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ABSTRACT Using Astin’s model of student development, thespnt study attempted to
decipher the link between students’ input, outpayironment and challenges at tertiary level
of education. A sample of first year undergradstelents (n = 122), as administered with a
structured questionnaire. The findings revealetttiere is a significant relationship between
university environmental challenges and social dgagohic factors. The results further
showed that students’ educational input and thevemsity environmental adaptation
challenges determined students’ output. Theserfgedivere in consonance with the results
and conclusions of many past studies. On the lo@sigese results, it was recommended that
the environment of any tertiary institution shobkl managed in a manner that improves and

enables the new comers to adapt and settle eaditgtuniversity environment. Furthermore,



on the basis of the finding that students from mmal high schools exhibited greater
problems of adaptation to the university environmeénwas proposed that high school
teachers in the rural areas be given more traimngyder to school and equip these leaners
for tougher competition at the tertiary level.

INTRODUCTION

Many high school students frequently find it diffitto adjust to higher education because of
inadequate preparation for the tasks ahead in tiheersity. Such tasks include increased
time slots, assignments, the complex patterns sdgsssnent and more rigorous examinations.
Consequently, poor student performance in first yg@minations represents a challenge to
the university. There are variables impacting oa siccesses and failures of students at
university. The need to transform educational fiestus changing drastically in South Africa.
Its basic principles are exemplified by the work Thto (1987) who argues that both
students' academic and social experiences areatriteterminants of educational outcomes.
More recently, this orientation has been develdpetier by Dietsche (2001) who argue that,
since the way in which higher education institusicorganise themselves is an important
determinant of learning, educators should attenioth the non-cognitive and the cognitive
characteristics of students. As a result, Southcaifr higher institutions are forced to ask
guestions such as: how does the preparation ofestsidat high school affect students’

adaptation to higher education environments.

High School Preparation and Tertiary education outomes

At the higher education level, academics often dampabout inadequacies in the
backgrounds of school-leavers and their lack of mitment to their courses (Power et al
1987). There are serious academic problems amoagydnger and academically less
motivated and less prepared students. The mostuseproblems identified relate to the low
course commitment and lack of preparation of yoursgigdents in non-professional courses.
High schools have the role of preparing studentslamically and the type of education
provided in some high schools can leave studentsly@repared to adjust to the new
demands of higher education (Power et al. 1987Payer et al. (1987) are not alone in
expressing such views. In a survey of academias fiaiversities across Australia, Mclnnis
et al. (1995) reported that these same sentimeatsa only still being echoed by academics

but that dissatisfaction with the academic quatifystudents more than doubled between



1978 and 1993. In fact, less than a third of acackerm 1993 were satisfied with the
academic quality of students (Mclnnis et al. 19951n today’s mass education environment,
it is not productive to pursue this line of arguinérat has at its foundation the view that high
schools exist primarily as preparatory agents foelge group of students to gain university
entry. The shift to a mass education tertiary lands has created greater diversity, in terms
of ability, motivation, interest, commitment, matyr and the social skills of the student
population. This necessitates a re-evaluation afl@amics’ expectations of first-year students,
a re-conceptualization of first-year students dreddualities they bring to the university, and
a reconstructed understanding of the needs stutiemts which the university should meet.
Some progress has already occurred. Universitiegee hecknowledged the need for
counseling, provision of infrastructural facilitiésr the disabled, the need for language and
learning services, etc. and the establishment esethresources within higher education
institutions. Such measures have, however, bedtetinn dealing with the issues that affect
students because they are removed from student’ coommon point of contact.

There has been increasing incidences of the SofitaA school system producing students
who find it difficult to succeed in higher educaticAttitudes, expectations and perceptions
could have an influence on the approach to ensudests’ success. Bitzer & Troskie-De
Bruin (2004) stated that the smooth transitiontaflents from school to higher education is
still regarded as a challenge to both sectors. Whaarticularly disturbing is the fact that
students with low performance levels at schoolnaoee confident of success than students at
higher levels of school academic performance. thesefore important to expand physical
facilities, to have effective planning and to deypehew curricula, increase funding, provide
democratic structures and efficient administratibhnere is little sense in the innovation and
application of measures to enhance student deveopni the end results cannot be
compared to the initial situation at the point ofrg, as well as to how they were engaged in
the learning process (Kuh 2001). In order to ensusenooth transition from high school to
tertiary education, first-year curricula have toddigned as closely as possible with those at
high school level. This underscores the need ferdd#velopment of a diagnostic instrument

for the assessment of preparedness for tertiatjutisn.

Scott, Yeld and Hendry (2007) reported on a studyhle Department of Education in which
the graduation rates at South African tertiary @tioa institutions was as low as 30% of
first-time students graduating after five yearssaidy; 56% changed to other institutions.

Furthermore, 14% remained in the system. An in#itumust understand and know its



students when they arrive at the university (Kulalet2007) because when student enroll,
they bring with them personal attributes, socidtural characteristic and academic abilities
(Tinto, 1993). Other studies have shown that qoiten, students are underprepared for
higher education (Foxcroft & Stumpf 2005; Kivilu @). These studies showed that the
highest drop-out rate from tertiary education oscur the first academic year (Thomas &
Quinn 2007). Analysing the performance of studguissibly will reveal factors responsible
for the insistence of first-year students and tbeention rates in higher education. Tinto
(1993) argued that reasons for students’ withdravaaies from social support, family
responsibilities, integration, motivation, isolatiand work responsibilities. Although many
high school students appear to have the necesapagities to recover information, however
they often lack the analytical assessment skillsdad to succeed at the tertiary level.
Recognizing that to thrive in today’'s economy regsiimore than just a high school diploma,
policy-makers at the local state and national leakeing with their community partners, have
turned their attention to equipping students with skills and knowledge needed to enroall
and succeed without remediation in a postseconplagram that leads to a degree (Conley
2007).The focus on student learning methods andom#s over the past decades has
significantly enhanced academic achievement andigtence rates for university students.
Conley (2007) suggests that one of the major reastudents are not successful in tertiary
level is that the tertiary course workload is fumgsmtally different to the demands of high
school classes. Developing the necessary informditeracy skills among high school
students to support a successful transition tautheersity is therefore a unique undertaking
for any institution. A growing body of recent resda linking students’ high school
experiences to post-secondary enrolment and peafarenindicates that students are most
likely to be successful in the university if theyave experienced rigorous academic
preparation (Adelman 2006). Researchers and pod&egns contend that the main problem is
a fundamental misalignment between high schoolugoin standards and tertiary academic
expectancies. Earlinterventioncan be crucialn keeping students on a reathajectory,
especially for students who struggleadenically or socially (Allensworth & Easton 20R5
School district leaders and high school administsatnot only face the challenge of
providing students with additional instruction feed on improving reading skills, but they
also must at the same time help students mastereitessary subject area content for which
they are held accountable, and intervene and mtegstudents within the high school
curriculum to help struggling adolescent readerguaie the strategies necessary to read at

proficient levels.



Two constructs that have not often been consideutdnay potentially contribute to better
adjustment by students during their first yearasense of university belonging (Hoffman et
al. 2002) and the quality of the friendships depelb at the university. Schools are
recognized as important developmental contextadademic development. Higher education
level students tend to consider themselves ill-reg for higher education in terms of
coping with both teaching styles, such as, the &rhacture, and study skills including
private reading, note taking, time management,ngsuestions in large groups, team work
and ICT competenceCornley (2007: 13) noted that being ready for tertiary ealicn
mears having the information, formal and nformal, stated and unstated, necessary for
gaining admission to, and navigating within, thegsecondary system Changing trends in
applications and offers for various undergraduateearsity courses show that demand and
supply fluctuate for different fields of educatidrhis highlights the importance of examining
trends in Grade 12 participation to ensure thatesits are leaving secondary education with
a solid grounding in the appropriate learning aré&xshlinsog (2010) indicated that first-
generation students were less well prepared inst&fnigh school grade, typically earned a
lower first-year grade and fewer credits, and wess likely to persist and to graduate as
compared to continuing-generation students. Thbaedid graduate, however, did so with
similar grades to continuing-generation studentse Bignificant predictors of academic
achievement at the end of the first year were bitool grades.

