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SUMMARY

The decision of a young adult to enroll in a particular college or
university is no doubt influenced by a complex set of forces including his own
goals, abilities, and personality as well as parental values, socioeconomic status
and other environmental factors. This study was concerned with a very limited
aspect of the general question of influences on college choice; namely, how do
Northern Michigan University freshmen explain their choice of a college, and what
is the relationship of their explanations to selected demographic and academic char-
acteristics. The data were obtained from a questionnaire on college choice admin-
istered as a part of the 1966 freshman orientation testing program and from University
records. The questionnaire consisted of 18 items concerned with factors which may
have influenced a student to enroll at Northern Michigan University. Students rated
each item on a three-point scale as to the extent to which the factor influenced him
to enroll at Northern. Four influence scores, each based on three to six items,
were derived from the questionnaire. These were designated as Intellectual Em-
phasis, Practicality, Advice of Others, and Social Emphasis.

Analysis of variance was used to test whether or not the scores on
each scale differed among the following groups: Upper Michigan and Lower Michigan
students, men and women, and students who had graduated in the upper half of their
high school class versus those who had graduated in the lower half. Correlation
coefficients were also computed between scores on each scale and first semester
college GPA for four student groups; namely, Upper Michigan men, Lower Michigan
men, Upper Michigan women, and Lower Michigan women. The analysis of vari-
ance was based upon a randomly selected sample of 55 students within each of the
eight student groups, and the correlation analysis upon randomly selected samples
of 180 students in each group.

Students from Upper Michigan said that their decision to attend North-
ern was very strongly influenced by practical considerations of cost and distance.
They also gave substantial relative weight to the factor designated as Intellectual
Emphasis; that is, they felt they were quite strongly influenced by their perception
of the quality of the faculty and program available to them. They said that they were
less influenced by the advice of other persons and social considerations than by
either practical or intellectual influences.

Lower Michigan students, like those from Upper Michigan, gave sub-
stantial emphasis to intellectual matters as an influence upon their decision to come
to Northern. As would be expected, however, they gave substantially less emphasis
to practical considerations of cost and distance than Upper Michigan students. Lower
Michigan students felt, as did those from Upper Michigan, that the advice of others,
including parents, teachers, counselors, and friends, in comparison with other
factors, had had relatively little influence on their decision to attend Northern.Social
factors seemed to be slightly, but not significantly, more important to Lower than
Upper Michigan students.
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Students who had graduated in the upper half of their high school class
said that they had been more influenced by intellectual considerations than did those
who had graduated in the lower half. Similarly women tended to give more emphasis
to intellectual matters than did men. The only other factor on which there was a
significant difference between either sexes or high school rank groups was Practi-
cality -- women who had graduated in the upper half of their class had significantly
higher scores on this variable than those who graduated in the lower half.

To ascertain whether the greater concern for practical malters expressed
by women who had graduated in the upper half of their high school class reflected
the socioeconomic status of their families, the occupations of their fathers were
compared with those of women who had graduated in the lower half of their high
school class. A disproportionate number of women who had graduated in the lower
half of their class were fotmd to have come from upper socioeconomic groups;
whereas, a disproportionate number of those who had graduated in the upper half of
their class were found to have come from lower socioeconomic families. Thus, the
higher practicality scores of the more academically able students seems to reflect
a realistic concern about financing a college education.

A likely explanation of the negative relationship found between high
school achievement and socioeconomic status of freshman women at Northern is the
differential emphasis on, and opportunity for, higher education among upper and
lower socioeconomic groups. That is, there is a tendency for only the more academ-
ically talented women from lower socioeconomic groups to go to college; whereas,
among upper socioeconomic groups, college is often viewed as a normal consequence
of high school graduation even for the less able student. This phenomenon in com-
bination with Northern's open admissions policy seems to be a plausible explanation
of the relationship found in this study.

