INTRODUCTION
Context

With retention literature telling us that the first year of collegeis crucid to college success,

it isimportant that we know more about our firs year sudents, their trangtion to college,
and the reasons why they stay or leave (Upcraft, Gardner, et d., 1990). As students enter
college, they are faced with many changes: anew environment, new challenges, new roles,
and more. They often leave the familiar surroundings and their support system when they
enter college. Thissurvey looked at students' first-quarter experience and their transition
to college. Trangtion refersto the process of adjusting to college socidly and academically.
It is the process of acclimating to the new environment and learning to live independently.

It includes meeting people and making new friends, learning about campus and the available
resources, establishing academic and career god's, and understanding what it meansto be
part of the Ohio State community.

Furthermore, freshmen success has been defined as devel oping academic and intellectua
competence, establishing and maintaining interpersona relationships, developing an
identity, deciding on acareer and life-style, maintaining persond heelth and welness, and
developing an integrated philosophy of life. Factors that contribute to success include
establishing dose friendships (especidly in the first month), participating in orientation,
living in the resdence hals, belonging to student organizations, involvement in socid and
culturd activities, using facilities, and using academic support services (Upcraft, Gardner et
a., 1990). Animportant part of making the trangtion to college is* getting connected.”
Getting connected refers to the process of identifying oneself as a member of the OSU
community, getting involved with campus life, and meeting felow sudents aswell as
faculty and staff members. To fed connected isto fed apart of the univeraty. Chaskes
(1996) views the firgt-year experience as a process of resocidization to anew cultura
environment including the processes of “language’ acquisition, and internalization of
academic and sociad norms, and understanding the vaues and expectations of the college
environment. As such, students face atype of culture shock as they adjust to the new
environment.

In order to assist sudentsin ther trangtion to college, the Univeraty provides anumber of
sarvices and programs. Among them are Summer Orientation, Welcome Week, and Family
Weekend. Goals of these programs are 1) to help students succeed academicaly by
articulating academic requirements and demands, making them aware of academic support
sarvices and assiging students in establishing study habits; 2) to help students with their
persona adjustment to college by making them aware of developmenta issues, providing
involvement opportunities, establishing ways to get connected to the univeraty; and 3) to
help families understand academic and persond adjustments that their children must make
and how to support themin these adjustments. Overdl, these programs strive to build a
sense of community, a class identity, school spirit, and pride in the inditution (Upcraft,
1984).



Purpose of the Study

The Student Trangtion survey was conducted in order to identify factors that aid and impede
sudents successful trangition to college. The questionnaire contained a series of questions
to assess respondents’ attitudes toward their first quarter attendance at Ohio State. Students
were asked about the levd of helpfulness of programs designed to ease the trangtion to
college (including Summer Orientation, Welcome Week and Family Weekend), their
concerns about attending Ohio State, their experiences with negative incidents on or around
campus, and their sdf-evauation of how they are doing with persond and academic-related
competencies. Students who did not return to Ohio State for winter quarter were also asked
about their reasons for not returning to Ohio State and what their future planswere. All
respondents were aso asked persond and family demographic questions.

By learning more about the experiences of OSU students and their transition to college, we
can better inform our practice. We are aso able to examine how various subgroups may
experience Ohio State as firg-year sudents including differences based on resdence,
gender, ethnicity/race, and grade point average.

Study M ethodology

The Student Trangition survey is based on telephone interviews conducted February 8 to
February 28, 2000 with 689 randomly sampled students who were new firgt-quarter
freshmen during autumn quarter, 1999. The Student Transtion survey was conducted by the
OSU College of Socid and Behaviora Sciences Center for Survey Research for the OSU
Divison of Student Affairs. Student Affairs drafted the instrument and conducted all
anayses.

For this survey, students were randomly selected from a database of dl new first-quarter
students at the Columbus campus as of fal quarter, 1999, which was provided by the Office
of the Universty Regigtrar. All interviewing was completed from the OSU Center for

Survey Research. A totd of 1,249 students were randomly sdected for this survey. In many
cases, viable telephone numbers were cdled upwards of 10 timesto try to reach a
respondent a atime that was convenient for her or him to be interviewed. Of these, 1,188
were presumed to reach a household with an digible respondent. From these households,
interviews were completed in 58% of the cases. Among those households in which an
interviewer actualy spoke with the eigible respondent, interviews were completed in 91%

of the cases. Of the 689 completed interviews, 102 were students who did not return to Ohio
State for winter quarter and 587 were students who returned to OSU.

Description of the Population and the Sample

In autumn quarter of 1999, there were 5963 new students at the Columbus campus of The
Ohio State Universty. They were equaly divided between men and women and averaged
14.5 credits during their first quarter earning an average GPA of 2.76. Ethnicdly, 9.4%
were African American, 0.5% American Indian/Alaskan Native, 6.0% Asan/Pacific
Idander, 2.4% Hispanic/Latino(a), 1.9% race unknown, and 79.8% Caucasan/white. In
addition, 84.9% were from Ohio.



Returning students were over-sampled according to race/ethnic group. Among 587
returning students interviewed, there were 155 African American sudents, 15 American
Indian or Alaskan native students, 132 Asian or Pacific Idander students, 80 Hispanic
students, 201 Caucasian students, and 4 students of unknown race or ethnic group. In
theory, in 19 cases of 20, the results for thisweighted sample of returning new fal quarter
freshmen will differ due to sampling error by no more than 3.8 percentage points in ether
direction from what would have been obtained by interviewing dl returning new fal quarter
freshmen a Ohio State.

Because students of color had a higher chance of sdlection than other members of the
population, appropriate compensatory weighting was required in order to generate accurate
population satistics for the combined or totad sample. As such, mathematica corrections
have been made when taking of the total sample and other appropriate timesin order to
bring the percentage of different racia/ethnic groups to represent the percentage in the
population (Fowler, 1993). Except when making comparisons based on ethnicity/race, the
data presented on returning students are based on aweighted sample.

In addition, students who did not return for winter quarter were also over-sampled. Nor+
returners were determined by those students who did not pay fees or register for classes for
winter quarter. A total of 102 nonreturning students were interviewed. Over-sampling by
race or ethnic group was not possible for the non-returning students because of the smdll
Sze of the group. In addition, when comparing the non-returning and returning students,
comparisons are based on unweighted means.

Limitations

In addition to being unable to talk about student subgroups among the non-returning
Sudents, this survey has anumber of limitations. Fird, there was some difficulty in
identifying and contacting students who “dropped out” or “stopped out” for winter quarter.
Hence, the sample may not be representative of the population of students who did not
return for winter quarter. Second, in some of the comparison groups, such as on-campus
and off-campus students, the group Size varies consderably. These imbalances may
influence thefindings. Third, al surveys are subject to potential sources of imprecision and
bias which may be associated with the question wording and/or ordering, the response rate,
and the qudity of theinterviewers, for example, and which could lead to somewhat different
results from the present findings.

FINDINGS

The findings from the survey are organized in the following sections: Demographics,
Overview — Generd Impressions and Making the Transition, Who was Most Helpful in
Students' Trangition to College, Concerns, Obstacles, Personal and Academic Related
Competencies, and Non-Returning Students.  Separate reports are available on the three
programs. Summer Orientation, Welcome Week, and Family Weekend.

Among returning students, comparisons are made based on residence (off-campus students
include students who commute and live in gpartments or houses off campus), gender,
racelethnicity, and GPA. Such comparisons are not possible with the non-returning students
because of the samdl size of the group.



Demographics

Returning Students

Of the 587 respondents who returned to Ohio State for winter quarter, the weighted sample
has the following characteridtics.

= 99.9% of the sample were between the ages of 17 and 19.

= 53.6% were men, and 46.4% were women.

» They averaged 14.0 credits earned autumn quarter with a GPA of 2.74. Just under
20% earned under a 2.0.

» Racidly, the composition was as follows: 9.1% African American, .4% American
Indiar/Alaskan Native, 6.2% Asan/Pacific Idander, 2.3% Hispanic/Latino(a), 81.3%
white/Caucasian, and 0.7% race unknown.

= 77.7% were from Ohio and 88.3% lived on campus.

= 70.5% were not employed; 13.3% worked part-time on campus, and 13.8% worked
part-time off campus. Only 2% worked full-time.

When looking at differences by race, the weighting is removed. In this case, the sample was
asfollows
= 26.4% African American (n=155), 2.6% American Indiar/Alaskan Native (n=15),
22.5% Asan/Pacific Idander (n=132), 13.6% Hispanic/Latino(a) (n=80), 34.2%
white/Caucasian (n=201), and 0.7% race unknown (n=4).

N on-Returning Students

Of the 102 respondents who did not return to Ohio State for winter quarter:

= 97.1% of the sample were between the ages of 17 and 19.

= 529% were men, and 50% were women.

» They averaged 7.95 credits earned autumn quarter with a GPA of 2.56. Over 26%
earned under a 2.0.

= Racidly, the composition was as follows: 4.9% African American, 2.0% American
Indiar/Alaska Native, 2.9% Asan/Pacific Idander, 2.9% Hispanic/Latino(a), 87.3%
white/Caucasian.

= 47.1% were from Ohio and 65.7% lived on campus (25.5% lived with parents)

= 54.9% were not employed; 8.8% worked part-time on campus, and 29.4% worked
part-time off campus. 6.9% worked full-time.

Thus, the norreturning students were more likely to be older than 19, tended to enroll for
and/or complete less credit hours autumn quarter, and earned dightly lower gradesthan
returning student. In addition, they were lesslikely to be from Ohio, and if they were from
Ohio, they were more likely to live a home. They were more likely to work -- and more
likely to work off-campus and full-time -- than were the returning students.



Overview — General Impressions

The Overview sections examine students generd impressions of their trangition to college,
thair satisfaction with Ohio State, and their overall impressions of Summer Orientation,
Welcome Week, and Family Weekend.

When examining the data, note that the scores are based on scales running from one to four

or five, where oneisthe most positive response (i.e. “very satisfied,” “very connected”).

The lower the mean or average score, the better the experience. In the tables below, the
numerica vaue of each response isindicated besde the response option.

Non-Returning Students Compared to Returning Students

Overdl, nonreturning students were sgnificantly less stisfied with their experience at
OSU as demondtrated in their responses to the four questions presented in Tables 1.0to 1.3,
= Almost 30% of norreturning students expressed dissatisfaction with their
experience at OSU compared to only 3.2% of students enrolled winter quarter. The
non-returning students averaged 2.72 compared to 1.59 for returning students. (Table
1.0)

= Smilarly, asagroup, the non-returning students were much more likely to respond
that their experience at OSU did not meet their expectations (32.4% compared to
4.8% of returning students). (Table 1.1)

»  Students who did not return were dso less connected to the university with only
43.1% reporting some level of connection to OSU compared to 76.3% of returning
students. (Table 1.2)

= Ladlly, nonreturning sudents were dso sgnificantly lesslikely to report thet if they
had it to do over again, they would enroll at OSU. Over 45% reported that it was not
likely compared to only 7.9% of returning students. (Table 1.3)

Table 1.0: Overall, how satisfied areyou/were Table1.1: Overall, how well has/did OSU met
you with your experienceat OSU: Non- your expectations: Non-returnerscompared to
returnerscompar ed to Returners Returners
Responses Non- All Responses Non- All
(unweighted) returners | Returners (unweighted) returners | Returners
n=101 n=587 n=101 n=587
Very Satisfied (1) 7.8 51.1 Much better than
29 6.8
Somewhat you expected (1)
- 471 424
satisfied (2) Better than you
- — 137 339
Neither satisfied 147 32 expected (2)
or unsatisfied (3) ' ' About what you
50.0 545
Somewhat 235 27 expected (3)
unsatisfied (4) ) ' Worse than you 314 43
Very expected (4) ' '
- 59 05
unsatisfied (5) Much worse than 10 05
Average **2.72 1.59 you expected (5) ' '
** Statistically significant at the 95% level from Average **3.14 2.58

the non-weighted returners (some at 99%)



Table 1.2: Overall, how connected tothe OSU Table1.3: If you had todoit over again,

community do/did you fed: Non-returners would you enroll here: Non-returners
compared to Returners compared to Returners
Responses Non- All Responses Non- All
(unweighted) returners Returners (unweighted) returners Returners
n=102 n=587 n=102 n=587
Very 78 170 Definitely yes (1) 15.7 53.6
connected (1) Probably yes (2) 39.2 385
Somewhat 353 593 Probably not (3) 34.3 6.0
connected (2) ) ' Definitely not (4) 10.8 19
Only alittle Average **2.40 1.56
connected (3) 333 181 =
Not connected at 735 53 ** Statistically significant at the 95% level from
al (4 the non-weighted returners (some at 99%)
Average **2.73 2.12

Comparisons among Returning Students

This section presents comparisons among returning students on their overal impressions of
Ohio State. The results focus on differences based on GPA and race/ethnicity. Because
there were no significant differences between men and women, those data are not presented.
Significant differences between students living on campus and students living off campus

are noted when they occur.

