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Abstract During the COVID-19 pandemic, emergency online learning impeded the
pursuit of in-person activities that usually foster successful socialization in higher
education. To investigate the effects of online learning on socialization, we asked
two exploratory research questions: (1) How and to what extent does the level of
socialization change during the first online semester? and (2) To what extent does
level of change predict course dropout and academic performance? In our case study,
using a sample of new students at a large German university, we ran an autoregressive
three-factorial model of socialization (role, relationships, organization) with three
measurements taken during the new students’ first semester, which was the second
semester in which emergency online learning took place. Our results show that the
relationships component of socialization did not increase over the semester, while
the role and organization components increased. Furthermore, our results support
a negative effect of the organization component of socialization on course dropout
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and a positive effect of the relationship component of socialization on academic
performance.

Keywords Socialization · Higher education · Online learning · Relationships ·
Academic performance · Dropout

Erfolg trotz Distanz: Sozialisierung von Studierenden während des
Lockdowns. Eine Fallstudie

Zusammenfassung Während der COVID-19-Pandemie beeinträchtigte der Not-
fallfernunterricht die Durchführung von Präsenzaktivitäten, die normalerweise die
Sozialisierung im Hochschulbereich fördern. Wir untersuchten, wie sich die So-
zialisierung während des ersten Online-Semesters verändert und inwieweit diese
Veränderung den Kursabbruch und die akademische Leistung vorhersagt. In einer
Fallstudie mit Studienanfängern einer deutschen Universität analysierten wir ein
autoregressives Modell mit drei Faktoren der Sozialisierung (Rolle, Beziehungen,
Organisation), basierend auf drei Messzeitpunkten. Die Ergebnisse zeigen, dass nur
die Faktoren Rolle und Organisation anstiegen. Weiterhin ergab sich ein negati-
ver Zusammenhang zwischen dem Faktor Organisation und Kursabbruch sowie ein
positiver Zusammenhang zwischen der dem Faktor Beziehungen und der Studien-
leistung.

Schlüsselwörter Sozialisierung · Hochschulbildung · Online-Lernen · Soziale
Beziehungen · Studienleistung · Kursabbruch

1 Introduction

During the transition from secondary school to higher education, socialization is
a vital process for newcomer students to adjust to their new learning environment
(Baker and Siryk 1984; Fan and Wanous 2008; Feldt et al. 2011; Wang et al.
2013). From a psychological perspective, student socialization in higher education
is a process within an individual (Morawski 2014) and typically involves learning
and adopting academic and institutional norms, becoming integrated into the new
social environment, and developing appropriate responses to emotional challenges
(Bean 1985; Baker and Siryk 1984; Weidman 2020). To support socialization in
higher education, most higher education institutions offer onboarding activities early
on during the transition, for example by providing opportunities for newcomers to
get in contact with peers and the new learning environment and/or by providing
newcomers with essential information about the institution and effective ways of
learning (Schilling et al. 2022). Most of these onboarding activities take place at the
very beginning of study programmes and are meant to give students a head start in
their socialization process, while their long-term socialization is expected to develop
organically.
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Yet, with universities shifting to emergency online learning during the COVID-
19 pandemic, some potentially crucial factors for socialization in higher education
changed. First, physical and social presence was severely restricted. Limited physical
presence, as a major difference between face-to-face and online learning, restricts
ways of communication and can result in different levels of perceived social con-
nectedness (Grieve et al. 2013; Holmberg 2014). For instance, students have been
found to make more positive judgments about each other in a face-to-face environ-
ment than in a solely online environment (Okdie et al. 2011). Physical presence,
in contrast to virtual presence, is also beneficial for implicit and explicit learning
(Sarasso et al. 2022). High social presence (i.e. the feeling of a person being there in
virtual learning environments) can also positively affect active learning (Molinillo
et al. 2018), and consequently, low social presence may have a negative effect on
learning quality.

Second, during emergency online teaching, opportunities for interactions with
peers were limited to the online-only setting, and this was the case for both academic
and personal interactions (Adnan and Anwar 2020). Typical strategies to promote
socialization and integration into higher education in face-to-face-settings, such as
participatory learning through peripheral participation (Eberle et al. 2014), were
unlikely to occur organically in online settings since most students and faculty were
not familiar with ways to foster socialization in these settings and likely not even
aware of the importance of appropriate socialization strategies. Several onboarding
activities (e.g. welcome events to provide initial information and give opportunities
for students to mingle and get to know each other) may have existed in online or
hybrid forms even before the shift to emergency online-teaching (Schilling et al.
2022). These could relatively easily be transferred to an online version. However,
long-term socialization strategies, such as students’ shift from peripheral to central
participation in responsibilities and complex tasks in the university environment
(e.g., joining a student association, becoming tutors), were less likely to occur.
These activities contribute to a sense of belonging, which plays an important role in
motivating students to persist in their studies (Hausmann et al. 2007). In particular,
students’ social integration is a crucial aspect of socialization that could impact
dropout rates. Therefore, the change from face-to-face to online learning may have
considerably restricted student socialization and had negative impacts on learning,
belonging and dropout.

In this paper, we provide a case study of a cohort of newcomer students during
emergency-online teaching. We explore, quantitatively, how these students’ social-
ization developed over the course of their first semester and what impact this had
on their performance and on course dropout in this unusual situation.

1.1 Socialization development in higher education

In general, socialization describes “the processes whereby individuals attain the be-
haviors, norms, beliefs, and ideologies that are needed for competent participation
in society” (Morawski 2014, p. 1821). In the context of higher education, theoret-
ical models of socialization in higher education have used adapted definitions, e.g.
“adjustment to college” (Baker and Siryk 1984) and
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“a set of processes whereby an undergraduate [e]nters college as a freshman
[sic] with certain occupational values (...), [i]s exposed to various socializing
influences while attending college, particularly normative pressures exerted via
primary interaction with faculty and peers in the major department”, Weidman
(2020, p. 14).

