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Proprietary colleges are uniquely different from two or
four year colleges due to the emphasis on the student
establishing a definite career path prior to enrollment.
Because of this career track emphasis, Bandura's (1977)
postulation that self-efficacy is a significant variable
influencing task completion may offer insight into the
challenge of student retention at a proprietary college.
The study's purpose was to determine if career selfefficacy, demographic factors, and academic preparedness
measures in first quarter students could predict student
persistence, class attendance, and academic performance. The
statistical technique of multinomial logistic regression was
applied to data files of 725 first quarter students who
attended The Art Institute of Dallas from Summer 1996
through Winter 1997.

The predictor variables included a measure of career
self-efficacy, ASSET scores (American College Testing
Program, 1994), ethnicity, age, gender, full-time/part-time
attendance, high school grade point average, parents'
educational level, socioeconomic status, and developmental
course placement. Criterion variables were completion, class
attendance, and cumulative grade point average.
Findings of the first two hypotheses demonstrated that
the variables of career self-efficacy and socioeconomic
status were significant predictors of completion among first
quarter students. Analysis of the third hypothesis indicated
that career self-efficacy, age, and high school grade point
average were significant predictors of first quarter class
attendance. Findings of the fourth hypothesis demonstrated
that the variables of career self-efficacy, socioeconomic
status, high school grade point average, ASSET math scores,
and ethnicity were significant predictors of first quarter
cumulative grade point average. Goodness of fit assessment
correctly classified the predictive performance of all four
hypotheses at statistically accurate levels.
Given the accuracy of the variable's predictive
performance, the model could be used to identify high risk

students so that steps could be taken to facilitate their
transition to college life.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
LIST OF TABLES

iv

Chapter
1.

INTRODUCTION
Statement of the Problem
Review of the Literature
Self-Efficacy
Demographic and Achievement Measures

2.

PROCEDURES

1

27

Research Hypotheses
Definition of Terms
Subjects
Instruments
Collection of Data
3.

ANALYSIS OF DATA, RESULTS, AND DISCUSSION

41

APPENDIXES

79

REFERENCES

86

xn

LIST OF TABLES

Table

Page

1.

Age Distribution

31

2.

Ethnic Distribution

34

3.

Parent's Educational Level

34

4.

Socioeconomic Status

35

5.

Developmental Course Placement

36

6.

First Quarter Completion Response Profile

46

7.

First Quarter Completion Analysis of Maximum
Likelihood Estimates

8.

First Quarter Completion Second Level Filter

9.

First Quarter Completion Classification of
Model Performance

10.

Continue to Second Quarter Response Profile

11.

Continue to Second Quarter Analysis of Maximum
Likelihood Estimates

12.

Continue to Second Quarter Second Level Filter

13.

Continue to Second Quarter Classification of Model
Performance

47
49

51
52

53
55

56

14.

Attendance Response Profile

57

15.

Attendance Analysis of Maximum Likelihood
Estimates
IV

58

List of Tables (Continued)
16.

Attendance Second Level Filter

17.

Attendance Classification of Model
Performance

63

18.

Cumulative Grade Point Average Response Profile

19.

Cumulative Grade Point Average Analysis of
Maximum Likelihood Estimates
Cumulative Grade Point Average Second Level
Filter

20.

21.

61

Cumulative Grade Point Average Classification
of Model Performance

v

64

65
68

70

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
The years following World War II and the Korean War
brought forth a tremendous growth in a new population of
students entering two and four year colleges (Conrad &
Cosand, 1976) . Returning war veterans aided by the
Servicemen's Readjustment Act or G.I. Bill effectively ended
the monopolization of higher education by the social elite
(Committee on the Student in Higher Education, 1968). The
introduction of Civil Rights legislation in the 1960s and
the Amendments to the Higher Education Act in 1972
dramatically added to the higher education population with
an increase in middle and lower income students and minority
students, specifically African Americans and women (Menaker,
1974; Cross, 1971) . The new students brought diversity and
variation in their abilities as well as the academic
information used as criteria for admissions decisions
(Cross, 1971).
In response, colleges and universities adjusted
entrance requirements by reducing minimum American College
Testing (ACT)/Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) scores,
General Education Development (GED) scores, high school
rankings, and grade point averages. This change in entrance

requirements started a period of open admissions in higher
education that resulted in a 124% increase in enrollment
between 1960 and 1970 (Carnegie Commission, 1971). Although
colleges reduced entrance requirements, they did not alter
scholastic standards. A large portion of this new population
was unable to maintain satisfactory academic standing which
ultimately caused plummeting retention rates. In response to
this problem, many colleges implemented a variety of
programs that focused on developmental or remedial education
(Cross, 1976).
Through the years, research on the impact of
developmental education on retention or student persistence
has been contradictory (Lewis & Farris, 1996). Institutions
have grown confused and discouraged with developmental
education's inability to positively influence retention
rates. Yet, a great percentage of entering college students
are in dire need of basic skills training in reading,
writing, math, and critical thinking (Texas Higher Education
Coordinating Board, 1996). Student persistence, as it
applies to academic progress and achievement, has become an
issue of national focus since many educational institutions
have experienced a decline in the number of students
completing a course of study.
Current studies indicate that the mean persistence rate
for the freshmen level of public four year institutions is
67%, while the mean persistence rate for this level at the

public two year college is significantly lower at 47.7%
(American College Testing Program, 1995). Although
persistence at the community college level is a more
critical problem than at four year institutions, proprietary
colleges face an even greater challenge than community
colleges. Proprietary colleges, also called career colleges,
are unlike two and four year public colleges which are
subsidized by state and local funding and disimilar to
private non-profit colleges that receive alumni and
corporate donations. Proprietary colleges are totally
dependent on student tuition to cover high educational
costs. Additionally proprietary schools, or private forprofit colleges, are responsible for an investment return to
stockholders.
Federally insured loans are one of the primary ways
that students receive tuition assistance in the proprietary
sector. Proprietary colleges historically have been more
affected by federal and state guidelines concerning student
attendance, loan default rates, completion rates, and job
placement rates than public or private non-profit
institutions. Moreover, proprietary colleges are subject to
stringent rules requiring the disclosure of their most
recent statistics regarding this information to prospective
students. Also, the accrediting agencies for proprietary
schools use these rates as measurements of institutional
effectiveness (Hittman, 1995).

Proprietary schools created their "niche" in the field
of higher education in response to workplace demands by
employers for short-term training in defined skills. These
proprietary institutions, or career colleges, geared
curriculum along clearly defined career tracts, and as a
result, students had a specific expectation of job placement
upon graduation. Veterans returning from World War II and
the Korean War looked to the proprietary schools for
vocational training. These veterans preferred work-related
courses over traditional collegiate programs. Proprietary
schools, able to achieve the needed state and federal
approval due to the G.I. Bill and Higher Education
Ammendment of 1972, were eligible to participate in the
veterans' program (Hittman, 1995).
In addition to the returning veterans, many other
individuals from all socioeconomic and academic levels
entered into the educational mainstream for the first time.
These new students brought the need for additional
proprietary schools whose goal was to provide occupational
training leading to immediate entry level employment upon
graduation. The primary characteristics of proprietary
institutions included state of the art technological
training, competency-based and industry-directed curriculum,
application-based instruction, and outplacement services.
Historically, due to the measurements of institutional
effectiveness in the proprietary institution, persistence

has always been a major focus (Hittman, 1995) . In' an effort
to improve persistence, The Art Institutes International
(All), a system of proprietary career colleges, formed a
1992 task force to examine the causes of student attrition
and profiled the student loan defaulter. All conducted the
study in response to rising student loan default rates
because high default rates can result in the loss of an
institution's eligibility to administer a Student Loan
Program. As with previous studies and reports by All, the
study revealed that the dropout rate was greatest during the
first quarter of study. The study also revealed that there
was a high correlation between students who do not complete
a program of study and students who default on loans. The
study concluded that retention in the early quarters was
essential to a reduction in the default rate (Grover, 1993).
As a direct result of the task force's findings, All
contracted the Gallup Organization to conduct a system-wide
survey of faculty, administration, students, and alumni for
the purpose of profiling the type of student who is most
likely to complete a program and gain suitable employment in
the appropriate industry. Although the Gallup survey yielded
valuable information in many areas, the most significant
finding related to program completion was the student's
self-efficacy or belief in his or her ability to succeed
both academically and socially (Gallup, 1994).

