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EXgCUTIVE SUMMARY t 1

NATIONAL,EVALUATION OF 1HE SPECIAL SEkVICES
FOR DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS (SSDS) PROGRAM .

ACKGOUND

Ci

0111

This,report.describes the federally funded Special Services for Disadvantaged,40
Students (SSDS) prograle as it.existed duritig the

6

1979-1980acAdemic fear in
0 A

postsecondary educational, institutions across the country, and summarizes the

SSDSprogram's short:term impact on freshman students who received special,

services frbm ,the program in that year. A follow-up surrey, to be conducted

in the Fall of 1981, will lie separately reported in mid-1982; that survey will
-41

attempt tpip determine longer-term program impact on the same sample ofstudents,'

many of/Whom.will then be in their,juilior year in'their colleges and univetsi-
,'

ties.

The Hi hek Education Amendments of 1968e as further Amended in 1978 (P.L. 0 .

482), a thorized the Special Services for DiSadvaneaged,Students Program, and

defined' its ,functions as:

. .1

Programs of remedial and other Special services for students with
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 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 iniri,44, a postsecondary
education.

. r
SSDS gives proiect grant's to selected institutions of higher education that

have applied for funds under a competitive awardsystem..-In FY 1980, a total

of. $60 million was appropriated for SSbS:
-

I

Within the general design framework of the SSDS regulations, projects vary

widely in the services that they provide, their methods of selecting student

participants, their funding levels, and the numbers of students they serve.

1
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4
The naiona evaluation of he SSDS program is being c.onducted by system

.0,

Development Corporation under . contracrf,rom the Education Department's Office
. ,

of brogram Evaluation. One goalic'to describe a national sample of SSDS proj-

. . ects, and the institutions in w ich those projects operate, and to charactek4e

samples of students having diff rent levels of' articipation in project activi-

ties.s.A-setond goal is to d ermine the inipac f project participation on

students, persistence (completion of the Rcademi year)r progress (coupes .

attempted,and'completed), and p fOrmance (grade point average). Thii'.second
/

goal is given.somewhat less emp asis in the present report cause the most

important progrAm benefits-are likely to requiretwo or threfe years tilizishoal

their full impact. As noted earlier, a fol ow-up phase will assess longer -s

impact.
. .

E 7

OVERVIEW OF KEY FINDINGS : I

'Although the study,and.surveys ar,not yet 'complete, certain'important findings
% .

.t7..;7 1 %
, .. ,

.,.E.
relevant to policy. ars;beginning to emerge. These should be taken as prelimin-,

.., 4'
ary now--t6 be further investigated after the follow-up,suryy has been conducted..

Me 'key findings are that:

f

SSDS services are being focused, as intended, on economically and

educationally deprived students.
. ,

.1 1 ,._

There is some evidence (1 beneficial program impact on participati ng

, students. , < st,

Students receiving a full range of SSDS,servic's are more. likely to

. persist t4rough.& (theit freshman year (t only y ,r covered by this
r

report) than are students receiving few or no services.

Students receiving more services are likely to attempt and to com-

pl'ie more course units.

- Students receiving a-full range of SSDS services hare. lower grade-,

point averages than student r-ceivinq fewer services, but this

10 14 a\appears Lo :be vselection effect rather than a negative effect of

the services, i,e.\projects tend to conceptrate services on students

with poorer entry skil
t

2
2 1
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Minority and low-income participants receive lowegrade -point
s's

averages than otheft, a d take fewer j6ourse units, t their ber,7"

si ce through the -fr shman,year is no less.

, ,

, - Studepts receiving m e financial.aid are more lik y to persist ':

.

thrOugh their 'freshman year, and-terid.toattempt and'compltte.moie

course units'and to obt igher ades. (*S projects 90 not i

. 1 ; -

.provide or directly arrange financial aid for,students,- but the/S:

: may refer.ttudents to potential sources of aid.)

4
With regard' to SSDB'project characteristics:e

. .
".- Most project Directors are quite experienced, and tend to be members

ofminority groups, with more than half of them Black., . , .., i
- Many projects )1,aue relatively small numbers of regUiar professional

staff.meMbers,_02st'of whom are fairly experienced, augmented by
it ,

substantial numbers of students 1,:410,..work part time as titors; peer ,

.'
._

.

---.41.--counselors, etc.
4,. ) k'

- The average project has 414 participating students, approximatelyc
70 percent of whom are of minority groups,

of around $2,32,000. Some projects receive
.

local sources. but on tile-averade,Tdderal

almost 80 percent,..ef the total-project bud

and a total annual budget

fUnding fromistate and/Or
.1,

funding fok

get.

= .Most projects provide services .during the summer as well as du4ng
c N

the regular academic year- O r
.

- The average participating studentx,receives some'typ, of project
, .

service 14 times during the academic year, and has an average total

participation time"ofiAbout 14 hours. Larger projects telid to have
. .

, .

lower average costs per student hour of services. About half the

.project studentstreceive"tutoring; their average total amount of

tutorial time over the academic year is about 9 flours. Approxi-

mately a third of the project students receive special group instruc-

tion; the average total period of such instruction for this subgroup%

is around 20 hours. 12oughly two-thirds of participating students

receive and three-fourths receive orientation and/or

cult -relations services, but the to \al duration of such services

over the year is typically quite small (e.g,, one to four hour.$):
4

3 0
.
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METItODOLOGY
. ..

o
The, tudy focused on a nati rally representative sample 58)mature projects

... r

'(projects in continuous operation for at least three years including the study .
t )

9ear);r. Fdr reasons of cost-effectiveness, the sampling universe was defined

to,eiclude vocational/teChnical-schools institutions located outside the 48,

coterminous states, and prOjects whose Services were designed exclusively for

the phys'cally handidapped; however, these excruded institutions collectively
4

accounte for only about 5' pervnt of all hogt institutions.
. .

The sample from' each site comprised up to 200 students (180 freshmen and 20 of
..,

other levels) judged by the project to be eligible for project services: Some

Of the eligible students were already known to be participatingin project

activities at the ,time they were selected; other...s were not yet,participating,

but might in the normal course of events participate before the end of the
..,

. \.

'.' academic year. All projects were,told Lhat.they should apply their normal
.. ,

procedures for selection of students to receive services, without regard to
,

.

whe t her those students were in the study sample. Thus, the study used a nat-
,

,ural ariations design in which a particular sample student's pattern of par-
k

tiripation in project services could be defined only at the conclusion of the

academic year. The major purpose of inclpding students with different partici-

pation levels (including some students wild never participated in any special

. services) was tottermine whether' students with higher participati& levels

performed differently on the various outcome measures than those:with.lower,

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

teristids such'as economic status were related to the levels of special ser-
.

vices they received.

4,

Project and stitutionaldata were collected by mail surveys and face-
.

to-face interviews' administered to SSDS Project Directers and to institutional
) A

administratos once during the academic year, as 'well as by questionnaires ad-
,

einistered once to a4sample of institutional faculty members. Student data

were collected by mail surveys administeredto the sample students at the be-
,

ginning and end of the academic year, and by student transcripts collected at

the end Cr the year. Although not all students responded to the questionnaires,

r 4
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analysis revealed no important bias introduced by non-resbonses 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 were maintained for all participating students in

the sample institutions.

'aThis report's analyses of project impact are focused exci ively on students

who were freshmen in the study year, becaus3 such students provide the best

opportunity for follow-up surveys planned for the students' junior and possii.dy

senior years.

- RESULTS

Project Context and History

4> Of the host institutions represented by this study, 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 institu-

tions. Better than two-thirds of the, institutions had over 50 percent White s.\

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

nine-tenths of the'total enrollments. About 30percent of the institutions

had peer 50 percent Black students. Only 13 percent of the institutions had

over 10 percent Hispanics, and over a third reported no Hispanicistddents.
a

Most projects had grown considerably over the last three years in their numbers

of staff members, numbers of participating students, and funding. levels. The

largest percentage growth was in staff size, probably because ,of the projects'

increasing use of peer (student) tutors. Staff turnover o'er the three year4'

was fairly high with over a fourth of the projects experiencing more than a

25 neCent annual turnover rate.

Project Directors' Characteristics

Most Project rectors repor.ted more than five years' relevant experience.

Few Project Directors served full-time in this capacity, though most of the

nonproject activities reported were closely related to the functiops served by

5



.SSDS. Blacks constituted the largest group of Project Directors (almost 55

percent) and Whites the second largeit group (32 percent). in genera, projects

with larger pdrcentages of minority-group faculty members in the host institu-

tions hada higher probability of having 4nority-group Project. Directors.

Project.§taff Characteristics

On 'the average, projects had slightly over 35 staff members, but only 14 per-
.

cent of these worked full-time for the projects. Among staff members working

half-time or.more for their projects, better thanthree-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 educational level.

Over a fourth had a graduate degree, but almost another fourth had only a high

school diploma; most of the latter group of staff members were students in the

,institutionp.Nyiround 46 percent of the project staff members were minority

group members, compared with10.percent minority faculty members in the host

%institutions.

Characteristics of Participating Students

The average -number of participating students in sample sites was 41.4. About

49 percent of all participating students (clients; in the mature projects

represented by this study were Black, 29 percent White, 17 percent Hispanic,

and 5'percent other racial/ethnic groups? These figures compare with institu-

tional student body figures for the same year oc 20 percent Black, 71 percent

White, 6 percent Hispanic, and 2 percent students of other racial/ethnicgroups.

The most common eligibility criteria satisfied by participating students were

those of low family income and educational need. Rarely indicated criteria

included cultural need, physical disability, and limited English-speaking ability.

.ProjectResources 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-
,-
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cent received funds from other sources such as local contributions; the average

dollar amounts, among projects receiving such contributions, were about $56,000

and $33,000 for state and "other" funds, respectively. *As the total project

bl!dget increased, the percentage of that total accounted for by Federal dollar;

tended to decrease. Above the $325,000 level, in fact, Federal funding accounted

for substanti- ly less than half the total project budget. Most projects also

received free in-k d aid from their host institutions, e.g., office or class-

room space, free instr tional services, clerical assistance, office supplies,

etc.

Projects spent almodt as much of their state and Federal funds for administra-

tive costs as 117A ,--spent for actual service delivery. By contrast, twice as

much of the "other" funds A;Ir.espent for service-delivery as for administrative

costs.

Projects' Administrative Policies and Procedures

Over 80 percent of the Project Directors reported that their projects used the

registrar's or admissions office to identify eligible students. The most .

important sources used by students to learn of project services were other

participating students and student seivice organizations in the institutions.

Student needs for specific services wer9 generally identified thn,ugh staff

interviews with students, by staff evaluation of students' academic records,

ana by the students' own requests. In generbl, students' participation in

project services was 'usually voluntary, and there were few formal project

policies concerning when services'taa student should be ended.

Pr6ject Directors were asked who had the decision authority on various kinds

of decisions directly, affecting the project operations. In taareas--hiring

and firing of project staff, and project budget' allocations--decisiOn'authority

was reported by sizable percentages ot tbe Project Directors to lie outside
A)

the projects, i.e.; with institutional administrators.

.7
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Pro ects' Summer/Activities u

Pfactically all ,of the institutions (96 percent)"had some form of summer,

school. Seventy-two percent of the SSDS projec'tdireported summer project

activities, Which generally included counseling, 'needs assessment, and referrals

to other agencies. Less commonly Included were instructional'services, orienta-

tion services, and cultural servirces.' Budgets for project summer, activities

averaged only around $17,000, and involved only around eight or nine staff

members (mostly part-time) and about 50 particlpating students.

Interactions Between Projects andInstitutions"

Project Directors indicated that the four most important goals for their pro-

ljects were "Remedying academic deficiencies of disadvantaged students," "Develop-

.ing.sbudents' academic/cognitive skills" and "Giving each student individual

attention." Some Project Directors perceived large disparities between the

goals of the SSDS projects and those of the host institutions. These percep-

tions, if accurate; point to a source of possible coMpeting interests between

the projects and the institutions in the setting of institutional policies

affecting the projects.

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

Most Project Directors vie/ed themselves as active participants in institu-

tional decisions impinging on their projects, with almost three-fourths saying

- that they participated "to a large extent' or "to,a Considerableextent."'

Further, they perceived themselves as being-influential in the outcomes of

these decisions; four-fifths of the Project Directors felt they had "consider-

able" or "major" influence. These perceptions appear to conflict with the fact

that few Project Directors reported themselves to be members of many institu-,

tional committees; councils, or advisory boards, yet these organizations are

the very types that usually playstrong roles in shaping institutional policy.

8



Institutional Res onsiveness 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.tnt

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 substantial 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

°ther institutions it was believed to be on the student bodies.

Institutional administrators perceived littleproject impact on the institu-

tions' admissiolf, probation, or retention policies for their general student

bodies, but most said that there was beneficial impact on the project students'

academic performance and skills, their social /personal skills and self-concept,

and their adjustment to the campus environment.

Services Provided by P)ojects
4.a

Across SSDS projects, the average participating student received some type of

project service 14 tim6s during the academic year, for an _overage 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 with 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 services genprally decreased as the per-participant service

hours increased, indicating'an efficiency of scale for large project efforts.



Instructional Services

Most projects offered both group instruction (independent of regular credit

courses) and tutoring. Overall, about half the project students received

tutoring, and 31 percent received group instruction. Among those students

. who received tutoring, the average tutoring time over the academic year was

9 hours; the average group instruction time for students receiving such in-

struction was almost 20 hours. Both of these distributions were highly skewed,

however, -frith the bulk of projects concentrated in the region of low service

.hoUrs. Projects varied widely'in their percentage of total service time der

voted to each of these modes of instruction.

6

-Although many projects offered tutoring in a variety of subjects, English and

mathematics were the only subjects'in which any substantial numbers of students

were tutorea. Among students who were tutored,-the average tutoring 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 sccill,

science courses provided by substantially fewer projects. Among students re-_

ceiving group instruction, the average number'of hours received ranged from

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

Counseling, Referrals', and Needs Assessment

Counseling, as defined here to include the related activities of needs assess-

ment and referrals of stUdents to other, service agencies, was a major SSDS

activity, with almost all projects offering one or more types of counseling.

Furthermore, over two-thirds of the students in projects offering counseling

services received some type of'counseling, with the greatest emphasis being

on academic counseling. However, the actual numbers of hours provided over

the academic year toa typical participating student were quite small, ranging

on the aver'age'from just over one hour (creer counseling)-to two hoUrs

(academic counseling).

TV

10



Orientation and Cultural Servlces

As defined here, "Orientation" refers to project activitiee-Undertaken to

familiarize entering students with certain aspects of campuS and project re-

quirement4 and resources. "Cultural Services" include project efforts to

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

three-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 students receiving such services, was

about 11/2 hours; .the corresponding figure for orientation services was about

41/2 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 small(r percentages received Federal Guaranteed Loans or National Direct

Student Loans..

1.4 Fairly large percentages 6f 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 stu-

dents (from 23 percent to 52 percent depending on parental income 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, with

average earnings of around $2,500.

11
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Relationships Between Student Characteristics and Services Recdived

For all types of project services, the percentage of,,,lower-parental-income

students receiving,those services was higher than the percentage for students

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

targeting of project services to the less affluent students among those deemed

eligible for SSDS services. Further evidence of targeting of services was the

fact that lower-skilled 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 measures were examined. One set, taken from tran-

scripts, included the students' persistence (whether they were still enrolled

at the end of the year), their intensity of efforts (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

measures of Changes occurring during the academic year in the students' educa-

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

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

Since none of the second set revealed any consistent or interpretable relation-
'.

ships with participation data or program characteristics, the present summary

will focus on the transcript-derived outcome measures.

Patterns of speciarl services prcKrided 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. In all three of these cases, the relationship was positive,

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

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

*The teem "SSDS-like" reflects the fact that in 'some institutions, funds from
several 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 time 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 improve the
effectiveness of the overall SSDS program,
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services examined here had predicted odds of persisting (staying enrolled

through the freshman academic year) 2.26 times the.440 for students who re-

ceived no such services. The analyses for course units attempted and completed,

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

been among the stronger predictors of these student outcomes'..

,

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

students was associated with lower grade point averages, For ekaQes, the

mean GPA for students in the two profiles representing the largest amount of

received services was 2.25, whereas that for students in the two profiles re-

presenting the least searyices was 2.38. However, it is likely that this find-

ing simply reflects the fact that students with poorer educational background c.

'and poorer entry skills tend to be given more special servites: 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 importarit,
4

at least for the first academic year or two. If students do not stay enrolled

and complete courses, any benefits they might derive from the college exper-

ience are greatly limited automatically: Conversely, if they do stay enrolled

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

valuable to participating students despite the negative relatipnship found

between amount of services and grade point average in the student's' freshman

year.

Among the other potentially manipulable variables of special policy interest,

institutional acceptance of (regard for) project students was positively

associated With the numbers of course units attempted by and completed by stu-

dents. however, it is not possible to demonstrate the direction df causality,

if any causality exists.

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

the best overalX predictors when all four transcript-based outcome measures

13 ..)
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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

' grade point averages.

S.

Affiong Ae-conditibning variables sed in the analyses (i.e., variables whose
,

. S,

possible effects on the outcomes hod/d be'taken into account, but which are

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

of institution were the stronge t predictors. Minority group members tended

to attempt and complete fewer course units, and to make lower grades. How-

ever, minority students were as. likely as White students to stay enrolled

::through the academic year.
r

Size of the institutions' enrollment showed fairly large negative associations

with course units attempted 'and completed. That is, SSDS-eligible students in

larger institutions tended to take and c6mplete fewer courses.

Finally, students having More affluent parents attempted and completed more

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

financial incentives (grants and tuition waivers) were apparently highly

effective in offsetti the negative effects of poverty backgrounds for some

students; such incentives wer- stronger predictors of course units attempted

and completed, and of grade point averages, than the level of parental income,

at least within the income range found in this study.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODyCT1ON AND pACKGROUND

This report describes the federally funded Special Services for Disadvantaged

Students "(SSDS) program as itexistpd'Ouring the'1979-1980 academic year in
.

k

posts condary institutions across the country, and summarizes the SSDS program's

impact on participating students. More spifically, the present report addresses

tOp following questions:

ft, What kindi of students participate in SSDS projects, and what spe-

cial services do they receive?

What
,

kinds of postsecondary institutions have SSDS projects?

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

anottyhat are their staff, characteristics?

What short-term impact does SSDS have on participating students'

ar:ademic.performance?

What types of SSDg'activities are most beneficial to participating

students?

While this report does deal with the issue of program impact, its major emphasis

is on dedtriptive issues - -on charactekizing the SSDS projects and the services

: that those projects provide to participating students. The reason for this des-

criptive focus is *:at the most importantrprogram beefits (e.g., improved stu-.

dent retention and'humber of _courses completed) are likely to require two or

three y ars to snow their full impact. Earlier studies of SSDS ancl similar pro-

grams h. e sho the difficulties of detecting impact.covithin 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, will address the longer-term program effects on students who received

SSDS services starting in AY 1979-1980, as evidenced by student transcripts

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

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

siderably greater depth than the present report.

13
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The remainder of this chapter is organized into two sections. First, an over-

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

Then, the context, goals, and scope of this evaluation are discussed.

5

A. Overview of SSDS Program

The Higher Education Amendments of 1968, as further amende,f in 1978 (P.L. 94-482)*

authorized the Special Services for Disadvantaged Students Program, and defined

its function as

'programs of remedial and other special services for students with
academic potential who are enrolled or accepted for enrollment at
the institution. . . and who, by reason of deprived educational,
cultural, of economic background, or physidal 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-
secondary education.

SSDS gives p oject grants to selected instaitutions of higher education which

have applie for funds under a competitive award'system. In FY 1978, a total

of $49 million was appropriated for SSDS; in Fiscal Years 122and 1980,the
---

figures were $55 million and $60 million, respectively ,s In the 1979-80 acadinic

year, grantees included 131 public 2-year colleges, 11 private 2-year colleges,

243 public 4-year and 129 private 4-year colleges and universities, 27 voca-

tional- technical schools, 15 agencies, and ohe consortium.

Based on program records for all SSDS projects in 1978-79 (the latest year on

which data are available), 49] projects that year served a total of 148,000

students; of these, approximately 63,000 were Black, 25,000 His nic, 50,000

White, and the rest of other racial/ethnic groups. Major cat ories of project

activities recorded for that year included:

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 coned .

to
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C

Special Activities for
Physically Disabled.

'4.

Student Orientation

Academic Counseling'

Personal Counseling

Career Counseling

Skills Center

r

Reentrance Counseling

Graduate Counseling

Tutoring

Curriculum Development

. Reading Skills

Drug Abuse Prevention

Each SSDS grantee (host institution) may provide a different set of SSDS acti-

vities wit411 the design framework of the regulations. Projects alAo vary. in

their methods o selecting student participants,- with some projects actively

seeking tb identify students who meet certain eligibility criteria and then

encouraging their participation, while other projects.publicize their services
)

but leave it more to the students to seek those services.

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

tions; within those regulations, they vary.widely in their mix of services pro-

Vided, their funding levels and use of those funds, and their methods of

selecting students to receive,SSDS services. It is Plso important to note that

many host institutions have a number of different Federal, state, and locally

funded prograTs designed to help disadvantaged students, and such programs

freguentlx offer services SiMp_ar or identical to those provided by SSDS. Funds

from these various sources are often combinedfby an institution i manner that

makes it extremely difficult to ascertain which services received(eceive 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

themselves, is not a pure SSDS-funded project but a composite supported by 4

multiple programs. The perspective of this report takes into account the full

range of SSDS -like services received by students in the evaluation, regardless

of the funding.source.

B. Background, Goals, and scopd of Study

The national evaluation of the SSDS Prograa Is being conducted by System

Development Corporation for the Education Department's Office of Program Evalua-

tion (OPE) under Contra t 300-78-0356. OPE's major function is to evaluate
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fedarally funded edu ation programs, and the present, study was approved in the

OPE Evaluation ken foY FY 1978. /
k

The only previous national study of SSDS was performed by Educational Testing
4

SeLviCe and;Res4arch Triangle in'1971. At tha time the SSDS Program has been

operational for only one year, and no program regulations, had been issued; thus

the program and the projects were still in the process of organizing and de-

fining the services to be delivered. In addition, the study did not identify

which- sampfe students were SSDS project participants, so that it was not 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 student from an SSDS
. .

project.

p

As noted earlier, the emphasis in this report is orCIdescriptions of SSDS pro-
.

jects and the environments provided by the host institutions.- The report

describes the projects in terms of client characteristics, staffing patterns

of services offered and -ctiAally provided to participants, project resources,

and procedures and materials utilized for needs assessment. T1-..e study also

describes the institutional environments in terms of the student body composi-

tion, faculty and administrative composition, support services, and resources.

Finally, several outcome dimensions are examined for evidence of possible short-

term SSDS Program impact. These include students' grade point averages;

courses attempted and successfully completed; dropout rates; the perceptions

of students, faculty, and institutional administrators concerning the SSDS

prbjects' beneficial effects; and reported project effects.on the institutions
(

themselves.

4

1

As further discussed in Chapter 2, the student. sample -for the impact analyses

.consists of. individu4ls who were entering frephmen in the 1979-1980 academic

year. The decision to focus the impact 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 fo:k.low-up data7collection efforts scheduled

4

1-4



for 1981-82 and possibly 1982-83; this, in turn, was intended to increase tbe

potential sensitivity of the study to any longer-term program impact on the

students' academic performance.

1

C.:
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CHAPTER 21 STUDY DESIZ T AND METHOPOLOGIN

This chapter describes the study's methodologx, including the sampling design,

the data-collection instruments, and the proced s used to administer those

instruments. First, a brief methodological oVervie (Section A) is presented.

This overview is intended to give/non-technical reade , and readers who simply
...

, want to know the study findings*without getting into pro dural details, enoughoe,\,

\ontextual information to interpret those findings. For th -e who wish to know
.

. more about the study's methodological underpinnings, Sections through E

discuss in somewhat greater depth the sampling procedures; the data-collection

instruments and procedures; rates of missing data, and potential effects of the
b

missing data on data quality; ane. certain procedures followed in this document's

reporting of the study findings.

A. Design Overview

As noted in Chapter 1, this study has two general objectives: to describe a

national sample of SSDS projects, the institutions in which those projects

operate, and samples of students having different levels of participation in

project activities; and to determine the impact of project participation on
4

students, persiitence, progress, and performance. To meet these Objectives

a two-stage sampling procedure was used, with the first stage being the selec-

tion of a rationally representative sample of.58 mature projects (projects in

continuous operation for at least three years including the study 4year), and

the second beinli the selection from each site of a sample of up to 200 students
.$
judged by the project tobe eligible for project services. Some of those

eligible students were already known to be participating in project activities

at the time they, were selected; others were not yet participating, but 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

selection of students to receive. services, without regard to whether those

studentswere\in the study sample. Thus, the study used a natural variations

design in which a particular sample student's pattern of participation in

project services could be defined only at the conclusion of the academic year.

2-1
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This is in contrast to experimental or planned variations designs where stu-

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 facento -face

interviews administered to SSDS Project directors and to institutional

administrators once during the academic year, as well as by'questionnaires

adrainistered, 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 project staff Members 'completed a

participation record every time any student or group of students received some

type of project service; these records were maintained forall participating

students in the sample institutions, not simply for those students in the

study sample.

In reporting the dat, all project-level and institution-level statistics are

weighted to provide estimates of the population parameters f9f the 333

institutions/projects from which those samples were drawn. Ail student -level

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

the projects and institutions to provide the information necessary to determine
.

sampling fractions for the student subpopulation from each institution. T is

report's analyses of project impact are focused exclusively on students who

were freshmen in the studyyear, because such students provide the best oppor-

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

senior years/

B. Sampling

The sampling procedures were designed to provide a representative sample of

SSDS projits, 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

nationally representative sample of postsecondary institutions hosting SSDS
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projects, and the second was the selection of three samples of students enrolled

in each sampled institution: a sample of SSDS-participating freshmen, a sample
,

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 two-phase evaluation sampling process was to determine the

projects, the hoSt institutions, and the students within those institutions who

would be stnted in the SSOSeevaluation. Stratified random. sampling procedures

were Used to select the evaluation sites; these procedures helped to ensure that

the final sample would bet representative of the population of interest, that it
would yield reliable estimates of the programs' characteristics and impacts,

and at the same time would not put an -undue burden on the projects themselves.

The procedures used in selecting the institutions/projects are further &scribed
below.

The second phase of the sampling was the selecti6n, from each sample institution,
of up to' -100 freshman SSDS participants, up to 80 comparable freshmen who were

eligible for SSDS participation but who were/ not participants at the time of
selection, and approlgimately 20 SSDS 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

(SSDS - 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."

k
1. Institutional Sampling Design and'Procedures

The study population was defined to include only "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

2

*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.
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evaluations of projects that were still in their developmental phases. Id

addition, the study population was limited by cost considerations to projects

located in institutions within the coterminus states and the District of
4

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

serving only the physically handicapped, as these were felt to be distinctly

different from the rest of the projects; however, projects that served some

fiandicapped students under one of...several program components were not excluded.

