
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

A Study of the Relationship between Selected Background/Psychosocial Variables 

and the Persistence of Hispanic Female Community College Students 

 

Yolanda Reyna, Ed.D. 

 

Mentor:  Albert B. Smith, Ph.D. 

 

 

This study on Hispanic females (HF) in a two-year community college setting  

was guided by two research questions. To what extent do persister and non-persister 

Hispanic female students differ on each of the following 14 selected variables found in 

Bean and Eaton’s (2000) Psychological Model of College Student Retention: 1) age, 2) 

marital status, 3) employment, 4) household income, 5) number of children, 6) level of 

planned education, 7) enrollment status, 8) generational status, 9) financial aid assistance, 

10) semester hours completed, 11) self-efficacy, 12) motivational goals, 13) institutional 

commitment, and 14) parental influence? Secondly, do persisters  and non-persisters 

differ in their first semester course-taking patterns and completion rates?  

The research design used in this study was a non-experimental, quantitative, 

survey design.  A two-part questionnaire was employed to collect background data and 

information on psychosocial variables.  The sample consisted of 424 students of which 

124 (29.3%) responded.  Of the 124 responders, 88 (71%) were classified as persisters 

and 36 (29%) were non-persisters.  For Research Question 1, chi-square analysis and t-

tests were used to analyze the differences between persisters and non-persisters.  For 



Research Question 2, descriptive analyses were employed to provide a profile of the 

differences in first-semester course-taking patterns and completion rates. 

This study found that HF persisters differed significantly from HF non-persisters 

on five background and two psychosocial variables, with persisters tending to be:  1) 

single, 2) unemployed, 3) more interested in obtaining a bachelor’s degree, 4) first in 

their families to attend college, 5) more influenced by their parents to pursue educational 

goals, 6) more motivated, and 7) more committed to their institution. 

Findings related to Research Question 2 showed that HF persisters out performed 

HF non-persisters as follows: (1) 73% completed their mathematics course compared to 

42%, (2) 88% completed an English course compared to 38%, (3)  88% completed 

college level courses, compared to 38% , and (4) only 1.1% withdrew or failed all their 

classes compared to 16.7%. 

This study provides suggestions as to how colleges with large enrollments of HF 

students could work with these students and their parents before and after they first enroll 

and come on campus.  Recommendations are made for improving current advising 

systems and for reviewing HF academic, social, and psychological progress.   
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 1 

 

 

CHAPTER ONE 

 

Introduction 

 

 

Hispanics became the largest minority group in the United States in 2003.  The 

U.S. Census Bureau (2000) predicted that the Hispanic population would continue to 

grow well into the middle of the century (“Hispanic population,” 2005).  This growth will 

have both immediate and long-term implications for higher education. 

The literature on higher education uses the broad terms of “Latinos” or 

“Hispanics” for Spanish-speaking individuals, however, most of the research focuses on 

the experiences of Mexican Americans (Torres, 2004).  Between 58.5% (Guzman, 2002) 

and 66.1% of the Latino population in the United States (Therrien & Ramirez, 2001) are 

of Mexican origin.  In terms of educational attainment, there is a large gap between 

Latinos and non-Latino whites with regard to completion of high school.  Of those who 

complete high school, 88.4% are non-Latino white and 57% are Latinos.  The most likely 

Latino group to complete high school is Cuban (73%), and the least likely to complete is 

Mexican American with 51% completion (Torres, 2004).  The percentage of Latinos who 

complete high school is an important factor because persons who do not complete high 

school are generally ineligible for college or university enrollment (Torres). 

Hispanic enrollments in colleges and universities increased dramatically between 

1980 and 2000,with 22% of 18-24-year-old Hispanics enrolled in colleges and 

universities in 2000, up from 16% in 1980 (National Center for Education Statistics, 

2003).  Despite the rise in the percentage of Hispanics enrolled in higher education, the 

rates are low when compared to white, non-Hispanics rates.  In 2000, white non-
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Hispanics totaled 68.3% of all students enrolled in institutions of higher education, while 

Hispanics totaled 9.5% (National Center for Education Statistics). 

The increase in Hispanic enrollment since 1980 has been driven by both 

population growth and by increasing numbers enrolling in colleges and universities.  

Despite the increase, this population is disproportionately enrolled in higher education 

institutions, with more in two-year than four-year colleges.  In the 1999-2000 academic 

year, Hispanics earned 9% of all associate degrees, 6% of bachelor’s degrees, 4% of 

master’s degrees, 3% of doctor’s degrees, and 5% of first-professional degrees (National 

Center for Education Statistics, 2003).  These data indicate that Hispanics continue to lag 

behind Anglos and African-Americans in educational attainment.  The relationship 

between educational achievement and economic attainment makes enrollment in higher 

education a critical issue for the Hispanic population (Torres, 2004). 

 

Hispanic Students and Community Colleges 

Community colleges are the point of entry for many Hispanic college students, 

offering low-cost and quality preparation for four-year universities (Fernandez & 

Martinez, 2004).  For Hispanic students, community colleges may be a stepping stone to 

the bachelor’s degree.  Hispanics are more likely to be enrolled in two-year colleges than 

any other ethnic group.  Minority students represent 21% of all students enrolled in 

higher education, yet they make up over 60% of the enrollment in community colleges 

(“Hispanic population,” 2005). 

The use of the community college, as a transfer institution, has declined over the 

past 25 years (Brawer & Cohen, 1996b; Brint & Karabel, 1989; Nora & Rendon, 1994).  

According to Rendon (1999), community college policy primarily provides resources and 
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support services for students interested in vocational programs, shortchanging students 

who expect curriculum and services needed to transfer to four-year institutions.  Hispanic 

students do not receive the socialization, encouragement, or mentoring needed as a 

gateway to senior institutions (Rendon). 

Justiz, Rendon, and Resta (1988) identified barriers that deterred the transfer 

process to four-year institutions for Hispanic students.  These barriers included lack of 

motivation and academic preparation, financial concerns, unwillingness to leave family 

and community, lack of family involvement in education, having to work, uncertainty 

about capabilities of earning a degree, and failure to understand the consequences of 

changing programs.  Institutional barriers identified included faculty resistance to 

advising students, low expectations by faculty for student academic achievement, lack of 

clear articulation agreements, and institutional policies not assisting with social 

integration (Nora & Rendon, 1994).  Another qualitative study identified factors such as 

personal experiences, family struggles, and financial hardships that motivate Latino 

students to pursue a bachelor’s degree (Suarez, 2003). 

Currently, there are no national standards for community college completion.  As 

Latinos continue to turn to higher education for social, political, and economic mobility, 

they will most likely depend on community colleges to prepare, train, educate, and 

facilitate their success (Fernandez & Martinez, 2004). 

In general, more than half of all students who begin at two-year institutions never 

achieve a post-secondary degree (Garcia 2001; Garza & Rendon, 1996).  For Hispanic 

community college students, this trend is more pronounced, as their transfer and 

persistence rates are among the lowest (Harvey, 2001-2002; Garza & Rendon). 
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Another barrier to transfer and persistence for Hispanics, is that the decision to 

enroll in a community college may be influenced by their extraordinarily high labor force 

participation rate.  Contributing to household expenses is seen as a necessity (Fry, 2002).  

Hispanic women may face additional cultural stressors, as gender roles in families can 

suppress their educational and career goals (Rendon, 1992; Romo, 1998).  Nevertheless, 

Hispanic women continue to be more likely than their male counterparts to enroll in 

colleges and universities (Harvey, 2001-2002).  Cultural validation is crucial in 

increasing persistence and transfer rates among Hispanic students in community colleges 

(Laden, 1998). 

 

Latinas: The New Latino Majority in College 

The number of Latinas who enrolled in college and graduated increased in the 

1990s, surpassing all other minority groups in higher education.  “Latina” is the feminine 

form of the word Latino.  In the United States, Latino refers to non-Anglo-American 

citizens who are living in the United States and are of Hispanic background.  The usage 

of the terms Latina, Hispanic, and Mexican American are proper in American English 

and often are used interchangeably.  Over the last two decades the image of the Latina in 

her home environment as daughter, mother, and wife has changed to a woman capable of 

choosing her own destiny (Gonzalez, Jovel, & Stoner, 2004).  The 1990s were the decade 

of the Latinas, which marked a significant advancement in education, although they still 

remain under-represented in higher education.  In 2000, 25.4% of Latinas between the 

ages of 18 to 24 enrolled in college (Harvey, 2001-2002).  The advances made by Latinas 

during the 1990s also are evident in the increased percentages of degrees conferred.  

Between 1991and 2000, the percentage of all associate and bachelor’s degrees granted to 
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Latinas grew from 5.2% and 3.5% to 9% and 6.3% respectively, an average increase of 

about 75% for each degree (Harvey).  Furthermore, Latinas achieved the second largest 

increase at the master’s degree level.  The percentage of all master’s degrees conferred of 

Latinas increased from 2.7% in 1991 to 4.4% in 2000 (Harvey).  Although increases in 

the 1990s reflected progress, percentages of college participation, completion, and 

degrees granted remain relatively low for Latinas, and these increases have not come 

without challenges (Gonzalez, Jovel, & Stoner). 

Recently, Mexican Americans comprised 66% of the national Hispanic population 

and 76% in the state of Texas (Reynosa, 2002).  Nationally, 25.6% of the United States’ 

population has earned bachelor degrees.  Of this group, 6.9% were Mexican American.  

In Texas 51% of the Hispanic population graduated from high school, yet only 8.9% 

attained a bachelor’s degree (U. S. Census Bureau, 2000).  Mexican Americans fare 

worse at almost every level of academic progress than their non-Hispanic and Hispanic 

counterparts (Reynosa). 

The data reflecting the improvement, educational achievement, and persistence of 

Mexican-American women are difficult to access because the data are collapsed under 

the rubric of Hispanic or Latino; also, the data do not appear to be presented uniformly in 

reports (Ortiz, 1986).  Women, particularly those from specific ethnic groups, are more 

likely to face external pressures that constrain their educational pursuits than males 

(Chacon, Cohen, & Strover, 1986).  Departure of females from higher educational 

institutions is more determined by social forces than by academic ones (Alexander & 

Eckland, 1974; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1983; Stage, 1989).  Departure of women, 

particularly minority women, extends beyond the boundaries of the college.  It seems to 
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mirror the social forces which mold the expectation of people regarding the role women 

play in society.  Although there is evidence that this situation is changing, persistence 

among Hispanic women has not been researched (Tinto, 1993).  In one South Texas 

community college with an enrollment of 8,119 students in the fall of 2005, slightly over 

one-half of female Hispanic students persisted to the following fall semester.  Table 1 

provides insight into Hispanic female college student’s enrollment trends by cohort year 

and fall to fall persistence from the years 2000 to 2005. 

 

Table 1 

 

A Community College in South Texas: First-Year Hispanic Female College Student 

Enrollment and Persistence 2000-2005 

 

Cohort Cohort Enrollment Fall to Fall Persistence 

2000 Fall 2000 Fall 2001 52% 

 630 326  

2001 Fall 2001 Fall 2002 51% 

 642 325  

2002 Fall 2002 Fall 2005 52% 

 687 355  

2006 Fall 2003 Fall 2004 52% 

 664 344  

2004 Fall 2004 Fall 2005 N/A 

 702   

 

 

Conceptual Framework  

Research on the integration of educational and psychological theories, and 

persistence and success in postsecondary education is sparse.  This limits the 
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understanding of academic performance and psychosocial skills.  However, literature on 

educational persistence and motivational models has emerged (Davis, Langley, Lauver, 

Le, & Robbins, 2004). 

Weiner’s (1986) attribution theory focused on locus of control.  Rotter (1966) 

defined locus of control as an individual’s causal perspective for outcomes and 

experiences.  A student with an internal locus of control attributed the outcome to 

personal and internal factors.  An individual with an external locus of control attributed 

outcomes to factors outside the person’s control, such as fate.  Locus of control in 

attribution theory explained how students became integrated into the academic 

environment (Bean & Eaton, 2000). 

Coping behavioral theory explained that the coping process is composed of 

adaptation and adjustment to the environment or situation.  In retention research, this was 

called “institutional fit” (Bean, 1990).  Academic and social integration were coping 

behaviors toward the institution (Bean & Eaton, 2000).  This theory of coping focused on 

approach/avoidance behaviors to deal with stress (Bean & Eaton).   

One psychological model that explained student retention combines self-efficacy 

theory, coping theory, and attribution theory (Bean & Eaton, 2000).  Self-efficacy defined 

by Bandura (1977) is a person’s conception of his or her ability to complete certain tasks 

or behaviors.  Self-efficacy studies have shown a positive relationship with social 

efficacy factors and persistence in Hispanic college students (Davis, Kennel, O’Brien, 

Solberg, & Villarreal, 1993).  Brown, Larkin, and Lent (1987a) found that high levels of 

self-efficacy were important for under-prepared students.  Peterson’s (1993) study of at-

risk students found a link between career decision making and self-efficacy in social and 
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academic integrations.  Self-efficacy enables students to adapt, survive, and gain 

confidence in situations on campus (Bean & Eaton, 2000). 

The psychological model proposed by Bean and Eaton (2000) integrates entry 

characteristics: past behaviors, personality, initial self-efficacy, initial attributions, 

normative beliefs, coping strategies, motivation to attend, and skills and abilities with 

environmental interactions: bureaucratic, academic, social, and interactions external to 

the institution (Figure 1).  In this model, if students gained perception of their self-

efficacy, coped to reduce stress, and increased personal confidence in their new 

environment, they would perceive control of their academic and social outcomes.   

A study by Davis, Langley, Lauver, Le, and Robbins (2004), examined the 

relationship between psychosocial, study skill factors, and college outcomes by analyzing 

109 studies.  By using educational persistence and motivational theory, they developed 

nine constructs: achievement motivation, academic goals, institutional commitment, 

perceived social support, social involvement, academic efficacy, self-concept, academic 

skills, and contextual influences.  The two outcomes targeted were performance (GPA) 

and persistence (retention).  They found self-efficacy and institutional commitment as the 

strongest predictors of retention.  Achievement motivation was found to be the strongest 

predictor for GPA (Davis et al.). 

In the ACT Policy Report (Lotkowski, Robbins, & Noeth, 2004), 400 studies 

were reviewed to identify academic and non-academic factors that had had the greatest 

effect on college retention and performance (GPA).  The focus was on full-time students 

enrolled in four-year, U.S. postsecondary institutions.  The meta-analysis identified 

academic-related skills, academic self-confidence, and academic goals as the academic  
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Figure 1.  Bean and Eaton’s (2000) Psychological Model of College Student Retention
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factors having the strongest relationships to college retention (Davis, Langley, Lauver, 

Le, & Robbins, 2004). 

Academic self-efficacy and optimism played a major role in the first-year college 

student performance and personal adjustment.  Chemers, Garcia, & Hu’s (2001) study of 

373 first year students at a state university measured academic self-efficacy, optimism, 

challenge-threat evaluation, academic performance, future academic expectations, stress, 

health, and satisfaction.  Chemers et al. tested a model in which variables such as 

academic expectations and self perceptions of coping ability mediated the effects of self-

efficacy and optimistic beliefs.  The results showed self-efficacy directly and indirectly 

related to academic performance and personal adjustment of first year college students.  

Self-efficacy was significantly related to academic expectations.  Students who had 

higher expectations for academic success showed higher performance.  Students with 

higher self-efficacy were more likely to see the university experience as a challenge 

rather than a threat.  Challenged students reported reduced stress, reduction in reports of 

illness, and satisfaction with college life.  Chemers et al. addressed the importance of 

research needed to establish the factors that encourage the development and maintenance 

of positive self-perceptions, particularly self-efficacy in postsecondary education.  

Motivational theories have emerged in contemporary psychological literature to explain 

academic achievement and performance behavior.  Two constructs from motivational 

theories (academic self-efficacy and achievement motivation) have been found to be 

predictors of college outcomes (Davis et al., 2004).   

The theoretical framework that guided this study was a psychological model of 

student retention.  According to Bean and Eaton (2000), students enter college with 
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certain characteristics that interact with the institutional environment and this leads to 

several psychological processes for the successful student.  These processes result in 

positive self-efficacy, reduced stress, increased efficacy, and internal locus of control.  

These processes increase student academic motivation and retention.  The assumption of 

this model was that departure from college is a behavior that is psychologically 

motivated.   

 The Bean and Eaton (2000) model posited that students were psychological 

beings and the social environment was perceived by an individual.  This model should 

work well in any social context and different milieus such as community colleges or 

universities.  This model could be used to examine which psychological processes are 

most significant for Mexican-American female students (Bean & Eaton).  Finally, this 

psychological model could provide a way to conceptualize the constructs of academic 

performance, background variables, self-efficacy, institutional commitment, and 

motivational goals which will be examined in this study. 

 Based on this research, the key variables considered for this study were drawn 

from Bean and Eaton’s (2000) psychological model.  These variables are self-efficacy, 

institutional commitment, motivational goals, and entry characteristics.  Entry 

characteristics included demographic data as well as parental influence.  Previous 

literature on Mexican American females and success in higher education also suggests 

that one of the key variables to Mexican-American female success in college is maternal 

encouragement (Estrada, 1987; Gandara & Osugi, 1994; Garza, 1995; Ginorio & Huston, 

2001; Lango, 1995; Steffian, 2003; Vasquez, 1982).    
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Self-efficacy theory and the integration of educational and psychological research 

have not been examined among Hispanics in higher education.  This lack of application 

of theory and research with Hispanics, particularly Mexican Americans, suggests that 

there is a need for Mexican Americans to be represented in studies of academic 

achievement and persistence (Ascarate, 2002). 

 

Statement of the Problem 

Of all Hispanic groups, Mexican Americans are increasingly expanding in the 

population (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000).  Relative to their growth, there is a 

disproportionate number of Mexican Americans not attending institutions of higher 

education.  The future of Mexican Americans in higher education is crucial for their 

achieving socio-economic mobility.  A comparison of Mexican American males and 

females reveals a slight recent increase in the educational achievement of females (Ortiz, 

1996).  An increasing number of Mexican-American female students are first-generation 

college students (London & Zweling, 1992).  In a report (“Hispanic population,” 2005), 

the Hispanic population growth in the Southeast region of the country is growing faster 

than any other region, and the impact on higher education has yet to be felt.  In 2007, 

Hispanic children made up 10% of students in the Southeast’s public schools and that 

demographic wave will hit colleges and universities.  These demographic changes will 

likely exacerbate the under-representation of Latinos in higher education that currently 

exists.  In the Southwest, approximately one-half of all first year Mexican-American 

females in one community college consistently withdrew by their second year in college 

(see Table 1).  The problem is that many institutions of higher education know very little 
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about meeting the social (i.e., developmental and cultural) and academic needs of 

Mexican-American women while they are in college (Skully, 2004). 

 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to apply Bean and Eaton’s (2000) Psychological 

Model of College Student Retention to determine the relationship between selected 

variables including entry characteristics, self-efficacy, motivational goals, institutional 

commitment, and parental influence within the context of academic persistence of 

Hispanic females in a two-year, community college setting.  This research study provided 

suggestions for practice that should help Hispanic serving institutions in their efforts to 

meet the needs of this unique growing population.  Suggestions were made for 

developing culturally relevant services and programs for Latinas.  The growing numbers 

of Latinas in higher education require that student service professionals not adopt a one-

size-fits-all approach to programming, and instead remain conscious of differences within 

the group.  States with significant numbers of Mexican-American females depend on the 

educational preparedness of this group for economic and social stability.  The over-

representation of Mexican-American females in community colleges has triggered a 

demand for research on the status of this group in the two-year college setting, as well as 

practices and policies that affect them.  This research study provided suggestions for 

effective policy development and practice.   The study also focused on the importance of 

going beyond intellectual development by attending to the social and personal 

development of Mexican-American women in higher education. 
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Research Questions 

This study was guided by the following questions related to second-year, Hispanic 

females in one community college: 

 

Research Question 1 

 To what extent do persisting (returned for second year) and non-persisting (non-

returning second year) Hispanic female students differ on each of the following selected 

independent variables in Bean and Eaton’s (2000) Psychological Model of College 

Student Retention: a) age, b) marital status, c) employment, d) household income, e) 

number of children, f) level of planned education, g) enrollment status, h) generational 

status, i) financial aid assistance, j) semester hours completed, k) self-efficacy, l) 

motivational goals, m) institutional commitment, and n) parental influence. 

 

Research Question 2 

 Do persisters (returning second-year) Hispanic female students and non- 

persisters (non-returning second-year) Hispanic female students differ in their first 

semester course-taking patterns and completion rates? 

 

Definition of Terms 

1. Academic achievement − maintenance of a 2.0 Grade Point Average by the 

start of the second year in a community college. 

2. Community colleges − public two-year institutions that feature open-door 

admissions, easy accessibility, low costs, and comprehensive curricula.   

3. Entry characteristics − a complex array of the student’s personal 

characteristics that are affected by the filter of the institutional environment.  These 
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include: past behavior, personality, initial self-efficacy, initial attributions, normative 

beliefs, coping strategies, motivation to attend, skills, and abilities.  For the purpose of 

this study, these characteristics will include age, income, marital status, employment 

status, household income, number of children, educational goals, enrollment status, and 

generational status.  These will be measured by a 12-item student questionnaire. 

4. Extrinsic goal orientation − concerns the degree to which the student 

perceives herself to be participating in a task for reasons such as grades, rewards, 

performance, evaluation by others, and competition.   Extrinsic goals will be measured by 

four items in the motivational scale. 

5. GPA − cumulative grade point average by the start of the second year. 

6. Hispanics − as used in the United States, is one of several terms used to 

categorized US citizens, permanent residents, and temporary immigrants, whose 

ancestors hail either from Spain or the Spanish-speaking countries of Latin America.  The 

term is used as a form of classification for the immigrants and descendants of a wide 

range of ethnicities, races, and nationalities who use Spanish as their primary or second 

language.  Although Hispanic and Latino (a) are not identical terms, for the purpose of 

this study they will be used interchangeably. 

7. Institutional commitment − level of confidence in and satisfaction with 

institutional choice.  Institutional Fit- congruence between the needs, interests, and 

preferences of the individual and those of the institution.  Refers to the student’s 

commitment to the institution where she is enrolled. 

8. Intrinsic goal orientation − concerns the degree to which the student perceives 

herself to be participating in a task for reasons such as challenge, curiosity, and mastery.   
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Intrinsic goals will be measured by four items on the motivational scale. 

9. Latino(a) − refers to people living in the United States who are of Latin 

American nationality and their US-born descendants.  Latin American refers to countries 

in South America and North America (including Central America and the islands of the 

Caribbean) whose inhabitants mostly speak Romance languages, although Native 

American languages are also spoken there.  Latina is the feminine noun of Latino.  For 

the purpose of this study Latina, Hispanic, and Mexican American will be used 

interchangeably. 

10. Mexican American − describes United States citizens of Mexican ancestry and 

Mexican citizens who reside in the United States.  For the purpose of this study, Mexican 

American, Latina, and Hispanic will be used interchangeably. 

11. Motivational goals − goal orientation refers to the perception of the reasons 

why a person is engaging in a learning task.  Motivational goals will be measured by an 

eight-item scale designed to assess college students’ motivational orientation. 

12. Persistence − continuous enrollment in college from one fall semester cohort 

to the next fall semester. 

13. Self-efficacy − people’s judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute 

courses of action required to attain designated types of performances.  Self-efficacy is the 

student’s self-appraisal as to whether or not they can successfully carry out the behavior 

required to produce a particular outcome (Bandura, 1997).  Self-efficacy beliefs provide 

the foundation for human motivation, well being, and personal accomplishment.  This 

will be measured by a 10-item scale designed to assess a general sense of perceived self-

efficacy with the aim in mind to predict coping and adaptation to stressful life events.  
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Self-efficacy is determined by four factors:  enactive mastery experience, vicarious 

experience, verbal persuasion, and physiological and emotional states. 

14. Two-year colleges − institutions awarding associate degrees and offering 

college transfer courses; some certificates and diplomas may also be awarded. 

 
Delimitations 

This study was reduced in scope to include: 

1.  One community college in South Texas. 

2.  Mexican-American female students. 

3.  First- year students who persisted to the second year and those who withdrew 

before the second year. 

 

Limitations 

The limitations of this study included the following: 

1.  The study included only Mexican-American female students from only one 

community college; therefore, findings may not be generalized beyond this community 

college, to other regions in Texas or the United States unless the other colleges possess 

the same or very similar characteristics.  

2.  Findings regarding selected variables and relationships were limited because of 

the unique population and may not be generalized to males. 

3.  Other key variables related to persistence and achievement were not measured 

or described. 
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Assumptions 

The assumptions of this study included the following: 

1.  The students selected for this study were correctly identified as first year 

Mexican-American females. 

2.  Research study yielded honest results. 

3.  The most salient variables were selected for this research study. 

4.  Mexican-American females are a significant population for future research. 

 

Organization of the Study 

The first chapter may be summarized as having introduced Hispanic students’ 

status in higher education.  It discussed their enrollment in community colleges.  Latinas, 

as the new Latino majority in college, were the focal point.  A psychological model 

established a conceptual framework for this study which will be used to examine 

persistence of Mexican-American female college students.  The purpose statement, the 

need for this study, two research questions, significance of the study, definition of terms, 

and boundaries of the study were addressed.  Chapter Two contains a review of the 

literature and explores major theories about student retention in colleges and universities, 

major theories concerning the success of Mexican-American women in higher education, 

and major studies about the success and failure of Mexican-American females in higher 

education.  Chapter Three describes the methodology that was used to collect and analyze 

the data in relationship to each research question, and Chapter Four reports the results of 

this study.  Chapter Five consists of major findings, discussion of results, research 

limitations, recommendations, conclusions, and implications for future research. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

 

Review of the Literature 

 

 

This review of the literature addresses the major areas of higher education 

research on the academic experiences of Hispanic female students.  The first section 

contains a discussion of six major theories that have been developed to explain student 

retention in colleges and universities beginning with Tinto‟s (1975) model.  The next 

section examines the major theories in the study of Hispanic females and their success, or 

lack thereof, in colleges and universities.  The third section contains a comprehensive 

examination of major studies on the success and challenges of Hispanic females.  This 

section has two subsections: The first subsection focuses on Hispanic females outside the 

academic realm; the second subsection examines Hispanic female students in community 

colleges and universities.  The final section discusses the theoretical framework that will 

be used for this study. 

 

Major Theories on Student Retention in Colleges and Universities 

Research on student departure, persistence, and attainment of educational goals in 

institutions of higher education has been quite extensive (Bean, 1980; Bean & Metzner, 

1985; Braxton, 2000; Cabrera, Castaneda, & Nora, 1992; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1977; 

Spady, 1970; Tinto, 1975), yet we have only begun to scratch the surface of the complex 

interactions between students and institutions and the causes that lead to departure or 

persistence toward academic goals.   
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Tinto’s Student Integration Model 

Tinto‟s (1975) model is one of the most widely tested frameworks on student 

persistence.  The author has continued to modify and refine his theory over the past 

several decades.  Tinto‟s model of student departure postulated that the greater the 

student‟s academic and social integration into the college environment, the greater the 

level of persistence.  The college student‟s integration into the institution‟s social and 

academic systems is a process of sociopsychological interactions between pre-college 

characteristics and the nature of college experiences (Tinto).  These pre-college traits 

include family background, individual attributes, and pre-college schooling.  These traits 

lead to goal and institutional commitments that interact with the academic and social 

systems of the institution.  The institutional system includes grade performance, 

intellectual development, faculty interactions, and peer-group interactions which result in 

integration into the college environment. 

In 1993, Tinto built and modified his longitudinal study concerning college 

retention.  He posited that the interactions students have with the institution can lead to 

positive experiences, those that heighten goals and commitments to the institution, or 

negative experiences, those that weaken goals and commitment.  In explaining his theory, 

Tinto organized variables into five categories that lead to departure or continued study:  

(1) pre-entry attributes, (2) goals and commitments, (3) institutional experiences, (4) 

integration, and (5) the subsequent goals and commitments.  The difference between this 

model and Tinto‟s (1975) earlier model is that the more recent model employed a greater 

emphasis on the effects of a student‟s external commitments.  It recognized the fact that 

students have other commitments to balance outside of college.  Tinto‟s (1993) model 
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reorganized the academic and social system components.  The formal academic system 

included academic performance, while the informal academic system included faculty 

and staff interactions.  The formal social system is composed of students‟ extracurricular 

activities, whereas the informal social system includes peer group interactions. 

Although Tinto‟s (1993) model has been widely tested and used in predicting 

student persistence, and even though extensive empirical research exists to support its 

validity, its applicability has been limited primarily to four-year institutions.  This model 

was initially aimed at traditional college-age students residing on four-year campuses.  

Tinto acknowledged that the model‟s relevance to other types of institutions has been a 

source of criticism of his work. 

 

Astin’s Model 

Astin‟s (1975) model has also evolved over the decades.  He first postulated that 

common measures of ability and past school performance are predictors of study skills 

required for academic success in college.  He theorized that the quality and type of high 

school (i.e., public or private) are correlated with college success.  Astin stated that this 

may be due to more rigorous grading policies at private schools so that these students are 

better prepared for academic demands than those who attended public schools.  Astin 

(1982) conducted longitudinal studies on student retention rates and stated that high 

school drop-out rates were the most important factors in the under-representation of 

Chicanos in college.  Astin pointed out that institutions of higher education with the 

lowest attrition were private, non-sectarian, liberal arts colleges that had  students and 

environmental qualities associated with persistence.  Astin found that schools with high 

drop-out rates tend to have students with low abilities and low motivation, and they serve 
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a higher proportion of married and older students.  They offered no residential facilities, 

limited job opportunities, limited financial resources, and few extracurricular activities.  

This description fits most community colleges.  Astin indicated that many Latinos attend 

a community college because it is a more affordable alternative to a four-year institution.  