According to Peter (2005), high school graduates ahy they are not adequately prepared.
In a recent poll, approximately 40% of graduatgsoreed key gaps in their preparation. An
overwhelming majority noted that if they could dighhschool over again, they would work
harder and take more challenging courses. Numegocial and academic factors influence
the ‘preparedness’ of students for higher educatibme ‘Education for All’ initiative
attached explicit schooling goals. Precisely, restes the goal that all nations ensure
universal primary education by 2015, identifyintp@ol excellence as a related issue, and has
highlighted getting all students through the eaisges of schooling. The expectation of
university against what actually happens is impurtia establishing whether a student
completes or abandons the course and universitg. pErsonal circumstances of students
leaving High School and transferring to a degrags® at University featured highly in their
decision to enter Higher Education. Other factardude the necessary commitment to work

towards a degree, to fund the chosen pathwayntbdccommodation, to organize travel to



and from the university and to create an appraopitedrning environment.

Concerns such as teacher preparation, professamalopment, academic performance,
school retention, administrative needs, and edwmicatichanges have also been addressed.
According to Belward et al (2007), the increasingoément has raised an issue of the quality
and readiness of the incoming students. Those mtsid@ho are interested in taking
engineering do not possess the basic mathematics@ence background from their High
School studies. Van Voorhis (2003), for exampl@orted that students achieved at higher
levels at school when parents offered assistanttetheir school homework. For Kurlaender
(2005), career options for these learners canrbielil given increased demand for highly
skilled labour with postsecondary education credéntMost sub-Saharan African countries
are increasing their efforts to improve accessn the quality of tertiary education. Student
outcomes do not match the government and tertiamel | requirement and parental
investment making the nation and stakeholders taléened about the poor results of their
graduates which the system produces. It has begredrby lyamu (1998) that education
involves the input-output equation. The amountmpiit devoted to the academics will hence
yield abilities and skills considered necessaryiridustrious academia. Scott & Katty (2012)
believe that it is imperative that teachers refrah@r work in the context of the secondary
through postsecondary continuum. The challenge oisatticulate and support high
expectations, to involve students in their learniagd to provide assessment and feedback.
Dweck, Walton & Cohen (2011), however, propose tmattivational or non-cognitive
factors can bemportantdeterminants of success in tertiary levelheseissues include
maintaining a positive attitude toward learning dethg ableo persist when the going gets
tough. Students ideally should become self-regdlédarners. This connotes that they can
specify learning goals and formulates plans forieachg them, track progress toward their
goals, and implement different strategies whenotiiginal ones are not successful. Graesser
(2011) however argued that often students do nesgxs the metacognitive knowledge to
come up with their own plans in reaching their arait goals. According to Adelman
(1999), a high quality and rigorous high schookicutum and good test scores are the most
important determinant of the likelihood of a studeompleting a bachelor’'s degree. Support
services from high schools help guarantee studmehigevement, and partnerships between
high schools and universities; this can help fet#i perfect transitions between high school
and university. Akindele (1999: 62) averred thasitmportant to uncover what lowered the

value of our standard of educational system it dram in that this will enable us to reassess



a way forward in enhancing the quality of the Iéagrsystem. In fact, this problem seems to
emanate from the inability of the students to m#ke necessary academic, social and
personal adjustments to life at university in gahewhich inhibit them from making
commitments to their course and institution. Incpige, many incoming students adopt a
‘wait and see’ attitude to their forthcoming unisiy experience (Astin 1975). When
universities do not help incoming students formliséa expectations of themselves and of
their institution, the demands of the new environtr@an be overwhelming (Levitz & Noel
1989). The manner in which pupils are preparecthosl obviously contributes to students’
expectations of higher education. Thus schoolsreczegnized as important developmental
contexts for academic and socio-emotional developnoé younger students (Eccles &
Roeser 2003).

The problem of a lack of preparation for higher @tion provided by previous educational
backgrounds is compounded by a lack of understgnolinthe part of the academic staff as
well. This means that if institutional goals matbtlese of a student to a greater extent, the
student is more likely to perform better. Scottaét (2007) reported that high first-year
departure rates and low performance rates indisgséemic problems in the institutions,
including articulation failure. Academic and suppservices should thus be concentrated
most heavily in the early part of the first yearthaintrusive, proactive strategies being used
to reach new students before they have an opportt;mexperience feelings of fear, failure,
disappointment and confusion (Upcraft & Gardnerd)98

Success is also dependent on the individual ateshof new students. Age has been shown to
have a bearing on the nature of problems experign@sulting in the preponderance of
students who are neither mature nor ready for usityeeducation (Power et al. 1987; Yorke
1998). Getting by or coping becomes challenging doch learners and this might not
empower them to hugely gain knowledge from avadgiospects. The tertiary system has
neglected the selection principles that made ieamty that high educational excellence
will be achieved in the earlier years. In geneoddier students tend to make better choices
and are more focused than younger students, alththey are more likely to be adversely
affected by domestic issues. School leavers hage fmeind to be less diligent in their study
habits and less academically orientated than osledents (Power et al. 1987). Many
students enter a higher education environment litite preparation, having little idea of
what to expect and little understanding of how timéversity environment can affect their

lives (Upcraft & Gardner 1989). When students failmake a satisfactory transition to the



new academic and social demands of universitytlife results are manifested in dropout and
under-achievement. Those who are found to be wellified for higher education are always
allowed to move to the next stage while unqualibeés were usually left with no choice but
to repeat their classes. At present, students wbverahead to university are mostly those
whose parents are affluent to bear the burden efctist of such education. Hence the

admission conditions are controlled by poor olditequirements.

Scott and Katty (2012) proposed that lecturers khathallenge faculty to embrace
opportunities for professional development and tdtivate synergies, through faculty
communities, of practice that result in innovatiohgcturers must engage in rigorous
assessment and evidence-based decision makingetifyd which innovations are most
impactful for cultivating competencies in their déumts that will ensure their success. This
means that high school students who are unprepardbeir tertiary studies will likely be a
burden on the resources of universities, which Wwale to supply bridging and remedial
courses (Falkiner 2012). Students choose to entdragkcourse at University for a number of
reasons. The choice of a university course or tiwéce of a career also depends on available
finances, the range of course options at particuhaversities, the course requirements and
personal circumstances. Tinto (1993) pointed oait $tudying at the university is somehow a
job, given that it requires purpose, commitment aadjustment to student life. Subject
content stresses the expansion of knowledge, rgaaml responding, understanding and
skills such as listening and responding, writtergleage, adapting spoken and understanding
grammar. When students lack these necessary shidhg tend to struggle with their academic

work in a very intense manner.

High school graduates’ adaptation to the academicwironment at tertiary institutions

It has been argued that the first semester is gipeegarded as a period of transition when
students have to adjust to the new institutionalirenment as well as manage increased
levels of stress (Tinto 1993; Bean and Eaton 2QfQ8;raft, Gardner & Barefoot 2005).
Mokoena (1997) indicated that first year studetggrning behaviour is characterized by
disorganized study methods, a negative attitudéedoning tasks. In addition, first-year
students tended to lack foresight in their learramgl hence their approach to learning is
ineffective. First year students need to adaptriewa learning environment and an unfamiliar
new education. In the South African context, fysar has to be a platform for developing

students’ academic potential in new modes of leagrnand consequently carries unique



opportunities and attendant responsibility to théividuals involved and to the country as a
whole. Adjustment could be a psychological behavithat permits people to meet the
demands of the environment. New environments tendenherates emotional and physical
responses among individuals and the university spinere is part of the challenge owing to
the fact that first year students encounter fear @amcertainty at first. According to Piaget’s
theory, adaptation is the process of building aes@h through direct interaction with the
environment. It consists of two complementary atéis, which are assimilation and
accommodation. Turner (2001) states that adaptinghé university needs students to
develop some characteristics such as assertivemedsindependence as these are of
assistance in the process of adjusting to the usitye environment. Students from
dysfunctional families should distance themselwesnf problematic situations in order to

ensure that they achieve a sense of independence.