Finally, projects in vocational or technical institutions were excluded, as

there were only three such projects and the cost of representing them adequately

In the study qample would have keen disvoporti&lately high in relationto

their share of the total SSDS resources. These restrictions defined the study

population as a- et 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
1

subjected to quantitative analyses (clustet analysis, and analysis of variance)

to select a final subset of three stratification variables. One stratification

I ariable was the host institution's type of control (i.e., public or private
4- )

f ding), and a second was the. institution's highest offering (two years vs.

four years or more). These two variables wete selected because they are related
,

to the types of students, the students' academic backgrounds, and their financial

needs at the host institutions. The third stratification variable selected

was, the racial/ethnic c8position of the project's participating students;

this variable was chosen because analysiS of variance showed it to be signi-

ficantly related to differences in the project participants' dropout rates in

an earlier academ*c year, and thus might also be related to this study!s out-

come measures. The three groups formed by the third variable were projets

with 45 percent or more Black participants; projects with 45 percent or more

i Hispanic, American Indian; or Alaskan native participants; and projects where

no minority ethnic group comprised as much as 45 percent of the total.
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An analysis of thc candidate universe revealed that almost half of the pro-

jects expected to have fewer than 100 participating freshmen. Since these

projects were in general smaller, and had less funding, 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 100--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

numberspf expected students. This tended to Make the sample more represen-

tative,las it led to the sample's including more students from large projects

than froM small projects, and thus reflected the fact that most of the total

populion 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 second 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 for SSDS services, and comparable in-

general background to the participating freshmen, but who were not participants

at the ti~n of selection; and, finally, a sample 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 ask d to complete a Form for List-

ing SSDS Eligibles and Participants. One lis provided by the project included

all of tree freshman students who were recei ing or had received SSDS services

2-5
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Public
4-Year+

Private
4-.Year+

Public
2-Year

Private
2-Year

STRATA AND SUBSTRATA DESCRIPTION

Predominantly Black

Predominantly Other

Minorities

No Dominant Minority

Predominantly Black

Not Predominantly
Black

Predominantly Black

Not Predominantly
Black

All Projects

Under 100 Freshmen

.100 Freshmen or More

LUnder 100 Freshmen

100 Freshmen or More

[. Under 100 Freshmen

100 Freshmen or More

U- nder 100 Freshmen

,100 Freshmen or More

U- nder 100 Freshmen

0

100 Freshmen or More

'Under 100 Freshmen

L100 Freshinen or More

rUnder 100 FreshMen

100 Freshmen or More

[

U- nder 100 Freshmen

100 Freshmen or More

TOTALS:

POPULATION
CELL
SIZE

29

39

9

9

40

26

36

12

22

3

24

24

34

20

9

3

333

SAMPLE
.SIZE

3

10

1

5

4

6

` V 3

3

2

2

2

6

3

5

1

2

58

4,3

Figure 2-1. Institutional Sampling: Summary of Final Strata, Cell Sizes, and Sample Sizes



at the time the form is>complebed. 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 partiapants---but who were not receiving SSDS

service., The third list included up to 80 participating students who were not

freshmen. In addition to this information, the project specified which

eligibility criteria eachlstudent met, and provided a three-pqint rating of the

amount of SSDS service the student needed.

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

each institution. the' list of SSDS-participating freshmen was stratified into

64 categories based on their eligibility criteria. This 64-category scheme

was defined by the cross-Classification Of Live 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 categories for students whb had n(57'low, moderate, and high economic

needs. For each of the four remaining eligibility criteria (the limited-

English speaking ability, the physically handicapped, the deprived cultural

background, and the deprived educational background) there was a dichotomouS

index that identified students meeting the particular criterion.

Using the above definitions, a stratified random sample of 100 particip#ting

freshmen was selecte'l from each institution having at least that number of such

particinants.. The same stratification was applied to the list of eligible,

but non-pArticipating freshmen at that school; from this list, a,sample of 80

ion- participant freshmen was selected so as to approximately match the distri-

bution of participating 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 criterfa were included in
the Study. Also, because differences in the institutions' opening dates,

some projects sent their lists of participating and eligible students earlier

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

2-7
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t,
participating freshmen early in the academic year, and' were allowed a more

extended time period for providing the required lists of students; approxi-

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

the remaining projects requixe&-mr, to mid-December.

C. Data-Collection Instruments

Data for this study were collected using mail questionnaires, interviews, and

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

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

Student Surveys maildd to a sample of-freshman students (the'"impact

sample" described above in Section B) in the Fall of 1979 and again

in the Sprung of 1980. The Fall Survey asked about the students'

educational and personal backgrounds and experiences, their recent

educational performance and aspirations, their (self- perceived)

academic abilities; the types of problems they had encountered in the

postsecondary institutions, and the types of SSDS-like services they

were receiving within the - institutions. The Spring Survey repeated

some of the questiOns about the students' academic abilities, their

educational and occupational aspirations and expectations, and the

problems encountered, so as to provide indiCes of change in those

dimensions over the academic year. In addition, a new set of questions

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

tional expenses, and their sources of funding to,meet those expenses.

r A Project Director Survey and a Project Director Interview. The

Survey, mailed to Project Directors in the Fall of 1979, was designed

to obtain information about the Directors' personal and academic back-

grounds, their prior relevant experience, and the SSDS projects'

staffing patterns, budgets, and operating policies and procedures.

The Interview, administered by'SDS sLaff in the Winter of 1979-80,

elicited the Directors' perceptions of the projects' goals and impact,
--,-*

their relationships with the host institutions and the students served

and the communication and decision-making practices within the projects

and between projects and host institutions.

2-8
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An Institutional Survey and an Institutional Interview. The Survey

was mailed in the Fall of 1979, to he institutional administrator at

each sample site responsible for the SSDS project and similar programs

on campuf,._,It requested information regarding the institutions'

types of programs or services. (outside of the SSDS projects) provided

to disadvantaged students; the funding levels and .revenue sources for

such services; the student body composition in terms of ethnicity/race,

family income level's, and sex; the faculty and .administrat3.ve staff

composition; and the institutions' policies regarding admissions,

probatiffi, retention,.and graduation. The Institutional Interview,

administered in the Winter of 1979-80 to the administra43 responsible

' for academic policy, was used to obtain, information about theinstitu-

tions' goals, the'character of the relationships between SSDC projects

and their host institutions, and the administrators' perceptions of
?

how the projects had affected the ,institutions, their policies, and

their practices'.

A Faculty Survey, mailed to ten non-SSDS faculty members in each host
P

institution who were nominated by either the SSDS Project Director or

an administrator of the institution. This instrument requested infor-

mation regarding the faculty members' previous experience in assisting

. disadvantaged students,. their interactions with project students, and

their perceptions of the projects' impact on participating students

and on the institutions themselves.

Student Participation Records completed.by project staff members

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

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

eligible, freshman students in the impact sample,these recor,!s were

completed for all dtudents in the institutions who received project

services. Each record included the name(s4 of the student(s)

receiving the service, the naive (s) of the staff member(s) providing

the service, the specific nature of the service (individual academic

counseling, group instruction, etc.) And the time duration of the

service. Four types of record forms were used, depending on the it
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service being recorded: an Instructional Service4,Re ords; a Record of

Needs Assersment, Counseling, and Referral Services; a Record of

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 informat. n About the project eligibility

criteria met by each student and the students' relative leve of need

for project services.

Transcripts requested at the end of the academic year from host

institutions for all freshman students in the impact sample. Informa-

tidn used from these tranvcripts included the students' courses

attempted and compleledi their grade point averages,. and their enroll-

Ment status (active or terminated) 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 ar.d further explicated through

interactions with a Policy Advisory Group and a special advisory

panel of SSDS Project Directors.

Based on the refined goals, more specific research que.st'ons were

defined. Thesein turn were translated iktto a detailed list of data,

requirements.
e

o' After a review of the data requirements by the Department of Educa on

and the study's advisory groups, and an-analysis of possible sour es

for each data requirement, preliminary specifications were prepared

for a set of instruments designed to elicit the desired informatiOn*.

Draft instruments were developed, and again reviewed by the Depart-

! ment of Education and the advisory groups. In addition, small-scale

clinical trials'were conducted with the Project Director Survey and

the Student Survey to determine the time requirements for respondents
c

to complete the instruments under realistic field conditions and to

identify potential problems in administering the instruments.

2-10
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Minor modifications were made to reflect the results of tith clinical

trials, and all instruments were then submitted for clearance to the

Federal Eduational Data Acquisition Council (FEDAC). After FEDAC

clearanbe, the instruments were reproduced in preparation for subse-

quent data-collection activities.

D...Data-Collection Procedures and Data Quality

Data collecti took place during and immediately following the 1979-80

racademic ye The Eligibility Forms were collected from projects by mail at

the beginning of the year, and provided the basis for selection of students in

the impactAample. Most of-the Student Surveys were collected at the beginning

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 in the Fall of 1979, while

the Project Director and Institutional Interviews were administered 'and

Faculty S rlieys were distributed during site visits in the winter of 1979-80.

PartiCip tion Records were collected by mail over the entire academic year,

and study t transcripts were requested at the end of the year.

In preparation for these data-collection efforts, one-day r ntation, work-

shops were held with directors of all cf the participating'pro pots in April

1979, to familiarize them ;filth the general types of instrument and with Ell .

planned data-collection procedures, to answer their questions about the study,

and to solicit their suggestions and ccAments regarding tine 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
4the projects and their host institutions. Enclosed with the manuals were

copies of the Eligibility List forms and of the Participation Recotds which

were to be completed by the projects.

Thb site visits and interviews were conducted by regular SDC staff members

with extensive experience in working with educational institutions and in a

wide range of'data-collection procedures inclUding.interviews and observations.
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These data collectors participated in the orientation workshops Or the Pro-

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

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

as their administratidn involved a number of stages covering a considerable

span of time. The first mailing of the Fall Survey was in November 1979;

several weeks later than originally planned because of delays in receipt of

the Eligibles Lists from the projects, and the consequent delays is selection
/

of the sample students. At the option of the Project Directors, the survey

forms were sent directly-to students participating in 9SDS services, or to the

Project Directors for distribution to the studerr in the deep 8T non-parti-

cipating eligible 'students, all forms were sentdirectly to the students. A
second surveysurvey mailing was sent in early December, 1979, to all' students who .

had not responded to the initial mailing. Around 4,000 surveys had been re-

ceived by that point. Finally, in January,-1980, when about 5,300 surveys

had been received, arrangements were made with locAl site personneZ,to tele-,

phone remaining non-respondents, urging them to 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 compariscts on outcome measures such

as the. students' educational expe:tations. Nevertheless, it was important to

obtain as high a response rate as possible, regardless of the date of receipt,
vir

because the Fall -Survey contained questions about students' background and

.demographic characteristicd that were not repeated in the Spring Survey,

The Spring Student Survey was first mailed in late April, 198Q,Olong with

stipend checks to encourage 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 of about 5,800 surveys (54.6 percent of

those mailed out) were received.

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

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

58 sample sites are weighted to provide estimates of the population parameters
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for the 333 institutions/projects from whic those sample sites were drawn.

To obtain these population estimates, the ata for each site were weighted in

inverse proportion to the sampling ratio for the cell from which that site was

drawn. For example, the sample included '3 projects that expected fewer than

100 freshman participants and that were in public 4-year institutions with a

predominantly Black student body (see Figure 2-1); the population cell from

which that sample was drawn included 29 sites,sso the sampling ratio was 3:29

and the weighting factor for those sample sites was 29:3. By contrast, all

student-level data presented in this report are raw data, as in many cases.no

reasonable estimates of population parameters were available for the student

variables.

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

presented in pie charts, bar diagrams, or simple cross-tabulations, without

accompanying inferential statistics (correlations, levels of significance,

etc.). Wherever the text refers to a relationship between two variables, that

relationsh4) was statistically significant at the .01 probability level.

F. Data Quality

This section is colic?rned with data quality, as judged primarily by the amount

ormissing data and by available wridence concerning possible response bias

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

the percentage of cases in which a giyen type of instrument was Mt returned

by an intended respondent to SDC, and the number a.-Ad 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 5.nstitutional

administrators were 100 percent completed, and there were no indications of
w

erroneous or miscoded responses. Responses on the Project Director and

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.
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Even in the Fall and Spring Student Surveys that were returned, response rates

on the great maiority of items were at least 95 ercenl. The exceptions to

this general 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 transcripts received by SDC were over 99

percent usable. In summary, the level of item completion, and so'far as c

be determined, the quality of the responses, was remarkably high for allpf

the returned instruments.

Turning now to the issue of the return rates for the instruments as a whole,

thOse rates varied widely across the different types of instruments. For the

Project Director and Institutional Administrator Surveys and Interviews,

responses (instruments) were received for all 58 institutions/projects. Ot

580 Faculty Surveys sent out, 481 (83 percent) were completed and returned. In

91 percent 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. Sincevithe analysis plan called for the faculty

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

all projects. No estimates of sample bias can be made.-for the faculty members

as no independent information is available concerning the sampling frame of

faculty members.

Transcripts were desired for the 6,866 freshman eligibleg who returned at least

one Student Survey (Spring and/or Fall); however, 1007 (15 percent) of these

students returned a form with their Surveys indicating that they did not wish

their Surveys to be sent to SDC, and these requests were honored. Of the 5,859

transcripts requested of the schools, 97 percenc were received; apparently,

errors in the social security numbers used to identify the students of interest

accounted for the remaining 3 percent. To assess possible 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-

ciipts were riot received. The variables examined included persistence rates
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(as.determined from the students't responses in their Spring Surveys to a

question,about whether they had left the institutions), changes in students'.

self-ratings of their academic ability, and the extent of the students' par-

sticipation in SSDS and SSDS-like services. No significant difference was found !

betweere two groUps on any of these measures, which indicat that response

bias due to the loss'of some transoripts was probably not a se us 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, the numbers of missing Surveys are sufficiently large to warrant

some concern about posible response bias. To test for such bias, 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 foundion two of these six variablc:s. kstudents returning

their Surveys, 51 percent were classified as economically deprived, while 48

percent of students not returning their Surveys were so classified. There

were no significant differences 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 small amount 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 returning Surveys had a mean

level of 2.22. This small difference is significant only because of the large

degrees of freedom in student-level analyses. When the data were analyzed with

projects as the unit of analysis, no significant differences were found between

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

Additional analyses were performed to determine whether the small but significant

differences det;cribed above between respondents and non-respondents were likely



to make any meaningful differences in the student-level findings reported in

this study. For these analyses a set of student weights was calculated fc

each institution, such that the weighted data for students returning. their

Surveys'would have the same distrib4ition on eligibility 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.g., persistence rates, grade point averages,

course units completed, educational aspirations and expectations) were com-

puted for each student, using both the raw values and the weighted values.

T'-testS.did not show significant differences 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

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

received, 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 from the findings cited in this report. Our

conclusion, 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

all students to whom Surveys were mailed had returned those forms.
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CHAPTER 3. THE SSDS PROGRAM FROM THE FEDERAL PERSPECTIVE

All of the chapters that follow this one are based on information obtained from

individual SSDS projects,, from the institutions hosting the projects,and from

students in those institutions. This information, while extremely relevai' to

the goals of the present study, is necessarily somewhat restricted in its pers-

pective and tends to reflect local goals, priorities, and experiences. The

present chapter is intended to provide a broader and more comprehensive view

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

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

Workfor considering the more site-specific data reported in subsequent chapters.

Information for this chapter was obtained through interviews conducted with a

number of Education Department officials in the Office of Planning and Budget,

the Office of Postsecondary Education, and branches of the Division of Student
o ,

Services within the Office of Postseconda i, Education.
,

This chapter is organized into two major sections corresponding to the two gen-

eral types of information collected in.the interviews. The first section syn-

thesizes information gathered from program officials concerning SSDS program

goals, accomplishments, and constraints. The second section describes several

extremely important processes by which legislative and administrative mechanisms

are activated to authorize.program funding; to develop rules and regulatic.

to establish a specific appropriation; and to guide the disbursement of those funds.

It also describes a final process by which the Office of Postsecondary Education

and the Grant Procurement and ganagement Division monitor local projects.
4,

A. Program Goals, Accomplishments, and Constraints

Student-Related Goals !

All of the program officials interviewed agreed that the major goal of SSDS is

to help disadvantaged students to persist in,their postsecondary studies and to

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

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

ofrespondents indicated that successful completion of college is an end in
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its lf, and an adequate justification for the SSDS Program; another perceived

coll e as the first step, and graduate scaool as the ultimate goal; a third

felt that SSDS will help to equalize educational opp/ortunity and fulfillment;

and still a fourth viewed the ultimate goals as improved class mobility for

disadvantaged students, an increased earning and,tax-paying capacity, less

crime, and less public welfare. Nevertheless, these variations did ,Aot obscure

the universal perception among respondents tat SSDS should improve the ex-

periences and success of, disadvantaged students in their postsecondary-level

education.

It was generally agreed by program officials interviewed that SSDS`is designed

to provide supplemental programs at institutions in order to herp students re-

main in schodl. Sur.h programs include remedial education, tutoring, professional .

and peer counseling, employment services, etb. These program officials feel

that such services should help to build students' self-confidence and self-

concept, and to assist them in maneuvering through a foreign environment in

such a way as to ensure their academic and psychological survival. SSDS ser-

vices are targeted to help student. improve on both cognitive rand affective

levels,'in order to assist them in .reaching their maximum potential. It is

thoujht by some program officials that the resources provided by SSDS are cru-

cial not only in Helping students to become competitive with other students,

but also in assisting them to become independent of SSDS and other such special

programs so that they can take advantage of the full range of academic offer-

ings at Institutions.

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 language

the legislation with regard to this. Some respondents feel that techniques

must be developed to train and educate the disadvantaged so they can compete

with other students in the same institutions. There was also considerable

feeling that institut.ions 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.

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 facilitate the integration of

disadvantaged 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 location within the institution.

Consistent with these perceptions of need for institutional commitment was the

almost unanimous opinion among respondents that SSDS 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 financed 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 differences seemed to

r'pect the cxten£ to which they have contact with local projects. Most offi-P
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 graduation rates o4 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 smaller institutions

have received state funds to aid disadvant4ged students, in addition to SSDS

funds;'this, according to some officials, may have resulted from the institu-,

tions' increased commitments to the disadvantaged, which may in turn have re-

sulted from the SSDS experience.
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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 Education that was conducted by the Department of

Health, Education, and Welfare; based on this study, it was determined that,

when one of the SSDS eligibility criteria changed from a lip percent poverty

level to a 150 percent poverty level,* the population eligible for SSDS more

than doubled, going from 1.4 million to 2.9 million young people in the 18-24

year age range. Only 1 percent of this eligible population ever enrolls in

college, and only 2.5 percent even attempts college 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.

These statistics strongly suggest an extremely broad-based need for the SSDS

Program. At the. time of this writing, only 600 schools across the country are

funded from about' 3600 institutions for higher education. Some respondents

feel, based cn the numbers of applications received from institutions, that

there is a substantial need, for additional Federal money for SSDS. They also

believe that the applications 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 widened recently, as a result of worsened economic conditions and of de-

ceased reading capabilities in the general population.

Program Constraints and POssible Solutions

There 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. In 1979, 729 applicants asked for $85 million,

and only 75 percent (556 projects) were funded at a total of $55 million. In

*The "150% poverty level" refers to ind_ iduals or families with total income
of 150% (or half again) the officially defined poverty level.
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1980, 790 applicants requested $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 closei to 14 percent. Not only has the

number ofd funded project's not increased to meet .the ,enormous need, but even

the operational projects have seen their grant awards reduced to a minimum,

with anything viewed as a luxury (trips, etc.) eliminated from their budgets

to spread the money as far as tit will go. The program officials interviewed

pointed out thatiFederal regulations require full-tervice projects, yet many
41

SSDS projectsare not funded at an adequate level to ensure a complete range

of services.

While the respondents were unanimous in viewing funding 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. Some respondents feel that the 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 levei\for SSDS should be in-

creased to two-to-four times its present level. Others feel that the Govern-

ment's objective should not be to subsidize institutions by increasing the

F9deral support, but rather to provide "seed money" as leverage for schools

to 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 inflation, if it is t cntinue

to fulfill its function.

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

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

Reauthorization: Production of law providing for continued existence

of the program.

Regulations: A process that defines the legislative and operational

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

that describes how the appropriation will be spent.

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.

of these processes is described separately in this section._ It should be

noted, however, that the procsses are highly interdependent, and to a great

extent occur concurrently.

Reauthorization

This section describes the procedures applied during the last SSDS reauthoriza-
,

tion, which culminated in the Higher Education Amendments of 1980. The re-

authorization process was characterized by a centralized management style,

coordinated by the Office of the Secretary of Education. A Project Manager
At

from the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planningand Evaluation was

gkiren the responsibility for ensuring that all work was completed in a timely

manner. This included organizing 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

groups 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

consisted of Education Division staff whose expertise covered policy analysis,

evaluation, 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) sho,,ld be

defined. SSDS ori,inally used the Orshansky 1005., Poverty Index; that is, a
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student was considered to meet the economic eligibility criterion if that stu-

dent or his/her family had a total income not exceeding the poverty level de-
%

signated by the Orshansky formula. The Program Development Branch of the
.

Division of Student Services prepared an issue paper discussing the possibility

of changing the economic criterion to an Orshansky 150% level, i.e., one and

a half times the poverty level designated by the Orshansky formula; the paper

' also qiiscussed the potential effects, of this change on the numbers of students
;who would be eligible. ThL issue paper was reviewed and revised by the- Deputy

Assistant Secretary for Higher Education/ \Incentives Program, and the suggested

change in the eligibility criteria was ultimately incorporated into the Higher

Education Amendments of 1980.

Through such processes the work groups and the task force produced option papers

on major issues, issue papers on legislative or administrative policy changes

///

associated with budget decisions, and final decision memoranda on reauthorize-
)

tion pr,..posals. The timeline for submission of these documents varied accord-
,

ing to the need for early Secretarial guidance and the relationship to budget

decisions. After Secretarial review, recommendations were submitted to the

Office of Management and Budget and to the White House staff; a final decision

memorandum was.then submitted to the President, followed by a Pr4antial
message submitting legislation to Congress for approval.

Information hearings on the proposed legislation 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 from the Secretary of, the Education Department, the

Assistant Secretary of Postsecondary Education, the Deputy Assistant Secretacy

for Higher Education Incentives Program, the Division of Student Services, and

the Assistance Secretary for Pla.ming and Budget. In addition, 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.
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Regulations

SA,

Regulations 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 schedule to

regulate within the fitst 60 days. Regulations must then be produced within

the following 180 days.

The Program Development Branch of the Division of Student Services develops an

A

issue paper based on the House and Senate bills and on the old regulations.

One,issue during the most recent development of regulations was whether or not

there could be SSDS projects to serve only limited-English-speaking students.

Another issue wa's 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 Incentives Program,

it is submitted to a Regulations Unit set up by the Assistant Secretary for Post-

secondary Education. The Regulations Unit defines and clarifies terms and pro-

duces a draft based on the issue paper, 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 reviewi,circulated to the Assistant

Secretary for Planning and Budgetothe General Counsel, and the Assistant

Secretary for Legislation for review, and then returned to the Deputy Assistant

Secretary for Higher Education Incentives Program.

Next, the paper is sent to a select group of citizens (usually interest groups
,

and others involved in higher education) for additional comments. Based on .

thesd comments, the Program Development Branch revises the draftzegulations

and submits the revised draft to the Assistant Secretary for Planning 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 Rdgister, after

which approximately 10 to 12 hearings are held across the country to elicit

public comments on the prOposed rules and regulations. The transcripts from
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these hearings are used by the Program Development Branch of the Division of

Student Services to develop a draft of responses to all comments made at the

public hearings. The draft of rules and regulation along with the comments

and responses, are reviewed by the Deputy Assistant for Higher Education Incen-

tives Program, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary 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 Zeno Base

Budget. Typical issues might include how many new awards should be made, whether

to adjust for inflation, 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

Highe.r Education Incentives Program and subsequently by the Assistant Secretary

for Postsecondary Education. The issue paper is then suimitteo to the Assistant

Secretary 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 rationale, and Secretarial

and Assistant Secretarial consensus on minimum and maximum budget levels. ZBB

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

The Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education relays the budget informa-

tion gathered at the Secretarial Retreat to the Division of Student Services

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

rationales. The Zero Based Bud t Package is reviewed and revised by the
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Deputy Assistant Secretary for Higher Education incentives Program and then by
e

the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education. It is then sent to the

Assistant-Secretary for Planning and Budget who 6nstructs 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 Management and Budget as a Preliminary Budget Request.

The Office Of Management and Budget holds hearings with testimony given by the

Secretary of the Education Department., the Assistant Secretary for Planning and

Budget, the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education, the Deputy Assis-

tant Secretary for Higher EducatiorA In6entives Program, and the Division of

Student Services. The Office of Management and Budget and the-Education Depart-
,

ment negotiate and revise the Zero Based Budget package to determine the pro-
.<

posed funding levels. This b4get is submitted by the Office of Management and

Budget (representing the President) to the Senate Subcommittee-on Appropr-'a-

tiots/Committee on Labor, Education and Human Resources, and to the Corres ond-

ing House Subcommittee/Committee.

Hearings are held 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 Postsecondary Education, 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 flow f\i'CMthe sub-

committee to committee to the floor of each legislative body 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 becomes law (or an appropriation) when signed by the

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

posals, the assistant Secretary fqr Postsecondary Education develops a Budget .

Execution Plan which describes how the appropriation will be spent,.and desig-1

nates accounts and purposes. This Budget Execution Plan is'submitted to the

Assistant Secretary for Planning and Budget and then to the Secretary of the

Eduscation Department for review. Subsequent to Secretarial review the Execu-

tion Pltn is sent to the Office of Management and Budget for approval;

One final note should be added, regarding,the overl4paing...nature of the budget

process for silccessive fiscal years. Three budgets are usually overlapping:

In year K, the Fiscal Year. K-1 budget Ls being spent, the_Fiscal Year K budget

is being defended, and the Fiscal Year K +1 budget is being planned or developed.

Funding of Local Projects

The vision of Student Serv.ices develops a funC,i9 schedule that includes due

dates f r products and responsibilities. This schedule is submitted to the

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Higher Education Incentives Program and to the

Assitarit Secretary for Postsecondary Education for clearance.

The Program Development Branch of the DiviSion of Student Services develops an

application package that includes performance and fiscal forms. 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 ManageMent. The Assistant Secretary

for Management submits the approved application package, along with a justifi-

cation packageeeveloped by the Division of Student Services, to the Federal

Education Data Acquisition Council (FEDAC) for final clearanpe.

A Closing-Date Notice written by the Division of Student Services is published

in the Federal Register. Thi.s notice is designed to alert people that there

will be money available for a particular program. It specifies the closing

date, the Address for, submission of applications, and a list of prioritied.
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The Division of Student Services develops an Applicatiod Evaluation Funding

Tian which includes application-handling procedures that range from the receipt

of applications to their funding. The plan is submitted for cleaAnce to the

Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education, then through the Assistant

Secretary of Management to the Grant Procurement and Management Division.

Application packageS are,mailed to institutions, which must submit their appli-

cations prior tothe closing date. Institutions can also request. applications

from the Information Services Branch of the Division of Student Services. Two

weeks after the publication of the Closing Date Notice,, the Program Development

Branch of the Division of Student Services holds from 7 to 20 two-day applica-

tion workshops around the country.

1

The required qualifications for field readers of the applications are determined

by the 'Deputy Assistant Secretary for Higher Education Incentives 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 Pro-

gram for approval. Instruction packetsmailed,to the field readers include

Rules and Regulations, funding criteria, Education Division General Adminis-

trative Itegulations, technical review forms, conflict of interest statements,

a sample proposal, suggested application guides, and contract informaticn

(readers are hired under contract). Incoming applications are logged int91 the

computer at the Application Control Center.

Panels of three field readers individually read, review, and score approximately

15 propiosals a week for 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 individually. 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-

tion8, etc. These reviews are sent first to the Information Services Branch

of the Division of Student Services to be logged into a computer for composite

scores and rank ordering, and then forwarded to the Project Services Branch of

theDivision of Student Services.

