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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Student financial aid programs have recently provoked widespféad
public contrqversy at both the state and the national level. Debate has
focused ' on a number of issues: How'much money should be appropriated? ;
How shouldfavaiIAble resources be allocated among the diffe;ent types
of aid {grants, lcans, and work-study)? Should aid be adminisgered .
through the institutions, or sgould it be given directly to the students?
Should- aid be basgd’primarily on financial need and if so, how is finan-
cial need to be defined? Or should other ;ritgria,(for example, aptitude,
the need to encourage certain kinds of students) be used? How should
various forms of aid be packaged fof individual students?

%uch questions are difficult to reéolve'because tﬁe purposes of
student financial aid programs are often not explicit. Among the many
possible purpoées, the most common are to give students greater access
to higher education,‘to assure that studénts complete their studies, to
drovide st;dents with an'i;centive for performing wgll‘academically, to
reward merit, to influen;e student choice of postsecondary iﬁstitution,

3
and to redistribute wealth. ‘

This chapter provides a brief history of financial aid and reviews

selected studies on persistence in college.

/S




Financial Aid: A Historical Perspective

.

In 1643 a ene hundred pound scholarship was given to a deserving

student, the first instance in the nation's history of financial assis-

[

tance to students for attendance at an institution of higher education;
today, federally funded student assistance programs alone total over "
three billion dollars (Kefne, Adams and King, 1975).° Direct financial aid
programs bégan in the l9a05; and the newest and largest prcgram came into
existence as recently as 1972. As the federal government and, to a lesser
degree, the state governments{have become more involved in student finan-
cial assistance, both the dollars expended and the numbers of students
aided have increased dramatically.

New York was the first state to establish a scholarship program
(in 1912), and Wisconsin the first to establish a student loan program
(in 1933). At ab;ut the same time the federal government also became

n
involved in aiding students directly: In 1933 the National Fmergency -

- - © N
Relief Administration created the National Youth Administration's College
P

Work-Study Program, which gave .low-income youth who wanted to go to'égllege
a chance to work in the community or the institution. During its nine-
year existence, this program aided 600,000 ¢fudents. 1The federal govern-
ment expanded its assistance to students in 1935 with the Social Security
Act's provision to aid qualified full-time college students.

World War II brought about further expansion: The Student War Loan

Program (1942-1944) aided 11,000 students seeking degrees in technical

or professional fielﬁs, and the Serviceman's Readjustment Act in 1944

(the GI B#11) provided aid to 2.2 million veterans (U.S. House of




Representatives, 1958),

Access to h%gher education was no loﬁger a problem for veterans.
But\what of otherAgroups of young people who were talentea but poor?
In the yéars following World War iI, the push for equal access began.
In 1326, President Truman established the President's Commission on
Higher Education for Democracy whose stated purpose was to reassess
the objectives, goals, methods, and social roles of higher education
in fhe United States.

By 1949 the nation had 1,808 colleges and universities, and over
half of them offered some kind ‘of financiél aid to students (West,
1963). vAs more stuaents competed for the available scholarship dollars,
it became necessary to have a clearinghoﬁse which coulq establish uniform
procedures for determining a student's ability to pay for his/her educa-
tional expenses. Thus inll9§4 the Colleg%bSchol;;ship Service was
established (College Entrance Examination Board, 1975). i .

By 1955, 1,560 colleges and universities pargicipaéed in some type .
of financial assistance program. Approximately 250,000 students were
aided by scholafships, grants, and work prograﬁs inlthe amount of $66
million in eaéh prograﬁrarea. In ad&ition, %7,000 students received
812 millioﬂ in student loan monie;.(Moon, 1963). The nﬁmber of large
scholarships made available during ﬁhe mid-1950s increased greatly with
the development of two scholarship programs: the National Merit Scholar-
ship Corporation, founded jointly by the Carnegie and Ford Foundations

in 1955, and the National Scholarship Act, passed in 1956. The latter

declared that it was in-the national interest to develop the talents of

1




America's youth.ahd asked the states to submit scholarship proposals which,
if approved, would receive partial funding from the federal government
(U.S. House of Representatives, 1958).

With the Soviet Union's launching of Sputnik, the need to step up
the nation's technological development became.apparent. Thus, Title II
of the 1958 National Defense Education Act established the National '
Defense Student Loan Program. uThe loans were to subsidize the growth
of higher education and to demonstrate the government 's willingness to
invest in human capital (Hartman, 1971).

The scholarship, loan, and work components of student financial

assistance for higher education was 3144 million in the mid-1950s; by

1960 the total had climbed to $212 million (Moon, 1963). The new

involvement of the federal government to meet the increased demands for

aid was coupled with an expansion of state-sponsored programs—-twenty

states initiated écholarshiEAprogrgmg in 1961 alone (West, 1963)~-and _ .

the development of the United States Aid Fund, sponsored by private
business (Alterman, 1973).

The War on Poverty and the Great Society of Presidents Kennedy and
Johnson encouréged the establishment of a natioﬂal scholarship program
for those ﬁnable to pursue postsecondary education witﬁout such assistance.
President Johnson signed the Higher Education Act of 1965 establishing
the Educational Opportunity Grant (EOG) Program and the Guaranteed Student
Loan Prograﬁ (GSLP). The College Work-Study (CWS) Program was transferred
into the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, and the National

Defense Student Loan (NDSL) Program was amended and‘renamed the National




Direct Student Loan Program by Fhe Higher Education Amendments of 1972
(Alterman, 1973),

Once established, these programs have continued to grow both in
dollars.approp;iated and in students aided. To illustrate the growth
in expenditures: 1In the 1966 fiscal year, SEOG spent $38 million, and
CWS spent $56 million; by fiscal 1970, these figures had risen to $164
million and $152 million, respectively (Roark, 1977);

The Higher Education Amendments of 1972 authorized the Bas_.c Educa-
tional Opportunity Grant (BéOGQ Program. It was conceived as a completely
federally sponsored and administered program: The.federal government or
its authorized agent would have sole responsibility for determining the
eligibility of the students who applied for grants, and eligible higher
education institutions would merely disburse the funds. This type of
delivery‘system served several objectivgs: té increase equal opportunity
by expanding the student's access-and choice, to encourage the free flow
of students in the academic marketplace; and to protect the diversity of
American higher education (Hartman, 1971). This program began bf providi;g
$122 million to 176,000 students. By the 1977-78 academic year, it was
providing $1.5 billion to clése to two million students (Roark, 1977).

Having developed programs to extend opportunitylaﬁd choice to those
unable to meet the costs of higher education, the federal government is
now widening its approach to‘student aid: The Middle-Income Student

Assistance Act, signed by President Cérter in November 1978, will effec-

tively double the number of students aided by the current programs. The

GSLP will remo?e all income limitations, and the BEOG will be open to




students from families with yearly incomes up to $25,000 (Student Aid

News, 1979).

Financial Aid and Persistence in College

°

The use of finanéial aid to enhance studentfpérsisténce in college
is the focus of the present study. The premise here is that entry ihto
postsecondary education is not enough. Students must persist for a rea-
sonable amount of time beyond initial entry so that they can (1) avail
themselves of what the inétitution has to offer, (2) decide whether these
services will be useful to them, and (3) complete desired programs of
study. .

*
Student aid programs should be structured to achieve that goal. This

study seeks to understand the role of financial aid in persistence over

2

the first two years of postsecondary education. As a first step, a summary

of what is known about the determinants of persistence is in order.

Pantages and Creedon's Review

In their review of twenty-five years of attrition studies (from 1950
~to 1975) in higher education, Pantages and Creedon (1978) offer a method-
ological c;itique of the research, discuss the operatiénal and theoretical
difficulties resulting from inconsistently defined target groups, present
Tinto's (1975) theoretical model, and suggest revisions in that model.
They also review the variables associated with persistence and the reasons
students give for withdrawal from college? describe the withdrawal pro-
cedure, and discuss programs to reduce attrition. Their review includes

a bibliography.




When findings on the effects of certain variables differ from study

"to study, Pantages and Creedon tend to minimize the predictive usefulness
of such variables or to consign the;‘to a realm they call "preventative
guidelinés." ‘In addition, thex‘point out that, even though.distinctions
should be made among whose who permanently 1g§ve”higher education, Lhose
who transfer from one institution to another, and those who leave higher
ueducation only temporarily ("stop out"), many researchers fail to make
such distinctions. Thus, they strongly mandate that student status be
clearly defined and, along with Tinto (1975), urge that research reflect
a conceptual framework "if we are to understand the processes that lead
to attrition as contrasted to merely identifying its correlates" (Pantages
& Creedon, 1978, p. 53). They further recommend the use of longitudinal

over cross—sectional designs and of multivariate analysis to isolate the

independent effects of different factors.

According to Pantages and Creedon, research has ihvariably shown that

*

the significant predictors of persistence in college are*high school grade-
point average, high school class rank, and scores on stgndardized academic
aptitude measures. It is generally agreed that students who &ithdraw from
higher education cite academic and financial difficulties as their primary
reasons. Since seven in tenﬁdropouts eventually re—enfoll in college,.
however, these difficulties do not seem to contribute to permanent with-
drawal. There is consensus that students are more likely to persist at
four-year colleges than at two-year colleges, especially if they live on
campus; and that high-prestige colleges have the lowest attrition rates.

Receiving a grant or a scholarship rather than a loan significantly

N




" enhances persistence. Study habits, along with supportive peet ani
parental relations, play some role in determining the likelihood of
the student's persisting to graduation. But the effécts of motivational

and personality factors on persistence have not been clearly identified

because of the difficulties involved in'heasuring such variables.

! 2

When scholastic, environmental, and institutional variables are

accounted for, women are more likely to drop out for personal reasons,

.

~

while men drop out for curricular and/or academic reasons. . ~
Although Pantages and Creedon conclude that "attrition ;sfthe result >

of an extremely intricate interplay among avmultitude of variables" (1978{

[
<

. P+ 94), they find the "college fit" or "needs~press model" to offer the

™ v

‘ most useful approach to the study of persistence. Research within the

w
A

last fifteen years, that has incorporated.enviromnmental assessment techniques
supports the notion that the images of different higher education insti-
tutions appgal to different types of students and that "the extent to which
the student can meet the demands of the collége and derive satisfaction
from doing so is‘the.degree to which the student may“be expected to persist

at college' (1978, p. 94).

Astin's Study
‘Alexander_Astin (1975) conducted a longitudinal study'gf persistence =
e in college’, based on data collected from 1968 freshmen who were followed
up in 1972. The purpose of the htudy was to predict "dropout proneness"
and to examine the impact of financial- aid, employment, place of residence,
‘and college characteristics. He found that the freshmen most likely to

persist in college are those who have good high school grades, plan to get

' 1y




postgraduate degrees, come from 3ewish (rather than Protestant) back-
grounds, and give their religious preferen?e as Jewish (rather than

saying they have no religious preferenge). Other predictors of persistence
are good~study habits, high expectations about academic performance’in
college, and well-educated parents. Married men (but single women) are
more likely to persist. For black students, cigarette smoking is among

" the strongest predictors of dropping out. Less powerful.but still signif-
ic&nt Predictors of colleéé pefsistence are making high scores on college
adﬁissions tests, being Orientéi, being a nonsmoker, and growing up in a
moderate-sized community.

After entering charactéristics are taken into account, getting good
grades in college is the most important predictor of persistence. Other
experiential factors which increase fhe student's 1likelihood of completing
_colleée are staying single (for women); not having childrén (for men and -
women); living in a‘colfége dormitory ra£her than’ at home; working part-
time»rathep than full—time;Aand participating’in extracurficulag activitieé
such as ROTC, sborts, and fraternities or sororities. Whereas men and
women who ge£ a scholarship or grant or receive some parental support are
more likely to complete college, men who get loans are less likely to d6”so.”

Astin found further that transferring from one foﬁr-year pollege to
another as well as atteﬂding é public two-year cdllege, seems to reduce “

==

persistence. Students are more likely to persist at private universities,
at public four-year colleges in the northern or southern states, at moder-
ately selective or religiously affiliated colleges, and at colleges with

students of similar backgrounds rather than with similar ability.




Oﬁher Studies

Other current research continues to indicate that the student's pasﬁ
academic record, scores on ability measures, and college gfades strongly
affect persistenée (Pedrini & Pedrini, 19763 Pedrini & Pedrini, 1977).

The importance of the fit between the student and the college,
pafticularly in terﬁs of the student's identification withvfhe instiéution,
is substantiated by Cope and Hannah (1975). Terenzini and Pascarella (1977Y,
in a study of freshmen at Syracuse University, found that the lack of social
and academic integration were. significantly and independently related to
a freshman's dropping out voluntarily. Their data further suggest that
informal interaction with faculty contributes strongly to the student's
gpadémic and social integration. Subsequently, employing éwloqgitudinal '
design to investigate the patterns of such interactions, Pascafellanand
Terenzini found that, after the student;s gender, academic aptitude, and
personalify characteristics wefg taken into accouht, persisters were ﬁuch
more/likely to have.frequent integactions with faculty.members than‘were
voluntary withdrawers. The type of interaction which most enhanced per-
sistence was that which focused on intel%ectual or course-related concerns.

Some of the literature sdggests that the community college is ful-
fil;ing a ;alvage\function. Lee (1976) cites academic‘aifficult§ due to

3

lack of adjustment at four-year institutions as a cause of "reverse
transfer'"; that is, the student's leaving the four-year institution to
enroll in a community college. Gragg and Stroud (1977) identified a similar

pool of dropouts fromcfoﬁr-year colleges who transferred to community

colleges and succeeded there.
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Nickene (1976) reports that, when 976 students at fifteen Florida(f
community colleges (freshmen in 1970) were asked about their original
aca&émic~goals, almost 60 percent said they had achieved their original
goals,‘énd alﬁdét one-third said they were currently pursuing those goals
or planned;%o”in the future. This finding indicates that definitions of
dropout Shduld incorporate the student's own aspirationms. Further, ;he
literature suggests that1leaving college temporarily or permanentlyf&hy
have substantial positive results (Cope & Ha;nah, 1975; Astin, 1975;
Kesselman, 1976; Valine, 1976),
| Financial aid and its impact on persistence have been examined in

_a numbe: of studies. Financial aid enables access and gives students -
a greater number of options when it comes to choosing aﬁ iﬁstitution
(Fife, 1975: Corwin & Ken;, 1977; Leslie,:l978; Astin, 1978). 1In 1975
25 percent of all coliege students relied on federal financial aid
(Atelsek & Gomberg, 1975), and in 1976-77 nearly two million studénts
participated in at least one type of financial aid program (Atelsek &
Gomberg, 1977).

Pantages and Creedon (1978) report that studies of the role of
.financial factors in gttritionAyield equivocal risults, except that

" grants or scholarships (as opposed to.loaqs) increase fhe likelihood of

persistence in college. This finding is substantiated by Astin (1975),

who also found that any‘form of financial aid is generally most effective
when it is not packaged with another form and that benefits appear to

differ according to race, sex, and income level. Substantial support

from parents (for dependent students) or from spouse (for married students)

22




geﬁerally enhances persistence, However; women from high-income fa@ilies
who receive parental suppor§ are more likely to drop gqut, as are married
students whose spouse can provide only minor help. The amouqt of grgﬁt

" support is a factor“i; persistence (especially for blacks), and grants

" or scholarships are most beneficial to women from low—income families

and to men from“middle-income families. Réli%nce on 10395 is associ;ted
with increased persistence féi blacks attending white colleges bgt with
decreased persistence for men. of all income groups; depending on the
-amount of loan support and on parental income, the effects of loans on
the persistence of women vary, Participation in work-study programs
(especially when the employment is on-campus) increases the likelihood
that the studefit Qili pérsist. The most consistent positive impact of

such programs is on middle-income students, though they also appear

especially beneficial for women and blacks. But that beneficial impact

déc;inas.whgnqwork—study support is combined in a package with grants or

small loans, especially among low-income students.’ Supporf from ROTC
is strongly associated with increased student pérsistence, but reliance
‘on savings or on support-from the GI Bill seems to lessen the student's

chances of completing college. .o ‘ LT

*
-

~——-Qrganization- of  the Report

The chapters following this intfodugtbry section include one

(chapter 2) on methodology in which the sanmpling ahd data collection

procedures are described. Chapter 3 provides a profile of students two

years”after matriculation in college; Chapter 4 describes the characteristics

an
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of students with different patterns of;persistence; Cﬁapter 5 gives

oy
an overview of the financial age environment in American colleges and

universities today. The last two chapters utiliziqg a multiple re-

i3
{ . . ¢ .
gression analysis, assess the impagt of personal, environmeptal, and
1] . :

.

financial variables on student persistence in college. The report c .
\ ' b

concludes with a chapter that summarizes the findings, draws conclu-

sions, and discusses some policy implications.
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~ " CHAPTER 2

- METHODOLOGY .

P f

[N

This chapter describes first the sample and the dat; collection
procedures and thgn‘the questionndire de§ign;ﬂwith special empha;is on
the fationale for item inclusion and the types’ of indépendent‘variables
used in the study, as well as on the development of the dependent var—

iables. It concludes with a discussion of weighting prodecures.

.

. L The Sample R

-
.

The sample wéb-drawn from students who had enrolled for the first
time in_ fall 1975 in one of the 325 institutions.participating in the

Cooperative Institutional Researrh Progfam (CIRP).l Further, 2,854

students (a 50 percent random sample) enfolling in-proprietary schools
in fall 1975 were added to the-follow-up sample.
The sampling design was intended to produce a sample that would

"

include: ) ) . -

¢

® as many minority students as possible:

lForty-one institutions from thée original 366 CIRP institutions
were dropped because SAT/ACT scores or addresses for their students
were not available. - We thought it important to capitalize on available
SAT/ACT scores as potentially sigmificant predictors of persistence in
college., For the names of .institutions in the program, see A. W. Astin
et al., The American Freshman: National Norms for Faill 1975, 1975.

v




e enough students from a limited number of institutions to
allow for the creation of environmental voriables; ’

e a latée proportion of students for whom SAT or ACT seoreg
were avaiiable (a small gfoup of students without test scores
for comparison were also selected); and ‘

® a larger proportion of low-income white students than are
ectuall§ present in the population.

© To meet the first objective, all Chicanos, American Indians,

Puerto Ricans, and Asian-Americans.in the 1975 data base were surveyed.2

To meet the second, 100 institutions were selected according to a random

»

A

~ 8tratified design parallel to that used in the CIRP (see Table 1);

predomihantlynblack institutions were not included among the 100 ineti-
tutions. ALl blacks with SAT/ACT scores in the CIRP institutional
population (N=325), as well as.all blacks in the 100 institutions, were
selected, In addition, one in every five blacks who had not enrolled

- -

in the 100 institutions or who 1acked test scores was chosen (see FigL'e 1).

Other minority students attending these hundred institutions were aleg

?

a part of this population.

4

To meet the fourth objective-—having a large pool of low-income

“

white students--we sampled whites from the 100 institutions as, follows:

v

Among students from families with incomes below $10,000, we selected

-

nine out of ten with test scores and oné out of seven without test scores.

Among students from families with incomes above $10,000, we selected one

2Because of their larger numbers in the population, not all blacks
were surveyed.
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out of four with test scores and one out of thirty-three w{}hout test

“scores, . -

The final sample comprised 40,529 students. Table 2 shows the Ns

for the various subpopulations as well as their response rates and their

-

proportionéte representation in the final sample, "

. \L . ) t l
&
%‘ - .
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Data Collection Procedfirés .

S
A e
. .

.

. ‘ "_
Follow~up questionnaires were senf/by.first—classuma@i-to each

student's home address during the second week of September 1977. A 01 /
note on the enéelope requested that the questionnaire be forwarded if ////P\l

the student had already returned to.school. During the third week of (/' ‘

“~ L

October, students who had not responded were sent a second questionnaire,

s

v : ;
along witlya cover letter explaining the purposes of the study and

.

during the Thénkggiving recess, a third wave was mailed out on November 18.
v: . A tptél of 16,657 students returned usable questionnaires. After

-

\

the names of 4,052 students whose questionnaires were returned as non-

deliverablé‘weiewremoved from the sample, the overall response rate was
6, .

45,7 pércen%{ Table 2 shows the response rates of each of the subpopula-

tions 'in the sample and their proportionate representation in the final

sample,




Rationale for Item Inclusion

Questionnaire Design

-

The follow-up quesfionnaire3 was designed to collect informétion
that wo;ld enable us to analyze how the various typeé of financial aid
aud the various "packages" affect the dropqgt and persistence rates pf
subpopulétions of students (e.g., wo;en,ubléﬁks, low-income students)
attending different types of institutions. It covered five major areas:

® current enrollment status‘and‘academic progress;

e financial status and financial aid;'

® academic pefforménée, extéacurficular activities, work experiences,

‘and college experien;es; i}ﬁjwf'fﬂ
® personality characteristics and mopivat;on; and

-

® career aspirations and degree plans.
. . ’ A - 5 R ,
In addition, three items dealt with reasons for a student's ‘dropping
out or transferring and with the timing of such decisions.
. : ®

” .

The key concepts in this studf, and the depeﬁdent Vﬁriables in the
analyses, are persistence and attrition, terms which have been variousiy )
defined depend%ng on the goals of a particulaf study or the limitations
of a particular daté base. If a study of the impact of financial aid
on pefsistence aﬁd attrition is to provide a basis for reexamining ]

federal, state, and institutional aid programs; then the definition

of these terms must be appropriate to the national scope of the issues

[y

3The initial questionnaire was administered to these students in
1975 as part of the Cooperative Institutional Research Program.
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and must be acceptable to policy-makers and researchers alike.

The major problem in defining persi;tence and attrition is that
any classification(of.students as dropouts is necessar}ly uncertain and
eptherai, since theoretically dropouts can return to college and com-
plete the:degree at any point in their lives.. Yesterday's dropout may
be‘today's college student and tomorrow's baccalaureate-recipient. On
‘what basis, then, should a student be 'abeled a dropout?

This study tried to handle this problem by identifying four main
groups: those Yho clearly were not dropouts (full-time persisters);
those who clearly were dropouts, at least within the time-frame of the
study (witﬁdrawals); those who had interrupted their undergraduate educa-
tion but had returned to school by the fall of .1977 (stopouts); and
those who had moved from full-time to part;time or from part-time to N
full-time status (erratic persiqters).

Two sets of independent variables were drawn from items on the ‘ LﬂEJ;‘
follow—up questionnaire: financial ‘aid variables and "control" varia’les. )
" The- financial aid variables were of prime importance in this study, and -
more‘will be.said about them later.

The sgcond set, the control variablé§, represent student character-
istics and experiences, as well as college environmentél characteristics,
that may affect perSistence; The control variables were included in the
longitudinal analysis for two main reasons. First, their iﬁcluSion helps
to reduce the amount of error (variance unaccounted for) in the dependent
variables (persistence). ' The greater the amount of variance, the less

. sensitive the tests of the impact of financial aid, and the less reliance

R3
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can be placed jin the findings. For instance, if we were to find that
financial aid seems to have only weak effects but that there is a great

deal of unaccounted-for variance in persistence, then the possibility

-

would arise that the analyses had failed to reveal the actual importance

of financial aid for a number of technical reasons such as error of
]

measurement or shortcomings in the particular method of analysis used.

The second reason for including the control variables is to gain as full

an understanding as possible of all the factors that affect persistence;

such an understanding may enable us to.éuggest possible mé&ificationsJ

in the adminis;ration of financial aid or even to recommend thét the
government give less emphasis to financial aid programs but increase its

- ' ) support to institutions or to other types of student services that may . °

»

have a more direct impact on persistence.

< The control variables are of two types: mediator and interactive.

The former mediate the impact of financial aid on ﬁersistence and thus
constitute a middle link in the causal chain between financial aid and
persistence; they are affected by financial aid and, in turn, they affect
persistence, 3For example,amount of work as a moderator variable can
affect inv?ivemeﬁt in the institution which in turn can affect persistence.

Interactive variables condition the effects of financial aid on persist-

ence: The impact of financial aid is different at different levels of

o the variable. Such variables are especially important <in identifying
the conditions under which financial aid is most effective in reducing
attrition. An example of such an interaction is amount of aid by ability

level,

Q | , ij() , - ,
2 , . -
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In short, items were included on the follow-up questionnaire
because of their known or hypothesized relation to financial aid and
to student persistence, The rest of this section describes the inde-

pendent Qariables in more detail,

Financial Aid Variables '

The independent variables which deal with financial aid include

Mmeasures of the type and amount of financial aid offered to and received

o
by students, Data for these measures came from responses to the 1975

CIRP freshman questionnaire and the 1977 follow-up questionnaire. We
used item #18 on the 1975 questionnaire to determine whether the °

student had received a single type of aid or a package. The nature

,of the package, and the actual amounts invelved, were also identified

(e.g., large grant, loan, work—sﬁudy). (For a detailed description of
the development of- the packaging>variable§3 see Appendix B.) .

Two additional items were used to probe related areas, The 1975
CIRP freshman questionnaire contained an item asking students> about
the degree of concern they felt over their ability to finance their
college education. In his';tudy of persistence, Astin (I975)1found
that the student's concern over finances carried subétantial weight
in the regressions for two groups: white women and blacks attending
black colleges. Thus, it is important that we control for degree of
financial concern in order to ascertain the .direct impact of financial
aid on persistence. The secon& item, f;om the 1977 follow-up question-
naire, consisted of a series of statements related to the.ré§ﬁ6ﬁdént’s

financial situation: e.g., "My parents have a low income and cannot

i
3

3i
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help with my college expenses." (For the other statements, see item #8
of the follow=-up questibnnaire, Appendix A.) We believed that students
who have major expenses and financial responsibilities may be under a
great deél of pressure, which could contribute to their decision to

withdraw,

Personal and Motivational Variables
Personal and ;otivational variables constitute one type of control-
. variable in this study. For instance, degree aspirations reflect the
studént's commitment to educational godls. According to Cope and
Hannah (1975), personal commitment to an academic goal is one of the

most important predictors of persistence, " Astin (1975) reports that

students aspiring to a doctorate or a professional degree are less
likel§ to drop out than are students with lower deéree aspirations.
Including items related to degree aspirations allows ds to answer the
question, Are studgnts with high degree aspirations more motivated to

persist? In addition, these variables were used to create the dependent

variable of persistence. That is, changes in degree aspirations or
fulfillment of original degree plans provided information in creating
the dependent variable, whereas level of degree aspirg;ion was used

an an independent variable denoting educational commitment or academic

motivation.

Another personal variable found by a number of studies (Astin, 1975;
Bayer, 1969) to predict educational outcomes is marital status, For
women, getting married while in college is one of the most important

determinants of dropping out; being married at the time of college entry

r
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increases a woman's chances of dropping out by 11 percent and decreases

a man's chances by 8 percent, Moreover, marital status may have direct
effects on financial status, For instance, Astin (1975) found that
55 percent of married men have wives who provide them with financial

support for college. On the other hand, one would expect divorced men

i
to carry extra financial burdens, '’

Thg other personal and motivational variables used in the analyses

fall into several categories.

Involvement in College, Astin (1975) found that a number of
activities and experiences that cza be defineg as aspects of involvement
in college--e.g., participating in College Work—Study’(CWS), working on
campus, living on campus, joining a fraternity or sorority--affect
persistence, Thus, we included in our analyses a number of variableg
related to involvement, not only to test their direct effects of per-
sistence but also to determine their interaction with financial aid,
For instance, any apparent effect that CWS as a form of financial aid
has on persistence may disappear when the effect of involvement in
college is taken into account, It is critical that we understand the
mechanisms whereby financial aid affects persistence. With respecg to
the interactive nature of involvement, it may be that students who are

deeply involved in college are also more likely to be assertive and to

o
.
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have:some know-how about what types of aid exist and how one should go
about applying for them.

On thg basis of these assumptigns, we included in the follow-up
questionnaire an item comprising 28 statements about what the student
‘did or felt since entering college in 1975 (see item #13 of the follow-up
qQuestionnaire, Appendix A). Most of these statements have to do witﬂ
activities that indicate the student's participation in campus life
(e.g., "Participated in a play or enterea an art contest"; "Voted in
a student election"). Other statements, subsumed under the label
"psychological despondency," signify a lack of involvement in and an
alienation from college life (e.g., "Felt lonely much of the time";
"Wasn't very interested in any of my courses'). Still other state-
ments, while not necessarily reflecting involvement, nonetheless
represent fécts that bear on persistence (e.g., "Failed one or more
courses'"), measuré motivation (e.g., "It is very important to me to
complete my original degree plans"), or assess theosfudent's perception
of support and encouragement from important others (e.g., "Received a

lot of encouragement from my family to stay in school).

. Self-Concept. Comparisons of the personality characteristics of
dropouts and persisters indicate that the former tend to be more impulsive,
creative, nonconforming, and self-centered and less integrated (Astin,

1964; Brown, 1960; Hannah, 1971; Suezek & Alfert, 1966). To assess the

extent to which self-concept is related to persistence, we included an
item asking students to rate themselves on 17 personal traits (see item

#20 of the follow-up questionnaire, Appendix A).
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-‘Academic Performance. College grades are directly related to

persistence. Not only afe dropouts likely to report relatively low
grades, but also they often cite poor grades or academic underachieve-
ment as important reasons for withdrawing from college (Cope & Hannah,
1975). Astin (1975) found that undergraduate performanee influences
persistence directly, independent of ini;ial variations in ability, |
family background, financial aid, residence, and type of institution.
It was particularly important in this study that academic‘performance
be taken' into a?count insofar as it often interactsiwith %inancial aid:
Some types of aid can be awarded or renewed only if the student maintéins
resbectgble academic ;tanding. Therefore, one item on the follow-up
questionnaire (#5) asked respondents to indicate their grade average
during the last two years.

Residence. A number of earlier studies examined tho affects of
residenc: while attending college on persistence. Thus, Iffert (1967
found that students who live on campus have significantly better persist-
ence records than those who live with parents, relatives, or friends.
Similarly, Astin (1975) concluded that living on campus has a strong
positiv? effect on persistence. 1In addition, he found th§t, when students "
live in fraternities or sororities rather than in collége dorms, their
chances of dropping out are reduced by 6 percent. Men benefit more from
living in collegg dorms or other campus housing rather than at home,
whereas women who do not live in dorms benefit more from living at home
than in a private room or apartment.

Because of these connections between residence and persistence, it

was necessary to control f9r the former before trying to ascertain the

o
<




direct effects of financial aid. Thus, the follow-ﬁp questionnaire
contained an item (#7) asking respondents to indicate their living
arrangements during the previous two years (1975-76, 1976-77). Each
type of fesidence was 'scored as a dummy variable.

The student's living arrangements are also related to involvement
with college and to college costs. Our multivariatg analyses permitt;d
us to assess the independent contribution of place of residence to
persistence as well as its interaction effects with involvement and

costs.

Satisfaction with College and College Services. Satisfaction with

college experiences as a whole and with different aspects of the college
experience not only affects persistence directly (Pervin & Rubin, 1967)
but also may act as a moderator variable. That is, the type and amount
of gid that a student receives may affect his/her satisfaction with tﬁe
college experience eithé?'positively or negatively. Therefore, the
follow-up questionnaire included an item (#14) asking respondents to
indicate whether they were satisfied with ;arious‘coilege experiences

(e.g., academic advisement, health services, course work).

Work Experiences. Astin (1975) reports that having a' job usually

increases the student's chances of comﬁleting college,‘but for students
who work full-time, the positive effects of employment on persistence

are not only lost but actually reversed. On-campus work is (generally
preferable to off-campus work. To enable us to identify the direct or
interactive effects of empioyment on persistence, the follow-up question-
naire contained a number of items (#30-36) on the respondent's work

experiences while in college.

(T
N
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College Envf{;nment

In addition to the personal and motivationalachafacteristics,
college characteristics such as enrollment size--which have been found
to affect directly persisteﬁée or withdrawaljfrom collegéﬁgkop%, 1972;
Kamens, 1971; Nglson, 1966)—-wer; included in the analyses as control -
variables. The follow-up questionnaire contained one item (#15)-
comprising ten statements intended to be descriptive of the college

«

enviromment as perceived by the majority of students. Two of these
statéments attempt to measure how competitive the institutional aémospheré
is; two others assé;s the warmth of the college environment (ot its lack),
ana‘each of the remaining items measures a separate dimension: conformity,
theoretical (versus practical) emphasis; informality; athletic emphasis;
social emphasis; and selectivity (or academic caliber of the students).

Responses to these items were used to form environmental scales that

served as possible interactive variables.

Development of the Dependent Variables

Elaborate procedures were used to create the dependent variables
of persistence and attrition (see Appendix C for a detailed description).
Two items from the 1975 freshman questionnaire were uéed, one on deérée
plans and one on plans to attend school as a full-time ‘or a part-cime
student, as well as three items from the 1977 follow-up questionnaire: -
one (#1) indicating the gtudent's enrollment status (full-time, part-time,
not enrolled) for each month of the academic year in 1975-76 and 1976-77;
another (#2) dealing with the student's enrollment plans forpthe‘fall of

19773 and the third (#4) showing the student's degree attainment and

4
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degree plans. Using these five items, we were able to classify all

respondents as belonging to one of four criterion groups:

o full-time persisters: ‘students who attended college on a full-
time basis during the two academic years under study and who
were enrolled (or planned to enroll) in the fall of 1977;

1
® erratic persisters: students whose attendance shifted between

full time and part time but who never actually withdrew from
school; !

® stopouts: students who had dropped gut of school at some point
- P .
during the two academic years under study but who were enrolled
again in the fall of 1977; and

e withdrawals: students who had dropped out of school aﬂ& who had

not reeﬁrolled as of fall 1977.
Excluded from the analyses were those students who said as freshmen tha§'
they planned on no higher than an assoéiate degree, who had completed that
ieggee by the timedof the follow-up, who had not reenrolléd, ahd whd
tﬁusfmay be said to have completed their education.
) The categories listed above describe student behavior over the two
acade;ic years under study. In addition, we cl&ssified stud;nts as

persisters or withdrawals on the basis of their behavior during the

first year (1975-76).

Verification Study

It is often contended that student reports on financial matters,

including financial aid, are not to be trusted. To see whether this
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charge had any validity, we conducted a verification study comparing
student reports about the amount and type of financial aid they had
received over the two years with actual financial aid records maintained
by the institution. (See Appendix D for a detailed description of this
study.)

In general, student reports were over 75 percent accurate, being
most accurate about the type of aid received. Students tend to over-
estimate the amomnts they receive from the BEOG program and fron state

grants. Whites and nonwhites did not differ noticeably in the accuracy

of their reports,

. . Weighting Procedures

Ta correct for sampling and response bias, the data were welghted
by a procedure that involved three major steps: the first step was -
designed to correct for response bias; the second step, for sampling
bias in selecting students .for the 1977 follow-up; and the third step,
for sampling bias in the CIRP.data on the 1975 entering freshmen, °

First, the follow—up sample (N=40, 525) was divided into three groups:
(1) students with SAT/ACT scores; -(2) students without -SAT/ACT scores;
and (3) proprietary students.4' The first two groups were analyzed by
means ofva stepwise multiple regression, withdreSpondingv(versuslnot

responding) to the survey as the dependent variable. Over 100 independent

ariables (demographic characteristics, educational plans and aspirations,

Y

&

It was not possible to weight the data for proprietary students
since so little is known about this group.

v
E

-




financial aid, beliefs and values, and SAT/ACT scores when available)

o o

were used in the regression analysis, a procedure which allows varfables

a
Y]

to enter the equation until no additional 1tem is @apable of producing

. a s;gnificant (p ¢.05) reduction in the residual sum of squares of the

. dependent variable. (See Tables 3 and 4 for a list of significant pre—

. }
dictor variables.) -

. %he weights from the final step of the regression were useé to-
compute composite scores. The corrective weight was the recipiocai
of the regieesion comﬁbsiie. Weignts which were either less than 1 or
more than 20 were set equal’to‘l or 20. These reciprocals were in‘turn
, summei and compared to the original N for each subpopuletion (see
Table 5). To equate the two Ns, we applied a correction factor baeed
on the ratio qf the original N to-the sum of the recipnocais. |
The second”scen was to correct‘for biases introduced by over-
sampling ninority séudents, low—income students, and students with
SAT/ACT scores. ,Since we took all ﬁﬁe studenté.for whom we had qanes
o and addresses from sampling cells 1-6 (see Table f for a description
of the ponulations'in these %ells), no sampiing bias was introduced.r
Cells 7-11 were corrected by multiplying each cell by the appropriate

-

correction factor to bring it up to its’ origrnal size. For instance,

I3 .

in-cell 7, every fifth case was chousen; thus, the cases in that cell‘

were multiplied by 5. Because the whites were drawn from a sample of
106 institutions, only data frcm students in these 100 institutions and
in the predominantly black institutions were we’ghted to approximate the

N
. - tot: 1 population of 1975 entering freshmen.
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These students were classified by sex and by the 37 stratification
cells in the CIRP. The actual population figures in each of these cells
were divided by the number of sample students in order to calculate a s

correction ratio. These correction ratios were then mv’ tiplied by the

RN Ns already .reighted to correct for response ang samp’ .ng bias. The
° v i 3 - ! i
et - "resulting weighted Ns .f__ ___1. ~€ = ~~ - sopuad subpopulations are

"3 listed in Table 6.

™




Figure 1
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TABLE 1°

SELECTION SCHEME FOR SAMPLE OF FOLLOW-UP INSTITUTIONS

Number of Institutions

In 1975 Corrected

In CIRP 1975 CIRP In 1977
Stratification Cell for Sampling Population Sample Sample Follow-up
Public University . .
, SATV + SATM: .

1. Less than 1,000 59 8 8 4
2. 1,000-1,099 39 6 5 ! 4
3. 1,100 or more . 23 7 6 4
Private University '

SATV + SATM:
4. Less than 1,050 26 9 8 4"
5. 1,050-1,174 . . 18 4 4 4
6. 1,175 or more 25 9 9 s 4
4-Year Public Colleze

SATV + SATM:

N 7,10. Less than 935 and unknown ' 204 15 13 5
8. 935-1,024 - : 94 - 10 10 5
9. 1,08 or more : 43 9 9 5
4-Year Private Nonsectarian College

SATV + SATM: _
11,15. Less than 950 and unknown 169 15 : 13 3
12. 950-1,024 70 12 11 . 3
13. 1,025-1,174 84 22 : 24 4
‘14. 1,175 or more 48 28 28 5
4-Year Catholic College '
SATV + SATM:
16,19. Less than 950 and unknown 96 22 22 3
17. 950-1,024 : 72 19 17 3
18. 1,025 or more o 36 11 11 3
4~Year Protestant College
SATV + SATM:
20. Less than 875 64 8 7 2
21. 875-974 102 21 18 3
22. ~ 975-1,049 . 71 19 18 3
23. 1,050 or more - 49 20 18 3
» 24.  Unknown 57 3 3 2
2-7ear Public Collecpe '
Enrollment: :
25,26. Less than 250 208 © 8 7 4
27. - 257-499 ‘ 269 17 16 6
28. 500-999 217 6 3 3
129, 1,000 or more 190 10 9 7
2-Year Private College
Enrollment: )
30. Less than 100 64 10 7 1
31. 100-249 100 15 13 1
32. 250~499 44 4 5 1
33. 500 or more 13 3 3 1
' Predominantly Black Instit:*Ien
34, Public 4-~-year college 36 5 5 0
35. Private 4-year college 49 9 9 0
36.37. Public and private 2-year college .17 2 2 0

2656 366 341 100




nondeliverables -~ 4052

36,473

TABLE 2
1977 FOLLOW-UP SAMPLE AND RATES OF RESPONSE
Percent Second
Total of Each and :-Third Percent Percent of

Sampling Population N Group First Wave Waves Stragglers Total Response  Final Sample
1. Chicanos 1800 4.4 291 365 23 679 37.7 4.1
2. Indians 1021 2.5 196 231 13 440 43.1 2.6
3. Puerto Ricans 775 1.9 103 113 6 222 28.6 1.3
4. Asian-Americans 2112 5.2 482 459 34 975 46.2 5.9
5. Blacks in the 100

institutions 3845 9.5 460 739 43 1242 32.3 7.5
6. Blacks/outside 100/

SATS 7142 17.6 963 1485 92 2540 35.6 15.2
7. Blacks/outside 100/

no SATs 867 2.1 95 163 9 267 30.8 1.6
8. Whites/less than $10,000/

SATs 9232 22.8 2039 2086 98 4223 45.7 25.4
9. Whites/less than $10,000/

no SATs 857 2.1 140 170 7 317 37.0 1.9
10. Whites/more than $10,000/

SATs ) 9537 23.5 2458 2268 124 4850 50.9 29.1
11. Whites/more than $10,000/

no SATs 485 1.2 111 83 11 205 42.3 1.2
12. Proprietary students 2852 .0 331 352 14 697 24.4

40,525 100.0 7669 8514 474 16,657 100.0

NOTE: After ekcluding the nondeliverables, reshonse rate for the total sample was 4

5.7 percent.

40

_EE..
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TABLE 3

SIGNIFICANT PREDICTORS OF RESPONSE
FOR STUDENTS WITH SAT/ACT SCORES

(N = 15,887; R = .25)

Final Equation
Beta Weight F Ratio

In

High school GPA .082 64.464 .164
Financial sources of support for
college: Savings .056 45.112 .098
Sex: Female .092 125.681 .072
SAT/ACT score .099 69.686 154
Social values: Marijuana should be
legalized -.056 49.541 ~-.072
Important life goal: Becoming an . :
authority in my field ~-.032 16.241 -.051
Financial sources of support for
college: State scholarship or grant .036 20.753 .061
Best guess of future pehavior: Make at .
least a "B" average -.030 11.891 .022
Sampling cell: Whites with parental
" incomes greater than $10,000 .033 14.174 .085
Religion: Jewish -.028 12,229 -.016
Financial sources of support for college:
College work-study ' .027 11.831 .024
Important life goal: Writing original
works : -.021 6.686 -.019
Sampling cell: Blacks in the 100
institutions -.035 17.106 -.055
Financial sources of support for college:
Part-time or summer work 024 - 7.876 .078
Best guess of future behavior: Drop out ’
permanently . -.030 13.948 -.026
Best guess of future behavior: TFail one .
Or more courses .021 6.144 .=.002
Father's education -.025 8.477 .035
> Sampling cell: Puerto Ricans ~-.024 9.133 ~-.033
Probable major: Physical sciences - .018 5.221 .038
Enrollment status: Full-time .018 5.478 .033
Sampling cell: Blacks not in 100
institutions -.027 7.475- ~-.093
Father's occupation: Business ~-.017 4,713 .007
< Probable major: Social sciences -.019 5.784 -.024
Best guess of future behavior: Change
major field . .016 4.003 .031
Important life goals: Raising a family -.018 5.164 -.022
Probable career: Artist/performer -.017 4.393 -.021
Financial sources of support for college:
Full-time work -.016 4.294 -.020

47
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TABLE 4

SIGNIFICANT PREDICTORS OF RESPONSE FOR
STUDENIS WITHOUT SAT/ACT SCORES

(¥ = 5,899; R = .24)

' Final Equation
Predictor Beta Weight F Ratio

X

High school grades .106 56.240 .161
Sex: Female o .088 41.787 .108
Age . -.057 18.302 -.110
Financial sources of support for .

college: Savings .043 9.843 .084
High school program: Not college .

preparatory : -.046 11.834 -.096
.Best-guess of future behavior: Drop out .

permanently : -.044 11.825 -.063
Best guess of future behavior: Graduate

with. honors -.040 9.340 -.022
Probable major: Engineering .037 7.847 .036
Financial sources of support for college: )

Part-time or, summer work .037 6.985 .080
Father's occupation: Engineer .038 8.832 .053
Financial sources of support for college:

State scholarship or grant .034 - 6.710 .072
Important life goal: Being very well-off

financially -.034 6.862 -.045
Probable major: Education .033 6.539 .035
Father's occupation: Unemployed - .027 4.551 .017
Probable career: Research scientist .027 4,573 .042
Probable major: Humanities ~.024 © 3.669 -.016
Probable career: Nurse .024 © 3.516 .038

o
C
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TABLE 5

PROCEDURE TO CORRECT FOR RESPONSE BIAS

Sum of Reciprocals

of Regression Correction

Subpopulation Sample N Composites Ratios?
Chicanos 1800 1776 1.013245
Indians ! 1021 1042 0.979667
Puerto Ricans | 775 733 1.055901
« ' Asian-Americans 2112 2124 0.994163
Blacks in the 100 institutions 3845 3714 1.035227
Blacks/outside 100/SATs 7142 7378 0.967986
Blacks/outside 100/no.SATs 867 968 0.895346
Whites/less than $10,000/SATs 9232 9193 1.004279
Whites/less than $10,000/no SATs 857 840 1.020809
Whites/more than $10,000/SATs 9537 9661 0.987187
Whites/more than $10,000/no -SATs 485 566 0.857178

%These ratios were calculated by dividing the actual N by the sum of the
reciprocals of the regression composites.

]
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TABLE 6

FINAL WEIGHTED POPULATION

Final Weighted

Subpopulation Sample N2 Population J, ‘\\3
Chicanos 1800 ‘ 21,759
Indians 1021 10,185
Puerto Ricans ’ 775 15%520
Asian-Americans ) 2112“ - 18,240
Blacks in the 100 institutions 3845 101,744
Blacks/outside 100/SATs ‘7142 25,930
Blacks/outside 100/no SATs : 867 18,381 ’
Whites/less than $10,000/SATs 9232 233,182
Whites/less than $10,000/no SATs 857 163,693
Whites/more than $10,000/SZTs 9537 699,808
Whites/more than §10,000/n0 SATs 485- 370,612
.Total 37,673 1,679,054

s

aProprietary students not included in weighting procedures.
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CHAPTER 3

A PROFILE OF COLLEGE STUDENTS

TWO YEARS AFTER MATRICULATION

i

-

This chapter provides a descriptive profile of the students in the

study sample at the time of college entry and two years after matricula-~
tion. The analyses and tables.in this section are based on the weighted
Ns of students in the study.

Demographic Characteristics

Table 7 shgws thefdemographic characteristics of the weighted students
in the study sample. Men outnumbered women. The distributioﬁ of students by
race/ethnicity paralleled the national distribution of racial and ethnic
minorities among entering college freshmen. Of'the 12 percent who were
minority-group members,»two—thirds Qere black. The age distribution
again paralleled that of all studé;ts who begin college primarily oh a
first-time full-time basis. Over nine in ten are 18 and 19 years of age.

The religious background of the students reflects differences observed
among'minofities in general: Seven in ten Cﬁicanos and over six in ten
Puerto Ricans were of Roman Catholic background, compared with one-third
of the whites. Well over half of all the students said they were middle-~
of-the-road in pglitical ideology. Minority students, with the exception
of Asian-Amerlcans, were more likely than whites to say that they are

liberal politically (Table 8).

S
[




Table 9 shows parental income and education. As expected, there i
were differences among the minority subgroups on these characteristics:
Puerto Ricans, fbllowed by blacks, came from the poofest homes. Surpris-
ingly, Aherican Indian students were similar to white students with respect
to parental income, fﬁe parents of Chicano and Puerto Rican students had
less formal education than the parents of students from the other mi;ority
groups. American Indians and Asian-Americans were similar to whites with
respect to parental education.

High school grades and Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores are-
reported in Table 10. Asiaanmericans had the highest grades, with over
one in fcur making at least A- grade averages. Blacks tended to have
the lowest high school gradés:‘ only 6.2 percent achieved A- or better
averages. P;erto Ricans and blacks were most likely to have made SAT
scores of 800 or less and American Indians were the least likely.

Table 11 repofts tﬁe proportions of students who indicated that
tﬁeir‘academic preparation in high school was very good. Students felt
most adequately prepared in history and social sciences, followed by

science. They reported generally poor preparation in foreign langﬁgges;
They wgrglﬁlso inclined té—indicate that they had poar study habits and
limited vo;ational skills, There were some variations‘between the seﬁes,’
with .women indicating better preparation in reading and composition, ‘
musical and artistic skilis, and study habits. Of the minority groubs,
Chicanos tended most to feel that they are not well prepared in ﬁathematics,

reading and composition, or science.
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Table 12 shows the degree”plans and intended majola of’the sample .
when they entered college in'l975. A very high proportion of Chicano
students, almost half, reported that they either planned to "get the
Associate of Arts degree or no degree at all. On the other hand, a .
greater proportion of American Indians than of thecother;minorities or
whites planned on getting Ph.D.'s, law-degrees, or.M D.'s. With respect
to intended majors, black students opted for business, education, history,
political science, and social sciences; American Indians seemed tonhave
a preference for social sciences; Asian-Americans tended to choose the
biological sciences,,the-health professions, and to some extent technical
fields} half the Chicanos indicated plans te major in business or in
some kind of technical field; and Puerto Ricans planned to maaor in "other" .
nontechnical fields and'in husiness. v

The freshman questionnaire asked respondents to indicate the importance

they assigned to each of a liSt of life goals. Table 13 shows the propor-

tions indicating that the, various life goals weré very important or essential
to them, There are some interesting differences among the various minor-
ities: fuerto Rican students focused primarily on becoming an authority

in thejr field or making a theoretical contribution to science. Chicano
students were more interested in having political or social influence,
keeping up with political affairs, and participating in community action
programs. American Indians tended to endorse life goals of an artistic
nature, such as becoming accomplished in one of the performing arts, writing
original works, or creating artistic products, Blacks were primarily

concerned with obtaining recog- tion from colleagues for making a special

contribution toAtheir field.

i




Types of Institutions Attended

Men anduwgmen matriculated at similar types of institutions (TaBle
14). Women were slightly more likely to enroll in four-year colleges,
and men in universities and in two-year inétitutions. Men were more
likely to’attend select%ve institutions. A soméﬁhat higher proportion

of men (6.2 percent) than women (4.6 percent) attended institutions

‘o

where tuition and fees exceeded $3,000, but the great majority of students

of both sexes entered institﬁt;uns where tuition and fees were less than
$1,000."

- Examining the distribution of mino%1t§ students in the différeﬁt
types of institutions (Table 15), we find some .interesting variations:
Almost a third of the black students entered predominantly black'ins£{4‘u
tutions. Tﬁree in four Chicanos‘énrolled in tWO-yearAinstitﬁtions, a
reflection of the unu;ually strong community’college sysggms in the
Southweﬁt'and-California; where most Chicanos live. Asian-Americans
tended to eﬁroll.in universities, though they were more likely than
vwhite stu&engs to attend'two-xear colleges, again, a reflection of the
high proportions'of”Asian-Americans in California. Puerto Ricans were
much more likely to enroll in four-year colleges than in other types of
institutionsﬁ the proportion entering universities was especially low.
The great majority of Pwerto Rigans’iive in New York City, where the
CUNY system i;cludes a number of four-year colleges.

The dictribution of minorities by.selectivity of .the institution
is not surprising in view of the high propor. ion of blacks enrolling in

predominantly black institutions (which tend to hHave low selectivity ‘scores)

D)

.
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and the high proportion of Asian-Americans-in universities (which tend

to be selective). The distribution of students by institutional costs

reflects the types of institutions attended. For example, fewer than

oné in ten blacks; biit over one-third of Asian-Americans, entered insti-

»

tutions with tuition and fees of over $2,000. Over seven in ten Chicanos

entered institutions with tuition and fees of less than $250, a reflection
of their‘neavy concentration in two-year colleges. Puerto Ricans were
about equally divided between expensive institutions and relatively
inexpensive ones., Puerto Rican and‘Chicano students were more likely

to attend public institutions, whereas whites and blacks were more likely
to enter private colleges. Asian-Americans were more likely than ether
groups to be in large institutions; a function of‘theirxtendency to attend
universities.

.t

Two Years After Matriculation

.

The follow-up questionnaire (Fall 1977) contained a number of questions

vbn the student's behavior and plans during the fall of 1977, experiences

" while in college, and financial situetion.

College Enrollment Plans and Behavior in 1977 -

A somewhat higher proportion of women than men had no plans to enroll
in the fall of 1977, but most of these students indicated that they had
plansto enroll at some later date (Table 16). Among minorities, close to

half the Chicano students said they would not be enrolled either full- or

95
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part-time in 1977 (Table 17), All groups of current nonattenders--whites
and nonwhites--indicated plans to enroll at some later date, with the
majority planning to re-enroll within the next two years.

&
Interruptions and Transfers

About a third of the students indicated that they had interrupted
their studies for a period of time during the two years since matriculation.
Mén were much more likely to have done so than women (38.6 peréent and
24.7 éercent respectively). A somewhat higher proportion of black students
(36.4 percent) than of other minorities indicated that they had inter-
rupted their studies during those -two years.

As to the reasons for such interruptions, the most common was finan-
cial situation, followed by a desire to work (Table 18). Women and minor-
ities were more likely to say that personal or family illness was a very
important reason for their interruptions of college. In addition, academic
reasons were often cited as very important.

About half the students--and seven in ten blacks--said that a desire
to get the degree was their most important reason for returning to school.
Men and blacks were more likely than the other groups to give as an important

reason their family's insistence that they return to school.

Plans to Enroll in the Same School or to Transfer

" Of the studenﬁs who were enrolled in the fall of 1977, over one-
third were attending different institutions than they had entered the

fall of 1975 (Table 19). The proportion was about the same for men and

women, but there were some differences among the minority subgroups. A
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higher proportion of Puerto Ricans, blacks, and American Indians than of
whites and other minorities were enrolled in the same institutions.

Most of the students who had transferred did so in the fall of 1977,
two year; after matriculation (Table 20). ‘Fewer than one in ten.of the
transfer students had changed colleges during the first year. Of those

-who had transferred, the majority bad originally entered a two-year

‘institution (Table 21). Women were as likely to transfer froﬁ a four-
‘year institution as from a two~year institution. A much higher proportion
of American Indians and Chicanos than of other minorities had transferred

from two-year institutions, in the case of Chicanos, a reflection of their

strong tendency as freshmen.to enroll in two-year institutions.

Reasons for Transferring

éﬁudents gave a variety of reasons for transferring to a different
school (see Table 22)., Over one-third of the men and one-fifth of the
women said that they had completed their program at the original insti-
éution, most probably students who had entered two-year institutions and
who were transferring for their junior year to a four-year institution.
Changes in career plans or in goals were reasons cited by more than one-
fifth of the transfer students. Women were more likeiy than were men to
transfer in order to be closer to home or to attend a different-sized
school. About one in eight students transferred to attend a less expensive
school, .

: The various minority subgroups differed somewhat in their reasons for

transferring (Table 19). About three in ten Asian-Americans and American

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: ~
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Indians said they wanted to go to a school with a better rating, but only
half as many Chicaﬁos cited this reason. American Indians and Chicanos
were most likely to say they had completed their training at the original
school. Chicanos and blacks were most likely of all groups to say they
~ transferred because of the better social life at the second school, Puerto

Ricans more often than others cited financial constraints: inability to

get the aid they needed and the desire to attend a less expensive school.

Discontinuation of Study

Over half the students who discontinued their studies did so during
the second year (1976-77) (Table 23). This group also gave a variety of
reasons for leaving college (Table 22). Over one in four had simply
completeq their program of study. The three most common reasons, each
cited by about one in three of this group, were reconsideration of goals,
desire for practical experience, and boredom with being a student. Family
responsibilities, inability to get aid, and desire to be further away from
home were cited as reasons more often by men than women.,

The racial/ethnic groups differed somewhat in their reasoﬁs for
discontinuing their education. The most common reasons for whites were
reconsideration of goals, boredom with beingla studeﬁt; and desire for
practical experience. Blacks gave as reasons reconsideration of goals,
poor academic performance, family respons?bilities, and ihability'to ®
get aid. American Indians,rbesides reconsideration of gpals and changes

in career plans, indicated that family responsibilities were an important

reason for theiw leaving school. Asian-Americans cited dissatisfaction
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with the first school, boredom with being a student, and a good job offer.

Family responsibilities, a good job'offer, changes in career plans, lack
of financial aid, and desire to be closer to home were most -often listed

A\
by Chicanos. Puerto Ricans reported reconsideration of goals, poor academic

“

records, dissatisfaction with the first school, and desire to be closer to
|

home as important reasons. They were also most apt of any group to feel

that they did not fit in at the first school.

Residence

Where students live during their college careers has finanéial impli-
cations for the institution and for the student. Past research has indicated
that a student's residence while attending college is an important factor m
in his/her persistencev(Astin,<l975). As Tables 24 and 25 show, the student's
residence varies depending on the type of institution attended. Whereas
three—fourths of students in universities live in college dormitories during
the first year, only one-fourth of the two-year college students do so.
Some shifts take place in the second year, with only half of the university
‘students living in dormitories; the proportion living in fraternities and
sororities more than doubles, and many more into private apartments during
their second year. The proportion of university stu&ents living with
parents and relatives rises slightly. These same patterns of residential
change held true for four-year and two-year college students as well,
except that the latter did not move into fraternities and sororities since
two-year colleges do not Pave Greek societies.

For both academic years, a higher proportion of women than men lived

in college dormitories (Table 26). Men were more likely to live in private
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homes, apartments, or, rooms. Nonblack minority students, especially Puerto’
Ricans, were much more likely than whites or blacks to live at'home, a
function of.the type of institution attended by some of these students.
Whereas thte students shifted to fraternity or sorority houses during
their second year, this was not the case with minority students; those who

L
shifted out of college dormitories tended to move to private housing.

College Experiences

The follow-up survey queried students about their experiences while

in college (see Tables 27 and 28). During the first two years of college,

"close to three in teﬁ said they had changed their major, with women being
slightly more likely to do so than men, and Asian-Americans more likely
than the other minorities. 1In addition, about one in four students had
changed career choice; again, this tendency was most marked for women and
for’Asian-Americans, along with American Indians.

Almost half the students said that the family had given them a lot
of encouragement to stay in school. Close to one in five had considered
dropping out. More than half the men’and three in ten women had parti-
cipated in sports; sports participatlion was much more common among whites

than among minorities. About one-fourth of the students indicated that

they héd'joined some kind of a social fraternity, sorority, or club.

About one in five had failed one or more courses, with black students more
likely to have done so than others and Chicanos less likely. One in ten
black students had some experiencé with the TRIO program (Upward Bound,
Educational Opportunity Program, or Talent Search), a larger proportion

than in any other group.

LU




Work Experiences

Tables 29-34 give information on the work experiences of the students:
the proportion who worked, their hours, their earnings, location of work
(whether on- or off-campus), the extent to which the work was related to
their field of study, and their job satisfaction.

Over half the students had worked while in college, with women being
slightly more likely to do so than men and American Indians and Asian-
Americans more likely than other racial/ethnie groups (Table 29). Of the
stu&ents who worked, fewer blacks than other minority-group students workee 1
21 hours or more. About one-third of the men, but only one—-fourth of the ‘
women, ‘worked 21 or more hours per week. - _ ,

Over half the employed students reported that their‘typicel~weekly
pay was less than $50, though 7 percent-said they earned $100 or more
(Table 30). A high of 22 percent of the Puerto Ricans—-hpt.only 12 percent
of the Chicanos, 11 percent of the American Indians, 10 percent of the
blacks, 10 percent of the Asién—Americans, and a ﬁere 6 percent;of the ‘
whites—-earned $100 or more per week. A possible explanation here is that
jobs may be more available in New York City, where the great majority of
Puerto:Rican students live. |

Two-thirds of the empleyed students worked off campus (Tables 31
and 32). Women wefe more likely than men to have on-campus jobs. Of the s
racial/ethnic subgroups,.enly black students were more likely than not to
work on campus.