According to Bandura (1977), self-efficacy may be
defined as an individual's estimate of his or her capability
and competence to complete specific tasks or execute courses
of action. A growing body of research has been generated
relating self-efficacy to academic outcome and persistence
in pursuing educational and career goals.
Self-efficacy research has predicted such diverse
outcomes as "academic achievements, social skills, pain
tolerance, athletic performance, career choices, and coping
with feared events" (Bandura, 1986, p.171). Bandura (1977)
hypothesized that self-efficacy influences choice of
activities and further defined self-efficacy as "people's
judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute
courses of action required to obtain designated types of
performances"(p.391).
Academic motivation can be viewed in terms of selfefficacy. Students who have a low sense of self-efficacy may
try to avoid taking on any given task, while students with a
high sense of self-efficacy take on tasks more eagerly.
Bandura also emphasized that self-efficacy affects task
persistence and effort expenditure. Research has found that
individuals with a higher sense of self-efficacy who face
obstacles work harder and persist longer than individuals
who do not believe in their capabilities (Schunk, 1991).
While persistence is a lingering issue for all
institutions of higher learning, it is an urgent problem for

proprietary or career colleges. Career choice is directly
related to making the decision to attend a career college,
therefore; self-efficacy in making a career choice can be
viewed as a vital factor in persistence. The career college
provides no possibility for an undeclared major. In
contrast, two or four year colleges provide the opportunity
for students to have an undeclared major for a period of
time and even provide assistance to students in selecting a
major. Students must enter a career college already
possessing a decision regarding their choice of study. This
comparison of career colleges to two or four year colleges
and universities reveals the importance of career selfefficacy as it relates specifically to the decision to enter
a career college.
Numerous studies have focused on the issue of
persistence and educational attainment at two and four year
colleges and universities; however, few studies have
highlighted the persistence issues in proprietary colleges
(Cheng & Levin, 1995). Proprietary colleges enroll
approximately 14 percent of all postsecondary vocational
education students and five percent of all undergraduate
students (Apling, 1993). According to King (personal
communication, May 5, 1997), Art Institutes International
System Persistence and Institutional Research Specialist,
data on completion rates, retention, and attrition are
abundant in the proprietary sector; however, analysis of
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this data is extremely limited. Because of the need for
research in the proprietary sector and the important role
career decision-making plays for new career college
students, this study specifically focused on career selfefficacy, demographic factors, and academic achievement
measures as indicators of persistence at a proprietary
institution.
Statement of the Problem
Student persistence is a topic of concern at all
educational institutions. Since research regarding
proprietary institutions is extremely scarce, an expost
facto, descriptive study examining predictors of student
persistence in a career college is worthy of investigation.
According to the Art Institutes International Persistence
Report for 1996, persistence is a critical issue during the
students' first quarter of study since the highest attrition
occurs during that time. With the emphasis on the student
establishing a definite career path prior to enrollment,
Bandura's (1977) postulation that self-efficacy is a
significant variable influencing task completion may offer
insight into the challenge of student retention at a
proprietary college. Therefore, the purpose of this research
is to determine whether or not career self-efficacy,
demographic factors, and academic preparedness measures in
first quarter students can predict (1)student persistence,

(2)class attendance, and (3)academic performance in a
proprietary college.
Review of the Literature
This study is based upon the assumption that selfefficacy and other variables are strong predictors of
student persistence. Evidence obtained from related studies
has shown that this assumption is reliable. The literature
related to this evidence is presented in two sections: (1)
Self-Efficacy and (2) Demographics and Achievement
Measurements. Because of the limited number of studies
focusing specifically on career self-efficacy, this review
of the literature also includes self-efficacy studies that
relate to student persistence and academic performance.
Self-Efficacy
The beliefs of individuals concerning their ability to
attain goals or perform specific actions, known as perceived
self-efficacy, functions as a mediating influence on
behavior. Perceived self-efficacy determines if an
individual attempts a particular behavior as well as how
much persistence is used in the attempt. Schunk (1990)
defined efficacy as "individuals' beliefs in their
capabilities to exert control over aspects of their lives"
(p. 3). Bandura (1981, 1982) emphasized that people get
their information about self-efficacy from four sources:
individual performances, vicarious experiences, verbal
persuasion, and emotional arousal. Bandura stressed that as
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persons increase or decrease their self-efficacy beliefs
based on these four sources, their willingness to persist in
a behavior or activity is directly affected.
Self-efficacy research has focused on many different
areas of human behavior, but a primary focus in the many
existing studies has linked self-efficacy to persistence,
behavioral intentions, and achievement. Expectations about
personal efficacy are hypothesized to influence an
individual's choice of behavior and behavioral settings and
how much effort an individual will expend to complete tasks,
especially when confronted with obstacles. Bandura and
fellow researchers conducted experiments in a variety of
settings to demonstrate the influence of self-efficacy
(Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Bandura, 1982; Bandura & Cervone,
1986). The studies revealed that self-efficacy impacted
performance effort, task choice, persistence, thought
patterns, and ability to cope with stress.
Extending self-efficacy theory to vocational and
achievement behavior may suggest that persons with selfefficacy beliefs will persist in achieving academic and
career goals. Numerous research studies have examined the
relationship of self-efficacy to student academic
achievement and persistence. One such study designed to
determine the relationship of self-efficacy to academic
achievement was Lent, Brown, and Larkin's (1984) examination
of the self-efficacy beliefs of 42 students who were
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engineering and science majors. Students were given the
Self-Efficacy for Technical/Scientific Fields
instrument, developed by the researchers, which assessed the
students' perceived ability to accomplish the job duties and
academic requirements of a variety of scientific/technical
careers. Findings indicated that individuals with
expectations of high personal efficacy generally achieved
higher grades and persisted longer than those with low selfefficacy. They also found that self-efficacy was moderately
correlated with objective measures of aptitude and
achievement.
In a follow up study Lent, Brown, and Larkin (1986)
hypothesized that personal expectations of efficacy were
related to individuals' perceived career options and to
persistence and success in pursuing educational and career
goals. Their subjects were 105 students enrolled in a onequarter (10 week) career/education course for undergraduates
(freshmen and sophomores with a mean age of 20), considering
science and engineering majors and careers. The subjects
completed two measures of self-efficacy: the Education
Requirements Scale (Lent et al, 1984) and the Self-Efficacy
for Technical/Scientific Fields (Lent et al, 1984). The
major findings of the study indicated that self-efficacy
beliefs and expectations were related to academic
performance behavior. Through hierachical regression
analysis, the study revealed that self-efficacy contributed
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to the prediction of academic grades and persistence of the
engineering and science majors. The study also indicated
that the measures of self-efficacy were related to, however
distinguishable from, career interests and prior academic
performance. Overall, the results provided support for the
discriminant validity of career self-efficacy as it was used
in the study.
In a study of 208 first year law students, Adams (1991)
developed a measure of self-efficacy and investigated the
relationship of self-efficacy to academic performance and
persistence. The researcher designed the study to determine
if the variables of self-efficacy and academic aptitude
collectively or independently affected academic performance
and persistence. Adams also examined whether students with
unrealistic efficacy expectations differed from students who
had realistic beliefs about their personal efficacy. She
analyzed all data by Pearson-product moment, Eta
correlations, and hierarchical multiple regression. In
addition, Adams examined the moderating effects of selfefficacy to measures of performance, persistence, and
aptitude.
The study indicated a significant positive correlation
between self-efficacy and the academic performance of these
first year law students. The study also validated Bandura's
self-efficacy theory and offered confirmation for the
application of self-efficacy to the prediction of academic
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achievement. Adams had the participants complete a 12 item
demographic information form as part of the study and found
that the demographic variables of race and choice of majors
had moderate effects on self-efficacy and performance.
Multon, Brown, and Lent (1991) examined the relation
of self-efficacy beliefs to academic outcomes in a metaanalysis of 39 studies. Results revealed positive and
statistically significant relationships between beliefs of
self-efficacy and academic performance and persistence
across a wide variety of subjects, assessment methods, and
experimental designs. The study also found that selfefficacy beliefs varied by student achievement level and
were more significant among lower performing students.
In studies that focused primarily on the relationship
of self-efficacy and achievement, Wood and Locke (1987)
found that self-efficacy was related to academic performance
and grade goals. They conducted four studies using
hierarchical regressions with a total of 581 undergraduate
students. Throughout the process of the four studies, the
researchers worked to develop a self-efficacy scale. The
final analysis of the fourth study revealed that selfefficacy had a significant relationship to academic
performance even when ability was controlled. The results of
the study were consistent with Bandura's (1982, 1986)
assertion that self-efficacy directly affects task
performance initiative and level.
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In a similar study, Stewart (1990) attempted to
determine if a measure of perceived self-efficacy could be
useful in predicting first year grade point averages,
freshman first semester grade point averages, and perceived
self-efficacy differences for 177 new University of
Pennsylvania students. The researcher designed a 15 item
scale which measured perceived self-efficacy. The results of
forward selection regression indicated that the selfefficacy scale may be a moderately useful tool for
predicting grade point averages and an aid to educators to
identify students who are considered "high risk" for
dropping out.
A number of studies have focused on the relationship of
self-efficacy and specific demographic factors to academic
achievement. Dunn (1989) developed an instrument and
conducted a descriptive study to measure the levels of
academic self-efficacy and learned resourcefulness in 402
re-entry and traditional age students at a large southwestern university. The investigation's purpose was to
determine if these variables could help clarify the high
academic achievement of re-entry students. Academic selfefficacy was found to correlate significantly to grade point
average for both re-entry and traditional age students. Her
study concluded that re-entry students exhibited a higher
level of academic performance in comparison to traditional
age students. Data indicated that re-entry students had
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higher mean levels of self-efficacy and also indicated that
grade point average correlated positively with self-efficacy
measures.
In a study focusing on 97 nontraditional two-year
nursing students, Jeffreys (1993) examined the relationship
between self-efficacy and select variables on retention and
academic achievement. The researcher defined nontraditional
students as having one of the following characteristics: 25
years or older, male, English as a second language, holder
of GED, or parent of dependent children. Jeffreys used a
measure of self-efficacy, student perception, a demographic
data sheet, and a form to gather student aptitude and
outcomes at the end of the semester. In the case of
predicting academic achievement, the combined effect of all
measures was moderate; however, individual item confidence
levels on the self-efficacy instrument were significant. The
author recommended using the self-efficacy instrument to
provide educators with information to guide student
persistence.
Peterson and del Mas (1996) conducted a path analytic
study to examine the effects of career decision-making selfefficacy on the persistence of 398 underprepared students
enrolled in developmental education courses in a four year
college in a large midwestern university. The students
completed the Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy (CDMSE)
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(Taylor and Betz, 1983) scale and the Institutional
Integration Scale (IIS)(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980).
The study included variables such as grade point average,
academic and social integration, intention to persist, and
goal commitment. Through application of a principal
components analysis, the study concluded that the
nontraditional students who believed that their education
would provide them with a good career and opportunities for
employment were most likely to persist.
Hackett, Betz, Casas and Rocha Singh (1992) examined
the extent to which self-efficacy variables influenced
academic performance of 218 Euro-American and Mexican
American students in engineering programs. The sample
responded to interest and self-efficacy measures, and high
school and college academic and achievement information was
obtained from the university records department. Data from
the study revealed that self-efficacy was the strongest
predictor of college academic achievement. Ethnicity was not
found to be a significant contributor of college
achievement; but ethnicity was significant in predicting the
self-efficacy variable.
A limited number of studies exist which have examined
the relationship of self-efficacy and other psychological
measures to academic achievement. Hargrove (1990)
investigated the relationship between locus of control, goal
orientation, class format, and self-efficacy with academic
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achievement. Subjects included 200 students enrolled in a
lecture format or self-paced class. Participants completed
assessment instruments at the beginning of the semester and
again at mid-term. They were also asked to predict their
final course grade. No significant relationship between
locus of control, class format, or goal orientation was
found to influence performance; however, a significant
correlation was found between self-efficacy and academic
achievement.
In a study by Luzzo