Astin‟s research also stated that students pursuing degrees from a community college, 

such as nursing or electronics, have a higher drop-out rate than those pursuing bachelor‟s 

degrees.  Two-year college freshmen are less likely to think they will drop out than 

freshmen in a four-year college, although their chances for dropping out are higher. 

Astin (1997) found that Latinas who marry while in college tend to drop out of 

college in higher numbers.  Astin‟s involvement theory identified a matrix of variables 

that increase retention rates.  He stated that students who became involved in college 

activities were more likely to complete a degree.  Astin maintained that student 

involvement in the social and intellectual life of a college and the frequency of contact 

with faculty and other students, especially outside the classroom, increases students‟ 

likelihood to persist.  Although Astin‟s involvement theory is based on research in four-

year institutions, Latino students clearly have low matriculation, difficulty in persisting in 

college, and high drop-out rates.  The lack of Latino student involvement in the 

community college and the feeling of being “out of place” may be a contributing factor to 

low retention and persistence of Latino students. 

 

Pascarella and Terenzini’s Model 

Pascarella and Terenzini‟s (1997) research focused on isolation, contact, and 

student withdrawal in higher education.  Their conclusions from their extensive work 

showed that lack of interaction from faculty and other members of the institution was the 
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most important predictor of student withdrawal, even after taking into account the 

background, personality, and academic performance of the student.  Pascarella and 

Terenzini concluded that what happens after entry into the institution is more important 

than what happens before, and the absence of contact with others most influences student 

departure.  Students‟ perception that contact with faculty is limited to academic work is 

tied to student departure (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1977). 

Pascarella, Duby, and Iverson (1983), influenced by Tinto‟s (1975) model, 

developed a framework for urban commuter universities.  They expanded Tinto‟s model 

to include background characteristics of students, thus establishing a relationship between 

institutional commitment, academic integration, and subsequent institutional 

commitment.  Changes in Tinto‟s original model also focused on decreased opportunities 

for social integration at commuter colleges and the variable of “intent to continue” 

(Pascarella, Duby, & Iverson).  Results of Pascarella and Terenzini‟s (1983) research 

concerning female college students indicated that females are more influenced by social 

integration than academic involvement in their decision to depart from the institution. 

 

Bean and Metzner’s Model  

Bean and Metzner (1985) developed a model of the attrition process for non-

traditional students who were older than 24, did not live on campus (e.g., a commuter), 

attended school part-time, or had a combination of these characteristics.  These students 

were not greatly influenced by the social environment of the institution and were mainly 

concerned about the institution‟s academic offerings, courses, certificates, and degrees.  

Like Tinto (1975), Bean and Metzner regarded persistence as a complex interaction 

between the student and the institution.  Bean and Metzner‟s model illustrated how 
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beliefs shape attitudes and how attitudes shape behavior.  They suggested that non-

traditional students are less affected by campus social integration than more traditional 

students.  Their model demonstrated how non-traditional students were affected by both 

internal and external components.  Internal factors of an institution are institutional 

quality and course selection.  External factors, such as personal and environmental 

circumstances, affect students‟ attitudes and the decision to persist.  Bean and Metzner 

identified seven sets of variables in the model of nontraditional student retention: 

background (age, educational goals, high school performance, ethnicity, and gender), 

academic (study skills, academic advising, major and job certainty, absenteeism), 

environmental (finances, hours of employment, family responsibility, outside 

encouragement), psychological outcomes (satisfaction, goal commitment, stress), 

academic outcome (GPA), social integration, and intent to leave. 

 

College Climate and Student Retention 

Supporters of the college climate construct theorize that students‟ interpretations 

of their college opportunities and challenges shape their decisions and behaviors.  The 

most relevant model for higher education, developed by Moos (1979), is a 

social/ecological model that considers six variables:  environmental system, personal 

system, cognitive appraisal, activation, efforts at adaptation and coping, and student 

stability and change.  The environmental system has four domains: (1) physical setting, 

(2) organizational factors, (3) human aggregate, and (4) social climate.  The personal 

system includes sociodemographic variables, expectations, personality factors, and 

coping skills.  Cognitive appraisal is the process by which students perceive their 

environment to be threatening, beneficent, or irrelevant.  Activation is the student‟s 
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response to the environment.  Coping and adaptation are the student‟s efforts to change 

their environment.  The student‟s ability to change may be in the areas of values, 

interests, aspiration level, mood, and health. 

Hurtado and Carter (1997) expanded on Moos‟ (1979) model and labeled these 

coping strategies cognitive mapping.  Hurtado and Carter found these coping and 

adaptive behaviors to be a major factor in Hispanic students‟ sense of belonging on their 

campus.  Other studies on the influence of climate (Oliver, Rodriguez, & Mickelson, 

1985) focused on the climate of hostility for minority students and have shown a negative 

climate to be related to minority students‟ alienation.  Hurtado and Carter‟s study of 

Hispanic students‟ perceptions found that a hostile climate was significantly related to a 

lack of sense of belonging to an institution.  Hurtado and Carter noted the importance of a 

sense of belonging to minority students and that Tinto‟s integration concept did not 

capture the meaning of integration among minority students.  Hurtado and Carter applied 

Tinto‟s concept of integration and decided that sense of belonging was more appropriate 

to describe minority students‟ reaction to their institutions.  In Pace‟s (1984) study of the 

quality of college student experiences, the single most important contributor to students‟ 

satisfaction was an environment described as friendly, supportive, and helpful. 

The college climate construct needs to be studied further with specific 

populations.  For example, investigations are needed into how women cope with 

pressures of managing resources, how they maintain family ties, and when they 

experience a sense of belonging (Baird, 2000).  Climate can more easily be changed than 

culture, either directly or indirectly (Peterson & Spencer, 1990), and there is more 

potential for change in policy and action.  If Moos‟ (1979) model suggested effects of 
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experience and climates are mediated by coping and adaptation, then colleges can work 

with students on specific coping and adaptation strategies.  The goal for colleges should 

be to organize their campus climates to include a variety of experiences for students in 

order to achieve greater retention (Baird).    

 

Psychological Models of College Student Retention 

Bean and Eaton (2000) proposed a psychological model of student retention.  This 

model was an integration of four psychological theories:  attitude-behavior theory, coping 

behavioral theory, self-efficacy theory, and attribution theory.  Attitude-behavior theory, 

proposed by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), linked beliefs, attitudes, intention, and 

behaviors.  According to this model, behavior was the result of the intention to perform 

the behavior.  Coping behavioral theory asserts that an individual assesses the 

environment and adapts to that environment to adjust to a life situation (Bean & Eaton).  

In a new environment, adaptation occurs when an individual chooses to cope with a 

particular situation (Lazarus, Averill, & Opton, 1974).  Coping is used to deal with 

stressful situations, and it can improve an existing situation or defuse a potentially 

dangerous one (Lazarus, 1966).  In terms of retention, academic and social integration are 

outcomes of coping behaviors toward the institution.  Students who cope with college 

difficulties reduce stress with positive outcomes. 

Bandura‟s (1986, 1997) self-efficacy model posited that an individual‟s own 

perception of his or her ability to carry out certain actions to attain an outcome is based 

on past experiences and observations.  When an individual recognizes competence and 

gains self-confidence, the individual will have higher aspirations for persistence and 

goals.  Weiner‟s (1986) model of attribution described the locus of control as an 
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individual‟s ability to provide an internal or external perspective for outcomes and 

experiences.  Locus was based on a perception of the external environment as opposed to 

an objective assessment.  An individual with an internal locus of control recognizes that 

personal, internal attributes are responsible for outcomes.  An individual with an external 

locus of control attributes outcomes to factors outside the person‟s control, such as fate or 

luck.  Locus of control explains how a student becomes integrated in the academic and 

social environment of the institution. 

The psychological model of student retention proposed by Bean and Eaton (2000) 

integrates the four psychological theories that explained behavior as a choice.  

Individuals are motivated to make choices that lead to or away from a behavior.  In this 

model, a student‟s entry characteristics (past behaviors, personality, initial self-efficacy, 

attribution, beliefs, etc.) react to environmental interactions (academic, bureaucratic, 

social, etc.).  Students then make psychological assessments to interpret and respond to 

future situations.  These psychological processes result in students‟ perception of their 

self-efficacy in academic and social situations.  Coping strategies will reduce stress and 

increase confidence.  Students who are in control of their academic and social destiny 

will be motivated to become socially and academically integrated and persist, according 

to this model. 

 

Summary 

Student retention and persistence in higher education arise from several causes 

and have been the subject of widespread research.  Major theories and conceptual 

frameworks (models) have been developed to explain a student‟s experiences and 

interactions with the institution.  Beginning with Tinto‟s (1975) model, the author 
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explained persistence and/or withdrawal of traditional age college students in residence at 

four- year institutions based on best fit between the student and the institutional 

environment.  Tinto suggested that students who integrate into school academic and 

social systems persist in college.  Astin‟s (1997) Involvement Theory, based on four-year 

institutions, identified a matrix of variables that increased retention, supporting the idea 

that students who became involved in college activities are more likely to complete a 

degree.  Pascarella and Terenzini‟s (1979) research concluded that student interaction 

with faculty is crucial to persistence.  Bean and Metzner‟s (1985) model focused on 

attrition of nontraditional students.  The authors regarded persistence as a result of a 

complex set of interactions over time between the student and institution.  Their model 

illustrated how students‟ beliefs are impacted by their experiences with the different 

components of an institution.  The college climate approach to persistence focused on the 

influence of the climate of the institution and the students‟ appraisal of their environment .  

The psychological model of college student retention is based on the theory that behavior 

is psychologically motivated.  The model described factors and psychological activities 

associated with retention and student withdrawal.  All of these models describe causes of 

student departure and persistence, however, not all persons are identical, nor are 

institutions identical in their structure or in their student populations.  Yet all institutions 

face the same issues of ensuring persistence of their students.  Differences between 

groups of individuals (identified by race, ethnicity, etc.) and institutions (classified by 

level, size, etc.) can determine the nature of institutional life for the college student.  For 

example, causes of persistence and withdrawal for minority students may be somewhat 

different from majority students, and community colleges are different from residential 
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institutions (Tinto, 1993).  We will now turn to models that have been proposed or used 

to study Hispanic females. 

 

Hispanic Women in Higher Education: Major Theories 

 

Acculturation Theory 

The theoretical basis of the effect that acculturation has on Latina students has 

been addressed in multiple studies (Brown, 1997; Morris, 1997; Ortiz, 1999; Steffian, 

2003; Shibazaki, 1999).  Redfield, Linton, & Herskovits (1936) defined acculturation as a 

cultural phenomenon that results when groups of individuals from different cultures come 

into contact with changes in the original cultural patterns of one or both groups (Ortiz 

1999; Steffian, 2003).  Graves (1967) referred to acculturation as contact between two 

societies that cause cultural change when beliefs and customs merge and result in a single 

culture.  Domino (1992) stated that acculturation is a process in which an individual 

enters a different culture at a particular historical time and is influenced by social, 

political, economic, and psychological forces.  Arnold, Cuellar, and Maldonado (1995) 

referred to acculturation as the process by which an individual loses his or her cultural 

identity and adapts to the behaviors, values, and belief system of a new majority group.  

Acculturation has also been broadly defined as change in cultural awareness and ethnic 

loyalty (Padilla, 1986).  It is a multidimensional process that changes across generations. 

According to Berry (1999), there are four styles of acculturation: (1) assimilation 

style is the loss of one‟s ethnicity and absorption into the majority culture; (2) separation 

style is maintaining one‟s ethnicity and not adapting to the mainstream culture; (3) 

marginalization is rejection of both one‟s identity and the mainstream culture; and (4) 
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integration is characterized by maintaining one‟s ethnicity while absorbing into the 

majority culture.  In a study by Fernandez-Barillas and Morrison (1984) on Mexican-

American college students, those with a bicultural orientation experienced lower levels of 

stress and greater interpersonal adjustment than Anglo or Mexican students with a 

monocultural orientation.  Bicultural models postulate that individuals can become adept 

at the values, behaviors, and mores of two cultures (Gomez & Fassinger, 1994; Kurtines 

& Szapocznik, 1980).   

Ginorio and Huston‟s (2001) report on Latinas‟ educational success stated that 

economic gains arise from maintaining one‟s culture while participating in the majority 

culture.  In Buriel and Saenz‟s (1980) study of female, Mexican-American, college- 

bound high school seniors; those who were bicultural tended to stay in school longer and 

earned better grades than those who assimilated into the dominant culture.  Lango‟s 

(1995) study was not as conclusive; Latino female college graduates were from primarily 

Anglo communities.  This may have been a result of exposure to the majority culture, and 

the participants may have had higher levels of biculturalism (Steffian, 2003).  Green, 

Kranau, and Valencia-Weber (1982) also reported that females with higher education 

were more acculturated into the Anglo culture than factory workers.  In Gandara‟s (1982) 

study of 17 Latinas with graduate degrees, the majority had assimilated into the Anglo 

culture. 

Later studies on acculturation and Latinas have also appeared inconclusive.  

Brown‟s (1997) investigation of the influence of the acculturation process and family 

stress on college adjustment of Latinas found that there was not a positive correlation 

between higher levels of acculturation and better adjustment to college.  In Morris‟ 
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(1997) study of the impact of stress, acculturation, and social support on psychological 

well-being and distress of Latina college students, significant differences were revealed 

between the students in various acculturation classifications.  Shibazaki‟s (1999) study on 

ethnic identity, acculturation, discrimination, and college adjustment in Mexican 

Americans revealed that higher levels of acculturation were associated with lower levels 

of anxiety and depressive systems, and higher levels of academic adjustment, social 

adjustment, course efficacy, and institutional attachment.  Steffian‟s (2003) study, on the 

effect of acculturation, egalitarianism, and maternal encouragement on the pursuit of post 

secondary among Latinas in Wyoming, found that Latina college students had higher 

levels of Anglo acculturation than non-students, which was consistent with other 

literature (Gauvain & Hurtado, 1997; Kranau et al., 1982).  Latina college students 

endorsed lower levels of Mexican acculturation than non-students, which was not 

consistent with Buriel and Saenz‟s (1980) findings that Latinos/Latinas with both Anglo 

and Mexican acculturation were more likely to go to college.  Literature concerning the 

acculturation of Latina college students appears to include results that are inconsistent, 

contradictory, and inconclusive. 

 

Cultural Deficit Theory 

Studies of the causes of school failure for Mexican Americans during the 1960s 

focused on deprivation theories and ways to improve the educational outcomes of the 

disadvantaged (Gandara & Osugi, 1994).  Mexican Americans were seen as having 

deficits with respect to schools, and interventions such as Headstart (Hess & Shipman, 

1965; Valentine, 1968) were implemented to address school failure.  The cultural deficit 

model proposed that deficits were inherent in the group‟s culture or the result of 
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discrimination (Sue & Padilla, 1986).  Cultural traits such as family characteristics and 

language background were used to explain school failure.  The focus was on the 

differences Latino children and families brought to school.  Educators attempted to find 

solutions through programs to remediate deficits (Robles-Dalany, 2002).  Deficit models 

depicted Latino families as maladaptive with gender roles that replicate lifestyles of 

poverty (Vega, 1995).  Cultural deficit theory evolved in the 1970s into the cultural 

difference model that suggested that minorities had different sets of experiences that did 

not meet the schools‟ expectations (Buenning & Tollefson, 1987; Carter & Segura, 

1979).  A main difference between lower and middle class students was speech (Hymes, 

1974).  For Mexican Americans the difference between home and school language 

explained academic failure and the major response was bilingual education (Gandara & 

Osugi).  The effects of bilingual education have not been fully determined because the 

language difference does not fully explain the academic gap between Mexican Americans 

and other students, considering that most Mexican Americans speak English, yet their 

educational attainment remains low (Gandara & Osugi). 

 

Environmental Resiliency Theory 

Studies in Resiliency theory suggest that resiliency is transferred across age 

group, gender, ethnicity, and culture (Gonzales & Padilla, 1997; Hiew, 1998; Huang & 

Waxman, 1996; Kirk, 1995; Klassen, 1996; Seiter, 1999).  A resilient person incorporates 

protective factors into their interactions with others and within themselves (Bernard 

1995; Johnson 1997; Krovetz 1999; Martinez & Pastermack, 1996).  Protective factors of 

resiliency promote efforts and perseverance in higher education (Buell, 2002).  

Resiliency theory research about Latino families suggests that Latino families are highly 
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familistic, and the challenges they face are usually related to immigration, poverty, and 

minority status (Vega, 1995).  Studies concerning Latinas focus on gender roles and 

educational goals (Dey & Hurtado, 1995).  Krovetz (1999) stated that resiliency factors 

are not within the student but rather the student‟s environment, such as home, school, and 

community.  Resiliency factors include parental support, sense of belonging to the 

family, relationships within the family, high expectations from parents, acknowledgment 

of recognition and accomplishments, school support, successful peer group participation 

in special programs, and caring environments (Krovetz, 1999; Pisapia & Westfall,1994; 

Werner,1992).  Literature on Latinas demonstrates the importance that family and school 

play in the success of Latinas in education (Buell, 2002; Gandara & Osugi, 1994; Robles-

Dalany, 2002).  In Gandara and Osugi‟s study of educationally ambitious Chicanos, 

results showed that family background accounted for a larger portion of the variance in 

educational outcomes than any other single variable.  Other resiliency factors 

contributing to academic success were: parental pressure, exposure to high-achieving 

peer groups, and minority recruitment programs.  Environmental resiliency research 

provides a framework with which to understand the multiple and complex factors in 

Latina students‟ persistence. 

 

Padilla’s Black Box Model 

Padilla (1999), in his approach to his 10-year study of college student success, 

developed the black box concept.  When students arrive on a college campus, they are 

transformed into either successful or unsuccessful students in terms of degree attainment.  

Students arrive on campus with background characteristics, interests, goals, etc., and are 

exposed to diverse academic experiences and cultures, etc.  Students either successfully 
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complete their degree or depart prematurely.  What happens between the point of entering 

and departing is the black box experience (Padilla).  The campus experience represents 

barriers or obstacles students must overcome to graduate.  If the student is unsuccessful at 

overcoming campus barriers, the student drops out.  To negotiate these barriers 

successfully, Padilla conceptualizes the students as possessing two knowledge 

components: theoretical and heuristic.  Theoretical knowledge is book knowledge learned 

formally through course work and instruction.  Heuristic knowledge is learned locally 

through experiences and situations.  Students arrive on campus with past study and life 

experiences (theoretical and heuristic).  As they integrate into the campus environment 

(black box), they use both the theoretical and heuristic knowledge to overcome barriers.  

If the knowledge is insufficient, the student must acquire more theoretical or heuristic 

knowledge.  If the student is unable to acquire knowledge, the result may be premature 

departure from college.  Padilla proposed a local model for successful minority students 

(those completing their degrees).  He identified four barriers these students must 

overcome:  discontinuity barriers, lack of nurturing, lack of presence, and resources.  

Discontinuity barriers include transition from rural town to large city, being on one‟s 

own, and choosing between job and education.  Lack of nurturing includes lack of role 

models, low expectations of students by faculty, and lack of family support.  Lack of 

presence includes racial isolation, lack of minority role models and mentors, lack of 

minority support groups, and cultural isolation.  Resources include lack of money and 

problems with financial aid.  By taking action based on this model, students and 

institutions can acquire the expertise required to overcome these barriers (Padilla). 
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Hispanics in Higher Education:  Empirical Research 

Research on Mexican-American women in higher education was relatively 

nonexistent prior to the mid 1980s (Estrada, 1987).  A 1982 project report entitled 

Chicanas in Post- secondary Education stated that very little empirical research had been 

conducted on Mexican-American females.  An article in the Hispanic Journal of 

Behavioral Sciences, June 1982 by writer, Theresa H. Escobedo, stated that research on 

Mexican-American women‟s issues was just becoming available in the literature. 

 

Hispanic Women outside the Academic Realm 

A major study that examined the attitudes of Texas Mexican-American women 

toward higher education and the factors surrounding their low educational attainment was 

conducted by Estrada (1987).  She investigated whether or not higher education was a 

personal priority for Mexican-American women and whether it was considered part of 

establishing their self-esteem.  The sample population consisted of 403 Mexican-

American women over the age of 18 and residing in one of seven representative Texas 

cities.  The women‟s educational levels ranged from ninth-grade educations to doctoral 

degrees.  The qualitative study posed 10 questions to the subjects, all relative to higher 

education.  On the question pertaining to the influence of their culture on the attitude 

toward higher education, 57% of the respondents indicated culture had an impact.  In this 

study, 82% identified Mexico as the place of origin of the Mexican-American culture; 

91% regarded Spanish as part of their culture; 68% included the influence of the Roman 

Catholic Church; 74% agreed that the man was regarded as head of the household; and 

46% regarded large families as a cultural trait.  Education as a cultural trait was agreed 

upon by 45% of the sample.  A large percentage, 87%, stated that college was important 
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to their family, and 82% said they influenced other family members to pursue an 

education.  Of the women surveyed, 94% believed that higher education could improve 

their status.  The women in the study who were college graduates believed that their early 

school experiences encouraged them to go to college.  Women with masters or doctoral 

degrees identified their mothers as having influence on their decisions about college. 

The conclusions drawn from the Estrada (1987) study were that Mexican-

American women identified mothers, friends, fathers, teachers, and employers as the 

most influential persons affecting their attitudes toward higher education; internal forces 

of confidence, motivation, determination, intelligence, and ambitions, as well as external 

forces which extended from the social environment, were also influential, including role 

models.  There was divided opinion about whether the value of education was a cultural 

teaching.  The implications from this study lent support to the view that stimulation is 

needed from home and school during early childhood. 

Hernandez-Carlquist‟s (1987) study of upwardly mobile Hispanic educators 

examined the factors that were important to the career mobility process.  A retrospective 

perspective, using qualitative research methods, looked at the experiences that hindered 

and contributed to professional status in higher education.  In this study, 12 Hispanic 

educators from central and northern California were interviewed using an open-ended, 

retrospective, biographical approach.  The sample included 10 male and 2 female 

Hispanic educators holding M.A., Ed.D. or Ph.D. degrees and working at two-year or 

four-year institutions of higher education.  The participants were selected through 

network sampling. Once the criteria were established, members of this population were 

asked to participate until enough informants were included.  All the participants‟ parents 
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were of Mexican descent and came from impoverished, minority backgrounds.  The 

interviewees participated in a semi-structural interview that was taped and transcribed.  

The case studies of each person‟s life included information on:  sequence of major 

events, turning points, stable periods, sense of different periods of the life story, and 

overall character of the individual‟s past, present life, and projected future.  The study 

was constructed with the framework of Levinson‟s (1978) model of adult development.  

Levinson states that there are specific tasks which must be accomplished during each 

time period in life.  One of the most important tests according to Levinson is to establish 

a dream.  A dream is a goal that is established early in life, re-evaluated, and modified 

throughout the adult life cycle.  For the sample studied by Hernandez (1987), the dream 

was a set of motivating factors which helped the individual persevere in an uncertain 

future.  Characteristics based on early mentoring and situational survival appeared to 

make mobility possible for this particular sample.  Situational survival is a decision-

making model that is developed early in life.  It is mastery in being able to read a variety 

of situations and an intuitive sense that one choice is better than another in present 

situations.  It involved no future planning.  Situational survival included: (a) present-time 

orientation, (b) utilizing situational mentors for accomplishing certain tasks, (c) identity 

linked to a cultural (ethnic) community, and (d) a decision that the next step is better than 

the present situation but very little forethought on long-term. 

Early mentoring for the participants in Hernandez‟s (1987) study, included:  

encouragement from parents, siblings, teachers, and peers.  Another key ingredient that 

facilitated mobility for the individuals in the sample was retention of a community of 

primary membership.  The community provided roots from which to draw support, 
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nurturance, and identity.  Social class characteristics such as symbolic membership or 

community of origin, situational survival, and utilization of mentors were evident 

throughout the career spans of all the participants.  Of the women who participated in this 

study, one fit the mobility pattern of the 10 men.  The other woman fit a more traditional 

female career path; she interrupted her career to raise a family.  A closer examination of 

upwardly mobile, Hispanic women could help to explain the variations in these two 

career paths. 

Gandara‟s (1994) study, Choosing Higher Education:  Educationally Ambitious 

Chicanos and the Path to Social Mobility, also focused on the educational mobility of 

Mexican American females and explored the characteristics and experiences that led 

them to become academic achievers.  Gandara integrated substantial research on 

academic achievement into a study that investigated how low income Mexican-American 

high achievers were products of design and not accident.  She examined studies on family 

background, parent-child interactions and teachings strategies, psychosocial factors in 

achievement motivation, and non-instruction influences. 

Gandara‟s (1994) theoretical framework examined three different models on 

school performance and causes of school failure for Mexican Americans.  According to 

Gandara, the literature on Mexican-American school failure has evolved through stages 

over the past several decades.  The literature first focused on the deprivation theories of 

the 1960s.  This theory viewed minorities, such as Mexican Americans, as having deficits 

that put them at a disadvantage.  Schools and government could overcome these deficits 

through interventions such as Headstart (Hess & Shipman, 1965; Valentine, 1968).  The 

focus shifted in the 1970s to the cultural difference model which suggested that 
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minorities had different experiences that did not meet the expectations of schools 

(Buenning & Tollefson, 1987; Carter & Segura, 1979).  One of the major cultural 

differences between lower-income and middle-income students was language (Hymes, 

1974).  The language differences between home and school for Mexican Americans 

explained academic failure.  The major educational reform that arose from this model 

was bilingual/bicultural education (Fernandez & Neilson, 1986).  The third model 

Gandara explored suggested that educational failure stems from society implementing 

social rules that screen out outsiders and that minorities have certain abilities and 

appropriate roles (Zanna, Olson, & Herman, 1987; Trueba, 1988).  Researchers have 

suggested that the central strategies for combating underachievement are empowering 

parents to be advocates for their children (Delgado-Gaitan, 1990), empowering 

communities to change the school systems, and empowering students to sharpen and 

improve their self-image (Gandara & Osugi, 1994).  Gandara‟s extensive chronological 

review of the literature resulted in three central models that evolved and paralleled the 

social structure through the decades.  Gandara noted that researchers have failed to 

examine how students with adverse circumstances, such as poverty and disadvantages, 

became academic achievers.  Gandara‟s research is missing the last 10 years of central 

theories on causes of school failure for Mexican Americans.  These important pieces of 

information would explain how the theories, society, and education have evolved through 

the last decade. 

Gandara‟s (1994) study collected data on 50 people, 30 men and 20 women, who 

had completed a M.D., Ph.D., or J.D degree.  The subjects were Mexican Americans born 

during the 1940s to the early 1950s.  They received their education during the 1960s, 
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1970s, and early 1980s.  Most of the respondents came to the United States as young 

children or were the first generation to be born in the United States.  None of the 

participants‟ parents had completed high school and all held jobs as skilled laborers.  A 

network sampling procedure was used to identify potential subjects.  Key individuals 

contacted at universities and government offices around the country were asked to 

nominate potential subjects.  Data were collected through a semi-structured interview 

format by using a retrospective method.  A draft interview included some close-ended 

and many open-ended questions about:  family and child rearing practices, schools 

attended, religious experiences, peer relations, attitudes and experiences about schools, 

mentoring relationships, personal characteristics, and achievement attributions.  The 

interview consisted of 119 questions.  The sample was not random; however, it was 

reasonably representative of this group of individuals.  This cohort included individuals 

who had completed their education since the early 1980s, which may or may not be 

representative of individuals who graduated after the mid-1980s.  The cohort was also 

restricted to a narrow age range of baby boomers. This group‟s similar social climate and 

opportunities may differ from post mid-1980s graduates.  The baby boom generation 

represents a peak in college-going behavior of Mexican Americans; more recent data may 

show a decline in college enrollment.  The sample of 20 Mexican-American women 

suggests that finding women to meet the criteria for this study posed a challenge.  A new 

research study may show whether or not Mexican-American women still lag behind men 

in this level of education. 

Gandara‟s (1994) study yielded substantial data.  In the sample of 50 subjects, 

two-thirds reported that their parents stressed independence and the importance of hard 
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work.  Most reported that both parents were supportive of educational goals, although 

mothers were the guiding force in the home regarding the children‟s educational 

ambitions.  All 50 subjects reported that their parents were involved in their schools.  

Almost all the subjects were eventually tracked into preparatory courses in high school.  

More than half, 52%, attributed their college attendance in part to recruitment programs 

and financial aid.  All the subjects talked about maintaining two peer groups: one at 

school and one at home.  By the time they were in high school, they were able to move 

between two cultures.  They could handle themselves with high-achieving Anglos and be 

equally comfortable with their friends in the barrios or those who did not go to college.  

According to Gandara (1994), the press for achievement was transmitted through family 

stories of wealth, prestige, and position in order to keep their children‟s hope for a better 

future alive.  Beyond the parental pressure, the subjects expressed personal drive for 

achievement and vowed not to live in poverty.  More than two-thirds of the subjects 

thought persistence was the most important factor to success.  Of all the variables, 

parental support and influence, a subject‟s personal drive for achievement, persistence 

and hard work, exposure to middle class high achievers, and minority recruitment 

programs and financial aid were the most important other contributing factors to 

academic success.  Gandara‟s (1994) extensive and insightful investigation into the lives 

of 50 low-income Mexican-Americans who reached academic success could be useful for 

changing policy in our educational system.  This study focused on the baby-boom 

generation.  Future research may want to examine whether or not   these variables are still 

representative of Generation X and Millennial Mexican-American students. 
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Mexican-American Women in Universities and Community Colleges 

Garza’s (1995) study, Crossing the Educational Border: Mexican-American 

Women in Higher Education, of Mexican American women in three different universities 

(Texas Women’s University, The University of North Texas, and Texas A&M 

University-Kingsville) explained how their educational experiences have been shaped by: 

(1) individual differences; (2) family background and socialization; (3) Mexican or 

Mexican-American culture; and (4) the educational system. 