The majority of employed students indicated that their work was not

related to their field of study (Table 33). However, about one in four
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Chicano students said that their work was closely related to their major.
Seven in ten working students said that they were somewhat or very

saéisfied with their jobs, but 17 percent said they were somewhat or very

dissatisf;ed (fable 34). Chicanos were Lhe most ;atisfied, perhaps because
] .

their work tended to be related to their area of study. Job dissatisfaction

ran higher among men than among women and among minority students than

among whites, éxcept for Chicanos and for Asian-Americans, the latter

tending to express "no opinion.™
p

Financial Aid

In examining finapcial aid, we looked first at sﬁudents' overall
financial situation, including their perceptions about their ability to
finance their éducation, then at their sources of information about
financial aid. 'Finally, the types and amodnts of aid that students
actually received were considered.

Financial Situation. Close to two in three students had at least

some concern about financing their education (Taﬁlé 35). Women were |, ‘
somewhat more concerned than men. Similarly, blacks and Puerto Ricans
expressed more concern than the other minorities orawhites. In part
these concerns stem from students’ ﬁercaptidns of tﬂgir financial situation.
About two in five students said that they have major expenses or
debts, such as educational and medical exﬁenées (Tablés 36 and 37)." Of
greater interest is the finding that one in ten students contributed finan-
Fially to their parents and that one in twenty was a head of household or

a single parent. Chicanos and Puerto Ricans--and, to a lesser extent,

blacks--were more likely than others to contribute to their parental
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families, and blacks and Chicanos fmore likely to be, heads of households
or single parents.

About one-fourth of the sample said that their parents had a low
income and thus could not help them with college expenses; this situation
was much more common ‘among minority studenﬁé——especially Puerto Ricans
and blacks—-than among whites. One in ten students .said that their parents
were not willing to help them with college expenses.

Sources of Information. As students prepare to enter college, infor-

mation about college costs and methods for financing their education becomes
very important. One of the items in the surve& questionnalre asked respon~
dents to indicate their sources of information abouf ways to finance their
college education. Most of the students utilized three main types of
sources: high school counselors, college financial aid and admissions
offices and literature, and family and peers (Tables 38 and 39). Minorities
tended to depend much more on teachers and counselors than did whites, and
white students depended more on their families as a source of information -

about college costs and financing.

The Application Process. Because it has often been charged that the

financial aid application form is so comﬁlicated that it g;comes a barrier
for many -students who may need financial aid, any information on this point»
cpdld have important policy implications. Close to thf;e in five students 1
had applied for aid.' Of these, slightly fewer than half indicated th?t

they found the forms somewhat or very difficult (Table 40). The extent .

to which this difficulty discourages some students from applying should be

investigated further so that the forms can be redesigned 1f there is a

need to do so.
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The time that students receive information about the outcome of their

3

financial aid application is critical to their decisionlof whether to

enter college or not. Thus, - it is important to know whether . students are
notified well in advance of the academic year. Students were asked to
indicate at what time they had received this information; nine in ten were

notified at least a month before the start of the academic year.

Actual Receigt of Financial Aid. About three in five students indicated
that they had applied for financial aid, and about the same proportion said
that they had received some kind of aid. Of thé aided stﬁdents, in 1975-76,
about half had only a grant, 8 percent had onlf a loan, and about 3 percent
had work-study only (Tables 41 ang 42). The remainder had some kind of
aid "package." One in seven, the largest share, said that their package
was composed of a small grant and a loan. Some 8.5 percent had packages .
that included.grants, loans, and work-study. In the first year, abeut
eqﬁal proportions of men and women had grants only; by the second year
(1976-77), a somewhat higher proportion of men had a grant only and thet,
proportions of women with a loan only increased. Among minority)stgdents,
American Indians were less likely to receive financial aid than others.
About nine in ten black students, more than eight in ten Chicanos and
Puerto gicans, and over ghree im five Asian-Americans said that they had
some form of aid. Of aided black students,‘fewer than half had grants
only, and the remainder had some sort of package. A minute proportion of

-4

black students were on work-study only; similarly, fewer than 3 percent

indicated that they had a loan only.
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In the second year, the numbers of minority students on grants only
increased slightly. The greatest change occurred for Puerto Rican students;
58 percent of aided Puerto Rican students had grants only the first year,
but iZ'percent had grants only the second year. Of the minorities, American
Indians were most likely to have only a loan.

Tables 43-46 list the proportions of students with different types of
aid. In both years, a somewhat higher proportion of women than men had
each type of aid except for GI benefits and FISL or GSLP loans. Slightly
more than three in five students indiéate that they received some support
from their parents, and 13 percent had tuition waivers. The remaining
categories of aid with high proportions of students are: BEOG, state
scholarship or grant, local or private scholarship, NDSL, and college
work-study: There were some shifts between first and second aéademic
year. The proportions with local or private scholarships, vocational
grants, and "other" grants dropped, and the proportions participating in
CWS increased. Of minority students, Asian-Americans were most similar
to white students ‘in terms of parental support. Fewer than half the
blacks and Chicanos and fewer than one-third of the Puerto Ricans said
that they got parentgl support. Blacks and Puerto Ricans were much more
likely than others to have BEOGs, whereas Asian-Americans and American
Indians were much more likely to have state, local, or private scholarships
and grants. In addition, a much higher proportion of blacks received some
funding from CWS and NDSL, though these forms of aid were often packaged
in vario;E ways (sé; Tables 41 and 42).

Tables 47 and 48 show the average amounts of financial aid received

by type of institution attended. The average amount varies, with those

6o
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attending the more high-cost institutions (private four-year colleges and
private universities) receiving larger amounts. Puerto Ricans and éhicanos
had somewhat larger amounts of aid than the other minbrities.

Tables 49 and 50 report the proportions of students indicating,var;ous
experiences with financial aid. Close to half of all students said that
financial aid Had made.it possible for them to attend school. The propor-
tion of minority students (except Asian—Americans) aéreeing with this
statement was even higher. dAnother item of interest is the proportion of
students claimipg themselves financially independent of their parents:
about one in eight of the total group, from aﬁhigh of one-fifth of the
American Indians to a low of one~tenth of the Chicanos and whites. About
two in five students said their experiences with financial aid had been
generally favorable, though the proportions were higher among Puerto Ricans
and blacks and lower among Chicanos and Asian-~Americans. Close to’one-fifth
of the students said that they had had unfavorable experiences with financial
aid: Men were more likely to endorse this statement than women. Among .
minorities, over one in five American Indians but only 9 percent of the
Chicanos"said that they had had unfavorable experiences with financial ]
aid. The final item to be noted is that rather large proportions of
Chicanos reported not knowing about financial aid options and believing
that they were not eligible for financial aid. Tﬁe policy implication

here is that Chicano students may need more guidance and better informatio%

about financial aid than they have been getting. y




Satisfaction with College

The survey questionnaire asked stggents to indicate whether they

were satisfied or dissatisfied with various aspects of college life;
Tables 51 and 52 show the proportions saying they were satisfied.
Overall, students seemed most satisfied with various academic activities
and least satisfied with-advising, job placement, and assistance in
finding part-time work. ‘In addition, 1apge proportions expressed satis-
faction with orientation for new students, health services, child care
facilitiés, extracurricular activities, and social life. Among minority
students, there were some variétions. Black students tended not to be
éatisfiéd with regist;ation procedures, distriL-.tion of transcripts,
on~campus housing, an& help in finding part-time work; Asian-Americans
were least satisfied with advising and counseling; Puerto Ricans with
jo? placement, financial aid advice, on-campué housing, and help in
finding part-time wo%k; American Indians with such aq;demic features
as tutoring and remeqial programs, independent study, honors programs,
ethpic studies, and women's studies; and Chicanos with tutoring and-
remedial programs, on-campus housing, and honors programs, and gthnic
and women's studies. It is interesting that Chicanos were most likely
to indicate satisfaction with child'éare facilities perhaps because

they tended to enroll in two-year colleges, z?gre efforts are usually

made to provide such services.
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Summary

Demographic Characterigticé . B
® About 95 percent of the students were 19 years old or younger. v
® About one in eight were nonwhites.
® Puerto Ricans came from the most financially deﬁfived homes.
e Over one-third of American Indians repofted parental incomes
"in excess of $26,000.
® Almost one-third of’Aﬁefican Indian and Asian—American students
reported that their fathers were éollege graauates. ,
; .
o Asian:Amerigans had the highest grade=-point avéragés in high school.
® American Indians had the highest degree aspirations; over three in

ten planned to get a Ph.D. or professional degree. ’ ¢

e Chicanos were most likely to express social and political concerns

.as llfe goals, whereas American Indians aimed for artistic achieve-

Vd
v
. ]

ment.

Types of Institutions

¢ Women were more likely to enroll in fpur-yé;¥ colleges, and men
in universities and two-year institutions.,
e Men tended to enroll in more selective‘anq“more expenéive in;ti—
tutions.
v ° Aimost orie-third of the blacks entered black institutions; thFee
in four Chicanos entered éwo-year colleges.

e More whites and blacks than others enrolled in private schools.

~

v




Enrollment Behavior and Plans
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About one in five students who started college in 1975 were not
enéolled in college in the fall of i977, the time of the survey
follow-up.

Close to two in five men and one in four women had interrupted
Fheir studies, usudlly for financial reasons, though women and
minorities also cited family reasons.

Slightly more than one-third of ;he studeﬁts ﬁadvtransferged.

of these/transfe:s, 57 pércen; came from two-year and 43 percent

from fbur-year colleges. The most common reasons for transferring

A +

were having:completed their program at the original school, being

dissatisfied with the original school, reconsidering goals, changing

career p;ans, and wanting to attend a different-sized school or
one with a better fating;

Half of those who discontinued their studies did so during or after
the second yéar} The most common reasons were: completion of
program (é7 percent);‘;econsideration of goals (34 percent);

desire for practical exéerienée (33 percent); and boredom with

being a student (33 percent). .

Residence

® During the second year of college, students tended to move from

college dorms to fraternities or sororities and to private housing;

Puerto Ricans were most 1ikely to live at home with their parents.
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Experiences in College

e One-fourth changed their major and career planms.

e Half the men participated in sports, though minorit§ stqdents
were much less likely than whit;s to do so.

e One-fourth men and women joiﬁed fraternities, sororities, or

other social clubs.

Work

‘® Over half of the students worked while in college. More women
than men worked, but meﬂ were more likely to work 21 hours or
more a week. |

® Over half of the working students earne& less than $50 per week.

e The ﬁajority of employed students worked off campus; their work
was usgally unrelated to their field of st;dy.

e .Fewer blacks worked, and those who worked were more likely to have

jobs on campus. .

‘ Financial Situation and Aid

© Over two-thirds expressed at least some concern about their ability

to pay for college. Women were more likely to be concerned than

[

"men, and blacks and Puerto Ricans were the most concerned of the

racial/ethnic groups.
e TFifteen percent of the students had financial responsibilities for
their own families and for their parents.

® One-fourth said that their parents could not give them any financial

help.




High school counselors, the college financial aid office and

admissions, 'and family were the most important sources of infor-
mation on college costs and financial aid.

Three in five of the students applied for financial aid, and about
all who applied got some form of aid.

Of aided students, about one-half had grants only, and about two

=

o>
T

in fivg had‘a package of some kind.
By the second year the proportion of men with grants and of women
with loans rose.

Over nine in ten blacks, four in five Chicanos and Puerto Ricans,
and three in five Asian-Americans and Aﬁerican Indians received
financial aid.

Black students were least likely of all groups to b; on éollege
Work-Study only (fewer than 1 percent).

More minority students had grants only during the second year.
Over three in five students got some fi;ancial support from thﬁir
parents, and about 13 percent reported having a tuition waiveér.
Blacks were most likely of any group to have BEOG, whereas Asian-
Americans and American Indians tended to have state and local
scholarships.

The typical amount of financial aid was a little over $1,300.

The average amount varied according to type of school attended.
About half of all students said that financial aid made it possible
°

for them to go to college.

Chicanos said that they lacked information about financial aid.
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. TABLE 7

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

(In Percentages?)

Sex
Men ' - 53.4
Women 46.6
Race/Ethnicity
White ' 1 87.4
Black | 8.5
American Indian 0.7
Asian~American 1.1
Chicanq 1.3
Puerto Rican 1.0
Age
16 or younger 0.2
17 .3
_ 18 75.4
19 15.7
20 i 2.7
21 or older 4 .7
. 3A11 numbers in the remaining tables
in this chapter are in percentages, unless
indicated otherwise.




RELIGION AND POLITICAL IDEOLOGY

TABLE 8

£

American Asian- Puerto
Total Men Women White Black Indian American Chicano Rican
Religion
Protestant 42.0  39.8 44.5 39.2  77.5 50.6 42.9 10.1 16.6
. Roman Catholic 31.5 33.2 29.6  33.2 7.5 18.8 14.9 72.3 62.5
Jewish 3.9 3.3 4.6 4.4 0 0 0.2 0.8 1.8
Other 22.6 23.7 21.3 23.1  15.0  30.5 42.0 16.7 19.1
Political Ideology
Far left 1.4 1.5 1.3 1.1 3.3 3.4 0.7 5.7 2.6
Liberal 26.3  27.3 25.1 25.7 30.0  40.9 27.2 34.9 24.9
Middle-of-the-road 58.4 55.5  61.7 59.5  50.7 40.4 60.2 43.1 62.8
Conservative 13.4 15.0 11.5 13.4  13.5 11.8 10.8 16.4 9.7
Far right 0.5 0.7 0.4 0.3 2.4 3.5 1.1 0

~1




TABLE 9
PARENTAL INCOME AND EDUCATION

American Asian- Puerto
Total Men Women White Black Indian American Chicano Rican
Income
Less than $6,000 11.0 9.9 12.3 6.9 46.5 10.9 16.6 32.0 36.8
$6,000-10,000 11.6 10.6 12.8 10.2 21.8 18.1 19.8 17.7 28.7
$10,000-15,000 27.2 27.3 27.2 28.6 15.2 18.9 22.9 25.7 20.3
$15,000-20,000 16.0 17.0 14.8 17.0 7.1 15.7 10.7 13.7 10.0
"~ $20,000-30,000 20.3 21.2 - 19.3 22.0 7.0. 24,2 16.8 7.5 1.6
$30,000 or more 13.8 14.0 13.6 15.2 2.4 12.1 13.1 3.3 2.6
Father's Education
Grammar school or less 6.0 6.1 6.0 4.1 16.2 4.4 10.0 46.8 28.2
Some high school 13.2 14.4 11.9 11.6 26.9 19.7 10.9 19.3 34.7
High school graduate 30.6 32.2 28.8 30.5 35.0 25.6 30.9 19.6 24.2
" Postsecondary school
other than college 3.4 2.9 3.9 3.5 2.7 4.6 3.4 1.6 1.4
Some college 12.7 13.1 12.4 13.4 8.5 14.3 13.1 4.2 5.0
College degree 18.3 16.5 20.3 20.0 5.8 17.9 12.6 4.1 1.9
Some graduate school 2.6 2.8 2.3 2.8 1.3 3.7 3.6 0.3
Graduate degree 13.1 12.0 14.3 14.2 3.6 9.8 15.6 4.4 4.4
Mother's Education
Grammar school or less 4.3 4.6 4.0 2.6 10.5 3.8 13.1 47.1. 36.2
* Some high school 10.8 9.9 11.9 8.7 29.0 13.9 9.6 20.6° 27.8
High school graduate 42.1 44.9 38.9 43.3 36.0 46.6 37.3 23.0 22.7
Postsecondary school °
other than college 6.5 5.4 7.8 7.0 3.3 5.9 3.9 1.2 2.4
“Some college 14.5 14.6 14.3 15.4 9.0 11.9 10.0 4.2 2.3
College degree 14.4 13.5 15.4 15.4 7.7 10.9 16.2 2.4 1.3
Some graduate school 2.2 2.1 2.4 2.3 1.2 2.7 3.2 4.1
Graduate degree 5.1 4.9 5.3 5.4 3.3 4.4 6.6 1.5 3.3
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. Rican

Indian American Chicano

American Asian-

TABLE 10
Women White Black

Men

HIGH SCHOOL GRADES AND SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE TEST SCORES
Total

High School Grades
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TABLE 11

ACADEMIC PREPARATION IN HIGH SCHOOL

(Percentage responding '"'very good')

High School : Amer_can Asian- Puerto
Preparation in: Men Women  White Black Indian American Chicano Rican

" Mathematical skills ) 33. 29.4  32.9  20.6  22.1 30.2  °18. 22.0
Reading and composition ) 25. 36.0  30.5  32.8  33.7 2. 17. 27.5

Foreign languages i 11. 18. 14. 12. 15. 15. 17. 31.4

Science . 37.1 30. 35. 26. 37. 29. 17. 19.6

History, social - .
sciences . 39. 39. 39. 41. 37. 34, 34. 43.2

Vocational ski%ls . 16. 18. 16. 22. 12. 13. . 40.6

Musical and artistic
skills . 18. 28. 23. 26. 32. 18. . 16.0 |

Study habits . 15. 22. 18. 24, 14. 17. . 22.9
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DEGREE PLANS AND INTENDED MAJORS OF 1975 ENTERING FRESHMEN

TABLE 12.

Total

Black

American Asian-
Indian American Chicano

Degree Plans

None

Associate (A.A. or equivalent) 12.

Bachelor's degree (B.A., B.S.,
ete.)

Master's degree (M.A., M.S.,
etc.)

Ph.D. or Ed4.D.

M.D., D.0O., D.D.S., or D.V.M.

LL.B. or J.D. (Law)

B.D. or M.Div. (Divinity)

Other

Intended Major

Agriculture

Biological science
Business

Education

Engineering

English

Health professions

History and political science
Humanities

Fine Arts

Mathematics and statistics
Physical sciences

Social sciences

Other fields (technical)
Other fields (nontechnical)
Undecided
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. TABLE 13

LIFE GOALS OF 1975 ENTERING FRESHMEN
(Percentage marking "very important"” or "essential'')

American Asian- Puerto
Life Goals Total  Men Women White Black Indian American Chicano Rican
Becoming accomplished in one of
the performing arts (acting, '
dancing, etc.) N 10.1 7.8 12.7 9.7 13.9 16.0 6.7 7.2 9.0

Becoming an authority in my
field 72.4 74.8 69.7 71.5 79.4 76.0 74.8 78.1 81.9

Obtaining recognition from my
colleagues for contributions

. to my special field 43.6 47.7 39.0 43,2 48.4 39.6 38.6 44,3 46.7
Influencing the political ‘
structure 12.4 15.3 9.0 11.2 18.7 23.1 12.5 35.5 20.3 &
Influencing social values 28.4 25.2 32.0 27.5 34.3 38.6 27.0 41.7 35.6 g
Raising a family 57.0 54.8 59.5 56.9 58.7 46.5 57.4 58.2 61.6
Having administrative responsi- :
bility for the work' of others 29.3 32,9 25.2 27.9 40.4 33.8 27.1 46.5 30.7
Being very well-off financially 45.7 52,1 38.4. 44,6 55.4 41.9 40.9 47.8 65.0
“Helping others who are in _ ) :
difficulty 67.6 60.5 75.8 66.1 78.8 80.9 69.8 84.3 74,2
. Making a theoretical
contribution to science 13.0 16.1 9.5 12.5 14.5 12.6 20.9 22.0 25.3
Writing original works (poems,
novels, short stories, etc.) 11.7 8.1 15.7 11.4 13.1 25.4 11.2 15.7 7.6
Creating artistic work ' , .
(painting, sculpture, etc.) 12.8 7.1 19.3 12.7 12.9 20.5 12.0 16.3 10.5 '
¢ Being successful in a business \
. of my own ° e 40.6 49,4 30.6 39.7 47.1 40.4 42,1 60.3 37.6
Becoming involved in programs ‘
" to clean up the environment 25.6 28.4 22.5 24.9 29.0 39.1 23.6 40.2 35.0
’ Developing a meaningful . .
philosophy of life T 65.6 61.9 69.9 64.9 71.3 68.8 65.1 75.7 ¢ 61.1
. '7ij Participating in a community _
action program 28.3 25.7 31.2 27.2 37.9 28.6 21.4 39.2 35.0
Keeping up to date with
L political affairs 38.4 42.1 34.1 38.7 35.2 41,2 29.7 46.8 36.3
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TABLE 14

INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS BY SEX

3

Total Men Women
Type of control .
Public 75.9 76.8 74.9 ;
Private 24.1 23.2 25.1 /
Type ﬁ
University W 18.9 19.1 18.6 /
Four-year college . 38.3 36.3 40.7
Two-year college 40.2 42,2 37.9/
Predominantly black 2.6 ¢ 2.5 2.9
§electivitza
Less than 775 ’ 3.8 3.6 4.0
775-849 7 25.8 25.5 26.3
850-924 23.7 23.1 24.4
925-999 19.9 20.5 19.2
1000-1074 10.9 10.1 11.9
1075-1149- 8.8 8.6 9.0
1150-1224 3.7 4.1 3.1
1225-1299 2.4 3.4 1.5
1300 or more 0.9 1.2 0.6 .
Size
Less than 250 0.3 0.2 0.3
250-499 4,2 3.8 4.6
500-999 9.8 9.0 10.7
1000-1499 4.7 4.9 4.4
1500-1999 12.6 . 13.4 11.%
2000-4999 29.2 29.7 25.6
5000-9999 19.3 20.0 18.5
10000-19999 17.9 16.8 19.1
20000 or more . 2.1 2.1 2.1°
Tuition and fees (from HEGIS)k*y
Less than $250 8.7 9.3 . 8.0
$ 251-500 12.1 12.8 11.3 .
$ 501-750 , 38.1 37.2 39.2
$ 751-1000 13.9 "13.7 14.1
$1001-1500 7.2 7.7 6.7 N
$1501-2000 © 3.2 2.5 3,977,
$2001-3000 11.4 10.7 12.2 g
$3001 or more 5.4 6.2 4.6

aSelectivify reflects the mean SAT scores of enrolleﬁiijudgnts.

VAR
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TABLE 15

INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS BY RACE

S * I'd B
.\ ‘ SN ' i\ ¢ ¢4 American Asian- ° Puerto
' _ . Total White Black Indian American Chicaro Rican
Type of control
Pubiic - . 78,9 75.5 75.9 78.6 77.9 86.9 ° 92.2
Private 24.1 24.§ 24.1 21.4 22.1 13.1 7.8
%
Type ,
University * 18.9 l9i8 10,6 13.9 26.1 7.0 6.7
Four-year college L 38.3  40.1  23.0 39.7 26.7 16.2 63.2
Two-year college . . 40.2  40.0 35.5 - 44.5 47.2 76.0 ,29.9
Predominantly black 2.6 0 30.7 1.8 0.1 0.6 0.2
Selectivity : A
Less than 775 J3.8 1.6 27.1 1.4 0.9 0.2 8.6
775-849 25.8 23.0 39.0 32.1° 44.1 73.2 72.2
850-924 3 ' *23.7 25.4 12.5 25.2 11.9 11.8 0.9
925-999 + 19.9 21.3 11.9 18.2 6.8 3.6 7.3
1000-1b74 10.9 ,11.9 3.5 8.4 6.0 4.3 4.4
" 1075-1149 8.8 ‘9.4 2.6 7.9 19.1 3.6 3.5
1150-1224 . 3.7 3.9 1.7 2.4 3.9 . 0.7 0.6
1225-1299, *.’ 2.4 2.5 1,0 2.0 3.7 2.1 1.6
1300 or more 0.9 0.9 0.6 2,5 3.6 0.5 " 0.7
Size h o “
Less than 25Q 0.3 0.2 1.1 0 0 0 0
250-499 4.2 4.6 1.3 3.1 . 0.4 1.3 0
500-999 . 9.8 10.1 10.9 6.5 4.2 0.8 0
1000-1499 ., .7 4.4 8.9 .2.2 1.8 0.4 1.1-
-1500€4999 12.6 11.5 15.3 30.4 10.6 68.4 4.8
20004999 29.2 29.3 30.8 31.7 2.0 ° 5.7 ,09.9
5000-9999 . 19.3 20.1 14.2 8.6 18.3 3.4 27.5-
10000-19999 1*.9 17.9 1654 15.2 "36.9 17.1 6.6
20000 or more 2.1 2.0 .1 2.3 15.7 2.9 0.5
Tuition and fsfs (from HEGIS): ]
"Less thant $250 8.7 7.1 15.1 22.5 ‘9.1 72.5 3.3
$ 251-500 ° 12.1 12.3 11.8 1.7 3.7 . 0.6 17.4
$ 501-750 38.1 38.6 37.3 32.8 45.0 8.6 33.1
. § 751-1000 : - 13.9 .14.3 12.2 9.6 , 5.3@ 3.1 11.9
$1001-1500 h 7.2 7.3 8.3 4.6 1.7 0.7 o .
$1501-2000 ‘ 3.2 2.9 7.6 1.0 o - 1.2 2.2
. $2001-3000 11.4 .11.9 5.1 11.7 20.0 . 11.1 19.4
- $3001 or more 5.4 5.6 2.7 6.1 15.3 - 2.2 12.8
b -
~. / . ‘
4 , v
[} / ) 8’5




TABLE 16 -

ENROLLMENT PLANS FOR FALL 1977 BY SEX

»

Total Men Women
No plans to enroll 11.8 10.1 13.1
Yes, full-time 73.8 75.4 72.1
Yes, part-time ' 4.9 4.1 5.9
No, but within two years 8.5 9.0 8.0
No, but son;etime after two years 0.6 0.7 0.5
Never | 0.3 . 0.1 0.5




TABLE 17

ENROLLMENT PLANS FOR ‘FALL 1977 BY RACE

“

American Asian- Puerto
Total White Black Indian American Chicano Rican
. No plans to enroll 11.8 12.? 8.8 9.3 . 4.2 20.8 9.0
Yes, full-time 73.8 742 75.0 72.6  79.7  47.4 60.3
'Yes, part-time 4.9 4.8 5.6 2.0 5.8 7.5 8.9
No, but wiqhin two years 8.5 8.'2 8.7 11.7 8.8 23.5 15.8
No, but sometime after two years 0.6 0.4 1.8 4.4 1.5 0 6.1
Never | 0.3 0.3 0 0 0 0.8 0




TABLE 18

REASONS? FOR INTERRUPTING EDUCATION AND RETURNING TO COLLEGEb

_ American Asian~ Puerto
Total Men Women White  Black Indian American Chicano Rican

Reasons for Interrupting

Interrupted studies for

financial reasons 38.5 40.0 36.0 35.2 54.9 47 .9 37.9 57.3 50.4
Interrupted studies for : : )

illness (personal or

family) 11.2 7.7 17.0 8.7 25:0 8.8 22.2 T17.7 © 31.6
Interrupted studies for '

academic reasons 13.9 18.0 11.4 13.2 20.7 10.5 17.8 9.7 5.8
Interrupted studies because 4

wanted to travel 4.9 4.3 6.1 = 5.6 1.3 1.5 0.7 4.3 0 ?
Interrupted studies because -

wanted to work ' 31.2 29.7 33.4 30.2 39.0 19.3 14.9 43.9 27.3

Reasons for Returning

Returned to school because ’ ’

important to get degree 49.5 46.0 55.2 45.9 70.6 46.1 56.3 65.3 56.2
Returned to school because : ¢

family insisted 7.7 9.7 4.4 7.4 10.4 3.9 3.8 12.8 2.7
Returned to school because .

could not get work 6.5 6.8 5.9 5.9 11.0 0 6.5 2.9 0.5
Returned to school because ‘

did not like my job 5.8 5.5 6.2 4.8 11.5 0 4.0 18.4 9.6

a
Percentages represent those who indicated 'very important" reason.

bPercentages based on those students who had left school some time between fall 1975 and spring 1977 and
who indicated plans to re-enroll in fall 1977.




TABLE 19

COLLEGE PLANS FOR FALL 19772

American Agian- Puerto
Total Men Women White Black Indian American Chicano Rican
Plan to attend i
same school 64.6 64.8 65.5 64.5 70.9 70.7 67.1 50.2 74.2
Plan to attend a i '
different school 34.4 35.1 34.4 35.4 29.0 29.4 32.8 49.9 25.7

aPercentages based on students enrolling in fall 1977.




TABLE 20

DATE OF TRANSFER TO ANOTHER'INSTITUTIONa

American Asian- Puerto
Total Men Women White Black Indian American Chicano Rican
September 1975 to ' :

June 1976 7.7 7.3 7.9 7.5 7.4 2.5 2.3 11.1 12.8
Fall 1976 19.5 18.5 20.9 19.6 20.1 7.5 16.4 10.8 38.0
After fall 1976 9.9 6.9  12.9 9.0 16.2 18.1 21.9 6.5 15.2
Fall 1977 33.9

62.8 67.1 58.1 63.3 55.7 71.7 59.5 71.0

a
Percentages based on students who indicated they had transferred from original institution.

8o




TABLE 21

TYPE OF ORIGINAL INSTITUTION OF
STUDENTS WHO TRANSFERRED

T&pe of Subgroups
Original : . American Asian- Puerto
Institution Total Men Women White Black Indian American Chicano Rican
Two-year college 57 62.2 50.8 56.3 61.9 71.7 49.5. 77.1 44.0
Four-year college ,
or university 43 37.8 49,2 43.7 38.1 28.3 50.5 22.9 56.0
<




TABLE 22
REASONSa FOR TRANSFERRING AND LEAVING COLLLGE
American Asian- Puerto
Total Men Women White Black Indian American Chicano Rican
Reasons for Transferringb
Completed program 28.9 35.8 20.8 29.0 26.5 55.4 " 16.6 45.0 15.6 '
Family responsibilities 4.4 4.4 4.5 3.4 15.6 10.2 7.4 6.9 0
Good job offer 4.2 4.9 3.3 3.5 10.4 6.6 3.3 12.1 4.8
Better social life 16.8 15.6 18.2 16.3 22.4 12.2 11.9 25.2 13.4
Go to different-sized school 22.6 19.0 26.9 22.3 25.8 . 29.0 25.6 25.0 18.9
Be farther from home 14.1 13.7 14.5 13.4 20.6 - 37.7 3.4 24.1 7.6
Be closer to home 13.2 8.6 18.8 12.3 22.2 13.9 19.7 13.6 29.2
Move to different location 11.6 12.1  11.0. 11.1 16.6 21.2 9.1 16.6 11.8
¢ Go to school with better ‘
rating 20.8 22.7 18.7 20.8 20.2 29.4 30.4 15.1 21.5 .
Didn't do so well academically 14.8 11.2 19.0 13.9 23.3 12.8 17.3 17.0 20.6 N
Reconsidered goals 23.0 20.9 25.5 23.2 20.2 12.9 30.7 11.7 46.0 !
Changed career plans 21.3 15.2 28.6 21.4 19.0 25.2 26.9 16.4 32.0
Dissatisfied with first school 25.0 22.8 27.6 24.7 26.9 38.7 21.5 21.9 39.5
Wanted less expensive school 13.1 10.0 16.8 12.6 16.4 15.3 16.1 16.1 22.7
Unable to get aid I needed 6.4 6.6 6.2 5.1 18.9 13.7 4.6 9.6 30.5
Didn't fit in at this school 13.5 13.3 13.8 13.2  16.7 17.8 19.2 8.4 11.9
Reasons for Leaving College® "
Completed program 27 .4 28.5 26.2 27 .7 16.1 16.9 43.5 46.7 11.5
Family responsibilities 13.1 18.3 7.6 11.9 18.7 26.0 20.9 35.0 16.7
Good job offer 21.1 20.0 22.2 21.0 15.9 12.6 25.2 31.5 30.6
Better social life 14.5 20.5 8.2 14.6 10.4 5.6 20.5 15.4 23.3
Go to different-sized school 5.3 . 5.0 5.6 4.4 8.0 17.4 23.7 16.5 17.5
Be farther from home 9.7 11.1 8.2 9.4 8.3 22.5 8.1 9.5 27.7
Be closer to home 8.0 6.3 9.8 6.7 16.1 1.6 18.0 25.1 32.1
Move to different location 11.6 9.1 14.3 11.4 8.7 22.3 16.0 13.6 25.4
Didn't do so well academically 21.3 21.7 20.9 21.1 21.6 26.6 22.0 13.6 49.3

(continﬁed on next page)
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TABLE 22

a
REASONS  FOR TRANSFERRING AND LEAVING COLLEGE

vAmerican Asian~- Puerto
Total Men Women White Black Indian American Chicano Rican
Reasons for Leaving College

(continued)
Did not need further degree 16.7 19.9 13.2 17.1 11.8 4.6 6.7 15.9 17.5
Reconsidered goals 34.4 31.5 37.5 35.3 23.2 - 49.3 17.1 16.4 56.3
Changed career plans 21.2 23.1 19.2 21.2 15.7 - 26.6 15.7 26.8 37.1
Tired of being student 31.9 34.9 28.8 33.6 16.8 21.2 30.3 11.4 28.5
Dissatisfied with first school 19.2 21.1 17.3 19.8 13.5 13.0 30.4 5.7 33.3
Unable to get aid I needed 16.8 22.9 10.3 16.4 18.7 13.6 12.2 26.0 20.9
Wanted practical experience 33.0 42.7 22.7 35.0 12.5 17.1 23.4 19.8 - _22.7
More education did not improve ,
.. job prospects . 12.3 13.1 11.5 12.2 17.5 13.4 5.4 4.3 16.8
Didn't fit in at this school 8.5 10.3 6.5 7.7 15.8 10.1 19.3 4.5 33.7

aPercentages represent those who indicated 'very important" reason.
bPercentages based on students who indicated that they had transferred from their original institution.

cPercentages based on students who indicated they were not attending school in fall 1977.

3
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TABLE 23

. 4
v

DATE OF DISCONTINUING SCHOOL?

American Asian-
Men Women White Black = Indian American Chicano

-~
L

Puerto
Rican

J

September 1975 tn

June 1976 . . 36.7 18.6

Fall 1976 . J19.7 22.8°

After fall 1976 . 43.5 58.4

—_—

aPercentages based on students who indicated that they had discontinued school.

«




TABLE 24
B

1975-1976,

.’\

» *STUDENT RESIDENCE, BY INSTITUTIONAL TYPE

Four-year Two-year
Residence Total University College College
F
Parents 7 37.4 . 17.8 31.7 53.3
Spouse | 0.8 0.3 0:4 1.5 °
i (
Private apartment 9.1 3.5 4.4 16.8
!
_Dormitory 49,3 . 75.8 60.0 24.8
» kS K
Fraternity or sorority 0.6. 1.3 0.9 0.0
- ‘2
Other cdmpus 2.0 1.0 2.3 2.3
Other 0.7 0.2 0.3 4{;
. > ? . .
§ :
3
} ? .
j /
/
/
f“ /
' ’ /
f . :
Jo :
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TEBLE 25 /
® E ¥ ’f
. STUDENT RESIDENCE, BY INSTITUTIONAL TYPE
1976--1977
. ~
.~
\ 7 - Four-year  Two-~year,
Residence ; . Total University College . College
/7 IR STy

Parents | 38.3 21.2 33.2 524

J’ 3

(I . v iy .

. ?pouse . 2.8 1.4 ¢ 1.8 . 4.5
~q
“Prlvate apartment 17.1 16.2 14.6 20.1
Dormitory ) 34.9 51.5 43.3 17.5
! .
Fraternity or sorority 2.2 5.8 / 2.5 0.0
ba B "
Other campus Y 3 3.1 3.3 3.7
Other 1.4 0.8 1.3 1.8
T

9y,

-




TABLE 26

RESIDENCE DURING COLLEGE

‘ American Asian- .Puerto
Residence - "Women White Black Indian American Chicano Rican

£4

1975-1976

With parents or
relatives (not
including spouse)

With spouse

Private home,
apartment, or room

College dormitory

Fraternity or
sorority house

Other campus
student housing

Other

- 1976-1977
| With parents or

relatives (not ¢

including spouse) 38.3 40.2 36.2 37.3 40.5 43.9 53.0 56.3 63.9
With spouse . 2.8 2.0 3.7 2.6 3.5 4.8 1.5 11.1 5.8
Private home,

apartment, or room 17.1 18.4 15.6 17.4 14.3 14.6 18.2 14.9 13.7
College dormitory 34.9 30.4 39.9 35.4 37.7 32.7 24,4 13.0 9.5
Fraternity or _ .

sorority house 2.2 3.4 0.7 2.4 0.1 2.6 0.4 0.2 0.6
Other campus \\ o

student housing 3.4 3.8 3.0 3.6 2.2 1.4 1.9 3.7 1.4
Other 1.4 1.9 0.9 1.4 1.7 0 0.6 0.9 5.0




TABLE 27

COLLEGE EXPERIENCES SINCE FALL 1975 BY SEX *
) Total Men Women

Changed major field 27.3 24.3 30.8
Received a lot of‘éncouragement from my family

to stay in school 45.9 44.5 47.5
‘Changed career choice ‘ 23.5 19.2 28.4
Failed one or more courses 20.2 21.7 18.4
Cons.dered dropping out but didn't 18.7 18.4 19.1
Participated in a play or entered an art competition 7.5 7.3 7.8
Participated in intercollegigiejor intramural sports 41.5 52.2 29.2
Joined a social f%aternity, sorority, or cluh 24.3 24,2 24,3
It is very import;nt to me to complete my original |

degree plans ) _ 52.2 51.9 52.5
I was in Upward Bound, Educational Opportunity Program,

or Talent Search 2.5 3.0 2.0

-

Jo
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TABLE ?8

COLLEGE EXPERIENCES SINCE FALL i3?5 BY RACE

American Asian- " Puerto
Total White Black  Indian American Chicano Rican

Changed major field 27.3 27.8 22.9 25.6 29.7 21.6 25.7

Received a lot of encouragement from .

my family to stay in school 45.9 45.9 48.3 37.6 35.8 48.5 37.3
Changed career choice 23.5 24.0 18.3 29.0 30.7 16.2 20.0
Failed one or more courses 20.0 18.5 35.9 28.7 21.1 16.7 26.3
Considered dropping out but didn't 18.7  18.0 -24.9 21.7 24.6 18.9 18.1
Participated in a play or entered ’

an art competition v 7.5 7.4 7.8 19.1 7.5 6.4 3.5
Participated in intercollegiate or

intramural sports 41.5 43.7 28.0 29.6 25.2 19.4 14.5
Joined a social fraternity,.sorority,

or club 24.3 24.3 25.0 25.1 18.0 23.3 23.5
It is very important to me to complete )

my original degree plans 52.2 51.4 58.1 50.5 51.6 62.5 55.4

o :

I was in Upward Bound, Educational

Opportunity Program, or Talent

Search ’ 2.5 1.6 10.3 5.5 3.1 5.9 6.6

o




TABLE 29

HOURS EMPLOYED WHILE IN SCHOOL

American  Asian- ’ Puerto

Total Men Women White Black Indian American Chicano Rican

Employed 54.3 53.1 55.7 54.0 54.3  62.7 62.5 - -58.1 54.2
1-5 hours® 9.9 8.9 11.0 . 9.6  13.i 4.7 5.3 11.4 9.9
6-10 hours; 19.9 17.9 22.1 19.7 22.8 14.4 16.4 29.0 13.1
11-15 hours 19.4 18.5 20.3 19.0 25.5 '10.9 26.3 7.1 - 16.7
16-20 hours ~22.2 23.0 21.3 22.5A 18.7 19.9 27 .4 19.9 27.3
21-30 hours 18.7 20.3 16.9 19.8 9.7 20.7 16.9 11.1 9.2
31-40 hours 4 9.3 .3 7.9 8 26.4 .0 14.3 17.0

6 2.0 2 1.6 0.4 3.0 0.8 7.3 6.8

41 hours or more 1.

aPercentages based on students who indicated that they had been employed.

1uu




TABLE 30.

AVERAGE WEEKLY TAKE-HOME EARNINGS?

American Asian- Puerto

Total Men ° Women  White Black Indian  American Chicano Rican

$1-49 57.8  51.0  65.2  58.2  60.2 42.2 44.8 47.0 ° 40.0
$50-74 o 23.5 25.7 211 23.8 18.7  24.1 32.6  24.3 26.7
$75-99 : 12.1  14.2 9.8 12.1  10.9  22.5 - - 12.8  '16.3 10.9
$100-149 4.9 6.9 2.7 4.6 7.0 1.1 7.2 8.0 6.3
$150 or more 17 21 12 13 32 o 2.5 4.4 16.1

aPercentages based on students who indicated that they had been employed. °
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TABLE 31

. WORK LOCATTON BY SEX”

L3

1975-76

1976-77
Total Men  Women Total Men % Women
|
Worked on campus 32.8 29.3 37.1 33.1 29.1 - 37.7
Worked off campus 67.2 70.7 = 62.9 66.9 70.9 62.3

aPercentages based on students who indicated that they had been employed.




5

A

‘

TABLE 32

*

WORK LOCATION BY RACEY

Worked off campus 66.9 67.8 53.8

‘ American Asian- . Puerto
Total White Black Indian American Chicano Rican
1975-1976
Worked on campus 32.8 30.6  56.1 ° 26.1  36.6  34.3 38.8
Worked off campus 67.2  69.4 . 43.9  73.9  63.4 #65.7  61.2
1976-1977 -
Worked on campus O 33.1 32.2  46.2  22.1 36.9 29.1 23.8
: .
77.9 63.1  70.9 76.2

aPercentages based on students who indicated that they had been employed.
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TABLE 33

RELATEDNESS OF WORK TO FIELD OF STUDY?®

‘ American  Asign- . Puerto
Total Men Womeri White Black Indian American Chicano °~ Rican

. Closely related 15.3 14.4 - 16.3 15.3 15.0 6.0 11.65 24.7 - 18.1 -
. Somewhat related 21.8 21.3 . 22.3 21.0 26.7 28.3 32.7 27.0 18.6
62.9 64.4 61.4 63.7\ 58.4  65.6 56.3 48.3 63.3

Not related

-

aPercentages based on students who in&icated that they had been employed.
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. TABLE 34 | ‘ -
o JOB SATISFACTION?, w7
i v .: B P "
.o - - v g
. American Asiap- __Puerto.
_ Total Men Women White Black Indian American Chicano “Rjican
Very satisfied 30.5 31.0 "29.9  31.1 . 25.5  28.7 *18.8 7 32.9 29.4
Somewhat satisfied 39.3 35.7  43.3 39:7 34,7 30.1 " 40.9 46.8 34.5
No opinion 13.5  14.3 12.6 13.1 *18.2  11.1 23.0 - 7.6 - 9.2
Somewhat dissatisfied  10.4 - 11.4 9.3 10.0 13.1 18.1 9.0 - 8.6 16.8
Very dissatisfied ) 6.3 7.6 4.9 6.0 8.6 12.0 - 8.3 - 4.1 10.2
9 . . . -

—t

. , J N ’
aPercéntages based on students who indicated that they had been employed.
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TABLE™5 ©
Al / ' ~ y
. CONCERN ABOUT FINANCING COLLEGE

h

-~

. Degree of : American Aéiaﬁ— Puerto

Concern » ; Total Men sWomen White Black Indian American Chicano Rican

©*  None : 37.5 42.5 ° 3148 39.8  20.1 ° 26.3 . 31.9  26.0 19.4
- | ~ . - . [

Some . - © 48,3  45.8 51.1  48.4 47.7 50.6 - 50.5  47.9 40.7

Major




. TABLE 36

[}

] ' *
" DESCRIPTORS OF FINANCIAL SITUATION BY SEX .

ﬁ ¢

.

LN

Total
Have major expenses or debts (medical, ’ .
educational, ete.) . i 39.5 40.6 + 38.4
. . Contribute to “the ' bupport of parent(s) .- I :
) or members of parental family 10.1 11.3 8.7
- Parents have low income and cannof L . )
- w . help with college expenses . 23.3° . 23.5 - 23.1
» A R - .
Parents are not willing to help pay . . .
- for college expenses , 8.6 8.5 8.6
. . ’ Head -Gf household/single parert 4.9 - 3.9 6.2
-

O ‘ * . . | 1{)‘;
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TABLE 37

DESCRIPTORS OF FINANCIAL SITUATION BY RACE

. ) American Asian- Puerto
Total White Black 1Indian American Chicano Rican
Have hajor expenses or debts (medical, ‘ ,
educational, etc.) _ 39.5 - 39.7 39.0 43.7 33.0 38.9 34.5
® Contribute to the support of parent(s) :
or members of parental family - 10.1 9.2 14.9 6.8 8.5 28.9 27.5
Parents have low income and cannot '
help with college expenses 23.3 19.1 55.7  31.0 35.5 47.3 65.4
Parents are not willing to help pay
for college expenses - 8.6 8.7 6.9 14.3 10.2 9.5 5.1
Head of household/single parent 4.9 3.7 15.8 3.8 6.5 15.6 9.8
o
s
3




TABLE 38

SdURCEG HELPFUL IN DISCOVERING WAYS OF FINANCING COLLEGE -

BY SEX?

Total Men

? Women
High school or &llege coaches 5.9 8.3 3.5
High school counselor 45.3 42.1 ‘48.7
High school teacher 12.0 11.9 12.1
College admissions officer 17.2 18.0 16.4
College fihancigl aid office staff 37.2 34.2 40.2
College teacher or adviser 7.7 9.0 6.3
College financial aid literature 30.7  31.0  30.3
Public advertising (radio, TV, posters) 7.5 7.9 7.0
Friends or other students 36.8 35.7 37.9
Family - 45.3 44,5 46.2
Veteran's Administratign office 2.6 3.4 1.8
Special services for disa&vantaged students 1.5 1.5 4
Veteran's cost of instructional programs; 2
Office of Vetexan's Affairs 1.0 1.5 0.4
Special programs (Upward Bound, Talent Search,
Educational Opportunity Program) 4.4 4.3 4.6

-4

2

a .
Percentages based on students who received financial aid.
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TABLE 39

SOURCES HELPFUL IN DISCOVERING WAYS OF FINANCING COLLEGE

¥ BY RACE?
. American Asian- Puerto_
Total White Black 1Indian American Chicano Rican

High School or college éoaches ‘ 5.9 5.3 9.6 11.3 1.9 3.4 11.9
High school counselors 45.3 44,2 51.8 57.5 41.4 40.7 55.4
High school teachers 12.0 10.3 19.1 17.5 10.6 126.6 24.8
College admissions officer 17.2 [17.3 17.8 22.4 10.7 7.7 24.5
College financial aid office staff 37.2 36.7 37.7 50.4 29.8 38.7 55.3 |-
College teacher or advisor 7.7 6.4 12.6 12.7 9.8 13.0 25.7
College financial aid literature 30.7 30.9 © 29.2 25.7 26.2 27.7 40.0
Public advertising (radio, T.V.,

posters) , 7.5 . 6.0 16.4 75 4.9 10.4 10.8
Friends or other students 36.8 $5.1  -44.0  34.7 39.6 49,7 50.0
Family - 45.3  48.5  31.3 44,2 38.4 - 29.3 16.2
Veteran's Administration Office 2.6 2.7 2.6 2.7 1.0 0.8
Special services for disadvantaged ) . :

students ' 1.5 0.6 5.0 4.9 0.8 11.9 2.4
Veteran's cost of instructional

programs; Office of Veteran's _

Affairs. ‘ ™ 1.0 0.8 2.2 0 0 0.4
Special programs (Upward Bound,

Talent Search, Educational _

Opportunity Program) 4.4 2.5 16.2 6.9 5.5 ‘3.8 ‘8.9

- 1 aPercentages based on students who received financial aid.
¢ 4 . ,
ERIC -— )
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TABLE 40

PERCEPTIONS OF FINANCIAL AID APPLICATION PROCEDURE

American Asién— Puerto
Total Men Women White Black Indian American Chicano  Rican
Very easy 7.0 6.5 7.6 6.5 10. 4 8.0 3.2 19.7 10.5
Somewhat easy 10.3 10.0 10.5 8.9 21.2 11.8 16.6 20.6 12.5
Average 20.1 20.1 20.2 18.9 31.5 14.1 23.0 18.1 30.8
Somewhat difficult 20.0 21.1 15.6 20.1 17.6 22.0 22.3 19.3 27.3
Very difficult ' - 7.4 6.6 8.3 7.3 8.1 14.0 6.5 4.9 8.0
Not applicable , 35.2 35.6 34.7 38.2 11.4 29.7‘ 28.5 - 17.5 10.9
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TABLE 41

TYPE OF FINANCIAL AID PACKAGES AWARDED TO STUDENTS
BY SEX

Total Men Women

1975-76 1976-77 ° 1975-76 1976-77 1975-76 1976-77

52.

Grant only 52.1 50.6 5 53.9 51.7 47.1
Loan only .. 7.6 6.3 8.3 6.6 7.0 10.0
Work-study only 2.4 3.7 2.8 4.0 2.1 3.5
Large grant, loan, and work-study 1.8 1.6 1.9 1.4 1.7 1.8
Small grant, loan, and work-study 6.7 6.9 5.9 6.3 7.5 7.5
‘Large grant and loan 4.6 4.0 4.3 4.5 4.9 3.5
Small grant and loan 14.4 12.0 15.6 12.8 13.2 11.3
Large grant and work-study 3.3 3.9 3.2 3.2 3.4 4.6
Small grant and wofk—study .1 7.5 .9 4 A4 8.7
Loan and work-study 0.9 1.5 .5 1.0 1.3 2.0
’ Percent of students with aid 59.0 57.0 56.9 55.5 55.5 58.5

vy

e
|
|
ok
[P
Tor




TABLE 42

-
TYPE OF FINANCIAL AID PACKAGES AWARDED TO STUDENTS
: BY RACE o .
American Asian-* )
Total White Black Indian American _ Chicano Puerto Rican
1975- 1976- 1975~ 1976- 1975~ 1976- 1975- 1976- 1975- 1976~ 1975~ 1976- 1975- 1976-
1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977
Grant only 52.1 50. 52.5 50.0 47.4 48.8 51.3 53.3 59.4 59.2 58.6 62.3 57.6 71.6
Loan only 7.6 8, 8.7 9.6 2.5 2.2 10.3 5.8 2.1 3.1 5.7 3.5 2.5 0.1
Work-study only 2.4 3. 2.7 4.2 0.7 1.1 3.7 3,0 5 4 1.5 0.2 2.2 3
Large grant, loan,
and work-study 1.8 . 1. 1.5 1.2 3.5 3.3 2.6 1.9 3.1 2.4 2.1 2.7 2.5 2.0
Small grant, loan N
and work-study 6.7 6.3 6.8 10.0 9.0 5.7 7.4 5.4 7 7.7 2.8 0.5 2.1
Large grant and loan 4.6 4. 3. 3.4 9.0 7.6 4.7 7 5 4.7 3 7.1 9 3.8
Small grant and loan 14.4 12. 15.4 12.3 10.5 11.4  12.3 14 8.2 9.7 7 8 7.7 6
Large grant and )
work-study 3.3 3. 2.7 3.6 6.1 5.6 3.9 4.2 4.7 5.6 2.8 1.6 8.5 5.8
Small grant and
work-study .1 5.4 7.2 9.7 10.3 3.8 0 3.6 10. 10.8 10.3 6.1
~ Loan and work-study 0.9 1. 0.9 1.7 0.5 0.6 1.8 1.1 1.1 0.4 O 2.2 0
Percent .of students - .
with aid 59.0 57. 55.2 53.4 89.7 87.2 59.3 54.7 63.7 65.5 83.2 82.3 83.6 88.4
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TABLE 43 ' . ”

TYPE OF FINANCIAL AID
AWARDED TO STUDENTS

, BY SEX?@
' 1975-1976
Total Men Women
Parental support . 60.6 58.2 o 63.
Tuition waiver 13.3 | 13.6 > 13
BEOG s | 42.1 41.2 43.
SEOG 8.1 8.0 8
. State scholarship or grant . 28.4 25.9 30.
' Local or private scholarship 25.7 25.3 26.
) Vocationa}pzrant A 2.6 2.9 2
Other grant 9.2 6.9 11.
FISL or GSLP 9.6 10.6 8
NDSL 21.4 21.1 21.
Other loan . : 7.4 7.3 7
_ College Work-Study 21.2 19.2 23.
GI benefits 4.8 5.6 4
Social Security Dependents benefits 14.3 12.3 16.

L O W00 & O e = O C% o~

a . . .
Percentages based on students who received financial aid.

3
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TABLE 44 ‘ P

TYPE OF, FINANCIAL AID
AWARDED TO STUDENTS

BY SEX?

1976-1977 . ~3
' Total Men Women
Parental support 60.5 58.7 62.5
; Tuition waiver ‘ 12.8 13.1 12.6
BEOG 40.4 40.7 40.0
) SEOG ‘ 8.6 8.7 8.5
State scholarship or grant 28.5 29.0 28.0
Local or private scholarship ‘ : 18.1 16.8 19.4
Vocational grant .6 1.9 1.2
. Other grant .9 .5 10.4
FISL or GSIP : 10.4 11.6 9.2
. NDSL v ' 18.2 16.3 20.3
Other loan ’ - 8.1 6.2 10.0
College Work-Study 25.1 22,2 28.1
GI benefits - 5.4 6.3 4.4
Social Security Dependents benefits 16.4 13.8 19.1

aPercentages based on students who received financial aid.




TABLE 45

TYPE OF FINANCIAL AID AWARDED TO STUDENTS
BY RACEAa

++1975-1976

C . : American Aslan- . Puerto
Total White Black Indian American Chicano Rican

41.

Parental support 60.6 64.1 44.3 60.3 62.8 4 28.4
Tuition waiver - 13.3 12,3 18.5 10.3  19.4  16.0 - 17.1
BEOG + " 42.1 34,5 80.1  48.0 ' 55.3 67.6 82.9
SEOG ' 8.1 6.2 9.8 7.5 6.4 8.1 12.0
State scholarship or grant 28.4 31.0 14.8 23.4 32,2 19.1 11.4
Local or private scholarship 25.7 28.3 12.8 26.8 22.1 16.9 11.6
' Vocational grant 2.6 2.8 1.0 1.5  -1.2 .9 1.1
Other grant .2 9.7 5.8 7.8 6.7 3.9 ¢ 19.6
FISL or GSLP . .6 10.7 5.4 . 8.9° 4.9 6" 3.3
NDSL ‘ ©21.4 20,4 29.1  22.5 16.9 18.5 14.7
Other loan ' ' T 7.4 8.2 " 3.3 8.5 7.8 6.1 5.2
College Work-Study . , C 21,2 195 30.5  21.5 23.8 24.8  .726.2
GI benefits 4.8 4.7 6.2 2.4 6.3 4.1 0.8
Social Security Dependents benefits 14.3 6 £0.5 13.9

14.3 15.5 12.2 9.

aPercentages based on students who received financial aid.-
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» . TABLE 46

TYPE OF FINANCIAL AID AWARDED TO STUDENTS
v BY RACE2
’ 1976-1977

: American Asian- Puerto
Total White Black Indian American Chicano Rican

64.

Parental support 60.5  64.0  44.8  60.5 1 34.6  26.0
Tuition waiver - 12.8 12.1 16.3 8.4 17.9 10.4 29.6
BEOG ’ 40.4  32.4 82,9  43.6 50.9|  65.7 88.4
SEOG | 8.6 6.8  20.4  10.8 5.01 7.4 17.6
State scholarship or grant 28.8  30.7  16.4  29.7 29.9 23.4 13.1
Local .or private scholarship 18.1 19.6 9.9 23.7 13.7 14.8 9.1
Vocational grant’ 1.6 1.7 0.6 . 2.6 0.2 0 0.9
Other grant 8.9 3 5.3 7.9 12.6 4] 20.6
FISL or GSLP o 10.4 11.5 5.7 12.8 7.6 7 2.9
NDSL : 18.2  17.4  25.3  20.5 14.2 16.9 7.4
Other loan 8.1 8.7 4.6 10.7 7.8 6.7 - 4,2
College Work-~Study i 25.1{ 24.7 29:9 18.8 23.2 18.6 18.4
GI benefits 5.4 5.3 4.8 2.0 6.4 13.8 0.9
Social Security Dependents benefits 16.4 16.5 17.4 12.4 8.9 15.0 19.4

h}

aPercentages based on students who received financial_aid.
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‘ TABLE 47

AVERAGE AMOUNT OF FINANCIAL AID
BY SEX? 2

(In Dollars)

 Type of Institution ) - ‘Total Men Women

o 3
‘ b
Public university - $1440 $1493 $1387
| 1476 1510 1440

i

Private university. 2353 2377 2314

E 2243 2293 2169
Public four-year college - , 1474 1461 1486

1479° 1463 1495

Private four-year college ' 2178 2135 2226

. 2128 2074 . 2185
Two-year college 1251 1110 1396

1328 1198 1460

Predominantly.black institution . 1844 1809 ~-1880
) 1849 1830 1865

. aPercentages based on students who received
financial aid.

Bpirst value for 1975-76; second value for 1976-77.

11
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TABLE 48

AVERAGE AMOUNT OF FINANCIAL AID
BY RACE?

(In Dollars) £

,
o * -

9

Type of

. American Asian- Puerto
: - Institution Total White Black Indian American Chicano Rican
Public university ) $l440b $1376 $1854 $1611 $1617 $2043 $1585
‘ 1476 . 1427 1809 - 1689 1534 1791 1397 -
Private university 2353 < 2257 3153 3450 3167 3314 - 3945
2243 2139 3116 3587 3185 3273 ° 3634
» Public fdyur-year
- college 1473 1410 1906 1288 1424 2377 1633
1479 1423 1845 1146 1303 2003 1803
‘ Private four-year ‘ : 2
“cpllege 2178 2134 2702 - 2662 2321 2941 2659
’ ) 2128 2084 2654 2535 2400 2687 2792
. Two-year college 1251 1263 1247 1368 990 976  *1538
1328 1343 }307 1573 1058 1093 1622
Predoﬁinantly black : : . .
institution 1844 0 1846‘ 2372 * * *

1849 0 1851 2338 * * *

aPéiceﬁtages based on students who received financial aid.
+ bEirst value for 1975-76; second value for 1976-77.

*
N: too small to be meaningful.
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" . TABLE %9 " ’ Cor
> . «
STUDENT EXPERIENCES WITH FINANCIAL AID BY SEX®

Total Men Uo@en

Lost aid because dropped out of school 3 - . 5.7 5.8 5.5 s
Parents didn't want to complete financial statement . @-4 5.3 7.6

"Didn't think I was eligible for financial aid 16-0 16.2 15.8 -

Grades were too low to receivé financial aid : 2.2 3.0 1.3

Income status was too high to receive financial aid : 23.5 23.0 24.0 7 )
Financial aid enabled me to actend school ° : . 45527 44.3 46.2
Could not get aid because eﬂrolled part-time - T - 1.2 1.2- 1.2
" Consider myself financially independent of my pafents 12.2; 12.9 11.5
Did not apply for financial aid:in time 4.0 3.9 4.1
Did not apply for financial aid u 9.3 10.6 7.9
. finanéial aid applicétion forms and procedures were e , : i
too long or complicgted for me to complete . » 2.6 2.9 2.5

. Experiences’with financial aid hav? generally been- favorable I ﬁp-z . 38.7 'Zi-8 ‘
Didn't know about financial aid options . ot 5.7 "3.9 5:4
I was turned down for finareial aid - 20.0 21.0 18.8
Couldn't get type of ;id I>ﬁanted . 3 8.9 9.8
Didn't want to get further into debt . 8 .0 6.6
Different type of -aid would have been better for me 4.8 -9 4.6
Parents did not want to pay any more for my education ~ : 9 .6 2
Experiences with financial aid has been generally unfavorable 18.8 21.7 15.6

aPercgntages based on students who received financial aid.

IToxt Provided by ERI

ERIC | 12i o
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° ' . ' TABLE 50

STUDENT EXPERIENCES WITH FINANCIAL AID BY RACE?