In their review of socialization content that is relevant for newcomers, Cooper-
Thomas et al. (2020) identify three core domains of socialization and, consequently,
suggest a three-component socialization model that consists of (1) role, (2) relation-
ships, and (3) organization. (1) The role component refers to the tasks the individual
is responsible for, and how and to what standard the person is expected to per-
form these tasks. (2) The relationships component is about effective and satisfying
relationships with colleagues that are essential for social integration. (3) The or-
ganization component covers the understanding of formal elements of the setting,
such as values, history, and structure, as well as informal aspects, such as rituals and
“stories that illustrate how to behave and who wields power” (Cooper-Thomas et al.
2020, p. 438). Applied to socialization in higher education, the degree of newcomer
students’ socialization success can be described by the extent that they understand
their roles, responsibilities, tasks, and the norms associated with their tasks (i.e.,
role), establish effective and fulfilling relationships (i.e., relationships), and adapt to
the norms and formal and informal aspects of the faculty (i.e., organization).

While earlier approaches viewed socialization in higher education as a “linear pro-
cess with relatively fixed institutional boundaries” (Weidman 2020, p. 14), this idea
has been continually challenged and revised. Now, socialization is seen as a complex,
interactive process. The conceptual model of organizational socialization of students
in higher education proposed by Weidman (2020) suggests a complex input-output
approach in which socialization processes in higher education are influenced by indi-
vidual factors of the student (background, predispositions, preparation) and occur in
interaction with professional (practitioners, associations) and personal communities
(family, friends, employers) to produce professional outcomes (knowledge, skills,
dispositions).

Students’ first year in higher education is considered the most important (e.g.
Evans 2000; Beekhoven et al. 2002), with students usually deciding whether to per-
sist or drop out during the first half of the year (e.g., Hayes 1974). In Germany,
where public higher education is free, a higher proportion of students may com-
mence their studies with the awareness that they can easily discontinue without
incurring substantial financial costs. Consequently, socialization within the German
higher education system becomes more crucial, given an increased number of stu-
dents switching between programs and universities compared to other countries.
Statistics show that before the pandemic, 5% of students in social sciences pro-
grams changed institutions and 11% changed study programs within the first year
(Statistisches Bundesamt 2020). In addition, statistics show a general dropout rate in
social sciences of 24% over students’ whole study program (Heublein et al. 2022).
This implies that students’ decision to remain relies on successful socialization dur-
ing the first weeks and months of their studies. Therefore, newcomer support in
higher education usually takes place mainly in the first year of study, also framed as
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first-year experience programs (e.g. Habley and McClanahan 2004; Robbins et al.
2009; Geertshuis et al. 2014; Schilling et al. 2022). In these programs, all compo-
nents of socialization are present to a certain extent: information and socialization
interventions help familiarize students with their learning responsibilities (role), get
to know other students (relationships) and learn organizational norms (organization).

There are benefits and drawbacks of an online education environment. In online
learning, many aspects of the role and organization, such as the distribution of mate-
rials, class schedules, and academic expectations, can be effectively communicated
and managed through online platforms, events, virtual orientations, and coaching
sessions (Schilling et al. 2022). This may enable students to learn the two domains
of their role and the organization. Yet, in comparison, students may struggle to build
relationships, especially deeper and more meaningful connections, as this can be
more challenging in an online setting compared to in-person interactions. Physical
presence allows for non-verbal communication, casual encounters, and informal so-
cial interactions that are important for building strong social connections (Wilcox
et al. 2005; Beins 2016). In online settings, students may have to make a more con-
scious effort to connect with their peers, and they may miss out on the spontaneous
interactions that can occur in a physical classroom or on campus.

While qualitative aspects of first-year socialization have been extensively explored
in previous research, it is still unclear how to best systematically capture students’
socialization progress in higher education over time. We suspect that socialization
does not necessarily increase continuously (Hua 2015; Kuhfeld and Soland 2021),
since emotional support and engagement in the learning process may differ across
time. To date, we do not know whether and to what extent any of the three compo-
nents increases or decreases across a certain time span. In the context of emergency
online teaching, efforts to address the absence of physical presence were still in
the developmental stages and might not have adequately tackled every aspect of so-
cialization with equal effectiveness. The strategies implemented may have varied in
their ability to address different components of socialization. Therefore, we suspect
that the components of socialization could have developed to a varying extent and
in varying speed.

1.2 Socialization as predictor of performance and course dropout

Socialization is critical to higher education because it enables students to perform
well in their studies (Atalay et al. 2022), and motivates them to continue (Wilcox et
al. 2005; Field and Morgan-Klein 2012). Hence, in this study we focus on perfor-
mance and course dropout.

To conceptualize performance (also sometimes referred to as academic achieve-
ment in previous literature), we use the definition from Steinmayr et al. (2014)
“performance outcomes that indicate the extent to which a person has accomplished
specific goals that were the focus of activities in instructional environments, specifi-
cally in school, college, and university”. There is evidence that student socialization,
directly or indirectly, impacts academic performance (Maina and Ibrahim 2019). Re-
cent research confirms the vital contribution of class attendance to academic success
(Kassarnig et al. 2018) and highlights the importance of positive social ties in the
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first academic year (Stadtfeld et al. 2019). This evidence supports the value of both
the role component (through attending class regularly) and the relationships com-
ponent (through positive social ties) in predicting academic performance; however,
the impacts of the organization component are unclear in relation to academic per-
formance. It is possible that informal and formal elements of the setting, such as
understanding rituals that affect student routines, also impact performance.

A second important student outcome is course dropout, which describes students’
decisions not to persist with a specific course within their study program. For the
emergency online teaching period, we adopt the definition of course dropout for
situation when students “voluntarily withdraw from e-learning courses” (Levy 2007,
p. 188). Depending on the course and study requirements, course dropout or failure
in performance can also mean study program dropout, e.g. if the exam cannot be
re-taken.

Student dropout rates, not only from specific courses but also from their study
programs, are key performance indicators (KPIs) for higher education institutions
(Chrysikos et al. 2017; Johnes 2016; Gunn 2018; Weingarten et al. 2019). The signif-
icance of these KPIs is evident from the fact that Harvard was dropped from Forbes’
ranking of the top ten universities when its retention rate dropped from a three-year
average of 98% in 2020 to 90% in 2021 (Whitford 2022). Thus, improvements in
socialization may benefit not only students but also universities whose reputations
are influenced by their KPIs.

