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“ABSTRACT

: The federally funded Special Services for .
Disadvantaged.Students (SSDS) program is examined for the 1979-80 -
academic year in 58 institutions; the program's short-térm impact on e
participating freshmen is summarized. Up to 200 students at each site -~
were studied to determine whether program participation levels v

- correlated with outcomes and whether student background was related
to the levels of services received. After an overview and a review of
the study methodology, Chapter 3 discusses the SSDS program in terms
of federal regulations, rezuthorization, budgeting, funding, and
monitoring. In Chapter 4 the program's context, history, resgources,
and administrative procedures are examined. Chapter 5 covers the
interactions between programs and institutions, followed in Chapter 6

~— by an overview of services. The characteristics of eligible students -

and their relationships to services rendered are addressed. in .Chapter
7. Among the conclusions are: (1) SSDS services are focused, as .
|——intended, on economically and educationally deprived students; (2) ' :
SSDS, students are more likely to last through freshman year than .
students not receiving SSDS services; (3) most project directors are
.experienced, and usually members of a minority group; (4) the average
project ‘has 414 participating students; (5) students having larger
anounts of monetary aid tend to have higher levels of persistence;
(6) students whose parents had higher incomes tend to take and o
complete more courses and, to receive higher grades; and (7) students . !
.receiving more services are likely to complete more courses.. '
\ Extensive tables, figures, and appendices are provided, giving data
on percentages of students and faculty by race, staff turnover rate,
administrators' perception of SSDS academic credibility, 'stc. .(LC)
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Lo \ EXECUTIVE 'SUMMARY ! | - L
. A t
N NATIONALIEVALUATION OF MHE SP.ECIAI. SERVICES ;
o FOR DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS (SSDS) PROGRAM . ' . ¥
fACKGR()UND L . . L R * . .

S
This report: descrlbes the federally funded Special Services for D1sadvantaged
Aoy

Students (SSDS) prograﬁ as it.existed durlng the’ 1979-1980 acddemic year in
postsecondary educatlonal 1nst1tutlons across the country, and summarlzes the
'Ssqé'program's shortfterm rmpact on freshman students who recelved special
services frém the program in that year. A follow-up surdby, to be conducted

1n the Fall of 1981 will Re separately reported in mid-1982; that survey will
attengt ts, determine longer-term o:ogram impact on the same sample of'students,;

many of/;hem will then be in the1r junior year in thelr colleges and univetsi—

The Hrg§er Education Amendments of 1968, as further amended in 1978 (P L. 94- e .t
482),

tles.‘ v

.

thorized the Special Serv1ces for Dlsadvantaged~Students Program, and

defined’ its functions as: ' E ’ . n

. - <

Programs of remedial and other épeclal serwices for students with N N
academic potential who are enrolled or accepted fdr enrollment at '

the institution...and who, by reason of deprived educational, cul- '
tural or economic background, or physical handicap, are in need of - ’ -
such services Yo assist them to initiate, continue, or resume their .
postsecondary educatlon or by reason of limited English-speaking ,
ability are in need of b111ngua1 educational teaching, guidance,

. 4nd counseling in order to enable them to purs)ig a postsecondary < \
education. , ;

. . .

(-

r ) ' _—

SSDS gives pro1ect grants to selected 1nst1tutlons of higher educatlon that
have applied for funds under a c0mpet1t1ve award system.'”In FY 1980 a total
of $60 million was approprrated for SSbS. . - ’ e

, _ " ™ ;

>

L 4

Within the general desidn framework of the SSDS regulations, projects vary
widely in the serv1ces that'they provide, their methods of selectlng student

partlclpants, their funding 1evels, and the numbers of students they serve.

’
!




.The natlonal evaluatlon of the SSDS program is being conducted by §ystem

s P4 e

Development Corporatdion under . contrac!’from the Educatlon Department's Office
\\' - of Brogram Evaluation. One goal/ts to describe a natlonal sample of SSDS proj- =~ N
- .:: ects, and the 1nst1tut10ns in wifich those projects operate, and to characterlge P

. B samples of students hav1ng diffprent levels ofilparticipation in pro:ect act1v1—

voe N

- ties. - A second goal is to determine the 1mp;§k f project participation on

students per51stence (completlon of the icademl year) , progress (cougses.

‘o attempted and’ completﬂd), and p formance (grade point average) Thls second .
goal is glven somewhat less empjr

asis in the present report cause the most . s

v . 1mportant progrém beneflts are likely to requlre/two or thpee years té;show

. . ctheir full impact. As noted’ ear11er, a follgg-up phase w111 assess 1onger-\\\

. “term impackt. ° : ' o o 4

>

L . . . , JORES
' Ni
.
: e et ] .
. . . ; — .
. .

OVERVIEW OF KEY FINDINGS . o )
N . . .-' = €

Although the study, and. surveys arihnot yet COmplete, certa1n ‘important findlngs
v

relevant to policy are~beg1nn1ng to” emerge. These should be taken as prellmln- .

fary now——td be further 1nvest1gated after the follow—up surx?y has been conducted.

- . -

ﬁhe key flndlngs are that. : ) : ‘.
. .
‘® SSDS services are being focused, as intended, on economically and
- . . y .
. educationally deprived students. - ;

! . co s . . O~
e There is some evidene of beneficiul program impact on participating

\ s » students. A - < .. s o |

- Students receiving a full range of SSDS, servicasaare more. likely to
- N f per51st throughotﬁ51r frestman year (the only year covered by this
/

-\ report) than are students receiving few or no services.

B ] -~

. - Students receiving more services are likely to attempt and to com-
\ ! . A . - S,
N ple%e more course units. . —
. & .
- Students receiving a-full range of SSDS servicgs have lower grade-

point averages than studentg r’~e1v1ng fewer services, but this

¢ appears to be‘ a‘selectlon effect- rather than a negative effect of
¢ - the serv1ces,11,e.7\pr03ects tend to conceptrate services on students
S with poorer entry skil ‘ .
- . . L\ ' 5
> . . *
{ . : 2 / 19 ‘
. - . , '

.\)‘(_' » .

an &« ; ) ¢ . B 3




articipants receive lower}grade-point /‘W(
. /—\_) . ..-
t their per-

? .

- : s ) ' ,
r . \ Studegts rece1v1ng more flnanclag ald are more likedy to pers;st ° ' ‘

. ‘ thrOugh their ‘freshman year, and- teﬂd "to' attempt and compTéte more

.oz, course un1ts and to obt 1gher 7ades. (§§DS projects do not , ’

. ,. ' .provide or d1rectly arrange financial aid for students, but thev\
. . may refer Students to potential spurces of aiq;) ] . o M P

. + & With regard to SSDs: project characterlstlcs-0 S T

v v

p .- Most Eroject Directors are quite exﬁérieﬁced, and tend to be members

of'mlnorlty gr0ups, with more than half of them Black. .. "

-4 ' o . s Sy . . ' T
: - > § r
. T - -Many pro;ects h@vb relatlvely small numbers of regular profess1onal -
) . staff méﬁbers, ost of whom are falrly experienced, augmented by g
y 4

. . 'N substantlal numbers\of students whoﬁwork part time as tyitors,; peer I

. N ,
. . counselors, etc. ., . N‘/s N . .

y ' -
. . )
- The aXerage project has 414 part}cipating students, approximately
70 percent of whom are of mlnorlty groups, and a total annual budget
! of ‘around $;32 00D0. Some projects receive fundlng from state and/or
4

O ) local sources. but on the. average, 'Fdderal fund1ng acc?;nts for ’ A

- a;most 80 percent/ef the totaluproject budget.

< - » Most projects provide serv1ces .during the summer as well as dur}ng

the regular academlc year.. * . * 4
. N .
SR . . ,

- The average part1c1pat1ng student,receives some type of pro;ect ] Il
serv1ce 14 times during the academic year, and has an average totatl
. part1c1patlon time of dbout 14 hours, Larger progects t%nd to have
- 1ower average costs per student hour of services. About/half the
\,project_students‘receive'tutoring; their average total amount of
tutorial %}me over the academic year is about 9 hours. Approxi-
A ‘mately a third of the project students receive special group instruc—
’ -tion; the dverage total period of such 1nstructlon for this subgroupnm

E >

is’around 20 hours. 'ﬁoughiy two-thirds of part1c1pat1ng students

recegive 7ounse11ng and three-fourths receive orientation and/or &

\
cult -relations serv1ces, but the total duration of such services

- l

K over the year is typically quite small (evg., one to four hours) .’
s . . *

.
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MET?EDOLOGY v - ~ -
o~ . -’
The study focused on a nat1 nally representatlve sample of 58,mature projects

(prOJects in cont1nuous operatiun for at least three years 1nclud1ng the study .

Year) § For reasons of cost-effectlveness, the sampllng universe was defined -

(3 2

to exclude vocatlonal/technlcal*schools, 1nst1tutlons located outside the 48,

Ay
cofermlnous states, and projects whose Serv1ces weére de51gned exclus1vely for

1

the phys;cally handlcapped, however, these excluded 1nst1tutlons coLlec 1vely

accounte

~ ’
~

for only about 5 percent of all host 1nst1tut10ns.
, p ' \ .

The sample from each site comprised up to 200 students (180 freshmen and 20 aof
other levels) judged by the project to be ellglble for pronect serv1ces : Some
of the eligible students were alreaﬂy known to be participat 1ng in project
act1v1taes at the time they were selected° otheTrs were not yeg.part1c1pat1ng,
but mlght in the normal course of events participate beforé the end of the :

- T academlc year. All projects were, told that they should apply thezr normal
procedures for selectlon of studénts to recelve services, w1thout regard to

yhet&sr those students were in the study sample. Thus, the study used a nat-
ural

!
ariations design in which a partlcular sample student's pattern of par-

tlclpatlon in progect services could be deflned ofily at the conclusion of the
)

- academlc “year. The major purpose of 1nclpd1ng students w1th Aifferent part1c1-
patlon levels (including some students whq never part1c1pated in any special

X services) was to"etermlne whetner students with hlgher Qart1c1pat:gn levels 4

performed differently on the various outcome’ meqspres than those with.lower

~

levels. A secondary purpose was to learn whether sstudents' background charac-

teristics such’ as economic status were related to the levels of special ser-

.

- vices they received. ' . !
v . . LN . 7

-
-

Project and ipstitutional. data were collected by mail surveys and face-

to- face rnterv1ews aédministered to SSDS Project D1rect?rs and to 1nst1tutlonal
admlnlstrators once during the academlc year, as well as by questlonnalres ad-
innlstered once to adsample of institutional faculty membérs. Student data
were collected by mail surveys administered -to the sample students at the be-
ginning and end of the academic year, and by student transcrlpts collected at

; the end c¢7 the year. Although not all students responded to the questlonnalres:

-~

- . 2]
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analysis revealed no important bias introduced by nonJresbonses or by sample

attrition. In addition,-SSDS project staff members completed a participation

" record every'time any student or group of students received some type of pro-

ject service; these records wexe malntalned for all participating studeuts in

the sample 1nst1tut10ns.

This report s analyses of progect impact are focused excl ively on students
who were freshmen in the study year, becaucz such students provide the best

opportunlty for follow-up surveys planned for the students' junior and possiuiy

senior years.

RESULTS . :

3

Project Context and History

Of the host institutions represented Ey this study, about .4 percent were
private 2-year colleges, 33 percent were public 2-year colleges, 20 percgent
Private 4-year colleges or universities, and 43 percent public 4-year Institu-

tions. Better than two-thirds of the 1nst1tut10ns had over 50 percent white

‘students; in 30 percent of the institutions, Whites accounted for at least

nine-tenths of the *total enrollments. About 3C percent of %+he institutions
had over 50 percent Black students. Only 13 pereent of the instituti'ons had
over 10 percent Hispanics, and over a third reported no Hispanic,stddents. .

- . AN
. »

Most projects had grown considerably over the last three §ears in their numbers
of staff members, numbers of part1c1pat1ng students, ana funding levels. The
largeat percentage growth was in staff size, probably because »pf the projects!
increasing usé of peer (student) tutors. Staff turnover over the ihree years
was fairly hlgh\ with over a fourth of the prOJects experiencing more than a

25 perbent annual turnover rate.

Project NDirectors' Characteristics
Ty ) .
Most Project 1rectors reported more than five vears' relevant experience,

Few Project Directors served full-time in this capacity, though mo¢t of the

nonproject activities reported were closely related to the functlops served by

¢ ‘

. .
. . ¢ .
.

. 25
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. of s . \

v

R




. 88DS. Blacks constituted the largest grodp of Project Directors (almost 55

., Y

percent) and Whites the second_largest group (32 percent). 1In genera‘, pro;ects
with larger peércentages of minorit&—group faculty members in the host institu-
tions had-a-higher probability of‘havingrminority—group Project 'Directors.

. o .

' . - — 7
Project 8taff Characteristics ) ) ‘\ ‘ ~

RV

On the average, projects nad slightly over 35 staff members, but only 14 pexr-
cent of these worked full-time for the projects. ‘Among staff members working
half-time or.more for their prpjects, better than- three-fourths had at least
two years' prior experience in providing similar services. There was consider-
. able variation among the half-time-or-better staff members in educatjional level.
Over a fourth had a graduate degree, but almost another fourth had only a high
.school diploma; most of the latter groap of staff members were students in the
'institutions.\\nronnd 46 percent of the project staff members were minority
group members, compared with: 10 percent minority faculty members in the host

¢

dnstitutions.

- . “

- A

Characteristics of Participating Students

hY

LYY l'
The average number of participating students in sample s1tes was 414. BAbout

49 percent of all participating students (cIients‘ in the mature prOJects
reptesented by this study were Black, 29 percent White, 17 percent Hispanic,
and 5 percent other racial/ethnic groups’. These figurés compare with institu—
tionas student body figures for the same year -of 20 percent Black, 71 oercent
White, 6 percent Hispanic, and 2 percent students of other racial/ethnic\groups.
Tite most common eiigiBility criteria satisfisd by participating stuéents were
.'those of loG family income and educational need. RareTy indicated criteria
included cultural need, physical disability, and limited Englishbspeaking ability.

3

- Project Resources and Allocations

Project budgets averaged $132,000 but varied greatly, with the smallest run-"

ning around $25,000 and the largest around $425,000. Many projects received
funding from multiple sources. all received Federal funds, at an average

level of about $106,000. About 30 percent received state funds and 28 per- .




o

cent rece1ved funds from other sources such as local contributibns; the average
dollar amounts, among projects receiving such contrlﬁutlons, were about $56,000
and $33,000 for state and "other" funds, respectively. ' As the total project
bidget 1ncreaseq the percentage of that total accounted for by Federal dollars,
tended to decrease. Above the $325, 000 level, in fact, Federal funding accounted

I. ) for substantially less than half the total project budget. Most prOJects aiso -

recefved free in-Kigd aid from their host institutions, e. g., office or class- .
room space, free instr t10na1 services, clerical assistance, office supplies, o
1 - .

. etc.

'

\ v

Projects spent almodt as much of their state and Federal funds for administra-
tive costs as tﬁey~sge~t for actual serv{ce de11very. By contrast, twice as'
much of the "other" fund;\?e:e\\pent for service -Gelivery as for administrative
costs,

)
Projects' Administrative Policies and Procedures

~

Over 80 percent of the Project Directors reported that their*® pro;ects used the
registrar's or admissions offlce to identify eligible students. The most

¢ " impartant sources used by students to learn of project services were other

.

. participating students and student service organizations in the institutions. ‘s

1

Student needs' for specific services werg generally.identified thruugh staff
interviews with students, oy staff evaluation of students' academic records, e
ana gy the students' own requests. 1In generhl, students' part1c1patlon in N
project services was ‘usually voluntary, and there were few formal project .
policies concerning when services' toea student should be ended.

' —

L]
Prdoject Directors were asked who had the decision authority on various kinds
of decisions directly affecting the project operations. In tum(areas——hiring

* and firing of project staff, and project budget'allocations~—deci510n'authority

was reported by 51zab1e percentages of- the Project Directors to lie outside

the projects, i. e.) w1th 1nst1tut10na1 administrators.
/
. .
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Projects' Summer jActivities *
Practically all of the institutions (96 percent) had some form of summer ,
school. Seventy—two percent of the SSDS pro;ect§ reported summex project
activities, wh;ch generally included counselrng, needs assessment, and refcovrals
to other agenc1es. Less commonly ;ncluded were instructional: serv1ces, orienta-
tion services, and cultural servilces.' Budgets for project summer.act1v1t1es
averaged only around $l7,000, and involved only- around eight or nine staff
members {mostly part- time) and about 50 participating students.

Y .

« e

Interactions Between Projects andeInstitutions’

T v [,
Project Dlrectors indicated that the four most important goals for their pro-

:Jects were "Remedylng academic deficiencies of dlsadvantaged students," "Develop--

.1ng,scudents academlc/cognltlve shills® and "Giving each student individual

-

attention:". Some Project Directors perceived large disparities betyeen the
goals of the SSbS projects and those of the host institutions. These perGcep-
tions, if accurate, point to a source of poss1ble cotipeting interests between
the prOJects and the institutions in the setting of institutional policies

affecting the projects.

Project Directors' Interactions With Institutions and Role in Inst1tutlonél
Decision-Making

-

Most Project Directors viewed themselves as active participants in institu- *

*1onal declslons impinging on their projects, with almost three- —-fourths say1ng
that they partlclpated "to a large extent® or "to, a cons1derable extent. o\
Further, they perceived themselves as being  influential in the outcomes of
these decisions; four- ﬁlfths of the Project Directors felt;they had "eonsider-
able" or "major" influence. These percepticns arpear to conflict with the fact
that few Project Dizectors'reported‘themselves to be members of many institu-
tional committeesy councils, or aévisory boards, yet these organizations are
the very types that usually play strong roles in shaping institutional policy.

7
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Institutional Responsiveness to Project Needs

Most Project Directors reported that their host institutions were responsive
to project needs, though many qualified this appraisal in some fashion. -They
'indicated that project students were often given special (lenient) treatm:nt
on dismissals, and fairly often on admissions standards and probation. Insti-
tutions having more special policies for project students were more likely to

be viewed as responsive, ..,//

. Perceived project Impact on Institutions and Students

~——.

Regular (non-SSDS) faculty members perceived a substant1a1 amount of project

.
impact on their host institutions. The maximum impact in the private 4-year

institutions was felt to be on the institutions' administrations, whereas in
othef.institutions it was believed to be on the student bodies.

Institutional adminjistrators percelved little pro;ect 1mpact on the institu-
“tions'’ admlssloqs, probation, or retention pollc1es for their general student
bodies, but most said that there was beneficial impact on the pro;ect students'
academic performance and skills, their sociai/personal skills and self-concent,
and their adjustment to the campus environment .

Services Provided by P)ojects

hed

Across SSDS projects, the average pérticipating student received some type of
Project service 14 timés during the academlc year, for an average total parti- -
cipation time of about 14 hours exclusive of the project’staffs' preparation
time. The average ratio of participating students to project staff providing
the services was 17.6 to 1, but ratios varied widely across projects. Pro-
jects wdth larger budgets and larger staffs tended to serve larger numbers of
students, and ‘also to provide more total service hours. The average cost per
student hour of serviced gengrally decreased as the per-participant service
hours increased, indicating:an efficiency of scale for large project efforts.

-

. . '
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Instructional Services

Most projegts offered both group instruction (independent of regular credit
courses) and tutoring. Overall, about half the p;oject students received
.+ tutoring, and 31 percent received group instrgction. Among those students
. who received tutoring, the average tutoring time over the academic yea; was
9 hours; the average group instruction time for students receiving such in-
struction was almost 20 hours, Both of these dlstrlbutlons were highly skewed,
however, -with the bulk of projects concentrated in the regioh of low service
-hours. Projects varied widely’ in their pe;centage of total service time,der

voted to each of these modes of instruction.

I3 ’ < -
"Although many projects offered tutoring in a variety of subjects, English and

»

mathematics were the onlv subjects’ in which any substantlal numbers of students
were tutored. Amonéﬂstudents who were tutored, the average tutorlng time over
the academic year ranged from a little under 4 hours in social science to more
than 7 hours in mathematics. In group instruction, the_most »common topics were
English, mathematics, and science/engineering, with’humanities and socigl\ .
se}ence courses provided by substantially fewer projects, Among students re-
ceiving group instruction, the averaggﬁggpber”of hours received range8 from

just over 6 (humanities) to 19 (English).

’ * e
4 )

Counseling, Referrals, and Needs Assessment »

Counseling, as defined here to include the related act1v1t1es of needs assess~
ment and referrals of stﬁdents to othex service agencies, was a msjor SSDS
activity, with almost all prOJectS offering one or more types of counseling.
Furthe:more, over two~thirds of the students in pro;ects offering counseling
services recelved some type of ‘counseling, with the greatest emphasis being

on academic counseling. However, the actual numbers of hours provided over
the academic year to a typical participating student were quite small, ranging

on the average' from just over one hour (career counseling)- to two hcirs

{academic counseling). ~

™
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Orientatjon and Cultural Services

As defined here, "Orientation" refers to project activities~Undertaken to
familiarize entering students with certain aspects of campus and project re-

quirements and resources. Cultural Serv1ces" include project efforts to

© expand students' awareness of their. own or other cultures. Overall, roughly

4three—fifth to four-fifths of the projects offered orientation and/or cultural

services, and a fourth to a third of the students received such services. The

mean amount of orientation time, among studehts receiving such‘services, was
about 1% hours, ‘the corresponding figure for orientation services was about
4% hours.

/’ .
Characteristics of Eligible Students, and Their Relationships to Services
Received . ¢

Characteristics of Eligible Freshman Students . . !

Most SSDS-eligible freshman students in this study reported that their parents
or guardians had total yearly incomes of less than $12,000. Overall, the
eligibility criterion most commonly met by students was that of educational

.

deprivation, and the second most common was economic background, with many

~

fewer students being reported eligible by reason of cultural‘Background.

-

Roughly a fifth of the sample freshman students were receiving educational
loans from a bank, the State, the Federal government, or some other source;
their average loan amount was a little over $1,000. Approximately half of the
students were receiving a Pell Grant (Basic Educational Opportunity Grant).
Much smallcr percentages received Federal Guaranteed Loans or National Direct

Student Loans..

Fairly large percentages of the students received grants, scholarships, and/or
tuition waivers. These percentages varied with parental income level and type
of host institution, ranging from about 20 percent to 58 percent. Some ctu—
dents (from 23 percent to 52 percent depending on parental 1ncome level and
type of institution) also ‘received financial contributions from their parents,
the average levels of these contributions ranged from $260 to $763. Finally,
about a third of the students overall held jobs during the academic year, w1th

average earnings of around $2,500.

11
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' measures of changes occurring during the academic year in the students' educa- 1
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Relationships Between Studeant Characteristics and Services Recé&ived

7

For all type; of project sexvices, the percentage o@\lower—parén?al—income . -
students receiving, those services was higher Ehah the percentage for students

with higher-income parents. ' Thus,* overall, the data appear to indiéate a

targeting of project services to the less affluent students among those deemed
eligible for SSDS services. Further evidence of targeting of serv.ces was the

fact that lower—ékilled students (as self-perceived at the start of the year)

tended to receive more hours of project instruction.

Effects on Students of Participation in Special Services

Two sets of student outcome meaéures were examined.' One set, taken from tran-
scripts, included the students® Eersisteﬁce (whether they wers still enrolled
at the end of the year), their intensity of effofts (how many course units they
attempted) , their progress (course units completed), and their performance

{(grade point average). Another set, derived from the student surveys, included

tional aspirations and expectations, their job expectations, their self-per-

ceived skill levels, and their self—perceiveé education-related problems.

Since none of the second set revealed any consistent or interpretable relation-
. )
ships with participation data or program gharacteristics, the present summary

will focus on the transcript-derived outcome measures.

Iy

Patterns of specigl services provided to students constituted one of the most
important predictors in determining the students' persistence in their academic
studies, the number of course units they attempted, and the number of units
they completed. 1In all three of these cases, the relationship was positive,

i. e., more services were associated with more favorable values on ‘the three

cutcome measures. Students receiving the full range of SSDS and SSDS-like*

*The teYm "S$SDS-like" reflects the fact that in ‘some institutions, funds from
sevaral sources were pooled in a single special-services project. In such
cases it may be impossible to determine whether the services provided to a
particular student at a particular ¢ime are being paid for by SSDS or some
‘other program. The goal of this study, in.any case, was to identify success-
ful practices that could be emphasized in future SSDS projects to 1mprove the
effectiveness of the overall SSDS' program, \

!

12 2Y X




o

\

©

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

’ FahT '
. .
\ * 13 -

services examined here had predicted odds of persisting (staying enrolled
through the freshman academ1c year) 2.26 times the, Qdds for students who re-
ce'ved no such serviceés. The analyses for course ﬁh?ts attempted and completed,

while less dramatic, nevertheless showed the SSDS and SSDS-like services to have

“

- been among the stronger predictors of these student ou%comesh '

\
-
d - . -~
‘- M .
“

Surprisingly, at least on first consideration, full-service varticipation by

For examBXe, the

mean GPA for students in the two profiles represent1ng the 1argest amount of A

students was associated with lower grade point averages,

rece1ved serv1ces was 2. 25, whereas that for students in the two profiles re-
presenting the least se:ylces was 2.38. However, it is likely that this find- -
ing simply reflects the fact that students with poorer ‘educational , packground €.

4

" and poorer entry skills tend to be given more spec1a1 services. 1In any event
it is probably realistic to consider pers1stence as the most 1mportant outcome
measure, and then courses attempted and completed as the next most 1mportant
at least for the first academ1c year or two. If students do not stay enrolled
and complete courses, any benefits they m1ght derive from tlie college exper-
1ence are greatly limited automatically- Conversely,‘lf“they do stay enrgfled
and complete courses, even if their grades are poor, -their potential benefits
remain high and the institution/project continues to have an opportunity to
“help those students achieve their educational goals. From this point of view
it can be argued that the types of services provided by SSDS projects were - N
valuable to participating students despite the negative relatipnship found
between amount of services and grade point averaoe in thé students' frelhman
}ear.

”’

19
Among the other potentially manipulable variables of special policy interest,

. institutioﬁ?l acceptance of (regard for) project studants was positively ’
associated with the numbers of course units attempted by and comoleted by stu-
dents. However, it is not possible to demonstrate the d1rectlon of ccusality,
if any causality exists. '

Monetary incentive {(grants and waivers received by the students) was one of !

the best overal]l predictors when all four transcript-based outcome measures

ity

x
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are considered. ,Students receiving larger amounts of such aid tended to have
( higher levels of persistence, courSe units attempted, units completed, and

. N
> grade point averages. -
. A

Among'ghe’conditibning variables fised in the analyse§ (i.e., variables whose
*

- .. . /
possible effects on the outcomes $hould be taken into account, but which are
Ed . . . ~

not generally ‘under the control the projects), student ethnicity and type

of institution were the”strongeft predictors. Minority group members tended
. , to attempt and complete fewer/course units, and .to make lower gra&es. How~-

N ever, minbrity students were as. likely as White students to stay enrolled
- ° . . "

,

< “through the aq§demic year.
’ . .

o
-

Size of the institutions' enrollment showed fairly large negative associations
‘with course units aﬁtempted ‘and completed. THat is, SSDS-eligible students in
larger institutions tended to take and cémplete fewer courses.

Finally, students havihg more affluent parents attempted and completed more

course units, and received higher grade point averages. £ However, student

“

financial incentives (grants and tuition waivers) were appasently highly

effective in offsetti the negaEive effects of poverty backgrounds for some

students; such incentives|wergsstronger predictors of course units attempted
and completed, and of grade poinﬁ averages, than thé level of parental income,

at leastywithin the income range found in this study.

/%4& |
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CHAPTER 1. INTROD?CTION AND BACKGROUND

’
r
. f .
>

This report dcscrlbes the federally funded Special Services for Dlsadvantaged

o

Students (SSDS) program as it'existed during the “1979-1980 academic year in
post° condary 1nst1tut10ns across the country, and summarizes the SSDS program's
1mpact on participating studgnts Mo:e spgélflcally, the present report addresses

the following questlons: . \

® * What klnds of students partlclpate in SSDS projects, and what spe-

cial serv1ces do they receive?

i)

® What'kinds of postsecondary institutions have SSDS projects?

e How do SSDS projects operate, how do they allocate their resources,

' an@%yhat are their -staff characteristics? *

N o . 2

® What short-term impact does SSDS have on parzicipating students'

academic- performance? - -

' § ¢ - - - - - - - -
e What types of SSDS activities are most beneficial to participating

students? .

: ’

' .

Whlle thlS report does deal with the issue of program 1mpact its major emphasis
is on dq’brlptlve issues--on characterizing the SSDS prOJects and the services
;hat those pFOjeCtS prdv1de to participafing students. The reason for this des-
criptive focus is that the most importantrprogfam befiefits (e.qg., improved stu-. 4

denF retention and ‘number of courses completed) are likely to require two or ]

’

* three ypgars to snow their full <impact. Earlier studies of SSDS and similar pro-

the difficulties of Jetecting impactgwithin a single year. The
study repor here deals with only one year, and is thus concerned with short-
term effects. A follow-up phase of this study, not described in the present
report, wiil address the 1onger—terﬁ program effects on students who received
SSDS services starting in AY 1979-1980, as evidenced by student transcripts

and questionnaires to be collected iﬁ'1981. The final report for this later

phasc, scheduled for June 1982, will deal with issues of program impact in con-

»

. | ) . ;2£§ « A

.

siderably greater depth than the present report.




Then,

L

The remainder of this chapter is organized into two sections. First, an over-

- ! '
ontext, goals, and scope of this evaluation are discussed.

< - . A

5

view is §ilven of the background, purpose, and activities of the SSDS program.
the

»

A. Overview of SSDS Program

'

'Thg Higher Education Amendments of 1968, as further amendefl in 1978 (P.L. 94-482)*

authorized gbe Special Services for Disadvantaged Students Program, and defined

its function as

" programs of remedial and other spec%gl services for students with
academic potential who are enrolled or accepted for enrollment at
the institution. . . and who, by reason of deprived edycational,
cultural, ot economic background, or physicdal handicap, are in
need of such services to assist them to initiate, continue, or
resume their postsecondary education or by reason of limited English-
speaking ability are in need of bilingual educational teaching,
guidance, and counseling.in order to enable them to pursue a post-

oy T
secondary education. . . -

-

SSDS gives'p oject grants to selected institutions of higher education which
have applied for fﬁnds under a competitivé award'system. In FY 1978, a total
of $49 million was appropriated for SSDS; in Fiscal Years and 1980 the
figures were $55 million and $60 m{llion, respectiéelyy In the—I;39—80 acadQMic
year, grantees included 131 public 2-year colleggs, 11 private 2-year colléges,
243 public 4-year and 129 private 4-year colleges and universities', 27 voca-
tional-technical schools, 15 agencies, and one consortium. l

Based on program records for all SSDS projects in 1978-79 (the latest year on
which‘data are availabie), 49] projects that year served a total of 148,000
students; of these, approximately 63,000 were Black, 25,000 His n%c, 50,006
White, and the rest of other racial/ethriic groups. Major catefories of project

activities recorded for that year included:

* . ‘3
These provisions were again modified in 1980 (P.L. 96-374), but &he 1978 amend-
ments were the version in force at the time the study was conSuthed.

33
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Special Activities for . . -
Physjically bisabled . = Reentrance Counseling
N . % Al ’ '.(‘ R
4 Student Orientation » Graduaté Counseling %
» : t ]
Academic Counseling * Tutoring
% . ) 3 f‘ 3 :
. . Personal Counseling Curriculum Development . .
Career Counseling “ Reading Skills
4 ) - < . .
Skills cCenter ) Drug Abuse Prevention -

t

Each SSDS grantee (host institution) may provide a different set of SSDS acti-
vities withjn the design framework of the regulatlons. Projects alﬁo vary. in
their methods of selectlng student participants, with some projezts actively
séeking to identify students who meet certa1n eligibility criteria and then

encouraging their participation, while other projects. publlclze thelr services

but leave it _more to the students to seek thosg services.

.

In short, SSDS projects operate under reasonably broad legislation and regula-

. tions; within those regdlations, they vary.widely in their mix of services pro-
vided, their funding levels and use of those funds, and ¢heir methods of 2
selectlng students to receive SSDS services. It is 2lso impdrtant to note that
many host 1nst1tut10ns have a number of dlfferent Federal, state, and locally '
funded progra@s designed to help disadvantaged students, and such programs
frequentlz offer services simjlar or identical to those provided by SSDS. Funds
from these various,sources are often combined’by an institution gpfa/manner that
makes it‘extremely difficult to ascertain which servioes received by a given

student are supported by what program or set of programs. Typically; an insti-

_ tution's "project," as the term is used in this report and by the institutions

X '//’\\\ themselves, 1is not a pure $SSDS-funded prOJect but a tompos1te supported by "
multiple programs. The perspectlve of this report takes into account the full
range of SSDS -like services received by students in the evaluation, regardless

- of the fundrng.sourbe.

‘ I'd

B. Background, Goals, and Scop€ of Study

w

The national evaluation of the SSDS Prograg is be1ng conducted by System
L4

Development Corporation for the Educatlon Department ‘s Office of Program Evalua-
tion (OPE) under Contratt 300-78- 0356. OPE's major function is to evaluate

- : t
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) fedarally funded eduo\:lon programs, and the present study was approved in the -

¢

OPE Evaluation Plan fox FY 1978. ’

- 3

a
’

- ) \
The only previous national study of SSDS was performed by Educational Testing .
) ' Serv1Ce and,Research Trlangle ipn-1971. \ét\t&a; time the SSDS Prcgram has been
operatlonal for only one year, and no program regulatlons had been issued; thus
the program and the projects were stlll in the process of organizing and de-
flnlng the services to be delivered. 1n addition, the study did noc identify
which sampfe students were SSDS project participants, so that it was hot possi-
ble to compare the educational outcomes for students receiving different levels
. and types of SSDS services. The present study, as discussed below in Chapter 2,
places considerable stress on obtaining accurate and comprehensive records of
. the types and levels of services received by each sample stgdent from an SSDS

project. .

[4

. .

As nOted earller, ‘the emphasis in this report is op descrlptlons of SSDS pro-

\f
Jects and the env1ronments provided by the host 1nst1tut10ns. The report

describes ‘the projects in terms of client characterlstlcs, staffing patterns
of services offered and ;ctually provided to participants, project iesources,
and procedures and materials utilized for needs assessment. Tre study also
de'stribeg the 1nst1tutlonal environments in terms of the student body composl—
t}on, faculty and administrative composition, support servioes, and resources.
Finally, several outcome dimensions are examined for evidence of possible short- .
term SSDS Program impact These inc¢lude students' grade p01nt averages;
courses attempted and successfully campleted; dropout rates; the perceptions
\“ . of\stgdents, faculty, and institutional admlnlstrators concerning the SSDS
projects' beneficial effec*s; and reported project effects on the institutions ]

»

themselves.

$ - . \
,)) As further discussed in Chapter 2, the student'sample/for the’ impact analyses

consists of individugls who were entering freshmen in the 1979-1980 academic

S

" year. The decision to focus the lmpact study S resources on the freshman level
was designed to maximize the number of sample students who would still be in
postsecondary institutions dur'ing foilow-up data-collection efforts scheduled

] . ) . " )
v —~ ‘ ’ ' ’ <

.
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for l98l-82 and possibly 1982-83; this, in turn, was intended to increase the

potentlal sensitivity of the study to any longer-term program impact on the
students' academic perfo;mance.
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CHAPTER 2. STUDY DES\;N AND METHODOLOGY: ’ /
AN . !