(1995), 113 students attending a

small midwestern university completed measures of Career
Decision-Making Self-Efficacy

(CDMSE)(Taylor & Betz, 1983),

locus of control, career decision-making attitudes, career
decision-making skills, and a demographic form. He tested
the data using a multivariate analysis of variance, Pearsonproduct moment correlation, and stepwise multiple regression
analysis. The results revealed that self-efficacy was a more
powerful predictor of career decision-making attitudes than
locus of control. Luzzo suggested that students' responses
on the CDMSE might provide educators with valuable
information about students' perceptions of career
exploration and their level of readiness to make career
decisions in college.
In conclusion, the primary focus of most self-efficacy
research has been on linking self-efficacy to persistence
and achievement behavior. The existing studies which focus
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on career self-efficacy indicate that this concept can be an
important predictor of student persistence. King (personal
communication, June 16, 1997) emphasized the following:

We [proprietary college educators] need to
understand how career choice and belief in one's
ability to reach a desired educational/vocational
goal impacts the tendency of students to remain in
school. . . That information would help us
market, teach, and counsel our career college
students more effectively.

i

Demographic and Achievement Measures

As concern about higher education's persistence and
attrition rates has risen over the years, institutions have
scrambled to identify the characteristics of successful
students and have created programs to target the high risk
population.

Research examining the issue of persistence and

attrition has focused on numerous variables. A review of the
literature reveals that these demographic and achievement
variables have been evaluated in numerous studies in various
combinations.
Mohammadi (1996) focused on the variables of ethnicity,
gender, age, grade point average, and full-time/part-time
status. After conducting a longitudinal study on retention
and attrition patterns of 721 students in a two year public
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community college, he concluded that the retention rate of
the White student cohort was higher than African American
students and slightly higher than the "other" minority
group. The study also found that attrition rates were higher
for part-time students, female students, and students aged
23-35 and 45-50. Students' overall grade point averages and
semester grade point averages were also extremely
significant predictors of retention.
In a similar study Feldman (1993) investigated preenrollment variables as predictors of retention of 1,140 new
students and concluded that ethnicity, age, full-time/parttime status, and high school grade point average were
predictors of student retention. Using a logistic regression
model to determine the predictors, Feldman found that a
student's chance of dropping out increases as the high
school grade point average lowers.
A study by Cox and Hardy (1992) also concluded that
high school achievement was the primary pre-entry predictor
of first year student success. The researchers examined
specific pre-entry variables on the academic persistence of
507 freshman students at Sir Wilfred Grenfell College of
Memorial University. The study addressed age, gender,
socioeconomic status, high school ability, a self-rating of
ability and goals, and social variables of these first year
students.
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Windham (1994) evaluated the demographic and academic
attributes of age, ethnicity, sex, first term grade point
average, placement test scores, full-time/part-time status,
enrollment in developmental courses, financial aid status,
and type of high school diploma earned for a cohort of 1,990
first-time students at a public Florida community college
for a period of two years. The variables were studied to
determine the factors that contribute to student attrition
and persistence. Students found to be least likely to
persist were 25 years of age or older, part-time students
who worked full-time, and those enrolled in developmental
courses. Students most likely to remain in school attended
college full-time, had a standard high school diploma, were
less than 25 years old, were not working full-time, and were
not enrolled in developmental courses. Windham emphasized
that "since the population found to be least likely to
persist is also the majority population at most public
community colleges, colleges should keep this profile in
mind when developing intervention strategies" (p.13).
In a study conducted by researchers at the University
of Maryland, College Park (1987), characteristics of 424
students who became non-persisters were examined. The
longitudinal study spanned a four year period of time and
concluded that non-persisters were likely to be in the
bottom half of their high school class, have poor high
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school study habits, live off campus, and be financially
independent.
Norton (1993) conducted a study of 1,019 students in a
rural midwestern community college to identify new student
characteristics and college environment variables which are
predictive of student success. The researcher studied the
variables of gender, ethnicity, age, personality type, prior
academic achievement, full-time/part-time attendance, grade
point average, and major area of study. The research
questions focused on student characteristics and
environmental variables that predicted student persistence.
A stepwise multiple regression analysis revealed that
ethnicity, age, and high prior academic achievement were
significantly correlated to persistence. Goal congruence was
the only environmental variable predictive of student
success.
To examine the effect of being a first-generation
college student on academic success, Terenzini (1995), in a
longitudinal national study, compared the pre-college
characteristics of 825 first-generation college students to
the characteristics of 1,860 traditional students from 23
different institutions nationwide. The results of the study
indicated that first-generation students were more likely to
drop out of school because of conflicting work schedules and
take longer in completing their degree than traditional
students. The study also reported that first-generation
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students had more dependent children, came from lower income
families, and had lower degree aspirations.
Other studies with first-generation students have
overwhelmingly concluded that these students were more
likely to drop out of school. Riehl (1994) investigated the
academic preparedness, aspirations, and first-year
performance of 392 first-generation students at Indiana
State University. In addition to concluding that the
targeted students were more likely to drop out during their
first semester than non first-generation students, Riehl
discovered that the students had lower first-semester grades
than students with one or more college-educated parents.
Since many institutions implemented remediation
programs to address persistence problems, a number of
studies examined the effect of remediation on persistence
and academic performance. Campbell and Blakey (1996), in a
longitudinal study, evaluated 3,282 underprepared students
at a suburban, midwestern community college during the Fall
semesters of 1991 and 1992. The results indicated that the
number of developmental courses and the cumulative grade
point averages (CGPA) affected persistence. Early
remediation and the intent to seek a degree were additional
predictors of persistence. Significant predictors of
academic performances or CGPA were the variables of gender,
ethnicity, age, and intent to seek a degree.
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Another study which examined the effect of remediation
on persistence was conducted by Wall (1996) with a research
population of 317 degree seeking community college students.
The results of this four semester study indicated that
students who completed a developmental course during their
first semester persisted at the same or higher rate than
students not taking developmental courses. Developmental
students who did not complete the course during the first
semester of study had significantly lower rates of
retention. The results also revealed that academic success
measured by cumulative grade point average (CGPA) was a
positive predictor of retention for all semesters, for long
term attendance, and for graduation.
In an investigation to track the developmental
placement and academic progress of "at-risk" students,
Boughan and Clagett (1995) conducted a longitudinal study of
356 entering freshmen at Prince George's Community College
in the fall of 1990. After evaluating factors such as age,
study load, ethnic background, developmental placement
scores, and socio-economic status, he discovered that
results of the pre-registration developmental placement
scores yielded the most significant correlation to the
identification of students who did not persist in school.
The greatest factor in the institution's high attrition rate
was the large percentage of unprepared college freshmen.
Students who needed developmental math courses had the
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highest chance for failure. A full-time study load also
increased the student's chance for success. The researchers
determined that only 15% of students enrolled in
developmental courses successfully completed all required
courses. For the 15% who did complete their developmental
courses, their academic success was equal to students who
had not taken any developmental courses.
Brattin (1993) conducted a cohort study to determine
the effects of the Texas Academic Skills Program (TASP) on
persistence and academic achievement of students at a state
technical college. A primary focus of TASP is the
identification and remediation of new college students who
are deficit in basic academic skills. The population
included 275 full-time non-TASP exempt students enrolled
during the fall of 1990. Brattin investigated the
relationship of prior academic performance with
developmental placement and course completion. He determined
that those students who ranked in. the bottom quartile of
their high school class had higher placement rates in
remediation. He also found that students who completed
remediation and students who required fewer remediation
courses tended to persist. Additionally, students not
requiring remediation and students requiring remediation but
completing it had high passing rates, high TASP test scores,
and high grade point averages.
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When using assessment/placement test scores as a
predictor variable of college success, researchers have
found numerous inconsistent results which differ with the
demographics of ethnicity, gender, and age. Several studies
do agree, however, that caution should be used when using
the ACT or SAT as a single predictor of college success for
the majority of ethnic students (Moffat, 1993; Myers &
Pyles, 1992). In fact, several studies emphasize that the
ACT or SAT are most effective predictors across all
populations when used with high school grade point averages.
Moffat (1993) investigated the validity of the SAT as a
predictor of grade point average among 57 0 nontraditional,
undergraduate students who attended a church-related
college. The study concluded that the SAT is a predictor of
success for White students less than 30 years old, and that
it is not a valid predictor for students who took the test
after the age of 30. The SAT was discovered to be an invalid
predictor of grade point average for African American
students at any age.
In a study to determine the relationships among high
school grades, college grades, and ACT test scores, Myers
and Pyles (1992) examined data from 420 new freshmen at a
medium-sized regional university in Mississippi. Using the
statistical technique of regression analysis, results
indicated that the use of both the ACT score and high school
grades could greatly enhance the prediction of college
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success. The study concluded that using the ACT score alone
is not a good predictor of college success for the majority
of ethnic students specifically African American students.
While there is abundant research focusing on academic
achievement and demographic factors as predictors of
persistence or student success, the results are not
consistent. The existing studies, however, do indicate that
academic achievement measures and demographic factors can be
an aid to the identification of persisters and nonpersisters in the educational setting.

