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CLA ADMITTED TRANSFER SURVE

Ron Matross and Jon R
Data and Reporting Se
University of Minnesd

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
\

Three hundred and eighty four students who applied Eg’tr sfer to the College of
~ Liberal Arts (CLA) for the Fall ‘of 1982 were survey

wthe1r characteristics
and attitudes toward the Un1vens1ty of Minnesota. Key, dings -included the.

following:

Characteristics of Enrollees and Nonenrollees -

-/,

Two hundred and eighty five of the respondents enrolled in CLA .for Fall 82, and

57 d1d not. The two groups differed in several respects: - had
i .

JFour out of five enrollees applied ONLY to the University of Minnesota '
_ CLA. Nonenrollees were much more likely'to apply elsewhere. Two out

of three nonenrollees were attending another college. N

Nonenrollees had more college experience than did the enrollees.
Ninety-eight percent.'of the nopenrollees transferred more than : ,
84 credits, compared to on%ﬁ_;gz of the enrollees. \ .

Nonenrollees'reported higher personal incomes than did enrollees.
Over a third (35%) said that they earned $10,000 or more compared
to only 6% among enrollees.

Nonenrollees were less likely to have applied for financial’ a1d at
the U of M (49% vs. 57% for enrollees) and to have been offered aid
(17% vs. 36%). However, over half the nonenrollees (58%) did say
they were receiving aid from another school. .

Reasors for the Enrollment Decision
. Y, T

When asked their reasons for enrolling or not enrolling, respondents most often
cited one academic reason, availability of a particular program of study, and
two non-academic reasons--costs and the location of the 'school. These same
three reasons were most often cited by both enrollees and nonenrollees, as
attractions in one case, and obstacles in the other. A number of nonenrollees
also cited other non-acadentic reasons for not enro]l1ng--the1r personal cir-
cumstances and Umniversity "red tape"

Evaluations of the University of Minnesota “

ﬁespondents were asked to rate the University of Minnesota (CLA) on 16 charac-
teristics in comparison with other universities they knew about. Both enfollees.

) -
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and nonenrollees gave the University above average marks on 14 of the 16 charac-

“teristics: The two which- were given below average ratings were availability of
financial aid and housing. Highest ratings were given-to academic reputation
and course availability and variety. Compared to enrollees, nonenrollees gave
lower ratings to campus location and program availability and higher ratings to
labs .and classrooms, entrance requirements, campus activitjes, and social cli-
mate. ’

.

A factor analysis sgggested that the most important factor in determining
ratings of the U of M was a campus environment factor, represented by campus
location, housing, social climaté;. and.the number of students-on campus. .
Although rated veﬁy positively, a prestige factor, represented by academic repu-
tation and prestige of a U of M degree, was a less “important determinant of
respondent judgments. ) . .- .
Responses to open-ended~quesETons about the most ‘positive and negative features
of the University produced X pattern similar to the ratings. The most positive
features were academic--program avai]abi]i}y and quality, while the most fre- 'R
quently «cited negative features were environmental--size, social climate, and
_ured tape" - .o . . » .','

.
‘ . . . e

~

Information Sources o T , -

~

Respondents were asked whether various information sources had a positive or -

, negative influence on their desirg to attend the University. Both groups s
attributed the greatest inducement to attend to catalogs and campus visits and
the least inducement to conversations with University faculty, staff, and, .
admissions counselors. However,the data did not allow a clear, separation. of °
persons who received information from a source and were not influenced by it
from those who did not receive ‘information from that source. :

. ) / ot

Enrollees and non-enrollees gave similar responses, differing only in that

, enro]]ggs said-they received more\positive influence from parents and friends

. attending the U of M, and more negative influence from previous school -advisers.

A factor analysis of the 12 influence items found that the. most important posj-
tive influence on respondents was their personal impression of the University,
as conveyed through. campus visits and personal‘*conversations with persons at the
University. - . ’

Analysis: A Model of the Choice Process

The data from this study suggest a two-stage model of how potential transfer
students make their decision about attending the University. In the first
* stage, students are initially attract@d‘by academic factors~<he University's
reputation, prestige, apd diversity of programs.” These charackeristics, which
* «~ were highly rated by both enrollees and non- enrollees essential)y -put the
. University into the running as one of the possibilities being seriously con-
~fidereg by the stqﬁint. " : ' -
However, in the second stage, the actual making of a decision, environmental
1ssues become’ paramount. As suggested by the factor analyses, questions of -
housing__costs, location, and campus envirOnm&ﬁ§i$gy be most important in deter-
mining‘uﬁether the individual actually does enrolT. -

: .
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" The characteristics of the nonenrollees lthough a small sample) suggest that
many are "non-traditignal“=-older students with more credits, more respon-
"+ sibilities, and less mobility. Despite their positive view of the academic .
quality of the Un1versaty, these students~may be dissuaded by the difficulties -

‘they see in arranging housing, JObS, and. other pract1cal matters assoc1ated with -
going to school. - .

¢ et
.

.
.

Thus CLA may be, attract1ng the younger transfers who find it relat1vely easy to.
get housing, jobs and aiq, and, losing the. older student who has a harder time

L

) ;deal1nq with the log1st1cs of attend1ng the Un1vers1ty. o, .

Recommendations . ‘ .ot ,

‘e E

- . - e -~

ro- The data su&gest that the Un1vers1ty should work to cont' ue drawing the tradi-
© _tional transfer students who'appreciate its prestige and’ diversity, and find new " .
~ways to attract the non-traditional students whp are di suaded by problems in
coping with aspects of the environment. Spec1f2ﬁally, th Un1vers1ty m1g con-
sider the® follow1ng o

S ' P A

! —
:2 1 Strongly encourage personal v1snts to the Un13~k51ty and conversations .
..~ With students, faculty, and staff. . Pecsonal “impressions were-the most

' ~ important influence sources. It seems possible thRat a:number of. non- * .
\ - « enrollees are operating on stereotypes 6f the Un1vers1ty, wh1ch m1ght be
, corrected hy‘farst -hand knowledge. S ) . ) -

2. The content Af,personal visits should emphasize environmental factors, not
‘ just academic factors.- By and large, aspelts of the environment, -not the
4 eurriculupm, seem to be dissuading non-enrollees. Special efforts might be
made to have prospect1ve students learn how other transfers have dealt.
‘with housing, finances, jobs, and parking. ‘Recent transfers. especially
older "“pontraditional” students, might be recruited to talk with prospec-
tive student about these issues. At -the same. time, Un1vers1ty ‘represent-
. atives from'student service off1ces might talk w1th.students about how .* -
. ) the University can aid their coping. Ways of personalizing the University
experience should also be discussed, since size is clearly a negative
associathbn with the University for many prospects.