This chapter describes the study's methodolgéx‘ lncludlng the sampllng deSLgn

the data-collection lnstruments, and the proceéh:es used to administer those
instruments. First, a brief methodolog1ca1 overvie (Sectlon A) is presented.
This overvieh is inténded_to give/non-teEhnical r2ade k and readers who simply
% want to know the study flndlngs 'without getting into procedural details, enough
\ﬁontextual information to 1nterpret those findings. Forc:;5
. more about the study's methodological underplnnlngs, Sections through E
dlscuss in somewhat greater depth the sampling procedures; the data—collectlon
1nstruments and procedures; rates of missing data, and potential effects of the
: . mlsSLng data on data quality; anc certain procedures followed in this document'
. reporting of the study flndlngs.

. ],
t .

A. Design Overview

N

As noted in Chapter 1, this study has two general objectives: to describe a
national sample of SSDS projects, the institutions in which those é}ojects
operate, and samples of students having different le§els of participation in
project activities; and to determine the impact of ﬁrcje:t partici ation on,
M studentsxtpersiétence, progreES,'and performance. To meet these ébjectives
a two-stage sampling proceéure was used, with the fi;st stage being the selec-
tion of a nationally representative sample of.58 mature projects (projects in
continuous operation for at least three years including the study Yyear), and
' the second being the selection from each site of a sample of up to 200 students
Judged by the pro;ect to_ be ellglble for project services. Some of those
eligible students were already known to be participating in project activities
at the time they wekre selected; others were not yet participating, bnt might
in the normal course of events participate before the end of the academic year.
All projects were told that they should apply their normal procedures for
‘seleétion of students to receive'services, without regard to whether those
= students were in the study sample. Thus, the study used a natural variavions
design ;Q which a particulay sample student's pattern of participation in
project eervices could be defined only at the conclusion of the academic year.

v )
- /s

) "j 2-1

/. 37

who wish to know '

L4




Q

. ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

’
2

This is in contrast to experimental or planned variations designs where sﬁu—
dents are assigned to "treatment" (participation) or "control" (non-participa-
tion) conditions by the evaluators or by some randomized selection procedure.
Project and institutional data were collected by mail surveys and face-to-face
interviews administered to ssps Project Directors and to institutional
.edmin;strators once during the academic year, as well as by questionnaires
adninistered once to a sample-of institutional faculty members. student data
were collected by mail surveys administered to the sample students at the
beginning and end of the academic year, and by student transcripts collected
at the end of the year. In addition, SSDs preject staff members ‘completed a
partxcxpatlon record every time any student or group of students received some
type of project serwvice; these>§ecords were maintained for.all partxcxpatlng
students in the sample institutions, not simply for those students ln the

study sample.

In reporting the data, all project-level and institution-level statistiqs are ,

weighted to provide estimates of the population parameters fﬁf the 333

3

1nst1tutLons/proJects from which those samples were drawn. di] student~level

7’

data are unweighted, however, as it would have placed an excessive burden on

the prOJects and institutions to provide the information necessary to determine -

sampllng fractions for the student subpopulation from each institution. T&;s
report's analyses of project impact are focused exclusively on students who
were freshmen in the study wear, because such students provide the best oppor-

tunity for follow-up surveys planned for the students' junior and possibly

senior yearss

B. Sampling

The se@pling proceduxes were designed to provide a representative sample of
SSDS proje?ts, and of students eligible for project services, in order to
describe the national SSDS program, to assess the impact of the program, and
to measure variations in this impact due to differences in individual projects.
Sampling was conducted in two phases. The first phase was the selection of a

»
naticnally representative sample of postsecondary institutions hosting Ssps

Y

Y




— e
brojects, and the sefond wa; the selection of three sampleé\of students enrolled
in each sampled institution: a samplé‘of SsDS~participating freshmen, a sa?ple
of eligible, but (at the time of selection) non-participating freshmen, and a
sample of SSDS-participating students at levels other than the freshman level.
The purpose of the twquhase evaluation sampling process was to determine the
Projects, the host institutions, and the students wiﬁh}n those institutions who
would be studted in the SShS¥evaluation. Stratified random:sampling procedures
were used to select the evaluation sites; these procedures helped to ensure that
the final sample would be representative of the population of interest, that it
would yield reliable estimates of the pPrograms' characteristics and impacts,
and at the same time would not put an undue burden on the projects themselves.
The procedures used in selecting iﬁe ?nstitutions/projects are further described.
below. , . )

-

1

The second phase of the sampling was the selection, from each sample institution,
of up to-100 freshman ssSps participants, up to 80 comparable freshmen who were
eligible for ssDs participatibn but who were/not participants at the time of

selection, and approximately 20 SSps project participants who were not fresh-

.men.* These three samples consituted the sets of students from whom Student

Surveys (questionnaires) were collected. Only the two freshman samples
(Ssps~participating freshmen, and eligible, but non-participating freshmen)
were used for the impact and relational analyses in this evaluation; for this

reason, these samples are referred to here, collectively, as the "impact sample."
]

\
1. 1Institutiona)l Sampling Design and' Procedures

\
The study population was defined to include onl§ "mature" SSDS projects that

had been funded for AY 77-78 and AY 78-79, as well as for the evaluation year,

AY 79-80. This constraint was intended to avoid premature and possible unfair

o -
*The sampling and the subsequent analyses emphasized the freshmen for two rea-
sons:’ first, most of the projects focused most of their resources on their fresh-
man participants and, second, since ‘the present evaluation represented the first
Year of a longitudinal study, the freshman samples gave the best base for follow-up.

td
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evaluations of projects that were still in their developmental phases. In

addition, the study population was limited by cost considerations to projects
located in institutions within the coterminus states and the District of
+

Columbia. A third restrlctlon on the study population excluded the projects

servxng only the physxcally handicapped, as these weré felt to be distinctly
different from the rest of the projects; however, projects that served some >
- ﬁandicappedvstudents under one of&several program compone;ts were not excluded.
Finally, projects in vocational or techhicaL institutions were excluded, as
there were only thrée such projects and the cost of representing them adequatély
in the study gample woul have Reen disgfoportiénately high in re%ggion_to
thgir share of the total SSDS resources. These res@rictions defined the study
population as a set of 333 projects, from which the sample sites were to be
drawn. ' " ) )

~

- .

A stratified random sampling approach was used to select the sample projects.
Based on data from several different sources, a total of 18 institutional and

projects variables were examined for possible policy relevance and.were also

J subjected to quantitative analyses (cluster analysis, and analysis of vari nce)

/ to select a final subéet of three stratification variables. One stratification

/ N f~yariable was the host institution's type of control (i.e., public or private

) fdynding), and a second Qés the .institution's highest offering (two years vs.

four years or more). These two varlables were selected becauge they are related
to the t&pes of students; éhe students' academic backgrounds, and their financial
needs at the host institutions. The third stratification variable selecteé

was, the raéial/ethnic chposition of the project's participating students;

ficantly related to differences in the project participants' dropout rates in
an earller~académ$c year, and thus might also be related to thi3 study's out’-
come measures. The three groups formed by the third variable were projesgs
with 45 percent or more Black participants; profects with 45 percent or more
/ Hispanic, American Indiap; or Alaskan native participants; and projects where

no minority ethnic group comprised as much as 45 percént of the total.

-

2-4

i
thls variable was chosen because analysxs of variance showed it to be signi- .



* \‘L

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

AN

ERIC

.

An analysis of the candidate universe revealed éhat almost half of the pro-
jects expectéd to have fewer than 100 participating freshmen. Since these
projects were in general smaller, and had less fugding, it seemed likely t’.at
they might differ in certain characteristics that the evaluation sought to
measure. In addition, for analytic purposes it was important to have as large
a number of participating students as possible--up‘to lbo-—in most of the
sample projects. For these reasons, an indicator of whether each project was
expected to have at least 100 participating freshmen was made an operational
factor in the sample selection. Specifically, projects with 100 or more
anticipated participants were sampled at a higher rate than those with lower
numbers of expected students. This tended to make the sample more represen-
tative, Jas it led to the sample's including more students from large projects
than fr;h small projects, and thus reflacted the fact that most of the total

populgéion of project participants were located in the larger projects.

A total of 58 institutions/projects were selected for the study. Figure 2-1
shows how the sampling universe of 333 institutions and the 58 sample sites
distributed themselves among the sampling strata and substrata. It will be
noticed that some of the substrata were collapsed because of empty or almost

.

empty cells,

2. Student Sampling

This segond phase of the sampling was designed to select approximately 200
students within each of the sampled institutions: -a random sample of 100
freshmen who were participating in the SSDS project at the institution; a
sample of 80 freshmen who were eligible f?r 8SDS services, and comparable in
general background to the participating freshmen, but who were not participants
at the tirme of selection; and, finally, a éample of 20 participants who were
not freshmen.' The procedures for selecting these within-institution samples )
are detailed below.

In September 1979, each sampled project was asked to complete a Form for List-

ing sSDS Eligibles and Participants. One lis

provided by the project included

all of tue freshman students who weré receiying or had received SSDS services




Public
4-Year+

Private
4-Year+

. Public
2-Year

Private
2-Year

STRATA AND SUBSTRATA DESCRIPTION

—

Predominantly Black

Predominantly Other
Minorities

No Dominant Minority

E;edominantly Black

Not Predominantly
Black

b—

Predominantly Black

Not Predominantly
Black

 —

All Projects

Figure 2-1. Institutional Sampling:
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34
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43
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at the time the form is.completed. The second list included up to 180 fresh—
men at the institution who were eligible for SSDS services--and who were gen-
erally comparable to the freshman partlazp@nts--but who were not receiving SSDS
service.' The third list included up to 80 participating students who were not
freshmen. 1In addition to this information, the project specified which
eligibility criteria eachistuaent met, and provided a three-pqint rating of the

amount of SSDS service the student needed.

’
’

{ . . .
The student samples for each institution were selected from these lists. Within

each institution, the' list of SSDs-participating freshmen was stratified into

64 categorlec based on their eligibility crﬁperla This 64-category scheme

was defined by the cross- cla551f1cat10n of five indices representing the
eligibility criteria with those representing institutional attributes (see

Figure 2-1). A four-level index for the deprived economic background crite-

rion had cateqories for students who had no;” low, moderate, and high economic

needs. For each of the four remaining eligibility criteria (the‘}imited—-
English speaking ability, the physically handicapped, the deprived cultural
background, and the deprived educational baqu}ound) there was a dichotomous
index that identified séudents meeting the particular criterion.

Using the above definitions, a straﬁified random sample of 100 participating
freshmen was selected from each institution having at least that number of such
particinants. The same stratification was applied to the list of eligible,

but non—participgting freshmen at that school; from this list, a .sample of 80
non-participant freshmen was selected so as to approximately match the distri-
bution of participgting freshmen from that school. From the list of partici-

pating non-freshmen, a simple random sample of 20 was selected.

In some institutions there were insufficient numbers of participating and/or
eligible freshman students to apply the sampling procedures described above.
In such cases, all students meeting the selection crite7ia Qere included in
the study. Also, because ~f differences in the institutions' opening dates,
some projocts sent their lists of participating and eligible students earlier

than others. Finally, some projects could not identify adequate numbers of

14

I




participating freshmen early in the academic year, and were allowed a more
. extended time period fer providing the required lists of students; approxi-

mately 75 percent of the projects sent their lists by mid-November, while

the remaining projects required-up to mid-December. ) :

C. Data-Collection Instruments

Data for this study were collected using mail que'stionnaires, intefviews, and

several recording forms that were cémpleted by SSDS project staff in the 58

sample sites. More specifically, the following instruments were used:
. ‘ NG .

«
e Student Surveys mailéd to a sample of -freshman students (the "impact

sample"” described above in Section B) in the Fall qf 1979 and again
.in the Spring of 1980. - The Fall Survey asked about the students'
educational and personal backgrounds and experiences;'their recent
educational performance and aspirations, their (self—ﬁerceived)’
academic abilities,' the typeé of problems they had encountered in the
postsgcondaff institutions, and the typeé of SsDS-like services they
were‘rece%ving witpin the—in§titutions. The Spring(Survey repeated
some of the questions about the students' academic abilities, their
educational and occupational aspirations and expectations, and the
problems encounteﬁfg, so as to provide indices of change in those i
dimensions over the academic year. In ad&ition, a new set of questions

in the Spring Survey elicited information about the students' educa-

¢
tional expenses, and their sources of fundjng to meet those expenses.

R o’ A Project Director Survey and a Project Director Interview. The

Survey, mailed to Pfoject Direct.ors in the Fall of 1979, was designed @
to obtain information about the Directors' personal and academic back-
grounds, their prio£ relevant experience, and the SSDS projects'
staffing patterns, budgets, and operating policies and procedures.

‘The Interview, administered by‘SDS scaff in the Winter 9f 1979-80,
elicited the Directors' éerceptions of the projects' goals and impact,
their relationsﬂfgs with the host institutions and the students serveé
and the communication and decision-making practices within the projects

and between projects and host institutions.

. ’ - 2_8 4.;1-
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?
how the projects had affected the institutions, their policies, and

. disadvantaged stgdents‘ their interactions with project students, and

every time one or more sPwdents received some type of service from a
“

An Institutionai Survey and an Institutional Interview. The Survey

was mailed in the Fall of 1979, tb %he institutional administrator at
e?ch sample site responsible for the SSDS-pro?ecé and similar programs
on campug. -It requested information regarding the institutions®

types of programs or services. (outside of fhe SSDS projects) provided
to disadvantaged students; the funding levels and revenue sources for-
such services; the student body composition in terms of ethnicity/race,
fami;y income levels, and sex; the faculty and.ﬁdministrative staff
composition; and the institutions' policies regarding admissions,
probatidﬁ{ retention; and graduation. The Institutional Interview, ,
administered in the Winter of 1979-80 to the administrato! responsible
_for academic policy, was “used to obtainlinfbrmation about the institu-
tions' goals, the'charécter of the relationships between SSDC projects
anditheir host institutions, and the administrators® perceptia;s of

their practices.

A Faculty survey, mailed to ten non-SSDS faéulty mempers in each host

institution who were nominated by either the SSDS Projeét Director or
an administrator of the institution. This instrument requested infor-

mation regarding the faculty members' previous experierice in assisting
f p xpe

their perceptions of the projects' impact on participating students

and on the institutions themselves. .

.

Student Participation Records completed.by project staff members

project. Unlike the Student'Surveys, which were collected only for

eligible freshman students in the impact sample, these recor?s were
completed for all €tudents in the institutiopé who received project
services. ' Each record included the name(s) of the student (s) A
receiving the serviée, the name(s) of the staff'member(s) providing
the service, the specific nature of the service (individual academic
counseling, group instruction, etc.) ind the time duration of the

service. Four types of record forms were used, depénding on the %

{
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service being recorded: an Instructional Serviced Retords; a Record of
Needs Assersment, Counseling, and Referral Services; a Record of

N Orientation Services; and a Record of Cultural Services. (

An Eligibility List on which projects were asked at the start of the

academic year to list freshmen eligible to receive project services.
This form also asked for informatien about the project eligibility
criteria met by each student and the students' relative leve} of need

for project services.

e Transcripts requested at the end of the academic year from host
institutions for all freshman students in the impact sample. Informa-
tion used from these transcripts included the students' courses :
attempted and compleqéd} their grade point aven!@es,xend their enroli—

ment status (active o termindted) at the end of the year.

The general procedures used to develop all of these instruments (except, of
“course, the transcripts) included the following:

® Study goals originally defined in -he Department of Education's
. Request for Proposal were refined ard further explicated through '
\
interactions with a Policy Advisory Group and a special advisory -

panel of SSDS Project Directors.

s

R ® Based on the refined goals, more specific¢ research quest ons were
defined. These'in turn were translated iffto a detailed list of data,
requirements. . ‘ .
r
o” After a review of the data requirements by the Depaftment of Education
and the study's advisory groups, and an ‘analysis of possible sour{Zi

for each data requirement, preliminary specifieations were prepargd

-

for a set of instruments designed to elicit the desired information’ .

. AN
® Draft instruments were developed, apd again reviewed by the Depart-

' ment of Elducation and the advisory groups. 1In addition, small-scale

- clinical trials were conducted with the Project Director Survey and
the Student Survey to determine the time requirements for respcndents

to cemplete the instruments under realistic %ield conditions and to

identify potential problems in administering the instruments.

1 2-10 v
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.' . . .t
® Minor modiflcatrpns were made to reflect the results of\thb clinical

Y. trials, and all instruments were then submitted fgr clearance to the
Federal Edutatiohal Data Acquisition Council (FEDAC). Aftex FEDAC
clearanbe, the instruments were reproduced in preéaration for subse-
quent data-cqllection activities.

-

D. . Data-Collection Procedures and Data Quality

Data collecti Ptook place during and immediately following the 1979-80
academic yeay. The Eligibility Forms were collected from projects by mail at
the beginning of the year, and provided the bésie for selection of students in
the impact/Sample. Most of‘the Student Surveys were colleeted at the beglnnlng
and end of the year, though as discussed below, efforts to obtain the Fall
Survey'were necessarily extended through much of the year. Project Director
and Institutional Surveys were collected by mail ir the Fall of 1979, while
the Project Director and Institutional, Interviews were administered and
Faculty S rVeys were distributed during site visits in the winter of 1979-80.
Participgtion Records were collected by mail over the entire academlc yeaxr,
and studeht transcripts were requested at the end of‘the year
In preparation for these data-collection effortE; one-day ‘orientation work-
shops were held with directors af all cf the participatin;?;jiﬁects in April
1979, to familiarize them #ith the general types of rnstrumentsé andwith the.
planned data-collection procedures, to answer their questions about the study,
and to solicit their suggestions and comments regarding the plans. Then, in
August 1979, detailed Procedures Manuals were sent to the projects, describing
in more detail the instruments and the kinds of assistance being requested of
the projects and their host institutions. Enclosed with the manuals were
copies of the Eligibility List forms and of the Participation Records which
were to be completed by the projects.
Th®: site vieits and interviews were conducted by regqular SDC staff members
with extensive exéerience in working with educational institutions and in a .

wide range of'data-collection Procedures including .interviews and observations.

4
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,demographlc characteristicg that were not repeated in the Spring Survey.

-in this report all project-level and institution-level statistics based on the

~ ]

|
|
These data collectors participated in the orientation workshops £8r the Pro-

. g
ject Directors and also in the preparation of the Procedures Manuals.

.

4
Some additional discussion of the Stude:c Surveys is warranted at this point,

as their administratidn involved a number of stages covering a considerable

span of time. The férst‘mgiling of the Fall Survey was in November 19792

several weeks later than originaily planned because of delays in receipt of g
the Eligfbles Lists from the prpjects, and the consequent delays ip selection

of the sample students. At the‘option of the Pro;ect Directors, the survey

forms were sent dlrectly.to students participating in $SDS services, or to the

Project Drrectors for distribution teo the stude ; in the casge of non-parti- -
cipating eligible stuéents} all forms were sent\directly to the students. A
second survey mailing was sent in early December, l9$§, to all students who
had not responded to the initiai mailing, Around 4,b00 surveys had been re~
ceived by that point. Fipally, in January, 1960 when about 5,300 surveys
‘had been received, arrangements were made with loc#l site personnel.to tele-,
phone remaining non-respondents, urging them %o return their surveys. At the
final count, approximately 6,600 Fall Surveys (61.8 percent:of those initially
mailed) were returned to SDC.' The late receipt of some of those surveys
clearly reduces their value for pre-post comparisochs on outcome measures such
as the, students’' educational expe ztations. Nevertheless, it was important to
obtaln as high a response rate as possible, regardless of the date of recerpt !

because the Fall ‘Survey contained questlons about students' background and

The Spring Student Survey was first mailed in late April, 198Q%<along with
stipend checks to engourage students to complete and ‘return the formss A
second mailing was sent to non-respondents in‘June, a third mailing in July,
and telephone calls were made to remaining non—respondents in August. At the

conclusion of those efforts a total cf about 5,800 surveys (54.6 percent of

-

those mailed out) were received.
]

~«

E. Reporting of Data From Projects, Institutions, and Students

58 sample sites are weighted to provide estimates of the population parameters

+
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for the 333 institutions/projects from which those sample sites were drawn.

To obtain these population estimates, the Aata for each site were weighted in
inverse propertion to the sampling ratio for the cell from which that site was
drawn. For example, the sample included 3 projects that expected‘fewer than
160 freshman participants and that were inipublig 4-year institutions with a
predominantly Black student body (see Fidureiz-l); the bopulation cell from
which that sample was drawn included 29 sites,\§o the sampling ratio was 3:29
and the weighting factor for those sample sites kes 29:3. By contrast, all
stud%nt-level data presented in this report are réw data, as in many cases no
reasonable estimates of population parameters were available for the student
variables.

T, °

In the interest of brevity and simplicity, most of the descriptive data are

] : : : . : .
presented in pie charts, bar diagrams, or simple croess-tabulations, wlthout

accompanying inferential statlstlcs (correlations, levels of sxgnlflcance,
"etc.). Wherever the text refers to a relationship between two variables, that

relationship was statistically significant at the .0l probability level.

, F. Data Quality -

This section is coi:cerned with data quality, as judged primarily by the amount
of’ m1551ng data and by available e‘ridence concernlng possible response blas

introduced by the missing data. Missing data can be examined at two levels:

the percentage of cases in which a given type of initrument was m®t returned

by an intended respondent to SDC, and the number a:d types of items not com-

pleted within a returned instrument. -

Considering the second of these two issues first, the general rule was that,
if an instrument was returned at all, the data quality in that instrument was
very high. All of the interviews of Project Directors and institutional
administrators were 100 percent comple;ed, and there were no indications of
erroneous or miscoded responses. Responses on the Project Director ;;d
administrator surveys were over 98 percent complete, and there were no missing

responses on any of the more important items. In the returned Faculty Surveys,

all of the items were answered by at least 97 percent of the respondents.

2-13
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Even in the Fall and Spring Student Surveys that were returned, response rates
én the great maiority of items were at least 95 percent. The eXceptidns to
this genersl rule were a small number of sensitive or difficult-to-answer
questions about the students' parents' income level and education {up to 11
percent missing data), and about the students' educational aspirations and
expectations (10 percent or less missing data). Finally, the data from Student
Participation records and student éranscripts received by SDC were over 99
percent usable. In summary, the level of item completion, and so far as é

be determined, the quality of the responses, was remarkably high for all-of

'the returned instfuments.

Turning now to the issue of the return rates for the instruments as a whole,
those rates varied widely across the different types of instrumerits. For the
Project Director and Institutional Administrator Surveys and Interviews,
responses (ipstruments) were received for all 58 institutions/p;ojects. of

580 Faculty Surveys sent out, 481 (83 percent) were completed and returned. 1In
91 pexcent of the sample institutions, at least half of the solicited faculty

members returned their surveys, and at least three instruments’ were received

from every institution. Since’ the analysis plan called for the faculty

responses to be aggregated within institutions, usable data were available for

all projeqts. No esﬁimates of sample bias can be made_for the faculty members
as no independent information is ayailable concerning the sampling frame of
faculty members. -

Transcripés were desired for the 6,866 freshman eligibled who returned at least
one Student Survey (Spring and/or Fall); however, 1007 (15 percent) of these
students returned a form with their éﬁrveys indicating thét they did not wish
their Surveys to be sent to $DC, and these requests were hon;red. Of the 5,859
transcripts requested of the schcols, 97 percenc were received; apparently,
exrrors in Ehe social security numbers used to identify the students of interest
accounted for the remaining 3 percent. To assess possiﬁle response bias, T-
tests were performed comparing the values on several major variables for

students whose transcripts were received, versus those for students whose trans-

t

.

Cripts were not received. The variables examined included persistence rates

2-14
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(as,determined from the studentsx responses in their Spring Suxveys to a

questioqjabouf whether they had left the institutions), changes in students®
self-raéiﬂgs of their academic ability, and the extent of the students' par-
 ticipation in s$SDS and sspS-like services. No significant difference was found
betweenﬁihe two groups on any of these measures, which indicates that response
bias due to the loss of some transdripts was probably not a seM.ous problem in
the study's findings. . .
The Fall and Spring Student Surveys were mailed to 10,668 students. Of these,
6,593 (61.8 percent) of the Fall Surveys and 5,829 (54.6 percent) of the Spring
Surveys were returned. While these response rates are relatively high for
college students of generally low socio-economic status, whose responses were
voluntary, éhe numbers of missing Surveys are sufficiently largé to warrant
some concern about possible response bias. To test for such pbias, a number of
analyses were performed. First, based on data from the Form for Listing SSDS
Eligibles and Participants, students who did and those_who did*not return their

Surveys were compared in terms of which of the five eligibility criteria they

met, and their levels of need for SSDS services (as judged at the start of the

year by the Project Directors). Very small but statistically significant
differences were foun&‘on two of these six variables. é{\§tudents returning
their Surveys, 51 percent were classified as eccnomically deprived, while 48
percent of students not returning their Surveys were so classified. There

were no significant di%ferences on the other four criteria. The other differ-
ence was in level of need for services. (Need was scored on a scale from 1.0
to 3.0, with a rating of 1.0 indicating student need for a smail amdunt of
service, and 3.0 indicating the need for a large amount.) Students returning
Surveys had a mean score of 2.17, while those not revurning Surveys had a mean
level of 2.22. This small difference is significant only because of the large
degrees of freedom in student—lgvel analyses. ‘when the data were analyzed with
projects as the unit of analysis, no significant differences were found betweern

respondents and non-respondents on any of the.varizbles considered.

Additional analyses were performed to determine whether the small but significant

differences described above between respondents and non-respondents were likely

*
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to make any meaningful differencés in the student-level findings reported in

this study. For these analyses a set of student weights was calculated f<
each 1nst1tutmon, such that the weighted data for students returning tﬁelr ’

surveys ‘would have the same dlStrlethn on ellglblrrty criteria met, and on |

level of need for services, as the sample. of students to whom Surveys were

originally mailed.

In one set of comparisons, the mean values for all the outcome measures to be

used in the impact analyses (e.q., persistence rates, grade point averages,

coupse units completed, edicational aspirayions and expectations) were com- -

puted for each student, using both the raw values and the weighted values. .
T-tests did not show sjgnificant dlfferences between the means of the weighted

and the unweighted values for any of the outcome variables. As a further

test, more than twenty of the analyses reported in Chapter 7 (e.g., cross-

tabulations of student participation profiles by student ethnicity, student R

sex, .and type of institution, and cross-tabulations of amounts of service

rece1th by parental income level) and in Chapter 8 (impact analyses) were

re-run using the student weights. None of these re-analyses differed in any

significant interpretable fashion firom the findings cited in this report. oOur
/

-condlusion, therefore, is that the findihgs reported here on the basis of raw

student data are representative of the results that would have been obtained if

P
all students to whom Surveys were mailed had returned those forms.

~
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é CHAPTER 3. THE SSDS PROGRAM FROM THE FEDERAL PERSPECTIVE

) 8

f H All of the chapters that follow this one are based on information obtained from
i . individual SSDS projects,, from the institutions hosting the projects, and from
g students in those institutions. This information, while extremely relewa:' to
1 the goals of the presént study, is necessarily somewhat restricted in its pers-
; pective and ‘tends to reflect local goals, priorities, and experiences. The

:l present chapter is intended to provide a broader and more qompréheqsive view

2 of the overall SSDS Program from the perspective of those administering the

f program at the Federal level. It should provide a useful interpretive frame-

% . work "for considering the more site-specific data reported in subsequint chapters.
: Information for this chapter was obtained through interviews conducted with a

3 number of Education Department officials in the Office of Planning and Buéget,

the‘pffice of pPostsecondary Education, and branches of the Division of Student

*

§ Se{vices within the Office of Postsecondaii Education.

§\ ) .

f ' This chapter is organized ;nto two major sections corresponding to the two gen-
\\\ eral types of information collecéed in. the interviews. The fir§t section syn-

! thesizes information gathered froukpfogram officials concerning SSDS program

a’ goals, accomplishments, and constraigts.. The second section describes several

) ! extremely important processes b¥ which legislative ;nd administrative mechanisms
3 are activated to authorize.program funding; to develop rules and regulatic. s;

: to establish a specific appropriation; and to guide the disbursement of Fhose funds.
i‘ It also describes a final process by which the Office of Postse¢ondary Education
£ and the Grant Pr;curemens anpd Management Division monitor local projects.

-

A. Precgram Goals, Accomplishments, and Constraints

Student-Related Goals‘/

All of the program off}cials interviewed agreed that the major goal of SSDS is
to help disadvantaged‘students to persist in their postsecondary studies and to

ohtain degrees. There appeared, to be differences among the respondents, how-

MR

ever, in the extent to which they viewed this as the ultimate goal. One grewp

of ‘respondents indicated that successful completion of college is an end in

LSy

7]
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such a way as to ensure their academic and psychological survival.
. 4 .0 .

ERIC

itsklf, and an adequate justification for the SSDS Program; another perceived
collsge as the first step, and graduate sciool as the ultimate goal; a third
felt that SSDS will help to equalize educational oppbrtunity and fulfillment;
and still a fourth viewed the ultimate goals as improved class mobilit§ for
disadvantaged students, an increased earning.and,tax—paying c?pacity, less
crime, and less public welfaré. Nevertheless, these variations did .ot obscure
the universal perception among respondents t'at SSDS should impréve the ex-
periences and success of disadvantaged students in their postsecondary-~-level

-education.

N

It was generally agreed by program officidls interviewed that SSDS‘is designed
to provide supplemental programs at ihstitutions in order to help students re-

main in school.

»

Surh programs includq remedial education, tutoring, professional .
and peer counseling, employment sérvicgs, ett. These program officials feel
that such services should help to build students' self-confidence and self-
concept, and to assist them in manéuvering through a foreign environment in
SSDS ser-
.vices are targeted to help student. improve on both cognitive ‘fand agfective
levels, “in order to assist them in .reaching their maximum potential. It is
thou jht by some program officials that the resources provided by SSDS are cru-
cial not only in Héléing students to become competitive with other students,
jput also in assisting them to become indeperdent of SSDS and other such special
programs so that they can take advantage of the full range of academic offer-

1ngs at dinstitutions. -

Institutional Goals

With respect to the intended effect of SSDS projects on their host institutions,
there was general agreement that the broad goal is to~increase institutional
-ommitment to disadvantaged students, even though there is no specific laﬁguage
15, the legislation with regard to this. Some respondents feel that techniques
must be developed to train and educate the disadvantaged so they can compete
wftﬂ othér students in the same institutions. There was a%so considerable
feeling that institutions must change their policies so as to create a more

supportive environment--an environment in which various supplemental programs
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can help ‘disadvantaged students progress through the educational system. In
order for institutions to maintain their enrollment, it is felt, they must
change the negative way in Which they perceive disadvantaged students. Curri-
cula should be reexamined and modified so as to fécilitate'the integration of
disadvahtaged students into the regular curriculum. Institutions must equalize
status between SSDS Programs and other existing learning or skills centers.
SSDS personnel should enjoy the same status as other faculty members, and SSDS
programs should maintain a central and visible locat{on within the institution.
Consistent with these perceptions of need for institutional commitment was the
almost unanimous opinion among respondents that Ssps projects should become
institutionalized after a given number of years. That is, they should become
part of the institutional mainstream and should be financed by the institutions,
rather than distinct appendages ginanced by the Federal government.

Program Accomplishments

Differences were found among program officials with regard to their level of
knowledge of the SSDS Program's accomplishments; these differenées seemed to
riglect the extent to which they have contact witg local projects. Most offi-
cials indicated that they had little firm empirical evidence for judging program
success, but there was a strong and widespread belief that SSDS is successful
in improving the retention and graduaﬁioq_rates of disadvantaged students pur-
suing a postsecondary education. Some officials feel that SSDS has made the
difference between students surviving and not surviving on college campuses.
In part because of SSDS, it is felt, institutions are being forced to confront
the need to educate a wider range of students, which in turn has created a new
class of professionals to provide such an education. Some smgller institutions
have received state funds to aid disadvantgged students, in addition to SSDS
funds;:this, according to some officials, may have resulted from the institu-
tions' increased commitments to the disédvantaged, which may in turn have re-

sulted from the SSDS experience.




Level of Need for SSDS Services

It was the unanimous opinion of respondents that the need for SSDS is extremely
widespread, and extends far beyond the population now reached. One respondent
cited a Survey of Income and Educatiion that was conducteq by the Department of
Health, fducation, and héIfaxe; based on this study, it was détermined that,
when one of the $SDS eliéibility criteria changed from a 100 percent poverty .
level to a 150 percent poverty level,* the population eligible for SSDS more
than doubled, going from 1.4 million £o 2.9 million young people in the 18-24
year age range. Only 1 percent of this eligible Fopulation ever enrolls in
coliege, and only 2.5 percent even attempts coilege enrollment. We can only :
surmise from these figures that there is a tremendous population unserved by
college campuses. It seems safe to assume that there would be many more young
people who, if it were possible, might choose to continue their education.
Thes; statistics strongly suggest an extremely broad-based need for the SSDS
Program. ' At the time‘qf this writing, only 600 schools across the country are
funded from about’ 3600 institutions for higher education. Some respondents
feel, based cr the numbers of applications received from institutions, that
there is a substantial neeé.for additional Federal money for SSDS. They also
. believe that the applicatians from institutions reflect only a portion of the
. needy students--that there are many other such students who never enter the
statistics, simply because the institutions do not submit applications, or
because they understate the number of potentially eligible students. It is ’ ’
though by some program officials that the proportion of disadvantaged students
had widengd recently, as a result of worsened economic conditions and of de-
cyeased reading capabilities in the general population.

v

Program Constraints and Possible Solutions

¢

Therc was total agreement that fundiag constraints are drastically limiting
the SSDS Program's ability to respond to the vast need that is perceived among

the nation's disadvantaged. 1In 1979, 729 applicants asked for $85 million,

*The "150% poverty level" refers to ind. iduals or families with total income

and only 75 percent (556 projects) were funded at a total of $55 million. In
| of 150% (or half again) the officially defined poverty level.
\
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" the operational projects have seen their grant awards reduced to a minimum,

(

1980, 790 applicants reguested $115 million, while the amount to be awarded

was only $60 million. This.represents only a 9 percent funding increase
over a period when inflation was closetr to 14 percent. Not only has the

number of funded projects not increased to meet .the ,enormous need, but even
proj

with anything viewed as a luxdry (trips, etc.) eliminated from their budgets’
to spread the money as far as gt will go. The program officials interviewed
pointed out that/Federal regulations require ful}-Service projects, yet many
SSDS projects_aie not funded at an adequate level to ensure a complete range

of services. - .

- . -

While the respondents were unanimous in viewing fﬁnding constraints as a major
obstacle limiting the SSDS Program's ability to provide adequate services to
all those in need, some .uncertainty was expressed about how this problem might
be solved. éome respondents feel that thg answer is a massive increase in .
Federal funding for the program; they believe that the postsecondary institu- ’
tions can never raise adequate funding on their own to meet the needs of dis-
advantaged youths, and that the Federal funding levef\for SSDS should be in-
creased to two-to-four times its present 1evell Others feel that the Govern-
ment's objective should not be to subsidize institutions by increagang the
Federal support, but rather to provide “"seed money" as leverage for schools

£o institutionalize local projects. There was general agreement, in fact, that
institutionalization should be the final goal, but less unanimity about the
institutions' readiness and financial ability to undertake this role. In any
event, most of the respondents feel strongly that the SSDS Program'. funding
level should at least keep up with the rate of inflaticn, if it is t ontinue

to fulfill its function.

B. Reauthorization, Regulations, Budgeting, Funding, and Monitoring

This section describes the following processes relevant to the SSDS program:

e Reauthorization: Production of law providing for continued existence

of the program. :

e Requlations: A process that defines the legislative and operational

nature of the SSDS projects through guidelines.
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e Budgeting: Estabiishment of a specific appropriation and a plan

-

that describes how the appropriation will be spent.

e Funding: Selection of grantees and disbursement of funds.

