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METHOD

Summer 2015

During the August 2015 orientation period for first-year students, all students entering the university as
part of the Academic Development Program and/or the Pre-Major Academic Advising program 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.

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 made up of multiple categories of items
{with high scores assomated Wlth success for each category)

= Meeting Class Expectations + Orgamzatmn
Commitment (active pursuit toward an-academic goal) S

= Commitment to College Goals+ Institutional Commrcment
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)

= Connectednes + Institutional Supporf Barriers to Success”

Definitions of and sample items for each of these'categories can n'be found on the ETS report pages found
in the Appendix. Success Navigator cate gorles and domains are mtegrated in a way to provide overall
success indices — an Academic Success Index and a Retention Success Index — for each participating
student. These indices are reported as Success*Lﬂielmoods “ high, medium, and low and are defined as
follows: : k0

rojected 1% semester GPA > 2.97
rojected 1% semester GPA between 2.23 —2.97
' 3 :PI‘O_]GC‘Eed 1St semester GPA <2.23
Retentlon Succes's-Index :

ngh Probablhty of retention > 93.0%
Medium ~ Probability of retention between 84.1% - 93.0%
Low =i Probability of retention < 84.1%

An Institution Aggregate Report provides 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). Tn addition to this Institution Aggregate Report, reports of individual student
scores are available as are Advlsor 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.

Fall 2016
During the Fall semester of 2016, the WCU Office of Student Success attempted to follow-up on

all students who completed the Success Navigator during the August 2015 orientation period.
Specifically, we identified for each student with cornplete ETS data, a number of information items:
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Original Admit Status

FY1 Regular Admit
FY2 Academic Development Program/ACT 101
FY3 Academic Development Program
Fy4 Special Admit
Special Admit Program?

Academic Development Program

Pre-Major Academic Advising

Athletic Mentoring Program
First Term Credits Completed
First Year Credits Completed
First Term GPA
First Year Cumulative GPA
Year 2 (Fall) Return?

Yes

No
Major by Year 27

Yes

No




SUMMARY OF IMPORTANT RESULTS

General Success Navigator Results

s 479 students completed at least part of the ETS Success Navigator survey; all were admitted as
ADP, PMAA, or FY4 (Special Admit) students.

e 43.6% of students were identified as first generation college (of 438 for which information was
available).

e 67.8% of students identified WCU as their first choice institution,

* Only 19 of 411 students were rated as having a low likelihood of success in terms of academic
performance and/or retent1on by ETS. :

= 403 of the original 479 students (84.1%) who eompleted the Success Nav1gator survey in August
2015 were re-enrolled for the Fall 201 6 semester (2rld faIl return) No significant differences were

» Students who did not return for the 2.Cl faﬂ completed s1gn1ﬁe' tly fewer erednts durmg the}r first
semester and aver the first year. i -
Students who did not refurn for the nd fail eamed 31 ;

Conneetedness (a eategory of the Soe

1st Semester Performance

e Students admitted through one of the Special Admit programs (FY2, FY3, or FY4) earned
51gn1ﬁcantly lower ﬁrst semester GPAS

s who reporte ot of ﬁnanclal difficulties on their academic
success earned slgnzﬁeanﬂy.iower 'ﬁrst;semester GPAs.
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o Students:who reported being first generation college students earned significantly lower first
semester GPAS
. _Student reports of thelr own skzil m the domam of Acadeémic Skifls'was significantly and

semester GPAS than chd those rated by ETS as reportm'g moderate or hxgh leveis (}f Soczai
Support
Smdents rated by ETS as reportmg low sk"ﬂ in Meeting g CE

tations earned significantly
or moderate fevelsof
:dents rated by ETS as

”'S'EX..

leveis of ska in deal ) g':wzth Bamers to Su cess

I Year Performance

¢ Students admitted through one of the Special Admlt programs (FYZ FY3, or FY4) earned
significantly lower first year cumulatwe GPAS
U Students who reported an antmpated.sxgmﬁcant 1mp3ct c}f then" personal pmblems on th_e_rr

hlgh Ieveis of skﬂl m deahng Wrsh Bamers to Success

e Not surprisingly, students admitted through one of the Special Admit program (FY2, FY3, or FY4)
earned significantly fewer credits by the end of the first academic year. This was particularly true
of FY4 students.

o Students who reporteci an anticipated significant impact of their personal problems on their
academm success earned significantly fewer crédits by the end of the first acadenic year.



e Students who reported an anticipated significant impact of their health issues on their academic
success earned 51gmﬁcantly fewer credlts by_the end of the ﬁrst_ academ1c year

credlts than did those rated:by ETS as reportmg hlgh Ievels ‘of .Comlmtmenf
*  Students rated by ETS as reporting low levels of Self-Management and Social Support earned
fewer credits than those rated by ETS as reporting h1gh leyels wrthm these domains and these

o First generat:on status .
» Anticipated significant impact of-personal problems on potential academic success
*  Anticipated significant impact of financial difficulties on potential academic success
¢ Lower reported levels of Academic Skills: .
Lower skill in: meetmg class expectatlons
= Lower skill in ofganization =
* Lowet reported levels of _Commitmen_t
B Lower level of commitment to college goals
W Lower level of commitment to institution (WCU)
s  Lower reported levels of Social Support
 Lower levelof comleotedness
B Lower level of skill fiig with barriers to success
s Lower reported level demic Self-Efficacy

Success Navigator Variables Linked to First Generation Status

s First generation students reported lower levels of Social Support and this difference approached
slgnlﬁcance

Success (category of the Socm} Support domam)
e First generation students are more likely to be rated by ETS as reporting low levels of Social

Support.




 Firstgeneration. students-ﬁare more likelyto be rated by ETS as reporting low levels of skill in
ith : afegory Of the Soma[ Support domain): N
. ire: sig can tly v ; cely to'teport an ant mpated szgmﬁ 'ant fmpact of

i Ey' bhgatmns on then* potentlal academzc stceess: than are students Who are not ﬁrst
generatzon




PROPOSED STEPS TO INCREASE STUDENT SUCCESS

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

already attempting to provide needed services for students in this area. That is, we will attempt to provide
additional services in time for the end of the Fall 2016 semester.

1. We will first identify 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 services will be planned in collaboration with the LARC, the Counseling Center, and

the Center for Contemplative Studies.
3.  All identified students will be contacted with this mformatlon about available services and

encouraged to attend or to seek other services if more a_pproprlate

Consider:

l. Adding a Student Success table to the Fal ..TldffOl' Spring Involvement Fairs (student

organizations):

a. Request student feedback (How can we help you succeed? What do you need from us?)

b. Purchase stress balls, literature, t-shitts; efc. to promote Office of Student Success and to
get word out that we would like to help

Look into the development ofa local app that can connect students with resources.