3. Universit} representatives should make sure that their contacts with
prospective students are helpful and positive. Enough students complained
of "red'tape" and brusque treatment to justify more attention to the:
qual1ty of contacts. ;

B
\
~

. .
4, Catalogs and'v1ewbooks should continue to emphasize the quality anrd diver-
sity of the University's academic programs. For most students the
University's basic publications were an attractive and reassuring state-
. ment of the prestige and ‘quality”of the 1nst1tut1on. This strength should
be c0ni011dated and maintained. ; : '

5. New pu l1cat1on&ushould be targeted\toward coping with envirbnmental-
1ssuesk Since 1t 1s not poss1bve for all prospective transfers to visit
the campis, ‘the Unjversity should publ1sh something which directly deals

~ith students' concerns about coping with the campus environment. The
publication should creatively talk about ways in which students can find

. housing, Johs, aid,- child care, park1ng, commuter services, and pers&%al

/"{
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”friendships-dn tHe cdmbds. The:puplication'shouid accurﬂtely-bortfay the

1 ! ) : e G

Nk

extent to whigh the University actively helps transfer students adjust to
the Twin CitiesyCampus. / Explicit mention should be Wade of. the .needs of

"nen-traditional" students. The suggested material could be 'incorporated

into the Transfer Guide or put into a”sepapate publication.

Contacts with advisers at feeder schools should bé'énhanced;i,A;number of
non-enrollees listed conversations with persons at feeder schools as nega-
tive influences on their de¥ire to attend the U of M. Particular atten-

A Y

-

*

tion should be paid to informing advisers about the ways 'in which students -

Rcan cope'with the University -environment and receive personal -attention at

the University. Given the poSitive rat'ings that students assigned to the

acadeémic, aspects of the University, 'it is unlikely that feeder school &

advisers are givi prospective students negative information about the
University's curricula. It is more likely that they are teMing prospec-
tive students negative things about the impersonality of th;‘hnigersity
and the difficulties to :be encountered. in coping with the.size afAd loca-

tion of the institution. Some advisers' impressions may also be based on -

stereotypes, and might be changed with betgsr informatioq from the
University. . A A ! , ¢

Finally, the5UniveESity should eXgmihe the substance of student services, .

not jwst their image. It is all Very well for the University to improve
1ts image as helpful-and personal.placg,'but it should also examine the
housing, .financial aid, admissions processing, ard other services which
actué@ly deal with aiding student adjustment. To the extent that off}ces
can improve their services to transfer students, particularly “non-
traditional'Cones, then they should do so. . ~

1
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, 3 . Ronald Matross and qonlﬁoes1er '
\ ~* Data and Reporting Services ' .

. ) / i .
This is the report bf'a,survey of admitted transfer students to.'the College of

" Liberal Arts at the University .of Minnesota, Twin Cities. The survey was com-
missioned by the Prospective Students Office in Student Support Services, and-

was. conducted by the Prospective Students Office,and Data and Reporting .
Segvices; : ’ - T o .
At issuewere the following questions: o "o

¥ -

Why do some students who are admitted as transfer students choose not to enroll?
Do their reasons for not attending stem from something about .the University or
do they stem from life circumstances and other factors beyond the University's
control? - . D .- .o v -

What -are the characteristics of students ‘who do and'db not enroll in the

. quarter for which they are admitted? Are there systematic differences between
enrollees and nonenrollees in terms of tzfir sex, geographic origin, or income?

What are the attitudes of potential transfer students toward the University of
Minnesota? What do they see as the positive featurés? The negative features?
Do enrollees and non-enrollees differ in their attitudes?

) ' -

What might the University do to make itself more attractive to potential
transfer students? Do admitted transfer students have .suggestions on changes
that the University might make -to improve its service .to this group?

. . I N
The motivation for addressing_tﬁese questions was the desire of the Prospective
Students Office to improve the University's_ services to potential transfer stu-
“dents. The survey was- designed to suggest specific directions which these

improvement efforts might take. ¢ '

The context for seeking enhancements to transfer student services' is the expec-
tation of enroliment declines over thé next decade among traditional new college
students (aged 18-22), as well 4&s increasingly aggressive competition for stu-
dents—amopg all types of colleges. One way the University might make up for
declines .in enrollments among new high school students is to attract more
transfer students. 1t is thus in both the interest of students and of the
University that the sinstitution enhance its work with potential transfer stu-
dents. ' r ' :

)

. . . N
. ' ) - .". ’ - \

Sample and Responée Rates

¢
PROCEDURES / -

_The survey was conducted by mail in Mayhand~June of 1982 andng two samples of
students admitted as advanced standipg (transfer) students to thé Collegg of
Liberal Arts for Fall Quarter, 1981. One sample ((N=142) wag all the students

L 2N
> .
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» j‘who applied to transfer fof the Fall Quarter, but who did not enroll for thatl

quarter. The other sample was an every Nth name systematic sample of 596 stu-
dents- (out of approximately 2,000) who did enroll for the:Fall Quarter.

Each group was 'sept a four-page 'questionnaire and one to three follow-up remind-
ers, depending on‘when, they responded. All mailings were sent first class.
- 'Valid responses were received from 57 of the non-enrollees (a-response rate of
- 40%1%) and from 285 of the enrollees (a response rate of 47.8%). The response
rates suggest that caution should be exercised in interpretation of the survey
. findings. It is possible that systematic biases might exist in the data due to
the characteristics of the respondents. For example, those who were most nega-
. tive toward the University might not have responded. ) v
b . . JSoooF . r
Given the nature of the questionnaire and the number of follow-ups used, the -
relatively low response rate might be plausibly attributed either to inadequate
addresses .or to respondents' lack of motivation with respect to the survey. The
: University has instituted a computerized registration procedure which does not
‘ allow for address updating at the time of ‘registration. Consequently a number
of students may not have received the questionnaire, or it may have been mailed
to a parent address and not given to the student. This latter number might be
much ldrger than the 18 which were returned by the post office as not forward-
* able. The motivational factor may have come into play because of the timing of
' the study. Because they had made their transfer decisiéns sometime earlier
(almost & year) they may have not been highly motivated to complete a question- L
naire asking about their decision and their views of the University.