Research evidence shows poor student socialization predicts dropout: students
who are less socially and academically integrated in higher education are more
likely to drop out (Neugebauer et al. 2019). This aligns with earlier research which
suggests that socialization is an important factor in predicting higher education
dropout (Spady 1970; Tinto 1975, 1988; Bean 1985; Allen and Nelson 1989; Stage
1989), as well as with more recent studies (Bernardo et al. 2016; Müller and Klein
2022). Students’ sense of belonging plays an important role for them to persist
or not (Hausmann et al. 2007), and is therefore a crucial aspect of socialization
that could impact dropout rates. This suggests that the relationships component of
socialization could have an impact on course dropout. But equally, the role and
organization components may affect course dropout: if students do not fulfil their
tasks in their role as participants in that specific course, or if they do not get to
know the formal and informal aspects of the organization (e.g. when the registration
for the exam is due), this may explain why students do not even take the exam and
subsequently dropout.

A prominent difference between higher education from 2020 onwards, compared
with earlier times, is that the majority of teaching and learning has become digi-
tally supported; additionally, during the pandemic, nearly all delivery shifted online.
Hence, it is necessary to consider that the characteristics inherent to the online
setting may influence the various components of socialization and, subsequently,
impact academic performance and course dropout.
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1.3 Research questions

The purpose of this case study is twofold:
First, we ask: How and to what extent does the level of socialization—across

the three domains of newcomer students’ socialization (role, relationships, organi-
zation)—change during the second COVID-19 online semester (RQ1)? Based on
previous research on socialization into workplaces under non-pandemic conditions
(Kammeyer-Mueller et al. 2013), we would normally anticipate students’ learning to
have increased over the course of the semester across all three components of social-
ization. Thus, by the end of the semester, students would have better understood their
role as students, gotten to know their peers, and learnt more organizational norms
compared to the first measurement. Yet, due to the restrictions imposed by emer-
gency online learning, it seems very likely that the socialization process has been
negatively impacted. We specifically assume that the relationships domain might be
most affected by emergency online learning and lockdown measures compared to
the other two components, since the main goal of these measures was to reduce
social contact.

Second, we ask: To what extent does the level of change—across the three com-
ponents of socialization—predict student academic performance and course dropout
during the second COVID-19 online semester (RQ2)? Under non-pandemic condi-
tions, previous research indicates that all three components of socialization (role,
relationships, organization) should positively predict academic performance (Rob-
bins et al. 2009) and negatively predict course dropout (Neugebauer et al. 2019).
However, as suggested above, in the context of emergency online learning condi-
tions, there is a possibility that the outcomes could differ, particularly with regard
to the importance of the relationships component, which is likely to be affected by
the lockdowns.

2 Methods

2.1 Sample and procedure

The study investigates a cohort of newcomer students in a B.A. Educational Studies
program in a large German university who were enrolled in a course on empiri-
cal research methods during the second semester with emergency online learning
during the COVID-19 pandemic (winter semester 2020/2021). The study was non-
interventional and took place in accordance with the university’s privacy and ethics
policies. Hence, no ethical approval was required. Participation was voluntary and
could be declined without providing a reason.

A total of N= 137 students (all participants of the course) contributed data to
this case study. For most students (85%), this was their first semester at university.
Among the participants, 87% were female and the average age was 21.17 years
(SD= 2.96). Due to the pandemic, the start of the winter semester 2020/2021 was
postponed to November 2nd. From semester week 1 (T1) to week 5, social gathering
in public spaces and even on private properties was only permitted with members
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of one’s own household and members of one other household for a maximum of
ten people. From semester week 6 (December 9th), the state of emergency was
declared. At universities, there were no in-person events taking place until March
2021, except for practical training sessions, along with events in special laboratories
or workspaces, provided a minimum distance of 1.5 meters was maintained. For our
student cohort, this meant that the whole course took place online and there were
no physical meetings within the study program. Casual conversations between peers
that would naturally occur in on-site lectures could not take place. Therefore, social
interaction between our newcomer students of winter semester 2020 was largely
restricted to online contact.

The 12-week course on empirical research methods was designed as an online
course following the online inverted classroom concept (Tolks et al. 2021). It was
delivered as a lecture, one part of which consisting of asynchronous online lecture
videos, online exercises (mostly multiple-choice questions supporting student self-
assessment), and an online discussion forum, which was used primarily to interact
with the instructors. The other part consisted of synchronous videocall sessions. In
these sessions, students discussed and completed more complex exercises under the
guidance of the lecturers. In addition, there was an initial live session in week 1 to
introduce the course and three live sessions (weeks 5, 8, and 12), in which students
could ask questions about the online lecture videos.

Data collection started at the beginning of the first session in week 1 (T1) and
was continued in the synchronous videocall sessions in weeks 8 (T2) and 12 (T3). In
these sessions, surveys were conducted online via the sosci-survey website (Leiner
2019). Following informed consent, participants answered demographic questions
(age, gender) and responded to socialization questions. A unique identifier was used
to link responses to each other and to outcomes (academic performance and course
dropout). Total participation took about 2–3min per session.

2.2 Measures

2.2.1 Student socialization

Student socialization was measured using an adapted version of the Newcomer Un-
derstanding and Integration Scale (Cooper-Thomas et al. 2020). The scale assesses
newcomer socialization using 15 items covering the three components of role, rela-
tionships, and organization. The items were adapted from their original workplace
context, and translated into German, to represent higher education students’ social-
ization in their role as students (e.g., “I understand how to complete the tasks that
make up my studies”), their relationship with peer students in the course (e.g., “My
relationships with other peers in this course are very good”), and their socialization
in the specific course as an equivalent to organization (e.g., “I am familiar with
the unwritten rules of how things are handled in this course”). Students rated their
agreement with these statements on a Likert scale from 1, strongly disagree, to 7,
strongly agree. One of the items assessing socialization relationships component
(“I believe most of my peer students like me”) was not used in the first measure-
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ment because the students had not had significant contact before and, therefore, the
item was unlikely to provide a valid measurement.

As shown in Table 1, all components showed acceptable to good internal
consistencies across all measurement time points. For a complete list of origi-
nal items, adaptation to the university context, and German translation, see the
Open Science Framework repository for this work (https://osf.io/p3zw2/?view_
only=af97ead941f24341902f3cbcfab57575).

2.2.2 Performance

We evaluated student performance using 30 multiple choice questions, each with four
answer choices of which only one was correct. For each correctly chosen answer,
the students received one point. We chose to construct a test that covers a broad
range of knowledge areas taught in the course and does not necessarily aim for the
unidimensionality or high internal consistency of the items, since our goal was to
capture a realistic and comprehensive picture of domain knowledge. Therefore, the
overall performance variable was built using the sum score.

