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METHOD

Summer 2016
During the August 2016 orientation period for first-year students, all students attending the New Student

Orientation were asked to complete the Student Success Navigator, an online survey available through the
Educational Testing Service (ETS), designed to measure student self-perceptions of some academic and
non-academic characteristics that are believed to contribute to student retention and graduation. A total of
1945 first-year, first-time, full-time students completed the survey between August 25 and September 30,

2016.

Student Success Navigator includes items designed to measure student self-perceptions across four
domains of behavior, personality, and/or social-emotional status: Academic Skills, Commitment, Self-
Management, and Social Support. Each of these four domains is de up of multiple categories of items
(with high scores associated with success for each category):: -
Academic Skills (tools & strategies to succeed n the classxoom)
= Meeting Class Expectatlons.+ Orgamzatmn
Commitment (active pursuit toward.an academic goal} :
= Commitment to College Goals + Institutional Commltment
Self-Management (reactions to academic and other stressors)
= Sensitivity to Stress + Test Anxiety + Academic Self- Efﬁcacy
Social Support (connecting with people and resources for student success)
= Connectedness -Instltutlonal Support + Barriers to Success

Definitions of and sample items for each of these categorles can be found on the ETS report pages found
in the Appendix. Success Navigator categories'and domains. are integrated in a way to provide overall
success indices — an Academic Success Index and a Retentzon' Success Index — for each participating
student. These md1ces are reported as Success leehhoods — high; med1um and low and are defined as

follows:

Aeademic Success Index

High Projected 1Sl semester GPA > 2.97
- Medium ~Projected 1% semester GPA between 2.23 — 2.97
“Low " Projected 1St semester GPA <2.23
Retention Success Index
High = ?robablilty of retention > 93.0%
Medlum Probability of retention between 84.1% - 93.0%
Low Probability of retention < 84.1%

An Institution Aggregate Report pr0v1des group results for both success indices and for domain scores
and individual category scores. Within each of the domain and category results pages, they also show
where institutional group scores fall relative to a national sample (scaled with an average of 100 and a
standard deviation of 15). In addition to this Institution Aggregate Report, reports of individual student
scores are available as are Advisor summary reports that provide an Academic Success Index and a
Retention Success Index for individual students as well as a skill report for each of the four domains that
places individual students’ scores at levels of high, medium, and low. This skills report is then further
broken down by categories within domains. This Advisor Report also includes self-reported student
background information. An Institution Aggregate Report for the 2015 cohort is available in Appendix
A, In addition, a sample Advisor Report is available in Appendix B.
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Fall 2016
During the Fall 2016 semester, the WCU Office of Student Success collected additional information on
cach of the 1945 students who completed the survey. This additional information included:

Original Admit Status

FY1 Regular Admit

FY2 Academic Development Program/ACT 101
FY3 Academic Development Program

FY4 Special Admit

Admit Support Program
Academic Development Program
Pre-Major Academic Advising
Athletic Mentoring Program
Achieve! Program
Get Smart Program (Psychology)
Gender
Under-Represented Minority (URM) Status
Pell Recipient Status L
Major at Time of Entry (primarily for comparlson of major Selected vs undeclared
sludents) L :
7
At the end of the Fall 2016/ we collected. performance data for all students mc]udmg
First Term Credits Completed i
First Term GPA R T
Term Withdrawal s L
Yes
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RESULTS SUMMARY (2016 Cohort)

General Success Navigator Results

1945 students completed at Jeast part of the ETS Success Navigator survey during {(or shortly
after) the August 2016 new student orientation.

1845 students completed enough of the survey to be scored in all four domain areas.

Only 1724, however, provided enongh information (including background information) to allow
the calculation of the two overall success indices.

31.6% of students were identified as first generation college (614 of 1811 students for whom
information was available),

63.9% of students identified WCU as their first choice 1nst1tut10n

Only 66 of 1724 students were rated as having a low hkel hood of success in terims of academic
performance by the ETS i

Ounly 60 of 1724 students were rated by ETS as havmg a low retentlon index.

Group-wide domain scores are consistent with national averages for three of the four domains
measured by the Success Navigator. WCU students, however, scored s;gmﬁcanﬂy lower than the
national average in the domain of Self-Management,

WCU students scored significantly lower than the national average in two of the categories that
make up the Self-Management domain: Sensﬂ:mty to Stress and Test Anxiety: (spemﬁcally, skill
in dealing with stress and test anxwty)

Importance of Background Variables: Gender Admlt Status, Work Group Status, First Generation Status

Gender differences were found in each of the Success Nav1gator domains and in the some of the
individual categories makmg up those domains. Inallcases, females scored in the more positive
direction of each domain, category, and/or success index.

