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ABSTRACT
Y

F()llowmg the enactment ot the New York statc stah-
dardized” admissians testing
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) in New York acquired the
_right to request and receive a-copy of test questions used
in calculating their scores, a copy of their answer sheet, and
various’ interpretive materials. The -purpose of this study

* was to examine (1) the differénces between examinees who

requested these disclosure materials and those who did not,
and (2) the differences between different examinee sub-
populationsin the likelihood of their requesting disclosure.
For this study, the records of all New York SAT examinces
who reportéd scores were extracted from the full SAT data
files following the Mar¢h May, and June 1980  administra-
tions. which were the first three administrations after the
‘enactment of the legislation. For each adfffinistration, a

data set was prepared that wnLainc(J’data for all requestors

(4.77 pereent of all test takers for the threc administrakions)
and for a saywe-size randof sample of norrggquestors.
Several analyses were undertaken. :

The first qu&stion of interest whs answergd by univagiate
comparisons bc\twccn requestors and nonrequestors that
showed m;,nmunt differences on the majority of indicators
aVailable from the Student Descriptive Questionnaire and
the registration fprm. and on SAT verbal and mathematical
scores. Becuause s\) many differences were observed, lincar
multiple regressioh analyses were wnducted with requestor
status the dependent variable. These analyses. which were
undertaken to reducg the number of dlsunmnatmg varia-
bles. showed among other things that requestors came from
wealthier, more cducated families: that requestors were
“more academically achieving than nonrequestors: and that
requestors reported higher-academic aspirations then non-
requestors. Categorical indicators of thesc variables were
selected for subsequent analysis.

The secoldd question, regarding differences in the likeli-
hood ‘of requesting disclosure for different examinee sub-
groups. was answered by a multiple contingency table
analysis of the effects on requesting disclosure of ethnic
identification, parental education,
demic Achievement. andsacademic aSpirations considered
simultaneously. For this analysis, only the March and May
administration cohorts were of sufficient size to be
analyzed. Significant differences in both raw and adjusted
odds-ratios were found between examinee subgroups with-

. _ineach of these categories. Wltlm)/a.ate;,ory, thos¢ most

Ilk(ly to ruﬂust were examinees Whe were not sceking
“tmancial aid for college attendance, had fathers with
} advanced degrees. achieved higher SAT mathematics sores,
reported having tugher cfass rank, and aspired tyea doctoral
or protessional degree. The likelihood of requesting dis-
cosure differed both among different ethnic groups and
across the two SAT admimistrations. Following the March
SAT administration,
minority xexaminecs were less likely than whitc examinecs
to 1equest disclostre, while Asian examinees werc 12ore

\
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law, students “taking the ~

parental income, aca- '

hlick examinees and other non-Astan

,1979). Test critics argued .that publication of dhe’ tests

- : N

-\
lll\ely to. request disclosure materials #wn were white
examinees. “Following the May administration, however,all
etfinic mmqrm% were more likely than white ¢xaminees
to request dlsulosurc materials.

IN:I'RODUCTION '

.
'

Fnactment of the New York state standardized admisgions
testing law,! requiring public disclosure of standardized
college and.graduate admissions test forms administered in
New York, provided each examinee with the right to
acquire a copy of all test questions used in caleulating his or
her raw, score. his or her answer sheet together with a copy
of the correct answer sheet for the same test with questions
counting toward the examinee’s raw score so marked, and a

«statemant of the raw score used to calculate the scores

alrcady sent the examinee (Brown 1980). In compliance
with thls legistation, the College Board otfered students s
taking the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) i New York
after January 1. 1980, a test disclosure materials package
containing the two SAT-Verbal and the two SAT-Mathe-
matical sections that were the basis of their SAT scores, the
corréet answers, ‘and a copy &f their answer sheets.? The
package was mie available to examinees who requested it.
The purpose of this study was to examine (1§ differences
between cxaminees who requested disclosure and those
who did not, and (2) differences in the probability of
requesting  disclosure for different examinee subpopula-
tions. -

Prior to the enautment of th® New York stateestan-
dardized admissions testing law, a vigorous debate between
the, advocates an't critics of disclosure legislation was
carried on. This deb,lte addressed four aregs of concern that
have becen discussed 1n detail (Brown 1980, Strenio 1979,
and Welcher 1981): ghe need for disclosure, the potentlal
consequences of diS¢losure, technical considerations, and
the legality of the lcglslatlon One point that was not con-
sidered. except pcrlpherally, was- the examinee’s demand
“for disclosure: that is, a cdnsideration of wh dctually
would seek disclosure materials and under what conditions
the materials would be sought. ]

This is not to say thadt the debate ignored consumer
issues related to disclosure, Qn_the contrary, both propo-¢=
nents and crities of disclosure argued that their respective
positions favored the-consumer. Test developers and their ®
supporters pointed out that the necessity of creating more
new test forms would penalizé€” consumers by driving test
prices up and possibly by affecting test validity (Ravich

~

1. The New York bducation Law. § § 340-347 (McKinney Supp.
1979- 198())
2. In Sp;m;. 1981 the Oyliege Board annou#cd that SAT test dis-
closure materialy would Ybe made availabld to examinees, world®
wide, who took t 7t several major,administrations beginning.
with' the 1981-82 testing year. For selected administrations of the

SAT. disclosure materials would not be made available.
. -
w ' 9
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.

would “demystify™ testing and would rid tests of cultural,

ractal, and scx biases (Brownstein and Nairn 1979).' One
impli¢it assumption of the, test critics’ point of view was
that women and membems of ethnic minority groups would
be particularly, likely to seeck disclosure materials, in the
interest of indentifying bias. An implicit assumption of the
test developers’ position was that the cost of the materials
‘might ser.c as a disincentive to cxaminees from lower-

“income families; because of this assumption, provision was

made to waive the fee for disclosure materials for examinees
whose SAT fees had been waived. By failing to consider Yhe
demand for disclosure, little attention was paid to the
reasonable assumption that such démand would vary within
the ekamince pdpulation. '

The authors of this study assumed that the examinees
demand for the SAT test disclosure materials would be
determined first by their knowledge regarding the availability

]

of the materials, sccond by their perceptions of the value of

the materials, and ‘Gird by cost corlslruirfils; such factors
could be mediated by certain individual, family, school, and
regional characterisiics. Knowledge was assumed (o be «

factor determining demand ‘because, during the {irst six”

months of 1980, announcemerits regarding the availability
of the materials were not contained in the student informa-
tion bulletin, and order forms were typically distributed
through high school guidance offices. From the examinees
viewpoint, disclosure could have value for score verifica-
tion, for retest preparation. and/or for satistuction of
curiosity rcg:lrdiné the test. Thus it was predicted that the
use of the SAT test disclosure materials would . be greatest,

other things bging equal, hy examinees who were aware of

the thaterials (perhaps those from families with higher levels
of cducation), by those who suspected an error in scoring
(particularly those” with marginal scores), by those who
intended to retake the test. by people with a particilar
mterdst in the language or content of the tests (those in-
terested in cthric bias in the test, for example), and by
those for whom the cost of ordering the materials (34.65)
was nol burdensome. Because this study was exploratory,
these speculatiohs were not stated as formal hypotheses.
They-were notions, however, that guided this research.

. “The remainder of this paper is organized as follows:
Section 2 describes the data that are analyzed; Section 3
presents the results of univariate and multivariate compari-
sons -between requestors and’ nonrequestors; Section 4
presents estimates of the likelihood. of requesting test

disclosure among various population subgroups; in Sectjpn-

S the summary andeontusions are presented.
? .

|
o i

2, PROCEDURE
& .

Sample ?
A total of 113,695 students took the SAT m New York in
the first six months of 1980. Of these. 5,419 (4.77 pereent)

“reguested the test disclosure materials provided by the

18

},

. -~ v 3
College Board’s Admissions Testing Program (ATP). The
numbers of examinces and requestors for cach administra-
tion were: 31,546 cxaminees and 2,341 (7.42 percent)
requestors in March, 45,2,94.cxuminccs and 2,440 (5.39
percent) requestors in May, and 36,855 eximinces and,
638 (1.73 percent) requestors in Junc, For this study, the
records, of all New York SAT .examinces for whom scores
were reported were extracted from the full ATR-SAT dats
files for the March, May, and Junc 1980 administrations.
These data were selected because they réhresented the first
SAT administrations in New York that were affected by the
New York law, For each administration, three sets of-data
were merged: SAT scores reported, Student Descriptive
Questionnaire (SDQ) information, and data on whether of
not the examinee requested test disclosure materials. For
cach administration, a data set was prepared that contained
data for all requestors and for a same-size random sample of
nonrequestors. Idehtifying information sbout thé examinees

was removed from the files before data were released for

S~ .

research.

Da~a Completeness

The three data sets that werg merged to form the data sct
to be analyzd for each administration cohort varied in
completencze Fhe records of all examinces were complete
regarding whether or not they had requested the SAT test
disclosure materials: Similarly, SAT scores were available
Tor all examinees Grade and sex information was available
for all but a minute fraction of the examinees. The major
portion of the information regarding examinee character-
istics, however, wus obtained from the SDQ, -a 60-iten
voluntary survey of test rcgislrnnls.Mugh complete
records were available for only about 50 percent of the
examinees, the response rate to individual items averaged
about 80'pcrccnl. The items on the SD@) provided informa-
tion regarding the examinee’s high school environment,
academic background, grades, school and community activi-
ties, academic ~aspirations? cxpectations about college,
cthnic identification, parental education and income,
family size, perceived abilities, college major, L‘m'q career
choice. A list of the variables derived from the SDQ and
their definitions are prvovided in Table 1. (See the back of
the booklet for all Tables.)

/

The pdtpose of this study was, first, to identify the differ-
ences between examinees who requested disclosure, *‘re-
questors,” and those who did noi request disclosure, “non-
requestors,” and, sccond, to estimate the likelihood of
requesting disclosure for different “candidate subpopula-
tions.

To answer the first question, two analyses were under-
taken: (1) a univariate comparison of requestors with non-
requestors on all variables contained in the merged data

.
]

Analytic Methcds, -
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sets. and (2) nuluple regression analyses, using requestor
status as the dependedt variable and examiinec character-
istics as the independent variables, to sort out the inde-
pendegnt relationships between examinee characteristics and
requestor status and to screen variables for subsequent
analyses. - -

To answer, the second questlbn a multiple contingency
table armlysns of geven critical categorical variables was used
to estimate a logistic regression, with requestor status as th
dupundcnt variable. Each of these methods will be discirssed
separately in the following section.

3. COMPARISONS BETWEEN REQUESTORS
AND NONREQUESTORS

This section dlSL.UaSt,S the rcsults of the analyses that were
“conducted to agpswer the first basic question of this inquiry:
What were the differences between examinees who requested
disclosure and those who did npt request disclosure, fol-
lowing the March, May, and Junc 1980 SAT administra-
tions in New York state? A related question was: How
" consistent were these differences?