' oL ‘ . C _“ Ve
<\ Questionnaire -Items ' €§r§\\\ - ' 2

IS ]

Two difﬁérent four-page questionnaires were constructed for the enrollees and
non-enrollees. The content of the (two forms was similar, differing only with
respect to background ‘'and open-ended ‘items. S L

On both forms:the first question was an open-ended one asking why the student
did.or did not enroll at the U of M/CLA. .A series of 12 items then asked the
extent to which various factors (U of M literature, contacts with U of M staff,
and advice from other people) ipcreased or decreasedL;he individual's desire to
« attend the U of M, A series of 16 items asked the respondent to rate the
quality of various aspects of the Yniversity of Minnesota CLA compared to other
Tour year colleges. Items covered included academics, costs, social life, and
physical facilities. . ; ‘ : :
. ’ o a »
The next items were open-ended questions concerning the most positive and most
‘negative features:of the University in the respondent's view. ' Then those who
did enroll were asked whether they would enroll if they had. it to do over .again
and those who did not enroll were asked whether they planned to attend the

]

3

‘University in the future. : ‘

.

The final set of items asked students factual questions about their background
and attendance patterns. These included a listing of the colleges to which the

- individual applied to for transfer besides the University of Minnesota, whether
any of these colleges offered financ¢ial aid, and whether the U of M offered

’ . o L
. . < .
r . .
1
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financial aid. Non-enrollees were asked whether they were attendihg college
somewhere else, and if so, the name of the college. LCastly, atl .students were
asked their own and their parents’ incomes, and- whe her they had suggestions for
how the Un1vers1ty might prov1de better serv1ce to’ potential transfer students.

'Cop1es of both forms of the quest1onna1re are @ppended to the end of the report._

s ’ - ' v , ‘ . - : ( N\ Q

Data Analysis/Report-Format

’

The results of the survey are presented in sections according to question- type
Stated reasons for enrolling or not enrolling; influences on the enrolﬂment
decision; evaluations of the University of Minnesota; college application
choices; and backgrouhgfcharacter1st1cs and comments about the University.

-Within each section itém by item data tables ame presented.along with verbal

descr1pt1ons of the findings. The tables present the percentage responses of
enrollees and nonenrollees separately and combined. .
Where appropriate, the #£ables also éTve summdry stdtistics and the. results of
tests of significance of the difference between the enrollee.and non-enrollee
groups on a given item. The signficance test used is the F test, which indi-
cates whether a difference between means (averages) is liRely to have occurred
by chance. Where the test indicates that the result is unlikely to have
occurred by chance (P<.05), the reader may be reasonably ‘confident that a dif-
ference is "real". Also included is-~a correlational statistic, eta squared,
which portrays the strength of the relat1onsh1p between enrollment and responses

-to the survey item, 1In general, eta squared values of .25 or more (equ1valent

to a Pearson correlation of .50 or more) indicate relatively 'strong relation-
ships, while values lower thai .25 indicate relatively weaker relat1onsh1ps.

In adqﬁtion two other analyses were conducted. First, open-ended responses to
items on the main reason for attending or not attend1ng the University were
coded, ‘and statistics were computed. Secondly, factor analyses were ‘performed
on responses to the 12 items rating the influence of various information sources
and responses to the 16 1tems rating the quality of aspects. of the Un1vers1ty ~
and CLA.

. . ‘ .
The purposes of the factor analyses were to determine underlying dif®nsions’
explaining the influence and quality ratings, and the relative importance of
each dimension. In many respects the factor amalyses were a statistical, rather

than a direct way of asking about the main reasons for not attending.

¥

‘The factor analysis method used was prinéipal factors analysis .(SPSS PA 2),

ustng listwise deletion, multiple correlation cQefficients as communality esti-
mates and orthogonal rotation.: What this analyyis does is. reduce a. larger set
of items into smaller sets based on the correlatiions among the items. The.
result is a group_ of.factors, each composed of i ems wh1gb correlate fafrly
h1ghT9 with each other, but relatively little with items in other factors.
Within each factor, the relationship of each item to the factor is indicated by
the factor loading, the correlation of the item with the factor (rang1ng from

0 to 1) ‘ ' M

-
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g ’ Table 1

Percentage Distribution of Enrollees’
Main Reasons for Attending the U of M

y -

, : Percent Réspond1ng
///’é? Response - (n=283) _

Reasons Relating to:
Location ..o+ 40.
Major/FieldJ/Location 36.
Expenses/Finances 24.
Reputation/Quality 1
Previous Attendance at u

Miscellaneous

Ne= 0 LHhO
oo OOO |

—

‘Note: Respondents were allowed to give two reagons, sq/percentages

total to more than 100%.

. -
Table 2
Percentage Distribution of Non-enrollees'
Main Reasons for Not Attending the U of M
. , !
\
v
Percent Responding
Response | (n=56),
Reasons Relating to: . 4r//
. TN :
A Expense/Finances 21.4
Location 19.6_
Major/Field/Program 19.6
Job vs. School 14.3
Administration/Red Tape 8.9
Not Attending Any School 8.9
Finding Job in Field 5.4 .
~»Reputation/Qaulity 1.8 ‘ ~
L Miscellaneous 19.6

4

Note: Respdndents were a110wed‘to give two reasons, so percentages

total to more than 100%. .

[,
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" Ratings of the Influence of Information'Sources ‘ . .,

AP

Another way in wh1ch the survey sought to understand the influences on transfer
students' enrollment decisions was through.a series of items ask1ng‘$§spondents }
to rate the extent to which various types-of information about the University
increased or decreased their desire to attend.\ The rating scale went from 1 to
.5 for each item,_ starting with 1= strongly increased, 2=slightly 1ncreased 3= had
no effect, 4=slightly. decreased 5= st(ongly depreased.

.

' Table 3 presents a summary of the average responses of the enrollees, *

nonenrollees, and the two groups combined, as well as an indication of signif-
icant differences between the enrollees and nonenrdllees. Tables 4-19 detail
the percentage breakdowns of each group's response to each %f the items.

* " C
Overall, response patterns of enrollees-and nonenrollees were highly similar.
Both groups attributed the greatest inducement tq attend (as indicated by lower
scores) to catalogs and campus visits, and the least inducement to attend to
talks with University faculty, staff, and admissions counselors. All of the
sources listed were seen by most respondents .as either increasing thair desire
to attend or not having had an effect. Compared to nonenrgllees, enrollees
rated advice from U of M friends and from parents as hav1ng a significantly
greater positive influence on their desire to attend the the U of M/CLAZ

Further understanding can be gained of respondents' perceptions of the.effects
.of information types through inspection of the percentage breakdowns for each
item shown .in Tables 4-15. Tables 6 and 8 show in percentage terms the extent
#8 _which the groyps differed in their views of the impact of advice from friends
and parents. Well over half the enrollees .(54.6%) said thgt advice from friends
at the U of M greatly or slightly imcreased their desire ; attend the U of M.
On the other hand, less than a third (29.1%) of the noneni®llees said that
talking with U of M friends increased their desire to attend, and 12.%% said
that friends decreased their desire to attend (compared to 8 1% among
| enrollees). | A ) v '
A similar. pattern was found.with respect to parents' advice. Among enrollees,
42.8% said that parental advice increased their desire to attend the U of M ver-
sus 16.7% among nonenrollees. Conversely, 9.3% of the nonenrollees said that
parental advice decreased their desire to attend vérsus 5.3% of the enrollees.