The only college influence scale which was significantly correlated
with first semester academic performance at Northern was Practicality. This
correlation was very small and continued to be significant only for Lower Michigan
students when the effect of academic ability as measured by the School and College
Ability Test was controlled through partial correlation. Thus it appeared that
Lower Michigan students most influenced by practical considerations, such as
cost, in deciding to come to Northern may have been more highly motivated to
achieve academically than those with less practical concerns.

Most of the differences found among the several groups of freshmen
included in this study were quite small. Consequently, inferences made from them
must be interpreted with considerable caution.
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INTRODUCTION

How do students select a college? What are the motivational and en-
vironmental factors which influence their choice? Somewhat surprisingly, it
appears that relatively little is known about how or why young adults choose the
particular college which they elect to attend.

Holland (1958) in a study of National Merit Scholars asked a sample
of high school seniors why they had selected the college in which they planned to
enroll. Major reasons given by the sample of Merit Scholars included their per-
ception of the academic quality of the college, practical consideration of distance
from home and cost, and the recommendation of other persons. Similar influences
have been reported by Douvan and Kaye (1962). In a more recent methodological
study, Richards and Holland (1965) made a factor analysis of the responses of a
national sample of students to a brief questionnaire on college choice administered
as a part of the American College Testing Program. Four factors of influence were
found: Intellectual Emphasis, Practicality, Advice of Others, and SoCial Emphasis.

The study reported here was concerned with a very limited aspect of the
general problem of college choice; namely, how do freshmen at Northern explain
their choice of a college. A second purpose was to ascertain whether the reasons
they gave for their choice were related to selected demographic and academic char-
acteristics.

Data were obtained from a questionnaire on college choice administered
as a part of the 1966 freshman orientation testing program and from University rec-
ords. The questionnaire was based on the Richards and Holland study (1965), and,
in general, consisted of items with high loadings on the four factors found in that
study. Minor modifications in the items were made to make them more specific to
Northern, such as the substitution of the word "Northern" for the more general term
"college, " and one item was omitted from the Intellectual Emphasis factor as it seemed
inappropriate for Northern students. A list of the items is included in the Appendix.

Each student rated each of the 18 items on a three-point scale: (1) had
little or no influence on decision to come to Northern, (2) had sor le but relatively
minov influence on decision to come to Northern, and (3) had a strong influence on
decision to come to Northern. Item responses were given weights of one to three,
and a score was obtained on each scale by summing the item weights.

A three-factor factorial analysis of variance was performed to ascertain
whether student responses differed by sex, high school rank (graduated in upper half
vs. lower half of class), and location of home (Upper Michigan vs. Lower Michigan,
i. e. either above or below the Straits of Mackinac). Out-of-state students were ex-
cluded because of the relatively small number enrolled; also excluded were part-
time students and students for whom complete data were not available. To obtain
equal numbers in each subgroup for the analysis of variance, a random sample of
55 students was drawn from each subgToup; with eight subgroups the total sample
consisted of 440 students. The analysis of variance was run for each scale and for
each item within a scale. To aid in interpretion of the data, tests were computed
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between all pairs of cell means with the standard error of the difference calculated
from the within cell variance. Because of the large number of Vs which resulted
from this computation, only selected values are included in this report. Subse-
quent to executing these analyses, the mean scores on all scales were transformed
to a three-point scale by dividing each raw score mean by the number of items in
the scale.

To ascertain whether any relationship existed between scores on the
college influence scales and college academic performance, coefficients of cor-
relation were computed between scale scores, total score on the School and College
Ability Test (SCAT), and first semester GPA at Northern. In those instances where
the coefficients of correlation between scale scores and college GPA were signifi-
cantly greater than zero, the influence of general ability as measured by SCAT was
partialed out by partial correlation. Correlation coefficients were calculated
separately for men and women from Upper and Lower Michigan. All coefficients
were based upon a randomly selected sample of 180 students from within each of
the groups; thus,the total sample was composed of 720 students.