L]
aye

<
Univariate Comparisons

"Ninety-one variables, described . in Table 1, were "derived
from data on the merged records. By administration cohort,
requestors -were compared with fonrequestors on each of
these variables. In all,
tically significant (p < .05) differences betwgen requestors
and nonrequestors were found for 208 (76.2 percént) of
these comparisons. Variables that distinguished fequestors
from nonrequestors were highly consistent across adminis-
tration cohorts, Fifty-nine (64.8 pcrc.cnt) of the 91
variables showed statistically significant (p < .05) differ-
ences between requestors and nonrequestors for all three
administration cohorts; another 12 variables (13.2 percent)
consistently revealed no differences between requestors
and nonrequestors for all’ three cohorts. Table 2 lists all 71
variables having consistent patterns across the three
administration cohorts and describes the differences and
“similarities observed. Because the number of variables on
which requestors and nonrequestors Uiffered was so great,
in the remainder of this section the authors chose to
provide more detailed numerical comparisons for only a
small number: all demographic and background variables,
all school variables, and three academic
achievement variables. .

environment

Demographic and Background Differences

In addition to data on the examinee's sex, obtained for alk
examinees from the registration form, information regard-
ing the cxaminees’ background was derived from seven
questions of a demographic nature contained in the SDQ:

Q

/-/

273 .comparisons were made; statis-, -

.

How do you describe yourself (ethnic idcntity&'.’

Is English your best language? '

Indicate the highest level of education completed

by youg father or male guardian. .

4, Indicate the highest leyel of education completed
by your t_nother or female gugrdian. -

5. How many persons ar¢ dependent on your, parent(s)
or legal guardian for financial support?

6. What was the approximate income of your parents

betore taxes last year?

Yo b

7. Do you plan to apply for financial aid at dny college? ¢

Table 3 presents summary statistics for reqUCStors and
nonrequestors on all cight‘ variables for the March, May, and
June administrations. The largest consistent differences
between roquestors and noanqucston}s"\wcrc found for
parental education, incomie, gnd family size. The educa-
tional attainment of -both the mothers and the fathers of
requestors was significant]y higher than-that of the' mothe-
and fathers of nonrequestors (adjusted pooled chi-square:
(APC) = 24.08 and 30,60, respectively, p <.0001). Ethnic
differences appeared in the data for all administrations, but’
the strength of this difference diminished from March,
AP@ = 100.17, p < .001, to May, APC = 31.53;p <.001',
to June, APC = 19.61, p < .005. Nearly twice as many
requestors as nonrequestors had fathers and mothers with
graduate or professional degrees. This was the modal cate-
gory for the educational attainment of the fathers of re-
questors; by comparison, the modal category of educational
attainment for both the mother and the father of non-
requestors was the attainment of a high scheol diploma.
The family income of requestors was, on the average, more
than $6,000 greater than that of nonrequestors for all three
administrations. A larger proportion of nonrequestors
intended to seek financial aid for college, APC = 50.01, p <
001. Requestors.also tended to come from somewhat
smaller families than did nonrequestors, APC =42.13, p <
.001. By comparison, differences between requestors and
nonrequestors in sex and English language ability were not
found for all cohorts; the APCs for these variables were also
substantially smaller (APC = 3.40, p < .05 and APC = 2.44,*
p <.10, respectively).

School Environment Differences

In addition to data on the examinee’s grade level, obtained .
for.all examinees from the registration form, information -
regarding the examinee’s school environment was obtained
from three questions on the SDQ:

- 4
3. The adjusted pooled chi- squa?c (APC) is obtained by summing the
chi-square values across the three administration cohorts and divid-
ing the result by the sum of the degrees of freedom. Since the
shmple sizes are approximately the same for all variables within a
cohort. the APC is a standardized measure of the magnitude of the
differences between requestor$ and nonrequestors on cach variable.
The p-value for an APC is obtained by referring the summed chi- ¢
square value to a chi-square table using the sum of the degrees of
freedom.
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I. What kind of high school are yLou attending?

2. About how many students are there in your high
school class?
Which of the folldwing best describes your present
high school program?

* Table 4 presents summary statistics for rcqucstorsvzmd
nonrequestors on all four variables for the March, May, and
June administrations. A, larger proportion of requestors
“than of nonrequestors were eleventh graders, APC = 16209,
p <.001, and were cnrolled in college-preparatory progranmis,
APC*= 100.14, p < .001. The requestor-nonrequestB®
iifference was inconsistent across administrations and:
smaller for both the kind, APC = 4.51, p < .05, and size,
AE(' =12.29,p<.0l, of high sch(.)ol‘atteqde'd. .
Agzademic Differences
Academic variables included scores for all eXaminees on
the SAT-Verbal and SAT-Mathematical sections of the
SAT. as well as three indicators of achievement derived

from the SDQ: most recent high school class rank, latest

year-gnd or midyear grade in English, and latest year-end
or midyear grade in mathematics. B .

Table S presents summary statistics fQr requestors and
nonrequestors for these variables for the March, May, and
June administrations. Requestors scored higher than non-
requestors on both the verbal and thé mathematical
sections of the SAT, held higher self-reported class rank
than nonrequestors, and reported achicving higher grades in
mathematics and English than did nonrequestors. The
modal category for sclf-reported grades in Epglish and
mathematics was A" for requestors and “B” for non-
fequestors,

Other Differences

As noted above, requestors differed from nonrequestors in
'{hcir responses to the majority of items on the SDQ. These
items  included indicators of academic expectations, of
social and athletic participation in high school, of honors
received in high school, of academic aspirations, and of
sclf—per'ceptions, all of which are likely to be correlated
with grade and social class. ) .

Bécause the univariate analyses revealed that overall
motg requestors (96.7 percent) were cleventh graders than
were nonrequestors (86.9 percent) and that there whre
sizable differences between the pareqtal education and
income of requestors and the pare‘ntal education apd in-
come of nonrequestors, further examination of these other
“variables §s deferred to the multivariate-analyses in the next
section, tn which the confounding effects of background
and grade level are statistically controlled.

Multivariate Comparisons

The purpose of the multivarigte comparisons was twofold:
first, “to determine which variables were¢ independently

related fo requestor status, net of grade and hackgmun‘d
characteristics; and, second, to identify a limited number of
variables to be included. in a logistic regression to predict
requesting from examinee characteristics. |

" From the univariate compzmk/ons describe'! in Table 2,

, it is evident that réquestors differed from no wrequestors on

4 wide variety 0P characteristics, including background,

school environment, academic dchievement, academic

. exnectations, social and athletic high school activities, high

school honors received, academic aspiratidns, and self-
perceptions. Since such characteristics are frequéntly inter-
correlated, the unique contribution okeach variable to an
examinee's decision to request disclosure is best estimated
by a multiple regression in which the effects of certain
variables arc exemined, while others are statistically con-
trolled. With a dichotomous dependent variable such as
requestor status, a logistic rather than linear regression is
preferred. Technical and financial considerations, however,
suggested the use of a lincar regression as a screening device
for limiting the number of variables to be included in a
logistic .regression. The following discussion is mindful of
the limitations of the linear model; in'a subsequent section
the variables identified here are used in a logistic analysis.
The variables available fOr unulysié werc numerous,
temporally orderable, logically interrelated, and frequently
colinear. The multiple regression analyses were organized
in such a way as to take these factors into account. First;

“where questions on the SDQ appeared to be measuring

an underlying construct such as “academic aspirations,” the
responscs were ¢ombined into a single index Tthese indexes
are described in detail in the following paragraphs. Sccond,
to take temporal and logical factors into account, the
rescarchers ordered the variables according to a block
recursive model, starting with exogenous characteristics and

moving scquentially through the blocks of explanatory '
variables. ‘Fi‘gurc I illustrates the causal structure. The '

variables irf the box on the left student background charac-
teristics are entirely exogenous and arc assumed to affect
requesting disclosurc” directly. The variables in the next
box=school environment variahles are assumed to be
determined by student background characteristics and to
affect requesting disclosure in combindtion with them. The
variables in the third bbx-student achievement variables -
are assumed to be dcler‘i‘nincd by both student background
and school envirgnment: variables and to affect requesting
disclosure in combination with them. The variables in the
fourth box other studept characteristics are assumed to

" be determined by the fiyst three sets of variables and to

affect requesting disclosufe in combination with them.

The names and definjtions of the yariables used in the
multiple regression iar{uly es are presented in Table 6; the
means and standard deviations arc presented in Table 7
separately for eachl adnynistration. Complete data were
available (or‘o’nly dbout Yhalf of the samiple for each ad-
ministration’ for March,i N = 2,372 (50.7 percent); fo+
May, N = 2,568 (52.6 pdrcent); for June, N = 709 (55.¢

.
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Background Characteristics

Sex School type
Fthnicity School size
English-language ability Program type
Eather's education Grade

" Mother's education
Family size
Family income

* Need for financial aid

School Environment

School Achievement ’ Other
SAT-V Academ.  cpirations
SAT-M Self-perce, {tons

Academic prcutdnons
Extracurricular
activities

Class rank

l

Rcézrucst' SAT test

—— - disclosure
materials

Figure 1. Factors influencing examinee requests for SAT test disclosuré materials.

¥

percent), An inspection of the mecans and‘stundu'rd devia-
tions of the variables suggests that complete data sets were
available for slightly higher-achieving examinces.

Demographic and E:ackground Differences

Table 8 reports the results of the lincar multiple regression
analysis of requestor status and examinee background
characteristics. Background Lhamutenstlus consisted of
indicators and measures of sex, ethmcny, English-language
ability, parental education, tdmdy income, and family size.
Analyses -for each administration cohort are reported
separately. From this table it is evident that certain charac-
teristics continued to distinguish requestors from non-
requestors for all three administrations. Requestors were
more likely than nonrequestors to come from wealthier
families and to have better-educated parents. In addition,
requestors were more likely to report an Asian ethnic
identity. In thesc analyses, sex, non-Asian, ethnic identity,
English-language ability, family size, and necd for financial
aid were not consistently and _indcpendently related to
requestor status. For the March and May administration
cohorts, requestors were more likely to come from smaller
tamilies.

School E-nvirom\went Differences

~Table 9 f'epu'r‘ts the results of the linear multiple regression
analysis of requestor status and school environment, con-
trolling for backg,roun\l‘tharutt.nstlcs Four measures of
school environment were analyzed: school type, schiool
size, type of high school program, and examinee grade level.
From this table it is evident that, for the most part, school
environment variables were unrclated to requestor status.
For the March and May administration cohorts, requestors
were more likely to be enrolled in an academic or college-
preparatory high school program an¢d were less likely to be
high school seniors or college-level students.
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Achievement Differences

H

Table 10 reports tlie results of the lincar mulyfle regression
analysis of requestor status and student achievement, con-

" trolling for background and school environment variables.

Three 'aghievement-related variables were analyzed.: scores

" on the verbal sections of the SAT, scores on the mathe-

matical sections of the SAT, and class rank. Sélf-reportcd
class rank was the only variable consistently related to
requestor status for all three administration cohorts. SAT-
Mathematical scores were related to requestor status for
the March and May administration cohorts.