L)
 For some of the other information sources not showing significant differences
between enrollees and nonenrollees, there may still be differences not revealed
by the means or the analyses of variance® (This is due to the fact that assump-
fﬁons regarding normal distribution were not met). In other words, some of the
'sources may not be as neutral as the mean scores make them appear. For
instance, with réard to ratings. of conversations with the U of M admissions
office,,no overall significant difference was found. However, the number of
nonenrollees ‘who said that these conversations decreased their desire to attend
(25.4%) was about 11% higher than among the enrollees (14.4%). Correspondingly,
the nonenrollees also showed a larger proportion who said admissions wounselors
increased their desire to attend (21.9% vs. 18.3%) and lower proportion say1ng
they had no effect (52.7% vs. 67.4%).

14
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“Further ordinal level nonparametric statistics might reveal differenCes fbr
this and other items regarding the effefts of advice from other people such as U
. of M faculty and counselors from the prev1ous college.

’
»

Unfortunafely, the response format of the items did nbt allow for the separation
.- of person$ who were not exposed to gn information source from those who were
: - exposed but for whom it ‘had no effect. Had the quest1ons allowed this separa-

tion, inferences might be stronger.

. ., . \

Nevertheless the data do suggest some hypotheses about how the University might
_ have more influence on the prospective transfer students's choices.- First, it
’}; may be that simply more”information is better than less informatﬁon. ‘It is
A7. < possible that nenenrollees dg not get information from as many sources as déj
enrollees. This. may be particularly rue with regard to direct personal sources
of 1nformatron,,such as advice from clrrent U of M friends, or parents, or
faculty. It might be that a greatqr proportion of students would enroll if they
could be hEard about. the University from more sources.

There is some r1sk 1nvolved 1q;g1v1ng students more information about the g)
University. The wider variation of both positive and negative effects -among/ |,

_ ‘nonenrollees with regard to some of information sources suggests thdt some

8 sources have tended to persuade some students out of coming at the same time they
persuade others'into coming. However, in the long run, a bétter or more fully

~ informed choice would be in the best: 1nterests of Soth the Un1vers1ty andr the

N student.

Another, hypothesis worth investigating in further research is the possibility
of a two- stage model of the effectssof information sources. Printed material,
as indicated by the high rat1ngs of catalogs, may be 1m§brtant in the early
stage of a students' interest in enrolling.. The written materials, in effect,
§§ put the University into the competition for the student's enrollment. After a
period of initial ‘favorable interest, however, interpersonal sources of infor-
mation may become more important, and may help make the difference between
- enrolling or not enro]l1ng (as suggested by the differences in ratings of these
_ sources). p _ ‘ o
¢ [
' Some additional support *for this hypothesis comes from a factor analysis of the
influence source items (Table 15). The first factor extracted is labeled per-
; sonal impressions, and includes conversations with U of M faculty, visits by U
v of M staff to the applicant's school, visits to the U of E and conversations
with U of M Admissions staff. This factor accounted for % of the explainable
variance, in the influence items. The second factor was a publ1cat1ons factor
including the U of M catalog dand brochures/viewbooks. This factor accounted for
24% of the explainable variange, and was thus the second most important. The
other two factors extracted, were previous college advice and Wof M students'

advice. . . l

The two factors which appear most important in the ratings, personal impressions
and pubiications, fit the two stage model just described. Howéver, it should be
remembered that the factor analysis is dominated by the enrollees. Other fac-
tors, particularly the advice factors, may have been rélatively more important
“for the non-enrollees in Persuading them not to enroll. The analyses of dif-
ferences on the individual items do, in fact, suggest this possibility.

[] j I
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> _ Lo .Summélry of. Mean Responses
. _ * Rating the U of M's Information Sources
K > . L ' }
. -. . e " . . .- .Growp - K
. Information Source ~ ~ Total \ Enrollee = Non-Enrollee
: : : ~ ) SR v , -
Visits to the bef M 2.21 7.18 2,35
-*Advice from U of M friends 2.40 2.39 2.78 v
. U of M brochures/viewbook 2.58 2.60 2.49 .
*Advice from parents _ 2.60 2.55 2.91 .
U of M transfer guide 2.65 ~ . 2.65 2.68 4
Advice from U of M alumni 2.74 2.72 2.85 -
Advice from faculty 2.80 ‘2.80 = 2.80 2,
~ Advice from a counselor 2.81 2.80 - 2.85 .
, ~Y of M faculty, : 2.85 2.84 2.93 . .
, . U of Madnissions”office 2.98 2.97 3.02
Visits by U of M staff, 2.99 2.99 3.00
< .05 .- | _ o
" Table 4 e
, Percentage Distribution of Responses
' Rating the Effect of the U of M Catalog R
-on Respondent's Desire to Attend the U of M
‘ Group \
: Total - Enrollee Non-Enrollee :
Response Value (N=338) (N=284) SN=54) - )
. e . ' .
- , “ o
Stronglyy Increased 1 13.6 12.7 18.5
Slightly Increased 2 43,2 3.3 -7 a2.6
No Effect 3 . 40.8 42.3 : 33.3
Slightly Decreased 4 2.1 1.4 . 5.6
‘Strongly Decreased 5 .3 .4 0
Standard Deviation .74 C73 .83 .