65
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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

Procurement and Management Division Funding Manual specifies the overall appli-

cation rekpw procedures. The Application Evaluation Funding Plan establishes

the extent to which deviations from procedures are acceptable and also contains ,

a review form 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

Regulations, to decide if the rank order determined by the Information.Services

Bureau should be maintained. Ten percent more applications than are to be. funded-
,.

Are viewed at this time. For each fundable application, a set of items to be

negotiated is developed as well as a negotiabldbudget.

he recommendations and proposed budget form a slate of fundableprojects that

is submitted to the Division of Student Services for approval. The slate is

then submitted for approval first to the Deputy Assistant for Higher Educa-

tion Incentiyes Program, and then, to the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary

Education. After approval, the slate is sent to the Grant Procurement and

Management Division, then to the Congressional Liaison Office, and finally to

the House and the Senate.

There is a 48-hour review period for Congress, during which Congressmen publicly

announce awards of funds in their states. After this review period, the Grant

Procurement and Managethent Division negotiates grants with the applicants. This

negotiation detemines the size of the project, its 'duration, and its funding

level. 7A 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 their account and file quarterly ex-

pense statements.

Monitoring of Local Projects

federal monitoring of local projects is an ongoing ad hoc p'rocess rather than

a distinct sequence of events such as those described above for reauthorization,
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regulations, budgeting, and funding. Projects are monitored in terms of their

full range of programmatic and fiscal activities. The revised project appli-

cation and the grant award documer.aie the best sources of information about

what a given project is intended to accomplish. Thus, these documents are

crucialin all monitoring activities and provide the benchmark for gauging a,

project's perforMance. 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

condUdted 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 ,by the PrTject Service::: Branch

Project Officer with the grantee (institutional representatives, project staff

and clients), and on a review of project records. A copy of this report is

sent to an institutional representative with a request for a response within

30 days. If no problems were identified, a "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.

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 auditors examine

all fiscal and programmatic aspects of the grant, using the revised project

auplication and grant award document as the benchmark for performance. 6Audit

exceptions are resolved within the Education Department. frequently with the

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

selected; all Federal grants are usually audited. Hence, many TR10 audits stem

from audits of campus-based student financial aid grants. (Some audits have

3-14
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been generated when the primary focus was a Department of Interior grant at

' the Institution.)

Three other units also monitor peogrammatic performance. The Inspector General

of the Edu&ation 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 ofCongress. Finally, the

Office of Management of the Education Department conducts management and impact

evaluations of programs. These activities.include quality control, service

delivery assessments, and national impact evaluation.

3-15
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CHAPTER 4. PROJECT CONTEXT, HISTORY, RESOURCES,
AND ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

This chapter contains most of the descriptive data collected on the SSDS pro-

jects and their participating students. It lacks only the detailed records of

services provided to students (i.e., data from the Student Participation

Records) and the data on project-institution relationships, which are covered

in Chapters 7 and 6, respectively. 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

Project Directors' 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 noted in

Chapter 2, no vocational-technical schools or agencies were included 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-]c below, show the distributions of White, Black, and

Hispanic students enrolled in the host institutions. As indicated in Figure

4-1a, better than two-thirds of the institutions represented in this study had

over 50 percent White enrollments; in 3C percent of the institutions, Whites

a,_counted foe- at least nine-tenths of the total enrollments. Black students

contributed somewhat less heavily to the enrollments, although 30 percent of

the .institutions had over 50 percent Black enrollments (Figure 4 -lb). As is

trut_ of postsecondary institutions in general, Hispanics constituted a fairly

4-1 6:i



(30%)

a. White Students

(37%)

(17%)

(13%)

a

b. Black Students

(18%)

c. Hispanic Students

(32%)

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 (figure 4-1c);

only 13 percent of those institutions had over 10 percent Hispanics and over

a third reported no Hispanic students. Not unexpectedly, public 4-year

colleges and universities had the smallebt percentages of minority students

(see Appendix 4-1).

Minority group members constituted roughly the same overall percentages of

faculty as they did of students in the host institutions (see Appendix 4-2).

The percentages of minority faculty were highest for 2-year colleges (two-

thirds had over 10 percent minority faculty) apd 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 of 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 '-ophomore 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 persistence

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. In interpreting this finding, however, it should be kept in mind

that the study sample, as noted 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 differed somewhat among different types of institutions,

but no type had consistently older or younger projects than any other type

(se- Appendix 4-6).

(35%)

i

;
Fagure 4-2. Distribution on Numbers of YearsV

Projects Had Been Operational

..-

Most projects 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 connectiDn 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).

72
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(28%
Decrease

150%+

Increase

51-1-50%

Increase

(37%)

(15%)

0-50%

Increase
(20%) '

Figure 4-3. Percentages of Projects Reporting
Changes in Staff Size

Figure 4-4. Percentages of Projects Reporting
Changes in Numbers of Clients Over
Three-Year Period
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Figure 4-5. Percentages of Projects. Reporting

Changesin Funding Level Over
Three-Year Period

The average annual staff turnover (over a three-year period) of the-projects

was moderately high, as shown in Figure 4-6. Over a fourth of the projects,

for example, experienced more than a 25 percent turnover rate. Projects in

4-year public schools had a lower turnover rate overall than those in other

types of ho'st institutions (see Appendix 4-7).

(35%)

/figure 4-6. Perfentages of Projects Reporting
Diferent Levels of Staff Turnover Rate
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C. Project Directors' Perceptions'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.

Fig fe 4-7 shows the percentages of Project Directors placing each of the

432
i .

tw lve goals in the top four positions of importance.
Nk

)
Attempts to cluster the twelve goals into a smaller number of general areas of

emphasis were not succelful, as the clusters did not show strong relationships

to other project characteristics. However, Figure 4-7 indicates that large

percentages of ProjTct Directors gave high priority to goals A and F, both of

which appear to reklect an emphasis on st ngthening students' academic skills.

Also selected by substantial numbers of Project Directors was 7oV. E, which is

a student7oriented 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 Direttok Characteristics

Project Directors were 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 requiring the provision of services or acti-

vities similar to those [the Project Director] provides in the Project." As

indicated in Figure 4-8, most Project Director were quite experienced, with

around two-thirds overall paving more than five years' relevant experience.*

(The number in pa'rentheses in each bar is the percentage of Project Directors

fo that type of institution claiming the years 'of relevant experience designated

imm lately above.) Among private 41-year colleges and universities, over three-

fourt s of the Project Directors claimed this level of experience.

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

4-7
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80

(68%)

A

71;)
F

60 (55%)
(51%) G

Percentage

40

(28%)

B
--1

20

(6%)

0

(2%) °

C'1 Fi

r7 6

Project Goals

(16%)

".-
(7%)

n

(57%)

J

(4%)

K

Goal A: Develop students' academic skills.
B: Help students clarify career goals.
C: Prepare students for labor market.
0: Prepare students for advanced study.
E: Develop students' Self- confidence.
F: Remedy students' academic deficiencies.
G: Give students individual attention.(30%)
H: Provide cultural experiences.

L ,

I: Help students learn of services/programs.
J: Determine appropriate services to provide..
K: Teach students about different cultures.
L: Provide sunoortive environment.

Figure 4-7. Percentages of Project Directors Assigning Top Four
Positions to Different Potential Project Goals 7l
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Figure 4-8. Percentages of Project Directors Having Different
. Lengths of Relevant Experience, L, Type.of Institution
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Project Directors were also asked what percentage of their total work time was

spent on "other institutional and institution-related responsibilities."

Examples of such activities, cited in the qUestion to the Project Directors,

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

mentally sponsored, opeii enrollment course, or serving as an advisor to a

special studies pAram."' It should be noted that most of the activities listed

as examples, 'th ugh outside the direct project responsibilities, are neverthe-

less closely related to the functions served by the SSDS program, and might be

considered to serve the interests oethe projects. Figure 4)-9 shows that, at
--..v.;j-

least for 4-year colleges and universities, outside demand' for Project Director

time is greater in private institutions where 98 percent of the Project Directors

sperid over 10 percent of their tine on "outside" activities) than in public

\institutions (where around three-fourths of the Project Directors spend that

much time outside direct project activities). The level of outside demand for

Project Director time in 2-year colleges is generally similar to that in the

pAblic 4-year institutions.

'he overall percentages of male and female Project Directors were almost identi-

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),

whereas the majorities of Project Directors in private 4-year.oinstitutions and

in 2-year 'colleges were female. In general, and across the different types

of institutions, the probability of a project's having a female Project

Director increased as the percentage 9f female faculty in the host institution

increased (see Appendi)L 4-8), and also as the percentage of fe6ale staff members

in the project went up (see Appendix 4-9).

One possible explanation for the low percentage of female Project Directors in

public 4-year colleg 6 and universities is that such Institutions usually have

relatively low staf turnover rates. This tends to make it a slower process

for females (or an /other traditionalflunderrepresented group) to replace in-

cumbents and thereby move :he academic or administrative ladder.
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(66%)
2-Yr.

Private
(62%)

4-Yr.

^44

60

Percentage
Female 40

(28%)
Public 4-Yr.

20

C.

0
Type of Institution

Figure 4-10, Perceneages of Female Project
Directors, by Type of Institution

4
The racial/ethnic distribution of the Project Directors is indicated in Figure:
4-11. Blacks constituted the largest group in this distribution (almost 55 0
percent), and Whites the second largest group (32 percent). There were no
oriental Project Directors in the mature projects represented 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/ethnic 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 Staff Characteristics

On the average, each project had slightly more than 35 staff members. (See

Appendix 4-11) The largest staffs were in public 4-year colleges and universi-
ties, with an average of almost 47 staff members; the corresponding numbers 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
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A: AmericanIndia'n
B: Black
C: Hispanic
D: White

(55%) '',

Figure 4-11. Disl.ribution of Different Racial/Ethnic
Groups Among Project Directors

these staff members worked less thari-lialf-time for the projects, 10 percent

worked half-time, and only 14 percent worked full-time (see Appendix 4-12).

Percentages4o'E staff members working different portions of time did not vary

in,any systematic way with'iiroject size (number of clients), although the

vex}, largest projects, with over 500 clients, had the smallest percentage of

full -time staff members (9 percent).

The large number of less-than-half-time staff members results primarily from

the extensive use in many projects of studentc as peer tutors, and occasionally

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

dents--a figure almost identical, to the percentage of less- than -hell 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 had the largest such percentage (83 percent).
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Among staff MeMbersoWho were committed:half=time or more-to the project, the

experience level was generally fairly highyas shown in Figure 4-12. Overall,

better than three-fourths of the stakmeMbers (including Project Directors).

-had atjeasttwe years"prior experience in proViding similar services, and

about 42 percent had4four or more years' experiende. The most experienced

=staffs were in private 4=year colleges and universities, and the least exper-
,

ienced inn -year colleges,

-Again considering only staff members employe.1 halftime or more by the projects,

there was.considerable variation in the educational levelS, with over a fourth

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

fourth,of the staff members having only,d high school degree, ,As-Figure 4-13

indicates, the most highly educated staita were in private 4 -year colleges and

universities. The associate degree was more canon in 2-year colleges than in

other types qf institutions, probably reflecting the 2-year colleges' recruit-

Ment of_ some of their own. graduates for Staffpositions.

1.?

On the average, about 60 percent of the staff members were female (see Appendix

1113)._ Across types of institutions, 31 percent of the staff members were

Black, 54 percent White, 7 perceQt Hispanic, and 8 percent oftother racial/

ethnic groups.

When asked about areas of possible improveMent in their project staff membe.cs,

Ilmost'all of the'Project Directors indicated they were satisfied with the

staffs' prese4t level of Morale-, commitment to the project, -work style,train-

ing, and experience (-see Appendix 414),.

F. Characteristics bf Participating Students (Project Clients)

AccOrding to the StudentParticipation Records Collected in-this study, the

overall average number of particIpating-students across all projects was 414;

however, the number differs greatly across types of institutions, with an

av age client number of 524 for 2 -year colleges., 438 for public 4.=year colleges

and universities, and only 159 for private 4=year colleges and universities

(see Appendix 4-15).
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Levels pf'Relevant-Experiente,** -by Tyrie. of Institution
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The only source of-additional data on-al participating students was the- Special

Servides'Final PerfOrmance-Rebort prepar for the Education DepartMentach-
.

year, am&the Most recent year for which-such a report has been prepared-is

1978=19, or one year prior to the academic. year in whiOh the _present study was

performed. BaSe&on that year's final report, arVII 49 percent of clients in,-
.

projects represented by this study were Black, 29 percent*hite,

17 percent Hispanic; and 5 percent of other racial /ethnic groups (see Appendix

4-16)-. These figures compare with institutional study-body figures for 1979,-80
_

Of 20-percent Black, 71 percent White, 6 percent Hispanic, and 2 percent stu-

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

60- percent of the project orients were feMale.

Also indicated in the,final report are the percentages of participating_stu.

dents Meeting various POssitle eligibility criteria (a given student could-

-ti.f171tore-than.one Such criterion)-- By- far the most .common eligibility cri-

terion indicated-for the Clients was that of low family incOMe'(roughly. /

the clients overall Met this criterion); the second st common criterion, was

eduOational need,- which-was indicated-fok,aPproximatel a third-of the partici-
-

pating students. Rarelyindicated criteria included cultural-need, phys4-,L-

- disability, an&limited-Englishnspeaking aiJility, all of -which reportedly

,apPlied to fewer than 9-percent of the clients-- overall -(see Appendik 4=171=.

G. Project_Resourodsand,:Allocations

Project budgets varied-greatly, with the smallest running around $25,000

and the largest around $425,000. Many projects received funding -from

Multiple sources. All of the projects (by definition of the sample) received'

Federal funds,- at an average level of $106,106. (See Appendix 4-;,18d About

30 percent received state funds and 28 percent received-funds_from other sources

such as local contnibut -ions; the average dollar amounts, among the projects

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

funds, respeCtively7/

'Figure 4-14- shows how the 1-dative bonLributions-of Federal, state, and tither
\-

funds reIatea to the size Of-the total budget. The baseline axis of the frguie

4,-17
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,

represents the total budget Of a given project; each bar in the diagram repre-,

sentsprojects falling within a $25,000 range on total budget, centered around

the-dollar value'shown below that bar. The vertical axis indicateS the peree,

tages Of that total budget (i.e., of 100 percent) account d air by Federal

funds-, state funds, and-other funds. (Note: values smaller than 3 percent are

not shoWn in the figure.) It can be seen that, as the total budget increased -,

the-percentage of that total accounted for by Federal dollars tended to decrease.

Above the .$325,000 budget level, in tact, Federal funding accounted_for sub-,

stantially less than half the total project budget. Stated in Slightly different

terms, the Federal contributionS to project budgets varied'Much_le midely than t.

didthe total budgets.

Most projects received in =kind aid from their host institutions, in addition

to their direct dcillar contributions from different sourceS. (See-Apperrex

4=19T. Almost 90 percent of the projects reported that.they received in-kind
/-

contributions of office and/or classroOM space:11.sercent rep'brtedly redeived-

free-instructiOnai services, 40 percent reported free-Counselor services, and

31-percent repOrted inkind-cleridal-assistatice. -Other reported in=kind ser,

Vices-Were telephones,and/or postage (51 percent), office supplies (57 .percent)-,

and- instructional supplies (46 percent.)-.

Figure 4-15 shows the'-projects' expenditures,,-per participating student, fbr

administration--(coSts associated. with the Project OireCtor, other adMinistrar

t?rs, and, clerical support), air for direct service delivery (student eMployeee-,

instructional dounselort-, and regrilar ihstruetionalstaff),.,,Expen-

diture figures indicated for "State- Funds, "and those ShoWn for "Other,Funds',

arebasedon the-subsets of projects receiving zuCh lUndS. As- can. -be seen/in

Figure 4-15, projects tended-to allocate their Federal and state funds between

administrative and service- delivery costs- in different proportions than
/

they

allocated-the funds they received froM other sources, State funds were split

evenly between adMinistratiVeandzervice costs, and Federal per-Student expen-
.

ditures for administration were Only-20-percent smaller than those-for service

delivery. By contrast, -Perstudent-expenditures,of '"other" funds were over

twice as high for service delivery as for adMinistrative costs:

4-19
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h. r6jects, AdMinistA'tive Policies and Procedures

One area of &prisiderable interest in-thisstry is how projects aroolsstudents

come together, i.e., how the projects identify students eligible for partici-

pation, and how-students learn about services Offered by the projects. Each

Project Director wasasked- what sources his/her pr6ject used to identify e4gi-

blestudents, and was allowed te check all applicable tetirces in a list pro=

vided: The results areshown_below in Figure 4-16. The most common source of

infOrittAtion repotted was the -registrar's or admissions office, with over 80

perdent of the Project Directors checking this category; least cited were high

school sources such as referrals by'recruitment prograMs, Upward Si:A.1nd, or

Talent Search (26 percent)--.

Project Directors were alto asked to-cheek all sources which they believe stu-
.-

_dents use to learn of:- project services. As indicated-in-Figure 4.71T, the

source- -most often cited by the .Project Directors -(62 -percent)-was, otherpar,
tidip4titig students; student services- in the institutions weke'alsoreported

-(50- percent) to. provide considerable information About the projects.

Student needs for specific services- are deterMined, according to the Project

Directors., by a variety of different approaches. The,Pieject-Direetort,were

asked-tv.indicate, for each approach, whether that approach was- used : "never ",

"sometimes" or "usually". AS Figure 4;=.1.8 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-ts' own requests.

Counseling and kadnity-attetsMents_ were reportedly the leas, frequently applied_"

-techniques:,

Over half the Project birectorsreported that_partidipation in project services,

is "nevert_Mandatory for students found in needreflthote tervides;,teWer than

2 percent reported that such services. are J'alwayt!'-mandatory-. 'Aloe data, com

bined with the preceding information about the -large roleplayed-by'ttudents

in determining-theik own service needs, suggest that most institutions and pro-

jects view project =participation-as an opportunity for students rather than an

obligation, and lew take -a highly directive role in thee respect.

4 -2 -1
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'Percentage
of :project
Di rectors
.Citing
Source

lob

4

0

(80%)

A

(0%)

(52%)

C

(26%)

_D

(45%)

SeUrce of Information

A:- Reffistrar/Admission§.Office
B: Financial Aid Office
C: Other Special. Programs or S'erviCis
D: High 'School Referral Sources
E: Self Referrals orjteferrals by

Other Participating Students

Tigure. 4-16-. Percentages of Project 'DirettOrs- Reporting Project Use
of Diffdrent -Information Sources ,to Identify-Eli,gible Students.
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A: Media
8: -Participating-Students
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E: Studenp Servicgs Including Counseling

u 1 lark, Membe rt
G :4)ther Program'S or Services

Figirre A-17. Percentages of Project Directors Reporting Etudent
Use of Different Information Sources to Leai^n of Projects
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Usually
(37 %)

Usually
(39):

4 Some-
times

Some-

times
(63%) (61%)

0
Some-
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This ;general pattern of flexibility and info ' lity, rather Than or hard-and-4

fast rules,, also applies to the question of how5 decisions arelbade-to end pro-

ject.services to astudent. Over a third ofti'e Project pirectors,reported

that_ their projects had no formal policies regtarding the termination of ser-
,

'vices; another 22 percent indicated that a student "continuously Maintains some

affiliation with the Project as long as he remains'at the institution;" and,

almOst 17 percent said that the Students decide entirely on their own initia4

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

F

indicated' a strong role of project staff in determining when services to'stu-

dentS should beek ended.

Finally,' Project Directors were asked who.had.ye
-,7
decision authority on various- .

'
.

kindS of decisiolls directly affecting the proje/ ct operations. Figure 4-19
' , 4

- .

shows the responseS grouped into two general categories-. On:category repre-

sentS-iprojects in which the depision.authority residevithin:theyrojact,
,/

fir

i:e.-,/with the PrO)ect Director, the pro ject staff, the students, or some.
r /7

combination of those individuals. They- second category represents projects in .

,which the-final decision authoritylies Outside-the-projedt,.i.e., with insti-

tutional administrators Adefinedpm this study as the President, AcaheMiC

dean,and. grants officer). In*.areas-41iring and firing of project staffi_

and:Project bUdget allodatioriS--deciSiehiautherity lies outside the project

administration and staff in appreciable percentages of the projects. In the
I

case-of- decisions on staff hiring-and firing, WhiCh 32 percent of the Project

-Directors reported were made by institutional admifiistratorS4.;one posible

iMplidation is that project hit-6es haVe inttitutional.tenure. The intent in

kedenting these tindings is not to suggest that-outside decisions are'.better

or worse than within - project decisions, but simply to-note the variations in

degree-and areasof=projeCt autonothy-

I. Project Interactions With Physically Handicapped Students and With Stuaents
;Amite English-Speaking Abilities

Apptaximately 87-pe eht-of the Projects,reported that they --had some physically

handicapped-clients. (As indidated in Chapter 2, the study-sample was designed

to exclude any prOjects -that served-only handicapped students:_) Of the projects

4,1,25

.
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6, CHAPTER 5. INTERACTI S,,BETWEEN PROJECTS AND INSTITUTIONS
,. .

, ,
2:

0o Whereas Chapter 4 was concerned with basic descriptive data on the SSDS pro-
.

, jects, and Rn the postsecondary institutions in which those projeCts operate,
l'

'1. this chapteriffbcuses on4the dature-of the Interactions and relationships
,,,A,.-'-e ,

.
. 'between the projects and theirAost' institutions. St EArtexami'nes, the degree

,

c;df conforRity or disparity betweeh institutional. and project goals, and the
w; .projects' gcademia_credibility within the institutions, as logkceivsed by insti-

.' ttitiona\ ministrators and /or Project Directors. %Next; It Pfesent'S data on

0 'the Isroject,ireceors'. interdc
*
tions with, and decision-making,j n,ole in

' - . :

'operations and adminis4ation of host'institution Finally, the chapter dis-

cussescusses the perceived deree.of institutional responsiveness to project needs,
_

and.the projects' perceiyed impact on participating students and on the host

institutions.in enerd1(

.

A. -Relationships Betwegn Institutional and Project Goals
A

It seems lOgical to expect that the expressed goals of SSDS projects and of the ,

(. '
.

'projects'. hostinstitutions, and the degree of conformity or didsonance between

those two sets oegoals, might have cohsiderab].e bearing on the profeCts' operr
. ,

ations. For this reason,.Project Directors were asked to select, out of a list,

Nofpassiblelobjebtives, the.fuur goals that.they cbnsidered most important for
,

their 'projects. In addition, Project Directors and-Illgtttskional administrators
. .

were independently asked to select from a longer list* the most important gOals

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

. 5-1. The table shows that overall, the most frequently dedignated institutional

goods were "Developing students' academic/cognitiVe skills," "Helping students

learn to make independent decisions," "Giving,eacii student individual attention,'"

. .

.41.

" .

Remedying acattemic'deficiencies of disadvantaged students," "Helping students
.

. ,' t f

clarify career interests," and "Preparing students to compete in the labor markttt'."

1

:it`

Several of the goals listed as pos sible institutional goals Were not included
inthe'list of potential project goals, becauSS they were considered oleerly
inapplicable,,or because by the regulations defining SSDS they hadto be"
project goa.s.
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that `leported haVing such clients, 74 percent stated that they provided special

services exclusively or specifically designed, for the physically handicapped.

Some of the specific types'of services reported are shown in Figure 4-20. The

most frequently reported Services involved instructional support such as the

'ruse of readers or other spedial equipment designed to aid the handicapped.

I Almost a fourthf"the projects reported-giving aid to physically handicapped
10 . ,

client in getting to and from or around the campus.
. ,

..
.

( \.
. . , .

A somewhat smaller percentage (62,percent) of the projects reported having
. 1

. , .

clientS with limited English- speaking abilities. All of those projects indi-

cated that they provided some kind,of.specidi services designed excrusiyely
.

or specifically for students with limited English-speaking abilities. The
% s.\

specific types of services reported are shown,,,in Figure 4-21. It is difficult

to int erpret. these figures, since, even added together, they come to consi-
,

ddrabXy less than the percentage of projects claiming to provide some kinds of-
I

n

services specially designed for these' students.

Project Directors were asked how,muCh interaction there was between their phy-
. I

sically handicapped clients and other project clients, and also ,how much inter -

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

other project clients. The responses are represented in .Figui'e 4-22; perpen
.' , t

.tagels shown in'this,figure-are based on only the projects that claimed to have
,.

phsysicallyhanlicapped or limited-English-speaking clients. It appears from
_._ I i ....r.

the figure thatNat least Sg perceived-byfthe Project Directorsparticipating
.4.... i '...

students with iimitedEnglish-speakirig abilities somewhaqcore isolated
. ,from other clients than those with physical handicaps. This' is not

.

a surprising.

finding, of course, since speech is normally the major mode of social fhter-
.

action.

)'

J. Projects' Summer Activities
.

. . . .
.. .

., , .

- 'Around 72'percent of the projects reported that they had project activities'
, .

.. /
during' the summer. 'Of the projects reporting no summer .programs, ,15 percent

.

at all.' ,.

1 .
i

.tq.4 .

.

.

were in nsutions that had nog summer sessions
. .

.

4 -27
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-Percentage
of Projects
Providing
sServiCe

. a

80.

60

40

20

(22%)

A /

(30%)
C

r

I

Types, of
'Services''

4

A: Assistance in Getting To and
From or Around Campus

B: Specfal Instructional Support
Services (Readers, Special Equipment)

C: Other Support Serivices

Figure 4-20. Rercentages of Projects Having Handicapped Students
That Provide Different Types of Services to Those StU ents
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Projects
providing
ServiCe (

.100

80

60

40

2O

0

(28%)

A

of

(31%)

B

(18%)

f
,

40
0,"

o , ,
1.

1

.-

A: English As a SecondiLanguage
(ESL) Instruction

8:- Special Instructional. Support
`Services (Tutoring by Bilingual Tutors,

Interpretation Assistance)

C: Other` Suppo t Services
(Special Ca us Orientation,
Orientation to American Cultwre,
Ethnic Pride Programs, etc.)

95,

C-

Types of Service

\
IL

9

Vc4

Fi4ure 4-21. Percentages of Projects Having Students With
Limited English-Speaking Abilities That Provide.
Different Types of Services to Those Students

"101



..

Percebtme
-,of Project

Directors 60
Reporting
Level of
',Interaction

80

r

- 20

A I, 4k

p

r

Much

(66%)

.4

4

Some

(15%)

Litt4e or None
19%)

.

, Interaction' Between Interaction btwgpn
Physically Handicapped. Limited-Englisb.ZPeaking
and Otber clients and' Other Clf6hts,

Little-or None
(20%)

Figure 4-22.

O

,

Percentages of 'Project Directors Reporting bi
Ihteraction Between Limited-English-Speaking
Physically Handicapped Clients, and Other Cli
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-Of the projects with summer components, v
.

summer activities included counseling. ne
A

oth4 agencies or services. Only 30 perc

tional services, during the summer, 23 pet
Y.

and 45 percent provided cultural services

seminars or workshops., career education,

summer components were generally quite sm

9f around $17,000, around 8or 9 staff me

' and about 50 participating students.

rtually all indicated that their

ds assessment, and referrals to

nt of these projects offered instrucL

ent provided orientation

(e.g., multidultural awareness

ealth education). The projects'.',

11, having, on the average, budgets

ers (many of whom were part-time),

K. Project Directors' Perception's of Sta f's Focus on Student Needs,-and.
'Success in Meeting-Those.Needi

Project Directors:were asked what percent ge.of time their staff members spent

in attempting tb solve various lands of s udent problems. They were, told that

the answers were not expected to add up to 100'percent, as it was recognized

that the staff members have other duties beyond their direct attention to stu-

dent problems (e.g., administrative and reporting functions).\-The Project
1

Directors' responses to the question ate represented in Figure 4-231 Not stir"-
r

prisingly, acadeMic problems were felt to occupy th6mpSt.staff time, with,all

other types of problems receiving considerably less staff attention.