2.2.3 Course dropout

All students who were enrolled in the course but did not take the final exam were
considered course dropouts, given also that they had no additional chance to com-
plete the course and achieve a grade.

2.3 Statistical analysis

To test for changes in student socialization over time (RQ1), we conducted repeated-
measures analyses of variance that modeled changes in mean socialization for each
aspect (role, relationships, organization) separately (effect at time point). In the case
of a significant main effect, we conducted Tukey-corrected post-hoc tests to de-
termine the specific mean differences. Data preparation and analyses to investigate
RQ1 were conducted in R 4.0.2 (R Core Team 2020). In accordance with common
practices in the modeling of longitudinal data, we have chosen to consider all rel-
evant paths in our model. This approach is often described as exploratory in the
research literature, as it allows for the discovery of previously unknown or unex-
pected relationships between variables. Our goal is to obtain a more comprehensive
understanding of dynamic relationships by including these paths, thereby gaining
insights that can contribute to further theory development.

To examine RQ2, the prediction of student performance and course dropout by
student socialization, we modeled student socialization in a fully-crossed autore-
gressive path mode. This was appropriate since our sample size was too small for
a complex structural equation model. In this auto-regressive model, each measure
of socialization at Tn+1 is predicted by all measurements of socialization at time Tn

to account for pre-existing individual differences in socialization. In addition, con-
structs were assumed to be correlated within a time-point. Performance and course
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dropout are predicted by socialization across the three components at T3, controlling
for levels of each socialization domain at previous time points.

In our model, we control for previous manifestations of the three socialization
factors (role, relationship, organization) to capture the dynamic nature of students’
social integration over time. This approach is crucial for understanding changes in
socialization and how these changes influence academic performance and dropout.
The control for previous manifestations in our model serves two important purposes:
First, by incorporating previous manifestations of socialization factors, we can ac-
count for individual differences in socialization at the beginning of the study. This is
important because students with different initial levels of socialization may respond
differently to the challenges of online learning during the pandemic. Second, con-
trolling for previous manifestations allows us to better understand the development
of socialization over time. By considering how previous manifestations of socializa-
tion factors influence subsequent manifestations, we can capture dynamic changes in
socialization that are crucial for understanding their impact on academic outcomes.

As course dropout is an ordered categorical variable, a pseudo-R2 is computed as
an indicator of prediction quality (McKelvey and Zavoina 1975). Model fit is de-
termined by conducting chi-square tests as well as the Comparative Fit Index (CFI)
and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). Full Information Max-
imum Likelihood (FIML) generally provides a more efficient handling of missing
data in continuous data structures, yet FIML is not possible in MPlus for models
with categorical dependent variables (i.e. course dropout in our case); therefore, we
opted for pairwise deletion to exclude missing values. Path analyses were performed
using MPlus 8.5 (Muthén and Muthén 1998–2017).

3 Results

3.1 RQ1: Changes in newcomer students’ socialization

To examine RQ1, we compared average socialization for the three components
across the three time points. Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics, correlations,
and internal consistencies for all variables.

Socialization in the role component increased over time (F2,102= 6.5; p= 0.002;
η2= 0.52) with a significant increase from T1 to T2 (pTukey= 0.036) but no substantial
increase from T2 to T3 (pTukey= 0.587). Also, socialization in the organization com-
ponent increased (F2,102= 10.1; p< 0.001; η2= 0.05) with a significant increase from
T1 to T2 (pTukey< 0.001) but no substantial increase from T2 to T3 (pTukey= 0.961).
Socialization for the relationships component did not increase over time (F2,102= 2.4;
p= 0.094; η2= 0.02). Thus, while the organization and role components increased,
the relationships component showed no increase.

3.2 RQ2: Students’ socialization predicting performance and course dropout

To investigate RQ2, whether student socialization predicts performance and course
dropout, we modeled the development of socialization in a fully-crossed autore-
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Fig. 1 Autoregressive model of socialization predicting performance and course dropout. Only significant
paths are provided (see above for a description of all paths tested)

gressive model, with socialization components at T3 (adjusted for prior levels of
socialization) predicting both outcomes. Figure 1 illustrates the final model, show-
ing significant paths and effect sizes. Individual differences within socialization were
fairly consistent across the three measurement time points for all components, as
indicated by the medium to large effects in predicting subsequent measures (i.e., T2
regressed on T1 and T3 regressed on T2). In particular, consistency increased with
stronger relations between T2 and T3 than between T1 and T2. The only cross-com-
ponent relationship was found at T2, with the T2 organization component positively
predicting the T3 role component (β= 0.36; p= 0.002).

Of the three components, only the relationships component predicted student
performance (β= 0.22; p= 0.038; R2= 0.05) with a higher level of the relationships
component being associated with better performance. Course dropout was only pre-
dicted by the organization component of socialization (β= –0.45; p< 0.001; R2

pseudo=
0.16) with a higher level of the organization component associated with a lower
likelihood of course dropout. The final model fits the data very well (Χ2= 9.96; df=
18; p= 0.933; CFI= 1.00; RMSEA< 0.001).

4 Discussion

The purpose of this study was twofold: First, to examine the development of a cohort
of newcomer students’ socialization during their first semester during emergency on-
line learning and, second, to empirically examine associations between socialization
components and performance and course dropout during emergency online learning.

First, a comparison of the three measures across the semester supports the as-
sumption that the development of socialization during emergency online learning is
complex and that the developmental trajectories of the three socialization compo-
nents differ. As expected, both role and organization components showed an increase
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from T1 to T2. Notably, the organization component’s increase was sharper than that
of role, suggesting a more rapid assimilation of the university’s norms and values
during the early phase of the semester. Although mean scores increased from T2
to T3, this rise did not achieve statistical significance, suggesting that the develop-
ment of both components may have stabilized during this interval. By T2, it appears
students had attained a level of role and organization that was relatively consis-
tent, with any further evolution being subtle and less consistent across individuals,
and thus did not manifest in significant statistical changes. The progression pattern
observed—marked initially by a sharp increase and then a more gradual, non-sig-
nificant increase—resonates with the notion of a steep learning curve that levels
out, reflecting heightened interest and engagement as individuals initially grasp the
unwritten norms and values of the university and course expectations. Yet, as the
semester moves forward and familiarity grows, the pace of socialization slows and
becomes less marked. The observed progression can be attributed to the structure of
the lecture. The sharper increase in the organization component could be explained
by the introductory phase, which establishes the course’s fundamental norms and
values. From T2 to T3, the plateau in role suggests students may have been focus-
ing on exam preparation, having already integrated their role understanding. These
findings indicate that the socialization process in an online lecture with a final exam
might be more intense at the outset, as students navigate new expectations, and then
tends to consolidate.