Not surprisingly; some systematic differences by Admit Status were also noted: regular admit
students scored in the more pogitive direction of the Self-Management and Social-Support
domains, in some of the md1v1dual categones of those domains, and in the Academic Success and
Reterition indices. : '

Students who'did not expect o have to ka durmg their time at WCU, scored in the more
‘positive direction ofthe Academic Skills and Secial Support domains, in some of the individual
categories of those domains, and in the Retention index.

First generation students scored mgmﬁcantly lower than non-first generation students in the
Social Support domain, the Barriers to Success category of that domain, and the Retention Index.

Role of Perceived Im’mict of Problefﬁ'é_

More students who-reported a significant impact of personal problems on their potential academic
success also scored in‘the low category for the Academic Skills, Commitment, Self-Management,
and Social Support domains.

More students who reported a significant impact of financial difficulties on their potential
academic success also scored in the low category for the Self-Management and Social Support
domains as well as the Retention index.

More students who reported a significant impact of legal issues on their potential academic
success also scored in the low category for the Academic Skills and Social Support domains as
well as the Retention index.

More students who reported a significant impact of family obligations on their potential academic
success also scored in the low category for the Social Support domain.
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ACTION PLANS

Given the difference in Self-Management scores between WCU students and the population, we

have attempted to provide needed services for students in this area:

1. We identified all students whose Self-Management domain and/or category scores fall more
than one standard deviation below the national mean (i.e., scores of 84 or less).

2. Specific end-of-semester services will be identified for stress reduction. We have been
working with the LARC, the Counseling Center, the Library, and the Center for
Contemplative Studies to identify these services.

3. Allidentified students will be contacted with this information about available services and
encouraged to attend or to seek other services if more appropriate.

4. All faculty, academic coordinators, program counsclors w:]l be provided with information
about these end-of-the semester services. :

5. All active WCU students will be contacted w1th the calendar of Stress Buster activities for
finals week.

Individual Advisor Reports are being dcwnloadcd and prepared for PMAA advisors, ADP

advisors, and Achieve advisors. These may be used by advisors enrolled:in these special

programs for advising purposes. In addition, we will attempt to provide individual Advisor

Reports to college-level Academic Coordinators and department-level Program Coordinators for

all students for whom we can identify major and/or college. Training and discussion sessions will

be scheduled for all advisors who receive these reports ifi.order to standardize how information is
relayed to students and to provide information about follow-up services.
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COMPLETE RESULTS

During the August 2016 orientation period, a total of 1945 entering students initiated the online survey.
One thousand eight-hundred forty-five (1845} students completed enough of the survey to be scored in all
four domain areas and all domain categories. Only 1724, however, provided encugh information

(including background information) to allow the calculation of the two overall suceess indices.

Admissions Information

A breakdown of the total sample of 19435students by admit status and admit support programs is

below:
Fl F2 F4 Total
Regular Admit ADP/ACTI0] Special Admit
1350 0 i 19 1350
None 69.40% 0.00% | 4.00% 69.40%
ADP Only 0 20 o 52
0.00% 1.00% 0.00%. 2.70%
241 S0 1 245
PMAA Only 12.40% 0.00% 0.20% 0.10% 12.60%
Athletic 1350 0 2 15
Mentoring 12.50% 0.00% 0.10% 0.80%
Only o
Achieve! 0 0 0 91 91
Only _0.00%: 0.00% 0.00% 9.60% 4.70%
Get Smart (PSY) 13 0 0 0 13
Only 0.70% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.70%
ADP & PMAA 0 13 49 0 62
1o 0.00% 0.70% 2.50% 0.00% 3.20%
PMAA & Athletic 1 0 1 2 4
Mentoring 0.10%: 0.00% 0.10% 0.10% 0.20%
PMAA & 0 0 0 109 109
Achieve! 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.60% 5.60%
ADP, PMAA, &
Athletic 0 0 4 0 4
Mentoring 0.00% 0.00% 0.20% 0.00% 0.20%
1618 33 89 205 1945
83.2% 1.7% 4.6% 10.5% 100%




ETS Success Navigator, 2165 Cohort

General Success Navigator Results

With regard to demographic and other background factors reported by students on the Success Navigator:

Students most frequently reported no perceived impact of personal problems on potential success
{623 of 1544 who replied). The remaining scores ranged from 2 to 6 (significant impact) with
186 students (12.05%) reporting a potential impact of 5 or 6.

Students most frequently reported no perceived impact of financial difficulties on potential
success (842 of 1658 who replied). The remaining scores ranged from 2 to 6 (significant impact)
with 136 students (8.20%) reporting a potential impact of 5 or 6.

A majority (1550 of 1632 who replied) reported no perceived impact of legal issues on potential
suceess. The remaining scores ranged from 2 to 6 (51g111ﬁcant impact) with 15 students (0.92%)
reporting a potential impact of 5 or 6.