2.

3. University-wide peer mentonng program {with suib: branches)

4, A textsupport line? . T

5. Activities specifically for first generatlon students dur]ng summer orientation?
2015 Cohort " |

The participants of the. 2015 cohort w111 be followed through the 201 6-201 7 academic year (their 2™
academic year). An attempt will be made to reach out to those students who appear to be struggling in
terms of their cumulative GPAs, their number of completed credits, their course DFW rates, their choice
of a major, etc.  We hope to be able to increase the retention of students from the 2 to the 3rd fall
semesters and tozprowde students. W1th the additlonal tools they may need to succeed at WCU.

1. Cu ulatlve GPA and credlts earned Wlll be 1dent1ﬂed for each student of the cohort at the end of

the:Fall 2016 semester.:

2. Students who exhibit identified r1sk factors will be contacted with information regarding potential
services and supports (in dnect response to their own reports via the Success Navigator).

3. Wewill attempt to connect one-on-one with students who need specific services and/or

information. ::

2016 Cohort

1. Alist of currently existing student success services and/or efforts will be created with the goal of
linking individual services and/or efforts to individual risk factors identified in this report.
2. Students who exhibit identified risk factors will be contacted with information regarding potential
services and supports (in direct response to their own reports via the Success Navigator).
3. Secavify will be piloted with this group OR new app, YOU, will be made available to all students:
a. We will attempt to build the Scavify application with necessary content to direct students
to appropriate services,
b. We will attempt to keep track of student participation in recommended services,
presemtations, and opportunities.




We will attempt to connect one-on-one with students who need specific services and/or
information.

Cumulative GPAs and credits earned will be identified for each student of the cohort at the end of
the Fall 2016 semester.
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COMPLETE RESULTS

During the August 2015 orientation period, a total of 479 entering students initiated the online survey (all
either part of the Academic Development Program, the Pre-Major program or entering as a Special Admit
student). Four hundred forty-two (442) students completed enough of the survey to be scored in all four
domain areas and in all categories. Only 411, however, provided enough information (including
background information} to allow the calculation of the two overall success indices,

Admissions Information
A breakdown of the total sample of 479 by admit status and admit support programs is below:

F1 F2 F4 Total
Regular Admit | ADP/ACT101 Special Admit
0 0 el 19 19
None 0.00% 0.00% e 4.00% 4.00%
ADP 0 0 20
0.00% 0.00% - 4.20%
273 69 342
PMAA 57.0% 14.4% 71.4%
Athletic Ay 2 2
Mentoring +0.00% 0.40% 0.40%
ADP & PMAA | =51 0 83
i - 10.6% 0.00% 17.3%
ADP & Athletic. o 0. 0 0 0
Mentoring 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
PMAA & 0 0 4 7
Athletic 0.00% 0.00% 0.80% 1.50%
Mentoring
ADP, PMAA, &
Athletic 0 0 6 0 6
Mentoring 0.00% 0.00% 1.30% 0.00% 1.30%
276 41 68 94 479
57.6% 8.6% 14.2% 19.6% 100%
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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
(186 of 424 who replied). The remaining scores ranged from 2 to 6 (significant impact) with 43
students reporting a potential impact of 5 or 6.

Students most frequently reported no perceived impact of financial difficulties on potential
success (186 of 424 who replied). The remaining scores ranged from 2 to 6 (significant impact)
with 39 students reporting a potential impact of 5 or 6.

A majority (392 of 418 who replied) reported no perceived impact of legal issues on potential
success. The remaining scores ranged from 2 to 6 (51gn1ﬁeant 1mpact) with 4 students reporting a
potential impact of 5 or 6.

A majority (243 of 416 who replied) reported no percelved 1mpact of family obligations on
potential success. The remaining scores ranged from 2 o6 {s;gmﬂcant impact) with 12 students
reporting a potential impact of 5 or 6.

A majority (294 of 413 who replied) reported no peleewed 1mpaet of health issues on potential
success. The remaining scores ranged from 2140 6 (significant nnpact) with 14 students reporting
a potential impact of 5 or 6.

Only 384 students responded to the questions about expected work hours Of'those, 130 (33.9%)
reported that they did not expect to work while enrolled at WCU. A majority of students (233 or
60.7%) reported that they expected to work less than 20.hours per week while enrolled at WCU.
An additional 21 (5.5%) students réported that they expected to work more than 20 hours while
enrolled, with only 1 student reportmg that they expected to: Work 40 or more hours.

With regard to parental ‘education Eeveis 41.2% (of the 442 students who replied) reported that
their mothers helda bachelor? s degree or h1gher while 39:1%:(of the 437 students who replied)
reported that their-fathers held a bachelor’s degree or higher. Overall, 191 (43.6%) of the 438
students with complete data 111 ,thls area were: Identzﬁed as first generation students.

Four—hundred seventy students responded to the WCU guestion of whether or not WCU was their

~fitst choice institution. The majonty of those 470 (325 or 67.8%) responded yes, WCU was their

' first choice mstltutmn

With regard to :stl'ldent self—pereeptibns an Institution Aggregate Report (full sample group results)
supplied by ETS is’ provnded in Appendlx A. Major points include:

Only 19 of 411 students were e rated as having a low likelihood of success in terms of academic
petformance and/or retention.

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.

Explanation: Al 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 a2 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
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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 (83) is more than one
standard deviation below the national mean and the middle 50% of scores fall between 70 and 98. The
WCU mean of 83.73 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.

e 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 exceptlons to this general statement however The WCU means for two
are lower than the national average to a significant degree and-those differences are relatively
[arge. In addition, the distribution of the mlddle 50% of scores for each category appear to be

lower.

Maoare specific descriptive statistics for each domam'and category are reported belo" A,

=442 Minimum Mammum “ Mean e Std, Dev
Academic Skills 580150 138.23 - 105,04 %%% 15.20
Meeting Class 4526 12947 104,78%%% 13.86
Expectations e
Organization 5727 1 13759 104,03k 16.42
Commitment ciin 2781 e 12310 103.86%** 16.41
Commitment to .0 [ 17.24 20 103474 15.56
College Goals - E i _
Commitment to 103.01** 18.62
Institution
Sel-Management 83.72%%* 1925
Sensitivity to 95,024+ 16.17
Stress i . T
Test Anxiety S 6729 138.71 06,99 * 13.98
Academic Self- 4 41,63 119.75 1031 1%** 14.14
Efficacy " S
Social Support. . :51.51 138.02 106, 55%%* 15.28
Connectedness® = 47,84 131.46 99 81 18.43
Institutional 2913 130.43 101.44 15.99
Support Sl
Barriers to U 5837 130,68 [13.55%#*% 12.19
Success
*p<.05 *Ep< 01 FEER< 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
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 text anxiety.
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A full breakdown of domain and category levels is presented below:

N =442 High Moderate Low
Academic Skills 165 204 73
37.3% 42.6% 16,5%
Meeting Class 206 158 78
Expectations 46.6% 35.7% 17.6%
Organization 166 186 90
37.6% 42.1% 20.4%
Commitment 178 171 93
40.3% 38.7% 21.0%
Commitment to 184 173 85
College Goals 41.6% 39:1% 19.2%
Institutional 189 srEel49 104
Commitment 42.8% L 337% 23.5%
Self-Management 38 o 126 278
8.6% e 285% 62.9%
Sensitivity to Stress 83 s 176 S 183
18.8% E 39.8% s 41.4%
Test Aniety 79 o T
17.9% T 50% o 321%
Academic Self- 138 s 216 88
Efficacy 312% 48,9% 19.9%
Social Support 189 186 67
42.8% e 420% 15.2%
Connectedness o e 137 ; el 193 112
i i 31.0% s b 43 T% 25.3%
Institutional Support 163 e 178 101
- 136.9% 40.3% 22.9%
Barriers to Success 2305 115 22
ST 69.0%5: 24.0% 5.0%
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274 Fall Retention

At the start of the Fall 2016 semester, 403 of the original 479 (84.1%) students who completed the ETS
during the 2015 August orientation were re-enrolled. Seventy-six (15.9%) students did not return to

WCU for the 2016 Fall semester. We used both standard academic indicators and information obtained
via the Success Navigator to determine if there were any patterns to be identified with regard to those who
did and did not return for their 2! Fall semester.

A breakdown of the total sample of 479 by admit status and admit support program, with % in each cell
who returned for the second fall listed in parentheses, is below:

F1 F2 F4 Total
Regular Admit | ADP/ACT 101 Special Admit
0 0 (. 19 19
None i - (94.74%) (94.74%)
ADP 0 9 11 20
(88.89%) - (72.73%), (80.00%)
273 - 69 342
PMAA {83.15%) (81.16%) (82.75%)
Athletic 0 2 2
Mentoring (50.00%) (50.00%)
ADP & PMAA . B s 0 83
(78.13%) | (92.16%) (86.75%)
ADP & Athletic 0 -0 0 0 0
Mentoring ... e
PMAA & 0 0 4 7
Athletic (100%) (100%)
Mentoring S
ADP, PMAA, & T
Athletic 0 0 6 0 6
Mentoring (100%) (100%)
276 41 68 94 479
(83.33%) (80.49%) (89.71%) (84.04%) (84.1%)
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Admit Status: X? analyses suggested no significant differences by admit status.

% Return 2nd Fall By Admit Type

i 100.00% e
; 89.71%

e 34.04% . 84.10% - -
80.49%

90.00% 83.33%
80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%

0.00%

Total Sample |
(n=479)

‘mves'  8333% | 8049% | B9.1% . 8404%  8410%
mNo |  1667% |  1951% | 1029% | 1596% . 1590%

FL(n=276) F2(n=41) FE {n=68) F4 (n=94}

Admit Support Program: N significant differences were found in rate of return for the 2 Fall semester
by admit support program. ' L i il
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% Return 2nd Fall By Admit Support Program
120.00%
100.00% 100%
100.00% - 94.74% .. o
' . 86.75%
80.00% 82.75%
80.00% e
60.00%
i
40,00%
20.00%
0.00% |- : : | [ e
| g | athietic | PMAAR ! ADP, PMAA, |
| i . ! L
e | o L PMAA | ; \ADP&PMAA Athletic | & Athletic |
‘ None(n-iQ)i ADP (n=20) [ (n=342) | Me(:t:ozr)lng 1 (n=83) | Mentoring - Mentoring |
- ] | | 1) L e
mes 94 74% | e00c0% | 8275% | 50.00% | 86.75% | 100 oo% | 100%
'- No 5. 26% | 2000% | 17.25% | 50.00% | 13.25% | o 00% | o 00% N

First Generation Status: Chi-squate analyses suggest that' lrst' generatlon students are less likely to return
for their 2™ fall semester-than are students who are:not first generation [X? (1) = 4.966, p < .05]. Of the
191 students identified as first generatlon 152 (34:7%) returned for the 2™ fall semester. Of the 247 who
were identified as not first generatlon 21 6 (49 3%) returned for the 2™ fall semester.

and did not: return for the: an fall semeste1 in terms ‘of the ntimber of credlts successfully completed during
the first semester [t (477) £3.299, p<.01). Those students who did return completed an average of 12,74
(sd=2.79) credlts while those: who did not completed an average of 10.86 (sd=4.80) credits.

1st Semester GPA;:.:__ A statisticallyisigniﬁcant difference was also found between those who did and did
not return for the 2% fall semester inferms of the first semester GPA [t (477) = 4,039, p< .001). Those
students who did return:were found fo have an average 1* semester GPA of 3.10 (sd=0.57) while those
who did not had an average 1% semester GPA of 2.54 (sd=1.18). In terms of the proportion of students
who did and did not return, we found an odds ratio of 6.25 for students with a 1 semester GPA of 2.00 or
greater and an odds ratio of 1:80 for students with a 1* semester GPA of 3.00 or greater. Thus, students
who earn a 1% semester GPA of 2,00 or greater are 6,25 times more likely to return for a 2™ fall semester
than those students who earn a 1% semester GPA less than 2.00. And, students who earn a 1% semester
GPA of 3,00 or greater are 1.80 times more likely to return for a 2" fall semester than those students who

earn a 1* semester GPA less than 3.00.

# Returned 2™ Fall # Did Not Return 2™ Odds of Return
Fall
1%t Semester GPA > 2.00 384 58 6.62
1% Semester GPA <2.00 19 18 1.06
Odds Ratio = 6,25
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# Returned 2™ Fall # Dhd Not Return 2% Odds of Return

Fall
1% Semester GPA > 3.00 264 39 6.77
1t Semester GPA < 3.00 139 37 376

Odds Ratio = 1.80

1st Year Completed Credits: A statistically significant difference was found between those who did and
did not return for the 2™ fall semester in terms of the number of credits successfully completed at the end
of the first academic year [t (477) = 8.228, p< .001). Those students who did return completed an average
of 26.24 (sd=4.92) credits while those who did not completed an average of 17.39 (sd=9.14) credits.