I3

Other Differ’ences
3

FFour other diffcrences between requestors and nonrequest-
ors wcr}*ag,xplorcd differences in academic aspirations,
differences in self-perception of ability, differences in
academic expectations, and differences in participation in
extracurricular activities. Table 11 reports the results af the
multiple rcgress’ion analyses of these variables, with back-
ground, school cnvironment, and achigvement statistically
controlled. e ‘ -

Academic Aspirations. Academjc aspirations were opera-
“tionalized as the response to a question on the SDQ that
asked about the highest level of education that the examince
planned to complete beyond high school. The alternatives
ranged from a Ywo-year specialized training program”
to a “doctor’s or other professional degree.” A dichoto-
mous indicator of doctoral or professional degree plans was
cohstructégl from the responses to this item. Table |
shows that, other variables held constant, the only variable
consistently related to requesior status was academic
aspirations. This result is congstent with the finding of the
univariate comparison that more rgquestors aspired to
doctoral and professional degrees than did nonrequestors.
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In the univariate comparison, the rescarchers found that
requestors diftered from nonrequestors on a second indica-
tor of academic aspirations. This indicator was the aspira-
tion to attend a highly selective undergraduate institution.
These institutions were defined by three characteristics.
First, they were four- ycar institutions identitfied by {ass
and Birnbaum (1‘)7‘)) Astin and Solomon (4979), or the
Higher Education Research Institute for public institutions
(1978) as “most selective’™ or “highly plus selective.”
Second, the coinbined average SAT-Mathematical and SAT-
Verbal scores of the 1978 entering freshman was greater
than 1,200 (Cass.and Birnbaum 1979). Third, the institu-
ton accepted fewer than 50 percent of its applicants
(Matheson 1979). A total of 26 such institutions were
“ddentified.? Candidates who had SAT scores reported to
any one of these ipstitutions were coded as having aspira-
tions to a highly selective institution, Overall, only 8.6, 9.0.
and 8.2 percent of the examinees from the March, May,
and June administration cohorts, respectively, had had their
scores reported o any of these institutions. Only for the
May administration was there a rclalionship between
aspiration o o highly sclective mstmmon and " requestor

status,
1

L o
Self-Perceptions.  Self-perceptions of ability were opcru\-
tionalized ds the resporses to 14 items on the SDQ that
asked cxamineds to rate themselves on how they felt they
compared with other people of their age, in several arcas of
ability: acting ability, artistic ability, athletic ability, crea-
tive writing, getting along with others, leadership ability,
mathematical ability, mechanical ability, musical ugilily
ofganizing work. sales dblllly scientific ability, spoken
expression, ard written expression. Univariate comparis
sons revealed consistent statistically significant differences
between requestors and nonrequestors for all but two of
these selt-perceptions: artistic abiity and athletic ability
(sce Table 2). In all cases, requestors’ self-ratings were more
positive than those of non'requcstorc Far the multiple
regression analysis, the examinees’ selfmlmbs on cach of

these ability arcas were combined into a single index of -

self-perception, with the highest rating, “in the highest
I percent,” assigned the walue of one, and the lowest
rating, “below average,” assigned the value of five. Table 11
indicates that there was no relationship, consistent or other-
wise, between this measure @f sclf—pcrccptions and request-
or status, holding constant background, sclyool environ-
ment, and achievement varjables. . .

Academic  FExpectations.  Academic  expectations were
operationalized as the ¢xaminee’s response to six items
regarding the number of years of study before high school
graduation that the examinece expected ta complete n
Fnglish, mathematies, foreign languages, biological sciences,

4 A lst of these institutions may be obtained ffom the primary
author on request -

0O

physical sciences, and social studies ! inivariate comparisons

.showed consistent and statistically significant ditferences
between requestors and nonreguestors {0r all but two of»

these items: expected years of study in Lnglish and ex-
pectéd years of study in smml studies, In all casts. reguest-,
ors anticipated more years of study than did nonruqucslors
(sce Table 2), For the muluplc regresgion, an index of
academic expectations was computed byﬁumming thé years
of expected study acrosstall six subject- matter arcas. The
muitiple regression analysis reported in Table 11 shows no

consistent differences in acadeniic expectations between .

requestors and nonrequestors, statistically holding constant
background, school environment, and achieverment varigbles.”
Participatjon in Extracurricitlar Actiy ities. Participation m
extracurricular activities was operationalized as the exam-
inee’s response togn item on the SBQ that asked whether
or not the student had garticipated in cthnic or rseial
activitics or organizations, journalism, debating or dramatic
activities, art, music or dancC, preprofessional or depart-
mental clubs, religious activities or ofanizations, social
clubs or community organizations, and student government.

Univariate comparisons showed that requestors differed
consistently from nonrequestors on all but two of these
types of extracurricular activities, requestors participating
moresthan nonrequestors (see Table 2). For participation in
high school athletics, no differences were found Tor all
three administration cohorts, whereas fur participation in
high school art, music, or dance activities, differences were
not found consistently for all cohorts. An index of partici-
pation in extracurricular activities was computed by sum-
ming the number of different kinds of dulvﬁl‘s in which
the examince indicated that he or she had participated:
Table 11 shows that requestors from the March and May
administration cohorts particj ated in more extracurricular
activities than did nonrequestors.

4. LIKELIHOOD OF REQUESTING
DISCLOSURE FOR DIFFERBENT
EXAMINEE SUBPOPULATIONS

In this section (e authiors discuss the results'of the analyses
that were conducted to answer the sew,nd‘bdsm question of
this inquiry: What were the differences in the likelihood of
requesting test disclosure among various population sub-
groups?~

Rationale for the Use of Muitiple Contingency
Table Methods P

¥

The questions of interest in this section concern the way ‘

the likelihood of rcqucsl'ing disclosure varies across groups
of individuals who differ along various dimensions, such as
race, sex, or SAT score. This kind of study is called ret

rospective because it mmplcs the values of the depmdcnl
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. viarable (that v requesting disclosure o1 net domng so)
7 pather thap samphne the vrlues of the vanous mdepen-
dent varbles. g .

The retrospective design™ puts certain constfaints (/)n

> what can be found out about the likelihood of requesting
discliosure. In particalar, for example, the overall propor-
stion of reguestors and nonrequestors i the data is deter-
muned by the size of the samples of cach group that are
obtamed. Thus the overall “requesting rate™ is fixed by the

« study design and does not represent the requesting rate in
the population. However the “requesting rate™ of one
group of examinees relative to another is not fixed by the
study  design. and it be estimated by the data. To
clarity this assertion consider  the hypothetical table of
da&x given i Table X. :
A -

- &
Table X. Requestor Status by Characteristic A

Characteristic -1

- J— -
Requestor Statuy / 2 lotal
Requestor ho ) 200 900
Nonreguestor 500 100 . 900

in-Table N 900 requestors and Y00 nonrequestors have
heen classitied by the values ot a dichotomous factor “A™
ttor example. sex) The “odds for requesting™ when A= |
Iy 700-500 - 1,4 whereas the odds for requesting”™ when
A= 20s 200 400 = 0500 Comfield (1956) showed that
when the row totals in Table X are fixed. the correct
patameter to estanate is the odds-ratie

“odds for requesting” whe « A =1 L.
odds-ratio = =

— =28
“odds for requesting” whea A =2, 0.5

It can be concluded that examinees were 28 times
more likely to tequest disclosure when A = 1 than when
A = 2. When one takes an oddsratio relative to A= 2, it is
said that A = 2is the “base ;cutcgory." The odds-ratio is
correctly estimated in both the retrospective study (when
the rows of Table X art fied by the design) or in the
prospective study (when the dolumns of Table X are fixed
by the design). No other parameter - such as differences or
ratios of percent requesting  can be correctly estimated in a
retrospective study. even though such parameters can be
purré;tly estimated ina prospective study. ;

" I retrospective studies it is important to distinguish
hetween raw, odds-ratios and adjusted odds-ratios. The raw
odds-rattos are computed just as was done in Table X.
However, these odds-ratios do not take into account the
confetndimg effects ot other independent variables. Ad-
nested odids ratios do take mto account the snnultancous
ettect of all of the measured independent variables. It is
beyond the scope of this paper to go into the details of the

Qo . 1 J
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computation of adjusted odds-ratios. This branch of multi-
variate apalysis is described in detail 'in Bishop, Fienberg,
and Holland ¢1975). .

In broad outfine, the procedure tor obtaining the ad-
justed odds-ratio is as follows. First. a multidimensional
cross-tabulation is tformed whick has as many dimensions
as there are independent and Qependent variables. Next,
this table is analyzed by using loghlinear models to find one
that adequately represents the data. Finally. the “fitted
values™ trom a model that fits the data are used to compute
the adjusted odds-ratio for cach independent variable. In
this study satistactory fits were obtained using models that
had additive logit structures. The results obtained here are
equivalent to performing a logistic rggression znalysis with
a dichotomous indicator of rcqucst:;r status as the depen-
dent variable and with dummy vuri:tblcs corresponding to
the cell classifications. \

Results of the Multiple Contingency
Table Analysis

In carlier analyses. because the number of variables on
which requestors diftfered from nonrequestors was so large,:
variables were grouped into four categories: background
characteristics. school environment differences. academic
difterences. and differences in attitudes and activities.
These general categories guided the selection of variables
for the multiple contingency table analysis, which was
limited to about a half-dozen variables. contingent on the
number of categories of cach variable.

An initial decision was made to include at least one
variable from each of the four general categories. Back-
ground variables selected for inclusion were ethnicddentity,
father’s education, angd reported need for financial aid as a
proxy for family income..The school environment variable
selected for inclusion. grade level, was not included as a
variable but was used to limit the sample to eleventh-grade
examinees only, since they made up the vast majority of
the examinees in the three cohorts (87.9 percent of the
March cohort, 954 percent of the May cohort, and 92.9
percent of the June cohort). Two academic varlables were
selected: class rank, representing achievement within a
given high school, and SAT-Mathematical score, represent-
ing achtevement across high schools. Finally, an indicator of
academic aspirations, aspiration to a doctoral or profession-
al degree, was included. Categorical indicators of cach of
these variables were constructed using measures with the
fewest missing data. The names and definitions of the
variables used in this analysis appear in Table 12.

The multiple contingency table analysis was conducted
on a six-way cross-tabulation of ethnic identification (four
categories), need for financial aid (two categories), father’s
education (four categories), class rank (four categories),
SAT-M score (live categories), and cducational aspirations
(two categories). Since this gave rise to a 2,560-cell table,
the analysis was restricted to the March and May adminis-

~
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tration cohorts, cach of which contained sufficient observa-
tions (i.e., more cases than cells); the June administration
cohort was considered too small. Complete data were
available tor 67.2 percent of the May cohqrt (N = 3.279)

and 58.7 percent of the March cohort (N = 2‘749).\Sum-,

mary statistics comparing this sample with the general
sanmples, by administration, appear in Appendix A.