American Asian- Puerto
’ Tothl‘ White ,Black - Indian American Chicane Rican
Lost aid because dropped out of'.gaool ) 5.7 5.3 7.5 7.4 . 6.1 8.3 6.6
Parents didn't want to complete ffnancial statement 6.4 7.1 3.0 11.4 6.4 2.5 0.8
Didn't think I was -eligible far financial aid 16.0 17.2 8.4 13.8 -17.4  19.1 6.3-
Grades were too low to receive financial aid 2.2 1.8 4.2 2.8 1.0 | 3.8 1.6
/ Income status was too high to receive financial aid 23.5 25.9 10.9 27.5 19.3 11.7 10.8 ‘
Financial aid ehabled me to attend school 45,2 42,6 58.0 64.5 42.2 56.3 61.9
Could not get aid becaqse enrolled part- time 1.2 1.2 0.8 0.3 3.0 0.0 . 1.5
Consider myself financially independent of my parents 12.2 11.8 13.1 20.7 18.1 * 11.3 19.9 I
Did not apply for financial aid in time . 4.0 3.8 .6 8 8.1 1.4 .8 §
Did not apply for finmancial aid ' 9.3 10.3 4.1 0 13.2 4.4 .6 .
t Financial aid application form§ and procedures were
too long or complicated for me to complete 2.6 2.4 2.1 0.8 17.9 3.8 4.3 :
Experiences with financial aid have generally been : ‘ ‘ \ ‘
favorable . . 40.2 38.3 50.8 49.8 35.1 34.4 62.8
'Didn t know about; flnancial aid options 5.7 5.0 7.5 3:7 12,9 17.9 8
I was turned down for financial aid : 20.0 21.7 il.S 23.2 17.2 13.9 4.7
. Couldn't get type of aid I wanted : 9.3 9.0 11.4 16.8 11.6 6.1 10.3
Didn't want to get.further into debt o .8 6.7 7.5 10.3 6.1 5.0 7.2
Different type of aid would have been better for me 4.8 4.3 7.3 4.5 9.2 3.2 8.6
Parents F;d not want to pay any more for my education 5.9 6.2 4.0 7.0 10.7 2.2 6.4
Experiendés with financial aid have been generally 18.8 20.1° 11.9 22.1 15.4 8.9 17.0
unfavorable .

aPereentages based on students’ who received financial aid.

LRIC - 1R2 = - - BT
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TABLE 51

STUDENT SATISFACTION WITH ASPECTS
OF COLLEGE BY SEx?

Total Men Women
Orientation for new students 74.7 73.2 76.4
Registration PE 63.3 63.9 62.6
Distribution of grade reports 86.2 86~ 3 86.1
Distribution of transcripts 79.3 80.6 77.8
Financial aid 48.9 45.4 51.8
Academic advisement 56.1  55.3 57.0
Career counseling 51.2 50.9 51.5
Personal counseling 60.0 58.1 62.3
Tutoring or remedial program 73.4 73.4 73.5
Child care facilities 68.9 67.8 69.7
Health services 70.4  76.5 64.1
Job placement . 58.7 61.7 55.5
Campus security 69.9 70.2 69.6
On-campus housing 67.2 62.8 72.0
Parking service 37.9°  38.5 37.3
Financial aid advice 53.4 50.0 57.2
Extracurricular activities 84.1 85.1 83.1
Social 1life (dating, parties, etc.) 79.3 78.9 79.8
Course work 85.2 83.5 87.2
Reading and study skills lab 79.0 76.7 81.8
Special instructional media 77 .4 72.5 83.0
Independent study o 82.2° 77.9 86.8
Honors program 79.2 79.3 79.2
Cooperative work program 72.7 . 65.5 80.9
Assistance in finding housing 56.0 55.0 57.0
Assistance in finding part-~time work 51.4 49.5 53.1
Ethnic studies 68.1 69.8 66.8
Women's studies 67.1 64.3 67.9

ANs based on students who found item applicable. The majority of
students found "child care facilities'

applicable, so these percentages are based on small Ns.

124

and the last eight items not
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TABLE 52

STUDENT SATISFACTION WITI ASPECTS
OF COLLEGE BY RACE?

American Asiar- " Puerto .
Total ~White Black Indian American Chicano  Rican

Orientation for new w

students 74.7 74.6 77.6 72.3 75.5 73.6 67.4 .
Registration- - 63.3 64..0 - 54.2 64.2 64.0 71.9 60.6
Distribution of grade ' ‘

reports . 86.2 87.8..~ 72.6 84.1 76.1 87.9 72.8
Distribution of - A

transc;}pts 79.3 80.5 68.6 74.5 70.1 84.3 72.8
FinanciaY aid 48.9 47 .4 53.7 45.2 60.1 76.2 58.5
Academic advisement 56.1 55.9 61.0 52.1 44.1 54.6 48.0
Career counseling 51.2 51.0 54.1 49,2 42.1 47.9 54.7
Personal counseling . 60.0 60.0 61.7 50.3 41.7 . 65.1 58.0
Tutoring or remedial ’ : .

. program 73.4 75.7 64.9  64.4 64.4 60.0 63.1
Child care facilities 68.9 72.4 56.6 59.3 67.3 95.7 59.6
Health services 70.4 70.9 66.3 67.4 64.6 78.9 58.7
Job placdement 58.7 60.3 49.9 54.4 58.5 59.5 38.9
Campus security 69.9 . 70.3 65.1 75.3 66.3 74.0 72.5 .,
On-~campus housing 67.2 68.6 54.2 59.6 62.7 48.3 50.1 °
Parking service 37.9 37.9 38.1 46.6 27.5 50.3 18.5
Financial aid advice 53.4 52.7 55.8 54.9 48.2 75.0 49.7
Fxtracurricular ’

activities . 84.1 85.4 73.2 89.6 71.4 76.6 72.2
Social life (dating, ( : .
parties, etc.) 79.3 80.4 70.5 83.5 64.6 72.6 73.2
Course work 85.2 85.9 78.8 83.7 74.5 86.3 82.2
Reading and study .
skills 79.0 79.2 78.3 78.2 62.0 86.4 80.1
Special instructional .
media 77.4 78.3 68.7 82.5 69.8 86.2 66.1
Independent study 82.2 83.2 77.3 73.3 74.9 85.2 65.0
Honors program 79.2 80.7 71.7 68.2 78.4 66.6 69.5
Cooperative work
program 72.7 - 74.3 64.5 74.0 62.8 80.2 60.7
Assistance in finding
housing 56.0 57.3 45.5 58.3 50.7 . 64.4 27 .4
Assistance in finding . .
part-time work 51.4 53.7 36.0 36.1 63.6 65.2 32.3
\ Ethnic studies 68.1 72.5 57.1 42.5 65.0 58.9 63.4
' Women's studies 67.1 70.8 52.3 53.9 58.6 53.4 41.2

aNs based on students who found item applicable.

12;
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CHAPTER 4 N

CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS WITH
DIFFERENT PATTERNS OF PERSISTENCE
IN COLLEGE

o
As was mentioned in Chapter 2 (p. 27), four criterion groups were

developed for this study. A brief description of each is in order here.

The full-time persisters (N=973,806) were students who attended
college full time during the two academic years under consideration and ,\
who were enrolled full time at the beginning of their third year in

fall 1977.

The erratic persisters (N=183,497) were the least clear-cut group, _
being composed of students who did not attend college on a full;tiﬁe
basis but who also did not drop out completely for any period. This
group consisted of those students who did not respond fully to item
#1 on the follow-up questiohnaire, which asked about their enrollment
status for each month of their first two college years, as well as those
students who moved from full-time to part-time status or vice versa.

All students in this.gfoup, however, reported that they were enrolled .
either full or part time in fall 1977.

The stopouts (N=76,710) were respondents who reported that they
were not enrolled in college during at leastlone of the five-month
periods of February—June 1976, September 1976-January 1977, or February-

June 1977, but who were back in school on eithér a part- or a full-time
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basis in fall 1977.

The withdrawals (N=289,259) are students who were not enrolled
in fall 1977 and whose initial degree aspirations were higher than an
associate degree, whether they had earned that degree or not. Obviously,
the fall 1977 date is arbitrary, being dictated by the time constraints
of the study. ‘If the study had been done a year later, some of these
respondents would probably have returned to school and thus would:be
considered stopouts rather than withdrawals.

As was mentioned in Chapfer 2, a small group of respondents
had a; freshmen aspired no higher than an associate degree, had received
that degrée by the time of the follow-up, were not reenrolled at the time
of the follow-up, aﬁé thus maybe said tothave completed their college
education; this group was excluded from the analyses.

To summarize: Full-time persisters constitute the largest of the
four éritenion groups, followed by withdrawals, then erratic persisters.
The number of stopouts was relatively small,

Table 53 shows how students with different demographic characteristics
(sex, race/ethnicity, age at matriculation) were distributed among the four
criterion groups, and Table 54 shows the &emographic composition of each
of the four criterion gfoups.

"Atypical" students who began college on a full-time basis in fall
1975 were generally less likely to be full-time persist?rs than were more
"traditional" students. Men were somewhat more likely than women to be.
full-time persisters and stopouts. Asian-Americans, whites, and blacks
were far more likely to persist full time than were Chicanos and Puerto

Ricans: Over two in five of the former and almost one in three of the

127




latter were classified as withdrawals. One in four American Indians

also belonged in this category. Asian-Americans had a propensity to
be erratic persisters. ﬁéspondents who were age 20 or older when toey
entered college were far less likely than younger freshmen to be full-
time persisters, although there appears to be a curvilinear effect,
with traditional-aged students (17-19 years old) being most likely to
belong to this group, older fespondents (20—29 years old) being most
likely to wiqhdraw, and"those who had entered college at age 30 or over
managing to stay in school but often on less than a full-time basis.
Thus, in the discussion that follows, qhe.reader should bear in
mind that full-time persisters inclyde relatively larée proportions
of men, whites, and students 19 years‘of age and younger; the erratic
persisters ipclude relatively large proportions of Asian-Americans
and students age 30 and over; the stopouts includé~re1ativély large
proportions of blécks, Chicanos, and students who began college when
they were age 26-29; ahd the‘withdrawals include relatively large
proportions of Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, and respondents who entered
college at age 20 or older. These differences in sex, race/ethnicity,
and age help explain some of the differences among the criferioﬁ groups
that are described in the remainder of this chapter.

.

Religion and Political Otientation

Table 55 shows the composition of the four criterion groups with
respect to religion and political ideology as reported on the freshman

questionnaire. Some of the differences in religion may be accounted for
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by race/ethnicity; for instance, the large proportion of Roman Catholics
who wer'e stopouts or withdrawals can be explaiged in part by the large
proportions of Chicanos and Puerto Ricans who come from this religious
background. Similafly, the high proportion of respondents claiming
"other" religions who were erratic persisters is probably attributable
to the large proportion of Asian—Ameriéén; in both groupsi Being
Jewish is clearly related to full-time persistehce in college, though
a relatively large proportion of Jews were aléo among the stopouts.

The respondent's political orientation was not closely related
to whether he or she persistéd on a full;time sasis or withdrew entirely.
It did, hbwever, bear some rélation'to other behaviors: Those who were
liberal or far left were more likeiy to stop out, whereas those who were
middle-of-the-road or far right often chose to remain in school on a
less-than-~full-time basis. Coqservatives tended to be full-time

Y

persisters; relatively few were erratic persisters or stopouts.

Parental Income and Education

_As Table 56 shows,bétudents whose parents had incomes of $10,000
or less a year were the most likely to withdraw, while those from families
with 'incomes above $30,000 were most likely to persist full time. ‘Those
from middle-income families ($10,0013$30,000) é year were most likely to
be either stopouts or erratic persisters. The cross-~tabulations cannot

tell us whether income is causally linked to persistence, but the results




’

are suggestive. ' ‘ . )

Similarly, parental education and student persistence were strongly
related: The more highly educated the parents, the more likely the ‘
student was to be a full-time persister. One item of interest i$ that
students whose parents had attended a postsecoﬁdary school other than

college were less likely to withdraw than were students whose parents-had

attended college without graduating.

Preparation and Academic Achievement

Full-time persisters were somewhat more likely than others to feel
that high school had prepared them very well in mathematical skills and,
to a lesser extent, in reading and composition, foreign languages, and
study habits (Table 57). On the whole, stopouts were more likely than
full~-time persisters to feel the§ had been well prepared in reading
and composition, history and the social sciences,'vocational skiils,
and stﬁdy habifs. Of éll the criterion groups, erratic pérsisters wére
least likely to feel well prepared in éeading and composition, whereas
withdrawals tended to believe that high school had not given theﬁ géod
preparation in math and study habits. ) .

The full-time persisters made the best grades in high school and
had the highest SAT scores, where;s the w%thdrawals had the lowest high
school gfades and test séores (Table 58). The picture is more confused
for the stopouts and the erratic persisters; the stopouts made slightly
lower grades in’high school than the érratic persisters, but the test

scores of the two groups were about the same.

13y
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o
~As Table 59 shows, the full-time persisters got the best college
grades, and the stopouts the worst (54 percent of the full-time persisters
earned a B average or better, compared with 39 percent of the stopouts).
Very few respondents reported college grade averages of D or lower. It
is interesting to note that those who had attended institutions which

did not §ive letter gradés were overrepresented among the withdrawals

and, to a lesser extent, among the stopouts.

Degree Plans, Intended Majors, and Career Plans

‘The degree to which a student aspiréd at the time he or she entered
college seems to be related to future persistence behavior, particularly
if that degree wés something other than a bachelor's or a master's
(Table 60). Aspiring Ea no more than an associate degree was associated
with gropping out, while aspiring to an advanced degree was associated
with persistence, especially if the degree was in the medical professions
(1.D., D.O., D.D.S., D.V.M.). Stydents aspiring to a divinity degree had
a‘strong tendency to fe stopouts.

Although a student's intepded major at the t;me he or she enters
college appears to be related to future persistence behavior, the pattern
that emerges from the data is by no meéans clear-cut. Those who as freshmen
planned to majof in biological sciences, education, history or political
science, and math or statistics tended to be full-time persisters, whereas

those planning to major in agriculture, social sciences, and "other"

technical or nontechnical fields tended to be withdrawals. Overrepresented

R

among the stopouts were those who as freshmen intended to major in engineering,
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humanities,.fine érts, and "other" technical fields and those who were

undecided about their college ﬁajors. The erratic’persisters included

A

relatively large proportions of those planning majors in business or

the health professions. The latter relation (a-planned major in the .
, : " ’
health professions and erratic persistence) may be a function-of attending

a two—yeai college, where most health professional programs are located

¢

and where large proportions of students are enrolled on a part-time basis.,
The freshman career plans of the sample were consistent with their
degree plans and intended majors (Table 61). Respondents planning on

‘} .
business careers were much less likely, and those intending to go into

w»

the clergy or other religious work much more likely, to stop out. Students
planni?g to become doctors, lawyers, college professors, or research
scient;sts‘weré more likely to persist full time. The finding that

« students intending to become /health professionals ;ere somewhat more
likely to persist full time seems to be at variance with the previously
mentioned finding that those intending to major in the health professions
were likely to be erratic persisters. The discrepancy may be explained
by tﬂe additional finding that those intending to be nurses were highly
overrepresented among erratic pergisters; apparently those planning care;rs
in other health professional fields were less likely to manifest this
tendency, although they were likely to stop o;t during their second year.

Many students had cﬁanged their career plans by the time”of the‘

follow-up. More were'planning careers Iin business, the clergy or religious

work, college or university teaching, elementary or secondary school teaching,

and scientific research. Concomipaﬂtly, fewer étud%nts were planning to
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likely to be living with parents during the second year.
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becoﬁe»doctors, farmers or foresters, health professionals, lawyers,

and nurses. The proportion of respondents planning careers as artists

o
e

or performers and as engineers remained about the same, as did the number

. .indicatiing "other" career choices. The number who were undecided about

their future careers  dropped among the full-time persisters but increased

in the other three criterion groups.

. A N
, College Experiences and Satisfactions

[

.Place of residence‘#arigg considerably according to criterion

group (Table 62). In both the first and second college years, full-time _ i

persisters wefe"far moré 'likely than the others to live in college dor-

o .

mitories, whereas erratic persigters, withdrawals, and especially stop-

-~

outs were'faf‘more likely to 1ive with parents or relatives. -The pro-
portion of those living in dorﬁ; dropped between the first and:éecond
year for every group, but there were variations in where they moved.
The full-time‘pers{sters tended to ‘move into private épartménts or into
fraternities and‘sororities; the érratic'persister; were likely to live
with parents or relatives, with their spouse, or in'private apartments
during the second year, though many also moved into "other" living
arrangements; the stopouts moved back home with their parenté, info

[y

private apartments, or into fraternities and sororities; and the with-

- drawals were much more likely to be living with spouses and somewhat more

<

Table 63 gives an overview of the experiences that'different‘gfoups

n had while in college. Stopouts and withdrawals were much mor% likely to
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manifest psychologicai despondency and to have negative academic
experiences: For instance, unusually large proportions of stopouts
said they had trouble concentrating while studying, that they were
not very interested in any of their courses, and that they had failed;
at least one course, whereas unusually large proportions of with—
drawals said they felt Egred much of the time, were not interested in
their courses, and had trouble fitting thvir programs to their academic
and professional interests. Both groups were relatively unlikély to
‘\\\‘ report e;periences indicative'of involvement in collegiate life. Full-
E}me persisters, on the other hand, were much éore likely than other
groups to participate in sports, student government, an& special-
interest clubs; to be elected to a scholastic honor society or join
a fraternity or sorority; to tutor or study with other students; to
. be a guest in a teacher's or administrator's home; to call a teacher
or admigistrator by his or her first name; to vote in a student election;
to engage in musical activities; and to take part in organized student N
demons:rations. They were also guch more likely than others to say - ’ , 1
that it was very important to them to complete their original degree
:plan;. In short, their involvement in college was high. It should
be remembered, however, that full-time pérsisters were also more likely
to live on campus, and to also have attended college for two full years,
thus having gréater opportunities for such invo;vement.‘ Erratic
persisters were more likely than others to change major fieldg or career
choice; to receive encoutagement from family and friemds to stay in

& school; and to participate in plays, arficompetitions; or literary

activities.

Q ’ ‘.llfj
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no experience with some of the services listed and thus checked

@

student satisfaction with various college

Table 64 reports on

services, tﬁough it should be pointed out that many students had had

.

"not

applicable" in connection with thoqé items. The different criterion
groups had rcughly similar feelings about many of the more mindane
aspects of college such as registration; orientation for new students,

and the distribution of grade reports; but about other aspects, opinions

. l
varied widely. With respect both to financial aid and financial aid

advice, the stopouts were py far the most dissatisfied and the with-
drawals the most satisfied; this finding is difficult to interpret,

though 1t may be connected with the amount of financial aid they receive

relative to their need, since stopouts tended to come from slightly more

affluent families and -thus to be’lesq likely to qualify for'some kinds
- v - ‘. .'
of financial aid. Indeed, generally speaking,,K stopouts seemed to be a

more dissatisfied lot than withdrawals. Full-time persisters were more

likely than others to be satisfied with various academic aspects of

college 1life such as course work, special “istructional media, and

independent study. Interestingly almost three in four full-time

[

persidfers'expressed satisfaction with child care facilities, compared
with slightly‘over,half the erratic pers}gters, suggesting that insti-
tutigns which offgr such serviees mfke it far easier for‘peopie with
children to persist in college on a full;time b;sis. Another interesting
finding is that stopouts were much more likely to expregs satisfact%on

with ethnic studies and women's studies, indicating pérhaps a greater

ingolvement‘in these areas than other_students have.

\.
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Values and Attitudes

.. The 1975 freshman questionmaire asked students to indicate how
-important various life goals were to them. Overall, the most valued
goals were "becominé an authority in my fie}d," "helping others who

are in difficulty," "developing a meaningful philosophy of life,"

and "raising a famil&,' endorsed by over half of g@ch criterion group

(Table 65). Full-time persisters tended to give high priority to fairly
modes; goals such as having administrative responsibility over the work
‘of others,:participating in community action programs, and keeping
up-to-date with political affairs. Both err;tic persisters and stop-
out; were characterizéd by giving high priority to only a few goals.
Thus,.relabively's;all proportioﬁs of the former said they wanted to have
administrative re§ponsibility, to be vefy well-off fin;ncially, to make

a théore;ical contribution to science, or to keep up-to-date with politics,

¢
a = -

:though they were more likely than other groups to want to write original
- works and create artistic works. Stopouts tended to place little value

on becoming accomplished in a performing art, winning recognition from

< .

~colleagues for contributions to their special field, influencing the

< 4

.political structure or social values, being successful in their own -

€

‘business, participating in community action pfograms, or‘keeping up-to-

date politically, fhough they were more likely than others to value both

financial success and service to others. Withdrawals tended to report
unrealistically high goals such as winning recognition for special

contributions to théir field, making a theoretical contribution to science,

and being successful  in their own business. It is possible that setting

13¢

fd
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such high goals leads to feelings of frustration that eventually cause
the student to give up and drop out of college entirely.

The follow-up questionnaire asked students about their reason§
for going to college (item #12), their self-ratings on a variety of
traits (item #Zb), and their reasons for their long-term career choice
- (item #28). It is important to remember that, in answering °‘these
questions, the student either had already been in college for two
years or had withdrawn at'some‘point and that these behaviors may have
influenced his or her responses.

The most common reasons for going on to c&llege, cited by at least
two in three of the total group, were *to get a” job in my chosen field,"

"I always expected to go to college,"

and "to learn more about things
that interest me" (Table 66) . Somewhat fewer stopouts and withdrawals
said they had always expected to go to college, but on the two other
items, the proportions were about the same for the four criterion groups.
Full-time persisters were more likely, and withdrawals less likeiy, to

~

cite preparation for graduate or professional school as a reason for
attending collegét Both stopouts and withdrawais were relatively
unlikely to say that their pare;ts or family wanted them to go to
coliege. ﬁOtherwise, the réasons mentioned by withdrawals tended to

be rather negative: '"There was nothing better to do" and '"could not
fiﬂd a job." Larger proportions of erratic persisters than others said
they attended college to get a job, and smaller proportions came to

college to gain a general knowledge and appreciation of ideas, to meet

new and interesting people, or to contribute more to their communities.
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Stopouts were far more likely than others, and withdrawals less likely,
to mention a desire to make more money as an impoftant reason for 'coming
to céllege.

A student's self-concept can play a major role in his or her success
in college; in career, and even in interpersonal re;:Lions. R;spondehts
were asked to rate themselves as above éberage, average, or below average
on 17 traits. As a whole, they gave themselves the highest ratings on
détermination, understanding of others, and motivatibn"to achieve (Table
67). Comparing the four criterion groups, we find that full-time per-
sisters had the most positive se%f-images, being more likely than others
to rate themselves above average on academic ability, motivation to

-

achieve, leadership ability, mathematical ability, originality,
intellectual self-confidence, public speaking ability, athletic ability,
and determination; interestingly, they were less likely than others to

feel they had above-~average mechanical ability.

3

Withdrawals had rather
negative self-images, tending to rate themselves as no more than average
in academic and Qathematical ability; they were also less likely than
others to see themselves as physically atgractive and popular with the
opposiée sex, but they were inclined to give themselve; high ratings on
mechanical, writing, and artistic ability. ‘Stopouts were especially
likely to rate themselves low on motivatiqp to achieve, social and
intellectual self-confidence, understagding'of others, and determination;
indeed, on no traitiﬁere they the tqp—ranked group. Erratic persisters

had fairly positive éelf—images, especially with respect to understanding
a ‘ N .

of others and physical attractiveness, though they were somewhat less

135
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iriclined than others to see themselves as outstanding in motivation to

achieve or leadership ability.

Overall, nine in ten respondents, but slightly smaller proportions
of stopouts and withdrawals, saidcthat interest in the field was a very
important reason for their career choice (Table 68). Other common
reasons were the chance t; use oneﬂs training or schooling (cited by .
72 percenﬁ of the erratié persisters but only 53 percent of the with-
drawals) and the chance-to be helpful to others (cited by 64 percent
of the full-time persisters but only 52 perceht of the stopouts).
Generally, the ﬁull—time persisters were most &istinctive in their

work values, whereas the other three criterion groups tended to hold

similar values. Other reasons that the full-time persisters were more

- likely than others to mention were the chance to work with ideas, to

contribute to society, and to exercise leadership; relatively few:
mentioned good pay, career advancement, or fringe benefits. The erratic

persisters were most likely of any group to mention the chance for steady

‘progress and to work with people one likes as reasons for their career

choice; the stopouts were notable for giving little value to ;vailability
of job openings, the chance for steady progress, the opportunity to work
with ideas and to be helpful to others, and the chance to:learn new
skills, but both they and the ‘withdrawals put a high premium on good

pay and good fringe benefits. Other reasons common among the withdrawals

were availability of job openings, chance for rapid career advancement,

avoidance of pressure, and the chance to learn new skills. They were

also most likely to say that the career was not too difficult to prepare

i




for, did not require much education beyond high school, and "I can get

into a program that does not cost too much."

It is possi?le that the full-time persisters were less likely to
mention such.extrinsic factors as good pay and the chance for rapid
advancement or steady progress because they assumed that, as Follege
graduétes, they could get jobs that offered these advantages;‘therefoge,
they felt free to concentrate on, intrinsic factors. On the other hand,
in light of the current widespread publicity about the declining value
" of a college education, it is possible that the full-time persisters
really did value intrinsic work factors more tﬁan did the other groups.

te

Financial Situation and Financial Aid

Previous research (Astin, 1975) indicates that the way college
students feel aboﬁt their financial situation, as well as the type of
financial aid they receive, affects their persistence. In this section,
we will discuss student concerns about their ability to finance their
education, factors bearing on their financial situation, the type and
amount of financial aid they receive, and their feelings about their
experiences with financial aid.

The freshmaﬁ survey asked students to indicate the degree of
concern they felt over their ability to finance their college education.
Overall, more than'oné in three expressed no concern, cloge to one half
expressed some concern, and 15 percent said that finances were a major
concern (Table 69). Withdrawals were most likely to‘express major

concern, followed by stopouts. The groups differed very little, however,
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~with respect to the proportions expressing no concern. Apparently,
feeling major concern over finances was related to withdrawing from

i

school, but feeling no concern was noﬁ particularly related to
persiéting. : .

The follow-up questionnaire included an item (#8) consisting of
five statements about financial situations hypothesized to be related
to persistence. Two of these situations turned out not to be connected
with persistence: As Table 70 shows, approximately equal proportions
of each group had major expenses or debts (mentioned by about two in
five respondents) and said their parents had iow incomes and so could
not help them with college expenses (mentioned by about one in four).
The three other statements were related to persistence in that—they
were mentioned much léss frequently by full-time persisters than by
other groups: beipg the head of a household or a single parent (most
often mentioned by withdrawals); having to contribute to the support of
parents imentioned equally often by stopouts and withdrawals); and having
parents who were unwilling to help pay:.céllege expenses (mentioned most
of;gn by erratic persisters). The most interesting point here is that
studeﬂts with;parents too poor to help them were not affected, whereas
students with parents unwilling to help them were affected, suggesting
that perceived psychological support may play an important_rnle in
encouraging persistence. L

The amount of financial aid a student receives is a function both

of the income of the student's parents and of the cost of the institution

that the student attends. Overall, 58 percent of the students reported
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receiving some kind of financial aid (Table 71). Stopouts were least .
likely to get financial aid, and withdrawals moét likely, though they
received by far the smallest amounts. Over twice as many full-time
persisters as withdrawals received over $4,000 in aid during their
first year, probably because the full-time persisters tended to enroll
iﬁ more ;xpénsive institutions. During the 1975-76 academic year,
stopouts received larger amounts of aid than erratic persisters.

In the 1976-77 academic year, withdrawals and full-time persisters
~were skightly mere likely than the other two criterion groups to get }
some kind of aid. The amount of aid received gy full=-time per;iéters and
withdrawals rose slightly, the amount received by the erratic persisters
decreased slightly, and the amount received by the stopouts dropped
sﬁarply.

Table 72 indicates the way that financial aid was packaged. The
majority of students in all four criterion groups received all their ai&
in the form of grants. The withdrawals were slightly more likely, and
the full-time persisters slightly less likely, to have only a grant.

The second most common form of aid was a small grant and a loan, and

the third most common form was a loan only. The least common form was

a package consisting of a loan and work-study, though about twice a§
many withdrawals as other students got aid in this form. The rank-order
of the various forms of aid was essentially the same in the second year,
with fully half of all aid students receiving only a grant.

Looking more closely at the specific. types of aid that students

received, we find that three in five students overall received some
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support from their parents, with full-time persisters most likely and
withdrawals least likely to get such help (Table 73). With respect to
outside sources of support, the largest proportion of students in all
groups—ranging from 35 percent of the stopouts to 55 percent of the
withdrawals--received a BEOG. Withdrawals were relatively unlikely to
receive SEOG funds, local or private scholarships and grants, or "éther"
grants, Full-time persistefs were most>likely to get an SEOG, a state
scholarship or grant, or a local or private scholarship or grant. These
patterns may reflect the types of institutions that the different groups
attended. ‘ |

One item on the follow-up questionnaire (#26) queried students
about their experiences with and their attitudes toward financial aid.
As Table 74 indicates, close to half of all aided students (ranging
from 38 percent of the erratic persisters to 50 percent of the with-

drawals) said that aid had enabled them to attend college. The next

most commonly endorsed statement was "My experiences with financial aid

have generally been favqrable," but differences among the groups in their

responses were striking: About two in five full-time persisters and

withdrawals, but only one in three erratic persisters and one in four

stopouts, reported favorable experiences. Conversely, stopouts were

most likely and withdrawals least likely to report geuerally unfavorable
<

experiences with financial aid; however, close to one in foﬁr full-time

persisters and 18 percent of the erratic persisters also indicated they

had had unfavorable experiences,




2
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Some of thé éesponses shown in the table are rather curious,
raising questions about just ;ow the students interpreted the state—
ments and just what financial aid means to them. For instance, although
all of these students had received some kind of financial aid at some
time, close to one in four said that their incége status was too high
to qualify them for finaneial aid, and one in five said that they had
. been turnéd down for financial_aid. The most obyiousvexplanation for
these apparent anomalies is that'the studentshwho gave such responses
had loans or work-study rather than grants and that they did not regard
these as financial aid. The same may be true Qf GI benefits and Social
Security Dependent's benefits. Another possibility is that students may
have received financial aid the first year but not the second or vice
versa. In short, the responses indicate a certain amount of confusion
about what is indeed a very confusing subject.

The follow-up questionn;ire asked respondents to indicate the total
amount of their indebtedness and the maxiﬁum amount they would be willing:
to incur for their undergraduate education. As Table 75 shows, almost
two in three students said that they had‘no loan indebtedness, and
38 percent said they were unwilling to do into debt. Of the four
criterion groups, the full-time perﬁisters were much more likely than
the others to be f;irly heavily in debt: 6.1 percent said their current
'indeﬁtedness was over $4,000.while almost one in six claimed debts of

over $2,000.

14,




~125~

Work Experiences

Most students work 4t some point while attending coilege,-and the
type of work they do, the location of that work, and the hours théy put
in may affect their persistence in celleze. For inftance, Astin (1975)
found that studeﬁts who work more than 20 hours a week are Iess likelyn\i
to persist. As Table 76 shows, about 55 percent of the total sample |
reported that they had»worked during the first two college years; the
range was from just over half of the- full-time per;isters to close to
two-thirds of the stopouts. Moreover, of thése students who worked,
the great majority worked less than 20 hours per week. Full-time
persisters tended to work the fewest number of houfs, and stopouts
the most. Accordingly, full-time persisters tended to earn the smallest
amount of money, whereas stopouts were the most likely to make $100 or
more per week.

According to Astin (1975), students who have on-campus jobs are
more likely to persist than those who work off campus. Our data show
that full-time persisters were the most likely of'the four groups to
work on campus, holding such typical students jobs as athletic assistant,
food service worker, library aide, research assis:tant, and tutor.
Stopouts were the most likely to work off-campus, usually in such
sePiskilled jobs as cashier/éheckerg driver, grounds or buildings main-
tenance worker, mech?nic, salesperson;,andbswitchboard bperator. Only
about one in four erratic persisters a;d withdrawals had on-campus jobs

during the first year, and only one in'five during the second year.

Generally, the kinds of jobs held by withdrawals were similar to those
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held by full-time persisters, and the kinds of jobs held*by erratic
persisters werewsimilaé to those held by stopouts,

Stopouts were least likely to say that their joBs were closely
related to their field of study and least likely to be very satisfied .
with their jobs, whereas about one in three fu%}-time persisters and
erratic persisters expressed great satisfactién with their jobs. Théy
éere also most likely to say they worked}at a job closely related to

their field of study. Withdrawals fell somewhere in the middle ﬁith

respect to job relatedness and job satisfaction.

Institutional Characteristics

Table 77 indicates the proportions of students entering different
kinds of institutions in fall 1975. Respondents from all groups
except withdrawals were most likely to have started at a four-year
college; two in three withdrawals had started at a two-year institu-
tion. Full-time persisters were far more likely than others to have @
entered.a university and less likgly to have entered a two-year college.
Moreover, three in ten full-time persisters, but only one in five

.

erratic persisters and stopouts and ‘16 pefcent of the withdrawals entered

private institutions. ’
The other institutional characteristics listed in the table are

to some extent related to type and conffol. Thus, since full-time

persisters were more likely than others to attend universities and private

institutions, they were also more likely to éttend very large schools

(enrollment size above 10,000), highly selective institutions, and

il -
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institutions with high tuition and fees. Conversely, withdrawals were

~”

4

overrepresented in the smaller, less selective, and less expensive

institutions, all of these characteristics being typical of the two-

year colleges, in which withdrawals were concentrated. Again, the

erratic persisters and the stopouts were somewhere between these two
extremes and closely resembled each other on these measures.

'The picture changes somewhat when we consider the sex composition
of the institution. Erratic persisters were somewhat more likeiy than
others to enroll in women's colleges, whereas the stépoutgﬁvere least
likeiy to do 8o. Withdrawals were the least likely to enter men's

colleges. 1In addition, the full-time persisters were most likely to

attend a college more than 500 miles from their homes, whereas the
| wi%hdrawdls and the stopouts were most likely to attend a college °

within 50 miles of their home.

' Reasons for Leaving School

Students may drop out of college, either temporarily or permanently,
for a variety of' reasons. Of the two criterion groups in our sample who N

had left school at some point, the withdrawals tended to check many more

|

reasons for doing so than did the stopouts (Table 78). The most common
reason for both groups was the need to reconsider goals and .interests.
The next most common reason among withdrawals was that they were tired’.
of "being studentsg; among stopouts, it was a change in‘career plans.
Generally, stopc its were more likely to say that they wanted to attend

{
a different kind of institution: a different-sized school, a less

14y ‘
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expensive school, a school with a better rating, or a school closer

. to home. Withdrawals, on the other hand, were much more likely to

LY

give reasons indicating that their leaving school was at least in part
,involuntary (family responsibilities, a poor academic record) or that.

their commitment to higher education per se was low (a good job offer,

"more education did not improve job'prospects," and "did not need further

¢

degree'"). In addition, about one in six withdrawals, but only 6.4 percent
of the stopouts, saidwthey had been unable to get the financial aid they
needed. . . ' .

Asked to indicate the single most important reason that they left

school, one in five withdrawals and about one in seven stopouts said

"

they wanted to reconsider their goals and interests, whereas 16 percent

of the stopouts but only‘5.3‘percent of t?e withdrawals mentioned changes’
in career plans. The reasons which seemuto differentiate the two groups
most clearly are ''good job offer" for the withdrawals and "dissatisfied

with the first school and "more eduéation did not improve job prospects”

¢

for the stopouts.

B3

The following is a summary of the demographic and background character-

istics, college experiences-and satisfactions, values and attitudes, finan-

cial situation and financial aid, and work experiences of the four groups

“

studied: full-time petsisters, erratic persisters, stopouts, and with-

<.

drawals. Also summarized are.the characteristics of the institutions

attended and the reasons given for leaving school by those who did so.
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Summary Y
3 e
/’ Demégraghic and Background Characteristics )
¢ Men were more likely to persist on a full-time basis than were ~

. r
: ‘women. : -

\5 Whites} blacks, American Indians, and Asian-Americans were much
~more likely to be full-time persisters than were Chicanos or
Puerto Ricans. Of those who did not persist full time, Asian-
Americans were far more likely to persist erratically while,
Chicanos and Puerto Ricans tended to withdraw from college. . .
’ 'e Sfudents who began college when they were‘l9 years old or "
younger were far more likely fo_bp~full—time persisters while
those who were 30 years old or moée tended to become erratic
persisters. i

e Protestants and Jews were overrepresented among the full-time

persisters while Roman Catholics were overrepresented among the

B

stopouts and withdrawals.
- @ Students who came fr%? high-income families or whose parents
were college graduates'weré qnderrepresentéd‘among the with=-
drawals, while the oppogsite is true for students who came from

' N

low~income families,or'whose parents did not attain a high level

9 ! . )
of education. . \
e TFull-time persisters were far more likely to feel that their high
school had prepared them wel. in mathematical skills, particularly

Y

when compared with the withdrawals. These two groups felt about

o " ‘ 14;)
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equally well prepared in reading and composition while those
whg felt very well prepared in this area were overrepresented

amohg.the stopouts and underrepresented among the erratic
Fewer than one in six withdrawals reported college grade-point

Students who attended collegeé which had no grading system were
markedly overrepresented among the stopouts and withdrawals.
Studegts who at the time of college entry aspiréd to an associate
degree were higﬁly overrepresentéd amoﬁg the withdrawals, while

those who aspired to a master's degree or more were underrepresented.

In both the first and second college years, full-time persisters
were far more likely than the others to live in college dormitories,
whereas erratic persisters, withdrawals, and especially stopouts
were far more likely to live with parents or relatives.

Full-time persisters were much more likely than others to parti-

r

< cipate in various college activities such as sports, student

. govermment, .and special-intérest clubs. Thus, they were more

Unusually large proportions of withdrawals said they felt bored -

much of the time and were not interested in their courses.

persisters.
.
averages of less than C.
°
°
College Experiences and Satisfactions T T
e
o
highly involved in.campﬁs life.
°
[

Stopouts were more likely to have trouble concentrating while

studying, to be uninterested in their courses, and to have

"failed at least one course.

15y
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Values and Attitudes

Overall, the most valued goals were ''becoming an authority in

%4 1

-]

my field," "helping others who are in difficulﬁy," "deﬁeloping
a meaningful philosopﬁy of life," and "raising a family."

o Withdrawals tended to cite unrealistically high goals sucﬁ as
winning recognition for special contributions to their field and
making a theoretical contribution to science.

e - The most common reasons for going to college were "to get a job
in my chosen field," "I always expected to go to college," and
"to learn more ébout things that interést me."

e Full-time persisters were more likely, and withdrawals less
likely, to cite preparation for graduate or professional school
as a reason for attending college.

® Full—time persisters had the most positive self—image as reflected
by their self-ratings; they were more likely than the others to
rate themselves above average on nine of the‘éeventeen personal

- traits. '

© The most frequently cited reason for making a career choice was
"interest in the field."

© Full-time persisters and erratic persisters were markedly more
likely than others to indicate that a chance to yse their
training or schooling was an important reason fgi their career
choiée;

o Extrinsic factors such as good pay and good fringe benefits were

relatively less important to the full-time persisters than to the

other criterion groups.
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Financial Situatidn and Financial Aid

©

The criterion groups differed very little with respect to the
proportibns expressing no concern over their financial situation.
However, withdrawals were more likely than others to éxpress
major concern.

There was little difference among the criterion groups in the
proportion of students who indicated that their pargnts were too
poor to help them finance their education. However, students who
felt that their parents}were unwilling to help wére overrepresented
in all groups except the full-time persisters, suggesting that
perceived psychological support from parents plays an important
role in encouraging persistence.

Fifty-eight percent of the students reported receiving some kind
of financial aid.

Withdrawals were more likely than others to receive financial
aid'aithough they got the smallest amounts.

Over twice as many full-time persisters as withdrawals received
over $4,000 in aid during their first year.

The majority of students received all their aid in the form of

The second mbst common form of aid was a small grant and a loan.
Withdrawals were more likely than other students to have an aid
package consisting of a loaﬁ and work-study.

ihree in five students received some financial support from their
parents, with full-time 'persisters most likely and withdrawals

least likely to get such help.

\
\
grants. .
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generally favorable experiences with financial aid.

|

© Full-time persisters and withdrawals were more likely to report
: © Full-time persisters reported being more heavily in debt than

| :

|

did the other groups.

Work Experiences

© About 55 percent of the students reported working while in
college; the range was from just over half of the full-time
persisters to close to two-thirds of the stopouts.

¢ The great majority of students worked less than 20 hours per
week.

© Full-time persisters worked the fewest hours and stopouts the
most.

¢ Full-time persisters were the most likely to work on campus.

¢ Full-time persisters and erratic persisters were relatively

more satisfied with their jobs than were stopouts and withdrawals.

s Institutional Characteristics
o Full;time persisters were far more likely than others to have
entered universities and less likely to have entered two-year
colleges;
o Withdrawals were far more likely to have entered two-year
colleges.

¢ TFull-time persisters were most likely and withdrawals least likely

to have entered private institutions.
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Reasons for Leaving School

e The most common reason given by both the withdrawals and the
stopouts for leaving school was the need to reconsider goals
and interests.

4

© The second most common reason, among the withdrawals, was that

they were tired of being.students; among stopouts, it was a

change in career plans.




TABLE 53

DISTRIBUTIONS BY SEX, RACE/ETHNICITY, AND AGE

AMONG. THE CRITERION gROUPS

(In Percentages )

Full-time 'Erratic _
Persisters Persisters  Stopouts Withdréyals
Total 63.9 12.0 5.0 " 19.0
Sex
Men 65.3 11.6 17.9
Women ’ 62.4 12.6 4.8 19.9
Race/Ethnicity
White 64.8 11.9 5.0 18.4
Black 60.2 13.2 5.7 21.0
American Indian 62.4 8.9 3.1 25.7
Asian-American 63.8 18.9 4.5 12.8
Chicano 39.2 12.0 5.9 42.9
Puerto Rican 51.6 11.6 4.5 32.3
16 or less 93.8 6.2 0 0
17 66.2 13.6 4.4 15.8
138 65.8 12.1 5.2 16.8
19 65.6 11.8 . 4.6 18.0
20 15.6 - 5.2 5.5 73.7
21 7.5 2.5 1.0 89.1
22 63.0 8.3 2.5 26.3
23-25 56.5 10.0 3.8 29.7
26-29 9 6 19.4 9.3 61.6
30 or above 23.6 56.0 0 20.4

3A11 numbers in the remaining tables in this chapter are in percentages,

unless otherwise indicated.
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TABLE 54

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF
THE CRITERION GROUPS

Full-time Erratic
Total Persisters Persisters Stopouts Withdrawals

Sex ,
Men 53.1  54.3 51.0 55.6 50.1
Women 46.9 45.7 49.0 44.4 49.9
Race/Ethnicity
" White 87.9 89.0 86.7 87.2 . 84.9
Black 8.1 7.6 8.9 9.1 8.9
American Indian 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.4 1.0
Asian-Americaa 1.1 1.1 1.8 1.0 0.8
Chicano 1.2 0.7 1.2 @ 1.4 2.7
Puerto Rican \ 1.0 0.8 1.0 0.9 1.7
Ag_e_ ' . ’ . ¢
16 or younger 0.2 0.3 0.1 0 0
17 3.5 3.6 .9 3.0 2.9
18 . 76.6 78.9 77.1 79.1 67.8
19 15.1 15.5 14.7 13.8 14.3
20 ‘ 1.9 0.5 0.8 2.1 7.5
21 0.8 0.1 0.2 0.2 3.7
22 " 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.5
23-25 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.6 1.2
26-29 ' 0.6 0.1 0.9 1.0 1.8
1.4 (. 0.3

30 or older 0.3 0.1




, ‘TABLE 55 ‘

RELICION AND POLITICAL ORIENTATION,
BY CRITERION GROUPS2

Full-time Erratic
Total Persisters Persisters Stopouts Withdrawals

«- Religion

i Protestant 41.4 43.2 42,2 39.1 35.3

i Roman Catholic 31.7 29.7 28.8 41.2 37.6
Jewish . 3.9 4.7 1.7 4.5 2.6

Other . 23.0 22.4 27.3 15.2 24.4

Political Orientation

Far left 1.4 1.3 1.5 2:0 1.6
Liberal 26.3  25.3 25.5 41.6 26.2
Middle-of-the-road 58.5 . 58.6" 62.3 4@.0 . 59.1 B
Conservative 13,2 14.4° 9.4 10.3 12.4
far right 0.5 0.4 1.3 0.2 0.6

Y

#The distribution of percentagés of the '"total" in these tables differs from

; the distribution in Chapter 3. Since these tables deal with.the persistence
variables, two groups--the associate degree persisters and those respondents whom
we were unable to classify into one of the criterion groups--were eliminated from

these analyses.
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TABLE 56

PARENTAL INCOME AND EDUCATION, BY CRITERION GROUP

NS

Full-time Erratic
Total Persisters Persisters Stopouts Withdrawals

Income
Less than $6,000 10.7 9.6 9.6 10.5 15.5
$6,001-10,000 11.6 11.2 9.3 9.3 14.9
$10,001~-15,000 26.5 24.6 31.3 30.2 - 28.8
$15,001-20,000. 16.8 17.2 12.8 22.0 16.9
$20,001-30,000 20.0 21.4 23.1 17.9 13.6
$30,001 or more 14,4 16.0 14.0 10.2 10.4
Father's Education
Grammar school or less 6.1 5.1 5.5 10.0 9.0
Some high school 12.7 11.0 14.4 14.5 16.6
High school graduate 29.9 29,2 24.1 36.0 34.2
Postsecondary schoql
other than college 3.6 4.0 3.9 2.7 2.2
Some college 13.2 13.1 12.6 14.0 13.8
' College degree 18.4 19.1 23.4 12.6 14.5
Some graduate school 2.7 3.4 2.7 0.8 1.0
Graduate degree 13.4 ., 15.2 13.4 9.3 8.7
Mother's Education
‘ . Grammar school or less 4.0 3.5 3.0 3.3 6.4
Some high school 10.8 9.3 13.5 9.6 14.6 . °
High school graduate 41.9 40.6 43.4 51.0 43.1
Postsecondary school .
other than eollege 6.6 6.6 9.2 10.0 4.0
Some college 15.0 15.1 13.3 10.9 16.8
College degree 14.4 16.6 10.8 9.7 10.7
Some graduate school 2.3 2.8 1.6 1.9 1.1
Graduate degree ' 5.0 5.5 5.3 3.7 3.4
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TABLE 57

ACADEMIC PREPARATION IN HIGH SCHOOL,2
BY CRITERION GROUP

- Full-time Erratic
High School Preparation in: Total Persisters Persisters Stopouts Withdrawals

Mathematical skills 31.7 35.0 30.0 35.0 20.5

Reading and composition 30.8‘ 31.8 ‘éé.s 37.7 30.1

Foreign languages 14.9  16.3 13.9 12.5 11.7

Science 34.0 34.5 . 31.3 32.6 34.7

. History, social sciences b39.4 39.9 35.9 42.4 39.2
Vocational skills 17.1. 13.9 .22.2 22.9 23.1

Musical and artistic skills  23.3 23.2 22.1 '20.4 24.8

 Study habits 19.2  20.6 17.1  26.3 13.9

'

3

aPercentage responding that high school had prepared them hvery‘well."




TABLEESS

HIGH SCHOOL GRADES AND ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES,

BY CRITERION GROUP

Full-time Erratic
Total Persisters Persisters Stopouts Withdrawals
High School Grades
A 9.0 10.9 7.9 4.5 4.4
A- 13.4 15.9 10.3 12.9 6.8
B+ 19.F 20.9 20.0 14.1 16.2
B 27.3 27.5 30.4 31.5 23.4
B- 15.3 13.4 16.4 11.2 22.1
C+ 9.0 7.3 7.6 15.9 13.8
C 6.4 3.9 7.4 10.0 13.3
D 0.1 0.1 0.2
SAT Scores
400-500 0.9 0.7 1.1 0.8 1.3
501-600 4.3 2.9 6.0 3.6 9.4
601-700 9.8 7.7 9.2 12.5 18.8
701-800 13.2 11.5 16.0 13.9 18.9
801-900 18.6 18.8 18.6 17.9 17.8
901-1000 18.4 19.1 19.4 24.4 13.0
1001-1100 15.8 16.9 15.4 14.0 11.7
1101-1200 .6 11.1 7.9 7.3 5.0
1201-1300 5.8 7.0 4.4 3.3 2.3
1301-1400 2.6 3.2 1.5 1.7 1.0
, 1401-1500 0.% 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.7
1501-1600 0.1 0.1 / 0 0.1

1 T,

b



COLLEGE GRADE AVERAGES, BY CRITERION GROUP,

TABLE 59

Full-time  Ertatic _

Grade Average Total Persisters Persisters Stopouts Withdrawals
A or At 6.2 6.4 5.2 9.1 5.4
A~ or B+ 20.2 21.8 16.8 9.9 119.8
B 2.6 26.2 27.0 19.8 18.7
B- or C+ 28.8 29.0 31.6 37.2 23.8
C 14.0 13.7 12.0 15.7 - 15.7°
C- or D+ 4.0 2.1 4.8 6.3 9.4
D 0.8 0.5 2.0 3. 1.3
Less than D 0.4 0.0 .3 , .2 1.7
Pass/satisfactory 0.4 0.1 .2 N 1.2
Fail/unsatisfacfory 0.1 0.0 .1 .0 0.7
Not applicable/no grading

0.5 0.1 .1 1.1 2.2

system in my institution




TABLE - 60

DEGREE PLANS AND INTENDED MAJORS IN 1975,

BY CRETERION GROUP

Full-time Erratic Stop- With-
Total Persisters Persisters outs drawals
' 2
Degree Plans
None C . 2.3 2.7 0.8 1.3 2.4
Associate (A.A. or equivalent) 9.3 5.1 12.3 13.7 20.4
Bachelor's degree (B.A., B.S., -
etc.) 38.9 39.3 39.2 37.2 37.8
Master's degree (M.A., M.S., ' .
etc.) . 26.4 28.4 26.9 27.4 18.8
~Ph.D. or Ed.D. , 8.0 9.0 6.0 5.9 ' 6.8
M.D., D.O0., D.D.S., or D.V.M. 5.9 7.1 6.0 2.6 2.6
LL.B. or J.B. (Law) 4.6 s 5.5 4.2 3.4 2.2 -
B.D. or M.Div. (Divinity) 0.7 0.5 0.2 4.9 0.4
Other 3.8 2.3 4.3 3.7 8.7

. Intendeh Major

Agriculture
Biological science
‘Business

Education
Engineering °’
English

Fine arts

Health professions

History and political science

Humanities

. Mathematics aﬁﬁ statistics

Physical sciences
-Social sciences

" ‘Other fields (technical)
Other fields (nontéchnical)

Undeadded
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TABLE 61 . E -

CAREER PLANS IN 1975 AND IN 1977, BY CRITERION GROﬁP

o

' . ) . Full-time Erratic .
Total Persisters =~ Persisters Stopouts Withdrawals

1975 1977 1975 1977 1975 1977 1975 1977 © 197% 1977

Artist/performer 5.5 5.5 4.8 5.1 6.5 9.0 6.6 4.4 7.1- 4.9
Business 15.4  20.9 15.7 22.2 17.6 18.3 8.9 20.5 14.8  1B8.3
Clergy or religious worker . 0.8 1.1 1.0 1.3 0.4 0.5 2.9 1.8 0.2 0.5
Doctor (M.D., D.D.S., etc.) 4.7 .7 5.7 3.3 4.1 3.0 3.1 1.7 2.2 0.4
Educator, college or
university 0.6 1.5 0.8 2.0 . 0.2 1.0 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.5
Educator, secondary or , :
elementary 6.7 10.0 7.4 - 12.9 4.2 6.2 7.6 6.9 5.5 3.6
Engineer 6.1 6.1 6.6 6.1 6.2 5.6 e 7.6 7.2 4,2 5.8
Farmer, forester 3.6 1.9 3.9 2.0 3.2 0.6 2.2 1.5 3.5 2.7
' Health professional 8.5 5.8 9.3 5.6 7.0 7.9 6.0 9.8 7.8 4.0
Lawyer 4.1 2.8 4.9 3.6 3.7 2.1 2.7 1.4 2.4 1.0
Nurse . 5.4 4.2 4.2 4.1 13.2 7.7 4.6 3.3 4.5 2.5
Research scientist 2.1 2.6 ‘2.5 3.3 0.9 1.2 . 1.3 1.7 1.4 .6
Other "24.2 23,2 20.9 19.2 20.6 21.6 34.3 24.6  35.2 37.2
Undecided 12.1 11.7 12.3 9.3 12.3  15.4 11.8 14.7 - 11.1 17.0
. /N
160 _ ‘




TABLE 62

COLLEGE RESIDENCE, BY CRITERION GROUP

Full-time Erratic ,
Total Persisters Persisters Stopouts Withdrawals «»
: 1975- 1976- 1975- 1976-  1975- 1976- 1975- 1976- 1975~ 1976-
Residence 1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 .
With parents or relatives .

(not including spouse) 37.1 38.1 31.8 30.0 43.5  47.9 55.1 69.8 46.2 51.1
With spouse 0.9 3.0 0.3 1.1 0.9 3.9 2.5 2.7 2.4 8.8
Private home, apartment,

or room ' A 8.3 16.3 6.9 16.0 9.3 17.6 . 6.2 15.4 13.1  16.7
College dormitory , 50.3 35.4 58.3 45.6 40.7 20.4 28.2 8.8 35.1 17.1
Fraternity or sorority :

" house 0.7 2.3 0.8 2.9 0.9 .1.9 0.1 0.6 0.3 0.8
Other campus student

housing : 2.0 3.5 1.7 3.9 4.6 5.7 1.5 1.1 1.5 1.3

Other o 0.8 1.5 0.3 0.5 0 2.6 6.4 1.6 1.4 4.0

16
’ 165

vy~
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TABLE 63
:>§\ COLLEGE EXPERIENCES, BY CRITERION GROUP
A
A
Full-time Erratic Stop- With-

Experience : Total Persisters Persisters outs drawals
Had trouble concentrating while

studying 43.5 41.8 46.8 56.4 45.5
Felt bored much of the time 19.1 14.7 18.1 26.1 32.7
Felt lonely much of the time 17.5 15.9 19.3 20.8 20.7
Wasn't very interested in any '

of my courses 10.8 6.9 11.8 26.3 19.2
Couldn't adjust the program of :

study to fit my own academic

and professional interests 11.3 7.9 11.2 18.7 21.0
Changed major field - m— 8.7 30.0 35.9 42.1 16.3
Received a lot of encouragement ' :

from my family to stay in school 45,9 45.4 50.6 43.8 45.4
Received a lot of encouragement - ,

from my friends to stay in school 26.3 27.2 29.5 21.1 22.7
Changed career choice » 24,7 23.6 35.5 44,2 16.6
Failed one or more courses 20.3 18.3 _ 22.5 29.1 23.1
Considered dropping out but didn't 19.1 20.2 25.2 18.2 11.8
Participated in a play or entered ,

an art competition 8.0 8.4 10.0 520 6.1
Participated in intercollegiate

or intramural sports - 42.0 48.6 36.8 35.9 24.8
Worked on the school paper, year-

book, or literary magazine 8.1 8.2 ’ 10.7 2.9 7.8
Was elected to a scholastic .

honor society ©10.3 11.6 10.4 3.3 7.8
Participated in student government 9.5 11.2 . 10.3 4.8 4.6
Joined a social fraternity, ' . .

sororityv, or club 25.1 27.5 25.1 18.2 18.6
Participated in subject-matter or .

special-interest clubs 22.3 25.8 22.9 9.9 13.5
Participated in student religious :

organization 11.3 12.9 12.7 9.1 5.8
Was a guest in a teacher's or * - :

administrator's home 23.2 27.0 22.3 11.3 13.8
Called a teacher or an administrator .

by his or her first name 46.5 50.3 45.9 42.0 35.4
Studied with other students 76.0 81.4 76.5 55.9 62.9
Tutored another student . 25.6 29.0 25.1 22.3 15.6
Voted in a student election 57.7 63.8 53.5 41.5 44.0
Sang in a choir or glee club or

played in a school band/orchestra 9.3 11.3 7.3 4.6 4.8

16



(Table 63 continued)

Full-time
' Experience ’ Persisters

Erratic
Persisters

Stop-
outs

Participated in organized student
demonstrations

During the last year I had at least
two courses in my chosen field
of study

It is very important to me to
complete my original degree plans

I was in Upward Bound, Educational
Opportunity Program, or Talent
Search

Received pressure from parents or
friends to stay in school




TABLE 64

SATISFACTION WITH COLLEGE SERVICES,
BY CRITERION GROUPZ

Full-time Erratic
Total Persisters Persisters Stopouts Withdrawals

Orientation for new

students ‘ - 74.5 76.1 73.1 67.3 71.6
Registration 63.2 63.5 57.9 54.3 67.9
Distribution of grade '

reports 85.9 86.5 84.3 80.3 86.4
Distribution of

transcripts 79.3 80.7 74.5 79.4 77.8
Financial aid 48.9 48.1 46.3 32.3 57.0
Academic advisement 55.9 57.8 55.3 47.3 51.7
Career counseling 51.0 55.2 44.1 49.5 42.9
Personal counseling 59.6 62.6 55.1 52.5 55.4
Tutoring or remedial

program . 72.2 74.5 61.6 78.4 71.3
Child care facilities 67.7 73.9 52.0 68.7 60.1
Health services . 70.6 69.7 64.8 80.5 76.4
Job placement 58.3 65.5 51.4 40.1 44,0
Campus security 69.3 68.9 60.8 . 70.5 76.7
On-campus housing 67.2 67.5 69.8 60.0 65.6
Parking service 37.5 31.9 41.4 34.4 55.0
Financial aid advice 53.3 50.6 51.8 38.8 65.7
Extracurricular

activities 84.5 85.9 85.8 75.7. 80.4
Social life (dating, - '

parties, etc.) 78.8 79.9 80.7 70.7 75.5
Course work 85.0 88.8 85.8 75.6 73.2
Reading and study skills

lab 78.5 82.5 69.2 73.0 74.9
Special instructional

media 76.9 82.3 74.6 56.9 68.3
Independent study 80.9 86.4 78.8 64.1 71.9
Honors program 78.7 81.4 80.9 69.8 71.2
Cooperative work '

program 73.4 76.9 69.8 58.1 70.3 ¢
Assistance in finding .

housing 55.1 = 54.0 -~ 63.4 42.8 56.0
Assistance in finding ~

part-time work . 50.8 52.5 44.3 56.8 46.8
Ethnic studies 67.4 68.8 63.3 78.1 63.5
Women's studies 66.6 67.2 62.4 75.0 64.8

aPercentage responding that they were '"satisfied" with the service. Ns
for each item based on those students who found the particular item applicable
to themselves and indicated either satisfaction or dissatisfaction with it. The
majority of studéents indicated ''mot applicable'" for child care and the last
eight items, so the percentages for these items are based on small Ns.