CHAPTER 2

PROCEDURES
Research Hypotheses
The following hypotheses were tested in the study:
1.

Students who drop out from school prior to the end of

the first quarter will be differentiated from those students
who persist by the variables of career self-efficacy, the
Assessment of Skills for Successful Entry and Transfer
(ASSET) scores, ethnicity, age, gender, full time/part-time
attendance, high school grade point average, parent's
educational level, socioeconomic status, and developmental
course placement.
2.

Students who do not continue into the second quarter of

study [including students who drop out prior to the end of
the first quarter] will be differentiated from those
students who persist by the variables of career selfefficacy, ASSET scores, ethnicity, age, gender, full time/
part-time attendance, high school grade point average,
parent's educational level, socioeconomic status, and
developmental course placement.
3.

Students who attend less than 85% of their classes will

be differentiated from those students who attend from 85 to
90% of their classes and from those who attend more than 90%
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of their classes by the variables of career self-efficacy,
ASSET scores, ethnicity, age, gender, full-time/part-time
attendance, high school grade point average, parent's
educational level, socioeconomic status, and developmental
course placement.
4.

Students who have less than a 1.0 CGPA will be

differentiated from those students who have a 1.0 - 1.5 CGPA
and from those students who have above a 1.5 CGPA by the
variables of career self-efficacy, ASSET scores, ethnicity,
age, gender, full-time/part-time attendance, high school
grade point average, parent's educational level,
socioeconomic status, and developmental course placement.
Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this study, the following terms have
specialized meaning:
1.

Persistence—Completion of the first quarter of study

and continuation into the second quarter of study.
2.

Attendance—Compliance with the State of Texas mandatory

attendance policy of the Art Institute of Dallas requires
that students attend a minimum of 85% of scheduled clcisses.
Students who attend less than 85% of scheduled classes are
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suspended from school; and students who attend between 85%
and 90% are placed on attendance probation.
3.

Performance—Achievement of a numerical grade point

average based on a 4.0 scale. Students whose CGPAs fall
below a 1.0 are academically terminated. Students whose
CGPAs fall between 1.0 and 1.5 are placed on academic
probation.
4.

First Quarter Student—A student enrolled at The Art

Institute of Dallas in a degree program for the first time.
This includes college transfers and first-time college
students who are enrolled in first quarter courses.
5.

Developmental Course—A college preparatory course

required of any student whose ASSET scores indicate the need
for remediation in the areas of writing, arithmetic, and
algebra skills.
6.

Grade Point Percentile—A percentile equivalency for

high school grade point average and General Education
Development (GED) scores (see Appendix A). This conversion
is necessary in order to compare students with high school
grade point averages and those with GED scores.
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Subj ects
The population of this study consisted of 725 students
who took the Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy scale
(CDMSE) (Taylor & Betz, 1983) during their first quarter of
study at the Art Institute of Dallas. In order to have an
adequate sample size, three quarter starts were needed:
Summer 1996, Fall 1996, and Winter 1997. Of the 176 students
who enrolled during the summer quarter, 171 students
completed the CDMSE. Of the 356 students who enrolled in the
fall of 1996, 341 completed the scale. Of the 219 students
who enrolled during the winter 1997 quarter, 213 completed
the CDMSE scale. Approximately 96.5% of all entering
students between Summer 1996 and Winter 1997 completed the
scale and as a result participated in the study.
Historically, the greatest percentage of attrition
occurred during the students' first quarter of college;
therefore, beginning students were targeted. The subjects
represented all academic programs: Computer Animation,
Multimedia Production, Graphic Design, Video Production,
Fashion Design, Fashion Marketing, and Interior Design.
Before applicants were accepted into an academic
program at The Art Institute of Dallas, they submitted high
school transcripts and written essays to the Admissions
Committee. In order to be accepted, applicants must have a
1.5 high school grade point average or above on a 4.0 scale
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and a written essay evaluated by two trained readers from
the General Education department. The readers assigned a
rating of acceptable or not acceptable to the essay.
Applicants whose essays received a rating of not acceptable
were re-evaluated along with the applicants' transcripts. Of
the students who applied between summer quarter 1996 and
winter quarter 1997, approximately 6-8% were rejected.
Of the total population of the study, 58.21% were below
the age of 24 and 41.79% were between the ages of 24 and 55
(see Table 1).

Table 1
Age Distribution

Cumulative
Age

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

17

1

.1

1

.14

18

33

4.6

34

4.69

19

113

15.6

147

20.28

20

103

14.2

250

34.48

21

79

10.9

329

45.38

22

51

7.0

380

52.41

23

42

5.8

422

58.21
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Table 1

(Continued)

Cumulative
Age

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

24

54

7.4

476

65.66

25

46

6.3

522

72.00

26

46

6.3

568

78.34

27

33

4.6

601

82.90

28

19

2.6

620

85.51

29

14

1.9

634

87.45

30

16

2.2

650

89.66

31

8

1.1

658

90.76

32

2

.3

660

91.03

33

9

1.2

669

92.28

34

7

1.0

676

93.24

35

7

1.0

683

94.21

36

5

.7

688

94.90

37

6

.8

694

95.72

38

1

.1

695

95.86

39

6

.8

701

96.69

40

4

.6

705

97.24
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Table 1

(Continued)

Cumulative

Cumulative

Age

Frequency

Percent

41

5

. 6

710

97.93

42

2

.3

712

98.21

43

2

.3

714

98.48

45

1

,1

715

98.62

46

4

.6

719

99.17

47

1

.1

720

99.31

48

1

,1

721

99.45

49

1

.1

722

99.59

51

1

1

723

99.72

53

1

1

724

99.86

55

1

1

725

100.00

Frequency

Percent

The number of males in the study was 480 or 66% of the
population. Females accounted for 34% or 245 subjects in the
study. Ethnic minorities accounted for 32% of the population
(see Table 2) .
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Table 2
Ethnic Distribution

Ethnicity

Frequency

Percent

Caucasian

493

68.0

94

13.0

112

15.5

26

3.5

African American
Hispanic
Asian American

51.6% of the subjects reported parent's educational level
(Table 3) as college degree or above.
Table 3
Parent's Educational Level

Educational Level

Frequency

Percent

Less than
High School Diploma

4

.6

High School Diploma

347

47.9

College Degree

363

50.1

11

1.5

Post-College
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58.8% of the subjects reported Socioeconomic status at the
$25,000 level or above (see Table 4).
Table 4
Socioeconomic Status
Income Level
In Thousands

Frequency

Percent

0 - 1 4

130

16.6

15 - 24

188

24.6

25 - 34

129

16.4

35 - 50

160

21.2

51 - 74

96

13.2

75 +

58

8.0

Full-time students (12 credit hours or more) accounted
for 694 or 96%, while part-time students accounted for 31 or
4% of the subjects in the study.
During the application process, students took the
Assessment of Skills for Successful Entry and Transfer
(ASSET)(American College Testing Program, 1994), test to
determine basic skills in the areas of writing, numerical
skills, and algebra. Scores on the ASSET were used to place
students in up to three developmental courses: Essentials of
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Mathematics, Fundamentals of Algebra, and Essentials of
Writing. Approximately 61.4% of the students in the study
took one or more developmental courses (see Table 5).
Table 5
Developmental Course Placement
Number of
Developmental
Frequency

Courses

Percent

0

280

38.6

1

144

19.9

2

195

26.9

•

i—1

3

106
Instruments
ASSET

The American College Testing Program (1994) developed
the Assessment of Skills for Successful Entry and Transfer
(ASSET) in 1982, and by 1983 the instrument was made
available for community and technical colleges. The
instrument has since been revised in 1989 and 1993.
The ASSET was specifically designed to facilitate course
placement and retention issues of two-year institutions.
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The tests measure basic skills in reading, writing,
mathematics, and advanced mathematics. The underlying
concept of the development of the ASSET is that the primary
way to predict the success of students in a specific course
is to assess the skills and knowledge needed to succeed in
the course. The test developers utilized college curricula
content to insure the likelihood of course and test match.
The ASSET is currently used in approximately one-third of
all community colleges in this country.
According to the American College Testing Program
(1994), the ASSET includes two parallel forms of each of the
basic skills and advanced math levels. Internal consistency
reliability estimates for all four test sections range from
.78 to .87. Standard error of measurements are reported to
range from 2.24 to 3.25 on all four sections. Correlations
for test-retest reliability estimates range from .80 to .90,
and equivalent form reliabilities are reported to range from
.74 to .88. The original norms were developed during 19881989 when the ASSET was given to students from twenty-three
institutions who were currently ASSET user schools. The
schools were primarily public two-year institutions. More
recent 1992 norms were based on a ten percent sample of
258,690 examinees taken from user schools reporting ASSET
scores in 1992.
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The ASSET, used by The Art Institute of Dallas to place
students into developmental level courses, is administered
to students prior to matriculation. The subjects in this
study have completed the following sections: Writing Skills,
Reading Skills, Numerical Skills, and Elementary Algebra
Skills. Each section takes 25 minutes to complete. Each
completed instrument is scored using a National Computer
Systems (NCS) scanner. Scores on all four sections range
from 23 to 55.
Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy Scale
Taylor and Betz (1983) developed the Career DecisionMaking Self-Efficacy scale (CDMSE) to assess self-efficacy
expectations as they apply to career decision-making tasks.
The instrument was based on Bandura's theory that selfefficacy expectations influence whether or not a task is
attempted, the level of effort expended, and the length of
time a task is maintained in the midst of difficulty. Taylor
and Betz theorized that self-efficacy expectations influence
an indiviudal's behavior and attitude toward the career
decision-making process.
The CDMSE is composed of five subscales: selfappraisal, occupational information, goal selection,
planning, and problem solving. Each subscale contains ten
behavioral items and the examinees are asked to rate the
level of their ability to complete each task. Each item is
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represented on a ten point scale which ranges from "no
confidence" (0) to "complete confidence" (9). Each subscale
has a maximum score of 90 resulting in a maximum scale score
of 450. The total score reveals a measure of self-efficacy
expectations.
Internal consistency reliabilities of the five
subscales mentioned above were .88, .89, .87, .89, and .86,
respectively. A sampling of 346 college students provided
normative data (Taylor & Betz, 1983). Robbins (1985)
recommends using the score on the CDMSE as an indicator of
readiness for career choice. Brooks (1990), a career
developmentalist, emphasizes that research should focus on
the interaction of the CDMSE with other variables, such as
ability, in order to clarify the role self-efficacy
expectations play in the career decision-making process.
Students completed this instrument on a voluntary
basis. An acknowledgment on the CDMSE indicated that the
scores would be used for future educational research.
Through completion of the form, the student acknowledged
consent for scores to be used.
Data Collection
High school grade point averages, developmental course
placement, ASSET scores, and student demographics were
obtained from the Campus Administration, Resource Planning
and Student Instruction (CARS) system of The Art Institute
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of Dallas. Permission for access to student records was
granted by the Dean of Education (see Appendix B). The
student demographics studied included ethnicity, gender,
age, parent's educational level, and socioeconomic status.
The ASSET test raw scores included the Reading/Writing raw
score and the Numerical Skills/Elementary Algebra scores.
Students completed the Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy
scale (Taylor & Betz, 1983) in their College Success or
Computer Literacy course.