® Monitoring: Assessment, by the Federal Government, of the pro-.

grammatic and fiscal performance of SSDS local projects. ) . -

\Ehph of these processes is described separately in this sectlon., It should be
noted, however, that the proéLsses ane highly 1nterdependent, and to a great

. _ |
extent -occur concurrently. .

Reauthorization

This section describes the procedufes applied during the last SSDS reauthoriza-
tibn, which culminated in tﬁe Higher Education Amendments of 1980. The re-
authorization process was characterized by a centralized management style,
coordinated by the OfEéCe of the Secretary of Education. A Préﬁect Manager
from the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation was
given the responsibility for ensuring that all work was completed in a timely
mahner. This included organizinc procedures for preparing three types of pro-
ducts for approximately 33 programs: issue papers, option papers, and decision
memoranda. To facilitate this work, the Project Manager created a task force
composed of the Education Deputies. A tertiary organization of work groups,
organized by the task force, was assigned the responsibility of identifying
and addressing major issues in specific areas of higher education. Work -
groﬁps were.formed either to address specific titles of the law (e.g., Trio
Program), or to address a major issue area (e.g., student loans). Each work group
cgn§isted of Education Division staff whose expertise covered policy analysis,
evaiuation, legislation, and programming. Both the task force and the work
groups consulted with outside groups and held regular informal discussions

with Congressional staff.

- -

An example of a key issue considered in the last appropriation planning [
how economic deprivation (as an eligibility criterion for students) shoqld be

defined. SSDS ori,inally used the Orshansky 100:. Poverty Index; that ié, a




Ame

- »

. . studént was considered to meet the economic eligibility criterion if that stu-
deﬁt or his/hér famil} had a.total income not exceeding the poverty level de-
signated by the Orshan;iy formula.' The Program Development Branch'of the

‘( Division of Student Services prepared an issue paper discussing the possibility
of changing the economic criterion to anAOrshansky'lSO% level, i.e., one and

a half times the povertity level desigﬁated by the Orsﬁansky formula; the paper

also discussed the potential effects of this change on t?? numbers of sFudents

who would be eligible. Thc issue paper was reviewed and %ev%sed by the- Deputy

Aséistant Secretary for Higher Education)Incentivéé Pr;gram, and the suggested

change in the eligibility criteria was uf%imately incorporated into the Higher

. Education Amendments of 1980&

Through such processes the work groups and the task force produced option papers
on major issues, }ssue papers on legislative or administrative policy changes
associated with budget decisions, and final decision memoranda on reauthoriza-
/// t;on pr.posals. The timeline for submission of thesé documents varied accord-
ing to the need for early Secretarial guidance and the relationship to budget
decisions. After Secretarial review, recommendations we}e submitied to the
Office of Management and Budget and to the white ﬁduse stdff; a final decision

memorandum was then submitted to the President, followed by a Prégzééntial

¢ message submitting legislation to Congress for approval.

Information hearings on the proposed legile;ion were held separately by the
House and Senate Subcommittees and testimony was solicited from interest groups
and the public. Bills for reauthorization were then submitted by Senators and
Representatives, and were subsequently assigned to Committees and Subcommittees.
Testimony was received frem the Secretary of,the Education Department, the
Assistant Secretary of Postsecondary Educatioq, the Deputy Assistant Secretagy.
for Higher Education Incentives Program, the Division of Student Services, and
the Assistance Secretary for Pla.ning and Budget. 1In additién, testimony was
heard from interest groups and the public. The bills were marked up and sent
from subcommittee to committee to the floor with revisions. The final version
of the bill, .agreed on by both houses of Congress, was then sent to the

President for his signature.

' f
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Regulations . .
-

Reqgulations must be developed within 240 days of the effective date of the re-
'authorizing legislation. The~process begins when predominate Bills‘are'avail—
able in the House and Senate.. The Education Department submits a scheduie ta

g reqgulate within the first 60 days. Regulations must then be proddéed within &

.- the following 180 days.

.

The Program Developqent Brénch of the Division of Student Services develops an
issuerpaper based on the House and Senate bills and on the old regqulations.
One ,issue during the most recent development of regulations'was whether or not
there Eould be SSDS projects to serve only limited-English-speaking students.
Another issue was whether or not SSDS projects could duplicate services already
provided elsewhere on the college campus. Following review and revision of an
-ssue paper by the Deputy Assistant for Higher Education Inc;ntives Program,
it is submitted to a Regulations Unit set ué by the Assistant Secretary for Post-
secondary Education. The Requlations Unit defines and clarifies terms and pro-
duces a draft based on the issue paﬁer, the bills, and other documents such as

* the Education Division General Administrative Regulations.
The draft produced by the Regulations Unit is submitted to the Assistant
Secretary for Postsecondary Education for review,, circulated to the Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Budget,. the General Counsel, and the Assistant
Secretary for Legislation for review,s and then returned to the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Higher Education Incentives Program.

N

Next, the paper is sent to a select gro%?“bf citizens (usually interest groups .
and others involved in higher education) for additional comments. Based on .
these comments, the Program Development Branch revises the draft wregulations
and submits the revised draft to the Assistant Secretary for Planniné and Budget,

the General Counsel, and the Assistant Secretary for Legislation for review.

A Notice of Intent to Make Rules is published in the Federal Register, after
, which approximately 10 to 12 hearings are held across the country to elicit

public comments on the proposed rules and regulations. Th¢ transcripts from
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these hearings are used by the Program Development Branch of the Division of
Student Services to develop a dfaft of responses to all comments made at the
public hearings. The draft of rules and regulatioﬁs*\sipng with the comments
and responses, are reviewed by the 5éputy Assistant for Higher Education Incen-
‘tives Program, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Posésecondary Education, the
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Budget, and the Assistant Secretary for

! .
Legislation. ~—~

The final regulations along with comments and responses are published in the
Federal Register. After this publication there is a 45-day period during which
Congress may act to, rescind the regulations. If Congress takes no action, the

regulations become final.

Budgeting
The Program Development Branch of the Division of Student Services prepares an
issue paper in response to a request from the Assistant Secretary for Planning
and Budget. This paper generally addresses issues concerning the Zero Base
Budget. Typical issues might include how many new awards should be made,_whether-
to adjust for infiation,'and how much more money, if any, should be provided

to expand the program above and beyond the budgetary provision for inflation.

The issue paper is reviewed and‘revised by the Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Higher Education Incentives Program and subsequently by the Assistant Secretary
for Postsecondary Education. The issue paper is then suumittea to the Assistant
Sec}etary for Planning and Budget, who compiles issues on many programs and
holds a Secretarial Retreat on these issues. This Retreat, attended by the
Secretary and all key Assistant Secretaries in the Education Department, pro-
duces a Zero Based Budget (ZBB), including overall ratiopale, and Secretarial
and Assistant Secretarial consensus on minimum and maximum budget levels. ZBB

levels usually include minimum, status quo, and improved categories.

The Assistant Secretdry for Poétsecondary Education relays the budget informa-
tion gathered at the Secretarial Retreat to the Division of Student Services

9
for production of a draft Zero Based Budget Ppackage detailing budget levels and

rationales. The Zero Based Budgét Package is reviewed and revised by the

)
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Deputy Assistant Secretary for Higher Education Incentives Program and themr by

N

the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education. It'is then seént to the

A551stant -Secretary for Plannlng and Budget who bonstructs a consolidated Zero
Based Budget for all education programs. This consolidated Zero Based Budget
is reviewed and 'revised by the Secretary of the Education Department who then -

!

submits it to the Office of Managemenf and Budget as a Preliminary Budget Request.
o . . . .

The Office of ﬁanagément and Budget holds hearings with testimopy g{vgn by the

Secretary of the Egucation Departmeni, the Assistant Secretary for Planning and
Budget; the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education, the Deputy Assis- -
tant Secretary for Higher Education In2entives ProYram, and the Division of

Student Services. The Office of Ma%agement and Budget and the 'Education Depart-
ment negotiate and revise the Zero Based Budget package to determlne the pro-
poséd funding levels. This buﬂget is submitted by the Office of Management and
Budget (representing the President) to the Senate Subcommittee- on Appropr\a— -

tions/Committee on Labor, Education and Human Resources, and to the Correspond-

rs

ing House Subcommittee/Committee.

Hearings are heid separately by the House and the Senate with testimony in
support of the President's budget from the'Secretary of the Education Depart-
ment, the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Budget, the Assistant Secretary
for pPostsecondary Educ?tionﬁ the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Higher Education
Incentives,Program, and the Division of Student Services. Testimony is also
heard either in support of or in opposition to the President's proposed budget

from interest groups and the public. ¥

The House and Senate Appropriation Bills are marked up and flog\?}dﬁ/the sub-
committee to cogmittee to the floor of each legislative Pody for a vote. Fre-
quently the House and Senate versions are quite different and a Conference
Committee produces a revised bill, which goes to bdth legislative bodies for
approval. The bill becofles law (or an appropriation) when signgd by the

President.
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As the appropriation levels and language often differ from the President's pro-

posals, ;hedgssistant Secrétary for postsecondary Education develops a Budg?t
Execution Plan which describes how the appropriation will be spent,.and desig-
nates accounts énq purposes. This Budget Execution Plan_is\submitted to the
Assistant Secretardy for Planning and Budget and then to the Secretary of the
Education Department for review. Subsequent to Secretarial review the Execu-
tion pPlan is sent to the Office of Management and Budget for approval:
One final note should be added, regarding:the overl#gging.nature of the budget
process for swccessive fiscal years. Three budgets a;é usually overlapping:
In year K, the Fiscal Year K-} budget :is beind spent, the Fiscal Year K budget
is being defended, and the Fiscal Year K+l gudget is Being planned or developed.
N

Funding of Local Projects

s
The Bivision of Student Services develops a func,ny schedule that includes due
daté:{2§r products and responsibilitkes. This schedule is submitted to the
De;uty Assistant Secretary for Higher Education Incentives Program and to the
Assitant Secretary for Péstsecondary Education for clearance.

-
The Program Development Branch of the DivisSion of Student SerYices develops an
application package that includes performance and fiscal formé. Following re-
view by the Deputy Assistant for Higher Education Incentives Program and by the
Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education, the application package is
submitted for approval to the Assistant Secretary for Legislation, the General
Counsel, and the Assistant Secretary for Maragement. The Assistant Secretary
for Management submits the approved application package, along with a justifi-
cation packagedgeveloped by the Division of Student Services, to the Federal

Education Data Acquisition Council (FEDAC) for final clearance.

A Closing-Date Notice written by the Division of Student Services is published
a
in the Federal Register. This notice is designed to alert*people that there
i .
will be money available for a particular program. It specifies the closing _

date, the addréess for submission of applications, and a list of priorities.

- ’
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The Division’ of Student Services develops an Applicat}oﬂ Evaluation Funding .
Plan which includes application-handling procedures that.range from the receipt
of applications to their funding. The plan is submitted‘for cleaghnce to the .
Assistant Secretdry for Postsecondary Education, then throqgh the Assistant

Secretary of Management to the Grant Procurement and Management Division.
\ -

Application péckages are mailed to institutions, which must submit their appli-
cations prior to the closiné date. 1Institutions can also request. applications
from the Information Services Branch of thé Division of Student Services. Two .
weeks after the publication of the Closing Date Notice, the Program Devqlopwent
Branch of the Division of Student Services holds from 7 to 20 two-day applica-

tion workshops around the country. : .

y N

Y
\
The required qualification§ for field readers of the applications are determined

'by the Deputy Assistant Sgcretary for Higher Education Incehtives Program. The
Division of Student Services selects a pool of about 400 field readers and sub-
mits it to the Deputy Assistant, Secretary for Higher Education Incentives(P:o—
gram for approval. Instruction packets.mailed,ko the field readers include
Rules and Requlations, funding critéria, Education Division General Adminis-
trative Regulations, technical review forms, conflict of interest statements,
a‘sample proposal, suggested appliéation guides, and contract informaticn’
(readers are hired uﬁaer contract). Incoming applications are logged int® the ©

computer at tiie Application Control Center.

,

’

Panels of three field readers individually read, review, and score approximately.
15 prop?sals a week %or two to three weeks. The panels of three field readers
discuss‘and iron out their differences. After group collaboration the field
readers recomment and rescore indibidually. Reviews prepared by the field
readers are critiqued by the Program Development Branch of the Division of ,
Student Services for completion, accuracy, consistency with rules and regula-
tions, etc. These reviews are sent first to the Information Services Branch

of the Division of Student Services to be logged ;ﬂto/a computer for composite
scores and rank ordering, and then forwarded to the Project Services Branch of

the Division of Student Services.

1
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The Project Services Branch reviews the top-ranked applications to determine
if they meet the requirements of the regulations. Section 3-2 of the Grant
Procuremept and Management Division Funding Manual specifies the overall appli-
cation re§§gw procedures. The Application Evaluation Funding Plan establishes
the extent to which deviations from procedures are acceptable and also contains .
a review éorm that helps reviewers assess the scope of the projects and provides
other useful evaluation guidelines. The Project Services Branch uses this plan,
the Education Division General Administrative Regulations, and the Rules and .
Regulatlons, to dec1de if the rank order determined by the InformationsServices °
. Bureau should be malntalned. Ten percent more applications than are to be. funded-
' giz‘}ggieWed at this time. For each fundable appllcatloé, a set of items to be

negotiated is developed as well as a negotiablé budget.

7
M

-

he recommendations and proposed budget form a slate of fundable ‘projects that

is submitted to the Division of Student Services for approval. The slate is
then submitted for approval first to the Deputy A551stant for Higher Educa-
tion Incentlyes Program, and then‘to the Assistant Secretary gpr Postsecondary
Education. After approval, the 'slate is sent to the Grant Procurement and
Ménagement Division, then to the Congressional Liaison Oﬁfice, and finally to

the House and the Senate.

There is a 48-hour review peE}Od for Congress, during which Congressmen publicly
announce awards of funds in their states. Arfter this review period, the Grant
Procurement and Management Division negotiates grants with the applicants. This
negotlatlon detexmines the 51ze of the project, its duration, and 1ts funding

level. jA Grant Award Document is produced from this process.

All SSDS funds, like those of the other Trio programs, flow through the National

Institute of Health. Grantees draw upon theif account and file quartérly ex-

pense statements. .

Monitoring of Local Projects

Federal monitoring of local projects is an ongoing ad hoc process rather than

a distinct sequence of events such as those described above for reauthorization,
j
N
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- ' regulations, budgeting, and funding. Projects are monitored in terms of the%r
full range of programmatic and fiscal activities. The revised projéct appli-
cation and the grant award docume?t.afe the best sources of information about
what a given.project is intended to accomplish. Thus, these Qocuments are
crucial-in all monitoring activities and provide the benchmark for gauging a. )
project's perfogmange. Other prime sources for monitoring include projects' ]
annual progress reports, their fiscal reports, and technical questions received

from the projects.

The major monitoring tool utilized by the Project Services Branch of the
Division of Student Services is the local site visit.. Most site visits are
conducted in response to suspected problems within the project, but some are °
generated'by a random selection procedure. A Site Visit Report is drafted !
based on face-to-face discussions conducted py the Pr@ject Services Branch
Project Officer with the ggantee (institutional representatives, projebt staff\
. and clients), and on a review of project records. A copy of this report 1s
sent to an institutional representative with a request for a response within
30 days. If no problems were identified, é "Closing-Out Site Visit" letter
is sent to the institution. Technical assistance is provided to help solve
problems, and a 60-day follow-up visit may be conducted. If problems are not
ameliorated, the Division of Student Services may alert the Grant Procurement
and Management Division. The GPMD, with the Division of Student Services in

an advisory role, may choose to terminate project funding.

. » w

The Education Department also conducts audits of projects, through the Educa-
tion Department Regional Offices. Candidates for audit are suggested by the
Division of Student Services (through the Deputy Assistant Secretary for the

Assistant Secretary of Postsecondary Education). The field anditsrs examine

L8P

all fiscal and programmatic asgects of the grant, using the revised project
. arplicaticn and grant award document as the benchmark for performance, bAUdlt
exceptions are resolved within the Education Department. frequently with gvhe

Division of Student Services in an advisory role. When an institution is

selected, all Federal grants are usually audited. Hence, many TR1O auvdits stem

‘7

from audits of campus-based student financial aid grants. (Some audits have
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been generaped when the primary focus was a Department of Interior grant at-
! the Institution.)

\
Three bther units also monitor programmatic performance. The Inspector General
of the Education Department investigates project and program activities with

. respect to fraud,'waste, and abuse., The General Accounting Office monitors
program activities, most frequently at the request of :«Congress. Finally, the

- bffiCe of Management of the Education Department conducts management and impact

evaluations of programs. These activities_ include quélity control, service

delivery assessments, and national impact evaluation.

- N

-

. N
H N ‘ .
LT P
» - . ‘
| : :
| .
| - .
| Q 3-15 ()d _
- ERIC - - : '
| WJ:EEE : . AN

—




CHAPTER 4. PROJECT CONTEXT, HISTORY, RéSOURCES,
AND ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

This chapéer contains most of the descriptive data collected on the SSDS pro-
jects and their participating students. It lacks only the detailed records of
sexrvices provided to students (i.e., data from the Student Participation.
Records) and the data on project-institution relationships, wnich are covered
in Chapters 7 and 6, respectivelv. The present chapter first summarizes a .
few facts about the institutional context in which the projects operate, pre-
sents a brief overview of the projects' recent history, and then describes the
Proiect Directqrs' perceptions of their project goals. Relevant characteris-
tics of the -‘Project Directors, their staffs, and the participating students
are next discussed, followed by descriptive data on the projects' resources,
policies, and procedures. The chapter concludes with information about the
Project Directors' perception of staff effort devoted to different student

needs, and of the staffs' success in meeting those needs.

A. Context of Project Operations: Characteristics of Host Institution

In general, institutions hosting mature SSDS projects in 1979-80 represented

a wide spectrum of postsecondary schools across the country. As noced in

Chapter 2, no vocational-technical schools or agencies were iucluded in this

study. Of the remaining institutions from which samples were drawn for the '
evaluation, about 4 percent were private 2-year colleges, 33 percent were

public 2-year colleges, 20 percent private 4-year colleges or universities,

and 43 percent public 4-year colleges or universities.

Figures 4-la through 4~lc below, show the distributions of White, Black, and
Hispanic students enrolled in the host institutions. As indicated in Figure

4-la, better than two-thirds of the institutions represented in this study had

over 50 percent White enrollments; in 3( percent of the institutions, Whites
a.counted fov at least nine-tenths of the total enrollments. Black students
contributed somewhat less heavily to the enrollments, although 30 percent of
the 1ustitutions had over 50 percent Black enrollments (Figure 4-1b). As is

fru. of postse-ondary inscitutions in general, Hispanics constituted a fairly
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a. White Students b. Black Students c

. Hispanic Students

(16%) (13%)

0-10%
Hhite

11100
91-100%
{37%)

0z
Hispanic

51-100% (17%)

(13%)

(18%)

11-50%

(19%)
(37%) ; (322)

Figure 4-1. Percentages of Host Institutions Having Different
Percentages of Black, White, and Hispanic Students
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small percentage of total enrollment in the host institutions (Eigure'4—lc);
only 13 percent of those institutions had over 10 percent Hispanics and over
a third reported no Hispanic students. Not unexpectedly, pgblic 4-year

cclleges and universities had the smallest percentages of minority students

(see Appendix 4-1).

Minority group members constituted roughly the same overall percentages of
faculty as they did of scudents in the host institutions (see Appendix 4-2).
The percentages of minority facult} were highest for 2-year colleges (two-
thirds had over 10 percent minoricy faculty) and lowest for public 4-year
colleges and universities (only one-third had over 10 percent minority faculty)

(see Appendix 4-3).

Two-year colleges had substantially higher percentages of part-time students
than 4-year colleges and universities. Over half of the 2-year-colleges had
more than 50 percent part-time students, while well under a tenth of the 4-year
colleges and universities had such large percentages of part-time students

{see Appendix 4-4).

Since improved student persistence is one cof the important goals of SSDS, the
host institutions' overall persistence rates may be of some interest. The only
available data on institutional persistence rates pertained to the percentages
of entering freshmen students who were enrolled in those same institutions at
the start of the cophomore year. By far the highest persistence was reported
by private 4-year colleges and universities, which had an average persistence
rate of around 75 percent. The average persistence rate for public 4-year
institutions was 61 percent, and that for 2-year colleges was 55 percent (see
Appendix 4-5). It is possible, of course, that these variations in persisterice
reflect other factors that may be confounded with institutional offering and

control, such as the racial/ethnic composition of the student body.

B. Project History

As indicated below in Figure 4-2, about a third of the projects represented by

this study are relatively old, having been operational for at least seven years
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in 1979-80. 1In interpreting this finding, however, it should be kept in mind
that the study sample, as noLed_in Chapter 2, was limited to "mature" projects,
and by our definition of that term any projects not funded for at least two
years prior to 1979 80 were automatically excluded from the study Projects'
age distributions dlffered somewhat among dlfferent _types of institutions,
but no type had consistently older or younger projects than any other type

XSP” Appendix 4-6).

o

(35%)

e (43%)

/gaéure 4-2. Distribution on Numbers of Years
’ Projects Had Been Operational

.

D
Most pro;écts had grown appreciably over the three years starting in 1977-78,
in terms of their numbers of staff members,:numbers of participating students,
and funding levels. These growth patterns are summarized below in Figures 4-3,
4-4, and 4-5. It should be noted in connectisn with Figure 4-4 that "staff"
as defined here includes peer tutors, and increased use of tutors on the part
of many projects may explain the fairly large increase in staff size (e.g., 51

percent or more increase in almost two-thirds of the projects).
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The average annual staff turnover (over a three-year period) of Ehe\projqcts
was moderately high, as shown in Figure 4-6. Over a fourth of the projects,
for example, experienced moré than a 25 percent turnover rate. Projects in
4-year public schools had a lower turnover rate overall than those in other

types of host institutions (see Appendix 4-7).

26-100% (37%)

0-10%

(35%)

f&gure 4-6. Percentages of Projects Reporting
Different Levels of Staff Turnover Rate
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C. Project Directors' Pexceptions of Project Goals

Project Directors were asked to indicate the four goals, out of a list of
twelve, that they considered most relevant and important to their projects.
Flzyfe 4 7 shows the percentages of Project Directors pla01ng each of the

twelve goals in the top four positions of importance.

> >

Attempts to b;uster the twelve goals into a s;aller number of general aread of
emphasis were not succegﬁful, as the clusters did not show strong relationships \j
to other preaect characteristics. However, Figure 4-7 indicates that large
percentages’ of Project Directors gave high priority to goals A and F, both of

which appear to reflect an emphasis on strengthening students' academic skills.

Also selected by substantial numbers of Project Directors wasogle E, which is

a student-oriented objective, and goals G and J, which are more process goals

than outcome goals. Evidently few'projects place any major emphasis on pre-

paring students for advanced studies (goal D) or for the labor market (goal C);

- this would suggest strong project focus on what happens to the students while

they are undergraduates in college, and much less emphasis on longer-range goals.

D. Project Director Characteristics

Project Directors Qere asked how many years of prior relevant experience they
had, where ‘relevant" experience was defined as "number of years of work exper-
ience...in a position or positions reqdrrlng the provision of services or acti-
vities similar to those [rhe Project Director] provides in the Project." As
indicated in Figure 4-8, most Project Director were quite experienced, with
around two-thirds overall having more than five years' relevant experience.*

(The number in parentheses in each bar is the percentage of Project Directors

7

*Again, this information should be interpreted in the light of the sLudy
sample's exclusion of projects less than three years old. ‘;

ERIC -7
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Develop students' academic skills.

Help students clarify career goals.
Prepare students for labor market.
Prepare students fg» advanced study.
Deveiop students' self-confidence.

Remedy students' academic deficiencies.
Give students {ndividual attentfon.
Provide cultural experiences,

Help students learn of services/programs.

Determine appropriate services to provide..

Teach students about different cultures.
Provide sunoortive environment.

Figure 4-7. Percentages of Projeci Directors Assigning Top Four
Posttions to Different Potential Project Goals
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Project Directors were also asked what percentage of their total work time was
* by
’ - - -
spent on "other institutional and institution-related responsibilities,"

Exampies of such activitiés, cited in the gliestion to the Project Directors,

" wer€ "serving on the institution's admissions committee, teaching a depart-

mentally sponsored, open enroldment course, or serving as an advisor to a
special studies p'dﬁram."f It should be noted that most of the activities listed
as examples,‘thfgzh outside the direct project responsibilities, dre neverthe-
less closely related to the functions served by the SSDS pfbgram, and might be
considered to sgerve the interests of' the projects. Flgure 4?9 shows that, at =«
least for 4- -year colleges and universities, outside demand’ﬁPr Project Director
time is greater in private institutions (where 98 percent of the Project Directors
spend over 10 percent of their time on Youtside" activities) than in public
institutions (where around three-fourths| of the Project Directors spend that

much time outside direct project aetivitxes). The level of outside demand for
Project Director time in 2-year colleges is generally similar to that in the
ghblic 4-year institutions. T

t
\

“The overall percentages of male and female Project Directors were almost identi- p
cal. As Figure 4-10 shows, however, Project Directors in public 4-year colleges
and universities were predominantly male (72 percent to 28 percent female),
whereds the majorities of Project Directors in private 4-yearinstitutions and
in 2-year ‘colleges were female. In general, and across the different types
of institutions, the probability ef a project's haQing a female Prosect
Director increased as the percentage ¢of female faculty in the host institution
increased (see AppepdlA 4- 8), and also as the percentage of feéale staff members
in the project went up (see Appendix 4-9), . «

. {
One possible explanation tor the low percentage of female Project Directors in
public 4-year colleged and universities is that such institutions usually have
relatively low staff curnover rates, This tends'té make it a slower'process
for females (or any ,other traditiona1f?”underrepresented group) to replace in-

cumbents and thereby movestv :he academic or administrative ladder.
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Directors, by Type of Institution -

The racial/ethnic distribution of the Project Directors is ingicated in Figure : ( :
4-11. Blacks constituted the largest group in this distribution (almost 55 o .
percent), and Whites the second largest group (32 percent). There were no
oriental Project Directors in the mature projects represeﬁted by this study.
Across all types of institutions, the likelihood of a Project Director's being

a minority group member was related to the.racial/eﬁhnic composition of faculty
in the institution (see Appendix 4-10). Half of the Project Directors in insti-
tutions having fewer than 50 percent minority faculty were themselves minority.
As the percentage of minority  faculty increased, the probability of the project's

having a minority Project Director also increased.

E. Project sStaff Characteristics

On the average, each project had slightly more than 35 staff members. (See
Appeadix 4-11) The largest staffs were in public 4-year colleges and universi-
ties, witﬂ an aVer;ge of almost 47 staff members; the corresponding nurbers for
2-year colleges, and private 4-year colleges and universities, were 29 and 23

respectively. It should be noted, however, that, overall, almost 76 percent or

e Sl
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American -Indian ’ ,
Black :

Hisnanic ) :
White . )

OO

Figure 4-11. Disiribution of Different Racial/Ethnic (3
Groups Among Project Directors

LS

these staff member§ worked less than~half-time for the ﬁrojects, 10 percent
worked half-timé, and only 14 percent worked full-time (see Appendix 4-12)
Percentagessof staff members working diffeéent pertions oJ timg did not vary
#n, any systematic way with'éxoject size (number of clientss, although the
vé&y largest prbjects, with over 500 clients, had the smallest percentage of
fuli-time staff members (9 percent). v
The large nuﬁber\of less-than-half-time staff members results primarily from
the extensive use in many projects of students as peer tutors, and occasionally

as peer counselors. OQOverall, 75 percent of the project staff members were stu-

_dents--a figure almost identical to the percentage of less-than-helf  time

members (see Appendix 4-12). Although there was no systematic rise or~fall
in percentage of student staff members with increasing project size, the pro-

ject: with over 500 clients nad the largest such percentage (83 percent) .
&




. Among staff members&ﬁho were committedfhalf;time or more to the project, the
. éxperience Jlevel was generally fairly hign};ds shown in Figire 4-12. Overall,
‘better than threé-fourths of the staf@;mémbers (inc¢luding Project Directors)

Q;; had at: least two years ‘prior experience in providing similar services, and :

~

about 42 percent had*four or more years' experience. The most experienced

'y

'staffs were in private 4—year colleges and univerSities, and the least exper~

r -

I S

ienced in 22— -year colleges. " : .
¢ i( AR - M ' . ;
}19 } -Rgain considering only staff members employed half-time or more %y the projects, .

. there was considerable variation in the educational levels, With over a fourth

5=,

overall having a graduate (post-baccalaureate) degree, but With almost another

T

N fourth»of the staff members having only .a high school degree? lAsFigure 4-13
indicates, the most highly educated-staffs were in_private»4-yeaf colleoes and
N * universities, The associate dedree was more cofmon in 2-year colleges than in
A othex types o; institutions, probably reflecting the 2-year colleges' recruit-

ment of some of their own. graduates for staff positions.
IS R \.3 . oo “
On the average, about 60 percent of the staff members were female (see Appendix ~ '
4-13). Across types of institutions, 31 percent of the staff members were :

Black, 54 percent White, 7 percth Hispanic, and 8 percent of:other racial/

; ethnic groups. ‘ ' : :
- R . ’
S ' : ba '

[y

When asked about areas of possible improvement in their project staff membecs,
‘&lmost all of thé Project Directors indicated they were satisfied with the
staffs presept level of morale, commitment *o the pro]ect,—work style, train-

ing, and experience (see Appendix 4=14):. ‘ '

. F. Characteristics of Particigating Students (Project Clients) .

According to the Student Participation Records ¢ollected in this study, the

overall average .number of participating students acxoss 21l projects was 414;
=l - «

however, the number differs greatly across types of institutions, with an
raﬁ%§age client number of 524 for 2-year colleges, 438 for public 4-year folleges

and universities, and only 159 for‘brivate 4-year colleges and universities

“« I3

(see Appendix 4-15). - C

S M v
 w . .

. .
“ -

‘ ) ‘ C 4-14 8.})
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Services Final Performance Report prepared/for\the Education Departmenty€ach-

yedr, and’ the most recent year for which‘such‘a eport has been prepared-is -
1975—79 Oor one year prior -to the academit year in which the present study was

. performed Based- on that year's final reportl ar 49 percent of c¢lients 1§:~fr
fhe m@ture projects represented gy this study were ﬁLack, 29\percentiWhite! oo

17 percent Hispanic, and 5 percent of other racial/ethnic groups (sée Appendix

.

4-16). These figures compare with institutional study body fiéunes for 1979-80
. of 20 percernt Black, 71 percent White, 6 pércent Hispanic, and 2 percent stu-

. dents of other racial/ethnic groups. The final report furtnexr indicates that

.

60 percent of the progect clients were female. R

.
~

!!

Also 1nd1cated in the final report are the percentages of partic;pating stu-

dents meeting various possihle €ligibility criteria (a given student could o
“ * /
,atlsfy-more'than«one such criterion). By far the most .common eligibility cri-

terion :indicated for the clients was ‘that of low family 1ncome (rqughlx ‘half- 4/ .

the clients overall met .this criterion); -the secong I st common critenion .was ”\&‘ E
educational need, which was indicated fo; apprOXimatel ¢

X a tbird-of the pa:tLCi-
N :

pating students. Rarely iridicated criteria included cultural need, phys?.
dlsabllltv and: limited English—speaklng auility, all of which reportedly

7\9Pplied to fewer than 9 -percent of the clients overall (see Appendix 4;17L. N

- e * LE - - =

N .
[ . » - -

G. Progect Resources and Allocations . ; .

o 7 .

Prcject budgets varied greatly, with t@e’smallest running around‘$25 000

and the 1argest around $425 000- Many projects received funding from
multiple ‘sources. All of the projects (b" definition of the sample) receiyed ..

Federal funds, at an average ievel of $106,106. (See Appendix’Aelaghr About

o

30 percent received state funds and 28 percent received—funds,fgem other sources .

-

such as local contributions; the average dollar amounts, among the projects

receiving such contribations, were $56,303 and $32,894 for state and: "other"

* . N N .
funds, respectivelyyf ) ,

<

s -
-
’a

‘Flgure 4- 14 shows how the rclative conLributions-of Federal state, and other

funds related to the size of ‘the total, budget The baseline axis of the figure

CERIC .. ' 86
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represents the total budget of a given progect, each bar 1n the dlagram repre—
sents .projects falllng w1th1n a $25 000 range on total budget centered around
theé dollar value shown below that bar. The vertlcal axis indicates the percer
tages of that total budget (i.e., of 100 percent) accounted £or by Federal

funds, state funds, and other funds. (Note: values smaller than 3 percent are
not shown in the figureﬂf It can be seen that, as the total budgét increased,
the’percentage of that total accounted for by Federal dollars tended to decrease.
- Above the $325,000 budget level, in fact, Federal funding accounted for sub-
stantially less than half the total project budget. Stated in sllghtly dlfferent

terms, theé Federal contributions' to projéct budgets varied ‘much. lé$§>widely than

-did’ the total budgets. . )

.
*

’

Most projects received 1n—k1nd a1d frém their host 1nst1tut10ns, in addltlon
to their d1rect dollar contrlbutlons from different sources. (See Append X
419y, Almost 90 percent of the projects reported that. they received 1n—k1nd
contrlbutlons of office and/or classroom space “gkcpercent reportedly recerved

<
free instructional services, 40 percent reported free- counselor services, and

31 .percent reported in-kind clerical assistarnce. -Othér reported in=kind ser-

vices wexe telephonesiand/or postage (51 percent) , office supplies (57 percent)., i

v

and instructional supplies (45 percent). . -

~

s v o
Flgure 4- 15 shows ‘the progects' expendltures, per part1c1pat1ng student for -

-

administration (costs assoc1ated with the Progect D;rector, other admlnlstra~

t@rs, and clerical support), aqd for direct service dellvery (sfudent employees, e

e
instructional <pecialists, counselors, and reqgular 1nstruct10nal staff) Expen—

diture figures indicated for "State Funds," -and ‘those shown for "Other Funds"
are\based on the subsets of progects rece1v1ng -such funds. As. can .be seensin
Figure 4-15, projects tended to ullocate the1r Federal and state funds between
adrlnlstratlve and serv1ce dellvery costs 1n different proportlons than/they
allocated the funds they recelved from other sources: State funds were split
" evenly between adm1n1strat1ve -and- service costs, and Fedéral oer—student expen-—
ditures for administration were only- 20- percent smaller than those for service
delivery. AB§ contrast, Aperéstudentvexpenditures of "other" funds were over

twice as high fer service dellvery as for adm1n1strat1ve costs:

%

s
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H. PréjectslvAdministgﬁtiye Policies and'Procedures

f,., Oné area of conSiderable interest in this st?dy is how projects and\students
come together, i.e., how the projécts identify studénts eligible for partici-

) pation, and how studénts learn about servy@es offered by the projetts. Each

Project Director was. asked what Sources his/her project used to identify eligi-

ble: students, ano was allowed toé check all applicable sourcés in a list pro=

- :vidéd~ Thé results are shown below in Figure h 16. Thé most common source of
infofhation réeported was the registrar S or admissions office, with over 80
percent of the Project Directors checking this,cetegory; least cited were high

school sources such as referrals by “recruitment programs, Upward Bound, or

I3

Talent Search (26 percent)-.

. Project'bireéto:s weré also asied to -check all sources which they believe stu-
AdeﬁtSAuSe‘to learn offbroject services. As indicated'intFigure 4-17, the
source: most often cited by the Project Directors (62 percent) -was othexr par=,

. tiéipétiﬁg students; student Services in the instit@tioﬁs weie‘also:reponted

(50~percg%t) to. provide considerabl¢ information about the projects.