Searching aniong log-linear models for those that
adequately represented the data, the researchers found
adequate fits using “‘no-three-or-higher-way™ interaction
models. (Fit was tested by using the nested likelihood
ratio tests as well as by an exan sination of cell restduals. )
Values from the “‘no-three-or-higher-way” interaction
nodel were used to compute adjusted odds-ratios for each
of the six independent variables. )

Table 13 summarizes the results of the analysis sepa-
rutely tor March and May administration cohort . The
numerical entries tn cach column are the estimated -.dds-
ratios tor the likelihood of requesting disclosure as a fuf—
tiof ot the'values of the six independent variables described
in Table 12. The base category for cach variable®is indicated
by the value 1 as the entry: its label is italicized. Both the
raw odds-ratio and the adjusted odds-ratio appedr in this
table. making evident the influence of other variables on
the raw odds-ratios. When the raw and adjusted odds-ratios
ditfer, the adjusted oddsratio gives a more accurate
incasure of the individual effect of the variable on. the
likelthood of rcqucg{ing disclosure than does the raw odds-
ratio. For example, in Table 13, under the column labeled
“March raw™ and across the rows for “Ethnicity,” the
number 1.9424 for **Asian” ‘means that when considered
alone, Asian examinees were 1.94 times as (or 94 perdent
more thanj likely to request disclosure as were white
examinees. When the other variables were taken into con-
sideration, the number 1.4870 under the “March adjusted”’
column means that” Asian candidates were actually 1.49
times as likely to request disclosure -as were white candi-
dates. In the following paragraphs, the effects of each-of
the independent variables will be discussed separately.
The statistical significance of cach of these cstlmatcd
effects is presented in Table 14. )

"

Ethnic Identification

In Table 13, it is cvident that the effect of cthnicity on
rcqucsti.ng differs for the March and-May administration
cohorts. For the March cohort the pattern ot odds-ratios is
very similar for both the raw and the adjusted estimates, in
that blacks and other minorities were much less likely than
whites to request disclosure, whereas Asjans were 1.49
times as likely to rcquést disclosure as whites, However, the
results tor the May cohort are’quite different; the adjusted
odds-ratios show that blacks, Asians and other minorities all
recfuested disclosure at a higher rate than comparable white
examinees. Indeed, the black category in the May sample is

. a good illustration of the difference between using raw and

adjusted odds-ratios. The raw odds-ratios suggest that
blacks requested at the same or slightly lower rate than did

following the May administration,

whites. The adjusted odds-ratios, however, reveal that

" blacks were actually 47 percent more likely to request

disclosure than were comparable whites.

Parental Income

For parental income, a categorical indicator of need for
financial aid in college was used as a proxy to maintain a
greater sample size. The qorrelation between this indicator
and parental income was relatively high (.40, 52, and 4o
for the March, May, and June administration cohorts,
respectively), but the missing data rate for need for finan-
cial aid was only about 22 percent, as compared with the
missing data rate for parental income, which was about
39 percent. Tablé 13 shows that the effect of financial
need on the likelihood of requesting disclosure was quite
consistent. lf an examinee stated that financial aid was
needed in order to attend college, then he or shie wits aimost

half as likely to request disclosure than if there were no,

financial need. The raw Jnd adjusted odds-ratio were guite
similar.

Parental Education

The indicator of parental education was father’s education,
a variable highly* correlated with mother egducation for all
administration cohorts (.54, .55, and .53 for M;frch, May,
and June, respectively). Both the raw and the adjusted
odds-ratios in Table 13 tell the same story here: There was
an increasing trend in requesting rates with greater parental
education. The adjusted odds-ratios for both the March and
May administration cohorts exhibited slightly less variahce
agposs the categories than did the faw gdds-ratios,

Academic Aghgevemem: Class Rank

In T-le 13\ the raw odds-ratios are scen to give an exagger-
ated picture of the difference in reduesting disclosure rates
between the categorics of class rank. For example, the raw
odds-ratio suggests that cxaminces in the, highest category

-of class rank were 4.12 times'as likely, following the March

administration, and 4.63-times as likely, following the May
administration, to request disclosure as were cxaminees in
the lowest class-rank “categpry. The adjusted -odds-ratios
reveal that a substantial portion of this effect is caused by
the confounding effect of other variables. In fact, holding
the other five variables fixed,,examinces in the highest
class rank category were only 2.3 times ag likely, follow-
ing the March administration, and 2.5 times as likely,
to request disclosure
as were similar examinees in‘the lowest class-rank category.
This effect is scen for all categories of class rank and for
both the March and the May administration cohorts. Both
analyses, fowever, reveal # systematic and increasing trend
ir})thc rate of requesting disclos.ure as class rank increases.

Academic Achievement: SA:T-M Score

0 . : . . .
Again there isan exaggerated relationship shown by the raw
odds-ratios when compared with the adjusted odds-ratios,
For both March and May administration cohorts the raw
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odds-ratgos mdicated that examinees scoring in the 640-800
range were more than four times as likely to request
disclosure as were those in the 210-430 range. The adjusted
odds-ratios reveal that, for examinees who were comparable
in terms of thc other five variables, this factor was much
~nmller e, 2.17). Furthermore, the trends over score
uroups were dlchrent for raw and adjusted odds-ratios. The
raw odds-ratios mcreased steadily, while there was,a
definite deceleration in the.adjusted odds-ratios. -

.
.

Academic Aspirations

These results are quite gonsistent for both administration
cohorts. Both sets of raw odds-ratios were much larger than
their corresponding adjusted values. Examinees who indi-

cated that they aspired to the doctorafe were more lil(éfy to .

request disclosure than those who indicated than they did
not so aspire. The raw odds-ratios, however, Inflated the
strength of this relationship. *

5. CONCLUSIONS

study was, first, to describe differences
. between examinees Who requested disclosure and those
who did not and, secohd, to.determine what the likelihood
of requesting disclosure was for different examinee sub-
groups. To -answer these (uestions, several analyses were
~undertaken. First, univariate comparisons‘bctwcen request-
ors and nonrequestors were made on all indicators avail-

gThe purpose of thi

able from the SDQ and the SAT registration form, and on”

SAT-Verbal and -Mathematical scores. Because so many
differences were wbserved. linear multiple regression

analyses were conducted to further screen the variables. -

Finally. multiple contingency table analyses were con-
ducted, using a limited number of variables, to_determine

the comparative likelihood of different examinee subgroups *

to request disclosure materials. In geperal, the findings are
as tollows.

1. Very few examinees, less than S percent, requested
the disclosure materials available to SAT examinees follow-
ing the March, May, and Jure 1980 SAT cdministrations
in New York. Fewer examinees requested disclosure mate-
rials following the June administration (1.7 percent) than
following cither the March (7.4 percent) or May (5.4 per-
cent) a Iministrations. ’

2. The vgst majority of examinees for these SAT
admanistrations in New York were eleventh-grade students,

;nﬂ_i a higher proportion of requestors (96.9 percent), than .

nonrequestors (86.9 percent) were eleventh graders.

3. Requestors differed from nonrequestors on about
75 pefcent of the univariate comparisons mude,'\including
differences in -medsures of background characteristics,
school  environments. academic achievement,
aspirations, sclf-perception, academic expectations, and
participation in high'school activities. ‘

4. Multiple regression analyses were conducted to

the materials. 4,

academic -

&
kxt

identify variables that consistently and independently
distinguished requestors from nonrequestors. From these
analyses it was found that more requestors than non-
requestors. reported higher parental education, higher
family income, and an Asian ethnic identity'.

5. With ten background characteristics controlled,
no differences were found in the size or type of high school
attended by requestors as compared with nonrequestors.

6. With ten background characteristics and five school
euvironment varfables controlled. it was found that request-
ors reported higher class rank than nonrequestors.

7. With background characteristics, school environ-
ment, and three academic achievement variables controlled,
rcquestc)rs were found to have re’ported lugher academic
aspirations than nonrequestors.

Despite these differences between requestors and non-
requestors, however, there was still the question of difter-
ences in the likelihood of requesting disclosure for differ-
ent examinee subgroups. This question was answered by the
multiple .contingency table analysis, from which the follow-
ing result§ were obtained.

8. Controlling for parental cducation, income,
achievement, and aspirations, black examinees and other
non-Asian minority examinees were less likely than white
examinees t(; order disclosure materials following the March
admlmstmtxmwl}le Asian examinees were |.49 times as
likely to order disclosure materials than white cxaminees
were. In May however, the picture changed, “and all ethnic
minorities were tore likely than white examinces to order

9. Controlling' for parental education, ethnicity,
ychievement, and aspirations, financial considerations did
affect requesting disclosure, with -those examinees who
indicated that they would seek financial aid for college
attendance about half as likely to seek disclosure as
examinees who would not need financial aid.

10. Controlling for ethnicity, income, achievement,
and aspirations, those examinecs whose parents were more
cducated were also more likely to request test disclosure,
Thost whose fathers attained less than a bachelor’s degree
were nomore than 70 percent ‘as likely to request dis-

-closure’as those with a bachelor’s. and those whose fathers
.hdd\(attended graduate school or had attained a doctoral

or professional degree were 1.25 times as likely to request
disclosure as those witli a bachelor’s degree.

_ 11, Othey. things being equal, examinees with hlg,her
SAT-M scores were more likely to réquest disclosure than .
those with lower SAT-M scores.

12, Other things being equal, examinees’ selfreportcd
class standmg affected requesting, with the likelihood of
rcquestmg increasing with higher class rank; examinees who
reported themsclves to be in the hlz,hcst tenth of their
classes were about 2.5 times as llkely to request disclosure
as those who reported themselves to be in the middie fifth,
or lower, of their class.

13. Other things being equal. examinees who reported
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doctoral or professional aspirations were about 1.6 times as
likely to request disclosure as were those who reported
aspiring no higher than a master’s degree.

. In contrast to those who "argued that test disclosure
tegislation would tend to have socially equalizing con-
sequences, the authors speculated that test disclosure
materials might be disproportionatcly utilized by already
advantaged groups. These speculations were largely con-
firmed By the findings that, students not needing financial
aid “To attend college, (the financially advantaged) and
children of. more educated fathers (the educationally
advantaged) were more likely to request the materials. In
addition. the authors speculated that test disclosure
materials might be disproportionately utilized by those for
whom the materials would have a direct utility ; preparation
for retest, checking of scoring errors, or satisfaction of
curiosity regarding some presumably disadvantaging charac-
teristi¢ of the test. such as bias in lafiguage. Although these
speculations were not tested directly, the findings may
touch on two of these points. First, the finding that a larger
proportion of requestors than nonrequestors were eleventh-
grade students suggests that if eleventh-grade students
typically retest requestors werd more likely to retest. It
might be concluded that the materials were to be used in
preparation for a retest. Second, the fact that neither
wommen wor examinees reporting non-Asian ethnic status
were more likely to consistently request diselosure mate-
rials than men or whites, respectively. suggests that curios-
ity regarding bias in the language of the test was nof an
important determinant ol test disclosure use.
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Table 1.

Variable

l)cscrip&ion of Variables Used in Univariate Compaftisons .

: Description’ \_/

SAT-M
SAT-V
ADMIN®
AGL

SHX
LDLIVEL
OUESTI
QULST2
QUEST3
OULsI4
QULSTS

OULST6
QUISTT
QUFSTS
OULSTY
OUISTLO
QUESTI
QUISTI2

OULSTI3
QULST14
QULSTLS
QULSTI6
QUESTIT
QUESTIBA
QUEST185
QUESTI18C
QUKSFI8D
QUIST18L:
OQUESTI8E

QUESTI8G *

QULSTI9
QUEST20

QUEST21

¢

QUILST22
QUFST23
OUEST24

QUEST27
QUEST28
QULST29
OULEST30

GULST3I
OUEST32
oS4
OUIST3S

OUEST36
OUEST3T

OQUESTIS
QUIST3Y

OULST40

SAT-Mathematical score (200-800)

SA I-Verbal score (200-800)

Number of times examinee had taken SAT .