Garza (1995) has done extensive research on Mexican-American women’s lack of 

education success.  She cited several cultural factors that hindered success, such as role-

demands, family responsibilities, language, lack of role models and conflict over 

traditional values, and educational demands (Cardoza, 1991; Enriquez & Mirande, 1979; 

Gandara, 1982; Gandara & Osugi, 1994; Nieves-Squires, 1991; Segura, 1993; Vasquez, 

1982; Young, 1992).  Garza stated that previous research resulted in conflicting evidence 

and that her study attempted to clarify theories.  Garza began with two general questions: 

(1) What were the experiences of Mexican-American women in three educational 

environments? and (2) How had their experiences been influenced by individual 

differences, family background, socialization, traditional culture, and structure and nature 

of the institution?  Garza used Snowball Sampling to select 30 students of junior or senior 

standing (10 from each university).  Data were collected by semi-structured, in-depth 

interviews.   

In Garza’s findings, the women enrolled in Texas Women’s University described 

their early educational experience as having a great impact on their self-perception.  They  
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labeled themselves as poor students with little encouragement from teachers or the school 

system.  These students reported having close family ties with strong influence and 

encouragement from parents and other family members.  They expressed fear concerning 

the creation of a social distance between the educated individual and the family.  These 

women faced the challenge of blending in the Anglo culture.  Some felt the pressure of 

having to conform to being white, particularly in the classroom where they struggled 

speaking up and talking to faculty.  However, 8 of the 10 women had a close relationship 

with at least one faculty member.  All the participants valued education and thought of it 

as being equally important as family.  Barriers that they described were social etiquette 

on campus or in the classroom, financial limitations, work demands, and family pressure.  

Some struggled between the Anglo and Mexican culture. 

Students at the University of North Texas considered themselves to be bilingual 

and expressed a strong ethnic identity.  All the respondents considered family as a source 

of support, friendship, and encouragement.  These students believed it was their 

responsibility to give back financially to their parents and their community.  Parents 

encouraged their daughters to become educated.  Their early educational experiences 

were positive and were surrounded by Hispanic role models.  The two patterns most 

shared by this group were self-confidence and identification with Mexican-American 

culture.  Most described their college experience as positive and they talked to faculty 

regularly.  Most believed they could accomplish their goals and bring about  change that 

would benefit their community. 

For the women at Texas A&M Kingsville, family was by far the most important 

institution.  They had the desire to move back home to live close to family and give back 
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to their families.  Family was also the most important source of support for education.  

All the women took pride in being Mexican-American and were surrounded by role 

models.  Most of the women described their early educational experience as positive and 

were involved in school activities.  Their educational experiences were positive, and the 

large Mexican-American population provided comfort and support.  They reported 

having good relations with the faculty. 

Garza‟s (1995) study concluded that positive early educational experiences 

facilitated the college success.  Another finding was that parents were a major source of 

strength and support and that the mother played a central role in the educational pursuits 

of their daughters.  Another central finding was that of the importance of Hispanic 

campus organizations, which provided support.  A strong ethnic identity seemed to buffer 

the sometimes threatening college environment.  Garza‟s study only sampled junior and 

seniors, those who had persisted.  A study on freshman and sophomores could shed light 

on factors that affect completion.  The women in this study were selected from Hispanic 

campus organizations, which may have provided a strong support system.  A focus group 

could have provided additional supporting data in the short time period of 10 days of the 

study.  More research is needed regarding the role of the family and culture in relation to 

education, understanding ethnic identity, college adaptation, and the impact of different 

academic experiences. 

Aguilar„s (1996) study, Promoting the Educational Achievement of Mexican-

American Young Women, sampled 84 Mexican-American women who were first in their 

families to attend college.  The participants were from a small private Catholic university 

from the southwest.  The majority of the participants, 72.6%, were between the ages of 
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20 and 25.  Fifty-six percent were college freshmen.  A few of the participants, 14.2% 

were married, divorced, or separated.  An instrument was designed to obtain data on six 

variables: (1) demographics, (2) the effects of growing up as woman of color on 

achievement (racism, sexism, and parental attributes), (3) cultural strengths, (4) personal 

strengths, (5) support systems, and (6) barriers.  The responses to the open-ended 

questions were broken down into two categories:  growing up as a woman and growing 

up as a person of color. 

Outside of their culture, the respondents felt they had been held down by the 

school system and had few role models.  On the subject of racism, 47.6% reported 

negative experiences with the educational system and social environment as a result or 

growing up as a person of color.  Nearly one-third, 28.6%, reported being sheltered from 

discrimination because they lived in a predominantly Latino environment or attended 

predominantly Latino schools.  Most of the participants, 71.4%, stated that both parents 

provided support for their educational goals.  Thirty-two percent of the respondents said 

that family values such as unity, respect, support, parental expectations, and ability to 

survive under adverse conditions influenced them to achieve their goals.  Fifteen point 

five percent responded that religious beliefs; traditional and non-traditional beliefs, such 

as the good of the family; role expectations; and family loyalty and support were 

influential.  A few, 30.9%, were proud of their ethnicity and wanted to give back to their 

community, while 36.9% wanted to ignore their community and reduce negative 

perception of Mexican-Americans. 

The question on personal strength was divided into five categories:  (1) cognitive, 

(2) relative, (3) emotional health, (4) motivational, and (5) sociological.  The cognitive 
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strengths reported by the participants were bilingualism, biculturalism, academic skills, 

hard work, self-discipline, intelligence, multiple talents, and ability to learn from 

mistakes.  The relational strengths identified were good communication skills, 

responsibility, dependability, ability to get along, and a non-judgmental nature.  The 

emotional category characteristics were determination, confidence, spiritual depth, 

independence, open-mindedness, and enthusiasm.  Motivational strengths included 

ambition, assertiveness, positivism, visionary, and having the desire to succeed.  The 

sociological strengths were the ability to see the big picture, desire to be something 

different, dedication, sense of identity, and willingness to speak for others.  When 

responding to the question of support systems, the majority, 83.3%, identified family 

members or friends, such as parents, husbands, siblings, aunts, and boyfriends as sources 

of support. 

The barriers to educational success were divided into four categories:  personal, 

socioeconomic, intra-cultural, and extra-cultural.  Personal barriers included lack of 

knowledge on how to achieve goals, low self-esteem, fear, stress, and self-doubt.  The 

socioeconomic barriers were poverty, lack of self-confidence, discrimination, difficulty 

speaking English, divorce or single parenthood, differences in lifestyle, poor education, 

sense of isolation, sexism, breaking from traditional values, and cultural support.  Intra-

cultural barriers were lack of familial support, family responsibilities, lack of someone to 

talk to, traditional values, and role expectations.  Extra-cultural barriers were 

discrimination, poor educational background, and the attitudes of teachers and 

classmates. 
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Based on the response of the 84 participants, Aguilar (1996) provided a 

framework that educators can use to retain Mexican-American female students at risk 

from dropping out and to promote educational achievement.  The framework integrates 

personal and cultural strengths.  Four phases of the model are:  (1) cultural awareness of 

personal and cultural strengths; (2) recognition of barriers they face; (3) intervention at 

micro and macro levels to promote diversity; and (4) removal of structure and social 

barriers to educational achievement in school policy, curriculum, and resources.  Aguilar 

proposed school reform through diversity in a proposed framework for the retention of 

students of color.  According to Aguilar, the role of such factors as language, culture, 

family, and personal characteristics have not been identified in Mexican-American 

female students at risk, nor have the roles of poverty and discrimination been ascertained 

with regard to retention. 

In the study, Academic Success among Mexican American Women in a 

Community College, Castellanos and Fujitsubo (1997) investigated an attrition process 

model and the impact of socio-cultural barriers, depression, and academic aptitude of the 

student‟s sense of well-being on academic performance.  The study evaluated the way 

educational barriers interact with acculturation, depression, and academic aptitude on 

academic performance and attrition.  Castellanos and Fujitsubo examined Mexican-

American women who achieved academic performance and then dropped out of higher 

education programs in response to psychosocial and sociocultural barriers in education. 

Mexican-American women in community colleges, who experience academic 

problems, do not take advantage of the opportunities the college system provides 

(Castellanos & Fujitsubo, 1997).  Research has focused on barriers to success (Del 
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Castillo, 1985; Jones-Loheyda & Quezada, 1984; Vasquez, 1982) and the characteristics 

that contribute to success (Achor & Morales, 1990; Gandara, 1982).  Social and 

psychological factors that impact the process of attrition have not been examined.  Few 

studies have focused on the process that directly leaks to attrition (Castellanos & 

Fujitsubo). 

Castellanos and Fujitsubo (1997) hypothesized that the attrition model predicted 

that in the absence of key background factors, Mexican-American women would 

experience stress resulting from psychosocial and social cultural barriers.  This stress 

they maintained, would lead to somatic symptoms and depression, which would lead to 

poor academic success and the decision to drop out of school.  In this process, Mexican-

American women matriculate at the community college and bring with them such 

psychosocial and social cultural barriers as sex-role conflicts, stereotypes, language 

differences, different acculturation levels, different education expectations, and a variety 

of socio-economic statuses.  These students may or may not possess the personality 

characteristics or backgrounds to overcome these barriers.  If they do not have a positive 

sense of well-being and a lower acculturation level, they are more likely to become 

depressed and experience somatic symptoms.  According to this model, if a student 

becomes depressed, her academic performance will drop and she may quit school. 

A random sample of 200 Mexican-American female students was chosen from 

community college student records during the first week of the semester (Castellanos & 

Fujitsubo, 1997).  The computer generated a sample of students, using a random numbers 

table, which was restricted to those students who were females, under 25 years of age, 

and had indicated Mexican-American ethnicity on the admission application.  A total of 
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90 (45%) Mexican-American women from the 200, with an average age of 22.2 years, 

volunteered to be surveyed.  A majority (58%) of the students were from low-income 

families.  A larger majority (87%) reported that they had earned a high school diploma.  

The average highest grade completed by the parents of the participants was 7.4 years. 

Five instruments were used to investigate the model of attrition (Castellanos & 

Fujitsubo, 1997).  These instruments were: (a) demographic questionnaire, (b) 

educational barrier scale, (c) acculturation rating scale for Mexican-Americans (ARSMA; 

Cuellar, Harris, & Jasso, 1980), (d) Somatic Symptoms Index (SSI; Escobar, 1987), and 

(e) Depression Inventory (BDI; Beck, Garbin, & Steer, 1988). 

This study found no significant relationship between educational barriers and 

level of somatization, although the greater the number of educational barriers, the higher 

the depression score (Castellanos & Fujitsubo, 1997).  There was no significant 

association found between levels of acculturation and somatization, or acculturation and 

depression.  It was also observed that the number of educational barriers was significant 

and negatively related to the level of acculturation.  This suggested that there is an 

inverse relationship between the degree of less acculturation and the number of more 

barriers (Castellanos & Fujitsubo).  The study found that none of the variables predicted 

the participants GPA, particularly the measure of depression.  The investigators 

conducted a follow-up interview with 13 participants to understand the reasons for 

academic problems.  These problems included:  need to contribute to family income, 

need to care for family, and language difficulties.  The major findings were that the 

number of educational barriers was positively and significantly related to depression.  

Acculturation was significantly and negatively related to educational barriers.  
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Somatization and depression correlated negatively with sense of well-being.  Analysis 

also uncovered that a quarter of the variance in depression could be explained by 

educational barriers, somatization, and the participant‟s sense of well-being.  

Furthermore, a relationship between acculturation and depression was not confirmed, 

although, the relationship between somatization and depression had a significant 

correlation.  The researchers failed to observe a significant relationship between 

depression and other variables that were examined and academic performance.  Another 

finding was a lack of a relationship between the number of educational barriers and 

academic performance.  The study suggested that psychological and emotional well-

being had the greatest impact on academic performance (Castellanos & Fujitsubo). 

In another study on Mexican-American women in college, Lango (1995) 

examined how their perception of themselves affected their persistence to transfer from 

two-year to four-year colleges.  In Lango‟s research on persistence, she examined the 

impact participation in dialogue had on Mexican-American women‟s perception of their 

persistence and the degree to which critical reflection on their empowerment affected 

completing a four- year degree. 

Little is known about Mexican-American women who transfer from a community 

college to a four- year university.  There is limited research available that addresses 

commitment in the family (Lango, 1995).  Many researchers agree that enrolling in a 

four-year college and university the first year enhances persistence toward the attainment 

of a degree, while initial enrollment in a community college diminishes the likelihood of 

obtaining a baccalaureate degree (Aguirre & Martinez, 1993; Astin, 1972, 1973, 1983, 
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1984; Gandara, 1995; Nora, 1987; Nora & Rendon, 1988).  Lango‟s theoretical rationale 

came from Astin‟s (1984) student involvement theory. 

The participants in this study were selected from Mexican-American women who 

were students at a California community college and were transferring to a four-year 

university (Lango, 1995).  The community college they attended is recognized as a 

Hispanic serving institution.  Five Mexican-American women preparing to transfer from 

Bakersfield to a four-year college or university participated in the study.  The data was 

collected over a two-month period.  The research examined the impact that a  dialogue 

had on the perception of their persistence and on their critical reflection of empowerment 

with regard to completing a four-year degree.  The participants engaged in a four-phase 

creative reflective dialogue.  The participants discussed:  concepts of, thoughts on, 

experiences with, and ideas of persistence and higher education.  The questions that 

facilitated dialogue had four major components: (1) persistence in the context of 

obtaining a degree, (2) relationship between self-perception and persistence, (3) personal 

and affective factors, and (4) recommendations to help Mexican Americans complete 

their bachelor‟s degree. 

Findings revealed that Mexican-American women in this study, who transferred 

from a community college to a four-year university to obtain a baccalaureate degree, 

were culturally influenced and psychologically involved (Lango, 1995).  The most 

important personal factors were the love of their mothers and their love of their own 

children, who empowered them to persist. 

 Delgado-Bernal‟s (2001) research, Learning and Living Pedagogies for the 

Home: The Mestiza Consciousness of Chicano Students, examined the strategies that 
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Mexican-American female college students learn in the home that are then utilized to 

confront challenges and obstacles that impede academic achievement in universities. 

In order to negotiate barriers such as sexism, racism, and classism, Mexican-

American women rely on what Delgado-Bernal (2001) called pedagogies of the home 

which provided strategies of resistance to unfriendly educational norms of higher 

education and perceptions held about Mexican-American women.  She further stated that 

understanding these strategies will help develop education policy and practice. 

Delgado-Bernal‟s (2001) theoretical perspectives were drawn from Chicana 

feminist pedagogies that refer to teaching and learning from the culture, particularly the 

home.  She cited ethnographic research that demonstrated how children utilize linguistics 

and cultural resources to function in school (Delgado-Gaitan, 1990; Delgado-Gaitan & 

Trueba, 1991; Suarez-Orozco & Suarez-Orozco, 1995; Trueba, 1988).  Delgado-Bernal 

also discussed strategies called funds of knowledge that are vital to survival, balancing, 

and resisting systems of oppression such as race, class, gender, and sexual orientation 

(Andrade & Gonzalez Le Denmat, 1999; Greenberg, & Velez-Ibanez, 1992). 

Delgado-Bernal (2001) used the concept Mestiza consciousness, as defined by 

Anzaldua (1987) to organize and analyze her data.  Mestiza is a term used to describe 

women of mixed Native American and European ancestry.  The term, according to 

Delgado-Bernal, has come to mean a new Chicana (Mexican-American) consciousness 

that straddles cultures, races, languages, nations, sexualities, and spiritualities, that is 

living with ambivalence.  The new mestiza copes by developing a tolerance for 

contradictions and ambiguity (Anzaldua, 1987).  Delgado-Bernal used this concept of 

mestiza consciousness to re-conceptualize what were thought of as cultural deficits into 
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cultural resources and used these resources to understand Mexican-American female 

students. 

Delgado-Bernal‟s (2001) research was based on 32 interviews with Mexican-

American female students at a state university in California.  Slightly over half of their 

mothers (53%) and half of their fathers (56%) had less than a ninth grade education.  The 

majority (75%) of the mothers worked as farm laborers or stay-at-home moms.  The 

majority (52%) of the students‟ fathers were farm laborers or unskilled workers.  A total 

of 84% of the students were born in the United States, 19 were first generation, and 8 

were second generation.  Only five were born in Mexico, and all attended California 

public high schools.  Twelve (38%) of the students had attended community college 

before entering the university and 24 (75%) were first generation college students. 

Delgado-Bernal‟s (2001) qualitative research consisted of interviews and focus 

groups.  She collected data from surveys and semi-structured, life history interviews.  Her 

research questions focused on educational experiences from elementary school to college.  

Delgado-Bernal‟s research questions also focused on the following: 

1.  What are the supports and obstacles to higher education? 

2.  How do Mexican-American college students reflect on culture and identity in 

relation to educational engagement? 

3.  How do educational experiences and choices interact with family, 

bilingualism, school policies, sexuality, sex-role expectations, spirituality, and political 

views? 

4.  What strategies do Mexican-American students utilize to obtain a higher 

education? 



 54 

In her results, Delgado-Bernal (2001) found that bilingualism had a positive 

impact on Mexican-American female students both academically and socially.  The 

students drew strength from using both English and Spanish.  All students discussed how 

biculturalism allowed them to see things in ways that students from the dominant culture 

might not, and how biculturalism helped them to understand things from a different 

perspective.  All students spoke of their commitment to their families and communities as 

a source of inspiration and motivation to overcome educational obstacles.  For the women 

in this study, spirituality was connected to their commitment to their families and 

communities.  These students perceived their educational journey as collaborative not 

individualistic, and their families were a source of inspiration that offered ways to care 

for them. 

Steffian‟s (2003) study, The Effect of Acculturation, Egalitarianism, and 

Maternal Encouragement on the Higher Educational Pursuit among Latinas in Wyoming, 

examined barriers and supports for Latina access to higher education.  Traditional 

cultural and familial expectations have been cited as obstacles as Latinas experience 

conflict over staying in the family home until they marry or adopt individualism.  

Traditional sex role expectations of wife and mother are seen as restricting access to 

higher education by Latinas (Ginorio & Huston, 2001).  Segura (1993) reported that even 

though parents encourage their daughters to pursue higher education, the daughters 

received mixed messages and were expected to conform to traditional roles that center on 

the family.  In a related study, Chacon, Cohen, and Stover (1986) found that Mexican-

American females put in more hours of domestic work and reported more financial 
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stressors than their male counterparts, and this negatively impacted their academic 

performance. 

To explain Latina participation in higher education, Steffian (2003) used the 

theories of “Self-Concept” and “Acculturation”.  Self-concept theory explains how one 

understands the concept of the possible future selves that may evolve, and how they 

function as incentives for future behavior.  Identity from possible selves is derived from 

familial, cultural, and historical contexts (Markus & Nurius, 1986).  According to Ginorio 

and Huston (2001), some Latinas have not included “college student” or “professional 

career woman” as a possible self.  In reviewing the Acculturation theory, Steffian 

reported the ideal outcome of acculturation was:  (1) achievement of bicultural 

orientation (Berry, 1980), (2) integration of a sense of identification, and (3) comfort with 

both groups (Arnold, Cuellar, & Maldonado, 1995).  Central to the definition of the 

Acculturation model, is the fact that an individual is comfortable in two cultures and 

gains new cultural knowledge rather than losing previously held traditions (Marin, 1992). 

Steffian (2003) examined cross-cultural studies of sex-role identity.  Studies 

revealed that Latina college students endorse more masculine traits than Latina non-

college students (Green, Kranau, & Valencia-Weber,1982) and are more likely to hold 

non-traditional sex-role attitudes and egalitarian or non-gender specific attitudes Steffian 

states that factors such as acculturation level, egalitarian sex-role attitudes, masculine 

sex-role characteristics, and maternal encouragement may be related to the pursuit of 

higher education. 

Of Steffian‟s (2003) sample of 135 Latinas, 82 were college and university 

students, and 53 were non-college attendees.  Steffian selected the Latina college students 
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from four, community colleges and one, four-year university.  The non-students were 

recruited from adult basic education courses, the Department of Employment, and local 

newspapers and advertisements in laundromats in large Hispanic communities.  

Participants ranged in age from 18-56.  The preliminary questionnaire included 

demographic and descriptive variables.  Participants completed the acculturation rating 

scale for Mexican-Americans (ARSMA), a multidimensional measure of acculturation 

that addresses cultural orientation toward the Mexican and Anglo cultures.  The Ben Sex 

Role Inventory (BSRI; Bem, 1981) classifies individuals according to their sex role based 

on choosing gender type attributes.  The Sex-Role Egalitarian Scale (SRES) measures 

attitudes about the equality of men and women. 

Steffian (2003) tested 4 hypotheses.  Hypothesis I tested levels of biculturalism 

(to both Anglo and Mexican culture).  Hypothesis II tested egalitarian attitudes.  

Hypothesis III tested masculine traits.  Hypothesis IV measured maternal encouragement. 

In her results, Steffian (2003) found that Latina college students endorsed more 

Anglo acculturation and lower levels of Mexican acculturation then non-college 

attendees.  College attending Latinas were educated primarily in Anglo schools and 

communities, thus making it difficult to compare Latinas socialized in Hispanic culture.  

Latinas attending college were more egalitarian in sex-role attitudes.  This finding 

suggested that these liberal attitudes may have developed within “education encouraging” 

family settings, which is consistent with the concept of “possible selves.” Latinas who 

attended college endorsed more masculine attributes which is consistent with the 

literature (Buriel & Saenz, 1980; Green, Kranau, & Valencia, 1982; Valenzuela, 1993).  

The maternal encouragement findings were consistent with previous qualitative studies 
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(Gandara, 1999; Vasquez, 1982).  This suggests that the mother serves as a role model or 

facilitator of educational attainment.  This finding also supported the concept of “possible 

selves” and the strong maternal support as education encouraging (Ginorio & Huston, 

2001).  Time spent with academic mentors, attendance in Anglo high schools, and Anglo 

acculturation were the most predictive factors of college enrollment.  This is consistent 

with literature in mentoring and the academic “possible selves” in the college student‟s 

self-image.  The findings that Latina college students attended Anglo high schools may 

only be predictive for Latinas who grew up in Wyoming.  In this study, Anglo 

acculturation may be linked to Wyoming being primarily Anglo and not representative of 

other states.  Latina students in Wyoming possessed a greater array of “possible selves” 

due to their education-encouraging environment. 

 

Summary 

This section provided a discussion of the major studies on the success or failure of 

Mexican-American females during and after college for the past 20 years.  Estrada 

(1987), who examined attitudes of Mexican-American women toward higher education, 

concluded that these women identified family, particularly the mother along with friends, 

teachers, and employers as influential persons affecting educational attitudes.  Internal 

forces such as confidence, motivation, and ambition were also important in this research.  

The implications for this study were that home and school during childhood were critical 

factors surrounding educational attainment.  Hernandez-Carlquist‟s (1987) study of 

upwardly mobile Hispanic educators examined factors that were critical to the career 

process, such as early mentoring and situational survival.  Gandara and Osugi‟s (1994) 

work on social mobility found that the variables that most contribute to the success of 
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Mexican-American women are parental support and influence, personal drive, persistence 

and hard work, recruitment programs, and financial aid.  Garza‟s (1995) study concluded 

that positive early educational experience facilitated the college experience.  Aguilar 

(1996) examined barriers to educational success including:  personal barriers, 

socioeconomic barriers, intercultural barriers, and extra-cultural barriers.  Castellano and 

Fujitsubo (1997) investigated an attrition model and the impact of socio-cultural barriers.  

Their major findings were that educational barriers were related to depression.  Lango‟s 

(1995) research on persistence of Mexican-American women who transfer from a 

community college to a four-year university were culturally influenced and 

psychologically involved.  Delgado-Bernal‟s (2001) research found that Mexican-

American students use the strategies that they learn in their home to navigate through 

educational obstacles.  Finally, Steffian (2003) found that Latina college students 

endorsed more Anglo acculturation, were more egalitarian in sex-role attitudes, had more 

masculine attributes, and had strong maternal support. 

Chapter Two reviewed the literature and examined major theories about student 

retention in higher education.  The latter part of this chapter discussed major theories and 

studies concerning the success and failure of Hispanic females in colleges and 

universities.  Chapter Three contains a description of the methodology that was used to 

collect and analyze the data in relationship to each of the two research question posed at 

the outset of this dissertation. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
 

Methodology 

 
Introduction 

This chapter addresses the methods and the administration procedures utilized in 

this study.  The Chapter is outlined as follows:  (a) research design, (b) population and 

sample, (c) instrumentation, (d) description of variables, (e) pilot study, (f) procedures for 

collection of the data, (g) analysis of data, and (h) summary. 

 
Research Design 

The research perspective used in this study focused on a non-experimental, 

quantitative design.  The research type is descriptive in nature.  A descriptive design is 

appropriate in creating a detailed description of a phenomenon.  Descriptive research 

designs involve the study of behavior and other attributes of individuals.  Descriptive 

designs involve collecting data from cohort studies and administration of questionnaires 

to a sample of research participants.  This study involved first-time in college Hispanic 

females who enrolled in the fall 2004 semester cohort.  The participants were divided into 

two groups, those who returned the subsequent fall 2005 semester (persisters) and those 

that did not return for the second year (non-persisters).  The method used to collect data 

was a survey research design which involves administering questionnaires.  The purpose 

was to collect data from a sample that has been selected to represent a population to 

which the results can be generalized.  Information about the students, such as, phone 

number, address, enrollment status, GPA, and number of hours earned, was collected 
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from official college records from the Office of Admissions and Records.  Questionnaires 

were employed because of the low cost of sampling a large group of respondents and the 

amount of time required to collect the data.  The cross-sectional data were collected with 

a two-part questionnaire.  The second part of the instrument collected demographic and 

background information such as age, employment status, socioeconomic status, number 

of children, parental influence, and reasons for not attending college.  The first part of the 

survey instrument was used to collect data on the additional independent variables of 

self-efficacy, academic goals, institutional commitment, and parental influence.  These 

instruments were adapted from previous surveys used in research studies on self-efficacy, 

academic goals, institutional commitment, and parental influence. 

 

Population and Sample 

The population for the proposed study consisted of first-time-in-college, Hispanic 

female students (HFS) from a cohort of 652 enrolled in the fall of 2004 at a South Texas, 

two-year community college.  First-time-in-college students in this study excluded 

transfer students, dual-credit, and students with previous college hours.  The sample 

population was divided into two groups, persisters (those that returned for the fall 2005 

semester) and non-persisters (those that did not return the fall 2005 semester). 

This college was a public two-year comprehensive community college located in 

South Texas.  It was a federally designated Hispanic-serving institution enrolling 8,119 

credit students in the fall of 2005.  Nearly 65% of the students were Hispanic, 32% were 

Anglo, and 2% were African American.  Sixty-five percent were female.  The average 

student was 25 years of age.  One-half (50%) of all the students were 21 years of age or 
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younger.  The total enrollment of Hispanic females in the fall of 2004 was 652 students.  

This excluded previous college-credit students, transfer students, and dual credit students.   

The total student population in the fall of 2004 was 7,986.  Of these students, 652 

were the Hispanic females described above which represent 11% of the total population. 

 

Instrumentation 

The second part of the survey instrument was used to collect demographic and 

background information on each student (see Appendix A).  Questions on the student 

survey included:  age, marital status, employment status, income, number of children, 

degree goals, number of hours enrolled in college, enrollment status, generational status, 

financial aid assistance, influential person, and semester hours completed.  The additional 

questions in this part on educational encouragement and information on college 

withdrawal had been used in a previous study on Mexican-American females and their 

college persistence (Steffian, 2003). 

The first part of the questionnaire that was used in this study contained 31 

questions with five possible Likert scale answers ranging from 1=strongly agree to 

5=strongly disagree (Appendix A).  The variable of self-efficacy was measured by using 

the 10-item General Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale (GSE), questions 3, 7, 9, 13, 14, 18, 

23, 26, 28, and 30.  The original scale was developed in 1979 by Jerusalem and 

Schwarzer and later revised and adapted to 26 other languages by various co-authors.  

The scale was created to assess a general sense of perceived self-efficacy with the aim to 

predict coping with daily hassles, as well as, adaptation after experiencing all kinds of 

stressful life events.  The scale was designed for the general adult population, including 

adolescents.  The construct of Perceived Self-Efficacy reflects an optimistic self-belief 
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(Schwarzer, 1992).  This is the belief that one can perform a novel or difficult task, or 

cope with adversity in various domains of human functioning.  Perceived self-efficacy 

facilitates goal setting, effort investment, persistence in the face of barriers, and recovery 

from setbacks.  Ten items were designed to tap into this construct.  Each item referred to 

successful coping and implies an internal-stable attribution of success.  In samples from 

23 nations, Cronbach’s alphas ranged from .78 to .90, with the majority in the high .80s.  

The scale is unidimensional.  Criterion related validity has been documented in numerous 

correlation studies where positive coefficients were found with favorable emotions, 

dispositional optimism, and work satisfaction.  In this study, all 10 items from the revised 

2000 version by Schwarzer and Jerusalem were used. 

The questions on motivational goals were adapted from the Motivated Strategies 

for Learning Questionnaire (MLSQ), a self-report instrument designed to assess college 

student’s motivational goals.  The MSLQ is based on a general cognitive view of 

motivation and learning strategies.  Lin, McKeachie, Pintrich, and Smith (1986) 

presented the general theoretical framework that underlies the MSLQ.  Predictive validity 

for these scales range from .52 to .93 on Cronbach’s alphas.  Results from factor analysis 

indicate the MSLQ shows reasonable factor validity.  The motivation section consists of 

the 31 items that assess student’s goals and value beliefs.  For this study, only eight items 

of 31 that measured intrinsic (2, 6, 12, 24) and extrinsic (15, 16, 20, 29) goal orientation 

were used.  Although this instrument has high validity and reliability, using only eight 

items may have posed a limitation with this measure.  “Intrinsic” goal orientation 

concerns the degree to which the student perceives herself to be participating in a task for 

reasons such as challenge, curiosity, and mastery.  Having an intrinsic goal orientation 
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towards an academic task indicates that the student’s participation in the task is an end all 

to itself, rather than participation being a means to an end.  “ Extrinsic” goal orientation 

concerns the degree to which the student perceives herself to be participating in a task for 

reasons such as grades, rewards, performance, evaluation by others, and competition.  In 

extrinsic goal orientation, engaging in a learning task is the means to an end.  The main 

concern the student has is related to issues that are not directly related to participating in 

the task itself (such as grades, rewards, comparing one’s performance to that of others). 