1st Year GPA: A statistically significant difference was also f@ nd between those who did and did not
return for the 2™ fall semester in terms of the cumulative GPA for the first year [t (477)=3.273, p< .01).
Those students who did return were found to have an average 1 year GPA of 3.06 (sd=0.55) while those
who did not had an average 1* year GPA of 2.65 (sd=1.08). In terms of the proportion of students who
did and did not return, we found an odds ratic of 6.45 for students with a 1styear GPA of 2.00 or greater
and an odds ratio of 1.49 for students with a 1% year. GPA of 3.00 or greater. Thus, students who earn a 1*
year GPA of 2.00 or greater are 6.45 times more likely to return for a 2% fall semester than those students
who earn a 1% year GPA less than 2.00. And, students who earn a 1 year GPA of 3.00 or greater are 1.49
times more likely to return for a 2™ fall semester than those students ‘who earn a 1¥ year GPA less than

__#Returned 2" Fall # Did Not Retlzrn 2“d Odds of Return
T L o Fall o
15 Year GPA >2.00 |~ e 387 ..60: 6.45
1% Year GPA <2.00 1 =16 16 1.00
Odds Ratio = 6.45 o
1¥ Year GPA >3.00. YT 38 634
I Year GPA <3.00 | 162 e 38 4.26
Odds Ratio = 1.49 o I '
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Success Navigator Background Variables: Students were asked to rate the anticipated impact of a variety
of problems on their potential academic success. Those problems included Personal Problems, Financial
Difficulties, Legal Issues, Family Obligations, and Health Issues. Students rated the anticipated impact
on a scale of 1 (no impact) to 6 (significant impact). For the purposes of analyses, two groups were
defined, those who reported either no impact or no more than moderate impact (scores of 1, 2, 3, and 4)
and those who reported high levels of impact (scores of § or 6). Chi-square analyses were conducted to
see if there were differences in these reported levels of anticipated impact between those who did and did
not return for their 2* fall semester. Only one of those analyses was significant. Specifically, students
who reported a high level of anticipated impact (scores of 5 or 6) of their personal problems on their
potential academic success were more likely to fail to return for the 2% fall semester than those who
reported lower levels of anticipated impact [X2 (1) = 3.837, p< .05, n=424].

% Return 2nd Fall By Reported Impact of Personal Problems
90.00%
80.00%
70.00%

60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%

| Expectad Less than Significant Impact

g (n=381) |
| B Yes (n=368) 83.99% | 72.09%
| mNo(n=74) | 16.01% 27.91% ‘

Expected Significant Impact (n=43) ,

Anticipated Work Hours: Students were asked to report via the Success Navigator the number of hours
they expected to work during the academic semesters. A total of 384 students responded to this item on a
scale of 1 (will not work at all) to 5 (will work 40 or more hours). .For purpose of these analyses,
responses were collapsed into 3 categories (expect to not work, expect to work less than 20 hours/week,
expect to work more than 20 hours/week). There were no significant differences found between these
three groups in terms of students’ return or failure to return for a 2° fall semester.
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Success Navigator Domains: As described above, 442 of the original 479 students who completed the
ETS responded to enough items to allow for the calculation of domain and category scores. Of those 442,
368 enrolled for the 2™ fall semester while 74 did not. A breakdown of the four overall domain scores is
presented below. Statistically significant differences were found between those who did and did not
return for a 2" fall semester in three of those four domains: Academic Skills [£(440) =2.759, p<.01],
Commitment [t(440) = 2.759, p < .01], and Social Support [t{440)=2.759, p < .01] . In all three cases,
those who did not return for a 2™ fall semester had lower scores in these domains.

Success Navigator Domain Scores
(2nd Fall Returns/No Returns)

120 - L. e e . N
100
20
60
40

20

. Academic Skills** Commitment*** Se Managemént ' Socia Qpport*
"B Yes (1=368) 105.93 105.74 84.22 107.24
‘@No(n=74) | 100.63 94.53 81.23 103.16
National Average for all- domains is 100, with standard deviation of 13.
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Success Navigator Categories within Domaing: Additional comparisons of individual category scores
(within domains} were conducted. Again, a number of statistically significant results were found. Within
the Academic Skills domain, significant differences were found in both categories: Meeting Class
Expectations [t (440) =2.316, p < .05] and Organization [t (440) = 2.648, p <.05] for those who did and
did not return for the 2 fall semester. Again, scale scores were lower for those who did not return.

Academic Skills Category Scores
(2nd Fall Returns/No Returns)
106 .
105 |
104
103
102
101
100
GG
98
o7 ] - Mtlng s Epatilonlsr""” o riza.tin
[®Yes (n=368) 105.56 104.91
(@ No (n=74) | 100.92 | 100,09
*p<.05 7 ** <01 i e dokk p< 001

National:Average for all catég_qﬁie's'.i.s"lo{)', with staﬁd?yd deviation of 15.
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Within the Commitment domain, significant differences wete also found in both categories: Commitment
to College Goals [t (440)=3.845, p <.001] and Institutional Commitment [t (440) = 5.271, p <.001] for
those who did and did not return for the 2™ fall semester. Again, scale scores were lower for those who
did not return.

Commitment Category Scores
(2nd Fall Returns/No Returns)

106
104
102
100
98
96
94
92
S0
38
86

i Commitment to College Goalg*** Institutional Commitmeant***
8 Yes (n=368) 104,73 ; 105,04
‘@ No (n=74) | 97.23 92,9

National Average forall catégories is 100, with standard deviation of 15.
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Within the Self-Management domain, significant differences were found only in the Academic Self-
Efficacy category [t (440) = 3.862, p < .001] for those who did and did not return for the 2™ fall semester.
Augain, scale scores were lower for those who did not return.

Self Management Category Scores
(2nd Fall Returns/No Returns)

106
104 s
102
100

I Sensitivity to Stress Test Anxiety i Academic Self-Efficacy™** ‘

'mYes (n=368) 95.28 B 97.42 | 104.26

BN (n=74) | 93.7 1

*p < .05 *Ep

National Average for all
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And, within the Social-Support domain, significant differences were found only in the Connectedness
category [t (440) =2.726, p <.01] for those who did and did not return for the 2" fall semester. Again,
scale scores were lower for those who did net return.