A majority (966 of 1623 who rephed) reported no percelved impact of family obligations on
potential success. The remaining scores ranged from 2 to 6 (significant impact) with 54 (3.33%)
students reporting a potential impact of Sor 6. -

A majority (214 of 435 who replied) reported no perceived 1mpact of health issues on potential
success, The remaining scores ranged from 2 to 6 (significant impact) with 33 students (7.59%)
reporting a potential impact of 5 but no students reportmg a 51gn1ﬁcant 1mpact of 6.

reported that they did not expect o work while enro[led at WCU. A majority Of Students {1119 or
66.22%) reported that they expected to ' work less than 20 hours per week while enrolled at WCU.
An additional 80 students (4.1%) reported that they expected to work more than 20 hours while
enrolled, with Only 4 siudents {0.20%) reportmg that they expected to work 40 or more hours.

With regard to parental educatlon Eevels 52 1% (of the 1829 students who replied) reported that
their mothers held a bachelor’s degree or higher while 48. 9% (of the 1797 students who replied)
reported that their fathers held a bachelor’s degree or higher. Overall, 614 (31.6%) of the 1811
students with complete data in this area were identified as first generation students (i.e., students
that report that ne1ther parent earned a bachelor 8 degree)

1916 students responded to the WCU question of whether or not WCU was their first choice

institution. The majonty of those responded yes, WCU was their first choice institution (1242 or
63.9%). i _

With regard to ETS estimated ratings of student success and retention as well ag student reports acrass the
four domains, an Institution Aggregate Report (full sample group results) supplied by ETS is provided in
Appendix A. Major points include:

Only 66 of 1724 students were rated as having a low likelihood of success in terms of academic
performance and only 60 of 1724 students were rated as having a low retention index.
Group-wide domain scores are consistent with national averages in three of the four domains:
Academic Skills, Commitment, and Social Support. As seen in the table below, WCU domain
scores are actually higher at a statistically significant level for these three domains but the mean
differences are relatively small,

The group-wide score for the domain of Self-Management, however, looks different from the
national average. It is lower to a statistically significant degree.
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Explanation: All measures are standardized to a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. This means
that within each domain, 50% of all scores should fall between .67 standard deviations of the
mean/median in either direction. With a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15, 50% of all scores
within the national sample fall between 89.95 and 110.05, The data reported on the Domain Scores page
of Appendix A (WCU medians and range of middle 50% of scores) suggest a reasonable distribution
across this range in the domains of Academic Skills, Commitment, and Social Support, WCU means are
actually higher than the national average in these domains but the difference is relatively small. In the
case of the Self-Management domain score for WCU, however, the median (85) is a full standard
deviation below the national mean and the middle 50% of scores fall between 73 and 97. The WCU mean
of 85.24 is lower than the national average to a statistically significant degree. All of this suggests, of
course, that WCU students may be “different” from the national average in terms of their self-reported
Self-Management skills.

*  Group-wide category scores within each domain are also-consistent with national averages for
most categories (as they were for most domains). WCU scores are, sometimes, higher than the
national average to a statistically significant degree but, again, differences are relatively small.
There are a few exceptions to this general statement however. The WCU means for two
categories that contribute to the Self- Manag_e_r_nent domain (Sensmwtyto Stress and Test Anxiety)
are lower than the national average to a significant degree and those differences are relatively
large. In addition, the distribution of the middle 50% of scores for each category appear to be
lower.

More specitic descriptive statistics for eéfé]if_déiﬁam and category are reported below”.

N=1845 Minimum “-- Mammum T Mean Std. Dev
Academic Skills oo 41,45 o 1382300 103,41 *** 14,13
Meeting Class . 132,11 Vi 129470 n 103016%% 14.74
Expectations L S |
Organization S 51.24 ~137.59 102, 777%*% 14.45
Commitment -9.25 123.10 104.63%*# 13.89
Commitment to b 024 11929 102, 35%** 13.96
College Goals e T
Commitmentto 7 - 414 121.33 105.25%#% 15.14
Institution T N
Self-Management 10 3445 140.91 §5.24% %% 17.62
Sensitivity to 4476 T 133. 97.08%%* 14.94
Stress L ‘:'
Test Anxiety 67.29 138.71 07 15%%* 12.87
Academic Self- .. | 33.64 119,75 102.08**# 46384
Efficacy Cod
Social Support 5419 138.02 106.27+** 13.52
Connectedness 40.00 131.46 102.39%%% 15.75
Institutional 48.61 130.43 101.93%#% 14,17
Support
Barriers to 54.24 130.68 110.34%** 12.47
Success
*p<.05 < 01 whkp< 001

* All domains and categories are scored in terms of “skill levels” in that particular domain and/or
category. High scores are, therefore, associated with academic success and retention. Thus, high scores
in the category of Test Anxiety indicate that students report lower levels of actual test anxiety or higher

9
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levels of skill in dealing with test anxiety while low scores indicate that students report high levels of
actual text anxiety or low levels of skills in dealing with fext anxiety.