Note. P = .50. Eta squared = 0.
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- Table 5

. . o
™ ! Percentage Distribugion of Respoﬁse
.. -Rating the Effect of the § of M Brochure/Viewbook

on Respondent's Desire to‘Attend the U of M

e R

SRR T | - Group
ST S - Total - Enrollee Non-Enrollee
~ %+ Response -~ - -Value (N=340) . (N=285) . ~ (N=55)
) wii . — : -+ - A a
e ‘Strongly Increased _L} : L4.7 ) - 4,2 7.3
- : ~ Slight})y Increased 2 32.9 32.3 36.4
No Effect 3 61.8 62.8 56.4
ﬂ . Slightly Decreased” 4 .6 .7 0
- Strongly Decreased /6 0 0 0
| . . 4 . N ) . _ .7 5y *
b Mean . 2.58 2.60 . 2.49°
2 -~ Standard Deviation .59 .58 ¢ .63
v - — L7 = .
Note. P = .21, Eta squared = 0. - ( . .
s ' ' /\_/?v ’
LY N /".\:;;?)
e
, : 6. Table 6
)k, { - ’

Percentage Distribution of Responses
A . _ Rating the Effect of the U of M Transfer Guide
.o on Respondent's Desirz to Attend the U of M

‘ . Group
Total Enrollee Non-Enrollee
Response Value (N=336) (Nf283) - (N=53)
Strongly WNgcreased 1 8.0 8.1 7.5
Slightly fﬁ%ﬁeased 2 28.3 28.3 28.3
No, Effect ., 3 56.5 56.5 56.6
Slightly Decreased 4 4.5 4.6 3.8
Strongly Decreased 5 2.7 - 2.5 3.8
‘Mean 2.65 - 2.65 . 2.68
Standard Deviation .80 - .80 , - .83 -

Note. P = .81. Eta squared = 0. o
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Percentage D1str1but1on of Responses :
Rat1ng the Effect of Advige from Friends at the U of M
s on Respondent s Desire to Attend the U of M »

¢

"
! o _ ‘ ‘ -~ Group ’
) . Total Enrollee Non-Enrollee
o , Response = Value (N=339). (N=284) .- (N=55) "~
I . . —
; _
| ) Strongly Increased 1 19.8 - 21:5 10.9
i Slightly Increased 2 30.7 33.1 18.2
j No Effect -3 40.7 37.3 58.2 -
i o Slightly Decreased 4 7.1 7.0 7.3
i Strongly Decreased 5 1.8 1.1 . 5.5
. "~ Mean . 2.0 0 233 - 2.78
' Standard Deviation - .94 : 93 o 94
Note. P = 0. Eta Squared = .03. K
: _ . -
Table 8
Percentage Distribution of Responsgs.
Rating the Effect of Advice from U of M Alumni
. " . on Respondent's Desire to Attend the U of M
_ _ 5 P _
‘ Group” * .
: ' Total Enrollee Non-Enrollee .
Response Value (N=340) (N=285) ~ (N=55) e
Strongly Increased- 1 .7.4 7.7 | 5.5
Slightly Increased 2 12.9- 14.4. 5.5
No Effect 3 78.5 " 76.8 87.3.
Slightly Decreased 4 - © W9 .7 1.8
Strongly Decredsed 5 3 " 4 . 0
Mean’ - W 2.74 2.72. '2.89
Standard Deviajtion .61 .63 W82

Note. P = .13. Eta squared = .01,




« - ' Table 9

- ] Pereeﬁtage Distribution of Responses
- . Rating«the Effect of Advice from Parents
on Respondent's Desire to  Attend the U of M

: C Gfdup
_ - ' . Total Enrollee Non-Enrollee
Response |~ = Value (N=339) (N=285) - (N=54),
étrohély Increased 1 8.0 8.4 ) 5.6
STightly Increased 2 30.7 $ﬁ.4 11.1
No Effect o3 55.5 4 51.9 74.1
Slightly De seased 4 4.7 iy 4.6 5.6
Strongly DeCPea%ed 5 1.2 o7 3.7
- “Méan h. | 2.60 . 2.55 2.91
: Standard,ﬂevia%}on .75 ' J4 .73
'Note. P = 0. Eta squared = .03, . '
' y
Table lb' B .
S ¢ , Percentage Distribution of Resppnses sy gt
e Rat1ng the Effect of Advice from a Counselor at the Previous College
: " on Respoﬁdent S Des1re to Attend the U of M
> L Group
a : o ! - Total Enrollee Non-Enrollee
> -Regponse-" " Value ' (N=340) "~ (N=285) (N=55).
Strongly Increased 1~ 4.7 — 4.2 7.3
.. Slightly Increased 2 16.5 - 17.9 9.1
. .No Effect -3 72.4 71.9 74.5
- Slightly Decreased . 4 5.9 5.3 9.1
Strongly Decreased 5 Y 0
v T L — —
| Mean - . 2.81. 2.80 2.85
Standard Dev1at1on .63 . .63. : - .68

~

P

Note.‘.g'=‘;59. Eta squared = 0.-

15




e

' . S - Table 11-7 L
S \ \

. ‘ 9 Percentage D1str1but1oﬁﬁb? Responses _

Rat1ng the Effect of Advice from Faculty‘at the Previous College -

*on Respondent's Desire to Attendathp u of M

\ | , A e
5 _'_.-'_\, .' : T : G’I“oi}p. o _
v - ; Total® - Enrollee ' Non-Enrollee
" Response - Value - (N=340) ~ (N=285)- ~ (N=55)
v ' f ’ -

Strqngly Increased 1 5.9 ' 5.6 - 7.3
Slightly Increased 2 ° 16.8 v 16.8 ~  16.4
No Efifect ~ 3. 70.3. - 71.2 65.5
Slightly Decreased 4 - 5.9 4.9 10.9
Strongly Decreased 5 1.2 1.4 \ -0
Mean . | 2.80 ©2.80 " 2.80
Standard Dev1at1on o ..68 . .68 .73
Note. P =.97. Efa squared = 0.

_ Y. , - ‘

\ | 7 ) .
, ae Table 12
Percentage Distribution of Responses
. Rating the Effect of Respondent's Visits to the U of M
‘ on Respondent's Desire to Attend the U of M
\ / 5 o - Group~
: ‘ - Total . Enrollee Non-Enrollee
. Response .. Value (N=340) (N=285) ‘ : (N=55) -
Strongly. Increased 1 . 22.9 23.5 20.0
Slightly Increased- 2 40.0 41.1 34.5
No Effect - 3 31.2 29.8 38.2
Slightly Decreased 4 5.0 4,9 5.5
Strongly Decreased 5 .9 7 1.8
Mean - 2.21 .- 2.18 . 2,35
Standard Deviation .88 ' .87 - .93
i » ]