Social Support Category Scores
(2nd Fall Returns/No Returns)
120
100
80
60
40
20
Connectedness** : Fnstltutlona Support Barraer; to Success
= Yes (n=368) 100 83 101.73 113.99
‘@ No {n=74} 94 53 100.02 111.39
*p<.05 ¥ p<.0l **p<001

National Average for all categorles is 100, Wlth standard dev1at10n of 15

Thus, 2" fall semester return was sig"r'ﬁ'ﬁc'aﬁtly related to multiple variables measured by the ETS Success
Navigatol g _But M year return was ‘also 51gn1ﬁcanﬂy related to some first-year measures, including GPA
after the:1% semester and after the 15t year as well as credits completed at the end of the 1% semester and
the end of the 1#year. Isit possxble that these earlier measures of academic difficulty might be associated
with some of the. variables measured by the ETS Success Navigator prior to the start of the first semester?
The next set of analyses looks at ﬂllS ‘possibility. Given, however, that some of the special admit students
were prohibited from taking more than 12 credits in their first semester, we look only at the variable of
credits completed at the-end of the 15 year {not the 1% semester).
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1st Semester Performance Measures by Admit Variables & Success Navigator

1% Semester GPA: As one might expect, a statistically significant difference in 1% term GPA was found

between those students who entered the university through the regular admit process (FY 1 students) and
those who entered through the ADP or Special Admit processes (FY2, 3, & 4). Ofthe 479 students who
completed the Success Navigator, 276 students were regular admit while 203 were part of one of the
special admit programs. Regular admit students earned an average 1* term GPA of 3.16 (sd = .65) while
special admit students earned an average GPA of 2.81 (sd =.79). This difference was statistically

significant [t (477)=5.307, p < .001].

With regard to Admit Support Programs, no statistically significant overall difference in 1 term GPA

was found between groups. However, it should be noted that therg-y
the Pre-Major students who entered the university as regular adi

“a significant difference between
3.06, sd = .72) and the Pre-Major

students who entered the university as ADP or Special Admit studeétits (2.86, sd =.73).

Success Navigator:

With regard to demographic and other background factors reported by students on the Student

Students who reported that they expected a significant impact of personal problems on their
potential academic success earned a significantly lower 1% term GPA [t (422) = 2.083, p <.05].
Students who reported that they expected a significant nnpaot of financial difficulties on their
potential academic success earned a significantly Tower.1#term GPA [t (422)=2:210, p <.05].
No significant difference in 1* term GPA was found fo ..those who reported low vs significant
expected impacts of legal issues, famlly obligations, or health issues.

Students who were identified as first: generation college degree earned a significantly lower 1%
term GPA than those who reported that at least one fthen‘ palents held a bachelor’s degree or
higher [t (436) =3. 114, p=<.01]. g L
No significant. dlfference in 1% term GPA was fo
work (no work; Iess than 20 hours 20 or more hours/week)

GPA By Admit Status

3.2

3.1

2.9
2.8

2.7

26 . -

1st Term GPA***
|n Regular Admit (n 276) 3. 16
IADP&Spec1aiAdmlt {n 203)‘ 281

*p < .05 ¥ p < 0] k< (0]
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GPA By First Generation Status

315

3.1

3.05

2.95

2.9

2.85

2.8
1st Term GPA**

5nI;i.r.stGéner.étion.(n=191) - . 2.91
 ® Not First Generation {n=245)} 1\

3.13. e

*p<.05 #*p < 01 . FhE < 06

1st Term GPA By Perceived Impact of Problems

3.1

3
2.9
2.8
2.7
2.6
2.5
2.4
2.3

Family
© Obligations

i Personal Financial Legal issuas :
- Problems*  Difficulties* | g :

Health Issues

‘® Expected Less Than Significant
(mpact {n's = 381, 385, 414, 404,
399)

] Ekpectéd Sigﬁificént ir.n‘pact (n'.s. = 1
43,39, 4,12, 14)

3.05 305 ¢ 303 303 304

28 . 278 261 275 274

*p <05 ¥ p < 01 *H% p <001

As we did with 2™ fall return, we attempted to look at differences in 1% term GPA by differences in
Success Navigator domain scores. First, we examined correlations between 1 term GPA and domain
scores. The correlation was statistically significant for only one domain. Specifically, student scores in
the Academic Skills domain were positively correlated with 1% year GPAs (r= .22, p <.001). Next, we
examined the distribution of 1% year GPAs by ETS designated domain levels (low, moderate, and high).
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Significant differences in 1% term GPA were found for the different reported levels of Academic Skills
and Social Support. Within the Academic Skills domain, those who were identified by ETS as reporting
high levels of academic skill had significantly higher 1% term GPAs than those identified as reporting low
or moderate levels of academic skill. Within the Social Support domain, those who were identified by
ETS as reporting low levels of social support had significantly lower 1* term GPAs than those identified
as reporting moderate or high levels of academic skill.

1st Term GPA By Success Navigator Domain Leveis

3.3
3.2
31
2.9
2.8
E 2.7
26 -
25 : : : BE
jAcadem}c Skillsi Commitment J self Social
L Level®* i Level Manfegveerlnent ‘ SUPPC”T**
HLOW (ns_73 93 7 57) e I e ‘ . 289 S vy 1‘ 273
nModerate(ns—zozi 171 125 186)] 294 3 - ] 305 TR
‘Engh (ns_155 178 33 189) “ S — ..........303 ‘ 29“4." 304

*p<.05 *’*'ﬁp<.01

When we examined GPA differences by.differences in the individual categories of the Success Navigator
domains (these already identified as showing significant differences), we found a significant difference
between groups:in the ETS assigned levels of: Meeting Class Expectations [F (2) = 5.811, p <.05] and in
the ETS assigned levels of Organization [F (2)= 6.944, p < .01], the two categories of the Academic
Skills domain. Those students classified by ETS as reporting high levels of meeting class expectations
had significantly higher 1 term GPAS than those identified as reporting low levels of meeting class
expectations. Those students classified by ETS as reporting high levels of organization had significantly
higher 1¥ term GPAs than thps,e identified as reporting low or moderate levels of organization.
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1st Term GPA By Academic Skills Category Levels

3.2

31

2.9

2.8

2.7

Meeting Ciass Expectatlons* i Organization Level

mLow(ns—?S 90) [ X o ' 2.83
8 Moderate (n's = 158, 186) 299 2.97
:ﬁngh (n's = 206, 166) 3,12 3.17

National Average for all categories is: 100,— -With standard deviation of 15,

We also found a significant chfference between groups i the ETS assigned fevels of Bamers to Success

barraers to the1r academtc success had SEgmﬁcanﬂy lower ISt term GPAs than those identified as reporting
moderate or high levels of sk111 in deahng with bamers to their academic success.

1st Term GPA By Social Support Category Levels

3.5
3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
) g Support | Barriers to S
| Connectedness Level nstitutiona: Suppor : arriers to Success
; : Level Level**
= Low (n's =112, 101, 22) 2.95 ? 2.9 2.53
H Moderate (n's = 193, 178, 115} 3.02 3.07 i 3. 04
‘B High (n's = 137, 163, 305) 3,07 3.02 3.04
*p<.05 % p < 0] w5k < 001

National Average for all categories is 100, with standard deviation of 15,
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1% Year Performance Measures by Admit Variables & Success Navigator

In general, the results for 1% year performance measures mirror those of the 1% term with a few exceptions
{as noted below}).