.4 .

50

Percentage
40

of Staff
Time
Devoted
.to
'Problem.

r-

1

:30

20

10

-7,

(46%)

Academic

4

0
(17%)

(8%) Personal
(1'1%

Campus (7%) Fin;)financial
Pdjustment

Type of Problem

r

FigU'r'd 4-23. Per6eptagiF of P oject Staff-.Time .

.t Spent on,Difte nt,Types-of-Student
Problems as Repoitked.by Project.DirectOis

,

,

4-31
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S
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,

Project. rectors were aiso queried about their staff's level of success,. in-

solving-these different types of student.,problems; alternative levels from
1.1.141

which the Project Diredtors were asked to choose included Very Successful,

Generally Successful, Somewhat Successf ,%and Not at
.
All Successful.' 7n'the1.)e

- ..

case of academic problems,. 95 percefit'characterized.their staffs a% Very Suc -'
k

.

, qcesstUl or Generally Successful. A:somewhat lower percentage claimed Very-
, .

/ . -.. '

SuCcessful or Generally Successful staffs for campus adjustment problems (8?
N

i.Percent), .financial problems ad percent), personal problems 117 percent), . ....

N 4 ,. '
and ,ofamilyproblvs (41 percent). Whi these perceived ievels' of sudoess

are quite favorable, ih'ey,dre not' as c nsisentrY positive as might haire been
Z s

expected from theProjept Directors' almost universal denial (see(Section E of

this chapter) that their staff hid any areas of needed improvement. -.

C;

111

4

0

I

S

4

w

1 0 4
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f, CHAPTER 5. INTERACT' S ,BETWEEN PROJECTS AND .INSTITUTIONS,14

., Whereas Chapter 4 was concerned with basic descriptive data on the SSDS pro-
.

. .

.. jepts, 'and fn the postsecondary institutions in which those projects operate,.

this chaptervfOcuses on,the nature-of the Interactions and relationships
. , ..

..A.....'-'
. 'between the projects and theirnios institutions. .It EdVt. examines, the degree'

. ,
c;df conforRity pr disparity betweeh institutional.and project goals, and the

-.

...'-
w

projects' Scademic credibility within the institutions, as Pekceiv'td by insti-

..' ttitiona\ inistrators and /or Project Directors. 'Next; -it presents data on
.

'.
J.

'the 15rojeci, ireceorst- interactions with, and decision-making,.role in:the
; .

.'OperatIOns and adminisiTation Of hostinstitution Finally, the chapter dis--:
cusses the Perceived detree.of institutional responsiveness to project needs,

and.the projects' perceied impact on, participating students and on the host

inptitutions.in 1generV1(

. .
,

.. . .

. A. Relationships Between Institutional and Project Goals
.9 ..

..
.. .' 1. ' ,

A .

. '

It seems logical to expect thathe expressed goals of SSDS projects and of the .

I.
'projects' host-institutions, and the degree of conforwity or dissonance between 1

those two sets of'goals, might have cohsiderable bearing on the proj'ects' operr
..:

ationS. For this reason,, Project Directors were asked to select, out of a list

,ofpossiblelobjeCtives, the. four goals that.they cbnsidered most important for .

.
.

.their *projects. In addition, Project Directors and-1t skional administrators
.

were independently asked to select from a longer list* the most important gOals

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

. 5-1. The table shows that overall, the most frequently designated institutional

go.11s were "De;;eloping students' academid/cogriitive skills," "Helping Students'
1learn to make independen t decisions," "Giving,eacti student individual attention,"/

Rethedying adademic'leficiencies of disadvantaged students," "Helping students

clarify career interests," and "Preparing students to compete in'the labor mar)Ktt."

le

Several of the goals listed as possible institutional goals Were not included
in the list of potential project goals, becausS they were' considered clearly
ihapplicable,.or because by the regulations defining SSDS they hadto be
project goa.s.

51:
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% .

e -r .Xable 51-1. Percentages of Respondents 'Selecting. Goals .a Among the-. t
. . Most Important Iristitutional or Project Goals

. . . .
. .

,L

.
.

..

:

. .

-

,---G0111.3
---

e_ ,

Percentage '

Administrators
, Selecting

Institutional
Goal

.

Percor013e
Project'

nifectors
Selecting
Institutional
Goal

Percentage
Project
Directors .

Selecting.
Projec
Goal
.

. .
de

.

Aetention of all freshmen thrugree attain'. 17.54 32.47 *

Giving each student indivi ualattintiCh:..- '.

-..

47.12 25.72 % 55.12
1

Helhinq-disadvantaged-students.to succeed. . 26.92 - 23.82 *
. .

,nivelooing-students' social skills. .0' 0
\

1.20 ..

Developing-students' academic /cognitive skills. 0.36 ;.59.86 68.46

Rimedyinn academic deficiencies of disadv. stds. )5:29 1. 38:95 -70.88 .

-
,,,

Developing studenW aesthetic awareness. . 1.20 .

.. %
0:0 .

Deieloping StdS.' civie.lcultural Svooliti J1-i;aren. %,6.24
, I

3.01

k
Developing-students' consumer awarenesvandiskills, 1.74, 0.0L/ /- -* :
.

.;.

Making institution one.of the nest respected academ. 124,20 4.62
,-

Helpingstddentstapalyp values and belfef..v--.7=.---,23.68-

48.22 -

23.62

25.56 28.42'Helpingstudents:clarifx,career interpfts.

Helping students develop self-confidence i esfeem.' 1 8.40 14.22 50.78 ,

Helping students learn to make independent decisions. 35.00 0
:

09
_I

Develop an enthPsiasm for learning'in students. 13 .:12 16.47 1 e

Prepa.ring students* fOr advanced study. 8.38 ..e.. 19.96 6:40

Preparing,studehts to compete in the labor market: ,37.76- 36910 2,37

Preparing stds. to
.

aisume leadershiprroles in society. 17.73 22.49

* No equivalent goalsin Tist for projects.

5-2
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Of the seven project goals listed'. the most frequently selected by Project p'
.:

academicDirectors were "Remedying aca emic deficiencies of disadvantaged students,"
1 .J .

Developing students' academibicognitive skills," and "Giving each student
..---

individual attention." ''
o '

.

..,- .

,. .

: .

.

Separate analyses '(see Appendices 5-1, 5-2) of administrators' and Project

, Directorsesponses-showed several differences in the patterns of goal selec-

tion for 2 -year, public 4-year, and 4 -year' institutions. Arampared with the

other t;.,4 types Of institutions, the institutional goals selected by both
_- -

,administrators and Project Directors in private 4 -year colleges and universi-
.

ties4were considerably more likely to include "Helping students analyze vanes
. .

. ..- -

and beliefs," "Developing students' academic/cognitive skills," and "Preparing

students to compete in the labor market," and less likelyto Include "Givilig
.. N .

., -.
.

etch stddent individual attention." In addition, Project Directors in piivate
.

. . #
.4-Year'inStituti.ons werepore likely to designate "Giving each studentindivi-

.:

dual attention" -aqd "Developing students' academic/cognitiNie skills" as major
. . .

.
..,

. .

w.
.

project goals than ere Project Directors in other .types of institutions.
...

Y

Another pattern of.differefiCelVin responses was that ben administrators and
.1

k t
t .Project Directors in 2-year colleges were less likely-to select as institu-.. it

r. _
...;tional goals, "Making the'\institution one of the mAt respected academically,"

1

"Helping students learn to make independent decisions," and "Prepeng students
-.- .

to assume readershipkroles in Society;" not unexpectedly, these
Differences

. .

t ' . .appear' to'refleCt.lower aspirations on the part o .2-year colleg s.for their

students a'nd their'own academic standing.
I

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

goalb with their selections of high-priority project goals, as presented in

Table V.-2. This table shows only the seven goals that were included in the

original lists for both institutional and project goals. The first colui

-. after the list of goals indicates.the-percentage of Project Directors who
1 -

. ' designated a goal as being particularly important for the SSDS project but not

for the host institution. The second column gives .the percentage of Project

Directors designating a goal as important for the institution but not for the

project,, whIle the final column shows the 'percentage dbsignating a goal as

important to both the, project and the institution.
:

.
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Table 5.-2. Percentages of Project Directdrs,Selecting Goals as Among
the Most Important Institutional and/or Project Goals.

PROaCi/GOALS

Percentage

-Directors-

Selecting
Goal for
Project
Only

---;Percentage

.Project

Directors
Selecting ...

Goa for

Ins l tutIon

Onlyy

Percentage
Project

Directors
Selecting
Gohl for
Both.

Developing students' academic/cognitive .skills. 21.83 13.22 46.64

/Helping students clarify career interests 19.70 16.83 8.73

PrcIparfkg,students to compete in the labor market. l's20 35.62 1,17

PreparinlIstUdents for adVanced study. ......
N

0.00 13.55 6.41
.

Nelping,students develop self-confidence and esteem.
.

N42.90 6.35 7.88

Regedying 4adethic deficiencies of disadv. students. 46.00 14.08 24.8E

Giying eackstudenrindividual.attention. 35.58
,

6.4- 19.55

In the perc ptions of the Proje:..t. Directors, at least, there would appear to

be large disparities between the goals of the SSDS projects and those of the

host institutions. /n fact, only one goal.("Developing students' academic/

cognitive skills") was considered by more-than a fourth of the Project Direc-

tors to be of high priority for both the project and the institution. The gokal
. ..

4 r
of "Preparing students to comoete in the la1 bbr market" was considered by 36

percent of the Project Directors to be an important goal of the institution but

not of the project, 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, large, p4rcentages Of the
, \

Pro'et Directors believed that "Remedying academic.deficiencies of disadvan-
.

t
fedstudents" and "Giving each student individual attention" were major

goals for their projects but not for the host institutions. These perceived

disparities in goals are not surprising, sinclthe institutions have broader

respon6ibilities than those of the projects, but they point to a source of
. .

potentially competing interests between the projects e,fid the institutions in,
the setting of institutional policies affecting the projects.

to 5-4 108
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. 13: Project 's', Percefved Academic Credibility Within Institutions
0 . \ t

Project
. .._ .

ect Direcprs.and administrators of the holls iinstitutions were independently
- - - )--

asked to rate the projects' academic credibility on campus,, using a five-7point
t, . . . ,,

i'i:".

. .

scale, where: "1" indicated "poor".ana .5r indicated "excellent." The results

. are shown'berOw in Figure 5-1. ',The Modal response for both.groups of respim-'
. . : ..'1S.

dents was a rating, of "4,'''' or "good, but around a fifth of-both-groups gave.

,ratings of'"exceilent" to their SSDS projects: Perhaps the most interesting

. ..
/ findtng is the very close agreement in the distributions,of ratingS made by the.

/

% Project Directors and administrators. Separate analyses of the response data
1 4:

,

.

by type of host institution. (2=year, public 4-year, and private'4-year)' failed_
,

to yield any stbstalitial or interpretable Differences -in pattern's of ratings, .;

although, there was a-tendency for theoverall-ratings.to be slightly lower in

. *the:2;;year colleges (see AppendiceS5-3, 5-4).
-2

1

The institutional administrators' -ratings of projects' academic credibility

were-examined ih relation to several characteristics of the Project Directors;

-

three.of these sets of relationships are shown in Figure 5-2. While the vari- .

f. 1 I

ations in average ratings were:fairly small, therelwas a significant tendency-
.,

for higher ratings to be.given to projects having Project Directors who per-
. -

ceived themaelves as influehtial in shaping institutional policy, who spent

moderate proportions (11 % -50 %) of their time on non-project campus activities,

and/or who had higher administrative rank (Assistant Dean) within their ihsti-

'tutiohs. No systematic'relationship was found between, the projects' ratings .

andthe freqUency of the Project DirectOrs' interactions with other campus
I ,

programs (see. Appendix 5-5).

.
4

Project Directors were asked for their perceptions of how regular faculty

members an?' regular (noh-project) students felt about project'students. A

,positive response was given if a Project Director felt that faculty members

(or regular students) regarded project students as highly motivated,'having to

overcgme,Special problems, deserving special assistance, and/or bringing.a

perSpective that "adds to the campus andclassroom environment." 'A necatIVe

response indicated a Project Director's perceptiOn that faculty members or

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

5-5
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being.interested in,academics,

response indicated no special
. .

gait-and-see position.

/

Sr

and/or not being "very bright." A neutral

opinion about project students, or a neutral.,

Figure 5-3'shows the Project Directois''perceptions of faculty,meMbers' opinions
. .

.
. .of project studentj, by type of host-institution. The modal' response was

.
''''"%.,:" .

.

-neutral,' and more Project DirebtorS perceived poditive than negative opinions,
.. .

.
.,

toward project students on the part of regular faCulty member. Overall, the

'perceived views of facultyjnembs in 2-year colleges were somewhat less favor=
'

ablte 'than. those in 4-year colleges' and Universities. -

Project Directors' perceptions of regular studerits' opinions of project stu-
.

dents are shown in Figure 5-4. It is clear that most Project Directors view

students in general as much more /favorable than regular fadulty members tOward
--pf65ect 'students. This is indicated by the conAd4ably larger percentages of

RoSitive.responses, and by. the almost complete lack of negative responses.,
. ,

'The-one evident exception to this general rule irS,for public 4-year colleges

and universities, where the pattern of,kesponses closely resembles that for
the perdeived faculty opinions. Onepossible explanation is that

s that

in the publjc 4-year institutions view the regular students in those

institutions as having higher academic standards for themselves, and thus as..

having less tolerance oftpprceived academic deficiencies On:the part NI pro; -"

ject. students.
-

-
e. .

.

C. 'Project Directors' Interactions With Institutions and Role in Ingititu-
tionalDecision-Making

,

t
i.

/ .

..

*Project- Directors were asked about the extent to whiCh they participated "in,.
.

.

decision-making conducted at the institutional level that affects the project

aor kts student particirSants." As indicated in Figure 5-5, most ProjeCL

.

7

Directors viewed themselves as active participants in decisions impinging on
1their projects, with almost three-fourths saying grt they participatpd "to a

large extent4Or "to a considerable extent" in such decisions. Ftire*rmore,

as is clear from Figure 5-6, they perceived themselves at- being inflential in ,
the outcomes 'of those decisions; four7fifths of the Project Dikecto s felt

4

5-8 1
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11.a°

.

1.! .

thefhadconsider:ible" or ; "major" influence. The distribution of responses -._.
1 . ,. .,

on theie 'tiwo questions (eitent.ot involvement in (see Appendix 5- ,N-and X ... .
''

"..... .-
influence on, decision-making) did not vary,in attxintarpretab e fashion for 7.4

. .
,

different types of host institutions
1

(see Appendix 5 -7).
7.

, i . -

1 _. i , t : . . A
* ''

e. V h ,.

Surprisingly few of the Project Directors indicated that 1, were members of ,
. P

. ... ilariOUS types of institutional'committees, councils,.or advisory boards. Tit>:
I f

N
t . , t.. ,.

would appear to contradict the.Directors' claims of,great influence in project-. .1--. .
...

..%.-
related'institutional'decisions, since the types of committees;and councils. %4 -

*.. 4'' about which they were queried are the very types that usually play strongr'ples.
..

- t,in.shaping institutional policy. -Fewer than one fourth of the Pr 'ect
,

Directors
claimed m

-
membership on more than two committees: councils, or aaviso y boards,.. -

.

0
1- ',

.

V

. .

..- ".. and 15, percent .were on no such
'
groups`., ... ...

1 .- f -
_..,

.

-Figure 5-7 shows the
n
breakout oLl i3roject Directotp reporting membership

n,

% /
71,

.41 4
different types of committees and councilbe Nottsueisillglyr the most common- A.

...

membetIshili was inTanels or commiteeei,dealing with.aaademic affai/s; evellt-.. .-#
here,.howeVer, Membership might have-been'eicadXeci,to be°'Subitantially.larger,

,
.

.
.

. ... _since.SS6S- projects ape typically organized somewherebyit4in the office of ...`

acadeMicaffairs. The other
st

two most, common type of. membership, 4A'n_for.,.
t2

..,- .

obVious re sons, are in groups concerned4eih kinancilal aid or with'special
.

-services. Xhe'"other" category in Figure 5- 7 Includes d wide (
ry represented

? 0
. .

,`variety of different types of groups, no one'of which was reported4by al largg,'... 4.
r. .percentage of Project DireCtors.

. . . .
I

. .6 I. *t
. ,

As shown in Figure 5-8, different kindsof instituticias h4d Project Directors
. ,

.,
thsontewhai different. pattern of tomlittee/council membership. Oki the

average, Project Directors
4

in private4-year colleges and universities parti-
\ . ....,

Cipated,in the largest numbers of suctrgroups, with over.half the Diredtors
c

in those institutions having membership in more than two groups.

The data also suggest that Project Directors who belonged to more institutional

t 'comm4tees and Councils had more influence on institutional-1e decisions
, .

affecL accordingprojects, at least according to their own perceptions.

.
s

\ l
.

i .

.

t .
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Figure 5-9 shows, this/relationship rather clearly. For exa le, almost three-

fourths of Project Directors who were members of more than two such groups

felt.they had "major" influence on d2Cisidns, compared with only 8 percent.of

Project Directors who belonged to no such group. Though it is not possible
.

from the data to demonstrate directionality or causality, there is a strong

1

r

suggestion that Project Director, membership'in multiple policy-shaping com-
.

mitteea' and council's is an importan.factor i exercising at least partial
.

control over ke.institutional decisions tha are likely to aid Or.hinder an.

SSDS project. -

Finally, Figure 5-10 shows that Project Directors' membership in larger numbers
.s.

i of institutional committees arid councils is associated with more mature projects,

with more experienced Project Directors,.and with Project Directors who have

higher administrative positions in ihe,institution's hierarchy. The first two
0

of these'findings probably reflect the fact that it takes, time for a Project.

-Director to work himself or herself into a'position where he/she is asked to

participate in,important policy-shaping groups at the institutional level. Thef

third relationship simply illustrates the expected correla On between two
-7t-\

-different indices of the Project Directors' status within t e institutions'

adm;pistrative structures: i.e., the Directors' administrative titles pd
their involvedentinde=tn:influencinglgrOups.

.

.D. Institutional Res onsivenessto Pro'ect N eds

Anollar issue of concern was the extent to which the host,institutions were

1 a

A
responsive to project requests concerning students, as perceived by the Project

Directors or as evidenced by,the existence of special institutional policies --;,

/

fOr Students participating in project activities. As Figure 5-11 indicates,
. .- . .

approximately a fourth'to a third of theProject Directors.believed their host

Lions .

. -
\&nstitions to be "very responsive;" Pie largest percentage of such positive

/
responses was in theypublic 4-year cop.ges and univesitites. Another two-...

......----.;

thirds-ca the-Pi:bleat Directors overall indicated some institutional respon-

siveness but qualified their statements insome fashion, e.g., by indicating
do,

tha he responsiveness was only partial or occurred only under certain con-
.

ditions. Fewer than a tenth of the Project Directors perceived their institu-
.

.
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tions as'totally non-responsive; none of these was in a private 4-year college

or university: fr

1'\A

As another indication of institutiorW'responsiveness, institutional adminis-

trators Were given lists of-criteria
.

orconditions often applied by institu-

f tions in selecting students to be admitted, to be put on probation, or to be

dismiSsed from those institutions: The administLators were,asked to, indicate

whether each criterion wascapplied equally to'bo h project 'and non-project

. Students; to hontproject'studentssonlymore len ently to project students

than to non - project students'; or not applied at ill. Table 5-3 summarizes the
0

responSes for 2-year toileges,ipublic 4-yea colleges and universities, and

rivate 4-year institutions. ihtriiS in the 'col labeled "Equally" are the

pe ntages of institutions reportedly applying e., criterion equally to project

''non- project students. EntrieS in the column marked "Lenient" represent

the -peraentagesOf instftutiphs applyirig criteria m ore.lenientlytoproject

students. For example, in the second row down_ol the` "Lenient" column air
,

. .

' public 4-year institutions, the figure 16:36 indicates that in 16.36 percdnt

'of such institutions; a low high'school rank on part of ,a student beihg,

aotively'donsidered for SSDS program participati,n would probably.not weigh

/ 'so heavily'against. his/her admission to the institution as it would for a-

non- project student, or perhaps a lower Out-pciint would be used in considering
.

1

.
.

.
.

the project student's ranking. Similarly, in the 12th row dowrroof the ."Lenient" '

- column for 2-year colleges, the figure 13.58 means that that percentage of
,

such

colleges are less likely to put a project studen on probation (relative to
.

1'other, non- project students) for a given (low) term grade point average. No

figures are shown for-4the percentages of institutionb applying the various
o .....

1criteria excldsively to regular '(non-project) students, as all of those- percent-

' ages were very low; across all institutions the highest such percentage for any
...

.4

I

criterion was 2.29 percent.' Percentages of institutions not applying criteria

to either project or non-project students are als'o not shown, as they can 12:7,

appi.Oximated by subtracting the "Equally" and "Lehient" column figures from

100 percent.

124
5 -19



311

:3

Table 5-3. Percentages of Instittitions Applying Criteria Eguall;ito-P,roject .

and Nbn-Project Students, vs. More Leniently to 'Project Stude
. in4Matters or Admissions, Probqiqn, 'Ad Dismissals

Admissions
. itequirements

Nigh School Diploma

Rank in High School

high School Grades

Ach4eviment or Activities

#,-Test:Scoret

'English-'Composition 'Skills

Coursellequirements.

Teacher RecOMmendaiions

Interview-with Student

Student is "unclassified"

Insufficient Credits

Currenily Taken'

Conditions-, Insufficient Percentage
for

-of Credits CompletedProbation.

'Term GPA Too Low

Cuinulative GPArTOo Low

Dkgree Requirements

Not Completed in Time

Term GPA Too Low

CumulAive,GPA Too Low

Conditions Insufficient Percentage of
for Dismissal

Credits Completed

Probation Terms Not Met

Type of Institution.

2 -Yr.

.

. OubliC 44r. .

.

-Private-4 -Yr.

Equally Lenient qually 'Lenient -.Equally Lenient

75.40 . 4.44: lito.p-- .16.36, 85.07 0.00

75.40 4.114': .86.59 '' '.16.36 8S.07 o:oo

1.21 12-.50' 30:94' 2i:1 -37.31 16.42

:24.73 5.65 '54c84 .M43 . 38.06 18.66
. :

23.25 3.23 14.04 16.67 .23.13 16.42.

7.66 4.44 22.35- '8.54 30.60 16.42

0.00 0.00 8.54 2.75 44.03 0.00,

7.66 1.21 o.op 2.75 20.90 0.00'

4.44 0.00 12.54 0.00 14.93 0.00

4.44
.

4.44 15.35 2.75
.._

58.21 0.00

39.65
.i

1.21 22.39 0.00 '54.46 24.63

62..77 13.58 63.92 7.07 77.61 22.391

7i.91 21.64 , 80.02 - 16.92 83.58 16.42

3.21 2.42 9.81 0.00 22.39 ;16.42
.

39.38 13.58 37.46 8.54 69.40 28.36

39.92 34.01 61.38 30.07 56.72 28.36

22.72 9.27 . 5.49 5.80 48.51 18.66

47.58 29.57 57.09 32.82 77.61 22.39

O
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Overall; Table 5-3 indicates that project students were often-given special

(lenient) treatment do dismissals, and fairly often on admissions and prob tion.,

The fifiding'with respect to dismissals can be traced. to SSDS regulations which

limit the conditiOns under which host institutibns can dismiss project students.,

The finding on admiissions suggests a funnel effect in4vhich some students are
. '

Specially admitted to institutions with the specific intention that they will

participate in project activities.

In comparing-the, data in Table 5-3 for!differeht kinds rf institutions, there

appears 'td be no consistent ;trend of diffeiences in percentages of 'lenient"

(toward. project students) institutions with respect to ptobation or dismissals..

With regard to adinfssionS, 2-year institutions appear .to give the least special
.... .

,
. 4.

. . i

. tonsideratiorretowardpropective project particiPan't4. Howpver, much if not all

of this apparent difference may be attributable to the fact that many of the

2-year institutions do not apply stringent admisSions criteria to any of their

1 students; this is indirectly reflected in the lower percentage figures.iA the,
,

"AppllediEqtally" column fOr the 2-year College.

Finally, Figure 5-l2 shows, not unexpectedly,,that as the 'number of special

policies for project students in an up,institution goes up, the Project Director
,

'perceives the institution as more responsive to project needs, For example,

43 percent ofLtilstitiaSons having more 'than fOur such polilies are considered

responsive, compared with 26 percent of institutions having no such policies.

Perceived, Project Impact on Institutions and Students

Several methods were used to obtain information about the perceived, impact of

the SSDS projects on.their host institutions. First, a sample of regular 1

I

(non-SSDS) gaculty members in each institution were asked how much impact,they,

believed ,the project had on their institution's student body,rfaculty, and
;

administation. The results are suimarized in Figure 5-13, by tyke of institu-
_

tion. The height of each bar in this figure eepresents the average impact

value attributed by the respondents to their projects. For example, the left-

most.'column indicates that, for 2-year-tolleg s, the average scale value

assigned to project impact on institutional administration was 1.90 on a scale

0

5.-21
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ranging fKom 0 (no impact) to 3.0 (ua great deal"). One general trend apparent
in the is'that faculty members in general perceived a substantial amount

'of'project impacton their host institutions. 11.second is that more overall
,

impact was reported by faculty-members in private.4-year colleges and univer-
sitiesthah by those in other types of institutions; this may, at least in part,

reflect the fact that the private 4-year institutions are smaller than the
other types of institutions, and thus any impact of the projects may be more

visible to their faculties. Finally, the maximum impact iJh the private 4-year'
.c011eges and universities was, felt to be on the institutions' administrations,
Whereas in other types of institutions it. was believed to beJon the student
bqdies.

. .
:.;, .InktItutiOnal administratoig were algo asked about their perceptions of projectI

iMpaCt, Specifically On the host institutions' policies and practices regarding,
,

. . - .

.

andprobation, and retehtion. ,These questions, itshould be...
. .

.

.

emphasized, were concerned,with the. institutions' policies for their general
'studentstudent bodies, not with their special polj,ties for SSDS 'students. The results
areshown!lin Table '51-4 for the three types of institutions. In the case of

I .
.

AadmisSionspcaicies, most respondents indicated that no Changes had-occ4rred,
- .'idnd,

p

hus there was little to attribute to the SSDS projects; most of the few
t-suo attributions made were in the public 4-year colleges and universities.

,' Ern in the areas of as112112ri and. rete
---r ntion, about half the respohding adMin----

: \ iStrators rep6ited no pOlicy changesjand many of.theremaining respondents

. -

felt that none of the change was attributable to the SSDS projects. However,
.abouta third Of the respondents overall did attribute all or part of change$

.
.in probation and retention policies,to the projects' existence, with the 4-year

.
.colleges and universities making more such attributions than'the 2-year colleges.

4 ;C)
7 ,

,

Administratorg.were asked whether the projects'- presence'on campus had increased
or decreased their administrative problems. Only a fourth reported any increase
in f roplems, while half reported a decrease and the remaining fourth reported

: , no change. (See Appendix 5-8.)