Note. 2 =..21. Eta squared = 0. N
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Table 13 - s
Percentage Distribution of Responses
. Rating the Effect of Conversations with U of M Faculty
- on Respondent's Desire to Attend thé U of M. .. . *
« ”j(
' zﬁ Group - '
(\.H_-Totai Enfollee Non-Enrollee
_Response ‘Value (N=340) (N=285) (N=55)
Strongly Increased 1 4.4 4.2 5.5
Slightly Increased 2 13.8 13.0 '18.2
No Effect 3 75.9 78.2 - 63.6
Slightly Decreased. 4 3.8 3.9 3.6
Strongly Decreased 5 2.1 J T 9.1
Mean 2.85 2.84 2.93
Standard Deviation .64 .58 .90
Note. P = .35. Eta squared = 0.
Table 14
oy Percentage Distribution of Responses -
. Rating the Effect of Visits by U of M Staff
on Respondent's Desire to Attend the U of. M
- ‘ . Group o
. - Total Enrollee Non-Enrollee
Response Value (N=340) - (N=285) (N=55)
Stronély Increased 1 .3 .4 0
Slightly Increased 2 -1.8 2.1 0
No Effect '3 '96.8 96.1 100.0
S1ightly Decreased 4 .9 1.1 0
Strongly Decreased 5 .3 4 0
R .
Mean 2.99 2.99 3.00
. Standard Deviation .22 .2 0

'NoteC[ jiﬂ= .75. Eta squared = 0.
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o E | . . Table 15 , ‘ | 3ﬂ§§
( Percentage Distribution of” Responses ' R
_ Rating-the Effect of Conversations with the U of M Admissions 0ff1ce
©oon Respondent's Desire to Attend the U of M

e ~ o x o Group
: . . Total *~ “Enrollee Non—Enro]]eef
ﬂs; . Responsg///f' Value (N=340) ° (N=285) (N= 55)
‘ Strongly Increased 1 4.1 3.9 ’ 5.5 «
" Slightly Increased 2 14,7 14.4 . 16.4
No Effect . 3 65.0 67.4 52.7
Slightly Decreased 4 11.5 9.5 21.8
Strongly Decreased 5 4.7 4,9 . 3.6
Mean . 2.98" 7.97 —3.02
Standard Dev1at1on .79 A7 .87
Note. P = .69, Eta squared = 0 . -
. b’ v -
Table 16 - . - o,
Gs .Results of Factor Analysis on Ynformation Source Items
7 ) PERCENT OF
ff LOAD ING COMMON VARIANCE
Fgééor 1% Personal Impressions - ' ’ 46.9__
A Conversations with U of M faculty - .52
~«  Visits by U of M staff to your school . 0 .50
. * Conversations with U of M Admissions. Office .46
Your own visits to the U of M~ .46
Subscale mean = 2.756 L .45 ‘
Factor II: Printed Material e 24.2
University of Minnesota catalog - .86
Uof M brochures/v1ey£oo ) .40
,/ Subscale mean = 2.44
Factor III: Previous College Advice - ' 18.5
Mdvice from. faculty at your previous college .76 . -
Advice from a counse]or at your previous. ) ‘
college - .55 ' o
Subscale mean = 2.81 X .57 - A _
Factor IV: U of M Students Advice ' . 10.4
Advice from friends at-U fof M . .49 .
Advice from U of M alumni .45 -
Subscale mean = 2.56 X .63 : T ’

Note. W = 382
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Impression of U of M Characteristics * .

Y

Both enrollees and nonenrollees. were asked to rate 16 aspects of the-U of M on a
scale from 1 (unsatdsfactory) to 5 (superior), with 3 being average. In

general, the respondents. rated the U of M favorably. On only two of the‘items,
availability of financial a1d and availability of housing, did respondents give
a rating of 'below average' (mean scores of*2.98 and 2. 77, respectively). The U

" of M'was given its h1ghest ratings on its variety’ of courses offered, availabil-

ity of particular programs of study, end academic reputation (mean scores of

4.42, 4.15, and 4.12, respectively). The 16 impression items are summarized on

Table 17 ordered from the highest to the louest mean scores. The percentage
distribution of responses for each of the 16 items-is given in Tables 18-to 33.
Enrollees and nonenrollees differed significantly on 5 items (p less than or
equal to .05) Of these 5 items, nonenrollees ranked the U of M higher than did,
enrolleeg in: labs and other classroom facilities; social climate and campus
act1v1t1§i; and college entrance requirements. (see Tables .32, 29, and 24).
Enrollees ranked the’'U of M higher than did nonenrollees on the availability of

K part1cular program of study, and the location of the campus. (See Tables 19

and 28). The differance in this last item (tocation of the campus) is con-
'sistent ‘with the main reasons given by the respondents for either enrolling or
not enrolling‘at the U of M (Tables 11 and 22).

A factor analysis was performed on the 16 impression items to determine whether
there might be some general attitudinal dimensions underlying the respondents'
ratings. Table 34 presents the results of the factor analysis and the sub-
sequent tests of reliability on the factor scores. ' Given for each factor is the

. suggested underlying dimension, the percentage common variance,” those items that

loaded at 0.30 or higher, the factor loading score, the additive scale’ score
with its standard dev1at1on, and the reliability coeff1c1ent, alpha.

" The factor analysis y1elded a 4-factor solut1on account1ng for 50.8%"of the

total variance. Of the initial 17 items, 15 loaded on these factors at .30 or
higher. Three items loaded dt this leVel on more than one factor. Factor I,
labeled overall environment, was represented by seven items giving impressions
of various aspects of the U of M environment. Items loading high on this fac-
tor were|ava1lab1l1ty of houstng, and social c\imate and campus activities.

This dimension accounted for 54.0% of the common variance of the 17 items.
Factor [T, prestige, was represented by three items. The items loading highest
were prest1ge of a U of M degree, and academic reputation. This factor accounted
for 21.7% of the common variance. Factor IIl, availability, was represented by
3 it@ms, the highest loading being variety of courses offered. This factor
accounted for 14.2% of the common variance. Factor IV, affordability,’ was -
represented by 5 items giving the impressions of items affecting the cost of
attending. - The highest loading item for this factor was availabilfty of finan-
“cial aid. This factor accounted for-10.2% of the common variance. The highest
impression subscale score was for the availability factor (4.18) followed by the
prest1ge factor (3. 94), the overa1] environment, (3.48) and the affordabil1ty

(3.36).