15 Year GPA: A statistically significant difference in 1* year GPA was found between those students
who entered the university through the regular admit process (F'Y1 students) and those who entered
through the ADP or Special Admit processes (FY2, 3, & 4). Of'the 479 students who completed the
Success Navigator, 276 students were regular admit while 203 were part of one of the special admit
programs. Regular admit students earned an average 1® term GPA 0f.3.16 (sd = .65) while special admit
students carned an average GPA of 2.78 (sd = .66). This dlfferenee yas statistically significant [t (477) =

6.266, p <.001].

Unlike with 15" term GPA, a statistically significant difference:in 1% Year GPA was found for Admit

Support Programs [F (6) = 2.276, p <.05]. However, post-hoc tests reveal.that the only significant

difference was still between the Pre-Major students who: entered the univer s1ty as regular admits (3.06, sd
=.70) and the Pre-Major students who entered the umversrcy as special admit students (2.78, sd = .58).

With regard to demographic and other backgmund faetors:reportediby _students on the Student Success
Navigator: : ' S

e  Students who reported that they expected a significant impact of personal problems on their
potential academic success earned a- lower 1St year GPA and:this difference was nearly significant
[f (422)=1.773, p<.10]. : k
» Students who reported that they expected a slgmﬁeant impact of: fmanmal difficulties on their
potential academic success earned a Slgmﬁcantly lower:1%: year GPA [t (422) =2.187, p < .05].
e A npearly sngmﬁeant difference in 1% year GPA was found forthose who reported low vs
significant expected impacts offamlly obhgatlons [t (414)=1.855,p<.10].
e No significant difference in 1% year. GPA was found for those who reported low vs significant
expected. impacts of legal issues-or health issues:
e Stiidents who were Identlﬁed as first generatlon coﬂege degree earned a significantly lower 1%
“year GPA than these who reported that at Teast one of their parents held a bachelor’s degree or
higher [t (436) = 2.443;:p < .05},
¢ A statistically significant: d1ffe1ence in 1% year GPA was found among those who reported
different evels of work (no w01k less‘than 20 hours, 20 or mote hours/week) [F (2) =3.092, p <

057.
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GPA By Admit Status

3.2

3.1

3

2.9

2.8

2.7

2.6

2.5 i
1st Term GPA*** 1st Year GPA***

@ Regular Admit (1=276) | 3.16 ] 3.16
8 Special Admit {1=203) | 2.81 2.78

# Regular Admit {n=276)  ® Special Admit (n=203)

*p<.05

3.1

3.05

2.95

2.9

2.85

2.8

: 1st Term GPA E 1st Year GPA*
@ First Generation {n=191) 2.91 2.93
| @ Not First Generation (n=245) 3.13 3.08

*p<.05 **p <01 *HE <001

30



As we did with 2% fall return and 1% term GPA, we attempted to look at differences in 1% year GPA by
differences in Success Navigator domain scores. First, we examined correlations between 1% year GPA
and domain scores. The correlation was statistically significant for only one domain. Specifically,
student scores in the Academic Skills domain were positively correlated with 1% year GPAs as they were
with [*term GPA (r = .22, p <.001). Next, we examined the distribution of 1* year GPAs by ETS
designated domain levels (low, moderate, and high). Again, results mirrored those reported for 1*
semester GPA. Significant differences in 1% year GPA were found for the different reported levels of
Academic Skills and Social Support. Within the Academic Skills domain, those who were identified by
ETS as reporting high levels of academic skill had significantly higher 1* year GPAs than those identified
as reporting low or moderate levels of academic skill. Within the Social Support domain, those who were
identified by ETS as reporting low levels of social support had 51gn1ﬂcantly lower 1% year GPAs than
those identified as reporting moderate or high levels of academic skﬂl_

1st Year GPA By Success Navngator Domain Levels

3.1
3
2.9
2.8
2.7
| el |
i Academic Skills Commitment i
| H i EEd
Loval*## Leval Manfegveer?ent Social Support
a LbW(n'sm?é"Qs 278, 67) ! ' 289 I 297' R 301 o 2.85
lModerate(ns 204, 171,126, 186) 2.9 3.03 3 | 3,08
angh (ns~165 178 38 189) B 3.17 2,99 2.83 , 2.97

Natloual Average for all domams s 100, with standard deviation of 15.

When we examined GPA differences by differences in the individual categories of the Success Navigator
domains (those already identificd as showing significant differences), we found a significant difference
between groups in the ETS assigned levels of Meeting Class Expectations [F (2) =4.333, p < .05] and in
the ETS assigned levels of Organization {F (2) = 7.724, p < .01], the two categories of the Academic
Skills domain. Those students classified by ETS as reporting high levels of meeting class expectations
had significantly higher 1* term GPAs than those identified as reporting low levels of meeting class
expectations. Those students classified by ETS as reporting high levels of organization had significantly
higher 1* term GPAs than those identified as reporting low or moderate levels of organization.
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GPA By Work Status Status

3.2

3.15

3.1

3.05

2.95

2.9

2.85

2.8 e
1st Term GPA 1st Year GPA™*

®wNowork (n=130) 3.05 ' 3
8 Work < 26 Hours (n=233)° 3.15 313

s Work 20+ Hours (n=21) - 32 L . 254

*p <05 ** p< 01 - ***P<_().0'1

1st Year GPA By Perceived Impact of Problems
35

3

2.5

2

1.5

1

a.5

0 . : )
Personal  Financial . Family

' problems | Difficulties® | Legal Issues : Health |ssues:

Obligations

Impact {n's =381,385,414,404, 304 304 . 303 303 |  3.03

: 399) 3 : ‘ f

& Expected Significant Impact {n's =
43,39, 4,12, 14)

284 279 i 251 266 28

*p <05 #* < 0] % p < 001
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1st Year GPA By Academic Skills Category Levels
. 3.2
e
A
.\\\‘,‘ s /'::r;'/ 3.1
P /f
\ 3 |
2.9
2.8
2.7
2.6 s - e ey
Meetlng Class Expectatlons* I Orgamzatlon Level* *_ |
|§L0w(ns—78 50) | o, § 3 5} D/M e |
|n Moderzte {n's = 158, 186)] Q@ |
Aﬁngh(ns—ZOB 166) d, 1O

*p<.05 **# p <.01

We also found a SIgmﬁcant difference between gmups mthe ETS a551gned levels of Barriers to Success
.ff_udents cEasszﬁed by ETS as’ reportmg lowlevels 01‘" SkIH in dealing w1th

moderate or high levels of sle in dealmg with ba:mers o' their ac'ademw SuCCess.