-

e e
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TABLE 65

LIFE GOALS IN 1975, BY CRITERION GROUP®

Full-time Erratic Stop- With-
Life Goal~ Total Persisters Persisters outs drawals

Becoming accomplished in one of
the performing arts (acting,
dancing, etc.) 10.3 11.1 9.3 7.9 9.1

Becoming an authority in my field 72.3 73.2 70.7 67.1 71.7

Obtaining recognition from my
colleagues for contributions

to my special field 44.1 44.1 41.0 36.0 47.8
Influencing the political ' )
structure : 12.6 13.2 12.5 9.5 11.7
Influencing social values 28.3 29.2 26.2 19.3 29.2
Raising a family - 57.8 59.7 58.9 54.3 51.8
, 2
Having administrative respon- "

. _ sibility for the work of others 29.9 32.0 22.6 24,2 29.1
Being very well off financially 46.3 47.5 38.1 49.9 46.6
Helping others who are in

difficulty 68.2 67.1 69.5 72.6 70.2
Making a theoretical contribution '

to science 7 13.5 13.2 8.8 13.3 17.3
Writing original works (poems, ’

novels, short stories, etc.) 11.9 11.6 13.5 10.1 12.7 .
Creating artistic work (painting,

sculpture, decorating, etc.) - 13.0 11.6 15.5 12.5 16.3
Being successful in a business -

of my own 40.6 39.8 41.7 31.7 45.2
Becoming involved in programs to : '

clean up the environment 25.2 25.6 23.3 2318 25.3
Developing a meaningful philo- A

sophy of life o 65.9 68.2 60.0 61.5 63.2
Participating in a community

action program 28.7 - 30.3 26.0 18.4 27.7
Keeping up to date with politi- ,

cal affairs 39.1 41.6 - 31.8 30.2 37.9

3percentage indicating that goal was ''very important" or "essential" to them.

16y
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TABLE 66

REASONS GIVEN IN 1977 FOR ATTENDING COLLEGE,
BY CRITERION GROUP

Full-time Erratic

Reason : Total Persisters Persisters Stopouts Withdrawals
I always expected to

.to to college 71.6 73.9 72.0 65.1 65.4
My parents or family '

wanted me to go to

college } 59.3 60.6 61.6 54.1 54.7
To contribute more to my

community 20.6 21.9 16.7 22.2 18.0
To get a job 62.3 63.2 ° 66.8 56.0 58.0
To make more money 60.5 59.7 - 64.1 73.1 57.6-
To get a jop in my chosen

field ) 73.5 74.6 74.5 73.2 69.5
To obtain financial aid 2.8 3.0 ° 1.9 2.9 3.0
To gain a general educa-

tion and appreciation

of ideas 54.7 55.5 45.3 58.8 56.8
To learn more about

things that interest me 68.0 68.0 68.1 64.6 68.8
To prepare myself for ST .

graduate or professional )

school 29.8 33.8 29.6 27.1 17.5
To meet new and interesting .

people 52.5 54.6 45.5 48.2 51.3
All my friends went to

college 10.0 10.6 10.8 6.8 8.2
There was nothing better

to do 8.2 7.0 10.4 5.8 11.4 -
Could not find a job 2.3 1.5 3.0 4.4 4.0
I participated in special

programs (Upward Bound,

Talent Search, Educa-

tional Opportunity °

Program) 2.3 1.9 1.9 3.3 3.5
My teachers and counselors

encouraged me to go 32.9 33.3 31.3 27.9 33.8

Ly
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TABLE 67

-

SELF-RATINGS IN 1977, BY CRITERION GrouP?

Fuil-time Erratic

Trait Total Persisters Persisters Stopouts Withdrawals
Academic ability 43.3 46.5 44,8 ® 35.3 33.9
Motivation to achieve 48.2 52.2 41.8 38.2 41.4
Leadership ability 35.4 37.7 ' 28.7 30.1 32.8
Mathematical ability 30.0 32.6 27.0, 30.5 23.1
Mechanical ability 26.6  23.9 28.3 26.9 34.7
Originality s 32.5 34.0 29.6 - 31.5 29.4
Popularity 260 25.4 21.5  25.3 20.6
Popularity with tﬁe

opposite sex 23.6 24.1 24,2 23.4 21.3
Self-confidence (social) 27.5 29.2 28.1 19.3 23.5
Self-confidence ,

(intellectual) 32.2 34.2 27.1 23.0 31.0
Understanding of others 58.3 58.6 . 60.8 55.3 56.5
Writing ability 29.6 29.3 27.0 27.5 32.8
Artistic ability . 18.9 17.7 18.4 18.2 23.5
Public speaking 4 h » V

ability 18:9 20.6 17.0 16.6 15.3
Athletic ability 29.6 31.1 26.9 ¢ 27.2 26.8
Physical attractiveness 23.4 24,4 27.7 22.7 17.4
Determination 59.8 62.8 : 61.1 48.5 52.0

aPercentage indicating they were "above average' on trait, compared with
the average person of their own age. .
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TABLE 68

REASONS GIVEN IN 1977 FOR CAREER CHOICE,
BY CRITERION GROUP2Z

Full-time Erratic Stop- With=-
~Reason Total Persisters Persisters outs drawals

Job openings are generally

available 58.0 56.5 61.5 51.1 62.4
Rapid career advancement is . '

possible 42.6 39.1 44.1 42.2 53.8
Good pay 58.7 54.5 60.1 68.0 70.0
It's a well-respected or presti- ‘

glous occupation 35.7 36.1 37.5 31.0 34.4
It provides a great deal of ' '

autonomy 24.8 25.9 24.1 20.5 22.8
Chance for steady progress 50.7 48.6 57.3 46.8 54.6
Chance for originality 46.2 46.5 42.6 45.4 48.0
Can make an important contribu- :

tion to society 46.1 49.2 37.5 38.8  43.1
Can avoid pressure 17.0 15.3 17.4 19.9 21.9
Can work with ideas 51.9 52.9 52.1 45,4 49.8
Can be helpful to others 62.4 64.3 62.0 51.5. 59.3
Have leadership opportunities 39.9 41.4 35.8 38.4 37.7
Able to work with people I 1like 58.3 58.6 61.1 53.0 56.7

- Interest in the field 90.5 92.4 92.2 84.7 84.4

Enjoyed my past experience in

this oeccupation 50.7 50.6 55.0 51.7 48.0
No more out-of-school training

required 7.1 6.7 4.8 5.9 1C.0
Good fringe benefits 33.9 30.2 37.2 38.4 43.3
Chance to use my training or ) :

schooling 67.1 70.9 72.3 57.1 53.2
Able to work in good physical

environment - 55.6 56.2 56.3 49,7 54.9
Chance to learn new skills 55.3 54.5 56.8 46.0 59.7
Job security 57.7 57.5 60.6 62.9 55.4

It isn't too difficult to
prepare for 6.9 6.0 6.8 3.7 10.7
The preparation does not involve ’
too many years of education

beyond high school 8.1 6.0 7.8 5.6 16.3
I can get into a program that :
does not cost too much 9.0 6.6 9.6 11.1 l16.1 ,

a
Percentage indicating the reason was ''very important.!

e ~ e
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TABLE 69

CONCERN ABOUT FINANCING COLLEGE, -
BY CRITERION GRCOUP

s,

Full-time Erratic

Dégree of Concern ) Total Persisters Persisters Stopouts Withdrawals
None : 37.1 . 36.1 .  39.5 36.9 39.4
Some | 48.3  51.1 47.1 47.2 139.9
Major 14.6 12.8 - 13.5 16.3 20.7




' TABLE 70 - \

DESCRIPTORS OF FINANCIAL SITUATION, BY
CRITERION GROUP

Full-time  Erratic -Stop- With-
Total Persisters Persisters outs drawals

t

Major expenses or debts 39.4 40.1 35.6 46.4 37.5
Contribute to the support of

parents 9.6 7.7 11.0 13.9 13.9
Parents have a low income and

cannot help with college expenses 23.2 22.5 : 23.3 22.5 25.9
Parents not willing to help.

pay college expenses 9.0 6.7 - 15.9 13.6 11.4
Head of household/single parent 5.0 3.7 5.8 6.0 8.8

17




TABLE 7%

MMOUNT OF STUDENT FINANCIAL AID IN
1975-76, BY CRITERION GROUPZ

Full-time Erratic Stop- With-

Amount of Aid Total Persisters Persisters outs drawals

Have financial aid 58.3% 58.87 54.,9% 47.2% 62.9%
Average amount of aid received $15%0 $1721 $1357 $1348 $1336
Al1 Aid
$1-300
$301-600
$601-1000
$1001-2000
$2001-3000
$3000-4000
$4001 and above
Grants '
' $1-300 23.5 21.7 35.7 29.2  21.3
$301-600 6.8 5.0 8.6 . 13.2 10.4
$601-1000 ) 22.9 19.9 18.5 19.2 36.5
. $1001-2000 28.5 31.2 24.3 26.6 - 22.0
J $2001-3000 11.4 13.3 9.4 9.1 7.1
\ $3001 and above 6.9 9.0 3.4 2.6 2.6 .
\ Loaﬁs
$1-300 25.1 25.5 22.7 29.3 22.6
$301-600 0.5 0.5 0 0 0.5
' $601-1000 29.2 27.7 28.4 24.2 36.0 ;
\ $1001-2000 ‘ 35.1 35.4 44.0 35.3 .30.6
$2001-3000 9.5 10.1 4.9 10.7 9.8
. 83001 and above 0.7 0.9 0 0.4 0.5
\. Work—stuax ]
$1-600 54.3 52.0 42.5 69.6 68.8
$601-1000 38.7 40.9 51.8 26.5 23,2
. $1001 and above 6.9 7.1 5.7 3.9 7.9

1

aPercentages based on students having each type of aid.
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L

,iTable 71 continued) ‘ i

AMOUNT OF STUDENT FINANCIAL AID IN
1976-77, BY CRITERION GROUP2

/
Full-time Erratig’ * Stop- With-
Amount of Aid - Total Persisters PersistErs outs drawals
Have financial aid 56.5%" 56,4% 49{;2 47.2%  66.8%
Average amount of aid received $1640 5 $1778 $l£26 $1077 $1286
All Aid "‘“
$1-300 : , "17.1% 14.1% 24.7% 38.8% 18.97%
$30lr600 5.9 4.2 2.4 4.1 12.7
$601~1000 . 15.9 15.2 22.3 " 17.5 15.9
) -$1001~2000 33.6 33.9 31.3 21.4 34.8
. $2001-3000 15.2 18.0 13.1 14.6 9.0
$3001-4000 i 6.4 7.3 2.8 1.9 5.9
$4801 and above - 5.8 7.3 3.4 1.7 2.8
Grants '
$1-300 : 23.3 20.1 35.8 42.3 25.4
$301~600 7.0 5.0 2.8 = 5.0 13.9
$601-1000 20.8 21.8 18.0 19.6 20.5
$1001~2000 30.0 30.2 28.4 25.0 28.7
$2001-3000 12.2 14.1 11.2 6.6 8.5
$3001 and above 6.6 8.7 3.7 1.7 3.0
Loans »
4 $1~-300 21.6 18.6 21.1 21.7 29.9
“ ‘ $30176OO 1.2 0.3 11.6 0 0.1
$601~1000 . 28.6 28.7 33.0 38.6 24.5
$1001-2000 ~ . 36.1 38.0 26.5 29.6 36.7
$2001—3009 ' ., ’ 11.5 13.3 6.0 9.4 8.3
$3001 and above ' 0.9 0.1 . i 1.8 0.7 0.6
. i
Work-study
$1-600 ' . 50.8 " 50.7 35.4 63.8 56.5
$601-1000 39.4 41.4 ’ 41.8 35.4 31.8
$1001 and above . 9.8 7.9 22.8 0.8 11.7
aPercentages based on students having each type of aid.
. Q ; N 176
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TABLL 72

FORMS OF FINANCIAL AID,
BY CRITERION GROUP

?ull—time + Erratic Stop- With-»
° Total Persisters Persisters outs drawals -
Financial'Aid . p
Have financial aid 1975-1976 58.3 '58.8 - 54.9 47.2 62.9
Have financial aid 1976-1977 56.5  56.4 49.5  47.2  66.8
Form of Financial Aid°
1975-76 : . -
Grant only - ‘* 53.5 52.1 S4. 57.4  57.2
Laan only. 7.5 7.8 5.6 5 7.
Work-study only 2.5 2. 2.6 0.7 3.
'Lange grant and loan and .
work-study . 1.8 - 2.2 1.2 1.4 0.9
Small grant and léan anq ' . ’
work-study 6.6 . 6.6 7.4 .8 6.4
Large grant and loan 4.6 ,5.3‘ .2 .9 2.5
Small grant and loan 14.0 14.2, .13.0 17.4  13.
Large grant and work-study 3.3 3.4 .8 .5 \1.9
Small grant and work-study 5.4 5.2 9 .7 6.2
Loan and work—étudy ‘ '019\ 6.8 0.2 .7 1.5
197677 . -
Crant only 51.3 49,1 50.6 69.9 57.0
Loan only . 7.9 7.4 10.4. 5 8.
Work-study only 1 3.9 | 3.6 ", 6.5 0:2 4.
Large grant and loan and
work-study 1.6 - I.9 1.0 1.3 1.0
Small grant and loan and : o
work-study 7.0 " 7.5 .5 2.4 £.1
Large grant and loan 4.1 4.7)0 . 3.0 'lfS 2.8
Small grant and loan 12.4  ~ 13.4 - 11.4 - 13.8 7.9
Large grant and work-study 3.7 4.6 2.8 0.7 - i:i
Small grant and work-study 6.8 6.5, 10.8 i.s° 6.8
Loan and work-study 1.4 1.3 0.4 0.3, 3.1

'

o
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TABLE 73

TYPE OF FINANCIAL AID,
BY CRITERION GROUPZ

Full-time Erratic Stop- With-
Total Persisters Persisters outs drawals

1975-1976

Parental contribution 60.5 64.2 55.0 57.3 51.9
Tuition waiver 13.0 11.7 19.9 20.9 11.4
BEOG , 41.5 38.5 38.4 35.0 54.7
SEOG 8.0 9.2 6.4 3.2 6.0
State scholarship or grant 29.1 30.8 25.1 21.3 27.3
. Local or private scholarship 26.0 29.0 21.1 28.6 18.3
Vocational grant- 2.0 1.7 4.6 0.8 ° 1.5
Other grant / 9.1 9.0 13.0 9.3 7.2
FISL or GSLP . 9.1 8.9 7.4 12.7 10.1
NDSL 21.0 23.0 19.2 19.0 16.0
Other loan a 7.5 7.5 6.8 9.7 7.3
College Work-Study 20.4 20.6 23.0 11.8 '19.9
GI benefits ° 4.5 5.0 3.9 2.4 3.8

Social Security Dependents
benefits 14.4 17.3 8.2 12.4 8.6

1976-1977

Parental contribution 60.8 63.2 59.4 54.3 52.4
Tuition waiver ' 12.4 11.4 22.8 9.3 10.6
. BEOG 39.5 38.9 32.8 35.9 47.9
SEOG 8.2 9.4 4.9 °3.3 6.3
State scholarship or grant 28.9 30.2 16.7 33.9 30.0
Local or private scholarship 18.8 21.2 10.7 16.7 13.4
Vocational grant 1.5 1.5 2.2 1.1 1.1
Other grant 8.9 8.9 10.4 9.2 7.8
FISL or GSLP 9.8 9.8 6.7 9.5 12.1
NDSL ' 18.6 20.6 14.1 13.8 13.7
Other loan - 8.3 8.0 13.4 5.6 6.7
. College Work-Study 24.4 25.4 24,6 6.3 24,2
GI benefits .- 5.0 5.4 3.9 3.5 4.4

Social Security Dependents
benefits 16.4 3 8.6 12.7 8.8

19.

aPercentages based on students with financial aid.

)
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TABLE 74

EXPERIENCES WITH FINANCIAL AID,
BY CRITERION GROUP?

Full-time Erratic
Total Persisters Persisters Stopouts Withdrawals

Lost aid because dropped

out .'5.9 0.3 10.1 7.8 21.9
Parents not complete ‘ :

financial statement 6.9 7.2 6.0 10.6 5.6
Didn't think eligible for

g financial aid 16.0 17.7 14.4 22.9 9.7

Grades too low 2.2 1.7 2.3 4.6 3.3
Income status tco high 23.4 25.0 20.8 28.8 18.0
Ald enabled me to attend :

school 45.7 © 45,7 38.1 46.1 50.1

Could not get aid
because enrolled part-

time 1.3 0.4 6.4 0.6 1.4
Financia(ly independent ’ '

of parents 12.8 11.7 15.1 16.8 14.0
Not apply in time 4.3 4.6 4.7 5.9 2.5
Not apply for finmancial

aid 9.2 9.4 11.6 14.7 5.7
Financial aid forms too

long 2.4 2.4 2.8 2.7 2.0
Experiences generally

favorable 40.2 42,2 34.2 26.9 40.6
Didn't know about \

financial aid options 5.6 5.5 4.7 5.8 6.4
Turned down for financial .

aid . 20.3 21.3 22.9 18.6 15.7
Couldn't get type of aid

I wanted 9.4 10.6 6.4 9.8 7.2
Didn't want to get further

into debt 7.0 5.5 6.0 10.3 11.9
Different aid would have

been better for me 4.8 5.2 3.5 v.2 4.6
Parents didn't want to

pay more 5.8 5.6 5.8 7.4 6.0
Experience has been

generally unfavorable 18.7 19.7 18.0 33.5 11.8

aPercentages based on students with financial aid.

o, 173
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TABLE 75

LOAN INDEBTEDNESS, BY CRITERION GROUP

Full-time Erratic Stop~ With
Total Persisters Persisters outs drawals

Amount of Loan Indebtedness
Already Incurred

65.

None 63.6  63.5 67.0 3 6l.2
Less than $500 5.T 4.1 4.7 13.4 6.8
$500-1000 ‘ 6.1 5.5 7.9 4.1 7.8
$1001-2000 10.3 10.3 9.0 8.4 11.5
$2001-4000 10.2 10.6 9.0 7.7 10.6
$4001-6000 3.7 4.9 1.6 0.8 2.0
$6001-8000 0.7 0.9 0.5 0.2 0.1
" $8001-10,000 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0
$10,001 or more 0.1 0.2 0 0 0.1
Maximum Amount of Loan
Indebtedness Willing to Incur
None 38.1 39.7 32.1 38.4 36.3
Less than $500 4.8 4.9 6.7 4.5 3.5
$500-1000 7.3 5.6 11.2 12.2 9.6
$1001-2000 9.9 9.8 8.5 15.0 9.6
$2001-4000 15.4 15.4 15.5 14.9 15.4
* $4001;§000 10.7 11.2 12.5 8.6 8.3
$6001=8000 4.8 5.9 3.1 3.0 2.6
$8001-10,000 3.4 3.3 1.9 1.0 5.7
$10,001 or more 5.5 4.3 8.4 2.4 9.1
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TABLE 76

WORK EXPERIENCES, BY CRITERION GROUP

Full-time Erratic Stop- With-
Total Persisters Persisters outs drawals

Worked 54.7 52.7 57.5 66.0 56.6

" Number of Hours Worked?

" 1-5 hours 10.2 12.0 4.6 7.2 9.5
6-10 hours 19.0 22.0° 17.0 7.4 14.6
11-15 hours ’ 19.0 20.9 21.3 9.9 14.4
16-20 hours 22.8 21.4 25.7 30.6 23.0
21-30 hours 19.1 18.3 15.1 16.5 24.8
31-40 hours ) 8.5 4.9 13.4 23.5 11.9
41 hours or more 1.4 0.6 3.0 4.9 1.8

Amount Earned Per Week
$1-49 , " 56.9 64.1- 46.5 32.1 48.4
$50-74 23.9 21.2 . 26.5 35.7 27.0
$75-99 12.4 10.0 14.4 9.7 19.6 .
$100-149 : 5.1 4.0 7.1 17.6 3.5
$150 or more 1.7 0.7 ‘5.5 4.8 1.5

Work Location ' ’
1975-76: On campus 32.1 37.6 . 25.6 10.6 24,7

Off campus 67.9 62.4 74.4 89.4 75.3
1976-77: On campus 32.4 39.4 21.7 6.3 21.6
Of f campus 67.6 60.6 78.3 93.7 78.4

Type of Work
Athletic assistant 4.1 5.0 3.4 2.4 2.5
Banking (teller, etc.) . 1.8 1.4 1.9 0.9 3.0
Cashier/checker ’ 19.1 17.7 22.0 24.5 20.1.
Child care 4.5 4.9 3.1 3.8 4.3
Clerical/secretarial 17.3 18.2 20.0 212.4 14.2
Driver (delivery, chauffeur) 5.8 5.6 3.2 21.6 3.1
Food service worker (food prepa-

ration, waiting tables, busing,

washing dishes) -, 25.5 26.6 20.5 15.6 28.3
Government or judicilary aide 1.2 1.4 1.3 0.6 1.0
Grounds or building maintenance’

(including security) 7.4 7.8 7.5 14,1 - 3.9
Housework 2.9 3.2 2.2 1.4 3.3
Lab work or technician 5.6 5.0 8.8 J—4.9
Library aide 5.3 6.5 3.3 2.3 3.6

(continued on next page) ; ,///J/
1 aPercentages based on students who worked while in school.
Q : .
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(Table 76 continued)

Full-time Erratic Stop- With-
Total Persisters Persisters outs drawals

(Type of Work - continued)

Mechanic 3.2 2.6 3.6 12.2 2.2°
Musician 2.0 2.3. 1.3 1.8 1.5
Research assistant 1.7 2.2 1.5 0.3 0.7

Sales 13.1 13.0 12.4 17.8 12.4 .
Social or community aide .

(include hospital work) 5.5 6.1 2.4 6.8 5.2
Switchboard operator 1.8 1.8 1.4 3.1 1.4
Teaching or tutoring 5.9 7.6 3.2 5.9 2.6
Other semiskilled and unskilled '

(factory worker, laborer,

usher, painter) 23.7 23.7 29.8 27.3 18.7

Relatedness of Work to
Field of Study
Closely related 14.1 14.7 16.3 10.7 11.7
. Somewhat related 21.7 20.5 26.8 29.6 19.8
Not related 64.2 _64.7 56,8 59.7 68.4
3
Job Satisfaction
Very satisfied 30.1 32.9 35.9 14.7 22.3
Somewhat satisfied 39.0 39.4 38.8 . 39.2 37.6
No opinion 13.9 12.2- 11.7 28.3 16.0
Somewhat dissatisfied 10.5 11.5 8.6 10.7 8.7
Very dissatisfied 6.5 .1 5.0 7.1 15.4
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TABLE 77
INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS, BY CRITERION GROUP
Full-time Erratic Stop With-
Total Persisters Persisters outs drawals
Type .
University 20.4 25.7 15.6 12.5 7
Four~year college 46.9: 48.4 40.3 42.8 26.6
Two-year college 32.7 25.8 44.1 44.7 65.9
Control
Public 74.8 70.7 79.2 80.8 84.5
Private e 25.2 29.3 20.8 19.2 15.5
Size ‘
Less than 250 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.8 0.4
250-500 3.8 3.0 2.7 0.9 7.8
501-1000 10.1 10.7 11.2 8.3 7.6
1001-1500 _ 4.9 4.0 3.1 3.5 9.7
1501-2000 12.6 11.1 11.2 12.7 18.7
2001-5000 27.0 25.5 32.4 21.2 30.2
5001-10,000 20.2 20.8 19.0 35.5 15.2
10,001-20,000 18.9 22.0 18.5 14.5 9.7
20,001 .and above 2.2 2.7 1.8 2.7 ° 0.8
Selectivity (SAT Verbal and Math)
Less than 775 . 3.8 3.1 4.2 4.1 5.6
775-850 : 25.6 18.3 31.9 37.9 43.0
851-925 : 21.9 20.9 23.5 16.4 25.8
926-1000 20.3 23.3 15.9 16.2 14.2
1001-1075 11.5 13.7 . 9.4 12.3 5.0 £
1076~-1150 9.4 11.3 9.1 7.3 3.9 &#
1151-1225 3.9 5.1 2.8 2.8 0.8
1226-1300 2.5 3.2 1.8 2.4 0.8
1301 and above 1.0 1.1 1.3 0.5 0.8
Tuition and Fees
. $1-250 8.5 5.7 7.0 9.2 19.1
$251-500 12.3 10.6 14.6 14.2 16.3
$501-750 38.1 ©37.3 45.3 42,2 35.2
$751-1000 13.3 14.7 10.3 10.7 10.9
$1001-1500 » 6.8 7.2 4.3 3.1 8.0
$1501-2000 3.4 3.9 1.9 4.8 2.2
$2001—3000 11.8 13.7, 11.0 10.0 5.8
$3001 and’ above . 5.8 6.8 5.6 5.9 2.4
(continued on next page)




(Table 77 continued)

Full-time Erratic Stop- With-.
Total Persisters Persisters outs drawals

Percentage of Women in Student Body

0 0.8 0.9 1.1 1.0 0.3
1-9% 3.5 3.8 4.7 4.7 1.5
10-247% 4.7 5.6 1.8 3.3 4:2 s
25-447 , 45.6 42.3 46.9 38.6 57.5
45-547% “ ’ 38.4 39.5 37.8 48.0  32.6
55-747 b 3.1 3.7 2.8 1.9 1.6
75-90% 0.8 1.1 0.3 0.4 0.4
91-99% 2.1 2.3 3.2 1.8 0.9
1007 1.0 1.0 1.4 0.3 6.9
" Distance from Home

10 miles or less 21.9 20.4 22.7 31.4 25.0
11-20 miles 8.9 8.1 10.5 7.6 11.5
21-50 miles 15.7 15.1 14.1 13.1 20.8
51-100 miles 15.8 16.4 13.5 16.6 14.7
101-200 miles 17.7 17.9 20.8- 15.6 15.4
201-500 miles 13.4 14.8 12.1 11.6 8.5
501-750 miles 2.9 3.2 2.0 2.4 2.1
751 miles and above 3.7 4.1 4,2 1.7 2.1

ot

184 .-
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TABLE 78

REASONS GIVEN BY STOPOUTS AND
WITHDRAWALS FOR LEAVING COLLEGE?

Reason ‘ Stopouts Withdrawals

18.
12.
17.
16.

7.
11.

8.
12.
12.
23.

3.
12.
34,
24,

30.
21,

6.

Completed program 5.
Family responsibilities
Good job offer : 5.
Better social life . 13.
Go to different sized school 11.
Be farther from home o . 9.
Be closer to home 10.
Move to different location 6.
Go to school with better rating - 16.
Didn't do as well academically 11.
Relatives discouraged me ‘
Did not need further degree 1.
Reconsidered goals 26.
Changed career plans : 22,
Tired of being student 5.
Dissatisfied with first school 18.
Wanted less expensive school
Financial situatibn improved
16.
24,

Unable to get aid I needed

S BN PN ULW RN Y N HE DN LYY
N W NN 000 O 1 L B @ W H O V-t O C H o W

Wanted practical experience , e 15.

More education did not improve

job prospects 2.9 9.5
Didn't feel safe on campus 3.0 3.9
Had no place to study 1.8 . 3;3
My boy/girlfriend moved 2.4 3.4
Didn't fit in at this §chool ' 11.9 ' 10.2

a
Students were asked to mark all that apply.

K
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TABLE 79

»

SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT REASON GIVEN BY STOPOUTS
AND WITHDRAWALS FOR LEAVING COLLEGE

: ' Stopouts Withdrawals
Completed program 7.4 11.6 )
Family responsibilities 5.4 7.8 !
Good job offer ‘ 1.3 7.1
\\. .Better social life 0.7 0.1
) Go to different sized school . 0.7 0.1
Be farther from home 0.2 0.3
“ Be closer to home 2.6 0.6
Move to-different location 5.5 1.8 |
Go to school with better rating 3.8 5.7
Didn't do as well academically 5.7 9.0
Relatives discouraged me 0.3 0.1
Did not need further degree 0 1.4
Reconsidered goals ’ 14.7 . 20.6
Changed career plans 15.6 ' 5.3
Tired of being student 0.3 6.9
Dissatisfied with first school 15.1 3.7
Wanted less expensive school . 4.0 0.7
Financial situation improved 0.1 0.5
& Unable to get aid I needed 6.1 6.3
Wanted practical experience | 2.9 3.0
More education did not improve
job prospects 9.6 0.3
: Didn't feel safe on campus . 0 1.0
Had no place to study 0 0
My boy/girlfriend moved v 0.4 3:1

Didn't fit in at this school 6.7 . 3.0
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Freshman (A. Astin et al.) for each’ of those years. These data describe
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CHAPTER 5

STUDENTS AND FINANCIAL AID: A PROFILE

Evidence presented elsewhere shows that financial aid is one of
several variables that affect student persistence. fhe importance of some
types, as well as the amount, of aid has also been illustrated. This
chapter describes the college financial aid environmen;s experienced by the
students in thi§ study. With the knowledge that financial aid is an
imbortant variable affecting student persistence, we hope that future aid
policy will be developed to alter the existing aid environment to enhance

[ 4
student persistence.

This chapter has four sections. Since the stﬁdents in our study entered
college in fall 1975, a knowledge of trends in student aid during 1974 and
1975 may be useful in assessing the aid énvironments these students en-
countered. Therefore, the “irst section discusses the types of financial
assistance available to students who' entered college in 1974 and 1975." The
next section focuses on the students themselves. Demographic data are
used to compare those students who received aid with those who did not.

The actual college aid e*peQienceé of these two groups are also described.

Thé third ;éction describes the financial aid situation of those students

in oqr study wﬁo returned for their secdnd year ig college (1976-=77). The

particular focus is on the actual awards and types of aid these returning
K . - -

students received. Finally, poiicy implications of our findings in this

chapter are outlined.

1974-75 Financial Aid Trends

The financial aid data for 1974 and 1975 are taken from The American

the national financial aid situation for first-time, full-time freshmen.

" R

18.
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It is apparent that little change occurred in tb-= percentage of
students receiving any of the listed types of aid between 1974 and 1975
(Table 80). However, a few changes should be pointed out. Although there

is virtually no difference between the proportion of students who received

¢
!

parental assistance in 1974 and 1975, the fact that such a large number are
receiving parental aid is important. The 1971 freshman norms reported that
only 55 percent of all first-time, full-time freshmen received aid from
their parents. Between 1971 and 1975, the Basic Educational Opportunity
Program (BEOG) was established and income ceilings on other federal and

state financial aid programs were raised. In spite of these efforts,

o “

college costs rose more rapidly than the availability of financial aid.
While the percentage of students receiving aid from parents and from BEOG

remained stable from fall 1974 to fall 1975, the percentage of students

2

receiving more than $1,000 from these sources increased. Possibly the

added BEOG funds had a pump-priming effect, making parents who could not,

.

or would not, pay for the entire cost of their children's college educations

" more willing to share the financial responsibility with BEOG or other

4
I
v

éfograms. Possibly Americans became more affluent during these post-recession
years and were thus in a better position to assist their children financially.
Regardless of the rationale, four-fifths of all students who entered

coliege in 1974 and 1975 received money from their parents,. while three or
four years earlier only half received éuch aid.

| Three other changes in aid patterns between 1974 and 1975 bear
mentioning. First, a 1.7 peraent decline in students receiving local/private
gr;nts.has of fset by a 1.6 percent ‘increase in BEOG recipients. Although

A}

N LY
one cannot infer a cause and effect relationship in this instance, these

3

trends definitely work to the advantage of colleges and universities,




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

-168- a ‘ .

’

L]
particularly those in the private sector. The percentage of students

receiving more than $1,000 in aid from loéal/private sources remained
stable, while BEOG recipients at this award leQel increased by 3.5 percent.
Thus, while BEOG did not allbw institutions to cut their aid budgegs
dramatical}y, it may,have eased their burden slightly even in the face of

rising costs.
Second, from fall 1974 to fall 1975, tﬁere was a 3.9'percent decline

in the proportion of students who used savings to‘finapce their college

education, and a 4 percent increase in those who used earnings from part-
- /.'

time work. Once again although one cannoF prove a’ causal felationship,
there may be one. Perhaps when college costs rise rapidly (as thef did in
the mid-19705),vstudénts could not save money from their jobs as readily as
in previous years. Rather, they were more’ likely to spend the m;ney as
they earned it, before it could become "savings." The result may be seen
in.the percentage shifts between "savings" and "pari-timé work" observed
here. - |

| Finally, 4 percent more students used part-time employment to
finance coilege, yet their average ;;rniggs éeclined. More college
students are working part-time, but oﬂly 6.8 percentveérned more than.,
$1,000 from this work in 1975, down from 7.9 percent in 1974. Since there
was no chiange ig Studen£'earnings from;th; College Work-Study program
(CWs), it is likely that many students worked at jobslthat wére not subsi-

dized by these funds, and at jobs which were of f~campus. Although part-

time'hork%>in general, is a positive predictor of p%rsistence, part-time
Y N R .

' work on campus is an even greater predictor. Therefore, if the increase in

s 3 -
the-propgrtion of students working part-time is real and not simply an
. ‘(. R v ’

0y

artifact of increased college costs, working students may be risking &

A%
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higher probability that they will drop out to earn a relatively small .

amount of money (93 percent earn less than $1,000 per academic yéar).

N

The review of sources and amounts of student financial aid has
rgvedled few hgjor changes duriﬂé the early andl mid-1970s. Except for the
sharg increaseg4in parents as an Aid source, other changes are slight.
Perhaps the impact of the BEOG program is reflected in the slight reduction
of students receiving local/private grants. $#However, though 26.6 percent ) //
of all students were receiving BEOG funding three years after the program /
began, there wds no significant shift away from other aid sgurces. The
most obvious conclusion is that the increase in the costs of attending /
c;llege continued to-outdistance financial aid pr&grams. Without programs //

sbich as BEOG, however, the gap would have been even greater.

!

y

v

A Profile of Aided and Unaided Students

|

“

' This section compares stiidents in this study who received financial
. .
aid with }hose who did not. There were few demographic differences

" between the two groups (Table 81). More men than women received aid . (52

) . /

Fercent to 48 percent), even though there were 10 percent more women in our
bample. jThere is little difference among age groups although 20«22 year
olds are twice as likely not to receive aid (6 percent to 3.1 percent) and
%tddents ove; 22 are more likley to receive aid (2.1 percent to .1 percent).
;

*id recipients were also more likely to be married than unaided students

! . ' .
(2.1 percent to .1 percent). As one would expect, minority students are

overrepresented among students receiving aid. Wwhites comprise 95.3 percent

of all unaided students but only 82.4 percent of aid recipients. Blacks

0

how the greatest increase, from 2.1 pPercent of unaided ;tudents to

‘ ' /
2.6 percent of aid recipients. Of the remaining /

/

‘
!
/

-

i

/

J——
<
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ethnic groups, only American Indians display no change in percentage (-.7

percent in both groups). Asian-Americans register a slight increase in aid

[
>

recipient percentage (1 percent to 1.2 percent) while both Ch}cdééé and
Puerto Ricans triple their representation among aid recipients (.6 pgrcent
to 1.9 percent and .4 percent to 1.2 percent respectively).
. . N
. ’ Only 13.5 percent of all financial aid recipients, but 27.8 percent
of those without aid, attended public universities. There were faw dif-
ferences between the percentage of all students witf and without aid
enrolled in privaté universities and public four-yea? colleges. Private
four-year colle;es showed a 3.8 percent increase in students with aid (13.1 !
percent to 16.9 percent) and two-year calleges had 4.7 percent more of
these aid recipients (34.8 peréent to 39.5 percent). The most dramatic
e | increase of aid recipients was found in predominantly black colleges where
only .5 percent of all unaided students, but 4.3 of all aid recipients,
enrolled.

Students were asked a series of qpestions concerning their current‘
and prospective financial aid probleéms (&able 82). Probably the most
important item asked the students about major debts incurred. Forty—éight
and four-tenths percent of all.students receiving financial aid said they

o

had such debts, compared to only 28.2 percent of those without aid. The

‘r

fact that so many aid recipients are in debt helpl/;o explain why so many

v

students who receive onlx'loans drop out--the burden of additionai loan

repayments on top of existing indeb;edness is too great. Additionally, for

many aid recipients, parents could not be of financial help. Thirty-six

and three-tenths percent of all aid recipients said their parents could not
. affor&'to provide funding for their college education. Thus their only

option; should grants not cover their expenses, was to accept a loan and

, increase their indebtedness.

[0
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Somewhat surprisingly, approximately the same percentage of students

with aid and without aid helped support their families (10 percent). When

. ¢

asked if their parents were willing to support their college education,

students receiving :aid were almost three times as likely to respond nega- ,
‘ tively than were unaided stddents (11.2 percent to 4.3 percent). Although.

few students were heads of households or single parents, aid recipieﬁts‘

were al@ost five times as likely to be in these categorié5was were students

with no aid (11.4 percent to 2.4 percent).

One group of students who received no aid should be considered
separately (Tables 83 and 84). Even with the largé amount of need-based aid
available, 6 percent of all students with no aid had parents who earnéd
less than $10,000 per year. While it is unclear why these students received
no aid, it will be helpful to compare them with their counterparts (those
students with parents earning ;ess than $10,000 annually) who did receive
aid, and with all students who did not receive aid.

As stated earlier, there were 10 percent more women than men in the
:study. Among students with low income parents who received no aid, there

were 10.2 percent more women, but among students with low income parents

who received aid, there were 1.2 percent more men. Among ethnic groups,

whites and blacks showed the most notable differences. Among low income
nonrecipients, whites accounted for 82.3 percent, but among low income
recipients, only 65 percent. On the other hand, blacks reéresented only 9
percent of low income nonrecipients, but 26.8 percent of low income

N recipients. Low income American Indians and Asian-Americans both showed a

smaller percentage among aid recipients than non aid recipients, while

Chicanos and Puerto Ricans displayed an increase from nonrecipients to

ERIC 19
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recipients. As one Qould expect, low income students without aid were
iikely tc attend public and two-year colleges (with 52.5 percent at the
latter). Only 8.3 percent of the low income unaided students attended
private or predominantly black institutions.

Unaided students with low income parents wére almost twice as
unlikely to be wofried about costs as were aid recipients in the same parental
income group (32.9 percent to 17.2 percent).: The fact that 34.5 percent of
low income upaided students report major debts is a possible explanation
for this finding. The percentage of low income unaided students reporting
major debts compares fairly favorably with the average percentage for all
unaided students regardless of pareptal income (28.2 percent) but remains
below the percentage for aid recipients in the low income bracket (41.1
percent) and all aid récipients (48.4 percent). Low income nonrecipients
were less lfkely to contribute to family suppo?t than low income recipients
(11.8 percent to 15.6 peréent) but slightly more likely than all nonrecipients
(10.4 percept)- Low income nonrecipients were significantly more likely to
say their parents could support them than were low income recipients (73.7
percent to 32.7 percent), but far less likely to say this than all nonrecip-
ients (93.9 percent). However, fully 11.4 percent of the low-income
nonrecipients said their parents would not support them, compareglto 8.3
percent of low income recipients and 4.3 percent of all non-recipients.
Finally, the low income nonrecipients were less likely to be heads of
households or single parents than were low-income recipients or all recip-
ients (7.2 percen£ to 10.5 percént and 11.4 percent), yet three tiﬁgs as
likely to be in one of those categories as the average unaided studenés

(2.4 percent).

In general, aid recipients were more likely than nonrecipients to

19,
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be male and black, and to attend a private four-year, two-year or predomi-
nantly black college. They were more concerned about whether they could
afford to attend college; had more major debté; had parents who could not
pay for their education; and were more likely to be heads of households or
singleNparents. In most ways, low income nonrecipients fell in a middle
ground between other nonrecipients and low income recipients. ©On key
items, however, they were more closely allied to thé other nonrecipients.
Two factofs may explain how they could attend- college without aid. First,
their existing indebtedness wa; not significantly higher than that of
nonrecipients as a group. Second, as a group, they attended low-cost,
public institutions, with o?er one-half enroliing in cwo-year colleges.
Next, we examined the financial aid situatioas of these students
categorizing them by their ethnic group and whethe: they attended a public
or a private institution (Table 85). Note that when our sample students
are so cat-gorized, the numbers in some célls are small. The following
analysis-is baged on weighted N's of less than 500 each for Américan
Indians, Chicanos and Puerto Ricans not receiving aid in private institu-
. ) . ¢
tions. Additionally, the question upon which this discussion is based was

structured to elicit response only when a statement: was appiicable to the

student. As a result, particularly among nonrecipients, a non-response may

mean the statement is not applicable or the student simply did not respond

to this question. At this point, it is impossible to sort out these two
non-respondent groups. Therefore, these particular findings must be
interpreted cautiously.

When asked if they had lost financialﬁaid by dropping out, only two
groups not currently recei§ing aid responded positively--2.7 percent of

whites, and 7.1 percent of Chicanos in public institutions. &mong aid

194 :
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recipients, less than 10 percent of .the students responded positively,

regardless of ethnic c¢roup or insti;utional controi. The single exception
was American Indians at public institutions (10.4 percent). The positive
respénséurate was lower at private institutions than at public for all
ethniéggroups, except blacks (7.3 percent public and 9 percent private).

Asked ;gether the.aid they received was absolutely necessary for
them to attend college, at least 40 percent of the aid recipients in
any group responded positively. Private institutiohs received a higher
positive response rate than public institutions from all ethnic groups,
except American Indians (70.4 perce;t public and 55.8 pe.cent private).
one might expect whites and Asian-Americans showed the lowest positive
responses. ‘%or some strange reason, a small number of unaided students
also responded positively to.this question. One may only suggest that
they misunderstood or are ingluding funding, such as parental support,
which was not to be considered in responding to this question.

Students' perceptions of whether they were eligible for aid also
differed by ethnic group and institutional control. Among students not
receiving aid, all ethnic groups, except whites, believed they were les;
likely to be eligible for aid at public institutions. Across all categories,
the percent of unaided students indicating they believed they were ineli-~
gible for aid never exceeds 4f.7 percent. However, we may not definitely
categorize the majority of unaided students as believinrg they were eligible
for aid because of the non~response problem already mentioned. On the
other hand, there may be conflict of perception and reality concerning aid
for some students. The two most.obvious cases of perception of eligibility

and reality of aid receipt not being the same was found among Chicanos and

Puerto Ricans at private institutions. Only 21.9 percent of the Chicanos

’
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not receiving aid at private colleges believed they were ineligible for

aid. Even more surprising is the finding that only 8.7 percent of the
. o

Puerto Ricans not receiving aid at private institutions believed they were

ineligible. Overall, there may be a gap between student expectation and
oy - '

i

aid received but the gaﬁffor these two groups is particularly noticeable.

Surprisingly, a number of students did not believe they were eligible,

yet received aid. This finding, coupled with the data on nonrecipients

"
_,

may be explained to some degree by the emphasis placed on applying for aid.
Families know that college is 'expensive, and most believe it is beyogd the
family's means to finance it entirely. With this_belie£ ana the advice of
secondary counsel?rs and tollege representative§ tQ'apply for aid because

"it can't hurt," there méy be an overly high expectation of success created

for many applicants. This unrealistic expectation could result in the

Al

apparently low percentage of unaided students who believe they were ineli-

gible and the number of students who were surprised to receive aid. The

problem that exists should not be resolved by reduced financial aid appli-
cations, but by a more realistic assessment of the student's financial
situarion by the family, counselors, and college representative at the time

of application.

When the responses concerning perceptions of eligibility are related

to actual application, somevinterestingwfindings appeared. 2among unaided
students, whites were the least iikely no¥ to apply in both public and
private instituitons. Among the minority groups, blacks, American Indians
and Asian-Americans average 30 percent to 40 percent not applying for aid
Qmong unaided'studgnts. The percentage not applying for aid and the

percentage not believing they were eligible for aid among whites, blacks,

American Indians and Asian-Am cans are quite similar. For Chicanos and

.
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Puerto Ricans who did not receiveiaid, there is a difierent picture. At

public institutions, the percentage of these students who did not think

E

they were eligible for aid is more than twice the number who did not apply
(47.7 percent versus 21 perxcent for Chjcanos; 46.7 percent versus 19.6 for

Puerto Ricans) and at private collé%es, three times more Chicanos (21.9

percent) thought they were ineligible than'the percentage of s€ﬁdents who

«7

did not apply (7.3 percent). BAmong Puerto Ricans at private colleges,
however, three times more students did not.apply (27.5 percent) than the
percentage who did not believe they were eligible (8.7 percent).

Once again, there is a small pergentage of students who did not X
apply but are reéeiz}ng aid. fhe two groups which benefit most in this XZ
situation are whites and, especially, Asian-Americans. One may only guess,
but these students may be more likely to receive non-need based aid such as
presidential awards than the other ethnic droups whose need is greater and
is served by need-based aid for which they must apply. Frankly, some
institutions may be saving some discretionary funding fdr students who will
not regeive need-based aid yet might be enticed to enroll by an unexpected
"honorsf grant. |

Why did some students who might be eligible not apply for aid?
Students commented on three possible reasons. First, they were asked if
the financ;al aid apélications were too long. There was little evidence
among recipients or nonrecipients to é??icate that this was an inhibiting
factor. Only two groups showed a positive response rate over 10 percent--
Asia;_Americans at public institutions who were receiving aid (23.1 percent)
and Puerto Ricans at public instituitons who were not receiving aid (22.5

percent). Students were also asked if fear of increasing indebtedness

kept them from applying for aid.‘x?nce again, the positive response was
o
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under 10 perent for all groups except two---American Indians with aid at

N ’ / N -] ) .
- ( private instituitons (12.4 percent) and Puerto Ricans without aid at public

institutions (14.1 percent). Third, studehts were asked if tﬂey knew what
financial aid options were available. In general, most students did know,. -
but there wefe more exceptions than in previous ‘questions. Among unaided
students, the groups were blacks (16.1 percent), American Indians (11.7
percent), an'! Puerto Ricans (27.6 percent) in public institutions and

B
American Indians in private institutions (21.2 percent). Among aid' re-

.

@

cipients, only Chicanos in public‘institutions (17.9 percent) showed a

response rate of over 10 percent. In general, students at private institu-

tions were less likely to offer these three factors as reasons for not
’ . &

applying for aid.

Next, students were“asked tq)evaluate their overall experiences
involving’financial aid. It should be noted that respondents considered
: 4
their-experieﬁces for both the 1975-76 and 1976=77 academic years . As one
would expect, only small percentages of ;naided students reported a generallg

favorable experience. Only Chicanos (17.9 percent) at public institutions

showed a noticeably favorable resppnée- Among aid recipients, there were

g
higher degrees of satisfaction, but not overwhelmingly so. The range of
' positive response was from 30.4 percent for Chicanos at public institutions

to 65.4 percent for Puerto Ricans at public universities. White and
< N -
Asian-American aid recipients were, in general, less favorable. Only

-

Puerto Ricans showed a noticeably more favorable response (65.4 percent) in
the public sector than in the private (48.3 percent), although blacks and

Asian Ameritans were equally»favérable in both sectors (approximately 50

percent). When the question was reworded to ask if students' financial aid
A

experiences were unfavorable, a different pattern emerged. Both recipients

and nonrecipients responded similarly. Amopg nonrecipients, Puerto Ricans

at public institutions (53 percent) were .
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most likely to havg had an unfavo§ab1e experience, while no Puerto Ricans

“

at private institutions reported an unfavorable experience. . Among aid
¢
recipients, Puerto Ricans at private institutions showed the greatest

percentage of unfavorable experiences (32.1 bercent) and Asian Americans at

private institutions the least (7.4 percent). uO\}erall, Chicanos reported.

the least unfavorable experience (8.4 percent public; 8.6 percént private).
. . . -

Among aid reciéients,:pubiic institutions generally fared better than
private ones, but the reverse was true among unaided students.

Finally, we examined data on the number of séurceslgf finéncial aid
inforﬁation students consulted (Table 86). The pattern was quite clear,
especially in the private sector. Students who consulted only one sourée.

were significantly less likely to be receiving aid. Students who consulted

- - -

two or three sources of information were more likely to receive aid,
with the single exception of black students in the public¢ sector (47.3

percent not receiving and 37.6 perceht receiving). By the time four or

¢

more sources were consulted,‘all students regardless of race or institu-

tional control were 51gn1flcantly more llkely ‘to be receiving aid.
In geneﬁal, our ‘analysis of students’ financial .aid experiences has
f) . 1) . - 3

revealed few unexpected differences among ethnic groups, with the possible

exception of eligibility'perceptions of Chicanos and Puerto . Ricans. It

appears generally that private institutions have produced more positive

climates than have public institutions, yet there are exceptions. Clearly,

however, the more sources of financial aid students consult, the greater

their chances are of recéiving aid. Next we examined the actual distribu-=

tion of aid funds at different types of colleges.
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' Financial Aid Awards for Retdrning Second Year Stiudents

9

2 [

(1976=77 Acadmic Year)

o

This section discusss the actual distribution of financial aid

among students beéinniﬁg their second year of college (1976-77). The

. . - M ‘Q 21
second year was chosen to examine the aid environment for students *who

w -

persist. - In their second year many students can no‘longer reiy dn the

<,

" ““orle=shot" grants they may have received from secondary schools, clubs or

-~

- /4
- businesses. As a result, we may focus on continuing sources of aid, not

money given only to freshmen.
There are three main sources of finéhéial aid--grants (Table- 87),
loans (Table 88), 'and college work .study (Table 89). As has been shown in

.

thi%s report, the grant is the heart of most financial aid backages which

.

- ‘ ‘.
encourage persistence. Originally given as a reward for academic achieve-

. J ; . . :
ment, the grant is now based primarily on financial need. White students

received the lowest percentage of grant aia'at all types of institutions,

. -

except private univerisities, whsre blacks received the low@st as grant aid.

Among other ethnic groups, Puerto Ricans received the highest percentage of k)

< .

aid as grants at p%iVate iversities and public four-year colleges, -and

were tied for first with /blacks at two=-year schools. ABian-Americans

.
'

centage of aid given ae grants by public univem~

het

received the highest p¢

’

1 N .

sities. . *

® ) ’ g

Turning to sex differences in patterns of financial aid, white women
. P . b o ]
<k N, . . . . ’
receivéd less grant aid than white men at all types of ingtitutions except

L2

private four-year colleges, where they received 3.2 percent more. Also
white women received less grant aid than women of all other ethnic groups,

regardless of institutional type. cAmong blacks, men and Qomen were awarded-

]
o

- similar percentages of grant aid at public institutions, but women received

Uy _ , :
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.,two—year institutions but less than women at private institutions.

Q\\x at private four-year colleges and with American Indians at two-year insti-

LS

11.9 percent more at private universities and 13 percent more at private

four-year .colleges. Among American Irldiarfs, Both sexes received similar
. : LU . " \
percentages of grant aid at public universities and four-year colleges, but

.

. h]
at private instituitons, meid.received 6.4 pércent mor: grar.t aid at univer-

sities, women 11.5 percent more at four-year colleges. Asian~American men .

a

. . o . .
were awarded more grant aid than Asian-American women across all institu-

B

tional types (the difference, howéveri was only 1 percent at public'univer- .

I
sities). Chicano aid recipientsgshowed a pattern similar to.that for

. ) ] s
blacks. Men received more grant aid than did women at all  -pudlic and

\

The level of grant support given to Chicano men at privaté univer- -

sities may be a cause for concern. ' Chicano males recéived only 48.9

percenf of their aid as grants,;compared;to 84.1 percent for women.
r 3

’

Finally Puerto Ricans had a unique pattern of financial aid. Women re-
ceived more grant aid at universities, but men ;ecered more at public

[ ) . ) - . . -
four-year colleges andﬁtwo-year institutions.  As with Chicanos, there was

.a very great disparity between the grant aid received by women and men in_

part of the private sector. At private four-year colleges, while Puerto: L.
5 :
Rican women received-.84.3 percent of their aid as grants, men received only 4

3

*50.4 percent of their aid in this§ form.

>

The second major type of aid is loan aid (Table 88). As one would

B

expect, students' percentage of financial aid’ from loans was higher at

4

private institutions than public ones. Overall, whites received more of .

their aid as loans than did any other ethnic group. They were awarded the

-

greatest proportion of loan aid in both public universities and public

.

. » s .
four-year colleges, and were tied with - American Indians and Asian—Americans
Pt ]
) - .

[}

tutions. Only at private universities did another group--blacks--receive a
N # * g

b4
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higher percentage of loan aid than did whites. .

. A o .
‘ - - @ : .
Analyzing the data by sex, white women receiv®d fore loan aid than .

L4

.did white men, except in private four-year colleges where men received 1.1

.
2 - 4 .

percent ﬁore loan aid. BAmong blacks, men xeceived more }oan aid than women '

-

in all instituitqnal ééteggfﬁes except predominantly black colleges a

-~ .
.

which women received 2.4 percent more. At public institutions and two-year

N

colleges there weré scant differences between Fhe sexes. At.private

1N [ 3
universities, not only did men receive ‘10 percent more loan aid than women,

- N . ¢ ' ' ° '
but they received 37,4 percent of their entire aid package in the form of
. ) .
loans. Blacks at private-universities received approxiQStgly one-third of »

" their @id in the form of loans, a higher proportion than that' for any other
ethnic group in‘ény type of institution. B2Among American Indians, there

were few sex differences in loan aid, but women at public four-year insti-

N .
’ ce

tutions received 19 pergent more aid as loans than did men, and women at
i . - .

two-year institutions recéived 15.6 percent .iore loaqfq;d. Asian=American

women received more loan aid than men at all types’ of iastitutions except

-

* -
public universities, where there was no difference. Chicano women received

more loan aid than women at all pﬁblic and two-year institutions, and the

o

: ' sexes were identical at private four-year'colleges. The small percentage ¢

of grant aid Chicano men at private universities received was compensated
X ' -« k4 1 -

. /
by their large amount of loan 4id (38.6 percent). Among Puerto Rican

. .

: *
- students, men received more loan aid at universities, women received

- 0
.

slightly more loan aid at puﬁlic four-year.colleges and twe-year institu-

tions. As did Chjicano men at private universities, Puerto Rican men at

¢ - ’

private four--year colleéés received a very large percentage of their aid in

~ the form of loans (42.3 percent). For both these ,groups, their heavy loan or .
! 'x:i' N

. burden may have increased their chances of éropping'out.

. . s~
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. The t?ird majof source of finéngial aid is the college work study “n
program kCWS’. It is often used as @iscretiOnary funding for students who
ié;nnpt”ﬁeet théir college. expenses with granf and loan‘aid. - Overall, the
CWS program Supplieg less than 10 percent of all financial aié at univer-

T . sities,and;pﬁblic four-year colleges and less than 15 percent at p;ivate
gour-year coileges and two-yéar institutions. wﬁites.and blacks wére most
‘ “ - likely to receive Cwslaid, and American Indians were the 1ea$t iikely,

£l

except at public four-year colleges where men received 18.4{ percent of i

their. aid as CWSC The only other group that. received much CWS is Puerto

# Rican.ﬁémen at two-year schools. faey received 22.4 percent of their aid

as CWS. Only four groups received less than 1‘peréen£ of thgig aid as CWs.

~, .
.

Three of these groups-—Américan Indian women at four-year public colleges
and fﬁo-year scﬁqols and Puexrto Rican mén at public uniVeréities--attended
public colleges. The fourth group was Americanylndian men at privatg
. . universities. Inte}esﬁing%y, each sex and every ethnic group at private
+ four-year colleges received at léast 3.5 percens of their aid from CWS.
Having discussed the three major types of financial aid, we will now
add paren;a; income as a control variable and examine seven specific
financialiaid sources: Basic Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG), Sup-
o . plemental Educational Opportunity Grahtf(SEOG), College Work Study (CWS),>
< .
Federally Insured Stude;t Loan (FISL), National Direct Student Loan (NDSL),
state grants, and loégl/private grants. By adding the parenggl income
i
. variable, we can compare the groups actually benefitfing from these programs
with the groups they were intended to se;ve.
o As previously shown, oniy three years after its inception in 1972,

BEOG funding was reaching 26.6 percent of all entering freshmen. Since i .

is awarded entirely upon financial need, one would expect to find students

"EKTC‘ R . | <0y ) ’ ‘

e X .
1
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who receiyed it concentrated in the lower income brackets. This is indeed

the cgsé (Table 90). FHowever, some students whose parents earned more than -
$20,000 a year were receiving BEOG aid, particularly among whites, blacks,
ard American Indirans. Gi&en BEQG's income ceiling, it was not intended to
provide funds for these students.

-The greatestVpercentage of BEOG aid was received by black students

.

at public universig}es and two-year schools, and by blacks and Puerto
Ricans at private universities. Puerto Ricans received their highest
percentage of BEOG at four-year colleges. ILow income whites, blacks,.
American Indians, and Chicanos received their highest percentage of BEOG

2

aid at two-year schools and low income whites, blacks, American Indians and

"

Asian—Americans received their lowest percentage at private universities.

Asian-Americans and Chicanos were awarded their highest percentage at

public four4§ear colleges. Low income Puerto Rican students received 56.8
¢ P, .. .

percent of their aid as BEOG at private four-year colleges, but only 10.3
percent of their aid at public universities was BEOG. It is unclear why
. K :

the latter percentage was so low, considering that 57.7 percenq'bf the aid

to Puerto Ricans with parental incomes between $10,000 and $20,000 at

-public universities was BEOG.

SEOG fundinr was generally awarded to low income students who
had already received the maximum allowable amounts frcm other sources,
ﬁarticularly BEOG. It is restricted by income and was seldom a large

portion of a students' financial aid package. Virtually all SEOG funding

in this study was awarded to students whose parents earned less than

©$26,000 a year (Table 91). It provided at least 10 percent of the financial

aid to four groups of students whose parents earned less than $20,000=-

blacks in public four-year colleges, American Indians in private universi-

ties, Asian-Americans in public universities and Puerto Ricans in two-year

204
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schools. SEOG also prO&ided some aid” for three groups whose parents earned
over $20,000;—whites in private institutions, American Indians in public
universities and Chicanos in private four-year colleges.

‘The most important finding cqncerning CWS is that it provided
financial aid for whites of all income levels at all types of institutions
(Table 92). 1In addition, only at two-year s;hools did no blacks with
incomes over $20,000 receive CWS support. In general, CWS provided minor
support to students.

Although NDSL funding has an income ceiling for all recipients:
whites‘with parental incomes over $20,000 réceived NDSL aid at all typés of
institutions (Table 93). Furthermore, university-attending blacks and
Asian-Americans received such aid as did blacks, A&erican Indians and
Chicanos at four-year colleges, even though all these groups had parental
incomes over $20,000. Ih fact, 23.2 percent‘of all éid for Chicanos in
this income bracket came from NDSL aid. Thus, while NDSL funding unques-

tionably served low and low/middle inéome students, as intended, it also

appeared to be helpihg support students whose incomes exceeded the stipu-

I

.. lated NDSL ceilingw

F
The FISL program was intended tokSupplement NDSL funding, and it

does not have the same income ceiling. The college recommends funding for
students, who in turn must negotiate a loan with a bank. FISL is usually’
recommended to students who want aéditional financial aid but are above the

income ceiling for other programs or have reached their computed financial

‘need. Virtually all white college students received some percentage of

their aid as FISL, with their percentage of FISL aid rising as their income

increased (Table 94). Students at private four-year colleges were the most

likely to receive FISL funding. Chicanos and Puerto Ricans were the ethnic

R0y
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groups least likely to receive it. FISL support was particularly valuable

to Asian~Americans with parental incomes over $20,000 who attended private
four—yea; cqlleges. All in ali, FISL funding seemed to be serving its
purpose as supplemental aid for middle‘and upper income Studenté, but its
role in persistepce is undefined. It.is bnly.seldom used by the low income
students who are least able “o handle additional debts with the exception
of low income blacks at private universities who receive 16.2 percent of
their aid as FISL and low income American Indians at private four-year
colleges who received 15.1 percent of their aid in this form.