Age of exahuncee (in months)

f.xaminee sex (t-= mal«“ 2 - female)

Current ;.r.ndt in which examincee is enrolled (9-14 and other)

f\leldbl]l[y for Student Scarch Service (1 = yes: 2 = o)

Type of high school (1 = public:2 = other than public)

Type of high school program (1 = academic or college prep: 2 = general; 3 = «..;n.u soriented i 4 = other)

Size of high school class (1 = fewer ‘than 100; 2 = 100-249; 3 = 250-499; 4£=500-749;5 = 75(), or morce)

Most reeent high school radk (1 = highest tenth: 2 = sccond tenth; 3 = second fifth: 4 = middle titth;
5 = tourth tifth; 6 = lowest fifth) ’

L.xpected years of English courses completed betore higlt schoot graduation

Fxpected years of mathematics courses completed before high school graduation

¥ xpected years of foreign language courses completed before high school graduation

l:xpectéd years of biological science courses completed before high school graduation

Iixpeeted yeags of physical science courses completed before high school graduation

Lxpected years of social'studies courses completed before high school graduation

Latest yearend or mid-year grade in English: (1 = excellent [90-100 or A} 2 = good [80-89 or B};

3 = fair [70-79 or C]; 4 = passing [60-69 or D} ;5 = failing (59 or below or IF])
‘Latest year-end or inid-year grade in mathematies (See QUEST12 for categories)
Latest year-end or mid-year grade iggforeign lunguages (see QUESTI2 for categories)
Latest yearend or mid-y eur grade in biological sciences (Sec QUESTI 2 for categorics)
Latest year-end or mid-year grade in physical sciences (See QULESTY 2 for categorics)
Latest ycar-end or mid-year gradce in social studigs (Sec QUESTI2 for catcgories)
Plan tawapply for advanced placement in-English (1 = yes; 2 = no)

Plan to apply for advanced placement in mathematies (1 = yes; 2 = no)

Plan to apply for advanced placement in foreign languages (1 = yes; 2 = no)
Plan to apply for advanced placement in biologicul sciences (1 = yes: 2 = no)
Plun to*upply for advanced placement in physical sciences (1 = yes; 2 = no)
Plan to apply for advanced placement in social studies (1 = yes:2 = no)

Plan to apply for advineed placement in art/music (1 = ycs; 2 = no)

_ Hours per week working in a part-time job (0 to 33 hours)

Participation in community or churéh activities while in high school (I = net a member; 2 = have
bdun;,cd 3 =activein -2 groyps; 4= aum in 2 or more groups; § = held a major office)

Participation in athletics in or out of high School (1 = none: 2 = Intramural; 3 = one or, more varsity
tcams; 4 = carned | or more varsity letters in sln;,l«. sport; 5§ =carned | or more v.usuy letters in more
than one sport)

Participation in clubs and or;.anuallons in high school (1 = nota mLmb«.r "2 = been a member: 3 = held
one or two major offices; 4 = held three or four myjor offices; § = held five or more major offices)

Honars or awards réceived in high school (1 = none; 2 = one’or two: 3 = three or four; 4 = flV(. or six;

.5 = seven or more)
Highest level of education expected to be completed beyond high school: (1'= 2-year special training:
= 2-year associate dégree: 3 = bachelor's degree; 4 = .naster’s dégree; 5 = doct rfk degree; 6 = un-
decided [coded as misSing]) ) 5 .

IMan to apply for financial aid at any college (1 = yes: 2 = no) R

Expected attendance at college (1 = full-time; 2 = part-timc)

Expected attendance at college (1 = day: 2 = evening)

Residential preference for first 2 years in college (1 = at home; 2 = single-sex dorm; 3 = coed dorm;
4 = fraternity or sorority house; § = on-campus apurtment: 6 = off-campus apartmend)

United States citizen (1 = yes: 0 = no) .

Veteran of United States Armed Forees (1 = yes: 0 = no)

Presently enrolled in college (1 = yes: 2 = no) :

GPA at college, for college attendees (1 = 3.5 or above; 2 = = 3.0-3.4:3=2.5-2.9;4=2.0-2.4;5 = 1.5-1.9;
6 = below 1.5; 7 = not applicable) A .

Transfer to new college at what level, for college attendecs (freshman to senior)

Fthnicity (1 = American Indian or Alaskan; 2 = black; 3 = W.xncan Am«.&l«.an 4 = Oriental: 57 l’uulo
Rican; 6 = white or caucasian: 7 = other)

Enghish-language proficiency (1 = Lnglish is best fanguage: 2 = English is not best language) -

Highest level of cducation completed by father or male guardian (1 = grade school; 2 = some high
school; 3 = high schqpl diploma; . = business or trade schooli § = some college; 6 - bachelor’s degree:
7 = some graduate orfofessional school: 8 = graduate or professional degree)

Highest fevel of education complcicd by mother or female guardian (see QUEST39 for categorics)

' . -

J—
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Tnble | (cont )

Descnptloﬁ of Variables Used in Umvarmte Comparlsons

a

QUEST44C
QUEST44D

‘QUEST44k

QULST44F
QUEST44G
QULST441i
QUILST45A

"QUIEST458
CQUEST4SC

QUEST45D
QuLsTIsL
QUEST456
QUEST45H
QUEST46A
QUEST46B
QUEST46C
QULST46D
QUEST46E
QUEST46L
QUI'ST46G
QUEST46H

-QUI'ST47

QUIST48
QUIST49
QUISTS0
QUESTS1T
QUESTS?2
QUESTS3
QUESTS4
QUESTSS
QUESTS6
QUESTS?
QUESTS8
QUESTS9
QUEST60

ANSTITU S

lar:able Description * : .
QUEST41 Number of dependents financially subportcd by parents (1 = two; 2 = three; 3 = four; 4 = five: § = six;,
6 = seven. 7 = eight; 8 = nine or more) ’
QUIST42 Number of dependents financially supported by parents once examinee is in college (1 = one; 2 = two;
3 = three; 4 = four; 5 = five or more) - .
QUEST43 {ncome of parents in dollars (15 income categories, ranging from ]L\\ than $3,000 to $50.000 a year or
more, recoded to the dollar midpoint of the range of each vategory) . .
LOUERSTH4A Lxpected need for college counseling about educatjonal plans and opportunltles (1 = need; 0 = no peed)
QULEST44B =

lxpected need for Lolng‘e counseling about vocational or career 'plans and opportunity (1 = need;
0 = no need) .

Expeeted need for college help in improving mathematical ability (1 =need; 0 = no need)

Expected need f¥r college help in finding a part-time job (1 = need; 0 = no nced)

Expected need for college counseling about personal problems (1 = need;0 = no need)

Expected need for college help in increasing reading ability (1 = need; 0 = no need)

JFxpected need for college help in developing good study habits (1.= need; 0 = no need) .

Expected feed for eollege help in impm\;ing writing ability (1 = nced;0 = no need)

Participation in high school athletics (1, = yes; 0 = no) . v

Participation in high school cthnic or racial activities or organizations (1 = yes; 0 = no)

Participation in high school journalism, debating, or dramatig activities (1 = yes; 0 = no)

Participation in high school art, music, or dance activities (1 = yesy0 = no)

Participation in religious activities or organizations in hjgh school (1 = yes; 0 = no)

Participation in social clubs or community activities in‘%@lgh school (1 = yes; 0= no)

Particination in high school student government (1 = yes; 0 = no)

Plan to participate in college athletics (1 = yes; 0 = no) :

Plan to [)‘drtlupdtc in ethnic or racial activitics or organizations in cqllege (1 = yes: 0 = no)

: mupau, in journalism, debating, or dramatic.activities in college (1 = yu 0 = no)

Plan to par wpale in art, music, or dance in college (1 =yes; 0= no) #

Plan to participate ip preprofessional clubs in cbllege (1 = yes; 0 = no -

Plan to participate in religious activities or organizations in cglkpt{lgcq; 0= no)

Plan to participate in social clubs’'or community organizations in college (1 yes; 0 = noj

Plan to participate in student government in college (1 = yes; 0 = no)

Self-perception of acting ability (= highest,l percent of age colibrt; 2= - higlrest 10 pereent of age
cohort; 3 = abgve average; 4 = average ability: 5 = Below average)

Seif-perception Pof artistic ability (See QUEST47 for categorics)

Self-perception of athletic ability (See QUEST47 for gcategories)

Self-perception of cregtive writing ability (See QUE ST47 for categories)

Self-perception of ablllty to get along avith others (Sec QUEST47 for categories)

Self-perception of leadership ability (Sec QUEST47 for catégories)

Self-perception of mathematical ability (See QUEST47 for categories)

Self-perception of mechanical ability (Sece QUEST47 for categories)

Self-perception of musical ability (Sez QUIFST47 for categorics)

R

-Sclf-perception of ability to organize work (See QUEST47 for categories)

Self—pg}ception of sales ability (See QUEST47 for ca(ego!‘icsi

Self—pq‘rccpti(m of s¢ientific ability (See QUEST47 for categories)

Self-perception of ability in spoken expression (See QUEST47 for categories)

Seif-perception of ability in.written expression (See QUES 47 {or cotegories)

Aspivation to highly selective undergraduate msmunon (1 = SAT scores sent to highly sclective under-
graduate institution; 0 = othér) ’ :

*
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/‘_\‘,\l M More requgstors (R's) obtained higher SAT-Mathematical scores <.yt <.01. <
SAT-V More R's obtainelf higher SAT-Verbal scores <.U1 <.01 - <.01
ADMIN Fewer R's'had takdg the SA'Pwge time only tn May and June; more R's had ‘
taken SAT one time in March?® . <01 <.01 <.01
AGL: More R’s were younger ' ook <.01 <01 <.01
*EDLIVEL " More R's were 1 1th graders <.01 <.01 <.01
QUI ST3 More R’s were enrolled in academic or college-preparatory high school programs <.01 <.0t <.01
QUILSTS More R's reported higher class rank <.01 <.0t <.01
QUL.ST7 More R’s upuud to complete four or morc yeuars of mathematics bcloru high
’ school graduation <01 <.01  <.0l
QULSTS - More R’s expected to complclc four or more years of foreign lan;:,lla;:,c before )
& hu.h school graduation ) <.01 <.01 <.01
QUESTY More R's expected to complete two or more years of biologicﬁl sciences
. before high schoot gruduulion“' ' <.01 <.01 <.01
QUESTIO More R's expected to complete three or more years of physical seiences
. betore hi';gh schopl graduation <.01 <.01 <.01
QUILSTI12 More R's reported receiving A" grades in English : ’ <.01  <.0l <.01
QUESTI3 | More R’s reported receiving “A™ grades in mathematies <.01 <.01 <.01
"QUFSTI4 More R's reported receiving “A™ grades in foreign fanguage » N <.01 <.01 <.01
Qris11s More R’s réported receiving *“A™ grad':s in biological sciences ? <.01 <.0l <.01
QULST16 More R's refwrlchrccciving “A” grades in physical sciences ‘ , <.01 <.01 <01
QUESTLT More R's reported reeciving “*A” grades in soeial sciences : « <01 <.0! <.0t
QUL.STI8A More R's planned to apply for advanced placement in English . <.01 <.01 <.01
QULESTISB More R’s planned to apply for advanced placement in mathematics N < gt <.01 <.01
()Ul‘.STlEf(‘d More R’s planned to apply for advanced placement in a foreign l.lng,u‘l}.c <.01 <.01 <.05
QULSTIED -More R's planned to apply for adyam.cd placeinent in biological sciences . <.01 <.01 <.01
QULSTI8E . More R's planned to apply for advanced placement in physical sciences <.01 <.01 £.05
QUI.STI8]: = More R's planned to apply for advanced placement in social sciences <.01 <.01 <.01
QULSTIY . More R's worked fewer hours per week in’a part-time job <.01 f:.[) 1~ <.01
QUEST22 “More R's held one or more major office positions in ¢lubs and org,ammlnons /
= fewer R’s did not belong to clubs and organizations <.01 <.0! <.01
QUEST23 More R’s received honors or awards in high school . <.01 <.01 <.01
QULST24 More R's aspired to a doctor’s or professional degree ‘ © <0t <.01 <.01
QULST30 More R’s preferred coed dorm living during first 2 years in colleges”

P . fewer R's preferred to live at home ’ <.01 <.0! <.01
QUEST3T More R's were Astan; fewer R's were black <.01 <.01 «<.01 "
OUI'ST39 More R’s had fathers or male guardians with higher levels of cdu:.allon completed .01 <.01 <.01

_QUIST40 Mure R’s had mothers or female guardians with higher levels of education completed <.01 <.01 <.01
QUIST41 More R’'s had parcn'ls who had fewer dependents to support financially ' <.0t <.0l <.0S
QUIST43 More R’s came from households with higher incomes <.01 <.01 <.01
QULST44G Fewer R's needed help dLvelopm;:, good study habits from the college lluy plan to alq.hd <.0t <0t . <.0!