*

N b4
~ Student needs for specific services are determined, according to thé Project
. 3
Directors; by a variety of different approaches. The Project Directors, were

asked to.indicate, for each approach, whether that approach was used "never",

"sometimes” or "usually". As Figure 4.8 shows, the three most common methods

of identifying -such. needs are through staff interviews with students, by staff

-evaluation-of students"' academic records, and by the stude*“s' own requésts.

Counseling and fadulty'assessﬁents,Wefe reportedly the leas. ‘frequently applied

4

techniques:. ,

°

is "never mandatory for students found in need’ of those services; fewér than
bined with the preceding information about the- large role nlayed by students

jects view project -participation as an -opportunity for students tather than an

obligation, and few take a highly directivé’role in that fespect.

L]

4-21 ] L

159 L. . . - - _ - L e -

Over half the Ptbjeét'ﬁirecto:s,;epOtted‘that,partiCiﬁatioh in project services,
2 percent reported that such services. ére Jalways" mahdétOry. These data, com=~

in determining their own service needs, suggest that most institutions and pro-
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: Thls general pattern of flexibility and 1nfo mality, rather than or hard—and— * r .
fast rules, also applies to the question of hovix decisions are hade to end pro- "+ T

jectaservices.to a_student. Over a third of -ti‘e Project Directors,reported
that their projects had no formal ﬁoliciéS‘regﬁrdlng the termination of ser- .
’vicesj another 22 percent indicated that a student "cont;nuously'maintains someé
affiliation with the Project as ;ong‘as fe remains ‘at the institution;" and:

. 3 . L % P Lol s s %
aimost 17 percent seid that the students.declde entirely on the1r own- initia-

S

tive when to leave the project. Only 27 percent of the Project D1rectors .

indicated a strong role of proJect staff in determlning When services to'stu—

r . - ,
dents should Ve -ended. . ) . o
¢ / . ;‘l
» ;,/ -

Flnally, Project Dlrectors were asked who  had. tpe decision authority on varlous N

-

kinds of declSlops directly affectlng the pro3ect ogeratlons. Figure 4-19 B

-Shows the responses grouped into. two generaI categories, One“category'rep*e—

sents proJects in whlch the deClSlon authozlty resides w1th1n the- proqﬁct,

. i, e.,/W1th the Project Dlrector, the ?roject staff, the students. or some. -

; / . - comblnatlon of those individuals. Tﬁe Second category represents projects in . g

s *

L ,which the«flnal decision authorltx lies out51de the proJect, 1. e., with insti=-
‘tutional administrators (deflnediln this study as the pre51dent, acaaemlc 5

dean, and' grants officer). 1In ﬁ@o areas--hlrlng and firing of project staff,,

-and’ project Budget alloéétions-—dec;slon5author1ty lies outslde the project

~ - -~ = . }
adininistration and staff in appreciable percentages of the projects. In the . .

¥

case of decisions on staff hiring and’ firing, which 32 percent of the, Project

-Directors reported were made by lnstltutlonal adm;nlstrators,—one po551b1e '

. . 1mpllcatlon is that project hirees have 1nst1tut1ona1.tenure. The lntent in
pregentlng these flndlngs is not to suggest that outside decisions are better b
[§ 1

Lo -ox worse than w1th1n-project dec151ons, but simply to note the variations in

dégree and areas of -project autonomy. . }

- x
[

I. Project Interactions with Physically Handlcapped Students and Wlth -Stuaents
<r. ulmlted\Engllsh-Speaklgg Abilities T

handicapped clients. '(As indicated in Chapter 2, the study sample was designed
- » - _ N .
to exclude any prcjects that served only handicapped students:) Of theé projects
. - V4 P ‘
. 4=25 ' : i ,
:

ERIC . % o .

PR A1 7ext Provided by ERIC

o O, L - .- - - y T . . oo s .- S -




., . CHAPTER 5. INTEEAé&l S_BETWEEN PROJECTS AND -INSTITUTIONS

. *
. - . < , . .

‘ : H ‘ .
o whereas Chapter 4 was concerned w1th basic descr1pt1ve data on the SSDS pro-

“ jests, andipn the postsecondary institutions in which those progects operate,-

* % this chaptergfbcuses on’the rfature- of the 1nteractlons and relatlonshlps ’ .ﬂ

ao
between the progects and the1EQhost anstltutlons. It farst examrnes the degree

df conform;ty or dlsparlty betweeh 1nst1tutlonaL ‘and progect goals,‘fnd the
pxogects' dcademic. . cred1b111ty w1th1n the 1nst1tut10ns, as percelwed‘by insti-

‘. tutaonal 1n1strators and/or Project Dlrectors. “Next, 1t pfesents data on
3 » f’
"the Progect 1rectors' 1nteractlons w1th and dec1slon-mak1ng,xole in, the

operatlons and admlnlstratlon of host’ 1nst1tutlona> Finally, the chapter dis-
cusses the perce;ved deyree .of 1nst1tutlonal respons1veness to project needs,

-and-the projects' percelved 1mpact on partlclpatlng students and on the host

r

1nst1tutlons .in @eneral R . . - . .

.t . . . - Q * ?

2 .. , ’ ) ) . * * T >
KR4 .

. A. Relatlonshlps Between Instltutlonal and Pro:ect Goals . : v

B4 ? v
2 , P . l
.

It seems logical to expect thas the expressed goals of SSDS progects and of the

\{ . progects' host institutions, and the degree of conformlty or dlssonance between 3

. those two sets of' goals, miglit have cohslderable bearlng on the progects oper-
ations. For this reason, Progect Directors were asked to, select, out of a llst 1 ‘

Al of-pqsslble‘bbjectlves, the,fuur goals that. they cbrisidered most 1mportant for
thelr‘progects. In addltlon, Progect Directors and/i‘gtitutlonal admlnlstrators
were 1ndependently asked to sélect from a longer list* the most important goals

5
. .

of the host institutions. All of these goal selections are summarized in Table

*5-1. The table shows that overall, the most frequently deslgnated 1nst1tutlonal )

4

. ‘gocls were "Developlng students' academlc/cognltlve skills," "Helping students

learn to make 1ndependent decisions," "G1v1ng each student individual attention,™

o
- A

- "Remedylng academlc ‘deficiencies of dlsadvantaged students, " "Helplng students

clar%fy career intereésts," and "Preparing students to compete in’ the labor markét'"
- * .-
i

.-
. e ]
» ’ . ¢

. *’ \’ = “ @ ? ) K .
' Several of the gbals llsted as pOsslble 1nst1tutlonal goals were not ingcluded .
_"  in the’list of potential prOﬂect goals, becausé they were tonsidered clearly
1nappllcable, or because by the regulations defining SSDS they had-‘to be"

project goa.s. - '
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W'thatrreported haVing sych clients, 74 percent stated that they provided special
services exclusively or spec1fically deSigned for the phySically handicapped.
Some of the spec1fic types of serviges reported are "shown in Figure 4-20. The

most frequently reported services involved instructional support such as thea

-’ use of rezaders or other special equipment designed to aid the handicapped

1 Almost a fourth*of the projects reported “‘giving aid to physically handicapped

*
»

clients in getting to and from or' around the campus.

~
- . ’ '

., Al »

A somewhat smaller percentage (62 percent) of the prOJects reported having

clients with limited English~speakin§ abilities. All of those prOJects indi-

cated that theéy pronded some kind. of, spec1al serVices designed echUSiyely

.

o¥ spe01fically for students with limited English—speaking abilities._ The

spec1f1c types of serv1ces reported are shown.in Figure 4 21, It is difficult

|
to interpretothese figures, Since, even added together, they come to consi-

dérably less than the percentage of pro;ects claiming to provide some kinds of PR

) e .
°erv1ces specially designed for these’ students. . coo . !

s

. LR}
H . i - ¢
St !
Project Directors were asked how much interaction there was bétween their phy-
’

sically handicapped clients-and other progect clients, and also Jhow much inter-

action there was between clients with limited English~speaking abilities, and

other project clIents.
g

‘ L]
tages shown in this figure -are based on only thé projects that claimed to have

The responses are represented in Figure 4-22; percen-

phsy51cally handicapped or limited—English~speaking clients. It appears from

rd .

the figure that at least as perceived by*the Project Directors, participating
students w1th limited: English—speaking abilities were, somewhati?ore isolated .

-

from other clients than those with physical handicaps. This' is not a surpr151ng

finding, of course, Since speech is normally the maJor mode of social fhter— .

© . . . M

action. . " , .

o

L . 5 M

Summer Activities
Les .

J. Piojects'

" Around 72 percent of the proJects reported that they ‘had pro;ect activities’

during® the summer. ~Of the pro;ects reporting no summer'programs,»ls percent °

were in instiiutions that had no summer sessions at all

.- » ‘e
.

v ' [

RN IS A
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‘Of the projects with summes!components, \Y/
summer activities 1ncluded counsellng, ne
_other agencies or’serv1ces. Only 30 perc
tional services: during the summer, 23 pet
fand 45 percent provided cultural services
seminars or morkshops, career education,

summer components were generally quite sm

v : . P

frtually all indicated that their

ds assessment, and referrals to

ent of these pro;ects offered 1nstruc—
cent provided orlentatlon serv1ces,_
(e.g., multicultural awareness .
health education). -The projects’:;

all, having, on the average, budgets

of around $17, 000, around 8 or 9 staff members (many of whom were part-time),

and about 50 partlclpatlng students.

’ * 1]

K. Project Directors'

Perceptidns of Stai

~

.. - 4

f's Focus on Student Needs,-and.

Sucgess in Meeting -Those, Needs

- - «

Projecﬁ Directors, were asked what pazcent

in attemptlng to Solve various Kinds of student problems.

'ge.of time their staff members spent
They were, told that

the answers were not expectéd to add up to 100’ percent, as 1t was recognlzed

that the staff members have other dut1es beYOnd thelr dlrect attentlon to stu- '

dent problemns (e. g., admlnlstratlve and reporting functions). ‘-The Project

-

" Directors' responses to the question are represented in Flgure 4 23’ -Not sur-

prisingly, académic problems were felt to

occupy thé most staff time, Wlth ,all

other types of problemg receiving con51derably less stqff attentlon. ,.
. , ¢ . . ‘ o - >
A L) . - ¢ . .
(46%) | s ' . ;
50 Academic . . .
% EACT -
Percentage 49 : ,
of Staff : s . s
Time . )( * v " v
N Devoted . * . ‘
'§° 30 . ¢ ‘ .
C g roblem. ol : . N T am
. * . i~ (8%) . (3% Personal -
. - . Campus %) ,  Financial
10 Adjustment  family ] ,
. . . A ? ‘ . .
0 = . . ‘l . + o
N "W . N s Type of Problem L
» M $ .
’ . o o ' . : . —' ! "
. Figuré 4-23 PercentagQE of ject'Staf£~Time ) )
L. > S Spent on'lefe Types ‘of-Student \, s .
. : Probléms as Report&d by Project. Dlrectors M
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Pro;ect Drrectors were also - querled abcut their staff's level of Ssuccess. in-

solv1ng these d1fferent types of student problems, alternat1ve levels from

K2
wh1ch the PrOJect Directors Were asked to choose” included Very Successful,
Generally Successful Somewhat Successfgd( ‘and Not at All Successful In’the

case of academlc problems, 95 perceﬂt characterized. the1r staffs a3 Very Suc—

‘e

cessful or Generally Successful. A somewhat lower percentage cla1med Veryr

Successful or Generally Suc¢essful staffs for’ campus adj\stment problems (8;

percent), f1nanc1al problems (81 percent), personal problems {77 percent),

\‘ .
Wh1 these percelved levels of sucpess -

andafamlly problems (41 percent)

are qulte favorable, they .are not as ¢ ns1stently pos1t1ve as might haVe been
7
expected from the: Pr oject Directors almost unlversal Henlal (see(Sect1on E of <

thls chapter) that their staff had.any areas of needed 1mprovement

5 . [§ . °
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. CHAPTER 5. INTEQA&&I S_BETWEEN PROJECTS AND -INSTITUTIONS

- . -

¢
]

1 . ‘.
Whereas Chapter 4 was concerned w1th basic descrlptlve data on the SSDS pro-

-

“ Jects, and;pn the postsecondary institutions in which those projects operate,.

- A

»

-

. this chaptergfbcuses onlthe Nature- of the 1nteractlons and relatlonshlps

R

‘between the pro;ects and thelr(%pst anstltutlons. It farst examrnes the degree

.

df conform;ty or dlsparlty betweeh 1nst1tutlonaL “and pro;ect goals, and the
pxo;ects' dcademic. credlblllty w1th1n the 1nst1tutlons, as'perce10EG'by insti-

tutaonal 1n1strators and/or Project Dlrectors. ~Next; 1t pfesents data on

"’
“+the Progect 1rectors“ 1nteractlons w1th, and declslon-maklng,role in, the
operatlons and admlnlstratlon of host 1nst1tutlonQ> Finally, the chapter dis-

cusses the perce;ved degree.of 1nst1tutlonal responslveness to project needs, .

and.the proJects' percelved 1mpact on partlclpatlng students and on the host

. ?
€

A.

-

1nst1tut10ns in general

N

.
. . ”-

. - . 0 [

J

Relatlonshlps Between Instltutlonal and Project Goals

.. \ v

¢

, ld .

o .
it seems logical to expect tha% the expressed goals of SSDS projects and of the
progects' host-lnstltutlons, and the degxee of conformlty or dlssonance between
those two sets of' goals, miglit have coh51derable bearlng on the progects Oper—
ations. For this reason, Project Dlrectors were. asked to select, out of a llst

N ofqusslble‘bbjectlves, the. fuur goals that. they cbnsidered most 1mportant for

In addltlon, PrOJect Directors and/i“?tttutlonal admlnlstrators

were 1ndependently asked to sélect from a longer list* the most important goals

thelr‘projects.

of the host institutions. All of these goal selections are summarized in Table

‘5-1. The table shows that overall, the most frequently des;gnated 1nst1tutlonal

” .

Agoels were "Developlng students' academlc/cognltlve skills," "Helping students

learn to make 1ndependent decisions," "G1v1ng each student individual attention,™

-J'-\’

) "Rtmedylng academlc deficiencies of dlsadvantaged students, " "Helplng students

clarLfy career intereésts,” and “Preparing students to compete in’ the labor mark Y

AN . .
'\ . .-
. .

2

o . .

. . - . A
. A . . o .

* Several of the gbals llSted as posslble 1nst1t%tlonal goals were not included
in the'list of potentlal pro*ect goals, because they were tonsidered clearly
1nappllcable, or because by the regulations defining SSDS they had-to be"
pro;ect goa.s.
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:Eab}e S‘-.l.. Percentages of Respondents 'Select:.ng Goals ag Among the-
) " : ) Most Important Instltutlonal or Pro:ect Goals
. .. X . . o v
< . .. ¢ : . (}. . .
L : v o Percentaqe Percendage  |Percentage
: e Administragors | Project” Project
) . N . Selecting * Directors Directers
T, - . Institutional, | Selecting Selecting
- ;%\"‘GO\AE% < v | Goal ’, . é:::i‘tutzonal Zggg,ecg\_
. . T C s b
Retention of all freshmen thru-dearde attais. 17.54 .47 - e
Giving each stublent indivillual-attentich:. a2, - 2872 . |ssaz)
HéJm'n‘q-disadvan.taqed"stude'rnis'?to su:céee&. T 26.92 é3.82 ’ *
Bévelonina students’ social skills. - . # 0 - - o T 2 T
uemopir}gistudents' acadenic/cognitive skills. 47.35 ") 59.86 68.46 .
Rémedyinn academc defwc1eng1es of disadv. stds. },5'.29"' 38.95 " . [r0.88 .
Develonina students’ aesthetic a«qreness. ' .:f“ . 1.20 [ 0D L ’ A
Developing stds.* civic, ‘cultural &Joo]iti} Tawren.| ‘S.28 | 300 . ‘
Developing— ifgdents' consumer awareness‘tand sk‘ms.: | 1.74, w/ N
Making 7insirj.td'ti9n one.of the most _respa:tég academ. [ 24,20 a.62 ° .
H'b‘l‘;ir{gl-stxi‘dents analyze values and bel i‘ef;/.. 23.68 7’ 1,23.62 *
Helping;étud’ents%hrifx career {nterpsts, . 8.22 - 25.56 ~  |28.42
Helping .stp;!enis develsp self-confiderice $ esteem.’ 8.40° a2 50.78 .
Hel ping students learn to make ]ndependent dec!sions. i 35.00 " 50:09\ .
Develop an enthwsiasm- for ledrning in students. 13.12 * ; |6.47 + b ¢
Preparing students for advanced study. 8.38 " c]19.96 6.40
Preparing,studepfs to compete 1_n‘the 1ator market.’ .76 3858 2,37
Prerpan'n’g st.ds. to'as$|gme 1eade;sh1p’ roles in society.| 17.73 22.4‘9 * ‘.-
* No equivalent goals.in Tist for projects.. _\ . 7
R | : o . .
.t . ¢
& . . N
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of the seven project goals listed; the most frequently selected by Project -~

anectors were "Remedylng acaéemlc deficiencies of dlsadvantaged students,"
" ¥ -
Developing students' academlc/cognltlve skllls," and "Giving each student

”
1nd1v1dual attentlon." .
- . ..t,. . . - - ‘
] . S . . - . ,

Separate analyses (see Appendices 5-1, 5-2) of administratoxs' and Project v
» Cirectors' #responses showed several dlfferences in the patterns of goal selec-
b tion for 2,year, public 4-year, and 4—year'unst1tutlons. Kjﬁ\pmpared with the

. other t;h types of 1nst1tut10ns, the 1nst1tut10nal goals selected by both

admlnlstrators and PrOJect Directors 1n_pr1vate 4-year colleges and universi-

t1es4were con51derably more lxkely to include "Helping students analyze values
. and bellefs," "Developing students' academlc/cognltlve skills," and "Preparing
, students ‘to compete in the labor market," and less 11kely to include "Giving

eabh stﬁdent individual attention." In addltlon, Project Directors in private
; " .:4-year institutions were more\llkely to de51gnate "G1v1ng each student. 1nd1v1—
dual attentlon" agd "DeVeloplng students' academlc/cognltlve skills" .as major
prog goals than were PrQJect Directors 1n other-types of 1nst1tutlons.‘
Another pattern 'of dlfferencef‘ln responses was that bdfh administrators and

1
o Progect Directors in 2-year colleges were less llkely-to select as ‘institu-

tional geals, "Making the\instithtion one of the méét respected academically,"

"Helplng students learn to make independent decisions," and "Prepgp{hg students

A Al

. to assume leadershtpﬁroles in soc1ety," not unexpectedly, these Elfferences
p appear to' reflect lower asp1rat10ns on the pa*t of. 2-year colleg

for their

. stadents and the1r own academic standing.

A ]
- .,
- s e

. It is also of interest to compare the Project Directors' views of Jnstitutional

-
- 0

goals with thelr selections of hlgh-nrlorlty project goals, as presented in
Table g-2. ThlS table shows only fhe seven goals that were included in the -
orlglnal lists for both 1nst1tut10nal and project goals. The first colugn

-~ after the 115t of goals 1nd1cates the-percentage of Project Directors who -

>

« de51gnated a goal as being partlcularly important for the SSDS project but not

for the host 1nst1tutlon. The second column givés the percentage of Project

Dlrectors de51gnat1ng a goal as lmportant for the institution but not for the N
“ -
‘ preject,, while the flnal column shows the oercentage §S§1gnatlng a goal as
) important to both tha project and the institution. ) .

le e . - s .

« 1 . )
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. . Table: 5+2. Percentages of Project Directdrs Selecting Géals as Among
, Tooe the Most Important Institutional and/or Project Goals. )
] ‘ 1 l i . % .e
- . “ hd LY
. ! ~N )
, ' .Percentage -=Percentage Percentage
. . . cf/’ . Project Project Project
i . . 1-Directors- . Directors Divectors
. - PROJECT GOALS Selecting Selecting . Selecting
’ . Goal for . Goad for Godl for
. Project Institution Both .,
- Only Only
- g =
- | beveloping students' academic/cognitive skills. 21.83 13.22 46.64
S hd - Z
Helping students ciérify career interests 19.70 " 16.83 8.73
A [d
~ - i »

( 9rcpariﬁg‘stu¢ents to compete in the labor ma'rket. ‘1420 35.62 1,17
Preparing‘studénts for advanced Study. ~ \\\ 0.00 13.55 Y
Hélbing‘éfbaents develop sélf—confidepce and esteem. ) ~42.90 6.35 7.88
Rerledying acaderiic deficjencies of disadv. students. 46.00 14.08 24.8¢ ‘

. Giy%ng each student‘individua].atiention. %?.58 6.]5?» 19.6% .

v [« X

In the percégz;ons of the Projeét Direqﬁors, aﬁ'least, there would appear to
be large disparities between the goals of the SSDS projects and those of the

- . - - ‘ ¢
host institutions. TIn fact, only éne goal. ("Developing studentg® academic/

*_cognffive skills") was considered by 'more- than a fourth of the Project Direc-

tors to be of high prlorlty for both tlhe project and the institution.

-

of “Preparing students to compete in the lébbr market" Qés considered by 36
percent of the PrOJect Dlrectors to be an important goal of the ¢nst1tutlon but
not of the progect, whereas "Helping students develop self-confidence and self-
esteem” was listed by 43 percent of the Directors as a high-priority goal for
the project but not for the institution. Similarly, largé\pércentages of the

Dro eqt Dlrectors belleVed that "Remedylng academlc deficiencies of disadvan-
t{;id students" and "G1v1ng each’ student individual attentlon" were major

goals for their projects but not for the host 1nst1tut10ns. Tha2se perceived

disparities in goals are not surprising, sinc@ the institutions have broader

. respongibilities than those of the projects, but they point to a source of

= v
gg;entially competing interests between the projects qﬁd the institutions in
the setting of institutional policies affecting the projects.
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.. . Bl Projécts;‘berceived Academic"Credibility Within Institutions
: . N N \ . . .
Z:. ot Pro:ect Directors _and administrators of the hqst institutions wgre 1ndependently ;
* asked to rate the progects academic credibility on campqs,’using a five—p01nt '
[ M N * l . ) N - -
.o scale, where -"1" 1ndicated "poor".and "5 1ndicated "excellent." The results , ’ ;

o

. _are shown beXow in Figure 5-1. ".The modal response for both .groups of resp&n-'

’ %, dents was a rating of "4, or "gaaa "but around a fifth of ‘both -groups gave
ratings of "excellent" to their SSDS progects. Perhaps the most interest1ng

- ’: find ng is the very close agreement. in the distributions of ratings made by ﬁhe

/ Progect Directors and administrators. Separate analyses of the response~data

by type of host institution (2—year, public 4-year, and private 4- ear) failed

to yield any substantial or interpretable differences. in patterns of ratinos, 4

. “ a1though there was aNtendency for the overall ratings «to be slightly lower in

. "1.\ s “the, 2-year colleges (see Appendices 5- 3, 5-4). o ' ;

. ) The institutional ddministrators! ratings of projects' academic credibility

.

- : were: examined in relation to several characteristics of%he Prolect Directors,

L

-, three\of these sets of relationships are shown in Figure 5-2. While the vari—
ations in average ratings wefre .fairly small, there\was a significant tendency
for higher ratings to be . given to progects hav1ng Progect Directors who per-

ceived themselves as influential in shaping institutional _policy, who spent

s e ——— e e it g i et e =

i Y- . moderate proportions (11% 50%) of their time on non-pro;ect campus activities,

* ~ and/or who had higher administrative rank (Assistant Dean) within their ihsti-
tutions. ‘No systematic relationship was found between. the progects ratings .

N and -the frequency of the Progect Diréctors' interactions with other campus

£ LS . . - . . 3 ’ ’ ‘
’ ,/ ~ programs (see. Appendix 5-5).

r CT ‘ ; ~

L i . Project Directors were asked for their perceptions of how'regular faculty
‘members and’regular (noh—project) students felt about project'students. A

ppsit1Ve response was given if a Progect Directéor felt that faculty members

i ’ (ox regular students) regarded project students as hlghlj motivated, hav1ng to

overcome §pec1al problems, deserv1ng special assistance, and/or bringing a’

perspective that "adds to the campus and'classroom environment." ‘A negative

. . T
[ ‘. response indicated a Project Director's perception that faculty members or

: / . ". . - ‘ -

e regular-students regarded project students as not belonging at the school, not

: * - -

L 1\"‘)
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. L . Lot . [~
being,interested in academics, and/or not.being "very bright." . & neutral

responsn 1nd1cated no' speclal oplnlon about project students, or a neutral,
~ °

walt—and—see positién. . N ! »

. -
Fidgure 5~ 3 shows the PrOJect Dlrectors"perceptlons of faculty members oplnlons

. of pro;ect students, by type of host 1nst1tutlon., The modal response was

3
.

~o " -

§(§ neutral, and more Pro;ect Dlrettors percelved p051t1ve than negative oplnlons

Ng toward proyect students on the part of regular faculty members, Overall, the

"

. percelved v1ews of faculty mempers in 2—year colleges were somewhat less favor-
.——/"/

able than those in 4-year colleges and uanerSltleS. e * - ,

1 > .
¢ . . ’

Pro;ect Dlrectors perceptlons of regular students oplnlons of progect stu-

’

dents are shown in Figure 5-4. It 1= clear that most Progect Directors view

students in general as much more/f/;orable than regular faculty members towax d'

v

ka2t

{W e

;é,' 3 Ox ;ts student part1c1pants." As 1nd1cated in Flgure 5-5, most Project 4 ‘,//

,/fprOJect students. This is indicated by the conslderably larger percén tages of

: pOSlthe -responses, and by the almost complete lack of negathe responses\

-
PO N
»

; The one evident exception to this denéral rule f% for puslic 4-year colleges .
’and universities, where the pattern "of, responses closely resembles that for
the percelved faculty oplnlons. One, posslble explanation is that Progect‘ .-

.é; . Dlrecf/rs in the publrc 4—year 1nst1tutlons view the regular students in those

’ 1nst1tutlons as hav1ng higher academic standards for themselves, and thus as

hav1ng less tolerance oﬁrpercelved académic def1c1enc1es on- the,part of pro— -

N .

ject students. o s , . .

‘ . ] ‘ 5

= L4 ’

, , ) K
C. “Project Directors' Interactions With Instltutlons and Role in Indtitu- .
. . tlonal :Decision~Making . . ' N
/ oy v . . AR
. Progect Dlrectors were asked about the extent to which they partlclpated "in

declslon-vakJng conducted at the institutional level that affects the Progect

¢ . - .

Dlrectors viewed themselves as actlve partlclpants 1n declslons 1mp1ng1ng on
. - \ .
. ﬁhelr progects, with almost three-fourths saylng t?at they part1c1pa%Fd "to a
large extent" or "tp a considerable extent" *n such decisions. Fgrtﬁermore,

as is clear from Figure 5-6, they percelved themselves aw being 1nfl¢ent1al in -

. the outcomes of those decisions; four—flfths of the Project Dlrectjfs felt
S

b i ) ' - . . ,
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‘they.had "consaderable" or major" 1nfluence. 'The distribution of responses .. , S

- on these hwo questlons (extent of 1nvolvement in (see Appendix S5- \Qand 2
- 1nfluende on, dbclslon-maklng) dld not vary:* in aﬂk interpretable fashion for T ]

v dlfferent types of host 1nst1tut1ons (see Appendlx 5-7) . ) oL Yer L
;:'. Y 3{' ~ Py . ‘ " - . - .’ t' - \‘ -' * ’ ': ) ® te .:

Surprlsxngly few of the ProJect Directors indicated that tkfy were members of 5o
W e A varlous types of 1nst1tutlonal commlttees, counc1ls, or adv1sory beards. Th;s - ‘.
i * would appehr to contradlct the D1rectors' claims of qreat influence in project- M

o ) related‘ﬁnstltutlonal dec1slons, singe the types of commlttees:and coungcils. = A

+

.. about which they ‘were queried are the very types that usually play stxong'roles :
" 1n shaplng institutional pollcy. Fewer than one fourth of the PrQ{:ct D1rectors . ‘
LY

clalmed membersh&p on mgra than two commlttees, counc1ls, or advis y boards,-.

o .and lS percent.Were on no such,groups.. - . > . e

; . . L . . ) . PR o f
- . . . - (‘ - . . ! . _ N ) .' . . . ,i
4 Flgure 5=7 shows the breakout of ?roject D1rectors reportlng membershlp in 'f . T
7y
R

€ -

dlfferent types of commlttees and counc1lé. Notvsu prrslnglyr the most common -
& ' membefshlp was 1n'panels or commltteésOdeallng w1th°academlc affairs; even [ .
: here, however, membership might have*been expéq;ed,to be substantlally larger, . )
;_ﬂ . s1nc; SSDs- projects are typ1cally organlzed somewhere w:thln the officde of

. academic’ affairs. The other two most common typesEPf mémbership, hgakn_for .

*.
. obvious refisons, are in groups concerned'%uth f1nanc1al aid or wath spec1al

[ .

“- -services. The‘"other" category represented in Flgure 5 7 1ncludes a wide

\yarlety of dlfferent types of groups, no one”of wh1ch-was reportedey a larg&

percentage of Project Directtors. tr . : ’

. 9
. . . .
R .

- . . N o ' / .
. As shown 1n Figure 5-8, dlfferent kinds- of 1nst1tut19ns had Project D1rectors

w1th somewhat dlfferent pattern§ of bomﬁ1ttee/counc1l mémbership. OQ‘the
\s\' average, Project Darectors ‘in pr1vate 4-year colleges and un1verslt1es parti-
/  cipated 1n the largest numbers of such groups, with over half the Dlrectors

in those 1nst1tutlons hayving membershlp in more than two groups.

o .
L . . ’..

The ‘data also suggest that Project Directors who belonged to more institutional

& comm1§tees and Councils had more influence on institutional- leYel declslons

P2
.affecting: the1r pro:ects. at least according to their own perdeptlons. .
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Figure 5-9 shows this relatlonshlp rather clearly. For z?gmple, almost three-
fourths of Project Dlrectors who were members of more th n two suth groups

felt. they had "major" influence on déElSlons, compared w1th only 8 percent .of

Pro:ect Directors who belonged’ to no such group. Though it is not possable "
fromﬂthe data to demonstrate directionality or causallty, there 1s-a strong ’
suggestlon that Pro]ect Dlrector membershlp in multlple polzcy-shaplng com- .
m:.ttees and councils is an :unpor‘tan.‘ factor in exercising at least part:Lal -7
control over Xev'lnstltutlonal decisions thay are likely to a;d or h1nder an. o
' SSDS project. - -, T : N } ‘e )

. s . N ) - .
N [
.- L

. _/ ,.: 2 A ’ ’
Flnally, Flgure 5-10 shows that Pro]ect Dlrectors' membershlp 1n larger numbers

l‘
¢ of 1nst1tutlonal commlttees and coanc1ls is assdc1ated with more mature proJects,
wlth more €xpcriénced Project Dlrectors,.and with Progect Directors who have -

hlgher admlnlstratlve positions in the 1nst1tutlon s hierarchy. The first two .-
of these flndlngs probably Yeflect the fact that it takes, time for a Project,
Dlrector to work hlmselflox hérself into a’ position where he/she is asked to
part1c1pate in 1mportant pollcy-shaplng groups at the 1nst1tutxonal level. The
thlrd relationship slmply 1llustratesothe expected correlﬁf;fn\between £wo
-different 1nd1ces of the ProJect D1rectors' status within the institutions'
admaplstratlve structures~ i, e., the Directors' administrative tltlej/gpd ' . ®

their involvenfent. 1n dec151on-1nfluenc1ng groups. °

I * .- : \ -

.
- - A d

. 's . . S <
.D. Institutional Resgonsiveness‘to Project quds . ’

R = ) \. N

~

. Ano ‘1ssue of concern was the extent to which the host. 1nst1tutlons were
4,
respon51Ve to pro]ect requests eoncernlng students, as percelved by the Project
Dlrectors or as ev1denced by .the exlsten?e of special institutional pollc1es " .

for studehts participating in pro;ect act1v1t1es. As Figure 5-11 1nd1cates,

1

. approxlmately a fourth to a thlrd of the-Progect Dlrectors belleved their host
\\\\nstltutlons to be "very respon51ve~" the lafgest percentage of such positive

responses was in th ,publlc 4—year co}leges and unlve251t1tes. Another two— o

RN Y

thirds Qf the~ Progect Dlrectors overall indicated _some 1nst1tutlonal respon-

sivepess but quallfled their statements in.some fashjon, e.g., by 1nd1cat1ng

- !

that*ihe responsiveness was only partial or occurred only under certain con-

A

ditions. Fewer than a tenth of ‘the Projeét Directors perceived their -institu-

] . .,
.
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tlons as’ totally non-responsive; none of these was in a private 4-year college

or unlverslty. i«

. Y

As another indication of institutions'°responsiveness, institutional adminis- .

.. trators Were given lists of-criteria or ‘conditions often applled by 1nst1tu—

' tions in selecting students to be, admltted, to be put on probatlon, or to be
d;sm;ssed from those 1nst1tutlons. The admlnlst ators Were .asked to indicate

whether each crlterlon was applled equally to” both project "and non-project

-

P students; to nonﬁprOJect students only;- more "len erntly to project students

‘than to non-progect students, or not applled at ll. Table 5-3 summarizes the
o

. responses “for 2-year colleges,:publac 4-year colteges and universities, and.
//’“prlvate 4-year institations. Entries in the colImnllabeled "Equally" are the

pqzefntages of institutions reportedly applying
and'n

oCriterion equally to project'
on-project students. Entries$ in the column marked "Lenlent" represent ,
the- percentages of 1nst1tutlons applylng.crlterla more lenlently to proJect

students. For example, in the second row down, o? the "Lenlent" column for’ . p

¢ publlc 4~year 1nst1tutlons, the flgure 16 36 indicates that in 16 36 percent

‘of such 1nstitutlons, a low hlgh school rank on the part of a student beihg,

act1Vely “Considered for SSDS program participation would probably not weigh

<

e so heavily against. hls/her admlsslon to the 1nstftutlon as it weuld for a0 .
‘non~pr03ect student, or perhaps a lower cut-p01nt would be used in conslderlng .

the project student s ranklng. Similarly, in the 12th row downﬂof the PLenlent" I
column for 2~year cOlleges, the figure 13.58 means that that percentage of such
‘colleges are less likely to put a project student on probation (relative to
‘other, non-progect students) for a glven (low) term grade p01nt average. No
figures are shown for ‘the percentages of institutions applylng the various 3 ;
cr1ter1a excldslvelz to regular (non—progect) students, as all of those percent- .;
ages were very low, across all institutions the highest such perCentage for any
crlterlon was 2.29 percent * Percentages of 1nstJtut10ns not applying criteria
to elther project or non-project students are also not shown, as they can gy

appfoximated by subtracting the "Equally" and "Lenlent" column figures from
100 percent. ’ L ) ot
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Table 5-3. Percentages of Institutions Applying Criteria Equall\ﬁo\Er
e and Non-Project Students, vs. More Leniently to Project Stude
Jn‘ﬁ‘Matters of' Adm:.ss:l.ons, Probai,:lqn, #nd Dismissals

o .