The questionnaire items on institutional commitment were adapted from the 

Institutional Integration Scales, created by Pascarella and Terenzini (1980).  That 

instrument has 35 questions which measure five variables .These variables include:  (1) 

academic and intellectual development; (2) faculty concern for student development and 

teaching; (3) peer group interaction; (4) interactions with faculty; and (5) institutional and 

goal commitments.  In terms of reliability and validity, Pascarella and Terenzini found 

alpha coefficients for the five scales ranging from .71 to .84.  For the purpose of this 

study, all seven of the questions from Pascarella and Terenzini’s construct of institutional 

and goal commitment were used (1, 4, 5, 10, 21, 25, 31).  The Institutional Integration 

Scale measures how committed a student is to their institution and goals. 

Six questions (8, 11, 17, 19, 22, and 27) on parental encouragement were adapted 

for this study from a 31-item survey by Steffian’s (2003) on The Effect of Acculturation, 

Egalitarianism, and Maternal Encouragement on the Higher Educational Pursuit among 

Latinos in Wyoming.  Steffian examined cross-cultural studies of sex-role identity.  Her 

studies revealed that factors such as acculturation level, egalitarian sex-role attitudes, 

masculine sex-role characteristics, and maternal encouragement may be related to the 
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pursuit of higher education.  In Steffian’s study, maternal encouragement was measured 

by creating a variable based on “maternal encouragement” items designed by Steffian and 

based on Gandara’s (1999) findings.  Reliability tests revealed that each of these 6 items 

contributed significantly to the total scale.  The overall reliability coefficient, Cronbach’s 

alpha, was .69 for the total scale.   

The variables and the questions related to these constructs for this study were: 

 

Self-Efficacy (Jerusalem & Scharzer, 1979) 

 I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough.  (Q. 7) 

 If someone opposes me, I can find the means and ways to get what I want.  

(Q. 9) 

 I am certain that I can accomplish my goals.  (Q. 13) 

 Thanks to my resourcefulness, I can handle unforeseen situations.  (Q. 18) 

 I can handle whatever comes my way.  (Q. 23) 

 If I am in trouble, I can think of a good solution.  (Q. 26) 

 I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort.  (Q. 28) 

 I am confident I could deal efficiently with unexpected events.  (Q. 30) 

 When confronted with a problem, I can find several solutions.  (Q. 3)] 

 I can remain calm when facing difficulties because I can rely on my coping 

abilities.  (Q. 14) 

 

Motivational Goals 

 In class, I prefer course material that really challenges me so I can learn new 

things.  (Q. 2) 
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 When I have the opportunity, I choose course assignments that I can learn 

from even if they don’t guarantee a good grade.  (Q. 6) 

 The most satisfying thing for me in a course is to understand the content as 

thoroughly as possible.  (Q. 12) 

 I want to do well in my classes because it is important to show my ability to 

my family, friends, employer, or others.  (Q. 15) 

 Getting a good grade is the most satisfying thing for me.  (Q. 16) 

 If I can, I want to get better grades in my classes than most of the other 

students.  (Q. 20) 

 In class, I prefer course material that arouses my curiosity, even if it is 

difficult to learn.  (Q. 24) 

 The most important thing for me right now is improving my overall grade 

point average, so my main concern is getting good grades.  (Q. 29) 

 

Parental Encouragement 

 My mother encouraged me to get good grades in school.  (Q. 11) 

 My father encouraged me to get good grades in school.  (Q. 17) 

  My mother encouraged me to put school before family obligations.  (Q. 19) 

 My mother told me I was “college material” from an early age.  (Q. 22) 

 My father encouraged me to put school before family obligation.  (Q. 27) 

  My father told me I was “college material” from an early age.  (Q. 8) 

 

Institutional Commitment 

 It is important for me to graduate from college.  (Q. 1) 
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 I made the right decision in choosing to attend this college.  (Q. 4) 

 It is likely that I will register in this college next fall.  (Q. 21) 

 It is important for me to graduate from this college.  (Q. 31) 

 I have no idea at all what I want to major in.  (Q. 5) 

 Getting good grades is not important to me.  (Q. 25) 

 I am confident that I made the right decision in choosing to attend this college.  

(Q. 10) 

Table 2 illustrates the relationships between each variable, research questions, and 

items on the Likert scale survey. 

 

Table 2 

Variables, Research Questions, and Items on Survey 

Variable Name Research Questions Items on Survey 

Self-Efficacy What is the relationship 

between self-efficacy, 

persistence, and academic 

performance (GPA) and 

hours completed? 

3, 7, 9, 13, 14, 18, 23, 26, 

28,30 

Motivational Goals What is the relationship 

between academic goals, 

persistence, and academic 

performance? 

2, 6, 12, 15, 16, 20, 24, 29 

Institutional Commitment To what extent does 

institutional commitment 

contribute to persistence 

and academic performance 

(GPA)? 

1, 4, 5, 10, 21, 25, 31 

Parental Encouragement To what extent does 

parental influence affect 

persistence and academic 

performance (GPA)? 

8, 11, 17, 19, 22, 27 
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Description of Variables 

 

An adaptation of the psychological model proposed by Bean and Eaton (2000) 

was used to identify which academic and non-academic factors predict Mexican 

American, female college students’ persistence, grade point average, and semester hours 

completed.  In Bean and Eaton’s model, the interaction between entry characteristics 

(past behavior, personality, initial self-efficacy, initial attributions, normative beliefs, 

coping strategies, motivation to attend, and skills and abilities), and the institutional 

environment (bureaucratic interactions, academic interactions, social interactions, and 

interaction external to the institution) are believed to result in academic persistence.  In 

the adaptation of Bean and Eaton’s (2000) Model (Figure 2) entry characteristics (age, 

marital status, employment status, household income, number of children, enrollment 

status, generational status, and parental influence) will be affected by the filter of the 

institutional environment (level of education the student plans to pursue and financial 

assistance).  Students will react to the academic and social interaction in the institution.  

These reactions were based on their past experiences and on the strategies they choose to 

interact with their new environment.   

They will meet bureaucratic obstacles and barriers outside the institution such as 

parental or spousal disapproval of their enrollment.  Psychological assessments are made 

on how one responds to situations.  Self-efficacy is the student’s self-appraisal as to 

whether or not they can successfully carry out the behavior required to produce a 

particular outcome (Bandura, 1977).  Self-efficacy can be regarded as the student’s 

expectancy that they can successfully perform in an academic setting and complete tasks.  

For the successful student, positive self-efficacy increases motivational goals.   
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Figure 2.  Adaptation of Bean and Eaton’s (2000) Psychological Model of College Student Retainment  

for first-time in college Hispanic female students 
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Interactions between environmental and psychological processes lead to completion of 

semester hours, higher GPA, loyalty and commitment to the institution, and persistence 

to achieve academic goals.  The student with a negative self-efficacy, who does not 

perceive that they are in control of their academic destiny, is not motivated to take action.  

The result of these intermediate actions and attitudes is departure.  Based on this adapted 

psychological model, the key independent variables that guided this research are self-

efficacy; academic goals, institutional commitment, entry characteristics, and parental 

influence (see Figure 2).  Entry characteristics include demographic information and 

family influence.  Self-efficacy includes self-evaluation of one’s ability and chances for 

success in the academic environment.  Academic goals refer to the student’s perception 

of the reasons why she is engaging in a learning task.  Both academic intrinsic and 

extrinsic goals will be measured.  Intrinsic goal orientation concerns the degree to which 

the student perceives herself to be participating in a task for reasons such as challenge, 

curiosity, or mastery.  Extrinsic goal orientation concerns the degree to which the student 

perceives herself to be participating in a task for reasons such as grades, rewards, 

performance, evaluation by others, and competition.  Institutional commitment refers to 

the student’s commitment to the institution where she is enrolled.  Parental influence 

refers to the level to which students’ received maternal and paternal encouragement.  

Each variable will be operationalized as follows:  

I.  Background Variables on Questionnaire 

 Participant’s age 

 Participant’s marital status (single-never married, married, divorced, 

separated) 
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 Employment status (range from 0-40+ hours weekly) 

 Participant’s annual household income level (range from less than $10,000 -

$50,000+) 

 Children 

 Number of children (at time of survey completion/open-ended) 

 Student’s level of education they plan to pursue (range from certificate-

Doctorate or professional 

 Enrollment status (yes/no); number of hours enrolled (open-ended) 

 Reasons for departure (lack of financial assistance, employment, pregnancy, 

personal problems, illness, family responsibilities, other-open-ended) 

 Generational status (yes/no) 

 Financial assistance for college (yes/no) 

 Semester hours completed 

II.  Self-Efficacy 

 A 10-item scale designed to assess a general sense of perceived self-efficacy 

with the aim in mind to predict coping and adaptation to stressful life events. 

III.  Motivational Goals 

 An eight-item derived scale designed to assess college student’s motivational 

orientation. 

IV.  Institutional Commitment 

 A seven-item derived scale measuring student’s commitment to the institution 

she is enrolled. 
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V.  Parental Influence 

 A six-item derived scale measuring maternal and paternal encouragement. 

 The student’s perception of the person who most encouraged her to pursue 

educational goals.  (7 categories- teacher, friend, sibling, mother, father, other, 

none). 

In a study by Davis et al. (2004), 4 of the 11 non-academic independent variables (self-

efficacy, motivational goals, institutional commitments, and entry characteristics) were 

found to have a positive relationship in predicting college retention and performance.  

The analysis of these independent variables examined the relationship between 

psychosocial factors, entry characteristics, and outcomes. 

 

Pilot Study 

In order to ensure the survey had a high response rate, a pilot study was conducted 

in October/ November of 2005.  The pilot study determined whether the questions on the 

survey elicited an appropriate range of responses and evaluated the level of responses.  

This provided the researcher with information to make necessary changes in the survey 

and in methods for analyzing the data.  The pilot study was also conducted to determine 

the appropriateness of the measures, to locate ambiguities in the questionnaire, to solicit 

feedback and make improvements on the instrument.  In the fall 2005 semester, the two-

part questionnaire was administered to three sophomore level psychology classes.  A total 

of 70 students participated in the study.  Of this group, 23 participants were male, 47 

were female.  Of the 47 female students, 16 were first time in college Hispanic female 

students in the fall 2004 semester.  All the students were asked about the appropriateness 

and the ambiguity of the questionnaire.  Students responded that some of the questions 
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were difficult to understand and as result wording was changed prior to the sample mail-

out.   

 Three students stated that question #8 in Part 1 of the questionnaire, “My father 

told me I was college material from an early age,” was not relevant because they did not 

have a father; however, it was decided to keep the question since students could respond 

“strongly disagree,” the fourth choice on the Likert scale.  Question 18, “Thanks to my 

resourcefulness, I can handle unforeseen situations,” was difficult to understand.  In the 

revision, question #18 read, “I know I can meet and handle situations.” 

 Question #19, “My mother encouraged me to put school before family 

obligations,” was changed to “my mother encouraged me to put school before family 

duties.”  Question 21, “It is likely that I will register at this college next fall,” was 

changed to “It is likely that I will register at this college next semester.” Question 24, “In 

class, I prefer course materials that arouse my curiosity, even if it is difficult to learn.,” 

was changed to “In class, I prefer course materials that awakens my curiosity, even if it is 

difficult to learn.” 

 Part II of the survey asked questions about the students’ background and 

experience.  The only item that was revised prior to the mail out, Question 5, “How many 

children do you have,” was changed to “Do you have children? ___Yes ___No.” 

 The pilot study yielded useful information on misinterpretations by some of the 

subjects and on how the questionnaire could be improved.  It provided ideas, approaches 

and clues not foreseen prior to the pilot study which increased the chances on obtaining 

clear-cut findings in the main study. 
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Sample 

 The total population of Hispanic female students at the college under 

investigation in the fall 2004 semester was 702.  The enrollment for first-time in college 

Hispanic female students was 652 for the fall 2004 semester.  The population for this 

study excludes transfer students, dual credit, and students with previous college hours.  

This cohort of 652 students represents 92.8% of the first-time in college Hispanic female 

students (702).  This is 12.5% of the total female population of students (5,200) who 

enrolled in fall 2004 semester.  Of this cohort of 652 students, the Office of Admissions 

and Records was able to access mailing addresses of 469 students.  This group of 

Hispanic female (HF) students represents 71.9% of the 652 cohort.  A total of 183 

(28.1%) of the HF students eligible for this study lacked mailing addresses.  The 

Background Information and Academic Experience Surveys were mailed out to these 469 

first-time in college (HF) students the week of November 21, 2005.  An additional survey 

and two reminder letters were sent between November 28th and December 13th.  Of the 

469 HF students originally surveyed, 251 were persisters (returned the second year, fall 

2005) and 218 were non-persisters (did not return the fall semester of 2005).  Persisters 

made up 54% of the surveyed sample population (251of 469).  Non-persisters comprise 

46% of the surveyed sample population. 

Of the 469 students surveyed, 124 students responded (Table 3).  This was a 

26.4% response rate for the surveyed group.  Of those 124 responders, 88 from persisters 

and 36 were from non-persisters.  For the group of 251 students who were persisters, the 

response rate was 35%.  For the group of 218 non-persisters, the response rate was 

16.5%.  A total of 45 of the original surveys were returned with wrong or insufficient 
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addresses.  This is 9.6% of the sampled group of 469.  Table 4 summarizes the first-time 

in college Hispanic female students excluding transfer, dual credit, and students with 

previous college hours.  It also excludes 45 students with missing addresses. 

 

Table 3 

 

Survey Response Rate Results - % rate is based on 469 mailed surveys 

 

Variable Survey Respondents % of Total 

Total 124 26.4 

Persisters 88 35.0 

Non-persisters 36 16.5 

Returned Surveys based on 

insufficient address 

45 9.6 

 

Table 4 

First-time in College Hispanic Female Students in Fall 2004 Cohort (Excluding transfer, 

dual credit and students with previous college hours) 

  

Variable Total % 

1
st
 Time in College         

HF 2004 Cohort 

424  

Persisters 251 59% 

Non-persisters 218 51% 

 

 

Revised Analysis 

 

By removing 45 surveys for insufficient addresses, the total group of first-time in 

college Hispanic Female students is 424.  Based on this number the response rate of 124 

responders is 28.5% (Table 5).  Of these 45 returned surveys, 14 were from the persister 
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group and 31 were from the non-persister group.  This gives a new total of 237 persisters 

and 187 non-persisters.  From the 237 persister group the response rate is 37.1%.  From 

the 187 non-persister group, the response rate is 17.6%. 

 

Table 5 

Response Rate Results 

 

Variable Survey Responders %  

Total 124 29.3 

Persisters 88 70.9 

Non-persisters 36 29.0 

 

 

Collection of Data 

The Office of Admissions and Records of one community college in South Texas 

provided the researcher with electronic data from the administrative system, after the 

census date in the fall 2005 semester.  This information contained contact information 

(phone number, address, and enrollment status).  During November of 2005, 469 first-

time-in-college Hispanic females who enrolled in the fall of 2004 were mailed a copy of 

the survey instrument (Appendix A).  A cover letter was sent describing the nature of 

their participation to persisters (Appendix B) and to non-persisters (Appendix C); and a 

self-addressed, stamped return envelope.  Students were coded and identified as those 

who returned fall 2005 and those who did not return.  The code was to identify persister 

and non-persister respondents.  Those who do not respond received a first reminder 

postcard (Appendix D) and then a follow-up reminder letter (Appendix E) and survey to 

remind them to complete and submit the instrument. 
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Data Analysis 

The purpose of this study was to determine to what extent persisters (enrolled fall 

2004 and fall 2005 semesters) and non-persisters (enrolled fall 2004 and did not enroll 

fall 2005) differed on selected independent background and psychosocial variables.  This 

study also examined the first semester course taking patterns and completion rates of 

persisters and non-persisters.  Frequency tables, chi-square analysis, and t-tests were used 

to analyze the extent persisters and non-persisters differed on each of the independent 

variables measured.  A descriptive analysis and percentages, examined the first-semester 

course taking patterns and completion rates of the two groups.  The research questions for 

this study were: 

 

Research Question 1 

To what extent do persisters (returning second year) and non-persisters (non-

returning second year) Hispanic female students differ on each of the following selected 

“independent variables” in Bean and Eaton’s (2000) Psychological Model of College 

Student Retention: a) age, b) marital status, c) employment, d) household income, e) 

number of children, f) level of planned education, g) enrollment status, h) generational 

status, i) financial aid assistance, j) semester hours completed, k) self-efficacy, l) 

motivational goals, m) institutional commitment, and n) parental influence?  To 

determine whether differences were observed between persisters and non-persisters on 

selected “independent variables”, a chi-square analysis test of homogeneity was applied.  

To determine whether differences exist between persisters and non-persisters on the 

independent variables of self-efficacy, motivational goals, institutional commitment, and 

parental influence, a two-tailed t-test was applied. 
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Research Question 2 

Do persisters and non-persisters differ in first-semester course-taking patterns and 

completion rates?  To examine the differences between persisters and non-persisters in 

their course-taking patterns and completion rates of courses, descriptive analysis was 

used. 

 

Summary 

The data for this survey study were collected with a two-part questionnaire.  The 

questionnaire was used to collect demographic, background data and information about 

the student’s self-efficacy, academic goals, institutional commitment, and parental 

encouragement.  The sample consisted of first year Hispanic female students who 

enrolled in the fall 2004 and were tracked for one year to fall 2005.  Students were placed 

in two groups.  One group consisted of persisters, students who re-enrolled for the fall of 

2005 semester.  The second group consisted of students who did not return for the fall of 

2005 semester (non-persisters).  Persisters (returning second year) and non-persisters (not 

returning second year) were compared and analyzed by frequency tables, chi-square 

analysis, and t-tests to determine whether or not significant differences existed between 

the mean scores of the two groups on the selected independent variables.  The first part of 

the questionnaire contained 31 questions with five possible answers ranging from 1 = 

strongly agree to 5 = strongly disagree.  In analyzing the responses using a Likert scale, 

the lower scores on the t-test analysis corresponded to higher levels of self-efficacy, 

motivational goals, institutional commitment, and parental influence.  To determine if 

there was a difference between persisters’ and non-persisters’ first-semester course- 

taking patterns and completion rates of those courses a descriptive analysis was applied.  
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Descriptive statistics provided a profile on first-semester course placement; courses 

attempted, and examined course completion rates.  The profile also differentiated 

between students in developmental courses and students in college level courses.  This 

study provided insight into the characteristics of Hispanic female students who persisted 

and those who withdrew.  It also provided recommendations for policy and practices for 

post-secondary institutions with a high Hispanic female population. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 

Analysis of Data 

 

 

Introduction 

  

 The purpose of this study was to apply Bean and Eaton’s (2000) psychological 

model to determine the relationship between selected variables including entry 

characteristics, self-efficacy, motivational goals, institutional commitment, and parental 

influence within the context of academic persistence of first year Hispanic females in a 

community college setting.  This chapter contains an analysis of the data collected and a 

report of the findings related to two research questions.  The two research questions that 

guided this study of second-year, Mexican-American females in one community college 

were: 

 

Research Question 1 

To what extent do persisting (returned for second year) and non-persisting (non-

returning second year) Hispanic female students differ on each of the following selected 

“independent variables” in Bean and Eaton’s (2000) Psychological Model of College 

Student Retention: a) age, b) marital status, c) employment, d) household income, e) 

number of children, f) level of planned education, g) enrollment status, h) generational 

status, i) financial aid assistance, j) semester hours completed, k) self-efficacy, l) 

motivational goals, m) institutional commitment, and n) parental influence? 
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Research Question 2 

Do persisting (returning second-year) and non-persisting (non-returning second 

year) Hispanic female students differ in their first semester course-taking patterns and 

completion rates?  

 A number of levels of analysis were conducted to answer each of the two research 

questions.  In the first stage, chi–square analysis and t-tests were used to analyze the 

differences between persisters and non-persisters on the independent variables in this 

study.  Second, descriptive analysis examined significant differences in the course- taking 

patterns of persister and non-persister, Hispanic women in their first semester of course 

work. 

 

Findings 

A total of 124 out of 424 Hispanic female students surveyed responded to the 

questionnaire, a 29.2% overall response rate.  Of the responding group of 124, 88 (71%) 

were persisters and 36 (29%) were non-persisters.  The responses of 124 first-time in 

college Hispanic female students who enrolled in the fall of 2004 in one south Texas 

community college showed that the majority were between the ages of 17-25 (82%) and 

single (71%).  Nearly half (46%) were unemployed.  Slightly over 45% reported making 

less than $20,000 a year in household income.  Two-thirds of the 124 respondents did not 

have children and 70% planned to receive at least a bachelor’s degree.  Almost one-half 

(48%) of the respondents indicated that they were not the first in their family to go to 

college, excluding their brothers and sisters.  Almost 76% were receiving financial aid.  

For the variable, “most encouraging person,” over 50 (41%) indicated that their mother 

was the person who encouraged them the most to pursue educational goals followed by 
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the response category “other” (23%), and sibling (10.5%).  Only 9(7.3%) indicated that 

their father was the person who encouraged them the most.  Respondents’ back-ground 

variables are described and presented in frequency tables in Appendix F. 

 

Findings Related to Research Question 1 

The first research question was: “To what extent do persisting (returning second 

year) and non-persisting (non-returning second year) Hispanic female students differ on 

each of the following  selected independent variables in Bean and Eaton’s (2000) 

Psychological Model of College Student Retention: a) age, b) marital status, c) 

employment, d) household income, e) number of children, f) level of planned education, 

g) enrollment status, h) generational status, i) financial aid assistance, j) semester hours 

completed, k) self-efficacy, l) motivational goals, m) institutional commitment, and n) 

parental encouragement”.  To determine the difference between the persisters and non-

persisters, on the above mentioned selected, independent variables,  chi-square analyses 

were conducted using the following variables:  age, marital status, employment status, 

household income, children (yes/no), number of children, level of education planning to 

pursue, first in family to go to college, receiving financial aid, and most encouraging 

person.  The variable, “enrollment status” was not analyzed using chi-square because 

non-persisters were not enrolled in the fall 2005 semester.  The following variables:  self-

efficacy, motivational goals, institutional commitment, and parental influence were 

analyzed using two-tailed t-tests.  Crosstabs and chi-square analyses were used to 

determine if there were statistically significant differences between persisters and non-

persisters on these variables.  Note that on the variables with small cells, strong 

conclusions could not be made. 
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Age Ranges 

Table 6 shows the number and percentages of persisters and non-persisters in each 

age range.  Both groups showed similar profiles with respect to their age ranges.  For 

example, 81.8% (72) of the persisters reported being in the age range of 17-25 years of 

age, while 80.6% (29) of the non-persisters selected this same age range.  There appeared 

to be no significant differences in the age ranges reported by the two groups.  

For the “Age” category, there were 123 responses of the total 124 cohort group.  

Based on crosstab analyses there was no discernable difference in the responses between 

the ages of persisters and non-persisters.  For both persisters and non-persisters, the 17-25 

age category yielded the highest frequency of responses.  Out of the total group of 124 

responders, 101 (81.5) were in this category (Table 6). 

 

Table 6 

 

Age Ranges Responses of HF Persisters (n=88) and Non-persisters (n=36) 

 

Age Ranges Persister 

 Yes No Total 

 # % # % # % 

17-25 72 81.8 29 80.6 101 81.5 

26+ 16 18.2 7 19.4 23 18.5 

Total 88 100 36 100 124 100 

 

 

A chi-square analysis test of homogeneity, using the proportions identified in 

Table 7, confirmed that there was not a statistically significant difference between the 
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responses to the variables persistence/non-persistence and age range.  Table 7 shows that 

the chi-square value of .03 was not significant at the .05 level. 

 

Table 7 

 

Chi-square Analysis Results for “Age Range” Proportions Compared to 

Persistence/Non-persistence Proportions 

 

Variable Chi-square Value df Sig. 

Age .03 1 .870 

 

 

Marital Status 

Table 8 shows the number and percentages of persisters and non-persisters in each 

marital status category.  Both groups showed similar profiles with respect to being 

“single-never married”.  For example, 71.6% (63) of the persisters reported being single, 

while 69.4% (25) of the non-persisters were also single.  However, there appeared to be 

significant differences between the two groups with respect to whether or not they 

reported being “married” or “divorced/separated” with the persister group showing a 

higher level of marriage, 22.7%, compared to only 11.1% for the non-persisters.  With 

respect to divorce percentages, only 5 or 5.7% of the persisters reported being “divorced” 

compared to 7 or 19.4% in the non-persister group.  

A chi-square analysis test of homogeneity, using the proportions in Table 9, 

confirmed that there was a statistically significant difference between the responses to the 

questions regarding the variables persistence/non-persistence and marital status.  Table 9 

shows that the chi-square value of 6.80 was significant at the .05 level.  It appears, 

without further testing, that HF non-persisters tended to have significantly higher divorce 

rates than persisters. 
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Table 8 

 

Marital Status Responses of HF Persisters (n=88) and Non-persisters (n=36) 

 

Age Ranges Persister 

 Yes No Total 

 # % # % # % 

Single-Never 

Married 

63 71.6 25 69.5 88 70.9 

Married 20 22.7 4 11.1 24 19.4 

Divorce/Separated 5 5.7 7 19.4 12 9.7 

Total 88 100 36 100 124 100 

 

 

Table 9 

 

Chi-square Analysis Results for Variable “Marital Status” Proportions Compared to 

Persistence/Non-persistence Proportions 

 

Variable Chi-square Value df Sig. 

Marital Status 6.80 2 .033 

 

 

Employment Status 

 

Table 10 shows the number and percentages of persisters and non-persisters in 

each employment status category. Both groups showed similar profiles in the “none” 

category with respect to the number of employment hours per week. For example, 47.7% 

(42) of the persisters reported no hours of employment, while 41.7% (15) of the non-

persisters also reported no hours. However, there appeared to be significant differences 

between the two groups with respect to the 31-40 hours category with the non-persisters 
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group showing a higher response rate of 30.6% (11) compared to only 11.4% (10) for the 

persisters. 

 

Table 10 

 

Employment Status Responses of HF Persisters (n=88) and Non-persisters (n=36) 

 

Employment Status Persister 

# of hours Yes No Total 

 # % # % # % 

None 42 47.7 15 41.7 57 46.0 

1-30 25 28.4 5 13.9 30 24.2 

31-40 10 11.4 11 30.5 21 16.9 

41+ 11 12.5 5 13.9 16 12.9 

Total 88 100 36 100 124 100 

 

 

A chi- square analysis test of homogeneity, using the proportions in Table 11, 

confirmed that there was a difference between the variables persistence/non-persistence 

and employment status.  Table 11 shows that the chi-square value of 8.03 was significant 

at the .05 level.  It appeared that HF persisters worked primarily “none” or 1-30 hours per 

week and non-persisters tended to work 31-40 hours per week. 

 

Table 11 

 

Chi-square Analysis Results for “Employment Status” Proportions Compared to 

Persistence/Non-persistence Proportions 

 

Variable Chi-square Value df Sig. 

Employment Status 8.03 3 .045 
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Household Income 

Table 12 shows the number and percentages of persisters and non-persisters in 

each household income category.  Both groups showed similar profiles with respect to 

their household income.  For example, 39.8% (35) of the persisters reported $30,000 or 

more household income, while 33.3% (12) of the non-persisters selected this same 

category.  The next highest response category for household income was the $10,000 to 

$20,000, with 25% (22) of the persisters and 30.6% (11) of the non-persisters selected 

this range.  There appeared to be no significant differences in the household income 

categories reported by the two groups. 

 

Table 12 

 

Household Income Responses of HF Persisters (n=88) and Non-persisters (n=36) 

 

Household Income Persister 

 Yes No Total 

 # % # % # % 

<$10K 14 15.9 9 25.0 23 18.5 

$10K-$20K 22 25.0 11 30.6 33 26.6 

$20K-$30K 17 19.3 4 11.1 21 17.0 

$30K+ 35 39.8 12 33.3 47 37.9 

Total 88 100 36 100 124 100 

 

 

A chi-square analysis test of homogeneity, using the proportions identified in 

Table 13, confirmed that there were no statistically significant differences between the 
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responses to the variables persistence/ non-persistence and household income. Table 13 

shows that the chi- square value of 2.73 was not significant at the .05 level. 

 

Table 13 

 

Chi-square Analysis Results for the Variable “Household Income” 

Proportions Compared to Persistence/Non-persistence 

 

Variable Chi-square Value df Sig. 

Household Income 2.73 3 .435 

 

 

Children 

 

Table 14 shows the number and percentages of persisters and non-persisters in the 

“children” category.  Both groups showed similar responses with respect to having 

children.  The response “no children” was the highest for both groups.  For example, 

67.0% (59) of the persisters reported no children.  Within the non-persister group, 63.9% 

(23) also reported no children.  There appeared to be no significant differences in the 

responses to the variable “children” for persisters and non-persisters. 

 

Table 14 

 

Children (Yes/No) Responses of HF Persisters (n=88) and Non-persisters (n=36) 

 

Children Persister 

 Yes No Total 

 # % # % # % 

Yes 29 33.0 13 36.1 42 33.9 

No 59 67.0 23 63.9 82 66.1 

Total 88 100 36 100 124 100 
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A chi-square analysis test of homogeneity, using the proportions identified in 

Table 15, confirmed that there were no statistically significant differences between the 

responses to the variables “children” and persistence/non-persistence.  Table 15 shows 

that the chi-square value of .11 was not statistically significant at the .05 level.  