5-24

129



1

rte

1

Table -4. Percentages of Institutional Adminiserato0
Attributing Differeftt,Rortions Of. Changes/in
AdmisLqh, ProbatiOn,:aild Retention Pqlicies
and Practices toSSDSProjects, by Type.

.

of
Institution"

Pr

Portion Attrib.
To/ Projects

.

\-missionChances, a, °Probation Changes _ R tention Choges
2-Yr. Pub. 4-Yr. Priv:4-Yr.\ 2-Yr. Pub. 4-Yr.

t.,*

Priv. 4-Yr.
4.

2-Yr. Pub. 4-Yrr-Pciv. 4-Yr.

All Attributed

Part Attributed

Not Attributed

No Changes

0

.0

b.

100

. .9

6

7.

78

6

0

94

0,

3

6

38

53

.

18

18

21.. -

43
-

- 0

40
..

28

32 .

10

14

25

51

0

-
19

11

13\ -

51

.

12' .

31,

15

42

,

In response 'to questions abouX project effects onproject students,* virtually

all of the institutional administrators interviewed indicated that they believed
. .

the p#jects had beneficial impact on the participants' academic performance

'and skills (57 percent), their social/personal skills and,self-concept (94

. percent), and their adjustment to the:campus.environment (99 percent). (See
. c. .)

kpVenclix 5-9.)

1 Finally, the Project Directord were dsked,to "Describe what, you see as the
.---

Project's impact . . :On this institution's policies and practices," and the

responses were coded into several categories as shown inFigure 5-14. Overall,

more.than fbur-fitths of the Directors believed their projects had some positive-

effect on some aspect of the hosttinstitutions, with the highest percentages of

respondents Rerceiving such impact on teaching practices (26 percent) and on

probtion,or retention policies (27 percent). Additional' analyses (see 'Appen-

dix 5-10) indicate that prolect impact on the. instittltions (as perceived by the
.

Direttors, was greater in institutions where the Project Directors, had greater
%

perceived influence on institutional decisions affeCting the projects, and also
e

where the Directors had greater administrative rank within the institutions

(see Appendix''5711).
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CHAPTER 6. SERVICES PROVIDED BY PROJECTS
.

AS noted in Chapter 2, Studeht,Participation Aecords completed biSSDS staff

memberswere used in this study to obtain detailed records of\each occasion
. .

\when 'a student-ortgroup of students received...56'4e type, of seryice from a pko-s,--
ject. The present chapter summarizes the data-61ts obtained,,and examines the

,

relationships between certain aspects of the participation data and other pro-
.

ject characteristics such as the projects' funding levels; st.Z.16 of these re-
,

,

If .1lationshiPS are examined.- by non-linear techniques, because of the fact that
.--

oneOr more of the vakiables involved had skewed raher than normal (bell- shaped)
. /'

distributions. After a brief overview, the chE---tter is organized 4i.nto three .

,genera'].genera'].sections: Instruction) Counseling, ReferkaII is and Needs AssesSlent; tild
I'. -

Other Services.

A. Overview of Student t,articipatitin Data

Figure-6 -1 shoi4s the percentages of SSDS projeCts having diffent average
. .

numbers of contracts with participating students during the academic year.

(A "contact" represents a single incidence of,:la student receiving a service;
..,

.
. ,

a grouP counseling session involving fiVe students, for example, would consti-

tute Lye contacts.' Each bar in the figure represents a range of contact.
:/

,

valties;'for,instance, the left-most bar indicates that in 12 percent of the
_ .

projects, the average partidipating student had between 0 and 5 contacts
.

, .

with the prqject. It can be seen that, in about two-thirds of the projects,

a typical student had between0 and 15 contacts, but in smaller percentages

of the projects an average _student:might receive _Up-tcr55contacts. The over

all mean number of contacts per'participating student was almost 14. cc,,

''the percentages of projects providing different average levels of total sr--

vice time per participating btudent are shown in Figure 6-2. (Total service
/ .

time refers here to thetdtal amount of time a student is actually participat-

ing in instruction, counseling,

It does not include any projec

The overall :man participation

6-2 indicates, the modal range

referrals, needs assessment, and other seirvices

gaff spent in preparing for such services.)

time acrossproj%cts was'14 hours. As Figure

of valUes was from 5 to 10 hours, and almost

_

6 -1
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two-thigds of the projects had mean values between 0 and 15 hours. However, a.

few provided average participation values up to 50 hours.

.Patios'a participating students to project staff varied widely across projects.

The average ratio across all projects was 17.6"to'l, but as shown in Figure 6-3,

about two-thirds of the projects had ratios ranging from 2 to 1, to.l5 to 1,

and a fourth of the projects had over 20 participating students per staff member.

It should be noted that the staff figures used in calculating these ratios in-'

elude part-time and student staff members; much higher ratios would have re-,/
4

sulted'in many'projects had only the core full-time staffs been.considered.

L

How many participating students a project had was to some extent a function of

the projeCt's total funding level and also of the type of host institution,
Not snrprisingly, projects with lakger numbers of students tended to be more

affluent. At Figure 6-4 indicates for example, only about 30 percent of pro-
.

jects with budgets below $100,000 had over 300 participating students, where-.

90 percent of projects budgeted at over $150,000 had that number of students.

Projects in private 4-year colleges and universities had considerably smaller

.numbers of participating students than those,kn other types of institutions
.t(see Figure 6-5); this is in keeping with the faCt that they also-tend.to have

smaller total enrollments.,
ti

Funding level was related not only to the projects' numbers of participating
students but also to the total hours of service provided by projects to all
participating students. This latter relationship, depicted in Figure 6-6,

indicates a general trend for more liberally funded projects te provide more

total participati9n hours.. There is cbnsideFable spread in participation hours
at all levels off funding, however.

Figure 6-7.shows a scatterplot relating the projects' average cost per student
hour of service piovided (across all types.of services) to the average number

. of service hours provided to each participant.
(TwellAtliers--projects wi-th

exttemely high reported cost/hour figures--were deleted from the plot.) There
appears/to be a curvilinear relationship, with cost/hour generally decreasing

6 -4
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:1 '.

c.

1

as the per-participant service hours increase, thus indicating an efficiency
.

.

,of scale for.larger project efforts. The relationship is somewhat. obscured,
W

however, by a very' large spread in.cost/hour at the joweet 'levels of servicei,- .. , .

hours, '
. C

4 4 j1

Regression analytis failed to yield any significant relationshipt between the

iper-hour cost of services and the per-student hours of service delivery in
P ,

..

th7-basic-servide components (tutorAng, group instruction; counseling, etc.).
.

Howevet, non-linear regreesion analysis revealed a significant relationship
.

(quadratic term) between per-hour costs of services and the per-student total

hours of service; this finding confirms the curvilinear relationshiAltbetween

those two variables displayed in Figure 6-7. . ^

In.general, projects with more staff meMbers providedmore total hours of set-
.,

vices to 13articipating students, nit example, the gcattetplot in Figure 6-8

indicates d positive overall relationship betwpen the numbers of full:time-
-

equivalent'(FTE) tutors employed by projects and tge total numbers of.tutoring

hours provided to participating students; tfie, correlation between ,those vati-
c

ablee was significant .Signifidant correlations were also found between the

number of FTE classroom. instructors'and the, total hours of group instruction

,(see scatterplot ih Figure 6-9); between the number of FTE project counselors

and the'otal number of coun'seling hours'(Figure 6=10); and.between-the number

of FTE administrative staff members and the projects'total hours of.service

delivery (Figure 6-14. It AoUld be noted, however, that in all thdse re---
0

lationshipe''there was onsiderable spread in service houre for any given staffing

level, and.that the%strength of the correlation in sOme of these analyses is

due in large Measure to a telatively small number of cases with exceptionally

high values on both staffing level and service hours:.

;
8. Instruational Sekvices

Table 6.-1 gives an overview of the instructionaf services proN4ded by the SSDS,

"Projects. As with all other data presented in this chapter, the service hours,

displayed he-e do not include
4
any preparation time spent by staff members. The

left-most column in ihe table (following the "Activity" designation) indicates

6-10
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,the percentage of p"Cojects 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 this are the mean and median num-

bers of hours of serVice received by each student participating in that type

of service. The final two columns specify the mean and median numbers of pro-

ject staff members assigned to the activity area.

Table 6-1. Overview of Instructional Servibes Received '

and Staff Members Providing Services

Activity
Percentage
Projects Offering

c

Percent. Receiving

. t
Per-Student Flours Re_ceiied Staff AssignedStbdpnts

Mean i Median Mean -.Median Mean Median

Tutoring

Group
INstruct .

...

.

95.5

88.3

.

51.3

31.3 .

.

50.21

26.9

...

'9.1

: 19.8

-

,

6.0

11.0

22.2

1.9

.
14.0

0.2

. ,

It can be seen fromTable 6-1 that most projects' offeree both group instruction

and tutoring. About half the project students receiving tutoring, but consi-

derably fewer pa ticipated in group (classroom) instructio . Among those stu-

dents who ceived tutoring, the average (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 median for the

latter type of instruction indicates a strongly skewed diStribution in group

instruction time, with a few students receiving very large numbers of hours

of such instruction. In interpreting the large number of staff members provid-

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

the S$DS projects with respect to the provision of tutorial and group instruc-

tion. Figure 6-12 indicates the distribution of.projects with regard to their

percentages of total effort (service hours) devoted to tutorial instruction.
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For example,'the left-most bar indicates that 8.2 percent of the projects com-

mitted betweeh 0 and 5 percept of their total service effort to tutoring:

It can bp seen that the most common commitmert was in the range from 5,1 to

15 percent; the overall distribution of commitment levels is more rectangular-

than 'normal (bell-shaped) in form, witty substantial portions of the cases

evident up to 95 percent of the project service time.

Comparable data for group instructional services are shown in FigureZ-13.

Here again the Most common levels of time commitment are at the low end of
v.

the distribution (0 to 15 percent), but the'distributioh continues fairly
, -

strongly out to 95 percent of project service time :omitted to grbup in-

struction.

FigureS 6-14 and 6-15 indicate, for projects offering tutoriny instruction

(Figure 6-14) and/or group instruction (Figure 6-15) the percert,9es of those

projects actually providing such services to different percentages Of project

students. The distribution in Figure 6-14 is Considerably closer to normal

shape than the two.preceding bar-charts, and indicates that the maximum number

of projects (30.2 percent) provided tutoring services to between 45.1 percent

and 55 percent of project studehts.. Figure 6-15, by comparison, shows a

skewed distribution for group instruction, with 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 different average numbers of hours of instruction to

`participating students. The two distributions arielmiltr in general shape,

with most of the Projects concentrated in the region of low service hours (0

to 5 hours for tutoring, and 0 to 12.5 hours for group instruction), and

then with percentages of projects tapering of at higher numbers of hours.

1 ,

Additional detail regarding the projects" instructional services may be seep

in-Tables 672 and 6-3, which break down the tutorial avid group instruction

4 GO
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into specific content areas. Table 6-2 indicates that most projedts offered
4

tutoring in each of the content categories representedr but that English and

mathematics were the only, subjects in which any substantial percentages of

project students were tutored. Among students who were tutored, the average

(mean) tutoring time ranged from a little under. 4 hours in social science to

more than 7 hours in mathmatics.

. Table 6 -2. Services Offered bnd Hours Received in
Different Instructional Content Areas: Tutoring .

. .

Content Area

,

Percentage

Projects Offering

.
, .

-

Perc nt. Students Receiving

.

Per-Student Hours Received

Mean Median Mean Median

,,-

English 90.7 21.2 17.1 6.7 4.2

Mathematics , 90.3, 25.3 24.4 7.2 5.0

Science/ 80.8 8.5 6.0 5.5 3.8
Engineering

Humanities' 61.9 4.1 1.5 . 4.1 2.0

Sdcial 68.2 ,5.0 2.7 - 3:9 2.6
Science .

(

Other ' 89.4 12.3 . . 8.3. .6.1 4.0
i

1

Somewhat smaller percentages of projects offered the, different types glif group

instruction, as shown in Table 6-3. English, mathematics, and science/engineer-

ing were the most common subjects, with Humanities and social science 'courses

provided by substantially Yewer projects. Within the relatively few projects

offing group instruction, only small percentages of the students received

such instruction; English and mathematics were again the most common subjects.

Among students receiving group instruction, the average number of hours re-

ceived ranged from j* over 6 (humanities) to 19 (English). Again, the sizable

differences between the means and medians for some of these figures indicate

skewed distributions; in this case the mean is generally larger than the 'median,

indicating small numbers of students receiving fairly large amounts of. group

instruction.

J
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Table.6-3. Services Offered and Hours Received in Different
Instructional Content Areas: Group Instruction

Content Area

Percentage

Projects Offering
Percent. Students Receiving

.

Per-Student Hours Received
Mean median Mean Median

,...

English 60-.9, 17.5 9.5- 19.1 13.0

Mathematics 61.6 13.9 10.0 13.7 ' 6.3

Science/ 40.8 5.6 3.7 "s 9.5 4.1
Erigineerino ..

...eianities 19.7 6.5 , 1.4 6.3 .., 2.3

Socitt- 20.0 6.5 4.1 8.9 - 3.2
Science

ether' 76.0 14.3 7.2 8.6 5.2
- .

I

C. Counseling, Referrals, and Needs Assessment

Counseling, 'defined here as inc)u'ding also the related activities of needs

assessment'and referials of students to other service agencies, was a major

SSDS activity, at least as indicated in table 6-4 by the fact that almost all

projects offered one or more types of counseling. Futhprmore, over two-thirds

of the students in projects offering counseling services received some type of

counseling, with by far thelreatest emphasis in terms of percentages of par-

ticipating students being on academic counseling. However, the actual numbers

of counseling hours provided to a typical participating student were quite

small, ranging on the average from just over'one hour (career counseling) to

two hours (aOademic counseling5. As noted earlier, the'mean and median figures

for "Per-Student Hours Received" are based on only those students receiving a

particular type of counseling. Furthermore, because there is some overlap among

the subsets of students receiving different types of counseling, the per-hour

figures for those different types do not total to the figur s for "Akl,Counsel -

ing.'

6-24 162



Table 6-4. Services Offered and Hours Received
in Different Types of Counseling

.Type of
Counseling
'

(

Percentage

Projects Offerimg
Percent. Students Receiving

Median
.

-,15er:.Student Hours

Mean
Received
MedianMeal

. , .

.

Academic 9803' 52.7 59.3 2.0 1.3

Career 95.2 16.6 13.3 1.2. 1.0

Personal 95.8 24.4 20.7 1.6 1.1-

financial . 91.8 13.1 8.8 1.3 e 1.0 -

Other 100. 53.1 54.4 2.1 1.3

.

All .

.1.

. .

Counseling 100. 67.0 69.0 2.6 1.8

t

D. Orientation and Cultural Services

As defined, in this repRrt, "Orientation" refers to project activities under,

taken to get entering students familiar with certain aspects of the campus,

of college/university requirements_ and resources, and/or of project require-

ments and resources. "Cultural Services" include project efforts to expand

students' awareness of t eir &In or other cultures, using such techniques as

guest speakers, films, nter-culz:ural projects, etc.. The overall pattern shown

in Table-6-5 is that ro hly three-fifths to four-fifths of the projects

offered orientation and/or cultural services, and a fourth to a third of the

students in those projects received-, such services. The mean amount of orienta-

tion time received by a participating student was about one and a half hours;

this probably, consisted in most cases of a single introduCtory session with

one or more project staff members. A larger average per-student time was

devoted to orient tion services (four ,and a half hours),. but this figure is

based on a somewhat smaller percentage of students receiving such services.
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Table 6-5. Orientation and Cultural' Services
pffered, and Hours Received

Activity

Percentage

Projects Offering

*
Percent. Students Receiving

I

Per-Student Hours Received

Mean Median Mean Median

Orientation
,

Cultural

79.3

61.4

35.6

26.5

r 32.0

24.7..

1.5

4:5

1.0

3.5

E. Summarrft,

Overall, the data collected by means of the Student Participation Records indi-

cate that most of the general types of services examined were offered by large 4"

percentages of the projects, ranging from about 61 percent for cultural ser-

vices to essentially 100 percent for counseling. Furthermore, at this general

level of specification, substantial percentages of students within the offer-

ing projects received one or more of the different types of services; 'these

ranged from 26,percent for cultural services to 67 percent for counseling.

Counseling was clearly the most common ptoject activity, wit% -..bout two-thirds

of all project students across all the projects receiving some e upseling.time.
ss

The otherogeneral finding is that, with few exceptions, an average student

part:icipatino.in a particular type of service did not receive many hours of

that service. The average (mean) number of instructional hours for a student

receiving, special instruction from a project was a respectable 16.6 hours.

Howevez., the pr- student figure dropped to 2.6 hours in the area of counseling,

1.5 hours in orientation services, and 4.5 hours in cultural services. d(As

noted earlier, none'of'these figures include staff preparation time.) It is

possible, of course, that these'latter types of services are much more impor-

tant than,the small hourfigures would indicate. Some Project Directors

believe, for example, that even a small amount of time 14 orientation or

counseling can make bit major difference in how a student perceives and reacts

to thc campus environmInt, and can thereby greatly improve that student's

motivation and study habits.

a
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CHAPTER 7. CHARACTERISTICS OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS,
AND THEIR RELATIONSHIPS TO SERVICES RECEIVED

The major purpose olthis chapter is to describe some of the characteristics

of freshman students listed by projects as eligible for SSDS services, and to

examine 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

of student participation identified in this study, in terms of the specific

patterns of services associated with de.ch such profile. The projects' parti-

cipation profiles serve an important role in Chapter 8, where they are used as

one of the major predictors of project impact on student persistence, progress,

and performance.

Whereas Chapters 4 and 6 presented data from Student Participation Records that

were filled out for all students receiving services in the sample projects, this

chapter summarizes information collected from the study's impact sample, i.e.,

freshmar students who completed the fall and/or spring Student Surveys. The

impact 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.

A. Characteristics of Eligible Freshmen Students

As shown 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 lowest parental incomes tended tc be in private 2-year

c ''eges, while students in public 4-year colleges and universities had the

highest parental income levels. Table 7-1 indicates that the parental incomes

of the eligible students were lowest for American.Indians and Blacks, and

highest for White students.

. 7 --I 6 5
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Table 7-1. Average (Mean) Parental Income Level's
for Eligible Students of Different
Racial/Ethnic Groups

RACE MEAN PARENTAL INCOME ($)

American Indian 8,648

Asian 11,039

Black ,
,

8,671
, .

Hispanic 9,671

White 13,562

Other 10,091

Overall, about 63 percent of the study's freshman students designated ad' eli-
sgible for SSDS services were female. -As Figure 7-2 shows, the percentage of

females was slightly lower for Asian students than for other groups.

Figure 7--3 shows how the students' eligibility classifications, as defined
by the Project Directors, related 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 income,
the probability of that student's being designated eligible by reason of edu-
cational deprivation was also low. Possibly the eligibility criteria of

economic background and educational deprivition were viewed as mutually exclu-
sive by some Project Directors (i.e., once they had checked the "economic

background" criterion they felt no need to check another criterion), despite

the directions on the questionnaire asking respondents to "check all that
apply."
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'Other student characteristics examined in relation to their project-reported

eligibility classifications were the students' self-rated academic skill levels

(at the 'start of the academic year) (Figure-7-4) -and their race/ethnicity

(Figure 7-5).. Figu 7-4 shows general agreement between the two indices, i.e.,

the lower the sel - rating, the higher the probability that students would be

designated by the projects as eligible by reason of'educational deprivation.

The relationship was not as strong as might have been expected, however,-since

55 percent of students raping themselves''as "Very Good" were classified as

educatidnallir'deprivbd, and 25 percent of students rating their academic skills

as "Very Poor" we ?e not so classified. Also of interest, though not surprising,

is the faop, that minority Students, especially American Indians, Asians, and
. -

Hispanics, were much more likely than Whites to be designated as eligible by

reason of their cultural affiliation (Figure 7-5). Ak

Projects were Os° askedto designatd, 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 Figuie 7-7 for students of different parental income

levels, and in Figure 7-8 for different types of institutions. (For all these

figures, average need levels were calculated by giving "Low" need a scale

value of 1, "Moderate" need a value of 2, and "Large" neea value of 3.) In

general, the data indicate' that service needs were perceived to be highest for

Black students, for students with lower parental income levels, and for stu-
,.dents in private 2-year colleges.

Finally, SSDS-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 responses are summarized

in Tables 7-2 through 7-6. Each of these tables contains a matrix formed-by

students' parental income level (row headings' and type of institution (column

headings): In Table 7-2, each cell of the matrix contains the percentage of

students receiving an educational loan from a bank, the state, the Federal

government, or some other, source, and the average (mean) amount of that loan

during the 1979-1980 academic year; these averages are based on only those

7-6
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students reportedly receiving a loan. Overall, the data indicate that larger

percentages,of eligible freshman students received loans in 4-year colleges

and universities than in 2-year colleges. There was no clear pattern of re-

lationship betweenparenta/rEncome and probability of receiving a loan, al-
-

though the lowest income group had the lowest overall percentage of students

reporting loans. On the avctrage, larger loans were reported in private colleges

and universities than in public institutions, with the largest overall being

in priNiate 2-year colleges.

Table 7-2. Percentages of Eligible Freshman Students Receiving

Educationak,Loans, and Average gmounts of Loans, for
Different Types of Institutions and Different Levels
of Parental Income

Parents' Yearly 5
Income ($)

,
Type of Institution-

Public 2-Yr. Private 2-Yr. Publ ic .4-Yr. Private 4-Yr.
Less than $6,000 11% 8%

41
1% 16%

$533 $2151 $784 $1162

6,000-11,999 12% 19% 24% 23%
. i $773 $1405 $731 $1221

12,000-20,999 ' 14% 24% 22% 30%
$1055 $1736 $911' $1387

21,000 or More 14% 19% 17% 31%
$1395 $1796 $1104 $1747

Table 7-3 summarizes data on grants,.scholarships,'and tuition waivers ,received

by theaeligible students. The percentage figure'shown in.each cell is the

otal percentage qf eligible students receiving
k
a grant, scholarship, a tuition

waiver from the institutions, or any dbmbination of 'those forms of aid. The

other figure in each cell is the total dollar amount of the aid, averaged

across the students receiving such aid. It is evident that quite substantial

percentages ofche fres man students considered eligible for SSDS services

received some form/of. nancial support--up to 58 percent for low income stu-

dents in public 4-yea colleges and universit es. 'Overall, the percentages of

students receiving gra ts, scholarships, an /or tuition waivers were larger

7 -12
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for eligible freshmen in 4-year than in 2-year institutions, and larger for
r.

students with low parental incomes; no meaningful differencegrwere found be-
,, .

tween publiC and private institutions. On the average, the total dollar amount

of the aid increased with decreasing levels of parental income. As with loans,

the average dollar level was considerably greater for studentg in piivate \

institutions than for those in public institutions; this probably reflects the

higher tuition levels in the private colleges and universities, which in turn

wou1t1 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 DifferentTypes op
InstitutiOns and Different Le els of Parental Income

Parents' Yearly
Income ($)

*Type of Insit4tinn .

Public g-Yr. privateji-Yc. / Public 4-Yr. Private 4-Yr.

Less than $6,000 45% 48% 58% 50%
$786 $206 8.

/
$1174 $1848

6,000-11,999 48% 44% ' 58% . 52%
$818 $1521 032 11862 :

c"

12,000-20,999 40% i6%. 45% 48%
$766

- $1605 $10'08 $1298

21,000 or More 23% .

$569
, 1,4%

$632 .

29%
4836

31%
$954 .

.

ti

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); these aid programs are ,r 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

type Of institution and each level of parental income; the percentage of stu-

dents receiving each type of Federalassistance. The Basic Educational Oppor-

tunity Grant was by far the most common form of aid, with over half the SSDS-

7-13



I 114

eligible students in the lower parental-income levels receiving syll a grant.

Overall, the percentage of freshman students with Basic Educational OppOrtunity

Grants decreased with inC,easing levels:of parental income, but did not vary

systematically wit), type of institution. Students in private institutions

were somewhat more likely to receive Guaranteed Student Loans than those in

public colleges and universities, and students in 4-year institutions were

more likely to receive National Direct Student Loan than students in 2-year

colleges.

Table 7-4. Percntages of El: ,ible Freshman Students Receiving
a Federal GUarani.,s.d Studene,Loan, a National Direct
Student Loan, or t Basic Edsicational Opportunity Grant,

for Different Types of Institutions and Different Levels ,2
of Parental Income

Parents' Yearly
Income ($) Private 2-Yr.

,--
,

....''
.__s__rysEAwtit.ution

Public 2-Yr. Public 4 -Yr. - Private 4-Yr. '

Less than $6,000 GSL = 3% 4% 3%
NDSL = 3% 5%

,
.,.,3%

-- 16% 8%
BEOG = 53% 59% C3% 58%

6,000-11,999 GSL a 3% 6% :)% 6%
NDSL = 3% 7% 18% . 11%
BEOG = 52% 63% 60% 58%

12,000-20,999 GSL = 3% 7% 4% 7%
NDSL = 4% 11% 15% 19%
BEOG = 37%

.
53% 44% 46%

21 000.or More GSL = 3% 13% 4% t
11% ,t

.NDSL = 5% 3% 8%

7%
BEOG = 19% 10% 21% 7%

.

. .

Not surpri,singly, 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 as is the fact that the percentages

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 for those in

public institutions (even withIn a given level of parental income), agaib per-

haps reflecting the private institutions' higher tuition levels.

7-14
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Table 7-u 5: Percentages of Eligible Freshman Students Receiving
Financial Support From Parents, and Average Amounts
of Support, for Dif-ferent Types of Institutions and
Different LeVels Of Parental Income

Parentsl.
*

Yearly
Income ($)

Type of Institution

Public 2-Yr. Private 2-Yr. Public 4-Yr. Private 4-Yr.

Less than 6000 23% 24% 31% 33%
J $260 $332 $257 $312

6000-11,999 33% 28% 4.% 38%
$279 $390 $288 $325

12,000-20,999 43% 49% 49% 46%
$342 $41C $386 $599

21,000 or More 48% 42% 52% 52%
$496 $846 i $598 $763

As Table 7-6 shows, around 30 percent of the eligible freshman students over-

011 had jobs during the academic year. The percentage of students holding jots

tended to be larger for public colleges and universities than for private in-

stitutions, but did not differs systematically between 2-year and 4-year insti-

tutions, or as a function of parental income level. The average number-of,

dollars earned, calculated over a 32-week period, shows no meaningful relatiol\-

ships with either type of institution or parental income level.

Table 7-6. Percentages of Eligible Freshman Students Hdiding
Jobs, and Average Earnings During Academic Year,
for Different Types of Institutions, and Different
Levels of Parental Income

Parents' Yearly
Income ($)

, Type of Institution

Public 2-Yr. Private 2-Yr.

-

Public 4-Yr. Private 4-Yr.

Less than 6000 32% 23% 32% 33%
$2494 $2M6 $1957 $1995

6000-11,999 38% 22% 36% 33%
$2701 $2059 $2102 $2140

. .

12,000-20,999 46% , 36% 36% 35%$303 $1736 $2176 $2111

21,000 or More 41% 16% \35% 33%
. .