Agarn, the 1mportance of the overall env1ronment ‘factor .is- consistent with the
main~ reasons given for either atbend1ng or not attend1ng the U of M (Tables: 11

<

kS
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&nd 22) Enrollees cited reasons relating to the locat1on of the campus as the

most 1mportant(rea30n for attending the U of M. Likewise, nonenrollees cited _
the locationTas the second ma1n reason for not attend1ng the U of M,

P The two h1ghe rated factors, availability and prestige, were ref]eZted in. the
é respondents descriptions of the most positive or appe341ng features of the U of
.. M (Table 35). Respondents had cited the quality/presfige and the number of L
courses/programs as the two most pos1t1Ve features of the U of M.

its size: Almost twice the proportion’ of entollees considered this the most
positive feature than did nonenrollees (22.0%~vs. 11.5%). In contrast to this,
the most frequent choice for the most negat1ve feature (Table 36), by both
enrollees and nonenro]]ees, was the U of M's impersonalnegs/size (46.1% and
50.0%, respectively). The red tape at the U came in a d1§tant second. However,:
enrollees tended to view red tape as more of a_ problem than did nonenro]lees
(19.9% vs. 8. 0%) Perhaps th1s is Hecause they had had the opportunity te deal
“wWith the U of M's beauracracy wh1le the nohenro]lees had not. (f

‘. The third most positive feature of the U of Egihated seqﬁhd by enro1lee§)‘was'
1
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Tab]e 17

A ' AY

'.'—'

Summary of Mean gesponses .
Rat1ng the Respondents' Impressions of the u of M

\

. . Group
- Id . ' Ty . : .
. Characteristic Rated Total ‘tnrollee’ Non-Enrollee
Variety of courses offered 4.42 4,45 4.30
*Availability of programs 4.15 4,20 3.83 )
_Academic reputation ' 4,12 " * 4.13 4,06 -
"gampus libraries 3.94 3.94 3.96
Prestige of U of M degree 3.87 3.89_ 3.75 -
*Locatiion of the campus 3.87 3.95. 3.48
' Reputation-of faculty 3.77 .76 - 3,79
.. Number of students 3.73 3.76 ~3+53
*Labs.and classrooms 3.44 3.37 3.88
Credit transferability 3.37 3.37 3.37°¢
Opportunities for.work 3.32 - ' 3.23;,/" 3,18
*Social climate/activities 3.28 3. 3.55
*gntrance requirements . . 3.23 3.19 3.47
Cost of tuition and fees 3.21 3.19 3.37
“Availability of aid 2,98 2.98 2.98 -
Availability of housing 2.77 2.76 - 2.88
* P2 .05
N - . Table 18 v
Percentage D1str1but1on of Responses
Rating the Respondent's Impression of the
Academic Reputat1on
o Group .
_ Total) _Enhollee_ Non-Enro;]ee
Response dﬂue (N=337 (N=283 " (N=54
Unsatisfactory 1 0 -0 -0
Below Average Y 1.5 1.8 0
Average o 3 15.1 13.8. 22.2
Above Average = 4 -53.4 54,1 “50.0
Excellent .5 30.0. 30.4 . 27.8
" Mean - 4.12 . 4,13 - 4,06
Standard Deviation o W1l . 71 ST b SR

. Note. P = .47. Eta squared 0

25



. o 18 -

e . :

. ( . ' : D . / : %
y AR Table 19 coe oo _
R ’ - . _",J ) o ,
/ o Percentage D1str1bution “of Respo &’ oo N
- . Rating the Respgndent S Impressho Ithe P
: " Availability of a Particular Program of Study L.
.0 ‘ : ’ . ’ . St ‘ ’ . . : " o l .
7 - " . H % o . 1”
- 2 7!_- AE N ‘
o DRI
AR fo . (Total' . EnroT'leé = Non-EnroT¥Ee a
- Response Value (N—336) 0 (Ne283) - (N=53).
” o K # N

| R SR : .
‘Unsatisfactory =~ 1 9 T, , 1.9 . \ :
Below Average 2 - 349 - 2.5 11.3 . -4
Average = 3 -10.4 - ¥ 9.5 - 15,1 R
Above Average’ 4 49 .4 . 50.2 . 45.3 -
'Exge]]e-nt o 5 . . T5.4 v 37.1, ;26.4 ~
- V; » o Lo T o — I_T . K4

. Mean . S -0 4,15 0 4,20 3.83,
. Standard Deviation | . y82 -y T 1.01
. ’)1 \ /\ - o B A . u/(\l. ’
NOte. p - 0 Eta S ﬁ‘d’ ='..Q\3. 9 - //
"TabTe 20
. . .
Percentage D1str1but\on of Responses :
Rating the Respondent s ‘Impression of the
Var1ety of -Courses Offered
" ' .Group . R ‘
-~ ] J -
: . . Total Enrollee Non Enrol@se
Response =~~~ Value (N=337) (N=283) i (N=54)

,.V_‘ ] .‘. R , : 3 \.
Unsatisfactory: 1 - 0 0 Y 0 '
Below ‘Average 2 -+ - 1,2 1.4 - M ¥ 0
‘Average - : 3- 6.8 4.9 16.7
Above Average - . 4 40.4 .41.0, 37.0
Excellent: -~ 5 51.6 52,7 '”16.3
Mean . T 4,42 ' 4.45 4.30 .
Standard Dev1ation B C .67 .66 W14

. Note.‘-. P = .13 Tta squareq = .01 - i



_ Table 21° -,
) Perdentage Distribution of Responses
o . - Rating the Respondent's Impression ‘of the
NN ; _,_,; Reputation of Faculty Members
R .Group
o y, - Total Enrollee - Non-Enrollee
Response.© . kalue‘ (N=332) - (N=280) (N=52) -
. i"? v t; . L —
Unsatisfactory 1 .6 .4 1.9
. Below Average 2 - 4.5 4.6 . 3.8
Average 3 28.0 28.2 26.9
Above Average 4 51.5 . - 52.1 48.1
Excellent 5 15.4 14.6 19.2
“Mean - 3.77 .76 3.79-
Standard Dev1at1on .78 W17 _ .87
gt Note;}?g.= .82. Eta squared = 0.
‘ A
. Table 22
] B . .
.:3:7 St , Percentage Distribution of Responses
L e Rat1ng the Respondent's Impress1on of ‘the
L fL:ﬂllf S ‘. , Prestlge of aU of M Degree
; . . . Total Enrollee Non-Enrollee
” Response : Value- (N=336) _ (N=283) .. (N=53)
. Unéatisfactory 1 3 4 0
- Below Average 2 4,5 ° 3.9 . 1.5
- Average .3 26.5- 25.4 32.1
: Above Average 4 45.5 47.0 37.7
. ~Excellent 5 23.2 23.3 22.6
.':' . ..-\ e = 'f'&
- . Mean - - 3.87- #3.89 "3.75
L : Standard Dev1at1on . 83 .. - .82 .90
. : E - o : :

Note. P = .Z%. Eta squared = O..