 

Table 15 

 

Chi-square Analysis Results of Variable “Children (yes/no)”  

Proportions Compared to Persistence/Non-persistence Proportions 

 

Variable Chi-square Value df Sig. 

Children (yes/no) .11 1 .736 

 

 

Number of Children 

 

Table 16 indicates the number and percentages of children for persisters and non-

persisters. Both groups showed similar profiles with respect to the number of children for 

each group.  For example, 67% (59) of the persisters reported “0” children, while 63.9%  

 

Table 16 

 

Number of Children Responses of Persisters (n=88) and Non-persisters (n=36) 

 

Number of Children Persister 

 Yes No Total 

 # % # % # % 

0 59 67.0 23 63.9 82 66.1 

1 11 12.5 7 19.4 18 14.5 

2+ 18 20.5 6 16.7 24 19.4 

Total 88 100 36 100 24 100 
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(23) of the non-persisters also had no children.  There appeared to be no significant 

differences in the number of children reported by the two groups.  

A chi-square analysis test of homogeneity, using the proportions identified in 

Table 17, confirmed that there were no statistically significant differences between the 

variables persistence/ non-persistence and “number of children”.  Table 17 shows the chi-

square value was not significant at the .05 level. 

 

Table 17 

 

Chi-square Analysis Results for the Variable “Number of Children” Proportions 

Compared to Persistence/Non-persistence Proportions 

 

Variable Chi-square Value df Sig. 

Number of Children 1.08 2 .583 

 

 

Goal for Level of Education 

 

There were 123 responses for the variable “Goal for level of education”.  Table 18 

shows the number and percentages of persisters and non-persisters in each category for 

the variable “goal for level of education”. There appeared to be significant differences 

between the two groups with respect to those responders pursuing less than a bachelor’s 

degree.  The non-persister group showed a higher response rate of 51.4% (18) compared 

to 20.5% (18) for the persisters. There also appeared to be significant differences between 

the two groups with respect to those responders pursing a bachelor’s degree, with the 

persister group showing a higher goal for level of education, 50% compared to only 

25.7% for the non-persisters.  
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Table 18 

 

Goal for Level of Education Responses for HF Persisters (n=88) and Non-persisters 

(n=35) 

 

Goal for Level of 

Education 

Persister 

 Yes No Total 

 # % # % # % 

<Bachelor’s 18 20.5 18 51.4 36 29.3 

Bachelor’s 44 50.0 9 25.7 53 43.1 

>Bachelor’s 26 29.5 8 22.9 34 27.6 

Total 88 100 35 100 123 100 

 

 

A chi-square analysis test of homogeneity, using the proportions in Table 19, 

confirmed that there were statistically significant differences between the responses to the 

variables persistence/ non-persistence and goal for level of education.  Table 19 shows 

that the chi- square value of 12.04 was significant at the .05 level.  It appears, without 

further testing, that HF persisters tended to pursue a bachelor’s or higher level degree and 

non-persisters tended to pursue less than a bachelor’s degree, with about the same 

percentages in each group, 29.5% and 22.9%, pursuing more than a bachelor’s degree.  

 

Table 19 

 

Chi-square Analysis Results for the Variable “Goal for Level of Education” Proportions 

Compared to Persistence/Non-persistence Proportions 

 

Variable Chi-square Value df Sig. 

Goal for Level of 

Education 

12.04 2 .002 
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First in the Family to Attend College 

Table 20 shows the numbers and percentages of persisters and non-persisters who 

were first in their family, not including brothers and sisters, to attend college.  There 

appeared to be significant differences between the two groups with respect to whether or 

not they reported being first in their family to attend college, with the persister group 

showing a higher response rate, 58.1% (50), compared to 33.3% (12) for the non-

persisters.  The non-persister group reported more “no” responses 66.7% (24) compared 

to the persister group 41.9% (36). 

 

Table 20 

 

First in the Family to Attend College Responses of HF Persisters (n=86) and Non-

persisters (n=36) 

 

First in the Family to 

Attend College 

Persister 

 Yes No Total 

 # % # % # % 

Yes 50 58.1 12 33.3 62 50.8 

No 36 41.9 24 66.7 60 49.2 

Total 86 100 36 100 122 100 

 

 

As indicated in Table 21, the variable “first in the family to attend college” 

yielded statistically significant different responses from the persister and non-persister 

groups based on a chi-square analysis.  A chi-square analysis test of homogeneity using 

the proportions in Table 21, confirmed that there did appear to be a difference between 

persistence/ non-persistence and the variable “first in the family to attend college”.  Table 
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21 shows that the chi-square value of 6.25 was significant at the .05 level.  It appeared 

that a greater proportion of the persisters were first in their family to attend college 

excluding brothers and sisters, whereas a greater proportion of non- persisters were not 

the first in their family to attend. 

 

Table 21 

 

Chi-square Analysis Results for Variable “First in Family to Attend College” 

Proportions Compared to Persistence/Non-persistence Proportions 

 

Variable Chi-square Value df Sig. 

First in Family to 

Attend College 

6.25 1 .012 

 

 

Financial Aid 

There were a total of 123 responses for the variable, “receiving financial aid”.  

Table 22 shows that the number and percentages of persisters and non-persisters who 

received financial aid for the 2004-2005 academic year.  Both groups showed similar 

profiles with respect to the variable “financial aid”.  Of the persister group 73.6 % (64) 

reported “yes”, while 83.3% (30) of the non-persisters selected the same response.  There 

appears to be no significant difference in receiving financial aid as reported by the two 

groups.   

 A chi-square analysis test of homogeneity, using the proportions in Table 23, 

confirmed that there was no statistically significant difference between persisters’ and 

non-persisters’ responses in terms of their receiving financial aid (Table 23).  The chi-

square value of 1.34 was not significant at the .05 level. 
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Table 22 

 

Financial Aid) (Yes/No) Responses of HF Persisters (n=87) and Non-persisters (n=36) 

 

Are you receiving 

financial aid? 

Persister 

 Yes No Total 

 # % # % # % 

Yes 64 73.6 30 83.3 94 76.4 

No 23 26.4 6 16.7 29 23.6 

Total 87 100 36 100 123 100 

 

 

Table 23 

 

Chi-square Analysis Results for the Variable “Receiving Financial Aid” Proportions 

Compared to Persistence/Non-persistence 

 

Variable Chi-square Value df Sig. 

Receiving Financial 

Aid 

1.35 1 .245 

 

 

Most Encouraging Person  

Table 24 shows the number and percentages of persisters and non-persisters in 

each category for the variable “most encouraging person”.  There were some differences 

between the two groups with respect to the person who encouraged them the most to 

pursue educational goals.  For the category “mother/father”, both groups reported similar 

profiles.  For example, 37 (43.0%) of the persisters reported mother/father as being the 

most encouraging persons, while 13 (36.2%) of the non-persisters reported a similar 

response.  However, with respect to the “sibling/friend” category, the non-persisters 
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reported a higher response rate of 30.6 (11) compared to the persisters group, 9.4% (8).  

There also appeared to be some differences in responses between the groups in the 

“other/relative” category.  In this area, the persister group had a higher response rate of 

30.2% (26), while the non-persisters had a 22.3% (8) response.  

 

Table 24 

 

Most Encouraging Person Responses for HF Persisters (n=86) and Non-persisters 

(n=36) 

 

Most Encouraging 

Person 

Persister 

 Yes No Total 

 # % # % # % 

Teacher/Counselor 9 10.4 0 0 9 7.3 

Sibling/Friend 8 9.4 11 30.6 19 15.6 

Mother/Father 37 43.0 13 36.1 50 41.0 

Relative/Other 26 30.2 8 22.2 34 27.6 

None 6 7.0 4 11.1 10 8.2 

Total 86 100 36 100 122 100 

 

 

A chi-square analysis (Table 25), confirmed that the responses to “most 

encouraging person” in pursing educational goals were significantly different.  Table 25 

shows that the chi-square value of 9.69 was significant at the .05 level.  Persisters tended 

to see parents (mother/father) and relatives as more encouraging than non-persisters, 

while non-persisters saw siblings or friends as being more encouraging than did 

persisters.  
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Table 25 

 

Chi-square Analysis Results for Variable “Most Encouraging Person” Proportions 

Compared to Persistence/Non-persistence 

 

Variable Chi-square Value df Sig. 

Most Encouraging 

Person 

9.69 4 .045 

 

 

Summary of Response Differences between HF Persisters and Non-persisters 

A chi-square analysis test of homogeneity was conducted using the responses by 

the persisters and non-persisters of the HF groups for 10 variables (See Summary Table 

26).  For the “age” responses, a significant difference was not found between the 

persisters and non-persisters responses.  Based on the chi- square analysis, the chi-square 

value of .03 was not significant at the .05 level (See Summary Table 26).  A significant 

difference in the ages of the two groups was not found.  Within the marital status 

category, the chi-square value of 6.80 was found to be significant at the .05. The marital 

status of the two groups was different with non-persisters showing higher divorce rates 

and lower marriage rates.  The chi-square value of 8.03 for “employment status” was 

found to be significant.  It appeared that persisters tended to work less hours per week (0-

30) and non-persisters tended to work more hours per week (31-40).  For the “household 

income” category, the chi-square value of 2.73 was not significant at the .05 level.  For 

the response categories of “children yes/no” and “number of children”, the chi-square 

values of .11 and 1.08 respectively were not significant at the .05 level.  The category 

“level of education planning to pursue” proved to have statistically significant different 

responses with a chi square value of 12.04.  Persisters tended to aspire for a bachelor’s 

degree or higher, where as non-persisters tended to aspire for less than bachelors’ degree 
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(certificate associates).  For the independent variable “first in the family to go to college” 

responses, the chi-square value of 6.25 proved to be significant.  Persisters tended to be 

first in the family, excluding brothers and sisters, to attend college.  The chi-square value 

of 1.35 for the responses to “receiving financial aid” was not statistically significant.  

Responses in the area of “person who encouraged you most” proved to be significantly 

different with a chi-square analysis value of 9.69.   

 

Table 26 

 

Summary of Chi-square Analysis Results for the 10 Independent Variables 

 

Variable Chi-square Value df Sig. 

Age .03 1 .870 

Marital status 6.80 2 .033 

Employment status 8.03 3 .045 

Household income 2.73 3 .435 

Children (yes/no) .11 1 .736 

Number of children 1.08 2 .583 

Level of education 

plan to pursue 

12.04 2 .002 

First in family to go 

to college 

6.25 1 .012 

Receiving financial 

aid 

1.35 1 .245 

Most encouraging 

person 

9.69 4 .045 
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Research question number one asked whether or not there were differences on 

selected independent variables between persister and non-persister Hispanic females.  

Ten questions examined background variables of the responders.  One variable, 

“enrollment status” was not analyzed because non-persisters did not return for the fall 

2005 semester.  Chi-square analysis was applicable to 10 independent variables in which 

the frequencies of responses could be converted to percentages.  Based on the chi-square 

analyses, 5 of the 10 independent variables shown in Table 26 were found to have 

response rates that were significantly different at the p=.05 level, i.e. marital status, 

employment status, level of education planned, first in family to attend college, and most 

encouraging person.   

 

Analysis of Psychosocial Variables 

 

In the next analysis related to question one, t-tests were used in determining the 

differences between persisters and non-persisters on the four independent psychosocial 

variables.  The first part of the questionnaire had 31 questions related to four independent 

variables:  self-efficacy (10 items), motivational goals (8 items), institutional 

commitment (7 items), and parent influence (6 items).  These four independent variables 

were analyzed using a two-tailed independent t-test for equality of means.  As stated in 

chapter 3, the questionnaire contained 31 questions with five possible Likert scale 

responses for each question ranging from 1=strongly agree to 5=strongly disagree.  The 

summary of mean scores was calculated by adding the mean responses.  The lower 

summary of mean scores corresponded to higher levels of self-efficacy, motivational 

goals, institutional commitment, and parental influence.  In other words, in the t-test 

analyses, the lower the summary of mean scores for that variable, the higher the value 
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placed on that variable by the respondents.  Of the four independent variables:  self-

efficacy, motivational goals, institutional commitment, and parental influence that were 

measured by the 31 questions, three t-values were found to have probability values at, or 

less then .05, based on a two-tailed, independent samples t- test for equality of means. 

Results in Table 27 show that the t-values for differences between the summary of 

the mean responses for:  1) motivational goals, 2) institutional commitment, and 3) 

parental influence were significant at the .01, .05, and .02 levels respectively. In the case 

of motivational goals, persisters had a summary of mean responses of 14.1 compared to a 

summary of mean responses of 16.0 for the non-persister group. Persisters showed a 

significantly higher level of motivation in their responses than the non-persisters (p=.01). 

With respect to institutional commitment, persisters had a summary of responses of 15.3 

compared to the summary of responses of 16.9 for the non-persister group (see Table 27).  

The institutional commitment summary of mean responses for the persisters was also 

significantly higher than the summary of mean responses for the non-persisters (p=.05).   

In the case of parental influence, non-persisters had a summary of mean responses 

of 17.0 compared to a summary of mean responses of 19.3 for persisters.  The t-test 

analysis here showed that the non-persister group reported a significantly higher level of 

parental influence than the persister group (see Table 27).  This finding was not 

consistent with the earlier finding (Table 24) which showed parental influence was 

greater among persisters, nor was it in the expected direction. 

With respect to the responses to the self-efficacy items in the study, it was found 

that there was no significant difference in the summary of mean score responses between 

the HF persister group and HF non-persister group for this independent variable.   
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Table 27 

Summary of t-test Results for Psychosocial Variables 

Independent Variables N Mean t df Sig. (2-

tailed 

Mean 

Difference 

Self-efficancy Scale Score       

Equal variance not assumed   1.92 56.91 .06 2.15 

Non-persister 36 21.5     

Persister 88 19.3     

Motivational Goals Scale Score       

Equal variance not assumed   2.62 59.45 .01 1.85 

Non-persister 36 16.0     

Persister 88 14.1     

Institutional Commitment Scale 

Score 

      

Equal variance not assumed   2.05 44.58 .05 1.59 

Non-persister 36 16.9     

Persister 88 15.3     

Parental Influence Scale Score       

Equal variance not assumed   2.43 55.58 .02 2.94 

Non-persister 36 17.0     

Persister 88 19.3     

 

The t-value of 1.92 was not significant at the .05 level (see Table 27). Even though the 

persister group had a higher level of self-efficacy than the non-persister group, the mean 

difference of 19.3 and 21.5 respectively, was not found to be significantly different.  The 

lower scale score reflects a more positive response to that variable.  However, the 
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difference came very close to being statistically significant (.06), and the difference 

between the two groups was in the expected direction.  Persisters tended to have the 

higher self-efficacy response scores.   

In summary, with respect to the data analysis reported in Table 27, the researcher 

found that while persisters had higher levels with respect to their: 1) self-efficacy (19.3 

vs. 21.5), 2) motivational goals (14.1vs.16.0), and 3) institutional commitment (15.3 

vs.16.9), in the case of only the last two psychological variables did the persisters have 

significantly different (at .05 level), mean response scores.  In the case of the 

psychological variable parental influence, surprisingly it was found that HF non-

persisters had a significantly higher level (lower mean scale score) on this variable, 

meaning that the HF non-persister group saw parental influence as having a greater 

impact on them than was reported by the HF persister group. 

 

Other Findings Related to Differences between HF Persisters and HF Non-persisters 

 Each item on the questionnaire was analyzed individually to determine whether or 

not the HF persisters (88) and HF non-persisters (36) groups differed significantly in their 

responses to any one of the 31 questionnaire items used to measure the four psychosocial 

variables.  A chi-square analysis of homogeneity was used to determine whether or not 

the responses of the persisters versus the non-persisters differed significantly on the 31 

individual statements in Part I of the questionnaire.  Based on this analysis, nine of the 

response comparisons for the 31 statements were found to be different at the .05 level.  

The frequencies and statistical results for each of the nine statements are described and 

presented in Appendix G.  (It should be noted here, that in cells with counts of less than 

five responses, strong conclusions could not be made).  Based on this chi-square analysis 
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(Table 28), persisters had statistically significant different responses than non-persisters 

at the .05 level; on the following nine questionnaire items: Statement one, “It is important 

for me to graduate from college.” was significant with a chi-square value of 12.31 

(p=.002); Statement five; “I have no idea at all what I want to major in.” with a chi-

square of 15.94 (p=.003); Statement eight, “My father told me I was college material 

from an early age.” with a chi-square value of 10.29 (p=.036); Statement 10, “I am 

confident that I made the right decision in choosing to attend this college.” with a chi-

square value of 12.06 (p=.007); Statement 13, “I am certain that I can accomplish my 

goals.” had a chi-square value of 11.09 (p=.026); Statement 21, “It is likely that I will 

register at this college next semester.”, with a chi-square value of 34.5 (p=<.000); 

Statement 24, “In class, I prefer course material that awakens my curiosity, even if it is 

difficult to learn.”, with a chi-square value of 11.41 (p=.009); Statement 27, “My father 

encouraged me to put school before family obligations.”, with a chi-square value12.23 

(p=.015); Statement 31, It is important for me to graduate from this college.”, with a chi-

square value of 13.33 (p=.009) (Table 28). 

On eight of the nine statements (Table 28), persisters had higher responses, 1 and 

2 (strongly agree, agree), than non-persisters.  These eight items were 1, 8, 10, 13, 21, 24, 

27, and 31.  This meant that persisters placed a higher value than non-persisters on these 

eight statements.  Non-persisters had higher responses, or showed stronger agreement 

than persisters on statement five: “I have no idea at all what I want to major in”. All of 

the significant differences in responses were in the direction one might have expected to 

find when comparing HF persisters and HF non-persisters. 
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Table 28 

 

Summary of Statistically Significant Chi-square Values for Persister vs. Non-persister 

Responses to Nine Questionnaire Statements 

 

Statement Chi-square Value df Sig. 

1. It is important for me to graduate 

from college. 

12.31 2 .002 

5. I have no idea at all what I want to 

major in. 

15.94 4 .003 

8. My father told me that I was “college 

material” from an early age. 

10.29 4 .036 

10. I am confident that I made the right 

decision in choosing to attend this 

college. 

12.06 3 .007 

13. I am certain that I can accomplish my 

goals. 

11.09 4 .026 

21. It is likely that I will register at this 

college next semester. 

34.57 4 <.000 

24. In class, I prefer course material that 

awakens my curiosity, even if it is 

difficult to learn. 

11.41 3 .009 

27. My father encourages me to put 

school before family obligations. 

12.23 4 .015 

31. It is important for me to graduate 

from this college. 

13.33 4 .009 

 

 

Statements 1, 5, 21, and 31 in Table 29 corresponded with the institutional 

commitment variable.  Statement 24 was related to the motivational goal variable.  The 

parental influence variable corresponded with statements 8 and 27; and the self efficacy 

variable related to statements 10 and 13.  
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Table 29 

 

Research Questions Related to Survey Items 

 

Variable Research Questions Items on Questionnaire 

Self-efficacy To what extent to persisters and non-

persisters differ on self-efficacy? 

10, 13 

Motivational Goals To what extent to persisters and non-

persisters differ on motivational 

goals? 

24 

Institutional 

Commitment 

To what extent do persisters and 

non-persisters differ on institutional 

commitment? 

1, 5, 21, 31 

Parental Influence To what extent do persisters and 

non-persisters differ on parental 

influence? 

8, 27 

 

 

Summary of Findings Related to Research Question 1 

 Analysis related to Research Question 1 examined the extent to which HF 

persisters and non-persisters differed on the selected independent variables of:  age, 

marital status, employment status, household income, children (yes/no), number of 

children, level of education planning to pursue, first in the family to attend college, 

receiving financial aid, and the person who encourages one the most to pursue education 

goals.  For this question the researcher also compared the differences between persister 

and non-persister responses on four psychosocial variables:  self-efficacy, motivational 

goals, institution commitment, and parental influence.  Selected background variable 

responses were analyzed using chi-square analysis tests of homogeneity.  Out of 10 

background response sets analyzed, five were significant at the .05 level.  Marital status 

was significant at the p=.033 level.  Persisters showed a higher level of marriage, 22.7% 
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compared to 11.1% for non-persisters.  Non-persisters tended to have higher divorce rates 

than persisters.  Employment status was significant at the p=.045 level.  Persisters worked 

less than 30 hours per week, whereas, non-persisters tended to work 30-40 hours.  Level 

of education was significant at the p=.002 level.  Persisters aspired for a bachelor’s 

degree or higher.  Non-persisters planned to pursue less than a bachelor’s degree 

(certificate or associate’s).  The responses to first in the family to attend college were 

significant at the p =.012 level.  A greater proportion of persisters reported being first in 

their family to attend college compared to the non-persister group.  Responses to the 

variable most encouraging person were significantly different.  Both groups reported 

mother/father as the person who was most encouraging, persisters (43%) and non-

persisters (36.2%).  A higher proportion of persisters reported relative or other (30.2%) 

as being most encouraging, as compared to the non-persister group response to this item 

(22.3%).  A higher proportion of non-persisters reported sibling/friend (30.6%) as having 

been the most encouraging person compared to persisters (9.4%).   

Responses to four psychosocial variables that were analyzed using t-tests:  Self 

efficacy, motivational goals, institutional commitment, and parental influence were found 

to be different between the two groups at a significant level.  Persisters had higher levels 

of motivation and greater commitment to the institution they were attending.  Non-

persisters reported parental influence as having a greater impact on them than persisters, a 

finding that was not consistent with the earlier chi-square analysis.  Persisters reported 

having a higher level of self-efficacy than the non-persister group, but the summary mean 

differences of 19.3 and 21.5 were not found to be significant at the .05 level, although the 
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summary mean response differences here were very close to being statistically significant 

at the .06 level.   

An additional chi-square analysis of homogeneity was conducted to determine 

whether or not persisters and non-persisters differed in their responses to each of the 31 

questionnaire statements.  Based on this chi-square analysis, nine of the 31 mean 

responses for these two groups were found to be significant at the .05 level.  It was found 

that persisters placed a higher value on eight of the nine statements.  In summary, it was 

more important for persisters than non-persisters to graduate from the college they were 

attending.  They preferred course material that really challenged them so they could learn 

new things, and they were confident in their decision to attend the college they had 

chosen.  In addition, persisters were certain they could accomplish their goals, wanted to 

do well in classes because it was important to show their ability to their family, were 

likely to re-enroll the following semester, and it was important for them to graduate from 

their college.  Lastly, persisters had fathers who told them they were college material and 

encouraged them to put school before family obligations. 

 

Findings Related to Research Question 2 

 Do persisters (returning second-year) Hispanic female students and non-persisters 

(non-returning second-year) Hispanic female students differ in their course- taking 

patterns and completion rates? 

 Transcripts were obtained for the sample population (N=124) who responded to 

the questionnaire.  Of these 124 first-time in college Hispanic female students, 88 were 

persisters (returned the second year) and 36 were non- persisters (did not return the 

second year).  First semester HF students were required to have placement testing prior to 
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academic advisement and registration.  Based on their test scores, students were placed in 

the appropriate beginning level courses.  The following tests were used for placement 

guidelines for fall 2004:  Accurate Computer Adaptive Placement Test 

(ACCUPLACER), Student Success System, Testing, and Advising Program (ASSET), 

American College Testing Program (ACT), Standardized Reasoning Test for College 

Admissions (SAT), Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS), and Texas Higher 

education Assessment (THEA).  The cut-off scores determined whether students were 

placed in developmental or college level courses.  Persisters’ and non-persisters’ first 

semester (fall 2004) entry-level courses were examined.  The courses compared were 

entry levels in mathematics, English, reading, and college level courses.  The 

mathematics courses included:  college algebra, and four levels of developmental 

mathematics, Intermediate Algebra (Math 0303), Elementary Algebra (Math 0302), 

Introduction to Algebra and Geometry (Math 0301), and Basic Mathematics (Math 

0300).  The English courses included:  Freshman Composition and two levels of 

developmental English: Basic English II (Engl. 0301), and Basic English I (Engl. 0300).  

Two levels of developmental reading included:  Reading II (Read.0301) and Reading I 

(Read.0300).  The college level courses included:  History, Government, Psychology, 

Sociology, Economics, Criminal Justice, Philosophy, Interdisciplinary Studies, and Mass 

Communications.  These courses were selected because they required college level 

reading scores from placement exams.  For the surveyed students to be considered as 

college level readers, they enrolled in one or more of these courses. 
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Findings on Course-taking Patterns 

 To compare course-taking patterns of persisters and non-persisters in this study, 

participation totals for each course between the groups and within the groups were 

analyzed using descriptive statistics.  Table 30 compares the first semester enrollment 

patterns of HF persisters and non-persisters in mathematics.  Among the persister group, 

38 (43%) scored at the second level of developmental mathematics (Math 0301) in their 

first semester in college. The next highest category for mathematics among persisters was 

Math 0300, which was the first level of remediation, with 22 (25%) enrollments.  For the 

non-persister group, developmental Math 0301 was also the highest entry level course 

with 15 (42%0 enrolling. For non-persisters, Math 0300 (first remedial level in Math) 

also had the second highest enrollment rate with 11 (31%).  Both persisters and non-

persisters showed similar enrollment patterns in their first-semester in mathematics 

courses with the majority of both groups beginning at the second level of remediation 

(Math 0301). 

 

Table 30 

 

First-semester Enrollment Patterns in Mathematics for HF Persisters (n=88) and HF 

Non-persisters (n=36) 

 

Variable College Math Math 0303 Math 0302 Math 0301 Math 0300 

 # % # % # % # % # % 

Persisters 7 8.0 7 8.0 14 15.9 38 43.1 22 25.0 

Non-

persisters 

1 2.8 4 11.1 5 13.9 15 41.7 11 30.5 
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Table 31 shows the first-semester enrollment patterns of persisters and non-

persisters in English.  The highest entry level for persisters in English was Freshman 

Composition (Engl.1301) with a 44 (50%) enrolled.  The next highest entry level for 

persisters in English was Engl. 0301, the second level of remediation, with almost 41% of 

the persisters falling into this category.  Non-persisters (44%), like the persisters had 

Freshman Composition (Engl.1301) as their highest entry level English course. Their 

second highest entry level English course for non-persisters was Engl.0301 (36%), 

similar to the second highest entry level of persisters.  Persisters and non-persisters 

showed similar enrollment patterns in their first-semester enrollment in English courses.  

For both groups, Freshman Composition (Engl.1301) was the course that had the highest 

enrollment rate as the group’s entry level English course. 

 

Table 31 

 

First-semester Enrollment Patterns in English for HF Persisters (n=88) and HF Non-

persisters (n=36) 

 

Variable English 1301 English 0301 English 0300 

 # % # % # % 

Persisters 44 50.0 36 40.9 8 9.1 

Non-persisters 16 44.4 13 36.1 7 19.4 

 

Table 32 shows the first-semester enrollment patterns in reading for persisters and 

non-persisters.  For the persister group 28 (32%) began their first semester in the second 

level of developmental reading (Read. 0301).  Of this group only 12 (14%) enrolled in 

the first level of developmental reading (Read.0300).  Of the 88 persisters, 40 (45%) were 

required to take a reading course while 54% of the total group did not enroll in a reading 
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course based on their pre-enrollment test scores.  For the non-persister group, 18 (50%) 

enrolled their first semester in the second level of developmental reading (Read. 0301), 

while 8 (22%) of this same group enrolled in the first level of remedial reading (Read. 

0300).  Of the 36 non-persisters, 72% were required to take a reading course based on 

their pre-enrollment test scores and only 28% tested at college level reading.  It appears 

that there are differences in the developmental reading patterns of persisters and non-

persisters.  More non-persisters, 72% versus 45% of persisters had to take a 

developmental reading course.  

 

Table 32 

 

First-semester Enrollment in Reading for HF Persisters (n=88) and Non-persisters 

(n=36) 

 

Variable 
Reading 0301 Reading 0300 

Not Enrolled in 

Reading 
Total 

 # % # % # % # % 

Persisters 28 31.8 12 13.6 48 54.6 88 100 

Non-

persisters 

18 50.0 8 22.2 10 27.8 36 100 

 

 

 Table 33 shows the enrollment patterns in college level courses of persisters and 

non-persisters in their first semester.  More that half (55%) of the persisters began their 

first semester in a college level course.  Only 28% of the non-persisters started their first 

semester in college level courses.  There were major differences in enrollment patterns in 

college level courses between the two groups.  A higher percentage of persisters (55%) 

were enrolled in college level courses in their first semester compared to non-persisters 

(28%). 
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Table 33 

 

First-semester Enrollment in College- Level Courses for HF Persisters (n=88) and HF 

Non-persisters (n=36) 

 

Variable Enrolled Not Enrolled Total 

 # % # % # % 

Persisters 48 54.5 40 45.5 88 100 

Non-persisters 10 27.8 26 72.2 36 100 

 

 

Table 34 summarizes the first semester enrollment levels in mathematics, English, 

reading, and college level courses of HF persisters and HF non-persisters.  As Table 34 

indicates, among the persister group (N=88), 68.2% (43.2+25) or two-thirds started their 

first semester in college in the two lowest levels of mathematics (Math 0301 and 0300).  

Of this sample group, 50% enrolled in college level English (1301) and 54.6% started 

their first college semester in college level courses.  Among the non-persister group 

(N=36), 72% (41.7+30.6) started their first semester in Math 0301 or Math 0300.  Of this 

same group, 44.4% started in college level English (1301) and 72.2% (50.0+22.2) started 

their first semester enrolled in developmental reading courses, Read 0301 and 0300.   

There were no major differences between persisters and non-persisters in course-

taking patterns with regards to mathematics and English.  However, there were major 

differences between persisters and non-persisters regarding enrollment in reading and 

college-level courses.  Among the non-persisters, 72% took developmental reading 

courses compared to 45% of the persister group.  With regards to enrollment in college 

level courses, 55% of persisters took at least one college level course their first semester 

compared to only 28% of the non-persisters.  A much greater proportion of persisters 
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versus non-persisters (55% vs. 28%) began their first semester enrolled in college level 

courses, while a much greater proportion of non-persisters versus persisters (72% vs. 