The relatively homogeneous samples of students used in the correlation
analysis were also used to estimate the internal-consistency reliability of the college
influence scales. Average item intercorrelations were obtained for each sample
group using Fisher's z coefficients; the Spearman-Brown formula was then applied
to estimate the reliability of the scale. The average reliability coefficients were
.64, .44, .61 and .51 respectively for the Intellectual Emphasis, Practicality,
Advice of Others, and Social Emphasis scales.

RESULTS

Intellectual Emphasis

The mean scores for each student group on each of the college influ-
ence scales are given in Table 1, and the analysis of variance of the scores in
Tables 3 through 6. Similar data for each item of the scale may be found in the
appendix. As can be seen from Tables 1 and 3, women tended to say that they
had been more influenced by intellectual considerations in coming to Northern
than did men, and students who had graduated in the upper half of their high school
class seemed to think that they had been somewhat more influenced by intellectual
concerns than those who graduated in the lower half of their class. In both instances
this relationship was somewhat tenuous, however (significant at the .05 level),
and as may be seen from Table 2, the correlation analysis did not show a signif-
icant relationship between Intellectual Emphasis score and college GPA. Thus, it
appears that Intellectual Emphasis scores, although somewhat related to sex,
had little relationship to academic performance.
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Table 1. Mean Scores on Each Scale (N = 55 for All Means).

Men Women
Scale L. Mich. U. Mich. L. Mich. U. Mich.

HSRU HSRL HSRU HSRL HSRU HSRL HSRU HSRL

Intellectual Emphasis 1.75 1.66 1.83 1.67 1.96 1.77 1.79 1.85
Practicality 1.52 1.48 2.34 2.40 1.64 1.43 2.54 2,26
Advice of Others 1.55 1.53 1.67 1.59 1.58 1.47 1.64 1.58
Social Emphasis 1.60 1.68 1.68 1.56 1.68 1.68 1.58 1,62

USRU = Upper half of high school class; HSRL = Lower half

Table 2. Coefficients of Correlation Between College Influence Scale Scores and
First Semester College Grade Point Average (N = 180 for all Coefficients),

Scale
Men Women

L. Mich, U, Mich. L. Mich. LI. 1Vlich.

Intellectual Emphasis . 032 . 001 . 107 .066
Practicality .173* . 088 . 262** .161*
Advice of Others . 086 .012 . 057 - . 035
Social Emphasis - . 111 - .066 - . 033 - .122

* Significant at . 05 level
** Significant at . 01 level
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Table 3. Analysis of Variance of Intellectual Emphasis Scale Scores.

Source d f MS
Sex 1 23.64 6.53*
Home Location 1 0.00 0.00
HS Rank 1 16.03 4.43*
Sex x Location 1 4.00 1.11
Sex x HSR 1 1.53 . 42
Location x HSR 1 2.94 . 81
Sex x Location x HSR 1 11.13 3.07
Within 432 3.62
Total 439

* 05

Table 4. Analysis of Variance of Practicality Scale Scores.

Source d f MS
Sex 1 1.20 . 60
Home Location 1 767.18 384.29**
HS Rank 1 14.91 7.47**
Sex x Location 1 02 . 01
Sex x HSR 1 16.42 8.23**
Location x HSR 1 05 . 03
Sex x Location x HSR 1 1.65 . 83
Within 432 1.99
Total 439

**P.. 01
Table 5. Analysis of Variance of Advice of Others Scale Scores.

Source d f MS F
Sex 1 . 90 . 17
Home Location 1 29.53 5.64*
HS Rank 1 16.03 3.06
Sex x Location 1 . 03 . 01
Sex x HSR 1 1.53 . 29
Location x HSR 1 . 03 . 01
Sex x Location x HSR 1 2.62 50
Within 432 5.23
Total 439

* P... 05
Table 6. Analysis of Variance of Social Emphasis Scale Scores.

