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Abstract
This study examined students’ level of resiliency and two kinds of interactions: 1) institutional activities offered by the college 2) various social activities within this college.  Fifty-two low-income, first-generation students from a college on Long Island, New York, completed a survey that measured the level of engagement in institutional and social activities offered by the college. Two one-way ANOVAs were performed to contrast first, the interaction of resiliency and institutional activities, and second with social activities.  Findings indicate that students who actively participated in the institutional activities offered at the college were significantly more likely to demonstrate resiliency than those students who did not participate. On the contrary, between social activities and resiliency, no significant difference was found. 
Introduction


The purpose of this study is to determine how institutional activities and social activities contribute to resiliency in low-income, first-generation college students. According to Bean and Vesper (1990), non-intellectual factors play a significant role in dropout decisions among college students. Tinto (1975) stated that a student’s ability to overcome obstacles and graduate is called resiliency.  The differences between the institutional and social interactions of students have been considered by researchers to be important when considering student resiliency (Tinto, 1987; Miller author of this study, 2006; Rezeback, 1999, Cabrera, Nora, and Castaneda, 1993). This study intends to address the following questions: 

1. Does the mean change in the level of resiliency among students who report a high level 
    of engagement in institutional activities? 

2. Does the mean change in the level of resiliency among those students who report a 
    high level of engagement in social activities? 

Addressing these areas can possibly assist college administrators in identifying strategies that can improve students’ retention and ultimately resiliency. 

Literature Review


Many colleges are seeking ways of retaining students and providing the necessities for students to battle any obstacles that may interfere in completing their degree. Thus, it is important to investigate resiliency and the factors that lead to it. In a mixed methodology study consisting of fifty-two college students, Miller (author of this study 2006) defined resiliency as the ability to overcome obstacles. The study examined the association of family and cultural history towards persistence in college. One of the areas of this study investigated the association between family knowledge and resiliency.  It was found that the item analysis measuring student resiliency provided the most unanimity among all the constructs of the study. Another study (Rezabek, 1999) considered the topic of resiliency among 210 students enrolled in an Iowa community college. Among the findings, this study notes that a strong sense of determination or resiliency was a factor which allowed students to participate in college. Among the support offered by the college, support from the staff helped students develop resiliency. The purpose of resiliency is what? Why study overcoming obstacles; what does this lead to for students, college faculty, college administrators, society a whole etc.? As you articulate the inferences, be careful not to be too far reaching. That is, make sure the inferences are supported with either your data or the literature. Depending on what you write, you might want to put this information in an implications section at the end of the paper.


As the previous studies indicate, there are factors that play a significant role in resiliency. One of those factors is institutional engagement. Institutional engagement consists of faculty outside of class, administrative and staff personnel, clubs, and campus activities. In a study conducted by Cabrera, Nora, and Castaneda (1993), 466 college students were surveyed in a longitudinal study to determine the most critical factors in retaining students. Using a combination of the Student Integration Model and the Student Attrition Model, the researchers assessed the factors most important in preventing college students from dropping out of school. The researchers focused on to what extent the two models could be combined to improve the understanding of the core process of perseverance in college. Results indicated that when the models were merged, the effect of environmental factors far surpassed the one envisioned in the single models. The researchers concluded that environmental factors are extremely important and should be taken into account in the persistence processes of college students. 

In a study conducted by Tinto and Goodshell-Love (1993), two collaborative learning programs, the Freshman Interest Group program at the University of Washington and the Coordinated Studies Program at Seattle Central Community College were studied in order to address whether collaborative learning programs actually make a difference among college students. The study surveyed students using questionnaires from members in the programs and non-members within the institution. Results indicated that students who participated in the programs were more successful academically and adjusted better to the college environment. The results also demonstrated that the students in the program were more likely to continue with their education. Being a part of the program allowed the students to become involved in the institution in working with their peers and faculty. This shows that institutional involvement in creating the right atmosphere could assist with resilience. The authors suggests, “that we need to give serious attention to the argument that the attainment of the goals of enhanced student involvement and achievement is possible only when institutions alter the settings in which students are asked to learn” (Tinto and Goodshell-Love, 1993,  p. 5). 

In another study examining 350 minority and low-income college students in four-year colleges in New England, researchers found that student involvement at the institution was important for students to face obstacles and overcome difficulty. Results indicated, “for first-year students, getting involved on campus and taking advantage of support programs is vital” (O’Brien and Shedd, 2001, p. 20). Findings indicated that those students who reported a high level of involvement at their respective college were more satisfied with their overall college experiences. Focusing on campus activities, clubs, and faculty-student relationships, the researchers concluded from their results that high level of campus involvement led to a connectedness to the institution and a greater chance that the student would stay at the college (O’Brien and Shedd, 2001). This suggests that students who are more engaged in institutional activities indicate a positive attitude towards their institution and thus may increase their resiliency. 