CHAPTER 3

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Analysis of the Data

In this study, specific measures of self-efficacy,
demographic factors, and academic achievement measures were
investigated to determine whether any of these variables
could distinguish between students who persist and students
who do not persist. The Statistical Analysis Software (SAS)
(1994) Procedure Logistic, a type of non-linear regression,
was used to test hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4. Unlike many
other statistical procedures, logistic regression had the
ability to analyze a mixed assortment of predictors,
including dichotomous, discrete, and continuous independent
variables. The procedure assumed the existence of a
relationship between a set of independent variables and a
dependent variable.
The difficulty level of the analysis was increased with
the inclusion of dependent variables in the form of categorical outcomes. A specialized form of logistic regression,

41

42
known as polytomous or multinomial logistic regression, was
used to analyze hypotheses 3 and 4 since the dependent
variables, or response variables, were three level
categorical outcomes. Unlike multiple regression and
discriminant analysis, this specific form of logistic
regression had the unique ability to work with multiple
outcomes (DeMaris, 1992; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).
The logistic regression procedure reported loglikelihood for both the constant-only model and the full
model as -2L0G L. A proportional odds assumption revealed
whether or not the odds ratios between adjacent outcome
variables were significantly different and gave the p-value.
Ideally, a reliable difference between the full model and
the constant-only model will exist at a level of at least
p < .05 (Statistical Analysis Software, 1994).
The premise of logistic regression was based upon the
logit or logistic transformation. The standard model for
Logistic regression assumed a linear relationship between
the log of the odds, or ratio of the probability of an event
to the probability of no event. The procedure computed
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estimates for the probability of the response falling in one
of the categories and the routine provided estimates of b
(Norusis, 1993).
The significance of the model was tested globally by
computing the Chi-square statistic. The degrees of freedom
for the Chi-square were equal to the difference in the
number of parameters for the null and fitted model;
therefore, the degrees of freedom were equal to the number
of independent variables in the logit regression. Next,
Wald's Chi-square statistic was performed on each
independent variable individually and the p-value was given.
For the purposes of this study, a .05 level of significance
was established.
The logistic regression procedure utilized the maximum
likelihood function as a loss function technique. In order
to minimize the loss, the likelihood function was maximized
so that the estimates obtained would produce the the best
model under which the data being investigated was most
likely to occur. The estimation module used a very efficient
algorithm which guided the search for the best parameter
estimates. This technique maximized the likelihood or log-
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likelihood function and yielded very precise standard errors
for all estimation methods (DeMaris, 1992). Since the sample
size of the data set under investigation (n=725) was
reasonably high, the estimates should be accurate.
The odds ratio, as the name implies, was computed as a
ratio of two odds and was a method of comparing the two
odds. If the ratio was greater than 1.0, there was an
increased likelihood of the event. If the odds ratio was
less than 1.0, there was a decreased likelihood of the event
(Statistical Analysis Software, 1994).
In order to counter the effect of error in the model
due to the large number of independent variables, the
variables at the .05 level of significance were filtered by
a second analysis of maximum likelihood estimates. Due to
the nature of logistic regression and the size of the model,
it was not statistically nor theoretically sound to analyze
the 172 possible interactions. Therefore, the interactions
of the variables with a p-value of .05 were analyzed.
The logistic regression procedure also provided
classification for the model in which predicted and observed
categories were compared. The results of the classification
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procedure provided an assessment of goodness of fit and
reported the outcomes in overall model accuracy percentages.
The data were presented and examined as they relate to each
hypothesis. Refer to Appendix C for a listing of variable
codes used in the tables and to Appendix D for high school
grade point average/GED percentile equivalency.
Results
Hypothesis 1 stated that students who drop out of
school prior to the end of the first quarter will be
differentiated from those students who do persist by the
variables of self-efficacy, ASSET scores, ethnicity, age,
gender, full-time/part-time attendance, high school grade
point average, parent's educational level, socioeconomic
status, and developmental course placement. The response
profile demonstrated that of the 725 students, 69 dropped
out during the quarter and 656 completed the entire quarter.
The model fitting procedure resulted in a significant
p-value thus indicating a good model fit (see Table 6).
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Table 6
First Quarter Completion

Response Profile

Ordered
Value

COM

Count

1
2

0
1

69
656

Model Fitting Information and Testing Global Null Hypothesis

-2 LOG L

Intercept

Intercept
and Covariates

Chi-Square for
Covariates

455.799

311.531

144.268

with 22 DF (p=0.0001)

The analysis of maximum likelihood estimates revealed
that the variables of ethnicity 3 (Hispanic), career selfefficacy, and socioeconomic status were the best predictors
of students who do not persist (see Table 7).

The selected

variables were at a significance level of at least p < .05.
The sign of the parameter estimates signified the direction
of the variable. For example, a negative parameter estimate
for self-efficacy score indicated a low score, whereas a
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positive parameter estimate indicated a high self-efficacy
score. Slightly above the significance level was the
variable of parent's educational level.

Table 7
First Quarter Completion

Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Parameter

Wald

Pr >

Odds

Chi-Square

Chi-Square

Ratio

Variable

DF

GEN

1

0.5147

2.3392

0.1196

0.588

FP

1

1.0174

1.9114

0.4681

0.362

GP%

1

-0.0024

0.1023

0.9832

0.998

PED1

1

-0.6371

0.3132

0.3178

1.891

PED2

1

-0.9286

0.5169

0.4311

0.431

PED3

1

-2.1601

2.9174

0.0510

0.115

PED4

1

-2.9444

0.0002

0.9578

0.000

ETH1

1

-1.6030

0.9139

0.1472

4.968

ETH2

1

-1.6184

0.9909

0.0868

5.045

ETH3

1

-2.3577

0.9837

*0.0380

0.095

ETH4

1

-1.2322

0.9776

0.9879

0.292

DEVI

1

-1.5273

0.7090

0.3362

4. 606

DEV2

1

-0.3045

0.6226

0.6270

1.356

DEV3

1

-0.5458

0.7455

0.1464

1.726

Estimate
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Table 7

(Continued)
Parameter

Wald

Pr >

Chi-Square

Chi-Square

Odds
Ratio

Variable

DF

Estimate

DEVO

1

-0.2782

0.5641

0.5231

0.757

GED

1

-0.5074

0.3594

0.1012

0.602

AGE

1

-0.0320

0.0269

0.1048

0.969

SES

1

-0.0220

0.0105

*0.0461

0.978

RW

1

-0.0006

0.0091

0.8918

0 . 999

NS/A

1

-0.0234

0.0244

0.1477

0.977

SEFF

1

-0.0089

0.0031

*0.0313

1.009

HSGPA

1

-.00671

0.1079

0.1318

0 . 993

*p < . 0 5

In order to determine the effect of error in the model
due to the large number of independent variables, selected
variables at the .05 level of significance were filtered and
analyzed by a second pass of maximum likelihood estimates.
Parent's educational level was included in this group. This
analysis revealed two variables with significant p-values:
self-efficacy and socioeconomic status (see Table 8). Also
included in this table are variable interactions. The
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analysis revealed that there was no interaction among the
variables.
According to the odds ratio, a student with a low
socioeconomic status was 3.65 times as likely to drop during
the quarter than a student with a higher socioeconomic
status. The second level filter of self-efficacy revealed
that a student with a low self-efficacy score was 1.03 times
as likely to drop during the quarter than a student with a
higher score. The odds ratio is the increase in odds, or
decrease if less then one, of being in a category when the
value of a predictor increases by one unit (DeMaris, 1992).