Environmental Adaptation

Adjustment to the university environment is critib@a academic success. Poor adjustment is
associated with poor academic performance and loadugtion rates which impacts
negatively on future success. However, Peterseh ¢2009) found that adjustment did not
function as a pure mediator on academic performascthe dependent variable but these
scholars indicated that psychological factors drpld students’ adjustment than academic
performance. A study at University of the Westemp€ by Moleli (2005) concluded that
students’ environments are not providing enougleres assets for students to develop
strong internal assets focusing on providing anrenment rich in external assets especially
meaningful participation which will be crucial fa long-term positive behavior which
encompass attitudinal change and a high level afi@mic performance. For Schlossberg et
al (1995), students are more able to adapt to tinetsity environment if they are able to
strengthen their resources. These scholars fuitithcated that there are three types of
transitions, which include anticipated transitiomsanticipated transitions and non-event
transitions. The severity of the experience andcthresequent adaptation vary according to a
number of factors reflecting situational and peadarharacteristics. In addition, perceived
lack of support for minority students led to ladknootivation and adequate engagement in
academic tasks. Adaptation in a new environmerfiol one assumes responsibility and
thrives to endure and continue in any situation ithaery challenging. Bitzer and Troskie-de
Bruin (2004) mentioned that having expectationsumizersity programmes at the entering

level are determined by the perceptions of leart@fsrds their academic ability based on



their high school scores, believing that these @uts are suitable to display their future
academic success. It is a known fact that cominipeéouniversity environment for the first
time can be frightening, and this experience cowidsa mixture of reactions for most of the
first-year learners. Indeed, first-year studenesfation to this new environment generally
impacts on their academic and social adaptatiothege institutions. Attending lectures
constantly could be an important factor for succgagen that students understand why they

should be there and lecturers doing their very aegthat their role is.

Models of Students Development and Attrition

James and Wilson (2012) adopted Vroom’s theoryxpketancy (1964) as their theoretical
framework to predict higher education readinesswéier, the model does not encompass
variables such as economic status, levels of emuncand the core family. Vroom’s model
describes expectancy motivation as part of a lardgmamic process, which includes past
experience, motivation, effort, performance, rewaathd need satisfaction. The model
however has significant implications for the designarketing, and delivery of adult
education and training, and for improving the tfansf performance from the classroom or
training session to the learner’s practical situatiSimilarly, MadeA le Tait et al. (2002)
utilized a theoretical model that involves threaldpendent variables, which include
perceived obstacles to study, learner preparatmhpaesentation of lectures. In their study
(MadeA le Tait et al. 2002), the dependent variatds the perceptions of university studies
and learning process. Perceived obstacles to stldies to influences which the students
perceive as obstructions to their learning activatyd their view of the learning process.
Learner preparation in their study is an attemptetermine the factors that the students
perceive as important for success in their unitersiudies. The variable ‘presentation of
lectures’ tries to determine the perceptions ofghulents concerning the role that lecturers
play in their university progress. The model sutgeisat the dependent variable, which is
‘perception of university studies’, influenced timelependent variables, which are perceived
obstacles to study, learner preparation and prasentof lectures in a significant way.
Another model that has been widely utilised is Ku{2009) theory of student engagement
which is centered on the constructivist assumpti@t learning is advanced by the way an
individual partakes in academic focused actionsh@lgh learning depends on institutions
and staff offering environments, opportunities axpectations to the students are also
important. However, individual students are ultiehatthe agents in debates of engagement.

For Kuh, student engagement is connected posititeetphe required learning outcomes in



terms of analytical ideas including grades. Kuhlef2006) found that teachers who provided
deep learning experiences promoted student engageiiifee notion of student engagement
is supported by an extensive research literaturechwshows that the time and energy
students devote to educationally purposeful aaiwiis the single best predictor of their
learning and personal development (Kuh et al. 208&)dents are more likely to persist in
higher education if they are involved in culturahoectedness through social groups which
may be formed organically and informally, who shammilar cultural origins and such
opportunities to connect can be created by théatgrinstitution. Bitzer and Troskie De-
Bruin (2004) employed Kuh's model of student engag@ as a key theoretical concept in
the study of the effects of factors related to psohooling on student persistence in higher
education. Similar other widely used models includat of Conley (2008) who tried to
understand the gap between university suitabilitg aeadiness to succeed at university.
Conley (2007) argued that those students who feshted and develop the intention to
withdraw are those who find it difficult to adjust the values, rules and the university
expectations. Wilson and Strydom (2009) and Lemmemnsal. (2011) adopted Conley’'s
model.

Also widely adopted within the literature has b&a@mo’s (1987) model which proposes that
students’ social and academic experiences areairdeterminants of educational outcomes.
According Tinto (1993), students would remain eleblif they separated themselves from
their family and high school friends, engage ingesses by which they are identified with,
took on the values of other students and facultg @ommit themselves to pursuing those
values and behaviours. Tinto’s theory has beercized by many scholars for disregarding
the role of finance on student retention and ilisifa to incorporate the important differences
in educational career paths for students of differaces, gender, and social background.
Furthermore, Tinto has been criticised for not safirag between causes leading students to
transfer rather than dropout. He has also beeitizad for not giving adequate attention to
factors external to the institutional environme@alrera et al. 1992). Other studies have
shown that social integration may be a more rolpustlictor of student outcomes. Al-
Dossary’s (2008) study of the factors affectingdstut retention at King Saud University,
Saudi Arabia, was guided by Tinto’s (1975) studeteggration theory and found that Tinto’s
model was not useful in predicting the Saudi fregshistudent retention process.



Although the above mentioned models have been edopt many past studies, their
limitations have inhibited their usability in thegsent study. This has been the basis for the

adoption of Astin’s (1984) as the conceptual mddethe present study

Astin’s (1984) Student Involvement Theory simplpates that students learn by becoming
involved. Astin’s (1984) theory proposed that ink@hent is the investment of physical and
psychological effort which students present todbademic experience. Involvement is when
students devote distinctive amounts of energy ffemint purposes at different times. In
addition, involvement is the hours a student spemdtheir studies and the amount of things
they learn during that study time. Furthermore polmgment is the value of any educational
practice related to its ability to increase studeatning. Those that devote extensive effort in
their study, interact with other students, arevatyi involved in student organizations and
also communicate with administrative members aeestiudents who are fully involved in
their academics. For Astin (1996), the greateritkeraction with peers, the more favourable
the outcome; thus peer-to-peer interaction botidénsnd outside the classroom working
together on classroom material in small groups astohg as teachers for one another is the
most powerful roles both for learning and persisterThe essence of Astin’s theory is that
the greater the students’ involvement in the higkgwcation environment, the greater the
amount of student learning and personal developméhtoe. Thus there are many post-
enrolment factors that influence student succassh) as the peer group, financial support,
religion or affiliation with a church (Astin 1993)Loots (2009) employed Astin’s
involvement model and indicated that there aresastl three identifiable issues that hinder
involvement, which are; lack of support from sigraht others, feelings of being
academically unprepared and feelings of isolatiemthermore, Loots also indicated that
student performance is enhanced by peer suppastering both academic and social

integration.