Source d f MS
Sex 1 . 27 . 07
Home Location 1 6.87 1.73
HS Rank 1 0,00 0.00
Sex x Location 1 2.78 . 70
Sex x HSR 1 1.42 . 36
Location x HSR 1 5.45 1.37
Sex x Location x HSR 1 10.20 2.57
Within 432 3.97
Total 439
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Examination of the individual item means and analysis of them (Appendix,
Tables 7 through 11) revealed that item mean differences were, in general, consistent
with scale mean differences. On one item (Desirable Intellectual Atmosphere) a
sex x HSR x home location interaction was present (significant at . 05 level).
Similar interaction was found on the Intellectual Emphasis scale (.05,:..P.10).
From Tables 1 and 7 it can be seen that these interactions were largely due to the
relatively low mean score obtained by Upper Michigan women who graduated in
the upper half of their high school class.

Although there was little or no evidence that those students who said
they were more strongly influenced by intellectual considerations obtained higher
grades either in high school or college, students, in general, said that intellectual
concerns were relatively more important than other influencing factors. As can
be seen from Table 1, Intellectual Emphasis mean scores were either the highest
or second highest of any scale for all student groups.

Practicality

As would be expected, freshmen from Upper Michigan said that they
were much more strongly influenced by practical considerations of cost and
location of the University than did those from Lower Michigan. Although the
analysis of variance of the Practicality Scale, Table 4, also showed that students
who graduated in the upper half of their high school class had significantly higher
scores than those from the lower half (P.. . 01), a significant sex by HSR interaction
was present. Similar interaction was shown on each item of the scale, although it
was not in all instances statistically significant (Tables 12 through 14).

As may be seen from Table 1, men who graduated in the upper half
and lower half of their high school class had very similar scores on the Practicality
scale. In the case of women, however, there was a positive relationship between
Practicality score and HSR; that is, women who graduated in the upper half of their
high school class had significantly higher scores than those who graduated in the
lower half ( t for Upper Michigan women 3.171 and for Lower Michigan women
2.429 with 432 d f ). The differences between the item means, Table 7, of women
who graduated in the upper and lower half of their class were all in the same dir-
ection as the total scale score with differences on the item, "Low Cost," being
particularly marked for both Upper and Lower Michigan women ( t = 2.57 and 2.31
with 432 d f ). HSR differences on the item, "Close to Home," were also substantial
for Upper Michigan women (t = 3. 17 with 432 d f ) but not for those from Lower
Michigan.

The relationship of Practicality scores to achievement was also evident
in the correlation analysis. As shown in Table 2, scores were posidvely related
to college achievement,with this relationship being somewhat higher for women than
for men and somewhat more pronounced for Lower Michigan than Upper Michigan
students. This relationship continued to be significant for Lower but not for Upper Mich-
igan students, when the effect of ability as measured by SCAT WAS controlled through
partial correlation. The partial correlations for Lower Michigan men and women were
.180 ( t = 2.434 with 177 d f, 13.. 05) and .221 ( t = 3.01 with 177 d f, P4 . 01)
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respectively. Thus, it seems that those students from Lower Michigan most con-
cerned about practical matters, such as cost, may have had higher motivation to
achieve in college.

Why were the students who graduated in the upper half of their high
school class seemingly more concerned about practical considerations than those
who did less well in high school? A possible explanation is that the lower achievers
tended to come from families with higher incomes and thus with less concern about
financing a college education. To test this hypothesis, information on the occu-
pation of student& fathers was obtained from their application for admission and
classified into four categories based on Roe's Criteria (1956). The categories
used were: 1. professional and managerial, 2. semi-professional and small
business, 3. skilled , and 4. semiskilled and unskilled. Chi square was then
used to ascertain whether any relationship existed between father's occupation
and whether a student had graduated in the upper or lower half of his high school
class. The chi square value for Lower Michigan women was 11.166 (d f = 3,
Pc. 02) and for Upper Michigan women 7.822 (d f = 3, P.,e . 05). For men the chi
square values were 3.048 (d f = 3, 05) and 3.450 (d f = 3, P). 05). The low
but significant relationship between father's occupation and HSR for women was in
the hypothesized direction; that is, socioeconomic status as measured by occu-
pation was negatively related to high school rank. Thus, it seems that the higher
practicality scores of women who graduated in the upper half of their high school
class may be accounted for by the economic status of their families.