A full breakdown of domain and category levels is presented below:

N=1845 High Moderate Low

Academic Skills 545 1017 283
28.0% 52.3% 14.6%

Meeting Class 681 829 335
Expectations 35.0% 42.6% 17.2%
Organization 549 934 362
28.2% 48.0% 18.6%

Commitment 680 827 338
35.0% oA 5% 18.3%

Commitment to 580 w907 358
College Goals 29.8% s 46.6% 18.4%
Institutional 775. o f 766 304
Commitment 39.8% e 39.4% ety 15.6%
Self-Management 150 £ 568 g 1127
TT% v 29.2% o 57.9%

Sensitivity to Stress 332 L 872 . 641
17.1% 44 8% 33.0%

Test Anxiety 319 1965 561
164% o 49.6% 28.8%

Academic Self- 623 .0 R 897 325
Efficacy ol 32.0% i 46.1% 16.7%
Social Support o o741 e .ffff_:; - 885 219
380% oo 45.5% 11.3%

Connectedness 679 875 291
G -34.9% e 45.0% 15.0%

Institutional Support S 618 S 855 3712
T o 31.8% e 44.0% 19.1%
Bartiers to Success | 21059 634 152
= 54.4% 32.6% 7.8%

Perceived Impéc't'of Problems

As reported above, relatively few students reported a perceived significant impact of personal problems,
financial difficulties, legal prob_lemé, family obligations, or health issues on their academic success.
However, those that did report potentially significant impacts were significantly different from those who
did not in a few specific ways.

Perceived Impact of Personal Problems
Work Group [X}(2) = 14.263, p < .01] — fewer (than expected) of the no-work group of
students reported a significant impact (i.e., ratings of 5 or 6) of personal problems on their potential
academic success while more (than expected) of the working groups of students reported a significant
impact of personal problems on their potential academic success.

Perceived Impact of Financial Difficulties

10
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Gender [X?(2) = 9.205, p <.01] ~ among male students, fewer (than expected) reported a
significant impact (i.e., ratings of 5 or 6) of their financial difficulties on their potential academic success
and more than expected reported a less than significant impact. Among females, the opposite was true.
More (than expected) females reported a significant impact of their financial difficulties on their potential
academic success while fewer (than expected) reported a less than significant impact.

Work Group [X*(2) = 50971, p < .001] — fewer (than expected) of the no-work group of
students reported a significant impact (i.¢., ratings of 5 or 6} of financial difficulties on their potential
academic success while more (than expected) of the working groups of students reported a significant
impact of personal problems on their potential academic success.

First Generation Status [X*(2) = 18.586, p < .01] — more (than expected) first generation
students reported a significant impact (i.e., ratings of 5 or 6) of financial difficulties on their potential
academic success while fewer (than expected) of the working groups: of students reported a significant
impact of personal problems on their potential academic success

Perceived Impact of Family Obligations o
Work Group [X*(2) =50.971, p <.001]- ”fewer (than expected) of the no-work group
and the <20 hours/week work group of students reported a significant impact (i.e., ratings of 5 or 6) of
family obligations on their potential academic succesg while more (than expected) of the 20+ hours/week
working groups reported a significant impact of famlly obligatlons on their potentlal acadermc success.

Success Navigator Results by Baci{ground Varlables E

Gender: 1813 of the 1845 students with complete syrvey data reported their gender. Six hundred eleven
(611) self-reported as male, 1191 self-reported as female, and 11 self-reported as other. To determine if
there were any gystematic gender differences in the categories and domains of the Success Navigator
survey, a series of One-Way:Analyses of Variance (ANOVA) procedures were run. All survey category
and domain scores were examined with admit status (FY] FY2, FY3 FY4) as the independent variable.

Some statistically 51gn1ﬁeant dlfferences did emerge;

Academte Skllls Domam cfRE(2, 1810)=90.710, p <.001]
Females 31gmﬁeantly hlgher than males (difference of 8.99)

Meetmg Class Expectatmns . [E(2, 1810)=28.313, p<.001]
~ Organization ": T [F(2, 1810)=110.987, p <.001]
Cemmltment Domain o [F(2, 1810)=20.440, p <.001]
F emales agmﬁeantly higher than males (difference of 4.14)
Comm1tment to. College Goals [F(2, 1810)=15.015, p <.001]
Commitment to Institution [F(2, 1810) = 14.456, p < .001]

Self-Management Domain [F(2, 1810)=153.23, p <.001]
Males significantly higher than females (difference of 8.80)

Sensitivity to Stress TF(2, 1810)=49.89, p <.001]
Test Anxiety [F(2, 1810)=33.77, p <.01]
Social Support Domain [F(2, 1810)=11.099, p <.001]

Females significantly higher than males {difference of 3.02)

11
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Institutional Support [F(2, 1810) = 16.220, p < .001]
Barriers to Success [F(2, 1810)=10.555, p< .001]
Academic Success Index [F{2, 1717)=30.592, p < .001]

Females significantly higher than males (difference of 5.07)