Statergrants are usually awarded for academic performance as well as
financial need. As a result, one would expect a wider distribution of this
a%d throughout income levels than is tre case for strictly need;baséd aid
(Table 95). Actually, while high income whites, blacks and Asian-Americans
sometimes received state gfants, almost no American Indians, Chicanos or
Puerto Ricans in this income bracket did. This finding may well be the
result of a limited number of high income students in these ethnic'groups
in the population. Among low income students, Asian-Americans, partiuclarly
those at - public universities and private four-year colleges, relied éost
heavily on these awards. Although iow income Puerto Rican students at
public universities received only 10 percent .of their aid as BEOG, they
received 42.4 percent in state grants, more than from any other source of
aid. So far’as institutional types are concerned, students in public
universities wefe the most likely to receive substantial assistance from
state grants and those at public four-year colleges were the least likely.

The category of local/private grants includes both instituitonal
funds and funds from external sources. Unfortunately there is presently no

way to separate these types of grants. Some of these awards are‘need-based,

<06 T
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and others are not (Table 96). As with state grants, whites, blacks and
Asian-Americans benefitted at all income levels and in almost all types of
institutions. Asian-Americans and four-year college students whose parents
earned $20,000—$30,000‘Seemed to benefiﬁ most. Among iow income students,
only Asian-Americans and American Indians at private institutions gained
substantially from these awards. The ethnic group gaining least from
local/private grants was Puerto Ricans. Thus, local/private grants were
most usefu} to middle income students who had to contend with the income
ceilings imposed by other types of aid.

In én attempt to assess thé influence of students' academic perfor-
mance in college on their financial aid awards, we analyzed the seven
particular aid programs by the students' college GPA's. Two problems
arose. First, many N's for cells were too small to be useful. Second,
theré appears to be little relation due to the need-based nature of almost

all the aid programs. The local/private grant category was an exception

since its awards were less based on need than those of the other programs

. .

(Tablé/97). When low income students earning A and B grades were compared
with low income students with B- and C grades, the results were most
}ntriguing. At public institutions and two-year schools, as GPA rose, so
did local/private grant aid awards. .At private institutions, however,

blacks, Chicanos and American Indians with low GPA's received more local/

- private aid than did those students with A and B averages. While there is
. ’

no definite explanation for such & phenomenon, private institutions may be
identifying minority students who ére less likely to persist, and providing
these students with a financial incentive to continue. On the other hana,
private instituitons may be leaving themselves open to the criticism that

they are "buying" needed minority enrollments. This finding merits further

©

study.
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Summary of Findings

Trends in Financial Aid

© Parents increased 25 percent as a source of financial aid for
students during the years 1971-1975. , .

© By 1975, within three years of its inception in 1972, BEOG was
. &

employed as a source of aid by over one-quarter of all first-time, full=-

time freshmen.

Profiles of Aided and Unaided Students

© Students who received aid were more likely than nonrecipients to
be male, black, to worry about aid and to attend private institutions.

© Students who received aid were more likely than nonrecipients to
have major expenses or debts; to have par:nts who could not assist them
financially; and to be heads of households or single parents.

© Six percent of the students who attended collége with no financial
aid had parental incomes of less than $10,000 a year. App&réntly, these
students could attend without aid because they attended two-year instiﬁutions.

o Students in private institutions were somewhat more likely than
others to say that financial aid enabled them to attend college.

¢ More Blacks and fewer whites applied for financiai aid than did
other ethnic groups.

® White and Asian-American aid récip}ents were less likely than
others to say they had a favorable financial aid experience.

© The more sources of financial aid stﬁaents consulted, the more

likely they were to receive financial aid.

el - 205
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Financial aid Awards for Returning Students

(Academic Year 1976=-77).

¢ Whites received the smallest share of their aid as grants and the
largest share as loans and college work study funds.

«

© Blacks received the lowest percentage of grant aid at private

a

universities and the highest percentage of loan‘aid.

© White and Asian-American women received less gr;nt aid and more loan
aid than white and Asian-Americaﬁ men‘at virtually all types of institutions.

© Chicano men at private universities received less grant aid (49
percent of their aid package) and more loan (39 pefcent) than did any other
ethnic group.

© Puerto Rican men at private four-year colleées received relatively
little aid as grants (50 percent) and the highest percentage of aid as leoan
(42 percent).

e Students whose parents earnedlow incomes received most of the BEOG
awérds. As parental income increased, the percentage of aid packages

- A
funded by BEOG decreased.

© Students with middle income parents received more funding from state
and local/private grants than did other students.

© Most FISL funds went to students in private institutions and to
children of middle and upper income parents. )

e NDSL money provided substantial support to low and.middle income
students, but some students at private institutions agd public universities
whose parents earned more than $20,000 a year also received NDSL.

e There is evidence that blacks and Chicanos at private institutions

received local/private grant aid independent of their academic achieve-
\

gent in college.

»
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Implications for Policy

. . ’ .
Having described the college students' financial aid situation

during the years covered by this study, (1975-1277) some policy implications -

are forthcoming.
It appears to be evident that in the mid-1970s college costs increased

faster than funds availaﬁle through financial aid programs. Aall traditional

sourzes of aid were being used as much as, or in the case of parents, more

than they ever had been. Since these data were collected, the~}egeral

government has raised allowable income ceilings and increased availaﬁle

funding. Despite these efforts, however, inflation has taken its toll, and

the college costs—-college aid gap has not narrowed, particularly at private

institutions. As long as the maximum amount of BEOG aid students can get

-

is less than half the tuition of the average private institution, the

° -
s

financial plight of students wishing to attend these schools-—-and of the
schools themselves--remains serious. Since these data were collected, much
government action has involved expanding students' loan optionse. This

study shows, however, that students receiving loans are less likely than

" others to persist and that students receiving aid are more likely than

others to be in debt. Therefore, alternatives to increasing loan options,
including an increased BEOG maximum for the private sector, should be

consideréd.

3

4

Not only has the federal :government expanded loan options, but many
private colleges and universities have begun to set minimal amounts of loan
aid wﬁich ebery aid student must accept if s/he is to receive the maximum:
amount of aid. 1In dging so, these schools are simply trying to stretch
their financial budgets. Yet é number of aid recipients are already in 5

.

debt, and because students with loans

‘ 2iy

M .

P
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are disproportionately likely to drop out, requiring al’l aid récipients to

. ¥
take out loans seems counterproductive for institutions that mogt want-to
retain their students. Taking diffaefential effects of parental income into

account, aid offices would be well-advised, according to the findings of

this study, to adjust scholarship and loan awards and stop insisting

~ that all their aid recipients take out loans.

In addition, financial aid sources should be publicized much more
than they are at present. Our evidence shows that the more sources of
financial aid a student knows about, the more likely the student is to
receive the 'aid s/he needs. 'The federal government has done é reasonably
géod job of making students aware of federal aid sources, judg;ng by the
rapid increase in the use of BEOG funding; The real burden, hqwever, must'
be shouldered by the secondary school counselors. They are the "in-house"

experts on financigl aid and they must be as well informed as possible.
w

Our findings also suggest that some célleges and universities should
reexamine their policies in the awarding of aid to minority students. It
would ‘certainly be in the best interests of private colleges and universities
to find out why all blacks, and Chicano and Puerto Rican men receive so
little financial aid in the form of g;ants. Do such students simpiy not
apply for grants.or have they been unconsciously slighted? Obviously,
giving minorities much of their aid in loans hurts both the student and
the college. Similarly, colleges should investigate why white“and Asian~
American women at all types of institutions received less grant money and
more loan money than others. Are institutions unwilling to invest in women

for fear they will not persist, or are these women less likely to apply for

grant support than are men?

-
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Private institutions should be aware that they may be ‘giving finan-
cial aid to blacks, Chicaﬁos and Americén indiaﬁsiindepénéeﬁt Qf the
students' academic achievement} ;fhprivate institutions are following this

financial aid policy with the hope of sustaining the college careers of

o m;nority‘studehts, the; must make this clear, since such a policy could be
open to some criticism. Should minority st&dentﬁ’be retained in school,;nd
given aid independent of their‘performarxce?_.~ Is such a financial aid policy
fostered by a firm belief.in affirmative gétion or by the institution's

need for government funding to survive?

Finally, policy makers should be concerned about the large number of

NDSL. Do the recent federal regulations liber;lizing eligibility for these
programs really acknowledge egisting practices rather than estaglish new "
ones? In either case, it .would be instructive to learn‘how some" financial
- aid programs eyolved,into ;discretionary" funding for high income students

during the mid-1970's. )Although each of these prégrams has an income
ceiling for eligibility, our data showed that some students with paréntal

income over $20,000 were’ receiving BEOG, and especially, NDSL funding in

apparent vidlation of these cejlings.

ERIC S | ,
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seemingly high income students who benefit from programs such as BEOG and -
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> . ' . Table 80 , ‘
| - Types of Aid Rleceived in 1974 and 1975 a
' (Percent of Freshmen Receiving)

—— : Total Aid Aid over $1,000

Type Of Aid 1974 “1975 1974 1975

. .

Parental aid 80.4 79.8 - 37.2 38.8

BEOG , ’ 25.0 26.6 4.8 8.2

SEOG- " 6.4 6.4 1.0 1.1

State grant 18.9 18.3 3.7 - 3.8

v Local/private grant 19.7 18.0 3.8 3.8
FISL 10.0 9.5 . 4.8 5.3

NDSL o 9.1 9.6 2.4 2.9
College-work study 12.5 12.2 ;‘0.9 0.8
Part~-time work 70.0 74.0 = 7.9 6.8
Fall-time work " 11.4 8.7 - 2.9 2.2

Savings 56.6 52.7 7.5 6.8
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Table 81

Demographic Characteristics of Students With and Without Financial Aid1

f

Characteristic - Students'éifhout'Aid Students with Aid
. : :
[ -
Sex ~
, " Men , 42.0 52.0
Women . . 58.0 48.0
Age E ’
16-17 3.1 ) 3.6
“ 18-19 . - 90.7 - 91.2
20-22 6-0 3-1
over 22 ) .1 2.1
Race
White, 95.3 : ’ - 82.4
Black , : ‘ 2.1 12.6
American Indian o7 -
Asian-American 1.0 1.2
Chicano ¢ .6 ' 1.9
Puerto Rican -4 1.2

Instituitonal type

p&blic university . 27.8 . 13.5
private university 4.3 5.6,
public four-year college -1945 20.3
private four-year college 13.1 . 16.9
two-year college 34.8 39.5
predominantly black college ’ 3 4.3
Veteéan status .
- no X _ ' . 98.8 ‘ 98.3
yes ' 1.2 f 1.7
Marital status
single . 99.9 "97.9
married ‘ 0 ' 1.1
married (not.living with Spouse) .1 1.0

1 Data for the academic year 1976-77.




[

;0 -194-

. Table 82

Financial Situation’of Students With and

4

EEG

Without Financial Aid1

<

Situation” Students without Aid

-
K

-

Students with Aid /

~ Are you concerned about financing :

%

your education . : ~ .
no 51.4 26.4
some . 42.8 53.4
I have major expenses/debts *
y
no AT 51.6
yes 28.2 » 48.4
"I contribute to my family's support
no- 89.6 90.0
' . yes . - 10, 4 10.0
. My parents have a low income and’ ‘
cannot help with my college expenses !
I
no 93.9 63.7
yes 6.1 36.3
My parents are not willing to help
pay for my college expenses
no 95.7 88.8
yes ) . ) . . 4-,3 ,11-2
-Head of household or single parent
no 97.6 88.6
yes 2.4 11.4
! Data for thé academic year 1976-77 x

L} [
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Table 83 ..

°

~

s . s 1 .
g Demographic Characteristics of Lo% Income, Students
’ K With and without Financial Aid

' Students without Aid

Cha;acteristic .. Students with Aid
Sex
. Mén _ 44.9 50.6
Women e . 5541 49.4
Age , . -9 .
16=-17 4.0 5.0
18-19 ) 94.0 92.0
20-22 3.0 2.0
over 22 .0 ’ 1.0
Race
White P 82.3 65.0.
Black 9.0 26.8
, American Indian -~ 1.2 1.9
Asian-Amerjican . , 3.0 1.6 °
Chicano,” 2.8 3.1
Puer Rican 1.7 2.7
Instituitonal—ype
public university .o ‘ 17.1 ) 10.2
private university e . 16.7
public four-year college 22.1 19.7
private four-year college 5.3 13.4
two—-year college 52.5 ~44.6
predominantly black college 2.1 9.5
Veteran status
no B 99.8 96. 1
yes 2 3.9
Marital status
single 99.5 96.6
married 0 3.0
married (not living with spouse) .5 .4

v

-
1

2

Low income refers to parental income below $10,000 per year.
Data for academic year '1976-77




-196-

Table 84

‘- 1, . . il il
Financial Situation of Low Income Students With and Without Financial Aid

Situation Students without Aid Students with Aid

Are _you concerned about financing
. ) your education . :

no - o 32.9 17.2

some ’ 46,2 54.1 .
a lot 20.9 - 28.7
< < ¢ N
. . I have major expenses/debts.
no ' '65.5 58.9
yes 34.5 41.1

I contribute to my family's support

" né g ) 88.2 84.4
yes 11.8 15.6

N

My parents have a low income and
cannot help with my college expenses

no 73.7 32.7
yes ’ i 26.3 67.3

My parents are not willingnto help
pay for my college expenses

?

QO M .
) no f 88.6 91.7
: yes . 11.4 = 8.3
Head of household or single pafent @ ]
8 no - ‘ 92.8 _ 89.5

yes ' r7.2 ' 10.5

1 Low income refers to parental income below $10,000 per year
Data for academic year -1976-77




Table 85

. . . H . . . . . . . 1
Financial Aid Experiences of Students With and Without Financial Aid by Race and Institutional Control

~L61-

. Aid wWhite Black American Indian Asian-American Chicano Puerto Rican
Experiences Status Public Private Public Private Public Private Public Private Public Private Public Private
Lost aid because 5 g
dropped .out no L 2.7 ey * * * * * * 7.1 * * *
yes - 6.4 3.3 7.3 9.0 10.4 1.0 5.6 1.1 6.8 3.4 7.3 *
Aid enabled me to ’ :
attend school no 3.0 1.2 11.3 5.9 4.3 * 7.4 * 9.1 * * *
- yes 41.4 50.0 56.7 62.4 70.4 55.8 40.0 56.5 53.4 72.5 12.7 67.2
L ) K |
MA,Didn't think eligible R
for aid no 36.9 13.6 40.0 33.3 41.8 39.3 42.0 33.0 49.7 21.9 46.7 8.7
yes 16.9 15.2 7.6 8.9 16.0 8.3 13.8 16.5 21.3 7.3 25.2 1.3
pDidn't apply for aid no 40.1 48.5 33.9 30.2 32.2 39.7 36.3 31.5 21.0 7.3 19.6 28.5
; yes 10.2 8.2 3.9 3.6 2.0 10.9 12.3 15.9 3.9 4.8 3.3 1.3
inancial aid forms '
too long no 2.7 .6 1.7 .8 1.6 * 4.2 9.8 .5 * 22.5 *
yes 2.7 1.2 2.1 2.2 1.2 23.1 A 4.4 4.7 * 2.7 4.6
pidn't want to get
further in debt . no 4.9 1.2 9.9 1.2 7.1 8.2 1.9¢ * * * 14.1 *
yes 5.6 8.5 7.4 6.8 9.9 12.4 7.2 4.5 5.4 . 4.9 6.5 3.5
pidn't know aid .options no 8.3 3.6 16. 1 6.2 1.7 21.2 9.6 5.5 .9 8.9 27.6 0"
yes 4.7 4.2 7.6 5.1 2.8 6. 9.7 9.4 17.9 7.3 4.3 0
Experiences generally :
‘favorable }' . * no 4.6 1.2 10.1 4.2 4.3 * ’ 9.7 5.8 17.4 * * * .
~—— " ' yes 38.2 ‘44.7 51.3 - 50.5 50.7 51.8 31.3 41.3  30.4 _ 59.9 65.4 48.3
‘* Experiences generally ) . ‘ ' .
‘unfavorable . no,. 20.3 - 17.9° ,20.2 17.5 30.5 4.5 18.3 23.3 7.2 8.9 5.3 *
: L . yes 18.8 19.1 11.3 11.6 23.7 20.1 14.7 7.4 8.4 8.6 14.5 32.1
" Respondents experiences may.include both the 1975-76 and 1976-77 academic years, whereas all other data has drawn
upon 1976-77 alone. ‘ . ‘
* ) ’ .
N too small to report percent. . .
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Table 56

Proportion of Students with and without Financial Aid
b» face and Number of Sources Contacted about Financial Aid

Aid 0 to 1 Source 2 to 3 Sources 4 or more Sources
Student Status Public Private Public Private Public Private
White " no 62.1 66.0 27.9 24.9  10.0 9.1
yes - 31.3 27.8 .46.4 46.2 = 22.3 26.0
Black no 38.4 52.3 47.3 36.2 14,2 11.5
- yes 26.6 19.0 37.6 52.1 35.8 30.9
) American Indian no 73.7 81.4 20.4 0 6.0 18.6
yes 17.1 28.0. 57.2 44.5 25.7 27.5
Asian-American . no 57.0 63.6 37.0 30.6 6.0 5.8
: yes 42.4 - 32.0 43.7 41.7 13.9 26.3
Chicano no 70.1 71.2 24.8 28.8 5.0 * L]
yes 13.2 24.2 - 6642 49.5 20.6 26.3
Puerto Rican no 40.6 88.8 50.6 11.2 # *
- yes 16.2 37.0 42,2 34.6 A 28.4

*
N too small to report percent. :




" Table 87

Grant as a Percent of Total Aid by Race, Institutional Type and Sex

Public Private Public Private Predominantly
University University Four-Year Four—-Year Two=Year Black

Student - Men Women Men ,Women , Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women

' & )
t .
wWhite 67.8 63.6 73.3 62.5 69.5 62.5 60.0 63.2 77.7 69.6 * *
; v

Black ' 75.5 76.0 56.3 68.2 -#8.2 78.4 62.1 75.1 86.1 83.2 78.5 78.5
" American Indié‘ '79.7 80.6 76.8 70.4 75.4 74.7 60.9 72.4 85.8 74.1  * *
Asian=American 85.9 84.7 78.1 66,7 92.0 82.5 74.3 67.9 78.8 74.8 * *
Chicano 83.9 78.4 48.9 84.1 91.5 78.9 78.4 80.2 87.1 80.7 * *

. ¢
Puerto Rican 79.3 80.8 78.7 81.9 97.2 89.2 50.4 84.3 93.1 75.7 * *

! Data for academic year 1976~77
* .

N too small to report percent.
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Table 88

(‘} "
Loan as a Percent of Total Aid by Race, Institutional Type and Sex
Public Prisate Public Private Predominantly
University University Four-Year Four-Year Two-Year Black
Student Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
i
white 19.2 27.0 21.4 30.5 18.6 30.3 24.9 23.8 17.0 17.8 * *
Black 15.9 15.1 37.4 26.6 15.2 14.1 19.5 13.8 2.6 8.7 9.7 12.1
American Indian 17.9 17.8 23.2 21,7 6.2 25.2 26.9 22.5 11.1 25.7 * N *
3
Asian-~American 7.0 7.4 16.6 22.6 4.2 14.3 22.2 25,6 5.5 16.5 * *
Chicano 904 13.9 3806 1501 1.0 10-5 1504 14.7 608 12.3 * * .
Puerto Rican 20.5 10.5 17.6 1.4 2.7 42.3 11.4 0.1 1.9 * *

14.3

1 .
« Data for academic year 1976-77.
N too small to report percent.




Table 89

College Work-Study as a Percent of Total Aid by Race, Institutional Type and Sex1

Public Private Public Private Predominantly
: University University Four-Year Four-Year Two-Year Black
Student Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
White 12.9 9.4 5.3 7.0 11.9 7.2 15.1 13.0 5.2 12,5 * *
Black 8.5 8.9 6.3 5.2 6.6 7.4 18.4 11.1 4.3 8.1 11.8 9.4
T .qArte-—*-"'"—‘/
____—amertcan Indian 2.4 1.6 * 8.0 18.4 * 12,2 5.1 3.1 * * *
Asian-American 7.1 7.9 5.3 10.7 3.9 3.2 3.5 6.6 15.7 8.8 *

Chicano 6.7 7.7 12.5 1.0 7.5 10.5 6.3 5.2 6.1 7.1 * *

Puerto Rican * 8.7 3.8 3.9 1.3 8.1 7.3 4.3 6.8 22.4 * *

1
» Data for academic year 1976-77.
N too small to report  percent.
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Table 90

3 . . . . ; . . 1
Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Aid as a Percent of Total Aid by Race, Institutional Type and Parental Income

Parental Public Private Public Private Predominantly
Student Income University University Four-Year Four~Year Two-Year Black
White v < $10,000 27.1 22.9 32.3 23.0 39.6 *
$10.000-19,999 9.6 4.1 16.1 10.2 12.5 *
$20,090-29,999 5.0 1.0 6.6 2.6 4.4 *
. >$30,300 * 21,0 4.7 2.4 _ 1.3 *
Black < $10,000 ) 56.7 26.2 53.6 33.2 63.6 53.4
$10,000~19,999 27.7 15.5 34.2 21.8 50.1 35.1
$20,000-29,999 15.0 * 70.9 6.1 78.5 18.8
>$30,000 1.3 ¥ * * * 6.7
American Indian < $10,000 49.3 12.4 26.8 19.0 54.4 * o
s $10,000"'19,999 9.3 '8.6 3.3 4.4 18.1 * 8
$20,000~-29,999 * 16.9 68.3 * 41.6 * )
>$30’000 * * * * * *
Asian-American " < $10,000 33.4 20.6, 63.8 31.9 51.3 *
$10,000~19,999 9.7 5.1 9.1 10.7 33. *
$20,000-29,999 3.9 * * .3 * *
>$30,000 * * 35.9 * *
Chicano < $10,000 36.0 19.8 18.6 26.6 39.9 *
$10,000-19,999 22.9 - 9.0 13.7 13.2 47.8 *
$20,000~29,999 * * * 1.9 * *
>$30’000 * * * * * *
Puerto Rican < $10,000 10.3 28.2 54.1 56.8 50.2 *
$10,000-19,999 57.7 17.9 52.3 28.9 50.8 *
$20,000-29,999 * * * * * *
>$30,000 * * * * * *
: Data for academic year 1976-77.
N too small to report percent. -
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Table 91

Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant Aid as a Percent of Total Aid by Race, Institutional Type and Parental Income1

Private Public

Parental Public Private Predominantly

Student Income University University Four-Year Four-Year .Two~Year Black

White <$10,000 3.4 5.1 3.0 3.7 3.3 * .
$10,000-19,999 1.9 1.4 1.3 1.9 1.1 *
$20,000-29,999 * 5.9 * 2.4 * *
>$30,000 * 1.1 * * * *

Black <$10,000 3.8 3.3 9.3 . = 5.9 2.3 8.4
$10,000-19,999 4.5 2.8 10.4 2.8 2.5 3.6
$20,000-29,999 * * * 1.9 * 2.1
>$30,000 * 1.0 * * * 2,7

American Indian <$10,000 3.9 12.4 2.7 6.5 * *
$10,000-19,999 2.7 7.4 4,2 1.8 8.4 *
$20,000-29.999 * * * * * * 5
>$30,000 * * * * * * 8

Asian=-American <$10,000 9.7 1.6 7.8 * * * l
$10,000-19,999 3.5 1.0 * 2.0 * *
$20,000-29,999 * : * * * * *
>$30,000 * * * * * *

Chicano <$10,000 7.3 12.8 22.7 5.1 * *
$10,000~-19,999 6.7 1.2 * 4,2 * *
$20,000-29,999 * * * 7.7 * *
>$30,000 * * * * * *

Puerto Rican <$10,000 8.7 6.1 7.2 9.4 4.8 *
$10,000-19,999 * 4.1 3.0 1.9 11.0 *
$20,000-29,999 * * * . * * *
>$30,000 * * * * * *

; Data for academic year 1976-77.
N too small to report percent.
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Table 92

College Work-Study Program as a Percent of Total Aid by Race, Institutional Type and Parental Income1

Parental Public _Private Public Private Predominantly
Student Income University University Four-Year Four-Year Two-Year Black

white ' <$10,000

7.2 6.6 7.1 *
$10,000-19,999 11.9 3.8 12.0 *
$20,000-29,999 13.1 7.4 3.0 *
>$30,000 16.6 9.1 13.9 o

<$10,000 8.2 5.7 9.1 6.9 9.3-

$10,000-19,999 12.8 6.6 13.9 7.1 3.4

$20,000-29,999 2.3 4.3 11.8 * 6.2

>$30,000 7.9 4.9 63.9 * 2.7
American Indian . <$10,000 2.5 2.7 2.0 * *
$10,000-19,999 2.0 3.8 6.1 * *
$20,000-29,999 * * 45.8 * *
>$30,000 * * * 6.2 *
Asian-American ° . <$10,000 1.3 6.3 9.6 4.4 *
$10,000-19,999 3.3 4.7 3.2 4.6 *
$20,000-29,999 7.2 12.6 1.3 * *
>$30,000 * * * . * *
Chicano " <$10,000 5.2 4.3 5.5 6.9 4.8 *
‘ $10,000-19,999 8.5 6.3 11.4 6.2 * *
$20,000-29,999 * * * * * *
0 @ >$30,000 L * * * * *
Puerto Rican <$10,000 * 4.8 3.7 1.5 11.2 *
$10,000-19,999 3.6 3.7 7.2 8.7 * *
‘ $20,000-29,999 * * * * * *

“ * * * ,* * * £

©>$30,000

1 .
» Data for academic year 1976-77. 22J
N too small to report percent. o
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National Direct Student lLoan

Table 93

as a Percent of Total Aid by Race, Institutional Type and.

Parentgl Income!

Public

Parental Public Private Private -Predominantly
Student Income University University Four-Year Four-Year Two-Year® Black o
white <$10,000 6.3 8.8 . 8.4 9.0 6.1 *
' '$10,000-19,999 14.3 15.4 8.6 10.4 3.1 *
$20,000~29,999 13.8 12.2 8.3 1.7 6.0 * o
: - >$30,000 5.3 11.3 * 2.9 6.3 *
Black <$10,000 7.1 16. 1 9.6 10.0 4.8 5.9
$10,000-19,999 17.7 19.3 12.3 10.8 9.0 11.1
$20,000-29,999 7.3 12.7 o 7.6 * 9.7
.>$30,000 13.3 30.4 * * * & .
American Indian <$10,000 14.3 * 4.2 42.8 * * &
$10,000-19,999 5.4 17.4 15.2 9.9 37.3 * .
$20,000~-29,999 5.2 * * . 3.4 * *
. - >$30’000 * * * * * *
s ) .
Asian-American ’ & <$10,000 6.9 6.6 7.7 7.0 2.1 *
$10,000-19,999 6.3 10.9 * 7.7 9.5 *
$20,000-29,999 4.9 13.1 * * - * *
>$30’000 * * * * * *
Chicano <$10,000 9.4 5.0 5.5 9.4 2.1 *
$10,000-19,999 3.9 15.9 3.5 12.3 5.8 *
$20,000-29,999 * ™o * 23.2 * *
~ >$30, ,00 * * * * > *
Puerto Rican <$10,000 * 7.9 1.4 3.8 * *
$10,000-19,999 15.0 10.7 * 8.5 * *
s $20,000-29,999 * * * * * *
. * * * * * . Pop *

>$30,000

! Data for academic year 1976-77.
N too small to report percent.



Table 94

Federally Insured Student Loan as a Percent of Total Aid by Race, Institutional “fype and Parental Income1

¢

Parental Public Private . Public Private Predominantly

Student ~ Income ) University University Four-Year Four~Year Two-Year Black
White T <$10,000 3.3 4.4 6.7 5.8 4.3 *
: ' $10,000-19,999 5.1 8.6 8.4 10.1 4.7 * (
$20,000-29,999 8.2 9.3 % 23.3 12.4 24.0 * ‘ ‘
. >$30,000 6.5 6 13.0 11.3 12.0 * *
Black <$10,000 1.1 16.2 2.0 2.4 1.4 1.1
$10,000-19,999 3.4 - 4.3 8.7 4.0 5.3 5.1
3 $20,000-29,999 . 5.8 10.9 * 8.2 * 5.7 h
“ >$30,000 . * * * * * 6.6
American Indian <$104,000 . 1.3 * 6.0 .1 7.1 * &
$10,000-19,999 8.5 ©14.0 * 12.6 * * K
$20,000-29,999 * * * 9 30.4 ‘ * !
, ‘ >$30’000 * * * * * *
“Asian-American _<$10,000 ok 3.9 * 2.3 1.8 *
v , $10,000-19,999 1.4 4.3 1.7 6.9 * *
, $20,000-29,999 * 16.4 .7 571 5.0 *
e . >$30,000 * * 39.3 * *
Chicano ' . <$10,000 a1 .9 * 1.1 * *
L $10,000-19,999 * 19.1. * 3.4 * *
$20,000-29,999 * * * * * *
>$30,000 ' * * * * * *
Puerto Rican <$10,000 * . * . 1.0 * . * *
$10,000-19,999 7.7 6.3 * * - * ‘ *
$20,000-29,999 * * * * * *
$30,000 *x 7 * * * * *
o
¥ : .
Q3 ) , Datg for academic year 1976-77. : 23 N
@ Y™ N too small to report percent. ' , o

{ .



Table 95 a

. . . 1
State Grant as a Percent of Total Aid by Race, Institutional Type and Parental Income

Parental Public Private Public Private Predominantly
s Student Income University University Four-Year Four-Year Two-Year Black
, ( 3
White <$10,000 10.4 22.9 10.7 15.6 11.5 * |
$10,000-19,999 12.2 24.5 14.8 14.1 27.1 * %
$20,000-29,999 8.5 18.4 12.8 5.3 16.7 * |
] >$30,000 9.1 31.2 13.7 9.1 12.0 * |
Black i <$10,000 7.5 13.7 1.4 14.7 4.7 5.0 1
$10,000-19,999 10.8 14.3 10.1 8.2 2.3 65.8 |
$20,000-29,999 5.0 19.7 * 12.1 21.5 7.3 i
. >$30,000 * 5.9 * * * * |
American Indian <$10,000 13.5 12.4 39.0 6.8 8.0 * A
‘ $10,000-19,999 4.4 7.2 21.2 8.8 * * S
N $20,000-29,999 * * * * 28.3 * v
>$30’000 - * * * * *
Asian-American <$10,000 30.2 16.0 * 29.9 3.6 *
$10,000-19,999 36.0 13.6 35.7 35.4 24.4 *
. $20,000-29,999 21.4 9.0 24.0 * 9.2 *
>$30,000 - % * 10.8 * * *
Chicano <$10,000 13.2 26.8 5.6 31.0 8.8 *
$10,000-19,999 18.4 26.6 8.7 42.6 10.4 *
$20,000-29,999 ‘ * * 21.5 * *
>$30,000 : * * * » * *
Puerto Rican <$10,000 42.4 : 15.5 2.8 3.2 6.1 * "
$10,000-~19,999 8.4 13.0 9.5 11.2 * *
$20,000-29,999 26.0 * * * * *
>$30,000 * * * * * *
23‘& 1 Data for academic year 1976-77. ; -
N too small to report percent. - ‘ 23d




Tab}e 96

. . . . 1
Local/Private Grant as a Percent of Total Aid by Race, Institutional Type and Parental Income

Py

&

.o ‘Parental Public Private Public Private ) Predominantly
Student Income University University Four~Year Four=Year Two=Year Black
White <$10,000 6.2 9.1 2.7 11.2 3.5 *

$10,000-19,999 11.5 17.2 4.8 18.7 8.3 *
) $20,000-29,999 " 12.0 12.3 5.3 28.5 5.1 *
>$30,000 22.4 7.9 20.1 16.1 12.7 *
Black <$10,000 3.0 10.6 1.3 5.9 1.0 2.0
$10,000-19,999 6.7 21.5 4.9 16.8 " 1.5 5.9
$20,000-29,999 10.2 27.3 * 25.4 * 15.3
>$30,000 12.7 32.7 * 29.7 * 9.3
American Indian <$10,000 1.3 20.9" * 12.4 21.6 *
$10,000-19,999 5.4 10.9 5.4 25.9 * *
$20,000-29,999 * *  * 37.7 * *
'>$30,000 * * * * 16.2 *
Asian=-American <$10,000 2.7 22.1 1.9 19.4 * *
$10,000-19,999 8.0 22.6 8.2 11.7 * *
$20,000-29,999 24.4 31.2 * 40.4 * * .
>$30,000 * * 23.2 36.1 * *
Chicano <$10,000 9.4 4.1 * 1.3 2.8 *
$10,000-19,999 13.1 9.8 9.8 8.9 8.3 *
$20,000-29,999 * 8.8 * 14.9 * *
>$30’000 * * * * * *
Puerto Rican <$10,000 * 7.8 5.1 * * *
$10,000-19,999 * 28.7 * 5.4 * *
$20,000-29,999 * * * * * *
* * * * * *

>$30,000

Data for academic year 1976-77.
N too small to report percent.
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Table 97

Average Amount of Aid Received by Ethnic Group, 1
* Institutional Type and College GPA for Low Income Students

Public Private ~ Public Private Predominantly

Ethnic Group = GPA  University University Four-Year Four-Year. Two-Year  Black . ...
wWhite A to B $95.57 $453.20 $63,. 28 $233.67 $77.95 *
B~ to C . 46.16 224.81 55.56 164.03 38.56 *
Black A to B 135.61 461.50 79.42 144.70 30.83 80.62
B~ to C 48.35 482.49 39.32 296.77 10.34 20.15
American A to B o * * 603.66 167.50 *
Indian B~ to C - 31.39 * * 629.96 80.48 . *
Asian A to B 113.94 801.49 61.73 1103.65 1.00 *
American B- to C 15.74 281.20 * * 1.00 %
Chicano A to B 400.32 158.09 75.15 1.00 22.19 *
) B~ to C 72 053 243.97 * 90.85 63.87 * 1
Puerto A to B * * 299.51 * * *

Rican B- to C * 562.66 23.89 * ' * . *

1
« Data for academic year 1976-77.
N too small to report percent.

23
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CHAPTER 6

FERSISTENCE AND WITHDRAWAL

. AMONG WHITE STUDENTS

- This chapter compares the characteristics of students who per-—

sist throughout the first two years of college with those who with-
draw in four grohps of white sghdents: students whose parents' in-
.come is less than $l0,0bO; students whose parents' income is ébove
$10,000; women; and ﬁen.

The follow-up sample was drawn to survey two groups of white

students on the basis of parental income, in order to examine the dif-

ferential effects of financial aid on students from different socio-

economic backgrounds. It included 10,089 students whose parents' in-

come was less than $10,000 and another 10,000 students whose parental

'

income was over $10,000.l

Each survey respondent was classified either as a full-time per-

- sister, erratic persister, stopout, or withdrawal. Table 98 1lists

the proportion of students under each persistence category. The analy-

ses in this chapter and the next one are based on two of these

lLess than 25% of all entering first~time, full~time freshmen
have parents whose income is under $10, 000.

ERIC | ' 23y
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. . : . . 2
criterion groups,; persisters and withdrawals.

criteria, persistence and withdrawal, using 38 independent and three

interaction variables. 1In order to identify the §ignificant predictors
{ of persistence, iu the first phase of the analysis the independent
variables were entered in éequeﬁce, startind with the students' per-
‘ Qsonal and backgrouid characteristics, followed by the environmental
—4::*4**W"*W““"a£d"instituticnal“variables;Wand:thén“thé"finaﬁciai”Variables (see the
sets of variables and their actual scoring in appendix E). The second
phase of aqalysis examined mostly variables studied in the 1977 follow-
up gquestionnaire on thg student's perception of his/her financial siﬁ—
~ uation, attitu;es towards work, and college experiences. These vari-
ables were entered after the financial ones, and they are not consid-
ered perfect predictors of persistence since studeats Qho had dropped

out of college might well reinterpret their college experience in light

of that fact.

The control variables were chosen because of their hypothesized
relationship to student persistence and w{thdrawal from college. Past
research on college attrition has repeatedly shown the importance of

certain personal variables and institutional characteristics. For

Bl

21f a student had persisted full-time, he or she was scored. 2
and all others (erratic, stopouts, and withdrawals) 1. For the second
criterion, withdrawal, the student who had withdrawn was scored 2 and
all others 1.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Both groups of white students were examined with respect to°these two
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example, high school grades, aptitude test scores, parents' education,
and religious bagkgrdund»all influence attrition .(Astin, 1975; Pan-
ﬂtages and Creedon, 1978; Peng and Fetters, 1978; Kohen, Ne;tel and
Karmas, 1978). So in order to assess the independent impact of finan-
ciél aid, it is important to coﬁtéolpfor these factors. Furthermore;
ce;tain institutional characteristics such as tyﬁe (two-year, four-
ye. . or university, for example), selectivity, and size have been found
to affect persistence.: Thus. both the personal background and environ-
mental variables were entéred before the financial variables.

The 38 independent variables included 19 personal and background

variables, seven institutional characteristics, four living and work

arrangement variables, and eight financial variables.

Low Income Students
Tables 99 and 100 list the significant predictors for low income

students who persiﬁééd full-time and those who withdrew from school

’ before thg fall, 1977 follow-up stuéy — two yeaxs after tﬁey entered.
Examining the variables that entered the th equations, one for persis-
tence and the other for withdrawal, one sees certain variables that
appear to be predictors of each outcome. Iﬁ is not surprising that
the personal variables which entered the équation are very similar to
thos; that have been identified in previous studies. For example, a

student's high school achievement as réflected in high school grades

and SAT scores predicts whether he or she is going to persist or with-
. s ]

draw. Furthermore,.the student's type of high school preparation-- i

d

El{fc . | 24 |
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specifically, whether he or ‘she had been in a college preparatory pro-

gram--also predicts whether or not the student will persist in college.

3

Not surprisinglyt students with no religious affiliation peréist
less ‘than those who ha;e such affiliations, all other things being
eqdél. Lack of religious ties maybbe symptomatic of alienation from

most traditional institutions,Aor possibly students who grow up with-)
out religious ties develop patterns of behavior that hinder persistence

in college. Perhaps the absence of religious tieg\that keeps students
’ from persisting in college also keeps them from viewing collége as an

important institution that can help them prepare for adult roles.

Three sociofeconomic variables were permitted to enter the equa-
4 .

tion: father's,education, mother's educatign, and parental income.
lThe only one that was predictive was fathéer's education. Perhaps edu-
cated fathers have more regard for a college education than less educa-

_ted ones, and their children acquire this value and thus tend to per-

sist to graduation, or perhaps educated fathers provide especially
\

strong psychological support for their children Attending college.

“ Two other important variables are the student's degree plans
and his/her other expectations when entering college. For example, stu-
dents who expec? to get the B.A. or aspire to advanced degrees tend to persist
in college, and those who.expect to drop out permanently ofﬁen do. Also,
students who eﬁpeét to get married while in college or to have an éff-
campus job are much more likely than others to withdraw.

With respect to institutional characteristics, students attending

universities and rour-yeary colleges are much more likely to persist
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than students attending two-year institutions, and students attending
(=4

©
.

private colleges are much more likely to persist than those in public
institutions. It appears that the academic and social atmosphere of

these instftutional environments influences a students' decision whether

w . ’

to stay in college or not. E

It is clear that the number of hours a“student works is an import-

ant determinant of his or her remaining in college. <+udents who work

. .

21 or more hours per week are less likely than others to persist for

7y

two years. Conceivably, more of these students might peré;sp if they

-
]

could get financial aid which could enable them to work fewer’hours. .

But this assumption remains untested. An examination-of the zero-order
correlations Letween hours of employment and other variables siuggests
. ‘
that some students get jobs nQt necessarily because they have no other

sources of income but because work provides them with rewards that

-~

collegg cannot. Perhaps, then, students who work many hours a week at
off-campus jobs are not so much forced to drop out of college by the

demands of their jobs as they are lured away by what they perceive as +

+

the greater rewards of working.,

. ) . a
, g .
‘* In this study the financial variables were the policy variables;

SIS »

they included the amount of aid a student received and whether he or

.

she received aid from one source or more than one. Only two of these

fifancial variables entered the analysis. studentS who had large’ loans

[N

and those who had a loan and work-study "package" were both more likely
than others to withdraw.' Apppréntly, owing large amounts of money puts

great financial pressure on students -from low income families causing

.

2 2o
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‘fmuch more than those at two-year schools. Some researchers have con-
i

»

them to drop out. Furthermore, students who begih college worried about -

whether they can afford it are also inclined to withdraw. On the other

hand, students who are given financial aid pegged to college costs are

‘-more likely than others to graduate.

' .
So it appears that in addition to the student's aptitude, achieve-

3

ment, expectations and motivation, there are other variables that in-
¢

fluence his or her chancés of remaining in college. Institutional en-
vironments are important influences. It is important that we examine

closely why students -at universities and four-year colleges’ persist i
1

Cluded that students at two-year colleges drop out so often because

’ )

almost all of them are commuters and thus they cannot.get very involved B I
in campus life. While this explanation sgems reasonable, we should ' \J
also examine institutional characteristics such as the hours at whicgh

courses are offered, the faculty's backgrounds and their degree of in-

stitutional identification and involvement, and the kind of counsel%ﬂg, ..
: ¢

advising and support services available in different types of institu-
tions. However, the present study concentrated on changes that might

be made ,in financial aid, not other institutional characteristics.
o -

Therefofe, with respect to financial aid it seems that offering needy

-

students loans instead of grants an® allowing them to work long hours

.

at off-campus jobs are not wise.
Evenbthough variables that were, measured in 1977 (experiences
while in college, attitudes, and values) may well have been affected

by the. student's college experience and whether s/he had persisted or




.
’

Y . .

Lt :
withdrawn, they still provide useful information about student

>

behavior.

One 197; question asked students why they aspired towards a_par-
ticulér career, and their' answers are directly related to their patterns
of persistence. Students who said that they had‘éhosen a career Be-
cause it permitted them to use.their academic training and those who
wanted to be hélpful to others were more likely than others to persist
(see Tables 101 and 102). On the other hand, students who said that

they intended to prepare for ¢ ~areer that paid well were less likely

to persist. .

L2 4

fot

Some other variables predicting persistence er withdrawal included
rating oneself high on motivation to achieve and saying that one had

keen lonely or bored in coilege. Howevexr; as stated above, one should

-

interpret these "aftef the fact"” findings cautiouslv.

Financial constraints also induced students to drop out. For ex-
ample, students who had to support ﬁﬂeir parents and those who said
that, their parents could not pay for their siblings' education-were
much more,ﬂikely than others to withdraw from college.

In summary, it appears that low income students who leave college
are oftgn‘in financial trouble and unclear about how their education

/ -
wil] help them get a job.

4

o .

"

High Income Students

~”  Tablec 103 and 104 show the results of the regression analysis

of persistence and withdrawal among students whose parents' income was

24, .




-217-

! more than $10,000 per year.3 There are some noteworthy differences

in thé predictors of persistence and withdrawal between high and low
iﬁcome;stué;nt53 For example, for students whose parents earn more
than §10,000 éer year,” such new variables as age and living and work
arrangements enter the equation. Both older students and. those Qho
live neither on campus nor with their parents, but rather in some other
place, such as a private home or apartment, are less likely than others
+to persist. And while students from low income families who worked

21 hours or mére‘a week were less likely than others to persist, this
was not true of more affluent students. ‘Only a small proportion of
these affluent students (9 percent) worked maﬁy hours, but when these

students worked on campus their persistence was less likely to be af-

fected. o . A

<

Turning to institutional characteristics, we find that the selec-

tivity of an institution influences withdrawal and that students who

attend selective institutions are much more likely to withdraw than

e others. This finding contradicts earlier studies. For example, A.

Astin (1975) found that the more selective an institution, the more

G

likely its-students were to graduate. These disparate findings may

\ - . 1
A About one,third ‘of all coIlege students’ parents have annual in-
: comes of $10,000 - 15,000; another one third earn $15,000 - 25,000;
the remaining one third make more than $25,000.
here are based on a random subsample of students
more than $10,000.

The analyses reported
whose parents earn

24y
\‘1 o P
~
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be‘explained by the fact that this study predicts persistence only
through the first two years of college, rather than to completion of
the bachelor's degree, and it examines patterns of behavior among a
recent cohort of students, whereas the earlier study examined college
students during the late 1960s.

Students at large institutions are less likely to persist than
those at small ones, and students attending college in the West are
more likely to withdraw than thos% in any other region. Students who
said that they were single parents or heads of household and those
whose parents could not afford t&jpay for their siblings' education
were both more likely to withdraw than others (see Tables 105 and 106).
Single parents and/or heads of héusehold not only often have financial
constraints, but they are subject to emofional pressures that may cause
them to drop out. Parents who are unwiliing to pay for the college
education ofﬂthe respondents may yreflect a latck of parental support or
encouragement.

Finally, for these high income students, aspiring to a career
because it pays well was a predictor of eventual withdrawal. Despite
this finding, however, students who said they valued their college ed-

ucation because it led to "making more money" were more likely than

others. to persist.

Sex Differences in Persistence

Using-the same set of predictor variables, the analyses were then

repeated for men and women separately.

22L4,7
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Men

Tables 107 and 108 show the variables ﬁhat predict persistence
and withdrawal for white men. Iﬁ‘addition to the expected predictors
like high school GPA and high school program, several other variables
also distinguish the persisters from the withdrawals. Surpriéingly,
men's SAT scores did not predict whether they would persist ‘or not,
and both being Protestant and having no religious affiliation pre-
dicted withdrawal.

While older students are in general less likely to persist, mar-
ried older men are more likely to persist, a finding consistent with
those of previous studies, which found that married students were less
likely than others to withdraw. Men who expected to seek counseling
for personal problems while in college persisted less than others.
Possibly these students are more anxious or depressed thap other stu-~
dents, and colleges should consider ways to restructure their psycho-
logical counseling services to provide more help for their students
and possibly help them to remain in college. Men who live off campus,
but not with their parents, are more likely than others to drop out,
and those who work 21 or more hours per week are also more likely to
drop out, regardless of whether their jobs are on or off campus. Men
receiving financial aid withdrew mo?e than others, suggesting that
financial aid, instead of relizving students of money worries, may in-
crease their anxiety and interfere witb their academic performance.

So far as men's values, attitudes and experiences are concerned (see

Tables 109 and 110), being a single parent and having been lonely or

245
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bored in college all increases one's chances of dropping out.

Interestingly, males who said that an important reason why they
want to college was to get a general education are more likely than
others to drop out. Apparently, those students who seek financial and
career benefits from their college education remain more strongly moti-
vated to persiét than those who "Qerely" want a well-rounded education.
Also, men for whom it is important to meet interesting people in col-
lege arevless likely than others to persist. So if entering college
students could be made to feel that college were more a piace where

they could deveop competencies that would be useful to their future

careers and earning power, and less a place simply to meet interesting

' people, more of them might persist to graduation.

Women

Tables 111 and 112 show the signigicant predictors of persistence
and withdrawal for white women. ' Interestingly, whereas men who expected
to marry while in college persisted neither more nor less than one
would othefwise expect, women who when they entered college‘expected
to marry while still in school were much more likely than others to
drop out.

So far as work experience is concerned, women who wgrked fewer
than ten hours per week at jobs related to their field of study strong-
ly tended to persist; so colleges should seriously consider providing

more work experiences of this sort to their female students. As was

the case with low income whites, women with "packages" of loan and work

24y
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- study money tended to drop out more than those without such packages.

But womén who received aid only in the form of grants werehmuch more
likely to persist, very likely becausé such grants put less strain on
the student and her parents than aid which has to be repaid. It is
particularly important tolprovide such grants to female student, be-
cause several studies have shown that for women, owing money for their
college education is more of a constraint on them and their parents
than is the case with men (see, fo£ example, H. Astin, et. al., 1976).
When parents contributed money towards their daughters' college
expenses -- controlling for the father's education -- their daughters
were more likely than otherwise to drop out. This finding supports
earlier studies which showed that parental income is a less critical

variable than parental education in affetting the persistence of women

in college (H. Astin et. al., 1976).
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TABLE 98

SEX AND RACE DIFFERENCES
IN PERSISTENCE 1

Full-time Erratic Stop- With=- A.A.,
Persisters Persisters outs drawals Persisters Unclassified
2
Total 58-0 10-9 4-6 17.2 3-5 5-7
Sex .
Men 58.9 10.4 4.8 16.2 3.7 6.0
Women 1 57.0 T 1.5 4.4 18.5 3.3 5.4
Race .
White 59.1 10.8 4.6 16.7 3.8 5.0
BlaCk 51-9 11.4 4-9 18-1 0-7 13-1
American Indian 60.8 . 8.6 3.0 25.0 0 2.6
Asian-American 57.7 17.1 4.1 11.6 2.8 ' 6.7
Chicano 31.7 9.7 4.8  34.8 9.0 ' 10.0
Puerto R.'LCQ.D 49-2 11.0 4-3 30-8 0 . 4-6

1 s . . . .
Students were classified with respect to the "persistence" categories using one
question from the 1975 questionnnaire (degree plans) and three questions from the 1977

questionnaire (attendance behavior, enrollment plans, and degree completion). -

2 ' . . . .
5.7% of the students did not respond to one of the questions used in creating
the persister category and so are unclassified. .
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TABLE 99
Phase I Predictors of Full-Time Persistence A
among Low Income Whites
(R=.343)
- 2
1 + Beta Zero=-Order F
Variables Coefficent _Coucrelation Ratio
Institutional type: university «26 : «15 ' 62.63
Worked 21 hours or more per week -.10 ~-.15 42,99 °
Institutional type: 4=~year college .20 : .01 42.25
Freshman expectation: get a BA .%9 .19 . ~ 35.65
High school grades .10 «19 - 31.95
Religion: none -.06 : -.05 17.29
Freshman expectation: get married
while in college -.06 -.05 14.43
High school program: college preparatory .05 .11 11.42
Institutional control: private .04 .09 7.40
SAT score «30 17 7.01
Degrce Plans: MA .04 .07 6.82
Freshman expectation: work at out= .
side job -.04 -.08 6.72
SAT score x selectivity of institution =.40 .19 5.51
Financial aid: loan and work -.03 -.03 4.78
Note = This analysis is based on an unweighted sample of 4213' white students
whose parental income is less than $10,000. ‘ :
lFor a detailed description and scoring of variables see Appendix E.
2 - .
i F>3.84=p<.05; F>6.64=p<+01; F>10.83=p<.001




TABLE 100

H

Phase I.Predictors of Withdrawal from
. College among Low Income Whites

(R=.344)

. Beta Zero-Order F .
Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio
Institutional type: 4-year collége -.28 -.04 g4.83
Institutional type: university -.31 -.15 69.96
Freshman expectation: get a BA A . -.10 -.20 36.79
Worked 21 or more hours per week .07 .11 ’ 50.14

Freshman expegtationa get married ‘
while in college .06 .06 17.87
Religion: none | .05 .03 10.69
Degree plans: MA ' -.04 -.07 8.27
High sch@ol grades -.05 -.15 7.89
High school:prograﬁ: colleée preparatory-.04 ’ -.11 7.79
Financial aid x tuition -.04 : -.03 7.28
SAT score : -.29 - 17 6.85
Amount of loan ‘ .04 K .02 35,59
Financial aid: loan and work .03 .03 5.29

Freshman expectation: drop out .

permanently : .03 ' .07 5.06
Father's eflucation L -.03 -.11 4.96
SAT score x selectivity of institution .36 -.19 4.63
Concern about financiné educétion .03 . 05 3.81
" Degree plans: Ll1.B. or J.D; -.03 -.05 3.80
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TABLE 101

Phase II Predictors of Persistence
among Low Income Whites

(R=.408)
Béta . Zero~Order F '

Variables . Coefficent Correlation Ratio
Work value: chance to use training , .07 +10 21.86
Self-rating: motivation to achieve .Oé .14 12.19
Contribute to supporﬁvof parents -.06 -.09 17.07
Work value: be helpful to others .04 ) .09 7.93
Sex: female ’ -.04 -.02 6.88
>Self-ratiﬁg: academic ability ~.06 .08 12.38
College grades .ob;i . .13 " 6.02
Involvement in college activities .11 22 47.69
Distance from home to college ~.03 .04 1J4.74
Lonely in college - -.07 -.10 24.24
Bored in college . ‘ v . -.05 -.13 ‘9.67
Classes are usually informal ) -.04 ~.16 4.87

[

Note - The multiple correlation (R) is the one reached after all significant var- ,
iables from phase I and II are entered. The variables are listed in the order in
which they entered. ' However, the Beta coefficients abd F-ratios are the one's
compuEfd in ,the final solution.
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' TABLE 102

v
-

Phase II Predictors of -Withdrawal
among Low Income Whites

(R=.393)
Beta Zero-Order F
" ,Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio
) .
Wwork value: chance to use training -.09 ‘ -.09 28.00 -
Contribqte to support of parents .05 .08 14.34
work value: good pay .04 ) .05 6.44
Work value: be helpful to others ' -.03 -.07 3.35
Sex: femdle . .03 | .02 3.70
Parents cannot firance siblinég
education . .04 .06 6.49
Involvement)in college activities -+ 11 ) -.20 46.18
worked off campus ’ ’—.04 ) ...06' v 6.22
Bored in college . . - «05 n «10 . 1;.05
\Sgudents are under pressure to get
high grades -.06 -.19 . 7.71
Freshman expectation: be satisfied . =403 ’ ;.03 3.56
Region: West ‘ .04 .62 5.99
<There is little contact with teachers -.05 -.07 6.23

k)
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TABLE 103

Phase I Predictors of Persistence
among High Income Whites

(R=.334) - ' oo
! LY
' Beta Zero-Order gv .
Variables Coefficent Correlation ) Ratio
Institutional type: university .38 .14 84.15
Ipstitutional type: 4~-year college : W27 A -.03. . 61.20
Wworked 21 or more hoﬁrs per week -.10 -+ 15 ‘ 40.96
High school grades .11 .18 38.94
Relréion; none ~ -.06 -.05 18.58 . "
Freshman‘expectaﬁion: get a EA .06 .16 13.63 '
Freshman expectation: drop out - . ‘
permanently ’ -.05 -.06 B 13.59 )
SAT score o . Y e d 11.8%- T -
Tuition and fees - . -+ 11 .07 ; 10.37
’ Hi;h school prograﬁ: college ‘preparatory .04 .09 ‘ 9:14' ‘
Worked off campus - -.05 -.13 . . 8.93 ¢ N
Degree plans: Ph.D. | g :.04 | -.01 5,00 .o
, Age - <,04 | =.06 7.81: - .
Live off campus bdt not with parents -.04 =.00 ' 7.37 l . .
Institutional control: private ¢‘°.09 ' ,+06 - » 6.66 o -
Region: West -.04 -.04 , 6.16
) Financial aid x tuition .03 .02, 5.82
Fatheé's education ’ .03 .08 4.60 ‘
Size of college » -.05 .09 4.13
Note = This iiaIYSis is based on an unweighted sample of 4759 white students whose
parental inc®ke is over $10,000,
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.TABLE 104
’ Phase I Predictors éf Withdrawal «
among High Income Whites “
‘ (R=.282)
Beta Zero~Order F
Variables g Coefficent Correlation Ratio
, Institutional typeg university “ T =27 -.12 52.41 .
Institutional type: 4—yeér college -.23 .01 46.46
’ &
SAT score . ~-.61 -.12 26.98
SAT x selectivity of' institution . .89 . =13 24.68
Selectivity of institution . -.40 -.14 20.74 .
. . R . : .
High school program: college preparatory=-.06 ~.10 15.24
’Freshﬁan.efpéctation::get a BA . -.06 -.15 13.67
High schéol grades -.06 -.13 13.47
Live off campus but not with parents .05 .09 11.05 ’
" Religion: hope .04 .03 7.47
Age . .04 .06 7.16
Freshman expectation: drop dut , 3
permanently ) : .04 .05 6.61 ‘
Freshman expectation: make at least )
a B average ”' .03 -.04 4,78
Degree plans: Ph.D. - .03 .00 3.86
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. ° : TABLE 105 \ . ‘
. . 2 . y Y e
Phase II Predictors of Persistence
among High Income Students
(R=.382)
Beta Zero=Order F
‘ . Variables ' Coefficent Correlation " Ratio
R N b4
College GPA ' o .08 .16 20.16
. ¢ B
Selectivity of institution .19 «15 4.65
. Work values: chance to use training .05 .05 - 10.47
4 . ) . kY
Single parent/head of household -.03 -.05 4,59
Self-rating: academic ability -.05 .07 9.10
Involvement in college activities 12 .20 62.44
Lonely in college -.04 -.07 8.08 ’
Parents not willing to help financially -.04 ~.08 9.30 .
Bored in college - ' ~-.04 -.11 8.52
There is a great deal of conformity ‘
among students - =.04 .00 8.35
Social activities are overemphasized .04 .05 5.49

Sex: Female ~-.03 «01 ' 4.45




"=230-

E LN

TABLE 106

L

Phase II Predictors of Withdrawal
among High-Income Students

(R=.326Y
: ‘ .
g ‘ . Beta . Zero-Order F
Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio
College GPA . ~-.07 -.11 14:§é
" Work values: chance to use training -.06 -.06 18.52
Sex: Female ) .04 .02 8.11
Self-rating: academic ability .04 . -.05 6.4}
Involvement in college activities -.09 -.14 37.99
Work on caﬁpus .03 ‘ .00 4.70
' Aid x tuition -.03 -.01 6.50
Received financial aid . .03 .01 4.85
ﬁor;d in college o <04 .08 7.91
Reas;)n for going to college: . . . ,
> make more money -.05 -.05 14.89
Work Qalugs; good pay .«03 .03 4.79
Lonely in éollege y .04 .05 7.13

.
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TABLE 107

H

among White Men

Phase I Predictors of Persistence

{R=.305)
Beta Zero~-Order F

Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio
Institutional type: university «31 <13 82.41
Institutional type: 4-year college ’ «26 -.01 68.46
High school grades .14 .18 59.53
Worked 21 or more hours per week -.07 -.14 17.85
worked off campus ¢+ =.07 ~.14 16.89
Religion: none -.06 -.05 14.96
Selectivity of institution ~.08 .14 12.62
High school program: college preparatory .04 .08 8.33
. Freshman expectation: get a BA .04° .13 5.72
Region: West | -.03 -.04 5.21
Dégree plans: Ph.D. -.03 -.00 4.99
Religon: Frotestant -.03 4.02_ 4.68
Age '—.03 -.06 - 4.49
) Freshiman expectation: seek individual )
‘ counseling on' personal problems -.03 -.01"" 4.31
Beingvmarried X age - .03 .01 4.08

Fresﬂman expectation: drop ou@ ' . )
-.03 T -.07 4.04

permanently {

4
\

Note - This analysis is based on an unweighted sample of 4001 white men.