It should be noted that this negative relationship for women between
family socioeconomic status and HSR is in contrast to the more usual finding of
a positive relationship between socioeconomic status and achievement. Lavin
(1965) in a review of research on the prediction of academic performance has
suggested that a negative relationship is likely to be found between socioeconomic
status and performance when the sample is restricted to upper socioeconomic
levels. Although this is not a wholly satisfactory explanation of the relationship
found in the study reported here, since the occupations of the women students'
fathers were distributed throughout all occupational levels, a plausible explanation
is that the sample was restricted because of social class differences in the oppor-
tunity for, and value placed upon, higher education.

In upper socioeconomic group families there is generally both greater
expectation and greater economic opportunity for young people to go to college
than in lower socioeconomic groups. As a result, young adults from upper groups
are more likely to go to college even though they may have achieved relatively
poorly in high school, than are young people from the lower socioeconomic
groups. In an extensive study of 109 000 high school graduates from 16 communities
from throughout the Midwest, California and Pennsylvania, Trent and Medsker
(1967) found that socioeconomic status had more influence on college attendance
than academic ability. This influence does not, however, seem to be as great
for men as for women; for example, Werts (1966) in a study of students who en-
tered 248 colleges in 1961 found that men from low social classes were more
likely to enter college than women. In the study reported here this differential
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effect of social class upon college entrance of the sexec
ence found between men and women, and the negative
economic class and high school achievement for wom
of socioeconomic status upon college entrance.

Advice of Others

Choice of a college is frequently,
and indirectly by parents, peers, teachers,
scale is intended to measure the extent of th

may account for the differ-
relationship between socio-

en may result from the influence

if not always, influenced both directly
and others. The Advice of Others
is influence.

It can be seen from Tables 1 and 5 that scores of men and women were
very similar on the Advice of Others scale, as were also the scores of students
who had graduated in the upper and lower half of their high school class. The ab-
sence of any relationship to academic performance was also corroborated by the
correlation analysis shown in Table 2.

Students whose homes were in Upper Michigan were found to have signif-
icantly higher mean scale scores than those who had come to Northern from Lower
Michigan. On one item, however, (see Tables 7 and 19) this difference was in the
reverse direction; that is, Lower Michigan students had significantly higher scores
than those from Upper Michigan. This item was concerned with the influence of
high school or college coun elors and probably reflects the higher incidence of
counseling services in Lo er Michigan schools. Also, one item on the Advice of
Others scale (talk with achnissions counselor from Northern) showed a significant
sex by location interaction (Table 20). Men from Upper Michigan obtained higher
scores on this item th n those from Lower Michigan, whereas women from Upper
Michigan had lower scores than those from Lower Michigan. Whether or not this
reflects some differential opportunity for influence or other factors is not known.

In general, students thought that the advice of others had had relatively
little influence on their decision to attend Northern. As may be noted from Table 1,
all student gro ps had the lowest or next to lowest mean score on this scale.