Retention Index [F(2, [717)=31.202, p <.001]
Females significantly higher than males (difference of 4.80)

Domain Scores By Gender
120
100
80
60
40

20

0,

| Academic Skills Commitment ; | Social Support
® Male (n=611) 97.58 102.07 : 91.08 104.42
B Female (n=1191) 106.57 f 106.2 82.25 107.43

& Other (n=11) 100.6 96.63 90.34 101.05

B Male (n=611} & Female (n=1191) & Other (n=11}

Success Indices By Gender

122
120
118
116
114
112
110
108
106
104

Academic Success Index Retention Index

# Male (n=571) | 110.34 : 109.7
@ Female (n=1138) 115.41 : 114.51
‘#Other {n=11) 120,85 ] 117,53

# Male (n=571) ®Female (n=1138) = Other {n=11)

12
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Chi-Square analyses were also conducted using ETS rated levels of each domain (low, moderate, and
high). Results confirmed those reported above. Within the Academic Skills domain, more females (than
expected) were rated in the high category and fewer females (than expected) were rated in the low and
moderate categories. For the males, the results were reversed. Fewer males (than expected) were rated in
the high category and more males (than expected) were rated in the low and moderate categories. The
same was true for the Commitment domain [X*(4) = 39.527, p < .001], Social Support domain [X*(4) =
19.033, p <.01], Academic Success Index [X*(6) = 41.658, p <.001] and the Retention Index [X*(6) =

61.622, p <.001].

Results were opposite for the Self-Management domain [X3(4) =39.527, p < .001}: fewer females (than
expected) were rated in the high category and more females (than expected) were rated in the low and
moderate categories. For the males, more males (than expected) were rated in the high category and
fewer males (than expected) were rated in the low and moderate :éété:gqries.

Admit Status: A similar procedure was undertaken to determine if there were any systematic differences

in the categories and domains of the Success Navigaftcjr survey among students admitted to the university

under different programs. All survey category and domain scores were examined with admit status (FY1,
FY2, FY3, FY4) as the independent variable. Some statistically significant differences did emerge:

Self-Management Domain F(3,1841)=3.312, p<.05]
FYl signiﬁcanﬂyik__l_ighér' _than FY4 (difference 0f3.28)

Test Anxiety L(B 1841) 4. 970 p<.01]
FYI 31gn1ﬁcantly hi gher than FY4 (dlfference of: 3 A1)

Social Support Domain IFG, 1841) =3, 603 p< 01]'
FYT 51gn1ﬁcanﬂy hlgher than FY3 {(difference of 4.50)

Connectedness L(z 1341) 3.406, p < .05]
FYl mgmﬁcantly higher than FY3 (difference of 4.72)

-Institutional Support - - E@3,1841)=5.716 p <.01]
FY1 SIgnlﬁcantly higher than F'Y3 (difference of 5.53)

Academic Success Index .3:'- [E(3, 1841)y=29.05, p <.001]
FY1 51gmﬁcantly higher than F¥2, FY3, and FY4
FY4 significantly higher than ¥Y2 and FY3

Retention Index [F(3, 1841)=17.38, p <.001]
FY1 significantly higher than FY2, FY3, and FY4
FY4 significantly higher than FY?2

13
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Domain Scores By Admit Status

120

100

80

60

40

20

: Academic Skills | Commitment ESeIf-Managementi Social Support

‘mFYL{Regular Admit, n=1533) 10349 | 10436 | 858 | 1059
BFY2 {ADP, n=32) i3s3 ¢ w722 8473 | 109.09
B FY3 (ADP, n=82) . 10444 10537 | 8154 | 11039
# FY4 {Special Admit, n=198) | 102.38 108 82.53 107.01

B FY1 (Regular Admit, n=1533) @FY2{ADP, n=32) @ FY3 (ADP, n=82) ® FY4 (Special Admit, n=138)

Success Indices By Admit Status

120

115

110

105

100

Academic Success Index i Retention Index

@ FY1 (Regular Admit, n=1427) 115 113.8
"B EY2 (ADP, n=31} : 102,22 103.69
‘@ FY3 (ADP, n=73) : 105.92 107.87
‘®FY4 (Special Admit, n=193) 109.38 109.73

# FY1 (Regular Admit, n=1427) ®@FY2 (ADP, n=31) # FY3 [ADP, n=73) & FY4 (Special Admit, n=193)

Chi-Square analyses, using ETS rated levels of each domain (low, moderate, and high) confirmed some of
the results reported above. While there were no significant differences between students of different
admit statuses within the four domains, significant differences were found for the Academic Success
Index [X*(9) = 79,241, p < .001] and the Retention Index [X*(9) = 70.994, p < .001]. More FY1 students
(than expected) were rated in the high category and fewer FY1 students (than expected) were rated in the
moderate and low categories. The results were in the opposite direction for the FY2, FY3, and FY4
students.