2oy
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TABLE 108

Phase I Predictors of Withdrawal
among White Men

(R=.287)
Beta Zero-Order F

Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio
Inétiqutional type: 4-year college -.33 -.03 95.50
Institutional type: university -.34 ‘/ - 11 65.30
High school grades f -.10 -.15 34.57

Freshman expectation: work at
an outside job ‘ .06 .09 11.94
Selectivity oé institution .07 -.14 9.26

Frebnpan expectation: dfop out
permanently ' .05 .07 8.55
Live off campus but not with parents .05! «10 2.54.
High school program:‘college preparatory-.04 ‘ -.09 y;.OZ
Financial aid x tui?ion -.04 -.02 6.55
Worked on campus | ‘ .04 i .03 6.20
Received financial aid l0a .04 5.85
Worked 21 hours or more per week :04 .08 4.96
Region: Central | -.03 -.06 4.47
Degree plans: Ph.b. B . «03 .00 4,36
Father's education | ~.03 -.09 4.30

261
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TABLE 109

Phase II Predictors of Persistence
among White Men

(R=.362)

' ‘ Beta Zero-Order F

ﬂ" Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio

Lo -
College GPA . .10 <17 29.13
work value: chance to use training .07 .08 21.23
Live off campus but not with parents -.03 -.08 3.11
Self-rating: motivation to achieve .05 .13 7.38
Tuition and fees -.16 .06 17.81
Institutional control: private <11 .06 10.44
Self-rating: academic ability .05 .Oé 6.60
Aid x tuition .03 .03 4.84
Single parent/head of household -.03 -.04 3.99
Involvement in college activities .09 .17 26.89
Region: East .04 -.03 3.97
Lonely in college -.03 -.06 4.57
Parents not willing to help financially -.64 -.08 7.25
Reasdn for going to college: gain
a general education -.04 -.01 6.80
Bored in college -.03 . -.10 4.42
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TABLE 110

Phase II Predittors of Withdrawal

among White Men

(R=-328)
2
. Beta Zero-Order F
Variables Coefficent’ Correlation Ratio
g
Work value: chance to use training -.07 -.07 18.45
SAT Score --37 . --13 9-71
SAT x selectivity'of instituﬁion <55 -.13 8.94
College GPA -.07 -.13 15.87
Single parent/head of household .04 .05 5.65
Involvement in college activities -.09 -.14 27.28
WorKed less than 10 hours per week .04 .03 4.45
Bored in college .04 .07 6.67
Reason for going to college:
make more money -.04 -.03 5.59
Reason for going to college:
meet interesting people .03 .00 4.53
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TABLE 111

a

Phase I Predictors of Persistence
among White Women

(R=.364)
_ Beta Zero-Order F
Variables Coefficent " Correlation Ratio
Institutional type: university . «33 .16 ‘ 112.08
Institutional type: 4-year college 24 -.01 83.14
WOrkea 21 hours or more per week =11 -.16 59.55
Freshman expectation: get a ﬁA 11 «21 51.83
High school grades . :09 «19 28.03
Religion: none _ - =.07 -.05 27.08
Freshmén expectation: get married
while in college , , -.06 . -.06 17.79
SAT score .07 .20 . 12.41
High school program: college preparatory .05 «12 12.09
. wOrked less than 10 hours pe? week .05 _ .09 11.86
Selectivity of institution -.07 21 10.16
Institutional control: private .05 .09 9.90 .
Financial aid: grant only .03 .02 " 4,94
Degree Plans: MA .03 .06 4.57
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TABLE 112

Phase I Predictors of Withdrawal
Among White Women

(R=.353)
Beta » Zero—~Order F
Variables Coef ficent Correlation Ratio
Freshman expectation: get a BA -.12 -e23 69.24
Institutional type: university -.29 -+ 16 68.44
Institutional type: 4-year college -.24 , .00 67.42
Freshman expectation: get married
while in college .06 . 06" 19.84
Religion: none .06 .04 18.51
Worked 21 hours or more per week .06 .09 16.56
High school program: college p;eparatory-.OS -.13 15.52
SAT score | -.41 -e17 13.88
SAT score X select;vity of institution «54 ~.20 11.10
Degree plans: MA . ~-.05 ~-.08 10.91
Selectivity of institution. ~-.23 ~.21 8.06
Took SAT ~-.04 -.07 7.90
High school grades -~.04 -.15 7.33
Work less Fhan 10 hours a week .03 .02 6.36
Work related to field of study -.03 .01 5.80
Freshman expectation: make at i
least a B average .03 -.06 4.91
Degree plans: L1.B. or J.D. ~-.03 ~-.05 4.68
Fresh@an expectation: drop out
permanently .03 .05 4.63




TABLE 113

Phase II Predictors of Persistence
among White Women
(R=.429)

‘ Beta Zero—-Order
Variables ’ Coefficent Correlation

Work value: chance to use training
Work value: be helpful to others
Contribute to support of parents

College GPA

Self-rating: academic ability

‘Self-rating: motivation to achieve‘ - .03 «11 3.76
Work values: good pay | -.03 -.06 3.88
Involvemen;;in college activities .14 «25 98.75
Distance from home to college T -.04 ) .03 6.84
Lonely in college : -.07 -. 11 30.31

Freshman expectation: be satisfied .
With College "'003 - ’ 004 5004

Bored in college -.05 -.13 12.88
Social activities are overemphasized .05 .08 10.91
Parents'contribute financially -.03 .05 4.66
Parents not willing to help financially =.03 -.07 6.99
Little contact with teachers .06 «05 9.44
Region: Central .03 :06 5.49

ERIC | | 264
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TABLE 114

- Phase II Predictors of Withdrawal
among White Women

(R=.398)
3
Beta Zero-Order | F

Variables , Coefficent Correlation |, Ratio
Work value: chance té use training - -.08 -.09 27.38
Work value: good pay . .05 .07 .13.86
Self-rating: motivation to achieve -.03 -.10 4.75
Self-rating: academic ability .05 -.07 11.18
Contribute to support of'parents ‘.04 .07 9.50
College GPA -.03 -.10 2.35
Work value: be helpful to others -.02 -.06 2.58
Involvement in college activities -.10 -.,20 50.17
Worked off campus -.04 .06 6.07
Bored in college | .05 11 13.90

Reason for going-to college: make
more money - =.05 -.03 11.06
Lonely in college . .04 .08 10.49
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CHAPTER 7

PERSISTENCE AND WITHDRAWAL

AMONG MINORITY STUDENTS

This chapter describes the variables that predict pérsistence
and withdrawal first among the student poﬁulation as a whole and then
among each of the five ethnic minority groups (Blacks, Asian~-Americans,
American Indians, Puerto Ricans and Chicanos). The same set of var-
iables described in Chapter 6 and listed in Appendix E is used in the
regression analysis discussed in this chapter. ' The analyses empha-
size the 1975 input variables, particularly the financial aid vari-
ables. Any 1977 variables which entered the regression equations ex-
cept for those variables describing the student's patterns of employ-
ment while in school will be discussed only briefly, because students--
depeﬁding on their enrollment status at that time--may have reported
them in a biased way.

All the analyses were done identically; with tﬁree exceptions:
(1) race was.used as an independent variable only for the analysis of
the student population as a whole; (2) the five variables describing the
students' collective impression éf their institutional environments
‘'were used only in the analysis of the total population; ané (3) the

predominant race ¢f the institution (white or black) was used onlnyor

the analysis of black students. " (//’\\“
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Four groups of variables predicted persistence for almost every

group: the type of institution attended (as measured by highest degree

offered, size, selectivity, and type of control){‘the student's past
acadeﬁic achievement (as measured by high school grades, SAT scores,
and type of high school curriculum); the number of hours per week the
studént was emplqyed while in coliege (as measured by three.dichotomous
variables--1-9 hours; 10-20 hours; ;nd 21 hours or more); and the stu-
dents' expectations when beéinning college, particularly whether he or

she expected to earn a B.A. or to drop out of college permanently.

Variables from all fout\of these categories entered the regression

> 4
.

equation with significant weights for students as a whole and for all
a ~ -

the ethnic minority groups except Puerto Ricans. These findings are
generally consistent with those of past research (A. Astin, 1975;

Pantages and Creedon, 1978). ¢

All Students ’ N

Examining the student population as a whole first, we find that
in additioh to theafour groups of common pregdictors iisted above, some
.additional background variables entered the equation for persistence
(see Table 115). Reporting no religious affiliation contributed nega-
tively to the prediction of persistence, a fiﬁding consistent with
past research. However, two variables whose beta weights had signs
different from thoselpf the zero-order correlations and which contra- *
dictlpast research findings call‘for further explanation. Parental

income entered with a negative weight, a surprising finding since stu-

dents with high parental incomes are somewhat over-represented among

29;)
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full-time persisters (see Chapter 4, Table 56) and since the zero-
order correlation between parental income and persistence is positive.
Possibly thé reason why, after type of institution, past academic
achievement, number of hours employed, freshman expectations, finan-
cial aid énd other background variables are controlled , students

with high family incomes are less likely than others to persiét full-
time might be the "midgle income squeeze." That is, sons and daughters
of middle income paren£s may be less eligible than others for financial
qid, making it financially difficult for them to remain in school. Or
else middle income students who drop out may be re§ponding fq current
labor market conditions and the widespread publicity about the declin-
ing value of a college degree, while low income students may persist
because they believe that education is their only real hope for upward
mobility.

The other surprising variable was being black, which predicted full-
time persistence positively, although there is a small negative zero-ordér
correlation between persistence and being black. fhat is, after other
significant variables are controlled for, blacks are slightly more

likely thannwﬁites to{persist full-time in college. This finding is
consistent witﬁ the results of at least one gther study (Peng and Fetters,
1978), which also found that black stu@ents were less likely than wﬁites
to withdraw from college. - . ”
Several "financial aid variables entered one or bothvreéression

equations. The one common predictor for both full-time persistence

and withdrawal was having a package consisting of a small grant, loan

27U




y
\

O

- ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

and work-study. It predicted persistence negatively and withdrawal

positively. In addition, having financial aid of any kind predicted

withdrawal, while having a package consisting of a small grant and .

work-study funds negatively predicted persistence. Two other finan-

cial aid variables entered the regression equation for persistence

vaftervsome of the 1977 vari&bles? Consistent with previous research
findings (A. Astin, 1975), the size gf stuéents"loans entered with
a negative weight. On ;he other hand, éackaqes consisting of a large
granf, loan and work—stﬁdy money contributed positively.

The evidence presented. thus far suggests‘that skgdents in general

are not necessarily helped to persist by receiving any form of finan-

]

cial aid, and they‘may even be hindered. For example, students who
receive loans are less likely than students in general to persist, un-

. A
less the loan is relatively small compared to the scholarship or

T
grant. .

. '
-

Since the factors that predicted persistence and withdrawal among

*

white students were discussed in-Chapter 6, the rest of this chapter

will focus on ethnic minority students.
Y

Blacks /

Three separate analyses were done for black stﬁdents: a) all
blacks (Tables 119 to 122); b) blacks attending predominantly white in-

stigutions (Tables 123 to 126); and c) blacks attending predominantly

B

black institutions (Tables 127 to 130). The second and third.groups -

are simp}y subsets of the first. The four general predictors (insti-

a - v /

.tutidnal type, academic achievement, number of hours employed, fresh-

é . . § N !
man .expgctations) influence each of these groups. ’
Y » ‘;“,
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Of greatest interest, however, are the particular institutional vari-
ables which reach statistical significance in predicting persistence
and/or withdrawal. For both the entire student population and for

white students, the most important institutional variable was the

'

highest degree offered. However, for black students we adqéa the
predominant race of their college--black or white--as a v#fiable.
This variable proved to be the most significantly relaﬁ7é to staying
in school, with attendance at a predominantly black inétitution posi-
tively predicting full-time persistence (sée Table 119).

\

In addition, wﬁen we examine the institutional variables which
enter when the predominant race of the institution is éontrolled} we
find that black students attending predominantly black institutions
under private control are less likely to persist than those at public
predominantly black colleges. Remember that with all other regressions,
each time the institutional control variable entere% private control
contributes positively to persistence and negatively to withdrawal.

The most plausible explanation why private control contributes nega-
tively to persistence of blacks in predominantly black colleges is that
these colleges have recently experienced severe financial constraints.
Generally, private black colieges are considerably worse off financially
than public ones,lSQ perhaés they are unable to provide the support,

in terms of financiai aid, academic advising and personal counseling,

to help their students remain in school. Further investigation is re-

quired in this area.

Other important predictors for students in mostly black colleges
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are both the number of hours they are employed each week and their
expectations as freshmen. So far as employment isfconcerned, working
10-20 hours per week contriputes positively to persistence, but work-
ing more than 20 hogrs.is a negative predictor. Qithdrawal "from black
in;titutions is predicted negatively both by working fewer than 10
hours and by working 10-20 hoers. Expecting to get married while in
college predicts persistence negatively, while planning to work at an
off-campus job is a positive predictor of withdrayel. Two financial

aid variables enter the regression on persistence: amount of loan

" (negative) and a package consisting of a . large grant, loan and work-

study funds (positive). Once again, we see that large loans negatively
affect persistence. No financial aid variables‘contriﬁuted to the
prediction of withdrawal from college.

Turnieg now to black students attending white institutions
we find that the selectivity of the school contributes posi-
tively to persistence while attending a university or a four-year
college contributes negatively to withdrawal. Unlike students in
black institutions, for whom age seems to make no difference, older
students in white colleges are less likely than others to persist.
Women, too, are less likely to persist in white institutions. Inter-
estingly, the kinds of freshman expectations which contribute to the
prediction of either persistence or withdrawal are also different from
those of black students in mostly black institutions, with planning
to.drop out contributing negatively to persisting and expecting to seek

counseling for personal problems contributing positively to it.

<79
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Fewer work variables enter than for black studentg in black institu-
tions; the only significant one is working more than 20 hours per week,

which negatively affects persistence.

-~

As with students atteﬁding black institutions, we find that no
financial aid variables enter the prediction for withdrawal. Turning
to persistence, students in both white and black institutions who
receive large loans are less likely to persist, while for students
in whité institutions, the more wo?k-study funds they are awarded,
the more likely they are to remain in school.

Examining}the phase II variables for blacks in predominantly
black institutions/, we find the common predictors of persistence to be
high college grades.(positive), the degree of involvement in college
activities (positive), and the feeling that the student's parents are
unwilling to help finance his/her éollege education (negative). The
common predictors ofvwithdrawal are high college grades (negétive),
contributing, to the support of one's parents (positive), and the stu-
dent's amount of involvement in college activities (negative}. Black
students in white institutions who rated themselves high on motivation
to succeed and those who indicated that meeting new and interesting
people and wishing to make more money were important reasons in their
decision tévattend collegé persisted more and withdrew less than their
peers. However, these particular variables seem especially suscepti-
ble to being Siased by students' enrollment statué, and they may very

well reflect outcomes rather than predictor variables.
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Asian-Americans

Tables 131 to 134 show thebresults of the regression aﬁalysis
on full-time persistence and withdrawal among Asian-American students.
Most of the variables which enter the regression equation during the
firsf phase are consistent with those of the other groups. For Asian-
Americans, it appears thatéthe most impor?ant predictor of full-time
persistence, although a ne%ative one, is being employed more than 20
hours per wéek. Attending:a university, attending a private conllege
and earning good grades in'high school all positively predict persist-
; ence. However, somé of the other variables which enter the regression
equation for Asian-Americans differentiate them from the other ethnic
minorities. While the freshman marital status of other groups does
not seem either to increase or diminish persistence (e#cept for black
students who attend predominantly white colleges), for Asian-
Americans, being married at the time of college entry is a negative

predictor of full-time persistence and also the strongest predictor

of withdrawal. Obviously, Asian~American students who are married

when they begin college find it especially difficult to remain stu-
dents, even on a part-time basis. 1In addition, the expectation that
they will get marriedehile in college enters both Asian-Americans per-
sistence and withdrawal regression equations in directions consistent
with those of other groups. Feeling that there is a good or very good
chance that one will marry before graduation may reflect a lack of
motivation to finish college. It is difficult to explain why being

married when one enters college hinders the persistence of Asian-Americans

LRIC 275
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more than that of any other group. We should study men and women.sep-
arately to see if one sex is affected much more than the other. At
any rate, since fewer than 1 percent of Asian-American entering fresh-
men are married, this variable ﬁay in fact be less important than it
woﬁld appear from this analysis.

Aspiring to a B.A. degree enters as a negative predictor of per-
sistence and a positive predictor of withdrawal. Asién—Américan stu-
dents were more likely to aspire to graduate and professional degrees
than was any other group, s¢ for them aiming at no higher degree than
a bachelor’'s repré;ents relatively little academic ambition. And,
curiously, it appears that going to college in the midwest makes it
easier for Asian-Americans to stay in school at least part—tiﬁe.

Two financial aid variables enter the regressions, both in un-
expected direc}ions. Receiving all one's financial aid in the form
of loans proved to be a pogitive predictor of persistence, while having
only work~study funds was a positive predictor of withdrawal. These
findings are difficult to explain, and they are based on relatively few
students. Perhaps students whose only financial aid is loan money come
from relatively affluent families, so that they are ineligible for other

‘
types of financial aid. In any case, Asian-Americans who receive loans
have little tréuble, other things being equal, remaining in college.
The situation is very Aifferent for Asian—Americans who receive only
work-study funds. Since those who receive work-study funds are also

eligible for BEOG money, one wonders why these students are not receiving

it. There are at least two plausible explanations. One is that they

o
>

¢
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received poor financiél aid advice from their colleges. Until recently,
many two-year colleges did not seek financial aid very aggressively
for their st&dents. Since BEOG funds are limited to half the amount
of a student's college costs, many students at tuition-free institu-
tions, such as those in the California community éollege system, may
have misinterpreted the rules, thought that‘BEOGs provided half one's
tuition rather than half one's expenses, and so considered themselves
ineligible. A second explanation is that these students were actually
not in the federal work-study program but received all their financial
aid in the form of campus jobs funded by the college they were attend-
ing. V
In looking at the phase II variables whiqh entered the regression

equation, we find that the two common predictors are college grades and

feeling bored with college. Notice that for Asian-American students,

expecting to live on campus during their freshman yeaf enters with a
(negative weight for persistence (this variable is a phase I predictor
that does not become sigﬁificant enough to enter the regression equa-
tion until the second phaée). This finding is at vari;nce both with
past resgarch and ouf findings for other groups. It may be that the
cultural tradition of AsianjAmericans is such that going away to school
and thus being outside their home presents particularly difficult con=-

flicts which impede their persistence.

Chicanos o
For Chicanos, institutional variables proved to be the strongest

predictors of persistence and withdrawal, with attending a private
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college or university positively predicting persistence and riegatively
predicting withdrawal. In addition, atténﬁing a large institution en-
ters the regression equation for withdrawal with a negative weight.
Variables measuring academic achievement (high school grades andlsAT
score | number of hours employed, and freshman éxpectations) each en-
tered the regression equation for persistence in ways consistent with
those of other groups. In addition, receiving.all one's financial &id
in the form of grants was a positive predictor of full-time persistence.
fhis findiné is particularly striking because receiving only grant aid
is, in general, negatively correlated in tge zéro—order correlation
with most of the positive predictors of full-time persistence, such
as high school grades, SAT scofes, institutional selectivity, pri-
vate control, attending a four-year college or' university, and living N
on campus‘énd is positively correlated with working 20 hours or more per
weekr Eéen so, the zero-order correlation of receiving only a grant
is positive with full-time persistence, and the standardized regression
coefficient remains positive and actually inc}eases after conf;ol of
. ’ LY

the other phase I variables which enter, the équation. So it would aﬁ;
pear wise to limit the type of aid offered éhicano students to various
forms of grants (Tables 135 to 139).

Another interesting finding appears in the phase I regression equa-
tion of. withdrawal--for Chicanos, attending college in the midwest

enters with a positive weight. This result is strprising in view of

the fact that in the zero-order correlation, attending college in the mid-

.

west is positively associated with full-time persistence and very

R75
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strongly associated with attending a university (r = .45). One would
expect that attending college in the west rather than the midwest would
positively prediqt withdrawal since there are so many communiéy colleges
in the west. Further investigation is required here. It may be, since
this variable entered only the regréssion equation for withdrawal and
not for the one for full-time persistence, that in the midwest it is
more difficult for students to attend college on a part-time basis or
to re-enter college oncé(they have stépped out. Colleges and univer-

sities in—the-midwest may also be particularly lacking in flexibility.

Puerto Ricans

Tﬁe regression anaiysis for Puerto Ricans proved to be very in-
consistent with that of every other group.. Only oné of the four main
sets of predictors (academic achievement, institutignal type, number
of ﬁours employed, aﬁd freshman expectations) which entered the other
regréssion analyses entered that for the Puerto Ricans. That one was
fréshman expectétionsv‘where feeling.that there was a good chance of
getting a B.A. entered. positively for full-time persistence and nega-
tively for withdrawal, while expecting to have to work at an off-campus
job entered the persistence regression equation witﬁ a negative weight
and the withdrawal equation with a positive one. In view of this in-
consistency and because Puerto Ricans had by far the lowest response
rate and are our smallest group of students, our findings concerning
them should be treated with great caution (Tables 139 to 142).

Besides freshman expectations, only two variables entered the re-

gression equation for persistence: receiving ‘financial aid and parental
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income, both of which entered with positive weights. These two var-
iables also entered the regression equation for withdrawal with neg-
ative weights; so did haviﬁg all one's aid in the form of college work-
study, which was a positive predictor of wi£hdrawal.

Among the phase II variables, two predicted both full-time per-
sistence and withdrawal: having major expenses or debts and feeling
ionely whiie in college, both of which were negative for persistence
and positive for withdrawal. A peculia; finding is that having high
grades in college enters the regression equation for persistence with
a negative wei%pt. This finding too is at variance with those for the
other ethnic minorities. Further research with a larger and more
representétiVe sample of Puerto Rican college students is needed in
order to identify m&re precisely wﬁat factors affect their étaying in

-

school and dropping out.

American Indians

The results of the regression analyses predicting full-time per-

sistence and withdrawal for American Indians (Tables 143 to 146) are con-

»

sistent with the findings for most other groups--with a few exceptions.
No variable describing the student's college enters during the first
phast of the regression, although two variables (size of college and

four-year institution) enter the regression equation during phase II.

On the other hand, attending a four-year college and attending a uni-

versity prove to be the most significant predictors of withdrawal (both
. .

in a negative direction) for, American Indian students.

Working at a job related to one's field of study positively

o . - .Zou .
ERIC . , | :
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predicted pérsistence for American Indian students, while living
neither on campus nor with parents was a negative predictor. In addi-
tion, students who indicated "none" as their current religious preference
were less likély than others to persist full-time in college.

Thé only financial aid variable which enters the equa:;on ié having
an aid package consigting of a loan and college work-study; it is a
negative predictor of persistence and a positive predictor of withdrawal,
just as it was for white students whose parents' annual incomes were
under $10,000. 6nce again, we see the apparently deieterious effect

that loans have upon student persistence.

——
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e TABLE 115

Phase I Predictors of Full-Time Persistence
among all Students

(R=¢339) :
2
1 Beta Zero-Order F-
Variables Coefficent Correlation _ Ratio
S
Institutional type: university «34 <15 98.28
\ Institutional type: 4-year college «26 -.01 83.54 )
Work 21 or more hours per week -.12 -.16 59.11
High school grades .11 . .18 ) 33.70
SAT score , .09 .15 15.35 ) .
Freshman expectation: get a BA «06 .16 : 13.02
Religion: none -.05 . ~-.04 12.59
Financial aid: small grant . , .
and work-study -.05 . 4.05 ’ . 12.38 .
Institutional selectivity .. -.08 .13 11.47
? . '
High school program: college preparatory .05 «11 8.93
L4
Freshman expectation: get married . N
while in college . . -.04 -.05 8.84
» " Freshman expectation: drop out .8
permanently T =.04 -.Q6 6.80
. Financial aid: small grant,
. loan and work-study -.04 -.01 6.46
‘Race: Black .05 -.01 . 6.41
: Parental income -.04 .05 : 4.61
Institutional size -.04 ) I.08 -t 4.41
Note - This'analysis is based on an unweighted sample of 4,140 students
.. representing a random one-third sample of respondents.
R S - . . ¢ o
For a detailed description and scoring, of variables), see Appendix E.
¥ )

.

' .
F>3.R4=n < .05 F > A.R4 = 28&)1: F > 1.8 = b < 001,

2
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TABLE 116

Phase I Predictors of Withdrawal
among all Students

(R=.304)
) Beta Zero-Order F "
Variables B Coefficent Correlation Ratio
: !

Institutional type: 4-year college -.26 -.02 . 77.71 ’(

Institutional type: university -.28 , -.13 . 69.35

Freshman expeétation: get a BA -.08 ' -17 22.81

Worked 11-20 hours per week -.06 -.02 14.67 g

High school grades ' -.06 -.14 11.09

Race: Black : -.06 .01 ' 10.93

i ’

Region: East .05 «08 10.15 °

Worked 10 hours or less per week -.05 -.02  7.94

Race:’Indian » . -.04 .05 7.66
‘ ) SAT scgge ) - . . ‘ -.07 -.13 7.55 .

Worked on campus : .05 .01 A 7;45'

Freshman ekpectgtion: drop . ‘ o ,

. out permanently 4 .04 .067 6.92
1 . . / ‘
Amourt of aid x tuition . -.04 -.03 5.84 v
T . : . ~
*
" Freshman expectation: get married
while in college o © .03 .03 5.13 /.

Have financiai aid .04 .04 5.03

Religion: none .03 " .02 . 4.93

High school program: college preparatory-.03 4-.10 X 4.70

Financial aid: small grant, °

loan and work-study : .03 .02 4.38 .
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TABLE 117 ‘
- ‘ ) / .
- .- Phase II Predictors’ 'of Full=-Time Persistence
among all, students »
(R=.399) . .
$ g Beta Zero=Order F
.Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio
4 . - . ‘Q
College GPA .11 «17 35.47
Sex: female . -.04 - -.03 8.44
Work values: chance to use training .09 ' «10 ' : 40.40
Contribute to support of parents -.05 -.07 13.78
: AN
Single parent/head of household -.03 \\\ -.05 - 5.65
Invovlement in college activities «10 .20 35.77 ,
Financial aid: total amount of loan -.04 -.01 5.09
: . ¥
Self-rating: academic ability -.03 .10 . 3.27
..Lenely in college -.05 ’ =.09 ) 10.21
Bored in collegeb -.04 , ¥ -.10 8.33
Freshman expectation: be . 1
I _ satisifed with college -.03 .03 4.49
. . e
o Parents not willing to help financially -.03 -.08 5.48
- Social activities are overemphasized .03 : .07 4.94
> . .
Fingﬁcial aid: large grant, ] .
loan "and work-study , " .03 .03 . 4,08
‘ \
a 1]
) - Y
k)
o - i
l (3 ) ’ .
o o ‘ - ! ‘38“*/ ‘ ' .




"TABLE 118

Phase 11 Predictors of Withdrawal

ampng all Students

(R=o 360)
N
, ‘Beta . Zero~Order F
» Variables ** Coefficent Correlation Ratio
. 13
Work values: chance to use training, | =.12 -.11 59.29
College GPA . f 012 -.14 41.92
Sex: Female ’ .03 * .03 4.49
» . : Lo
Contribute to support of parents 04" . .06 7.46
Work values: good pay .05 .03 10.67
Self-rating: academic ability .05 -.08 7.98
Involvement in college activities -.07"° -.15 20.38
Reason for going to édfigdé: “
make more money -.06 -.05 12.90
Lonely in college .04 .06 8.68
Reason for going.to college: meet "
new and interesting people .03 4.49

-

R
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TABLE 119

Phase I Predictors of Full-Time Persistence

among all Blacks

(R=.334)
/
: Beta Zero-Order F ‘ /
Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio ' ’//
; /
High school grades «13 $ 17, 48.21 | ’/
| ;
Institutional type: predominantly black .18 .10 47.24 * J
Work 21 or more hours per week -.10 . -.13 35.73 //
Institution control: private -.11 .02 . 13.36 /
B
SA$'score .07 «16 11.01
i :
De#ree plans: MA _ «05 .06 10.43
High school érogram: colnge p{gparatory .05 «11 9.48
Work on campus ‘ .05 .06 9.02
F#nancial ;id: total amount of 1o;n -.05 -.02 /8.60.
F#eshman‘expécgation: drop out ’
| permanently -.05 -.08 8.49
Aé}e -.05 -.12 | 7.51
F%eshman expectation: get a BA .04 .11 6.86
Aﬁount of tuition and fees ‘ . <09 .08 6.44
Fﬁeshman expectation: seekncounseling
on personal problems .04 .03 5.98
Rghigion: Protestant | .04 .03 4.81
Liye off campus but not with parents -.04 -.09 4,62
Sek: Female | | -.03 -.,02 4.25
5 , %
3,514 black students.

' No%e - This analysis is based on an ynweighted sample og
//

8¢ |
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TABLE 120 ,

Phase I Predictors of Withdrawal
among all Blacks

(R=.293)
Beta ) Zero-Order F

Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio
High school gradés ' -.10 “-.16 30.17
’ . ;nstitutional typ;: 4-year college -.17 -.09 30.11
’ j Institutional type: predominantly black -.08 -.05 18.76
: ] Work 11-20 hours per week -.07 -.04 14.60
;J SAT score . ~ -.07 -.15 14.49

S i
) Work 10 hours or less per week -.06 -.05 12.42
Live off campus but not with parents .06 .10 11.54
High school program: college pieparatory—.?G -. 11 11.21
Institutional size -.b7 -.04 9.85
Institutional typé: university -.09 . —e02 . 7.40
Degree plans: MA -.04 ~-.06 7.14
Marriage x age _ .09 .09 6.13
Age .04 12 5.88
Sex: Female .04 .02 5.24
Deqgree of financial concern .04 .04 4.85
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TABLE 121

-

Phase II ﬁredictors of Full-Time Persistence
amony all Blacks

f3

(R=.403)
v Beta Zero-Order F
Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio
A .

College GPA .09’ 19 23.83
Degree plans: LL.B. -.04 ' -.01 7.24
Motivation to succeed .05 .13 8.19
Contribute to support of parents - -.06 | -.09 13.51
Work value: be helpful to others .04 .06 5.13
Have major debts or expenses “ -.04 -.04 5.69
Parents not willing to help financially -.11 ‘ -.14 53.23
Siqgle parent/head of housghold ~.04 -.07 5.29
Involvement in college activities ) .12 .22 47.08
Bored in college -.04 -~.08 8.07

Reason for going to college:
5.41

meet new and interesting people -.04 .02
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TABLE 122

Phase II Predictors of Withdrawal
among all Blacks

(R=.346)
4 Beéa Zero-Order . F
Variables Coefficent Correlation © Ratio
College GPA -.08 ) -.17 20.38
Work values: be helpful to others -.05 -.07 10.06
Contribute to support of parents .06 .09 14.47
Motivation to achieve 1 -.04 - -.12 4lb§
- ’ 3
Degree plans: {.1B .04 . .01 5.18
Involvement in college activities -.06 -.16 12.08
Reason for going to college:
make more m?ney -.06 -.06 . 12.99
Reason for going to college:
meet new and interesting people .05 .01 9.49
' Parents not willing to help financially .05 .06 7.93
_Bored in college .04 .07 . - 6.01
. .
28y
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‘ TABLE 123

Phase I.Predictors of Full-Time Persistence
among Blacks in
Predominantly White Institutions

(R=.344)
‘ Beta Zero—Order F
Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio
High school grades .14 «23 35.15
Work 21 hours or more per week -. 11 -.15 29.08
Age -.08 -.16 11.80
Degree plans:‘MA .06 .07 9.64
Freshmar expectation: drop out
permanently : -.06 -.09 8.85
Financial aid: tbtal amount of loan —.Q6 .01 6.84
Institutional selectivity .06 .21 5.91
High school pr;;ram: college preparatory .05 .13 5.51
éAT score 06 .21 5.29
Marital statq; 1975: Married -~.05 -+ 10, 4.33
Sex: Female -.04 -.04" 4.29
Freshman expectation: seek counseling .
on personal problems .04 .03 4.24
Financial aid: work-study amount .04 .07 4.19

Note - This analysis is based on an unwe ighted sample of 2,116 black students
attending predominantly white institutions.

»
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- . TABLE 124 ° ‘ ;
- - o
Phase I Predictors of Withdrawal
among Blacks in
Predominantly White Institutions
’ (R=. 305) 3
Beta . Zero-Order F
Variahles ) Coefficent Correlation Ratio
. Inétitutionél “type: 4-year college -.17 -.08 23.12
" High school grades - 11 , -.20 21.02
SAT score , c -.08 -.19 11.67
Institutional type: university -.12 -.06 11.09
High school program: college preparatory-.07 -.14 9.20
. ~ Degree plans: MA . ‘ -.06 -.07 8.43
Freshman expectation: get a BA .06 .15 8.10
Age ) .06 .15 7.19
f}
00y,
, 29 _a
O
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TABLE 125

’

Phase II Predictors c¢f Full-Time Persistence
among Blacks in
Predominantly White Institutions .

make more money .05 .04

. (R=.405)
‘. : A,
Beta . Zero-Order F
Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio
Self-rating: motivation to achieve .07 .14 10.06
Have major debts or expenses -.07 : -, =.05 13,21
College GPA . .04 . +14 4. 11
Inovlement in college activities .14 ' .24 37.52
Parents not willing to help financially =.12 ' -.13 34.15
Reason for yoing to college: to R

meet new and interesting people =.06 -.01 8.32

Reason for going to college: . ) -
6.00
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TABLE 126 ..

; . 7 :
Phase II Predictors of Withdrawal
among *Blacks in

Predominantly White Institutions

(R=. 352) N
. Beta ‘ Zero—~Order F
- Variables - Coefficent Correlation Ratio..
Motivation to achieve ﬂ-.O'; , -.14 9‘&50A
Self-rating: acad;amj;c ability -.04 ) -.17 3:\\1'7
Have major debts or expenses .04 .01 4.59
Reason for going to :ollege:
make more money -.0;} -.07 12.28
Contribute to support of parents .04 .08 3.89
Parents not willing to help financially .06 .07 9.31
College GPA | -.04 -.13 3.17
Involvement in college activities -.07 -.17 8.71
Reason for going to college:
meet new and interesting people .06 .02 7.56

2Jy




. B g -265~
. TABLE 127
14 s . ’ '
- bt : . o
B ’ Phase I Predictors of Full-Time Persistence

among Blacks in
Predominantly Black Institutions

. (R=.284) ,
’ 13
. Beta Zero-Order F
Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio
Institytional control: private -.13 -.10 22.61
< s
High school grades S11-. " .15 16.61
SAT score - c11 .14 13.49
Religion: none -.09 -.09 10.75
Worked 11-20 hours per week .07 . .06 6.55
Worked 21 fiours or more per week =.07 -.08 6.06
/ Took SAT .06 * .08 4.51
High school prégram: college preparétory .06 ‘o~ W09 4.32
- 2 . G
F12shman expectation: get married *
while in college -.05 -.05 4.28
) ‘Financial aid: tagtal amount of loan ~-.05 v -.06 4.20
. -
Note - This analysis is based on an unweighted sample of 1,397 black students
attending predominantly black irstitutions.
, farc
’ Q \)-1
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TABLE 128

Phase I Predictors of Withdrawal
among Blacks in .
Predominantly Black Ihstitutions

. (R=.243)
p
: ‘Beta Zero-Order - F

variables . - Coefficent Cofrélatiop Ratio
Institutional size -2 .09 20.65
Work 11-20 hours per week -. 1 -.07 16.57
H;gh schooi grades -.10 | -.12 11.71
Live off campus but not with parents " .07 . . .09 7.97
SAT score ' 207 =11 6.85
Work less than 10 hours per week -.07 " ' -.03 6.70
Mother's eéucation ‘ ~,07 -.08 6.44
Degre; plané: Ll.B: S -.06 ’.05 4.77
Freshman expectation: woik at an . '
outisge‘job ‘i i .05 -« 06 4.05
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TABLE 129
’ . ’ .
& B
’ . Phase II Predictors of Full-Time Persjstence
- v '_ ' among Blacks in
o - Predominantly Black Institutions
’ e (R=.400) . -
::,
N ) » . “/‘
N o ‘ ' , Beta - , Zero-Qrder F
' Variables ) Coefficent *  Correlation Ratio
College GPA o K .18 .25 * 36.38
Contribute to §upp6rt of parents : -.10 » -.11 16.10
Be Kelpful to others . .07 : .09 8.51
Parents not willing to help financially =.11 -.13 18.83
- Involvement in colleée activities . .10 .19 13.30
Bored in college : -.06 - 11 5.09
Degree plans: LL.B. ‘ § =05 -.02 "4.23
P " |
X H
. ) . ‘ .
»
) :
J \
t
¢
29,
Z 0
Qo v
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. TABLE 130

" Phase'II Predictors of Withdrawal
. among Blacks in
Predominantly Black Institutiqns

\ ) (R=.331)
Beta Zero-Order F
,Variables . - 2 Coefficent . Correlation ! Ratio
. h .
College GPA - -.18 ~-.22 36,16
‘Contribute to suppport of parents. .10 .11 16.19
' Reason for going to college: T
be helpful to others e -.09 s . =.09 11.02
' Involvement in college acqiviﬁigs . =207 -.15 7.33
- . . 12
#
&3 -~
n
Wb e
e
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TABLE 131 ‘ &
t ’
Phasé 1 Predictors of Full-Tjme Persistence
) . ong Asian-Americans
‘ ) 7 (R=.345) -
- Beta / Zero-Order F
Variables Caefficent Correlation Ratio
- : . ¢ ' , - B
worked 21 or more hours per Yeek -.14 -.20 ~19.68
XL
Institutional type: university .15 311 14.82
- . = ‘ y
Institutional control: private <37 .16 ’ 13.26
. ) R
. High school grades - W12 .18 ¢ 13.15
Marital status in 1975: Married -.09 -.12 8.43
Freshman expectation:* get married
while in college ' -.08 -.09 6.90
. /':.
Tuition and fees . -.24 . <17 3 5.71
Financial'aid: loan only . .08 .06 5.69
Freshman expectation: get a BA -.08 -.12 5.63

students. :

-

L

« e

A k)

‘Note - This analysis is based on an unweighted sample of 907 Asian American
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TABLE 132.

Phase I Predictors of Withdrawal
among Asian-Americans

(R=.327)
Beta Zero-Order F
Variables Coefficent Corxrelation Ratio

Marital status in 1975: .21 .22 42.80
Financial aid: College work-stndy only .09 .08 8.23
Region: Central -.09 -.06 7.79
Degree plans: BA .09 .10 7.71
Freshman expectation: get a BA -.09 -.13 7.50
Religibq: Protestant -.08 -.08 5.63
Freshman éxpectation: get married

while in°college .08 .08 5.58
Freshman expectation: drop out

permanently . .07 = .10 4.91
Live off campus but not with parents .07 .12 4.19

P
) Y
3, ;1 ‘
“ o \TJ‘ -
40,
iy
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TABLE 133
Phase II Predictors of Full-Time Persistence “
among Asian-“Americans
{R=.410)
v
- Be ta Zero-Order F
Variables % Coefficent Correlation Ratio
College GPA : .07 .16 - 4.21
Bored in college -.12 -.14 14.18
Reason for going to college:
make more money .09 .05 7.36
*
Involvement in college activities .10 «17 . B8.26
Lived on campus -.10 .04 7.63
Institutional fype: 4-year.college .16° -.02 5.07
Self-rating: academic ability -.07 .05 - 4.43

Parents not willing to help financially -.07 _ ( -.10 ‘P. " 4.59

a . ¢
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TABLE 134

Phase II Predictors of Withdrawal
among Asian~Americans

(R=.363)
Beta Zero—-Order F
Variables : Coefficent Correlation Ratio
College GPA . =—.08 -.10 5.60
Work 10-20 hours per week -6 -.05 '4.04
Contribute to support of parents .07 .06 4.45
Bored in college .09 . .10 7.39
Dissatisfaction with various
aspects of college ' . —e07 - =-.04 4.12
. g .
3
. ¢ ¢
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TABLE 135

among Chicanos

Persistence

(R=.418)
Beta Zero-Order F
Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio

Institutional control: private .19 .28 22.20
High school grades .16 .28 15.17
Freshman expectation: drop out

permanently -.13 -.17 11.74
SAT score .13 .26 8.74
Financial aid: grant only .09 .06 5.32
Work 21 hours or more per week -.08 -.13 4.81
Freshman expectation: get married

while in college .08 .08 4.19
Note - This analysis is based on an unweightéd sample of 608 Chicano students.




TABLE 136

‘Phase I Predictors of Withdrawal
among Chicanos

(R=.382)

Beta Zero-Order F
Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio
Institutional control: private -.21 -.18 22.45
" Institutional size -.19 -.14 18.32
High school grades -+ 16 -s27 14.07
Freshman expectation: get a BA -.14 -.21 10.81
Region: Central .13 .00 9.20

K

iand

Freshman expectation: be satisfied > h A
with college : .09 ' 4.99

A

4

305
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TABLE 137

~
’ Phase II Predictors of Full-Time Pérsistence
among Chicanos
(R=.472) <
Beta ‘ Zero-Order F

Variables +« Coefficent Correlation Ratio
Work values: chance to use, training .08 ) .08 5.06
Mother's education .08 «15 a 4,07
Religion: Protestant . -.08 .06 4.717 

M .

Contribute to support of parents . -.08 .15 4.23
Involvement in college activities <13 27 9.85
Sex: Female ‘ --08 .06 4. 25
Bored in college ) -.08 <13 4.62
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Phase II Predictors of Withdrawal
among Chicanos
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TABLE 138

(R=.417)
Beta Zero-Order F
Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio
‘Work values: be helpful to others -.13 -.12 11.34
Involvement in college activities -. 11 -.21 6.79
-

&
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TABLE 139

Phase I Predictors of Full-Time Persistence
, among Puerto Ricans
(R=.469)
: Beta Zero—-Order F
Variables Coefficent Correlatioq\ Ratio
Have financial aid .25 .28 12.17
Parental income .18 .20 6.66
Freshman expectation: get a BA .14 .23 4.08
Freshman expectation: work at an
outside job - -.13 -.17 ‘ 3.76

o

Note - This analysis is based on an unweighted

students.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

sample of 201 Puerto Rican




TABLE 140
&
Phase I Predictors of Withdrawal

among Puerto Ricans
(R=.503)

) Beta Zero-Order F
Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio

Have financial aid -.25
Parental income : -.19

Financial aid: college work-study only .17

Freshman expectation: get a BA -.16

Freshman expectation: work at an
‘outside job

Work 11-20 hours pér week
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TABLE 141

Persistence

Phase II Predictors of Full-Time
among Puerto Ricans
s . Ed (R=-617)

) Beta Zero-Order é
Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio
- Have major debts and expenses .13 ~.06 3.86
Work value: chance to use training .16 <17 6.96
Self-rating: dcademic ability - .15 .18 5.28

L - P v

Lonely in college -.25 -.22 17.56
College GPA ~-.14 ~-.05 4.72
: Sex: Female ) . «13 .06 4.78
Parents cannot help financially «21 .10 7.28
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“rABLE 142 W

Phase II Predictors of Withdrawal
. ) ] among Puerto Ricans

(R=.589)
RN ' Beta Zero-Order ° F
e Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio
Contribute to support of parents .21 <25 10.45
Have major expenses and debts .15 .02 5.46
. Lonely in college .16 .18 7.20

Reasdn for going to college: to meet
new and interesting people -.13 -.12 4.48

RIC - °

s :
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TABLE 143

: ! 2 ) ) ‘
Phase I Predictors of Full-Time Persistence
among Americah Indians

(R=.405) _ f
14 -
Beta Zero=Order F
Variables Coefficent Correlation Ratio
w ' =
Work 21 hours or more per week -.19 -.17 . 14.94
o .
= High school grades . . _ «16 . «21 10.53
Financial aid: loan and work-study ~.14 -, 12 : 8.91
Live off campus but,not with »arents -.13 =15 . *7.86
9 3
Relatedness of work to field of study W13 . .05 , 6.69
. ) .
Freshman éxpectation: get a BA ' .12 «15 ., 6.57
Freshman expectation: get married »
while in college . -.12 -.09 6.54
©. Religion: .None Q -.12 AT 5.97
HigH school program: college preparatory .1t .14 - 5.50

2

Note = This analysis is based on an unweighted sample of 402 American Indian
students. . 4

[N
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-TABLE .1144 |
¢
Phase I Predictors of Withdrawal
. among American Indians
" K (R=.392) )
. ‘ : «
- . - I N
: Beta Zero-Order - / F

Variables g , Coefficent - °~ Correlation Ratio

&

Institutional type: 4-year college -.29 v -.13 16.06 .
Institutional type: university } ~.26 -.09 12.43
High school grades -15 - -.25 9.81
- A .
& Live off campus but not with parents - .14 .17 8.84
Freshman expectation: get a Ba - 11 -.19 ’ 5.51
v ‘ . ¢

Financial aid: loan and work-study «10 .07 4.99
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TABLE 145

among American Indians

.

Phase II Predictors of Full-Time Persistence

(R=.,473)
° ha s Beta Zero-Order . F
Variables R Coefficent Correlgtion . Ratio
Involvement in college activities .19 .27 14.63
13
Degree plans: Ph.D. -.09 -.08 4.10.
Size of college 17 .07 10.86
Institutional type: 4-year college «13 s e12 6.33

-

1 ,: -~
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TABLE 146
- - Phase II Predictors of Withdrawal
among American Indians '
T - : (R=.417)
B
) . Beta Zero-Order F ,
Variables - Coefficent Correlation Ratio
single parent/head of housé’hol‘d. .10 13 4.72
reason for:®going to college: +o -
gain a general education . -.10 -.13 4.68
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CHAPTER 8

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

This longitudinal study was undertaken to determine the impact of
financial éid on student p o tence in college. The data were obtained
from students who eritered college as first-time freshmen in fall 1975. A
sample (N=40,525~)1 of these students was followed up in fall 1977 in

.

order to study their progress in college and find out whether financial aid

~had affected their persistence. The study employed both descriptive

statistics and stepwise multiple regression analyses.

"
.

v This brief summary profiles the students we studied, describes

students with different bersistence patterns, and examines the types of
financial aid students receive. Then it reports the results of regression’
. . _ \

»

analyses used to determine how financial aid affects student persistence.

A Profile of Students in the Sample T

About 95 percent of the students were under twenty years old, and

about one in eight were non-white. Puerto Rican students' parents had the

3
.

lowest incomes...
Sl ’
Y

' Womén were more likely than.men to enroll in four-year colleges; men

.
v

were more likely than women to enter universities and two-year schools.

"\

More men enrolled in selective and expensive institutions ‘than did women.

Almost one of three blacks entered predominantly black institutions, and

v

three of four Chitanos enrolled in two-year colleges. More whites and

blacks than others attended private colleges and universities.

-
\

this report were based on the weighted sample.

1. . The sample included 2,852 students attending propfietafy institutions,
but their Tespongses were not analyzed. All descriptive analyses presented in

’
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About one in five students who started college in 1975 were no

“

longer enrolled by fqll 1977, when our second survey was conducted. Half -
of those who left college had campleted at least one full year. Slightly
more than one-fourth of those who ‘left school did so because they had
completed their program-of sfudy.
More than half the students were employed while in college, most of
them at off-campus jobs. Fewer black students worked than those df any

other ethnic group, and those blacks who did work were more likely than

¢

other students to have on-campus jobs.

14

about their ability to piy for college. More than 10 percent were finan-

cially responsible for their parents and about 5 percent said they were
: ’ '

single parents or household heads. There were wide variations among ethnic

groups, however. For example, almost 30 pgrcent of the Chicanos and Puerto

~Ricans said they helped support their parents and siblings/ as opposed to

e «

15 percent of the blacks and fewer than 10 percent of the white students.

_Also, 16 percent of all blacks and Chicanos said they were heads 'of house-

holds or sinéle parents, compared to only 4 pe;cent of the whites.
One-fourth of the students said their parents could not.give them
any“financial supporﬁ- Almost éll the students'who applied for aid received
some. In all, nearly 60 percent of all students got financial aid; about
.one;half received only grant money, and about two-fifths received a "package"
of some kind. Black students were more likely to receive BEOG funds than
those of any other ethnic group. The average financial aid received wés

v

slightly'mére than $1,500 for an academic year. Chicanos and Asian Americans

3

were more likely than students of any other ethnic group to say they lacked

. .

information about financial aid. "

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Patterns of Persistence

Of the students whose persistence patterns we could classify, 58
percwnt stayed in ;chool full-time, and 3.5 percent both aspired to and
earned an A.A. but did not return for a third year. When we surveyed them
two years after they entered college, 17 pereent hqd dropped out, 11
éércent exhibited erratic pe,rsistence,2 and aboﬁt 5 percent had "stopped
out” but were already back in schonol by fall 197;.

Men were more likely than women to persist as full-time students.
Chicanos and Puerto Ricans dropped out more often than did other ethnic
groués. Younger‘gtudents were more likely to persist than older ones;
those who were 30 or older tended to become erraéic persisters; Students
whose colleges lacked formal gradinghsystems were greatly over-represented
anmong both the stopouts and those who withdrew entirely. Full-time
persisters were much more likely than others to live in college dormitories,
whereas those with other attendance patterns--especially the stopouts--were
far more likely than others to live with their parents or relatives."Many
students who dropped out said they felt bored much of the time in college
and were not interested in their céurses; students who stopped out, on the
other hand, often said they had trouble concentrating when they studied.

Regarding students' values and attitudes, full-time persisters were
more likely than dropouts to say they were attending college to prepare for
graduaté and professi;nal school. Both full-time and erratic persisters
were far more likely than others to say that they had chosen their long-term

careers with an eye towards using their college training.

Students who ultimately dropped out were more likely than others to

2. An erratic persister was one who changed his/her enrollment from
full-time to part-time or vice versa.

31¢
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have expressed serious financial concerns when they entered college. Those
who'considered their parents unwilling to help them financially were
over-represented in all persistence groups except full~-time persisters.
More dropouts than students in general had received financial aid, but they
received lg§§ aid money than any other group since a great many of them
attended low-cost public aﬁd two-year institutions. More than twice as
many fuli-time persisters_aé those'who withdrew from school received over
$4,000 in aid during their freshiman year.

Full-time persisters were.employed fewer hours pér week than any
other gtudents{ thsse who had stoppegﬁgut worked the most. Full-time and
erraufé éersisters were more satisfied with their jobs than were students
who had stopped out of or quit college. Students who attended universities
and privaterénstiéutions were tﬁe most likely to remain in school full time;
those who enrolled in two-year schools on the other hand, were quite likely
to withdraw.

Both students who gréppea out and those who stopped out temporarily
said they wanted to reconsider their goals and interests. The second most

comﬁonly cited reason for leaving school was, among dropouts, that they

were "tired of being a student," and, among stopouts, that they had "changed

career plans."”

Student Financial Aid

Financial aid recipients were more likely to be male, black and en-
rolled in private institutions. Additionally, they displayed greater
concern over aid; had more major debts; had parents who- could not support
their education financially and were moré likely to be heads of households

or single parents. As one would expect, aid was more critical for students

- | 317
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at private institucion. Among the ethnic groups, blacks were the most

likely and whites the least likley to apply for aid. It was shown that the

more sources of finahéiaL aid consultéd by students, the more'likely they
were to receive aid.

With the exception of blacks at private universities, white students
at all institutions received less grant aid than any other ethnic group.
When sex differences were investigated, it was found"that white and Asian

’ px
American women received less grant aid than men at virtualy all types of
institutions. Additionally, Chicano men at private universities and Puerto
Rican men at private four year colleges, received only one~-half of their aid
as grant, an exceptionaliy low percentage. f

An investigatioﬁ of specific types of aid found that most funding
was reaching the studehté for which it was intended. However, there were
some exceptions, such as BEOG and NDSi{ where high income students were
receiving aid which was intended for low income students. Additionally,
Blacks, Chicanos and American Indians in private institutions were found to
be receiving local/private grants independent of their college performance.
It is unclear as yét if these institutions are applying affirmative action
policy aimed at supporting minority students because of a social concern

and commitment, or if they are simply "buying"” students to insure govern-

mental support for the institution.

Predictors of Persistence

To identify the significant predictors of persistence and withdrawal,
each of the major subpopulations was analyzed separately. These groups
were low and high income whites, white men and women, all blacks as well

as blacks'in predominantly black and mostly white institutions, Puerto

o | 315
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Ricans, American.Indians, Chicanos, and Asian-Americans. Four sets of
predictor variables were used: personal and background characteristics;
environmental and inetitutional features; financial aid variables; and
attitudes, values and experiences while in college.

Some variables served as predictors for all the subgroups, others
for just one (see Summary Tables 147 and 148). The most common predictors
included high school achievement as measured by grades and SAT scores and
the student's type of high school curriculum (college preparatory or
vocational).

while high degree aspirations usually predicted persistence, aspiring
to a Ph.D. did not. Students' expectations when they enterad college also
predicted persistence; for example, students who felt they had a very good
chance of earning a B.A. were much more likeiy than averzge to persist, and
students who expected to drop out permanently iikewise tended to do so.
Expectiﬁg to‘marry while still in college negatively predicted persistence
for women, low income whites and blacks at moeely black institutions.
Expecting to work at an off-campus job while in college predicted nonper-
sistence for white students of both income levels.

Turningrto institutional characteristics, we find that for many
subgroups, attendance at a university or four-year college rather than a
two-year college predicted persistence. Enrollment at a private institution
also predicted persistence. Institutional size was a negative predictor of
persistence, as was selectivity for white students, especially those with
high family incomes. For blacks, however, institutional selectivity
positively predicted persistence.

Certain work variables helped predict persistence patterns. Students

J1y
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who worked 21 hours or more per week and those with of f-campus jobs were

more likely than others to withdraw. On the other hand, women who worked
ten or fewer hours per week on campus at jobs related to their field. of
study or expected career‘were more likely than others to persist. For
blacks, working between eleven and twenty hours per week predicted perEis—
tence.

Living off campus but not with parents encouraged whife me;, American
Indians, Asian Americané'and blacks in black institutions all to withdraw.
Attending college far from home affected women the same way e

With respect to financial aid variables, loans, especially large
ones, negatively predicted staying in “school. However, if the loan was
part of an aid packaée that included a large grarnt, it did not have the
same effect. Women with outright grantsxbere more likely than othé; women
to persist, as Qere blacks awarded college work-study m;ney.l In general,
loans predicted withdrawal especially when they were large or given in

‘

combination with collegé work-study funds.

Sﬁudents whs.s;id they went to college to get a general education or
to meet interesting people were-less likely than others to persist. Those
who said their college education would give them an opportunity té make
more money were far more likely than others to persist, although para-
doxically those who greatly valued high-salaried iobs tended, more than
others, to drop out. A |

The way that students saw their financial situation often predictéd
whether or not they would persist. Those who said their parentsﬂcould not

pay for their siblings' college education were more likely than others to

withdraw. Students who said their parents could not finance their own
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égllegé education, barticulaily Asian Americans, blacks and whites, were
also more likely than others to withdraw. ‘

Being the head of household or a single parent affected men's
persistence negatively, but not women's. Whereas older students, indepen-
dent of sex, were less likely than others to persist, older, married men
were much more likely to persist.

An analysis of all students together revealed that after all common
predictors were Coﬂfr011€d for,‘geing black positively predicted persistence.
Furthermore, blacks in black institutions were more likely to persist than
blacks in white ones.’ Unlike the other subgroups, though, who persisted

\
longer in private institutions, blacks in private black colleges were less

likely to persist than blacks in public black ones.
Suggestions for Improving Student Financial Aid Programs
This study's findings have important implications for students,

parents, and high schools, for colleges and universities; and also for the

state and federal governments.

Students, Parents and High Schools

First, it is important to increase students' access to all sources
of financial aid. This_study shows clearly that the more sources of
information about financing college térwhich a student has access, the more
likely he or she is actually to receive financial aid. Therefore, secondary
school coﬁnselors, who are the "in house" experts on fiﬁancial aid, should:
stay very well informed about the various types and amounts of financial aid

and how to apply for it, and they should make every effort to provide this
<

-4
e
o>
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students could be offer-d service opportuiities at institutions--in, for

" example, hospitals or day care cénpers--to ease them gradually into college
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Second, all things being edual, students without any religious
affiliation were less likely than others to persist in college; possibly

those who reject the church are inclined to reject other respected institu-

-

tions, such as colleges and universities. Or--and these explanations are
by no.means mutually contradictory--perhaps they tend to be non-conformists
who find it hard to comply with éollege regqulations, deadlines and conven-
tions. Why students without religious affiliation drop out more than
others, and.whether they do so because they become alienated from their

-

colleges, are topics which should be explored further. Perhaps these

and university settings.

Turning to student living arrangements now, students, parents and
colleges should be aware that freshmen and sophomores who don't live with
théir parents or on campus but chooée some other houéing arrangement iessen
their chances of persisting. Past researcﬁ by A. Astin (1975) and Chickering
(1974) showed that "living on campus” was an important predictor of persis-
tence. The reason why our findings differ may’be the recent changes in
‘college students. Many students today choose to live in campus housing
because it is modestly pficed and because dormitories have recently become
coeducational and eliminated many parietal rules. So today's students may
not be choosing to live on campus for the.reasons ghat students did a n*‘.
decade ago, resulting in different ‘persistence outcomes for on campus

living.

The further away from home women attended co;lege, the more like!!

A4
they were to drop out. It is important to study this matter further and

learn which women attending far away colleges were especially vulnerable to

“~
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dropping out and which ones managed to persist. Then we can advise some
k4
women to attend college, if they wish to, far from home, and to counsel

others that if they do so they run a high risk of dropping out.

Colleges and Universities

1

Institutional size has often been identified as an important persis;
tence variable, and the present study corroborates this finding, showing:
that large institutions negatively affect persistence for white higher
income students. We recommend that large schools seek to attenuate tﬁeir
harmful effects on persistence by providing curricular and living arrange-
ments similar to those of smaller schools; some large universities, indeed,
are already experimenting with such arrangements.

Institdtional selectivity negatively predicts persistence for
whites, but not blacks. This finding might be unique to this study,
possible because it examined persistence only duriﬁg the first two years of
college, not until graduation. Possibly the pressures at highly selective
and competitive institutions are greater during the first two years than .
later, so we suggest that colleges develop means--by making appropriate
curricular, advising and housiné changes--to help students handle such
pressures.,

Turning now. to how colleges and universities award aid to their
students, many private institutions have recently established minimum loan
amounts which every student receiving aid must aécept if he or she wishes
to get a full aid package. In requiring all supported students to accept
loans, these célleges sinply wish to make their financial aid budgets
stretch as.far as possible. But because many aid recipients qay.already

owe substantial amounts of money, making all students accept loans will

325
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force some students very deeply into debt and thus make ;heh likely'to drop
out of school. According to the findings of this study, financial aid

officers would do well, in the interest of student retention, to consider

each student individually and not require all students wanting aid to

accept loans.

Students belonging to some ethnic minority groups have particularly,

tough problems receiving appropriate financial aid. Why, for instance, do.
private colleges’ and universities award‘so little grant money--as opposed
to loan funds--to bigck and to Chicano and Puerto Rican men? Do thesg
studentsg simply fail to apply fof grants in proportion to their numbers,’or

have private colleges slightéd them? Obviously, giving these minority

students such large proportions of their aid in loans hurts the schools--

0

not to mention the students themselves--in the lo g run, because students

with large loan burdens tend to drop out. Similgfly, the fact that all
types of institutions give smaller grants antp larger loans to white and
Asién—American women than to others deserves study+s Are colleges and

!’

universities afraid to invest money in these women on the assumption that

they will not stay until graduation, or do these women simply not apply

for the same amount of grant money as men? If they don't, whdt can be done
to help them apply for more grant support?

.

Also, we are concerned about private institutions® apparent penchant
S

for awarding discretionary funds to some minority students regardless

of their academic achievement. Although this may be the result of an

institutional commitment to support minority students who may be marginal

persisters, this practice--if, indeed, it exists--raises several important

policy questions. If a student remains in school, or in a particular
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school, merely because funds are available for that purpose, is he or she
likely 'to denivq any benefits from doing so? These are questions which
3 .

need to be ansgéfed, to ensure ‘that continued attempts at affirmative .

_ :

action are based on the best interest of the students, not simply on

survival fo! the® institution.