45%) began their first semester in developmental reading courses. 

 

Table 34 

 

Summary of First Semester Enrollment in All Courses of HF Persisters and HF Non-

persisters 

 

Course Persister 

 Yes No 

 # % # % 

College Algebra 7 8.0 1 2.8 

Math 0303 7 8.0 4 11.1 

Math 0302 14 16.0 5 13.9 

Match 0301 38 43.2 15 41.7 

Math 0300 22 25.0 11 30.6 

Engl. 1301 44 50.0 16 44.4 

Engl. 0301 36 41.0 13 36.1 

Engl. 0300 8 9.1 7 19.4 

College Level Course 48 54.6 10 27.8 

Read 0301 28 31.8 18 50.0 

Read 0300 12 13.6 8 22.2 

 

 

To examine the course completion rates between persisters and non-persisters, 

totals of each course completed between the groups and within the groups were analyzed 

using descriptive statistics.  Transcripts were obtained on each student to determine 



 112 

completion rates.  To be considered a completed course, students must have earned a 

grade of “A”, “B”, or “C”.  Courses that were considered incomplete had a designation of 

“D”, “F”, “W” (withdrawn), “I” (incomplete), or “IP” (in progress).  In certain courses, 

such as English and mathematics the grade of “D” was not assigned.  In these courses, it 

was deemed essential to have completed the course with at least a basic mastery.  The 

grade of “D” was considered incomplete in English and mathematics because a student 

had to obtain a “C” or better to enroll in the next higher level course.  The grade “I” is 

given only when enrolled in college level courses and “IP” is designated only for 

developmental mathematics, English, or reading.   

Out of a total of 88 persisters, 21 did not enroll in a mathematics course their first 

semester.  Within this persister group, 67 students enrolled in a mathematics course and 

18 did not complete the course, leaving 49 completers.  Forty-nine (73%) of the persister 

group completed their mathematics course with a “C” or better (Table 35).  Of the non-

persister group, five out of a total of 36 did not enroll in a mathematics course their first 

semester in college.  Eighteen out of 31 non-persisters who enrolled did not complete 

their mathematics course.  The non-persister group had 13 students who completed the 

class or a 42% completion rate (Table 35). 

 

Table 35 

 

Completion Rates in Mathematics for HF Persisters (n=67) and Non-persisters (n=31) 

 

Variable # % 

Persisters 49 73.1 

Non-persisters 13 41.9 
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Among the persister group, 14 students did not enroll in English their first 

semester.  Of the 74 persisters who were enrolled in an English class, nine did not 

complete.  Sixty-five (88%) of the persisters completed English with a grade of “C” or 

better their first semester (Table 36).  Within the non-persister group, seven out of 36 did 

not enroll in an English class their first semester.  Out of the 29 who did enroll, 12 non-

persisters did not complete the course.  Seventeen (59%) of the non-persisters completed 

an English class in their first semester.  

 

Table 36 

 

Completion Rates in English for HF Persisters (n=74) and HF Non-persisters (n=29) 

 

Variable # % 

Persisters 65 87.8 

Non-persisters 17 58.6 

 

 

Among the persister group, 40 of the total 88 were placed in a developmental 

reading course.  Of the 40, six did not enroll in a reading class and three did not complete 

their reading course.  For the persister group, 31(91%) who enrolled in a reading class, 

completed the class with a “C” or better (Table 37).  For the non-persister group, 26 out 

of the total 36 were placed in a developmental reading course their first semester in 

college.  Of these 26 students, five did not enroll in a reading course in the fall 2004 

semester.  Of the 21 non-persisters who did enroll, four did not complete the course.  

Seventeen (81%) of the non-persisters who enrolled in a developmental reading class 

completed the course (Table 37). 
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Table 37 

 

Completion Rates in Reading for HF Persisters (n=34) and HF Non-persisters (n=21) 

 

Variable # % 

Persisters 31 91.2 

Non-persisters 17 81.0 

 

 

Among the persister group, 48 were placed in college level courses based on test 

scores.  Of the 48 persisters, five did not enroll in a college level course their first 

semester.  Of the 43 who did enroll, five did not complete at least one college level 

course.  A total of 38 (88%) of the persisters, who did enroll, completed the course (Table 

38).  Within the non-persister group of 36, 10 were placed at college level courses based 

on their test scores.  Of these 10, two did not enroll in at least one college level course.  

Of the eight who did enroll, five did not complete.  Only three (37.5%) of the non-

persisters who enrolled in a college level course completed the course in their first 

semester in college (see Table 38).  

 

Table 38 

 

Completion Rates in College Level Courses for HF Persisters (n=43) and Non-persisters 

(n=8) 

 

Variable # % 

Persisters 38 88.4 

Non-persisters 3 37.5 
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Summary of Findings Related to Research Question 2 

 

There were differences between persisters and non-persisters on their course 

completion rates in their first semester in college.  With regards to mathematics, 73% of 

the persisters completed their mathematics course compared to 42% of the non-persisters.  

Another difference was in the English course completion rates between the two groups.  

Among the persisters, 88% completed an English course compared to 59% of the non-

persisters.  The greatest difference was in the completion rates for college level courses.  

The persister group had a completion rate of 88% compared to 38% for the non-

persisters.  Another difference between the two groups was in their all courses 

withdrawal rates or all course failure rates for the first semester.  Within the non-persister 

group, six out of 36 had GPAs of 0.00 at the end of the first semester.  One out of six 

non-persisters (16.7%) dropped or failed all their classes.  Among the persisters only one 

out of 88 withdrew or failed their first semester, and earning a 0.00 GPA.  That was 

1.14% of the persister group population.  

Table 39 summarizes the completion rates in all levels of mathematics, English, 

college level courses, and reading for persisters (N=88) and non-persisters (N=36).  This 

analysis includes the total population for both groups.  Non-completers include those that 

were assigned grades of “F”, “W”, “I”, and “IP”.  In all levels of math, persisters 

completed at a higher rate than non-persisters with the exception of math 0301.  

Persisters had a completion rate of 21.6% in math 0301 and non-persisters had a rate of 

22.2%.  Persisters completed at higher levels in College Algebra and in the other four 

math courses (0303, 0302, 0301, and 0300).  In all levels of English, persisters completed 

at higher rates compared to the non-persisters with the exception of Engl. 0300, the 
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lowest level of the English course sequence.  Persisters also completed at higher rates 

than the non-persister group in college level courses and in both levels in reading courses. 

 

Table 39 

 

Summary of Completion Rates of HF Persisters (N=88) and HF Non-persisters (N=36) 

 

Course Persister 

 Yes No 

 # % # % 

College Algebra 5 5.70 0 0.00 

Math 0303 2 2.23 0 0.00 

Math 0302 12 13.60 3 8.30 

Match 0301 19 21.60 8 22.20 

Math 0300 13 14.80 3 8.30 

Engl. 1301 35 39.80 8 22.20 

Engl. 0301 26 29.50 6 16.70 

Engl. 0300 6 6.80 4 11.10 

College Level Course 44 50.00 9 25.00 

Read 0301 15 17.00 9 25.00 

Read 0300 9 10.20 4 11.10 

 

 

Summary 

This chapter presented the quantitative results used to answer the research 

questions of this study.  Research Question 1, examined to what extent persister and non-

persister Hispanic female students differed in their responses to 10 items (independent 

variables).  The responses to these 10 independent background variables were analyzed 
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using chi-square analysis.  There were statistically significant differences in the responses 

between the two groups on 5 of the 10 variables.  Persisters tended to be either single or 

married; non-persisters tended to be divorced or separated.  Persisters tended to work less 

hours and pursue a higher level of education than the non-persister group.  Persisters 

tended to be first in their families to attend college and reported that “mother/father” were 

the persons who encouraged them most to pursue their educational goals. 

Responses to four psychosocial variables were analyzed using two-tailed t-tests.  

Persisters had statistically significant higher response scores than non-persisters with 

respect to self-efficacy, motivational goals, and institutional commitment.  Non-persisters 

had statistically significant higher response scores with respect to the variable parental 

influence.  A further chi-square analysis was conducted with the responses to each of 31 

items on the questionnaire that measured self-efficacy, motivational goals, institutional 

commitment, and parental influence.  Nine statements had statistically significant 

different responses from the two groups.  On eight of the nine statements, persisters had 

significantly higher mean response rates than non-persisters.  Persisters agreed at a higher 

level than non-persisters on the following statements:  (#1) It is important for me to 

graduate from college.  (#8) My father told me that I was college material from and early 

age.  (#10) I am confident that I made the right decision in choosing to attend this 

college.  (#13) I am certain that I can accomplish my goals.  (#21) It is likely that I will 

register at this college next semester.  (#24) In class I prefer course material that awakens 

my curiosity, even if it is difficult to learn.  (#27) My father encouraged me to put school 

before family obligations.  (#31) It is important for me to a graduate from this college.  
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Non-persisters had higher responses to the statement:  (#5) I have no idea at all what I 

want to major in. 

Research Question 2 examined the course-taking patterns and completion rates of 

persisters and non-persisters.  Both groups enrolled in the two lowest levels of 

mathematics their first semester based on pre-enrollment test scores.  Sixty-eight (68) 

percent of the persister group and 72% of the non-persister group took either Math 0300 

or Math 0301 their first semester in college.  With regard to English, 50% of the persister 

group and 44% of the non-persisters enrolled in college level English.  There were 

significant differences between persisters and non-persisters regarding enrollment in 

reading and college level courses.  Only 45% of the persister group versus 72% of the 

non-persisters took a developmental reading course.  Among the persister group, 55% 

were enrolled in college level courses their first semester compared to only 28% of the 

non-persisters. 

In examining the completion rates of persisters and non-persisters, 73% of the 

persister group completed a math course their first semester, while the non-persisters had 

only a 42% completion rate.  With regard to English courses, 88% of the persisters 

completed a course, compared to only 59% of the non-persisters.  With regard to reading 

courses, both groups showed similar patterns in their completion rates.  Of those 

persisters who were placed in developmental reading (27.2% of the total group, N=88), 

91% completed a reading course with a “C” or better.  Within the non-persister group, 

72% of the total group (N=36) were placed in a developmental reading course.  Of this 

group, 81% completed a reading course their first semester.  In comparing completion 

rates of persisters and non-persisters enrolled in college level courses, there were major 
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differences between the two groups.  Among the persister group, 88% completed one or 

more college level courses, and only 38% of the non-persisters completed one or more 

courses their first semester in college. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 

Summary, Major Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations 

 

Introduction 

 This final chapter restates the research problem and reviews the methods used in 

this study.  The major section of this chapter summarizes the results and discusses their 

implications.  The discussion section relates the findings to previous research, explains 

unanticipated findings, provides implications for practice, and makes recommendations 

for further research. 

 

Summary 

 In 2005, Hispanics became the largest minority group in the United States, 

comprising 13% of the population.  By 2050, Hispanics are projected to reach 98 million 

in number, thus representing nearly one-fourth of the population in the United States.  

Hispanics have made educational gains in the past 20 years, such as increased enrollment 

in colleges and universities and improved achievement scores. Despite these gains, there 

are gaps between Hispanic and white students in academic performance (National Center 

for Educational Statistics, 2003).  Furthermore, studies on persistence rates of non-

traditional students, such as Hispanics, tend to show significantly lower rates than those 

for traditional students (Cabrera & Nora, 1996).  In the community college in this study, 

approximately one-half of all first year Hispanic females from 2000 to 2005 consistently 

withdrew by their second year in college. 

 The purpose of this study was to apply Bean and Eaton’s (2000) Psychological 

Model of College Student Retention to determine the relationship between selected 
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variables including background characteristics, self-efficacy, motivational goals, 

institutional commitment, and parental influence within the context of academic 

persistence of Hispanic females in a two-year, community college setting. 

 

Research Questions 

 The following questions were posed to address this problem. 

 

Research Question 1 

To what extent do persisting (returned for second year) and non-persisting (non-

returning second year) Hispanic female students differ on each of the following selected 

“independent variables” in Bean and Eaton’s (2000) Psychological Model of College 

Student Retention: a) age, b) marital status, c) employment, d) household income, e) 

number of children, f) level of planned education, g) enrollment status, h) generational 

status, i) financial aid assistance, j) semester hours completed, k) self-efficacy, l) 

motivational goals, m) institutional commitment, and n) parental influence? 

 

Research Question 2 

 Do persisting (returning second-year) and non-persisting (non-returning second 

year) Hispanic female students differ in their first semester course-taking patterns and 

completion rates?  

 

Methodology 

 This study of 469 first year Hispanic women in a two-year community college 

involved the use of a non-experimental, quantitative research design.  A survey 

instrument, which involved administering questionnaires, was used to collect the data.  
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Two groups were examined; persisters (N=251), students who enrolled in fall 2004 and 

returned for the fall 2005 semester and non-persisters (N=218), those who enrolled in the 

fall of 2004 and did not return in the fall of 2005.  Of the 469 students surveyed, 124 

responded (88 persisters and 36 non-persisters).  Responses by both groups were 

compared and analyzed using cross tabs, chi-square analysis, t-tests, and descriptive 

analysis.  The survey instrument used in this study had two components.  The first part of 

the questionnaire contained 31 questions with five possible Likert scale answers or 

responses (Appendix A).  These questions corresponded to the four psychosocial 

variables of self-efficacy, motivational goals, institutional commitment, and parental 

influence.  The summary of mean scores or responses on the Likert scale for these four 

variables was analyzed using a t-test analysis.  The lower summaries of mean scores 

corresponded to higher levels of respondent agreement on each of the four psychosocial 

variables.   

The second part of the questionnaire collected demographic and background 

information (Appendix A).  The responses to these variables were analyzed using 

crosstabs and chi-square analysis to determine statistically significant differences 

between the two groups.  A further chi-square analysis was conducted on each of the 31 

items on the questionnaire to determine on which statements the groups, persister or non-

persister, placed a higher value.   

The final analysis, using descriptive statistics, provided a profile of first-semester 

course placement and course completion for each group.  The profiles created here 

showed the enrollments and course completion rates between persisters and non-

persisters in the various levels of developmental and college level courses.   
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Major Findings and Discussion 

 

 Bean and Eaton’s (2000) Psychological Model of College Student Retention 

(Figure 3) on first- year Hispanic females in a community college setting, included:  (1) 

selected entry/ background variables; (2) the psychosocial variables of self-efficacy, 

motivational goals, institutional commitment, and parental influence; and (3) the 

relationship of these variables to academic persistence (returning the following fall 

semester).  Research Question 1 examined the extent to which persister (returned the 

second year) and non-persister ( non-returning second year) Hispanic females differed on 

each of the following selected “independent variables” in Bean and Eaton’s (2000) 

Model: a) age, b) marital status, c) employment status, d) household income, e) children 

(yes/no), f) number of children, g) level of  planned education, h) generation status, i) 

financial aid status, j) most encouraging person in pursuing educational goals, k) self-

efficacy, l) motivational goals, m) institutional commitment, and n) parental influence.  

The second research question examined if persister and non-persister Hispanic female 

students differed in their first semester course- taking patterns and completion rates. 

 

Differences on Independent Variables – Research Question 1 

 The psychological model proposed by Bean and Eaton (2000) integrated entry 

characteristics, past behaviors, self-efficacy, coping strategies, motivation to attend, and 

the institutional psychological environment, all leading to projected student persistence or 

success (Figure 3).  This model provided the researcher with a way to conceptualize the  
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Figure 3.  Adaptation of Bean and Eaton’s (2000) Psychological Model of College Student Retainment for first-time college Hispanic 

female students 
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constructs of background variables, self-efficacy, institutional commitment, and 

motivational goals in relationship to student persistence.  Entry characteristics included 

demographic as well as parental influence.  In adapting Bean and Eaton’s (2000) model, 

entry characteristics included: age, marital status, employment status, household income, 

number of children, first in the family to attend college, and most influential person in 

one’s educational pursuits.  These variables were then projected to affect the institutional 

environment (level of education the student planned to pursue and financial assistance).  

Based on Bean and Eaton’s model, psychological processes were described as how one 

responds to situations.  The psychological variables (assessments) that guided this 

research were self-efficacy, motivational goals, institutional commitment, and parental 

influence.  Bean and Eaton’s adapted model was used to propose that interactions 

between background variables and psychosocial variables would lead to persistence in 

the achievement of academic goals. 

 A chi-square analysis test of homogeneity, using responses to 10 of the above 

mentioned variables, showed statistically significant differences with respect to five of 

the 10 background variables for Hispanic female persisters and HF non- persisters.  

Within the marital status category, the chi-square value of 6.80 was found to be 

significant at the .05 level.  While the marital status of persisters and non-persisters 

showed similar profiles with respect to single/never married, there were differences on 

whether they reported being married or divorced/separated. Persisters had a higher level 

of marriage (22.7%) compared to non-persisters (11.1%) and only 5.7% of the persisters 

reported being divorced compared to 19.4% of the non-persisters group.  In the literature 

examined for this study, Chacon, Cohen, and Strover (1986) found that women, 



 

 126 

1
2
4

 

particularly those from ethnic groups are more likely to face external pressures which 

constrain their education pursuits.  Also, Alexander and Echland (1974), Pascarella and 

Terenzini (1983); and Stage (1989), all found that departure of females from higher 

education is more determined by social forces than academic ones.  Aguilar’s (1996) 

study identified divorce or single parenthood as a socioeconomic barrier to educational 

success. 

 Second, employment status proved to be a variable that had responses that were 

significantly different between persisters and non-persisters.  The chi-square value of 

8.03 for employment status responses was found to be significant at the .045 level.  Forty-

eight percent of the persister group did not work and another 28% worked less than 30 

hours per week, whereas the non-persister group (44.4%) worked 31 to 40+ hours per 

week.  Justiz, Rendon, and Resta (1988) identified barriers that deterred the Hispanic 

community college students transfer process to four-year institutions. These included 

having to work and financial concerns.  According to Fry’s (2002) study, Hispanics’ 

decision to attend a community college may be influenced by their extraordinarily high 

participation rate in the labor force, and their need to contribute to household expenses.  

Bean and Metzner (1985) identified variables in their model of non-traditional student 

retention which included finances, hours of employment, and family responsibility.  In 

Garza’s (1995) findings, women enrolled in Texas Women’s University described work 

demands as a barrier to their educational experience.  In a study by Castellanos and 

Fujitsubio (1997) on Mexican- American women experiencing stress from psychosocial 

and social cultural barriers in a community college, they found that a person’s need to 

contribute to family income was a reason for academic problems. 
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 The third background variable that proved to be significant was level of education 

planning to pursue.  The chi-square value of 12.04 for this analysis was found to be 

significant at the .002 level.  Persisters tended to pursue a bachelor’s degree (50%) or 

higher, where as non-persisters (51%) tended to pursue less than a bachelor’s degree 

(Associates certificate).  In one study, Suarez (2003) identified factors such as personal 

experience, family struggles, and financial hardships as variables that motivated Hispanic 

students to pursue a bachelor’s degree.  Between 1991 and 2000, the percentage of all 

associates and bachelor’s degrees granted to Hispanic females grew from 5.2 percent and 

3.5 percent to 9 percent and 6.3 percent respectively (Harvey, 2001-2002).  Although 

these increases reflect progress, completion and degrees granted remain relatively low for 

Hispanic females (Gonzales, Jovel, & Stoner, 2004).  Gandara’s (1994) study of 50 

Hispanics who had accomplished beyond a bachelor’s degree (M.D., Ph.D., or J.D.) 

found that more than two-thirds of the subjects thought persistence was the most 

important factor to their success.  In a study by Lango (1995), on Hispanic women from a 

community college, examined the participants’ perception of their persistence and their 

empowerment with regard to completing a four-year degree.  Findings revealed that the 

Hispanic women who transferred to obtain bachelor degrees were culturally influenced 

and psychologically involved in their educational pursuits.  These findings support the 

findings reported here.  

The fourth background variable that proved to be significant was the variable first 

in the family to attend college.  In the chi-square analysis of responses to this variable, the 

chi-square value of 6.25 proved to be significant at the .012 level.  The non-persisters 

group reported more “no” responses (68%) compared to the persisters (42%).  This 
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implied that a greater proportion of the non-persisters had a parent or other family 

member not including brothers or sisters who had attended college.  According to London 

(1992), an increasing number of Mexican-American female students are first generation 

college students who need parental support.  According to Padilla’s (1999) model of 

successful minority students, barriers result in premature departure from college.  These 

barriers included lack of role models and family support.  In Gandara’s (1994) study of 

Hispanics who had accomplished doctorate degrees, none of the participant’s parents had 

completed high school.  Garza’s (1995) study on Hispanic women in three different 

Texas universities found that lack of role models also hindered academic success.  The 

participants also expressed fear concerning creating a social distance between the 

educated individual and the uneducated family.  Aguilar’s (1996) study sampled 84 

Hispanic women who were first in their family to attend college.  The barriers to 

educational success were too few role models.  In a study by Castellanos and Fujitsubo 

(1997), the researchers found that psychological and emotional well-being had the 

greatest impact on academic performance and that the average grade completed by the 

parents of the participants was 7.4 years. Delgado-Bernal’s (2001) research on bilingual 

Hispanic female students found that over half of their mothers (53%) and half of their 

fathers 56% had less than a ninth grade education.  Delgado-Bernal found a positive 

impact on academic and social success.  Research findings on first in the family to attend 

college and educational success appeared to be mixed.  Some studies cited barriers, while 

others saw no negative impact.  This study found being first in the family to attend 

college as having a positive impact on persistence.  
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 The final background variable that was found to be significant was most 

encouraging person in pursuing educational goals.  In the chi-square analysis of 

responses to this variable, the chi-square value of 9.69 was significant at the .045 level.  

Both groups reported similar profiles, with mother/father having the highest responses.  

However, non-persisters reported the next highest category as sibling/friend, while the 

persisters reported other/relative as their second highest category.  This finding is 

consistent with the literature that was examined.  In a study that examined the attitudes of 

Texas Hispanic women toward higher education and the factors surrounding their 

educational attainment, Estrada (1986) found that women with masters or doctoral 

degrees identified their mothers as having influence on their decisions about college.  The 

conclusions drawn from the Estrada study were that Hispanic women identified mothers, 

friends, fathers, teachers, and employers as the most influential persons affecting their 

attitudes toward high education.  In Gandara’s (1994) study most of the 50 subjects 

reported that both parents were supportive of educational goals, although mothers were 

the guiding force in the home regarding educational ambitions.  Of all the variables 

reported as important for success, participants stated parental support and influence as 

being one of the most important contributing factors.  Garza’s (1995) study concluded 

that parents were a major source of strength and support and that the mother played a 

central role in the educational pursuits of their daughters.  In Aguilar’s (1996) study of 84 

Hispanic women, most of the participants (71.4%), stated both parents provided support 

for their educational goals.  In this same study, 83% identified family members or 

friends, such as parents, husbands, siblings, aunts, and boyfriends as sources of support.  

In the study by Lango (1995), Hispanic women from a community college stated that the 
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most important personal factor in their persistence to obtain a bachelor’s degree was the 

support of their mothers and their children.  Steffian’s (2003) findings suggested that 

mother served as a role model or facilitator of educational attainment for Hispanic 

females pursuing higher education in Wyoming.  This researcher found that a total of 

24% of the responding group of 124 Hispanic females in this study stated that other was 

the most influential person in influencing their educational pursuits.  Of those that 

identified other, responses included: children, husband, and boyfriend. 

 Of the four psychosocial variables, three were found to have persister and non-

persister mean response differences that were significant at the .05 level, based on a t-test 

analysis.  Persisters showed a higher level of motivation in their responses than the non-

persisters at the .01 level of significance.  This was consistent with Bean and Eaton’s 

(2000) psychological model.  In this model, it is proposed that individuals are motivated 

to make choices that lead to or away from a behavior.  Students who are more highly 

motivated should also be more academically integrated and possess higher levels of 

persistence than those with less motivation.  A study by Davis, Langley, Laniver, Le, and 

Robbins (2004), which examined the relationship between psychosocial variables and 

college outcomes, found motivation to be the strongest predictor for GPA.   

Response between the two groups on the second psychosocial variable, 

institutional commitment, proved to be different.  The t-test analysis showed that 

persisters had greater institutional commitment than the non-persisters at the .01 level.  

This is also consistent with research examined in this study.  Davis et al. (2004) 

examined psychosocial skills and found institutional commitment as the strongest 

predictor of retention.  Tinto’s (1993) model of student integration and college retention 
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posited that variables such as institutional goals and commitments lead to positive 

experiences and student persistence.   

 The third psychosocial variable where responses by the two groups differed was 

parental influence.  Surprisingly, the t-test analysis showed that the non-persister group 

reported a significantly higher level of parental influence than the persister group (see 

Table 27).  This finding was not consistent with previous studies that found parents as 

being most influential in educational attainment (Aguilar, 1996; Gandara, 1994; Garza, 

1995).  Perhaps one reason this variable was not supported in this study is revealed in the 

analysis of this variable.  This variable was analyzed using a t-test.  As stated in Chapter 

3, the questionnaire contained Likert scale responses ranging from 1= strongly agree to 

5= strongly disagree.  The summary of mean scores was calculated by adding the mean 

responses together from 6 statements, masking item differences.  The lower the summary 

of mean scores, the higher the influence the family or relative had on the responder.  The 

non-persister group had a summary of mean responses of 17.0, compared to the summary 

of mean responses of 19.3 for the persister group.  Six statements relating to both mother 

and father were analyzed as one group.  Non-persisters had lower mean responses on 

three statements related to “father”, indicating their fathers were having a higher level of 

influence.  Persisters had a lower summary of mean responses on three statements 

relating to “mother”, indicating mothers had a higher level of influence with persisters.  

Past research mentioned in this study has shown that there has been a positive influence 

of “mother” on educational attainment (Estrada, 1986; Gandara, 1994: Garza, 1995; 

Lango, 1995; Steffian, 2003).  Non-persisters in this study may have had a stronger 
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influence from their fathers, while persisters may have had a stronger influence from their 

mothers. 

 Surprisingly, self-efficacy responses between the two groups were not found to be 

significantly different based on the t-test analysis.  However, the response differences 

came very close to being significant at the .06 level.  This finding was not consistent with 

past studies where positive self-efficacy scores have been highly correlated with 

academic success (Bean & Eaton, 2000; Brown, Larkin, & Lent, 1987b; Chemers, 

Garcia, & Hu, 2001; Solberg, O’Brien, Villarreal, Kennel & Davis, 1993; Davis, 

Langley, Lauver, Le, & Robbins, 2004; Peterson, 1993).  Although one study by Torres 

and Solberg (2001) found that self-efficacy was associated with social and faculty 

integration, self-efficacy was not associated directly with persistence. 

 An additional analysis was done with the responses to each individual item on the 

questionnaire.  A chi-square analysis was used to determine whether or not persisters and 

non-persisters differed in their responses to each of the 31 individual statements.  A 

statistically significant difference, at the .05 level, was found in the responses to the 

following 9 items, with persisters having significantly higher mean responses on all but 

statement # 5.  These findings are also consistent with prior research and should be of 

great value to two-year college faculty and counselors (Bean & Eaton, 2000; Chemers et 

al.; Davis et al.). 

1. It is important for me to graduate from college. 

 

5. I have no idea at all what I want to major in. 

 

8. My father told me that I was “college material” from an early age. 

 

10. I am confident that I made the right decision in choosing to attend this college. 
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13. I am certain that I can accomplish my goals. 

 

21. It is likely that I will register at this college next semester. 

 

24. In class I prefer course material that awakens my curiosity, even if it is 

difficult to learn. 

27. My father encouraged me to put school before family obligations. 

 

31. It is important for me to graduate from this college. 

 

 All the items above were used in the measurement of the four psychosocial 

variables:  self-efficacy (item 13), motivational goals (item 24), institutional commitment 

(items 1, 5, 10, 21, 31), and parental influence (items 8, 27).  This analysis showed that 

persisters found it important to:  (1) graduate from college (#1), (2) prefer challenging 

courses (#24), (3) be confident in their decision on their college choice (#10), (4) be 

certain they could accomplish their goals (#13), (5) do well to show their ability to their 

father and  family(#8, #27), (6) re-enroll the following semester (#21), and (7) graduate 

from the college they were attending (#31).  These findings were consistent with past 

research on self-efficacy, motivational goals, institutional commitment, and parental 

influence and their positive impact on persistence (Bean & Eaton, 2000; Brown et al., 

1987b; Chemers et al., 2001; Davis, Langley, Lauver, Le, & Robbins, 2004; Peterson, 

1993; Solberg et al., 1993). 

 

Course-taking Patterns and Completion Rates − Research Question 2 

 Research question 2 examined the differences between persister and non-persister 

Hispanic female students’ course-taking patterns and completion rates during their first 

semester in college.  There were no significant differences between persisters and non-

persisters in course-taking patterns with regard to mathematics and English.  Both groups 
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enrolled in the two lowest levels of mathematics their first semester based on pre-

enrollment test scores.  Sixty-eight (68) percent of the persister group and 72% of the 

non-persister group took either Math 0300 or Math 0301.  Both groups showed similar 

enrollment patterns with regard to enrollment in English their first semester.  Of the 

persister group, 50% enrolled in college level English compared to 44% of the non-

persisters.  However, significant differences were found in the enrollments in 

developmental reading and college level courses.  With regards to developmental 

reading, 45% of the persisters and 72% of the non-persisters enrolled in a developmental 

reading course their first semester based on their pre-enrollment test scores.  Among 

those that enrolled in one or more college level courses their first semester, persisters 

enrolled at a 55% rate, while only 28% of the non-persisters enrolled in one or more 

college level courses.  It appears that both groups were ill-prepared for college level math 

as they began their first semester.  Both groups had similar pre-enrollment English levels. 

However, a majority (72%) of the non-persisters were reading below college level.  

Clearly, non-persisters began their first semester lacking college level reading skills. 