Astin (1993) advanced the I-O-E model, which starids Input, Outcome and the
Environment. This led him to develop a backgrouraainf which a human behaviour can be
observed. Astin firmly believed that the educatlomasessment project could not be
thoroughly evaluated without it being made up désfion student inputs, the education
environment and also the student outcomes. ThisEl-@odel was developed to evaluate
activities in higher education using three basictdes. The (I) Input (O) Outcome (E)

Environment are therefore the three componentsstinA model. The primary idea of this



model is that the evaluation of education has wwlire knowledge of the student input, the
environment and their outcome in order for the ss®ent to be all-inclusive. The
combination of these three variables makes it ptes¢d eliminate bias and also precisely
predict students’ performance in their leaning syvinent instead of looking at only one
variable. The Input-Environment-Outcome modadlers selected comprehension of
causative influences concerning the preparatioramar outcomes of education. The outcome
of students may have been due to inputs, whichtteie earlier talents and knowledge of
course content, rather than environment. Theseudeclthe curricula, teaching methods,
assessment methods as well as academic suppoiteser®utcomes refer to academic
achievements and skills development. The I-E-O rbdips provide statistical control for
input characteristics. Using the model to desigseaech studies can enhance assessment
activities to describe student outcomes. This modeld virtually be applied in all social and
behavioural science fields which analyse human dseimand the influence of their

environments on their development.

On the basis of Asitn’'s (1993) model therefore,denis’ academic development in the
University is said to be affected by inputs (relaship A), the environment (relationship B)
and thirdly, that students output can be affecteecty by the input (relationship C). The
present study therefore investigates the implioatiof relationships A, B and C with the aid
of different hypothesis, in the research settirggsthe basis of Astin’s (1993) model. The
inputs in this study is students’ high school exg®ses, the environment is the academic and
institutional support available to new studentstte university while the output is the
performance in tests and examinations. AlthoughinAgi993) included withdrawal
behaviour in his model, in the present study, ihigperationalized as withdrawal intention as
the sample is of students who are presently inuthieersity and not those who may have
withdrawn already. Astin and Sax (1998) assessedeffect of participating in service
programs on undergraduate students’ developmeset.détermined variables were clustered
into three general groupings incorporating educaficattainment and life skills. Other
variables included race, gender, test scores, tgpdbe school, and service participation
information. The study concluded that participatimgervice activities impacted on students’
academic life and improved awareness of civic rasjility which were the outcomes. Astin
and Sax identified that notwithstanding the extraet required for volunteer service, the

students also spent added time in academic study gtudents who did not participate in



volunteer activities and for those who partook ervice programs, their academic
performance was better. Determining the effectaa@demic performance and early social
integration helped to understand long-term penscge House (1999) argued that students’
satisfaction was positively influenced by high swh@grade, satisfaction with course
instruction and work on group projects. The typeleafrners who enroll in the institution
affects the environments. Input can affect outptiiee directly or by the interaction with
environmental variables. Therefore all these ther@bles have effects on each other.
According to Astin, the right learning merit is the institute's capacity to influence its
learners and staff positively and to boost themwdedge and intellectual growth and also to
create a progressive transformation in their liv@sod institutions add value in students’
experience, abilities, manners and individual mgtuin terms of quality assessment it is
thus necessary to determine the changes or impewvsnin student bodies over time. For
Astin therefore, aptitude improvement coupled whitiliance can be conditioned by the

quality and quantity of student learning and depeient.

The Present Study

The question as to what factors motivate studenitian, retention or success in tertiary

education has been of great interest to scholatgalicy makers. The high attrition rate of

undergraduates especially at first year has thue lmf serious concern. Scholars have
therefore debated the importance of pre—tertiamgparation as an important factor in

determining success or failure in tertiary educatperformance. There have also been
arguments relating to the relevance of the chadlemqpsed by the University environment as
a factor inhibiting students’ success as well as dhality of students’ input. The present
study attempts to decipher the combined effectssofdents’ pre-tertiary education

experiences as well as their academic input onr teaccess at the university. The
propositions are hypothesized within Astin’s (198Wdel of student attrition which has been

successfully utilised by past studies in deterngrstudent outcomes.

Past studies however examined only a few varialthess fundamental factors such as types
of high school, parental income, sources of fundirigss or social status were not really
explored as the factors contributing to these gnmisl, especially in South Africa and sub-
Saharan Africa. The present study therefore expahedsscope of research into tertiary
education preparedness by incorporating the exdimimaf sundry factors hitherto neglected

in studies in sub-Saharan Africa, and especiallyanth Africa.



The purpose of this study is to investigate thea# of high school preparation on the
academic performance of first year undergraduateesits. It was therefore hypothesized as
follows:

I. Experience of university environment correlateswgibcial demographic factors.

il. Students’ academic input correlates with social agneaphic factors.

iii. Students’ academic output correlates with social@gaphic factors.

V. University environmental challenges correlates withial demographic factors.

V. There is a relationship between university envirentand students’ academic input.

Vi. There is a relationship between the university mmwnment and students’ academic
output.

RESEARCH METHOD

First year undergraduate students at the Alice cangb the University of Fort Hare were
sampled. The total number of first year studenthatcampus is 973. UsirRposoftsample

size calculator (@ _http://www.raosoft.com/samplediiml) with a 5% error margin, 95%

confidence interval and 10% response distributersample size of 122 respondents was
derived. The sample sizes were based on the propaft total students in each faculty. Data
was collected using a self-administered structuyeestionnaire with Likert scale question
styles. Data was analysed using IBM SPSS. Aparh femcial-demographic factors, other
variable in this study were determined using mbestone questionnaire item. Consequently,
as a first step in data analysis, the Principal gaments Analysis (PCA) was adopted to
reduce multiple questionnaire items into scalelse fbllowing four scales were constructed:

I. Environmental Challenges (ENVCHAL)

ii. Students’ Input (STUDINP)

ii. Student Output (STUDOUT)

2 University Environment (UNENV)
The results of PCA for all four variables are prged in the result section, showing
descriptive statistics, Kaiser Meyer Olkin (KMO}¥tef sample size adequacy and Bartlett’s

test of Sphericity (BTS). Cronbach alpha scoresvaig scale reliability are also reported.

RESULTS



According to Scott (2006), universities are cometltto developing students academically
for higher education. The South African schooliygtem unfortunately, does not produce
enough matriculants who meet the entrance requismier tertiary institutions and the
degree to which high school performance can afftiary success is further influenced by
the disconnect between the preparation providddght schools and the expectations placed
on students by tertiary institutions. In order &tedmine the factor that contributes to first
year student performance and output, four diffeseriscales were constructed in line with
Astin’s (1986) model. The subscales include thei®mmental Challenges (ENVCHAL),
Students’ Input (STUDINP), Student Output (STUDOUANd University Environment

(UNENV). The results derived from factor analysie presented below.

Environmental Challenges (ENVCHAL)

The ENVCHAL subscale was constructed using 11 duasdire items relating to the
university environment challenges. Responses (nN=d22e measured on a Likert scale of 1
to 5, where 1= Strongly Disagree and 5= Stronglye&g The highest possible score was 55
and the lowest was 11. Higher scores indicate higheception that the university challenges

are totally different from those of high school.

Table 1: KMO, BTS, Extracted Variance and CronbachAlpha scores for all Scales

KMO |BTS DF |Cronbach’s | Total Variance | Sig.
Alpha Explained (%)
ENVCHAL .520 67.080 55 0.80 59.617 .000
STUDINP 512 393.759 | 55 0.68 76.517 .000
STUDOUT .505 387.347 | 36 0.66 79.714 .000
UNENV 739 1110.20Q0 66 0.80 82.077 .000

Source: A printout of a table derived from the dad findings of this study.

A principal Component Analysis (PCA) was computead sone factor, Environment
challenges (ENVCHAL), was extracted electronicalljith a KMO of 0.520, BTS, X =
67.080, (df = 55), p< 0.05 (see table 1) indicatihgt the sample was adequate for factor
reduction. Scale reliability statistics show a ‘gbGronbach’s alpha of 0.80, with scale mean

= 38.36, SD = 1.99. ENVCHAL was saved and utilisefurther bivariate analyses. As table



1 shows, ENVCHAL accounts for 14.870% of variancdhe factor. Other possible factors
become relatively insignificant after ENVCHAL wasteacted thus diminishing the need to

create additional sub-dimensions.