The next variable that may contribute to resiliency is social engagement which consists of recreational athletics, “hanging out” in the cafeteria, “hanging out in the computer lab, and studying in the library. According to Miller (author of this study 2006), resiliency, “the ability to overcome obstacles, is important in college persistence” (p.3).  The paper looked at how social engagement relates to resiliency and the success rate of college students.  Miller describes social engagement as “interaction with peer groups, participation in campus activities, and interactions with faculty and advising (p. 34).

Kasworm (2003) examined collegiate involvement among adults who had an interruption in their college enrollment.  “Thus, from the traditional assumptions of collegiate persistence, the adult student…should have significant problems in both their academic involvement and their successful completion of collegiate studies” (p. 7).  Kasworn states, “adult learners are presumed to be less engaged, because they don’t spend their out-of-class time on the campus and engage in collegiate activities” (p. 11).  Kasworm suggests “that adults are highly selective about involvement beyond their in-classroom attendance…they typically choose only those activities directly connected to their involvement in the classroom…” (p. 12).  They “look to the classroom world for…potential engagement with experts (faculty) and for their goals of career enhancement…and professional interests” (p. 13). This study indicates that social engagement does play a role in resiliency. 


In  Filkins & Doyle’s (2002) study, first-generation college students “differ from their traditional peers in the types of activities they engage in” (p. 4). They “engaged less in activities that detracted form the GPA, such as involvement in social activities” (p. 4).  According to Terenzini et al. (as cited in Filkins & Doyle, 2002), “first-generation students tended to benefit more from their classroom involvement…” (p. 5).  Filkins & Doyle (2002), suggest “that students with low SES are more likely to engage in and benefit from involvement in such practices” (p. 5) as collaborative learning and student-faculty interaction.


In a study by Hayek & Kuh (1999), 17,541 college seniors completed the College Student Experiences Questionnaire which examined college activities and “gains in the capacity for continuous learning” (p.1).  This study indicated that “some of the activities that are widely believed to “matter” in preparing student for life after college contributed very little to enhancing continuous learning” (p. 13).  One of the conclusions in this study was that “certain college activities and environmental factors appear to be important, including amount of effort students devote to classroom activities…and experiences with faculty…” (p. 10). 


As demonstrated in the above studies, it does appear that institutional activities may indeed play a significant role in resiliency while social activities may not.
Methods and Subjects Involved

Subjects of this study were 52 low-income, first generation college students attending a private college in Long Island, New York. You might want to provide a limitation here because 52 students is a small sample and you cannot generalize to a larger population. Therefore, if you state “up front” that you are aware of this reliability issue, it will calm any ideas about generalizability.


The original questionnaire was distributed to 60 students of which 52 responded (Miller, author of this study 2006). The survey was a five point Likert-type scale. There was also a qualitative component which consisted of anecdotal references of family history and its associative qualities with resiliency. 


For the purpose of this study, eight items regarding institutional and social engagement were analyzed and ten items regarding resiliency were also analyzed as the dependent variable (see Table 1). To form the two independent variables, institutional activities and social activities, the eight items from the original study which measured institutional commitment were divided into two categories consisting of four items each. The following question was used to obtain students’ interaction in activities at the institution:  “Please circle all the items indicating the way you interact with others at _______ College” (Miller, author of this study 2006).
1. faculty outside of class


5. recreational athletics

2. administrative and staff personnel
6. “hanging out” in the cafeteria

3. clubs




7. “hanging out” in computer lab

4. campus activities



8. studying in the library 
Table 1 Item Analysis of the Resiliency Construct alpha level = .75
	Item

	I am determined to reach my goals.

	I can usually overcome obstacles.

	I am proud of my ability to juggle home, work, and school schedules.

	I would find a way to pay expenses in order to stay at my college.

	I try harder if a task is very difficult. 

	I want to graduate from the college I am currently attending.

	I am the one in control of my life.

	I like to try new things.

	I ask for help when I need it.

	I have learned to overcome obstacles from my relative’s stories.



For the purpose of this study, we divided the items into the following categories: institutional activities and social activities (see Table 2). Items concerning the students’ working on or off campus were eliminated, as those items did not clearly fall within the institutional or social engagement framework. 

Table 2 Items in the Independent Variables
	Categories
	Institutional Activities
	Social Activities

	Items
	1. faculty outside of class

2. administrative and staff personnel

3. clubs

4. campus activities
	1. recreational athletics

2. “hanging out” in the cafeteria

3. “hanging out” in the computer

4. studying in the library



Students’ level of engagement were measured based on the number of items they participated in within the two categories (see Table 3). For example, students who did not participate in any institutional activity would be considered as 0 = no institutional engagement, whereas a student who participated in four institutional activities would be considered as 4 = high institutional engagement.