 When comparing the completion rates of persisters and non-persisters, 73% of 

persisters completed a mathematics course while only 41% of the non-persisters 

completed a mathematics course.  English course completion rates between the two 

groups also differed, with 88% of the persisters and only 59% of the non-persister group 

completing an English course.  The biggest differences between the two groups were in 

their completion rates for college level courses.  Within the persister group, 88% 

completed a college level course compared to only 38% of the non-persisters.  In 

comparing the two groups, 17% of the non-persisters dropped or failed all their courses 
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their first semester, while only 1% of the persister group ended their first semester having 

dropped or failed all their classes. 

 In the completion of a reading course, both groups showed somewhat similar 

completion patterns.  Persisters completed their developmental reading courses with a 

91% completion rate, while 72% of the non-persisters completed their reading courses 

with a “C” or better. 

 In all courses, persisters completed at higher rates than non-persisters.  A major 

finding was that non-persisters had very low completion rates (38%) in college level 

courses.  Non-persisters appeared to be less academically prepared for college level work 

than persisters.  Another major finding in this study was that a high percentage of non-

persisters dropped out or failed their first semester.  Clearly success in the first semester 

is critical to further persistence of Hispanic female college students at this community 

college. 

 

Recommendations 

 This study examined background and psychosocial characteristics of Hispanic 

female first-year community college students in one South Texas two-year college.  The 

results of this study may not apply to other community colleges.  These recommendations 

however, may serve as ideas for changes in other community colleges to reduce barriers 

for and increase the persistence of Hispanic female (HF) students.  The following 

recommendations are made for practice and future research based on the major findings 

of this investigation.  Recommendations for practice were based on the two most 

significant psychosocial variables found in this study:  motivational goals and 

institutional commitment.  Two of the most significant background variables were level of 
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education planning to pursue and most encouraging person.  Recommendations are also 

based on the most significant findings on course-taking patterns of persisters and non-

persisters. 

 

Recommendations for Practice 

1. Motivational goals was found to be a significant psychosocial variable related 

to persistence.  The ability to motivate one’s self is a powerful tool in the ability to 

achieve success.  Community colleges can develop programs that would provide 

Hispanic female students with principles of motivation that they could apply to their 

academic life.  Development of a motivational seminar taught by counselors could be 

implemented in a required first semester Student Developmental course.  The course 

could focus on content that engages students to refocus on their personal motivations.  

The course content and curriculum would include motivation theories, personal values, 

and insight into factors of self-motivation.  As students explore areas of motivation, this 

should create a self-awareness of their own self-motivating factors.  The motivational 

seminar should also help instill qualities and characteristics that would establish 

behaviors that promote self-efficacy, increased motivation, and more student success. 

2. The psychosocial variable institutional commitment measured in this study 

identified Hispanic female students’ commitment to continuing and re-enrolling in the 

institution. Persisters in this study showed greater institutional commitment, a finding 

consistent with previous research (Davis et al., 2004; Tinto, 1993).  As Tinto postulated, 

students’ interactions with the institutions can lead to positive experiences, those that 

heighten goals and commitments.  He recognized a formal and informal social system 

which included peer group interactions.  Community colleges with a high enrollment of 
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HF students and HF students that have other commitments to balance outside of the 

college, such as family and work, could focus more on activities that bring their Hispanic 

families, relatives, and friends to campus.  Activities could include:  festivals, musical 

and cultural events, and speakers on topics of interest to the Hispanic community, both 

parents and children of all ages.  These activities could be offered in the evenings and 

weekends to accommodate the schedules of all working students, married students, and 

those students with families. 

3. Hispanic female persisters in this study tended to aspire for a bachelor’s, 

graduate, or professional degree.  Community colleges could initially survey every new 

HF first-year student.  This survey could be administered in a required first semester 

student developmental course. Those HF students reporting that their aspiration levels 

were less than a bachelor’s degree would be recommended to receive immediately, in the 

second week of classes, individual career counseling sessions from their assigned 

counselor or advisor.  These sessions would focus on the student’s academic abilities, 

interests, and career options. 

4. In this study, as in previous literature (Aguilar, 1996; Estrada, 1986; Gandara, 

1994; Garza, 1995; Lango, 1995; Steffian, 2003), the person who most encouraged both 

Hispanic female persisters and non-persisters to pursue educational goals was their 

mother.  Community colleges could provide recruitment and orientation programs 

separately and exclusively for HF parents prior to registration during the fall and spring 

semesters.  Orientation would be informal sessions that would include information on 

majors, programs of study, college support services and resources, and campus tours.   
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5. In examining the course-taking patterns of Hispanic female persisters and 

non-persisters, both groups began their first semester in one of the two lowest levels of 

math.  However, persisters completed a math course at a higher rate (73%) than the non-

persister group (41%).  To assist HF students in developmental math, colleges should 

track each student’s progress through the developmental course sequences during each 

week and semester to see if they successfully advance from one level to the next and 

ultimately pass college level math.  One strategy that could be employed here would be a 

Mastery Learning Approach.  In this approach, the math curriculum would be divided 

into manageable units, ensuring that HF students master the content before moving to 

another unit or course.  This structural learning approach would be taught step by step, 

providing tutoring and academic support along the way.  Another approach could be a 

computer assisted model in which students would be required to pace their learning.  

Instructors would monitor student’s progress and provide feedback at each step. 

6. In this research, the majority of the Hispanic female non-persisters were 

enrolled in a developmental reading course (72%), as compared to only 45% of the 

persisters.  Developmental reading programs in community colleges could benefit from 

establishing learning communities where HF and other students would work with each 

other in groups.  Reading courses could be organized by a theme such as majors, and an 

academic or career course could also be linked to the developmental reading course.  

Students would work on inter-course projects and problem solving.  They would then feel 

a greater sense of attachment to their college by participating in a learning community 

focusing on success and persistence.  Linking a developmental course, such as reading, 

with an academic or career course should increase student learning by integrating reading 
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and writing skills.  Pairing courses or grouping courses creates an “educational package” 

that strengthens content and learning skills, while promoting cooperative learning and 

persistence. 

7. This study found that 88% of the Hispanic female persister group completed 

at least one college level course compared to the non-persister Hispanic females (38%).  

Community colleges should take a holistic approach to improving Hispanic female and 

male retention by implementing a variety of student support services.  Orientation classes 

for HF students should foster high expectations for academic achievement, provide 

frequent reinforcing messages, and encourage HF students to take advantage of all 

available academic and personal support.  Academic support should include professional 

and peer tutoring, individual and group assistance, access to technology, and computer 

assisted instruction.  Laboratories and academic assistance centers should function as 

separate entities outside the department structure that provide a full compliment of 

academic services, emphasizing interrelationships of all individuals at the college 

(faculty, staff, administration, students).  A proactive counseling center should be 

integrated into the overall structure of developmental education programs.  A 

comprehensive counseling program comprises academic, career, and personal counseling, 

and includes intensive monitoring.  Individual counseling in this center would be 

mandatory for all developmental students to construct realistic expectations.  An “Early 

Alert Program,” comprised of staff and faculty, would move swiftly to provide academic 

support.   

8. A significant finding in this study was that a high percentage of Hispanic 

female non-persisters dropped out or failed their first semester (17%), compared to only 
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1% of the persisters.  Community colleges should take a holistic approach to 

developmental education, employ a range of instructional strategies and support services, 

and ensure that all relevant instructional services and student support services are well 

integrated with one another.  Community colleges should take into account the 

educational backgrounds of ill-prepared students, their expectations for higher education, 

and the life demands outside of school.  Finally, community colleges should adapt a 

continuous improvement process that involves early and regularly monitoring of the 

progress of students, trying different approaches to help Hispanic female and all other 

students overcome barriers to success, evaluating the success of such interventions, and 

making adjustments based on those results. 

 

Suggestions for Future Research 

1. A qualitative study of community college Hispanic female students designed 

to determine the relationship of background characteristics and psychosocial variables 

within the context of academic persistence, would add to the findings of this 

investigation.  This type of research would give an enriched perspective on Hispanic 

female students’ backgrounds and psychosocial characteristics.  The interviews would 

provide a deeper understanding of the variables and relationships identified here. 

2. A replication of this study with Hispanic male students is needed to examine 

the relationships between background variables, psychosocial variables, and persistence.  

This research is needed because of the current trend which shows that Hispanic women 

are more likely than their male counterparts to enroll and persist in college (Harvey, 

2001-2002; London & Zwerling, 1992; Ortiz, 1999). 
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3. Research is needed to further examine what role encouragement from family 

members and significant others, such as brothers/sisters, friends, etc., play in Hispanic 

female student success.  Findings here could help to improve community college 

recruitment and retention strategies for Hispanic female students.  A possible outcome of 

this type of research might be improved mother/daughter programs and expanded 

collaborations with local high-schools. 

4. A longitudinal study is recommended to follow Hispanic female persisters 

who graduated, transferred to four-year institutions, or withdrew.  Also, such studies 

should be conducted with the Hispanic female non-persisters who returned after one year 

with the intent of completing their educational goals.  These longitudinal research studies 

would examine if the significant differences in psychosocial variables and course 

completion rates that were found in this study still existed after one year or more. 

5. Research is needed to determine if intervention programs such as “early alert,” 

student support services, academic support, and supplemental instructions have an impact 

on completion rates and progression in developmental courses for Hispanic female 

students.  This type of study could evaluate the efficacy of these interventions. 

6. Further research, using multiple regression analysis could determine which 

background variables studied here, as well as others from Bean and Eaton’s (2000) 

psychological model of student retention and psychosocial variables, predict student 

success.  This study did not attempt to predict student success in terms of grade point 

averages.  A more complete picture would be helpful. 
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Conclusions 

 Hispanics continue to be the fastest growing minority population in the United 

States.  Despite the significant increase, the number of Hispanics enrolled in colleges and 

universities does not reflect this increase.  Even though the number of Hispanic females 

who enroll in college has increased since the 1990s, completion rates and degrees granted 

remain relatively low.  Persistence among Hispanic women has not been widely studied 

in community colleges. 

 This study shed some new light on this subject, i.e., showing that the variables of: 

(1) marital status, (2) employment status, (3) level of planned education (4) family 

history, (5) family encouragement, (6) motivation, and (7) institutional commitment are 

important factors in the persistence of Hispanic female students in at least one two-year, 

Hispanic serving institution. 
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Appendix A 

Background Information and Academic Experience Survey 

 

Part I 

Directions: 

In this section, please indicate the extent of your agreement or disagreement with each 

statement by circling the appropriate number to the right of each question, using one of 

these responses: 

 

1=Strongly Agree   2=Agree   3=neither Agree nor Disagree   4=Disagree   5=Strongly 

Disagree                                                            
 
1.  It is important for me to graduate from 

college. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
2.  In class, I prefer course material that really 

challenges me so I can learn new things. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
3.  When I am confronted with a problem, I can 

find several solutions. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
4.  I made the right decision in choosing to 

attend this college. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
5.  I have no idea at all what I want to major in. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
6.  When I have the opportunity, I choose 

course assignments that I can learn from even if 

they don’t guarantee a good grade. 

 
 

1 

 
 

2 

 
 

3 

 
 

4 

 
 

5 

 
7.  I can always manage to solve difficult 

problems if I try hard enough. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
8. My father told me I was “college material” 

from an early age.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
9.  If someone opposes me, I can find the ways 

and means to get what I want. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
10.  I am confident that I made the right 

decision in choosing to attend this college. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
11.  My mother encouraged me to get good 

grades in school. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 
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12.  The most satisfying thing for me in a 

course is to understand the content as 

thoroughly as possible. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
13.  I am certain that I can accomplish my 

goals. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
14.  I can remain calm when facing difficulties 

because I can rely on my coping abilities 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 

 

1=Strongly Agree   2=Agree   3=neither Agree nor Disagree   4=Disagree   5=Strongly 

Disagree 

15.  I want to do well in my classes because it 

is important to show my ability to my family, 

friends, employer, or others. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 
16.  Getting a good grade is the most satisfying 

thing for me. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
17.  My father encouraged me to get good 

grades in school. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
18.  I know I can meet and handle situations. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
19.  My mother encouraged me to put school 

before family duties. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
20.  If I can, I want to get better grades in my 

classes than most of the other students. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
21.  It is likely that I will register at this college 

next semester. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
22.  My mother told me I was “college 

material” from an early age. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
23.  I can handle whatever comes my way. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
24.  In class, I prefer course material that 

awakens my curiosity, even if it is difficult to 

learn.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
25.  Getting good grades is not important to 

me. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
26.  If I am in trouble, I can think of a good 

solution. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 
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27.  My father encouraged me to put school 

before family obligation. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
28.  I can solve most problems if I invest the 

necessary effort.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
29.  The most important thing for me right now 

is improving my overall grade point average, so 

my main concern is getting good grades.  

 
 

1 

 
 

2 

 
 

3 

 
 

4 

 
 

5 

 
30.  I am confident I could deal efficiently with 

unexpected events. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

31.  It is important for me to graduate from this 

college.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 

 

Part II 
Directions: 

Please select the answer you believe most reflects your background or experience by 

checking the appropriate square to each of the following items. 

 

1.  Age 

  17-25 

  26-35 

  36-45 

  46-55 

 55+ 

 

2.  Marital Status 

 Single - never married 

 Married 

 Divorced/separated  

 Widowed 

 

3.  Employment Status 

How many hours a week do you work? 

 None 

 1-10 

 11-20 

 21-30 

 31-40 

 41+ 
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4.  Household Income 

  Under $10,000 

 $10,000 - 19,999 

 $20,000 - 29,999 

 $30,000- 39,999 

 $40,000 - 49,999 

 $50,000+ 

 

5.  Do you have children? ____ Yes____No     If yes, how many. _______ 

 

6.  What is the level of education you plan to pursue? 

 Certificate 

 Associate of Applied Science 

 Associate of Arts or Associate of Science 

 Bachelors 

 Masters 

 Professional  

 Doctorate 

 

7.  How many hours are you enrolled for this fall 2005 at PAC? 

             0 

 1-3 

 4-6 

 7-9 

 10-12 

 13-15 

 16+ 

 

8.  How many semester hours have you completed prior to fall 2005 at PAC? _____ 

 

9.  For students not enrolled in the fall 2005, what is the main reason you did not return to 

Palo Alto College this fall? 

 Lack of financial assistance 

 Employment 

 Pregnancy 

 Personal problems 

 Illness, either self or family 

 Family responsibilities 

 Other (explain) ____________________ 

 

 

10.  Are you the first in your family to go to college, not including your brothers and 

sisters? 

 ____ Yes____No 

 

11.  Are you or were you receiving financial aid? ____Yes____No 
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12.  The person who encouraged you most to pursue educational goals was: 

(Check only one) 

 Teacher 

 Friend 

 Sibling (sister or brother) 

 Mother 

 Father 

 Counselor 

 Relative 

 Other __________ 

 None 

 

 

 

 

THANK YOU!  Please return your completed questionnaire in the enclosed, pre-

stamped, pre-addressed envelope BY NOVEMBER 30, 2005, to: Yolanda Reyna, 1400 

W.Villaret, San Antonio, TX  78224. 
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Appendix B 

Cover Letter for Enrolled Students 

 
Dear Palo Alto College Student, 

I am a doctoral student in the educational administration program at Baylor University. I am 

conducting a research study as part of the requirements for this program. This study is part of an effort to 

learn why students persist or withdraw from college. This valuable information may help colleges with 

similar populations develop programs to retain students. I am writing to ask for your assistance in this study 

of first-year Hispanic female students at Palo Alto College. 

 It is my understanding that you are enrolled in the fall 2005 semester.  I am contacting students 

who are currently enrolled to ask about your background and academic experience. 

The results of this survey will be used to help retain Palo Alto College students. This survey 

should take only 10 to 15 minutes to complete.   

Your answers are completely confidential and will only be released in survey form where no 
individual answers can be identified.  This survey is voluntary; however, your answers will be valuable in 

my research and in helping future students. I have enclosed a return pre-stamped, pre-addressed envelope 

for your convenience or you may drop off the questionnaire at my mailbox in the Counseling Building 

(across the Palomino Center) in room 101. 

If you have any questions or comments about this study, I would be happy to talk with you.  You 

may reach me at (210) 921-5288 or at yreyna@accd.edu, or you may contact my faculty advisor, Dr. Al 

Smith at (254) 710-3050. Please return this signed letter and your completed questionnaire BY 

NOVEMBER 30
th

 and mail to: Yolanda Reyna, 1400 W. Villaret, San Antonio, TX 78224. Thank you 

very much for your help with this very important study. 

If you have any questions regarding your rights as a participant, or any other aspect of the research 

as it relates to you as a participant, please contact the Baylor University Committee for Protection of 
Human Subjects in Research, Dr. Matthew S. Stanford, Chair, Department of Psychology and 

Neuroscience, Baylor University, One Bear Place, #97334, Waco, Texas 76798-97334. Dr. Stanford may 

also be reached at 254-710-2236. 

I have read and understood this form, am aware of my rights as a participant, and have agreed to 

participate in this research. 

 

______________________________   __________________ 

Name        Date 

 

Sincerely, 

Yolanda Reyna 

Baylor University Doctoral student 
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Appendix C 

Cover Letter for Non-enrolled Students 

 
Dear Former Palo Alto College Student, 

I am a doctoral student in the educational administration program at Baylor University. I am 

conducting a research study as part of the requirements for this program. This study is part of an effort to 

learn why students persist or withdraw from college. This valuable information may help colleges with 

similar populations develop programs to retain students. I am writing to ask for your assistance in this study 

of first-year Hispanic female students at Palo Alto College. 

It is my understanding that you were enrolled last fall of 2004.  I am contacting former students 

like you to ask about your background and academic experience.   

The results of this survey will be used to help Palo Alto College students.  The survey should take 

only 10 to 15 minutes to complete.  If you complete the enclosed survey you will be given an opportunity 

to participate in a group advisement session to assist you in re-enrolling at Palo Alto College. The dates for 
advisement will be Tuesday, January 3rd or Wednesday, January 4th at 7:00pm in the counseling center. 

Your answers are completely confidential and will be released in survey form where no individual 

answers can be identified.  This survey is voluntary; however, your answers will be very helpful in my 

research and in retaining future students. I have enclosed a pre-addressed, pre-stamped envelope.  

If you have any questions or comments about this study, I would be happy to talk with you.  You 

may reach me at (210) 921-5288 or at yreyna@accd.edu (e-mail), or you may contact my faculty advisor, 

Dr. Al Smith at (254) 710-3050. Please return this signed letter and your completed questionnaire by 

NOVEMBER  30
th

  ,2005. Please mail to: Yolanda Reyna, 1400 W. Villaret, San Antonio, TX  78224. 

Thank you very much for your help with this very important study. 

If you have any questions regarding your rights as a participant, or any other aspect of the research 

as it relates to you as a participant, please contact the Baylor University Committee for Protection of 
Human Subjects in Research, Dr. Matthew S. Stanford, Chair, Department of Psychology and 

Neuroscience, Baylor University, One Bear Place, #97334, Waco, Texas 76798-97334. Dr. Stanford may 

also be reached at 254-710-2236. 

I have read and understood this form, am aware of my rights as a participant, and have agreed to 

participate in this research. 

 

______________________________   __________________ 

Name        Date 

 

 

Sincerely, 

Yolanda Reyna 

Baylor University Doctoral student 
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Appendix D: 

Post Card Reminder 

 

Dear Palo Alto College Student, 

One week ago a questionnaire was sent to you asking about your background and 

academic experiences.  Only selected individuals were asked to complete this survey. 

If you have already completed and returned the questionnaire, please accept my 

sincere thanks.  If you have not, please do so today.  I am especially gratified for your 

help; your responses will help to improve student retention.  Please return by December 

7th, 2005 to  

Yolanda Reyna 

Palo Alto College 

1400 West Villaret Boulevard 

San Antonio, TX 78224 

If you did not receive the questionnaire, or if you have misplaced it, please call 

me at (210) 921-5288, or email me at yreyna@accd.edu.for a new one. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Yolanda Reyna 

Baylor University Doctoral student 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:yreyna@accd.edu
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Appendix E: 

Follow-up Letter 

 

 

Dear Palo Alto College Student, 

About two weeks ago I sent you a questionnaire about your background and 

academic experiences.  To the best of my knowledge, it has not been returned. 

I am writing again about the importance of this questionnaire in order for the 

results of this research project to be accurate.  It is important that we hear from every 

student who received the questionnaire. 

I have enclosed another questionnaire for you to complete.  Once you return this 

questionnaire your name will be removed from our mailing list.  At the conclusion of our 

data collection, all the names will be destroyed to ensure the confidentiality of your 

answers. Please fill out this replacement questionnaire and return it in the pre-stamped, 

pre-addressed, enclosed envelope by December 14
th

 2005.  Your participation in this 

project is vital and greatly appreciated. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Yolanda Reyna 

Baylor University Doctoral student 
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Appendix F 

 

Crosstabulations of Independent Variables and GPA > < 2.0 

 

 

Table F.1 

Age * GPA > < 2.0 Crosstabulation 

 

GPA > < 2.0 

Total GPA < 2.0 GPA >= 2.0 

Age 17-25 Count 24 77 101 

Expected Count 22.2 78.8 101.0 

% within Age 23.8% 76.2% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 88.9% 80.2% 82.1% 

% of Total 19.5% 62.6% 82.1% 

26-35 Count 2 9 11 

Expected Count 2.4 8.6 11.0 

% within Age 18.2% 81.8% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 7.4% 9.4% 8.9% 

% of Total 1.6% 7.3% 8.9% 

36-45 Count 1 6 7 

Expected Count 1.5 5.5 7.0 

% within Age 14.3% 85.7% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 3.7% 6.3% 5.7% 

% of Total .8% 4.9% 5.7% 

46-55 Count 0 1 1 

Expected Count .2 .8 1.0 

% within Age .0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 .0% 1.0% .8% 

% of Total .0% .8% .8% 

55+ Count 0 3 3 

Expected Count .7 2.3 3.0 

% within Age .0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 .0% 3.1% 2.4% 

% of Total .0% 2.4% 2.4% 

Total Count 27 96 123 

Expected Count 27.0 96.0 123.0 

% within Age 22.0% 78.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 22.0% 78.0% 100.0% 
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Table F.2 

 

Marital status * GPA > < 2.0 Crosstabulation 

 

Variables 

GPA > < 2.0 

Total GPA < 2.0 GPA >= 2.0 

Marital 

status 

Single - never married Count 24 64 88 

Expected Count 19.2 68.8 88.0 

% within Marital status 27.3% 72.7% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 88.9% 66.0% 71.0% 

% of Total 19.4% 51.6% 71.0% 

Married Count 0 24 24 

Expected Count 5.2 18.8 24.0 

% within Marital status .0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 .0% 24.7% 19.4% 

% of Total .0% 19.4% 19.4% 

Divorced/separated Count 3 9 12 

Expected Count 2.6 9.4 12.0 

% within Marital status 25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 11.1% 9.3% 9.7% 

% of Total 2.4% 7.3% 9.7% 

Total Count 27 97 124 

Expected Count 27.0 97.0 124.0 

% within Marital status 21.8% 78.2% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 21.8% 78.2% 100.0% 
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Table F.3 

 

Employment Status * GPA > < 2.0 Crosstabulation 
 

  

GPA > < 2.0 

Total GPA < 2.0 GPA >= 2.0 

Employment 

Status 

None Count 12 45 57 

Expected Count 12.4 44.6 57.0 

% within Employment 

Status 
21.1% 78.9% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 44.4% 46.4% 46.0% 

% of Total 9.7% 36.3% 46.0% 

1-10 Count 2 4 6 

Expected Count 1.3 4.7 6.0 

% within Employment 

Status 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 7.4% 4.1% 4.8% 

% of Total 1.6% 3.2% 4.8% 

11-20 Count 1 6 7 

Expected Count 1.5 5.5 7.0 

% within Employment 

Status 
14.3% 85.7% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 3.7% 6.2% 5.6% 

% of Total .8% 4.8% 5.6% 

21-30 Count 3 14 17 

Expected Count 3.7 13.3 17.0 

% within Employment 

Status 17.6% 82.4% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 11.1% 14.4% 13.7% 

% of Total 2.4% 11.3% 13.7% 

31-40 Count 5 16 21 

Expected Count 4.6 16.4 21.0 

% within Employment 

Status 
23.8% 76.2% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 18.5% 16.5% 16.9% 

% of Total 4.0% 12.9% 16.9% 

41+ Count 4 12 16 

Expected Count 3.5 12.5 16.0 

% within Employment 

Status 25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 14.8% 12.4% 12.9% 

% of Total 3.2% 9.7% 12.9% 

Total Count 27 97 124 

Expected Count 27.0 97.0 124.0 

% within Employment 

Status 
21.8% 78.2% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 21.8% 78.2% 100.0% 
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Table F.4 

 

Household Income * GPA > < 2.0 Crosstabulation 

 

  

GPA > < 2.0 

Total GPA < 2.0 GPA >= 2.0 

Household 

Income 

< $10K Count 6 17 23 

Expected Count 5.2 17.8 23.0 

% within Household 

Income 26.1% 73.9% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 25.0% 20.5% 21.5% 

% of Total 5.6% 15.9% 21.5% 

$10K - $19,999 Count 9 24 33 

Expected Count 7.4 25.6 33.0 

% within Household 
Income 27.3% 72.7% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 37.5% 28.9% 30.8% 

% of Total 8.4% 22.4% 30.8% 

$20K - $29,999 Count 5 16 21 

Expected Count 4.7 16.3 21.0 

% within Household 

Income 23.8% 76.2% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 20.8% 19.3% 19.6% 

% of Total 4.7% 15.0% 19.6% 

$30K - 39,999 Count 3 11 14 

Expected Count 3.1 10.9 14.0 

% within Household 
Income 21.4% 78.6% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 12.5% 13.3% 13.1% 

% of Total 2.8% 10.3% 13.1% 

$40K - $49,999 Count 1 9 10 

Expected Count 2.2 7.8 10.0 

% within Household 

Income 10.0% 90.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 4.2% 10.8% 9.3% 

% of Total .9% 8.4% 9.3% 

$50K+ Count 0 6 6 

Expected Count 1.3 4.7 6.0 

% within Household 
Income .0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 .0% 7.2% 5.6% 

% of Total .0% 5.6% 5.6% 

 

 

 

 

 (table continues) 
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GPA > < 2.0 

Total GPA < 2.0 GPA >= 2.0 

Total Count 24 83 107 

Expected Count 24.0 83.0 107.0 

% within Household 

Income 22.4% 77.6% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 22.4% 77.6% 100.0% 

 
 
 
 

Table F.5 

 

Children (yes/no) * GPA > < 2.0 Crosstabulation 

 

  

GPA > < 2.0 

Total GPA < 2.0 GPA >= 2.0 

Children 

(yes/no) 

No Count 21 61 82 

Expected Count 17.9 64.1 82.0 

% within Children (yes/no) 
25.6% 74.4% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 77.8% 62.9% 66.1% 

% of Total 16.9% 49.2% 66.1% 

Yes Count 6 36 42 

Expected Count 9.1 32.9 42.0 

% within Children (yes/no) 
14.3% 85.7% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 22.2% 37.1% 33.9% 

% of Total 4.8% 29.0% 33.9% 

Total Count 27 97 124 

Expected Count 27.0 97.0 124.0 

% within Children (yes/no) 
21.8% 78.2% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 21.8% 78.2% 100.0% 
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Table F.6 

 

Number of children * GPA > < 2.0 Crosstabulation 

 

  

GPA > < 2.0 

Total GPA < 2.0 GPA >= 2.0 

# of 

children 

0 Count 21 61 82 

Expected Count 17.9 64.1 82.0 

% within # of children 25.6% 74.4% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 77.8% 62.9% 66.1% 

% of Total 16.9% 49.2% 66.1% 

1 Count 3 15 18 

Expected Count 3.9 14.1 18.0 

% within # of children 16.7% 83.3% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 11.1% 15.5% 14.5% 

% of Total 2.4% 12.1% 14.5% 

2 Count 2 14 16 

Expected Count 3.5 12.5 16.0 

% within # of children 12.5% 87.5% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 7.4% 14.4% 12.9% 

% of Total 1.6% 11.3% 12.9% 

3 Count 1 5 6 

Expected Count 1.3 4.7 6.0 

% within # of children 16.7% 83.3% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 3.7% 5.2% 4.8% 

% of Total .8% 4.0% 4.8% 

4 Count 0 2 2 

Expected Count .4 1.6 2.0 

% within # of children .0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 .0% 2.1% 1.6% 

% of Total .0% 1.6% 1.6% 

Total Count 27 97 124 

Expected Count 27.0 97.0 124.0 

% within # of children 21.8% 78.2% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 21.8% 78.2% 100.0% 
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Table F.7 

 

What is the level of education you plan to pursue? * GPA > < 2.0 Crosstabulation 
 

  

GPA > < 2.0 

Total GPA < 2.0 GPA >= 2.0 

What is the 

level of 

education 

you plan to 

pursue? 

Certificate Count 3 4 7 

Expected Count 1.5 5.5 7.0 

% within What is the 

level of education you 
plan to pursue? 