<.01 .&0l <.01

Tuble 2. Sumnmry of Univariate Compansons between All Requestors and a Same-sze Random Sample of Nonrequestors

Variche Namy Com )artsun‘r; "Requestors with Nonrequestors Level of Statistical Significance
/ he

\ . . ) ] . _ March May June

I Vartables tor which statistically sigmiticant ditferences (9 < .05) were found for all three administration cohorts

QUEST45B * More Rs participated in ethnic or racial activities or organizations while in high school

QUIEST45C More R's participated in journalism, debating, or dramnatic activities while in high schogl " <.01 <.01 <.01
QUI'ST45E. | Moré R's participated in preprofessional clubs while in high school <.01. <.01 <.05
QUEST4SI, Morc R’s participated in religious activities or organizations while in high school .01 <.01 <.01
QULST45G More R's participated in social clubs or community organizations while in high school <.01 <.01 <.01-
5. More R's participated in student government while in high school <0l <.01 » <.01
More R's planned to participate in ethnie or racial activities or organizations in college <01 <.01 <.01
More K3 planned to parllupalc in journalisin, debating, or dramatic activitics .
. . in college s <01 do1 <01
QUEST46L More R's planned to participate in preprofessional clubs in college <.01 <.01 <.01
QUIST461  More R's planned o participate in religious activities or organizations in college <.01 <.01 <.01
QUIST460 More R's planned to participate in socjal clubs or community organizations in college <.01 <.01 <.05
QUEST46H More R’s planned tb participate in student government in college <.01 <.01 <.04
QULST47 More R’s felt they had more acting ability . <.01 <.01 <.01
QULSTSO More R’s felt they had more creative writing ability <.01 <..01 <.01
QUL STS More R's felt they had more ability to get along with others <.01 <.01 <.08
QULESTS2 More R’s felt they had more leadership ability 0 <.01 <,01 <01

a. ADMIN 1s the only variable for which the direction of statistical significance was inconsistent across administration cohorts

.01
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Table 2 (cont.f. Summary of Univariate C?omparisons between All Requestors and a Same-Size Random

Sample of Nonrequestors :

Variable Name

Comparison of Requestors with Nonrequestors

y

Level of Statistical Significance -

. L R March May - June
, QUESTS3 More R'; felt they had more mathematics! ability ] <.01 <.01 <.0]
QUI:STS4 More R’s felt they had more mechanical ability : L <01 <.01 <.01
QUEXTSS More R’s felt they had morg musicdl ability ~ < 01 <.01 <.01
QUESTS6 More Rs felt they had more ability t organize work < 0t <.01 <.01
QUISTS7 More R's felt théy had more sales ability <.01 -~ <.01 <.05
QUESTS8 More R's felt.they had more seientific qbﬂily <.01 <.01 <.01
QUESTS59 More R’s felt they had more spaken exprtssion ability <.01 <.01 <.01
QUIST60 More R'’s¥elt they had more written expression ability ) <.0l- <.01 <.0t
INSTITUT More R's had SAT scores sent to highly selective institutions of higher education <.01 <.01 <.01
2. ) Variables for which no slulislicall); s‘ign'ificunt differences (p > .05) were found for all three administration cohorts
. ) . i 2 ¢ T
QUESTI8G . No déterenee in plans to apply for advancetl placement in art or music >.20 .20 >2.0
QUILST3I No difference in U.S. ¢itizenship , .20 .20 >.20
- QUEST32 No difference in whether or not a veteran of U.S. A:mgd Forces i >.20 >.20 >.20
" QUEST34 No difference in current college enrollment, for students who had attended college >.20 >.20 >.20
QUEST36 No difference in expeetation to transfer creditsy for stydent who had attended college ».20 >.07 >-20
O QUFST44A No difference in dé\s'uc for counseling about cducatjonal plans and opportunitics >.20 >.20 >.20
QULST44B No differenee in desire for counseling about vocational/carcer plans and opportunitics >..20 >.20 >.20
QULST44L No difference in desire for counseling about personal problems >.20 - >.20 >.20
. ‘QUEST44F No difference in desig for hglp in increasing readjing ability >.20 >.20 >.20
’ QUEST44H No difference in desire furﬁlp in increasing writing*ability >.20 >.20 >.20
QULST45A No difference in participaglon in high school athleti¢s >.20 >.20 >.20
" QULEST46A No difference in expectation to participate in college athleties >.20 >.20 >.20
A /“‘ .
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Taple’3. Co\nparisons of Requestorg with Nonrequestors on Nine Background Variables ) ~ 1
s 7 . March " May R June )
. . h : ‘ v \ (
. o " Requestors Nounrequestors Requestors.., Nonrequestors © Requestors . W Nonrequestors
! . Variahle: . (N=2341) .y = 2.341) (N'=2,440) (N = 2,440) 4 (N = 638) (N = 838)° -
. ¢ i
) Sex ‘ - . - ) - .
. Male ’ 1,280 1,281 1.215 ‘ ; 1,148 0343 - 296
. “Female . . Losl ' . Lbeo . . {.225 . 1292 295 , 342 .~
Chi-square . "m.o » .99 : 3.57 (p 7 &05) . . 6.63 (p <. .01)
Mjss‘ing (pereent of total) (0%) - (0%) (0°7) - (0%7) “l *(0%) (0%) o
Ethnic identity . e i} A
American Indian or . ¢ - . .
+ Alaskan Native : 0 ol A 3 . 8 4 - 6 e
s Black or Afro-American or Negro 22 , 117 ) 53 83 25 ) 37 S
Mexican American or Chicano TR ! K c 2 2 3 0 0, :
) Origntal or Asian-Ametrican R ’ ) ‘ . .o
@ or Pacific Istander 64 37 101 52 * 32 - 10
- Puerto Rican * 9 34 17 36 . & 5 . 11
White or caucasian ,' : 1,639 ' 1,583 1,683 1,761 429 447
N Other 27 40 - 8 \ 39, 19 10
Chi-square . 10017 (p <.001) N ; 31.53 (p <.001) ' ' 19.61 (p < .002) ‘
Missing (percent of total) - 578 (24.7%) . 517 (22.1%) 543 (38..3%) 458 (18.8%) %24 (19.4%) o, 117 (18.3%)
N English best language ' . . ) ..
Yes 1,772 1,774 1,877 1,970 507 510
. No - © 35 58 47 41 18 10
Chi*square ©5.04 (p <.02) 0.56 (p < .45) 1.73 @ < .19)
~ ! Missing (pereent of total) 534 (22.8%) 509 (2.17%) 7 516 (21.1%) 429 (17.6%) 113 (17.7%) 118 (18.5%)
Father's education . . ' :
Grade school . R 21 . 69 - 44 62 17 . 24
Some high school R 62 157 69 " 149 ' 24 ! 46
High school diploma 214 443 226 . ‘444 70 . s 132 @
Business or trade school 73 . ‘ 118 81 121 . 32 ~46 )
Some college \ 248 -, 362 ) 272 i 372 88 99 ¢ \
. Bachelor's college - . . 344 244 . 346 319 103 ) 54
Some graduate or professional school | 129 88 161 110 . 29 29
Graduate or professional degrec 699 339 ' 720 389 » 156 : 80
Chi-square ‘ 32792 (p < .001) 244.06 (p < .001) 69.99.(p < .001)
Missing (percent pf total) o 551(22.5%) 521 (22.2%) 530 (21.7%) 474 (19.4%) 1191(18.7%) 128 (20.1%)
Mother's education - ) ' x ’
. Grade school 16 58 /g 49 4L 8
*Spme high school 48 122 36 R A 23 . . 41
High school diploma 398 ' 702 436 726 135 218
Business or trade schooi N 111 135 112 - 159 40 48
Some college - 359 301 365 ‘, ' 350 88 74 /
Bachelor's college 331 204 318 ; L2 74 , 42 .
Suome graduate or professional school 151 94 168 199 45 ) 22
Graduate or professional degfte 368 192 o417 4 234 94 . 49
3 Chi-square 249.57 (p < .001) 198.26 (p < .001) ‘ 57.90 (p < .001)
7 Missing (percent of total) 562 (24.0%) 536 (23.0%) 540 (22.1%) 474 (19.4%) 125 (19.6%) 126 (19.7%),
) ) : ’ :
: : . . e
. v N , “ ) . ,
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Family size
Two
I'hree
Four
Five
Siv
Seven
Fueht
Nine vr more
Chi-square
Missing (percent of total)
Apply for financialaid
Yes
No
(‘lu—\quurc
Missing (pereent of total)

Parental income
Mean in dollars
S.b.

[.