14
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Work Group: Student reports of expected work hours were converted to a 3-point scale for analyses —
Not Expecting to Work, Expecting to Work < 20 hours per week, Expecting to Work > 20 hours per
week, A procedure like those described above was undertaken to determine if there were any systematic
differences in the categories and domains of the Success Navigator survey among students who differed
in their expectations about having to work while in college. Again, some statistically significant, albeit
small, differences did emerge:

Academic Skills Domain [F(2, 1702)=2.922, p < .05]
Those who did not plan to work had significantly higher scores than those who

planned to work 20+ hours (difference of 4.04)

Organization [E(z, 1702)= 3.189, p < .05]

Social Support Domain [E(2, 0702)=2. 305 p < 001]
Those who did not plan to work had significantly higher than those who intended
to work less than 20 hours (difference of 2.22) and those who intended to work

20+ hours (difference of §; 93)

Connectedness [_(2 1702) = 3.268, p< 05]
Institutional Support [F(2 1702) 28371, p< {)01]

' e [E(2, 1619)* 13.056, p <.001]
Those who did not plan to work had significantly higher retention indices than
those who intended to'work less than:20 hours (difference of 2.42) and those who
intended to work 20+ hours (dlffel ence of 6.69). A significant difference also
“appeared between those who infended to work less than 20 hours and those who
intended to Wol_fk 20+ hours qa_ch week (difference of 4.27).

Retention Index

Domain Scores By Work Group
120 . . e e e e e e e
100
80
60
40
20
0 . .
; i Commltment ‘ ' Self- Management Somai Support
= No Work {n= 544) i 104.21 | 105.55 \ 86.75 108.11 i
! n <20 Hours/Week (n 1080) 103.74 I 10452 J 84 58 105.88
> 20 Hours/week (n 81) 100.17 | 104 25 | 86. 7 102.18
& No Work (n=544) B < 20 Hours/Week (n=1080}) & > 20 Hours/week (n=81)
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Success Indices By Work Group
116
114
112
110

108

106

104 , - A 4. B =
Academic Success Index Retention Index

"8 No Work (n=504) ] 114.48 ' 114.71
8 < 20 Hours/Week (n=1043) 113.58 112.29
B >20 Hours/Week (n=75) 111.16 108.02

BNo Work {n=504) @ < 20 Hours/Week [n=1043) %> 20 Hours/Week (n=75}

Chi-Square analyses, using ETS rated 1evé15 of each domain (low, moderate, and high), again confirmed
some (but not all) of these results. A significant difference was found within the Social Support domain
[XX(4)=16.279, p < .01]: more students within the no work group (than expected) were rated in the high
category and fewer (than expécted) were rated in the low and moderate categoties, For students who
reported that they expected to work (either less than 20 hours perweek or more than 20 hours per week),
the results were reversed: fewer studei_lt_s (than expected) were rated in the high category and more (than
expected) were rated in the' low and moderate categories. The same was true for the Academic Success
Index [X%(6) = 20.177, p < .01] and the Retention Index [X3(6) = 37.612, p <.001].

First Generation Status:” Complete survey data and first generation status information were available for a
total of 1742 students (594 first generation). A series of independent samples t-tests were conducted to
determine if'there were any systematic differences in the categories and domains of the Success Navigator
survey in terms of the first generation and not first generation students. Again, some statistically
significant, but small, differences did emerge:

Social Supp.or:%fDomain [t(2, 1740y =2.450, p < .05]
F'u‘_st: g_@_q@:l_jation student scores were significantly lower than those who were not
first generation college.

Barriers to Success [t(2, 1740)=3.586, p <.001]
Retention Index (2, 1740) =2.472, p < .05]

First generation student scores were significantly lower than those who were not
first generation college.
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Domain Scores By First Generation Status
120
100 - -G R . BB ... ...
80
60
40
20 !
0 i T ’ ) B
o ) ! Self- : .
! Academic Skills i Commitmant | i Social Sugport
i i i Management | 3
B First Generation (n=594) 103.16 i 104.96 84.47 | 13.77
| Not First Generation (n=1148) 103.66 104.63 | 85.3 13.42 :
& First Generation (n=594) & Not First Generation (n=1148)

Success Indices By First Generation Status

T1AE e e S C e
114
113.5
113
112.5
112
1115
111 -
110.5

‘ ~ Academic Success Index ~ Retention Index

| First Generation (n=571) | 113.34 | 111.99 |
114.05 113.55

E N.o“t. F.lrs.t Generation (n=1084)

& First Generation (n=571) B Not First Generation {n=1084)

Chi-Square analyses, using HT'S rated levels of each domain and index (low, moderate, and high), again
confirmed some of these results. A significant difference was found for the Retention Index [X*(3) =
7.749, p <.05]. Among the first generation students, fewer (than expected) were rated in the high
category while more (than expected) were rated in the moderate or low categories. Among the non-first
generation students, those results were reversed with more (than expected) rated in the high retention
category and fewer (than expected) rated in the moderate or low categories.
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Success Navigator Results by Perceived Impact of Problems