Impressions of All Returning Students and Differences Based on GPA
Satisfaction

Examining the overall responses of returning students and the responses based on GPA we
find the following (see Table 2.0):
= Over 90% of returning students report being satisfied with their experiences at Ohio
State.
=  GPA dso did not appear to influence firg year sudents satisfaction with Ohio State.
Over 92% of students with a GPA of lower than a 2.0 reported being satisfied with
their experience compared to 93% of studentswith a 3.0 or better.
= Off-campus students were significantly less satisfied with their experience a OSU
than on-campus students were, with mean scores of 1.69 and 1.49 respectively.
(Data not shown)

Table 2.0: Overall, how satisfied areyou with your experience at OSU: Returnersand Comparisons by
GPA

Responses by All Less than Between 3.0 or better
GPA Returners | 20 20& 29 n=276
(weighted) n=587 n=115 n=196
Very Satisfied (1) 57.0 59.2 46.8 63.3
Somewhat
satisfied (2) 378 334 51.8 298
Neither satisfied

- 23 6.7 0.7 16
or unsatisfied (3)
Somewhat
unsatisfied (4) 27 0.7 05 50
Very
unsatisfied (5) 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.2
Average 1.51 1.49 1.56 1.49




Expectations

Students were asked how well OSU was doing in meeting their expectations. (See Table

2.1)

Over 46% of dl returning students responded that OSU had exceeded their
expectations, and another 50% said that their experience had been about what they
expected.

There were no noticegble differencesin how students rated OSU in its ability to meet
their expectations based on GPA. Only 0.5% of students with lessthan a2.0
responded that OSU did not meet their expectations, compared to 2.7% of those with
between a2.0 and a 2.9 and to 4.3% of those with a 3.0 or better.

Table2.1: Overall, how well has OSU met your expectations. Returnersand Comparisonsby GPA

Responses All Less than Between 3.0 or better
(weighted) Returners | 20 20& 29 n=276
n=587 n=115 N=196

Much better than
you expected (1) 6.8 48 6.7 7.7
Better than you

394 410 414 374
expected (2)
About what you
expected (3) 50.7 53.7 492 50.5
Worse than you
expected () 25 05 25 33
Much worse than

05 0.0 0.2 10
you expected (5)
Average 2.50 2.50 2.48 2.52
Connectedness

Students dlso rated their level of connectedness to the OSU community. (See Table 2.2)

After one quarter at Ohio State, only 18.6% of returning students reported feeling
“very connected.” Another 17.1% reported being “only alittle connected” or being
“not connected at dl.” This group of students may be &t risk if the connection was
not made during their second or third quarter at Ohio State.

Again, there appeared to be little difference with regard to GPA and connectedness
to campus. If anything, students with alower GPA indicated being better connected
to the university with 23.4% reporting that they were “very connected” compared to
over 17% for studentsin the other two GPA categories.

Off-campus students, with an average score of 2.40, reported being significantly less
connected to the OSU community than on-campus students did, with an average
score of 1.97. (Data not shown)



Table2.2: Overall, how connected to the OSU community do you fed: Returnersand Comparisons by
GPA

Responses All Less than Between 3.0 or better
(weighted) Returners | 2.0 20& 29 n=276
n=587 n=115 n=196

Very
connected (1) 186 234 171 177
Somewhat
connected (2) 64.2 575 63.9 67.3
Only alittle

134 157 145 117
connected (3)
Not connected at
dl (4) 37 34 46 33
Average 2.02 1.99 2.06 2.00

Enroll at OSU Again

Students were asked if they had to do it over again, would they enroll at OSU. (See Table
2.3)

= Of dl returning students, 94% responded that they would definitely or probably
enroll & Ohio State again if they had to do it dl over again.

» Interestingly, Sudents with lower GPA’s were significantly more likely to enroll a
Ohio State again if they had to do it dl over again than students with a 3.0 or better
were. Students with less than a 2.0 had an average score of 1.29 and students with
between a 2.0 and 2.9 averaged 1.40 compared to 1.54 for students with a 3.0 or

better.
Table2.3: If you had to doit over again, would you enroll here: Retur nersand Comparisons by GPA
Responses All Less than Between 3.0 or better
(weighted) Returners | 2.0 20& 29 n=276

n=587 n=115 n=196

Definitely yes (1) 62.7 73.2 65.5 56.4
Probably yes (2) 313 24.8 29.0 35.7
Probably not (3) 47 14 5.2 5.6
Definitely not (4) 13 0.6 0.3 23
Average 1.45 *1.29 *1.40 1.54
* Statistically significant at the 95% level in comparison to students with a 3.0 or better.

I mpressions by Race/Ethnicity

Examining race or ethnicity demondirates that students of color may experience Ohio State
differently than Caucasian students do.

Satisfaction

Table 3.0 presents the findings by race/ethnicity when students were asked to rete their level
of satisfaction with Ohio State. (See Table 3.0)
= African American sudents reported being sgnificantly less satisfied with Ohio State
than Caucasian sudents did. Only 37.4% of African American students reported
being “very satisfied” compared to dmost 60% of Caucasian students.
» Inaddition, African American sudents were dso sgnificantly less satisfied with
their experience at Ohio State than both Asan American and Hispanic/Laino
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students were. The mean score for African American students was 1.79 compared to
1.54 and 1.56 for Adan American and Hispanic/Latino students respectively.

Asian American and Hispanic/Latino students reported smilar levels of satisfaction
and were not significantly different from what Caucasan sudents reported.

Table 3.0: Overall, how satisfied are you with your experience at OSU: Returnersand Comparisons by

GPA
Responses African Asian Hispanic/ Caucasians
(unweighted) American | Americans Latino n=201
n=155 n=132 n=80

Very Satisfied (1) 374 53.0 538 59.7
Somewhat
satisfied (2) 54.2 409 400 358
Neither satisfied
or unsatisfied (3) 26 53 25 20
Somewhat 0.8
unsatisfied (4) 39 38 25
Very

1 ) ) )
unsatisfied (5) o 00 00 00
Average *1.79 +1.54 nl.56 1.47

*

.

o

Statistically significant at the 95% level in comparison to Caucasian students.
Statistically significant at the 95% level comparing African Americans and Asian Americans
Statistically significant at the 95% level comparing A frican Americans and Hispanic/L atinos

Expectations

Similar trends were found when looking at differences by race regarding how well OSU has
done in meeting students' expectations. (See Table 3.1)

African American sudents were sgnificantly lesslikely to have their expectations

met than Caucasan sudentswere. Only 30.4% of African American students
reported that OSU had exceeded their expectations, compared to 48.8% of Caucasian
students.

Also consggtent with levels of satisfaction, African American sudents (average score

of 2.77) were dso less likely to report that OSU had exceeded their expectations than
Asan American and Hispanic/Latino students (both averaging 2.54).

Table3.1: Overall, how well has OSU met your expectations: By Race

Responses African Asian Hispanic/ Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans Latino n=201
n=155 n=132 n=80

Much better than
you expected (1) 5.2 6.8 10.0 7.0
Better than you

252 35.6 288 41.8
expected (2)
About what you
expected (3) 58.7 545 58.8 49.3
Worse than you
expected (4) 9.7 30 25 15
Much worse than

13 0.0 0.0 05

you expected (5)
Average *2.77 +2.54 n2.54 2.47

*

.

o

Statistically significant at the 95% level in comparison to Caucasian students.
Statistically significant at the 95% level comparing African Americans and Asian Americans
Statistically significant at the 95% level comparing African Americans and Hispanic/Latinos
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Connectedness

For African American, Asan American, and Hispanic/Latino students, it appears to be more
difficult to connect at OSU than for Caucasian students. (See Table 3.2)

African American students exhibited the least connection at OSU with 10.4%
reporting that they were “not connected at al,” compared to 3.0% of Caucasian
students; the average for the group was significantly lower than for Caucasan
students (2.28 compared to 1.98).

Asian American students aso reported significantly less connection with an average
score of 2.14 than Caucasian students reported with an average score of 1.98.

Table 3.2; Overall, how connected to the OSU community do you fed: By Race

Responses African Asian Hispanic/ Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans Latino n=201
n=155 n=132 n=80

Very

156 144 188 194
connected (1)
Somewhat
connected (2) 513 614 538 66.2
Only alittle
connected (3) 227 205 238 114
Not connected at
al (4 104 38 38 30
Average *2.28 *2.14 212 1.98

*

Statistically significant at the 95% level in comparison to Caucasian students.

Enroll at OSU Again

Differences by race/ethnicity aso existed when students' were asked if they had to do it over
again, would they enroll at OSU. (See Table 3.3)

Hispanic/Latino and Caucasian students reported very smilar results when asked if
they would enroll at OSU again if they had it to do dl over again, with mean scores
of 1.38 and 1.39 respectively.

African American students again showed the grestest difference with scores
indicating that they would be the significantly lesslikely to chase OSU again than
the other three groups of students. Only 36.1% reported that they would definitely
enroll a OSU again, compared to 46.2% of Asan American students, 69.6% of
Hispanic/Latino students, and 67.2% of Caucasian students.

In addition, Asan American students were sgnificantly lesslikely to select OSU
again compared to Higpanic/Latino and Caucasian students. However, the main
difference was in the percentage of students who responded that the definitely would
enroll at OSU again. Asan American students were not any more likely to respond
that they probably or definitely wouldn’t enroll at OSU again than Hispanic and
Caucasian students were.
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Table3.3: If you had to doit over again, would you enroll here: By Race
Responses African Asian Hispanic/ Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans Latino n=201

n=155 N=132 n=80
Definitely yes (1) 36.1 46.2 69.6 67.2
Probably yes (2) 477 492 25.3 27.9
Probably not (3) 116 4.6 25 4.0
Definitely not (4) 45 0.0 25 10
Average *+1.85 *m1,58 =].38 1.39

Statistically significant at the 95% level in comparison to Caucasian students.

Statistically significant at the 95% level comparing Asian Americans and Hispanic/L atinos
Statistically significant at the 95% level comparing African Americans and Asian Americans
Statistically significant at the 95% level comparing African Americans and Hispanic/Latinos

0O o m

Overview - Making the Transition

Directly related to the generd impressions presented above are the overdl impressions of
sudents' trangtion to college. Included in this section are responses to four questions:

“Overall how smooth was your transition to college?’

“Overdl, how helpful was the Summer Orientation program for your transition to college?’*

“Overdl, how helpful were the Welcome Week activities for your transition to college?”*

“Overdl, how helpful were the Family Weekend activities for your transition to college?’*
For each question, (except for Family Weekend), differences based on returning status, GPA
and racelethnicity are provided. Because of the limited number of respondents who attended
Family Weekend, we are unable to provide meaningful analyses by student subgroups.
Furthermore, for questions regarding the three programs, frequencies and average scores
represent those students who attended the programs. The percentage of attendeesis aso
provided.

* More extensive reports on the three program areas are also available.

