed to the research by Astin’s (1999)
study where the term social integration was coined. Social integratioreceteraving
significant friendships, involvement with campus life and interactions with facult

The social integration went beyond just being around other students who were
similar, but living on-campus exposed students to diversity of culture, beliefs, \ahaes
helped students with being open to new ideas (Pike, 2002). Furthermore, students living
on-campus who had opportunities to be part of living learning communities reported even
higher satisfaction levels (Li, McCoy, Shelley Il & Whalen, 2005).

The findings in each of these studies and similar studies were important in
establishing the interest for this research. The literature addresgetetbéacademic
readiness, the importance of social integration and findings about the expeaénce
students living on-campus. This study at the University of Tennessee &triobgt
brings each of these elements together to add to the existing body of knowledge. This
research specifically supports the findings regarding the importanceialfistegration.

This is seen through the results revealed about the involvement with campus dayanizat
as well as the types of interactions with friends. In both cases, the examples of how
students were integrated socially during the first year of college alearer from this

study.
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Implications of the Study

The goal of this research was to find out more about the interrelationships of
academic readiness, social integration, and perception of residence hafireogse It
was the intent of the research to gain a greater understanding as to thenerpenf
freshmen students and determine if there was a difference based upon academi
readiness. Some of the findings may be considered negative experiences, bllit it is s
important to know about both the positive and negative experiences in order to develop a
deeper understanding of all student experiences. A more broad understandingnof stude
experiences may lead to the development of programs that will enhance theafreshm
year.

The decision to return after the freshman year has been linked to students
successfully navigating both the academic and social aspects of coke@@ddr &
Price, 2008). Studies have also shown that it is important for institutions to support the
social needs of students, since the social connections have been reported aatimport
(Astin, 1999). While other research shows that students who lived on-campus tended to
be more engaged in campus life and reported higher levels of satisfactioag]nkat,
Longerbeam, Owen & Johnson, 2006). Therefore, it is not surprisingithat(1993)
found it to be important for institutions to balance the benefit of on-campus living with
the academic needs of students.

The social integration as described by Astin (1999) was also found to be
important in this study. The study revealed that 83.5% of the freshmeateditbat

living on campus contributed to the decision to return to campus. As this data is linked
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with social connections, which were reported as the greatest advantage to living on
campus as a freshman, the value of living on campus as a freshman becomes clearer
Finally, when considering the fact that approximately 97% of freshmenteeljphaving

at least one significant friendship during their first year of collegeptheampus
experience was shown to be important in this research.

Further implications for this study are related to learning communitet$vang
learning communities. Tinto (1993) found that students who participated in living
learning communities indicated that the relationships formed through the ld.& ha
greater impact than the course(s) associated with the programt, liméastudy found
that making friendships was one of the primary reasons that the students chose to be
involved with the LLC. Pike, Schroeder and Berry (1997) added to that concept by
revealing that higher levels of involvement were discovered for studentstrtigiin
LLCs. Li, McCoy, Shelley Il and Whalen (2005) indicated that LLC partidipavere
also more satisfied with their overall college experience.

Since this study provided mixed results in regards to statistggafisance, it is
important to utilize what was found to be significant in order to better support fTashm
at the institution and within the residence halls. Where significance was eohohetd,
there may be opportunities for administrators to learn more about student exgseimenc
order to build sustainable programs designed to enhance the social engagement of
freshmen at the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga and other institidgiornssthe
country. The utilization of more living learning communities should be strongly

considered as programs to enhance the first year experience. The étastwell as
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findings from this study, set the stage for this type of program development and
implementation to complement other efforts.
Recommendations for Future Studies
While this study provided additional insight into the experiences of freshmen
students, the research could be enhanced by broadening the scope to look at a larger
sample. More specifically, there were only a small percentage of respontents
completed the NSSE survey. This is a limitation which makes it difficult tergére to
a larger population. If additional data were available about the actugiefans
experiences from a larger percentage of the population, it would be possiblefénantif
findings would surface regarding the social experiences based upon academeseeadi
This is certainly true for the University of Tennessee at Chattanoogeguddtalso be
the case for other institutions that utilize both the NSSE and BSSE or have the
opportunity to measure social expectations and engagement through other methods.
In addition to increasing the sample size, research that includes a fdass on
semester and first year college GPA as a tool to describe acgukmoicnance could be
beneficial. The additional information on first year academic perforenaray lead to
additional findings about the social experiences of students according to academi
performance while in college as opposed to academic readiness prior to amtroMinst
semester and first year college GPA have been found by some to be hetteen
predictor of student persistence (Allen, 1999, as cited in Reason, 2003). Findings that are
of greater depth may lead to important programmatic decisions that could lead to

assistance for students based upon their greatest need, whether acadecratiar s
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nature. This would add a variation that was not considered in this study and again may
provide important information to administrators.