¢

High Schoo) Diploma
Rank in High School
- High Schoo) Grades

’ Achievement or Activities
. Admissions

_Requirements gp Test ‘Scores o
English Compositign Skills
Course ‘Reduir‘enients.
" { Teacher Recommendations
Lo Interview -with_. Stuae‘rit

/ Student is "unclassified"
Insufficient Credits
Currenfly Taken '
lnsufficient Percentage ,
+ of Credits Completed
¥ Term GPA Too Low
Cumulative GPA Too Low
Degree Requirements
Not Com—p'leted in Time

Conditiuns\
for
. Probatiqn.

ferm Gi’A Too Low -
. Cumula‘tive,GPA Too Low
Conditions
for Dismissal .
‘ Credits Completed
Probation Terms Not Met

- v

Insufficient Percentage of -

.~

> *

-

Type of Insti'tutiqn_ .

2-vyr. | pubric d:ve, d-Private-4-vr.
Equally Lenie"nt Eqially ‘L'enie‘nt ’,quall y L.enient'
75.40 | 4.44: |-80.59.- | 16.36. | 85.07 0.00 -
175.40 4:44.-1-.80.59 ' 16.36 '|-85.07 0.00
‘1.2 fizis0 | 30.98 |2 |arn | ve.2
24.73 |'s5.65 |54:8¢ 2343 .1 38.06 | 18.66
23.25 | 3.23 [v4.08- 16,67 {2303 | 6.0
7.66 | 4.44 |22.35 | 8.58 | 30.60 | 36.42
0.00 | 0.00 | 854 | 2.75 |4da.03 | o0.00
7.66 | 121 | 0.0p .| 2.75 | 20.90 0.00"
4.44 0.00 & 12.54 0.00 | 14.93 0.00
4.8 | 4.8 |15.35 2.75 | 58.2) 0.00
39.65 | 1.21 |22.39 | 0.00 |se.88 | 28.63
62.77 |13.s8 |63.92 7.07 |77.80 22.39|
d1.9 2164 [80.02 {16.92 |83.58 16.42
3.23 2.42 9.8 0.00 }22.39 |.16.42
39.38 [13.58 [37.46 | 8.54 }69.40 | 28.36
39.92 34,01 |e61.38 |30.07 |s56.72 28.36
22.72 9.27 5.49 5.80 |48.5 18.66
47.58 [29.57 |s7.00 {32.82 |77.6 22.39

¢
SR e s e d b kE 0t e f
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Overall, Table 5-3 indicates that project students were often.given special

(len1ent) ‘treatment dn dlsmlssals, and falrly often on admlsslons and probation. ,

~

The flndlng on admlsslons suggests a funnel effect inayhich some stu ents are

spec1ally admltted to 1nst1tutlons w1th the speclflc intention that they will

A -

part1c1pate in prOJect activities. . \

B -

. hY
. . < .
3 . v .ot Y
-

In comparing -the, data in Tabld 5-3 for different kinds B institutions, there

-
appears‘to be no consistent trend of dlffefences in percentages gf "lenient"
(toward prOJect students) 1nst1tut10ns with respect te Ewobatlon or dlsmlssals..
ah regard to admlsslons, 2-year 1nst1tutlons appear'to glve the least spec1al
. conslderatlonetouard propectlve prOJect part1c1pant$ However, much if not all
of this apparent dlfference may be attributable to the fact that many of the
2-year institutions do not apply strlngent admlsslons crlterla to any of their
studénts; this is 1nd1rectly reflected 1n the lower percentage flgures 1ﬁ the

"Appllethqually" column for the 2-year college. s .

’

_ y . A .. ~ . .
Finally, Figure 5-12 shows, not unexpectedly,,that as the number of special [

pollc1es for projéct students in an 1nst1tutlon goes’ up?,the Project D1rector /
{ '
»pérceives the 1nst1tutlon as more responsive to prOJect“needs. For example, /

-

43 percent ofkinstltuy&ons having more ‘than four such policies are considered

—_—

RS

<
. ~ . \

responsive, compared with 26 percent of institutions having no such policies.
. . ] s

Y

., be
E. Perceived Project Impact on Institutions and Students -

. - ~ '
N o

~—a

Several methods were used to obtain information about the perceived, impact of ]
the SSDsS projects on- their host institutions. First, a sample of regular .

(non-SSDS)lfaculty members in each 1nst1tutlon were asned how much 1mpact they
g I
believed the project had on their imstitution's student body, faculty, and ;

admlnlsﬂ%atlon. The results are summarlzed in Flgure 5-13, by type of 1nst1tu—

r

tion. The height of each bar in th1s figure fepresents the average impact

value attributed by the respondents to their projects. For example, the left-

most .’column 1nd1cates that, for 2-year colleg s, the average scale value

assigned to prdject impact on 1nst1tut1Vnal administration was 1.90 on a scale
' 5 )

[ -
' S 5-21 o ' :

c- ‘ . K . . ’ . ’ 126 ’ . ’ N ::j“

v
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ranglng from 0 (no 1mpact) ‘o 3 0 ("a great deal"). One general trend apparent

FERT RIS

in thé figure is’ that faculty members in general perceived a substantlal amount _

T of project 1mpact'on theix host 1nst1tut1ons. A second 1s that more overall

1mpact ‘was reported by faculty members in pr1vate 4-year colleges and univer-

s1t1es than by those if other types of 1nst1tut10ns, this may, at least in part,
. reflect the fact that the prlvate 4—year institutions are smaller than the

.
.

other types of 1nst1tut1ons, and thus ahy impact of the projects may be more

visible to ihelr facult1es. Flnally, the maximum 1mpact ih the private 4—year
.colleges and un1vers1t1es was felt to be on thie institu€ions' admlnlstratlons,

- whereas in other types of 1nst1tutlons it was believed to be jon the student "

:.‘t“.‘:“ bodies. : oY - ' . E S :

. i - : . L . ¢
InstLtutlonal admlnlstrators were also asked about their percept;ons of proJect
1mpact, speclfically on the host 1nst1tutlons' policies and practlces regarding.,
. student .admissions; probatlon, and Jretehtion. .These questions, it should be *
: emphasized, were concerned ,with the-institutions® policies for their §eneral
* student bofliés, not with theln speclal poljcies for SSDS 'students. The results

-

-are ghown in Table '5-4 for the threé types of institutions. 1In the case of
;_ . 5adm13slons°pollc1es, most respondents 1nd1cated that no changes had Qccyrred,

‘candK&hus there was llttle to attrlbute to the SsDs progects, most of the few

T suc

Ry

attrlbutlons made were in the public 4—year colleges and universities.

N Fageril odies A n

PR Even in the areas of ELobatlon and re tent1on, about half the responding admln—
i\\ne fétrators reported no policy changes, and many of the -remaining respondents
felé'that none of the change was attrlbutable to the ssDs projects. However,
about a third of the respondents overall d1d attribute all or part of changes

. in probation and retentlon pOllcleS to the progects' ex1st9nce, with the 4-year :

colleges .and un1vers1t1es making more such attributions than-the 2—year colleges
%
‘ . . N - .

. - *
' ~

L Administrators-were asked whether the projects'~presence'on campus had increased
s . )
or decreased théir administrative problems. Only a fOurth reported any 1ncrease

:JlFmoblems, while half reported a decrease and the rema1n1ng fourth reported

. -

\d * no change. (See Appendix 5-8.) o v

M >
<y .
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In response to questions about project effects on .project students,'virtually
all of the institutional admlnlstrators 1nterv1ewed indicated that they believed
the progects had beneficial impact on the part1c1pants' academlc performance

and skills (97 percent), their soc1a1/persona1 skills and self-concept (94

. percent), and their adjustment to the:campus. envxronment (99 percent) (See

A‘pp’endlx 5-9.)

- * ’ . ® .
: . s :
Finally, the Project Directors wexe asked to "Describe what.you see as the

Project’s impact . . Jon this institution's policies and practices," and the
responses were coded into several categor1es as shown in Flgure 5-14. Overall,
more than four-flfths of the Dlrectors belleved thelr projects had some pos1t1ve o
effect on some aspect of the host*ﬁnstltutlons, with the highest percentages of
respondents percervxng such 1mpact on teachlng pract1ces (26 percent) and on

probstion or retention pOllCleS (27 percent). Addltlonal'analyses (scee. Appen-

dix 5-10) indicate that project impact on the.institutions (as perceived by the S
Dlrectors) was greater in institutions where the Projeét Directors, had greater

percelved 1nfluence on institutional declslons affectlng the projects, and also

,where the Dlrectors had greater admlnlstratlve rank w1th1n the 1nst1tutlons e N
(seé Appendix''5:1l). : ‘ ‘
S ’ - —\ "\ *
. e . . 3 . .
; # - : :
L \ : , . .
. : . . « )
5-25 ’

N 100 .
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. .. ~CHAPTER 6. 'SERVICES PROVIDED BY BROJECTS
1] ! ll

As noted in Chapter 2 Studenthart1c1pat1on Records completed by SSDS staff -

members were used in thls study to obtain detailed records of each. occaslon

.

when a student-or‘group of students rece1ved/aome type of serv1ce from a proc 4
ject The present chapter summar*zes tha data éhus obtalned, and examlnes the

/
: relatlonshlps betWeen certaln aspects of the partlclpatlon data and o%her pro-

r

ject characterlstlcs such as the projects' fundlng levels, 2146 of these re-
latlonsh-ps are examined. by non-llnear techniques, because of the fact that
one or more of the. variables. 1nvolved had skewed rather than normal (bell- haped)
d1str1butlons. After a brief overview, the che-ter is organlzed Anto three

generél sections: Instructhn, Counsellng, Referrals and Needs Assessment- grd .

/ a4
Other Serv1ces. . K K / : ’
: , .

.

. N i B
M B N . .
~

- ) o

o

| A. Overview of Student'?articipatidn Data Q

Flgure ‘6~1 shows the percentages of SSDSs pro]ects having différent average

numbers of contracts w1thipart1c1pat1ng studen s durlng the academic year. ..
(A “contact" represents a single incidence of, a student rece1v1ng a service; !
a* group cou:xsel:l.ngg session involving five st)zdents, for example ' would consti-
tute five contacts 1 “¢Each bar 1n the flgure represents a range of contact N
i values, For 1nstance, the left-most bar 1nd1cates that in 12 percent of the
pro;ects, the average part1c1pat1ng studené had between 0 and 5 contacts
w1th the pré]ect It can be seen that, 1n about two-thirds of the pro;]ect:s,r
a typlcal student had betWeen~O and 15 contacts, but in smaller percentages

of the prOJects an average student. mlght receive. up to—55 _contacts. The over= *

rd

all mean number of contacts per'partlclpatlng student_was almost l§“°
o r

t ‘The percentages of pro]ects orov1d1ng different average levels of total sgr-

vice time per part1c1pat1ng Student are shown in Flgure 6-2. (Total sgtvice -

time refers here to the 'total amount of time a student is actually partlclpatlg

ing in 1nstructlon, counsellng, referrals, needs assessment, and other services.

It does hot 1nclude any projec aff spent in preparing for such services.) .

The overall .ean part1c1patlon tlng across projgcts was'14 hours. As Flgure

6-2 1nd1cates, the modal range of values was from 5 to 10 hours, and almost
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two-thirds of the projects had mean.values between 0 and 15 hours. However, a’

few provided average participation values up to 50 hours. -

: - : ¢
- Ratios Of participating students to project staff varied widely across projects.

The average ratio across all projects was l7.6'to'l but as shown in Figure 6-3,
about two-thirds of the proJec s had ratios rangwng from 2 to 1, to.15 to 1, *
and a fourth of the pro;ects had over 20 part1c1pat1ng students pen staff member.

" It should be noted that the staff figures used in calculat1ng these ratios 1n—
clude part—tlme and student staff members; much higher ratiog would have re-

‘&
sulted*ln many projects had only the core full-time staffs been. considered. i

L. ‘. ’ \_ ¢
How many participating students a project had was to some extent a function of
_the project's tptal fundlng level and also of the type of host 1nst1tutlon,
Not surxprisingly, projects w1th latqer numbers of students tended to be more
affluent. 2ad Figuxe 6-4 1nd1cates‘ for example, only about 30 percent of pro-

.Jects with budgets below $100 000 had over 300 partlclbatlng students, whére- .

s 90 percent of prOJeCtS budgeted at over $150,000 had that number of students.

Pro;ects xn pr1vate 4-year colleges and universities-had considerably smaller

*numbers of participating students than those n other types of 1nst1tutlons

(see Figure 6-5); th1s is in keeping wlth the fact that they also tend to have "
v )

smaller total enrollments. - . .

v
N hd .

Funding level was related not only to the projects? nupbers of partlclpatlng /
students but also to the total hours of service provided by projects to all
participating students. This latter relationship, depicted in Flgure 6-6,
*indicates a-general trend for more liberally funded projects q? provide more )
total participatipn hours. There is cbnslderable spread in participation hours
at all levels of funding, however , ¢ . . L
{ . ‘ - ]

Figure 6-7 'shows a scatterplot relating the projects' .average cost per student
hour of service prov1ded (across all types, of serv1ces) to the average number

. of service hours provided to each participant. (ng,éhtllers--projects with
extremely high reported cost/hour flgures--were deleted from the plot.) fThere

appears’ to be a curvilinear relationship, with cost/hour generally decreasing

o«
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as the per-part1c1pant serv1ce hours increase, thus indicating an efficiency
.of scale for larger project efforts The relationship is somewhat’ obscured,
however, by a very'large spread in. cost/hcur at the,lowest'levels of service

hours.. v ~ ) ’. . _— E

- -
.

Regress1on analYSls falled to yield any significant relatlonshlps between the °
per-hour costs of services and the per-student hours of service dellvery in i
the -‘basic- service components (tutoring, group 1nseructlon, counsellnq, etc.).
However, non-linear regress1on analysis revealed a s1gn1f1cant relatlonshlp
(quadratic term) between per-hour costs of services and the per-student total
hours of serv1ce, th1s flndlng confirms the curv1llnear relatlonshlﬂbbetween

' those two varlables dlsplayed 1n FLgure 6-7. ’

~
A N .

.. . . : N
In general, prijects with more staff members prov1ded more, total hours of ser-'
v;ces to part1c1pat1ng students. For example, the scatterplot in Flgure 6-8
indicates a pos1t1ve overall relatlonshlp between the numbers of full -time- :
equlvalent‘(FTE) tutors employed bv projects and the total numbers of tutorlng
hours prov1ded to participating students, the correlation between those vari-
ables was slgnlflcant,, Slgnlflcant correlatrons were also found between the
number of FTE classroom. 1nstructors ‘and the total hours of group 1nstructlon
(see scatterplot ih Figure 6-9), between the number of FTE project counselors
Iand the ‘total number of counsellng hours ' (Figure 6+10); and. between the number
of FTE adnunlstratlve staff members and the projects' .total hours of -service
dellvery (Flgure 6~ ll) It should be noted, however, that “in all these re—
latlonshlps there was cons1derable spread in serVLce hours for any given staffing
level, aﬁé that the strength of the gorrelation in sdme of these analyses is
'due in large measure to a relatively small number of cases with exceptlonally

high values on both staffing level and service hours:' ‘x: .

.
.~

- f .t r'e -
B. Instructional Setvices “ ’

Table 6-1 gives an overview of the instructional services proYided by the sSDS,
projects. As with all other data presented in this chapter, the service hours, |

~ displayed he're do not 1nclude’any preparatlon time spent by staff members. The
left-most column in the table (following the "Actrv1ty"‘designation{ indicaézs

. { .

¢ .
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.the percentsage of pf;jects offering that particular type of service, and the

next column shows the percentage of students in schools offering the service

who participated in that service. Following th1s are the mean and medlan num-

bers of hours of service received by each student participating in that type

, of service. The final two columns spec1fy the mean and median numbers of pro-

Ject staff members ass1gned to the activity area.

13
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. Table 6-1. Overview of Instructional Services Received *
and Staff Members Providing Services
. . N * 3 R L 3
N pra— — < ,
Percentage Percent, Students Receiving | Per-Student Hours Received | Staff Assigned
Activity Projects Offering | Mean 4 Median Mean --Med{an Mean { Medlan
<
Tutoring 95.5 .3 . L w2 AR 6.0 22.2 [14.0
Group 88.3 31.3 ] 269 % f19.8 1.0 1.9 0.2
Instruct. .

"and tutoring.

" tion.

. ‘; . i

It can be seen from Table 6-1 that most projects offered both grdup instruction
About half the prOJect students rece1v1ng tutoring, but consi-
derably fewer participated in group (classroom) 1nstruct10 Among those stu-
dents who

'celved tutoring, the avarage (mean) tutoring time was 9 hours;
among tudents receiving group instruction, the average group instruction time
‘was almost 20 hours. The large difference between the mean and medlan for the
1atter type of instruction 1nd1cates a strongly skewed d1str1but10n in group

~

1nstruct10n time, with a few students receiving very large numbers of hours
of such 1nstruct10n In 1nterpret1ng the large number of staff members prov1d—
ing tutorial services, it should be’ kept in mind that most of the tutors were
students who were employed only small percentages of their time by the projects.
Figures 6-12 through 6-17, below, show in greater detail the distributions of
ghe S$DS projects with respect to the provision of tutorial and group instruc-
Flgure 6-12 indicates the dlstrlbutlon of projects with regard to their

percentages of total effort (serv1ce hours) devoted to tutorial instruction.
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For example,’the left-most bar indicates that 8.2 percent of the projects com-
1.3

mitted betweén 0 and 5 percent of their total service effort to tutoring:

It can bg seen that the most common commitmert was in the range from 5 1 to )

15 percent, the overall dlstrlbutlon of commitment levels 1s more rectangular-

than noxmal (bell-shaped) in form, with substantial portions cf the cases

evident up to 95 percent of the project service time. o

Comparable data for group instructional services axve shown, in Figure 5-13,
Here again the most common levels of time commitment azre at the low end of

. V-
the distribution (0 to 15 percent), but the ’distrikutioh continues fairly

" strongly out to 95 percent of pro]ect sexrvice time *onmltted to group in-

~

.

structlon. . T

éigures 6-14 and 6-15 indicate, for projects offering tutoring instruction
(Figure 6-14) and/or group instruction (Figure 6-15) the percent “«yes of those
projects actually prov1d1ng such services to different percentuiges of project
students. The dlstrlbutlon in Figure 6-14 is ¢onsiderably closer to normal
shape than the two, precedlng bar-charts, and 1nd1cates that the maximum number
of projects (30.2 percent) provided tutoring services to between 45.1 percent
and 55 percent of project students. Ficure 6-15, by comparison, shows a
skewed distribution for group instruction, witn its peak at the range between
11.1 and 20 percent of participating‘students, and then tapering off slowly

with higher percentages of participating students, . . ~

’

{

Another aspect of the distribution of tutorial and group instructional services

is represented in Figures 6-16 and 6-17, respectively, which show the percen-

tages of projects giving dlfferent average numbers of hours of instruction to
partlclpatlng students. The two distributions are Eimiler in general shape,
with most of the g&ojects concentrated in the region of low service hours (0
to 5 hours for tutoring, and 0 to 12.5 hours for(group instructith, end

then with percentages of projects tapering off at higher numbers of hours.

i
[}
Additional detall regarding the progects instructional services may be seen

J
in"Tables 6<2 and 6-3, which break down the tutorial aad group instruction
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. N
into spe;ific éontent areas. Table 6-2 indicates that most projects off;rei
tutoring in each of the content categories repre;ént%d, but that English and
Jmathematics were the only subjects in which any substantial percentaées of
project students were tutored. Among studénts who were tutored, the averaée
(mean) tutoring time ranged from a little under. 4 hqfrs in soci%; science to
more than 7 hours in mathématics. ’
‘ . .

" . Table 6—2. Services Offered hnd Hours Received in 4
Different Instructional Content Areas: Tutoring
A i

. ' .
Percentage T Percé:;. Studeﬁts ﬁbceiving Per-Student Hours Received v
Content Area | Projects Offering Hean\\\\» Median Mean Median . °
r . - -
" . e~ P N
English N 90.7 2.2 17. 6.7 4'5“\\
T Mathematics » o 90.3, .1 253 284 172 5.0 .
) Science/ 80.8 8.5 6.0 5.5 3.8
Engineering . .
Humari{t fes* 61.9 L0 1.5 ] an 2.0
Sdcial 68.2 5.0 2.7 - 3:9 . 2.6 . .
Science ‘ : t
Other 89.4 123 . . 8.3 61 4.0
I
-, .

. ) . b
gomewhat smaller befcentages of projects foere@ the,diﬁferent types & group
instruction, as shown in Taqie 6-3. English, mathematics: and science/engineer- -
ing were the most comﬁ@n subjects, with Huﬁanities'ané social science 'courses
provided by substantially Yewer projectsf Within the relatlvely few pro;ects
off%tlng group 1nstruct10n, only small percentages of the students received = -
such instruction; English and mathematics were agaln the most common subjects. -
Among students receiving group instruction, the. average number of hours re- '
ceived ranged from ;ﬁst over 6 (humanities) to 19 (Engllsh) Again, th; sizable
differences between the means and medians for some of these f1gures indicate
skewed distributions; in this case the mean is generally larger than the median,.
indicating small numbers of students receiving‘%airly large amounts of. group

instruction,

- ~

YaEa
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" Table+6-3. Services Offered and Hours Received in Different
Instructional Content Areas: Group Instruction

A

-~

Percentage " Percent. Students Recejving | Per-Student Hours Received
Content Area Projects Offering] Mean Median Mean . Median *
Engl ish " 60.9, 17.5 9.5 19.1 13.0
Mathematics 61.6 13.9 10.0 13.7 6.3
. |sctences 40.8 5.6 3.7 " 9.5 a1
- Engineering - . .
- 5 ﬁd‘&m\nlties 19.7 6.5 1.8 6.3 ., 2.3
R ‘ Scciar 200 6.5 4.1 8.9 - 3.2
200 Science . .
Qther * 76.0 14.3 1.2 8.6 5.2

Y \ »
N Y

C. Counseling, Referrals, and Needs Assessment

Counseling, defined here as including also the related activi%ies of needs
essessment’ana referrals of studetts to other serxvice agencies, was a major
SSbS activity, at least as 1nd1cated in Table 6-4 by the fact that almost all
projects offered one or more types of counsellng. Fu?thenmore, over two-thlrds
of the students in projects offering counseling services received some type of
t counselfng, with by far the Qreatest emphasis in terms of psrcentages of par-

ticipating students being on academi¢ counseling. However, the actual numbers .

" of couniseling hours provided to a‘typical participating stuéent‘were quite
small;(ranging on the average from just over‘one hour (career counseling) to
two‘hodrs (atademic counseling). As noted earlier, the mean and median figures
_for "per-Student Hours Received" are based on only those students receiving a

partlcular type of counseling. ~Furthermore, because there is some overlap among

figures for those different types do not total to the figurps for "All Counsel-

' ing.* . / .« ‘Sé ,

the subsets of students receiving different dypes of counsi;ing, the per-hour
[
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Table 6-4. Services Offered and Hours Received
: in Different Types of Counseling

. -

4 o )
.Type of Percentage Percent. Students Receiving {--Per-Student Hours Recefved
Counseling Projects 0ffering Mean Median 1 Mean Median
] i ../( . = = - N
Academic 988" 52.7 . 59.3 2.0 ° 1.3
Career 95.2 16.6 33 e 1.0
Personal 95.8 28 .4 20.7 - 1.6 0 1.1
Financial K 13 8.8 1 1.3 R
Other T 0. 53.1 58.4 2. 1.3
Al Y . * ’ LN
Clan ‘ . ) ’
Counseling 100, 67.0 . 69.0 2.6 1.8
. ) ) ! . .
D. Orientation and Cultural Services S

As defined, in this repqrt, "Orientatio?“ refers to project activities under~
taken to get entering students familiai with certain aspects of the campus,

of college/university requirements and regources, and/or of project require~
ments and resources. "Cult@ral Services" includé.project:efforts to expand
students' awareness of tReir §Wn or other cultures, using such techniques as
guest speakers, films, fnter-cuitural projects, etc. The overall pattern shown
in Table -6-5 is that rodghly three-fifths to four-fifths of the projects
offered oéientatién aéd/or cultural ser&ices, and a fourth to a third of the
students in thoseﬁprojécts received;such services. The mean amount, of oFienta—
tion,timg receiyed by'a participatirg student was about one and a half hours;
this probably consisted in most cases of\a single introduéto;y session with

one or more project staff members. A laryger averaée per-student time was

t
devoted to orientdtion services (four :and a half hours), but this figure is

. .

based on a somewhat smaller pércentage of students receiving such gervices.

.
-
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a Takle 6-5. Orientation and Cultural’Services .
M pffered, and Hours Received
A} - . ’. . -
Percentage Percent. Students Recelving Per-Student Hours Recelved
Activity ]Projects Offering | Mean Median Mean Median ’
" | ortentaton 79.3 /.6 . | 32.0 1.5 1.0
Cul tural 61.4 26.5 24.7%. 4.5 3.5
A ] ‘—
E. Summary=

dverail, the data <ollected by means of the Sfudent Participation Records indi~-
cate that most of the general types of services examined were offer 2d by large
pexcentages of the projects, ranging from about 61 percent for cultural ser-
vices to essentlally 100 percent for counseling. Furthermore, at this Qeneral
level of spécification, substantial percentages of students within the offer—
ing precjects received one or more of the different types of services; ‘these
ranged from 26 ,percent for cultural services to 67 percent for counselinyg. )
bounseling was clearly the most common project activity, with -=bout two—éhirds
of all project students across all the projects receiving some epunseling-time.
- s - .

rd
-

The other%general finding is that, with few exceptions, an average student
. <
participating.in a particular type of service did not receive many hours of

that service. The averége (mean) number of instructional hours for a student

receiving special instruction from a project was a respéctable 16.6 hours.

However, the pgy-student figqre.drobped to 2.6 hours in the area of counseling,

1.5 howrs in orientation services, and 4.5 hours in cultural services.

L(Aas
noted earlier, none’of these flgures include staff preparation tlme ) It is
poss1ble, of course, thzatc these’ latter types of services are much more impor-
tant than. the small hourffigures would indicate. Some Project Directors -
believe, for example! that even a small amount of time ig orientation or -
c0uqse1irg.can mekeéi major qifference in how a student perceives and reacts
to 1hc campus environm:nt, and can thereby greatlv improve that student's
motivation apd.study hébits. . :

.

&
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CHAPTER 7. CHARACTERISTICS OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS|,
v AND THEIR RELATIONSHIPS TO SERVICES RECEIVED

’ -

The maior purpose of this chapter is to describe some ef the characteristics
of freshman stuéents listed by ﬁrojects as eligible for SSDS ser%ices; and to
éxamine the relationships between certain student variables, such as their
background and entry characteristics, and the amount and types of project ser-
vices those students received. A related goal is to define several profiles N
of student participation 1dent1f1ed in thlS study, in terms of the specific
patterns of services associated with éich such profile. The projects' parti-
'cibation profiles serve an important role in Chapter 8, where they are used as
one of the major'predictors of project impact on etudent persistence, progress,
. and performance. ‘ ’
Whereas Chapters 4 and 6 presented data from Student Part1c1oatlon Records that
were filled out for all students rece1v1ng services in the sample projects, this

chapter summarizes 1nformatlon collected from the study's 1mpact sample, i.e.,

freshmar students who completed the fall and/or spring Student Surveys. The

imﬁact sample, as discussed in Chapter 2, was selected,early in the academic

.

year from among freshman students listed by the projects as eligible for SSDS
services. During the,academic.year, many of the impact sample students received

SSDS services, while some others did not.

V4

Y

. A. Characteristics of Eligible Freshmen Students

&

As shoyn in Figure 7-1, the majority of SsDS-eligible freshman students in this
study came from families with total parental incomes of less than $12 thousand.
The students with the }owest parental incomes tended tc be in pr?vate 2-year

¢ 'leges, while students in public 4-year colleges and ugiversities had the
highest parental income levels. Table 7-1 indicates that the pdrental incomes

~
of the eligible students were lowest for American.Indians and Blacks, and

highest for white students.

N

Y ——
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Table 7-1. Average (Mean) Parental Income Levels = L .
for Eligible Students of Different ’
Racial/Ethnic Groups

RACE MEAN PARENTAL INCOME ($) : ‘
American Indian 8,648
Asian . 11,039 ‘
Black B i ) 8,671 -
Hispanﬁt 9,671
\ White 13,562
: Other " 10,091 -

Overall, about 63 percent of the study's freshman students designated as eli- i
gible for ssps serV1ces were female. . As Figure 7-2 shows, the percentage of

females was slightly lower for Asian students than for other groups.

‘
0y

Figure 7-3 shows how the students' eligibility classifications, as defined

by the Project Directors, ielated to the parental income levels of those stu-
dents. As might be expected, the lower the level of parental income, the more
likely it was that a student would be classified as eligible by reason of
economic background. Interestingly, if a student S parents had low 1ncome,
the probability of that student's being des1gnated eligible by reason of edu-

cational deprivation was also low. Possibly the eligibility criteria of

economic background and educational deprivation were viewed as mutually exclu-
sive by some Project Directors (i.e., once they had checked the "economic
backggpund" criterion they felt no need to check another c}itefiqg), despite
the directions on the questionnaire asking respondents to "check all that

apply."
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Figure 7-2, Percentages of Eligible Freshman Students Who Were
Female, for Different Racial/Ethnic Groups
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Criteria, for Different Levels of Parental Income
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"Other student characteristics examined in relation to thelr progect-reported \

~

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i

eligibility classifications were the students' self-rated academlc skill levels
(at the 'start of the academic year) (Figure-7-4) .and their race/ethnicity '
QFlguye 7-5) ., Flz,}£ 7-4 shows general agreemept between the two indices, i.e.,
the lower the self-rating, £He higher the probhability that students would be
designated by the projecis as eligible by reason of “educational debrivahion.
The‘}elationship was not as strong as might have been expected, however,.since
55 percent of students raging themselves as "Very Good" were classified as
educatlénally deprlved and 25 percent of students rating their academic skills
as "Very Poor" were not so classified. Also of interest, though not surprlslng,
is the facf, that minority szudents, especially American Indians, A51ans, and

0

Hlspanlcs, were much more likely than Whites to be designated ‘as eligible by

reason of thelr cultural afflllatlon (glgure 7-5). - e e

o - b »

-
)

Projects we;e‘%lso asked: to designaté, for each student listed as eligible,
the amount of SSDS services felt to be needed by that student ("Small,"
"Moderate,” or "Large"). The results are shown in Figure 7-6 for different
racial/ethnic groups, in Figuke 7-7 for students of-different parental income~
levels, and in Figure 7-8 for different types of 1nst1tut10ns. (For all these
flgures, average need levels were calculated by g1v1ng "Low" need a scale
value of 1, "Moderate" need a value of 2, and "Large" need' a value of 3.) 1In
general, the data indicate' that service needs were perceived to be hlghest for
Black students, for students w1th 1ower parental income levels, and for stu-

~ -

dents in private 2-year colleges.

' 8
Finally, SSDbS-eligible students in the study were questioned about their
financial resources, including any loans, grants, earnings, parental aid, and
waivers of institutional fees or tuition. The student responsés are summarized
in Tab}es 7-2 through 7-6. Each of these tables contains a maérix‘ﬁormed'by
stuéents' parental incom2 level (row headings) and type of institution (column
headings). 1In Table 7-2, each cell of the matrix contains the percentage of
students recciving an educational loan from a bank, the state, the Federal ’
gqyernment; or some other,source) and the éverage (mean) amount of that loan
during che 1979-1980 academic year; these averages are based on only those

‘

o T 1y
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Figure 7-6. Average (Mean) Levels of Student Needs for SSDS .

Services (As Rated by Projects), for Students of ©

Different Racial/Ethnic Groups
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students reportedly recéivipg a loan. Overall, the data indicate that larger
percentages ,of eiigible freshman students received loans in 4-year colleges

and universities Ehan in 2-year colleges. There was no clear pattern of re-
lations@ip between parentaly income and probability of receiving a loan, al-
though the lowest income gfoup had the lowest overall perceptége of students
reporting loans. On the avcrage, iarger loans were reported in private colleges

and universities than in public institutions, with the largest overall being
, .

in private 2-year colleges.

-«

»
v *

Table 7-2. Percéntages of Eligible Freshman Students Receiving
Educational.Loans, and Average Amounts of Loans, for
Different Types of Institutions and Different Levels
of parental Income

Type of Institution

Parents' Yearly ® = ;
Income ($) Pub)ic 2-Yr, Private 2-Yr, Public .4-Yr. Private 4-Yr.
’

Less than $6,000 | ~ 1% 8% , B - 16%
$533 $2151 . e84 $62

6,000-11,999 12% 19% 24% 23%
. $773 $1405 $7131 $1221

12,000-20,999 C 18y 24% 224 30%
. $1055 $1736 $NT £1387

21,000 or More 14% 19% 17% S 3
. $1395 - $1796 $1104 L8147

.

Table 7-3 summarizes data on grants,, scholarships, 'and tuition waivers ;éceived
by the'9eligible students. The percentage figure shown in.each cell is the
‘totdl percentage qof eligible students receivingké gr;nt, scholarspip, a tuition
waiver from the institutions, or any dombination of ‘those forms of aid. The
other fidure in each cell is the total dollar amount of the aid, averaged
across the students receiving such aid. It is eviQent that quite substantial
perxcentages of'qhe'fres man students considered eligible for SSDS services

!
received some form/of.ffinancial support--up to 58 percent for low inccme stu-

. . 1A
dents in public 4-yeari colleges and univers;}ies. ‘Overall, the percentages of

students receiving grants', scholarships, and/or tuition waivers were larger




-
VA .
for eligible freshmen in 4—year than in 2—year institutions, and 1arger for

students with low parental 1ncomes, no meanirgful dlfferenceé?were found be-

tween puDllC and private institutions. On the aVerage, the total dollar amount

of the aid increased with decreasing levels of parental income. As with 1oaqs, .

the average dollar level was considerably greater for students in private \

institutions than for those in public institutions; thil probably reflects the
higher tuition levels in the private colleges and universities, which in turn

‘ - Al
would have created a greater need on the students' part for financial assistance.

-

Table 7-3. Pe.centages of Eligible Freshman Students Receiving

. Grants, Scholarships, and/or Tuition Waivers and
Average Amounts of Aid, for Different Types o

4

Institutions and Different LeVels of Parental Income

Parents' Yearly ‘Type of Ins iigtion : ——]
Income ($) Public 2-Yr. Private.;-Yr, /. Public 4-Yr. Private 4-Yr,
- . /’ 3
Less than $6,000 45% 48y 58% 50%
$786 $2068° $1174 $1848
/ L3 -
6,000-11,999 48 a% 58% . 52 . (<
$818 $1521 $1132 $1862 = {
o
12,000-29,999 40% k134 " 453 48%
$766 . $1605 $1008 $1298
21,000 or More 23% . 14% 29% 3%
$569 $632 -$836 $954 )

Students were asked specifically whether'they were receiving a Federal Guaran-

teed Student Loan (GSL), a National‘'Direct Student Loan (NDSL), or a Basic

Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG); thece aid programs are ur special in-
terest in this study, as they constitute three of the major Federal aid pro-

grams to students in postsecondary institutions.

Table 7+~4 shows, for each

4

type of instithtion and each level of parental income, the percentage of stu-

dents receiv.ng each type of Federal ‘assistance.

The Basic Educational Oppor-

tunity Grant was by far the most common form of aid, with over half the SSDS-

7-13
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haps reflecting the private institutions®

-~

\
\

elzglble students in the lower parentgl-income levels receiving syéh a grant
3
Overall the percentage of freshman students with Basic Educational Opportunlty

Grants decreased w;th 1nc*eas1ng levels of parental income, but did not vary

° ~

systematically witl type of institution. Students in private institutions

‘were somewhat more likely to receive Guaranteed Student Loans than those in

Prs

publlc colleges and universities, and qtudents 1n 4—year instituficns were

more likely to receive National Direct Student Loang than students in 2-year

~

colleges.