Perceived Impact of Personal Problems
Academic Skills Domain [X*2)=10.784,p < .01]

Significantly more students who reported a significant impact of personal problems on

potential academic success were rated in the low category of Academic Skills.
Commitment Domain [X*(2) = 6.822, p < .05]

Significantly more students (than expected) who reported a significant impact of personal

problems on potential academic success were rated in the low category of Commitment.
Self-Management Domain [X*2)=27.618,p<.001]

Among those who reported a significant impact of personal problems on potential
academic success, significantly more (than expected) were rated in the low category of Self-Management
while significantly fewer (than expected) were rated in the modefaté'”or high categories. Results were in
the opposite direction for those who reported a perceptlon of a less than significant impact of personal
problems. :
Social Support Domain [X*(2)=41.139, p< 001}

Among those who reported a 51gn1ﬁca11t impact of personal problems on potential
academic success, significantly more (than expected) were rated in the low category of'Social Support

while significantly fewer (than expected) were rated in the moderate or high categories. Results were in
the opposite direction for those who reported a perceptlon ofa: 1ess than significant impact of personal
problems. :

Perceived Impact of Financial Difficulties
Self-Management Domain - [X2(2) 6.953, Q < 05}
Among those who reported a Slgmﬁc__:_;}nt impact of financial difficulties on potential
academic success, significantly more (than expected) were rated in the low category of Self-Management

while significantly fewer (than expected) were rated in the high category. Results were in the opposite
direction for those who reported 'dp'eroeptioh of a less th’%iﬁ significant impact of financial difficulties.

. Among those Who reported a agmﬁcant impact of financial difficulties on potential
academic sticcess, significantly more {than expected) were rated in the low category of Social Support
while significantly fewer (than expected) were rated in the high category. Results were in the opposite
direction for those who reported a perception of a less than significant impact of financial difficulties.

Retention Index: [X3(2)=10.647, p < .05]
Among those who reported a significant impact of financial difficulties on potential
academic success, significantly more (than expected) were rated by ETS as having a low Retention Index
while significantly fewer (than expected) were rated as having a high Retention Index.

Perceived Impact of Legal Issues
Academic Skills Domain [X3(2)=7.176, p < .05]
Significantly fewer students who reported a significant impact of legal issues on potential

academic success were rated in the high category of Academic Skills.
Social Support Domain [X*2)= 11938, p<.01}
Among those who reported a significant impact of legal issues on potential academic

success, significantly more (than expected) were rated in the low category of Social Support while
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significantly fewer (than expected) were rated in the high category. Results were in the opposite direction
for those who repotted a perception of a less than significant impact of financial difficulties.
Retention Index [X*(2)=10.289, p <.05]
Among those who reported a significant impact of legal issues on potential academic
success, significantly more (than expected) were rated by ETS as having a low Retention Index.

Perceived Impact of Family Obligations
Social Support Domain [X*2)=12.146,p <.01]
Among those who reported a significant impact of family obligations on potential

academic success, significantly more (than expected) were rated in the low category of Social Support.
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Institution Aggregate Report

st Rang
Total Sample Si

SUCCESS INDICES

Predictions of student success are based on two criteria. First, ACADEMIC SUCCESS is a student's
likelihood of succeeding in the classroom, indicated by first-year GPA. Second, RETENTION SUCCESS
indicates a student's likelihood of returning to your institution for a second year. Both of these criteria are
modeled using a large, nationwide study across varying types of institutions and students. These have been
shown to be highly predictive of student success.

The tables below show the proportion of your students who have fallen in each of three categories - high,
medium, and low likelihood of success.

Academic Success Index

Retention Success Index
of Students




Cohort Name
| Test Range:.

Total Sample Size: 1845 . -

E?S), SuccessNavigator.

Institution Aggregate Report

DOMAIN SCORES

This report shows the performance of your students in each of the SuccessNavigator® domains, compared with the performance of the SuccessNavigator population.
All measures have been standardized and scaled to a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. This means that, across the population, 68% of all students will
abtain scores within the range of 85 to 115, and 85% will obtain scores within the range of 70 fo 130 on the SuccessNavigator measures.

118

140

Range of 195
scores for

middle 50% < 190

of your P
poputation

50

85

]

105

Median score

F——— 99 — foryour

92

population

However, samples within a given cohort may vary from the population mean and standard deviation. Therefore,
for each score presented, we have provided the median score for your population, as well as the range of
scores for the middle 50% of your population. This gives you an initial idea of the variance in scores across
the cohort.

Below ara the scores for your cohort in four broad domains:

130+

420

116 115
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Institution Aggregate Report

8/25/2016-8/30/2016

Subscore Definition Sample Statement

| make a Schedule.for getiing my
schoolwork done.