Non-Returning Students Compared to Returning Students

Not surprisngly, norreturning students reported having a more difficult time making the
trangtion to college. Generdly, they found the University’ s programs like Summer
Orientation as less hepful than returning students. (See Tables 4.0-4.3)
= Only 15.7% reported a“very smooth” trandtion compared to 30.2% of returning
students, and 20.6% reported either a*very rough” or “somewhat rough” trangtion
compared to only 8.3% of returning students. (Table 4.0)
= On average, non-returning sudents had a gnificantly more difficult trangtion that
returning students did, with average scores of 2.70 and 2.18 respectively. (Table 4.0)
= Non-returning students also reported that Summer Orientation was less helpful than
returning students reported, with an average score of 2.22 compared to returning
students score of 2.01. (Table4.1)
= Over 50% of non-returning students did not attend \Welcome Week events compared
to 29.3% of returning students. (Table 4.2)
= There were no noticeabl e differences between returning and non-returning sudents
and their attendance of Family Weekend events or how helpful the event’ s activities
were in ther trangtion. Over 24% of each group reported that Family Weekend was
“not a dl hdpful” for ther trangtion to College. (Table 4.3)
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Table4.0: Overall, how smooth was your
transition to college: Non-retur ner s compared

to Returners
Responses Non- All
(unweighted) returners Returners
n=102 n=587

Very Smooth (1) 15.7 30.2
Somewhat
smooth (2) 255 325
Had its ups and
downs (3) 382 290
Somewhat

147 6.3
rough (4)
Very rough (5) 5.9 20
Average **2.70 2.18

Table4.2: Overall, how well helpful werethe
Welcome Week activitiesfor your transition to
college: Non-retur nerscomparedto Returners

Table4.1: Overall, how well helpful wasthe
Summer Orientation program for your
transition to college: Non-retur ner scompar ed

to Returners

Responses Non- All

(unweighted) returners Returners
n=102 n=587

Very helpful (1) 21.6 30.3

Somewhat

helpful (2) 443 435

Only alittle

helpful (3) 247 215

Not at al helpful (4) 9.3 48

Averagefor those ,x

who attended 2.22 2.01

Did not attend 49 32

Table 4.3: Overall, how helpful werethe Family
Weekend activitiesfor your transition to
college: Non-returners compared to Returners

Responses Non- All Responses Non- All Returners
(unweighted) returners Returners returners n=587

n=102 n=587 n=102
Very helpful (1) 30.0 38.8 Very helpful (1) 18.2 19.0
Somewhat Somewhat
helpful (2) 38.0 39.8 helpful (2) 455 35.8
Only alittle Only alittle
helpful (3) 300 175 helpful (3) 91 209
Not at al helpful (4) 20 3.9 Not at al helpful (4) 27.3 24.3
Averagefor those Averagefor those
who attended 2.04 1.86 who attended 2.45 251
Did not attend 51.0 293 Did not attend 89.2 91.8

Comparisons among Returning Students

** Statistically significant at the 95% level from
the unweighted returners (some at 99%)

Examining three of the questions about trangtion, differences based on GPA and
racelethnicity are provided below. When significant differences were found between men
and women or between students living on campus as compared to those living off campus,
these are noted, although the data are not presented in tables. Congstent with the data
presented above, for questions regarding Summer Orientation and Welcome Week, the
frequencies and average scores represent those students who attended the programs. The
percentage of attendees is also provided.

Because of the limited number of respondents who attended Family Weekend, we are unable
to provide anayses based on subgroups for this question. Please refer to Table 4.3 for data
on Family Weekend and refer to the individual program report on the event.




Impressions of All Returning Students and Differences Based on GPA
Smooth Transition

Students were asked to rate how smooth their transition to college was. (See Table 5.0)

=  Ovedl, returning sudents reported a“somewhat smooth” trangtion to college with
an average score of 2.07. Over 69% of returning students reported either a*“very
smooth” or “somewhat smooth” trangition.

»  Studentswith less than a 2.0 seemed to have a dightly more difficult trangtion to
college with 12.3% responding that it was rough (compared to 7.5% of students with
between a2.0 and a 2.9 and 6.2%o0f students with a 3.0 or better).

= However, there were no sgnificant differences based on GPA.

Table5.0: Overall, how smooth wasyour transition to college: Returnersand Comparisons by GPA

Responses All Less than Between 3.0 or better
(weighted) Returners | 20 20& 29 n=276

n=587 n=115 n=196
Very Smooth (1) 329 285 36.7 320
Somewhat 36.4 400 395 327
smooth (2)
Had its ups and 29 192 163 201
downs (3)
Somewhat
rough (4) 6.2 9.6 5.8 51
Very rough (5) 16 27 17 11
Average 2.07 2.18 1.96 2.11

Summer Orientation

Students were also asked to rate the overal hel pfulness of Summer Orientation for thelr
trangtion to college. (See Table 5.1)

= Ovedl, returning students reported that Summer Orientation was somewhat hel pful
for their trangtion to college with an average score of 2.06 and with 72.8%
responding that Orientation was either “very helpful” or “somewhat helpful.”

* Interestingly, students with between a 2.0 and a 2.9 found Orientation significantly
more helpful than students with less than a 2.0 and naticeably more hepful that
students with a 3.0 or better.

=  Also, women reported that Orientation was sgnificantly more helpful for their
trangition than men did (averages of 1.98 and 2.14 respectively). (Data not presented)

Table5.1: Overall, how well helpful wasthe Summer Orientation program for your transition to college:
Returnersand Comparisons by GPA

Responses All Lessthan | Between 3.0 or better
(weighted) Returners | 2.0 20& 29 n=276

n=587 n=115 n=196
Very helpful (1) 25.7 228 276 255
Somewhat
helpful (2) 471 37.7 51.2 483
Only alittle
helpful (3) 223 3.1 20.3 186
Not at al helpful (4) 4.9 44 10 7.6
Averagefor those 2.06 2.21 X1.94 2.09
who attended
Did not attend 15 0.8 2.6 0.9
A Statistically significant at the 95% level comparing a GPA of lessthat a2.0to aGPA of a2.0toa2.9
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Wel come Week

In addition, students were asked to rate the overal helpfulness of Welcome Week activities
for their trangtion to college. (See Table 5.2)

Of returning students who attended Welcome Week activities, 71.4% found them
hepful, with an average score of 1.99.

Just over 70% of returning students attended Welcome Week activities.

Among those students who attended activities, there were no noticesble differences
across GPA.

However, sudents with alower GPA were lesslikdly to have attended Welcome
Week events than those students with a higher GPA. Over 35% of students with
under a 2.0 did not attend activities compared to amost 30% of studentswith
between a 2.0 and a 2.9 and over 26% of students with a 3.0 or better.

In addition, off-campus students were much less likely to attend Welcome Week
activities with 78.8% reporting that they did not attend compared to 22.7% of on-
campus students. Moreover, off-campus students who did attend events found them
sgnificantly less helpful than on-campus students (average scores of 2.42 compared
t0 1.97). (Data not presented.)

Table5.2: Overall, how well helpful werethe Welcome Week activitiesfor your transition to college:
Returnersand Comparisons by GPA

Responses All Lessthan | Between 3.0 or better
(weighted) Returners | 2.0 20& 29 n=276
n=587 n=115 n=196

Very helpful (1) 339 39.8 315 333
Somewhat
helpful (2) 375 342 41.8 35.7
Only alittle

245 215 230 26.6
helpful (3)
Not at al helpful (4) 4.2 45 3.7 44
Averagefor those
who attended 1.99 191 1.99 2.02
Did not attend 29.3 354 29.3 26.6

I mpressions by Race/Ethnicity

Smooth Transition

Comparable to the genera impressions findings, differences by race/ethnicity were found
when students' responded to the question regarding the smoothness of their trangtion to

college. (See Table 6.0)

Asian American and Caucasan students reported having smilar trangtions with

mean scores of 2.02 and 2.03 respectively.

African American and Hispanic/Latino students reported significantly more difficult
trangtions than both Asan American and Caucasian students reported.

Almost 50% of African American students responded that their trangtion “had its

ups and downs,” was “somewhat rough,” or was “very rough” compared to 41.3% of
Hispanic/Latino students, 33.3% of Asian American students and 27.9% of

Caucasian students.
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Table6.0: Overall, how smooth wasyour transition to college: By Race

Responses African Asian Hispanic/ Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans Latino n=201
n=155 n=132 n=80

Very Smooth (1) 25.2 38.6 18.8 33.8
Somewhat
smooth (2) 252 280 400 333
Had its ups and 31 280 38 204
downs (3)
Somewhat

9.0 30 50 6.0
rough (4)
Very rough (5) 26 23 25 15
Average *+2.39 =2.02 *2.33 2.03
* Satistically significant at the 95% level in comparison to Caucasian students.
= Statistically significant at the 95% level comparing Asian Americans and Hispanic/Latinos
¢ Statistically significant at the 95% level comparing African Americans and Asian Amrericans

Summer Orientation

Interestingly, Orientation appears to have been more helpful for students of color than for
Caucasian students. (See Table 6.1)

»  Fewer Caucasian students (24%) reported that Orientation was “very helpful” than
Asan American sudents (31.3%), African American students (32.9%), and
Higpanic/Latino students (42.1%) did.

=  Smilarly, Higpanic/Latino students found Orientation sgnificantly more helpful than
Caucasan sudents did. However, they were also noticeably lesslikely to attend
Orientation with 5% saying they didn’t attend compared to 0.5% of Caucasian
students.

Table6.1: Overall, how well helpful wasthe Summer Orientation program for your transition to college:
By Race

Responses African Asian Hispanic/ Caucasians
(unweighted) American | Americans Latino n=201
n=155 n=132 n=80

Very helpful (1) 329 313 421 24.0
Somewhat
helpful (2) 41.6 422 355 485
Only alittle

208 219 184 225
helpful (3)
Not at al helpful (4) 4.7 47 39 5.0
Averagefor those .
who attended 1.97 2.00 1.84 2.08
Did not attend 39 30 5.0 0.5
* Statistically significant at the 95% level in comparison to Caucasian students.
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Wel come Week

Students of color aso found Welcome Week to be more helpful for their trangtion to
college. (SeeTable6.2)
»  Students of dl racid/ethnic groups were equdly likdly to attend Welcome Week
events.
= Of those who attended, African American, Asan American, and Hispanic/Latino
students reported that Welcome Week activities were more helpful than Caucasan
sudentsdid. Furthermore, there were significant differences between Asan
American and Caucasian sudents and between Hispanic/Latino and Caucasian
students.

Table 6.2: Overall, how well helpful werethe Welcome Week activitiesfor your transition to college: By
Race

Responses African Asian Hispanic/ Caucasians
(unweighted) American | Americans Latino n=201
n=155 n=132 n=80

Very helpful (1) 414 404 50.0 32.2
Somewhat

414 42.6 39.3 364
helpful (2)
Only alittle
helpful (3) 10.8 149 89 273
Not at al helpful (4) 6.3 21 18 42
Averagefor those . *
who attended 1.82 1.79 1.63 2.03
Did not attend 284 28.8 30.0 289
* Statistically significant at the 95% level in comparison to Caucasian students.

Who was Most Helpful in Students Transition to College

By identifying who helped students the most in their trangition to college, we can learn more
about the trangition process and how we may better serve students. (See Table 7.0)
= Over 60% of returning and norreturning students responded thet afriend or afamily
member was most helpful for them.
= However, returning students were more likely to respond that a friend was most
helpful (35%) than were non-returning students (26.7%). In addition, another 18
students responded that a roommate or boy/girlfriend was most helpful.
= Non-returning students favored a family member at 35.6% compared to 30.4% of
returning students.
= Almost 9% of both returning and non-returning students reported that a residence
hal staff member was most hdpful in their trangtion.
= |naddition, 7% of returning students and 12.9% of non-returning students reported
that no one was particularly hdpful in their trangtion.
= Ladly, dmost 7% of non-returning students and amost 9% of returning students
responded that “ some other person” was most helpful. (See below for details)
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Table 7.0 Who was most helpful in your transition?

Responses Non-returners Returners (weighted)
(n=101) (n=542)
Friend or fellow student 26.7 35.0
Family member 35.6 304
Some other person 6.9 89
RA or residence hall staff person 89 87
Academic Advisor 4.0 5.7
Faculty member 3.0 27
Teaching Associate (TA) 10 10
Student advocacy Staff member 10 05
No one was helpful 129 7.0

Of those people who named “some other person” as being mogt helpful in ther trangtion,
the following responses were given:
» High school guidance counselor/teacher (13)
» Mysdf/God (11)
»  Roommates/floor mates (a more specific response than “friend”) (12)
= Boyfriend/girlfriend (6)
Otherstalked specificaly of people associated with specia programs or areas of
involvement on campus such as.
Fraternity
ROTC
Y SP coordinators (2)
The Mount Leadership Program advisor
People in the Honor’s college
Minority Advising program
Coach

Concerns

Students were asked about their concerns about college and Ohio State before arriving on
campus and what concerns they gill had at the time of the survey. These questions were
asked in an opertended format with pre-coded response options for the interviewers, as
provided in Table 8.0. In addition to those options, many students cited other concerns.
These responses are summarized below. Responses to these two questions provide targeted
areas to be addressed through programs such as Summer Orientation and Welcome Week
and through academic advising and UV C classes.

Before Arriving at Ohio State

Students expressad the following concerns before arriving at Ohio State (See Table 8.0):

» For returning students, their primary concerns before arriving at Ohio State were
getting good grades (15.2%), being prepared for college classes (14.3%), finding
their way around campus (13.1%), making friends (11.1%), and being away from
home (10.2%).