March

nd

Requestors

(N =2.341)

Nonrequestors

P S

64 . 98
213 - 244.
674 . 551
514 455
191 256
81 130
28 51
12 - 35
6346 (p < .001)
576 (24.6%) 556 (23.8%)
- 1,186 1,462
560 » 360
; 70.01 (p <.001)
595 (25.4%) 59 (22.1%
$25.877
12,839

$33.355
13,743
235.88 (p < .001)

925 (39.5%)

CUN=2341)

782 (33.4°H

Comparisons of Requegtors with Nonrequestors on Nine Background Variables

3

Muy

ey
Nonregliestors
(N = 2.440)

Requestors
(V- 2.440)

55 : 92 -
266 293
708 570
512 ° 548
206 293

81 119

36 . 48

18 20

48.34 (p < .001) '

558 (22.9¢7) 457 (18.7%%)
297 1,617
4 T 359
76.63 (p < .001)

579 (23.7%) 464 (19.07)
$32,333 $26,431
13,965 12,841

153.51 (p < .001)

956 (39.277) 756 (30.1%)

328,884

Nonrequestors
(N = 638)

-

25

71

>
5 ¢
+14.59 (@ < .04)

© 125 (19.6%) 127(19.9%)

402 428.
12 - : 88
3.39 (p > .07)
124°(19.4%) 122 (19.1%)
$23,686
11,990
36.61 (0 < .001)
. 218 (34.2%)

13,459

180 (28.2%)

Missing (percent ot total)

J
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Table 4. Comparisons of Requestors with Nonrequestors on Four School Environment Variables

' Mareh May
Requestors Nonrequestors Requestors Nonregquestors Requestors Nonrequestors
Variable (V= 2.39!1/ (N =2.341) (N = 2440) (N =2.440) (N =638) (N =2638)

5

High school .
Public 1,393 1,409 1,584 1,579 409 438
Other thun public 450 467 337 468 124 93

Chi-square 0.09 (p <.76) 775 (p < .01) 5.07 (p < .02)

Missing (pereent ot total)
High school class size
Fewer than 100
100-249
250-499
S00-749
750 or more
Chi-square
Missing (percent ot total)
High sehool prongé@
College preparatory
General
Cuareer oriented
Other
Chisquere
Missing (pereent of total)

498 (21.30)

157
359
497
402
391 -

5.58 (p < .23)
535(22.9%)

1,689
107
27
5
166.68 (» < .001)
S13(21.9%)

465 (19.9%)

130
400
526
393
383

509 (21.6%)
1437
264
144
5

491 (21.0%)

479 (19.6'7)

180
376
541
371
458
27.21 (p < .001)
514 (21.1%)

1,801
104
33
© 6
113.63 (p <.001)
496 (20.3%)

393 (16.5%)

127
486
595
395
410

429 (17.6%)
1,640
244
118
14

424 (17.44%)

105 (16.570)

45
104
141
109
126

4.08 (p < .39)

113 (17.8%)

450
53
20

4

20.11 {p <.001)

111 (17.4%)

107 (16.8%)

42
122
143
103
102

126 (19.7%)
393
86
40
1

118 (18.5%)

(rade *

9 1 1 0 0] 0 1
10 15 11 25 17 19 6
It 2,270 1,846 2,378 . 2,278 601 588
12 22 182 9 87 10 21
tst year college 4 12 1 1 1 0
2nd year college 2 8 0 1 0 0
Other 11 49 7 20 4 10

Chi-square 396.70 (p <..001) 74.25 (p < .001) 15.31 (p <.01)
Missing (percent of total) 16 (.7%) 32(1.4%) 20 (.8%) 36 (1.5%) 3 (.5%) 12 (2.0%)
v
. 0

P

S ()

Y
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“  Table S. Comparisons of Requestors with Nonrequestors on Five Academic Variables
March May . June
Requestors ) Nonrequestors ) Requestors “ Nonrequestors Requestors Nonrequestors
Varhle (N - 2.341) LV - 2.341) (N - 2.440) (N = 2,440 (N= 638) (N = 638)
SAlVerbal :
Mean 5()2.(}/ . 437.8 4954 438.9 474.6 i, 423.0
S.b. . 1064 107.8 101.9 101.7 i 107.0 91.9
I 42101 (p <.001) 37482 (p < .001) 85.29 (p < 001)
Missing (percent of total) 4 (.17 3010 2(.087) 050 1 (.1%) (0%)
SAT-Mathemarical
Mean 562.4 481.0 547.8 4778, 528.1 469.2
S.D. 1033 114.6 106.7 108.5 112.4 w - 108.2
I 625.65 (p . .001) S15.50(p < .001) 91.06 (» < .0G1)
Missing (percentot total) (0% 2(.08%) N3y 1 (.04%) ’ (0%) (0%)
Class rank
Highest tenth 650 334 729 361 181 88
Second tenth 458 376 471 416 116 109
Second fifth 373 452 370 551 17 142 N
Middle fifth 195 498 224 513 84 145
Fourth fitth 16 62 12 6() S . Il
Lowest titth 1 12 i 4 . 0 S i
Chi-square 28557 (p < .00 ! 307.98 (p < .001) 60.74 (p < .001) i '
Missing (percent of total) 648 (27.77%) 607 (25.97) 633 (25.9%) 535(21.9%) ~, 145 (22.7%) 138 (21.6%)
Latest grade in English ' . . LA
A 956 605 1,088 684 235 161
B 727 , 866 698 : 1,008 224 ¢ 270
C ' 104 . 340 127 290 48 81
D 10 31 6 31 8 10
Chi-square 226.73 (p <.001) ' 22693 (p < .001) T 26.73 (p <.001)
Missing (percent ot total) 544 (23.2'7) 499 (21.3%) 521 (2t1.4%) 427 (17.57%) 123 (19.37) ¢ 116 (18.2%)
Latest grade i mathematics .
A 995 561 1.107 636 254 , 148
B . 587 747 . 557 768 164 214 ~—p
( 184 - 412 211 509 78 123
D 31 112 32 103 16 38
Chi-square 273.03 (p < .001) 318.77 (p < .001) 53.49 (p <.001)
Missing (pereent of total) 544 (23.2'%) 509(21.7%4) 533(21.8%) 424 (17.4%) 126 (19.7%) 115 (18.0%)
‘) ) .
. . 2 ¢
v f - . Z O
-]
ERIC © '
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Table 6.  Names and Definitions of Variables Used in Multiple Regression Analyses

Variahle

Sex

Asian

Black

Other nunority

F.aglish language
I ather’s education

Mother’s cdu:uémn
Famtly income
Financial aid

School type
School size

Program typce

Grade < 11

Grade - 11 ¢
SAI-V

SAT-M

LClass rank

Academic aspirations
Self-perceptions

Academic expectations

Fxtracurricular activities

T

Description

Indicator (1 = female; 0 = male)

Indicator (1 = Asian; 0 = all others)

Indicator (1 = black;0 = all Slhus)

indicator (1 = American Indian, Alaskan, ML\ILJH American, Puerto Riean,
other: 0 = Asian, black, white)

Indicator (1 = English is best tanguage; 0 = English is not best lunguage)

Highest level of education completed by father or male ;,uardmn (8-point

psealeg 1= grade school; 8 = professional or graduate degree)

Highest level of education completed by mother or female guardian ”

(8-point scale: 1 = grade school; 8 =.professional or graduate degre?)

Number of dependents that parents hnanuaﬂy support; (8-point scale:
1 = two;8 = ninc or more)

Approximate income of parents before taxes, in dollars ($3,000 to
$50,000 a year or more) )

Indicator of plan to apply tor financial aid at any college (1 = no plans;
0 = plans) v

Indicator (1. = pliblic school; 2 = school other than public)

™umber of studentsin high school class (5-point scale: 1 = fewer than 100;

5 =750 or more) .

Indicator (1 = academic or college preparatory high school program:®
0 = other)

Indicator ( 1 = grade less than or equat to 10; 0 = other)

Indicator (1 = grade greater than or equal to 120 = other)

Score on verbal sections of SAT

Score on mathematical sections of SAT

Class rank (6-point scale: 1 = top 10 percent; 6 = bottom 20 percent)

Indicator (1 = aspitation to doctor’s or professional degree; 0 = other)

Sum of responses to 14 self-pereeption items (14 = positive perceptions;
76 = negative pereeptions)

Years of coursework in lxvu\judum(. subjects expected to be completed
by high school graduation

Number of types of activities participated in during high school

.
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Table 7. Means and Standard Deviations of Variables Used in Multiple Regression Analyses
— . R . ~— [
March i May June

Variahle X SD. - X S.D. X 5D.
Requestor status 484 '500 483 500 492 500
Sex ' 446 " 497 514 500 481 .500
Aslan 028 166 039 193 .042 .201
Black 037 .189 035 183 052 223
Other minority 036 187 036 .186 054 225
English langrage 977 151 979 142 976 153
Father's education 5.386 2.120 5414 2.102 5.018 L2121
Mother's education 4.800 1.960 4.847 1.980 4.535 1.998
Family size 3.634 1.390 3.613 1.325 3.559 1.365
Family income $29.540 $13.858 3,29.405 $13.424 $26,362 $13,030
Financial aid .250 433 220 414 171 376
School type . 1.231 421 1.204 403 1.200 400
School size 3.317 1.217 3.244 1.219 3.271 1.225
Program type .B46 361 879 327 .808 .394
Grade < 11 100 301 .007 081 016 124
Grade - 11 .005 074 018 134 021 .144
SAT-V 467.993 107.635 471.787 102.065 452.835 97.378
S/\'{-M 525944 113.836 520.802 110.459 502934 109.394
Class rank 1.847 802 1.813 .779 1.856 1717
Academic aspirations 282 450 .290 454 244 430
Selt-perceptions 41862 8.680 41.653 8.634 42.193 8.409
Academic expectations 14.056 2.813 14.236 2501 13.735 2,522
Extracurricular activitics 2.721 1 560 2.740 1.580 2.591 1.579
Number of cases with .

complete data 2,372 2,568 709
a4
“ . o
1

20 Ju \ .
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Table 8.  Differencgs between Requestors and Nonrequestors on Demographic and

.The Dependent Variable Is Requestor Status

e

Independent Variables , March, May June
Sex 020 . -.023 .059
(1.034) (-1.233) (- 1.614)
Aslan .050* 105 *** 143 %%
(2.450) (5.298) (3.756)
Black ~,088*** 015 .. .033
. (~4.462) (0.796) (0.882)
Othé¢r minority —.04 1% 010 . .046
(--2.098) (0.533) (1.247)
E-nglish language 025 N -.004 .022
¢ . (1.228) (0.202) (0.588)
FFather's education L166%** 106 ** .090
» ° (6.518) (4.334) (1.917)
Mother's education 083%** 091 *** L100*
(3.501) ' (3.971) (2.280)
JFamily size —.Q75*** ~.070*xx* -.060
) (-3.880) B (-3.622) (-1.596)
Family income | 1290 133kx* 164 ***
(4.990) (5.272) (3.449)
f-inancial aid 001 018 -.042
(0.042) (0.842) (-1.018)
R2 125 _ .084 086
R2 (adjusted) ) 122 081 073
N ¢ oam 2,568 : , 709

“

Note: Theynumbers in the table are standardized regression coefficients (Beta); their associated f-value is in parentheses

below. .
*rip < 001
**p < .01
*p < .05 -
Table 9. Differences between Requestors and Nonrequestors in School Environments,
Holding Constant Demographic and Background Variables .
The Dependent V(gja;bigls-Rerﬁ&:c'sror Status
Independent Variables March May June
School type s -.004 -.015 L097*
(~0.185) (-0.720) (2.452)
School size .013 015 : .027
(0.619) (0.740) (0.689)
Program type .08 (] 29% kX .
: " (4.080) (6.719) (1.895)
Grade < 11 .006 .015 .032
(0.338) ~ (0.798) (0.875)
Grade > 11 - 169%** —. Q73 x> ' -.071
(-7.883) (-3.804) (-1.921)
R? 161 109 . 106
R2 (adjusted) 155 103 - 087
N

2,372 2568 . 709

Note: The numbers in the table are standardized regression coefficients (Beta); their associated rrvalue is in parentheses
below. The effects of examince sex, cthnicity, English-language proficiency, parental education, and family income were
included in these regression analyses but are not reported in this table.

**xp <001
**p < 01
*p <.05 kS

3 i
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Table 10. Differences between Re’questors and Nqprequestors in Academic Areas, Holding Constant « .