The State and Federal Governments

We expected that more financial aid variables would predict students!
persistence than was actually the case. The most plausible interpretation .
of this finding is that by 1975, financial aid programs were reaching a

»

large majority of the students who needed such aid, thereby re%ucing thg %,

amount of variability in the sample. Earlier studies showed that financial

: aid was an important factor in predicting presistence béecause until

o

recently many needy students failed to secure aid. However, while financial

aid offices are now doing a good job of helping black students get the
a - .
appropriate types and amounts of aid, there are still many ethnic minority

students, particularly Chicanos and Asian Americans, who say they lack

information about financial aid opportunities. Both high school counselors
b
and college financial aid officers should devise ways to provide this

information to all groups of minority sﬁudents.

7

. .
Policy makers should be aware that different ethnic minorities have

different financial situations. For example, Chicanos not only come mostly

-,

. ”° ’ . s.\
from poor families that cannot put them through college, but the students v

themselves feel responsible for supporting their parents, brothers and

sisters.
14 .
,55 stated earlier, loans, especially large loans, are the worst

. : v
possible form of aid to offer low income and minority students. There are

. -

b4

several plausible explanations why loans have such poor results. First,

. 32;




several plausible explanations why loans have such poor results. First,

many students may suffer extreme anxiety at having to perform well academ-

.

ically and think about repaying their loans at .t} same time. And the,

longer they remain in college, of course, the higher their debts are likely

»

to mount. Second, loans may encourage some ! tudents to drop out

of college and spend the money on their immediately presding needs, such as

& car or a decent place to live.

It

Students who worked twenty-one hours or more per week wefe-less
likely than others to persist. However, it is possible that many of them

worked so many hours not out of financial necessity but rather because they

found their jobs psychologically rewarding and work thus pulled--rather
than pushed--them out of college. We must study this matter further, find
the students who worked long hours because ‘they needed the money--not the
. ‘ o psychologicg} gf;tification--and of fer them add;tional financial aid.
LI That black colleées positively affect black students" persistence is
‘ impor%ént in view of thé current debate.about brackrcolleges--whether they
~ i

shou%g.survive;‘if sd,ﬂwh;t'role.they should play; and whether they perhaps

represent a benign form of racial segregation. Our study'indicétes that
4 . .
.'they should be preserved, but since private black colleges negatively
affect the pérsistence of black students, the reasons for these unfortunate
.

results should be discovered through research and ‘the hecessary changes

—

. made. -

. . Our findinqs concerning the effect of students' work values on their
. ¢ . . i
college persistence call for fﬁrther study. They appear to suggest that

students who relate their college education to their future occupations are

-

much more likely than others to stay in school. Perhaps we-are dealing

v 32¢ ‘ I
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here with firsSt generation college studénts who view higher education a. a

,

means to upward mobility. They want to have successful careers, and they

A B
think that staying in college will enable them to do so. Thus career *
- (A B . .

» . ]

guidance officers should understarid how students' education and work values

influence their persistence in college.” Our data on how certain types of

.

college employment affect women's persistence underscore the importance of

linking education to work for most women--and many men. o .

—U! e )
Turning now from persistence to college costs, it is clear that in
the 1970s the expenses of college attendance increased more rapidly than

financial aid money. At the decade's end, students were using - .,1 sources

.

of financial aia as mgﬁh as--and, in the case of parents, more than--they

were previously. Since this study's data were collected, the federal

government has increased the amount of financial aid funds and permitted

- o
1)

more affluent students to apply for aid. Despiﬁe these measures, however,

inflation has taken its toll, and the gap between college costs and avail-

‘able financial aid has not been closed,. especially at private institutions.

o

As long as students can obtain less than half as much money from BEOG funds

E]

as -the costvof tuitign at the average private college, many of these
r

colleges will find it difficult to attract the students they need to -

q
keep going. Much recent fedefal,legislation has ‘expanded students' oppor-

tunities to get loans; now Washington should consider expanding grant and

.

work-study programs aé well. "

Finally, we must comment on the large number of students Lenefiting

from programs such as BEOG and NDSL whose income appears to be far abave

the‘biigiﬁility ceiling for such aid.’ It -is hard to say to' what extent new.

" federal regulations have made it easier for middle income students to

+
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receive such funds and to what extent the government's new regulations
' merely ratify practices that existed all along.
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TABLE 147

-

PREDICTORS OF FULL-TIME PI:'JRSISTENCE1

8

¢

Blacks in

Blacks in

Predomi~ Predomi=-
nantly nantly
: Low High Black  White ’ , /
All Income Income White White All Insti=- Insti-  Puerto American . Asian
. Students Whites Whites Men Women Blacks tutions tutions Ricans Chicanos Indians Americans
Variables-Phase I R=.339 R=.343 R=.334 R=.305 R=.364 R=.334 R=.284 R=.344 R=.469 R=.418 R=.405 R=.345
Personal an& Background . . i
Characteristics
e
Sex (female) . - - T .
Age - - - - b
High school program:
college preparatory + + + + + + + + +
" High school grades + + + +- + C o+ + + + + +
. .Marital status o . - -
~ Race: Black + 4
Parental income - . . + - 8
Father's education + : !
Religion: Protestant - + : .
None. - - - - - - - -
1975 Degree Plans ¢ ’ ’
B.A. - -
M.A. + + + R
PhD - -
M.D. + .
* Freshman Expectations !
Work at an outside job - ‘ :
Get a B.A. o+ + + + + + .t +
Drop out permanently - - - i - - -
: Seek counseling on . ”
personal problems - + +
Get married while
in college ° . - = - - + - -
- 1 ) . -
Q See fo_otnoi;e%yon page 304. BJU

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

325

»




©

S o TABLE 147 (Continued)

]

’ “ PREDICTORS OF FULL~TIME PERSISTENCE

Blacks in Blacks in
Predomi~ Predomi-
o . nantly nantly .
Low High Black White
All - Income Income White White All . Insti- Insti- Puerto American Asian
Students Whites Whites Men Women Blacks tutions tutions Ricans Chicanos ° Indians Americans
Variables-Phase I R=.339 R=.343 R=.334 R=.305 R=.364 R=.334 R=.284 R=.344 R=.469 R=.418 R=.405 R=.345

SAT score + + + + + + : +

1975 Marital Status .
X _Age _ +
Institutional and
Environmental
Characteristics

- Size of Student Body C- g -
Selectivity of
Institution - -
Control: Private +
Type: 4-year College + +
University + +
Region: West .
Tuition and Fees ’ - +
Predominant Race of o '
Institution: Black +
Residence Plans:
On-campus +
Of f-campus but not . ,
with parents - - -
Employment: . SF » . ,
Worked of f campus o ‘ - - '
Work related to ' .
field of study ‘ ] : : : +
Hours Worked: :
Less than 10 hours +
11-20 hours . +
21 or more hours - - - - - - - - - - - -

o 331 | o
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TABLE 147 (Continued)

PREDICTORS OF FULL-TIME PERSISTENCE

RS

Blacks in Blacks in
¢ Predomi- Predomi-
nantly nantly

Loan and work=study

“Small grant, loan
and work-study

Small grant, and
work study

Aid x Tuition and Fees

Low High Black White
All Income Income White White All Insti- Insti- Puerto American Asian
Students Whites Whites Men Women Blacks tutions kutions Ricans Chicanos Indians Americans
* Variables-Phase 1 R=.339 R=.343 R=.334 R=.305 R=.364 R=.334 R=.284 R=.344 R=.469 R=.418 R=.405 R=.345
SAT Bcore x ' 4
institutional
selectivity -
Financial Aid Variables
Had financial aid +
Total amount of aid - |
Total amount of loan - - by
. Total amount of by
work-study +
Type of aid:
- EY
Grant only + . +
Loan only +
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TABLE 147 (Continued)

PREDICTORS OF FULL-TIME PERSISTENCE

2

.

Blacks in Blacks in

Predomi- Predomi-

nantly nantly
) Low High . Black White
All Income Income White White All Insti=- Insti=- Puerto American Asian
. Students Whites Whites Men Women Blacks tutions tutions Ricans Chicanos Indians Americans
Variables-Phase II R=.399 R=.408 R=,382 R=.362 R=.429 R=.403 R=+400. R=.405 R=.617 - R=.472 R=.473 R=.410
. 1st Phase - ) -t
College grades + + + + + + . + s+ - +
Financial situation:
Major expenses or debts - -
Contribute to support *
of parents ‘- - - - - -
Head of household/ \
;}ngle,parent - - P - §
Self-ratings: 1
Academic ability - - - + - + - .
Motivation to succeed + + + + +-
Work values for long-term
career: : ;
Good pay . -
Be helpful to others + + + +
Chance to use training + + + + + . + +
Y
b
t +
33v
Ju

O
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TABLE ‘147 (Continued)

PREDICTOLS OF FULL~TIME PERSISTENCE,'

Variables~-Phase II

Low

Income

Whites

High
Income White White  All
Whites Men Women Blacks

Blacké.in Blacks in
Predomi~ Predomi-

nantly nantly

Black white . . '
Insti~ Insti~ Puerto American Asian |
tutions . tutions Ricans Chicanos 1Indians Americans

R=.408

R=.382 R=.362 R=.429 R=.403

2nd Phase

Financial situation:
Parents cannot help
financially
Parents not willing
to help finanically

Reasons for going to
college: -
Make more money
Ga‘in general edu-

cation
Meet new and inter-
esting people

College experiences:
Felt bored ‘
Felt lonely
Involvement scalq

College enviornment:
° Conformity among
students
Classes are informal

Social activities are

over~emphasized
Little contact with
teachers

a

©

2

+ + + +
[

+ +
+

~ _R=.400 "~ R=.405 R=.617 R=.472 R=.473 R=.410 'j
: .\\ W ’ !
\ i
A |
\ \
" \
+ A +
. I
()
1)
D'D . ‘
- |
- ‘ L -
- ’ |
+ + + + + |

Only Phase I variables which entered the regression during Phase I are reported here.’ Phase I variables which did not enter
until Phase II are not reported in this table, although they are listed in all Phase II tables in Chapters 6 and 7.

b

The "+" and "-" signs indicate the direction of the significant beta coefficient of the predictor variables in the final

ERIC 33"

ltion of the regreSSLOn analysis.
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o _ ' . TABLE 148

. - ) PREDICTORS OF WITHDRAWAL

¢ »
~”

= —y

Blacks in Blacks in
Predomi- Predomi-
-7 nantly nantly

¢

‘ Low  High o ' Black = White : .
ALl Income Income White White  All Insti- Insti-  Puerto American’ Asian
. . } . Students whites Whites Men Women Blacks tutions tutions Ricans Chicanos Indians Americans
"Variables-Phase I R=.304 R=.344 ¥R=..82 R=.287 R=.353 R=.293 R=.243 R=.305 R=.503 'R=.382 R=.392 R=.327
Personal and Background o ‘
Characteristics - . ‘ ' B ,
Sex . (female) oo +
Age ‘ : + + ) ) + ,
High school program: . . : )
college preparatory - - - - - - . - . ‘ .
High school grades - - - - - - - - - - -
Marital status . : \ , +
Race: Black - . - »
Indian + . - ) _ .
Concern about financing ’ *
education " . + - ? |
Parental income ‘ . 4 - @
Father's education - - . _ . o
Mother's education . e : C - :
' Religion: Protestant ' : . -
None + et L+ . + . .
\ 1975 Degree Plans
.  B.A. ' o , . "
M.A. - - - ’ . - . .
PhD : + + .
A L1.B. : . - - + . )
Freshman Expectations v o g
Make at least a B‘'average- . + + ‘
Work at an outside JOb : ' .- + 4+ . +
Get a B.A. -’ - - - ‘ . + - - - -
" Drop out permanently A4 -+ + + + , R R +
Be satisfied with i i a
college . + _ 34 Y]

¢ " married wlule i : .
]: [Cncollﬁs + o+ N ‘ 4 .. ) .
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TABLE 148 (Continuedf

PREDICTORS OF WITHDRAWAL . ,

Blacks in Blacks in -
. ’ “ . ; . Predomi~ Predomi-
, . T . . nantly nantly
. : . Low High Black ~ White
All Income Income White White All Insti- Insti- - Puerto American Asian
- : Students Whites Whites Men Women Blacks tutions tutions Ricans Chicanos 1Indians Americans
5 Variables-Phase I - R=.339 R=.343”‘ R=.334 R=.305 R=.365 R=.334° R=.284 R=.344 R=.469. R=.418 R=.405 R=.345
! SAT .score - - - - - - - '
' 1975 Marital Status : .
- x_Age ce _ ’ . +
Institutional and
" Environmental _ .
_Characteristics
Size of Student Body - ‘ ‘ ) - - -
Selectivity of " : . '
Institution ’ - + -
Control: ' Private . - ‘ . ' ) ’ -/
Type: 4-year'College - - - - - - - / .- _
. " «University © - - - - - - o - : - ¢
Region: East . + - : . _— . o <
Central R ’ - ‘ . : + -
Predominant Race of ) _ C—
'~ Institution: Black . ' -
Residence Plans: ’ ' ]
Of f-campus but not ’
., with parents ’ + + + + . + +
Employment:
. .. Worked on campus + +
Work related to -
field of study : - +
, Hours Worked: ’ '
.. Less than 10 ' Co- . , o+ - - -
11-20 - - - - -
. 21 or more + s + + i
4 (4 ‘ - . s
\_\ 3‘5 .i ‘ ) h - » . ?', 3;1 ‘:'
\ O .
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TABLE 148 (Continued)

PREDICTORS OF WITHDRAWAL

Low High
Income Income

I All
‘ Whites Whites

Students

Blacks in Blacks in
Predomi- Predomi-
nantly nantly
Black white
Insti- Insti-

tutions tutions

S

White White All
Men Women Blacks

Puerto
Ricans

Chicanos

American
Indians

Asian

American

Variables-Phase I R=.339 R=.343 R=.334

R=.305 R=.365 R=.334 R=.284 R=.344 R=.469

"R=.418

R=.405

R=.345 _

SAT score x
institutional
selectivity + +

Financial Aid Variables

Had financial aid +
Total amount of loan +
Type of aid:
Work-study
Loan and work-study +
Small grart, loan
and work-study +

Aid x Tuition and Fees - -

)
L g
-k
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TABLE 148 (Continued)

PREDICTORS OF WITHDRAWAL

o

All
Students

Low
Income
Whites

High .
Income White White All
Whites Men Women Blacks

Blacks in Blacks in
Predomi- Predomi-
nantly nantly
Black White
Insti- Insti- Puerto American
tutions tutions Ricans Chicanos Indians

Asian

Americans

Variables~-Phase II R=, 360

R=,393

R=.331 R=.352 R=.589 R=.417 R=.417

R=.363

1st Phase
College grades -

Financial situation:
Major expenses or debts
Contribute to support
of parents +
Head of household/
single parent
College financing of
siblings '

Self-ratings: .
Academic ability +
Wotivation to succeed

Work values for long-term
career:
Good pay - A +
Be helpful to others
Chance to use training -

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

R=.,326 R=.328 R=.398 R=.346

34y

-80¢g-



TABLE 148 (Continued)

PREDICTORS OF WITHDRAWAL

Blacks in Blacks in
Predomi- Predomi-
nantly nantly
Low High Black White
All Income Income White White All Insti- Insti- Puerto American Asian
. Students Whites Whites Men Women Blacks tutions tutions Ricans Chicanos Indians Americans
Variables~-Phase II R=.399 R=.408. R=.382 R=.362 R=.429 R=.403 R=.400 R=.405 R=.617 R=.472 R=.473 R=.410

'2nd Phase

Financial situétion:
Parents not willing -
to help financially + +

Reasons for going to
college:
.Make more money - - - -
Gain general edu-
cation
Meet new and inter-
esting people + +

+
+
I
-60E-

College experiences:
Felt bored ' + + + + +
Felt lonely + + T+ +
Involvement scale - - - -
Dissatisfaction with
college

College environment:.
Pressure for high grades -

Little contact with
teachers . -
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<t «, < 1975 Student Information Form., (CLRP) . 7
r 4 . When ware you horr?

. AN NhoTHe oo St e it . .

« Ty pe—— 1 -
< j’ R I S S
i . . .oy J L i ) %G i
o0 A SORUEN SO VI SNV S .
e co. s Nonth Day + . Year =~
e STATEL ZiPCOLE o Y 1 LR N ‘

DIRECTIO’\}S
. -Your razponsas will be read by an optical
mark reader. Your cayeiul observance of
these few simple rulaes will be most a;;pre-
ciated, ' s
® Use oniy black laad penci! INo. 2 or less).
. @ Make teavy biack marks tt at £l the circle.
. @ Erase cisanly any answar you wish to chenge.

® Make no stray markinds of any kind.

EXAMPLE:

Will marks made with ball pen or fountain pen

.

v

be properly read? Y- . eo .

Dear Stud'ent

The information in this form is being collected as part of a ¢ ontinuing szmi\ of hijgher
tion conducted jointly by the American Coundil vn Education and the University of ¢ if srnia
at Los Angeles. Your voluntary participation in this research is being solicited in order to ackiese . | °
4 better understanding of how students are affected by their college experiences. Detaed infor.
mation on the goals and design of this research program are furnished in research repe s availa-
ble from the Laboratory for Rescarch on Higher Education at UCLA. Identf: virg infermation
has heen requested in order to make subsequent mail follow- up studies ]Ms\lt'u. Your sosponse

will be held in the strictest professional confidence.

Sinccre]_v.

2duea-

.

OZLLAI/-‘ZZL L Lt __ K ‘

Alexander W. Astin, [)I!"PCY\‘F
Cooperative Instituiional Research Prowran

pm——oa e e e e e
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C R TR vogoad i
. i
Y R I EAS
’ L hyes
v . s S oo
E— .
. , ]
N - A"
; [
. ‘ |
: B L s . [ 1 Py ]
[PUR I —teetod
VoY our ex e
SRS O L et
SoHoy ord snl son bae o acemiear 31
ot !rll,“‘\e’-n’ L.
N
. .
L ot yeour b vy ekt from
1Y
gh I S
. . Y I
[ .
Ve '
‘
a .
INowe  Plegs aek vt e 1 el markgs
e

. .\m.. n'.\}'

Do not
Tronk You.)

tr kunmq the circlas,

EMC akn s

Aruiext providea by enc

5. Was your high school program: (Murk Lres
Colleye preperatory? .., L, . :
Other?  (For ex., voeational f,

6. What was your average grade in high
school? INark oneg
AotAc . L B, Beo C o

A- L B, CerL b

7. How well do you feet that your high school
prepared you in the following areas:
(Jark oriean ageh ross) Very Farly

. Well  Well Poorly
“lathematical skalls . . . . NV A .
Headinng and composition, | \‘) . Ly
Foreign tanauages . ..., 0 7/
Selence , L. L
History, social sences f: T . ’
Vocatnnal skiils . ... L s
Susicat and aetistie sealls L
Study hatbats | : '

8, Are you enrolled (or enrolling) as a:

Sk one T FGIE bme Aol B
Paretima sradans
. o -

@

Prior to this term, have you ever taken

courses for dredit at this fistitution?

R TR

10. Since leaving high school, Bave you ever
taken courses at any other mstitution?
Atk s AR For N()( for
nict b Cgrdit Crodit
N * -
LA BN YL YR SR PR T SV TR PPN
Tt B e o .A‘:n.w
G ey . .
o N gone umurlu, Loty LT
* ottesl B or ek cpehiie ¢
f Y.y

O 4T 0, SISt )

|

11. How many miles is this college from .
your parents’ home? *° e o e
oor Ry grone v '
1L IEoR RS T
1150 .. A AT

12, How much financiad aid are you regeving
from this colleye fur this acaderwe yoear?

.
Gl g ey g o FLOENE S RPN S L A
A -
(ST
-
Lo .
Vet ety i
, .
13. Hf you are recetving tinaneial and from "
-~
this institution, vhat 15.vour uneler.
standing as to the basis en which vour
aid wdas awarded? -, g
PR NI b TTERT RFILINY o Y

! e aunnn Reason Fewmpore
Foanane (LI
AC e e R » *

N .
Sehiloeg v lane .
PItee e rdane s '

1315 this college v
Borne gy me L
Teean 4 g N * “ *

15, To how nmny colleqes atiter than t

18.

IIIIIIlIIIIIIIIIIIIlIIIIIIIIIIIIlIIIlIlIIIIIl

ane did you apply for samiann oy
B .

yedr? e o

" 1 re ’ ’ ] .
’ 1 ,
¢ u
“ o>
,
.

How many other aueentanens i vog
regeive _th.s T —

! .
hPTRTI 1 i
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17 a. What were the other colleges to which you applied for admission? b. Were you c¢. How much financial aid were
. {if you applied to more than three others, name the three that were . accepted vou offered for the first year?
most preferred): for ad- (Write in actual doliar amounts;
. mission? write "0 if none was offered)
Name of Institution City, State ' : Grants - Loans Work-Study

No

: ; . . Yes N

1. .00 8 $ $
2 .,,..'o..o..$ s $
- ' .0.0..8 s s .

<

18. How much of your first year's educational ex- 23.Below are some reasons that might have 26.Are you: (Mark all that apply}

penses {room, board, tuition, and fees) oS influenced your decision to attend this.
do you expect to cover from each ) 2 $~g particular colliege. How important was . White/Caucasian. . . . . . . ... .... O
of the sources listed below? S & ridlia & | = each reason in your decision to come _ Black/Negro/Afro-American . .. . .. . O
(Mark one answer for & 7?§/ § § :, here? . American Indian.". . . ... Lo, O
each possuble source) eo o fg’ ™y 9‘,\' ] (Mark one answer for each pogible reason) Oriental. . .. ............... O
- Parental, or family aid, or gifts. . O O O O OO 5 ®) Not Important = Mexican-American/Chicano . . . ... . O
Grants or Schotarships: @ Somewhat Important 1 Puerto Rican-American. . . ... .... O
Basic Educational ) . @ Very Important _] Other . . ... ... ... O

O

Opgortunny Grant .

o

My relatives wanted me to come here(¥)
.®@ 27.Do you have any concern about your

ability to finance your college educa-
tion? (Mark one)

Supplemental Educational | wanted to live away from home .

X

My teacher advisedme . . i .. ...
This college has a very good

Opportumity Grant . . . .
College Work-Study gran-. . .

000

QOQOQ O0CO O 000 O

State scholarship or grant academic reputation. . . .. ... None {I am confident that 1 will

QIS

T @OOOOOOO® © 00 OO
X Planpe, Q@@ @ 060 @0

L.ocai or private scholarship | was offered financial assistance . . have sufficient funds) . . . ... ... O
orqrant . . ... .. L t. L. O Someone who had been here before Some concern {but | will probably
Loans: , advisedmetogo. . . ....... Q) have enough funds) . .. ....... O

Fed. guaranteed student loan. This coltege offers special Major concern {not sure | will have

Nat'l direct studient loan . . . educational programs . . . .. .. enodugh funds to complete college). . O

Otherloan . . . ... . .. .. This coltege has tow tuition. . . . . .

0000

28.How would you .haracterize your
political views? (Mark one)

Ful-timework. . . . ... .... My guidance counselor advised me .

Part-time or summer work | wanted to liveatHome . ... ...

O0000L O0O0O O 00O O
PERERRREE

O0000O 0000 0O.000 O
Q0000 O00O O 00O O
0000 OO0 O 00O O

(other than above) C f could notgetajob ... .. .. Farfeft . .. ... .. .. . i O
Savinas . . e O A friend suggested attending. . . . . Liberal. . .. .. .. ... i O
Spouse ‘\3 A college representative recruited me Middle-of-the-road. . . . ... .. .... O '

. Your G.I. benefits . | . O tt will help me get a better job. . . Conservative . . .. ... .‘ ........ O
Your parant's G.l. benefits ., . Q . . . o g Farright . . ... .. v v ie v O
Social secur. dependent’s benefits COOQQQ |?4What s the highest academic 5 5 | 29.What is your best estimate of your par-
Other ... .. .O00000 degrt‘ze thaf you intend to 2 ° ents’ total income last year? Consider’

19. What was your total inéome last year independ- obtain? .cg é’f/ annual income from atl sources before
ent of your parents? Consider annual income _ (Mark one in each column} » £ % taxes. {Mark one)
from all sources before taxes. (Mark one} None . ... ......cuouiuuuu.. O . O Less than $3,0000 $15,000—-19,999 O

TNone .. .. $2,000-52999 .. O Associate (A.A. or equivaientt . . (.. 0O $3,000-3,999 .. O  $20,000~-24,999 O
Lema than $500 . (; $3,000-34,999 . . O Bachelor's degree (B.A., B.S., etc) O . O . $4,000--5,999 ;O $25,000—29,999 O .
SH00-3999. . .. $5000-$9,999 .. O Master's degree (M.A., M.S., etc). . O .. O $6,000-7,999 . O $30,000-34,999 O
$1.000-81999 . . 510000 or more . () Ph.D.or EA.D. .. ... ...... O..0 $8,000-9,999 . O $35,000-39,999 O

. . MD.,D.O.,DDS,orDVM ... 0O..0O $10,000-12,4990) $40,000-49,999 O
.20. Are you financially independent of your paregts *|  LL.B. or J.D. {law) .. ... .... O..0 $12,500-14,9990)  $50,000 or more O
this year? Were you financially independent last B.D. or M.Div. {Divinity). . . . . .. O..0
vear? Yes Mo Yes No Other .. ... ......... ... .. |30.What is the highest level of formal
Thes year (\) ® tast year. . O . O education obtained by your parents?
: 25, Where do you plan to live during the fall {Mark one in each column) Father Mother
21. Are you: (Mark one term? If you had awcho‘ice, where would Grammar school or less . . . . O -. .0
Mot pmsemlry marned .. . ... ... Ve e e O$ you have preferred to ||ve?. ’ . Some high schoot . . . ., .. O e O
Married, ving wath spouse . . . . . . . ... .. O {Mark one in each column) » T:'Eir:,. T‘:,":_fi.;,r. \ngh school graduate . . . . . O P O
Married, notliving withispouse . . ., . . ... .. O With parents or relatives. . . . . O e O Postsecondary schootf other
22. Have you taken any of the following tests? " Other prwate home, apt. or rm.(O . ... O than college . .... ... O... O
{Mark one for each)}  Yas No Don't Remon.iboy Coliege dormitory. . . .. . ... O e O Somecoliege . .. ....... O ce . O
SAT. ... .. ...O....0O 1 Fraternity. or sorogity house . .. ... O College degree. . . . ... .. O....0
A PO Q . \), e O Other campus student housing . O poe O Some graduate school. . . .. O e O
EMCF {11th grade) . Other . . . .. ... ........ O;b‘ \)O Graduate degree. . . . .. .. O O
JIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIllllllllllllllllllllll




Farm or ranch laborar. . ... . ..., .,

4

{1. What is;

~( Your probable future occupation?

tMark one in each column. If your father
or motltier 1s deceased or retired, please
indicate his or her iast occupation,)

accountant or auditor ., ., . ., L L.,
Architect or urban planner . . . . . . . .. @ ® @
Artist {painting, sculpture, 2tc.) . . . . . . @ ®®

Business: manager or admimstrator , . . .

Bustness: owner or proprietor . ., . . .. @@@
" Business: public relations or advertising, . (D & ™

Business: salesworker. . .. .. . ... .. @@@

Carpenter. . . . . . ... ... ...... @ ®®

Clergy or religious worker, . . . . ... .. @ ® @

Clericat worker® secretary, stenographer,
r

typist, or bookkeeper

OIGLY);

Cletical worker: other. . . . . . N

4 Your mother's current occupation? — .. . ____
FJ Your father’s current occupation? —— — .

o I

32. Current religious @ .‘;’
» U
O preference: < C;S
_ ) <

{Mark one in each column}

Social, welfare or recreailon worker. . . @@@ Baptist ~ . . ... . ..., ..
Teacher, professor or administrator; Congregational (U.C.C.) .. ...

college, unwversity . . .. ... .. .. OIGLY) Eastern Orthodox. . . ... ...
Teacher or administrator: secondary . . @@@ Episcopal . . . . .. [
Teacher or administrator: elementary. . @ @@ Jewish. . ... ... ... ... ..

Teacher or education specialist: Latter Day Saints {Mormon} . .

SISINISINISISIOISINICIGRR A
QOCOOOOOOOOD 4
SISISISISISISISISISISION

other thanabove. . . . .. ... ... tutheran . . .. . .. ..., ..

Technician or technologist {healt.:), . | @@ @ Methodist, . . . .. ..., ... ..

- Technician or technologist (other), . . . @@@ Muslim . . . . ... ..

Therapist {physical, occupational, Presbyterian . ., . ... ... ..

speech) . . . ... .. L L., @@@ Quaker {Society of F-.e'nds). ..

Veterinarian . . . . ............ @ @@ Roman Catholic. . . ... .. ..
Writer, journalist, interpreter. . . ., . . @ @@ Seventh ’Day Adventist, . . ., .. @ @@
Other occupation, n.e.c.® ... ..... @@@ Unitarian-Universalist . . . . . . . @@@
Unemployed . . ... ............ . ®®w Other Protestant. . . . . ... ., VIRV
Undecided . ... . .. ......... ) Other Religion. . . ... ... .. DIPIO)
*Not elsewhere classified /! None ... ....... e @@@

Commercial artist, designer, decorator, . .

MAKE SURE YOU HAVE ANSWERED ITEM 32

Computer programmer or analyst
Coﬁstrucuon craftsrqan,n.e.c.' ......
Counselor: guidance, family or school . .
Dentist (lncludlné orthodontist). . . .. .
Uraftsman. ... L L. L
Jriver: i
ENGINESr . . o
Factory worker, ne.c.® . ., ... . . ;.

Farm or ranch owner or manager. . . . ., .

Foreman, n.e.c.®

Forester, conservationist, fish or

SIRCISISISISIBISISIOISISISTS)

wildhfe speciabst, .. . . . L.
fovernment official, administrator
or potitician

Home economist or dietitian

Homemaker (full.time) . . ., . . .. ..,
tawyer or judage . . L L,
Labrarian or archawvist L0 L
Laborer {unskilled or semiskibied). . . ..
Law enforcement officer . . .
A hemanician, statishician orf dcruary. . .
Aechamic, machinist or reparman . . L,

“hhtary {career) .

“lurse .

SlEISISISINISISISISIAIS

Optometrist.

@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@m@4@@@@@@@@@@@@@

Parfrr nung artist, musician or entertamer

CO0ORECOOOOOO @ OAAAAAOOOAAE®E®

Pharmacist g phar maco logist

@
SIS1S)

Mysican ©or surgeon | e

Jsychologist {chimician or therapist only) \\J ®@
eientific ressarcher

VW<
g

Humtyer .

Jervice worker: private household

{mad, cook, etc )

L OO®
L OO®
CE®

Continued in the
next column

Jarvice worker protective {other than
law enforcement)

Jeryice worker: gther.

Skdled gradesman, nec,®

. er“ slsewhere classified

ERIC

|ﬂmm||||||||||||||||||||||1115%1||||||||||l|

" Colleges would be improved f organized sports were de-emphasized

' Student publications should be cleared by college officials, . . . . ... . ... ... ....

(® Disagree Strongly
Disagree Somewhat
Agree Somewhat
Agree Strongly ———

33. Mark one in each row:

The Federal government is not doing enough to control environmental poliution. . . . . . .
The Federal government i1s not doing enough o protect the consumer from faulty goods

@O

State and Fed. governments should provide more money for private colleges and universities@ @ @ @

Nololole

AN SBIVICES. . v o . v it e e e e e e

The Federal government should help cotlege students with more grants instead of loans. .

There is too much concern in‘the courts for the rights of criminals

quality of work . . .. L, @@@@
The activities of married women are best confined to the home and family . . . . . ... .. @ @ @ @
A couple should live together for some time before deciding to get married . . . . ... . .- @ @ @@
Parents should be discouraged from having.large families. . . ... . . .. .. .. ... ... .. @ @ @ @

If two people really like each other, it's all right for them to have sex even if they've
known each other forionly a very short time

Women shouid receive the same salary and opportunities for advancement as men n
¥

comparable positions . . . . ... ... ..., Fo e e e e e e @@@@
Wealthy people should pay a larger share of taxes than theydonow . . . . . . ... ... .. @ @ @@
Marijuana should be legalized . . . . ... .. ... ... ... @ @ @@

Large political campaign contributions from wealthy individuals should be outlawed
Realistically, an individual can do little to bring about changes in our society. . . . ... ..

Compared to most otder peopten their forties and fifties, young people these days are

more 1dealistic . oo . .. L e e @ @ @ @
Youhg peup!e these days understand more about sex than most older people. .. . ... .. @ @ @ @
College officials have the right to regulate student behavior off campus . . .. ... ..., @ @ @ @

Faculty promotions should be based in part on student evaluations

College grades shoukd be abolished
@O0
College officials have the right to ban persons with extreme views from speaking on campus @@ O @
Students from disadvantaged social backgrounds shouid be given preferential treatment in

college admusstons . . . . Lo L L,
Oéen admissions {admitting anyone who applies) should be adop ted by all publicly

supported colleges. . . . . .. . ... ... e e e
Even if 1t employs open admissions, 3 college should use the same performance standa}ds n
@O
toto
1111

awarding degrees 1o all students
'
The federal government should do more to discourage energy consumption

Studerits have the right to demonstrate to prohibit speakers from coming to campus,




-

34. Below is a list of different undergraduate major

fields grouped into general categories.

Mark only

one circle to indicate your probable field of study.

ARTS AND HUMANITIES
Aft. tine and appled . . . . (U
English _(Ianquaqe and ,

ran

hterature). . . . .. ... W}

: ™

. History . . . . ... .. .. '\_)

N

Journailsm . ..o
tanguage and Literature

- ~

{axcept Enghsh) . . . . . o

Music Lo C

~

Phiigsopny . . . . . ... .. J

Speech and Drama. . . . . . O

Theology or Redigign . . . . O
Other Artsand' ©
Humamties. . . . .. .. O

BIOLOGICAL SCIENCE
3ioingy {general), . . .. .. O
Biochwmistry or

Biopnysics . .. ... . O

Botany ... L L. O

Mavine (Life) Science | . . O

Atcrothiology or
Sgact=nology . .. . L ..

Zoolugy. . ... L L.

00

Otner B.ological .

O

Scwnee ., L L

BUSINESS
Accounting, L, L L L.
Business Admin. {generai). .
Finance .
“arketing
Slanagement

Secr et il Gturies

COOC000

Other Huysiness ,

EDUCATION
Business Education . O
Comentary Education . ()

Musi or Art Education. . . O

Pry-acat Education or

’/“.
Hecretion )
Seeandary Efucaron Lo
e
Lpecidl Education | . )
Other | ducation . R
ENGINEERING
Asrgnautical or
. . ,~
Astromautical Eng. T
Cordd Engqineering, o ‘J
Chesmcal Engineering . 0
Frocerical or Etectronic
£ prowening . L -
vl
Industr ai Engineerirg )
Mechamical Enginesring., . L4 )
Other Enqineening . U

PHYSICAL SCIENCE
Astronomy . . .. ....... O
Atmospheric Science

lincl. Meteorology) . . . . O

Chemustry . . ... ...... O
Earth Science. . . ... .. .. O
Marine Science {incl.
Oceanography). . .. ... O
Mathematics . . . . ...... O

Physics . .. .......... O
Statistics . . .. ... ... .. O

Other Physical Science ., . . . O

PROFESSIONAL
Architecture or Urban

Planning. . . .' ...... N O
Home Economics ...... O
Health Technology {(medical, O

dental, laboratory) . . .. O
Library or Archival Science. . O
Nursing . .. .......... O
Pharmacy. .. ......... O
Therapy {occupadtional,

physical, speech). . . . .. O
Other Professional. . .. ... O

SOCIAL SCIENCE

Anthropology . ........ O
Economics . . . ... ... .. O
Geography . . ... ..... . O

Political Science {govt.,
international relations) ., . O

Psychology . . .. ....... O
SocalWork . ......... O
Sncwlogy . . .. ..o .. O
Other Social Science. . . . .. O
TECHNICAL

Building Trades .. .. .. .. O

Data Processing or

Computer Programming. . O
Drafting or Design.”. . . . .. O
Electromics . . . . .. ... R O

OTHER FIELDS

Agricuiture. . . ... ... .. O
Communications

{radio, T.V.,etc.}) ... .. O
Computer Science . .. . ... O
Frarestey, . . . .. ... .. O
Law Enforcement . . . .. .. O
Military Science. . .. .. .. O
Other Fieid .. ........ O
Undecided . . . .. ...... O

=-317-

35. Indicate the importance to you
personally of each of the
following: (Mark one for each item)

@) Not important

@ Somewhat Important
Very Important ———

@ Essantial

Becoming accomplished in one of the performing arts {acting,

1
|
!
i |
dancing, @tC.). « . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e @@@
®Ve

Becoming an authority inmy field . ... ... .............

DO

Obtaining recognition from my colleagues for contributions to

omyspecial field . . . ... .. L. e e e e e e @@@ @
influencing the political structure. . . . . . . . ..o v v e ... @@@ @
Influencingsocial values . . . . ... .. ... ... .. ....... @@@ )
Raisinga family . . ..o v ot e it GIVIOIV)
Having administrative responsibility for the work of others. . . . . @@@@

Being very well off financially . . . ... .. .. ............. @@@ @ . .

Making a theoretical contribution toscience. . . . . .. ... ..... @@@ @
Writing original works {poems, novels, short stories, etc.). . . ... .. @@@ @
Creating artistic work {painting, sculpture, decorating, etc.) . . . . . . @@@ @
Being successful in a businessof myown. . . ... ... ... ... .. @@@ @
Becoming involved in programs to clean up the environment , . ., . @@@ @
Developing a meaningful philosophy of life . . ... . ......... @@@ @
Participating in a community action program . .. .. .. .. . @@@ @"'
Keeping up to date with political affairs ., ., . . .. ... ........ @@@ @

@ No Chance

Very Little Chance ‘
@ Some Chance
Very Good Chance -

36. What is your best guess as to the
chances that you will:

(Mark one for each item)

®
@
©
@

Change major field? ... . . .. ..... e e e e e e e e e e e e e

Change career choiCe?. . . . . . . v . v i v i i e et e @@ @ @
Fail one or rﬁore COUMSES?. o v v it et e e e e e e e e e e e @@@@
Graduate with honors? . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e @@@@ .
Be elected to astudentoffice?. . .. ................... @@@@
Join a social fraternijty, sorority,orclub?. . . . ... .. ... ..... @@@ @
Live ina coeducationaldorm? . . . . . .. .. .. vt @@@@
Live in.a commune whilz incollege?. . . .. ... ... ......... @@@@

Be elected to an écademic honor society?. TR @@@ @
Make at leasta "B’ average? . . . . . . . v . v it i e e @ @ @ @
Need extra time to complete your degree requirements? . . . .. ... @@ @@
Need tutoring in s>ome COUMSES . « v v v v o v o o v o e e o oo ao e ua @@@@

Have to work at an outside job duringcollege?. . . . . ... .... .. @@@@
Seek vocational counseling? . . . ... ... ............... @@@@ :

Seek individual counseling on personal problems?. . . . .. ...... @@@@

Get a bachelor’s degree {B.A., B.S.,etc.)? . ... ... .. ....... @@@@
Drop out of this college temporarily {exclude transferring)?. . . . . . @@@@ ’
Drop out permanently {exclude transferring)?. . ... .. ....... @@@ @

Transfer to another college before graduating?. . . ... ........ @@ @ @
Be satisfied withyourcollege? . . .. .. ... .............. @@@ @
Find a job after graduation in the field for which you were trained? . @@@@
Get married while in college? {skipf married) . . ... ........ @@@@
Get married within a year after college? {skip if married) . ... ... @@@@

The Laboratory for Research on Higher Education et UCLA actively er ges the colleg

that participate in this survey to conduct local studies of their student bodies. if these studies
invoive collecting foilow-up data, it is necessary for the Institution to know the students' 10
numbers so that follow-up data can be linked with the date from this survey. i your college
asks for a tape copy of the data and signs an agreement to use it only for reseerch purposes, do
we have your permission to include your 1D number in such e tape? Yes‘. O No. O

L FROIOICICIG)
3. @@EOO®
4M.@EOO0®
5. EEOOE
6. @EVOE"

A D] Yrgewergt g TRy aER U3 aled f3r demy
37. \?) @ Q:‘)L?) (E) et ey .‘?\ PRl PRIV L A I TS N Lial 14
38. @ (?) (C) @ @ han Ry re s gtorgtarg L Regpyrn s Hoghe!
Bogoatoan o ourny e hds chosen ' o0
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1977 Student Followup Questionnaire

y " Higher Education Research Institute, Inc. "OFFICERS :
- . Al der W. Asti H dR. B
924 Westwood Blvd., Suite 850 resigent Vice-president
1 i Helen S, Asti Lewis C. Soimdn
e " LOS Ange|e$. Cal'fqrn'a 90024 VIco-ProsI;onf Secretery-Treesurer
- (21 3) 478'65 56 . . Exscutive Otticer
BOARD OF SCHOLARS
* Chsrles E Bidwell Jemes G. Merch
” Howard R. Bowen Lewis Mayhew
. ~ Mary Jean Bowman Waiter P. Metzger
o - o Earl F. Chent C. Robert Pece
: - ' Arthur W. Chickernng Rosemary Park
by - o : g Kenneth E. Clark Dawvid Riesman .
- ° ——— Patricia A Grahem Nevitt Sanford
- e - Andrew Greeley Pauil J. Teubmen
- pme——— Matina Horner William van Aistyne
- A Joseph Katz Logan Wiison
. CalvinB. T Lee * Dael Weifle .
;ﬁ -
- . : August, 1977
. Hello,
) You may remember that when you started school in the Fall of 1975 you
completed a brief information form in which you indicated your educational and
career plans. We are now involved in several studies of factors that affect students’
i . progress in college. These studies will provide information that will be useful to

students, schools, and state -federal governments. We would like to ask you to take
some time off and complete this questionnaire and return it to us. Your responses
are valuable,

2

A ]

All of the information is to be coded and used in group comparisons, so your
responses will be protected. Since we are following a limited sample of persons, it is
important to have as complete a response as possible. We hope that you will be able~
to participate. While you are not required to respond, your cooperation is needed to
make the results of this survey comprehensive, accurate, and timely.

‘A .".
L] 14

s

4

-
3

Thank you for your help.

~

P T S

H

Cordially,

Alexander W, Astin

sfo

. s o

-

. A ]

s

President

‘ " FOR INTRAN

{ - USE ONLY DIRECTIONS:

| el @ @@ @®@| vYour responses will be read by an automatic scanning device. You need to follow some simpte rules,
l ‘ @G)@@ © ¢ Use only black lead pencit {No. 2 % or softer).

'H N QOOOG ® Make heavy dark marks that completely fill the circle.
'l - 0100, 010 -0 Erase cleanly any answer you wish to change. .

” ' - () 88888 ® Make no stray markings of any kind.
- 5

'H % OOOO® Example: Will marks made with ball point pen or a felt tip marker

| — [0]10]01010) . be properly read? . Nne
lI -=310101010]0] ) Yes .. ... S O SHI
; T 20006 No . ... PO e
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1. What was your enrollment status from September 1975 to-
August 1976? From September 1976 to August 1977?
{(Indicate fuli-time, part-time, or no enroflment for each
month imeach of the two columns.)

1975-76 1976-77
Fult Part None Full Part None
September . .. ... OOOOOO
October . .. ..... OOOOOO
November. . ... .. OOOOOO
December. . ... .. OOOOOO
January .. ...... OOOOOO
February .. ... .. OOOOOO
March ... ...... OOOOOO
SAprild oL OOOOOO
May........... 0..0..0..1.0..0..0
June .. ... 0..0..0..1.0..0..0
July. . ....... .. OOOOOO
August, . .. ... .. O OOOOO
2. Do you plan to enroll this fall? (Mark one.) FOR
INTRAN
O No USE ONLY

QO Yes, full-ume

O Yes, part-time

(O Not this fall, but within the next 2 years
O Not this fall, but after 2 years

O Never

tf ves, indicate:

name of institution N

city and state

3. If you have left school for a time but plan to re-enroll this
fall, indicate the importance of each reason:

at
l‘ra'”

{Mark one on each line.) _ 5‘

Iy
S o
o
Me,
/,,,pobv/,

/

Linterrupted my studies for financial S
TRASONS . . . ..t O..
Pinterrupted my studies for il ness
{personal or family)
linterrupted my studies for academic

TRASONS. . . . ... . .. O..

Linterrupted my studies because |

wanted to travel . ., L L L L L. O .
Linterrupted my studies because |

wanted to work . ... L L L. O ..
| returned to schoo\ because 1t is very

important for me to et my degree . . . O .
| returned to school because my family
insisted that | do
I returned to school buecause | could
not get work . L
I returned to school because | did not hke.

O 0O00O0O0O0O0 OO
O 000000 O0 O O

thejob lhad . . .. . ... ..., O
Not applicabie (I have never interrupted
©omy stuches) . ... L P O .

IToxt Provided by ERI

m,
Ro, "t:,,,
(4

4. Indicate (A) the highest degree or certificate {/ou have
received and (B) the highest degree you are planning to
_receive: (Mark one in each column.)

. A B
_ Highest Highest
Received Planned
Vocationa! diploma/certificate . . . . . O...... O

Associate (A.A. or equivalent)
Bacheior’s (B.A., B.S., etc.)

Teaching credential . ........... O...... O
Master’s (M.A., M.S.,etc.) . ....... O...... O
Ph.D.or Ed.D.. ............... O...... O
M.D.,D.0., D.D.S,or D.V.M. . . ... O...... O
LL.B.orJD.(law)............. O...... @)
B.D. or M.Div. (divinity) . ... .. ... O...... O
High school diploma. ... ........ O...... O

5. What was your grade average during the IaSt two years?
{Mark one.)

Pass/watisfactory . ....................... @)
Fail unsatisfactory . . . .................... @)
Not applicable/no grading system

inmy institution . ...................... @)

6. What is your current marital status? (Mark one.)

Single . . ... . O
Married, livingwithspouse. . . ... ............ @)
Separated . . . ............. . e O
Divorced . ........ ... ... ... .. .. . ... .. O
Widowed .. .. ... @)

7. Where have You lived for most of the time during each of
the last two years? (Mark one in each column.)

1975-76 1976-77
With parents or relatives (not .
includingspouse) . . . .......... O..... I O
Withspouse . ................ O.......... O
Private home, apartment, or room. . . O.......... O
College dormitory .. ........... O.......... O
Fraternity or sorority house . . . . . . . O.......... @)

.
. ~

pe———

I
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PArulext providea by enc

8. Which of the following apply to your financial situation?
{Mark all that appiy.)

| have major expenses or debts {medical,
educational,etc.) . ....... ... . ... ..
| contribute to the support of my parent(s),
or members of my parental family . ... ... .. 7...
My parents have a low income and cannot help
with my collegeexpenses . .. ................
My parents are not willing to help pay for my
college expenses . ... ... . ...t
Head of household/single parent

. Did your parents claim you as a dependent on their 1974,
1975, and/or 1976 income tax statements? (Mark one for

each year.)

1974 . . ... yes O ...... noo. .. .don’t knowo

1975 .. ... ves O...... no Q. ... don't knowQ

1976 .. ... vesO...... noQ. ... don't knowQ
10. Are your parents able to help finance the post-high school

education of your brother(s) or sister(s)? (Mark one.)

No ......... e

YOS e e e e e e

Notapplicable. . . .. ....... ... ... ...........
11. When, du!ing your most recent academic year, did you

. heat the decision on your financial aid application? (Mark
" “one for each major source of aid.)

0,:.
" More than a month before school began . ... O

During the month before school began. . . . .. OOO
Whenschoolbegan. . ................. OOO
Afterschoolbegan . .. ................ O OO

Not applicable

12. Which of the following reasons were important in your
decision to continue your education beyond high school?

(Mark all that apply.)

| always expected togotocollege . , .. ...........
My parents or family wanted me to go to college
To contribute more to my community
Togetajob . ... ... ..,
Tomakemoremoney. . .....................
To get a job in my chosen field
To obtain financiat avd . ... ....... e e
To gain a general education and appreciation of ideas. .
To tearn more about things that interest me
To prepare myself for graduate or professional school . .
To meet new and interesting people
All my friends went to coliege
There was nothing better to do
‘Could not find a job
| participated n special programs (Upward

Bound, Talent Search, Educational

OQuportunity Program). -« . oo oo e
My teachers and counselors encouraged me to go

i

13. Which of the following apply to your experiences since
entering coilege in fall 1975? (Mark all that app!y.)
Had trouble concentrating while studying. . . . . ... ..

Felt bored much of the time
Felt lonely much of the time

Wasn't very interested in any of my courses

Couldn’t adjust the program of study to fit my own

academic and professional interests

Changed major field

Received a ot of encouragement from my family
to stay in school
Received a lot of encouragement from my friends
to stay in school

Changed career choice

Failed one or more courses
Considered dropping out but didn’t
Participated in a play or entered an art

competition
Participated in intercoilegiate or intramural sports . . . .

Worked on the school paper, yearbook, or literary

magazine
Was elected to a scholastic honor society
‘Participated in student grovernment
Joined a social fraternity, sorority, or club
Participated in subject-matter or special-interest
clubs {e.q., French club, radio station) !
Participated in student religious organization
Was a guest in a teacher’s or administrator's home . ...

Cailed a teacher or an administrator by his or her

first name
Studied with other students
Tutored anotherstudent . . . ... ...............
Voted in astudentelection . ..................
Sang in a choir or glee club or played in a school
band/orchestra . ................. .. ......
Participated in organized student demonstrations
During the last year | had at least two courses in
my chosen field of study
It is very important to me to complete my
originaldegreeplans . . ... ..................
| was in Upward Bound, Educational Opportunity
Program, or TalentSearch .. .................
Received pressure from parents or friends to
stayinschool. . . .........................

..........
...................
..............
...........

36,5(1
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14. Below is a list of various experiences with school. How
satisfied have you been with each one? (Mark one on each
line.)

o

]
4’%/,-‘.
) e

(4
a"&‘f, .

Ao,
Sap:
o,

Orientation for new students
Registration

&
s
>
........ O
................... @)
Distribution of grade reports . . ... ... O
Distribution of transcripts . . .. ...... O
Financialaid . . ................. O
............. @)
Career counseling. . . ........ .. @)
Personal counseling .............. O
Tutoring or remedial program. . . ... .. O
Child care facilities. . . ............ @)

Heaith services. . . . .............. O .

Jobplacement. . ... . ............ O ..
Campussecurity. . . ... ........... O
On-campus housing. . . . ...... e O
Parking service O
Financial aid advice O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O

Social life (dating, parties, etc.). . . . ...
Course work
Reading and study skillsfab . . .. ... ..
Special instructional media
Independentstudy . . .............
Honorsprogram., ... .............
Cooperative work program
Assistance in finding housing
Assistance in finding part-time work . . .
Ethnicstudies . ... .......... PR
Women's studies

0000000000000000000000000000
elelelelotototololeleleleleletetototototototolete o ete

>

15. Answer each of the following as you think it applies to the
school or training program you entered in fall 1975. (Mark
one on each hine,)

The students are under a great deal of
pressure to get high grades
There 15 a qreat deal of conformity among

@

thestudents . ..................... O .
Most of the students are very bright
academically . ... ........... e O .

There is keen competition among most

of the students for high grades
The course work 15 definitely more )

theoretical than practical . . .. ... . O ..
Competitive sports are overempiasized
The classes are usually informal
Most students are treated like “numbers

in a book”
Social activities are overemphasized . . . ... .. O ..
There is littte or No contact with teachers . . . .

[mc

000 000 O O O

© -321-
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16. What are your college plans for fall 1977? (Mark one.)

I plan to attend the same school in which | enroll-
ed in fall 1975 (Fi#t in circle and skip to
Question20) . ... ........ ...t
| plan to attend a different school than the one
Istartedinfall 1975. . ... ..................

17. Why did you decide to change colleges or leave college?
(Mark all that apply in Column A and the one most
important reason in Column B.)

Completed my program at my first A
institution. . . .. ............ ..., O
Family responsibilities .............. O
Ihad agoodjoboffer............... O...
Wanted a better social life . .. ........ .O.. ..
Wanted to go to a different-size school . . . . O..
Wanted to be farther fromhome. ...... . O
Wanted to be closer to home O
Moved to a different focation . . ... ... .. O
Wanted to go to a school with a better
academic rating
Didn’t do as well academically as |
thoughtlwould. . .. .............. O....
Relatives discouraged me. . ... ........ O....
Decided | did not need a further degree . . .
Wanted to reconsider my goals and

interests ..
Changed mycareerplans. . ........... O....
Tired of beingastudent ............. O...
Dissatisfied with first school. . . ... ... .. O....
Wanted less expensive school. . ...... .. O....
My financial situation improved. . ... ... O e

Unable to get the financial aid | needed . .
Wanted practical experience,
Heard more education would not.

improve my job prospects. . . . ....... O e
Didn’t feel safe on campus
Had no place to study ..
My boy/girlfriend moved. . . .. ........ O....
Didn‘t "fit.in” at thisschool.......... O....

00000 00000000 000 O 00000000 ®

18. if you have transferred, indicate when: (Mark one.)

During September 1975 to June 1976
Fall 1976 . .. ... .
After beginning of 1976 academic year
Fall 1977

19. If you decided to discontinue your studies, indicate
when: (Mark one.)

During September 1975 to June 1976
Fall 1976

’1




21. What were your costs during your last two years in school?
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. ‘ ~5—
20. How do you rate yourself on each of the following traits,
compared with the average person of your age? Give your
most accurate estimate of yourselt. {(Mark one on

each hne.)
+o8 8 28

S & F8

TY ¢« v
Academic ability . ... ... ... .. O..0. .0
Motivation to achieve . . . . ... .. O..0..0
Leadership atubity . ... ... .. L. O . O .. O
Mathemaucal abihity . . . ... . ... O..0..0
Mechanical ability . ... ....... O..0..0 »
Originality ... ....... ...... 0..0..0
Popularity .. .............. 0..0..0
Popularity with the oppositesex. .Q ..O ..O
Self-confidence (social) . . ... ... O0..0..0
Self-confidence {intellectual) ... . O ..O. .0
Understanding of others . ... ... 0O..0. .0
Writing ability . . ... .. e O0..0..0
Artistic ability . . . ... ........ 0..0..0
Public speaking apility. . .. ... .. O..0. .0
Athletic ability- 4 . . ... .. ... .. 0..0..0
Physical attractiveness. . . ... ... O . O . O
Determination. . . ... ... ..... O . O O .

Below is a set of questions about college costs, how you paid for
college, and financial aid. Please answer them as well as you can.

COSTS

{(Mark one for each item in each column.)
J

1975-76 1976-77
- § 3 :_? g‘ m‘§ f g <§r'

13288% :3288¢

20688 258593
Total costs . . . .. .. OOOOOOOOOOOO
Twttan and fees. .. OO OQQ0O0..000000
Booksand supplies ..QOQQOOQO..O00000
Food .......... OCO0000..000000
Housmgorraom. ... QO QOO0 0..000000
Commuting expenses
tincluding travel to
and from school and
visiing famity) . ... QQQOQQO00..000000
Medical and dental .
EXpenses . . . ... .. OO00000..000000
Misceilaneous per- ’
sonal expenses
{grooming, recrea-
tion, laundry, etc.) . OOOOOO OOOOOO
Nntmschool.......o ............ O

FINANCING EDUCATION

22, Indicate the funding source(s) and the amount of money you

received from each for your college expenses during the last
two years. (Mark all that apply for each year.)