It is notable that across all time points, the relationships component did not in-
crease. Instead, relationships remained at a moderate level over time (on the 7-point
scale, the mean was about 5= “approximately slightly agree”). This can be explained
by the lack of face-to-face-opportunities due to the pandemic lockdown, but it also
suggests that emergency online learning without a specific design to encourage social
interaction did not foster the development of student peer relationships.

Second, moving to prediction of outcomes, an autoregressive correlation model
provided evidence that academic performance during emergency online learning is
best predicted by the degree of socialization in the relationship component. Thus,
students who were able to establish satisfying and effective relationships with other
students were more likely to perform well academically. This finding, together with
the results of the first research question that the relationship component did not
increase over the course of the semester, supports the importance of instruction-
ally designing for collaborative interactive learning processes (Chi and Wylie 2014;
Chi et al. 2018), especially in online settings and when higher education students
have no opportunities to meet each other physically such as in regular distance ed-
ucation. Collaborative interactive learning processes have been shown to positively
impact academic performance and are more likely to occur among students who
trust one another (Barczak et al. 2010). It also confirms the findings of Di Malta
et al. (2022), who found a positive relationship between social connectedness and
academic performance.

In contrast, course dropout was best predicted by the organization component.
This finding suggests that students who have difficulty understanding the norms
and rules of the university are more likely to drop out of the course. Since we did
not find that the emergency online learning situation was especially harmful for the
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development of the organization component, this finding points to a satisfactory
implementation of organization-related information for the students, so that they did
get to know the values and unwritten rules of the university (e.g. via online materials,
lectures or synchronous meetings). Dropout was not predicted by either the role or
relationships components, indicating that, despite the shift to online learning, these
factors did not significantly influence their decision to drop out. Even if they may not
have fulfilled all their tasks or have not found supportive social contact, they decided
to take the exam. We suggest this may be different in a face-to-face setting, where
social contact might impact dropout, since students may, through casual interactions,
join study groups and exchange ideas about passing or failing the exam and decide
together if they take the exam later.

As a limitation, these results relate specifically to a cohort of students in the
context of the pandemic-induced online setting. Thus, they need to be interpreted
cautiously, especially with respect to any conclusions on causality and transfer to
other cohorts and academic contexts. The relatively low R2 statistics indicate that
these three socialization components accounted for a relatively small amount of
variance in the outcomes of academic performance and dropout, and therefore other
factors may be equally or more important in predicting these outcomes, as well as
socialization change. These could include personal circumstances, external stressors,
cognitive load, cognitive engagement, adaptivity of learning materials, frequency of
social interactions and course-specific characteristics. Another noteworthy limitation
of this study relates to the challenge of systematically controlling for the adjustments
students made in the emergency online learning setting in comparison to students
in regular higher education settings. This limitation arises from the absence of
a control group subjected to similar conditions but engaged in face-to-face lectures
on campus. Furthermore, the generalizability of our findings is constrained by the
case study design with a relatively modest sample size and the homogeneity within
the student cohort, all of whom were enrolled in the same program and attended
identical lectures. Finally, we recognize the need for a more detailed exploration of
non-linear socialization growth. This necessitates the rigorous testing of regression-
based analytical models to facilitate a more comprehensive understanding of the
dynamics of socialization.

Having acknowledged the limitations of the current study, we next extrapolate be-
yond it because health pandemics, as well as global climate emergencies, and other
unknown future factors may disrupt students’ university experiences. Therefore, we
aim to leverage our research to suggest ideas that may be useful for the future. First,
in order to learn from the current study for future conditions, we ask: How can
students be better supported in their socialization process during unanticipated situ-
ations that disrupt university learning? Due to the urgent need for a swift response
nationwide to mitigate the spread of COVID-19, neither the university nor the aca-
demic teaching staff of these classes in 2020/2021 had time to develop resources to
compensate the lack of personal contact of students with teaching staff and peers in
their first year. Our results indicate that introductory phases at the start of lectures
can aid students in enhancing their role and organizational aspect of socialization.
However, our approach was not particularly effective in strengthening the aspect of
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student relationships. The following suggestions—that also apply for online learning
in general—may help students in their socialization processes:

First-year experience program To help improve the “first-year experience” and,
in turn, support student performance, we recommend extracurricular socialization
training and digitally supported onboarding activities targeting the relationship part
of organization, such as livestreams with interactive group chat (Robbins et al. 2009;
Schilling et al. 2022). According to our analysis, course dropout can be explained
in significant part by the organizational component of socialization which refers to
rules and norms specific for the course. To prevent course dropout, introductory
courses that address technical tools and organizational practices and norms could
be implemented (Gong and Fan 2006; Fan and Wanous 2008; Hua 2015; Edmunds
et al. 2021), with this being done equally in online learning environments (Bolliger
and Martin 2018; Schilling et al. 2022).

Online communities of practice Communities of practice (Eberle et al. 2014) can
help create a supportive framework for interaction and collaboration. Using tech-
nology, these online communities of practice could either be comprised of peers
only, or of a mixture of teaching staff, tutors, and students. This could be set up
to mimic the in-person experience. By fostering a sense of community, universities
can support socialization processes (Tucker 2012), so learners will build effective
relationships, not only with their peers, but also with staff (Tucker 2012; Balboni
et al. 2018). An online community can be achieved, for instance, through peer-men-
toring, virtual small-group meetings, online forums, and digital academic advisor
sessions (Schilling et al. 2022), and fostered by using student engagement strategies
(Bolliger and Martin 2018).

Overall, our findings suggest that, for this cohort of students who predominantly
were attending university for the first time during the emergency online setting, it
was crucial to receive information early in the course relating to the values and
norms of the organization to remain in the course through to taking the exam.
Furthermore, a stable social environment proved beneficial for students’ academic
performance. In the absence of physical presence and casual encounters with peers
and academic staff, students who initially had a limited social connection with
their peers experienced a disadvantage throughout the semester, achieving poorer
results than students who started the course with a more robust social connection.
An emphasis on establishing relationships and understanding the organization can
enable students achieve better academic performance and lower dropout in online
learning.