$2692 $3728 $2780 $2533
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B. 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

into a relatively small number of broadly defined participation profiles, each

of which characterizes some subset of the freshman students designated as ell-

gible for SSDS services. For this reason, tLe Student Participation Records

and the student responses to questions about SSDS-like services received out-

side the projectg were examined for the impact sample. A total of 11 major

profiles were identified, by procedures discussed later in Chapter 8, Effects

of StUdents of Participation in Special Services. These profiles range prom a

group of students who received no SSDS or SSDS-like services at all, to a group

that-received substantial amounts of multiple types of services. The purpose

Of this section is to define each of the profiles in terms of the types and

levels of SSDS and SSDS -like services recuived by students classified into

that ,Profile.

Tables 7-7 through 7-12 characterize the li participation profiles in terms of

services provided by the SSDS projects. In each of these tables, the row head-

ings are the profiles, the column headings are the average (per-student) numbers

of hours of the particular service received during the academic year,. and cell

entries are the, percentages of eligible 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 project; none

had over two hours during the entire academic year, and most had no instruc-

tional time at all. Profiles 5 through 10, 14 contrast, are generally charac-

terized by much more substantial amounts of project instruction--in some cases

over 26 hours.

Taole 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-

whereirs 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 Par,ticipation

Profile Receiving Different Amounts of Instruction
(Group and/or Tutorial) From Projects

Profile

Total Per-Student Hours of Service

0-2 3-9 10-25- 26 or More

0 100 0 0 0

1 100 0 (i
. 0

2 100 0 0 0

3 100 0 0 0

4 100 0
,

0 0

5 12 45 24 19

6 9 39 24 28

7 5 19 32 ' 44

8 3 17 35 45

9 13 49 27 11

10 0 8 21 70

7-17
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Table 7-8. Percentages of Students in Each Participation
Profile Receivir...; Different Amounts of Group
Instruction From Projects

.

Profile

Total Per-Student Hours Of Service

0-1-- 2-8 9-30 3 or More

0 100 0 0 0

1 100 0 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 0 19 43 38

9 100 0 0 0

10 0 26 29 45

1&2
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The pattern 8f profiles with respect to counseling time is indicated in Table

7-10. It can be seen that most students in Profile 4 and Profiles 7 through

10 received appreciable amounts of counseling time froM the projects, while

those in other profiles
%
had essentially no project counseling. This same basic

pattern is repeated for referrals and needs assessments provided by the pro-

jects (Table 7-11), and also for project orientation and culturial activities

(Table 7-12); that is, only in Profiles 4, 7, 8, 9, and 10 did students receive

any ppreciable amount of any of these services.

) .

Table 7-9. Percentages of Students in Each Participation

Profile Receiving Different Amcuhts of Tutorial
Instruction From Projects

Profile

Total Per-Student Hours of Service ,

0-1 2-4 5-10 11 or More
0 100 0 9 , .. 0

1 100 0. . 0 ,

2 100. 0 0 0

3 100 0 0 0

4 100 0
....i

0 0 3

5 30 23 28 19

6 38 20
. 18 24

7 100 0 0 0

8 100 0 0

7

0

9 0 34 32 34

10 0 27 25 48

7-19
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Table 7-10. Percentages of Students in Each Participation
Pro File P.aceiving Different Amounts of
Counsel ing From Projects

.

Profile

Total Per-Student Hours of Service

0 1-2 3-5 6 or More

' 0 100 0 0 0

1 - 100 0 0 0

100 0 0 0

3 . 100 0 0 0

4 14 53 18 15

J 100 0 0 0

6; 100 0 -0 0

7 23 45 22 10

8 21 37 , 31 11

9 19 43 13 1 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 Froaf Projects

Profile

Total Per- Student Hours of Service

0 1 2-4 4 or More

0 100 0 0 0

1 100 0 0 0

2 100 0 0

3 100 0 0 0

4 17 14
.

29 40
/

5 100 0 0 0

6 100 0 0 0

7 12 11 24 53

8 10 10 c 20 60

9 9 22 27 42

10 12 12 23 53



Table 7-12. Percentages of Students in Each Participation
Profile Receiving Different Amounts of Orientation
and.Cultural Activity Services From Projects

Profile

Total Per-Student Hours of Service ,

0 , 1 2-6 ' 7 or More

0 100 0 0 0

1 100 0 0 0

2 100 0 0 0

3 100 0

/

0 .

4 45 21 / 9 15

5 100 0 0 0

'6 100 0 0 0

32 14 31 23

'8 24 11 41 24

9 43 19 18 20 A

.

10 38 22 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 considered 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.

As noted in Chapter 2, when a students participation records showed receipt

of a particular type of service, and when the student reported that he/she had

received that type of service, there was no way to determine whether and of

that service was'provided outside the project. For purposes of Tables 7 13

through 7-15, a student is counted as having received a particular type of

outside service Only 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 xeflecting cases where students may have

received the same kind of service both inside and outside the projects.

Table 7-13, in conjunction with Tables 7-7 through 7-9, shows that, whereas

Profiles 0 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

project counseling in Profile 4 is augmented by outside group and tutorial

instruction; that project group instruction 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 supi<le-

' mented by outside counseling.
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Table 7 -13. Percentages'of Students Reporting Different Levels.
of Use of Outside Group Instructional Services

*.

Profile

Frequency of Student Use of Outside Service

Never Used Rarely Used Used Some Used Lot

0i 86 14 0

1 37 18 34 11

2 73 27 0 Q
i

3 18 13 45 24

4 38 19 28 t 15

5 100 0 0 0

6 100 0 0 0

7 100 0 0

,

0

8 100 0 .

9 29 '18 30 23,

10 100 0

I
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Table 7-14. Percentages of Students Reporting Different
Levels of Use of Outside Tutorial Instruction

Profile

Frequency of Student Use of Outside Service

Never Used Rarely Used Used Some Used a Lot

0 75 Z5 .0 0

1 17. 8 64 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 s 0 0
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Table 7-1* 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

1

.

35 65 0
.

d.

2 0 0 79

---------------

55 s

21

45
3 0 0

4 100 . . 0 ,, U 0

5 41, 59 0 0

6 O. 0 64 36.

7 100 0 0 0

8 100 0 0 0

100 0 0

10 100 0 0 O.



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 profiles indicates the type(s)

of services received from the projects by students in each profile; the final

(right-most) column indicates any additional type(s) of SSpS -like services pro-
.

vided 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-

patiori 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.

Figure 7-9 shows that Profiles 0 through 3 all represent no project services,

but different combinations of outside services. Profiles 5 and 6 both involve

instruction alone from the projects, with students_in Profile 6 also receiving

counseling from outside the projects. Profile 4 includes project counseling \

and outside instruction. Profiles 7 through 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.
1

C. Relationships Between Student Characteristics and Services Received

Table 7-16 shows how the parents' income level was related torthe typesOtand

amounts of services received by the students; both inside and outside the

SSDS projects. The first, three columns apply to project se vices, whilt,the
t-N\

last three' perteain tip SSDS-like services provided outside the projects. Each

cell in the table indicates the percentage of studen.ts in that family-income

group receiving the designated type.of serv4ce, and the average number of hours

of that service received by those students. As discussed in Sict.ion B, stu-
,

der4s.are counted as havingoreceeed outside services only where there an

unambiguous indication. that those services were provided by an outside ency

and not by the projects themselves.

7-27
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Profile
Types of
Project Services

S
i

AdditionalCA:hide,
Services ____

0
,

_None
.....----...----

None ,J
. /

,

None Y .

.
Instruction (Grou/ p,4 Tutoringi

2 None
.

.

Counseling /
.

3 None r
Group Instruction and-Counseling

4 Counseling Group and Tutoring Instruction

5 ruction (Group and/or Tutoring). None , .

.6 Instruction Counseling
is

7. Group Ins.fruction and Counseling Tutoring Instruction

8 Group Instruction and Counseling None
,

9 Tutoring and Counseling Group Instruction

10

iC

Group Instruction,-Tutoring,
and Counseling

None

.

Figure 7-9, Summary of Project Services and Additional
. Types of Outside Services Associated With
Each Performance Profile

-27
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.: *-- ,Table 7-166... Percentages of. StUdents,Receivillg Different. Types of
Services, and tAverageNumbers of Rams of Services

.
. Received by Those, Students, for. Differerit Levels of

PirentaT Income, ,:69

N

1

Parents' Yearly
Income t$)'

.

Projict Services .
-

Outside Services

Instruction
' (dteup + Tutor.) Coupse ling

.

Orientation
and Cultural-

.

Group
c"

"'Instruction
,

utoring .

'4
Counseling..

)
Under '$6000 -- Vt% , , '

6.55 . ,

51-%

5%30

-
.

39%

6.67

k 45%

2.99

. ,
47%

2.96 4

431,;-,..'

3.18 .

6000-11,999 Ai%

2648
46%

.6 13.

36% ,

5.95
_.

45%

2.93
.

44%

2.84
..

46%

3. 03. '"1
-.

.
'12,000-20,999, +39%

,f 33., 28

..... i

41%

33.85..29%

44.52 ,

39%

2.87

. 43%

2.82 4

481

2.97

---
21;600 or More 32%:414,,

29.72

\ 32%

2.67

it
19%

3.37

34%

2.82
,.,

.

44%

2.75

54i
2.88

a

ti
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'Oneimportant trend inTable 7 -16 is that, for all types of project services,
. , .

the percentage of students receiving.those services goes doWn with increasing

parental income. Ayithilar_reIatiOnship is evident for outside group.instruc-
,

dp

tion, bud there is no clear trend for' utside tutoring.and the directiot of

the relationship is reversed for counseling, i.e.

more'affluent studentS receive outside'counseling
1 !

iitien.n examines the mean nftwilliv of hours of the
ik

, "'larger percentages of the

There is one slight anomaly

(service received, averaged

abrass the receiving Students. Although amore'affluent student was less likely

to receive project instruction, the averagenuMber of hours for those who did

receive project instruction at all increased with increasing.parental income,'

'for all other types of project and outside service, however, the average number

of hotiks decreaded with increasing parental income. .Thps, overall, the figure

4 - would Seem to indicate a targeting of project services to the less afflUent

otudentsamang those deemed eligible for SSDS services.

Relationships betweenthe.students' self-pe,rceived skill levels and problems0
1.-

(as measured early in the academic year),.and'the amounts of instruction they
.

"rebeived_from_the_projects_during-that-year-f-are-Aummarized-in-Table 7-11,
. .

. J \Th,skill
f
level for a given student was calculated from that student's res-

.
Ponses to questions adltingcabodt differehtrtypeS of skills (reading, mathe-

%
. Aitics,

i

stUdy kills, etc.'). Similarly, each problem-severity scale value was
.1 catculated from responses to seVeral different questions pertaining to a commonav , ,% ..... : : .

type of problem. In geneitl, the:tabge shows little apparent relationship,
.

,rs

4
between the severity of the s idents' selft-perdeived problemsearly,in tle

year, and!the amount of project instructio they received. There was, however,

a significant trend for lower-skilled students (aedelf-perceived at the start 4'

'of the year) ,tb receivemore'hours of project instruction, which suggestssome

Iry
- .success in 'project .targeting of Services., .

I.

. )
a

,
. . ..Analyses were also, run on the relationships betWeen students' self-perceived,

. skill levels and. problems, and the, amounts of academia and 'Personal counseling.' .

. ,. . ..

thsise students receivedbfrom the projects.(see Appendices '7-1 through 7-4)., .

In general, no interpretable relationships were fOund between those qariabl&S,
.

the
!
on y exoeptions leingta tendency for Students, with greater (self-perceived)

b .
. .

$ 0
academic and campus problems %o receive greatIr amounts Of.personal counseling.

. .
I

N
e

-.

(
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Table 7-17, Self-Perceived Skill Levels and Severity of Problems
at Begin-hi-rigOf-Year for.StpdentS Receiving Different
AMounts of Project Instruction

A

.

Ave. Per...Student
Hours InStruction

. .

.

Self-Perceived
Skill Level* ,

. .

.
Severity of
Acatiemit Prob.**

.

Severity of
Campus Prob.**

.

.

Severity of
Personal Prob..**

.

, 0-2
.

3.46
1.0

°~ 1

__.

1:73.
.

1.46

.
1.57

.

r.
<

3-9
.

3.38
.

1.74 1.4'1 .

.
1.5

. /

.
10-25 3.33

.

1.81. / .---1.45
f

.

.

.-
..158

26 or Mare

,

3.30'
/

_

*'
._

1.73.-:-

_

1, .4 3, . , 1.58

.

.

.

Value on Scale with 1 F= Very Poor, 2 = Poor, 3 = Adequate, 4 = Good, 5 = Very Good.

** Value On Scale with 1 = Not a Problem, 2 = Small. Problem, 3 Problem, 4 = Very Big Problem.
.;

The remaining ahaiyses in this chapter dire also concerned with Possible relation-
,

ships-between student,characteriStics_and_the_services_received_by those st.11-

,t
dents, but exane the broad participation profiles instead of specific types

of.services. Table

of sEudents falling

column,percerltages,

7718 shows, for each parental income level, the percentages

into the different profiles. Mote: This table shows

so it.is the column figures rather than the rows that add,

up lop percent.) It can bIlseen that, as students' parental income increases,

the percentages of those students Wiifiles 0, lc and'2 (no project services)
..-----

also.increases; by:contrast,-with increasing parental income the percentages
'. c

.

of tpdentS in'ProfileS,9 (project tutoring and counseling) and 10 (project
. . ,

...,

tu oringf group iristrUbtion and Counseling) tend to decrease. Both of these
,:,

.
.. . .

tr,nds gi'Ve additional evidence of a LOdency.for less,afflunt students toe
,

(

're eiVe more Sei.vice;1

,

,A stuaent characteristic, race/eth icity, is shown 'in. relation to par-

t ciiiat!ion profiles in Table 7-19. Here againv column perCentages Are used

_that one can determine how the members Of'each racial/ethnic group were

istributed among theprogiles. Larger peicentageS ofWhite students tbati of

/
/ ;

7-31i
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Table 7 -18, Percentagei of Students Falling Into the 'Different
.

Pakicipation Profiles, for DifferentLevels of
Parental Income , s,

AT.ofile

1 Parental Income Level

Less than $6000 $6000-$11,999 $12,000-$20,999 $21,000 or More

. -

0

t '

7 9
,

.

14
. .

20 .

1
3

...
,

.4
_

_

.6.

.

8

.

' 10 . 10 3
..

17
.

.

,, -

16 415- 17

4 25 -- 26 . 21
0

16
.

, .

1 : 2 2

\(
, 2

6-
,

3 3
n

!, ,,

L
.

.

7 6 , 4 6 g

.

- 4

5
. .

6 5 ,

. )5 . 12 'Ti _ 8

...
7

100% 100% 100% lop%

ir

,e

7-32
- .

.

-.4444-44444. 444.- 444.-

1
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Table 7,12. Percentages of Students of, Different Raelalgthnic r'.. : . Groups falling Into Different Profiles - 1 .

AP

I.

.. :
Profile :

Race

Asian

Ethnicity of

B.lack

Students'

Hispanic

'6

White

4
r

t

Other

9

Amer t;opt

Inctian.

0 3 14 6*c. 10 19. .. 8

1 2 ." .11 3'
..:

.. 6' ''.

2 -. 10 -7
.

'15_
.

' 9 23
L__.

20 15 134 . 17 .,

.. ,

42
.0.

'13 28 23 23

.
1 -'...

0

.

.
3 ' 2

6 . 8
A

7 "Plirs 8 ,. 6

. .

10 13 12 10 16

18-. ° 8 8 9 7 9' 6

10.0%, 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%,,

.
4

.N>

. 1937

011

.6*

s

*

'V

6
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. .

Black or Hispanicstudencs were in ProfilesdO, 1, and 2.(no project services),

while this relationship is reversed for Profiles 7, 8, and 9, all of which

involve Lultip]e types of project services. Although these findings 'sugljesti

that-more services were given to minority-students; the'trend'was,not totally

' consistent, as the leFcent4e of' White students'in isrofile 3 (no projeCt ser-

vices) was smaller than the percentages for Blackq and BispapicS, and the

pattern is ambiguous for Profile lb (project tutoring, gkoup instuction,.and

counseling). 'Furthermore, race/ethnicity is 'Confounded with parental income

revel,'so that, one cannot unambiguously interpret apparent,relationships be-

tween race/ethnicity and levels of services.

r

N.
The' participation profiles were also examined in relation ,to the students' sex,

but no consistent patterns of relationship were evident in.the data (see
sany..' Appendix 7-5). .

.

,

The final 'set of analyses' for this chpter examined the participation profiles"
, - . -)

in-r la1tion to the students' academic and occupational aspirati6ns. and expecta-
. Sy

tion (see kppendices 7-6, 7-7,,7-8)., Although therb were statistically signi- *

. .

fic t variations in the participation profiles..of students g ferenthaving
,--

aspi ationS and expectations, there was no interpretabletrend,in the relation-
,

0

ships. That is, students with higher aspirations or eRpectations did not'con-lr
N . .. .

i
°.

sigtentlyreceive smaller or larger amounts of project services as indicated
.

by their participation profiles.'

..

D. Summary
\

-

a
)1

This chapter examined the background characteristics of, and SSDS services

received by the study's imp ct sample (SSDS-eligible freshman. students who.
. .

varied greatly.in the types and amounts of special' services they received).

_The major - findings were as follows:

Most of the students had parents whose total incomes were less

'than $12,000. The lowest parental incomes were reported..

dents in public 4-'ear institutions. Minority students, on the

'arage, 'reported lower parental incomes than white"students-
1 ,

by students in private 2-year colleges, and the highest by .Stu-

7-34
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.

r.

Many students were receiving some, form of financial aid. 46

OVerall, about 38;,percent received educational grants,
;':

;15 percent had educational loans, and 33 percent were.re-
e A.

ft

ceiving some financial support from their parents. Almost

30,percent had income from jobs during the-academic year,

For all types of project services, the percentageof students

receiving those services goes up.as the income level of the

students' parents goes dOwn. This suggests a targeting of

services to the less affluent students among those deemed
. .

eligible for SSDS participation.

.
Students with lower level entry skills (as self-reported at, the

.411,

.

ov

start of the academic year)tendedto receive mprehours of

project instruction, .gain suggesting some targeting of SSDS

services.

ir
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CHAPTER38. EFFECTS ON STUDENTS OF PARTICIPgION IN SPECIAL SERVICES
4,

t 4., i

This chapter describes the results of analystS performed to deterline the.

efkect of 'SSDS and SSDS-like services on several student outcome meas4,1res.

Some of these measures were derived froM institutional and prOject records

(primarily transcripts), while others were obtained from the students`' res-

.
,

ponses to questions about their.self-perceived skill level,academic and

otber problems, academic and vocational as4rations, etc:
'4 ir

I

t : r

.. . ..
. .

The basic analytic tool for all ofithe analyses reported belowwas the lin

regression technic; . All of these analyses used the individual student
. ....

'4

the unit of anal is, thereby making maximal use of the highly detailedIdata

collected in is study on the intensity and Mode of each student's partici-

pation in various types of SSDS and SSDS-likeactivities. Inde .ndentA
..k.

Variables such ts stildent ethnicity, student dependency status,_students'
YY

$

levels of tuition and fees, werd used as conditioning variables in the analyses.
. ,

<

That is, they °represent variables whose possible'effects on the outcomes were
,-: 4 .

taken intoaccount statistically, but which axe not2generally under the controlt.
. ,.

of the projects and tlerefore are not among the predictor varidbles Of greatest

-1/4 policy relevanc , The samples of students used for the impact analyses included'

all freshmen stu ents from whop a Fall 1979 Survey or a Spring 198p Survey, or.

bothp were received: t .
. .

parents' income; typepf.host institution, institutions' enrollment; and

A brief comment may, be appropriate at this point concerning this report's use

of the phrase; "'SSDS and, SSDS -like services." This terminology reflect's the

fact that in some host institutions, funds front several sources were pooled in
4

a single special- services project. These sources might include not only SSDS

and other Federal programs; but also special state funds and direct institu-

rti
i+

tional support. ' In such cases it is often impossible,or extremely di .fficult

to determi ne whether the services prOvided to a particular student at a

particular time are being paid for by ,SSDS, by some other program, or by-a

,',combination of programs. The perspective we haves taken in this study is that

the important gal is to learn what services were particularly beneficial,to .

.1
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the kinds of students the SSDS prograewa created to serve, regardless of

what program or programs-happened to be eying for thoge services in a giveri

situation. To the extent that effective project strategies and services can

be so identified, those strategies apd services could presumably be emphasized

in future SIDS projects to improve the effectiveness -of the overall SSDS
f.

program.,

13

. .
(
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Thetremainder of thks
-.)
chapter is organized into four sections. Section A ,..

d

describes the outcomemeasures and predictor variables used,in the impact,

analyses., Section B describes the analytic procedures used to determine S DS

impact opstudent performance measures aptained from transcripts, and dis sses

the results of those analyses; Section d provides the same ,information f

impact analyses using student self-reported outcomes., Section D summer zes,

the overall findings of the impact analyses.

'A. Variables Used in the Impact Analyses

Outcome Variables

Two sets of outcome variables were used, in the impact analyses. The first set

cons.sted of four measures of the students' fir'st-year academic work, derived

mainly from the transcripts obtained for each'student. 2ranscrilot-derived

outcomeg indluded: (l) persistence,'an index of whether or'riot 'the student

remained enrolled during his/her entire freshman year, (2) intensity of the
. ,

students' efforts4'as measured by total credit hours of course work attempted

in the freshrtian year, (3) progress, as measured by total,credit hours completed

in'thyear, and (4), performance, the grade point average for the freshman year

Data oh student persiStenc e were obtained from the student transcripts, supple-
.

mented'by data from an item in the Spring Student Survey which asked the stu-

dent whether he or she was still enrolled. The intensity and progress vari-
. .

ables were constrncted'using,data from the transcripts, and from the host
.1

institutions' catalogs. The transcripts provided information about the numbers
,

.
,of credit Yours attempted and completed; these numbers were then converted into .

proportions of a year's full adadeMic load, using catalog information that
$

8 -2
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defined "full load" for each institution. Finally -,'the per ofmancejdata were

derived directly from the transcripts, but with grades from s e, institutions
4 ( _. .

re-scaled so that all were on a four-point scale.

s , - . .S.1.._.

1

: .

,s

The second set of outcome variables consisted of seven measures derived from

the Fall and Spring Student Surveys. Each of these variables was computed as,

a change score, i.e., the Spring Value minus Zhe Fallvalue. 4Approximately
0.

two-thirds of the students responding to the Spring or Fall Survey responded'

to both SurVeys, and these students provided the core for calculations of

change scores.) Three of .the studftt-derived variables were related to the

students' educational and career aspirations and .expectations.. The first of

these, "Educat.,! 'al Dgsires,"'was based on a survey question asking.what was
"

the highest educational attainment (e.g., academic degree) the students wished

to achieve; more specifically, the variable v,as a measure of increase or
. 7

decrease in the desired attainment level "peen the Fall ands Spring Surveys.

A second variable, 'educational Expec' tiont;'.! represented the Pall-to-Spring
1

change in the highest educational atta nmelit, expeCted by the students. "Career

Plans," the third variable, representedkhe Pall -to- Spring change in the. type
,

of work the students planned to beAdoir4 five years' after they completed their

education; to Creatg%this'vaiiable, rlififerent ja- categories:Were placed on a
-41..

four-point scale of statOs and social desirability.
,1

A fourth student-reported outcome yariablewas a measure of the, change in the

students' perVeptionsof their own academic skills. The skill ratings from

which the change measures were computed were based on seven items in the

Student Surveys. 'Those items asked the students.o rate themsellies on a five-
)

point scale in reading,,writirg, aethematic, study-skills, and test7taking

skills, and on quality Of.homework and ability to do college work. The mean

of the seven ratings was computed for both the F411 and`the Spring Surveys,

and change score's were then calculated.'

Three additional student-derived variables were measures of the changes in

students' perceptions of the problems they had in attending college. The thret

variables represented three problem areas: academic problems, general campus

.

8-3
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prOblems, and personal problems: Each of the three variables was based on

responses to seven differeneiteMs or statements that students were asked to

check if applicable. 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 "Lack of information about the re-

quirements," "There is no one on campus to talk to about my problems,"'and

"I do not feel like r belong here." The Personal Problems variable was based

on a different set of items,.which-included, for example, "Financial problems,"

"My job takes too much,time," and "I am in poor health." Again; change scores

were computed for each variable by determining 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 institutions,

it would have been possible to analyze 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 they findings, and would probably have produced many spurious

relationships among variables on the basis of chance alone. For these reasons,

the number of predictor variables examined was constrained'by focusing on

variables that appeared to have particular policy relevance,and by combining

individual data elements or items into composite variables. In addition, some

preliminary exploratory analyses were performedkto help identify variables that

might have predictive value. A total of 11 predictor variabled were used in

.the pact analyses.

The predictdr. 'Of greatest potential interest in this study was the 11-value

categorical variable, Participation Profiles. This variable summarized much

of the ,available information about the types and amounts of SSDS and SSDS-

like services actually received'by the students. More specifically, it com-

bined extensive..aata /of two general types: data on services given to parti-
,

cipating students by therprojects, as recorded by staff members in the Parti-

cipation Records, ahordata reported,by the students themselves (in the Student

8-4
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Survey) concerning the types of SSDS-like services they had received in the

host institutions. Chapter 7 defines each 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. Basically, each student was

assigned a set of indices indicating whether that student had received any

project ebunseling. Tether he/she had received more than one hour of project

tutoring, and whether Ile/she had received more than one hour of project group

instruction'. Similar indices, for SSDS-like services, were developed from the

Student Survey data. When combinedthese six indices yielded a 64-category

classification of all possible profiles. (Six Indices, each with two possible

values equals 2
6:

or'64 combinations.) However, many, of these profiles were

, represented by only a few students; kor this reason, and to simplify the

analyses, ldgicallysimilar and sparsely-represented profiles wer6 combined,

resulting in a total of 11 categories 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 highest level of offering

(two-year versus four-year or higher). The other two institutional variables

were Cost (yearly tuition plus fees), and Institution Size (total student en-

rollment).

c.

Individual project characteristics were represented by two predictor vari-

ables: a Budget variable computed by dividing total project funds by the

total number of students served by the project; and a Project Acceptance scale

brived from two items in the ProjeCt Director Interview. ThoSe items asked

how well the students served by the project were regard9d by the regular

students and 'the regular faculty at that institution.

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).
.

f Student incentive was the sum (in dollars) of the grants and any tuition or

fee waiversrthe student had received. Family Income was the amount of annual

income the student reported that his/her parerits received. .

8-5
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The,final predictor variable was a three-,category index of the students'
.

lot. 4 0 f
-' .

.

',Dependency Status. pe'first category, called for convenience the "independent

student," included all students who were married, all students who were living

in their own homes or apartments, and all students whomere over.21 and not

'living with their parents. All remaining students were divided, into two
t

.4

.

"dependent student" 23roupdp one group consisted of dependent students from
. . . .

.low - income' families, and the other'of dependent students from higher-income
/ i

families

z
ft. Analyses of Impact on Students' Persistence, Intensity of Efforts, Progress,

and Performance

The. impact analyses reported here used outcome measures based primarily on

student transcripts, as discussed,above in Section A. Student persistence was-

given special emphasis, both because remaining enrolled is an essential step

in gaining frbm a College'experience, and because the available da4a on ',that,

variable were conhidered at least as accurate as the information on any other

outcome. The analysis of program impact on student persistence used a logistic

regression technique. That technique was particularly appropriate,' as it is

specifically designed to 'examine the simultaneoug effect of several predictors

on a dichotomous outcome measure (in, this case, students' completion or non-
.

completion of the academic year). .The procedure yields a multiplecregression

equation relating" the predictor variables to the odds that the outcome in

eplestion will occur; i.e., that the student remains enrolled through the

academic year. That is, the results can be'interpreted as predicting how those

odds will go up or down as a function of the predictor variables.