Table 8
First Quarter Completion

Second Level Filter
Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Parameter
Variable

DF

Wald

Pr>
Chi- Square

Odds

Estimate

Chi-Square

SES

-1.2952

5.3569

*.0206

3.652

SEFF

-.02810

8.5380

*.0035

1.029

ETH3

-0.0227

7.4760

.0867

1.023

Ratio

50
Table 8

(Continued)

Parameter

Wald
Chi-Square

Odds

Pr >
Chi-Square

Ratio

DF

Estimate

PED

1

-1.622

4 .2630

.2674

0.198

SES*SEFF

1

-1.566

3 .2650

.5641

0.209

PED*ETH3

1

-2.335

2 .1770

.4791

0.097

SES*PED

1

-1.465

1 .2556

.2988

0.231

ETH3*SES

1

-1.266

2 .4660

.3871

0.282

PED*SEFF

1

-1.717

2 .1220

.6877

0.179

ETH3*SEFF

1

-1.232

3 .1310

.7911

0.292

Variable

*p < .05

An assessment of goodness of fit (see Table 9)
demonstrated the predictive performance of the model. The
overall percentage of correct predictions or hit rate was
compared to the percentage of incorrect predictions. The
model correctly classified 89.79% of the students who
persisted. Hypothesis 1 was accepted based on the variables
of self-efficacy and socioeconomic status, and the
percentage of cases correctly classified by the goodness of
fit assessment.
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Table 9
First Quarter Completion

Classification Table of Model Performance
Hits

Misses

Dropouts :

41

28

Completers :

610

46

Total :

651

74

89.79%

10.21%

Accuracy:

Hypothesis 2 stated that students who do not persist
will be differentiated from those students who do persist by
the variables of career self-efficacy, ASSET scores,
ethnicity, age, gender, full-time/part-time attendance, high
school grade point average, parent's educational level,
socioeconomic status, and developmental course placement.
Students who do not persist were defined as students who did
not complete the quarter or return for a second quarter of
study. The response profile indicated that of the 725
students in the sample, 147 did not persist and 578 did
persist into their second quarter of study. The profile also
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indicated that the model demonstrated goodness of fit by the
p-value at the .0001 level (see Table 10).

Table 10
Continue to Second Quarter

Response Profile

Ordered
Value

CONT1

Count

1
2

0
1

147
578

Model Fitting Information and Testing Global Null Hypothesis

Intercept

-2 LOG L

731.094

Intercept
and Covariates

Chi-Square for
Covariates

323.974

407.12

with 22 DF (p=0.0001)

The analysis of maximum likelihood estimates revealed
that the variables of self-efficacy and socioeconomic status
were the best predictors of students who did not persist
(see Table 11). The selected variables were at a
significance level of at least p < .05.
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Table 11
Continue to Second Quarter

Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Variable

DF

Parameter

Wald

Estimate

Chi-Square

Pr>
Chi- Square

Odds
Ratio

GEN

1

0.1474

0.1509

0.6977

1.159

FP

1

1.9490

6.1376

0.2132

7.022

GP%

1

0.0208

0.2782

0.5979

1.021

PED1

1

0.3220

0.0219

0.8521

1.321

PED2

1

1.9138

0.4415

0.5064

6.779

PED3

1

0.3441

0.0139

0.9061

.1.411

PED4

1

-10.444

0.0002

0.9892

0.000

ETH1

1

-1.8998

2.6426

0.1040

0.150

ETH2

1

-1.7719

2.0529

0.1519

0.170

ETH3

1

-1.7601

2.1131

0.1460

0.172

ETH4

1

-1.8263

2.0626

0.1403

0.161

DEVI

1

-0.8738

1.8127

0.1782

0.417

DEV2

1

-0.5432

0.6972

0.4037

0.581

DEV3

1

-0.1518

0.0351

0.8513

0.859

DEVO

1

-0.9842

1.9890

0.2891

0.721

GED

1

-0.8971

0.4078

0.5231

0.408

AGE

1

-0.0471

2.2231

0.1360

0.954

SES

1

-0.6709

13.0297

*0.0003

1.956
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Table 11

Variable

(Continued)

DF

Parameter

Wald

Pr >

Odds

Estimate

Chi-Square

Chi-Square

Ratio

RW

l

-0.0021

0.0096

0.9219

0.998

NS/A

1

-0.0542

3.5138

0.0609

0.947

SEFF

l

-0.0350

66.4084

*0.0001

1.966

HSGPA

l

-0.9805

0.2600

0.6101

0.375

*p < .05

The variables at the .05 level of significance were
filtered and analyzed by a second pass of maximum likelihood
estimates. This analysis revealed two variables with
significant p-values: self-efficacy and socioeconomic Status
(see Table 12). Also included in this table are variable
interactions. The analysis revealed that students with low
socioeconomic status are 1.967 times as likely to drop out
of school as someone with high socioeconomic status.
Students with low self-efficacy scores are 1.963 times as
likely to drop out of school than students with higher selfefficacy scores. There was also a significant level of
interaction between the variables; however, the significance

55
level was more substantial when the variables stood
independently.

Table 12
Continue to Second Quarter

Second Level Filter
Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Parameter

Wald

Pr>

Odds

Chi- Square

Ratio

15.4892

*0.0001

1.967

-0.6745

118.8207

*0.0001

1.963

-0.0538

7.8767

*0.0050

1.055

Variable

DF

Estimate

Chi-Square

SES

1

-0.6765

SEFF

1

SES*SEFF

1

*p < . 0 5

An assessment of goodness of fit demonstrated the
predictive performance of the model. The overall percentage
of correct predictions or hit rate was compared to the
percentage of incorrect predictions. The model correctly
classified 90.34% of the students who persisted. Hypothesis
2 was accepted based on the variables of self-efficacy and
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socioeconomic status, and the percentage of cases correctly
classified by the goodness of fit assessment (see Table 13).

Table 13
Continue to Second Quarter

Classification Table of Model Performance
Hits

Misses

Dropouts :

102

45

Completers :

553

25

Total :

655

70

90.34%

9.66%

Accuracy:

Hypothesis 3 stated that students who attend less
than 85% of their classes will be differentiated from those
students who attend from 85 to 90% of their classes and from
those who attend more than 90% of their classes by the
variables of career self-efficacy, ASSET scores, ethnicity,
age, gender, full-time/part-time attendance, high school
grade point average, parent education level, socioeconomic
status, and developmental course placement. The response
profile indicated that 528 students attended more than 90%
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of their classes, 140 students attended between 85 and 90%,
and 57 students attended less than 85% of their classes. The
model fitting information provided by the statistical
procedure indicated a positive model fit with a p-value at
0.0001

(see Table 14).

Table 14
Attendance

Response Profile

Ordered
Value

ATT

2

0
1

3

2

1

Count
528
140
57

Model Fitting Information and Testing Global Null Hypothesis

Intercept

-2 LOG L

1085.216

Intercept
and Covariates

Chi-Square for
Covariates

743.457

341.759

with 22 DF (p=0.0001)

The analysis of maximum likelihood estimates revealed
that the variables of high school grade point average, age,
self-efficacy, and high school percentile rank were the best
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p r e d i c t o r s of s t u d e n t s w h o a t t e n d e d m o r e
classes

(see T a b l e 15). The s e l e c t e d v a r i a b l e s w e r e at a

s i g n i f i c a n c e level of at least p <

Table

90% of t h e i r

.05.

15

Attendance

A n a l y s i s of M a x i m u m L i k e l i h o o d E s t i m a t e s

Parameter

Wald

Pr>
Chi- Square

Odds
Ratio

Variable

DF

Estimate

Chi-Square

GEN

1

-0.0217

0.0088

0.9253

0.979

FP

1

-0.4142

0.5729

0.4491

0. 661

GP%

1

0.0179

13.5879

*0.0002

1.018

PED1

1

-0.1978

0.0327

0.7323

0.736

PED2

1

-0.2067

0.0476

0.8272

0.813

PED3

1

0.7249

0.5726

0.4492

2.064

PED4

1

0.6978

0.5548

0.4378

1.961

ETH1

1

0.5022

0.4683

0.4937

1.652

ETH2

1

0.3060

0.1730

0.6774

1.378

ETH3

1

0.8549

1.2374

*0.0266

2.351

ETH4

1

0.6533

0.5122

0.5312

1.577

DEVI

1

0.6170

2.5334

0.1115

1.853

DEV2

1

-0.1313

2.3787

0.0945

0.877
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Table 15

(Continued)
Parameter

Variable

DF

Estimate

Wald
Chi-Square

Pr >
Chi-Square

Odds
Ratio

DEV3

1

-0.1313

0.2164

0.6418

0.877

DEVO

1

-0.6131

2.4119

0.1989

1.978

GED

1

-0.3632

2.0817

0.1491

0.695

AGE

1

0.0260

7.1814

*0.0074

1.054

SES

1

0.0109

3.5923

0.0580

1.011

RW

1

-0.0050

2.8533

0.0912

0.995

NS/A

1

0.0069

0.2026

0.6527

1.007

SEFF

1

0.0178

61.4009

*0.0001

1.018

HSGPA

1

0.0208

13.7810

*0.0002

1.021

*p < .05

Variables with p-values at the .05 level of
significance were filtered and analyzed by a second pass of
maximum likelihood estimates. This analysis revealed four
variables with significant p-values: self-efficacy, high
school grade point average, high school grade point
percentile, and age (see Table 16). Also included in this
table are variable interactions. The analysis revealed that
students with a higher high school grade point percentile
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were 1.02 times as likely to have a higher attendance rate
and fall within the 90% plus category of attendance than a
student with a low grade point percentile. Students with
higher self-efficacy were 1.01 times as likely to have a
high attendance rate than someone with a lower self-efficacy
score. The analysis also revealed that the older the
student, the higher the attendance percentage. Older
students were 1.049 times as likely to have better
attendance than a younger student. Students with high grade
point averages from high school were 1.014 times as likely
to have a high attendance percentage than students with low
high school grade point averages.
Two combinations of variables had p-values of
significant level. The interaction of self-efficacy and age
indicated that students with high self-efficacy scores and
older in age were 1.055 times as likely to have a high
attendance percentage than younger students with a low selfefficacy score. The interaction between high school
percentile and high school grade point average confirmed
that students with high grade point averages and percentile
equivalency or GED percentile equivalency were 1.52 times as
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likely to have a high attendance percentage than students
with low grade point averages or GED scores.