Acknowledgements Our thanks go to our students for providing the data for this study and to our assistants
for their support in the preparation of this manuscript. In addition, we would like to thank all reviewers for
their constructive suggestions.

Funding This research was supported by a grant of the German Federal Ministry of Research and Educa-
tion under grant 01JD1830A.

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL.

K



S. Berger et al.

Data availability The data that support the findings of this study are openly available in the Open Science
Framework of the Center for Open Science at https://osf.io/p3zw2/?view_only=0beca6fa847248a1b9186b
9392a48013.

Declarations

Conflict of interest S. Berger, M. Stadler, M. Sailer, J. Eberle, H.D. Cooper-Thomas and K. Stegmann
certify that they have no affiliations with or involvement in any organization or entity with any financial
interest or non-financial interest in the subject matter or materials discussed in this manuscript.

Ethical standards The study was non-interventional and took place in accordance with the university’s
privacy and ethics policies. Hence, no ethical approval was required. Participation was voluntary and could
be declined without providing a reason.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License,
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as
you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Com-
mons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly
from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.
0/.

References

Adnan, M., & Anwar, K. (2020). Online learning amid the COVID-19 pandemic: students’ perspectives.
Journal of Pedagogical Sociology and Psychology, 2(1), 45–51.

Allen, D.F., & Nelson, J.M. (1989). Tinto’s model of college withdrawal applied to women in two institu-
tions. Journal of Research and Development in Education, 22(3), 1–11.

Atalay, A., Seylim, E., & Balcı, A. (2022). Socialization at universities: a case study. European Journal of
Educational Sciences, 9(2), 19–43. https://doi.org/10.19044/ejes.v9no2a19.

Baker, R.W., & Siryk, B. (1984). Measuring adjustment to college. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 31,
179–189.

Balboni, G., Perrucci, V., Cacciamani, S., & Zumbo, B.D. (2018). Development of a scale of sense of com-
munity in university online courses. Distance Education, 39(3), 317–333. https://doi.org/10.1080/
01587919.2018.1476843.

Barczak, G., Lassk, F., & Mulki, J. (2010). Antecedents of team creativity: an examination of team emo-
tional intelligence, team trust and collaborative culture. Creativity and Innovation Management, 19,
332–345. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8691.2010.00574.x.

Bean, J.P. (1985). Interaction effects based on class level in an explanatory model of college student
dropout syndrome. American Educational Research Journal, 22(1), 35–64. https://doi.org/10.2307/
1162986.

Beekhoven, S., De Jong, U., & Van Hout, H. (2002). Explaining academic progress via combining con-
cepts of integration theory and rational choice theory. Research in Higher Education, 43(5), 577–600.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1020166215457.

Beins, A. (2016). Small talk and chit chat: using informal communication to build a learning commu-
nity Online. Transformations: The Journal of Inclusive Scholarship and Pedagogy, 26(2), 157–175.
https://doi.org/10.5325/trajincschped.26.2.0157.

Bernardo, A., Esteban, M., Fernández, E., Cervero, A., Tuero, E., & Solano, P. (2016). Comparison of
personal, social and academic variables related to university drop-out and persistence. Frontiers in
Psychology, 7, 1610. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01610.

Bolliger, D.U., &Martin, F. (2018). Instructor and student perceptions of online student engagement strate-
gies. Distance Education, 39(4), 568–583. https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2018.1520041.

K

https://osf.io/p3zw2/?view_only=0beca6fa847248a1b9186b9392a48013
https://osf.io/p3zw2/?view_only=0beca6fa847248a1b9186b9392a48013
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.19044/ejes.v9no2a19
https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2018.1476843
https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2018.1476843
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8691.2010.00574.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/1162986
https://doi.org/10.2307/1162986
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1020166215457
https://doi.org/10.5325/trajincschped.26.2.0157
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01610
https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2018.1520041


Crossing the distance: University student newcomer socialization in online semesters—a case...

Chi, M.T.H., & Wylie, R. (2014). The ICAP framework: Linking cognitive engagement to active learn-
ing outcomes. Educational Psychologist, 49(4), 219–243. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2014.
965823.

Chi, M.T.H., Adams, J., Bogusch, E.B., Bruchok, C., Kang, S., Lancaster, M., Levy, R., Li, N., McEldoon,
K.L., Stump, G.S., Wylie, R., Xu, D., & Yaghmourian, D.L. (2018). Translating the ICAP theory of
cognitive engagement into practice. Cognitive Science, 42, 1777–1832. https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.
12626.

Chrysikos, A., Ahmed, E., & Ward, R. (2017). Analysis of Tinto’s student integration theory in first-year
undergraduate computing students of a UK higher education institution. International Journal of
Comparative Education and Development, 19(2/3), 97–121. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCED-10-2016
-0019.

Cooper-Thomas, H.D., Stadler, M., Park, J.H., Chen, J., Au, A.K., Tan, K.W.T., & Paterson, N. (2020).
Journal of Business and Psychology, 35(4), 435–454. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-019-09636-9.

Di Malta, G., Bond, J., Conroy, D., Smith, K., & Moller, N. (2022). Distance education students’ mental
health, connectedness and academic performance during COVID-19: A mixed-methods study. Dis-
tance Education, 43(1), 97–118. https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2022.2029352.

Eberle, J., Stegmann, K., & Fischer, F. (2014). Legitimate peripheral participation in communities of prac-
tice: Participation support structures for newcomers in faculty student councils. Journal of the Learn-
ing Sciences, 23(2), 216–244. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508406.2014.883978.

Edmunds, J.A., Gicheva, D., Thrift, B., & Hull, M. (2021). High tech, high touch: the impact of an online
course intervention on academic performance and persistence in higher education. The Internet and
Higher Education, 49, 100790. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2020.100790.

Evans, M.G.A. (2000). Planning for the transition to tertiary study: a literature review. Journal of Institu-
tional Research, , 1–13.

Fan, J., & Wanous, J.P. (2008). Organizational and cultural entry: a new type of orientation program for
multiple boundary crossings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(6), 1390–1400. https://doi.org/10.
1037/a0012828.

Feldt, R.C., Graham, M., & Dew, D. (2011). Measuring adjustment to college: construct validity of the
student adaptation to college questionnaire. Measurement and evaluation in counseling and develop-
ment, 44(2), 92–104. https://doi.org/10.1177/0748175611400291.