0

,Table 8-1 presents a non-technical summary of the results of the final analysii

using persistence. as he outcome measure. Readers wishing,a more detailed

. and technical account of these results are referred to Appendix 8-1. The

left -hand column of the table lists thedifferent values of the predictor

variables being examined: The right-hand column giyes, for each such predictor

value the odds that a student represented by that value will still be enrolled

at the end of the academic year.
.
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, Table:- 1. Non-Technical Summary of Logistic
Regression AnalysiS Predicting Student Persistence

Predictor Vahable

Odds of
Students'

Persisting Multiplier

*
Baseline Condition (Intercept)

Institutional Type (Baseline: Public 4-year)

Private 2-Year

Public 2-Year
.

Private-4-year

Participation,Profile

(Baseline:°No ggrvices)

Profile. '1

Profile 2

Pro4le

Profile 4

Profile 5

Profile '6

Profile 8

Profile 9

Profile 10

. '

418

6.63

15.38 (2.32)

9.28

12.40 .

13.72;

).3.53

14.98

Dependency Status (Baseline: Dependent, High Income)

Independent ' 3.98

Dependent/Low Income

Monetary Incentives (Baseline: Mean -Value)4

***D = 0.03

(1.40)

(1.87)

(2.07) '

(2.04).

(2.26)

(0.60)

6.72 (1.01)

*Value at intercept represents a student in,a public 4ryear institution, who .

received no SSIDS -like services, who is froM a family with''higher than average
income and is .lriVing at home or in a dormitory, and who receives approximately
$52071n tuition grants or fee waivers.

* *The. " - indicates the coefficient is not significant at the 0.05 level.

***Tfie)D-gatistib is comparable to R2 in the usual multiple regression formulation.
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this case, 2.32--is shownin parentheses to the right of the odds.)

It will be noted that the first row-heading in the left-hand column is

labeled,."Baseline Condition." This condition represents a somewhat arbi-

trarily selected combination of predictor variables against which other con-

ditions can conveniently be compared todetermihe the effects of the various

predictor variables. Specifically, the baseline, or intercept condition

rePresents a student enrolled in a public 4-year college or university, who

is receiving no SSDS or SSDS-like services, who is living at home,'whose

-parents' income is above average

and tuition/fee igaivers totaling

in the impact sample). -prom the

for this sample, and

$520.34 (the average

right-hand column it

who has received grants

amount for all students

can be seen that the

odds in favorlof such a "baseline" student's completing the-acadethic year

were'6.63 to 1.

The next group of conditions designated it the left-hand column represents

students in non-baseline institutions, i.e.r, Astitutions other than public :

4-year colleges and. universities. Odds are shown in the right-hand column

only for the one condition where those odds were significantly different from
__-

the odds for,the baseline condition. The odds for students tdipersist in
4

iprivate 4-year colleges and universities were 15.38 to 1, or 2.32 times the

odds for those in public 4-year institutions. (The multiplier factor--in

a

A similar interpretation may be made for the different participation profiles.

(The baseline condition rePreserits a no-service profile, and is equivalent to

the "Profile 0" described in Chapter,7.) It will be seen that five of the pro-
,

files increased the persistence odds significantly: 'Profile,3, which represents

(non-project, SSDS=like) counseling plus

includes project counseling plus outside

Profile 6, which includes ,project tutorial

Sillents who received only outside

group instruction; Profile 4, which

tutorial and/or group instruction;

instruction 1)11,3 outside counseling; Profile 9, which,includes project tutorial

instruction plus outside group instruction, and Profile 10, which includes both

project and outside group instruction, tutorial instruction, and counseling./

The general pattern here is that the more types of services provided, the

greater the increase in odds of a student's peisisting (staying enrolled),

8-8 207
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through the academic year. The highest odds, for example, are,foi rofile 10,

which includes the full set of project' and outside services;'for ...roup the

odds are 2.26 times as high as those for the. baseline Uo-services) con tion.

The next, largest impact on persistence was associated with the Student de-

pendency status. Students "wbo 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 thOse.for non-married students living with

parents or in a dormitory.,

Finally, the value of 6.72-for "Monetary,Incentives6 represents the'perdistence

odds for a student,receiving $100 more/ih grants plus waivers than the base -

line-average of $520.34. The effects for each $100 incrementwcre roughl

.cumulative, so that for a student with .grants and waivers totalling $1026.34,

or '$500, above the baseline value, the persistence odds were better than 7 to 1.

Though' this effect is statistically significant, it. is evident that financial

assistaribe.in the form of grants and waivers, had less impact on persistence

than did some of the profiles of SSDS and SSDS-like services.

The odds-multiplying effects shown in Table C-1 were generally cumulative, at

least in direction if not in absolute magnitude. Thus "...he highest predicted

odds apply o a student enrolled in a private 4-year institution, who had all

categories of SSDS and SSDS -like services, who was living with parents or in '

a dormitory, and who was receiving sizable giants and/or waivers.

Table 8-2 display tatistics from the fink regressions oh the intensity7

of- effort and progress cri ria., Standard linear regression techniques'were
C'

used for these analyses, as the utcome Measures were continuous variaglesr.

Since the variables included in the equations were the same, and the resulting
.

statistics*were very 'similar, the two analyses will be discussed togethel.

The results show that both the intensity of the students' efforts (credit's

attempted) and the students' progress (credits completed) were positively

related to some combinations of program participation, to the size of the

grants and waivers received, the amount of tuition, the size of, the students'

8..q208
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Table 10,2. LinearRegression Predicting Intensity (Course y
Units Attempted) and Progress Course Units Completed)

.

.
. t

.

.

V4 .-

, ..

.
..

edictOr Variable
.

tC.7).

.

Regression Predicting: .

(
.

..

Intensity A

. ,-

.:,
.

.,
..,

. . Progress

41-

. Regression
Coefficient

.
. .

Unique Variance.
Explained
( Fdrcentage)

.

Regression
Coefficier4t9

'
. . -

.
.Unique Variance

Explained ...

(Percentage)

l'

1

Baseline Conditions
JIntercept)*

.

(InstitutionalType
Pri'vate 2-/ear

.

Public 2-Year I '

Private .4 -Year

t

Participation Profiles
` 2rokile 0 (Baseline)

Profile 1
PrOile'2
Profile 3

.

Profile 4
. . .

Profile 5
Profile 6 ,

Profile 7
Profile 8
Profile 9

--Profile 10-
1 . 1

Student-Ethnicity-
Black'

_Other Minorities

-, Incentives ($100's) j

Family Income ($10.00's:

. Project.AcCeptance

Proj. Budget (h00,$)

Inst. Enrollment
($100C's) "

:

Tuition & Fees ($1q04s:

.
:

28,67

.

.

-4:28
-2.27

4.
-7.51 -

'
. '

.

31 32

1/ .: .40

-

4.34
-

-2.86

3.35 .

4.09
4.29
3.01

-2.47

2-2:86

0.21

0.12

1.32

-

-0.31 i

./

0.37 ,..

-,
.

'

.

:0.016 '

- s..,

so 0.014 -

-

, .

,

/-.

-

f

0:011 /
(0.006) .

(0.005)
..

.0.021

o0'004
.

0.027 4

.

.

-
4

0.020
.

'.

0.007
. A

.-

- 23:74
.

-3.54
' .'

, .. ,

-5:44 ,

.

t .

-

2.75
--0

-

.3.80
-

.4.29

,, 2.69
3.37

3.17
2.77 4

\

-5.65

-4.04 r

I
A 0.28

0.19

1,05

6.02 ;)

-0:26

,. `,0.41

- ,

.

t,

. 0.005 ,

. c . A.
. e.1

.-
,.

-

/

...i- '0.010
/

,

.

, .

-,

0.033
(0.024)

(0.009,)

0.030.

0.009

0.014

05002

0.012

.

4
0.007

.

T

De2 grees of Freedoms.

Criterion 'Mean

Criterion S.D.

23.77
.21/3176
0.132
32.619
-11.876

r
V.*

z.
*Intercept represent4, a student in a public 4-year institution; who tece,pei no
SSDS-likervice, ig White, has $568.40 in grants anti waivers, ig pyihg-$6.57.55
in 'tuition and lees, and has parents whose annual income is $10,409.60 per year.. .

, 24.:97.

21/3177,
04139
28.833
13.045

8=-10-

09

1

O



4.* - c.

... t '..
. . . 4 . '14:

..,families' income, and the degree to which the SOS project.stUdents were

e .

(--

. accepted (,i... well regarded) at their institutions.- The were also
..,

\

similar in that botOintensity and progress were'negatively,influenced by
,-:

enralment'inc.other than public 4-year institutions, by minority group status,

alAd by institutional:Size. S

qt first importance'to tl study are the impacts of SSDS and SSDS-like

services (Participation Prbflles) on these outcomes. As the percentages of

.unique variance accounted for (shown in, the right-hand column fox each but- ".°

- tome measure) indicate program participation uniquely accounted for only

perca of the total variance of the intensity criterion, and 10,percent.

oflthe varian e exylained" by the'regressia: In the regreSsiOn predicting the

students' progress, only 0.9 percent of the total variance and 6:8 peicent
.of the explened variance, were uniquely determined by the students' program;._ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - - -

idual participation ...

profiles in both regression show that the extent of :participation had littleI

1

'7

S

lifferential impact, , "

These regressions show that factors other than participation largely.determine

-the students' levels of progress and.intensity of effort. Monetary incentives

(grants and waivers) and institutional acceptance tended to increase the
t

intengity of effort whereas larger institutional student bodies were

associated with lower values.on that criterion. In the regression predicting

the amount of course work completed,(proiress), the major positive factors

were again student monetary incentives,,, and insLtutional:acceptance.of project
.

students; student minority status and size of institutional enrollment were

the major negative factors predicting progress. .

(6.\., ^

While the participation profiles were not major contributors to 4he explained

variance in these regressions, they account for enough to. be meaningfully.

compared with the impact of student incentives% Roughly speakinT,Istudents

participating in an SSDS program and receiving all types of services, but. not

receiving any 'grants or' waivers, tended twattempt about the same course' load, '

.(number of credits)'asstudents not receiving special services but having over
el/

8 23.I 0
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,
. . , -0 '

$14400 in glants and waivers. For the progress criterion; students with full
.

, .. . , .

services 134 no:iinancial incentives tended to complete about the same number
...-

of ciedit-hours'as,.students.With no service and-almost $1,000 in incentives. -

: .

,
ell

..- a

'
I.

. .; ,...

Table 8-3 shows the results, of the regression predict ng the student perfor-
-

. .

mance triterion(cumulative grade point average).. The major predictors of e .. .
.

-
\ ' . . ..

this outcome measure:were student ethnicity and the monetary incentives.
. 1" c

N

Minority students, especially\Black students, were predicted to ha lower ,\
- b . a

GPAs. This pattern is.copsist\nt with the results of two of the ilyses i:',,4.

t

, described above. However, the
1

elatlonships of performance to institutional
/ .

. ..
.

.

type and.to parti6ipation profiles contrast sharply with those ea rlier azialyses.
s. 1

private
1

The
trerie4

for performance indicates higher grades for students in t
A 6 ,, 6,I .i

1%4-year colleges and nniversities_han for public 4-year 'Institutions. rn
, .

,

additibn, it shows lower!' performance fdr students receiving SSDS or SSDS -14 t,\,\-
services! All of these results,re discussed further in'.the final section of \

. . -\k4 .

thin chapter.
s

.
ol

33,
.4 . .

.
.
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.1

I
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Table 8-3. Linear Regression Predicting Performance
(Grade Point, Average)

-

.

'

,

Predictor Variable
r

Reg :-sipn
Coefficient

.

. - t'

Explained
Unique Vabiance

,

(Percentage)
.

Baseline Conditiods (Interept)*
i

t

Institutiona17.Type ."
'Private 2-year
Public 2 -year

Private 4 ;-year
. *
.

Participdtipn:Profiles ,

'Profile'0 (Baseline) .

Profile 1 :

Profile 2 \: (
e
Profile 3 .

Z.
Profile .-Proe 4 -'

Profile 5
A i

Prolile &
Profile 17. -.

Profileig ...

. Profile 9
PrOfile 10 .. -

.

Atua EthnicityEthnicty .

- .
Black
Other Minorities

..
*

Incentives ($1OO'S) g

.
.

Tuition & Fees ($100's) .

.

Fathily Income '($1000;.$) .

IP . .

.

f

.
,,,,

.'2:404.

'.

%.
-

0..097',
:0..317

.

. .

-

1 -

:0.135

.".6

-0.239
-0.146

-

-0140-0.140
.

.

.

-0 .355\

-Q.150

0.015 4'.

-0.013

0.007
.t.

P.

i

e

,

I.

.

..

.

4,7

.

-,
i

",

.

,

.r.)

.

.

?

.

.

/

1

-''

a '
. .

'4

.

.'

i
,

ce

r

0.921
*

-.

0.545

`J

k

. e

,

:

, ..

3.385

2.276
.

,

0.299

0.355

$

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

-

.

4

1

b
,

.

.
.

.

r4
4

.

.,

(..

.

r

.

1

r

.

F 4 17.78 Degrees ofFreedom 3615/18

R
2

= 0.081

Performance mean = 2:251 Performance S.D. = 0.787

s,

e
4 I

*Intrcept represents' a student in a public 4-year institution, who receives.
no SSDS-like services, is White, has 1%668.40 in grants and waivers, is pay-

ing $857.55 in tuitioh.and fees, and has.parents whose Tuel income is
$10,409.60 per year. '

'
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,C. Analyses of Impact' on'StUdent-,Reported OutcomesH.
1) ,

-
a

. - .

. . . .

.,
. ,

..'

.-Nond 'of the' seven studentreppkted.outcomes measured in this study revealed
,

* V

, -..

. . . )

: in linear regresspn analyses any interpretable predictive relationships, with
va'

. .,.

. any of 'the predictor 'variables discussed upsto,this point. Because of eir
..- ....

special interest in theloarticipatiOn'Profile v.ariable,hOwever, that iidSable ..

. .,
,
,

was recoded intoea set of tliiee variables, to see if any, associations could be
. .5 4found with thos44outcomest' The new variableS, group instruction time, It.utcorinir

I 0

time and counseling time, each combined in 4 single scale the total alountiof
'

-'tite-a studerit spent. in the.designated type of activity, whether Or not that
. . .

activity. was Pioyided by an SSDS project. When these new variables were.
.

.
,.

. . ..

analyzed, some statistically significant "d Very weak correlationlawith.the
,.

outcomes were found. Self-perceived changes in skill iratings.showedd.
3 . e

. . °positive (0.08) correlation with amount of tutorin'glactivity. , Reduction in
,...! .

., stdents' perceived problems had "a -0.03 corcelation wj.th- amount of tutoring .

. ,:
. . .time and a 0.05 correlation with couns4ingtime. These very low correfations ...

..*.. . . . , ,.
) -A. -

are statistially signifitant only because of; the large number of degrees-dd
.

freedoM in the analyses.

,

% ' a

_____1 ' D:--Discussion-cif- RetIpts

. i .
I- ,.. ..

i. 1 Thid discussion of the im ace analyses will fOpus'on the outcomes dprived from,- .

'

Ifficial transcriptt, as he analyses using student-reported outcome data ; :

..
fi.

"':4
,

A

: a
.

. . .,,,'
. ,.t.

yielded only a small'number of significant reiationshiPs, and thpse were of ,

very marginal strength. The analyses b4sed On transcript data, while also
,3..0.

i
iccouhting for:only-modett percentages of

.
total variance in the outcolie.

a
-,

'.,
1

. measures, showed a large number, of important,.and in most 0AsgS quite con-

;

:
.

sistent, ttends in the relationships between policyl-relevant predictor variables._ I
.

and outsprites. . -.

1

From a program'policy viewpoint, the predictor variable of greatest interest

is thp,Participa Ion ProfildNvariable derived from participation.Yecords anu

student self- reports, as analyses using this Variable directly reflect the

impact'of SSDS and SSDS -like services on students' chances for success in'their

postsecondary effort's. The analysed-reported above indicate that the patterns

(
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of services provided to students constituted opeof the most important pre-

, dictors examined'here in determiriing tht students' persistence in their

academic studies, the number of ,:ourse units' that they attempted, and the

0 number of course units that they completed. In all three of these cases, the
,relationships was' ositixie, i.e., more services were associated with more

favorable values on the three outcome measures. The,contributiOn of the ser-

vices is most clearly illustrated by the fal.,.t that students receiving the full

range.of SSDS and SSDS -like services examined here had predicted odds ofper-

siSting (staying enrolled,through the academic year) 2.26 times the odds for

students who received. no gtich services; these are ,more favorable odds than

those predicted foi.- students receiving the highest level of financial incen-

tived (grants and waivers) found in this study, but not receiving any SSDS or
N. 4

SDSS -like services. The analysis for course units attemptedwake less

ditamatic, nevertheless shows the participation profiles to have, explained more

of the "outcome variance than student ethnicity, income level of students'

parents, or.,the size of institutional tuition and fees.

-were less effective in predicting the numbpr of course

werestill about as effective as a $900 differential in

or a $14,000 difference"in parental income.

v

Participation profiles

units_ completed, but
,

financial incentives,

,

Surprisingly, at least on first onsileration, full-service paricipatiotl by
A

students was associated with lower grade point:averages. Pqr exhmple, the

mean GPA for studentt in the two profiles representing the largest amount of
.

received services was 2.25, whereas that for studentsin the two profiles-
.

p,.
. represehg the least services was 2.38. Although this may ,appear, to con-

tradict the findings for persistence, intensity of effort, and progress,
.

, .

the explanation probably lies in selection factors. Generally speaking, ifas
t

the mo
,

.

.:ore needy students who receive the most services from the projects; in '-

many cases, this greater need reflects a poorer educational background and

poorer entry skills on the part of the students concerned. Thus, even - though

'the services
.

re successful in helping 'to keep students enrolled, and in
# . ,

encouraging them to attempt and complete more courses, the students receiving
ii, .

the greatest services still have ba'ic academic deficiencies that are'di;gicult.
.'..

if not impossible to overcome in a single academic year, and these deficiencies

se' 8-a14
4
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evidence themselves in poorer grades for that initial year. In this connec-
4
tiOn itis important to remind readers:that phe'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 survey (to be performed in the 1981-82 academic year when students still

enrolled will be juniors) to have overcome or at'least reduced their academic

(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

dc not stay enrolled, or doot 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,

their pot ntial benefits remain high and the institution/projeCt continues to

have an qpportunity.to help those students achieve their educational goals.

From this point of,view it can be argued that the types of services provided

by SSAS projects were valuable to participating students.despite the negative

relationalipofound between amount of services and grade point averages in the

students' freshman yeaF:

Three other predictor, variables* are also of poteny.al policy relevance, as

'they repreent factors that are being influenced, or presuthably could be

directly or indirectly influenced, by the projects administration and staffs.

*These are (1) the host institutions' level of . acceptance of, and regard for,

the project studentswhieh may reflect in some measure the project staffs'

own attitudes, (2) the financial incentives received by participating students, )4

which projects.may be able to influence by their referral services, and (3)

the projects' per-student budgets, which might be affected by national program

policy and /or by Projects' focusing their funds on fewer students.
,

%

The fir;t of these variables, institutional acceptance of project students,

was positively associated with the course units attempted and completed by
_ -

students. In terms of percentage'of variance explaine , acceptance of project

8-16
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students was the best predictor of course units attempted, and'one of the best

predictors of course units completed. However, it is not possible to demon-

strate the direction of causality, if any causality exists; one tenable expla-

nation is that the superior performance pf students in some projects was the
. .

cause rathef than the result of their.better acceptance on campus.

Monetary incentive (grant8 and waivers') was a relatively strong predictor for

all four transcript-based outcome measures. Students receiving larger'amounts

of such aid tended to have higher levels of persistence, &purse units
.

attempted, course units cOMpleted, and grade point averages.'

Projets' per -stUdent budget showed a significant relationship with only one

outcome: course units completed. This was a weak positive association in

which students in projects spendingimore dollars.Aper participating student

tended to complete more units. 4

Student.ethnicity and type of institution were the strongest predictors among

the control variables examined. Membership in either minority group--Black,

or "other minority"--showed a fairiy strong negative association with three

of the outcomes: course units attempted; course units completed, and grade

peint average. While. these findings are consistent with earlier research, it

is of greater interest that students' minority-group Membership was not

associated with reduced persistence. That is, BliCkpand other minority

students were as likely as'White students to remain enrolled.

Type of institution was significantly related to all four transcript-based

outcomes. Within this predictor variable, the major contrasts were between

the public and private 4 -yeai institutions. In comparison with students from

private 4-yearP colleges and universities, those from public 4-year institutions

tended to attempt and to complete more course.units. However, the public-

'institution 'students also howea less persistence and poorer grades. Un-s

fortunately, the data from 4-hi5 study offer no clear cues as to the reasons

. for these relationshiPs.

8-17
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Another conditioning variable, size Of the institution's enrollment, showed

relatively large negative associations with course units attempted and corn-

pleted by students. That is, SSDS-eligible students in larger institutions,,
ti

tended to take and complete .fewer courses.

c

Finally, higher levels of income of students' parents were associated with

greater numbers of course units attempted and completed, and also with higher

grade point, averages. This last finding is not unexpected, but it is inter-

esting to note that student financial incentives (grants and tuition/fee

waivers) were apparently effective in offsetting the negative effects of

poverty backgroundslfor some students; such'incentives were stronger

predictois,of course units attempted and completed, andegrade point averages,

than, the level of parental income, at least within the income range examined

in this study.

E. Summary

Regression_anal yses were_used to examine the effects of certain student,

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 their freshman year, and thus to short-term program

effects. The major findings were as follows:

'Students 'who received a full range of SSDS and SSDS-like services

were more likely to stay enrolled in their postsecondary institution

through the full academic year (compared with students of comparable
/

background who received- few' or no special services)..

Students receiving full-range services were likely to attempt and to

complete more course units during the academic year.

Students receiving full-range services were likely to have Mower

igrade-point averages, but this appears to be a selection effedt

rather than a negative effect of the services, i.e., projects tend
. .

to give more services to students with more obvious learning defi-

ciencies and poorer entry skills.

8-18 2.]



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, howeyer, whether the greater number.of'coursestv

attempted and completed was an effect or a cause of the institutions'

higher regard foithe project students.

Students receiving Arger amour s,of monetary aid (grants and

waivers) tended to have higher. evels of persistence (i.e., to cam-
.

plete their freshman year), more course units attempted and com-
..

pleted, and better grade point erages.

141.imorieg;'group students tended to attempt and complete fewer course

- whits, and to receive lower grades. However, Black and other minority

students were as likely as White students to zomplete their freshman

year.

SSDS-eligible students'in larger institutions tended to take and com-7

plete fewer courses.

Students whose parents had higher incomes tended to take and complete

more courses and to receive higher grades.

8_19218
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Appendix 4-1. Percentages of Majority (White)
Students in StUdent Bodies.in Different Types of InstitutiOns

Percentagefog,Majority Students
4 .

Fzequency
Percent

.

'Row Pct:

Col'Pct.
Z-Year .

Private
.

2-Year
Public

4-Year
Private

4-Year
Public

.
.

00-10% O. 4
'32 21

. 0.00 0.00 ' 9.61 6.42

4
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

59:96
47.76

40.04
15.05 c

11-56%r 11 39 0 6
. .3.15., 11.81.4 0.00 .i 1.71

18.91 70.83 -0.00 10.26
87.50 35.12 - 0.00 4.01

51-89% 2 47 13 63
0.45 14.21 . 3.90 18.81
1.21 38.03 10.44 50.32

12.50 42.26 -19.40 44.11

96-100% ' 0 25 22 52
. 0.00 7.61 6.61 . 15.71
040 25.43 22.08 52.49_

0.00 22:62 32.84 ' 36.83

TOTAL

Chi- Square

12 112 67
3.60 33.63 20.12

Statistics for 2-Way Tables

142

Total

53

16.03

56

16.68

124
37.38

100
29.92

333
42.64 100.00

164.081 DF = PROB = 0.001

A-2 "

221)
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Appendix 4 -2. Percentages of Minority Group
, Faculty/Members at Host Institutions

Percentage of Minority Faculty

PERCENTAGE CF MINOFITY FACULTY
FF....MINOR FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT'

00 -05t gl 91 27.447 . 2,7.447
06-10t 84 176 25.275 52.723
11 -50% 84 259 25.145 .77.868
51-10C4 74 333 22,132 1 C0.000

%a.

4
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Appendix 4-3. Percentages of,MlnorityFaculty
Members'in Different Types ofInstitutions

Percentage of Minority Faculty

Frecluency

Percent
Row-Pct.
Col Pct.

2-Year.

Private ,

2-Year
Public

4-Year
Private

4-Year'
Public

. .

00- 05% 2' 23 23 44

0.45 : 7.01 6:76 '13.23
( 1:64 25.53 24.62 48.21

12.50 20.83 33.58 31.03

06- 10% P. 18 -11 55

'a0:00 . 5.41 3.30 16.57

.0.00 21.39 13.07 65.54

0.00 ... 16.07 . 16.42 38.85

11- 50% 2 59 2 21

.0.45 17.82 . 0.45 6.43

-.1.79 76.86. 1.79 25.56,-

12.50 52.98 2.24 1.5%07

51-100%, .. 9 11 '32 21

2.70 3.40 9.61 6.42

12.21 15.38 43.42 '28.99
75.00 10.12 47.76. 15.05

TO1'AL 12 112

3.60 33.63

Total

91a

-27.45

' 84
25.28

,

' 84

25.15.

74
22.13

67 142 333, .

20.12 42'.64 ' 100.0/

Statistics for 2 -WarTables

Chi- Square 124.103 DF PROB 0.0001
0

4

A-4
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Appendix 4-4. Pekcentages of Fall'Tihe Students
In Different Types of Situations .

f -

Percentage of
Full Time Students r**

Frequency
Percent
RoW.Pct.
obi -pct.

2-Year
Private

2-Year.

Public
' 4-Year

Private
4-Year
Public Total

,
00-, 50% 0 ' 63 , 2.. 13 77

.00 18.82 0.45 3.77 23.04
0.00 81.67 1.95 16.38

9
0.00 55.95 2.24 8:85

51- 75% 9 39 0' 44 93
2.70 11.81 /0.00 13.31 27.83
9.7k , 42.45 0400 47.84

75.00 '35.12 0.00 31.22

-76-100% '3 10 66 85 164
0.90, 3.00 19.67 25.56- 49.13
1.83. 6 11 40.04 52.02'

/> 25.00 8.95 97.76 59.93

T9TAL 12 112 67 142 333
3.60 33.63 20.12 42.64 100.00

Statistics for'2 -Way Tables

Chi-Square. 185.261 DF = 6 PROB = 0.0001

.

4

a23
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Appendix 4 -5. Freshman Retention Rate
for Different,? Types of Institutions

.

Freshman Retention Rate

4,

Frequency
Percent
Rbw Pct.
Col Pct.

2-Year
Private

2-Year

\
Public

-4-Year

t Private

4-Year
Public

25- 50% ' . 2

\ 0.45
' ,2.80

27

8.21
50.96

0

0.00 .

0.00

2S

- 7.45

46.24
-112.50 ". 24.40 _0.00 17.46
.