»  For students who did not return to Ohio State for winter quarter, their top concerns
were finding their way around campus (16.6%), getting good grades (12.8%), being
away from home (12.7%), being prepared for college classes (10.8%), and financia
concerns (10.8%).
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= While there are some smilarities between what returning and non-returning students
reported, noticeable differences include that only 1% of non-returning students
reported that making friends was a concern for them compared to 11.1% of returning
students, and 10.8% of non-returning students responded that they were concerned
about finances and only 2.8% of returning students reported the same. These
differences may reflect where students were a the time of the survey as much asthe
concerns they recalled having before arriving a Ohio State.

= Furthermore, the most frequently cited “other concern” regarded the size of the
indtitution and the size of classes. Other concerns noted include faculty and
academic concerns and campus life concerns. (See below for details)

Table8.0: Thinking back to beforeyou arrived at Ohio State, what wer e some of your concer ns about
Ohio State and going to college? & Now that you are/were a student at Ohio State, what wer e some of
your concerns about Ohio State and going to college?

(multiple responses, will not equal 100%)

Responses Non-returners Returners (weighted)
(n=102) (n=587)

Before After Before After
Getting good grades 15.2 24.3 12.¢ 5.8
Being prepared for college classes 14.3 7.0 10.€ 5.9
Finding your way around campus 131 0.1 16.€ 5.9
Making friends 111 0.9 1.C 20
Being away from home 10.2 22 127 0
Getting along with roommates 6.6 05 4¢ 30
Fittingin 5.9 10 3.C 39
L earning about the social scene 29 16 3.C 20
Financial concerns 2.8 5.0 10.€ 6.9
Knowing where to go or who to talk 26 18 C 40
to for questions
Choosing amajor 25 8.2 4¢ 2.9
Finding ajob 0 22 1.C 0
Other (see below) 52.3 35.1 61. 122
No Concerns 16.1 20.6

Other Responses

When examining the “ other” responses students provided to the question, “ Thinking back to
before you arrived at Ohio Sate, what were some of your concerns about Ohio State and
going to college? The following themes were found.

Sze

The most common response given for both returning and non-returning students pertained to
the size of the school and classsize. Of the returning students, 123, or 20.9%, commented
on the size of the school and/or the size of the classes. Similarly, 35, or 34.3%, of non
returning sudents commented on indtitutiona Sze. Relaed to generd indtitutiona sze
comments included the following:

= Size of school or campus, too big
The sze was intimidating
Population of the campus
Too big to accommodate each individual student’s needs
Size of school, impersonal nature of it
Just being a statistic or a number
Being forgotten or lost in the crowd
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Others (20 or dmost 5 %) talked more specifically about classroom Sze. These comments
included:

Classroom size

That | was going to have 500 kids in one class

Teacher to student ratio

If classes were going to be too large

Faculty and Academic Concerns

Related to the Sze of the indtitution, 13 students talked about concerns related to connecting
with or getting in contact with faculty. Comments included:

= Getting in touch with faculty

» Teacher attention/availability

» Having close contact with professors

»  Getting help from professors who might be too busy

= No contact with teachers/professors
Some students (47 or 6.8%) spoke of academic concerns such as.

» Scheduling and getting the classes that | need
Knowing what classes to take
The difficulty of classes and adjusting to the amount of work
The quality of teaching and the ranking of the programs
Having a good academic advisor
Concerned with being on quarters instead of semesters
Doing well is mgor or getting into a specific program
Work ethic — getting used to studying without supervisions

Campus Life Related Concerns

Other areas of concern for students prior to entering Ohio State focused on campus life.
Nineteen students (2.8%o) cited concerns about their living arrangements:

= Avallahility of housng

= Living in the dorm, dorm life and conditions

= Living off campus

= Cafeteriafood
Safety was a'so a concern for eight students; students mentioned violence, fear of crimes,

safety on campus, and property getting stolen.

Related to campus climate, a number of students (6) mentioned concerns related to diversity
such as:

The diversity compared to my hometown

Concerned about racist people

Not diverse enough

Way too different from home

Concerned about being a minority

A few students were concerned with getting involved on campus. For example:
= How hard it would be to balance school with varsity football
= Getting involved in clubs or organizations (4)
=  Concerned about cheerleading
Lastly, two students talked of issues regarding drugs and acohal.
»  Worried about the party scene, did not want to be involved in drinking and partying
= Concerned about being around dl the drugs and a cohol
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Other Areas of Concern

Students a'so talked about genera concerns such as.
=  Starting over

Belonging

Getting adjusted to college life and a new environment

Time management sKills

Getting connected

Not knowing anybody

The whole trangition

Leaving family and friends

Succeeding

Parking

Fitting classes around work and kids

After One Quarter at Ohio State

Turning to concerns students had after one quarter at Ohio State, we find noticeable
changes. (See Table 8.0 above)
=  Ovedl, returning sudents concerns were minimized after completing a quarter at
the Universty. They were less concerned abouit finding their way around campus,
making friends, being away from home, getting dong with roommates, and fitting in.
In addition, 16.1% of returning students reported having no concerns.
= Two areastha returning students mentioned more frequently after being on campus
were getting good grades (24.3% after compared to 15.2% before) and financial
concerns (5.0% after compared to 2.8% before).
= For nonreturning students, their concerns were reduced across the board with the
exception of “fitting in” which increased dightly. The lack of concerns expressed
(induding 20.6% who reported having no concerns a the time of the survey) are
probably reflective of them leaving Ohio State rather than signs of successful
trangtion.
» |naddition, the “other concerns’ expressed after attending OSU for a quarter
quditatively shifted to more academic related concerns and to personal challenges
such as time management. (See below for details)

Other Responses

Other concerns cited by students after enrollment include academic concerns, persond
concerns, Sze, and campus life related concerns.

Academic Concerns
Over 12% of al respondents expressed concern about academic related matters. Two areas
of concern that emerged after students had completed a quarter at Ohio State focused on

scheduling and getting into the degree granting unit of their preference or choosing amgor.
Thirty-two students (seven non-returning students) spoke about difficulties with scheduling.
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For example:

Getting the classes for my mgjor

Being able to get all my classes

Scheduling is a big problem

Getting into the classes that you need

Scheduling is unfair for student who are not in the honors program

= To getinto classes; freshmen don’t get priority so | dways get on the waitlist

Others (12 returning students and two non-returning) talked about concerns regarding

getting into a specific college or choosing amgor.

Getting into the college of choice

Getting into the college as soon as possible

Getting into the college of business

Picking the right mgjor. | don’'t know what | want to do

Getting into the major you want

Changing his mgjor, might put him behind but not happy with his mgor right now

A third area of academic concerns regarded the qudity of instruction, especidly teaching
assgtants and contact with ingtructors. Twenty-one students commented on these concerns;
eight of them were norreturning students.

Concerned with the language of TA’s

Foreign TA’s, sometimes TA’s are hard to understand

Unhelpful TA’s

Having teachers from other countries making it hard to get good grades
TA’sthinking they ware better than their students

Getting fair professorsand TA’s

Getting bad professors

Faculty availability

Help outside of classroom is not available enough

Extra help for classes

Professors lack involvement with students

Teacher-student relationships, feelsimportant for helping him succeed
The fact that some teachers are hard to reach

Getting to know my professors

Fet aienated from faculty

In addition to these academic concerns, another six students talked about difficulties with

aovisng.

Getting in contact with advisors (3)

UVCisn't helpful at al, and the advisors aren’t hel pful

Accessibility of advisors

Didn’'t have enough information to schedule classes. Advisors weren't helpful at all.
Orientation was redly bad about the advisors helping students to organize their class
schedule
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Personal Concerns

Another common area of concern among students after completing their first quart a college
revolved around persona challenges and balance. Over 6.8%, or 47 students, responded that
they were concerned about time management and other persond challenges. For example,
sudents said the following:
= Time management (11)
Partying too much
Making decisions, homework or party
Staying on task
Having both a socid life and an academic life
Getting everything done
Getting aroutine
Being able to get up for class
Keeping on top of school work, separating socia and academic affairs
Keeping priorities straight
Making time for everything
Balancing outside activities with grades
Going to school and going to work

A related concern that students expressed was staying focused or being successful.
= Maintaining my focus for studying

Whether or not | will make it past the first year (2)

Staying on task/track (2)

Trying to stay academically focused

Performance expectations/living up to expectations

Keeping up with gods

Another area of concern that connects the persona concerns with academic and the structure
of the university was with the ability to graduate in atimely manner and extract as much as
possible from the college experience.
=  Getting through it in four years/graduating in 4 years (6)
If I will finish (2)
Graduating (2)
Getting to graduate on time (2)
Getting out
Getting as much out of the experience as | can/taking advantage of al the
opportunities
= Trying to get as much education | can for the money

Sze

Concerns reated to the size of the university continued to be expressed. Thirty-one students
found the size of campus and classes to be an issue. Comments include:
» Too big/size of campus (5
Classes are too hig/class size (5)
Seems impersonal
Watching out for yoursdlf in such a big place
Too much like a bureaucracy
Size of campus — not able to get questions answered
S0 big that you get lost. Being successful is based on your own initiative
Not getting a hold of the resources | need to advance
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Didike being at alarge school

Staying connected to a large university

Teacher-student ratio

Getting attention from faculty due to size of school

Not being just a number (2)

Run around in financia aid/fees and deposits (2)

Getting enough individud attention

Taoo hard to make a complaint because the schoal is too big

Finding where to go, you cal one number, then another, then another.
Finding the correct person to talk to for problems

Campus Life Related Concerns

Safety, housing, and diversity aso continued to be concerns for students.
Sefety
= Sdfety (6)
= Sdafety at night, escort service hours (2)
» Safety and taking night classes
= Crime
Housng
Finding housing/finding an gpartment (3)
Don't think it’s right that they’ re changing al residence halls to non-smoking
The dorm | stay in, construction
Cleanliness of some areas
Room too smdll
Commuting, because he lives a home
Dorm life is weird because things happen out of the ordinary like afight in front of
my dorm room
* Foodin commonsisn’'t good
Diversty
»  Stll not diverse
» The need for more diversity among the student body
» Diversty

Obstacles

No matter how well the University does in providing support and services to assst with the
trangition to college, a number of incidents or experiences may serve as obstacles for a
successful trangtion to college. They may sgnificantly shape how a student fedls about

Ohio State and how welcome they fed here. These potential obstaclesinclude incidents of
discrimination and crime. (Because of the low number of responses in each category, we are
unable to examine the data by student subgroups.) Tables 9.0 and 9.1 present that data for
the total sample, the returning students, and the non-returning students.  Percentages and
actua numbers are provided.

Examining discrimination on campus, we find the following (See Tables 9.0 and 9.1):
= Of dl student respondents, 6% reported experiencing ethnic/racia discrimination,
1.3% reported sex discrimination, and 1.2% reported discrimination based on sexud
orientation.
= Non-returning students reported experiencing discrimination a a higher rate than
returning sudents did. Almost 7% reported experiencing racid discrimination
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compared to 5.8% of returning students. Thisfinding is particularly noteworthy
because of the high representation of students of color among the returning students.
= Smilarly, norreturning students were dmost twice as likely (2% compared to 1.2%)
to report having experienced discrimination because of gender.
» The biggest difference was in the reported levels of discrimination based on sexua
orientation. Almost 5% of non-returning students reported this type of
discrimination compared to only 0.5% of returning students.

Table9.0: Last quarter did you personally experience...whileon or around campus?
Reporting those who had the following experiences

Ethnic/racial Discrimination Discrimination
discrimination because of because of sexual
gender orientation
Totd 6.0% (41) 1.3%(9) 1.2% (8)
(n=689) ) ) )
Returners
(n=587) 5.8% (34) 1.2% (7) 0.5% (3)
unweighted
Non-
returners 6.9% (7) 2.0% (2 4.9% (5)
(n=102)

=  Ovedl, goproximately 5% of fird-year students reported being avictim of crime
and experiencing threats of physicd violence. In addition, 3.6% reported
experiencing actud acts of physica violence, and 1.7% being sexually assaulted or
touched in unwelcomed ways.

= Generdly, returning and non-returning students reported smilar rates of
experiencing crime, violence, and sexua assault. However, non-retuning sudents
did report a higher rate of receiving threets of physica violence (7.8% compared to
4.4%).