1st YearGPA By Social Support Category Levels
3.1
3
2.9
2.8
2.7
2.6
25
Connectedness | Institutiona i Barriers to : |
Level Support Level ‘ Success Level*
| n Low (n 5= 112 101 22} 2 97 2. 97 § 2. 55
n Moderate (n s=183, 178, 115) 3 9() | 305 | 301 | ‘
‘a ngh (n 5= 37 163 305) | 3 02 . 2 95 { 302 |
*p<.05 ¥ p <01 #EX p <001

National Average for all categories is 100, with standard deviation of 15.
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1 Year Credits Earned: A statistically significant difference in credits earned during the first year was
found between those students who entered the university through the regular admit process (FY1
students) and those who entered through the ADP or Special Admit processes (FY2, 3, & 4). Of the 479
students who completed the Success Navigator, 276 students were regular admits while 203 were part of
one of the special admit programs. Regular admit students earned an average of 26.64 credits (sd = 6.24)
while special admit students earned an average of 22.39 credits (sd = 6.37). This difference was
statistically significant [t (477) = 7.289, p < .001]. This, of course, was expected as some of the special
admit students were prohibited from taking more than 12 credits during their first semester at WCU.,

A statistically significant difference in credits completed during the first year was also found for Admit
Support Programs [F (6) = 3.454, p <.01]. Post-hoc tests reveal that the only significant difference was
still between the Pre-Major students who entered the university.as: regular admits or as F4 Special Admits
(m = 25.67 credits, sd = .6.51) and the Pre-Major students who eritered the university as ADP students
(m=22.65, sd = 6.49). Again, this was not unexpected as F4 students (included here if they were PMAA)
were prohibited from taking more than 12 credits in theiirf-ﬁrst semester at WCU

With regard to demographic and other background. fdctors reported by students on the Student Success
Navigator: -

* Students who reported that they expected a s1gmf cant 1mpact of personal problems on their
potential academic success earned fewer credits durmg the1r first year and this difference was
statistically significant [t (422) =3.225,p < .01]. g

»  Students who reported that they expected a significant Impact of health issues on their potential
academic success earned significantly:fewer credits during their first year [t (422) = 2.143, p < .05].

« No S1gn1ficant dlfferences in cred1ts earned durmg the: l“ year Were found for those Who reported

e  Students who wete identified as first generatmn college degree earned a nearly significantly
lower number of cred1ts during the first year-than those who reported that at least one of their
parents held a bachelor’s degree or higher [t (436) = 1.868, p <.07].

» No statistically significant difference in credits eatned during the first year was found among
those who reported different levels of work (no work, less than 20 hours, 20 or more hours/week).
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1st Year Completed Credits By Admit Status
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1st Year Completed Credits By Work Status
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1st Year Completed Credits
By Perceived Impact of Problems
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As we did with the earlier variables, we attempted to look at differences in credits completed during
the 1% year by differences in Success Navigator domain scores. First, we examined correlations
between credits earned and domain scores. Significant (although small) correlations were found for
the Academic Skills domain (r=.19, p <.001), the Commitment domain {r =.15, p <.01), and the
Social Support domain (r=.12, p <.05). Next, we examined the distribution of 1¥ year credits
earned by ETS designated domain levels (low, moderate, and high). Significant differences in credits
earned were found for the different reported levels of Academic Skills [F (2) = 5.340, p <.01] and
Commitment Level [F (2)=3.996, p <.05]. Within the Academic Skills domain, those who were
identified by ETS as reporting high fevels of academic skill completed significantly more credits
during the first year than those identified as reporting low or moderate levels of academic skill.
Within the Commitment domain, those who were identified by ETS as reporting low [evels of
Commitment completed significantly more credits than thos _n’ﬂﬁed as reporting low levels of
Commitment.

Self-Management [F (2) =2.600, p <.10] and SOClal __Support [E (2) 2 417 p_< 10].

26155t Year Com pleted Credits y
By Success Naygigator Domain Levels . R

25.5
25 JUURURTRTR " ... I
24-5 JURPRPP -." JOPORURTPY - - .. SR .- S
24
23.5
23 SRR - i S
22.5
22
21.5 :
: . . . Self- ;
Acadamic Skills Commitment IVI ment [Social Sueport
i Level** Laval* anageime PP
i U o tevel ]
mow n's = 73, 93 278 67) I 2353 | 23,13 2447 | 2316
EModerate(ns 204 171 125 186) 24 18 24 92 4 25.89 24.95
‘EHIgh {ns—les 178, 38 189) | 25 11 | 2555 | 2359 25.22

*p <05 : % n <001
National Average for all domains is 100, with standard deviation of 15.

When we examined credit differences by differences in the individual categories of the Success Navigator
domains (those already identified as showing significant differences), we found a significant difference
between groups in the ETS assigned levels of Meeting Class Expectations [F (2) =5.198, p < .01} and in
the ETS assigned levels of Organization [F (2) = 4.891, p < .01], the two categories of the Academic
Skills domain. Those students classified by ETS as reporting high levels of meeting class expectations
completed significantly more credits during the first year than those identified as reporting low or
moderate levels of meeting class expectations. Those students classified by ETS as reporting high levels
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of organization completed significantly more credits during the first year than those identified as reporting
tow or moderate levels of organization.

1st Year Completed Credits
By Academic Skills Category Levels

26.5
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25.5
25
23.5
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22,5
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: 7 Meeting Class Expectations.** ) o Organization Level**
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*p<.05 % p < 01 B p < 001
National Average for all categories is 100, with Standard dev1at10n of 15,

We also found a significant difference between groups in the ETS a551g11ed levels of Commitment to

College [E (2)=4.215, p -05]-and Commitment to Institution L (2Y=15.727, p <.01]. Those students
classified by ETS as repbrtlﬁg low levels of commltment to college goals completed significantly fewer
credits in the first year than: those who reported moderate or high levels of commitment to college goals.
Those students classified as‘reporting low levels of commitment to the institution (WCU) completed

significantly fewer credits during thei first year than did those who reported moderate or high levels of
commitment to the institution. - s

1st Year Completed Credits
By Commitment Category Levels

; Commitment to Coilege Goals* . Commatmen‘c to Enstltut
@ Low [n's = 85, 104] 13.07 22.88

'8 Moderate (n's = 173, 149} - 2476 s 62 ) :
= High (n s =184, 139) 25.63 25 2

*p<.05 #*n < .01 *Ek < 001
National Average for all categories is 100, with standard deviation of 15.
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First Generation Status and Success Navigator Variables

wondered if first generation students/dlfferenpﬁ rom non-first generation students in any systematlc ways
with regard to the domains and categorle‘s assessed by the Success Navigator. First, we looked at domain
scores for the first generation and not-first generation students. The only difference that approached
significance was the difference in the Social Support domain scores [t (409) = 1.665), p <.10]. Reported
scores of first generation students were lower than reported scores for not-first generation students,
although the difference was small.