Demographic, Background, and Schoo!l Environment Variables

. . g The Dependent Va‘riablc Is Requestor Status
Independent Variables AMarch May June '
SAT-V -.042 036 .008 .
« . (-1.575) (1.418) (0.158)
SAT-M ’ 139*x* 2k .093
. (4.661) (4.496) 2 (1.877)
Class rank - 105*** ~ 131%k> -.100*
( 4.357) (-5.577) (-2.3465" ’

R? .189 159 131

_ R? (adjusted) . .183 - - 153 108

; AN N 2,372 2,568 709

Note: The numbers in the table are standardized regression cocfficients (Beta): their associated ¢-value is in parentheses
below. The effeets of examinee sex, ethnicity. English-language proficiency, parental education, family income, size and
type of high school, type of high school program and grade level were included in these regression analyses but are not

reported in this table. The R2 is for the entire set of independent variables. . 4
sxxn <001 ) - .
£, ® tp P “l
Jp 05
) . g
“ Al
4 ; . .

Table 11. Différences between chuéstors and Nonre;]ues_tprs in Attitudes and Activities, Holding

<
Constant Demographic, Background, School Envirdnment, and Achievement Variables
The Dependent Variable Is Requestor Status
Independent Variables . Mareh * . May ' June -
Academic aspirations T061%* . .056** .1037*"‘
(2.997) (2.739) (2.597) : .o
Self-perceptions® -.027 t023 %021
. ( 1.127) R (-0.993) : . ( 0.468) * s
Academic expectations 106%** 039 - ) .048
. ' ) (4.457) (1.724) (1.079)
l-xtracurrieular activities 0B84 wxx 053 .065
: . ) \ (3.774) (2.497) ¢1.571) °
R2 : ’ 212 . .169 150
. R? (adjusted) . i .205 162 122
N . 2,372 . 2,568 o, 709
@ ,
Note: The numbers in the table are standardized regression cocfficients.(Beta); their associated ¢-value s in parcntheses N

type of high school, type of hfg! school‘-program, grade level, SAT-V, SAT-M, and class rank weré included in these regres-
sions but are not included in this table. The R2 is for the entire set of independent variables.
Aok ok Y "
p <.001 B
xp < 01 ‘ '

>
<05 . , > . R

below. The effects of cxumir:fr:x, ethnicity, English-language proficiency, parental cducation, family income, siz¢ and’
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Table 12.  Names and Descriptions of Categories for Variables Used in Multiple Contingency Table

Variables . ’ ! Categories

Ethnic identificgtion ' . Black, Asian, white, and other
Need for financial aid Yes = need for financial aid
[ ' No = no need for financial aid
Parental education " Father with high schogl diploma
v ) Father with some college

Father with bachelor’s degree
Father with some graduate school, master’s, doctoral, or
professional degree

,(ﬂass rank : . . . . Highest tenth,_ second tenth, second fifth, middle fifth, or
‘ T lower

SAT-Mathematical score 210430, 440-500, 510-560, 570-630, 640-800 ;

Academic aspirations Yes = aspiration to doctoral or professional degree

No = no aspiration to doctoral or professional degree

.

“Table 13. Likelihood of Examinee’s Reque‘siing Disclosure Materials after March and May 1980
. SAT Administrations for Six Examinee Subgroups
. ial

- . March Odds-Ratios May Odds-Ratios
Variable : Raw . = Adjusted Raw Adjusted
Ethnic identification .
Asian . 1.9424 '1..4870 2.1683 1.8467
Black R .2094 . .2368 .8961 1.4659
Other minority ' 7246 .6396 *7978 1.0300
White . 1 1 ) 1
Need fer financial aid ® .. . )
Need - 5612 - 6520 .5405 .5828
N need . ! 1 1 o i
Father’s education - ’ )
High school diploma . - N 4106 .5019 4826 , 5674
Some college ! ' . .7730 .7067 . .6526 7182
Bachelor’s degree ) g 1 1 1
Graduate school 1.4100 1.2588 1.5346 1.2640
Class rank : . '
High tenth . 4.1156 2.2822 4.6280 25128
Second tenth 2.8912 1.9376 2.6426 1.7946
Second fifth” 1.9274 1.6515 1.6136 1.2670
Middle ﬁﬂh or less 1 1 1 1
SAT-M . i
210-430 1 1 1 )
440-500 ° 1.7668 1.4600 157240 v 1.4987
510-560 : 24436 1.4981 2.2254 1.6680
570-630 3.5563 1.8330 3.2580 . 2.0558
640-800 . 4.5873 "1.7745 4.4552 T 2.1666
Educational aspiration Lt )
Aspires to doctorate 2.5454 © 1.7608 . 2.5376 1.5826
Does not aspire to doctorate . I i 1 T 19

P

23
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Table 14. Difference in Likelihood Ratio Table for March and May Administrations

¢

. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Likelihood Difference in Difference
< Statistics D.F. Likelihood in D.F. (3) ~ (4) °
Q
Base model .
M#ch 1159.45 2,438
May 1297.59 2,438
Ethnic identification ) t
. March 1180.61 2,441 21.16%** 3 7.05
. May " 1308.93 2,441 11.34%* 3 3.78
Need for financial aid
March 1179.43 2,439 19.98* ** 1, 19.98
May 1331.90 2,439 34,3+ 1 } 34.31
Parental education
' March 1232.77 2,441 73.32%%x 3 24.44
: May 1366.13 2,441 68.54* %+ 3 22.85
) Class rank . . L
T Marcif 1193.31 2,441 33.86%** 3 i1.29
- May 1355.32 2,441 97.73%** 3 19.24
SAT-Mathemaiical score :
. March ’ 1178.00 2,442 18.55%** 4 4.64,
a ’ May 1337.68 2,442 40.09*** 4P' 10.02
i - Academic aspirations ;
March 1193.17 2,439 33.72% %% 1 33.72 »
May 1324.73 2,439 27.17*** 1 27.14
*xxp < 001 )
**p < .01
R *p < .05
. ! ¥
<
N ‘
. v {
b4
o .
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Appendix A-F. . Comparison of Total March Administration Sample with Eleventh-Grade No-Missing-Data ,
Sample on Six Variables "
Total Sample Eleventh-Grade Sample
) Nonrequestors Requestors Nonrequestors Requestors
N =2,34]) (N=2341) (N =1263) (N = 1.486)
Variable . N % hY %" N % N %
Ethnic identificciion )
Total respondents® 1,824 1,763 1,263 1,486
Asian o037 2 64 4 22 2 51 3
Back 117 6 22 1 36 3 9 1
Other minority 87 5 38 2 37 3 32 2
White 1,583 .87 1,639 93 ® 1168 ;o5 92 1,394 94
Missing o 517 - 2f 578 25° ~ o
Need for financial aid
Total respondents 1,822 } 1,746 1,263 . 1486
Need for aid 1,462 T80 1,186 68 993 79 1,001 . , 67
No need foraid 360 20 560 32 270 21 485 33
Missing ’ 519 - @2° 595 5)° . S - -
Father’s education . B
Total respondents . 1,820 1,790 1,263 1.486
High school diploma 669 37 297 17 403 32 240 16
Some college 480 26 321 18 324 26 269 18
Bachelor’s degree 44 13 344 19 200 16 290 20
Graduate/prof. school 427 24 828 46 336 26 687 46
Missing . 521 en° 551 4)° . - - -
Class rank
Total respondents 1,734 1,693 1,263 1,486
High tenth + 334 19 650 KT 277 22 570 38
Second tenth ' 376 22 458 27 285 23 412 28
Second fifth 452 26 373 22 331, 26 319 22
Middle fifth or less . 572 33 212 - 13 370 29 - 185 12
Missing > 607 26 648 28)° S - .
SAT-M
Total respondents 2,339 2,341 - 1,263 1,486
210-430 859 37 290 12 350 28 172 12 : -
P 440-500 485 21 367 16 258 20 ' 224 15
510-560 435 19 495 21 264 21 317 21
570-630 311 13 561 24 214 17 374 25
640-800 249 10 . 628 217 177 14 ’ 399 27
Missing (percent of total) 2 (.08)(’ 0 0 - - -
Educational aspirations
Total respondents . 1,447 1,542 1,263 1,486
Aspires to doctoral or ‘
¢ ] professional degree 370 26 728 47 259 21 589 40
/ Does not aspire 1,077 74 814 53 1,004 79 897 60

Missing (includes *‘don’t know"’} 894 (38)C 799 (34)C . -~ -

a. All pcrcentuges‘are based on tofal respondents by item unless otherwise noted.
b. Total respondents for each quéstion listed scparately.
¢. Percent based on N = 2,341,

FRIC *
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Sample on Six Variables

, |
Appendix A-2. Comparison of Total May Administration Sample with Eleventh-Grade. No-Missing-Data ~ l

' . Total Samnple Lleventh-Grade Sample |
= Y
Nonrequestors Requestors Nonrequestors Requestors |
i (N =2440) (N = 2.440) (N =1652) (N=1627)"
: Variable LN %" N %" N . N L% 1
¢ Ethnic {dentification . ' i
Total respondentsP *1.982 1,897 ) 1.652 1.627
Asian 52 3 101 5 40 3 84 5
: Black 83 4 53 3 53 3 46 3
Other minority . : 86 4 60 3 66 4 51 89 -
White 1,761 89 1.683 89 1,493 90 1,446 3
Missing : 458 (19)° 543 a2 ¢
Need for financial aid
Total respondents 1,976 1,861 1.652 . 1,627
. Need for aid 1,617 82 1,297 70 1,348 82 1,148 71
No need for aid 359 18 - 564 30 304 18 479 29
Missing 464 (19" 579 (4)" . .
Father's education . .
fotal respondents 1,966 1,910 1,652 ' 1,627 .
" tligh school diploma 655 37, 330 17 534 . 32 287 :8
Some college T 493 25 353 . 18 421 26 306 19
‘ Bachelor’s degree 319 16 346 18 264 16 294 B T:: .
Graduate/prof. school . 499 25 881 46 - 443 26 740 45
Missing - 474 (19)° 530 2)° f;’
Class rank ) .. .
Total respondents . 1,905 1,807 1,652 1,627
Highest tenth , 361 19 729 40 321 20 651 40
Second tenth 416 22 471 26 367 22 425 26
Second fifth , 551 29 370 20 478 29 338 21
Middle fifth or less 577 - o237, 13 486 29 213 13
Missing 535 (2p)t 633 (26)° -
SAT-M *
Total respondents 2,439 2,437 1,652 . 1,627
219430 975 40 : 411 17 584 35 248 15
440-500 522 21 452 18 359 22 301 19 - |
§10-560 387 3 406 19 292 18 316 19 |
570-630 - 323 13 553 -+ 23 243 14 385 24
640-800 232 10 555 23 174 11 377 23
Missing 1 (04)° 3 it -
FEducational aspirations ) -
Total respondents . 1,593 1,653 1.652 1,627 N
Aspires to doctordl or :
professional degree 398 25 761 46 339 20 644 40 ‘
Does not aspire . 1,195 75 T892 54 1,313 80 983 " 60 |
Missing (includes “don't know™) 847 (35)° 787 32)° - .

2. All percents are based on total respondents by item unless ot!wrwisc noted.
b. Total respondents for each question listed separately,
¢. Percent based on N = 2,440,

N

b
é{. l
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