Table9.1: Last quarter did you personally experience...whileon or around campus?
Reporting those who had the following experiences

Victim of Threats of Actual acts of Sexually assaulted
acrime physical violence | physical violence | or touched
2;1(:2'8 9) 5.1%(35) 4.9% (34) 3.6% (25) 1.7% (12)
Returners
(n=587) 5.1% (30) 4.4% (26) 3.4% (20) 1.9% (112)
unweighted
Non-
returners 4.9% (5) 7.8%(8) 4.9% (5) 1.0% (1)
(n=102)
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Personal Competencies

Another way to assess sudents trangtion to college is through the development of skills

and abilities. Thus, students rated themselves on a number of persona and academic-related
competencies after one quarter at Ohio State (“How do you fed you are/were doing...?). In
addition to being able to examine differences across groups, these findings may aso provide
guidance for program emphasis and new initiatives. In presenting the findings, the
competencies are organized into two areas. persona and academic-related competencies.
Differences based on status (returning and non-returning students) and race are considered.
Also, differences based on gender and resdency are discussed with regard to persona
competencies, and differences based on GPA are discussed in the academic-related
competencies. The scale used in the series of competency questionsis asfollows:

1="very wel”
2 ="good”
3 = 13 Okay”

4 = “4till making thetransition”

5= *“doing poorly”
Thus, alower average indicates a better self-rating of their competency in the particular
area.

Non-Returning Students Compared to Returning Students

Overdl, nonreturning students reported being significantly less successful in most aress of
persond competency. (See Tables10.0-10.5)
When rating how they are doing on their own, 44.8% of non-returning students
reported doing “very well” where as 61.6% of returning students reported the same.
On average, returning students rated themselves sgnificantly higher than non
returning students (1.56 and 1.89 respectively). (Table 10.0)

=  Smilaly, 17.6% of non-returning students reported either “ till making the
trandtion” or “doing poorly” with regard to how they were doing managing their
emotions. Only 7.5% of returning students reported the same. (Table 10.1)

» Reated to students connectedness to campus, non-returning students reported doing
sgnificantly worse than returning students in making new friendships. Only 64.7%
of non-returning students reported doing “very well” or “good” compared to 86% of
returning students. (Table 10.2)

» Non-returning sudents were dso significantly lesslikely to report doing well a
getting to know others of different backgrounds than returning students were, with
mean scores of 2.45 and 1.87 respectively. (Table 10.3)

= Moreover, returning students (average score of 2.11) reported doing significantly
better than non-returning students (average score of 2.48) when rating themsalves on
thelr spiritua growth and development. (Table 10.4)

= Sgnificantly more non-returning students reported “doing poorly” (17.3%)
managing their finances than did returning students (6.6%). (Table 10.5)
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Table 10.0: How do/did you fedl you are/were
doing on your own: Non-returners compared to

Table10.1: How do/did you fed you are/were
doing managing your emotions. Non-returners
compared to Returners

Responses Non- All

(unweighted) returners Returners
n=102 n=587

Very well (1) 314 41.2

Good (2) 324 36.1

Okay (3) 176 15.2

Still r'n'ak| ng the 88 46

transition (4)

Doing poorly (5) 8.8 29

Average **2.31 1.92

Returners

Responses Non- All

(unweighted) returners Returners
n=102 n=587

Very wel (1) 44.8 61.6

Good (2) 333 254

Okay (3) 135 9.0

Still r'n'ak| ng the 52 31

transition (4)

Doing poorly (5) 31 09

Average of those o

who rated 1.89 1.56

Not important/ 59 15

NA

Table 10.2: How do/did you fedl you are/were
doing at making new friendships. Non-

returners compared to Returners

Table 10.3: How do/did you fed you are/were

doing at getting to know othersof different
backgrounds: Non-returnerscompared to

Responses Non- All

(unweighted) returners | Returners
n=102 n=587

Very well (1) 36.3 52.3

Good (2) 284 327

Okay (3) 20.6 10.7

Still r_‘n_ak| ng the 20 27

transition (4)

Doing poorly (5) 118 15

Average **2.24 1.68

Table 10.4: How do/did you fedl you are/were

doing at your spiritual growth and

development: Non-retur ners compared to

Returners

Responses Non- All

(unweighted) returners | Returners
n=102 n=587

Very wdl (1) 324 46.3

Good (2) 255 30.2

Okay (3) 18.6 172

Stll m_ak| ng the 6.9 27

transition (4)

Doing poorly (5) 14.7 3.6

Average **2.45 1.87

Table 10.5: How do/did you fed you are/were
doing at managing your finances. Non-

retur ners compared to Returners

Returners
Responses Non- All
returners Returners
n=102 n=587
Very wel (1) 221 349
Good (2) 205 349
Okay (3) A7 20.1
Still making the
transition (4) 53 51
Doing poorly (5) 84 51
Average of those %2 48 211
who rated
Not important/ 6.9 27

NA/don’t know

Responses Non- All

(unweighted) returners | Returners
n=102 n=587

Very wdl (1) 245 276

Good (2) 316 322

Okay (3) 214 274

Still making the

transition (4) 51 61

Doing poorly (5) 173 6.6

Average of those +%2 59 232

who rated

Not important/ 39 00

NA

**  Statistically significant at the 95% level from
the unweighted returners (some at 99%)




Also as part of the personad competencies, sudents decision-making abilities were

considered. (See Tables 11.0-11.3)

= Non-returning students rated themselves significantly worse than returning sudents

did at making important decisions with a mean score of 2.40 compared to 1.97.
(Table 11.0)
= Smilarly, nonreturning students rated themsdves sgnificantly worse a making
respongble choices with regard to acohol use than returning students did, with
average scores of 1.91 and 1.69 respectively. (Table 11.1)
= Although they were not Satisticaly sgnificant differences, non-returning sudents
a0 rated themsdves worse than returning students did with regard to making
respong ble decisions regarding sexual behavior and drug use. (Tables 11.2 and 11.3)

Table 11.0: How do/did you fed you are/were

doing at making important decisions: Non-
returnerscompared to Returners

Responses Non- All

(unweighted) returners Returners
n=102 n=587

Very well (1) 225 36.1

Goad (2) 37.3 405

Okay (3) 206 16.0

Still making the

transition (4) 118 49

Doing poorly (5) 59 24

Average **2.40 1.97

Table 11.2: How do/did you fedl you are/were
doing at making responsible choicesregarding
sexual behavior: Non-returnerscompared to

Returners

Responses Non- All

(unweighted) returners Returners
n=102 n=587

Very wdl (1) 58.6 64.0

Good (2) 25.3 26.0

Okay (3) 16.2 79

Still making the

transition (4) 00 07

Doing poorly (5) 0.0 14

Averagefor those 158 1.49

who rated

Not important/ 29 12

NA/don't know
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Table 11.1: How do/did you fed you arefwere
doing at making responsible choicesregarding
alcohol use: Non-returners compared to

Returners

Responses Non- All

(unweighted) returners Returners
n=102 n=587

Very well (1) 455 55.0

Good (2) 29.3 217

Okay (3) 192 132

Sill rn_akl ng the 10 17

transition (4)

Doing poorly (5) 51 24

Averagefor those ,x

who rated 1.91 1.69

Not important/ 29 09

NA/don’t know

** Statistically significant at the 95% level from
the unweighted returners.

Table 11.3: How do/did you fed you are/were
doing at making responsible choicesregarding
drug use: Non-returnerscompared to

Returners
Responses Non- All
returners | Returners
n=102 n=587
Very well (1) 64.6 725
Good (2) 232 197
Okay (3) 81 6.0
Still making the
transition (4) 20 03
Doing poorly (5) 20 14
Averagefor those 154 1.38
who rated
Not important/ 29 14

NA/don’t know




Comparisons Among Returning Students

In examining persona competencies among returning students, differences with regard to
race, resdence, and gender are consdered. Because there are no significant differences
based on GPA, these data are not presented. However, the fact that there aren’t significant
differencesis an important finding in and of itsaf.

Ratings of All Returning Students and Differences Based on Residence and Gender
On Their Own

Students were asked to rate themselves on how well they were doing on their own. (See
Table 12.0)

=  Ovedl, returning students rated themselves as doing well on their own with 91.1%
responding that they were doing either “very wel” or “good.”

»  On-campus sudents rated themsdves significantly better than off-campus students
did with a mean score of 1.44 compared to 1.63. Furthermore, more off-campus
students (21.9%) responded that it wasn't important how they were doing on their
own whereas there weren’t any on-campus students who responded thisway.

= Women reported having asgnificantly more difficult time on their own than men
did, with average scores of 1.54 and 1.39 respectively.

Table 12.0: How do you fedl you are doing on your own: Returnersand Comparisons by Residence &
Gender

Responses All On-campus | Off-campus | Men Women

(weighted) Returners n=518 n=69 n=315 n=272
n=587

Very well (1) 66.5 67.9 52.9 67.0 65.8

Good (2) 24.6 234 355 29.0 194

Okay (3) 6.6 6.3 9.1 27 111

Still meking the 16 17 06 07 27

transition (4)

Doing poorly (5) 0.8 0.7 19 0.6 10

Average of those * *

who rated 1.46 1.44 1.63 1.39 154

" mportant/ 26 00 219 23 29

* Statistically significant at the 95% level comparing two groups (on campusv. off campus
and men v. women).
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Managing Their Emotions

Students were aso asked to rate themsalves on how they were doing managing their
emotions. (See Table 12.1)
=  Ovedl, Returning students reported doing “good’ a managing their emotions with
an average score of 1.84.
= Although not gatigticdly sgnificant, off-campus students evaluated themselves
better than on-campus students did with regard to managing their emotions. Over
87% of off-campus students responded that they were doing either “very wel” or
“good” compared to 81.2% of on-campus students.
= Women rated themselves significantly lower than men did with regard to managing
their emotions, with mean scores of 1.96 and 1.73 respectively.

Table 12.1: How do you feel you are doing managing your emotions. Returnersand Comparisons by
Residence & Gender

Responses All On-campus | Off-campus | Men Women

(weighted) Returners n=518 n=69 n=315 n=272
n=587

Very wel (1) 414 415 1.2 47.3 34.6

Good (2) 40.5 39.7 46.2 384 42.9

Okay (3) 130 135 9.3 9.1 175

Still making the

transition (4) 32 33 2.7 38 25

Doing poorly (5) 19 21 0.6 13 2.6

Average 1.84 1.85 1.75 1.73 *1.96

* Statistically significant at the 95% level comparing two groups (on campus v. off campus
and men v. women).

Making New Friends

In addition, students rated themselves on how well they were doing at making new friends.

(SeeTable 12.2)
= Almost 55% of dl returning students thought they were doing “very wdl” at making
new friends.

» There was alarge difference between how off-campus and on-campus students rated
themselves with regard to making new friends. Only 28.9% of off-campus students
thought they were doing “very well” compared to 57.9% of orncampus students.

=  Men and women were remarkably smilar in this area with mean scores of 1.63 and
1.62 respectively.

Table 12.2: How do you feel you are doing at making new friendships. Returnersand Comparisons by
Residence & Gender

Responses All On-campus | Off-campus | Men Women

(weighted) Returners n=518 n=69 n=315 n=272
n=587

Very well (1) 54.5 57.9 28.9 52.7 56.6

Goaod (2) 33.3 32.2 418 35.0 314

Okay (3) 8.8 8.0 152 9.9 75

Stll making the 22 18 51 20 24

transition (4)

Doing poorly (5) 13 0.2 9.1 05 22

Average 1.62 1.54 *2.24 1.63 1.62

* Statistically significant at the 95% level comparing two groups (on campus v. off campus

and men v. women).
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Getting to Know Others of Different Backgrounds

Table 12.3 presents the results from students' responses to how well they were doing at
getting to know others of different backgrounds.

Returning students rated themsalves as doing worse at getting to know others of
different backgrounds than they did at making new friends. Less than 45% rated
themsdves as doing “very well.”

Off-campus students (with a mean score of 2.08) rated themsalves dightly worse a
getting to know others of different backgrounds than on-campus students did (with a
mean score of 1.84).

Men and women responded similarly to their success at getting to know others of
different backgrounds with 77.8% of men and 77.8% of women responding “very
well” or “good.”

Table12.3: How do you feel you are doing at getting to know others of different backgrounds. Returners
and Comparisons by Residence & Gender

Responses All On-campus | Off-campus | Men Women

(weighted) Returners n=518 n=69 n=315 n=272
n=587

Very well (1) 44.2 45.0 38.0 444 44.0

Good (2) 33.6 339 313 334 338

Okay (3) 16.0 154 209 16.1 159

Still making the 32 31 42 40 24

transition (4)

Doing poorly (5) 3.0 2.6 5.6 21 39

Average 1.87 1.84 2.08 1.86 1.88

Soiritual Growth and Development

In addition, students were asked about their spiritual growth and development. (See Table

12.4)

With regard to spiritua growth and development, returning students rated themselves
asdoing “good” with amean score of 2.08. Also noteworthy was that 3.3% of
sudents felt spiritua growth wasn't important or didn’t apply.