Students’ Input (STUDINP)

The STUDINP subscale was constructed using 11 igmestire items relating to the
students’ input. Responses (n=122) were measurea bkert scale of 1 to 5, where 1=
Strongly Disagree and 5= Strongly Agree. The higpessible score was 55 and the lowest
was 11. Higher scores indicate higher studentstqpion of their own academic input.
Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was computed amé factor, Students’ input
(STUDINP) was extracted electronically, with a KMD.512. BTS, X= 393.759, (df = 55),
p< 0.05 (see table 1) indicating that the sample a@equate for factor reduction. Scale
reliability statistics show a ‘good’ Cronbach’s la#pof 0.68, with scale mean = 41.8.93, SD =
3.16. STUDINP was subsequently saved and utilisddriher bivariate analyses and tests of
the hypotheses. As table 1 shows, STUDINP accdontg6.517% of variance in the factor.
Other possible factors become relatively insigaific after STUDINP was extracted thus

diminishing the need to create additional sub-disiars.

Student Output (STUDOUT)

The variable STUDOUT was designed to conceptudtiseutcome of students’ engagement
in campus activities. Outcomes usually include tesstults and processes that lead to
graduation. The STUDOUT subscale was constructed) @questionnaire items relating to
the students’ output. Responses (n=122) were medsur a Likert scale of 1 to 5, where 1=
Strongly Disagree and 5= Strongly Agree. The higpessible score was 45 and the lowest
was 9. Higher scores indicate the higher perceptiothe students’ output in their studies.
Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was computed amé factor, Student Output
(STUDOUT), was extracted electronically, with a KMO of .5@[S, X* = 387.347, (df =
36), p< 0.05 (See table 1) indicating that the dammas adequate for factor reduction. Scale
reliability statistics show a ‘good’ Cronbach’s lagpof 0.66, with scale mean = 34.70, SD =
1.65. STUDOUT was subsequently saved and utilisedrther bivariate analyses and tests
of the hypotheses. As table 1 shows, STUDOUT adsofar 79.714% of variance in the
factor. Other factors become relatively insignifitafter STUDOUT was extracted thus

diminishing the need to extract any additional dirhensions.



University Environment (UNENV)

The variable UNENV centers on the tertiary educagovironment. UNENV deciphers the
effects of the inadequacies in the preparednessriéry institutions to adequately support
learners in their quest for academic success. THENY subscale was constructed using 12
guestionnaire items relating to the students’ @mrrent. Responses (n=122) were measured
on a Likert scale of 1 to 5, where 1= Strongly Qe and 5= Strongly Agree. The highest
possible score was 60 and the lowest was 12. Hggtwes indicate higher perception of the
students’ environmental challenges in their studigrgncipal Component Analysis (PCA)
was computed and one factor, Environment (UNENVWQs wextracted electronically, with a
KMO of .739, BTS, ¥ = 1110.200, (df = 66), p<0.05 (See table 1) intilicathat the sample
was adequate for factor reduction. Scale relighgiatistics show a ‘good’ Cronbach’s alpha
of 0.82, with scale mean = 42.39, SD = 3.20. UNEMAS subsequently saved and utilised in

further bivariate analyses

ENVCHAL Correlates

Berger and Braxton (1998: 10) stated that ‘socitégration positively predicts subsequent
institutional commitment, which in turn positivepyredicts students’ intent to return’. Thus,
students’ social integration through student org@inons and with friends at their institution
comprises a substantial part of their summativeabaategration, which then predicts
institutional commitment. Consequently, social gnegion predicts students’ intent to remain
in school and the encouragement to perform bettewever, there are different variables
determining the level of integration and adaptatioh new students to the tertiary
environment. Thus the variable environmental chaks (ENVCHAL) is analyzed according
to the respondents’ demographic characteristice. Vidriable ENVCHAL was saved in the
SPSS programme after PCA. In order to determine BB IWVCHAL correlated with other
variables, bivariate correlations were conductedlétermine how respondents differed in
their levels of ENVCHAL by socio-demographic facor

Table 2: Zero-order correlations for ENVCHAL and demographics
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
9 10 11
(1)Gender




(2)Age
(3)Origin
(4)P. income
(5)Fin Suf
(6)Sch. type
(7) Plac sch
(8) Language
(9)Grade
(10) Sch. size
(11)ENVCHAL .479° -236  .300° -476° 568 575 -.578
278" 575 578 -
** p <0.01 (2-tailed), *. p < 0.05 (2-tailed)
Source: A printout of a table derived from the datd findings of this study.

Results of zero-order correlations (see table @wshthat there is a correlation between
ENVCHAL and gender, r = .479 (2- tailed)< 0.05; origin, r = .300 (2- tailed), p< 0.05;
parents income, r = -.476 (2- tailed) p.05; finance sufficiency, r = .568 (2- tailed), <
0.05; school type, r = .575 (2- tailed) p.05; place of high school, r = .578 (2- tailed), p<
0.05; language taught, r = .278 (2- tailed,0005; school grade r = .575 (2- tailed), p< 0.05;
size of school, r = .578 (2- tailed)x ©.05 and age, r = .236 (2- tailed} 0.05. Apart from
these eleven variables the relationship between GNAL and other socio-demographic
factors fall into insignificance. The results pretsel in table 2 showed that students origin,
gender, parent's monthly income, financial sufindg, high school type, place of high
school, school grade, language taught, high scimeland age have a significant relationship
with University environmental challenges. Theref®taiversity environmental challenges
correlates with the socio-demographic factors efgtudents. This finding is in concurrence
with the mainstream of the student developmentsandent attrition literatue (Strydom et al.
2010; Conley 2007:10-12; Enochs and Renk 2006; Muoh 2012:258; Lemmens et al.
2011). Therefore, there is a relationship betweatiosdemographic factors and

environmental challenges.

STUDINP Correlates



Berger and Milem (1999) used Astin’s theory of ilwement (1984) to explain Tinto’s
(1993) model of institutional departure. They shdwleat whilst Tinto’s fourteen markers are
important, students involvement is key to persistenThus students must do more than
locate activities, faculty-staff interactions orepgroup interactions; they must take steps to
become involved if this medium is to be useful iudent retention. Research about
influences on students can also include how stsdegotls, aspirations, external influences,
and social and academic interactions play out. fdseilts of the variable student input
(STUDINP) are analysed according to respondentsiadgaphic characteristics. To link this
to the central theme of the study, statistical ysialis presented to test hypothesis 2 of the

study.

Table 3: Zero-order correlations for STUDINP and danographics
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9 10 11
(1)Gender
(2)Age
(3)Origin
(4)P. income
(5)Fin Suf
(6)Sch. type
(7) Plac sch
(8) Language
(9)Grade
(10) Sch. size
(11)STUDINP -.436 -.308" -.183 537 -378" -480° 426 @ -
146 579 218 -
** p < 0.01 (2-tailed), *. p < 0.05 (2-tailed)
Source: A printout of a table derived from the dad findings of this study.

Bivariate correlations were conducted to deternfioe respondents differed in their levels
of STUDINP by social demographic factors. Resusise(table 3) shows that STUDINP is
correlated with gender, r = -.436 (2- tailedy,(p05; age, r = -.308 (2- tailed), § 0.05; parent
income, r = .532 (2- tailed)g0.05; financial sufficiency, r = -.378 (2- tailed), § 0.05; type



of high school, r = -.480 (2- tailed)<p.05; school grade, r = .579 (2- tailed), p< 0.05.
However, the relationship between STUDINP and plafcechool, r = .426 (2- tailed) p =
.868; origin, r = .183 (1- tailed), P = .044 arsignificant. Apart from these eight variables
there is no other significant relationship betw&IUDINP and other variables. The results
in Table 4.14 showed that students’ demographicabbes such as gender, age , parents
monthly income, high school type, financial suiieccy and high school grade positively
correlate with student input. Students Inputs dresé special qualities that accompany
students to the university at the entry period i(A$993:18).