!
3

i Domain Scores By 1st Generation Status

120
100
80
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! Academic Skills { Commltment Se]f Managementi Soc;a Support ‘
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\ b . ‘ .
8 Not First Generation (n=245}) 106.66 10452 | 84,25 | | 107.38
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difference :_betWeen fi rst generatloﬁ and not first generation students in terms of their reported levels of
skill in dealing with Barriers to. Success. ft(409)=3.123, p < .01]. Specifically, the mean scores of the
first generatlon Students (m = 111 86 sd = 5-12.93) was significantly lower than that of the not first

We also looked at E'TS:rated leveIs-‘b_f-each domain (low, moderate, and high). A significant difference
was found among first generation and not first generation students in assignment to the different levels of
the Social Support domain[X? (2).=6.780, p < .05], with more first generation students reporting low
levels of social support. Thedifference in domain score was, again, found to be primarily in the category
of ETS rating of reported level of skill in dealing with Barriers to Success [X? (2) = 10.718, p < .01].
First generation students were more likely (than expected) to report low and moderate levels of skill in
dealing with Barriers to Success.

Finally, we looked to see if there were any significant differences between first generation and not first
generation students in terms of the anticipated impact of personal problems, financial difficulties, etc.
Two differences were significant. First generation students were more likely to report an anticipated
significant impact of financial difficulties than not first generation students [X* (1) = 13.136, p <.001].
And, first generation students were more likely to report an anticipated significant impact of family
obligations than not first generation students [X* (1) = 5.081, p < .05].
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@ SuccessNavigator.

Institution Aggregate Report

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

*These tables report on the number of students who recelved valid Academic and Retention Success Index scores,




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 scalfed to a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. This means that, across the population, 88% of all students will
obtain scores within the range of 85 to 115, and 95% will obtain scores within the range of 70 to 130 on the SuccessNavigator measures.

15 Howaver, samples withia a given cohort may vary from the population mean and standard deviation. Therefore,
"0 for each score presented, we have provided the median score for your population, as well as the range of
105 scores for the middle 50% of your population. This gives you an initiaf idea of the variance in scores across
Range of 165 the cohort.
scores for 100 - Median score
icdle 0% — YR
of your i population
population
20 92
8s
1]

Below are the scores for your cahort in four broad domains:

130 1

118
120 117 117

110+

95
100-

hat-"ft_nli w will provide subscores within each domain to explain them more thoroughly.

Date Generat




@ SuccessNavigator.

Institution Aggregate Report

Subscore Definition Sample Statement

| make a schedule for getting my
schoofwork done.

Organization Strategies for organizing work and time
| take due datss seriously.
130
130 1B
114

1104

160

90- 95

83
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“Multiple Cohorts

@ SuccessNavigator.

Institution Aggregate Report

Subscore Definition Sample Statement

‘Perceived v

This Is thé right school' 'fo'r me.'
Institutional Commitment Altachment to and positive evaluation of the school.
I'm proud to say | attend this school.

140

130

121

120

112

196

100+

904 95 95




@ SuccessNavigator.

Institution 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 de well,
feelings {e.g., worry, dread)

Test Anxiety

ch els

130

120 117

10- 107 107

100~

LT a5

88

80 B4




Ea SuccessNavigator.

Institution Aggregate Report

Subscore Definition Sample Statement

i - 1o]
If | don't understand something in class, | ask the
tituti instructor for help.
Institutional Attitudes about and tendency to seek help from established rescurces
Support | know how to find out what's expacted of me in

classes,
i

140

130 -4

122

120 -

113
111

1104

106

L

91

g7
80+
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E/TS) Success

Advisor Report

COURSE ACADEMIC
ACCELERATION*|  SUCCESS
ERVEGE INDEX**

RETENTION
SUCCESS
INDEX***

*Course Accelaration: Please see Technical Users’ Guitle o fully understand how to make an Informed course placement.

MODERATE

~academic Success Index; Welghted composite of student's SuccessNavigaior® profile and olher academic Indicators of student preparedness, such

as high school GPA, SATA/ACT®, atc.
retentlon Success index: Projected likellhood that student will raturn for a secand semester or year af the institution,




ETS) Success
Advisor Report

Students with Similar Skills Next Steps Skill Level*

Help the student dafins educational end caresr % i .

May find it difficult to sonsistently set
goals,

Commitment {0 Percelved valus end delermination to
and work toward apademlt goals and

© College Goals  Succeed and complete collage ) v Encourage goal-diracted behaviar. ]
g g find limted valus In & callaga degrea « Formora stralegles, ciick hare. MODERATE
3
5' * Try ke ungover lhe reeson the student fesls
% institutional Attachment {o and posltive Hava sama attachment and feel some | :l:::::f:;a:!‘u dont"s knowladge of campus
Commitment avaluatlons of the achool layaity to thelr school Aclivitles #nd resOUrsas. MODERATE
+ For mare stratagles, click here.
v Encourage the student to sesk oul soclal
suppart.
Sensitivity to Tendency to feel fusirated. Have aama problims inanaging end + Ald I the development of the student's
discouraged or upsel whenunder | coplng with the demands and strasses adaplive sralegles o mansga academio stress
Stress pressure or burdsned by demands | of schoo! and dally life or pressuras g MODERATE
) g, « For mare sirategles, ¢lick hers,
o=
ng; Genaral reactions to test-taking Have difficulty managing test-related ) 33:;’::‘-?;::;:;““ and symploms of thﬁ. E
5 .
» . experiances, Inciuding nagstive siress and exparlance nagative
@ Test Anxiety thoughts and feelings {a.g. worry, | thinking and anxiety before, during and * Help the studant regain canlrol of Ehoughls and
] dread) aftar & lost emotlons In the face of s\ressful situations. LOW
g + For mors stralegies, oflck here.
= |
-+

Have same doubl aboul academlc Have the sludent raftect on skills and matheds
usad |n the past to o hall 3

Academic Self-  Balie! In ore's abillly to perform and | abililes, may lack confidence in skfls T’;c,i‘“stmt'e’gles " ;i’;":;;;;ﬂ;"ﬁ“; ot 1o

Efffcacy achisva In an academic selting and foel shghtly urprapared for tha bulld canfidenca. MODERATE

demands of sohool Faormore slrategles, click here.

-

i RS N ‘Encowraga the ‘st't:.da‘l:ii.lo continue lo leke
Hava & afrang senss of balonging, feel advantege of sockd opportunitles,

‘Connecledness. A general 8: nse of belunging end close to others and jelate lo paaple + Suggastihe student get his or her peers
T ndgamen Inside and outside the classroom involved In activities,

+ For mere etrataglas, click here.

cora information, refer to the Student Exiracl File,
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