42.9% 57.1% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 
2.0 

11.1% 4.2% 5.7% 

% of Total 2.4% 3.3% 5.7% 

Associate of Applied 

Science 

Count 5 17 22 

Expected Count 4.8 17.2 22.0 

% within What is the 

level of education you 

plan to pursue? 
22.7% 77.3% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 

2.0 
18.5% 17.7% 17.9% 

% of Total 4.1% 13.8% 17.9% 

Associate of Arts or 
Associate of Science 

Count 2 5 7 

Expected Count 1.5 5.5 7.0 

% within What is the 

level of education you 

plan to pursue? 
28.6% 71.4% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 

2.0 
7.4% 5.2% 5.7% 

% of Total 1.6% 4.1% 5.7% 

Bachelors Count 10 43 53 

Expected Count 11.6 41.4 53.0 

% within What is the 

level of education you 

plan to pursue? 
18.9% 81.1% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 

2.0 
37.0% 44.8% 43.1% 

% of Total 8.1% 35.0% 43.1% 

Masters Count 6 20 26 

Expected Count 5.7 20.3 26.0 

% within What is the 

level of education you 

plan to pursue? 
23.1% 76.9% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 

2.0 
22.2% 20.8% 21.1% 

% of Total 4.9% 16.3% 21.1% 

 

 

 

 (table continues) 
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GPA > < 2.0 

Total GPA < 2.0 GPA >= 2.0 

 Professional Count 1 2 3 

Expected Count .7 2.3 3.0 

% within What is the 

level of education you 

plan to pursue? 
33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 

2.0 
3.7% 2.1% 2.4% 

% of Total .8% 1.6% 2.4% 

Doctorate Count 0 5 5 

Expected Count 1.1 3.9 5.0 

% within What is the 

level of education you 

plan to pursue? 
.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 

2.0 
.0% 5.2% 4.1% 

% of Total .0% 4.1% 4.1% 

Total Count 27 96 123 

Expected Count 27.0 96.0 123.0 

% within What is the 

level of education you 

plan to pursue? 
22.0% 78.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 

2.0 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 22.0% 78.0% 100.0% 
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Table F.8 

 

How many hours are you enrolled for this fall 2005 at PAC? * GPA > < 2.0 

Crosstabulation 

 

  

GPA > < 2.0 

Total GPA < 2.0 GPA >= 2.0 

How many 

hours are you 

enrolled for this 
fall 2005 at 

PAC? 

0 Count 17 19 36 

Expected Count 7.8 28.2 36.0 

% within How many hours 

are you enrolled for this fall 

2005 at PAC? 
47.2% 52.8% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 63.0% 19.6% 29.0% 

% of Total 13.7% 15.3% 29.0% 

1-3 Count 1 3 4 

Expected Count .9 3.1 4.0 

% within How many hours 

are you enrolled for this fall 

2005 at PAC? 
25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 3.7% 3.1% 3.2% 

% of Total .8% 2.4% 3.2% 

4-6 Count 1 9 10 

Expected Count 2.2 7.8 10.0 

% within How many hours 

are you enrolled for this fall 

2005 at PAC? 
10.0% 90.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 3.7% 9.3% 8.1% 

% of Total .8% 7.3% 8.1% 

7-9 Count 2 9 11 

Expected Count 2.4 8.6 11.0 

% within How many hours 

are you enrolled for this fall 

2005 at PAC? 
18.2% 81.8% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 7.4% 9.3% 8.9% 

% of Total 1.6% 7.3% 8.9% 

10-12 Count 4 38 42 

Expected Count 9.1 32.9 42.0 

% within How many hours 

are you enrolled for this fall 

2005 at PAC? 
9.5% 90.5% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 14.8% 39.2% 33.9% 

% of Total 3.2% 30.6% 33.9% 

 

 

 

 

 

 (table continues) 
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GPA > < 2.0 

Total GPA < 2.0 GPA >= 2.0 

 13-15 Count 1 18 19 

  Expected Count 4.1 14.9 19.0 

  % within How many hours 

are you enrolled for this fall 

2005 at PAC? 

5.3% 94.7% 100.0% 

  % within GPA > < 2.0 3.7% 18.6% 15.3% 

  % of Total .8% 14.5% 15.3% 

 16+ Count 1 1 2 

Expected Count .4 1.6 2.0 

% within How many hours 

are you enrolled for this fall 

2005 at PAC? 
50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 3.7% 1.0% 1.6% 

% of Total .8% .8% 1.6% 

Total Count 27 97 124 

Expected Count 27.0 97.0 124.0 

% within How many hours 

are you enrolled for this fall 

2005 at PAC? 
21.8% 78.2% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 21.8% 78.2% 100.0% 
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Table F.9 

 

Are you the first in your family to go to college, not including your brothers and sisters? 

* GPA > < 2.0 Crosstabulation 
 

  

GPA > < 2.0 

Total GPA < 2.0 GPA >= 2.0 

Are you the first in 

your family to go to 

college, not including 

your brothers and 

sisters? 

No Count 15 45 60 

Expected Count 12.3 47.7 60.0 

% within Are you the first 

in your family to go to 

college, not including your 

brothers and sisters? 

25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 60.0% 46.4% 49.2% 

% of Total 12.3% 36.9% 49.2% 

Yes Count 10 52 62 

Expected Count 12.7 49.3 62.0 

% within Are you the first 

in your family to go to 

college, not including your 

brothers and sisters? 

16.1% 83.9% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 40.0% 53.6% 50.8% 

% of Total 8.2% 42.6% 50.8% 

Total Count 25 97 122 

Expected Count 25.0 97.0 122.0 

% within Are you the first 

in your family to go to 

college, not including your 

brothers and sisters? 

20.5% 79.5% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 20.5% 79.5% 100.0% 
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Table F.10 

 

Are you or were you receiving financial aid?  * GPA > < 2.0 Crosstabulation 

 

  

GPA > < 2.0 

Total GPA < 2.0 GPA >= 2.0 

Are you or were you 

receiving financial aid? 

No Count 4 25 29 

Expected Count 6.1 22.9 29.0 

% within Are you or 

were you receiving 

financial aid? 
13.8% 86.2% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 

2.0 
15.4% 25.8% 23.6% 

% of Total 3.3% 20.3% 23.6% 

Yes Count 22 72 94 

Expected Count 19.9 74.1 94.0 

% within Are you or 

were you receiving 

financial aid? 
23.4% 76.6% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 

2.0 
84.6% 74.2% 76.4% 

% of Total 17.9% 58.5% 76.4% 

Total Count 26 97 123 

Expected Count 26.0 97.0 123.0 

% within Are you or 

were you receiving 

financial aid? 
21.1% 78.9% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 

2.0 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 21.1% 78.9% 100.0% 
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Table F.11 

 

The person who encouraged you most to pursue educational goals was: * GPA > < 2.0 

Crosstabulation 

 

  

GPA > < 2.0 

Total GPA < 2.0 GPA >= 2.0 

The person who 

encouraged you 

most to pursue 
educational goals 

was: 

Teacher Count 1 6 7 

Expected Count 1.5 5.5 7.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 

pursue educational goals 

was: 

14.3% 85.7% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 3.8% 6.3% 5.7% 

% of Total .8% 4.9% 5.7% 

Friend Count 2 4 6 

Expected Count 1.3 4.7 6.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 

pursue educational goals 

was: 

33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 7.7% 4.2% 4.9% 

% of Total 1.6% 3.3% 4.9% 

Sibling Count 4 9 13 

Expected Count 2.8 10.2 13.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 

pursue educational goals 

was: 

30.8% 69.2% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 15.4% 9.4% 10.7% 

% of Total 3.3% 7.4% 10.7% 

Mother Count 10 31 41 

Expected Count 8.7 32.3 41.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 

pursue educational goals 

was: 

24.4% 75.6% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 38.5% 32.3% 33.6% 

% of Total 8.2% 25.4% 33.6% 

Father Count 2 7 9 

Expected Count 1.9 7.1 9.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 

pursue educational goals 

was: 

22.2% 77.8% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 7.7% 7.3% 7.4% 

% of Total 1.6% 5.7% 7.4% 

 

 (table continues) 
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GPA > < 2.0 

Total GPA < 2.0 GPA >= 2.0 

 Counselor Count 0 2 2 

Expected Count .4 1.6 2.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 

pursue educational goals 

was: 

.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 .0% 2.1% 1.6% 

% of Total .0% 1.6% 1.6% 

Relative Count 1 4 5 

Expected Count 1.1 3.9 5.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 

pursue educational goals 

was: 

20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 3.8% 4.2% 4.1% 

% of Total .8% 3.3% 4.1% 

Other Count 3 26 29 

Expected Count 6.2 22.8 29.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 
pursue educational goals 

was: 

10.3% 89.7% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 11.5% 27.1% 23.8% 

% of Total 2.5% 21.3% 23.8% 

None Count 3 7 10 

Expected Count 2.1 7.9 10.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 

pursue educational goals 

was: 

30.0% 70.0% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 11.5% 7.3% 8.2% 

% of Total 2.5% 5.7% 8.2% 

Total Count 26 96 122 

Expected Count 26.0 96.0 122.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 
pursue educational goals 

was: 

21.3% 78.7% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 21.3% 78.7% 100.0% 
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Table F.12 

 

Persister recoded * GPA > < 2.0 Crosstabulation 

 

  

GPA > < 2.0 

Total GPA < 2.0 GPA >= 2.0 

Persister 

recoded 

No Count 17 19 36 

Expected Count 7.8 28.2 36.0 

% within Persister recoded 
47.2% 52.8% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 63.0% 19.6% 29.0% 

% of Total 13.7% 15.3% 29.0% 

Yes Count 10 78 88 

Expected Count 19.2 68.8 88.0 

% within Persister recoded 
11.4% 88.6% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 37.0% 80.4% 71.0% 

% of Total 8.1% 62.9% 71.0% 

Total Count 27 97 124 

Expected Count 27.0 97.0 124.0 

% within Persister recoded 
21.8% 78.2% 100.0% 

% within GPA > < 2.0 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 21.8% 78.2% 100.0% 
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Appendix G 

 

Crosstabulations of Independent Variables and Hours Completed > < 15 

 

 

Table G.1 

 

Age * Hours completed > < 15 Crosstabulation 

 

  Hours completed > < 15 Total 

  Hrs Cmpl <= 15 Hrs Cmpl > 15   

Age 17-25 Count 30 71 101 

    Expected Count 32.8 68.2 101.0 

    % within Age 29.7% 70.3% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 
completed > < 15 75.0% 85.5% 82.1% 

    % of Total 24.4% 57.7% 82.1% 

  26-35 Count 6 5 11 

    Expected Count 3.6 7.4 11.0 

    % within Age 54.5% 45.5% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 

completed > < 15 15.0% 6.0% 8.9% 

    % of Total 4.9% 4.1% 8.9% 

  36-45 Count 2 5 7 

    Expected Count 2.3 4.7 7.0 

    % within Age 28.6% 71.4% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 
completed > < 15 5.0% 6.0% 5.7% 

    % of Total 1.6% 4.1% 5.7% 

  46-55 Count 1 0 1 

    Expected Count .3 .7 1.0 

    % within Age 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 

completed > < 15 2.5% .0% .8% 

    % of Total .8% .0% .8% 

  55+ Count 1 2 3 

    Expected Count 1.0 2.0 3.0 

    % within Age 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 
completed > < 15 2.5% 2.4% 2.4% 

    % of Total .8% 1.6% 2.4% 

 

 

 (table continues) 
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 Hours completed > < 15 Total 

  Hrs Cmpl <= 15 Hrs Cmpl > 15   

Total Count 40 83 123 

  Expected Count 40.0 83.0 123.0 

  % within Age 32.5% 67.5% 100.0% 

  % within Hours 

completed > < 15 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

  % of Total 32.5% 67.5% 100.0% 
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Table G.2 

 

Marital status * Hours completed > < 15 Crosstabulation 

 

  

Hours completed > < 15 

Total 
Hrs Cmpl 

<= 15 
Hrs Cmpl 

> 15 

Marital 
status 

Single - never married Count 28 60 88 

Expected Count 28.4 59.6 88.0 

% within Marital status 31.8% 68.2% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 70.0% 71.4% 71.0% 

% of Total 22.6% 48.4% 71.0% 

Married Count 4 20 24 

Expected Count 7.7 16.3 24.0 

% within Marital status 16.7% 83.3% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 
10.0% 23.8% 19.4% 

% of Total 3.2% 16.1% 19.4% 

Divorced/separated Count 8 4 12 

Expected Count 3.9 8.1 12.0 

% within Marital status 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 20.0% 4.8% 9.7% 

% of Total 6.5% 3.2% 9.7% 

Total Count 40 84 124 

Expected Count 40.0 84.0 124.0 

% within Marital status 32.3% 67.7% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 32.3% 67.7% 100.0% 
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Table G.3 

 

Employment Status * Hours completed > < 15 Crosstabulation 
 

  Hours completed > < 15 Total 

  Hrs Cmpl <= 15 Hrs Cmpl > 15   

Employment 

Status 

None Count 
15 42 57 

    Expected Count 18.4 38.6 57.0 

    % within 

Employment Status 
26.3% 73.7% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 

completed > < 15 
37.5% 50.0% 46.0% 

    % of Total 12.1% 33.9% 46.0% 

  1-10 Count 2 4 6 

    Expected Count 1.9 4.1 6.0 

    % within 

Employment Status 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 

completed > < 15 5.0% 4.8% 4.8% 

    % of Total 1.6% 3.2% 4.8% 

  11-20 Count 2 5 7 

    Expected Count 2.3 4.7 7.0 

    % within 

Employment Status 
28.6% 71.4% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 

completed > < 15 
5.0% 6.0% 5.6% 

    % of Total 1.6% 4.0% 5.6% 

  21-30 Count 3 14 17 

    Expected Count 5.5 11.5 17.0 

    % within 
Employment Status 17.6% 82.4% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 
completed > < 15 7.5% 16.7% 13.7% 

    % of Total 2.4% 11.3% 13.7% 

  31-40 Count 11 10 21 

    Expected Count 6.8 14.2 21.0 

    % within 

Employment Status 52.4% 47.6% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 

completed > < 15 27.5% 11.9% 16.9% 

    % of Total 8.9% 8.1% 16.9% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 (table continues) 
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 Hours completed > < 15 Total 

  Hrs Cmpl <= 15 Hrs Cmpl > 15   

  41+ Count 7 9 16 

    Expected Count 5.2 10.8 16.0 

    % within 

Employment Status 43.8% 56.3% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 

completed > < 15 17.5% 10.7% 12.9% 

    % of Total 5.6% 7.3% 12.9% 

Total Count 40 84 124 

  Expected Count 40.0 84.0 124.0 

  % within 

Employment Status 
32.3% 67.7% 100.0% 

  % within Hours 

completed > < 15 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

  % of Total 32.3% 67.7% 100.0% 
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Table G.4 

 

Household Income * Hours completed > < 15 Crosstabulation 
 

  Hours completed > < 15 Total 

  Hrs Cmpl <= 15 Hrs Cmpl > 15   

Household 
Income 

< $10K Count 
12 11 23 

    Expected Count 7.7 15.3 23.0 

    % within 

Household Income 52.2% 47.8% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 

completed > < 15 33.3% 15.5% 21.5% 

    % of Total 11.2% 10.3% 21.5% 

  $10K - $19,999 Count 10 23 33 

    Expected Count 11.1 21.9 33.0 

    % within 

Household Income 
30.3% 69.7% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 

completed > < 15 
27.8% 32.4% 30.8% 

    % of Total 9.3% 21.5% 30.8% 

  $20K - $29,999 Count 5 16 21 

    Expected Count 7.1 13.9 21.0 

    % within 
Household Income 23.8% 76.2% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 
completed > < 15 13.9% 22.5% 19.6% 

    % of Total 4.7% 15.0% 19.6% 

  $30K - 39,999 Count 6 8 14 

    Expected Count 4.7 9.3 14.0 

    % within 

Household Income 42.9% 57.1% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 

completed > < 15 16.7% 11.3% 13.1% 

    % of Total 5.6% 7.5% 13.1% 

  $40K - $49,999 Count 2 8 10 

    Expected Count 3.4 6.6 10.0 

    % within 

Household Income 
20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 

completed > < 15 
5.6% 11.3% 9.3% 

    % of Total 1.9% 7.5% 9.3% 

 

 

 

 

 

 (table continues) 
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 Hours completed > < 15 Total 

  Hrs Cmpl <= 15 Hrs Cmpl > 15   

 $50K+ Count 1 5 6 

    Expected Count 2.0 4.0 6.0 

    % within 

Household Income 
16.7% 83.3% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 

completed > < 15 
2.8% 7.0% 5.6% 

    % of Total .9% 4.7% 5.6% 

Total Count 36 71 107 

  Expected Count 36.0 71.0 107.0 

  % within 

Household Income 33.6% 66.4% 100.0% 

  % within Hours 

completed > < 15 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

  % of Total 33.6% 66.4% 100.0% 
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Table G.5 

 

Children (yes/no) * Hours completed > < 15 Crosstabulation 

 

  Hours completed > < 15 Total 

  Hrs Cmpl <= 15 Hrs Cmpl > 15   

Children 

(yes/no) 

No Count 
25 57 82 

    Expected Count 26.5 55.5 82.0 

    % within Children 

(yes/no) 30.5% 69.5% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 

completed > < 15 62.5% 67.9% 66.1% 

    % of Total 20.2% 46.0% 66.1% 

  Yes Count 15 27 42 

    Expected Count 13.5 28.5 42.0 

    % within Children 

(yes/no) 
35.7% 64.3% 100.0% 

    % within Hours 

completed > < 15 
37.5% 32.1% 33.9% 

    % of Total 12.1% 21.8% 33.9% 

Total Count 40 84 124 

  Expected Count 40.0 84.0 124.0 

  % within Children 
(yes/no) 32.3% 67.7% 100.0% 

  % within Hours 
completed > < 15 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

  % of Total 32.3% 67.7% 100.0% 
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Table G.6 

 

# of children * Hours completed > < 15 Crosstabulation 

 

  Hours completed > < 15 Total 

  Hrs Cmpl <= 15 Hrs Cmpl > 15   

# of 

children 

0 Count 
25 57 82 

    Expected Count 26.5 55.5 82.0 

    % within # of children 30.5% 69.5% 100.0% 

    % within Hours completed 

> < 15 62.5% 67.9% 66.1% 

    % of Total 20.2% 46.0% 66.1% 

  1 Count 6 12 18 

    Expected Count 5.8 12.2 18.0 

    % within # of children 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

    % within Hours completed 

> < 15 
15.0% 14.3% 14.5% 

    % of Total 4.8% 9.7% 14.5% 

  2 Count 3 13 16 

    Expected Count 5.2 10.8 16.0 

    % within # of children 18.8% 81.3% 100.0% 

    % within Hours completed 

> < 15 7.5% 15.5% 12.9% 

    % of Total 2.4% 10.5% 12.9% 

  3 Count 5 1 6 

    Expected Count 1.9 4.1 6.0 

    % within # of children 83.3% 16.7% 100.0% 

    % within Hours completed 

> < 15 
12.5% 1.2% 4.8% 

    % of Total 4.0% .8% 4.8% 

  4 Count 1 1 2 

    Expected Count .6 1.4 2.0 

    % within # of children 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

    % within Hours completed 

> < 15 2.5% 1.2% 1.6% 

    % of Total .8% .8% 1.6% 

Total Count 40 84 124 

  Expected Count 40.0 84.0 124.0 

  % within # of children 32.3% 67.7% 100.0% 

  % within Hours completed 

> < 15 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

  % of Total 32.3% 67.7% 100.0% 
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Table G.7 

 

What is the level of education you plan to pursue? * Hours completed > < 15 

Crosstabulation 

 

  

Hours completed > < 15 

Total 

Hrs Cmpl 

<= 15 

Hrs Cmpl 

> 15 

What is the 

level of 

education 

you plan to 

pursue? 

Certificate Count 6 1 7 

Expected Count 2.2 4.8 7.0 

% within What is the 

level of education 
you plan to pursue? 

85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 

% within Hours 
completed > < 15 

15.4% 1.2% 5.7% 

% of Total 4.9% .8% 5.7% 

Associate of Applied 

Science 

Count 9 13 22 

Expected Count 7.0 15.0 22.0 

% within What is the 

level of education 

you plan to pursue? 
40.9% 59.1% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 23.1% 15.5% 17.9% 

% of Total 7.3% 10.6% 17.9% 

Associate of Arts or 

Associate of Science 

Count 3 4 7 

Expected Count 2.2 4.8 7.0 

% within What is the 

level of education 

you plan to pursue? 
42.9% 57.1% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 
7.7% 4.8% 5.7% 

% of Total 2.4% 3.3% 5.7% 

Bachelors Count 15 38 53 

Expected Count 16.8 36.2 53.0 

% within What is the 

level of education 

you plan to pursue? 
28.3% 71.7% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 38.5% 45.2% 43.1% 

% of Total 12.2% 30.9% 43.1% 

Masters Count 4 22 26 

Expected Count 8.2 17.8 26.0 

% within What is the 

level of education 

you plan to pursue? 
15.4% 84.6% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 
10.3% 26.2% 21.1% 

% of Total 3.3% 17.9% 21.1% 

 (table continues) 
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Hours completed > < 15 

Total 

Hrs Cmpl 

<= 15 

Hrs Cmpl 

> 15 

 Professional Count 1 2 3 

Expected Count 1.0 2.0 3.0 

% within What is the 

level of education 

you plan to pursue? 
33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 2.6% 2.4% 2.4% 

% of Total .8% 1.6% 2.4% 

Doctorate Count 1 4 5 

Expected Count 1.6 3.4 5.0 

% within What is the 

level of education 
you plan to pursue? 

20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

% within Hours 
completed > < 15 2.6% 4.8% 4.1% 

% of Total .8% 3.3% 4.1% 

Total Count 39 84 123 

Expected Count 39.0 84.0 123.0 

% within What is the 
level of education 

you plan to pursue? 
31.7% 68.3% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 31.7% 68.3% 100.0% 
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Table G.8 

 

How many hours are you enrolled for this fall 2005 at PAC? * Hours completed > < 15 

Crosstabulation 
 

  

Hours completed > < 15 

Total 

Hrs Cmpl 

<= 15 

Hrs Cmpl > 

15 

How many 

hours are you 

enrolled for this 

fall 2005 at 

PAC? 

0 Count 27 9 36 

Expected Count 11.6 24.4 36.0 

% within How many hours 

are you enrolled for this fall 

2005 at PAC? 
75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

% within Hours completed > 

< 15 
67.5% 10.7% 29.0% 

% of Total 21.8% 7.3% 29.0% 

1-3 Count 3 1 4 

Expected Count 1.3 2.7 4.0 

% within How many hours 

are you enrolled for this fall 

2005 at PAC? 
75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

% within Hours completed > 

< 15 7.5% 1.2% 3.2% 

% of Total 2.4% .8% 3.2% 

4-6 Count 1 9 10 

Expected Count 3.2 6.8 10.0 

% within How many hours 

are you enrolled for this fall 

2005 at PAC? 
10.0% 90.0% 100.0% 

% within Hours completed > 

< 15 
2.5% 10.7% 8.1% 

% of Total .8% 7.3% 8.1% 

7-9 Count 1 10 11 

Expected Count 3.5 7.5 11.0 

% within How many hours 
are you enrolled for this fall 

2005 at PAC? 
9.1% 90.9% 100.0% 

% within Hours completed > 

< 15 2.5% 11.9% 8.9% 

% of Total .8% 8.1% 8.9% 

10-12 Count 4 38 42 

Expected Count 13.5 28.5 42.0 

% within How many hours 

are you enrolled for this fall 

2005 at PAC? 
9.5% 90.5% 100.0% 

% within Hours completed > 

< 15 10.0% 45.2% 33.9% 

% of Total 3.2% 30.6% 33.9% 

 (table continues) 
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Hours completed > < 15 

Total 

Hrs Cmpl 

<= 15 

Hrs Cmpl > 

15 

 13-15 Count 3 16 19 

Expected Count 6.1 12.9 19.0 

% within How many hours 

are you enrolled for this fall 

2005 at PAC? 
15.8% 84.2% 100.0% 

% within Hours completed > 

< 15 
7.5% 19.0% 15.3% 

% of Total 2.4% 12.9% 15.3% 

16+ Count 1 1 2 

Expected Count .6 1.4 2.0 

% within How many hours 

are you enrolled for this fall 

2005 at PAC? 
50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

% within Hours completed > 

< 15 2.5% 1.2% 1.6% 

% of Total .8% .8% 1.6% 

Total Count 40 84 124 

Expected Count 40.0 84.0 124.0 

% within How many hours 

are you enrolled for this fall 

2005 at PAC? 
32.3% 67.7% 100.0% 

% within Hours completed > 

< 15 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 32.3% 67.7% 100.0% 
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Table G.9 

 

Are you the first in your family to go to college, not including your brothers and sisters? 

* Hours completed > < 15 Crosstabulation 

 

  

Hours completed > < 15 

Total 

Hrs Cmpl 

<= 15 

Hrs Cmpl 

> 15 

Are you the first in your 

family to go to college, 

not including your 

brothers and sisters? 

No Count 22 38 60 

Expected Count 19.2 40.8 60.0 

% within Are you the first 

in your family to go to 

college, not including your 

brothers and sisters? 

36.7% 63.3% 100.0% 

% within Hours completed 

> < 15 
56.4% 45.8% 49.2% 

% of Total 18.0% 31.1% 49.2% 

Yes Count 17 45 62 

Expected Count 19.8 42.2 62.0 

% within Are you the first 

in your family to go to 

college, not including your 

brothers and sisters? 

27.4% 72.6% 100.0% 

% within Hours completed 

> < 15 43.6% 54.2% 50.8% 

% of Total 13.9% 36.9% 50.8% 

Total Count 39 83 122 

Expected Count 39.0 83.0 122.0 

% within Are you the first 

in your family to go to 

college, not including your 

brothers and sisters? 

32.0% 68.0% 100.0% 

% within Hours completed 

> < 15 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 32.0% 68.0% 100.0% 

 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 182 

Table G.10 

 

Are you or were you receiving financial aid?  * Hours completed > < 15 Crosstabulation 

 

  

Hours completed > < 15 

Total 

Hrs Cmpl 

<= 15 

Hrs Cmpl > 

15 

Are you or were you 

receiving financial aid? 

No Count 8 21 29 

Expected Count 9.4 19.6 29.0 

% within Are you or 

were you receiving 

financial aid? 
27.6% 72.4% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 20.0% 25.3% 23.6% 

% of Total 6.5% 17.1% 23.6% 

Yes Count 32 62 94 

Expected Count 30.6 63.4 94.0 

% within Are you or 

were you receiving 

financial aid? 
34.0% 66.0% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 
80.0% 74.7% 76.4% 

% of Total 26.0% 50.4% 76.4% 

Total Count 40 83 123 

Expected Count 40.0 83.0 123.0 

% within Are you or 

were you receiving 
financial aid? 

32.5% 67.5% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 32.5% 67.5% 100.0% 
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Table G.11 

 

The person who encouraged you most to pursue educational goals was: * Hours 

completed > < 15 Crosstabulation 

 

  

Hours completed > < 15 

Total 

Hrs Cmpl 

<= 15 

Hrs Cmpl 

> 15 

The person who 

encouraged you 

most to pursue 

educational goals 

was: 

Teacher Count 1 6 7 

Expected Count 2.3 4.7 7.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 

pursue educational goals 
was: 

14.3% 85.7% 100.0% 

% within Hours 
completed > < 15 2.5% 7.3% 5.7% 

% of Total .8% 4.9% 5.7% 

Friend Count 3 3 6 

Expected Count 2.0 4.0 6.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 

pursue educational goals 

was: 

50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 7.5% 3.7% 4.9% 

% of Total 2.5% 2.5% 4.9% 

Sibling Count 9 4 13 

Expected Count 4.3 8.7 13.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 
pursue educational goals 

was: 

69.2% 30.8% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 22.5% 4.9% 10.7% 

% of Total 7.4% 3.3% 10.7% 

Mother Count 11 30 41 

Expected Count 13.4 27.6 41.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 

pursue educational goals 

was: 

26.8% 73.2% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 
27.5% 36.6% 33.6% 

% of Total 9.0% 24.6% 33.6% 

 

 

 

 

 (table continues) 
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Hours completed > < 15 

Total 

Hrs Cmpl 

<= 15 

Hrs Cmpl 

> 15 

 Father Count 3 6 9 

Expected Count 3.0 6.0 9.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 

pursue educational goals 

was: 

33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 7.5% 7.3% 7.4% 

% of Total 2.5% 4.9% 7.4% 

Counselor Count 0 2 2 

Expected Count .7 1.3 2.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 
pursue educational goals 

was: 

.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 .0% 2.4% 1.6% 

% of Total .0% 1.6% 1.6% 

Relative Count 1 4 5 

Expected Count 1.6 3.4 5.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 

pursue educational goals 

was: 

20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 
2.5% 4.9% 4.1% 

% of Total .8% 3.3% 4.1% 

Other Count 7 22 29 

Expected Count 9.5 19.5 29.0 

% within The person who 
encouraged you most to 

pursue educational goals 

was: 

24.1% 75.9% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 17.5% 26.8% 23.8% 

% of Total 5.7% 18.0% 23.8% 

None Count 5 5 10 

Expected Count 3.3 6.7 10.0 

% within The person who 

encouraged you most to 

pursue educational goals 

was: 

50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 
12.5% 6.1% 8.2% 

% of Total 4.1% 4.1% 8.2% 

 (table continues) 
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Hours completed > < 15 

Total 

Hrs Cmpl 

<= 15 

Hrs Cmpl 

> 15 

Total Count 40 82 122 

Expected Count 40.0 82.0 122.0 

% within The person who 
encouraged you most to 

pursue educational goals 

was: 

32.8% 67.2% 100.0% 

% within Hours 
completed > < 15 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 32.8% 67.2% 100.0% 
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Table G.12 

 

Persister recoded * Hours completed > < 15 Crosstabulation 
 

  

Hours completed > < 15 

Total 

Hrs Cmpl <= 

15 

Hrs Cmpl > 

15 

Persister 

recoded 

No Count 27 9 36 

Expected Count 11.6 24.4 36.0 

% within Persister 

recoded 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 67.5% 10.7% 29.0% 

% of Total 21.8% 7.3% 29.0% 

Yes Count 13 75 88 

Expected Count 28.4 59.6 88.0 

% within Persister 

recoded 
14.8% 85.2% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 
32.5% 89.3% 71.0% 

% of Total 10.5% 60.5% 71.0% 

Total Count 40 84 124 

Expected Count 40.0 84.0 124.0 

% within Persister 

recoded 
32.3% 67.7% 100.0% 

% within Hours 

completed > < 15 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 32.3% 67.7% 100.0% 
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