These results are conowith views of Geiser and Santelices (2007) and ik (2004) the
learners who previously performed very well in higthool also performed mudietter ir
tertiary institutions and that the role of parestismulate academic performance. Furthern
the results concur with conclusions arrived at logvipus studies (see Felder et al. 1!
Considine and Zappala 2002; Kolcic 2006; Laurd.e2@08; McNeely at al. 2002; Jones et al.
2008). Other factors confirmed by past studiesuikbe] place of high school (Pintrinch et al.
1986), school grade (Mudhovozi 2012:258), ger(d@nto & Pusser 2006; Lloyd et al. 20.
Schlossberg et al. 1995), financial sufficiencynf®i1975), faculty interaction (Nel at. 2009
Al-Dossary 2008:267), family income, family backgna and other socidemographic

which are interrelated with students input.

STUDOUT Correlates

Kuh at al (2005) conceptualised students’ successtertiary education as student
engagement. As Astin proposed, involvement requitegsical and psychological energy
Similarly, Pascarella and Terenzini (2005: 53) argued thablwewent requires the
investment of psychological and physical energyaddition, learning styles and personality
types have been identified as significant pred&ctfracademic performance. Individualistic
life can be experienced in the university, whicbyides students with such opportunity. As
Niven (2005) showed, students who eventually emtgrer education will represent less than
2% of their original school year group. The resulik the variable student output
(STUDOUT) are analysed according to respondentshadgaphic characteristics. The
variable STUDOUT was saved in SPSS after PCA terdehe how STUDOUT correlated
with social demographics and other variables. Cqursetly, zero-order bivariate correlations
were conducted to determine how respondents diffier¢heir levels of STUDOUT by social
demographic factors.

Table 4: Zero-order correlations for STUDOUT and denographics



1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9 10 11
(1)Gender
(2)Age
(3)Origin
(4)P. income
(5)Fin Suf
(6)Sch. type
(7) Plac sch
(8) Language
(9)Grade
(10) Sch. size
(11)STUDOUT -.143 -.491-291" -.065 -.076 .192-.236 .191 .103 .218

** p <0.01 (2-tailed), *. p < 0.05 (2-tailed)
Source: A printout of a table derived from the datd findings of this study.

Results (see table 4) show that STUDOUT is comdlatith age, r = -.491(2- tailed)<p
0.05; origin, r = -.291(2- tailed),<0.05; financial sufficiency, r = -.076 (2-tailed),0.05;
language taught, r = .191 (1- tailedy, @.05. However the relationships between STUDOUT
and place of high school, r = -.236 (1- tailed} P09; size of school, r =.218 (1- tailed). P=
.016 are insignificant. Apart from the six variabléherefore, the relationships between
STUDOUT and all other social demographic factors arsignificance. This result is
supported by the findings of Eamon (2005) and Jeyh2002) that low social economic
status negatively affects university success sio@e socio-economic status blocks the
possibility of getting resources that are important this generates more stress at home.
Graetz (1995) is also of the view that social-ecoimobackground remains, among others,
the main causes of scholastic disparity in thatnieg success by any student actually

depends on the parents’ socio-economic status.

UNENYV Correlates
Astin’s (1984) theory is widely endorsed as a madehany areas of student affairs, and has

been used to support new thinking regarding studamironment. Astin’s model has been



adopted in gauging the level of involvement in atipalar experience and how the
experience is dependent upon environmental comditibhe results of the variable university
environment (UNENV) are analysed according to thespondents’ demographic
characteristics.

The variable UNENV was saved in SPSS after PCAeti@rdhine how UNENV correlated
with other variables. Bivariate correlations weamnducted to determine how respondents
differed in their levels of UNENV by social demoghac factors.

Table 5: Zero-order correlations for UNENV and demaraphics

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

10 11
(1)Gender
(2)Age
(3)Origin
(4)P. income
(5)Fin Suf
(6)Sch. type
(7) Plac sch
(8) Language
(9)Grade

(10) Sch. size
11)ENVCHAL .210 .795 -136 .430 -.289° -397 -196 .027

*

131 205 -
** p <0.01 (2-tailed), *. p < 0.05 (2-tailed)
Source: A printout of a table derived from the datd findings of this study.

The results (see table 5) show that UNENV is cateel with age, r = .795 (2- tailed)xp
0.05; parent income, r = .430 (2- tailedy; (p05; finance sufficiency, r = -.289 (2- tailed),
0.05; school type, r = -.397 (2- tailed}; p.05. However, the relationships between UNENV
and gender, r = .210 (1- tailed), p= .020; schaadg, r = .131(1- tailed), p =.451; size of
school, r = .205(1- tailed), p =.023 are insigrdfit Other than these four variables, the
relationship between UNENV and all other social dgmaphic factors are insignificance.



Eamon (2005) argued that students from poor samoxemic backgrounds produce poor
examination grades than students from rich socime@mic backgrounds. Hence Parents
income influence hugely on the students’ acadenmutcame, input and other academic
opportunities. Likewise, Escarce (2003) contendeat social class determines the type of
school a child attends and the outcome of his orelkamination scores. Learners from low
income families possess lower retention rates andiévels of literacy bring about negative
attitudes towards schooling and problematic schwosthaviour. In addition, this makes
affected students to struggle with their schoolkn@onsidine & Zappala 2002).

The Input-Output-Environment Determinants of Students’ Performance

According to Terenzini et al. (1994), making a ®ssful academic and psychological
transition from high school to Higher education a@ms one of the key processes a student
must pass through on their journey to graduatioesel®rch shows that for mature entry
students and young school leavers, the impactsljabanent to university are varied during
the university years. In addition, increased presdtom government on broader access
implies that institutions must ensure that theyug@nd attract students from different ethnic
backgrounds. It has been proposed that for sueadessiversity adjustment, high levels of
resilience are needed. Successfully mastering theademics during the first year is of
critical importance because as much as two-thifdfe gains in knowledge and cognitive
skills occur during the first year (Pascarella &@&rezini 2005).

In a recent South African study, Nel et al. (20@@)nd that not getting support for their
educational goals from their parents was a soufcgigmificant discouragement for first-
generation students. Using Asitn’s (1993) modetdfore, students’ academic development
in the University is hypothesized to be affected ibputs (relationship A) and the
environment (relationship B). It was also hypothedithat students’ output can be affected
directly by the input (relationship C). The inputs this study is students’ high school
experiences, the environment is the academic uistit and institutional support available to
new students at the university while the outpuhes performance in tests and examinations.
The analysis culminated in determining the corretet between environment, input, output
and challenges.

Table 6: Zero order Correlations for Environment, Input, Output and Challenges



Student University |Challenge Student
|Output Environmen S Input
Pearson Correlatioll 501" .040 219
Student Output _ _
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .664 .004
University Pearson Correlatio}-.501" 1 -.177 -.230
Environment Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .052 .004
Pearson Correlatio].040 -.177 1 -.418"
|Challenges _ _
Sig. (2-tailed) .664 .052 .000
Pearson Correlatiol.219 -.230 -.418" 1
Students Input
Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .004 .000

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level@iled).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelt@led).
Source: A printout of a table derived from the datd findings of this study.