51- 60%
, . 9 61 3 56

2.70 '18.22 0.90 16.78

- 7)00 47.20 2.33 43:46
- . 71t 54.17 4.48 39.34

61- 70% 2 4 - 18 14

0.45 '.: 1.20 5141 4.08

4.04 10 +78 4B.52 36.66
i 12.50 3.57 ., _26.87 9.58

71- 80%
1

0 12 20 28

0.00 3,:60 6.01 8.48,

ec k
' , , 0 . 00 19.92 '33.20 46.87

f (.:400 10.71 29.85 19. as
, .

'81- 90%
.

0 8 '
<

26 , 19

-
0.00 2.40 7.81- - 5.86

0.00 1:4 :95 48.60 136.45

. .. 0.60 7.14 38.81 13.73'

TOTAL 12 N, 112
/ r 3.60 '33.63

Total

54-

129

38.60

37

11.14

60

18.09

53

16.07

67 142 333

20.12 4.264 100.00

Statistics for 27WaY Tables

Chi-Square 108.623% OF = 12 PROB = 0.0001

A-6
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Appendix 4-6. Number of Years Projects Have Been
." Operating In Different Types of Institutions

: liz4*

Type of Institution

-'

a.

" Ttequency
Perce4
Row Pct.
'Col Pct. 0-2 Years

/'. '

3-6 Years 7 Years

:.

. .
K

2 -Year-Pldvate 0 11 . 2

0.00 3.15 0.45
0.00 87.50 12.50

. 0.00 7.36 1.27 ,

2-Year Public 10 67 35

-
3.00 20.02 10.61

-. 8.93 59.52 , 31.55
13.80 46.72 29.99

4-Year Private 11 47 20
3:30 10:96 5.86

16.42 54:48 \ 29.10
15.18 25.58 16.55

4-Year Public 51 44' 29 61
. 15.46 8.72 18.47

36.24 20.45 43.31
71.02 20.35 52.19

Total

4

12

3.60

112

33.63

67.
20.12

142
42.64

TOTAL 72 143 .118 333
/ 21.76 42.85 35.39 100.00

Chi-Square

Statistics for 2-Way Tables,

62.757 DF 6 PROB.= 0.0001
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Appendix 4-7. Turnover Rate in Project Staff
at Different Types of Institutions

Type,of Instituticn

Frequency
' Percent

Row Pct.
Col Pct.

4,

2-Year Private.

2-Year. Public

4 -Year Private

0

0.00
0.00
0.00

26

7.81
23.21
21.28

26

7.81
38.81
21.28'

12

°' 3,60

100.00
10.28

1.

- ,

25-100% I Total

-0

0.00
0.00
0.00

55

16.42
48.81
46.83

14

4.20
20.90

11.99.

31

9.41
27.98
33.31

27

8.11
40.30
28.70

4-Yeas-Public 70
21.08
49.44
57.45

36

10.83
'25.40

30.9t)

36

10.73
25.16
37.99

TOTAL

Chi-Square

12

3.60

112

33.63

67

20.12

142

42.64

122 117 94 333
36.70 35.06 28.25 100.00

Statistics for 2-Way Tables

51.720 DF = 6 PROB = 0.0001

A-8
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appendix 4-80 Sex of Project birettors ReAtive

to Percentage of Male Project Staff'

Percentage Male
on Project Staff

t
I

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct.

Col Pct. Female

O

Male Total

00- 33% 94
28.28
73.2g.

56.97

34

'10.32

26.74
20.49

34- 50% - 63

18.89
42.03

38.05

87

26.06
57.97

51.74

51-100% 8 47

2.47 13.98
15.02 84.98
4.98 27.77

TOTAL 16.5

49.64
168

50.36

Statistics for 2-Way Tables

129

38.60

44.94

55

16.46

337!

100.00

. 58.428 . DF = 2 PROB = 0.0001
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Appendix 4 -9.' Sex of Project Directors Relative
to Peicentage of Female Institutional Faculty

Percentage Female

0 Fabulty.

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct.
Col Pct. Female Malts Total

00- 25% 39

11.78
46

13.68
S

85

25.47
46.27 53.73
23.73 27.17

26- 40% 80 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

1 64.23. 3,5.77

27.77 15).25.

'TOTAL 165e 168 , 333
49.64 . 50.36 100.00

Statistics for 2,Way Tables

Chi-Square 7.763 DF = 2 PROB = 0.0206

A-10

228
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pendix 4-10. Joint Distribution of Percentage of
Minority Faculty at Host Institution and Ethnicity

of the SSDS"Projeci Director

Percentage of
Minority Faculty

i
,J..,i...,x

Percent
Row Pct.
Col Pct.

-------7-i'

.....

.

Black . 1 Other
.

White
,

00-05%' .,..

. -

b

47,

14.10
51.39
25.89

.

0

0.00
0.00
0.00

.

44
13.34
48.61
41.89,

.

06- 10%
..

,

,

. 30

9.05,

-35.80

16.61 .

429

. 8.62

.34.10
63.0

25
'7.61
30.10
23.88

11- 50%
.

.

'

-

40

11.89
47.29
21.83

17

5.06
20.10

. 36.97'

27
8.20
32.60
25.74

51-100%

4 .

, .

'

65 .

19.43'

8.7.74 -..

35'.67

0

0.00
0.00'

1 0.00

9

'2.70

12.21
.8.49

,

TOTAL 181 46 106
54.47 13.67 31.85

Statistics for 2-Way Tables

Total

91
27.45

84

25.28

84

25.15 '

74

2.2.13)

333

100.00

Chi-Sguate . 89.226 DF = 6 PROB = 0.0001

229
A-11 4
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Appendix 4-11: Mean Number of SSDS Project Staff

Members at Different Types of Institutions

--
Type of ,

( Number of Total Number Number Staff

Institution Institutions of Staff Per Institution
.

Two-year collegs . 124

.

3629

f".

29.27

PriCiate four -year colleges 67 .1523 22.73 v
.

.

Public four-year colleges 142 6627
.-

46.67

All Institutions
.

333 11779 . 35.38

4

230
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Appendix 4-12. Distribution of Time Commitment of Project Staff and
Student Status Of Staff.for Different Sizes of Projects

4

(Number of Clients)
Number of
Projects

Mean Number
Staff Per Project

Percentage of Staff Committed Percentage of Staff
Classified as StudentsLess than Halftithe Halftime Fulltime

#
039-200 99 22.4 76.8. 5.1 18.1 72.0

2:01-500 158 31.7 70.9 12.3 16.8 168.9

501-210 76 59.8 79.9 9.4 82.6
,

-
* 1.

;...-1-01:7

. ALL PR CTS' 333 35.4 75.5 10.4 14.2 74.8
A-. ,

e.'

S

231:

I I

t
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Appendix:4-13. Sex and Ethnic Identifipation
of Project Staff

-Percentage All
Project Staffs °

Sex
v .,

Female ., 57.8
Male

ti 42.2

Ethnicity

Black 31.1
Hispani 7.4
Other M.norities 7.5
White 54.0

ti

.

A-14
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Appendix 4-14. Project Directors' View of Needed
Staff Improvement

Percentage of 333 PQ's
Improvement Area Saying Improvement Needed

Staff commitment and morale 5.9

Working style of staff ,5.9

Training and expekience 1.2

0

00

4

I

oa



Appendix 4-15, .Mean Number of PartiCipating
Students Per SSDS Project for Different .

Types of Institutions

Type of
Institution

Number of
Colleges

.

Participants
Per Project

Two-year colitOes
e

124 524.3

Private four-year colleges 67 158.6
t ..

Public four-year colleges 142 437.8

A11 institutions 333 413.8

A-16 23 5
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Appendix 4-16. Distribution of Client Ethnicity

(Bhsed on Final PerforMance''Peport, Special Services, U.S.
Office of Education, Computer:Sciences, Corp:, January 1989.)

///
Number of-

Ethnidity Clients: Percen//t

American Indian/Alaskan

Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

.White

2754

3011

/ 61765c

. 21566

35777

. A-17 236

//2.21.'

2.41

49.46

17.7

28.65
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Appendix 4-17. Distribution of Client Eligibility

(Based 4111 Final Performance Report, Special Services, U,S.
Office of Education, Computer Sciences Corp., January 1980.)

Number
Eligibility Criteria Clients Percent

Low Income 61472 49.23

Cultural Need 10268 8.22

Educational Need 41499 33.23,

Physidall-Disabld 55
Limited English 6053 4.85

A A-18
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Appendbi 4-18. Source and Amount of'Project

Source Number of Proj. Percent 8k-Proj. Dollars
of Funds / Receiving Funds Receiving Funds' Per Project

Federal 333

State' 100

Other F. 92

J

A

A-19.2

100.0, $106,106.45

30.0, 56,303.48

27.61 32,89,1.40

8



Appendix 4-19. Types of In-Kind Services
Received by Projects

Type of Service
Received

Percent of Project
Receiving Service (N = 333)

Office/Classroom Space 89.5

Clerical ASsistance 31.0

Instructional Services 54.6

Counseling Services 39.6

Telephon0Postage 51.0

A-20 el
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Appendix 5-1. Percentages of Institutional Administrators
Who Gave High Priority to Different Higher .

Education Goals by Institutional Type

Higher Education Goal
Two-Year
Colleges

Private Four-
Year Colleges

Public Four-
Year Colleges

4

Retain all freshmen throEgh degree '10 30 18

Give each student individual attention 61 6 54

Help disadvantaged students succeed in
college

48 15 36

Develop students social skillS ' ,' 0 0 0.

Develop students academic skills , 44 62 43

' Remedy the academic deficiencies of
disadvantaged students°

' 56 29 20

Develop students aesthetic Awareness -3 0 0

v. Develop/ students cultural awareness 0 0:, 15

Develop. students consumer awareness
and skills

4 3 0 . 1

Enhance the institution's academic 4 ?6
respectability

Help students analyze values and beliefs
: 8

52, 24 ,.

Help students clarify career interests
and aspirations

78 ' ,31

t

30

Hdlp students develop self-confidence
and self-esteem

5 6 6

Help students learn to analyze irfornfa-
tion and make decisions.

4 12 20

Develop in enthusiasm for learning 3 0 , 28

Prepare students for graduate or pro-
fession school

3 6 % 14

Prepare students to compete in the labor 57 15 32
market

4

Prgpare'students to assume leadership 4 49 15
Lolds

A-21
240
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Appendix 5-2 Percentages of Project Directors
Who Gave High Priority to Different . P

\ nigher Education Goals by Institu-
tional

.,--\ Type
\\ 0

I

Higher Education Goal
Two-Year

.Colleges
Private Four-
Year Colleges

Public Four -

Year Colleges

._

-Retain all freshmen through degree

Give each student individual. attention

Help disadvantaged students succeed in
college

.30

34

.2J

14

31 .

23 *

- 44

'16

23

Develop students social skills 0 6 0

pevelop students academic skills 48, 92 55 ,

Remedy the academic deficiencies of 41 36

\ disadvantaged students

.\peveiop students aesthetic awareness 0 0

Develop students cultural awareness 0 0 7

Deveigp students consumer awareness,: 0
.

0-

-and *tills 4
Enhance the nstitut 's academic 1 .. 0 10. ON

respectability.

Help students analyze values and beliefs 32 31 13

,

Help students clarify career interests 50 8 13 F.

and asolitations

4 Help students develbp self-confidence 19 6 14
and self-esteem

,

+4r

Help students learn to analyzd informa-
tion'and make, decisionnk

10 86 51

(

Develop an enthusiasm. -for learning 4 31 ° 20

Prepare students for graduate or pro-
fession sdhool

16 0
1

32

Prepare students to compete in'the labor
market c

49 -2 42

Prepare studenti to assume leadership
roleg '

.20 21 26

.40

# '

40.

A -22
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Appendix 5-3. Institutional Administrators' Perception of
the Academic Credibility of the SSDS Project for

Different Types.of Ins4tutions

Adm. View of
Proj. Credibility

FREQUENCY
PER T
ROW CT
COL PCT 2-YEAR

COLLEGE
PRIVATE
4-YEAR

\\

PUBLIC
4-YEAR

2)POOR 15 0 ° 10

A 4.60 0.00 2.90
61.33 0.00 38.67

1

.
.

12.37 0.00 ' 6.81,

3)FAIR 35 . , 12 50
10.61 3.45 14.96
36.55 11.90 51.55
28.49 17.16 35.09

4)GGOD 52 39 53
.15.67 11.71 15.79
36.15 27.20 36.66
41.80 4 - 58./21 37.02

5)EXeELLENT , 22 17 30
6.46 4.95 8.99
31.65 24.29 44.06
17.34 24.63 21.08

TOTAL 124
37.24

STATISTICSFOR 2-WAY TABLES

CHI-SQUARE

67
20.12

142
42.64

TOTAL

25
1 7.51

29.03

143
43.06

68

20.40

333

100.00

20.090 DF= 6 PROB=0.0027

A-23 242
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Appendix 5-4. Project Directors' Perceptions o the
Acaukemic Credibility of the SSDS Project for

Different Types of Institutions

PD View of V _

Project Credibility

FREQUENCY
PERCENT
ROW PCT
COL PCT

,

2-YEAR
COLLEGE

-

,

PRIVATE
4-YEAR

PUBLIC
4-YEAR

].)VERY POOR
, 0

. 4

1.20
0

0.00
0

0.00
100.00 0.00. 0.00 _

3.23 0.00 ' 0.00

2)POOR 0 0 17
0.00' 0.00 5.25
0.00 0.00 100.00

,
0.00 0.00 12.30

3)FAIR 50 17 39 .

15.12 4.95 11.57
47.77 15;66 36.57

. 40,59 24.63. 27.14

4)GOOD 54 26 45
16.12 .. 7.66 13.47
43.27 20.56 36.17
43.28 38.06 31.60

. ,

5)EXCELLENT * 16 15 41
4.80 4.50 12.35

22.18 20.79 57.02
12.90 22.39 28.97

7)MISSING 0 ,

10 0
0.00 3.00 0.00

-4 0.00 100.00 0.00
0.00' 14.93 0.00

TOTAL 124

37.24

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

6\7

20.12

.TOTAL

4

1.20

17

5.25

106

31.64

124 V
37.25

72

21.66

10

3.00

142 333
42.64 100.00

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 85.376 DF = 10 PROB = 0.0001

4-24 243 1
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Appendix 5-5. Institution Administrators' Perceptions of the
Academic.Ctedibility of the SSDS Project for Different

Amounts of Contact of Project Directors With Other Programs

_Frequency Si.
PD Contact With
Other Programs

J

QUENCY
PERCENT

COL PCT 2)POOR '3)FAIR 4)GOOD 5)EXCELLENT

< 1PER DAY 0 17 44 0
0.00 5.15 13.11 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

6.31 11.48 7.53 8.95
18.40 33.51 21.97 26.12
84.00 39.55 17.48 43.87

3 TO 4 PER DAY 4 .28 65 29
1.20 8.50' 19.42 8.63
3.18 22.51 51.45 22.86

16.00 29.28 45.10 42.30.

5 + TIMES . 0 13 10 9
0.001 3.90 3.00 2.82
0.00 / 40.12, 30.86 29.01
0.00 13.45 6.97 13.84

4-.-
TOTAL 25

7.51

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

97

29.03

%ft

TOTAL

0

0.00

114

34.26

*126
37.75

32

9.73

143 68 333
43.06 20.40 100.00

WARNING: OVER 5% OF THE CELLS HAVE EXPECTED *COUNTS LESSITHAN 5.
TABLE IS SO SOARSE THAT CHI-SQUARE MAY NOT FE A VALID TEST.

CHI-SQUARE 74.'611. DF= 9 PROB=0.0001

A24 4



. Appendix 5-6., Percentages of Project Director Participation
In Institutional Level Decision-Making in
Different Types of Institutions

EXtent of PD
Participation in Two-Year Private Four- Public Four-
Decision-Making Colleges Wear-Colleges

-..-J
Year Colleges

No Participation 0 0 7

Some Partkcipation 28 34 12

A Considerable Amount 21 -22 -- 25

An Extensi46 Amount 51 44 T 56

1

A-26

r
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Appendix 5-7. Percentages of Project Directors Indicating"
Various Levels.of Service on Institutional Decision-
Making Committees inDifferent Types of Institutions

4.

.Number of
Committees

I gerved On
Two-Year
Colleges

Private Four-
Year Colleges

Public Four -
year Colleges

None 16 19 12

One
6 30 16 30

Two 42 12 41

Three or more 13 53 17

S.

24 6

A-27
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Appendix 5-8. Distribution of Institutional Administrators'.
Responses to Question, "Bis the Presence of
SSDS Project Increased or.Decreased Adminis-
trative Problems?"

Change in
.' Administrative Problems N Percent

Decreaied
0

80, ''.

/

24

No change 167 50

Increased 86 26

,

a

C

t t

A-28
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Appendix 5-9. Percentages of Institutional Administrators
Indicating That the SSDS Projects Had Bede-
ficial Impacts on the Participating Students
at Their'Institutions

Type of Protect Benefit Percent Yes

Improved Academic Skills 97

Improved Social/Personal Skills 94

Improved Adjustment to Campus, 99

a-Zil 8



Appendix 5-10. Percentages of Institutional Administrators
Indicating SSDS Project Had Impact on Insti-
tution by Amount of'Influence Project Director
Believes He Had

Amount of Project Director Influence

Little

Considerable

Extensive

A-30

Peicentage of Administrators
Indicating Project Impact

24,9

74

77

88
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Appendix 5-11. Percentages of Institutional Administrators
Indicating SSDS Project Had Impact on Insti-
'tutipn by Title of SSDS Project Director
With Institution

Rank of Project Director

Director

Percent of Adginistrators
"Indicating Project Impact

90

Professor
i 61

. Dean / 100

Othet
.g 48

I

250
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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
ROW PCT

HOURS

COL PCT 0 ft1-2 3-4 5 +

972 477 119 162

. . . .

. . .

. . . .

1)POOR 537 247 70 71

12.98 5.97 1.69 1.72.
58.05 26.70 7.57 7.68
22.11 23.15 23.65 20.52

10

2)ADEQUATE 1223 531 140 182

29.56 12.83 3.38 4.40
58.91 25:58 6.74 8.77
50.35 49.77 47.30 52.60

3)GOOD 669 289 86 93

16.17 6.98 2.08 2.25
58.84 25.42 7.56 8.18
27.54 27.09 29:05 ,26.88

(

TOTAL

. CHI-SQUARE

\

2429 1067 296 346

TOTAL

925
22.35

.

2076
50.17

1137
27.48

4138
58.70 25.79 -7.15 8.36 100.00

STATISTICS FOR 2 -WAY; TABLES

'2.431 DF= 6 PROB=0.8761

A-32



Appendix 7-2.. .Crosstabulation-of Students'

Reports of Academic Problems (Spring) With e
Hours of Pbrsonal Counseling They Received

Extent of
Academic
Problems

FREQUENCY
PERCENT HOURS

IL PCT 0 1
,
2-4 5+

1307 207 122 79
. . .

.
. . _.

1)N0T A PROB. 1643 196 105 76
39.56 4.72 2.5 1.83.
81.34 9.70 , 5.20 3.76
49.29 50.13 42.51 41.76

2)SMALL PROB. 1268 144 100 74
30:53 3.47 2.41 1.78 +

79.95 9.08 6.31 4.67
38.04 36.83 40.'49 40.66

3)MEDIUM PROB. 422 51 42 32
10.16 1.23 1.01 6.77
77.15 9.32 7.68 5.85
12.66 13.04 17.00 17.58

TOTAL.

CHI-SQUARE

3333 391 247

TOTAL

2020

48.64

1586

'38.19

547
13.17

.182 4153
80.26 . 9.41 5.95 4.38 100.00

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

11.099 DF= 6 PROB=0.0854

1



Appendix 7-3. Crosstdbulation 'of Students' Reports of
Campus Problem8 (Spring) With the Sours of

karsonal Counseling They Received

Extent of
Campus
Problems

') FREQUENCY

PERCENT HOURS

COL PCT 0 1 , 2-4 5 +

1317 207 123 80
,

. . .

. . .

.

1)NOT A PROB. 2446 280 176 124
59.07 6.76 4.25 2.99
80.83 9.25 5.82 4.1e
73.61 71.61 71.54 68.51

2)SMALL PROB. 706 87 50 51
17.05 2.10 1.21 1.24

(//-
78.97 9.73 5.59 5.70
21.25 22.25 20.33 28.18

3)MEDIUM PROB. 171 24 204' 6

4.13 0.58 , 0.48 0.14
77.38 10.86 9.05 2.71

J 5.15 6.14 8.13
.

13.31

TOTAL

CHI- SQUARE

A

3323 391
80.25 9.44

246 181
5.94 4.37

STATISTICS FOR 2=WAY TABLES

TOTAL

,3026

73.07

894

21.59

4
221

5.3A

4141
100.00

10.600 DF= 6 PROB=0.1015

*. A-34, 2383
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Appendix 7-4. Crosstabulation of Students' Reports
of Personal Problems (Spring) With the

Hours of Personal Counseling They Received

Extent of
Personal
Problems

FREQUENCY
PERC NT HOURS

COL P T 0 1 2-4 5+

1307 207 123 80

. . .

. . .

.
. . . .

1)N& A PROB. 2032 236 133 109

48.95 5.69 3.20 2.63

80.96 9.40 5.30- 4.34
60.97 60.36 54.07 60.22

2)SMALL PROB. 1079 121 94 56

'25.99 2.91 2.26 1.35
79.93 8.96 6.96 4.15
32.37 30.95 38.21 30.94

3)MEDIUM PROB. 222 34 19 16

5.35 0.82 0.46 0.39
76.29 11.68 6.53 5.50
6.66 8.70 7.72 8.84

TOTAL

CHI-SQUARE

TOTAL

o

2510

60.47

1350
32.52

291
7.01

3333 391 246 181 4151
80.29 9.42 5.93 4.36- 100.00

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

7.924 DF= 6 PROB=0.243/

-7
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Appendix 7-5. Percentages of Students in Different
Participation Profiles By Sex of Students

e

i

Sex of
Paiticipation Profile

Student 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Male 33 42 35 41'. 30 41 38 37 38 37 41
.

.

Female 67 53 65 59' 70 59 62 63 62 63 59

44

...

..

A-36
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Appendix 7-6. Percentages of Students in'Different Participation Profiles
Desiriing Different Levels of.Educational Attainment

Educational Participation Profile
Level Desired

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l 8 9 10

Some College 2 3 1 2 1 . 1 1 2 3 2 3

2-Year Degree 7 3 8 S 4 '6 4 2 8 3 4

4 or 5-Year Degree 20 21' 15 1:; 15 23 14 10 17 13 14,

Masters Degree 22 18 25 18 15 25 14 20 20 18 17

Doctorate 11 14 13 15 16 17 21 13 13 13 11

Professional Degree 31 37 33 41 45 2.., 45 46 33 43 42
1

Undecided 7 4 5 4 4 4 i 1 7 6 g 9
.

I

.e,..,
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Appendix 7-7. Percent'ages of Students in Different Participation
Profiles Expecting Different Levels of Educatio6a1 Attainment

Educational

Level Expected
Participation Profile

0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 7 8 9 10

Some College 10 3 5 6 5 10 \3 3 5 5 6

12-Year Degree 22 24 22 17 0 14 10 17 26, 19 18

4 or 5-Year Degree 37 41 38 30 32 39 30 33 34 34

Masters Degree ' 13 14 20 21 18 14 13 22 17 21 17
)

DoCtor4te 3 4 44 7 7 2 13 11 5 7 3

Professional Degree 11 10 8 16 15 11 17 14 8 11 15

Undecided , 4 4 3, 3 3 5 5 3 6 3 7

(

A-38 257
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Appendix 7 -8. Percentages of Students in Different
1articipation Profiles Planning Different Types of Occupations

Occupational Participation Profile

Area 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Office Worker 9 3 7 7 7 4 3 4 7 8 7

Homemaker 1 0 2 1 0 0 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 1-1. 2 2 2 4 2 2 3 3 .2

Sales.5 ''''.!-%. 2 2 2 3 2 1 1 1 '1 1 2

Teacher .-- 10 9 11 11 12 8 21 9 12 10 10

Technical/Skilled
Crafts ...

,
12 16, 12 10 11 8 12 8 11 13 .12

Una -^""
i

8 6 6 6 6 4 7 5 9 5 6

Other' 10 11 15 7 7 14 7 12 13 7 7

k



Appendix 8-1. Details on Logistic Multiple Regresq.,.on Model

This appendix is a supplement to the analysis of the persistence outcome

discussed in the body of the report, 9papter 8. The statistical model

used islDriefly described, and some details and examples of the interpre-

tations of the results are given.

The logistic multiple regression mddel used for the analysis of the per-

sistence is designed to predict the probability of each response category

of categorical dependent variable from thelinear combination of a set of

continuous predictor variables. The usual regression procedures are in-

efficient in this application because of the categorical r1ature of depen-
s
.

dent variable. The contingency table models are practical pnly with a small

set oiategorical predictors.

In the analyses used in this study the outcome variable persistence was

coded as "1" if the student remained'enroll2d in college through the study,

otherwise it was coded as "0". 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 variables were

coded as dummy variables,with 3, 10, and 2 dummy indices, respectively.

With the continuous independent variable student incentives, 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

131s,

x.a = x a
Xi

a X.
cl 1 12 2 117 17

259
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wher&i = 1 to n observations

Xii= 1 hence is the intercept

82_- are the coefficients,bf the 16 independent variables.

The assumption of the model'iis that

Prob(Y = 1) =
exp(X.B)

1 + exp(XiB) (2)

From the above it can be seen that exp (Xi0) are the odds that the ith

individual will persist. Further since

exp(X.1 8) =
j

exp(X..8.)
i 1 (3)

theindividualcoefficients8.1 when exponentiated yield multiplicative

coefficients determining an individual's odds.

Table A8-1 shows the log odd coefficients and the odds values for the

persistence analysis reported in less detail in_Chapter 8. The coeffi-

cients for the intercept reflect the combination of the omitted categorie

of the three categorical variables and the mean for. he continuous variables.

Thus the intercept represents a student in a public four-year college, who

las,received no sms-like services, who is from a higher than average income

fathily and is living at home or in college housing, and is receiving $520.34

per year in grants or fee waivers. The odds for this "average" student.of

6.632 to 1 indicate a probabilityof 0.869 of the student-completing the

academic year.

To obtain the odds fqr other- students the product of the intercept odds
Itk

coefficient and the odds, coefficients for the categories defining the

student ate used. The odds for the atudent who is average in all things

A-;41



but services' received and who got the full range of SSDS services, Profile

10, would be 15.008, (6.632 X 2.263). If the student is in a private four-

\

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 otner than the average amount of Monetary

Incentive the multiplier used is odds coefficient given in the table raised

to the power of the incentive' increment (in $100 units). For the student

who received.$500 more in grant3.and waiver than the average student the

multiplier used would be 1.013 raised to the fifth power or 1.067.

'4
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Table A8-1. Logistic Multiple Regression Predicting Student Persistence

AMP

Predictor Log Odds Odds

*Intercept

Institutional Type

a

1.892

a

6.632

Private two-year _**

Public two-year
Private four-year 0.843 2.324

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
Profile 9 0.715 2.044
Profile 10 0.817 2.263

Dependency Status
Independent -0.518 0.596
Dependent/Low Income

Monetary Incentives ($100's) 0.013 1.013

***D = 0.03

*Value at intercept represents a student in a Public four-year institution,
who received no SSDS type services, and is living' at home or in a dorm
and fromra family with a higher than average income.

**The a-n indicates coefficient is not significant at 0.05 level.

***The D statistic is comparable to R2
of the normal multiple regression.

A-43
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