1975-76 1976-77
28775 81313
e$488?9 .9.88¢
£ e 9 ¢ E | @99 s
258598 2x8a48
Tuition waiver . . . . . O00000 OOOOOO
Parental, family aid or
Gifts ... ,000000..000000
Grants or scholarships:
Basic Educational
Opportunity Grant
(BEOG) ... ..... O0O0000..000000
Supplemental Edu- _
cational Opportunity )
Grant (SEQG). . . . . O00000O0..000000
State scholarship or
grant . ... ... +..000000..000000
State Scholarship
Incentive Grant
(SSIG). . ....... OO00000..000000
Local or private schol-
arship or grant . . . OOOOOO OOOOOO
Vocationalgrant . .. QO QOQQQOO0. OOOOOO
Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs Grant (B1A). . . QOO OQO00O..000000
Other.......... OOOOOOQOOOOO
Loans: L5
Federally Guaranteed
Student Loans (FISL
orGSLP) .. .. ... O00000..000000
National Direct Stu- '
dent Loan (NDSL). . OO OQOOQ0O.. Q00000
Other. . ........ OO00000..000000
Work:
College workstudy . . QO QO QOQ.. OOOOOO
Full-time work OO000O00. OOOOOO
Part-time or summer
work. .. ... ..., OO0000..000000
Savings ... ...... O00000B. OOOOOO
Spouse’sincome . .. . OO OOQOQ0O..000000
G.l. benefits {includ-
ing Veterans Depen- .
dents Benefits) .. .. OOOQOQO..000 0]0]0)
ROTC scholarship or
stipend. ... ... .. OO00O00O0..000000:
Social Security Depen- ,
dents Benefits . . . . . 000000 OOOOOO
Aid for Families with
Dependent Children
(AFDC) ........ O00O000..000000
Food Stamps ... .. OOOOOO .000000
Other . ......... “OOOOOO .000000

362




FINANCIAL AID

23. How much total aid, other than parental contribution, have you received
during the last two years? (Mark one for each item in each column.}

1975-76 1976-77
[-2]
_ m§§s 3§§
. 28773 $§T§e
; MISIEMELY
= 2 0dp000 20060
.: Twtion waiver ., ........... OOOO OO . OOOOOO
Grants . oo oo, O00000..000000
LOANS .\ oo O00000..000000
3 Work-study . . .............. OO00000..000000
24. Which of the following sources was helpful to you in learning about ways
to pay for your education after high school? (Mark all that apply.)
High school or college coaches . .. ... ...... e e @)
Highschoolcounselor. . .. ............. .. RIS @)
High school teacher . .L ............................ O
College admissions officer . . ... ..................... O
College financial aid officestaff .. ... ... .............. O
College teacher aradviser . . ... ...... ... ..., O
College financial aid Literature . ... .. ..... ..., O
Public adverusing {radio, T.V., posters). . . ... ............ O
Friends or otherstudents. . .. ... .......... P O
Famuly . . O
Veteran’s Administrationoffice . ... .................. O
Special services for disadvantaged students . . . . . .......... O
Vateran's cost of instructional programs;
‘ Otfice of Veteran's Affairs . . ... ... ... ........... O
Special programs (Upward Bound, Taient Search,
Educational Opportumity Program) . . . ... .. .. .. .. ..... O
25. When you first applied for financial aid, how easy or difficult was the
application procedure? (Mark one.)
. VBIY BasY .« o e O
Somewhat edsy . . .. ... ... ... e e O
: Average . . O
Somewhat chfficult . oL O
Very ditficult L O
‘ Notapplicable. . ... ... ... ... ... .............. O
. . ) )
o .
F 36

ERIC

26. Whiclf of the following statements apply to
your experience with financial and? (Mark
all that apply.)

| lost my aid because | dropped

outofschool.................. @)
Parents didn‘t want to compiete

financial statement .. .. .......... O
 didn’t think 1 was eluglble for

financial aid ... ............... .O
My grades were too low to receive

financial aid .................. O
My income status was too high to

receive financialaid ............. O

Financial aid enabled me to attend
school ... ... ... .. ...... . ..... O
Could not get aid because | enrolled ,
parttime . ........¢.. .00,
I consider myself financially inde-
pendentof my parents ........... O
i did not apply for financial aid in time . O
| did not apply\{or financial aid . ... .. O
Financial aid a;:&gation forms and
procedures were too long or

complicated for me to complete . . ... O
My experiences with financial aid have

generally been favorable .......... O
Didn’t know about financial aid options. O
| was turned down for financial aid .
Couldn't get type of aid | wanted . . . .. O
Didn‘t want to get further into debt. . . . O
Different type of aid would have

been betterforme .. ............ O
Parents did not want to pay any more

for myeducation . .. ............ O
My experience with financial aid has

been generally unfavorable. . .. .. ... O

27. Indlcate {A) the tota! amount of loans you have
obtained thus far to finance your education, and
{B) the absolute maximum amount of educational
debt you are willing to incur for your college
{undergraduate) education. (Mark one in each

colurin.)
A B
Thus Absolute
Far Muumum
None............ O ........
Less than $500 .. ... O........
$500-999 .. ...... O........ O
$1,000-1,999. . . ... O........ O
$2,000-3,999 . . . . . . O........ O
$4,000-5,999 . . . . . O........ O
$6,000-7,999. . . . .. O........ O
$8,000-9,999. . .. .. O........ O
$10,000 or more O........ O

\J



=324~ | ,
»: 28. How important are the following in your ¢hoice of a long- 29. {continued)
. ! term career? (Mark one on each fine.) § éc;@; gg Farmer, forester, conservationist. . . ........... O
I a gb g@" pe § Government official, administrator, politician . . . . . O
] SE SEFE Home economist or dietitian ... *............ O
i Job openings are generally available. . . . O ... .0 Homemaker (full-time) . ... ... ... .. ... . . . O
f Rapid career advancement is possible. . . O ., O..0O Lawyerorjudge ..................... ... O
1 Goodpay ................... .. O..0..0 Librarian or archivist . . ... .. ... ... .. ..... RO
! It's a well-respected or prestigious Law enforcement officer . . .. .............. . O
- occupation . ... ........ ... .. .. 0..0..0 Mathematician, statistician, actuary . . . . ... ... .. O
- It provides a great deal of autonomy ... Q.. Q.. O Mechanig, machinist, repalrman .............. O
— Chance for steady progress .. ....... O..0..0 Military (carger). .. ...................... O
Chance for originality . . .. ......... O..0..0. Nurse, .. o O
I Can make an important contribution ‘ Performing’_’%rtist, musician, entertainer .. ....... O
i tOSOCIetY . ... L. O..0..0 . Pharmacist or pharmacologist. .. ............. O
ﬂ Can avoid pressure . . ... ... ....... O.. O.. O Physician, surgeon, dentist, optometrist . . . ... ... O
| ' Canwork withideas . . . ........... O..0:.0 Scientificresearcher . . . ... ................ O
! Can be helpful toothers . . .. .. ... .. O..0.:0 Service worker: private household {maid, cook, etc.). O
l Have leadership opportunities .. ... .. O.. O..0 Social welfare or recreation worker . ........... O
: Able to work with people | like ... ... O.. O. .O Teacher, professor, administrator {college,
N Interestin the field .............. O..0..0 UNIVErSitY) « . vt e e O
4 Enjoyed my past experience in Teacher or administrator (elementary,
{ thisoccupation .. .............. O..0..0 ? secondary) ...... L e O
. No more out-of-school training Technician, technologist (health),
} required . ... O..0..0 therapist {physical, occupational, speech) . .O
; Good fringe benefits. . .. ... ... .. .. O. .O..0 Technician or technologist (other). . ... ... ‘ .O
! Chance to use my training or schooling. O .. O O Veterinarian . . . ..., .0t O
¢ Able to work in good physical Writer, journalist, interpreter . , ., . ........... O
' snvironment ... L. L. L L. O. .O. .0 Otheroccupation. . ... .....oovvv ... O
- Chance to learn new skills . .. ....... 0..0.. O Undecided . ... ................. ... .... O
' Jobsecurity . ..., . L. O .. O . O
; 'Tth':"p:e:a(::'lz::::etsonzrtel:iflvf:'t'o(‘,‘ ..0..0..0 Questions 30 —36 are for students who worked (work-
| L f education beyond study or other employment) while attending school. If
.fu Lnd:{ ‘::ar? orec . ey 0.0 0O you didn’t work, pleass skip to Question 37. If you did
) ' fq SENOOT e e T work, please answer the following questions for the time
'can get into a program that does ‘ you were in school between September 1975 end August
notcosttoomuch ... ... . ... .. . 0..0.. O
9 _ . 1977.
' 29. What do you now consider to be your probable future
occupation? (Mark one.) 2
Future 30. While enrolled in school, how many hours per week did
| Occupation you usually work for pay? {Mark one.)
. Accountant or auditor .. ... ... ... .., O 1B hRoUrS & . . i i e e O
‘ Architect or urban planner. . . . v oo o oo oo u . O 6-10hours . ... .. ... ... ... ..., O
Business person {management, finanga, sales, etc.). . .0 T1=15hours. . . .o oo e, O
Business owner (including farm or ranch) . .. .. ... O 16-20hours. .. .. ... ... ..... e O
Clargy or religious worker . . ... ............. O 2-30hours. . . ... e O
Clerical worker (secretary, stenographer, 31-40hours. . . ... ... . O
j typist, bookkeeper, ete.) .. ... ... ... ... .. O 4lhoursormore . ... .. O
! Commercial artist, designer, decorator,draftsman . . O
q 822‘:‘::;:;03:'2::;?;::::::r' """"""" O 31. Wha-t were your average weekly take-home
‘ electnician, plumber . ... ... ... .. ... .. . .. O earnings? (Mark one.)
: . Counselor (guidance, family, school) . .......... O S1-49. .. .. 0.
-‘h Driver (truck, taxi, bus). . . ... .............. O $50=78 .. ... O
7 Engineer. . . .................... e O 875-99 ... ... ... O
Factoryworker . . ........... e O $100-149 .. ... ... ..., O-
JI Foreman .. .................. . .. .. ..., O -J $150 or more .. ..... P, ..O
Q LIST OF OCCUPATIONS CONTINUED IN NEXT COLUMN 3() ‘}
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32.

S S

’
33.
E |
34.
35.
36
3

—8— .

What type of work did ‘y‘ou do? (Mark all that apply.)
Athletic assiStant . « . .« v v v v v vt et O
Banking (tefler,etc.). . . ... .. ... ... Os
Cashier/checker . . . .. .. S ®)
Childcare. . .......... i O
- Clerical/secretarial . . . . .. ...ttt in i O
Driver (delivery, chauffeur) . ... ............... O
Food service worker (food preearation, waiting’
tables, busing, washing'dishes) . . .............. O
Governmentorjudiciary aide. . .. ... ... ........ O
Grounds or building maintenance {including security). . O
Housework . . .. ... ... i it O
Lab work or technician . . . .. ........ e O
CLibraryaid . . ... oo e e O
MEChaNIC « v v vt vt e it ittt et e e O
MUSICIAN . . v vt et e e et e e e e e e O
Research Assistant . . . .. ... ... e e O
Sales . ..t e e O
Social or communnty aide (include hospital work) . O
Switchboard operator . . .. .. ... ... 0 .. O
Teachingortutoring. . . ...........0vvuvoo.. . O
Other semiskilled and unskilled {factory worker v
laborer usher, painter)s. . ... ... ... @]
For Questions 33-36, if you held more than one job,
answer for the job you held the longest or for which
you worked the most hours.
Where did you work? {Mark one for each column.)
' 1975-76 1976-77
Oncampus . ........ D O........ O
Offcampus. .. ...... e e O........ O

How related was your work (o'your field gf study?

(Mark one.) . v
Closely refated. - - -« o oo it i e O
Somewhat related . . . .. ... L. e O
MOt PRIated « oo o v e v et e e e e e O
How satisfied were you with the job? (Mark one.)

Verysatisfied .. ... .. . 0 e O
Somewhat satisfied . . ... ... O
Noopinion . . ... .. .ttt e e O
Somewhat d»ssatnsfned ...................... 8

Very dissatistied

. Did you receive academic credit for your work? (Marx one.)

............................ .......0

37. What do you expect your am}ual ‘starting salary to be when
you begin working after you complete your education? {f
you are out of school, indicate the starting salary of your
first job after leaving school (if part-time, indicate the full
time equivalent). {(Mark one for each column if applicable.)

First Job After

Future Leaving School

> "Don’t expecttowork . .. .. O.......... O
Less than $5,000 . . .. .... O.......... O
$5,000-7,009. . .......O. ........ @)
$8,000-9,999. . ........ O . ....... O
$10,000-14,999 . . ... ... O.......... O
$15,000-19,999 . .. .. ... O.......... O .
$20,000~24,999 . . . .. ... O.......... O
$25,000 or more . ., ... .. O........ .0 .

38. At the time you expect to graduate "arid during the next ten
years, how good do you' think the job market (job openings)

will be in your chosen profession? (Mark one most applicable.)

Very good (better than the job market in most

other occupations) . .. ... P e O
Good (as good as the job market in most other

OCCUPALIONS) . . . v vt it vt i vm e v e v aene v O
Adequate (better than some, worse than others). . . ... 0O
Poor (worse than most other occupations). . .. ...... O
Don‘tknow ............... L e @)

If you knew that few jobs would be available in ybur
major area of study, what would you be most likely
to do? (Mark one.)

39.

’

Nothing, it wouldn’t make any difference. ......... O
Would take sonie additional courses in an grea

where job prosbects look promising. . .. .°. . ... ... O
Would change fields . . . .......... ...t O
Would ®lan to take advanced, specialized

courses inmy field . . . ..... ST O
Would dropoutofschoo!l ... .......0......... O

40. If you are no longer in school, have you worked at

any job (including temperary or part-time) since
you left school? (Mark one.)*

D13 LI O
No, but | am lookingforwork . ... ............. O
No, and | am not lookingforwork ... ........... O
Not applicable (| am still inschool) . . ... ... ...... O

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP IN THIS SURVEY.
PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE
IN THE ENCLOSED POSTAGE-PAID ENVELOPE TO:

'} fr. A Nationa! Study of Student Progress
4 ) 4555 W. 77th Street
- Minneapolis, MN 55435

Intran 1307 - SE 710
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Cover Letter Sent with Second Wave of 1977 rollowup Ques..onnaire

*

October 14, P977

Hello:

We understand that often it is difficult to take time out from a busy
school or work schedule in order to fill out & questionnaire, but your reply
is critical to the success of this study. The study is trying to find out
how effective the current system of financial aid ik in meeting students’
financial needs. Each person to whom we are sending .this questionnaire has
been randomly chosen to reflect a representative ctoss section, whether or
not he or she has ever received finapcial aid. The information you provide
will be completely confidential and will only bé used for group.comparisons
and statistical purposes.

In case you did not receive our first questionnaire or have misplaced
it, we are enclosing a second copy and we would very much appreciate your
taking somev.time to complete it. ' Please use the enclosed postage-paid
envelope to return your qugstionnaire to us. If in the meantime, you have
mailed your completed questionnaire, please ignore thig request and accept
our thanks.. :

Again, thank you for your partiecipation.
Al !

, 4 Cordially,

. ! Helen S. Astin
Study Director - ! }
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Hello!

O

/
Novembef 18,

»

1977
/

LI

We take the opportunity of the Thanksgiving holiday to be in ‘touch

., with you again and ask you to complete the enclosed questionnaire. We

thought that perhaps you didn't respend to our previous questionnaires

because you-were away from home.

We hope to have better luck reaching

you at home during this holiday time.

-
\

r

n”

The study is trying to find out how'effective the current system of

financial aid is in meeting students'

financial needs.

Each person to

whom we are sending this questionnaire has been rahdomly chosen from the

students that enrolled in college in 1975, whether or not he or she has

ever received financial aid.

helpful and will be kept completely confidential.
4 L]

The inform@tion you provide will be very

If in the meantime you have mailed your completed questionnaire, just

ignore this request\and accept our thanks.

Again, thank you and enjoy the holidays.

.

N oemm e

Cordidlly,

\=

”%y%

Helen S. Astin

Yroject Director

of 4 mmo~

4 a2l

ey ’3;\(\:: e
DTNV N -

= if your son

GO LM ACme Jor T“cnksgunng

36,

w3




8 \ . ’ - , “~ ‘
e ' APPENDIX B
Lo : - CREATION OF FINANCIAL AID VARIABLES
¥ 5 .
Al ’
L ] . .

- | | 365

‘ E
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

.
o~
.
-~
.
¢
.
.
. . v -
.
»




4

. APPENDIX B

CREATION OF FINANCIAL AID VARIABLES

TQo sets of financial aid variables were created, one for the
descriﬁtive analysis and one for the regressions. The descriptive analy51s
used the financial ald question (#22) from the 1977 questionnaire, the one
Athat asked the student how much and'what type of aid he or she‘actually,
received during his or her first th years Qf eollege; Since the student
responded with a code number corresponding to the amount of aid he received,
this number had-to be converted into dollars se’that the money could be
aggregated (for exagéle, so that all g?ddts cpdld be added to estimate the
total amount of grant aid). This was done by converting code 1 (no aid) to
0; code 2 ($1-5000) to $300; code 3 ($501-1,000) to $650; code 4 ($1,001-

2, 000) to $1,250; code 5 ($2, 001-4000) to $2, 300, and code 6 (over $4,000)
to $4,200.1 Two types of variables for the descriptive analysis were then
created. The first consisted of variables estimating the total amount of

&
aid the student received: the amount of grant money (tuition waivers,

BEOGs, SEOGs, local or private scholarships or grants, vocational grants,
. Bureau of Indian Affairs grants, G;Iu benefits, ROTC scholarships or

stipends, Social Security dependents‘ benefits, and other grants). The

second cdnsi;ted of the anount of loan money (Federally Insured Student

Loans, National Direct Student Loans and other loans); third was the amount

v

of college work-study funds. Finally, the total amount of financial aid

(that is, the ‘sum of the figdres to which the codes had been converted)

) é -
1. The converted amounts were prov1ded to us by the Office of Planning,

Budgeting and Evaluation, USOE-DHEW. Research conducted at that office
found these figures to be closer to reality than were the mldp01nts of the
categories.

364
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from all of these sources was calculated.

The second type of vériables used for descriptive analysis concerned
the type of aid students received. Awards were divided into ten mutually
exclusive dichotomous ;ariables: grént only; loan:only; work-study only:
large grant, loan, and work%study; small grant, loan and work—stuéy; large
grant and loan; small grantsand loan; large grant and work-study; small
grant and wor}—study; and l;an and work-study. Aid packages which included
a grant were classified accérding to whether or not the grant accounted for
most of the package. Our procedure was to sum the amounts of each type of
aid, reaching a grand total. Both the grand total and the portion of it
contributed by the grant wére then converted back to the original code of
1-6. If these codes were identical for both the grant and the aggregate
aid package, then the grant was considered large, but if the code number
for tot"l aid Qas higher than for the grant, tﬁe grant was called small.
Therefore, "largé" and "small" grants refer not to the absolute size of the
grant or the aid package but to.the grant'é propoftion of the package.

For the regression analysis, the financial aid Yariables were
developed in the same wéy from question #18 of thg 1975 questionnaire. The
only difference is thap for 1975 we were unable to include as many types of
gr;nts as in 1977 sincelfhey were not asked on the 1975 questionnaire.

The types of granfs inclued were BEOGs, SEOGs, State scholarships or
grants, local or private scholarships or grants, G;I. benefits and Social
Secur ity Dependent's Benefité. |

In all,iten\gichotomous aid packaging variables and four amounts of

financial aid variables were used.
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APPENDIX C

DEVELOPMENT OF PERSISTENCE CATEGORIES

By using the months September through June to represent an academic
year (see Question 1 in the 1977 follow-up questionnaire), we assigned
students who indicated théy had one pattern of ~attendance (full-time,
part=-time or not-in-school) during 8 or more of these 10 m@nths to the
appropriate ag;endance pattern. Students who spent fewer than eight
months in particular a pattern were not immediately classified.

Students who could be classified as eithe? in school full;time or
part—-time or not in school for each of the two yegrs were then further
categorized in the following way according to their status during each
of those years: )

®© Students who attended full-time during both years are

full-time persisters.

] Students who Qere enrolled either ful%—time or part¥
time but who then dropped out are withdrawals.
© Students who swi?bhed from full-tipe to pait-time
enrqllment are underpersisters. | ) <
¢ © Students whé attended)part;time for b&th”years are

part-time persisters.

4

Most students (N = 12,565) fit into one of:the four groups listed

©

e
' =

N/
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above. The remaining students (N = 3056) were classified in basically

the same way except that four points in time were ‘considered instead of

two. Each academic year was split into two five month periods,
September through January and February'thfougﬁ June. Students who
listed the. same attendance pattern in four or more months of a five
month period were classified as haQiﬁg that pattern. Students who
claimed less than four out of give months of their longest type of
enrollment were assigned to ; miscellaneous group; A éeries of cross-
tabulations was performed in order to assign these students to categor-
ies consistent withx;hose already assigned to the classified students.
Additionally, a category for students who failed to respond to the
question was established. At this point in the analysis, students were

9

claésfied as follows:
full-time persiséérs
withdrawal
underpersisters .
part-time persisters ' 25
no response or insufficient response 1,063
Next, the student's enrollment status at the time of the follow—-up

survey as well as the student's degree plans and attainment were taken

' .
into consideration in ‘the following ways:




O
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o full-time persisters who were re-enrolled full-time in fall,

1977 remained classified as full-time persisters. Full-time persisters
who were not enrolled at the time of the follow-up survey were classified
as withdrawals while those who had switched to part-time status were

classified as erratic peristers.

O .withdrawals who were not enrolled during fall, 1977, remained
withdrawals; those who were reenrolled, either part- or full-time were

classified as stopouts.

o underpersisters and part-time persisters who were enrolled
during fall, 1977 joined the erratic persisters category while those who

were not enrolled were classified as withdrawals.

"0 students who failed to completely aqs&eriquestion 1 were classi-
fied as followst
a. those who ieft question 1 completely blank remained un-
classified. .
b. those who dindicated being in school fofcat least one year
were classified.according to their fall, 1977, enrcllm;pt
status with students who were enrolled being classified as

erratic persisters and those who were not enrolled being

: classified as withdrawals.

J

In doing cross-tabluation analysi%, it appeared that the:

4
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erratic persisters category was in fact composed of two groups. Therefore
we identified those students who had indicated that they were ﬁot enrolled
;n school during at least one semester but who were enrolled in fall, 1977,
and classified them as stopouts. Those who had not indicated being unen-
rolled at any time remained erratic persiste;s. Therefore, one should note
that the least is known about the erratic persister group since it includes
those students with some missigé information from question 1 (although
students who félled to respond aboutAtheir gproleent status for at leést
one year are not included in the per;istence category; they remain uﬁclassi-
fied)« Some of tbes@ students may .therefore be eithe{ full-time persisters
or stopouts. c . : -

Finally, we felt that students who in 1975 indicated that they planned

to earn an A.A. degree and did earn that degree could not reasonably be

. . ;
called withdrawals. Therefore, wé classified those students who both

2

planned for and received an A.A. degree and who were not reenrolled, as
[ -

: "\ . : - v,

A.A. persisters. Those who earned an A.A. degree but were reenrolled were

classified in one of the other persistence categories depending upon their

4
enrollment behavior.

Iy ° .
The final persistence categories which emerged are as follows:
“r

8!
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Persistence Categories

N
¢ full-time persister " 10,867
® erratic persister R 1,512
¢ stopout . 606
© withdrawal | o . 1,619
® A.A. persister | % 152
© unclassified . 856

] ’ h
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APPENDIX D

A VERIFICATION STUDY OF FINANCIAL AID

DATA REPORTED BY STUDENTS

The type and amount of aid students received in the two academic

¥ears after they enrolled in college were some of the most impqrtant
d v

types of information we collected for this study. To ensure the accur-
o : ! .

'acy of our survey research findings, we designed a study comparing
“ n

student self-reports with institutionally maintained data on student

financial aid.

a

We particularly wanted to know how much aid students received

from each of twenty-four different funding sources for the academic

J

Years 1975-76 and 1976-77 (see questlon 22, 1977 survey, Appendlx A).

Tablo 1 reports the raw, unedlted data for the 16 191 students who an-

+

U5wered this question. In order to verify'these figures, we askéh sev~- "’

eral school; in the Los Angeles,area.to give us the %inogcial aid rec-
ords of their students who had responded to our survey. Three insti-
tuﬁﬁons gavé us access to these records: California Insfitute of Tech-
noiogy KCaltech), the University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA),
and Los Angeles City College (LACC). Two of these schools are public,

and one is 1ndependent one has stringent entrance requ1rements, one

E)

is moderately selective, and one unselective.

Since a number of sources of funding (for example; parents, part-

? .

i Y S . . . .
time work, «and; savings)fare impossible to corroborate from institutional

' 375
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records, not all types of aid could be verified. Sources of money we

. could verify were Basic Opportunity Grants (BEOGs), Supplemental Edu-
. v / o

cational Opportunity Grants (SEOGs),/state scholarships or grants, lo-

cal or private scholarships or grants, Federally Guaranteed Student

Loans (FISLs or GSLPs), National Direct Student Loans (NDSLs), college

work-~study and Social Security dependent's benefits. We did not attempt

. . ¢ . .
to verify State Scholarship Incentive Grants, vocational grants, and
Bureau of Indian Affairs Grants since virtually no students reported

receiving such aid.- 5 : o

“

The institutional data were coded to correspond with the dollar

amounts listed in the questionnaire: ‘none,\$%-499, $500-~999, and so

on. After we obtained the data from the institutional files we merged
them with the student-reported data. "Accuracy variables” for each

‘type of aid for both academic yearé were created by comparing the

. . amount of a particular type of aid reported b¥ the.student with the
. . htd

. - amount lisfed in the institutional files. Jf the two records matched,

.

the variable was coded "accurate"; if the institution reported that

I

the student received aid outside the range of the aid categories, for.

‘example, if the student claimed to be getting $750 per year, but in-

3
N

_ stitutional records showed s/he actnally was receiving less than $500

.

or more than $999, the variable was coded "inaccurate."”

The verification sample for 1975-76 was composed of records from

3 >
o

. 772, students: 579 from UCLA, 153 from LACC, and 40 from Caltech.

5 . Financial aiq iﬂformaitdn from 1976~77 was based on an N of 732} since -

i ° ¢ °

some students dropped out of school before their second year. The

', , : _ S
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analysés reported in Tables 2-8 inc¢lude only the students who were

4

listed by their institutions as aid recgipients and who also responded

-

to our survey {N = 284 in 1975-76 and N = 219 in 1976-77).

when ghe financial aid records from these institutions were ex- .
amined, a number of problems became apparent, of which the most serious
was that their financial aid offices kept records only on students who
received financial aid -- thus students not listed in these institutional ‘

records were necessarily coded at getting no aid. Furthermdre, since

"

we had only the students' names and not their socidl security numbers,
we sometimes found it difficult to identify and match students. Names

might be spelled wrong due tc keypunching errors made when the data

hd

were collected in 1975; students might have married and changed their
names; some might have transferred to another school and be receiving
aid from that scheolvrand studeAis might- be confﬁéed witﬁ\other students

having identical names. Except -for students having identical names,

all these situations could result in the, institutional records showing

that a student had received no aid when in reality he or she had re-

‘ o i v
. . ! b
ceived it. ,
. ) ’
Cther problems.arose when we tried to estimate.the amount of aid
& |

stuéEnts received. First, most types of aid could be “awarded“ simply

as. tuition waivers.® When this was done, we were uncertain whether to
3 “
A 4 N

classify the award by its source or as a tuition waiver. In most cases,

¢

we classified it as aid of one sort br. another, not as a tuition waiver.

Secoéd, sometimes it was?unclearﬂwﬂether ‘aid should ‘be "credited" to
the state or the student's school, especially for UCLA where much of

4 ‘




ot = =

dents who overestimated the amount of aid they received, underestimated

3

-

the aid awarded by,the institution actually comes from state funds.

We decided that money awarded by a college, such as grants-~in-aid or

Regents' scholarsh;ps, should be counted as local, not siatq aid. 1In
B

view of these two subjective classification .decisions, our institution-

al data must be viewed with some.caution. . ) .

Results

Thg following tables present our findings.first for all students, //
-/

whether or not they had financial aid, and then for only those students //

. . N /
receiving aid. They reveal the accuracy with which students repotted

the amounts and types of aid they received and the percentage of stu~

it,'or reported it correctly. Separate analyses were done for meg,

women, whites, non-whites, students whose parents earned various /lev-
. ¢ /

els of income and all students combined. Tables 2 through 5 reéort

. /
what proportion of all students accurately recorded the ampunt and types

of aid they received. As a group, students were quite accurate in re-

-

porting the amount of aid they received. ’'They were correct 84-97 percent of

the time for all types offéid exéept local or privape scholarshipsland~

grants, on which they were right about 80 percent of.the time.’ . Y

»

Students whose parehts had relatively low incomes made more mis-

.
v v

. . L
takes than those whose parents were more affluent, althougji ppe forme?

s

received more aid from more sources and so, like black students who re- PR

.

s ~ - w
ceived more aid, had more room for error. Table 6 /coppares the, number Y \ o

- ¥4 -
of ‘students who reported receiving aid with'those/gisted in institutional

a
A
v

B -

J 54
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/
files, revealing that mcre students actually received aid th?n college

* records indicate. Table 7 shows the proportion of students who re-

s

o

(éheir BEOG &nd the amount of money they
! i

ported the various fypes of aid they received, and its amount, correct-
-ly. Students are more accurate concerning the loans they received
than their BEOGs (95% of all students correctly listed the type and

amount of their loan, as opposed to only,82% who accurately reported
b Y
receiv‘y “rom it). However,

from what sources thoya

!

haq,rcceived aid and were unce ta;ﬁ’ggly abojit its amount ~-- 94% of

¢
Table 8 shows that students overwhelmingly knew

the students in I975-76 and

¥reported that they had receivpd BEOGs.

of the students in 1976-77 accurately

White and non-white students were about equally accurate $o far
as what types of financial aid they reéeived (Table 9), as were stu-
dgnts who came from_diffé%&nt economi/ backgrounds (Table 10). Tables
11, 12, and '13 show ﬁow accurat%ly sfudents reported the gmount of aid

they received. Each table indicates how many underestimated it, over-

r

estimated it and were accurate. Students tended to overestimate their

aid, except for money that came from SEOGs and local or private scholar-
ships. .
v ‘ ’ ,

In addition to analyzing their responses to question 22, "We also

e

* Y . .
%xaminedfthe accuracy of students' answers to question 23, in waich
.7 . N K

.

.otheg;indihated the aid they received under three general categories:

.grants, loans, and work-study. (For this analysis, tuition waiveiﬁ,
BEC3s, state, local and private scholarships and Social Security depen-

dent's benefits from the institutional records were all grouped togother

%

\ ' ' P !
' \’éj‘3
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as "grants.") For-1975-76, 93.1 percent of the students gave accurate “

information ahout their grants, 90.1 percent about their loans and 93.5
' e . . C @
percent about their work-study awards. For 1976-77, the results were

quite similar, with 91.1 percent (grants) 92.6 percent (loans) and 89.8 v i

. K

K percent (work-study) deécr;bing their awards accurately. s ’ o

We also attempted to éross-validate the expenses students d;aimed
they haqs(seé question 21, 1977 questionﬁaire). We'calculated thei;
self-reported college costs by averaging the amounts they listed for tui-
tion and fees, books and supplies, food, housing, fommuting to school,
medical and dental expenses and miscéllaneous‘cost;; we then cémpared
these figures'to the published figures on costs from the institufionF.

Caltech students estimated their expenses to be $5725, cempared with
their institution's.esﬁim;te of $6350. UCLA students said théy spent an
average of $3210; UCLA itself estimates costs as $2450, withéut, however,
taking into qohsiderationhfhe added expense of out-of-state tuition. Los o
‘Angeles Community College students saigithey épent about $2450, but the
school 1isted no average expenses as a basis of comparison.
This brief study shows ;hat student self-repo;;s on the type and’
cost of the aid they ied&&ve are generally quite accurate. Only about
15 percent of them gave wroné information, an'iméressi&ely small per-

centage considering how detailed and complex was.the information they

were asked to supply.

2
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TABLE 1

Percentage of Students Reporting Various Typés and Amounts @f Financial Aid

1975-76 . 1976-717
_ $1- $500 $1000 $2000 Over . $1- $500 $1000 $2000 . Over
. Type of Aid None 499 -999 -1999 -4000 °$4000 None 499 -999 -1999 -4000 $4000
Tuition waiver o 61 3 2 2 2 1 57 3 2 2 1 0 ’
Parental Family Aid or Gifts 20 .21 . 9 12 17 10 21 18 8 10 15 . 9
Grants or’ Scholarships: )
Basic Educational Opportunity Grant . - )
(BEOG) - 44 7 13 13 1 0 42 6 11 11 0 0
Supplemental Educational Opportunlty ‘
Grant (SEOG) 60 5 4 1 0 0 56 4 3 1 0 0
State Scholarship or Grant -51 9 ) 5 1 0 48 8 6 4 1 0
State Scholarship Incentive Grant B
(SS1IG) 67 1 0 0 0 0 62 1 0 0 0 0
Local or Private Scholarship or Grant 52 9 5 4 2 0.3 52 5 4 3 2 0 &
Vocational Grant - 65 0 0 0 0 0 60 0" 0 0 0 0 i
Bureau of Indian Affairs Grint (BIA) 67 0- 0 0 0 0 ,62 0 0 0 0 0 '
Other g 58. 3 2 1 1 1 * 55 2 1 1 0.5 0 -
Loans: * - ¢
Federally Guaranteed Student Loans ° )
(FISL or GSLP) 62 1 3 1 0 57 1 1 3 - 1 0
National Direct Student Loan (NDSL) 51 7 8 5 0 0 49 5 6 4 1 0
Other 58 1 1 2 1 0 54 1 1 2 1 0
Work - -- N - ‘ “
College Work-study 52 10 8 "1 0 0 - 46 9 7 2 0 -0
Full-time Work 61 1 i 1 1 1 54 1 1 1 1 1
Part-time or Summer Work 20 23 21 14 4 1 18 20 19 14 5 1
Savings . ' 35 25 8 4 1 0 34 22 6 3 1 0
- Spouse's Income . 65 0 0 0 0 0 59 "0 0 0 > 0 0
G.I. Benefits (including Veterans' -
Dependent's Benefits) 65 1 1 0 1 0 60 1 1 0 1 0
* ROTC Scholdrship or Stipend 66 0 0 0 0 0 60 0 0 0 0 0
( (Continued on next page)
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TABLE 1 (continued) T
.1975-76 ’ . 1976-77
. - $1- $500 $1000 $2000 Over . $1- $500 $1000 $2000 Over
Type of Aid None 499 ~999 -1999 -4000_ $4000 None 499 -999. -1999 -4000 -$4000
. | . ' &
'y - ‘ 12
Social Security Dependents Benefits 59 73 2 3 2 0 54 .3 2 3 2
Ald for Familie$ with Dependent ° . o . o
Children (AFDC) . 66 0 0 0 0 ) 61 0 0 0 0
Food Stamps ) 66 1 0 0 0 0 61 1 0 -0 0
3 2 2 2 )

Other 63 1 0 0 0 0 71

(N = 16,191)

»

n

a

Note - Percentages do not sum to 100 because non-respondénts have been omitted. However, when

- Ry . S

the datye are edited, those students who claimed some but not all types of aid were ‘coded as

having no aid in the categories for which they claimed no aid. The figures above are based on

the unweighted sample of respondents.

e———
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N Table; -2 ) '
: . . e , ) )
. - Institutional Differen,cei in the Percentage of All Students N
ﬁ‘g’porting Their Types and Amount ofl Aid Accurately
. - e T k|
Type of Aid Total ) Caltiech UCLA LACC
1975-:76
. BEbG : ‘ . .84.1%  87.5%  86.4%  74.5%
. SEOG f . ' 90.1 922.5  87.9 97.7
State Scholarship and Grant: | 84.3 87.5  82.4° 90.8°
Local or Private Scholarship and Grant . 79.5 ~ 65.0 ° 75.8 - 9';.4 “
FISL‘or-GSLP | oo 0 97.2 95.0. 96.7 99.3
NDSL | ” ©90.5°  80.0 89.6 '. 96.7
College Work-study > 94.3 u97.5 94.3 93.5
Social Security Dependent's Benefits 94.0 92.5 94.6 92,2
N | ) | “ o . 772 40 N 579 153
‘ ) 1976-77 . .
. BEOG - b 85.8  95.0 - 88.4 72.0
SEOG - . , ‘ 93.7 90.0 93.0 97.7
» State Scholarship and Grant ’ 86.3 | 85.0 85.9 . 88.6
. Local or Private Scholarship and Grant ~86.3 | 80.0 84.3 97.0 «.
FISI: or GSLP 97.3 87.5 97.9 97.7
NDSL . ~ 92.8 920.0 92.5 94.7
Collegé Work-study : 92.8 §> 75.0 95.4 87.1
Social Security Dependent's Benefits\ 92.5 92.5 92.9 90.9
‘ 3
N E S 732 - 40 560 132
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TABLE 3

- * 5

7

Sex Differences in the Percentaage of All Students
1] . . .

B : Repo{"ting their Typés and Amount of Aid Accurately
14 ) ! l
Type of Aid ) A Men Women
1975- 76 |
- BEOG : : 83.9 84.2
[ SEOG N . 2 89 ul ‘.. 90 . 7‘
“ State Scholarship and Grant ° L 87.0 82.4 &
Local or Private Secholarship and Grant - 79.7 79.4
. FISL or GSLP . ©96.4 97.7
- >
, NDSL } : 90.9 90.3
College. Work- study , 96.4 92.8
. : Social Security Dependent's Benefits 94 :2 93.9
N ' 330 442
’ ‘ .1976-77 .
. BEOG ’ . 87.1 84.8
SEOG ' 91.6 95.3
S State Scholarship , and Grant T .87.1 85.8
Local or Private Scholarship and Grant - 85.8V 86.7
NDSL 92.6 92.9
. College Work- study ©92.3 93.1
Social Security Dependent's Benefits |, 92.6 - 92.4.
N ’ 310 422
N . R

9
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(9

©
P




A

e ’ TABLE 4 : i ,
4
‘. t * .
Racial Differences in the Percentage ©f All Students Reporxting
their Types and Amount of Aid Accurately

e

N

; < > American N
YTypes of Aid . White Black Indidn Asian Cliicano
S ' ) o M '
' 1975-76 m .
BEOG ” / 90.0 714 .64.3 87.7 T67.2
SEOG , 92,0  91.6 78.6  92.0 - 69.0
State Scholarship and Grant ’ 88.0 86.6 £ 92,9 8.9 7.7
Local or Private Scholarship or Grant 82.7 87.4 78.6 72.8 " 81.0
FISL or GSLP *97.3  96.6 92.9 97.8 9.8
NDSL ;92,3 88.2 92.9 89.5 89.7
College Work- study T 97.0 90.8 100.0 93.8° ~  89.7
Social Security.Dependent's Benefits 93.3 94,1 85.7 95.3 93.1
N ' e 300 119, ¢ 14 276 . 58
i 7 ) . ) q l ‘
1976-77 R , ,‘ . :
EoG ' 92.1  69.6 78.6,  89.9 - 65.3w
SE0G ‘ R O 9.1 92.9  +93.3 . 92,5
State Scholarship and Grang ‘ 88.6.  91.2 100.0 83.2  75.5
Local or Private Scholarship or Grant 89.0 85.3 . 85.7 84.7 83.0
FISL or GSLP S 96,6 - 98.0 100.0 98.1 9.3
NDSL, \ \ - o 93.1 91.2  >100.Q. 94.4 -83.0
College Work- study ‘ 94,8 90.2 100.0° 92.5 *86.8
‘Social.Seburity Qgpendent's Benefits 92.1 91,2 " 85.7 94.4 88.7.
N - S ee 2900 LT 102 14 268 53
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' ) . . TABLE 5
. 54

. : Percentaade of All Students Reporting £heir Types and Amount of Aid Accurately, bv Parental’ Income
. . ) ©

y Type of Aid - . - Less than $8000 $8000-9999  $10000-14999 $15000-19999 %20000139999 $30000 or M re
o , 4 \
. B ‘ . L e ' n >
11975476 . L _— - ‘ ’ -
BEOG. , "64.5 7221 ., 76.9 < 97.1 6.8 100.0 °
SEOG ~ 75.9 80.3 ' 89.6 -~ - 93,3 98.4 100.0 ~
State Scholarship and ’ - s ' va
. ' Grant ~75.3 75.4 " 80.6 89.4 89.6 .98.8
.+ JLocal cr Private Scholar- ' : . T . : :
' ship or Grant . - B *80.7 754 77.6 5 65.4 . 176.0 ' 93.8 -
- FISL or GSLP ‘ - 96.4 93.4 96.3 97.1 97.6 100.0
NDSL s . 83.7. 82.0 90.3 91.3 94.4 -100.0
" College Work-study ° ) 91.6 96.7 94.8 ; 86.5 . 96.8 - . 100.0
Social Security Dependent's < s, C : o7 .
Benefits : © 89.2 86.9 1 94.8 © 100.0 98.4 . 93.8
N S " - 166 61 “134 104 ¢ 125 . . 80
1976-77 : _ .
@ BEOG . .+ 63.0 TT1g ¢ 85.8 96.0 97.5" 100.0 -
v SEOG S o '91.6 78.3 92.1 - 93.1 - 99.2 100.0
State Scholarship and , : )
Grant v 77.3 ;0 117 78.0 ) 92.1 95.0 © 98,7 '
Local or Private Scholar- ‘ . ' . . ’
- ship or Grant , 81.8 81.7 83.5 v 77.2 ‘" 90.8 - 98.7
*  FISL or GSLP 96.8 - 95.0 98.4 Y941 . . 98.3 100.0
NDSL , T e ) 87.7 - 88.3 89.8 92.1 . 99.2 1100.0
College Work-study 90.9§ - 90.0° 91.3 88.1 © 96.6 - 98.7
Social Security Dependent's -, : )
. . Benefits 85.7 © 86.7 93.7 ~ 100.0 " 95.8 . 93.4
N ' 154 60 - . 127 101 119 76
. ‘ s .
391 . s
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. ) . ., TABLE 6

- - - ' L L
. 'Types and Amount of Aid Received as Reported by St/nd/ents and Tnstitugions \

) (Petcentages) M
N o § >
. i ) R _ ) " J . ’ . ‘ . ’ . . —
., - No Aid $1- 499 .+ §500-999 $1000-1999 $2000-4000 .
o Student ‘Inst. Student Inst. Student Inst. Student Inst. Student Inst. o

Type of Ald’ Reported .Reported Repérted Reported Reported Reported Reported Reported- Reported. Reported -

«

Dependent's Benefits 91.5

. 1975-76  (n=772) = ° - . . L : S
_~ BEOG N ‘ 70.5  79.8 6.5 .45 11.3 7.8 11.8 7.9 -
7 SEOG . 91.3 88.6 o 4.5 6.0 3.4 45 0.8 , 0.9 . -
,State Scholarship L ] ‘ ) , . ‘ , .
and Grant . 66.7 . 75.9 2.3 1.7 . 26.6 20.7 2.5 1.9 3.7
. Local or Private " to - ' : : ‘ o . ® -
Schélarship and . . . : . .
Grant o 78.8 83.0 14.1 ©  10.1 . 4.7 3.8 o 1.7 2.3 0:8 ° 0.8
_FISL or GSLP . 97,6, 99.7 1.6 Yo.4 0.1 1.0 20.1 ,
NDSL -~ 81.2 84.3 11.8 10.1 - 4.5 » 2.8 2.3 2.7 0.1 ,
* College Work-study 91.8 "95.9 2.3 1.2 4.4 2.6 + 1.3 0.4 0.1 @
" Social Security . . o : , . n
Dependent !s Benefits 97.2 . 97.7 - 1.8 ° 0.3 2.1 0.8 2.3 1.3° 1.0
1976-77 o ' ' -
BEOG 73.2 81.7 * 4.9 4.1 11.9 7.4 9.8 /6.8 - 0.1
SEOG : 93.7 . 93.2 3.1 2.6 2.7 3.4 0.4 0.8
State Scholarship ] Lo : . P )
and Grant - 70.4 78.6 4.2 , g A 19.1. 15.2 4.1 3.7, 2.2 - 1.2
Local or Private ' ' . ‘ .. '
Scholarship and ' . -t ‘o . / - :
Grant 90.3 87.0 5.3 8.5 © 2.7 3.4 1.4 0.8 0.3 - 0.3
FISL or GSLP 96.4 97.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 2.2 1.6
NDSL . 86.6 ., 90.2 8.9 8.2 3.1 0.8 1.1 " 0.8 0.3 -
College Work~study 91.4 95.5 2.9 0.3 4,2 2.3 1.5 1.9
. Social Security e . ST E
” 97.5 2.0 0.5 2.5 0.3 2.9 1.6 ‘1.1
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" TABLE 7 -

-

. " Percentage of Students With Aid Reporting ®
Their Types and Amount of Aid Accurately
. v
2 & 1)
- . ’ # ) .
Type of Aid ‘ 1975~76 1976~77
BEOG ] - 82.0% " 82.6%
SEOG ( 7 78.9 83.6
: B .
i State Scholarship and Grant 83.1 84.0
Local or Private ‘Scholarship, and CGrant 68.0 65.3
FISL or GSLP ’ 95.1 95.4
t
NDSL o ’ 84.9 86.8
College wOrk-stu@y_l _ 91.2 88.6
Social Security Dependent's Benefits . ‘ 21.2 ro 88.6
. - ‘
N a . 284 ‘ 219
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TABLE 8

Percentage of Students With Aid Reporéing

Their Types of Aid Accurately
Type of Aid ' 1975-76 1976-77
|
BEOG ) . 94.4% . 96.3%
. » . . 'l
SEOG’ : 84.5 8841
State Scholarship and Grant , . 89.5 93.2
ue N - < '
Local or Private Scholarship and Grant 76.8 71.7
FISL or GSLP : . 94.3 95.9
NDSL ' 190.2 . 9t.8
College Work-study : 95.1 21.8 L
Social Security Dependént's Benefits 94.1 95.7
N ) . . 284 219
¢ 6 .
. v o * :
o 7 - ¢
Note - In this Table and on*Tables 9 and 10 only the_accuraqy in the type of
aid is reported, independent of amount. . .
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TABLE 9
° Percentage of Students With Aid Report%ng
’ ’ .Their Types of Aid Eccurately, by Racé
‘ o
. Type of Aid - White Non-white
1975-76
A BEOG 95.2% 94.6%
SEOG . ‘ 81.6 85.0
'State Séholarship and Grant ' 89.3 89.5
-Local or Pr;Vate Scholarship and Grant 81.0 *75.0
o FiSL or GSLP - | : 95.2 és;s ‘ -
’ NDSL ‘ ' © 88.1 91.0
College Work=study 94.1 95.5
. Social Security Dependent's Benefits A ' 94.1! 94.0
N 84 200
1976=77 . ’
BEOG * : 97.0 96.1
SEOG ' ’ 81.8 90.9 .
State Scholarship and Grant 89.4 94.8
Local or Private Scholarship and‘Grant 77.3 69.3 s
o FISL or GSLP “ 92.5 97.4
NDSL ' 89.4 92.8
College WOrk-stGdy ) 89.4 93.9
Social Security Dependent's Benefits : 90.9 94.8 v
N 66 153
39y
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« TABLE 10

Percentage of Students With Aid Reporting

Their Types of Aid Accurately, by Parental Income

Type of Aid

Less than
$10,000

$10,000-~
19,999

$20,000
or mora

1975-76

BEOG

SEOG
State Scholarship and Grant

Local or Private Scholarship and Grant

'FISL or GSLP

NDSL

College Work-study

Social Security Dependent's Benefits
V4 .

N

1976-77

BEOG

SEOG

State Scholarship and Grant

Local or Private Scholarship and Grant,

FISL or GSLP

NDSL

College &ork-study

Social Security Dependent's Benefits

N

97.4

88.6

93.0

74.6

96.5

89.5

93.9

91.2

114

95.0
86.2
93.7
65.0
96.2
93.3
90.0
97.5 .

80

100
91.7
91.7
83.3
100
100
106

100
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TABLE 11

Percentage of Students Reporting
-Their Amount of Aid Accurately

»

’ Percent Percent * Percent"
s Type of Aid Accurate Underestimating Overestimating
' ’ ' Aid Aid N
1975-76 o]
BEOG 76.4 9.5 14.2 148
L ]

State Scholarship . A ,

and Grant 89.4 2.4 8.2 170
Local or Private

Scholarship and o

Grant 69.1 18.5 - 12.4 ‘81
FISL or GSLP 50.0 0 50.0 2]
NDSL 85/6 5.8 _ 7.7 104
College Work-study 64.5 12,9 22.6 31
Social Security -

Dependent's Benefits 55.6 22,2 22.2 18
1976-77
BEOG 76.6 8.6 14.8 128
SEOG - 66/7 23.3 10.0 30
State Scholarship

and Grant . 86.4 9.5 4.1 . 147
Local or Private

Scholarship and S

Grant 65.0 20.0 15.0 40
.FISL or GSLP 91.7 ‘ 8.3 - 0 12
NDSL 82.8 1.6 15.6 64
College Work-study 72.0 24.0 4.0 25
Social Security _ :

Dependent's Benefits 38.9 27.8 33.3 18

Note’~ In this Table and in Tables 12 and 13 the percent“accuracy is based on
amount only, not taklng into account type accuracy.

39y
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TABLE 12

Percentage ‘'of Students with Aid Report.ng
their Amount of Aid Accurately, by Race

Percent ‘ Percent Percent N
. Accurate Underestiuating Cverestimating
Type ofUAid White Non-white White Non-white White Non-white White Non-white

1975-76

BEOG

SEOG

State Scholarship
and Grant

Local or Private Scholar-
ship and Grant

FISL or GSLP

NDSL

College Work=- s:udy

Social Security Dependent's

Benefits
1976-77 f _ ]
BEOG _ 74.1 77.2 3.7 9.9 22.2 12.9 27 101 N
SEOG - 78.6 56.3 14.3 31.3 7.1 12.5 ik 16
State Scholarship . C
and Grant 84.4 87.3 6.7 10.8 8.9 2.0 %5 102
Local or Private Scholar- . _
 ship and Grant 65.2 64.7 17.4 23,5 17.4 11.8 .23 17
FISL or GSLP * * - o 6 6
- NDSL 76.9 86.8 0 2.6 23.1 10.5 26 38
§ College Work—- study 72.7 75.0 18.2 12.5 9.1 12.5 11 8
' Social Security Dependent's . , .
 Benefits ' 40.0 37.5 20.0 37.5 40.0 23.0 10 8

a . . .

N based on aided students who reported their type of aid correctly.
* -
N too small to report percentages.

40u




TABLE 13
Percentage of Students-with Aid Reporting ) « !
Their Amount of Aid Accurately, .by Parentaa Income
Percent Percent Percent
Accurate Underestimating Ovekestimating
. Less than $10,000-~ Less than. $10,000~ Less than $10,000- Less than $10,000~
Type of Aid $10, 000 20,000 $10,000 20,000 $10,000 20,000 $10, 000 20,000
1975-76 i .
BEOG . 76.6 75.0 12.2 3.k ‘11.2 21.9 107 32
SEOG g : - 71.0 61.5 22.6 33.3 6.5 13.3 31+ 15
State Scholarship and ‘ .
Grant ' 89.0 93.5 1.2 2.6 9.8 2.9 82 77
Local or Private Scholar- ~ '
ship and Grant 81.3 67.6 6.3 31.3 12.5 6.2 32 37
FISL or GSLP * * * * * * 0 1
NDSL- 82.7 87.8 5.8 4.9 11.5 7.3 52 41
College Work-study 88.9 47.1 11.1 17.7 . 0 35.3 9 17
Social Security Dependent 8.
° Benefits 69.2 * 15.4 * 15.4 Tk 13 3
. 146 77 |
p BEOG 72.5 89.3 11.0 3.6 16.5 7.2 91 28
SEOG . 66.7 66.7 20.8 33.3 12.5 0 24 6
Stata Scholarship and
Grant " 80.8 91.8 14.1 4.9 5.1 3.3 78 61
Local or Private Scholar- * . )
ship- and Grant. 66.7 52.9 13.3 35.3 20.0 11.8 15 17
FISL or GSLP 100.0 80.0 0 20.0 0 0 5 3
NDSL ¢ 87.5 76.9 0 0 12.5 23.1 32 26
College Work-study 75.0 68.8 12.5 31.3 12.5 0 8 16
Social Security Dependent's
Benefits 53.9 * 23.1 * 23.1 * . 1314 2

“

2*There were not enough students with parental incomes over $20,000 who received aid to report percentages.
In 1975-1976, most of these received local or private scholarships (N =
amount of aid accurately, three underestimating and three overestimating it.
parents earned more than $20,000 won local or private scholarships and five received state scholarshlps
but one of these students reported their amount of aid accuratlng -

b. N based on students with aid who reported their type of aid accurately.

*

o 401 C

[:R\!: N too small to report percentages.

10), with four students reporting their
For 1976-1977, six students whose
All

40
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. / APPENDIX E ' ¢

’ VARIABLES USED IN REGRESSION ANALYSES

3

e

. To examine the impact of financial aid on student persistence, we

designed_énd‘ran stepwise regression analyses separately for each of the
. - ,‘_'~._/ -

major subpopulations of students (whites whose ‘parents' income was under
;10,000; whites whose paéents"income Qas over $10,000; white men; white
women; all blacks; blacks in brédominantly white colleges; blacks in<
predominantly black .colleges; Puerto Ricans; Asian Americans; American
Indians; and Chicanos).

In order to identify the appropriate predictors and the order in which
they should enter the 2quation, we first examined a 10 percent unweighted
subsample of all the students, using all the personal variables. From
these results we were able to reduce the numbér of variables significantly.
We repeated the analysi; using the environmental variables in order to
reduce these as well. All financial Aid variables were retained.

For the analyses with this 10 percent subsample we identified the
input variables 5ased on information provided by students when they entered
college in 1975 (i.e., students' high school experiences, race, religious

a

background, degree expectations; marital status and demographic characteris-

tics such as their parents' income and education). Information on how the
student expected to fare during and after college was also selected from

the 1975 questionnaire. Students' residence plans while in college were




3

also taken from responses to the 1975 questionnairé (these plans were

listed among the envitonmental:variables).

M ~

Extensive work was undertaken with the financial aid variﬁbles”in

order to avoid artifacts. Having financial aid, particularly durihg
ol .

-the student's sophomore year, was highly correlated with persistence

since the students who received financial aid in their sophomore year had
' 2

o ‘ v
to remain in school. Therefore, having financial- aid involved their having
]

persisted. Thus, we used question #18 from the 1975 questionnaire which
asked the student what his or her finanical aid award was going to be. A:
number of variables were developed f£rom this question: whethgr the student

had aid or not; the estimated amount of that aid (See Appendix B for

,complete detalls) and the form in which that aid was awarded (whether

from a single source or in a pgckage).

Institutional and environmental variables were derived from the Higher

JEdueatioh General Information Survey as well as from information provided °’

by students in 1977 describing where and how many hours a week they were

v

employed while in college. The student's freshman year residence was‘also

considered an environmental variable and was obtained from the 1975vqhestion-

najre rather than the 1977 one in order to avoid possible artifacts similar

to those with the financial aid item. ! -
Another set of variables was developed from the 1977 follow-up; it

included college-grades and self-ratings on academic abllity and motivation

N

to achleve, work values, reasons for going to college, college experiences
and the student's financial sgituation.

Therefore, we used four sets of variables in all: a) students'

€

personal and demographic charactefistics: b) ‘their college environments and

2

.
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" values, attitudes and financial situation.

. | -357- - ‘_ .

-

? .

work experiences; c¢) their means of financing college including the type .

and amount of aid they were awarded; and d) their college experiences,

-~ £

We also developed three interaction terms: student's marital status x
" < .

agé, student's SAT score x institutional selectivity; Pnd student's amoent
of aid »’college tuftion and fees. The scoring for all variables is
described below.* | )

For each éubpopulation; we first examined éhe students who persisted
full time against-students'in the other persistence categories (errasic,

stopout and withdrawal) and second, we comparéd those who had withdrawn to

all other groups combined. »

.
Y

For each analysis, the persona} variables were entered figst, followed
. ) . B
by the énvironmental, financial aid, and cqllege experience/attitude
variables, in that order. The fourth set of variables was divided into
two groups: those that apﬁearéd most resiséent and-’ those that were leaéé
resisten@ to bias‘resultingufrom the ;tudent's 1977 enrollment status.

Within each grouping, variables were allowed to enter freely based on their

significant relationship to the critericn.
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~ R , . INDEPENDENT VARIABLES . ..
. L ‘
’ " I. Background and personal variables A - Lot ¢

a

Sources’ of data
1975 Questionnaire

. Question # : : . ;”

. - D 1 Sex ()=male, 2=fen}ale) - ’ .
3 | Ade (1= 16 orlless, 2= 17, 3= 18, S= 20; 6= 21,'}=22t) ) A
: A ; ) 5 ) . High School Prepaéation {(collegt prep. = 2)q '
-6 High School Grades (1 =D...8 =4) -~ -

21" . Marital status in 1975 (Married = 2, all others = 1)

24 1975 Degree Plans (6 dichotomous variables: B.A., M.A., Ph.D.,

o . L " LleB., M.D., Divinity Degree)
. h 26. Race (5 dichotomous variables: White, Black, American Indian,
. ., Chicano, Pusyto Rican) . - . ,
) . - 27 .Concern about financing education (1 = none...3 = major) .
* 29 ;;’Parentgl income (1 = less than $3,000...14 = $50,000 or more)
) - 30 Father's education (1 ='.gr:ammar school or 1e;s.... )
Mother's educatiorn 8 = graduate degree)
32 . Religion (4 dichotomous variables: Jewlsh, Catholic,
Protestant, No religion) ’
36 Expectations ( 1 = no chance...4 = very good chance) ,
v 1. make at least a B average .

2. have to work at an outside job o
3. get a B.A. .

4. drop out permanently -

- 5. seek counseling on personal problems :

6. be satisfied with college ’
7+ get married while in college

- ]

. " 4077 .




) $
Sources of Data
. . ETS, ACT SAT score -(combined verbal and math scqre)1 :
:’ ) . ’ B ' »’ . ' i
. .. 1975 Questionnaire T . ©’ ‘
, * Question # . - . .
. ’
' ' = ' 2 - : .
Interaction term
+ ~
- 3, 2] ‘Marital status in 1975 x age . .
II. Institutional and'EnvironmentaI Variablesé , "
- M ) Pad o
. HEGIS Size of Student body (1 = less than 250...9 = 20,000+)
HEGIS Selectivity  '(mean SAT/ACT scores of students in the institition)
- HEGIS R Distance from home in miles- :
. HEGIS . Type of control (1 = public; 2 = privdte) .
p HEGIS slevel of degree offered (2 dichotomous variables: University =2;
] . Four-Year College = 2) -
.. , HEGIS Region of country (3 dichotomous variables: East, Central, West)
. . "HEGIS * Tuition'and fees : S . -
- N ) o> L]
1975 Questionnaire ' \\ , ‘ . ;
. 25 . Residence (2 dichotomous variables: Plan to live on campus,
~ plan to live off campus but not with parents)
o s N ! . .
;_ -
} . . . .
= The students' SAT and ACT scores were obtained from the College-Entrance
Examination Boagd and the American College Testing Program, respectively. ’
'These scores’ were converted, to a common scale represented in units '
) comparable to SAT (Astin, 1971). : . <y
. e ‘, i )
2 o, ’ )
. The interaction terms were developed by multiplying the student's
standardized score of the two variables.
. : J 3 .

' . " *  The institution;l vériables were abstracted from data collected by the Higher
Educat;on General Information Survey’in 1973.. Tuition and fees came frow :he .
1975 HEGIS.

LS
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Sources of Data *+

1977 Questionnaire

Question #
“30 - Employment while in college
33 Location (2 dichotomous variables: worked on campus, worked
offecampus) | C
30 Hours worke dichotonicus variables: 21 hours or more per

‘ \,. week, 11=20 hours, 10 hours or lessy,
34 o Relatedness ogtwofg,to field of study

__Interaetion Term

. : SAT x selectivity of institution

. 1975 Questionnaire

_ III. Financial Aid Variables4

Question #
18 Had aid = 2; no aid = 1
18 Parental contribution (yes = 2)
] . 18 Total amount of aid
’ 18 Total grant amount \
18 . Total "loan amount
18 Total work-study amount
18 - Type of aid (10 dichotomous variables):
Grant only -
ILoan only
. . Work=study only
. Loan and work=-study
. Large grant and loan and work-study
. Large grant and loan
%, - Large grant and work-study
¢ ~é;ﬁ Small grant and loan and work-study .
Small grant and loap
Small grant and work=-study
Net Price: tuition and fees minus grant55
o ' .
4 B - B

For a detailed description of the creéation of the financial aid variables,
see Appendix B. e y

-

5 ‘
Tuition and fees were from HEGIS and grants from the 1975 questionnaire.
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Sources of Data ) -

* . Interaction term :

" Amount of financial aid x tuition and fees

IV. Experiences and Behavior Whilé in Cbllege6

>

-

1977 Questionnaire vc _ n

1st Phase . : T

Question # y .

5 College Grades (A = 8; A-/B+ = 7; Pass, N.A.

= 6;
B-/C+ =5; C =4; C-/D+ = 3; D = 2;
Less than D, Fail = 1)
8 - Financial situation (3 dichotomous variables)
1. I have major expenses or debts. -
2. I contribute to the support of my pérents
3. Head of household/single parent
10 N Parents able to finance collédé education of siblings -
(No = 2; Yes, N.A. = 1) ;
.20 © Self-ratings: Academic abiflity; Motivation to achieve
(above average = 3...below averagé = 1)
. 28 Work values for long-term career (very important = 3

+«ssnot important = 1)

1. Good pay
2. Can be helpful to others
3. Chance to use my training or schooling

6

The experiences and behavior while in college weré entered in 2 phases.,
Phase I included variables that could not necessarily have been affected by the '
student's persistence status while Phase II included responses more likely to )
have been biased by the student's academic status.




Sources of Data

-

2nd phase

Question #

8 Financial situation (2 dichotomous variables)
1. Parents have low'income and cannot help with my college
expenses. :
- 2. Parents are not williﬁg to help pay for my college expenses.

12 Reasons for going to college (4 dfchotomous variables)

' Contribute more to my community

Make more money - N

Gain a general education and appreciation of ideas
Meet new and interesting people

13 Experiences in college

1. . Felt bored much of the time

Felt lonely much of the time

Involvement scale created by summing the following items:
(2 = yes; 0, 1= no)

1.

2.

3.
4.

2.
3.

14 Digatisfaction gcale created by summing the items in the question
(not satisfied = 2; satisfied, N.A. = 1) :

Participated in a play or entered an art competition
Participated in intercollegiate or intramural sports
Worked on school paper, yearbook...

Elected to scholastic honor society

Participated in student government

Joined fraternity/sorority ‘

Participated in special interest clubs ‘
Participated in student religious organization

Was a guest in teacher's or administrator's home
Called teacher by first name

Studied with other scudents

Tutored another student

Voted in student election

Sang in choir or glee club OX «..

Participated in. student demonstrations

114




Sources of Data

Question #
15 College environments7 (percentage of students responding "yes"
at each institution) '
1. Students are under a great deal of pressure to get high grades.
2. There is a great deal of conformity among students.
3. Classes are usually informal.
T, 4. Social’'activities are overemphasized.
5. There is little or no contact with teachers.
e
7

//This variable used only in the analysis with white students.