Housing administrators who are concerned with applying best practiesdineg
room assignments could apply this research but only after a more focused stuely on t
social experiences according to residence hall and room status. Findmgreutom
students about whether or not roommates were acquainted before enrolling in college
and the quality of their relationships during the freshman year could detefmine i
additional programmatic support should be provided based upon new findings.
Furthermore, expanding the research by studying the type of roomméietsdmat
occurred during the freshman year, the frequency of the conflicts, andtelrhow the
roommates managed to deal with the conflicts could add enhance the existitgyéter
Roommates may have a tremendous influence, positively or negatively, anddearni
more about the role of roommates would not only be interesting but could be important to
the overall experience as well as to decisions student make regardihgmwdratot to
return for the sophomore year.

Finally, expanding this study to look at the students who did not return for the
sophomore year could provide invaluable information to administrators. While some
students may leave for reasons beyond their own control (Tinto, 1987), there are other
students who, with the proper intervention, may decide to stay. It is for this reason t
additional studies must look at the experiences of those who did not return after the
freshman year in order to determine what contributed to the decision to leas/gypEhi

of study could have a significant impact and add greatly to the existing bodyarfcrese
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Expanding upon this study would add even more important information to the
existing body of literature. As more is learned about student experiences, then
institutions will be able to greatly improve both the academic and social $tipgtoare
provided to first year students.

Conclusion

This study has contributed to an existing body of knowledge about the academic
readiness of students, the role of social integration, and student perceptiordeotees
hall experiences. The research can assist administrators in futigiertesurrounding
the support of freshmen socially. This may be seen through new or different afiaxfati
resources with the social integration of students in mind. The findings through the
gualitative component of the research are also critical to the future progtam
decisions for both the housing department and the institution. There is the opportunity to
enhance the positive findings as well as make changes in order to improve where
negative items were discovered. This may in part be done through educating students on
what they can expect from their campus living experiences, includingtitidagtron of
the advantages and disadvantages of living on-campus. It may also open the door for a
thorough time management education program designed to aid freshmen in planning the
best use of their time. Educating students about what they can expect maytinelp wi
addressing issues before they become too serious. Ultimately this Wwalgsal in
providing the best possible first year experience for college freshamgt contribute to

persistence and graduation rates for all students.
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APPENDIX A
Beginning College Survey of Student Engagement (BSSE)
1. During the coming school year, about how many hours do you think you will spend
in a typical 7-day week doing each of the following?

a. Participating in co-curricular activities (organizations, campusqatialns,
student government, fraternity or sorority, intercollegiate or intranspiaits,

etc.
16-20 21-25 26-30 30+

0 15 6-10 11-15

b. Relaxing or socializing (watching TV, partying, etc.)
0 15 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 30+

2. How important is it to you that your college or university provides each of the

following?

a. Support to help you thrive socially

Not Important...................... Very Important

1 2 3 4 5 6

b. Opportunities to attending campus events and activities

Not Important...................... Very Important

1 2 3 4 5 6
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APPENDIX B
National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE)
1. About how many hours do you spend in a typical 7-day week doing the following?

a. Participating in co-curricular activities (organizations, campusgatioins,
student government, fraternity or sorority, intercollegiate or intranspiaits,

etc.

0 15 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 30+

b. Relaxing and socializing (watching TV, partying, etc.)

0 15 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 30+

2. To what extent does your institution emphasize each of the following?

a. Providing the support you need to thrive socially

Very much  Quite abit Some Very little

b. Attending campus events and activities (special speakers, cultural
performances, athletic events, etc.)

Very much  Quite abit Some Very little
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APPENDIX C

Residence Hall Perception Questions

1. Gender

a.

Male b. Female

2. Freshman year housing assignment

Se@~ooooTp

Boling Apartments

Johnson Obear Apartments

Lockmiller Apartments

Guerry (aka 1000) Apartments
Decosimo (aka 2000) Apartments
Stophel (aka 3000) Apartments
Walker (aka 4000) Apartments

UC Foundation (aka 5000) Apartments

3. Please choose the option that best describes your first semester roormeassig

a.

oo

| was assigned to a building of preference with one or more desired
roommates.

| was assigned to a building that was not my preference, but | did live with
one or more desired roommates.

| was assigned to a building of preference with unknown roommate(s).

| was assigned to a building that was not my preference and with unknown
roommate(s).

4. Did you have at least one significant friendship with a fellow student during your
first semester of college?

5. How long did it take you to fit in socially to campus?

PO T®

One month or less

One to Two months

One Semester

More than One Semester
| didn't fit in socially
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6. Do you feel that your campus residential experience provided adequate
opportunities to:
a. Make new friends
Yes or No
b. Meet new people who are different from you
Yes or No
c. Participate in residence hall activities and programs
Yes or No
d. Participate in campus activities and programs
Yes or No

7. Please describe in as much detail as you like the type of interactioneuhed/
with your roommates during your freshman year.

8. Please describe in as much detail as you like the type of interactioneuhsd/
with other friends during your freshman year.

9. Please list any campus organizations that you were regularly involvedng dur
your freshman year.

10.In your opinion what was the biggest advantage to living on-campus as a
freshman?

11.In your opinion what was the greatest disadvantage to living on-campus as a
freshman?

12.Did your on-campus living experience contribute to your decision to return to
UTC for your sophomore year?
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