Off-campus students (mean of 1.92) rated themselves dightly better than on-campus
sudents did (mean of 2.10) at developing spiritudly, athough ahigher percentage of
off-campus students felt it was't important (4.9% compared to 3.1%).

Smilarly, women reported a higher success than men did, with mean scores of 2.05
and 2.10 respectively, but women were also more likely to respond that spiritua
growth wasn't important.
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Table 12.4: How do you fedl you aredoing at your spiritual growth and development: Returnersand
Comparisons by Residence & Gender

Responses All On-campus | Off-campus | Men Women

(weighted) Returners n=518 n=69 n=315 n=272
n=587

Very well (1) 35.1 35.0 36.2 3438 355

Good (2) 353 35.0 379 35.2 354

Okay (3) 204 19.8 24.7 20.6 20.2

Still making the 51 57 04 39 65

transition (4)

Doing poorly (5) 4.1 45 0.8 55 24

Averageaf those 2.08 2.10 192| 210 2.05

who rated

Nat important/ 33 31 49 29 38

NA/don’t know

Managing Their Finances

In Table 12.5, findings are presented on how al returning students, along with o+ and off-
campus students and men and women, responded to how well they were doing at managing
ther finances. (See Table 12.5)
= In comparison to other personal competencies, returning students rated themselves
lowest in their success at managing their finances with an average score of 2.21.
= On-campus students rated themselves lower than off-campus students did with
regard to managing their finances (mean scores of 2.23 and 2.06 respectively).
= Women rated themselves lower than men did with regard to managing their finances,
with mean scores of 2.33 and 2.11 respectively.

Table12.5: How do you fedl you are doing at managing your finances: Returnersand Comparisons by
Residence & Gender

Responses All On-campus | Off-campus | Men Women
(weighted) Returners n=518 n=69 n=315 n=272
n=587
Very wel (1) 30.2 312 226 339 56.6
Goad (2) 33.0 304 53.0 A7 314
Okay (3) 26.8 275 217 21 75
Still making the 52 58 07 48 24
transition (4)
Doing poorly (5) 47 5.1 19 45 22
Average of those 2.21 2.23 2.06 2.11 2.33
who rated

Making Important Decisions

Students aso rated themsalves in how well they were doing at making important decisons.
(See Table 13.0)

»  When examining how students were doing in their decisonmaking abilities,
returning students generdly fdt they were doing ether “very wdl” or *“good”
(81.1%) at making importart decisons.

= Off-campus student (average of 1.73) rated themselves allittle higher with regard to
making important decisions as compared to on-campus students (average of 1.94).

*  Men and women rated themselves the same (averages of 1.92).
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Table 13.0: How do you fedl you are doing at making important decisions: Returnersand Comparisons
by Residence & Gender

Responses All On-campus | Off-campus | Men Women

(weighted) Returners n=518 n=69 n=315 n=272
n=587

Very wel (1) 36.0 35.2 414 4.2 380

Goad (2) 45.1 44.3 50.8 47.2 42.7

Okay (3) 122 133 4.0 131 11.3

Still making the 45 50 13 39 53

transition (4)

Doing poorly (5) 22 21 25 17 2.8

Average 1.92 1.94 1.73 1.92 1.92

Responsible Choices regarding Alcohol Use

Reated to making important decisions, students were asked how they were doing a making
responsible choices regarding acohol use. (See Table 13.1)

» Returning students had an average score of 1.79 with regard to making responsible
choices regarding dcohol use. However, 18.5% rated themsalves as doing less than
“good.”

= Off-campus students rated themsalves sgnificantly higher at making responsible
choices regarding acohol use compared to on-campus students (mean scores of 1.53
and 1.83 respectively).

= Women (mean of 1.76) rated themsalves dightly higher than did men (mean of
1.81).

Table13.1: How do you feel you are doing at making responsible choicesregar ding alcohol use:
Returnersand Comparisons by Residence & Gender

Responses All On-campus | Off-campus | Men Women

(weighted) Returners n=518 n=69 n=315 N=272
n=587

Very wdl (1) 464 43.6 67.6 46.2 46.3

Goad (2) 351 37.3 187 340 36.3

Okay (3) 140 145 102 138 142

Still meking the 19 21 04 26 11

transition (4)

Doing poorly (5) 26 25 3.1 3.0 2.0

Averagefor those *

who rated 1.79 1.83 1.53 1.81 1.76

Not important/

NA/don’ t Know 09 10 04 0.9 10

Responsible Choices regarding Sexual Behavior

In addition, students responded to a question asking them how well they were doing at
making responsible choices regarding sexua behavior. (See Table 13.2)

» Mo returning students (at least 90% in al subgroups) reported that they were doing
ether “very well” or “good” at making responsble choices regarding sexud
behavior.

»  Off-campus students rated themsalves dightly higher than on-campus students did,
and women dightly higher than men.
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Table13.2: How do you feel you are doing at making responsible choicesregar ding sexual behavior:

Returnersand Comparisons by Residence & Gender

Responses All On-campus | Off-campus | Men Women

(weighted) Returners n=518 n=69 n=315 n=272
n=587

Very well (1) 617 50.9 755 612 62.3

Good (2) 304 34 155 29.3 318

Okay (3) 6.2 6.1 75 75 47

Stll making the 06 06 00 10 01

transition (4)

Doing poorly (5) 11 10 14 10 12

Averagefor thase 1.49 151 136| 151 1.46

who rated

Not important/

NA /dor’ t know 11 10 21 05 18

Responsible Choices regarding Drug Use

The last persond competency question asked students how they were doing at making
responsible choices regarding drug use. (See Table 13.3)
= Of the decision making competencies, returning students reported the highest scores
at making responsible choices regarding drug use, with an average score of 1.38.
»  On-campus and off-campus students reported similar results (1.39 and 1.34
respectively).
=  Although women reported making better choices regarding acohol use compared to
men, they rated themselves dightly worse than men did at making responsible
decisons regarding drug use.

Table13.3: How do you feel you are doing at making responsible choicesregarding drug use: Returners
and Comparisons by Residence & Gender

Responses All Oncampus | Off campus | Men Women

(weighted) Returners n=518 n=69 n=315 n=272
n=587

Very well (1) 70.8 69.9 780 74.2 66.9

Good (2) 230 24.2 14.2 20.1 264

Okay (3) 46 44 6.0 40 54

Still meking the 04 05 00 08 01

transition (4)

Doing poorly (5) 11 10 18 10 13

Averagefor thase 1.38 1.39 134 134 1.42

who rated

Not important/

NA/don’ t Know 09 06 29 06 12
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Ratings by Race/Ethnicity
On Their Own

Smilar to the results from the overdl questions, we find that there are differencesin how
students rate themsalves on persona competencies based on their race, including how they
were doing on their own. (See Table 14.0)
= African Americans and Asan Americans (with mean scores of 1.65 and 1.67
respectively) rated themsalves as doing Sgnificantly worse at being on their own
than Caucasian students did (with a mean score of 1.41).

Table 14.0: How do you fed you are doing on your own: By Race

Responses African Asian Hispanic/Latino Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans n=80 n=201

n=155 n=132
Very wel (1) 614 53.8 60.8 68.2
Goad (2) 209 295 304 24.6
Okay (3) 111 121 7.6 5.6
Still meking the 46 45 13 10
transition (4)
Doing poorly (5) 20 0.0 0.0 05
Average of those * *
who rated 1.65 1.67 1.49 141
Not important/
NA 13 0 13 30
* Statistically significant at the 95% level when compared to Caucasian students.

Managing Their Emotions

Students of color dso rated themsalves as being less successful a managing their emotions
than Caucasian students did. (See Table 14.1)

= Higpanic/Latino students reported doing significantly worse than Caucasian sudents
a managing their emotions, with average scores of 2.04 and 1.81 respectively.

Table 14.1: How do you fed you ar e doing managing your emotions. By Race

Responses African Asian Hispanic/Latino Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans n=80 n=201

n=155 n=132
Very wel (1) 47.1 40.2 325 41.3
Good (2) 20.7 32.6 40.0 42.3
Okay (3) 123 205 200 124
Still making the
transition (4) 6.5 38 6.3 25
Doing poorly (5) 45 3.0 13 15
Average 1.92 1.97 *2.04 1.81
* Statistically significant at the 95% level when compared to Caucasian students.
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Making New Friendships
Although there were no gatistically sgnificant differences, dl three groups of students of
color rated themsalves worse than Caucas an students did regarding making new
friendships. (See Table 14.2)

Table 14.2: How do you fedl you are doing at making new friendships: By Race

Responses African Asian Hispanic/Latino Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans n=80 n=201

n=155 n=132
Very wel (1) 50.3 515 52.5 55.7
Good (2) 29.0 Al 338 333
Okay (3) 16.1 9.8 8.8 8.0
Still making the
transition (4) 26 30 50 20
Doing poorly (5) 19 15 0.0 10
Average 1.77 1.69 1.66 1.59

Getting to Know Others of Different Backgrounds

Table 14.3 presents differences by race when students were asked how they were doing a
getting to know others of different backgrounds. (See Table 14.3)
= Of dl four groups, Hispanic/Latino sudents rated themsalves the highest & getting
to know others of different backgrounds with a mean score of 1.74.
= Interegtingly, African American students (with an average score of 1.96) reported
having amore difficult time than the other three groups at getting to know others of

different backgrounds.
Table 14.3: How do you fedl you are doing at getting to know other s of different backgrounds: By Race
Responses African Asian Hispanic/Latino Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans n=80 n=201

n=155 n=132

Very wel (1) 46.5 47.7 53.8 43.8
Goad (2) 265 28.8 25.0 34.8
Okay (3) 181 105 16.3 154
Still making the
transition (4) 26 15 38 35
Doing poorly (5) 6.5 15 13 25
Average 1.96 1.80 1.74 1.86

Soiritual Growth and Devel opment

While African American and Asan American students reported doing better in the area of
spiritud growth and development than Caucasian students, Hispanic/Latino students
reported doing sgnificantly worse. (See Table 14.4)

»  Higpanic/Laino students (mean of 2.44) rated themsdlves sgnificantly lower than
African American (2.01), Asan American (2.06), and Caucasan (2.07) students with
regard to their spiritua growth and development. Over 10% of Hispanic students
responded that they were “doing poorly,” which is a least doubles the percentage of
students who responded the same in the other racid groups.
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= Also noteworthy isthet al African American students responded that spiritua
growth was important to them. In contrast, 3.8% of Asan American students, 2.5%
of Higpanic/Latino students, and 3.5% of Caucasian students responded that spiritual
development was not important to them or that such as question did not apply to
them.

Table 14.4: How do you fedl you aredoing at your spiritual growth and development: By Race

Responses African Asian Hispanic/Latino Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans n=80 N=201

n=155 n=132
Very wel (1) 432 30.7 256 3.1
Good (2) 284 44.1 321 35.6
Okay (3) 187 165 256 20.6
Still making the
transition (4) 39 6.3 6.4 52
Doing poorly (5) 5.8 24 10.3 3.6
Averageof those 5 *a
who rated 2.01 2.06 2.44 2.07

Not important/

NA/dor’ t know 00 38 25 35

* Satistically significant at the 95% level when compared to Caucasian students.

= Statistically significant at the 95% level comparing Asian Americans and Hispanic/Latinos

o Statistically significant at the 95% level comparing African Americans and Hispanic/L atinos

Managing Their Finances

Caucadan students rated themselves as doing better at managing their finances than sudents
of color. (See Table 14.5)
»  Caucasan sudents rated themsalves as being more successful a managing their
finances than the other racia groups. There was a significant difference between
Caucasian students and Hispanic/Latino students (with mean scores of 2.17 and 2.49

respectively).
Table 14.5: How do you fedl you are doing at managing your finances. By Race
Responses African Asian Hispanic/Latino Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans n=80 N=201

n=155 n=132

Very well (1) 27.1 26.5 20.0 313
Good (2) 24.5 35.6 35.0 33.3
Okay (3) 34.8 212 288 264
Still making the 65 6.1 100 50
transition (4)
Doing poorly (5) 7.1 10.6 6.3 4.0
Average 2.42 2.39 *2.48 217
* Statistically significant at the 95% level when compared to Caucasian students.
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Making Important Decisions

Table 15.0 presents findings by race to the question, “How do you fed you are doing at
miking important decisons?’
= Generdly, across race students reported similar success at making important
decisons.
= African American sudents rated themsdlves dightly higher than the other groups
with a mean score of 1.88.