Table 7-4.

.

£

-

2,

Percéntages of El‘ ,ible Freshman Students Receiving
a Federal Guaranf'ed Student’ Loan, a National Direct
Student Loan, or ¢ Basic Educational Opportunity Grant,

“for Different Types of Institutions and Different Levels //

\ of PazenLal Income . * . ’ ////
4 . , ,»//
N . ‘__' ; ///f
Parents' Yearly ype of Institution —
Income ($) Public 2-Yr. Private 2-Yr, Public 4-¥r. -7} Private 4-Yr. *
Less than $6,000 | ASL = 3% ax 3% . 3%
NDSL = 3% 5% - 16% 8%
BEOG = 53X 59% €3% 58%
6,000-11,999 GSL = 3% 6% 3% 65
NDSL = 3% 7 18% ng
BEOG = 52% 63% 60% 583
12,000-20,999 GSL = 3% 7% 4% 1w !
. NDSL = 4% 1% 15% 19%
BEOG = 37% . 53% 44% 46% ,
- < ~. s
21,000-0r More | GSL = 13, 43 ! ng
. .NDSL = 5% 3% 8% %
BEOG = 19% 10% 21% 7%

Not surprisingly, the percentage of eligible freshman students receiving
financial contributions from their parents, and the average amount of that
combination, both went up as the parents' income level went up. That re-
lationship is shown below in Table %-5, as is the fact that the percentagec &
of students receiving parental aid were greater for* 4~year institutions than
for 2-year colleges. The averace dollar amount of the parents' contribution
was higher for students in private colleges'and universities than qu those 1in
public institutions (even withln a given level of parental income), agaih per-

higher tuition levels.

7-14
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" L. Table 7;5:, Percentages of Eligible Freshman Students Receiving
' Financial Support From Parents, and Average Amounts
of Support, for Different Types of Institutions and

Different Levels of Parental Income

Parents’ Yearly ‘ Type of Institution ]
: -Income ($) Pudlic 2-¥r, Private 2-Yr, Public 4-Yr, Private 4-Yr,
Lo e e | |
s TE T Em | e |
e T | |8
NN
v

As Table 7-6 shows, around 30 percent of the eligible freshman students over-

@lf had jobﬁ during the academic year. The percentage of students helding jors

tended to be larger for public colleges and universities than for private in-

.
-

s

stitutions, but did not differ systematically between 2-year and 4-year insti-

. tutions, or as a function of pR®rental income level. The average nunber..of

N

dollars earned, calculated over a 32-week period, shows nd meaningful relatiahq

-

ships with either type of institution or parental income level.

~.
Y

.

Table 7-6. Percentages of Eligible Freshman Students Holding

L ) Jobs, and Average Earnings During Academic Year,
for Different Types of Institutions, and bifferent
- Levels of Parental Income ,
\ f Institut
Parents' Yearly - = \“‘:“ Type of Institution -
Income ($) Public 2-vr. Private 2-Yr, Public 4-Yr, Private 4-Yr, )
Less than 6000 32% 23% Y32 33 .
. $2494 $ 2546 $1957 $1995
6000-11,999 7 T 22 363 33% /
$2701 $2059 $2102 $ 2140
*‘c 12,000-20,999 46% g 36% 36 35%
5 $3033 I $1736 $2876 $21m
) 21,000 or More ' a1 16% \35% 33¢
. ' $2692 $3728 $2780 $2533




B.l Profiles.of Student Participation in Project Services

For convenience in analyzing and interpreting SSDS program impact, it is
valuable to generalize some aspects of the detailed student participation data
intoravrelatively small number of broadly defined participat&on profiles, each
of which characterizes some subset of the freshman students designated as eli-
gibie for SSDS services. For this reason, tl.e Student Participation Records
and the student responses to questions about SSDS-like services received out-
side the projecté were examined f?r the impact sample. A total of 11 majoxr
profiles wére identified, by procedures discussed later in Chapter 8, Effects
of Students of Participation in Special Services. These profiles range from a
group of students who received no SSDS or SSDS-like services at all, to a group
that. received substantial amounts of nultiple types of service§. The purpose
of this section is to define each of the profiles in terms of the types and
levels of $SDS and SSDS-like §ervices recuived by students classified into

~ that érofile. :
Tables 7-7 through 7-12 characterize the 11 participation profiles in terms of
services provided by the SSDb\projects. In each of these tables, the row head-
ings are the profiles, the cdlumn headings are the average (per-student) ;umbers
of hours of the particular service received during the academic year,, and cell
entries are the percentages of eligiblé students in a designated profile re-

ceiving the specified hours of service.

Table 7-7 shows that none of the students in Profile 0 through Profile 4 re-
ceived any appreciable amount of instructional services from the projecfif none
had over two hours during the entire academic year, and most had no instruc-
tional time at all. profiles 5 through 10, by contrast, are generally charac-
terized by much more substantial amounts of project instruction--in some cases

over 26 hours.

Tanles 7-8 and 7-9 break out the instructional time provided by projects into
group instruction and individual (tutorial) instruction, respectively. The
major point of these tables is that Profiles 7 and 8 include only group iastruc-
*ion, wheged& Profile 9 includes only tutorial instruction. Profiles 5, 6, and

10 include both group and tutorial instruction.

7-16
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Table 7-7, Percentages of Students in Each Participation
’ Profile Receiving Different Amounts of Instruction
(Group and/or Tutorial.) Fron] Projects
Total P;;-Student Hours of Service
‘Profile 0-2 3-9 10-25 26 _or More
0 100 0 0 0
. 100 0 g 0
2 100 0 0 | 0
3 -100 0 0 0
4 100 0 0. 0
5 12 45 24 19
‘ 6 3 39 24 28
7 5 19 32 ¢ 44
8 ?i 17 35 45
9 13 49 n 27 11
10 0 8 21 70




3 Table 7-8, Percentages of Students in Each Participation
) Profile Receivir, Different Amounts of Group
. Instruction From Projects
Total Per-Student Hours of Service
Profile 0-1~ 2-8 9-30 3 or More
0 100 0 0 0
T 100 6 0 0
2 100 0 0 0
3 100 0 0 0
4 100 0 0 0
5 59 21 12 8
6 47 19 23 11
7 0 23 44 33
8 o’\ 19 43 38
A\

9 100 0 0 0
10 0 26 \ 29 " 45

~—~—
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The pattern ds profiles with respect to counseling time is indicated in Table

7-10. It can be seen that most students in Proflle 4 and Profiles 7 through

10 received apprec1ab1e amounts of counseling time from the projects, while
those in other proflles\had essentially no project ccunseling. This same basic
pattern is repeated for referrals and needs assessments provided by the pro-
jegts (Table 7-11), and also for project orientation and cﬁltural aétivities
(Table 7-12); that is, only in Profiles 4, 7, 8, 9, ard 10 did students receive

¢

anY\Qspreciable amount of any of these services.

Table 7-9, Percentages of Students in Each Participation E
: ) Profile Receiving Different Amcunts of Tutorial
- Instruction From Projects

“ .
; Total Per-Student Hours of Service < ) 4
Profile _;' 0-1 - 2-4 5-10 11 or More | |
L I [ 0 0. 0\,\ |
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 - 0 0o
23 \ ’ 28 19
20 : 18 2
0 0 ) 0
0 0 " 0
34 32 34 )
27 25 48
8
7-19 »




Table 7-10. Percentages of Students in Each Payticipation
Profile Peceiving Pifferent Amounts of
Counseling From Projects

Total Per-Student Hours of Service
Profile 0 1-2 . 3-5 6 or More

0 100 0 0 0
1- | 100 - ’ 0 0 ) 0
2 < 100 0 ' 0 0
3 .1 100 0 ‘l 0 ' 0
g 8 14 53 18 15
5 100 , 0 | 0 0
6-, 100 0 .0 0
: 7 23 45 22 10
8 21 37 31 1)

9 19 43 13 /25 /

10 16 38 23 23 \
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Table 7-11. Percentages of Students in Each Participation
Profile Receiving Different Amounts of Referral
- and\Needs Assessment Services Fronf Projects
Total Par-Student Hours of Service
Profile 0 ] 2-4 4 or More

0 100 0 0 0
1 100 0 0 0
2 100 0 0 0
3 100 0 0 0
4 17 14 29 40

’ /’
5 100 0 0 0
6 100 0 0 0
7 12 1 28 53
8 10 10 20 60
9 9 22 27 42
10 12 | 12 23 53




Table 7-12, Percentages of Students in Each Particibatipn
Profile Receiving Different Amounts of Orientation
and Cultural Activity Services From Projects

t

Total Per-Student Hobrs of Service ,‘ ) .
Profile 0 L . 2.6 - 7 or More '
K 0 100 0 .0 0
1 100 ° 0 0o 0
2 100 0 . 0 ' 0 ;
- - ‘?1
3 100 0 . 0 d . o0
{
4 45 21/ 19 15
5 100 0 0 0
6 . 100 0 0 0
(7 32 14 R .23
8 24 1 ' 4 24~
9 43 19 18 | 20 ,
10 38 ] 27 ) ‘2? 12
(
¢
#
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Tables 7-13 through 7-15 summarize the various profi..s in relation to SSDS-

like services received from sources outside the SSDS projects, based on res-

ponses to questions in the Student Survey. (As noted in Chapter 2, the stu-

dent responses are cohsidered highly prone to errors, and thus are used only

to amplify or further explicate the basic patterns defined in terms of the more

reliable participation records.) In these tables the row headings are again

the profile numbers, but the column headings are somewhat subjective labels !

such as "Used Rarely" and "Used a lot," rather than specific numbers of hours

of services received. ‘

1
As noted in Chapter 2, when a student's participation records showed receipt

of a particular type of service, and when the student reported that he/she Kad

. ) received that type of service, there was no _way to determine whether any of

that service was- prov1ded outside the progect For purposes of Tables 7«13

through 7-15, a student is counted as having received a particular type of

outside service dnly where the information is unambiguous. For example, a

student is counted as having received outside counseling only if the student

reported having had counseling and the participation records for that student

did not show receipt of project counseling. Thus, the tables should be inter-

preted as showing any additional types of SSDS-like services received by stu-

dents outside the projects but not as reflecting cases where students may have

received the same kind of service both'insideiand outside the projects.

Table 7-13, in conjunction with Tables 7-7 through 7-9, shows that, whereas

Profiles O through 3 all have essentially no project services of any type,

-Profiles 1 and 3 do include .outside group instructional services. Similarly,

Tables 7-13 and 7-14, in conjunction with Tables 7-7 through 7-10, show that

e

project counseling in Profile 4 is augmented by outside group and tutorial

instruction; that project group instrEction and counseling in Profile 7 are

augmented by outside tutoring; and that project tutoring in Project 9 is aug-

mented by outside group instruction. Table 7-15 shows that Profiles 2 and 3,

which include no project services, do include outside counseling; it also shows,

in conjunction with Table 7-17, that project instruction in Profile 6 is supﬁ&e-
/

- >

mented by outside counseling.

LRIC
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Table 7-13. Percentages of Students Reporting Different Levels
‘ of Use of Qutside Group Instructional Services

v

. Frequency of Studen/t iJse of Outside Service /-)
Profile | Never Used " Rarely Used Used Some Used a/ot]
0. 86 1 0 (’/ }

1 37 18 S 1 L
2 73 27 0 0
3 18 13 45 . 2
) 38 19 28 ¢ 15
5 o 100 0 0. 0
6 | 100 0 "0 0
7 100 , 0 o 0
8 100 0 . ) 0 L 0
9 29 ) ‘18 30 23,
0 ] 0 , "0
! ) ?
185
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Table 7-14, Percentages of Students Reporting Different
Levels of Use of OQutside Tutorial Instruction
Frequency of Student Use of Outside Service

Profile Never Used Rarely Used Used Some Used a Lot

0 75 25 .0 0

1 17. 8 €4 11

2 68 32 0 0

3 18 13 48 21

4 28 24 33 15

5 100 . 0 0 0

5 100 0 0 0

7 0 0 63 37.

8 62 38 0 0

9 100 0 0 0

10 - 100 0 0 0

¥
-
r 7-25
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Table 7-15 Percentages of Students Reporting Different
Levels of Outside Counseling

Frequency of Student Use of OutSide Counseling
Profile .| Never Used Rarely Used Used Some Used a Lot
0 52 48 0 0
401! 35 65 0 d
2 0 0 79 21
3 0 0 55 45
—3
4 100 .0 Y og 0
+
5 41‘ 59 0 0
6 0. 0 64 36.
7 100 0 0 0
8 100 I 0 0 0
9’ 100 0 0. 0
10 100 0 0 0.
. e
4 7-26 J{)




All of these relationships between profiles.and service patterns are summarized

below in Figure 7-9. The profiles are listed along the left margin of the
figure.” The first column to the right of the prefiles indicates the type(s)

of services received from the projects by students in each profile; the final
(r?ght—most) column indicates any additional type(s) of SSps-like services pro-
tided to students by sources outside the projects. For purposes of this sum-
mary figure, a student is considered not to have received a service if partici-
pation records showed the amount of that service was very small (two hours or
less for total instruction, one hour or less of tutorial or group instruction),
or if the student reported that he/she had "never" or “"rarely" received the

service.

v
- -

~

Figure 7-9 shows that Profiles 0 through 3 all repreéent no project eervicee,
but different combinations of Qgtside services. profiles 5 and 6 both involve
instruction alone from the projee%s, with students in Profile 6 also receiving
counseling from outsi@e the projects. profile 4 includes project counseling \
and outside instruction. Profiles 7 througﬂ 9 include counseling and either
group or tutorial instruction, and may also involve one other type of outside
services, while Profile 10 includes ccunseling and both types of instruction

from the projects. B

~ -
\
. E}

C. Relationships Between Student Characteristics and Services Received

Table 7-16 shews how the parents' income level was related to f¢he typesQand
amounts of serv1ces received by the students, both inside and outside the

SSbS pro;ects The first, three columns apply to pro;ect’;e vices, whi éche
last three pertain to SsDS-like services provided outside the projects. Each
cell in the table indicates the percentage of students in that family-income
group receiving the designated type.of servgce‘ and the average number of hours
of that service received by those students. Bas dlscussed in Sgﬂtlon B, stu-

. denss ,are counted as having rece#ved outside serv1ces only where there '3 an
unambiguous indicatior that those‘servnces were provx\od by an out51de lgency

and not by the projects themselves.

7-27
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Types of Additional Cutside,
Profile Project Services Services
0 None None o ’
- .~ ya
" None . Instruction (Group«éﬁ Tutoringy
. . ’/
2 None Counseling ,/
3 None CoF Group Instruction and-Counseling
7?\\\\ Counséling Group and Tuforing Instruction

Tutoring and Counseling

. /
5 ‘\Tn§zsgffign (Group and/orTuto;ing) None Cot o
.6 Instruction )’ S Counseling 5
7. Group Tﬁsfruction and Couq;e]ing TutOﬁing Instruction
., 8 Group Instrhction and_Counse]%ng' None '
9

Group Instruction

Group Insfruction,~Tquring,
and Counseling

None

Figure 7-9,

Summary of Project Services and Additional

- Types of Outside Services Associated With

Each Performance Profile
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o ‘Table 7 16.._Percentages of Students Receiving leferent Types of °

. Services, andzAverage Numbers ‘of Hours of Services

. Received by ThoseaStudﬁnts, for. D1fferent Levels of
' Parenta] Income

‘w

="

- ot

« e Y - R -
" Project Services 0u3:§1de Services
) Parents® Yearly Instruction CoT Orientation | Group A ’ 4 :
-4 | Income T$)* " (Group + Tutor. 5 Counseling | and Cultural. | Instruction | ‘Tutoring | Counseling
. »\ . ) o " . R - . R . \ . N
" .| under 36000 :"".Y&Ai%, L 51% 39 a5y ., |, 473 a3t -
. Ce |- 26,55 J 530 6,67 2,98 © 2.96 ¢:308 |
' . L : y . . . * 4 1
* | 6000-17",999 423 aﬁz 36% , 455 443 4;§>\~\\\ i
: 2$f4e . ;5.}?, 5.95 ) 2,93 2.84 3,03 ;\TS}
- - N =1 — ;
© o ./}'12,000-20,999_ 39% - a3 29% 9t .| e | 48%
: L s 28 33 . | 3.8 4,52 287 - 2.82 s 2,97 .
S Py A - ", - - ,
21,500 or More 2% Y 32% 19¢ 381 243 50% ¥ ;
29,72 2.67 3.37 2.82 2.75 2,88 b
. , ‘ L
. T .
. \ . ,
- M LY .
- - . l'
\ \ ‘:
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b
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Lo to recelve project 1nstructlon, the average-number of hours for those who d1d

.L . students”among those deemed ellg1ble for SSDS servicés.

'} o L . . . o
One, 1mportant trend in Table 7- 16 15 that, for all types of prOject serv1ces,

«

the‘percentage of students rece1V1ng'those services goes down with increasing

parental income. 51mllar.reIat10nsh1p is evident for outside group. 1nstruc—

tlon, but there is no clear trend for out51de tutoring +and the directionl of

the relatlonshlp is reVersed for counseling, i.e., “larger percentages of the

more %ffluent students rece1ve out51de counseling. There is one sllght anomaly )

when . -ane' examines the méan nﬁmhgr of hours -of the fservice feceived, averaged
EPN by

across the recelving students Although a_more’ affluent student was less likely

rece1ve prOJect 1nstructlon at all 1ncreased with 1ncreaslng parental 1ncome., P

For all othér types of prOject and outside serv1ce, however, the average number

#

‘of hour's decreased with 1ncreaslng parental 1ncome. .Thus, overall the rigure

- would Seem to 1nd1cate a target1ng of project services to the -less affluent

; - .2
s

. »

Relatlonshlps between the students' self-parcelved Sklll levels and problems

(ds measured early in the academlc year),.and the amounts of 1nstructlon ‘they

12

. sk111 levels and problems, and the, amounts of academi¢ and pensonal counsellng

_ recerzed from_the_progects durlng_that~year7—are summarlzed-in—Table~7 17+
The Sklll level for a given student was calculated from that student's res-

ponses to questlons asking™ about different’ types of skills {reading, mathe-

matics, study Ekills, etc ) Slmllarly, each problem—severity scale value was

*

ca'lculated from responses to seVeral alfferent questlons perta1n1ng to a common

~

type of: prob1em. In gene al, the tabIe shows Jit€le apparent relatlonshlp
ey

sggdents self-perdelved problems,early in tﬁ?

ec

<)
between the severrty ‘of the

yedr, and’ the amount of pr03 1nstructlon they rece1ved There was, however,

a 51gn1f1cant trend for lower—skllled students (as* self—percelved at the start %

of the year) tbé rece1ve more hours of project 1nstructlon, wh1ch suggests some

success 1n‘pr03ect .rargeting of servmces -

!’ '

~ .
’l Q} ‘-

Analyses were also, run on the relatlonshlps betweenﬁﬁtudents

-, .
A} ~ .

self—percelved'

those students recelvedkfrom the prOjects (see Appendlces 7-1 through 7- 4) ’

In general, no interpretable relatlonshlps were found between those.varlables,

the onIy exgeptlons belng'a tendency for students w1th'greater (self—percelved)

academ1c

.

Qand,campus problemsﬂﬁo rece1ve greatir amounts of. personal counSellng. L
.. | ¢
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Table 7-17. Self-Perceived Skill Levels and Severity of Problems

v ' at Beginning 6f Year for ‘Students Receiving Different N
B Amounts ‘of Project Instructlon
4

.,

; “Ave. Per-Student Sel f-Perceived Severity of Severity of Seyérity of
: Hours InStruction Skill Level* Academic Prob,** Campus Prob,** Pérsonal Prob,**
Az L. - ’

o a

; . 0-2 3.46 ~ V13- “ .46 - W
N - R ’ . . - <] -
: A Y 7, ¢ ) . , N )

3.9 3.38 1787 1.4 . 1.55
. . L ' e
R N S R

. 10-25 " 3.33 - 1.8, .'/1.4,45, -1 1.58

e d _ .26 or More 3.30° - v 1.73= ‘ 1:43/ . . 1.58

[

- .* Value on Scale with 1= Very Poor, 2 = Poor, 3 = Adequate, 4 = Good, 5 = Very Good ’

N . ** Value op Scale with 1 = Not a Problem, 2 = Small’ Problem, 3 = Me am-sTze Problem, 4 = Very Big Problem.
2L . . «

L . 3 -
P . . .
& - -
) .

. ) . / . N
’ - o

. . « w °
The Femaining analyses in this chapter dre also concerned with possible relation-

v s st

— ships between student characteristics. and_the_ serv1ges receiyed by t those st:u~-~
é dents, but exagine the broad participation profiles instead of speclflc types

o of services. Tablé 7518 shows, for each parental income level, the percentages

: A ) - )

of students falling into the different profiles. (Note: This table shows

) "
colugn«perceqtages, so it"1s the column figures rather than the rows that add.

100 percent ) It can bg} seen that, as students‘ parental income increases,
s the percentages of those studénts asbPr:flles 0, 1, and 2 (no project serv1ces)

L /

. a1s9 1ncraases, by contrast, w1th 1ncreas1ng parental lucome the percentages

.

T tuZorlng, group 1nstructlon and counseling) tend to decrease. Both of these

. t

v

o .t .
o of %tudents in Proflles'9 (project tutorlng and counseling) and 10 (project -

nds giye addldlonal evidence of a E/ﬁdency«for less affluent students to‘

N - “reteivé more Serv1ce\1
;* . . M : '

« o
.

8

’

A ther student characterlstlc, race/eth 1c1ty, is shewn “in relation to par-

.

< ticipation Droflles ln Table 7-19. Here agalqw column percentages are used,

dﬁ that one can determlne how the members of each racial/ethnic group were '
i

"

strlbuted among the proﬁlles. Larger percentages of: White students than of

P j . . . N N M .
* » . ’ ° . t,

‘ . ‘W o - A ‘ 3
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Table 7-18. Percentages of Students Falling Into the D1fferent ‘ . /
t} ‘ Participation Profiles, for Di fferent Levels of L
R ' Parental Income . ¥
if ! v . - . * A e
/ ' ) _ R Parental Income Level ‘ - \é -
grof‘f]e Less than $6000 | $6000-$11,999] $12,000-$20,999 $21,000 or More
. : . T 1
o 0 7 ' 9 ’ 14 20 ,
: ® : . R .
1. 3 s T 5 SR
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Black or Hispanic'students were in Profiles,0, 1, and 2. (no project services),

whlle thls relatlonshlp is reversed for Profiles 7 8, and 9, alI of whlch

1nvolve hultlpJe types of prOJect serv1ces. Although these flndlngs Suggest
-

that more services were given to minority- students, the trend ‘was not totally
' consistent, as the Lchentage of’ Whlte students ‘in Profile 3 (no project ser-
vices) was smaller than the percentages for Blacks and Hispanlcs, and the
. pattern’is ambiguous for Profile 10 (project tutoringq group inst?uction,gand
counseling) . ' Furthermore, face/ethnicity is donfounded with parental income

Ievel,'so that_one cangot unambiguously interpret appareng'relationships be-

.

tween race/ethnicity and levels of services.
. = :

[ L. v - o
A

-

The partlclpatlon proflles Were also examlaed in relation 4o the students' sex,

L]

but no con51stent pdttérns of relatlonshlp were ev1dent in the data (see

Appendlx 7-5). . - ) L . -7
N . .oy, *» * .

. - . -
'y } - (Y -
.

The final et of analyses for this chapter axamined the ﬁarticipation profiles
in relation to the students' academic and occupatlonal asplratlons and expecta—
tion (see 3ppendices 7-6, 7-7,,7-8). Although there were statlstlcally 51gn1—
" ficdnt variations in the partlclpatlon proflles of students hav1ngﬁgi%ferent
aspl ations and‘expectatlons, there was no 1nterpretable +rend 1n the relation-
shlps.. That is, students w1th higher asplratlons or eﬁpectatlons did not con-“
51€tently _receive smaller or larger amounts of project services as 1nd1cated

by the1r participation proflles.
~

Y, PN Lo - ¢

[ X3
D. Summary . . .
N ' . L

This cpapter examined the background chaxacteristics of, and SSDS services
received by the étUdy<§\iTEéCt sample (SSDS-eligible freshman. students who.
varied greatly .in the types anﬁ amounts of special services they received).

. The major -firdings were as follows:

- ‘ 7

e Most of the students had parents whose total ncomes were less

’

- ° than $12 000. The lowest parental 1ncomes were reported ,

oy students in ﬁrlvate 2—year colleges, and the hlghest by ‘stu-

-

dents in publlc 4-year 1nst1tﬁtlons. Mlnorlty students, on the \

V4
avgrage, reported lower parental 1ncomes than wnfte students.
[" N
g ~' . .-
D) . - -7_.'34 o.' . PR
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. Many stuaents were reeceiving some, form of f1nanc1al aid. b . ) s,
" .
. Y
Overall, about 38.percent recgived educational grants, . . .
. 4 .
K . .
: »15 pércent had’ educational loans, and 33 percent were.re- - ; . FREAI
N . L}
ceiving some financial support from their parents. Almost
~ * ‘..
. 5 . . ~ - "
. . 30 ,percent had income from jobs ‘during the: academic yeax. v
‘ ) t . \ - . \ . y ’ ~ ., '.
,b‘\For all types of project services,-the percentage of students i
L e . receav1ng those‘serv1ces goes upsas the income level of the !
. *  students' parents goes down. Thls suggests a targeting of
ez v . .
. & N . . . ® o~ - -
:“ ‘ ’ - _ services to the legs affluent students among those deemed . ‘
A - . . . . . . . . N . .
- . eligible for SSps participation.'. !
s < 1 M o, ] ¢
\
N N , ° Studen%s w1th lowew level entry skills (as self—reported at, the ) -
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CHAPTER?Q. EFFECTS ON STUDENTS OF PARTICIPATION IN SPECIAL SERVICES .
. .« 3 L4 : . .

' ® 3-
. :

This cnapter‘describes the results of analyses performed to determine the.

1

effects of SSDS and SSD$-like services on several student outcome measiyres.

[

Some of these measures were derived from institutional and prbject records

‘ s
(prlmarlly transcripts), while others were obtalned from the students res—- °
\
ponses to questlons wbhout. their self—percelved skill levels, aéademlc and
~IN\

4cher problems, academlc and vocational as?}rat;ons, etc.’ . . .
5 . -

ic analytic tool for all of’ thé analyses reported below was the linpar

@he bas

regression technique. All of these analyses used the individual student s

the unit of analyéis, thereby making maximal use of the niéhly detailed, data
collected in Ls~studypon the intensity and mode of each student's partici-

pation in various typds of SSDS and éSDS-like actiyities.
: Varlables such &s student ethnicity, student dependency status, students'

income, type of host'znstltutlon, 1nst1tutlons' enrollment, and

. 4

levels of tultlon and fees, weré used as condltlonlng varlables in the analyses.

‘parents

Thay is, théy represent variables whose p0551ble ‘effects on the outcanes wexe

)

taken into’ account statlstlcally, but whlch are not genelally under the control

of the pro;ects and tierefore are not among, the predictor variables of greatest
pollcy relevanc

all freshmen stégents from whom a Fall 1979 Survey or a Spring 198C Survey, or
both, were recelved v s '

7

- ..

.

A brief comment may be appropriate at this point cdhcerning this report's use '
of the phrase;‘"SSBS and SSbS-1like services." Thls terminology reflecfs the
factgthat in some host 1nst1tutlons, funds from several spurces were pooled in
a single sp°c1al services pro;ect. These sources mlght 1n¢lude not only SSDu'
" and other Federal programs but also speelal state funds and direct 1nst1tu-
tlonal support. In such cases it is often impossible or extremely dlfflcult
to determime whether the services provided to a parblcular student at a
particular t1me are being paid for by SSDS by some other prog am, or by a

»gombination of prograns. The perspeotlve we have taken in this study is that
e

the important gdal is to learn what services were partlcularly benef1c1al o

L} * L] N

o .

o

-y — - - - ..

Indeﬁendentﬁ o

The samples of students used for the impact analyses rncluded‘




-

-

the kinds of stedents the SSDS program wa ucreated to serve, regard}ess of

T . what program or programs-heppened to be aying for those servicesvin a given'
situationw To the extent that effective project strategies and services can
be so 1dent1f1ed those strategles apd services cculd presumably be emphasized

in future SgDS projects to 1mproze the effectlvenes540f the overall SSDS

: - : : . R
- ‘program.' . . . N
Y .

. k./_) ! ’ ) e <

. The(remainder of this chapter is organized into four sections, Sectlon A .
descrlbes the outcome - ‘measures and predictor varizbles used.in the 1mpact -

N analyses. _Section B descrrbes the analytlc procedures used to determlne SSDS

. -

0 impact 3?’student performance measures obtalned from transq;lpts, and d1s s$ses

Ny

x

. the results of those analyses, Sectlon c prov1des the same information ;yr .
s
1mpact analyses using ‘student self-reported outcomes. Section D summarizes,

the overall flndlngs of the impact analyses. ) . '

-~ .' . f . & ' .
. ' . s L4 * . .
‘ ’A. Variables Used in the Impact Analyses . * i . .
‘ ° * " - o’ h ’ ¥ ’ 3
7 ’ ‘, . . 4 ’
Outeome Variables .
ro, ’ ¢ .
Two sets of outcome varlables were used in the impact analyses‘ The flrst set )

.

cons;sted of four measures of the students' f1rst-year academic work, derlved ' :

o,
o

! mainly from the transcripts obtalned for each student., Jranscrlbt-derlved
\ outcomed incdluded: (1) 2ers1stence, an 1ndex of whether or'rot ‘the student

. remadned enrolied durlng h1s/her entire freshman year, (2) intensity_of the \ '
“}; students' efforts as measured by total credit hours of course work attempted
in the freshman year, (3) progress, as measured by total credit hours completed
in’ the: year, and (4) performance, the grade point average for the freshman year.

- Pad
‘. . . o

. -

Data on student persIstence were obtained from the student transcrlpts, supple- -

mented by data from an 1tem in the Spring Student Survey which asked the stu- . *3

dent whether he or she was still enrolled. The. intensity and progress vari-

. . ‘ ;
. L abiles were constructed’us}ng:data from the transcripts, and from the host ’ '
" - [} [ . . / .
' institutions' catalogs. The transeripts provided information about the numbers \ .
of credit h urs attempted and completed; these numbers were then converted 1nto /,,/'
o ]

proportions of a year' S, full academic load, using catalog information that b

. . @ > ]

- . ¥
] ‘ . - . . |
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- )
 defined "full load" for each institution. Flnallyq the pex ofmance,data were _ ~ '
derived directly from the transcripts, but with grades from some, 1nst1tutlons . .

¢ Lo~
re-scaled so that all were on a four-point scale. : ‘ .

P . ' . ‘L . . | -

The second set of outcome variables consisted of seven measures derived from

«

the Fall'and Spring Student Surveys. Each of these varidbles was computed as,
a chinge score, i e., the Spring value minus fhe Fall: value. JApprox1mately
two-thirds of the students reSpondlng to the Sprlng or Fall survey responded>
. to both Surveys, and these students provlded the core for calculatlons of
change scores.) Three of the student der1ved variables were related to the ,
students' educational and earser asplratlons and.expectatlons: The, f1rst of

&

'thésé,-"Educa+’ ~al Desires,"‘was based on a slurvey guestion ask1ng what was
-\ ’ L3
the h1ghest Educatlonal attainment +(e.qg., academlc degree) the sthdents wished

to achieve; more speclflcally, the variable was a measure of increase or
decrease in the desired attainment level be een‘the Fall an@ Sgrlng Surveys. -,

A second variable, éﬁucatlonal Expecﬁqthns‘" xbpresented the Fall- to-Sprlng 5

chdnge in the highest educatlonal attalnmeﬁt expected by ‘the students. "Career
Plans," the thira varlable, represented the Fall to—Sbrlng change fn.the-type
of work the students planned to be¢d01ng five years “after they completed their

' educatlon, to creatg‘this va¥iable, different jor categorleslwere placed on a

four-point scale of statﬁs and sgclal de31rab111ty. .
A fourth student—reported outcome varlable was a measure of the change in the
siudents' perceptlons of the1r own academic skllls. The skill rat1ngs from )
which the change measures were computed were based on seven~1tems in the .
Student Surveys. :Those items asked the students'to rate themselVes on a five-
p01nt scale in readlng, writirg, mathematlcs, study "skills, and test—taklng
skills, and on quality of homework and abll;ty ta do gollege work. The mean

of the seven ratings was computed for both the Fall and ‘the Spring Surveys, (
and change scores were then cﬁlculated. .
Three additional student-derived variables were measures of the changes in
dtudents’ Perxceptions of the prohlcms they had in attending college. The threc

vdriables represented three problem areas: academic problems, general campus




prbblems, and personal problems: Each of the three variables was based on

responses to seven dlfferent 1tems or statements that students were asked to

check if appllcable. For the Academic Problems variable, for example, the ~ .
seven statements included, "Courses I wanted were not available," "I do not
have enough time to study," and "I make poor grades." Items used in the

General Campus Problems variable included "ILack of information about the re-

quirements," "There is no one on zampus to talk to about my problems," and

"I do not feel like T belong here." The Personal Problems variable was based

on a different set of items,'which'inclﬁded, for example, “Fiﬂanciai probleus,"
"My‘job takes too much.time,” and "I am in poor health." Aagain; change scores *
were computeé éor each variable by detérmining the differences between the
composite score values for the Fall and Spring Surveys.

‘

Predictor variables ! - ) . ) . ‘
With the large amount of data collected on students, projects, and institutioas,

it would have been éossib}e to anélyze many different items of information in
relation to the outcome measures. However, any such wholesale use of pre-
dictor variables in the impact analyses would have led to difficulties in
interpreting th$ findings, and would probably have produced many sphrious a
relationships among variables on the basis of chance alone. For these reasons,
the number of predictor variables examined was constrained‘by focusing on
varlables that appeared to have partlcular policy relevance,-.-and by combining
1ndlv1dual data elements or items into composite variables. In addition, some
prellmlna;y exploratory analyses were performedi to help identify variables that
might have predictive value. A total of 11 predictor variables were used in o
-the ;mpact analyses. ‘

The pftdictdr'bf greatest potential interest in this study was the ll-value

categorical variable, Participation Profiles. This variable summarized much

of the avallable information about the types and amounts of SSDS and SSDS-
llk@ services actually recelved by the students. More specifically, it com-
bined extensive_aata gf two general types: data on services given to narti- )
gigating students by thq;prcjects, as recorded by staff members in the Parti-
cipation Records, ahd data reported by the students themselves (in the Student

-
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Survey) concerning the éypes of SSDS-like services they had received in the
host institutiond. Chapter 7 defiées e%Fh'of the- 11 categories or~profiles
of the Participation Profiles variable, in terms of the mix of SSDS and SSDS-
like services represented by that profile, Bas%caliy, each student was
assféned a set of indices indicating whether that_student had received any
project counseling. Whether he/she had received more than one hour of project
tutoring, and whether he/she had received more than one hour o? project group
instruction. Similar indices, for éSDS—like services, were developed from ;be
Student éurvey data. When combined,, thése six indices yielded a 64-category
classification of all possible profiles. (Six andices, each with twoapossible

& . . . . .
values equals 2,’or 64 combinations.) However, many of these profiles were

represented by only a few studénts;~fpr this reason, and to.;implify the

analyses, ldgically'similar and sparsely-represented profiles werd combined,

resulting in a total of 11 categor&es or profiles as described in Chapter 7.
. “\ '

Three other predictor variables were based on characteristics of the host

institutions. The variable, Institution Type, represented both the institu-

tion's type of control (public or private) and the highé%t level of offering

(two-year versus four-year or higher). The other two institutional variables

. . . 4
weré Cost {(yearly tuition plus fees), and Institution Size (total s%pdent en-

rollment) .

s
Individual project charactefistics were represented by two predictor vari-
ablgs: a Budget variable computed by dividing‘total project funds by the

total number of students served by the project; and a Project Acceptance scale

derived from two items in the bejeét Director Interview. Those items asked

the students served by thé project were regardgl by the regular

N\

students and ‘the regular %aculty at that institution. . Lot

b3 ' 1

Four additional predictor variables, derived from the Student Surveys, repre-

sented characteristics of the students. Student Ethnicity had three categories:

Black, White, and other minorities {(American Indian, Hispanic, and Oriental).

v . ~
Student Incentive was the sum {in dollars) of the grants and any tuition or

fee waiversfthe student had received. Family Income was the amount of annual

income the student reported that his/her parents received.