Zero order bivariate correlations were obtained tha relationships between environment
(UNENV), input (STUDINP) and output (STUDOUT). Thesults of the correlation are
depicted in table 4.17. The bivariate correlatiaiesiphered the relationship between the
environment and the students’ academic outpuggbhypothesis 5 of the study. The results
of the correlation are shown in table 6. The resghowed that UNENV is positively
correlated to STUDOUT, r = .501 (2-tailed) p.01. The implication of this result is that the
university environment predicts the quality of #heademic output of the students. Thus it
can be concluded that the better the student atfjuste university environment, the better
the academic output would be. There is therefaredationship between the environment and
the students’ academic output. Feldman, Smart dhohdgfon (2004:528) argued that what
students learn and how they learn is influencedapgropriate university environments.
Similarly, Conley (2007) noted that conditions efaitning that are satisfactory make it
possible for students to accomplish their educatigoals and targets. Lack of preparedness
and low expectations affect learners’ learning apph in addition to their adaptation to the
wider environment at higher education institutidi@yrne & Flood 2005). According to
Levitz & Noel (1989), a new environment can be serpowering and also demanding for
incoming learners to formulate realisable oppottasi for themselves and for their
institution. The universities therefore need tadlenhelping hand to new students in terms of

their adaptation to the new environment they amaito face. As Astin (1984) indicated, the



best institutions add values to students' expegiealgilities, manners and individual maturity.
The assumption made by Astin’s model that the ountomf student development was
enriched by attending a high-quality institutiom{gonment) is therefore confirmed by the
findings of the present study.

In the same way, Knight (1994), in his investigataf student enrolment and length of time
required for degree completion, concluded thatitutgdnal policy changes (environment)
could impact on the time for degree completion gatitin other words, environmental
influences determine whether students obtainedetksiducational outcomes as well as the
time it took to obtain the desired output. Furtherep Wilson & Strydom (2009) called
attention to the vital need for an institution-widemmitment to setting high, but realistic,
expectations for students. Learners at higher sezeschool attained better results when there
is assistance by their parents with their schoohdéwork (Voorhis 2003). Prebble et al
(2004: 65) proposed that university administratoizke it their priority to provide services
that will adapt, integrate and equally support rewdents in order to enhance excellent

learners’ academic outcomes.

Results of other bivariate correlations furtherwged that UNENYV is positively correlated to
STUDINP, r = .230 (1- tailed),p0.05. Consequently, there is a relationship betwtbe
environment and the students’ academic input. Tihiding is related to the argument of
Power et al. (1987) that prior academic environmdsaive responsibility to preparing young
learners intellectually and adjusting them (inpotthe new demands of the university. The
type of education offered in most institutions daave students poorly prepared. Scholars
(for example, Kuh et al. 2007 and Tinto 1993) achtieat administrators of tertiary education
must understand students’ academic abilities, peaisattributes and socio-cultural
characteristic on their arrival and enrolment &t itlstitutions. In addition, Astin (1993:398)
argued that the student interaction with friendgdty impact on progress and improvement
during the undergraduate years. Corrin et al. (2@8%hasised that lack of sufficient input is
a key predictor of academic disengagement andnaiély, dropping out. Dweck-Walton &
Cohen (2011) concluded that dedication, motivatiomanon-cognitivefactors are
related to success in tertiary level. Saenz ef(1899:204) noted that involvement in
campus performances, school organization’s pastiimp and study groups enable learners to
build social networks and improve effective comnaation. Therefore students should

become self-regulated learners. This implies tlmgty tcan specify learning goals and



formulate a plan for achieving them. Furthermanagyersity experience, social interaction
and non-academic activities positively improved dactaic performance and enhance
learners’ skill as a whole (Mclnnis, James and MaoiNd 1995:47). Non-cognitive and the
cognitive characteristics of learners should bd vaskled by the university institution and

environment (Dietsche 2001).

Bivariate correlations also examined the relatigmsbetween students’ input (STUDINP)
and students’ academic output (STDOUT). The reasutable 6 showed that STUDINP is
positively correlated to STUDOUT, r = .219 (1-tdi)ep< 0.05. On the basis of this result it
is inferred that students’ input predicts studeptgput. Hence it can be established that the
better the input of the student the better theesitel output. There is therefore a relationship
between students’ academic input and students’eamc@doutput. Loots (2009:211) showed
that the support from friends, academic encouragémed a combination of in and out of
class interaction and extracurricular activitiesirdiely enhances school performance. Past
studies (Kuh et al. 2005) showed that the amoustrehgth, time and energy students invest
in their educational related activities determittesr personal development and knowledge.
Kuh (2006) established that student engagementhwisi¢heir input to learning positively
correlates with learning output. In addition, ddeprning experiences provided through
lectures promote student engagement. Hence, tlsesn iimportant connection between
student engagement and student desired universippo Lemmens et al. (2011:615) argued
that the number of courses of study in first y@aofivation, the ability to learn, gender, and
the high school location are directly linked to demic performance. There is therefore
corroboration between the present findings and gasties that academic engagement and
the educational dedication of learners positivadyednine outcome (Pascarella & Terenzini
2005: 417).

DISCUSSION

Academic performance and attrition among first yeadergraduates has been reduced to a
variety of factors by many studies. For exampleglC& Leckey (1999) argued that student
study habits formed in secondary school persisthen university life. Researchers have
therefore been in agreement that the high schopéreence ultimately influences higher
education achievement (see, for instance, Pintrat@l. 1986; Haase and Caffrey 1983). The

aspects of high school preparation and experiemaes been construed to further encompass



the quality and experience of teachers, qualittheflearning environment and gender effect
among other factors (see Laura et al. 2008; McNeebl. 2002). The variables of interest in
these studies can be summarized to include typbgybfschool, parental income, sources of
funding and class or social status. These variabege however not been sufficiently
explored as the factors contributing to performaand attrition in South Africa and sub-
Saharan Africa. Theoretical explanation of stud#eielopment, attrition and performance
has however been dominated by the use of Astin’dainof student development which
proposes that the educational assessment projatdse up of student inputs, the education
environment and also the student outcomes. Asprognosis has been termed the I-O-E
model. In this model, Astin (1970) proposed that #valuation of education has to involve
knowledge of the student input, the environment &neir outcome in order for the
assessment to be all-encompassing. Furthermore;atimbination of these three variables
makes it possible to eliminate bias and also pegcigredict students’ performance in their
leaning environment in a holistic manner. Consetijyethe Input-Environment-Outcome
Model of educational assessments would enhancenderstanding of causative influences

on educational outcomes.

Hypothesizing within the [-O-E model, the result thfe present study confirmed that
students’ university environmental challenges havelationship with demographic factors.
A large body of knowledge supports the asserticat thHNENV lays the foundation for
learners’ academic achievement. Studies such atHzean and Metzner (1985, cited by
Al-Dossary 2008:259) emphasized that a greater eunob learners who had admission
advising before and after their enrolment continined the second year as compared to those
who had no advising and that finances impact ondemwi& performance. Similarly,
Considine and Zappala (2002) and Kolcic (2006)datiid that learners coming from rural
areas and remote backgrounds are more likely te laver academic performance and to
drop out than students coming from urban areasleFadt al. (1994) confirm that students
from the urban areas performed much better comparestudents from rural area in each
educational examination. Likewise Jones et al (2@0&dicted that in terms of performance,
schools in predominantly rural areas perform vewy &nd such schools are commonly found
in African areas. Thus students’ performance wagtan rural schools than urban schools.
However, according to the findings of this studgnder, age, place of origin, faculty,
parents’ income, finance, finance sufficiency, shgrade and size of high school are not

related to university environment.