Table 15.0: How do you fedl you are doing at making important decisions. By Race

Responses African Asian Hispanic/Latino Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans n=80 n=201

n=155 n=132
Very wdl (1) 40.6 333 35.0 358
Good (2) 381 35.6 40.0 46.8
Okay (3) 16.1 220 175 10.9
Still making the
transition (4) 32 6.8 75 45
Doing poorly (5) 19 23 0.0 20
Average 1.88 2.09 1.98 1.90

Responsible Choices regarding Alcohol Use

Conggtent with the findings of Student Affair's 1998 Core Drug and Alcohal report,
students of color reported having more success at making reponsible choices regarding
acohol use than Caucasian students did. (See Table 15.1)
= African American and Asian American students (average scores of 1.43 and 1.62
respectively) rated themsalves as doing significantly better at making responsible
decisons regarding alcohol use than Caucasian sudents did (average score of 1.83).
» Therewas dso asgnificant difference between African American and
Hispanic/Latino students responses, with African American students rating
themsalves better than Hispanic sudents.
» Higpanic and Caucasian students rated themsalves smilarly with average scores of

1.82 and 1.83 respectively.
Table 15.1: How do you fed you are doing at making responsible choices regar ding alcohol use: By Race
Responses African Asian Hispanic/Latino Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans n=80 n=201

n=155 n=132

Very wel (1) 716 59.2 50.6 427
Goad (2) 181 254 228 38.2
Okay (3) 7.7 115 228 146
Still making the
transition (4) 13 15 13 20
Doing poorly (5) 13 23 25 25
Averagefor those . * 5
who rated 1.43 1.62 1.82 1.83
Not important/
NA/don’t Know 00 15 13 10
* Statistically significant at the 95% level when compared to Caucasian students.
o Statistically significant at the 95% level comparing African Americans and Hispanic/L atinos.
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Responsible Choices regarding Sexual Behavior

Differences by race with regard to making responsible choices regarding sexud behavior are
presented in Table 15.2.
= African American and Asan American students responded smilarly when rating
themsdlves on how they were doing at making responsible choices regarding sexud
behavior with mean scores of 1.44 and 1.45.
» Hispanic/Latino students reported that lowest rating of the four groups with amean
score of 1.60.

Table 15.2: How do you fedl you are doing at making responsible choicesregarding sexual behavior: By
Race

Responses African Asian Hispanic/Latino Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans n=80 n=201

n=155 n=132
Very well (1) 716 66.7 57.7 60.8
Goad (2) 181 220 28.2 32.2
Okay (3) 7.7 8.3 115 55
Still meking the 13 00 13 05
transition (4)
Doing poorly (5) 13 15 13 10
Averagefor those
who rated 1.44 1.45 1.60 1.49
Not important/
NA/don’t know 00 00 25 10

Responsible Choices regarding Drug Use

Lasgtly, Table 15.3 presents the comparisons by race for how students rated themselves on
how well they were doing at making responsible choices regarding drug use. (See Table
15.3)
» Higpanic/Latino students rated themsalves lowest of the four racid groups at making
responsible choices regarding drug use. However, the differences were not

datidicaly sgnificant.
Table 15.3: How do you feel you are doing at making responsible choicesregarding drug use: By Race
Responses African Asian Hispanic/Latino Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans n=80 n=201

n=155 n=132

Very wdl (1) 79.9 734 65.8 70.0
Goad (2) 12.3 188 215 245
Okay (3) 6.5 55 114 40
Still making the
transition (4) 00 00 13 05
Doing poorly (5) 13 2.3 0.0 10
Averagefor those 1.31 1.39 1.48 1.38
who rated
Not important/
NA/don’t know 06 30 13 05
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Academic-Related Competencies

The academic-related competencies focus on academic and career success aswell as

campus- specific competencies such as learning their way around campus and using campus

resources.

Non-Returning Students Compared to Returning Students

Evidence suggests that non-returning students differed significantly from returning sudents

When examining academic-related competencies. (See Tables 16.0-16.4)
Nontreturning students rated themsdves significantly worse with regard to getting
satisfactory grades with amean score of 2.76 compared to 2.32 for returning

students. (Table 16.0)

= Smilarly, nonreturning students were much more likely to respond that they were
doing poorly managing their time with 22.5% responding thisway than returning

students were, 9.2% of whom responded that they were doing poorly. (Table 16.1)

= Non-returning sudents aso struggled more with establishing academic and career
gods than did returning sudents. There was a Sgnificant difference between the

two groups with an average score of 2.77 for nonreturning students and of 2.12 for

returning students. (Table 16.2)

= Non-returning students a so reported doing significantly worse than returning

Students at learning their way around campus with 46.5% reporting doing “very

well” compared to 65.9% of returning sudents. (Table 16.3)

= Smilarly, nonreturning students rated themselves as doing significantly worse at

using campus resources compared to returning students, with mean scores of 2.71
and 2.18 respectively. (Table 16.4)

Table 16.0: How do/did you fed you are/were

doing at getting satisfactory grades. Non-
r eturnerscompar ed to Returners

Responses Non- All

(unweighted) returners | Returners
n=102 n=587

Very well (1) 24.0 288

Good (2) 230 32.6

Okay (3) 230 224

Still making the

transition (4) 130 101

Doing poorly (5) 170 6.1

Averagefor those o

who rated 2.76 2.32

Not important/ 00 0.2

NA/don’t know
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Table 16.1: How do/did you fed you are/were

doing managing your time: Non-returners

compared to Returners

Responses Non- All

(unweighted) returners | Returners
n=102 n=587

Very well (1) 137 16.9

Good (2) 324 312

Okay (3) 225 27.3

Still making the

transition (4) 8 155

Doing poorly (5) 225 9.2

Average **2.93 2.69

** Statistically significant at the 95% level from
the non-weighted returners.




Table 16.2: How do/did you fed you are/were
doing at establishing academic and car eer
goals: Non-returners compar ed to Returners

Responses Non- All

(unweighted) returners Returners
n=102 n=587

Very wdl (1) 14.0 32.6

Good (2) 310 370

Okay (3) 30.0 19.6

Still rn.ak| ng the 140 77

transition (4)

Doing poorly (5) 110 31

Averagefor those o

who rated 2.77 212

Not important/

NA/don’t know 20 00

Table 16.4: How do/did you fed you are/were

doing at using campusresour ces:

Non-returners

compared to Returners

Responses Non- All

(unweighted) returners Returners
n=102 n=587

Very wdl (1) 17.2 28.9

Good (2) 232 35.6

Okay (3) 414 271.7

Still making the

transition (4) 81 50

Doing poorly (5) 10.1 29

Averagefor those ©x0 71 218

who rated

Not important/

NA/don’t know 29 09

** Statistically significant at the 95% level from the

non-weighted returners.

Comparisons Among Returning Students

Table 16.3: How do/did you fed you are/were
doing at learning your way around campus.
Non-returnerscompared to Returners

Responses Non- All

(unweighted) returners Returners
n=102 n=587

Very wel (1) 465 65.9

Good (2) 38.6 279

Okay (3) 9.9 49

Still rn.ak| ng the 40 10

transition (4)

Doing poorly (5) 10 0.2

Average **1.74 1.42

The discusson of academic-related competencies of returning students focuses on
differences based on GPA and race. Very few sgnificant differences were found between
men and women and between on-campus and off-campus students, these differences are

noted when they occurred.
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Ratings of All Returning Students and Differences Based on GPA
Getting Satisfactory Grades

Students rated themsalves on how they were doing a getting satisfactory grades. ( See Table
17.0)
=  Mogt returning students (86.7%) reported that they were at least doing “okay” at
getting satisfactory grades.
» Interegtingly, sudentswith lessthan a2.0 did not rate themselves sgnificantly
different from those students with a higher GPA in how they were doing regarding
getting satisfactory grades. In fact, 29% said they were doing “very well.”

Table 17.0: How do you fed you aredoing at getting satisfactory grades: Returnersand Comparisons by
GPA

Responses All Less than Between 3.0 or better
(weighted) Returners 20 20& 29 n=276

n=587 n=115 n=196
Very wel (1) 319 29.0 30.6 340
Goad (2) A3 H4 333 35.0
Okay (3) 205 234 211 19.0
Still meking the 76 60 03 72
transition (4)
Doing poorly (5) 5.6 73 5.7 4.8
Averagefor those
who rated 221 2.28 2.26 2.14
Not important/ 04 00 12 00

NA/don’t know

Time Management

In addition, students responded to the question, “How do you fed you are doing managing
your time?’ (See Table 17.1)
*  Time management gppeared to be ardatively more difficult issue for sudents with
amost 50% responding that they were “doing okay,” “ till making the trangtion,” or
“doing poorly.”
= Whilethere were not gatistically significant differences between the three GPA
categories, sudents with less than a 2.0 felt better about their time management skills
than students with between a 2.0 and 2.9 and those with a 3.0 or better did.

Table17.1: How do you fedl you are doing managing your time: Returnersand Comparisonsby GPA
Responses All Less than Between 3.0 or better
(weighted) Returners 20 20& 29 n=276

n=587 n=115 n=196
Very wdl (1) 164 192 131 177
Good (2) 339 36.8 3.1 289
Okay (3) 30.0 24.0 304 323
Still making the 146 137 138 155
transition (4)
Doing poorly (5) 51 6.3 37 55
Average 2.58 251 2.56 2.62
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Establishing Academic and Career Goals

Table 17.2 presents the findings of al returning students and comparisons by GPA on how
well students were doing establishing academic and career gods. (See Table 17.2)
= Just under 70% of returning students responded that they were doing “very well” or
“good” at establishing academic and career goals.
» Interestingly, students with less than a 2.0 rated themselves better in their progress
related to establishing academic career gods than students with betweena2.0 and a
2.9 and students with a3.0 or better did. Students with less than a 2.0 GPA had an
average score of 1.98 compared to a 2.13 for students with a GPA between a 2.0 and
2.9 and a 2.14 for students with a 3.0 or better.

Table 17.2: How do you feel you are doing at establishing academic and career goals: Returnersand
Comparisonsby GPA

Responses All Less than Between 3.0 or better
(weighted) Returners 20 20& 29 n=276

n=587 n=115 n=196
Very wdl (1) 330 33.8 253 36.1
Goad (2) 36.6 389 47.3 28.1
Okay (3) 20.8 121 20.3 249
Still meking the 58 59 38 72
transition (4)
Doing poorly (5) 3.7 44 3.3 37
Averagefor those
who rated 2.10 1.98 2.13 2.14

Learning their Way Around Campus

Students were also asked to rate how well they were doing at learning their way around
campus. (See Table 17.3)
= After one quarter at OSU, returning students felt confident about knowing their way
around campus with 68.9% responding that they were doing “very well” and 26.4%
doing “good.”
= Studentswith less than a2.0 (mean score of 1.24) rated themselves significantly
better than students with between a 2.0 and a 2.9 (mean score of 1.37) and students
with a 3.0 or better (mean score of 1.41).
* Mae students (with an average score of 1.27) rated themselves sgnificantly higher
than femae students did (with an average score of 1.47) in their knowledge of
campus. (Data not shown)

Table 17.3: How do you fedl you aredoing at learning your way around campus. Returnersand
Comparisons by GPA

Responses All Less than Between 3.0 or better
(weighted) Returners 20 20& 29 n=276

n=587 n=115 n=196
Very well (1) 68.9 79.0 67.0 66.0
Goad (2) 264 18.8 294 274
Okay (3) 44 14 34 6.4
Still making the
transition (4) 0.3 05 0.3 0.2
Doing poorly (5) 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0
Averagefor those *
who rated 1.36 1.24 A1.37 141
* Statistically significant at the 95% level with students with a3.0 or better.
A Statistically significant at the 95% level comparing a GPA of lessthat a2.0toaGPA of a2.0toa2.9
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Using Campus Resources

Lastly, students were asked how well they were doing at using campus resources. (See
Table 17.4)
=  Ovedl, returning students did not rate themsdves as highly on their success at using
campus resources as they did in learning their way around campus. Over 36% rated
themsalves as doing “okay” or as being less successful a using campus resources.
= Although the differences were not sgnificant, once again, sudents with a lower
GPA rated themsdlves higher on their ability to use campus resources than did
sudents with a higher GPA. Only 5.6% of students with under a2.0 (with amean
score of 2.11) rated themsdlves as “ till making the trangition” or “doing poorly”
compared to 9.5% of students with a 3.0 or better (with a mean score of 2.26).