Field, J., &Morgan-Klein, N. (2012). The importance of social support structures for retention and success.
In T. Hinton-Smith (Ed.), Widening participation in higher education. Issues in higher education.
London: Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137283412_11.

Geertshuis, S., Jung, M., & Cooper-Thomas, H. (2014). Preparing students for higher education: the role
of proactivity. International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education, 26(2), 157–169.

Gong, Y., & Fan, J. (2006). Longitudinal examination of the role of goal orientation in cross-cultural
adjustment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(1), 176–184. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.
1.176.

Grieve, R., Indian, M., Witteveen, K., Tolan, G.A., & Marrington, J. (2013). Face-to-face or facebook: can
social connectedness be derived online? Computers in Human Behavior, 29, 605–609. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.chb.2012.11.017.

Gunn, A. (2018). Metrics and methodologies for measuring teaching quality in higher education: develop-
ing the Teaching Excellence Framework (TEF). Educational Review, 70(2), 129–148. https://doi.org/
10.1080/00131911.2017.1410106.

Habley, W.R., & McClanahan, R. (2004). What works in student retention? Four-Year Public Colleges.
All Survey Colleges. ACT, Inc. http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED500455.pdf

Hausmann, L.R.M., Schofield, J.W., & Woods, R.L. (2007). Sense of belonging as a predictor of inten-
tions to persist among African American and white first-year college students. Research in Higher
Education, 48, 803–839. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-007-9052-9.

Hayes, S. (1974). Pressures contributing to the decision to dropout—comparison between dropouts and
persisters. Australian Journal of Education, 18(2), 138–148. https://doi.org/10.1177/0004944174018
00203.

Heublein, U., Hutzsch, C., & Schmelzer, R. (2022). Die Entwicklung der Studienabbruchquoten in
Deutschland [The Development of Dropout Rates in Germany]. Hannover: DZHW. https://doi.org/1
0.34878/2022.05.dzhw_brief.

Holmberg, L. (2014). Seeking social connectedness online and offline: does happiness require real con-
tact? Bachelor’s Thesis, Örebro University. http://urn.kb.se/resolve?urn=urn:nbn:se:oru:diva-35891

K

https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2014.965823
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2014.965823
https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.12626
https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.12626
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCED-10-2016-0019
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCED-10-2016-0019
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-019-09636-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2022.2029352
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508406.2014.883978
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2020.100790
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012828
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012828
https://doi.org/10.1177/0748175611400291
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137283412_11
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.1.176
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.1.176
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2012.11.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2012.11.017
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2017.1410106
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2017.1410106
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED500455.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-007-9052-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/000494417401800203
https://doi.org/10.1177/000494417401800203
https://doi.org/10.34878/2022.05.dzhw_brief
https://doi.org/10.34878/2022.05.dzhw_brief
http://urn.kb.se/resolve?urn=urn:nbn:se:oru:diva-35891


S. Berger et al.

Hua, Y. (2015). Understanding the Transition of New Students into New Zealand Tertiary Education [Mas-
ter’s Thesis, The University of Auckland]. The University of Auckland Research Repository. https://
researchspace.auckland.ac.nz/handle/2292/27632

Johnes, J. (2016). Performance indicators and rankings in higher education. In R. Barnett, P. Temple &
P. Scott (Eds.), Valuing higher education: an appreciation of the work of Gareth williams and the
centre for higher education studies (pp. 77–105). London.: Institute of Education, University College.

Kammeyer-Mueller, J., Wanberg, C., Rubenstein, A., & Song, Z. (2013). Support, undermining, and new-
comer socialization: fitting in during the first 90 days. Academy of Management Journal, 56(4),
1104–1124. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0791.

Kassarnig, V., Mones, E., Bjerre-Nielsen, A., Sapiezynski, P., Dreyer Lassen, D., & Lehmann, S. (2018).
Academic performance and behavioral patterns. EPJ Data Science, 7(1), 10. https://doi.org/10.1140/
epjds/s13688-018-0138-8.

Kuhfeld, M., & Soland, J. (2021). The learning curve: revisiting the assumption of linear growth during
the school year. Journal of Research on Educational Effectiveness, 14(1), 143–171. https://doi.org/1
0.1080/19345747.2020.1839990.

Leiner, D. J. (2019). SoSci Survey (Version 3.1.06) [Computer software]. https://www.soscisurvey.de
Levy, Y. (2007). Comparing dropouts and persistence in e-learning courses. Computers & education, 48(2),

185–204. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2004.12.004.
Maina, J. J., & Ibrahim, R.H. (2019). Socialisation mediates the relationship between learning environ-

ments and architecture students’ academic performance. International Journal of Built Environment
and Sustainability, 6(3), 43–52. https://doi.org/10.11113/ijbes.v6.n3.416.

McKelvey, R.D., & Zavoina, W. J. (1975). A statistical model for the analysis of ordinal level dependent
variables. Journal of Mathematical Sociology, 4, 103–120. https://doi.org/10.1080/0022250X.1975.
9989847.

Molinillo, S., Aguilar-Illescas, R., Anaya-Sánchez, R., & Arán, M.V. (2018). Exploring the impacts of
interactions, social presence and emotional engagement on active collaborative learning in a social
web-based environment. Computers & Education, 123, 41–52. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.20
18.04.012.

Morawski, J.G. (2014). Socialization. In T. Teo (Ed.),Encyclopedia of critical psychology (pp. 1820–1826).
Springer.

Müller, L., & Klein, D. (2022). Social inequality in dropout from higher education in Germany. Towards
combining the student integration model and rational choice theory. Research in Higher Education.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-022-09703-w.

Muthén, L.K., & Muthén, B. (2017). Mplus user’s guide (8th edn.). Los Angeles: Muthén & Muthén.
Neugebauer, M., Heublein, U., & Daniel, A. (2019). Studienabbruch in Deutschland: Ausmaß, Ursachen,

Folgen, Präventionsmöglichkeiten. Zeitschrift für Erziehungswissenschaft, 22(5), 1025–1046. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11618-019-00904-1.

Okdie, B.M., Guadagno, R.E., Bernieri, F. J., Geers, A.L., & Mclarney-Vesotski, A.R. (2011). Getting to
know you: face-to-face versus online interactions. Computers in Human Behavior, 27(1), 153–159.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2010.07.017.