The study hypothesized that student input correlatgh social demographic factors. The
findings indicate that the STUDINP has a positietationship with students’ financial
sufficiency and type of high school with a signgfitce or p-value less than alpha = 0.05 (see
Table 3), although Haase and Caffrey (1983) reddtat high school grades did not predict
academic success in the University. The presemwlystiin agreement with Pintrinch et al
(1986) that high school grade is related to pertoroe at tertiary institution. James and
Wilson (2012) also indicated that high school geadee a better predictor of performance in
higher education. A higher percentage of learnelslysdepend on student loan to acquire a
degree and hence a significant amount of studemtsat be able to see themselves through
tertiary education if the student loan is to be oeed. Malan (2007) argued that financial
support is one of the solid factors that act aawse to diminish the large group of students
who strive for tertiary education. This is becamsany South African university learners
battle with financial problems as they live beldve tpoverty line (LIoyd et al. 2011). James
and Wilson (2012) also indicated that high schoohdgs are a better predictor of
performance in higher education. The results ofstuely further show that student output
correlates with social demographic factomhis corroborates Lemmens et al's (2011)
findings that gender and the place of high schogdact on students’ academic success. It
was further revealed by the results that Universityironmental challenges correlates with
social demographic factors. Results show that ENXCHs correlated with gender, parent
income and finance sufficiency. This finding isals harmony with Enochs and Renk’s
(2006) conclusion that female learners depend raorgocial support than male learners and
thus exhibit lower adjustment to the universityihates than males. Similarly, Mudhovozi
(2012:258) concluded that females experience algdie in social and academic adjustment
compared to males. However, the study revealed ri@le learners encounter financial
difficulties than females. Conley (2007:10-12) a&gthat students from low income
background mostly depend on the educational intita to prepare them properly to face
difficulties that they might encounter in their deaics. Strydom et al. (2010) concluded that
when students interrelate with academics inside autdide the classroom, they absorb the

manner in which professionals reason and their wayssolving problems.

Students’ challenges in thriving in higher educai®related to university workload which is
totally unlike the demands of high school class&sn{ey 2007). According to Pascarella and

Terenzini (1991, cited in Mudhovozi 2012:256) negarhers need to have their main



objectives straightened, re-organize their studythows and meet up with academic
challenges through focusing and investing qualityetin their education. In addition, when
students have sufficient financial protection, tifi not only energise and motivate them to
stay in school but also to study hard knowing thathuge obstacle between their studies and
their success is being well tackled. Schlossbergl €1995) pointed out that learners adapt
better to the university environment when theirafinial resources are well strengthened.
Furthermore, Nel, Troskie-de Bruin and Bitzer (20086ncluded that various determinants
such as social, financial, cultural, academic antbtenal factors influence high school
transition and the end results of learners. SitgilafAl-Dossary’s (2008:267) found that
learners’ initial goal, family background and conimment to university clearly predict their
later goal and levels of academic integration alto prior school experience had no
relationship with the learners initial goal and enitment to their academics.

The results from the present study showed that UXNENpositively correlated to STUDINP.
This implies that the better the university envir@nt, the more the students will put in
efforts into their academic work. These results anglar to those of a study by Considine
and Zappala (2002) who showed that the universityrenment influences learning, student
attainment and the academic performance of studéhtsfindings based on this study also
showed that UNENV is positively correlated to STUDD This is an indication that the
university environment also predicts the qualityhef academic output of the students. These
results are in harmony with findings of Loots’ (2)0study which stated that friendly
support, administration of the institution, safevieonment, attitude of teachers, student
adjusting to the university and encouragement ffamily enhance learners’ capability to
manage stressful school work and improve their-rediince. Sandberg (1990, cited in
Kirkham & Ringelstein 2008:43) stresses that laagrin a group builds up self-esteem and
inspiration that makes education a worthy expegeand grows academic performance.
Social and physical support programmes give vaduiheé social and physical inspiration of
the students. Tinto (1975:107) confirmed that stislerelating with their peer group,
participating in extramural events and studentitgeadministrators interaction are means of
academic and social integration. The results fréms study also revealed that student
academic inputs (STUDINP) are positively correlaténl student academic output
(STUDOUT). It corroborates Geiser and Santelic80{) assertion that prior academic
experience consistently affects present educatipealormance. In addition, Bitzer and

Troskie-de Bruin (2004) averred that entrance imbod expectations of university



programmes are still determined by students’ péimep of their academic competence
based on their Grade 12 results, with the assumtiat these results are adequate indicators
of academic success. These scholars are in agredghanpersonal student input is the
strongest contributor of overall academic outcoecording to Pascarella and Terenzini
(2005:396) first year academic results of univgrgarners best predict the persistence of
these newcomers to the second year. Gauss (2@6&,iciVawda 2005:6) reported that the
educational lawmakers’ target to establish thenkeacentered and outcome-based system in
South Africa’s educational practice and to elimen#te old trainer-centered, content-based
practice of education further indicates that thethmé of teaching and students effective

learning method influence and also add to the anadperformance of learners.

CONCLUSION

The study was guided by Astin’s Input-Environmenité@mes (I-E-O) model. Astin’s model
has been used by many studies to determine then®dsr student attrition or the reasons
why students drop out of tertiary education. Astimodel is a dynamic and customizable
framework that takes into consideration the sigaiiit variables and the interconnectivities
among personal, institutional and outcome factoh& Input-Environment-Outcome (I-E-O)
model developed by Astin is premised on the idest #ducational assessments are not
complete unless the evaluation includes information student inputs, the educational
environment and student outcomes. The model theredontrol for input differences,
resulting in a more accurate estimate of how emwirental variables affect student
outcomes. The data for the present study was t¢etleend analysed in line with Astin’s
model. Thus the variables environment, input anguwuvere computed as scales for further

analysis.

The results of this study are in line with Astirtlseory of student development which
proposes that students invest various amounts neé tin an activity and that student
involvement can be measured using both qualitaiveé® quantitative measures. This shows
that the quality of the input of the students whichssociated with their academic and family
background hugely impact on their academic outcomegatively or positively. Those
students who are not covered by student financddyanobably struggle with their finances
given the fact that most of their parents earn mgnincomes that are insufficient to see

them through tertiary education. Given the fact tha different environments (social word)



influences behaviour, the school administration ammhagement thus not only affect the
students output but will be unable to equip theseng learners to function effectively in
stressful situations they might find themselvesegithe fact that the world is diverse, with
constant and unexpected changes. Students encopréssure, stress, uncertainties,
difficulties, and unsure preparation in most ediocat settings. Although these new learners
struggle to cope and overcome or manage theseenfgah, some find the struggle and the
challenges impossible to bear and are overwhelmehleorigid experience.

The study therefore concluded that high school antversity authorities and students
themselves should devise a preparation strategyndrthe performance variables in order to
make the first year students more prepared andgi@diuo perform excellently in institutions
of higher learning. The input, output, challengesd athe environment cannot act
independently but interrelate as a whole to fumcéad collaborate for maximum results. The
combination of these three variables makes it ptesso predict students’ performance in
their learning environment instead of looking alyarne variable just as proposed by Astin’s

model of student development.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Although this study has provided relevant insightoi the effect of preparation and
performance of new learners at university, it iscal to identify the limitations of the study.
The study was conducted at one campus among the tampuses at the University of Fort
Hare. Therefore, the findings of this study maydemeralized to other campuses of the
university with caution. In addition, this studynoentrated only on student preparation and
performance in their first year of university stu@Gonsequently, learners’ preparation and
performance in the following years were not assks¥be quantitative methodology has
limitation in that it lacks the potential to proeidn-depth explanations. As the study utilised

the quantitative design, this limitation therefagglies to the study.

The challenges that first year students face hheepbtential of negatively affecting their
educational outcomes. It is therefore imperative tiertiary institutions to strategically
manage new student. An issue for consideratiomémanagement of universities will be the
issue of staff relationship with the students ilatien to investing more time in catering to
first year students. Prior studies such as thodeastarella and Terenzini (2005) and Tinto

(1993) highlighted the influence of academic suppod advising as well as student-faculty



communication, on student retention and univerpigyformance. The environment of any
tertiary institution should be managed in a marthat it enables new comers to adapt and
settle easily. Furthermore, high school teacheraral areas should be given more training in
order to enable them to better equip learners dagher competition. University lecturers
may make extra efforts in preparing audio or videwordings for slow learners which they
can play and listen to at their convenience. Hnatlis suggested that future studies should
identify factors that cause withdrawal or studetritaon, which have not been dealt with in

this study.
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