.

]

.
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The flnal predlctor varlable was a three-category index of the students' »
4 , 5

€mpendency Status.” The’ first category, called for convenience the "1ndependent

, student," ihcluded all students who were married, all students who were llv1nq
in thelr own homes or .apartments, and all students who were over-21 and not et
* living with their parents. All remaLnlng»students were divided into two - . -t
"dependent student" yroups,; one group consisted of dependent students from
low—lncome famllles, and theé other’of dependent students from hlgher—lncome /J

\ >

famlllesf ) .

E ' £§ .

B. BAnalyses of Impact on Students Persistence, Intensity of Efforts, Progress, o
and Performance ) . ‘ ‘

Vi ‘. .
—

~ - R . —— . - ~

' The. 1mpact analyses reported here used outcome measures based primarily on . ;
student transcrlpts, as dlscussed ,above in Section A. Student persistence ‘was
. given spec1al emphasis, both because remainlng enrolled is an essential step
1n gaining from a college’ experlence, and because the avallable daga on chat

‘variable were conS1dered at least as accurate as the Informatlon on any other =

7 [N <

outcone. The analys1s of program 1mpact on student perslstence used a logistic ’
* régression technique. That, technlque was partlcularly appropriate, 'as it is M

specifically designed to examine the slmultaneOus effect of several predictors

e = oo e e ———————

" on a dichotomous outcome measure (in, this case, students' completlon or non-

completlon of the academic year) - The procedure yields a multlplegregress1on

equation relatlng the predictor variables to the odds that the outcome in

ques;ion Yill occur; i.e., that the student femains enrolled through the a

» academic year. That is, the results can be“interpreted as predicting how those

odds will go wp or down as a function of the predictor variables. - ' ‘

. . s .
. Table 8-1 presents a non-technical summary of the results of the final analysis
using-persistence as the outcome measure. Readers wishing, .a more detalled

and technical account of these results are réferred to Appendlx 8- l. The
*left-hand column of the table lists the‘dlfferent values of the predictor
variables being examlned“ The rlght—hand column glves, for each such predictor
value the odds that a student represented by that value w1ll 'still be enrolled

at the end of the academic year.
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. — Tabldi&:{;\

Regress;pn Analys1s Pxedlctlng Student Per51stence

Non-Technical Summary of Loglstlc

’ . . N, > 5 \:' .
SN 0dds of ’
. : Students' .
Predictor Vakriable ; ! Persisting Multiplier i
. ®
*Baseline Condition (Intercept) - 6.63 °
. . ‘ . . * -
. . 3
Institutional Type (Baseline: Public 4-year)
s Private 2-Year ‘ ‘ k- :
. s
Public 2-Year . - 3 o
Private‘ﬁlyear P 15.38 {2.32) .
. /" > 3 ;
Participation Profile / v -~ ’
(Baseline:"No Servicés) : - S
v* | Profilel ° . - A
‘ . R P -
" Profile 2 ' - . -
.. Profile 3 ) 9.28 (1.40) - .
‘Profile 4 . 12.40 (1.87) -
Profile 5 . , - ' . , .
Profile ‘6 ’ 13.72 - (2.07) _
! " —Profilé—7 T T -
Profile 8 ) -
Profile 9 313.53 (2.04). ¢
profile 10 14.98 (2.26) '
Dependency Status (Baseline: Dependent, High Income) LN
- Independept ) 3.98 (0.60)
Dependent/Low Income -
Monetary Incentives ,(Baseline:~Mean~Value)a 6.72 €1.01)

#
Ve

*%%D = 0,03 : o

*Value at intercept represents a ‘student in, a public 4vyear institution, who
received no SSDS-1liké services, who is from a family with® hlgher than average
1ncomg,and is living at home or in a dormltory, and who receive$ approximately

. $520”in tuxf{én grants or fee waivers.

**The "=

***The,D statlstib is comparable to R? in the usual multiple regre551on formulation.

L]

8~7

206

indicates the coeff1c1ent is not significant at the 0.05 level,

- - — i



It will be noted that the first row-heading in the left—hand column is
.labeled,,"Basellne Condltron." This condition represents a-°somewhat arbi-
trarily selected combination of predictor variables against which other con-
ditions can conveniently be comgared to°determ£he the effects of the various
predictor variables. S&pecifically, the baseéline or intercept condition

represents a student enrolled in a public 4-year college or 'university, who

Iy

ié receiving no SSDS or SSDS—like services, who is living at home, ‘whose

-parents' income is above average for thlS sample, and who has received grants
and tultlon/fee Walvers totaling $540 34 (the average amount for all students
in the 1mpact _sample). rom the right-hand column it can be seen, that the

odds in favor\of such a "baseline" student's completlng the” acadeﬁic year
. \

were '6.63 to 1. V! ‘
N . RN

. *
.

The next group of conditions desmgnated in the left-hand column represents
. f‘x/.
students in non- baSellne institutions, 1i. e., rnstltutlons other tha: public '

© 4—-year qelleges and-universities. 0dds are shown in the right-hand column
only fqgfthe one condition where those odds were significantly different frop
tne odd; for' the baseline condition. The odds for students té”ﬁereist in
prlvate 4-year colleges and unlver51t1es were 15. 38 to 1, or 2.32 times the
odds”for those in public 4-year institutions. (The multiplier factor--in
this case, 2.32--is shown in pa;entheses to the right of the odds.)

. ® o

.
*

A similar interpretation may be made for the different participation profiles.

(The baseline condition rebnesents a no-service profile, and is equivalent to

the “Profile O" described. in Chapter.7.) It will be seen that five of the pro-

flles increased the per51stence odds signlflcantly. ‘Profile .3, which represents

s;udents who recelved only outside (non-progect SSDS’llke) counseling plus
group 1nstlactlon, Proflle 4 which includes project counsellng plus outside

"tutorial and/or group 1nstruct10n, Profile 6, which includes project tutorial

instructlon plus outside counseling; Profile 9, which includes project tutorial

1nstruct10n plus outside group instruction, and Profile 10, which includes both

progect and outside group 1nstruct10n, tutorial 1nstruct10n, and counsellng,

The general pattern here is that the more types of services provided, the

’

greater the increase in odds of a studentfs persisting (staying enrolled)’

3

- .
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- through the academic year. The highest odds, for example, are, fo
which inclﬁdes the full set of project’ and outside‘services;\for

‘odds are 2.26 times ac high as those for the baseline (no-services)“condftion.

\ . . . ‘ . . ¢ .
The next largest impact on persistence was associated yith the student de-

v

pendency status. Students‘who were "independent," i.e., who were married .
and or who lived in :their own apartment or home, had persistence odds only
about half as favorable (high) as_;ﬁ;se,for non-married students living with

) parents or in a dormitory., . . \iB
L 4 " - : -

L Finally, the value of 6.72" for "Monetary Incentives" represents the'peréistence'
- L4

odds for a student'receiving $100 more in grants plus waivers than the base-

.- ‘ . /

LIne“average of $520.34. The effects for each $100 increment were roughl

- .cumulatlve, so that for a student with grants and waivers totalling $1020 34,

L, _ or $500. above the baseline value, ‘the persistence odds were better than 7 to 1.
. 'ThougH this effect is statistically significant, it is ev1dentﬂf§9t financial
; aSSLStaﬁte in the form of grants and waivers, had less impact on per51stence
" than did sgme,of the profiles of SSDS and SSDS-like services.
b B The odds—multlplylng effects shown in Table -1 were generally cumulatlve, at

least in direction if not in absolute magnitude. Thus _he highest predlcted
, odds apply o a student enrolled in a private 4-year institution, who had all ~
. . categories of SSDS and Sspﬁvliké services, who was living with parents or in -

a dormitory, and who was regeiving sizable grants and/or waivers.

P v - t & ]
L] N \ v .
Table 8-2 displa§s thé=-statistics from the final regressions oh the intensity-

_ ria. Standard linear regression tecﬁhidues'wéfe
°used for these analyses, as théNoutcome measures were' continuous variaHles, L
4 \ Since the varlables included ln the equatlons were the same, and the result;ng
Statlstlcs°were very similar, the two analyses will be discussed together/ -
The results show that both the intensity of the students' efforts (credl?s
attempted) and the students' progress (credlts completed) were p051t1vely

" related to some comblnatlons of program participation, to the size of t}l

grants and waivers received, the amount of tuition, the size of, the students’

» H

T
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Table s.—z .

~

N

-

-

Linear *Re:;ression Predicting Intensity (Course
Units Attempted) and Progress .(Course Units Completed) .
' r’ LI ] o

|
I
;

i[ntercept represent§a a student in a public 4-year :mst:Ltut:Lo/, who rece;.Ves no
SSDS-ll]Ge“Servme, i$ Whlte, has $568.4Q in grants an& walvers, is Pay1ng.$€57 55 ,
in tuitioh and fees, and has parents whose annual 1n00me is $10,409.60 per year.. .

N

a.. c »

h Y.

{

-

-

8510 7,

20y

T CoN . it ~ ( '
\ * Regression Predicting: ( .-
4 L) S * . * \ N ~ ¢ Y {.
! o : R {ntensity ) " Progress Lo ’ .
! ¢ . - A P L. . " ‘r' - ] .
1 Regression | Unique Variance. Regréssiona . Unique Vérlance’ ¢
.Egé : Coefficient Explained Coefficient Explained .| .
; edlctor Varla.ble .- (rércentage) . (Percentage) -
| N ‘-..,w s "-a.., .
Baseline Conditions » 28467 P L - 23.74 . .
;’(Intercept) * . . . " - . .
\ p ‘ .4
Instltutlonal ,Type . , 0.0l . , 0.005 .
Private 2-fear . -4.28 ‘ -3.54 - . . ¢
Public 2-YeaYr ’ -2.27 . = ¢ L ,«-0* N
Private .4-Year -7.51 . . . -5:4¢ BT AR :
- /' st - . b .
Participation Profiles ' . @ 0.014 . > ' ¢ * 4. '0.010 ‘
2rofile 0 (Baseline) R s o - ! ) .
Profile 1 - o332 ‘ 2.75 . :
Prdfile’ 2 ! » 2.40 N v —a )
Profile 3 X \ . - '
Proflle 4 4.34 3.80 l - .
Profile 5 .- LA - - N
Profile 6 . 2.86 ) 4.29 -/ L
Profile 7 3.35 & ~ 2.69 )
Profile 8 4.09 3.37 .
' profile 9 4.29 i - . 3.17 , -0
-~ Profile 10 3.0} . 2.77 . - -
» ‘ . ' :a (] »
Student‘: Ethn1c1ty 0.011 ., | . 0.033
Black’ -2.47 (0.006) § > -5.65 (0.024)
. Other Mimorities +2:86 (0.005) - -4.04 77 (0.009)
. - . / -
 Incentives ($100's) | 0.21 ° 0.02), 0.28 0.030 . "
Family Income ($1000'g] 0.12 . 0064 . 0.19 0.009
| Project acceptance 1.32 0.027 ¢ 1.05 0.014
Proj. Budget ($100%s) - - 0.02 ¢ 0Joo2
Inst. Enrollment 0.3 * 6.020 -0.26 0.012 | ,
($100C'S) ot . . \ [ l' ~
H N F
Tuition & Fees ($100%s] 0.37 0.007 '.0.41 -+ 0.007 . |
g‘ + - % 3 e j
F ! . . 23.77 P - L1-) SRR |
Degrees of Freedom: ,  .21/3176 - L Co.o21/3177. M l
R? » 0:132 A ’ 0. 139 . |
Criterion "Mean : 32.619 o .o 28.833
Crlterlon s.D. ° . -11. 876 113.045
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i> 'famllles' i come, and the degree to Whlch the SSDS proJect students, were

accepted ¢i.e., well regarded) a: their 1nst1tutlons. The results were also

slm;lar in that both¥1ntens1ty and progress were negatlvely 1nfluenced by

— L

enrﬁfiment in\other than public 4-year 1nst1ehtlons, by m1nor1ty group status,

. * apd by institutional” size. ) S - ) N
»
. . o S, : * { :
) " Qf first importance‘to thi study are the impacts of SSDS and SSDS-1ike o
/
- - serv1ces (Partlclpatlon Prbfiles) on these outcomes. As the percentages of

. 0 e

. unique varlance accounted for (shown in. the rlght-hand column fox each out- “
Eome measure)_ J.ndJ.(:ate‘b program partlclpatlon uniquely accounted for only

o
‘1.4 perce%t\\: the total varlance of the intensity cr1terlon, and 10 percent,

of Ythe vari e egplalned by the* regressléh. In the regresslon predicting the

. students' progress, only 0. 9 percent of the total varlance ahd 6 '8 percent
. of the expla&ned Varlance were uniquely determlned by the students program,’

partlclpatlon\ The regresslon coefflclents fog the 1nd1v1dual paftlclpatlon -.

proflles in bo 1 regression show that fhe extent of,partlclpatlon had little '
A jlfferentlal impact., ) © o . s ) o

.- F—

. . ~

< . o .
iy . : : .

7

-the students! levels of p}ogress and-intensity of effort. Monetary incentives
. i (grants and waivers) and 1nst1tutlonal acceptance tended to 1ncrease the
. n*studgnts 1ntensity of effort whereas iarger institutional student bodies were
k\:' associated WLth lower values.on that cr1terlon. In the regression pred1ct1ng
- the amount of course work completed,(progress), the major positive factors
were again student monetary 1ncent1ves, and 1nst1tutlonal acceptance of project
students, student mznorlty status and slze of 1nst1tué;$nal enrollment were

-

- the major negative factors predicting progress. |, : )

.
\ : L N
N B . “ ~ ~
N o . ’, \\

N A

.

While the partrcipation proffles were not major contributors tq the explained
variance in these regressions, %he§ account for enough to. be meaningfully,
- . . compared with the impact of student'rncentivesﬂ Roughly speaking}‘students. ’
participating in an SSDS program and receiving all t§pes\of services, but.not
receiving any ‘grants or‘''waivers, tended to'attempt about the same course load °

(] (3 (3 (3 _"'0 e s .
{number of credits) ‘as students not recelving special Services but having over

RIC™

Ao proviied

These regressions show that factors other*than participation largely .determine F3




-

'$14400 1n g%ants and waivexrs. For the progress crlterlon, students with g£ull

serv1ces but no, flnanclal incentives tended to complete about the same number

»Table 8-3 shows the results, of the regression predlct ng the student perfor-

" 4-year colleges and unlversltles\than for publlc 4-year 1nst1tutlons. In s

~ ~

)’ B - - P

. I8

of credlt hours as,students Wwith no service and-almost $1,000 in incentives. -

[ \ _— -
3
» ’ R

L)

mance Crlterlon (cumulatlve grade point average)._ Thé major predlctors of

I

thls outcome measure were student ethnlclty and the monetary 1nceﬁt1ves.

(/
Mlnorlty students, especlally lack students, were predrcted to—hiZF lower \

.

¢’k;

GPAs ‘This pattern 1s conslsteit with the results of two of the aAlyses

descrLbed above. However, the |elatlonshlps of performance to institutional

type and~to partlélpatlon profﬁles contrast sharply with ‘those earller analyses.

.

The brend "for performaﬁFe 1nd1cates hlgher grades for students in prlvate

R ¢

addltlon, it shows lower’ Qerformance for students rece1v1ng SSDS or SsDs-like

serv1ces'° All of these results .are discussed further in‘the flnal section of
‘a g

thisg chapter. ) -y ® R § Tk S .
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‘s - ) ‘Table 8-3. Linear Regression Predlctlng Pexformance
g . . . . " (Grade Point Average): <
5" ' o - . : K ', \ ‘w
\ . ‘e & N ° "'
: T N h ! - — [} i
¢ - ‘ . . ‘ '\ . . N 1
. ".' : ¢ . oL Regé%ssipn - t Unique.VA}iance
Predictor Var%able - . COeffiqient Explained>éPercentage)
\'. . ® B - B . N ) - g )".
(' © Baseline Conditions (Intercdept)* 23404 | - ) 0.921
, 3 ‘ i s Co | . '
. Institutionals Type . . . >
. PR ‘ \, : : £ P
* Private 2-year | - - . :
Public 2-year . " 0.097°.
oL Private 4hyed} " 0,317
PdItLClpdtlQn Proflles C, i
. . 0.545
. * |, “Profile- 0 (Basellne) . . - ) _‘ R 5
Prof;le S . “4 - [ )
Profide 2 N °:(\ ) - ! . R
.  Profile 3 . o - -0.135 . - L.
Proflle 4 L o= v T N
RN » Prof’_'_le 5 B : ? k (N
‘o Profile & . s "
Profile J7- - I -0.239 . . e ,
- | Profile’s - - - ~0.140 N R - :
. . ‘Profile 9 - .t - . .7 *
; /. Profile i0 ! w . -0.140 RN .
— T - S . .. o 7 S . e\
- »2 Student Ethnicigy * -« 1 P 9 3,385 .o
& . Black . -0.35 > o .
.. %7 ‘.| Other Mindritjes . -Q.150 ¢ .
- . ) . ’ . - .- 8 !
, Incentives ($1G0's) = - 0.015 . 2.276
‘ . ?. A . ' - . *
J . = . 4
Tuition & Fees ($100's) -0.013 o , 0.299
t : - " ’ ¢
2 - | Family Income -($1000's) . | 0.007 4. 0.355
7. - R L . D - {
T : " ] 0 ‘ P DE— x <
< 17.78 Degrees of. Freedom = 3615/18 .
‘ - . /
' R® = 0.081 o o ¢ r

h g

Performance mean = 2.251 " Performance’ S.D. = 0.787

. . .
-
\ - . 0

\ .
. € .

*Intercepﬁ represents a student in a public 4-~year 1n>t1tut10n, who, yeceives,
no SSDS—llke services, is White, has $568.40 in grants and walvers, is pay-
. 1ng $857.55 in tultiog and fees, and has parents whose aqnual income is
. * $10,409.60 'per year.

t
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Do None of the seven student-repprtedfoutpomes measured in th:.s study revealed v, e

L3 B

Ahalyses of Impact on’ StudentwReported Outcomés'” . .

. : - -
> -

: ::n linear regresse.on analyses any J.nterp’retable predictive relationships, w1.th

- . .

. any of‘ the pred:.ctor ~var:.ables dlscussed up *to, this po:.nt Because of gfzr

spec:.al J.nterest in the* ”Partlclpatlon ProfJ.le variable,, however, that vaﬁable

was recod°d into a set df tHree var:.ables, to see if any.assoclatJ,ons could be - .
9

fo.md ‘with thos; *outccmes: -
4 N
tlme, and counselJ.ng tJ.me, each come.ned in a single scale the total a}ount of + - .

The new varJ.ables, group J.nstructn.on time, tutorlng .

"tlme a student spent J.n the d’eslgnated type of act1v1ty, whether &r not that .3

act1v1ty was pti'ova.ded by an SSDS progect. When these new. var:.ables were
'gmlyzed

A

some statJ.stJ.cally s:.gm.f:.cant b t very weak correlatlonﬁwlth the
outcomes were found Self-per“e ived changes in skill watings. showed g
. Reduction in

students' .perceJ.ved problems had\a -0.03 corQrelatJ.on w;.th amount of tutorJ.ng

pOSlthe (0 08) correlation with amount of tutorlnglactlvlty

time and a 0. 65 correlatJ.on w:.th counsel:.ng time. These very low correlatJ.ons

e .

are stat:.st:.gally gignifitant only because of the large number of degrees df

freedom in the analyses. e .' ’ ) = ) /

L o ‘- . .

v J . <

= D**-Drscuss:non of ResWlEs ~ ~ T 7 - -7 - . \

* .
. o - < N .

) - - ' . . /

Thig diScussion of the

im gact analyses will focus'on the outcomes’ derived from '
qﬁflclal transcr:.pts, as ®he analyses us:.ng student-reported oubcome data
yielded only a small number of slgnlricant relatJ.onshJ.ps, and thgse were o.f v .

very marginal strength. 'I‘he analyses bAsed 6n transcr:.pt' data, while .also

accouhtJ.ng for, only modest percentages of- total variance in the outcoxﬂe :

L] . . <
’ . .

measures, showed a large number of J.mportant, and in most dases un.te con- _ T

.

e

s:.stent, tfends in the relatJ.onshJ.ps between polJ.cy—relevant predlctor varlables
. \ 1 .

: =

P . i -
* .’

-

and outqomes .

P .
., ! “~ - . * N "

F‘rom a program‘policy viewpoint, the predictor variable of greatest interest
‘is the: Particn:.pa%ion Profildd variable derived from participaticn “records ana

student self-repbrts, as analyses using this variable d:i;rectly reflect the

.

impact ‘'of SSDS and SSDS-like serxvices on students' chances for success in their

' postsecondary efforts. The analyse§ reported above indicate that the patterns
- . s N . L

. . / | . ) , | .
814 . . .. \

o 213
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« ¢ . . . [ . ,
+of services provided to students const:tuted one” of the most important pre-

y dlctors ‘examined ‘here in aetermlnlng thz students' per51stence in their

academlc studies, the number of ﬂourse units that they attempted, and the M

number of course unlts that they completed In all thiee of these cases, the

o

relatlonshlps was positive, i.e., more servrces were associated with more

favorable values on the three outcome measures. The contrlbutlon of the ser-
vrces is most clearly illustrated by the fazt that students rece1v1ng the fuil
range 'of SSDS and SSDS-like services examlneé here had predlcted odds of. per-
sigting (staying enrolled thrcugh the academic year) 2.26 times the odds for ¢
students who recelved no such servrces- these are .more favorable odds than

those predlcted for students receiving the hlghest level of financial 1ncen—

- tives (grants and waivers) found in this study, but not: recervrng any SSDS or
[

SDSS-like sexrvices. The analysis for course units attempted, cvgﬁlﬁ.‘.e less

¢ dramatic, nevertheless shows the participation profiles to have.explained more

N S

" of the “otitcome variance thdn student ethnicity, income level of studemts’

Al M

parents, or 'the size of institutional tuition and Fees. Participation profiles .
were less effective in predlctlng the number of course units. completed, but . ‘.,
¢ s 9
were 'still about as effectlve as a $900 differential in flnanclal incentives, uz_j
or a $14,000 dlrference "in parental income. . " 7
» 4 L3 . t /I
o . i ' PEERY /r
Surprisinqu, at least on first onsrieratlon, full-servrce par¢1c1patroﬁ by v

" student® was associated with lower ‘grade point; .averages. Fox example, the
mean GPA for students in the two profiles representing the laréest amount of
recelved serVrces was 2.25, whereas that for students .in the two proflles
representlng:the least servrces was 2.38. Although this may appear to con- .
tradict the flndlngs for 5?rsrstence intensity of effort, and progress, l :. ?
the explanatlon probably lies in selection factorsg Generally speaklng, it *is

-

the more\néedy studénts who receive the most services from the pro;ects, ‘in Y -

many cases, this greater need reflects a poorer educational background and
. ‘poorer entry SklllS on the part of the students concerned. Thus, even.though
7

c .
“the servfces ce successful in helping ‘to geep students enrolled, and in

£ncouraging them to attempt and gomplete more courses, the students receiving‘

. . ~

the greatest services stillfhave bakic academic deficiencies that are'qrﬁficult'

Lif not impossible to overcome in a single'academic year, and these gefrciencies

- N SR
., 13 R . ~ k . . ¥ e
. " v 8—%1"’1 L

4
R N . .t i . «
P = . . . ot » . B




JVidence themselves in poorer grades for that initial year. In this connec-

., tion it-is lmportant to remind readers .that the’ impact sample consisted

!

entirely of freshmen. If the explanation proposed hare is correct, students
receiving greater services over multiple years should be found in the ‘follow-
up sufvey (to be performed in the 1981-82 academic year when students still
- enrolled will be juniors) to have overcome or at least reduced their academlc
(disadvantage relative to other sample students receiving fewer services.
£ .
In any event, it is probably realistic to consider persistence as-the most
. important outcome measure, and then courses attempted and completed as the
- .“ next most important, at least for the first academic year or two. If students
l dc net stay enrolled, or do-hot complete courses, any benefits they might derive
“from the _college experience are automatically greatly limited. Conversely, if
they do stay enrolled and complete courses, even if their grades are poor,
7 their poténtial benefits remain high and the institution/project continues to

-
mave an qpportunity.to help those students achieve their educational goals.

-

. ¥
From this point of, view it caa be argued that the types of services provided

hﬁ,SSDS progects were valuable to partiCipating students. despite the negative

relat;onshipnfound between amount of services and grade point averages in the

<

students' freshman year:

\A -

- ’ [ . . .

| ‘. Thxee other predictor variables are also of potential policy relevance, as

‘ ‘they repre-fent factors that are being influenced, or presumably could be

directly or indirectly influenced, by the progectse administration and staffs.

. * These are (1) the host institutions' level of.acceptan;e of, and regard for,

the progect students,,which may reflect in some measure the project staffs’

- own attitudes, (2) the financial incnntives recedived by participating student
which projccts may be able to influence by their referral services, and (3)

. the propects' per—student budgets, whicb might be affected by national program

policy and/or by projects’® focusing their funds on fewer students.

« Yt ..

] 0y . . ()
, The fir it of these variables, institutional acceptance of pro;ect students,

' was positively associated with the course units attempted and completed by

students. 1In terms of percentage ‘of variance explaine , acceptance cf project
4 -~ . » ' ’ I N

.
3 . ¢ K

@




students was the best predictor of course units attempted, andxone of the best

predictors of course units completed. Bowever, it is not possible to demon-

strate the direction of causality, if any causaiity exists; one tenable expla-
. natloh is that the superior performance of students in some proJects was the

cause rather than the result of their better acceptance on campus.

~

~
-

A * . -

Monetary 1ncent1ve (grants and walvers) was a relatively strong predlctor for

N all four transcrlpt-based outcome measures. Students receiving larger amounts

’

. of such aid tended to have hlgher levels of perszstence, course unlts ‘

) attempted, course upits completed, and grade point averages. . .

Projetts® per-student budget showed a significant relationship with only one
outcome: course units cempleted. This was a weak positive association in

which students in projects spending-/more dollars. per participating student v
K . X
{ -

tended to complete more units.

’
© e
Student ethnlclty and type of imnstitution were the strongest predichors among

o

~— the control variables examined. Membership in either minority group~-Black,
or "other mlnorlty"--showed a fairiy strong negative association with tnree
of the outcomes: course units attempted; course units completed; and grade
pg&nt average. Whila tbese findings are consistent with earlder research, it
is of greater interest that students' minority-group membership was not
associated with reduced persistence. That is, Bladh and other minority

students we{e as llAely as’ Whlte students to remain enrolled.

I3 . Ea

. ~ 4 a
~ Type of institution was SLgnlflcantly related to all four transcrlpt—based .
outcomes. Wlthln thlS predictor variable, the major contrasts were between
+ ,the public and prlvate 4-yeap institutions, In comparison with students from
private 4—yean colleges and universities, those-from pdbllc 4-year institutions
tended to attempt and to complete more course unlts. However, the public-
, institution students alsoﬁshowed less per51stence and poorer grades. Un-
oo fortunatelx, the data from “his study offer no clear cues as to the reasons

for these relationships.

‘EI{IC L. 216 N
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. .
Another conditioniﬁg variable, size of the institution's enrollment, showed

relatively large negative assocxatlons with cours€ units attempted anp.pom~ -
pleted by students. That is, SSDS-eligible students in larger 1nst1tutlons,
tended to take and complete fewer courses. = . ’ l
» . ( ) - . . ° » N .

Finally, higﬁer levels of income of stydents’ pérents were associated with

greater numbers of course units attempted  and completéd, and also with higher .

grade p01nt averages. This last finding is not unexpected, but it is iﬁterf . s -
i . ' ' estlng to note that student flnanc;al incentives (grants and tultlon/fee /
+ waivers) were anarently effective in offﬁetting the negative effects of . (.

poverty backgrounds?for some s}udents; such incentives were stronger
pre@icto#&NOf course units attempted and completed, and-grade point averages, . :

than the level of parental income, at least within the income range examined

. in this study. . -
'g &

E. Summary o -
Regression analyses were.used to examine the effects of certain student, -
i project, and participation variables on a variety of outcome measures related
to the students' postsecondary studies. . These analyses were limited to SSDS- .
eligible students in thelr freshman year, and thus to short-term program
: effects. The mégor flndlggs were as follows: .
- . 'Students\who received a full range of SSDS and SSDS-like services

" were more likely to stay enrolled in their postsecordary institution

through the full academic y?ar (compared with students of comparable

- 4
. background who received feﬁ or no special services).. .

complete more course units during the academic year. !

|
|
\
|
e Students receiving full-range services were likely to attempt and to '
e Students receiving full-range services were likely to have lower
ggrade—point averages, but this appears to be a selection effect
rather than a hegaﬁive effect of the sexrvices, i.e., brojects tend
. to give more dervices to students with moxe obvious learning defi-

ciencies and poorer entry skills.
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‘. Plete thelr freshman Jear), more course unlts attempted and com-

1 / : . Lo -
- . N
e Project students in institutions whose administrators and staffs

express greater acceptance of, and regard for,/ the project and its
students were likely to attempt and to complete more course units.

It is not clear, however, whether the greater number. of ‘coursesy

attempted and completed was an effect or a cause of the 1nst1tu%10ns'

hlgher regard for the project students.

(3%

® Students receiving 1Srger ambunts.of monetary aid (grants and

waivers) tended to have higher levels of persistence (i.e., to cbm—

A

~§\N2}etq§ and bette1 grade point aVerages.
SRS
' Mlnorlty;group students tended to attempt and complete fewer course .
ol

- uhlts, and to recelve lower grades. However, Black and other minority

students we;e as 11ke1y as White students tq >omplete their freshman

year. . - :

-

® SSDS-eligible students'in larger instituions tended to take and com-= [

ﬂo 3 -

plete fewer courses. o e »

e Students whose parents had higher incomes tended to take and complete

more courses and to receive hlgher grades. (
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Percentagey of -Majority Students

4

. Bppendix 4-1. Percentages of Majority (White)
Students in Student Bodies .in Different Types of Institutions

- . !
’

|

|

|

4-Year i, ‘
Total )

+ Frequency
Percent . :
+ ‘Row Pct: 2-Year . 2-Year 4~-Year
Col 'Pct. " Privaté Public Private Public
. . . ;‘
" 00-10% 0. | - v 32 21 53 T
- 0.00 0.00 * 9.61 6.42 16.03 ;
.- 0.00 0.00 59.96 40.04 Ct . e
&7 ~0.00 0.00 47.76 15.05 -
11-50é/fF? . 11 39 0 6 56 .
R .3.15.. 11.81. 0.00 5] 1.71 16.68
) 18.91 70.83 -0.00 10.26 N .
87.50 35.12 - 0.00 4.0% to-
51~89% 2 47 13 63 124
’ ' 0.45 -+14.21 . 3.90 18.81 37.38
’ N 1.21 38.03 10.44- | 50.32 ; e -
. 12.50 42.26 ~19.40 44.11 , L .
90-100% - 0 25 22 52 100 -
: - 0.00 7.61 ° 6.61 15.71 29.92
) N 0.00 25.43 22.08 52.49 :
) 0.00 22.62 32.84 | 36.83 : o
TOTAL 12 -, 112 67 142 333
3.60 33.63 20.12 42.64 100.00
Statistics for 2-Way Tables
Chi-Square "164.081  "DF =9 PROB = 0.001
- ] * ’ .
~ ” hd ’
>
’ 4
- ) \\ -
t
¢
-
Adj , '
A-2 7 ' d
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Appeﬁdin 4-2,

Faculty Members at Host Institutions

A2l (e

Percentages of Minority Group

Percentage of Minority Paculty ¢

PF_MINOR

* 00-05%
06-10%
11-50%
51-10Cs

FREQUENCY
\
51
84
84
74
N
\
4

-

( .
™ <
. « 4 1Y .
PERCENTAGE CF MINORITY FACULTY TN
UM FREG  PERCENT CUM.PERCENT
" 51 27.447 , 2T 447
17¢ 25.215 52,723
. 259 25.145 77.868
333 22,132 1€0.000 -
~
[}
‘ . \
A—221' ) ‘
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Percentage of Minority Faculty

12

" Appendix 4-3. Percentages of: Minority Faculty
Members’ in Differgnt Types of: Institutions

. \ - +
Fredquency
Percent . . ' . .
Row-Pct. 2-Year- 2-Year 4~-Year 4-Year
Col Pct,. Private .| Public -| Private Public Total
00- 05% 2 23 | 23 - 24 T o1
0.45 s 7.01 6.76 v13.23 ~27.45 -
" 1.64 25.53 24.62 _48.21 -
12.50 20.83 33.58 31.03
06- 10% 0. 18 ©o.11 55 ‘84
. *+0.00 . 5.41 3.30 16.57 |+ 25.28
0.00 21.39 13.07 65.54 o
- 0.00 '} 16.07. 16.42 38.85
11~ 50% 2 59 ' 2 21 * 84
.0.45 17.82 . 0.45 6.43 25.15.
. 1.79 70.86. 1.79 25.56. |-
12.50 52.98 2.24 | 15.07 T
51-100% v 9 11 C 32 21 - 74
. 2.70 3.40 9.61 6.42 | * 22.13
12.21 15.38 43.42 * 28.99
- 75.00 10.12 47.76. 15.05 ;oL
TOTAL 12 112 67 142 333
' 3.60 33.63. 20.12 -~ 42,64 * 300.0/
» \.
Statistics for 2-Way Tables P . ’
® L3 *
_ Chi-Square 124.103 DF =9 PROB = 0.0001
’ \\ .
" *
P '
. // &
/ . N v
/ . »
\_./ ,'l
e i ‘
‘ N s
. 1/
g N . - \
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Appendix 4-4. Pei:centagés of Full Time Students

3

185.261

gez T

A~

« s
ek, 2

¢

A

H \
: In Different Types of Situations . °
:, « . ) ! ] "
. , . . .
: .. ¥ e ' ’ 7
: v Percentage of . /
. Full Time Students s 7 Yoee,
3 . PR ] .
k Frequency . )
Percent X
Row .Pct. 2-Year 2-Year [ 4-Year 4-Year
Col -Pct. Private Public Private Public
, * 00~ 50% 0 ' 63 2.1 .13
’ 0. 00 18.82 0.45 - 3.77
0.00 . 81.67 ' 1.95 16.38
0.00 55.95 2.24 8.85
- 51- 75% "9 . 39 o 44
4. 2.70 11.81 /0.00 13.31
9.71 . 42 .45 0.00 47.84
75.00 -35.12 - 0.00 31.22
-76~100% S’z 10.] . 66 85
* 0.90 - 3.00 19.67 25.56-
. 7 1. 1.83. 6.11 420.04 52.02°
. / 25.00 8.9% 97.76 59.93 .,
~“TQTAL 12 1i2 67 . 142
3.60 33.63 20.12 42.64
. T Statistics for  2-Way Tables N
Chi~Square. DF = 6 PROB = 0.0001