Table 3 Institutional and Social Activities
	Institutional Activities
	Social Activities

	0 = no institutional engagement
1 = low institutional engagement
2 = medium-low institutional engagement
3 = medium-high institutional engagement 

4 = high institutional engagement
	0 = no social engagement

1 = low social engagement

2 = medium-low social engagement

3 = medium-high social engagement

4 = high social engagement




Data Sources


This data was taken from a larger study conducted by Miller (author of this study 2006). The original study, “The Association of Family Knowledge and Cultural Change with Persistence among Undergraduate Low-Income, First-Generation College Students” was conducted in 2005-2006 at a private college in Long Island, New York (you need to maintain anonymity). Miller’s study concerned itself with family history knowledge, persistence factors of resiliency, institutional engagement, and institutional commitment, as well as cultural changes in first generation students.  The current researchers were interested in seeing if offerings by the college and if student participation in these offerings impacted resiliency.

Results


To determine the mean change in the level of resiliency for students who reported a high level of engagement in institutional activities and those students who report a high level of engagement in social activities two one-way ANOVAs were conducted. A one-way ANOVA was performed to answer the research question if the means of student resiliency differ between five levels of engagement in social activities within the institution.  The dependent variable, resiliency, was a measure of the students’ persistence in completing a bachelor’s degree.  As shown in Table 4 the test was not significant F (4, 46) = .892, p = 0.476.
Social activities
Table 4 Social Engagement and Resiliency: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: resiliency 

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	60.566(a)
	4
	15.142
	.892
	.476
	.072

	Intercept
	51912.268
	1
	51912.268
	3059.868
	.000
	.985

	Social Engagement
	60.566
	4
	15.142
	.892
	.476
	.072

	Error
	780.414
	46
	16.966
	 
	 
	 

	Total
	96521.000
	51
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Corrected Total
	840.980
	50
	 
	 
	 
	 


a.  R Squared = .072 (Adjusted R Squared = -.009)

Institutional activities

The results of analysis are shown in Table 5, including the means and standard deviation, the homogeneity-of-variance test, and the one-way ANOVA F test. The test indicated a tendency between the means of institutional activities and resiliency, F (4, 46) = 2.226, p = .08. 
Table 5 Institutional Activities and Resiliency: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: resiliency 

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	136.367(a)
	4
	34.092
	2.226
	.081
	.162

	Intercept
	86760.204
	1
	86760.204
	5664.059
	.000
	.992

	Instact
	136.367
	4
	34.092
	2.226
	.081
	.162

	Error
	704.613
	46
	15.318
	 
	 
	 

	Total
	96521.000
	51
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Corrected Total
	840.980
	50
	 
	 
	 
	 


a.  R Squared = .162 (Adjusted R Squared = .089)


Because the overall F test showed a tendency, follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise comparisons between means.  The results from the pairwise comparisons are shown in Table 6.  The mean difference was significant for those students who show the highest level of institutional activities and resiliency (4), when compared to the lowest level of institutional activity (0 or 1), p = .02, and p = .017.  

Table 6 Institutional Activity Pairwise Comparisons
Dependent Variable: resiliency 

	(I) instact
	(J) instact
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Sig.(a)
	95% Confidence Interval for Difference(a)

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	4.00
	.00
	4.657
	.020*
	.775
	8.539

	
	1.00
	4.255
	.017*
	.812
	7.697


Based on estimated marginal means.

*  The mean difference is significant at the .050 level.
a  Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least Significant Difference (equivalent to no adjustments).
Conclusion

To answer the question if a difference in resiliency existed between students who engaged in institutional and social activities, a one-way ANOVA found no significant differences in the students.  However, a tendency towards resiliency exists for those students who participate in institutional activities. Pairwise comparisons showed significant differences in resiliency among students who show a high level of engagement in institutional activities when compared to those students who do not take advantage of such institutional activities.  Although, the current research is limited to the sample who participated in this study, these findings may be important to college administrators who wish to improve student resiliency and retention of students.  

The findings of this study also echo other studies concerning resiliency, institutional activities and social activities.  Rezeback (1999) found that students who reported input from staff and faculty, helped students develop resiliency.  Cabrera, Nora, Castaneda (1993) found that institutional engagement was a factor in developing resiliency.  Tinto and Goodshell-Love (1993) found that student participation in institutional activities created an atmosphere which produced resiliency in students.  Other findings concerning social activity and resiliency were also reinforced by this study.  Kasworm (2003) found that institutional activity was important towards forming resiliency in students, but that social activity was not important.  As indicated in the literature review, involvement within the institution is important to students adjusting to college and overcoming obstacles, particularly first generation from lower economic strata.  This study suggests a guideline for institutions to follow in that the focus on institutional activities is more important than focusing on social activities.  Further studies should investigate the individual institutional activities that may contribute to students’ resiliency.
While the findings of this study support previous findings concerning resiliency and offer information concerning student resiliency and their participation in institutional activities which support their academic pursuits, care should be taken to generalize these findings beyond those fifty students who participated in this study.  Further recommendations for study would be for the variables considered in the current research to be performed upon a larger sample of students, students from a different location and a different college setting.
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