R Core Team (2020). R: a language and environment for statistical computing. [computer software]. R
Foundation for Statistical Computing. https://www.R-project.org/

Robbins, S.B., Oh, I.-S., Le, H., & Button, C. (2009). Intervention effects on college performance and
retention as mediated by motivational, emotional, and social control factors: Integrated meta-analytic
path analyses. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(5), 1163–1184. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015738.

Sarasso, P., Ronga, I., Del Fante, E., et al. (2022). Physical but not virtual presence of others potentiates
implicit and explicit learning. Sci Rep, 12, 21205. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-25273-4.

Schilling, H., Wittner, B., & Kauffeld, S. (2022). Current interventions for the digital onboarding of first-
year students in higher education institutions: a scoping review. Education Sciences, 12, 551. https://
doi.org/10.3390/educsci12080551.

Spady, W.G. (1970). Dropouts from higher education: an interdisciplinary review and synthesis. Inter-
change, 1(1), 64–85. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02214313.

Stadtfeld, C., Vörös, A., Elmer, T., Boda, Z., & Raabe, I. J. (2019). Integration in emerging social networks
explains academic failure and success. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United
States of America, 116(3), 792–797. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1811388115.

Stage, F.K. (1989). Motivation, academic and social integration, and the early dropout. American Educa-
tional Research Journal, 26(3), 385–402. https://doi.org/10.2307/1162979.

Statistisches Bundesamt (2020). Bildung und Kultur. Studienverlaufsstatistik 2019. https://www.statistisc
hebibliothek.de/mir/receive/DEHeft_mods_00143105 (Created 28.05.).

K

https://researchspace.auckland.ac.nz/handle/2292/27632
https://researchspace.auckland.ac.nz/handle/2292/27632
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0791
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjds/s13688-018-0138-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjds/s13688-018-0138-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/19345747.2020.1839990
https://doi.org/10.1080/19345747.2020.1839990
https://www.soscisurvey.de
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2004.12.004
https://doi.org/10.11113/ijbes.v6.n3.416
https://doi.org/10.1080/0022250X.1975.9989847
https://doi.org/10.1080/0022250X.1975.9989847
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.04.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.04.012
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-022-09703-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11618-019-00904-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11618-019-00904-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2010.07.017
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015738
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-25273-4
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci12080551
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci12080551
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02214313
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1811388115
https://doi.org/10.2307/1162979
https://www.statistischebibliothek.de/mir/receive/DEHeft_mods_00143105
https://www.statistischebibliothek.de/mir/receive/DEHeft_mods_00143105


Crossing the distance: University student newcomer socialization in online semesters—a case...

Steinmayr, R., Meißner, A., Weidinger, A.F., & Wirthwein, L. (2014). Academic achievement. Oxford
Bibliographies. https://doi.org/10.1093/OBO/9780199756810-0108.

Tinto, V. (1975). Dropout from higher education. A theoretical synthesis of recent research. Review of
Educational Research, 45(1), 89–125. https://doi.org/10.2307/1170024.

Tinto, V. (1988). Stages of student departure: reflections on the longitudinal character of student leaving.
The Journal of Higher Education, 59(4), 438–455. https://doi.org/10.2307/1981920.

Tolks, D., Romeike, B.F., Ehlers, J., Kuhn, S., Kleinsorgen, C., Huber, J., Fischer, M.R., Bohne, C., Hege,
I., Merz, L., & Sailer, M. (2021). The online inverted classroom model (oICM). A blueprint to adapt
the inverted classroom to an online learning setting in medical and health education [version 2].
MedEdPublish, 2021, 9–113. https://doi.org/10.15694/mep.2020.000113.2.

Tucker, S.Y. (2012). Promoting socialization in distance education. Turkish Online Journal of Distance
Education, 13(1), 174–182. http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ976939.pdf.

Wang, Y., Cullen, K.L., Yao, X., & Li, Y. (2013). Personality, freshmen proactive social behavior, and
college transition: predictors beyond academic strategies. Learning and Individual Differences, 23,
205–212. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2012.09.010.

Weidman, J.C. (2020). Conceptualizing student socialization in higher education: an intellectual journey.
In J.C. Weidman & L. DeAngelo (Eds.), Socialization in higher education and the early career:
theory, research and application (pp. 11–28). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-33350-8.

Weingarten, H.P., Hicks, M., Kaufman, A., Chatoor, K., MacKay, E., & Pichette, J. (2019). Postsecondary
education metrics for the 21st century. Toronto: Higher Education Quality Council of Ontario. http://
hdl.voced.edu.au/10707/524987

Whitford, E. (2022). America’s top colleges 2022: why former no. 1 harvard is no longer in the top ten.
Forbes. https://www.forbes.com/sites/emmawhitford/2022/08/30/americas-top-colleges-2022-why-
former-no-1-harvard-is-no-longer-in-the-top-ten (Created 30.08.).

Wilcox, P., Winn, S., & Fyvie-Gauld, M. (2005). ‘It was nothing to do with the university, it was just the
people’: the role of social support in the first-year experience of higher education. Studies in Higher
Education, 30(6), 707–722. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070500340036.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps
and institutional affiliations.

K

https://doi.org/10.1093/OBO/9780199756810-0108
https://doi.org/10.2307/1170024
https://doi.org/10.2307/1981920
https://doi.org/10.15694/mep.2020.000113.2
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ976939.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2012.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-33350-8
http://hdl.voced.edu.au/10707/524987
http://hdl.voced.edu.au/10707/524987
https://www.forbes.com/sites/emmawhitford/2022/08/30/americas-top-colleges-2022-why-former-no-1-harvard-is-no-longer-in-the-top-ten
https://www.forbes.com/sites/emmawhitford/2022/08/30/americas-top-colleges-2022-why-former-no-1-harvard-is-no-longer-in-the-top-ten
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070500340036

	Crossing the distance: University student newcomer socialization in online semesters—a case study
	Abstract
	Zusammenfassung
	Introduction
	Socialization development in higher education
	Socialization as predictor of performance and course dropout
	Research questions

	Methods
	Sample and procedure
	Measures
	Student socialization
	Performance
	Course dropout

	Statistical analysis

	Results
	RQ1: Changes in newcomer students’ socialization
	RQ2: Students’ socialization predicting performance and course dropout

	Discussion
	References