Social Emphasis

No differences were found among the scores of the freshmen groups on
the Soci 1 Emphasis Scale, although there were differences on several of the indiv-
idual items. Item differences, as may be seen from the mean scores in Table 7
and analysis of variance, Tables 21 through 25 in the Appendix, were primarily
differences between sexes and tended to cancel one another out. The item, "Good

Ath etic Program" was, as might be expected, rated significantly higher by men
than by women. Conversely, the item, "Coeducational", was considered more
influential by women than by men. There was also some tendency for Lower Michigan
students to rate the athletic program of more significance than Upper Michigan
students. On one item, "Desirable Social Climate and Activities' Program", there

9
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men from Lower Michigan considered it of slightly less signicance than did men

was a significant (ge.. 05) sex by location interaction -- women from Lower Michigan
considered this variable more important than did those from Upper Michigan; whereas,

if
from Upper Michigan. Since many of the students from Lower Michigan came fromin and around major population centers, perhaps the men tended to perceive Nor-
thern Michigan University because of its relatively isolated location as not pro-viding a very desirable social climate; whereas, women may have placed moreemphasis on opportunities for social life on campus where the ratio of boys to girlsapproaches 2:1.

Although the mean scores obtained by students from Upper and LowerMichigan did not differ significantly, Lower Michigan students tended to givegreater weight to social concerns in relationship to other factors than did studentsfrom Upper Michigan. As can be seen from Table 1, mean scores obtained byLower Michigan students on the Social Emphasis scale were either the highest orsecond highest when compared with the other scales; whereas, the means for UpperMichigan students ranked this scale either third or fourth in importance.

Scores on the Social Emphasis scale were not significantly related toachievement. It is of interest to note, however, that although not significant, thecoefficients for all groups were negative (Table 2).
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COLLEGE INFLUENCE QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

Intellectual Emphasis

1. Good faculty.
2. High scholastic standards.
3. Has special curriculum I wanted.
4. Desirable intellectual atmosphere.

Practicality

5. Desirable location.
6. Low cost.
7. Close to home.

Advice of Others

8. Advice of parents
9. Advice of brother or sister.

10. Advice of alumni contacts.
11. Advice of high school teacher (s),
12. Advice of high school or college counselor.
13. Talk with admissions counselor from Northern,

Social Emphasis

14. Desirable social climate and activities program.
15. Good athletic program.
16. My friends are going to Northern.
17. Has fraternities and sororities.
18. Coeducational.

(Note: items were arranged in random order on the
questionnaire)

13
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Table 7. Item Mean Scores (N = 55 for all means)

Item
Men Women

L. Mich. U. Mich. L. Mich. U. Mich.
HSRU HSRL HSRU HSRL HSRU HSRL HSRU HSRLIntellectual Emphasis

1 1.62 1.62 1.80 1.68 1.95 1.66 1.62 1.592 1.71 1.68 1.88 1.59 1.79 1.82 1.84 1.773 2.00 1.80 1.88 1.82 2.19 2.00 2.04 2.204 1.66 1.55 1.79 1.60 1.93 1.62 1.68 1.84

Practicality
5 1.79 1.79 2.70 2.66 1.97 1.77 2.77 2.576 1.71 1.60 1.95 2.08 1.75 1.42 2.26 1.907 1.11 1.10 2.48 2.55 1.28 1.15 2.70 2.40

Advice of Others
8 1.55 1.35 1.93 1.77 1.55 1.44 2.08 1.909 1.15 1.17 1.22 1.37 1.20 1.23 1.42 1.2610 1.55 1.64 1.71 1.51 1.48 1.42 1.55 1.5311 1.71 1.62 1.84 1.79 1.71 1.66 1.70 1.7512 2.02 2.06 1.77 1.75 2.00 1.80 1.79 1.7513 1.15 1.20 1.37 1.22 1.39 1.24 1.17 1.15

Social Emphasis
14 1.77 1.88 2.04 1.77 2.08 2.13 1.88 1.9115 1.70 1.73 1.46 1.48 1.44 1.40 1.26 1.4616 1.57 1.71 1.71 1.68 1.57 1.55 1.53 1.5917 1.19 1.20 1.19 1.15 1.28 1.33 1.20 1.2218 1.79 1.90 2.04 1.73 2.04 2.02 2.04 1.93

HSRU = Upper half of high school class; HSRL = Lower half.
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Table 8. Analysis of Variance of Scores On Item,"Good Faculty."