Al

333
100.00

_'\ )
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- Appendix 4-5. Freshman Retention Rate
for Different{'rypes of Institutions
7~
3 ) ¢ - d
Ereshman Retention Rate =~ .
. e . X L} 1
-~ Prequency N ,
Percent * . ° .
Rbw Pct. - » 2-Year 2-Yeaxr “4-Year 4-Year
Col Pct. Private - N Public } Private Public
25- 508 . [ .2 |7 27 .0 .25 ¢
* ) \ 0.45 8.21 0.00 . -7.45
- 3 2.80 50.96 0.00 46.24
/ -12.50 ".| 24.40 .0.00 17.46
+ ‘51~ 60%" L9 61 3 . 56
©2.70 ‘18.22 0.90 16.78
o 7200 47.20 2.33. 43.46
7870 | s4a7 - 4.8 | 39.34
61- 70% R T 4 N 18 14
. 0.45 1.20 | 5,4 4.08
) ‘1- "4.04 10.78 48.52 36.66
- 12.50 3.57 o | - 26.87. 9.58
71~ 80% L+ 0 .12 20 28
0.00 ° 3:60 Y 6.01 8.48,
o . . 0.00 " 19.92 +33.20 46.87-
t L : "'(,.00 10.71 29.85 19.88
. " - P B
} ‘81— 90% 0 - .26 19
. X 0.00 2.40 - 7.81- |~ 5.86
.. 0.00 14.95 48.60 36.45
. 0.00 7.14 38.81 13.73°
TOTAL 12y, 12 67 - 142
1T 360 33.63  © 20.12  4.264
. - v ° A
Statistics for 2-Way Tables
Chi-Square © 108.623. DF = 12 - PROB = 0.0001
k)
AN
a‘l- .
7/

N

Total

54"
16.11

129
38.60

-

37
11.14

60
18.09

53
16.07

333
100.00




L ©
" g f
Type of Institution
g -Frequency' //'
Percent .
- Row Pct. .
‘Col Pct. 0-2 Years | 3~6 Years 7 Years
‘ "
2-Year.Puivate 0 11 . 2
: . 0.00 3.15 0.45 |
; 0.00 87.50 1 12.50
0.00 7.36 1.27 .
V' 2-Year Public 10 67 35
. - _ 3.00 20.02 ' | '10.61 .
. 8.93 $9.52 , | 31.55
13.80 46.72 29.99
! 4-Year Private 1 37 ! 20
- N 3.30 10.%6 5.86
. L) 16.42 54-.48 N 29.10
15.18 25.58 16.55
\ © 4-Year Public 51 ™ 29 61
\ 15.46 8.72 18.47
. \ 36.24 20.45 43.31
‘ ' 71.02 20.35 52.19
TOTAL 72 143 118
/ 21.76 42.85 35.39
. Statistics for 2-Way Tables.
Chi-Square 62.757 DF = 6  PROB = 0.0001
R ]
| .
‘. )
. 20~ .
/ * AR5 T

. Appendix 4-6. Number of Years Projects Have Been
- Operating In Different Types of Institutions

<

t

\

Total

12
3.60

112
33.63

67
20.12

142
42.64

333
100.00
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Appendix 4-7. ®rurnover Rate in Project Staff

\ * at Different Types o_f I

~

7

nstitutions

RN

d‘.o

.5

Total

12
3.60

112
33.63

67
20.12

3
142
42.64

333
100.00

Frequency ) :
Percent . -
Row Pct. Anud"”’_*§\‘.r\
Col Pct. J-10% 10-25% 25-100%
2-Year Private- ’ 0 12 -0
0.00 “3.60 0.00
0.00 100.00 0.00
. . - 0.00 10.28 0.00
2-Year, Public . 26 55 31°
7.81 16.42 9.41
23.21 - 48.81 27.98
) 21.28 46,83 33.31
4-Year Private 26 i4 27
. 7.81 4.20 8.11
38.81 20.90 40.30
21.28 " -+ 11.99 28,70
4-yéar- Public 76 36 36
o 21.08 10.83 10.73
49.44 -25.40 25.16
. . 57.45 _ 30.90 37.99
TOTAL . 122 117 94
< 36.70 35.06 28.25
Statistics for 2-Way Tables
Chi-Square . 51.720 DF =6  PROB = 0.0001
é .
o i
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-y ! Appendix 4-8. Sex of Project Directors Relative
>, - to Percentage of Male Project Staff’
\ ' " . )
r——— - - b . °
. < = ¢ \
’ . - L] R ‘f
: PN 2 Percentage Male i -, .
. Do . on Prdject Staff » 4
T . .. > N . ~
‘ . Frequeficy «
- ] Percent . "
i N Row Pct. - .
. : Gol Pct. . Female Male Total
~ O . . -
’ © 00~ 33% 94 34 . 129
' Loy 28.28 “10.32 38.60
. 73.26 26.74
c 1 - 56.97 20.49
‘ " 34- 508 . ~63’ 87 “150..
o - 18.89 26.06 44.94
‘ . 42.03 57.97  ~ ,
_ , ‘ 38.05 51.74
EL . , T 51-100% . 8 a7 55
S : : 2.47 13.98 » 16.46 -
e e < . 15.02 84.98 ‘
4.98 27.77 ,
~N .
TOTAL 165 168 332
, , 49.64 50.36 100.00
.. )
) . Statistics for 2-Way Tables d ?
Chi-Sguare - 58.428 DF = 2 PROB = 0.0001
¢ N -

-

e




°

Percentage Female

ippendix 4-9,+ Sex

2

of Project Directors Relative

to Pekcentage of Female Institutional Faculty

M .

-

e

a , Faculty
. . : 9
! Frequency '
Percent
. Row Pct. *
Col Pct. Female Male (ﬁ Total
' ' 00~ 25% ‘39 46 85
. : z 11.78 3.68 25.4%
. - 46.27 3.73 -
23.73 27.17 ;
26- 408 |* g0 97 177
’ . 24.07 - 29.00 . 53.07
45.36 54.64
’ 48,50, 57.58 .
: 41-100% 46 [, 26 /71
- 13.78 *'7.68 21.46
' J 64.23. 35.77
“ 27.77 25 /
[} 4 - !
'TOTAL Y 165 168 . 333
. 49.64 . 50.36 100.00

-, Chi-3quare

a

L

e
.
’

/
Statistics for 2~Way Tables

7.763

o

DF = 2

14

PROB = 0.0206

NI

-

c“l

Id

Ed




2 pendix 4~10.

Joipt Distribution of Percentagé of

-

-~

Minority Faculty at Host Institution and Ethnicity

of thé SSDS Project Director

Percentage of i
Minority Faculty
. i

Frequency = .-

Percent T . _
Row Pct. = .. .
Col Pct. Black . | } Otber White Total
00-05%° 47, 0 a4 91 -
14.10 0.00 13.34 27.45
. 51.39 0.00 48.61
‘ - 25.89 0.00 41.89 | )
06— 10% - 30 29 25 84
: ., 9.05, . 8.62 "7.61 25.28
-35.80 34.10 30.10 - '
) 16.61 .]. . 63.03 23.88
11- 50% 1 a0 17 27 | 84
- 11.89 5.06 8.20 25.15 '
47.29 20.10 32.60
) - 21.83 | 36.97 25.74
51-100% 65 . 0 9 + . T4
* 19.43’ 0.00 "2.70 22.13 ]
o & % 87.79 [  0.00" 12.21
. (// .+ 3567 |} 0.00 _8.49
N .
TOTAL ’ ' 181 46 106 333
54.47 13.67 31.85 100.00
L}
Statistics for 2-Way Tables .
Chi-Square . , . 89.226 DF = 6 PROB = 0.0001
. \‘ .
\ A2}
' A-11 : 4

“




appendix 4-11.

Type of .7

Institution )
Two-year colleges
Private four-&ear colleges

Public four-year colleges

All Institutions v
s/ .

-

N

Mean Number of SSDS Project Sta

Members at Different Types of Instituations

4
?

£f
V

Total Number

3

Number of Number Staff
Institutions of Staff ° Per Institution

. 124 3629 " 29.27
" 67 1523 22.73 ¥ -

‘142 6627 . 46.67

3338 Sy . 35.38

¥
\ rd
A/ ¢
r
®

230
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Appendix 4-12.

Distribution of Time Commitment of Project Staff and
Student Status é§ Staff. for Different Sizes of Projects

x

£T-¥

Ll
. Number of Mean Number Percenta&e of staff Committed Percentage of Staff
(Number of Clients) Projects |Staff Per Project | Less than Halftime| Halftime |[Fulltime | Classified as Students
: : 4
039-200 99 22.4 76.8 5.1 18.1 72.0
201-500 158 31.7 70.9 12.3 16.8 %8.9 '
501-213p 76 59.8 79.9 / 207 9.4 82.6
< - N : t !
. ALL PROJECTS 333 35.4 75.5 ° | 10.4 _| 14.2 74.8
N\ ~ . ‘ -~ " 1
~ l,
. ] 4
L ‘
. . / & .
-\ J
. ) 1 4
13 . '
. ~ ', Ty S
N ,' ’
/. ’ / )
»’ -
. ' ) 232
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i Appendix- 4-13. Sex and Ethnic Identifigation
BN - A . } of Project Staff

. . we

- Ee

NI

. ‘Percentage All
.- ) . - Project Staffs ™

. ' ’ Sex
) Female £ . ) .
é Male . , . \ . 42.2

.

Ethnicity -

ML

R Black . 31.1

Lo ) Hispani . ° 7.4

" . &  oOther Mgnorities ) 7.5
. White " 54.0

. toe . ~ 5 .~
: . - PN

.

. . &
..

g . PE .

N

¥

is P ’

: -




3
b
I
R

ogn P

WEFamaar g Py hg T e bARE R O3
s »
.

P PR G S VA

\
)

ERIC

L e

°

Appendix 4-14.
' Staff Improvement

Improvement Area

) -

Staff commitment and morale
Working style of staff

Training and experience =

o @

YN °

23

Project Directbrs' V{ew of Needed

Percentage of 333 PD's
Saying Improvement Needed

5.9

-5.9

1.2

[¥3

|
|
.
b
|
|
|
.
.
.
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.
.
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Appendix 4-15, .Mean Number of Participating
Students Per SSDS Project for Different . ~ .
U ‘o Types of Institutions : -
l. . )
Type of Number of Participants
Institution . Colleges Per Project
. ‘Iwo-year colfeges , | 124 524.3
: Private four-year colleges 67 158.6 ‘
Y . ~ ’
: Public four-year colleges 142 437.8
A¥l institutions © 333 : 413.8
ﬁ b ']
. . ) /] ’ H
v 3 )
>, N n
’ . ) .
, . . ” . ' 3 A
| - :
Y
* $
i . .
é -
’ 4
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Appendix 4-16. Digtributién of Client Ethnicity

(Based on Final Performance”Report, Special Services, U.S.
Office of Education, Computer. Sciences, Corp:, January 1980Q.)

3

1

S

, . i

Numbexr of ™

Ethniéity Clients:
American Indién/Ala%kan . 2754 .
Asian/Pacifig Islander . 3611
g}qck ’ i 61765‘;
Hispanic .t .j 121560 ,
.White - ,  35777

. ¢ "

© 'v '
.. ’ _

/.
Percent
/g.zl»' ‘
/ 2.41

49.46
17.27

28.65

N

/
.
.
1Y
’
[}
- 4
- -
]
<
k]
.S
.
\
K
.
L3
R}
[ 2
+
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Appendix 4-17. Distribution of Client Eligibility

\(Bgsed Qn Final Performance Report, Special Services, U.S.
. Office of Education, Computer Sciences Corp., January 1980.)

~ ,
— —— ! ;o X -
. . Number 6? . .
Eligibility Criteria Clients . Percent
. 1
Low Income 61472 49,23
Cultural Need 10268 8.22
Educational Need ¢ 41499 33.23.
Physic¢ally- Disabled “ 5575 4. 4&
~ i N
Limited English . 6053 4.85
3, "
~
\
’ R RN
1 \ Vi
\\ ‘\ &'
- v ¢ . 1 ]
/.
\ /
i
fr
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. i 3
/
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Source

of Funds

Federal
State

Ot:her .
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Appendix 4-18. Source and Amonnt of'Project Funds.® -

/

Number of Proj.
Receiving Funds

* 333

100

92

LAY

Percent J&-Proj.

". Receiving Funds"

100.0 .,

30.0,

27.6)

Dollars

. Per Project'

$106,106.45
56,303.48

32,894.40




Appendix 4-19. Types of In-Kind Services
) Received by Projects

)
Type of Service \ Percent of Project
Received : Receiving Service (N = 333)

Office/Classroom Space 89.5

(3

Clerical A§sistdnce » 31.0

Instructional Services
Counseling Services

Telephone/Postage "




Appendix 5-1.

"Percentages of Institutional Administrators o

Who Gave High Priority to Different Higher . :

Education Goals by Institutional Type

N )

Two-Year Private Four- Public Four-

Higher Education Goal ' " Collages Year Colleges ngx_ggllgggs_
—_— = - == N o
N
Retain all freshmen throﬁgh degree "10 ) 30 18
¢Give each student individual atterition 61 \’ 6 54
+ Help disadvéntaged students succeed in 48 : 15 36
college : - ’
Develop studepts social skills = .70 .0 0. ~ :
» 4 J
Develop students academic skills 44 62 43 .
. K - ’ -
Remedy the'academic deficiencies of ’ 56 29 20 .
disadvantaged students" - :
Develop students aesthetic awareness , 3 0 0 '
Develowy students cultural awareness 0 ) « 15
Develop.éfudents consumer awareness ‘ 0 .1
and skiills ; .
Enhance the institution's academic 4 26 "~ 30
respectability . .
' Help- students analyze values and beliefs 8 52 24 “
Help students clarify career interests 78 , 31 30 '
and aspirations ' ° ]
Hélp‘étudents develop self-confidence 5 6 - 6 )
and self-esteem e
. . . \ * .
Help students learn to analyze ipforﬂ$~’ 4 12 20
tion and make decisions . -
Develop dn enthusiasm for learning 3 0 . 28
Prepare students for graduate or pro- 3, » 14 -
fession school ' '
Prepare stﬁdents to compete in the labor 57 15 32 .
market }
Prqpare students to assume leadership 4 -+ 49 15
:oles
. “

sf'.)

A-Zi' 240 ) )
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. Appendix 5-2. Percentages of Project Directors

\ Who Gave High Priority to Different -
\ Higher Education Goals by Institu- iy —
. \\ tional Type - : .
\ hd R » . -,
. . \ . Two-éar Private Four- Public Foux- ‘.
Highexr Education Goal .Colleges Year Colleges Year Colleges
-Retzin &1l freshmen through degree .30 14 - 44
Givé each student individual attention _ T34 31, 16
Help disadvantaged students succeed in | . 28 : 23 ° 23 -
college 3 R .
Develop students social skills ¢ R . 6 . - 90
Develop students academic skills ' 48, 92 . 55 «
. . - s ) 4
" Remedy the academic deficiencies of ‘ 41 . : 4ﬁ 36 .
\ d:lsadv&ntaqed students , . . L e S -
: '\Develop students aesthetic awareness S0 o ., 0
‘ De\(elop students cultural awareness 0 s . ; 7
vélo’p students consumer awareness .. 0 0 o )
_+  -and gkills - .
) Enhance “the institutibn's academic 1 ~ 0 10
; ,respectability . T . !
“ Help students analyze values and beliefs 32 31 13
.. Help students clarify career interests 50 8 - © 13 y.
.+ rand asairations : _ '
.~ Help students develop self-confidence - 19 . 6 14
4 and self-esteem ' ! -,
) Lo ’ « ¥ =
Help students léarn to analyze informa- - 30 86 51
tion and n:ake. decisi&n{ A . , ,
. Develop an enthusiasmfor learning 4 31 20 .
Prepare students for graduate or pro- 16 0 T 32
. fession school s y ' ,
- Prepare students to compete in‘the 1abor 49 2 42 \ 7
" market ¢ . - .. i . ) & .
Prepare students to assume leadership 20 21 26
roles ° . - \ . . )
’ -~ ' / 4
- < <
' ' ’ _- - ‘
N , A-22 . o
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Appendix 5-3. Institutional Administrators' Fesrception of
the Academic Credibility of the\SSDS Project for

‘e Adm. View of
: Proj. Credibility

FREQUENCY

y PERCENT
.  coreCT 2-YEAR PRIVATE PUBLIC .

, -~ .| COLLEGE 4-YEAR 4-YEAR TOTAL ,

2)POOR 15 0 ° 10| . 25

) R 4.60 0.00 2.90 | @ . 7.51
- . ' - 61.33 0.00 38.67 | ° .

v ‘ 12.37 © 0.00 6.81 .1, : 2

X 3) FAIR 35 .o, 12 50 ' 97

R S ] io.61 3.45 14.96 29.03 : #
‘ 36.55 11.90 51.55 '
, P 28.49 17.16 35.09 .
4) GCOD 52 39 53 143
. ' “15.57 11.71 15.79 43.06 .
36.15 ] 27.20 " 36.66 ‘
41.80 = .58.21 | 37,02 .
5)EXCELLENT | . 22 17 30 68 .
: |’ 6.46 4.95 8.99 20.40
. 31.65 24.29 44.06
S 17.34 24.63 ° 21.08
© TOTAL 124 67 142 333
- 37.24 20.12 42.64 100.00

STATISTICS- FOR 2-WAY TABLES

CHI-SQUARE 20.090 DF 6 PROB=0.0027

’
)\-

v 222 '
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Appéndix 5-4. Project Directors' §erceptions of the
Academic Credibility of the SSDS Project for:
Different Types of Institutions

O

PD View of ¢ _

Project Credibility ° . . .
FREQUENCY o .
PERCENT L
ROW PCT .
COL PCT 2-YEAR PRIVATE PUBLIC
, . COLLEGE 4-YEAR 4~YEAR .TOTAL
L) VERY POOR 4 0 0 4
P 1.20 0.00 0.00 1.20
100.00 . 0.00. 0.00 . \
3.23 0.00 ' 0.00
2)POOR 0 0 17 17 '
a \ 0.00" 0.00 5.25 5.25
0.00 0.00 100.00 ,
) 0.00 0.00 . 12.30 |
3)FAIR 50 17 © 39, 106
’ 15.12 4.95 11.57 31.64
‘ . 47.77 15.66 36.57 ,
40,59 24.63 . 27.14
4)GOOD © 54 26 © 45 124
Cle.12 ] 7.66 13.47 37.25
" 43.27 20.56 36.17 _
43.28 38.06 31.60
S5)EXCELLENT 16 15 41 72 s
© 4.80 4.50 12.35 21.66 .
22.18 20.79 57.02
) 12.90 < 22,39 28.97 e
7)MISSING 0 : 10 0 10
0.00 3.00 0.00 . 3.00
-1 0.00 106.00 0.00 ‘ .
i’ 0.00’ 14.93 0.00 -
TOTAL © 124 67 142 333
87.24 20.12 42.64 100.00

>

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

WARNING: OVER 5% OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED *COUNTS LESsS THAN S.

¢ TABLE IS SO SPARSE THAT CHI- SQUARE MAY NOT BE A- VALID TEST.
CHI-SQUARE ’ 85.376 DF = 10 - PROB = 0.0001
=24 4
e 22&{5; i




Appendix 5-5. Institution Administrators:® Perceptions of the
- Academic. Credibility of the SSDS Project for Different
Amounts of Contact of Project Directors With Other Programs

. : \ e

_Frequency S’f
PD Contact With -
Otper ProgramsJ

-~

- QUENCY Y L 4 )
PERCENT . .
ROW PCT . ¢ ~
,COL PCT 2) POOR '3)FAIR 4) GOOD 5) EXCELLENT TOTAL
< 1-PER DAY 0. 17 44 0 0
0.00 5.15 13.11 0.00 0.00
0.00 28.18 71.82 0.00
0.00 17.72 30.45 0.00
1 TO 2 PER DAY . 21 38 . 25 ‘ . 30 114
6.31 11.48 7.53 8.95 34.26
18.40 | 33.51 21.97 26.12 ‘
84.00 39.55 17.44 43.87
3 70 4 PER DAY 4 28 65 29 w126
1.20 8.50" 19,42 8.63 37.75
3.18 22.51 51.45 22.86
16.00 29.28 45.10 42,30
.5 + TIMES 0, 13 10 9 32
' 0.00’ . 3.90 3.00 2.82 9.73
0.00 ‘| 40.12 30.86 29.01
0.00 13.45 6.97 13.84 -
TOTAL Y25 97 143 68 333
7.51 29.03 43.06 20.40 100.00

s
STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

WARNING: OVER 5% OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED *COUNTS LESS| THAN 5.
TABLE IS SO SPARSE THAT CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT BE A VALID TEST.

CHI-SQUARE . h 74.611. DF= 9 PROB=0.0001

~




Appendix 5-6., Percentages of Project Director Participation .

.

Extent of PD '
Participation in
Decision-Making

No Participation
Some Partigipation
A Considerable Amount

An ExtensiJe Amount

In Institutional Level Decision-Making in
Different Types of Institutions

-

Two-Year Private Four- _, Public Four-
Collegés ear .Colleges Year Colleges
0] . 0] 7
28 ‘ — 34 12
21 T22 . ~ 25
51 a4 ¥ 56

o

2?513; : 7

A-26

-y
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Appendix 5-7. Percentages of Project Directors Indicating’
Various Levels ,0f Service on Institutional Decision-
Making Committees in.Different Types of Institutions

246

A-27

' Number of .
© Committees Two-Year Private Four- Publiec Four-
Served On Colleges Year Colleges year Cclleges
None 16 19 12
One 30 . 16 30
Two 42 12 41 =
Three or more 13 53 17
+
3

A
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Appendix 5-8.

Change in
s Administrative Problems

Decreased

o

- No change

Increased

a s

Distribution of Inst?tutional Administrators'
Responses to Question, "Has the Presence of
SSDS Project Increased or Decreased Adminis-

trative Problems?"

1=

80 .

167

86

“

A-28

oo
M
~i

. 7

Percent
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Appendix 5-9. Percentages of Institutional Administrators '

" . . Endicating That the SSDS Projects Had Befie- )

- ’ ficial Impacts on the Participating Students °*

. at Their Institutions

o
Type of Project Benefit . Percent Yes
. . . N -
Improved Academic Skills _ o 97
. Improved Social/Personal Skills 94
Improved Adjustment to Campus- : 99
e
/’ Y
7 H
X
r; ” !
. .
. .
' A~g94 &
Q '
WJ:EEE -
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Amount of Project Director Influence

Little -
Considerable

Extensive

A-30

Appendix 5-10. Percéntages of Institutional Administrators . N
o Indicating SSDS Project Had Impact on Insti- ¢ .
tution by Amount of "Influence Project Director
Believes He Had

' Percentage of Administrators

Indicating Project Impact ‘ .
<
74 /
\ .
. 77 ;
88
[
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

'S .

Appendix 5-11. Percentages of Institutional Administrators
Indicating SSDS Project Had Impact on Insti-
*tutipn by Title of SSDS Project Director
With Institution

-

.

Percent of Administrators

Rank of Project Director S “Indicating Préject Impact .
Director - ‘1 90

Professor . g , 6l

Dean . 4/ - ) 166 r

Othey ' ) e | 48

-

‘A

230
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Appendix 7—1.. Crosstabulation of Students' Self-Ratings
of Their Academic Skills (Spring) With the Hours
of Academic Counseling They Received

/ “ -
Self-Rating of )
Academic Skills
FREQUENCY
PERCENT l'{OURS .
ROW PCT o, _ . -
COL PCT 0 «1-2 3-4 5 + TOYAL _
' 972 477 119 162 .
1) POOR 537 f- 247 |- 70 71 925
12.98 5.97 1.69 1.72 22.35
58.05 | 26.70 7.57 7.68
22.11 | 23.15 23.65 20.52 X
2) ADEQUATE 1223 531 120 182 | - 2076
29.56 12.83 3.38 4.40 | ®50.17
58.91 25.58 6.74 8.77
50.35 | 49.77 | 47.30 52.60
. 3)GOOD 669 . 289 86 93 |, 1137
) 16.17 6.98 2.08 2.25 27.48
58.84 | 25.42 7.56 8.18
27.54 | 27.09 | 2905 | 26.88
TOTAL 2429 1067 296 346 4138
58.70  25.79 7.15 8.36 100.00
STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY: TABLES
.
. CHI-SQUARE 2.431 DF= 6 PROB=0.8761
N
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Appendix 7—é.~'Crosstabulation'bf Students'

. Reports of Academic Problems (Spring) With the
/ ' Hours of Pdrsonal Counseling They Received
/ Extent of *
Academic A
Problems
' N
: FREQUENCY o :
: PERCENT HOURS . ) '
ROW PCT” \
CgL PCT | 0 1 2-4 5 + TOTAL
‘ T
1307 207 122 79 L.
1)NOT A PROB. iea43 196 105 76 . 2020
39.56 4,72 2.53 1.83% 48.64
’ 81.34 9.70 . 5.20° 3.76

49.29 50.13 42,51 41.76

2)SMALI, PROB. 1268 144 100 | .« 74 1586
' 30.53 3.47 2.41 |© 1.78 3 °38.19

79.95 9.08 6.31 4.67

38.04 36.83 40.39 40.66
< 3)MEDIUM PROB. 422 51 42 32 547
. 10.16 1.23 1.01 “0.77 13.17

77.15 9.32 7.68 5.85 -

N 12.66 13.04 17.00 17.58
TOTAL 3333 391 247 .182 4153
80.26 . 9.41 5.95 4.38 100.00

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES
§

CHI-SQUARE 11.099 DF= 6 PROB=0.0854

A-33
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Appendix 7-3. Crosstdbulation of Stydents® Reports of
iR Campus Problemg (Spring) With the Hours of .
. Personal Counseling They Received -
.. ~ <
Extent of . .
gCampus h .. n e
Problems '
) FREQUENCY . : )
PERCENT v HOURS .
ROW PCT )
COL PCT 0 1, 2-4 5 + TOTAL
1317 207 123 80 .
1)NOT A PROB. 2446 280 176 124 13026
. 59.07 6.76 4.25 2.99 |+ 73.07
80.83 9.25 | . 5.82 4,10
73.61 71.61 71.54 68.51
2)SMALL PROB. 706 » 87 50 51 894
‘ 17.05 ¥ 2.10 1.21 1.23 21.59
78.97 9.73 5.59 5.70
21.25{/ 22.25 20.33 28.18 ///—\\\‘
3
3)MEDIUM PROB. 171 24 200 6 221 <
4.13 0.58 .| . 0.48 | 0.14 5.34
-l 77.38 10.86 9.05 2.71
J 5.15 6.14 *| 8,13 [ 73.31
TOTAL 3323 391 246 181 4141
; ' 80.25 9.44 5.94 4.37 100.00
‘ e STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES '
’ CHI-SQUARE 10.600 DF= 6 PROB=0.1015 o
' r'd
(4
1
. , ‘ 3
\)‘ . R ) v. - « :'v' A * ‘
ERIC - . 3 253, :
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Appendix 7-4. Crosstabulation of Students' Reports
of Personal Problems (Spring) With the

» . ] Hours of Personal pounseling They Received

Extent of
+  Personal
q Problems

FREQUENCY
PERCENT HOURS
ROW PCT/
. CoL pQr 0 1 2-4 5 + TOTAL
)y .
1307 207 123 80 .
- L. . . , . ‘
- ) 1)NOT A PROB. 2032 236 133 109 2510 O
‘ . . 48,95 5.69 3.20 2.63 60.47
§0.96 9.40 5.30° 4.34
60.97 60.36 54.07 60.22
2)SMALL PROB. -| 1079 21 94 56 |- 1350
o 25.99. 2.91 2.26 | 1.35 32.52 )
. 79.93 8.96 6.96 4.15 ' ,
32.37 1 30.95 38.21 30.94 ‘
3)MEDIUM PROB. 222 . 34 .19 16 291 -
. 5.35 0.82 0.46 0.39 7.01 N
¢ ) 76.29 11.68 6.53 5.50
- 6.66 8.70 7.72 8.84
TOTAL 3333 291 246 181 4151
80. 29 9.42 5.3 . 4.36- 100.00 h
- STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

" CHI-SQUARE . 7.924 DF= 6 PROB=0.2437




Appendix 7-5. Percentages of Students in Different
Participation Profiles By Sex of Stydents

-~

’

j

>

Participation Profile
Sex of ’
Student 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
* Male 33 {42 |35 41730 |41 |38 [37 |38 |37 | a1
Female 67 |58 | 65 159 |70 |59 |62 [63 |62 |63 | 59
a \ 4
\
< \ <
3
255
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Appendix 7-6.

t

Desiring D1fferent Levels of Educational Attainment

’

Percentages of Students in’Different Part1c1pation Profi]es

Educational

N Participation Profile
Level Desired o 12 ]3]alslel7s8]9 o

Some College 3 1 2 1 |1 1 2 3 2 3
2-Year Degree 3 181si4a6fa|2]s]3]a
4 or 5-Year Degree 20 1217 {15 |35 {15 [23 {14 {10 17 113 |14 ]
Masters Degree 22 {18 25 (18 |15 {26 {14 [20.(20 |18 |17
Doctorate 1 114 113 |15 116 17 121 {13 113 {13 n
Professional Degree |31 37 |33 |41 |45 |2. [45 |46 |33 [43 |42
Undecided 7 74 |5 14alalecirrle|l8g]o

"]
v

N\ é
e
J
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Appendix 7-7. Percent}ges of Students in Differen& Participation

X Profiles Expecting Different Levels of Educational. Attaimment v
. .

- !
i

A S

Educational ‘ Participation brofi1e
Level Expected o |1 l2]slalsle]l7]a]lo o
Some College wlsts|s!l@E ol ]|3s]s 5
_ | 2-Year Degree 22 |20 |22 |17 |20 [1a |10 a7 26, |19 |18
" . | 4 or 5-Year Degree 37 {41 {38 |30 |32™7T44 |39 {30 {33 |34 34",,w\\'
Masters Degree ¢ 13 |14 f20 |21 |18 14 |3 |22 i7-lar |7
& . |Doctordte 3 e a7 f2fpn|s|7]3
' Professional Degree N j1o 18 [ {15 {11 | j1a |8 1.5
Undecided x 4 {4 |3 /3|3 |5 |53 16]|3]7
4 . . ! ‘
'

e N\ L ws 257



Appendix 7-8.

Percentages of Students in Different
Participation Profiles Planning Different Types of Occupations

~

Occupational Participation Profile :

Area 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Office WOrger 9 3 7 7 4 3 4 7 8
Homemaker 1 '0 2 1 0 0 1 1, 1 1 0
Manager/Administrator 10 13 9 14 12 14 11 19 14 15 17
Professional 36 38 34 40 40 45 35 40 | .30 36 37
Protective Services 2 x1p 2| 2| 2 4] 2| 2| 3| 3 2
Sales s f{&x\\\ 2 2 2" 3 2 1 1 1 ~1 1
Teacher - 10 9 11 11 12 g8 21 9 12 10 10
Technical{Skilled ‘

Crafts e 5 12 le*| 12 10 11 8 12 8 11 13 12
Undc;idcd ; 8 6 6 () 6 4 7 5 9 5 6
Other 10‘ 11 15 14 7 12 13 7 7

- ¢ ir
t @
N
N )
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Appendix 8-1. Details on Logistic Multiple Regression Model

U

This appendix is a supplement to the analysis of the persistence outcome

discussed in the body of the réport, 3haptér 8. The statistical model

used is briefly described, and some details and examples of the interpre-
! -~

tations of the results are given. ’

-
.

The logistic multiple regression riddel used for the analysis of the per-
sistence is designed to predict the probability of each response category‘
of cqtegorical dependent variable érom the*linear compination of a set of
continuous predictor variables. The usual regressign procedures are in;
efficient in this application because of the catggorical qature of Jepen-
dent variable. The contingency{table models are practical only Qith.a smail

set of Yategorical predictors.

In the analyses used in this stud§ the outcome variable persistence was

coded as "1" if the student remained ‘enrollzd in college through the study,

otherwise it was coded a2s "0O". the four independent variables used in

the final analysis of the impact\of persistence three of them are categorical,
. ’ »

institutional type, profile, and dependency status. These variabies were

coded as dummy variables with 3, 10, and 2 d;mmy indices, respectively.

witﬂ the continuous independent variable student jncentivesx there were 16

independent measures. If the independent variables are called "X" and the

dependent variable "Y", then the procedure determines a set of coefficient

5
. 8's,
X;B = X 1By + X8y v kX 0B
Q . ’
ERIC . =
. . ( 20()
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3 ] » . »
T . ' where!l = 1 to n observations

. .

- . xii= 1 hence l,‘?s the intercept

82_— él? are the coefficients'of the 16 independent variables.

The assumption of the m@del “is that

exp(ij) :

P Y=1) =
rob ( = 1) T r exp(XiB)

(2)

From the above it can be seen that exp (xiﬁ) are the odds that the 1th
individual will persist. Further since

exp(xiB) ='ﬁ exp(xjiBi) (3)

the individual coefficients Bi when exponentiated yield multiplicative

coefficients determining an individual's odds. :

Table AB-1 shows the log odd coefficients and the odds values for the
bersisﬁence analysis reported in less detail in_Chapter 8. The coeffi-
cients for the intercept reflect the combination of the omitted categories

of the three categorical variables and the mean for the continuous variables.

~

Thus the interé@pt represents a student in a public four-year college, who

has, received ﬁb Ssbs —-like services, who is from a higher than averade income

farily and is living at home or in college housing, and ;s receiving $520.34

per year in grants or fee waivers. The odds for this "average" student .of

6.632 to 1 indicate a probability.of 0.869 of the student-completing the
‘ A}

academic year. L .
- 2
To obtain the odds fqr other rstudents the product of the intercept odds
* A

coefficient and the odds coefficients for the categories defiring the
studept'aze used. The odds for the ztudent who is average in all things

. | ‘ A-é%)'()




* N i

but services received and who got the full range of SSDS services, P:ofgge

|

10, would be 15.008, (6.632 X 2.263). 1If the student is in a private fo&r-
year institution and is receiving all types of SSDS service then the odds

of remaining enrolled are 34.8791 to 1, (6.632 X 2.324 X 2.263). To obtain

the odds for a student who has other than the average amount of Monetary
Incentive the multiplier used is odds coefficient given in the~tab1e raised
to the po%er of the incentive’ increment (in $100 units). For the student
who received $500 more in grants.and waiver than the average student the

multiplier used would be 1.013 raised to the fifth power or 1.067.

A-42 23{;1




Table A8-1. Logistic Multiple Regression Predicting Student Persistence

o
Predictor Log Odds Odds
" 8 B
¢ *Intercept l1.892 6.632
Institutional Type
Private two-year —k* -
Public two-year - -
Private four-year 0.843 2.324
T . Participation Profile
Profile 1 - -
Profile 2 - -
Profile 3 0.334 1.396
Profile 4 0.625 1.869
Profile 5 - -
Profile 6 0.727 2.068
Profile 7 - -
Profile 8 V- -
Profile 9 '0.715 2.044
Profile 10 0.817 2.263

Dependency Status
Independent -0.518 0.596
Dependent/Low Income - -

Pd

Monetary Incentives ($100's) 0.013 ' 1.013

***D = 0.03

7
*Value at intercept represents a student in a pPublic four-year institution,
who received no SSDS type services, and is living’at home or in a dorm

and froT/a family with a higher than average income.

**The "-" indicates coefficient is not significant at 0.05 level.

C e 2 . .
***The D statistic is comparable to R” of the normal multiple regression.
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