Organization Strategies for organizing work and time
| take due dates seriously.
430
120
114

113

110+

400+

30+ %

93




Institution: -~
‘Cohort Name:
Test Ranige:
Total Sample Siz

“West Chester University
2016FTFT
/25/2016-9/30/2016
845

E?S) SuccessNavigator.

Institution Aggregate Report

Subscore Definition Sample Statement

;I‘his is .the ri.g.ht.school. for me.
nstitutional Commitment Attachment to and positive evaluation of the school.
I'm proud tc say | attend this school.

140

130+

121

120

112

110

100

98

a0 g5

Date G_en_éféfe‘



West Chester University E"Ts 2 SUCCQSSNG Vi gato,;

Iinstitution Aggregate Report

Subscore Definition _ Sample Statement

When taking a test, | think about what will happen If
General reactions to test-taking experiences, including negative thoughts and | don't do well.

feelings (e.g., worry, dread)

Test Anxiety

efore at

1304

1204
114

108

1104

105

100

80 95

&7 88

80+




2 West 'Cﬁe:\{s:té'rf U_h_i§§;3|ty

ETS) SuccessNavigator.
Institution Aggregate Report

Subscore Definition Sample Statement

If | dor't understand something in class, | ask the

nstitution ) instructor for help,
al Altitudes about and tendency to seek help from established resources
Support | know how to find aut what's expectad of me in

classes.
Eamily-pre

1404

130

120

1204

113
11

1140+

00 154

80 95
93
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Advisor Report

E?S) SuccessNavigator.

COURSE ACADEMIC
ACCELERATION* SUCCESS
' INDEX**

MATH YES

?:ﬁNGusHaY€S:;

HIGH
RECOMMENDATION

RETENTION
SUCCESS

INDEX**

HIGH

Skill Report

A student with
similar skills:

« Sometimes uses strategies to effectively manage time and aSS|gnments
« Occasionally misses class or comes unprepared -

A student with
similar skifls:

« Sees some value in a college degree

* Feels some attachment to the college

A student with
similar skills:

» Has difficulty managing stress in a positive, productive manner
» Doubts personal skills and abilities

A student with
similar skills:

* Holds some connections to people and resources
» Has occasional difficulty balancing the demands of college and personal life

MODERATE

MODERATE

MODERATE

*Course Acceleration: Please see Techmcal Users Gwde to fully understand how to make an informed course placement.

**Academic Success Index: Weighted composite of student's SuccessNavigator® profite and other academic indicators of student preparedness, such
as high schoo! GPA, SATE&/ACT®, etc.
***Retention Success Index: Profected likelihood that student will return for & second semester or year at the institution.

Report Date; 1 2!0'9:.’:2
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SuccessNavigator.

Advisor Report

Detailed Skill Report

Students with Similar Skills

Next Steps

Skill Level*

Commrtment to
C Hege Goal

succeed and completa college:

Pe:rcel\ted value and delermintion to May find it difcult to consistently sst

+ Efind limited vetu_e in & college degree_

+

and work toward d@cadamic goals dnd

.

Help the student define educational and caresr
goals., SR :
Encourage geat dsrected behavto;

Fer mere strategles click heﬁ

 MODERATE

o Attachment to anci posttive s
evaluetlons of the scheol

.'nsfftuﬂonal
Commrtment

';uawuwwoo

gt .Have some attachment and feel some_
: onatty fo the:t school

R

L Try 6 Uincover the réasori the student feels '_
- - disconnacted: : : B :
) Assess the student"s knowledge Df campus S

ackivities and resoldes. :
For more strategies; dlick here, ..

 MODERATE !

i .Do riot know when he!p |s needed

: rerely ask questlons . arg unaware of o

N :resources on campu and never use ol
: support sewlces

- Figure out what is causan _an enwrlhngness te
ivask for Relps
et Enc:ourege the student ta ask questlens and R
uge campus resolrges: and support :

For: indre: stretegles cttck herg: :

" Barriers to
Success :

conﬂictw ng work

66&6'9*1&15?:5"’._ o

[ Have & sirong netivark of support entt o
* [know whom: to talk to when a problen‘r -
_occurs aan

; persenal obllgetlons : ; i
'-'Enceurage the student to eontinue: manegmg NN

'_respt)nslbtllttes to"aveid feel;ng overwhelmed. :
: For more strategles CIICK here i

- Provite offering advice to:students who 'are. )

having trouble balancmg ecadem\c end

A g gs bf belongiing and
> erigagement. R,

‘Sornetiries feel a strong 'se'ns'e.ef" 2
| balonging; feel somewhat clese tg-.

others and relate ta people ins de and
out5|cle tre classreom ! :

Work on the student"s eblhty to relate to peer

ory campUS :

o .'Suggest the student |ncreese hlS or her Eevel Df__'_ B
: engagement i cotlege lifer arid campus events UURAC
i For more strategles cliek here

< For actual scare infarmation, refer to the Student Extrect FiIe.
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