11=an6 Source d f MS
Sex 1 .05 .12
Home Location 1 .18 .39
HS Rank 1 1.42 3.03
Sex x Location 1 2.78 594*
Sex x HSR 1 .27 .59
Location x HSR 1 .11 .24
Sex x Location x HSR 1 1.00 2.14
Within 432 .46
Total 439

* P.c. 01

Table 9. Analysis of Variance of Scores On Item ,"High Scholastic Standards."

Source d f MS F
Sex 1 .90 1.94
Home Location 1 .03 .08
HS Rank 1 . 90 1.94
Sex x Location 1 .03 .08
Sex x HSR 1 .58 1.24
Location x HSR 1 .90 1.94
Sex x Location x HSR 1 .14 .31
Within 432 .46
Total 439

Table 10. Analysis of Variance of Scores On Item,"Has Special Curriculum
I Wanted. "

Source d f MS
Sex 1 5 91 9.39**
Home Location 1 .02 .03
HS Rank 1 .51 .81
Sex x Location 1 .18 .29
Sex x HSR 1 .38 .61
Location x HSR 1 1.65 2.63
Sex x Location x HSR 1 .27 .44
Within 432 .62
Total 439

** P01

Table 11. Analysis of Variance of Scores On Item,"Desirable Intellectual
Atmosphere. "

Source d f MS
Sex 1 1.53 3.40
Home Location 1 .14 .32
HS Rank 1 1.30 2.90
Sex x Location 1 .32 .73
Sex x HSR 1 .14 .32
Location x HSR 1 1.10 2.44
Sex x Location x HSR 1 2.04 4.53*
Within 432 .45
Total 439

* P<..05 15



Table 12. Analysis of Variance of Scores On Item,"Desirable Location."

Source d f MS
Sex 1 .14 .25
Home Location 1 78.62 134.65**
HS Rank 1 1.30 2.24
Sex x Location 1 .22 .39
Sex x HSR 1 .90 1.56
Location x HSR 1 .00 .00
Sex x Location x HSR 1 .00 .00
Within 432 .58
Total 439

** P.. 01

Table 13. Analysis of Variance of Scores On Item,"Low Cost."

Source d f MS F
Sex 1 .00 .00
Home Location 1 19.65 35.57**
HS Rank 1 3.11 5.63*
Sex x Location 1 .51 .93
Sex x HSR 1 3.45 6.26*
Location x HSR 1 .27 .50
Sex x Location x HSR 1 .51 .92
Within 432 .55
Total 439

** 11. 01 , * P., . 05

Table 14. Analysis of Variance of Scores on Item,"Close to Home."

Source d f MS F
Sex 1 .58 1.53
Home Location 1 207.28 546.25
HS Rank 1 .90 2.40
Sex x Location 1 .14 .38
Sex x HSR 1 1.53 4.05
Location x HSR 1 .03 .09
Sex x Location x HSR 1 .44 1.18
Within 432 .37
Total 439

Table 15. Analysis of Variance of Scores on Item,"Advice of Parents, "

Source d f MS
--Sex 1 .90 1.69

Home Location 1 21.82 40.66**
HS Rank 1 2.94 549*
Sex x Location 1 .22 .42
Sex x HSR 1 , 03 .07
Location x HSR 1 .01 .02
Sex x Location x HSR 1 .08 .15
Within 432 .53
Total 439

** 14.=-. 01, *p.O5
16



Table 16. Analysis of Variance of Scores on Item,"Advice of Brother or
Sister."
Source d f

Sex 1

Home Location 1

HS Rank 1

Sex x Location 1

Sex x HSR 1

Location x HSR 1

Sex x Location x HSR 1

Within 432

Total 439

MS
. 08 .24

2.62 7.71**
. 03 .11
. 03 .11

1,10 3.23
0.00 0.00

. 32 .96

. 34

** 01

Table 17. Analysis of Variance of Scores on Item,"Advice of Alumni
Contacts."