Table 16
Attendance

Second Level Filter
Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Parameter

Wald

Pr>

Odds

Chi- Square

Ratio

Variable

DF

Estimate

Chi-Square

GP%

1

0.0219

23.431

*0.0001

1.022

ETH3

1

0.2070

0.541

0.4204

1.230

SEFF

1

0.0099

76.114

*0.0001

1.010

AGE

1

0.0478

6.255

*0.0124

1.049

HSGPA

1

0.0217

22.347

*0.0001

1.014

ETH3*GP%

1

0.4459

21.611

0.7822

1.562

ETH3*SEFF

1

0.0811

52.271

0.7112

1.261

ETH3*AGE

1

0.0718

7.912

0.7209

1.488

ETH3*HSGPA

1

0.3974

18.189

0.6911

2.411

AGE*SEFF

1

0.0535

7.877

*0.0050

1.055

GPP*SEFF

1

-0.0233

19.211

0.1140

0.977

SEFF*HSGPA

1

0.0311

14.788

0.2311

0.784

GPP*AGE

1

0.0377

19.477

0.1412

0.981

HSGPA* AGE

1

0.2369

17.233

0.1840

0.789
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Table 16

(Continued)

Parameter
Variable

HSGPA*GPP

DF

Estimate

1

0.0449

Wald
Chi-Square

19.488

Pr >

Odds

Chi-Square

Ratio

*0.0001

1.046

*p < .05

An assessment of goodness of fit demonstrated the
predictive performance of the model (see Table 17). The
overall percentage of correct predictions or hit rate was
compared to the percentage of incorrect predictions. The
model correctly classified 79.7% of the students in the
attendance category. Hypothesis 3 was accepted based on the
variables of age, high school grade point average, high
school percentile rank, and self-efficacy, and the
percentage of cases correctly classified by the goodness of
fit assessment.
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Table 17
Attendance

Classification Table of Model Performance
Hits

Misses

> 90% :

460

68

85 - 90%:

98

42

< 85% :

20

37

Total :

578

147

79.7%

20.3%

Accuracy:

Hypothesis 4 stated that students who have less than a
1.0 Cumulative Grade Point Average (CGPA) will be
differentiated from those students who have a 1.0 - 1.5
(CGPA) and from those students who have above a 1.5 CGPA by
the variables of self-efficacy, ASSET scores, ethnicity,
age, gender, full-time/part-time attendance, high school
grade point average, parent education level, socioeconomic
status, and developmental course placement. Of the 725
students, 103 had CGPAs less than 1.0, 19 had CGPAs between
1.0 and 1.5, and 603 had CGPAs above 1.5. The model fitting
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fitting information reported a p-value at the .00001 level,
thus indicating goodness of fit (see Table 18).

Table 18
Cumulative Grade Point Average

Response Profile

Ordered
Value

CGPA

Count

1
2
3

1
0
3

103
19
603

Model Fitting Information and Testing Global Null Hypothesis

-2 LOG L

Intercept

Intercept
and Covariates

Chi-Square for
Covariates

726.594

428.567

334.027

with 22 DF (p=0.0001)

The analysis of maximum likelihood estimates revealed
that the variables of self-efficacy, socioeconomic level,
and the numerical skills/algebra ASSET score were the best
predictors of students with CGPAs below 1.5 (see Table
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19). The s e l e c t e d v a r i a b l e s w e r e at a s i g n i f i c a n c e level of
at least p <

.05.

T a b l e 19
C u m u l a t i v e G r a d e Point A v e r a g e

A n a l y s i s of M a x i m u m L i k e l i h o o d E s t i m a t e s

Parameter
Variable

Wald
Chi-Square

Pr

>

Chi-Square

Odds
Ratio

DF

Estimate

GEN

1

0.1948

0.3690

0.5435

1.215

FP

1

1.6770

6.1493

0.1131

5.350

GP%

1

-0.0121

3.0643

0.0800

0.988

PED1

1

9. 012

0.0019

0.9761

2.081

PED2

1

10.1354

0.0044

0.9468

3.119

PED3

1

8.5173

0.0031

0.9553

2.064

PED4

1

10.7350

0.0050

0.9437

3.481

ETH1

1

-1.8421

3.3903

0.0656

0.158

ETH2

1

-1.7683

2.8633

0.0906

0.171

ETH3

1

-2.2663

4.7893

*0.0286

0.104

ETH4

1

-1.781

3.1990

0.1317

0.177

DEVI

1

0.8078

2.6334

0.2515

2.243

DEV2

1

-0.5923

2.3787

0.1251

1.673

DEV3

1

-0.2395

0.2164

0.1480

0.787

DEVO

1

-0.6871

1.9980

0.3110

1.988

66

Table 19

(Continued)

Parameter
Variable

DF

Estimate

GED

1

-0. 3632

AGE

1

SES

Wald
Chi-Square

Pr >

Odds

Chi-Square

Ratio

2.0817

0.2491

0. 695

0. 1523

7.1814

0.1160

1.054

1

-0. 0112

11.4569

*0.0007

1.967

RW

1

-0. 0220

1.2797

0.3403

0.987

NS/A

1

-0. 6663

0.2290

*0.0184

1.947

SEFF

1

-0. 6816

59.7377

*0.0001

1.977

HSGPA

1

-1. 2726

5.0024

*0.0253

3.570

*p < .05

In order to determine the effect of error in the model,
selected variables at the .05 level of significance were
filtered and analyzed by a second pass of maximum likelihood
estimates. This analysis revealed five variables with
significant p-values: self-efficacy, socioeconomic status,
high school grade point average, ethnicity 3 (Hispanic), and
numerical skills/algebra section of the ASSET test (see
Table 20). Also included in this table are variable
interactions.
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The second level analysis revealed that students who
fall within the Ethnicity 3 category, are 1.1 times as
likely to have a low cumulative grade point average (CGPA)
than a student who does not fall within that population.
Students with low socioeconomic status are 1.99 times as
likely to have a low CGPA than a student with a high
socioeconomic status. A student with a low ASSET score on
the numerical skills/algebra section is 1.4 times as likely
to have a low CGPA than a person with a high score on the
math section of the ASSET. According to the analysis, a
person with a low self-efficacy score is 1.22 times as
likely to have a low CGPA than a person who has a high selfefficacy score. Students with low high school grade point
averages were 3.68 times as likely to have a low CGPA than a
student with a high grade point average in high school.
The analysis of interactions revealed that high school
grade point average and the score on the math section of the
ASSET test yielded a positive interaction. Individuals who
have a low high school grade point average and a low
numerical skills/algebra score on the ASSET are 1.95 times
as likely to have a low CGPA at the end of their first
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quarter than students who have a high numerical skills/
algebra score and a high grade point average in high school
Another significant interaction was between self-efficacy
and high school grade point average. Students with a low
self-efficacy score and a low high school grade point
average were 2.5 times as likely to have a low CPGA as
students with high self-efficacy scores and a high grade
point average in high school.

Table 20
Cumulative Grade Point Average

Second Level Filter
Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Parameter

Wald

Estimate

Chi-Square

0.1106

4.5931

SES

-0.6866

NS/A

Variable

DF

Pr

>

Chi-Square

Odds
Ratio

*0.005

1.117

10.4569

*0.0004

1.987

-0.3436

0.3190

*0.0117

1.410

SEFF

-0.2013

58.1057

*0.0001

1.223

HSGPA

-1.3029

4.0474

*0.0130

3.680

ETH3*SES

-1.6647

2.2662

0.1550

1.944

0.1079

7.1855

0.2160

1.114

ETH3

ETH3*NS/A
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Table 20

(Continued)

Parameter

Wald

Variable

DF

Estimate

SES *NS/A

1

-0.0336

11.4569

SES*HSGPA

1

-0.0131

1.2797

NS/A*HSGPA

1

-0.6663

0.229

SEFF*SES

1

-0.5405

HSGPA*SEFF

1

ETH3*SEFF
NS/A*SEFF

Chi-Square

Pr >
Chi-Square

Odds
Ratio

0.117

0.967

0.3403

0.987

*0.0184

1.947

59.7377

0.0841

1.717

-1.9231

4.0124

*0.0241

2.517

1

-2.2634

4.1223

0.2861

0.299

1

-0.5440

0.4590

0.0940

0.580

*p < .05

An assessment of goodness of fit demonstrated the
predictive performance of the model (see Table 21).
The overall percentage of correct predictions or hit rate
was compared to the percentage of incorrect predictions. The
model correctly classified 85.5% of the students. Hypothesis
4 was accepted based on the variables of self-efficacy,
socioeconomic status, grade point average, and ethnicity,
and the percentage of cases correctly classified by the
goodness of fit assessment.
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Table 21
Cumulative Grade Point Average

Classification Table of Model Performance
Hits

Misses

1.5 > :

530

73

1 - 1.5 :

14

5

:

76

27

Total :

620

105

85.52%

14.48%

< 1

Accuracy:

Discussion
Examination of the logistic regression procedure shows
that the data did support two predictor variables found in
Hypothesis 1. According to the findings, students who
dropped out prior to the end of their first quarter were
differentiated from those students who persisted by the
variables of career self-efficacy and socioeconomic status.
This hypothesis was structured as a subset of Hypothesis 2
to determine if specific variables predict dropout prior to
the end of the first quarter.
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Data in Table 8 shows the significance levels of the
variables, career self-efficacy and socioeconomic status,
and the strength of the probability as demonstrated by the
odds ratios. Self-efficacy, followed very closely by
socioeconomic status reported the most influence on the
model. The goodness of fit assessment's predictability
performance was exceptional as it correctly classified
89.79% of the population.
The results of this analysis support the findings of
Schunk (1990) who emphasizes the ability of self-efficacy to
predict persistence in the college population. This study
also supports the belief that career self-efficacy plays an
important role in persistence at a proprietary institution.
The students' belief in their abilities to choose a course
of study directly impacts their decision to enter a career
college and pursue a chosen career track.
The analysis of Hypothesis 2 shows that the data did
support two variables. Students who did not persist were
differentiated from those students who did persist by the
variables of self-efficacy and socioeconomic status.
Hypothesis 2 examined students who did not return,for a
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second quarter of study and also included students who
dropped out prior to the end of first quarter. As
demonstrated by a review of existing studies, this
hypothesis' definition of persistence is commonly utilized
in persistence research (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980). Data
in Table 12 shows the significance levels of the variables,
self-efficacy and socioeconomic status, and the strength of
the probability as demonstrated by the odds ratios.
According to Wald chi-square, self-efficacy demonstrated the
greatest influence on the model, followed by socioeconomic
status. The goodness of fit assessment's predictability
performance was exceptional as it correctly classified
90.34% of the population.
As in Hypothesis 1, this study supports the findings of
(Terenzini, 1995; Multon, Brown, and Lent, (1991) and others
who emphasize the ability of demographic factors and selfefficacy to predict persistence in the college population.
This study also supports the belief that career selfefficacy plays an important role in persistence at a
proprietary institution.
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The examination of the logistic regression procedure
finds that the data supported four variables in Hypothesis
3. According to the hypothesis, students who attended less
than 85% of their classes were differentiated from those
students who attended from 85 to 90% of their classes and
from those who attended more then 90% of their classes by
the variables of career self-efficacy, age, high school
grade point average, and grade point percentile. Table 16
shows the predictor probability of the odds ratios and the
strength of the p-values. According to Wald chi-square,
self-efficacy demonstrated the greatest influence on the
model followed by high school grade point average and grade
point percentile.

The goodness of fit assessment correctly

classified the predictive performance of the categorical
outcomes at the 7 9.7% level.
The results of Hypothesis 4 reveal that students who
had less than a 1.0 Cumulative Grade Point Average (CGPA)
were differentiated from those students who had a 1.0 - 1.5
CGPA and from those who had above a 1.5 CGPA by the
variables of self-efficacy, the numerical skills/algebra
ASSET scores, ethnicity, high school grade point average,
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and socioeconomic status. As a result of the findings.
Hypothesis 4 was supported. These significant variables
revealed in Table 20 show the predictor probability of the
odds ratios and the strength of the p-values. The goodness
of fit assessment correctly classified the predictive
performance of the categorical outcomes at the 85.5% level.
According to the magnitude of Wald chi-square, the
variables which had the most influence on the model were
career self-efficacy and the combined interaction of career
self-efficacy and socioeconomic status. The analysis of
Hypothesis 4 did support the findings of Dunn (1989), Adams
(1991), and Hackett, Betz, Casas, and Rocha Singh (1992)
that self-efficacy, academic measures, and specific
demographic factors contribute significantly to the
prediction of persistence and academic achievement.
Overall, the study confirmed the hypotheses that career
self-efficacy, measures of academic preparedness, and
demographic factors can predict persistence, class
attendance, and academic performance in a proprietary
college. Career self-efficacy appeared to consistently exert
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the most influence of the predictor variables, followed
closely by socioeconomic status, and grade point average.
Conclusions and Recommendations
Based on the findings of this study, it is evident that
career self-efficacy, demographic factors, and specific
measures of academic preparedness play an important role in
the prediction of persistence, attendance, and academic
performance at The Art Institute of Dallas. This
investigation provides vital information which can aid
career college administrators and educators in their efforts
to educate new students concerning specific programs of
study and offer opportunities for career exploration prior
to enrollment and during the initial quarters of study. Use
of the Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy scale (Taylor &
Betz, 1983) can provide a great opportunity to give
immediate feedback to students about their career beliefs.
Given the accuracy of the variables' predictive
performance, the model could be used to identify high risk
first quarter students. After identification, an effective
academic mentoring and advising program could help
facilitate the high risk students' transition to college
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life, and assist them with community and institutional
resources during their early quarters of study.
Curriculum development in the early quarters should
strive to build positive educational experiences for
students and challenge their former beliefs about academic
inadequacies. Many students are not aware of their
strengths; therefore, they are not able to maximize their
abilities. Students should be given the opportunity to
process their successes and failures during their early
quarters of study and put these experiences into
perspective. Academic advising should focus on planning and
developing strategies to help the high risk students to
combat past fears and build a solid foundation of newly
acquired skills.
The study indicated that many students make the choice
to enroll in a career track in the proprietary college and
yet are not confident in their career decision. The level of
confidence of their career self-efficacy is a very critical
factor in their decision to stay in school, attend class, or
maintain a satisfactory cumulative grade point average.
Career colleges should realize the value of career self-
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efficacy and its impact on student persistence. Prospective
Art Institute of Dallas students need guidance in selecting
the appropriate field, based on their skills and talents.
Admissions advisors can help the students make the
appropriate career track choice by providing accurate, upto-date information.
A limitation of the study is that it focused on first
quarter students only. A study which focuses on persistence,
attendance, and academic performance of students spanning
all quarters of study could be very beneficial to the
overall goals of institutional effectiveness at The Art
Institute of Dallas (AID). Another limitation of the study
is that AID student withdrawal information is not accurately
recorded. Many students who voluntarily drop out of school
do not indicate their specific reason for leaving or they do
not complete a student exit form. Future research on the
topic of persistence could be greatly enhanced if specific
information were obtained from students at the time they
leave the institution. With this information, the voluntary
drop out population could be studied and compared to the
involuntary drop out population.
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Because specific variables were found to be solid
predictors of persistence, attendance, and cumulative grade
point average at The Art Institute of Dallas, replication of
the study at other institutions is clearly recommended. Not
only could studies at other Art Institutes be quite
beneficial, but replication of this study at the community
college and the four year university could also be valuable.
In conclusion, this study revealed information about
the career college student population that can be added to
the limited research in the proprietary education sector.
The impact of career self-efficacy on the proprietary
college student's success or failure in school is very
significant. Since career choice is tied directly to making
the decision to attend a career college, more research in
the area of career self-efficacy is critical and should not
be overlooked.

APPENDIX A
PERCENTILE RANKING CONVERSION
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High School Grade Point Average/GED Score Comparisons
li

HSGPA GED

%

HSGPA GED

01

1.030 100-500

23

1 . 9 4 9 214

02

1 . 2 0 0 150

24

1 . 9 6 0 215

03

1 . 3 0 0 155

25

1 . 9 9 8 218

04

1.408

160

27

2 . 0 0 0 220

05

1 . 4 5 0 170

28

2 . 0 3 6 222

06

1 . 4 9 7 173

29

2 . 0 5 0 223

07

1 . 5 3 7 175

30

2 . 0 7 0 224

08

1 . 5 7 0 180

31

2 . 0 9 0 228

09

1 . 6 0 0 183

33

2 . 1 0 0 228

10

1 . 6 3 5 185

34

2 . 1 3 0 230

11

1.674

188

35

2 . 1 6 0 232

12

1 . 7 0 0 190

36

2 . 1 8 0 234

13

1 . 7 1 0 193

38

2 . 2 0 0 235

14

1 . 7 5 3 195

40

2 . 2 1 0 237

15

1 . 7 8 0 198

41

2 . 2 4 0 238

16

1 . 8 0 0 200

42

2 . 2 7 0 240

17

1 . 8 1 0 203

44

2 . 3 0 0 243

18

1 . 8 4 1 205

46

2 . 3 2 0 245

19

1 . 8 8 0 207

47

2 . 3 4 0 247

20

1 . 9 0 0 209

48

2 . 3 5 6 248

22

1 . 9 3 0 212

49

2 . 3 8 0 249

81
%

HSGPA GED

%

HSGPA GED

51

2.400 250

79

3.000 290

52

2.450 252 .

81

3.020 293

53

2.470 254

82

3.070 295

56

2.500 257

83

3.100 298

58

2.521 260

84

3.128 300

59

2.550 262

85

3.198 304

60

2.600 264

87

3.200 308

62

2.629 265

88

3.240 310

63

2.640 266

89

3.270 313

64

2.670 268

90

3.300 315

65

2.690 269

91

3.335 318

66

2.700 270

92

3.400 320

67

2.730 272

93

3.494 325

68

2.762 274

94

3.500 328

69

2.796 275

95

3.600 330

70

2.800 276

96

3.684 334

71

2.820 278

97

3.772 343

72

2.840 279

98

3.800 348

73

2.884 280

99

3.860 360

75

2 . 9 0 0 283

76

2.912 285

77

2.972

288

* = percentile ranking from
FY92 stratified random
proportionate sampling of all
Art Institute schools (10% of
entire student population)
Sample size = 850
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Al

All.
Institute
Dallas
.The.

February 28, 1997

Institutional Review Board
University of North Texas
Denton, Texas
Dear Members of the Review Board:
Leslie Baughman is currently Director of Student Academic Affairs at The Art
Institute of Dallas. She has access to and permission to use all student records
and transcripts for completion of her study. She also may use the scores from
any assessment instrument or inventory taken by entering students during their
course of study.
If you need any further information, please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,

'Roger McCoy / •
Vice PresidertuDean of Education

T W O NORTH PARK
8 0 8 0 PARK LANE
DALLAS, TEXAS 75231
214-692-8080
1-800-275-4243
FAX 214-692-6541

APPENDIX C
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Variable Code Legend
GEN

Gender

HSGPA

High School
Grade Point

FP

Full-time/Part-time

GP%

Grade Point Percentile

PED1

Less than High School

PED2

High School Diploma

PED3

College Degree

PED4

Post-College

ETH1

Caucasian

ETH2

African American

ETH3

Hispanic

ETH4

Asian American

DEVI

Placement into 1 Developmental Course

DEV2

Placement into 2 Developmental Courses

DEV3

Placement into 3 Developmental Courses

DEVO

No Developmental Courses

GED

GED Certificate

SES

Socioeconomic Status

RW

ASSET - Reading/Writing

NS/A

ASSET - Numerical Skills/Algebra

SEFF

Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy

Average
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