Table 17.4: How do you fed you are doing at using campusresour ces. Retur nersand Comparisons by
GPA

Responses All Less than Between 3.0 or better
(weighted) Returners 20 20& 29 n=276

n=587 n=115 n=196
Very wel (1) 25.1 30.8 222 24.8
Good (2) 3.3 337 43.6 364
Okay (3) 289 29.8 279 29.3
Still making the
transition (4) 5.7 51 48 6.6
Doing poorly (5) 20 05 16 29
Averagefor those
who rated 2.21 211 2.20 2.26

Not important/

NA/don’t know 13 22 02 L7

Ratings by Race/Ethnicity

Unlike the persona competencies, there were fewer sgnificant differences acrossracid
groups with regard to academic-related competencies.

Getting Satisfactory Grades

Table 18.0 presents the findings by race regarding how well students rated themselves a
getting satisfactory grades.
= Caucasian students rated themselves as doing better at getting satisfactory grades
than students of color did. Moreover, for African American students, these
differences were satisticaly significant with a mean score of 2.43 compared to 2.17
for Caucasian students.
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Table 18.0: How do you fed you aredoing at getting satisfactory grades. By Race

Responses African Asian Hispanic/Latino Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans n=80 n=201

n=155 n=132
Very wdl (1) 26.5 30.3 238 33.0
Good (2) 29.0 311 36.3 35.0
Okay (3) 258 19.7 250 200
Still making the 123 136 88 65
transition (4) ) ) ’ '
Doing poorly (5) 6.5 53 6.3 55
Averagefor those .
who rated 2.43 2.33 2.38 217
Not important/
NA/dor t know 0.0 0.0 0.0 05
* Statistically significant at the 95% level in comparison to Caucasian students.

Time Management

Students of color generdly rated themselves as not doing as well at managing their time as
Caucasian sudents did. (See Table 18.1)
= Over 13% of African American students responded that they were “doing poorly”
managing their time compared to 11.4% of Asian American students, 7.5% of
Hispanic/Latino students, and only 3.5% of Caucasian students.
=  Onaverage, African American students scored a 2.80 compared to Caucasian
sudents score of 2.55, agatisticaly sgnificant difference.

Table 18.1: How do you feel you are doing managing your time: By Race

Responses African Asian Hispanic/Latino Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans n=80 n=201

n=155 n=132
Very well (1) 18.1 189 138 159
Goad (2) 277 30.3 288 348
Okay (3) 239 273 275 313
Still meking the 1638 121 25 144
transition (4)
Doing poorly (5) 135 114 75 35
Average *2.80 2.67 2.81 2.55
* Statistically significant at the 95% level in comparison to Caucasian students.

Establishing Academic and Career Goals

Table 18.2 presents the findings regarding how students of different racia groups rated
themsdves on how well they were doing at establishing academic and career gods.
= Unlike the previous academic-related competencies, African Americans rated
themselves the highest among the racia groups (with a mean score of 2.05) in regard
to how they were doing at establishing academic and career gods.
=  Adan Americanstrailed the group with an average score of 2.21.



Table 18.2: How do you fed you are doing at establishing academic and car eer goals. By Race

Responses African Asian Hispanic/Latino Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans n=80 n=201

n=155 n=132
Very wdl (1) 342 328 275 333
Good (2) 36.8 344 425 36.3
Okay (3) 213 153 20.0 214
Still making the
transition (4) 58 137 88 50
Doing poorly (5) 19 3.8 13 4.0
Averagefor those
who rated 2.05 221 2.14 2.10

Learning their Way Around Campus

Overdl, Caucasian students rated themsalves as doing better at learning their way around
campus than students of color did. (See Table 18.3)
=  Whilethe results do not represent sgnificant differences, Caucasian students, with a
mean score of 1.34, rated themselves more successful at learning their way around
campus than students of color did, with mean scores of 1.43 or higher.
= African American, Asan American, and Hispanic/Latino students rated themselves
smilarly with average scores of 1.45, 1.46, and 1.43 respectively.

Table 18.3: How do you fedl you aredoing at lear ning your way around campus. By Race

Responses African Asian Hispanic/Latino Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans n=80 n=201

n=155 n=132
Very wel (1) 66.5 63.6 62.5 70.1
Good (2) 239 30.3 325 259
Okay (3) 7.7 30 5.0 4.0
Still making the
transition (4) 19 23 0.0 0.0
Doing poorly (5) 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0
Average for those 1.45 1.46 1.43 1.34
who rated

Using Campus Resources

Lastly, students of color generaly rated themsalves better a using campus resources than
Caucasian students did. (See Table 18.4)
= Students of color appear to have been more successful at using campus resources
with 31.8% of African American students, 34.8% of Asian American students, and
30.4% of Higpanic/Latino students responding thet they have done “very well”
compared to 23.7% of Caucasian sudents.
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Table 18.4: How do you fedl you are doing at using campusresour ces. By Race

Responses African Asian Hispanic/Latino Caucasians
(unweighted) American Americans n=80 n=201

n=155 n=132
Very well (1) 318 348 304 23.7
Goad (2) 312 333 36.7 394
Okay (3) 312 22.7 24.1 29.3
Still meking the 32 53 63 6.1

transition (4)

Doing poorly (5) 2.6 3.8 25 15

Averagefor those
who rated 2.14 2.10 2.14 2.22

Not important/

NA/don’ t know 06 0.0 13 15

Non-Returning Students

In addition to the questions asked of al students completing the survey, pecific questions
were asked of students who did not return to Ohio State for winter quarter in order to get an
idea of students current plans, the likelihood of them returning to Ohio State, when they
decided not to return, and the reasons students cited for not returning.

Current Plans

Nortreturning students were asked about their current plans. (See Table 19.0)
= Almost 74% said they were going to (or had) transfer to another schoal.
= Over 25% responded that they would be working.

»  Over 18% stated that they would return to OSU at some point.

Table 19.0: What areyour current plansnow that you are not attending OSU?
(multiple response, will not equal 100%)

Responses (n=102) Percent
Transfer to or attend another school 73.6
Work 255
Return to OSU at some point 18.6
Something else 17.7
(including having ababy, going into military service)

Likelihood of Returning to Ohio State

Non-returning students were also asked how likely it was that they would return to Ohio
Starte someday. (See Table 19.1)
When asked specificaly about how likdly it would be that they would return to Ohio
State, 20.6% said “very likdy.”
= Almost 60% responded that they were “only alittle likely” or “not likdy a dl” to
return to Ohio State.
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Table 19.1: How likely areyou toreturn to Ohio State someday?

Responses (n=102) Frequency Percent

Very likey 21 20.6
Somewheat likely 20 19.6
Only alittlelikely 28 275
Not likely at all 33 324

When They Decided Not to Return to OSU

Furthermore, non-returning students were asked when they decided not to return to Ohio
State. (See Table 19.2)
»  Students varied on when they decided not to return to Ohio State for winter quarter.
The largest proportion (36.3%) responded that they decided during or shortly after

midterms.
= Another 33.3% decided ether “during or shortly after finds’ or “during the winter
break.”
Table 19.2: When did you decide not to return to OSU for Winter Quarter?
Responses (n=102) Frequency Percent
During first 2-3 weeks 11 108
of fall classes
During or shortly after 37 363
midterms )
During or shortly after 16 157
finals )
During the break 18 176
between quarters
Other (see below) 20 19.6

Other responsesinclude:
= Beforel started because | am pregnant
Right before midterms of fal quarter
First 4 weeks of classes
When | was suppose to schedule and was blocked out of my classes
Week before finals
The beginning of winter quarter
During the first two weeks of winter quarter

Reasons for Not Returning to Ohio State

Table 19.3 provides the responses given to why students decided not to return to Ohio State.

* Fnancid reasons were the most frequently cited by students for one reason they did
not return to Ohio State.

=  Over 10% responded that grades or academic difficulty, feding uncomfortable or out
of place at OSU, or family/relationship reasons contributed to their decison not to
return to Ohio State.

= Other reasons cited by studentsincluded size of the school, the distance from home,
academic reasons, housing-related issues, persond reasons, and lack of ingtitutional
fit. (See below for further detail)
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Table 19.3: What wereyour reasonsfor not returningto OSU for Winter Quarter?
(multiple responses, will not equal 100%)

Responses Freguency Percent
Financial 26 255
Grades or academic difficulty 12 12.7
Not comfortable or

out of place at OSU 2 118
Family or relationship reasons 12 118
Emotional concerns 9 8.8
Lack of gcadgnl cor 6 58
career directions

Lack of motivation 3 29
Health or physical 3 29
Other (see below) 67 63.8

Among the other reasons cited for choosing not to return to Ohio State include:
Size of school
»  Wanted to be at a smaller school (2)
» Thehugenessof it. | didn't like 600 kids in your classes
» Thesize of the school scared me
»  Thought OSU was too big (4)
Digtance from home
» Wanted to be closer to home (4)
» Did not fed comfortable leaving home
» Girlfriend isa home
Academic reasons
Didn’t have a sign language program
Programs didn’t meet standards
Major was dropped from curriculum
Didn’t like department
»  Wasn't fond of the way they taught classes
Housing related issues
* Did not like dorm life and food
= Bathrooms were dirty
»  Problems with roommates
» Housing problems
Personal reasons
= Pregnant
» Got married and is attending cosmetology school
» Going to Germany
Lack of inditutiond fit
» Wasn't asfunas| expected
= Didn't fed that it was the right school for me (2)
»  Wanted to attend areligious ingtitution
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CONCLUSION

The Trangtion to College survey reveds a number of interesting findings. Coupled with the
findings from the program reports for Summer Orientation, WWelcome Week, and Family
Weekend, which cover these programsin greater depth, the findings can be used to improve
sudents' trangtion to college. The knowledge gained from the survey can inform

University policy and practice.

Evidence suggests that non-returning students experience Ohio State very differently than
sudents who stay at the Univeraty. Condggtent with the literature, students who may be at
greater risk of “dropping out” include older students, students who attend part-time, students
who are employed especidly those employed off-campus and full-time, and students who
live off campus. Non-returning students are generdly less satisfied with dl aspects of their
college experience and rate themsalves as doing more poorly at most areas of persona and
academic-related competencies than returning sudents. Further study is needed to
determine causa relationships. What is confirmed from this studly is that connection to the
Universty community and satisfaction with their college experience aong with the impact

of Orientation and Welcome Week are related to students’ retention after one quarter.
Furthermore, thisinitid look at the reasons why students decide not to return begins to
illuminate areas to target to improve retention.

For returning students, Ohio State is serving them well. Generdly, they are making a
successful trangtion to college. However, by looking at their concerns before entering
college and after one quarter of enrollment, it becomes apparent that there are anumber of
issues that need to be addressed including assisting sudents in dedling with the size of the
Univergty and creating opportunities for smdler communities within the larger indtitution.
Also, the University needs to address financia concernsfor dl students and issuesrelating
to students academic progress and success.  Furthermore, by students' ratings of how they
are doing in anumber of trangtiond issues, certain areas may require some intentiond
efforts on the part of the Univergity to assst sudentsin their development. These include
managing ther finances, developing spiritudly, managing their time, getting satisfactory
grades, using campus resources, and establishing academic and career gods. Without
developing skillsin most of these areas, sudents may be &t risk later in their academic
career and may not develop asfully as possible during their college experience.

The differences between and among racia/ethnic groups are important findings from this
survey. The study confirms that students of color experience Ohio State differently than
Caucasan students and often times find the forma programs to be more helpful for therr
trangtion to college. Overdl, African American students gppear to have the mogt difficult
time trangtioning to college as compared to the other groups. These findings support the
need for continued efforts and programs that target students of color asthey enter Ohio State
and that assst them in making the trangition to college. In addition, differencesin how
students rate themsalves on personal and academic-related competencies provide guidance
for specific areas to address.

In addition, evidence aso suggests that there are some differences between on- and off-
campus students and between men and women in their trangtion to college. Also, students
vary somewhat on how they respond to questions based on their GPA. Ladlly, the sudy aso
shows that some fird-quarter students do encounter discrimination and are victims of crime.
Such incidents serve as obstacles for making a successful trangition to Ohio State.
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