Source d f MS F

Sex
ii 1.30 2.44

Home Location 1 .32 .61

HS Rank 1 .22 .42
Sex x Location 1 .14 .27
Sex x HSR 1 0.00 0.00
Location x HSR 1 .44 .83
Sex x Location x HSR 1 .73 1.37

Within 432 .53
Total 439

Table 18. Analysis of Variance of Scores on Item,"Advice of High School
Teacher(s)."

Source d f
Sex 1

Home Location 1

HS Rank 1

Sex x Location 1

Sex x HSR 1

Location x HSR 1

Sex x Location x HSR 1

Within 432

Total 439

MS
. 14 .26
. 90 1.66
. 14 .26
. 32 .60
. 14 .27
. 14 .27
. 03 .07
. 54

Table 19. Analysis of Variance of Scores on Item,"Advice of High School
or College Counselor. "

Source d f MS

Sex 1 .44
Home Location 1 4.80
HS Rank 1 .32
Sex x Location 1 .58
Sex x HSR 1 . 44
Location x HSR 1 .08
Sex x Location x HSR 1 .32
Within 432 .58
Total** 1:3'. 01

439
17

. 76
8.22**

. 56
. 99
. 76
. 14
. 56



Table 20. Analysis of Variance of Scores on Item,"Talk with Admissions Counselor
from Northern. "

Source d f MS

Sex 1 0.00 0.00
Home Location 1 .03 .11
HS Rank 1 .44 1.38
Sex x Location 1 2.04 6.36*
Sex x HSR 1 .03 .11
Location x HSR 1 .03 .11
Sex x Location x HSR 1 .73 2.28
Within 432 .32
Total 439

* 05

Table 21. Analysis of Variance of Scores on Item,"Desirable Social Climate and
Activities Program. "

Source d f MS

Sex 2.04 3.59
Home Location 1 .44 .78
HS Rank 1 , 03 . 06

Sex x Location 1 2.32 4.08*
Sex x HSR 1 .44 .78
Location x HSR 1 1.10 1.93
Sex x Location x HSR 1 .90 1.59
Within 432 .57
Total 439

* P.. 05
Table 22. Analysis of Variance of Scores on Item, "Good Athletic Program. "

Source d f MS FSET-- 1 4.40 3.93**
Home Location I 2,62 5.34*
HS Rank 1 .32 .67
Sex x Location 1 .90 1.85
Sex x HSR 1 .08 .16
Location x HSR 1 .32 .67
Sex x Location x HSR 1 .44 .91

Within 432 .49
Total 439

** 1:1.. 01, * P...=. 05

Table 23. Analyeis of Variance of Scores on Item,"My Friends are Going to
Northern. "

Source d f MS

Sex 1 1.30 2.74
Home Location 1 .08 .17
HS Rank 1 .14 .30
Sex x Location 1 .08 .17
Sex x HSR 1 .03 .08
Location x HSR 1 .08 .17
Sex x Location x HSR 1 .44 .93

Within 432 .47
Total 439



Table 24. Analysis of Variance of Scores on Item,"Has Fraternities and
Sororities."

Source d f MS
Sex 1 .65
Home Location 1 .38
HS Rank 1 .02
Sex x Location 1 .11
Sex x HSR 1 .05
Location x HSR 1 .05
Sex x Location x HSR 1 0.00
Within 432 .25
Total 439

2.55
1.49

.08

.43

.22

.22
0.00

Table 25. Analysis ot Variance of Scores on Item,"Coeducational."

Source
go
Home Location
HS Rank
Sex x Location
Sex x HSR
Location x HSR
Sex x Location x HSR
Within
Total

* P.05

d f MS
1 2.32
1 0.00
1 .73
1 .22

.03
1 1.78
1 .73

432 .50
439

19

4.65*
.00

1.47
.46
.07

3.56
1.47