%
¥
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Table 23

Percentage Distribution of Responses
Rating the Respondent's Impression of the
Willingness to Accept Transfer Credits

A

Group '

: _ Total Enrollee Non-Enrollee
Response Value (N=336) (N=282) - (N=54)
N N ‘A y \
Unsatisfactory - 1 4.5 5.0 - 1.9
‘Below Average 2. 13.1 ¢ 12.8 14.8 -
Average . 3 36.3 ' 35.5 40,7
Above Average. 4 33.0 33.7 29,6
Excellent 5. 13.1 13.1 13.0
Mean © 3,37 3.37 3.37
Standard Deviation = 1.01 . 1.03 .96
Note. P = .99. €Eta squared = 0.
i . ' : & , (
3
Table 24
* Percentage Distribution of Responses, L5
Rating the Respondent's Impression of the , o
College Entrance Requirements C i,
. ' s
. 'Group ’
Enrollee Nop<tnrollee
~ Response (N=281) (N=53)
Unsatisfactory 1.4 0.
Below Average 7.8 3.8
Average . 63.7 54,7
- Above - Average /4 . 24.6 32.1-
Excellent 2.5 9.4
Mean | 3.19 3.47
Standard Deviation vive67 . .72
- N
Note. P = .0l. Eta squared;= .02. s

A
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Table 25
\

Percentage Distribution of Responses

Rating the Respondent's Ifpressign ot\ggg '
)(‘v : Cost of Tuition and FeesQ\v T
, i ‘
s Group ,
e Total Enrollee ~ Non-Enrollee.
Response - Value (N=335) “(Ns283) . (N=52)
Unsatisfactory 1 7.2 7.8 3.8
Below Average 2 11.9 12.7 1.7
Average EANK 41,2 39.6 50.0
Above Average 4 31.6 , 32.9 25.0
! Excellent .5 8.1 7.1 13.5
Mean . ‘ 3.21 3.19 3.37
Standard Deviation 1.00 1.01 ’ . »90
" ;
Note. P = .24, Eta squared = OiJ
\
t .
Table 26
Pefcentage Distribution of Responses
. _ Rating the Respondent's Impression of the
Availability of .Financial Aid ° '
i
v ) Group . /
' : . Total Enrollee Non-Enrollee
. Response Value (N=§?4) (N=275) . ~ (N=49)
Unsatisfactory 1 4.9 5.5 2.0
N Below Average 2 14.8 15.3 12.2
Average , 3 61.4 59.3 73.5
Above Average 4 15.1 16.0 10.2
™ Excellent 5 3.7 4.0 2.0
| Mean ", 2.98 ~ 2.98 2.98
L ~_Sfigggfd Deviation o .80 .83 .63

Note. P = ,99; Eta squaréd = 0.




‘ ;_*
Table 27 . Y G
. -~ o .
¢ Percentage Distribution of Responses
g ‘Rating the Respondent's Impression of the
Opportunities for Part-time Work
%
' Group )
. Total - Enrollee Non-Enrollee
7’\4 Response  ~  VaMde . (N=327) (N=278) O (N49)
. # ) ’ .'. : F
' Unsatisfactory 1 2.4 © 2.5 2.0
> . Below Average 2 10.1 10.4 8.2
Average 3 50.5 48.6 61.2
Above Avertge 4 27.5 27.7 26.5 ;
Excellent | 5 9.5 10.8 2.0
_ \ : ' -
: A
- Mean : : 3.32 ... 3.34 3.18
Standard Deviation =~ - = .87 .90 70
Note. P = .25. Eta squared = 0.
\ s " Table 28
y : : .
o Percentage. Distribution of Responses
“b Rating the Respondent's Impression of the
e : - Location of the Campus = (
, Group ‘
- .. Total Enrollee Non-Enrollee
Response, _ Value (N=336) (N=28g) - (N=54)
Unsatisfactory 1 2.1 . 1.8 3.7 ’/t
Below Average 2 7.1 6.4 ' 11.1
Average 3 /‘22.0 19.9 33.3
Above Average 4 + 39.0 39.4 37.0
g Excellent 5 29.8 32.6 14.8
Mean 3.87 3.95 3.48
Standard Deviation .99 ‘ .97 - 1.00 :
Note. P = 0. Fta squared = .03.
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4 sfable 29

o ~ Percentage Distributidg of Responses
Rating the Respondent's Impression of the
Social Climate and”Campus Activities

. Group
: . . Total - Enrollee Non-Enrollee
te Response Value (N=336) (N=283) (N=53)

Unsatisfactory 1 4.8 £ 3.8
Below Average 2 18.5 20,1 9.4
Average 3 33.9 - 33. 35.8
Above Average 4 29.8 29.7 30.2 .
Excellent 5 13.1 11.7 . 20.8
Mean ¢ 3.28 - 3.23 3.55
Standard Deviation 1.06 ' 1.06 1.05

Note. P = .05. Eta squared = .01,

Table 30 - Q\

Percentage Distribution of Responses

> ' Rating the Respondent's Impression of the
. . Availability of Housing
" ~ . Group | :
. ‘ § Total - Enrollee Non-EQrollee
Response . Value (N=328) (N=278) "~ (N=50) .
Unsatisfactory 1 7.9 7.9 8.0
Below Average’ 2 25.6 27.0 18.0
Average 3 50.6 50.0 54.0
Above ‘Average 4 12.8 ‘11.9 18.0
Excellent 5 3.0 3.2 2,0
]
\ ,
Mean o 2.77 2.76 » 2.88
Standard‘Deviation o .88 : .88 .87
Note. P = .36. Eta squared = 0. h \ .
; o - .




Table 31

-3 o
Percentage Distribution -of Responses \
Rating the Respondent's Impression of the

24

Standard Deviation .85 .84 .80

Campus Libraries 3
1Y
‘ ) Group
. . Total : Enrollee Non-Enrollee

Resddhse Value (N=333) (N=282) (N=51)

Unsatisfaétory 1 1.8 1.8 2.0

Below. Average =, 2 \g.o 3.2 2.0

Average ‘ 3 22.8 22.7 23.5

Abod*Average 3 43.8 . 43.0 43.1 )
__Excellent .5 - 28.5 28.4 29.4.

,. . . i R
Mean - . 3.94 1\ - 3.94 3.96 -
Standatd Deviation . .79 ' .80 .80

P4 o /
Note. P = .88. Eta squared = O. :
Table 32
Percentage Distribution of Responses
Rating the Respondent's.Impression of the.
" . Labs and Other Classroom Facilities
) Group
Total Enrollee - Non-Enrdllee
Response Value (N=331) (N=281) (N=50)
- . i : ’ !
Unsatisfactory 1 1.5 1.8 .0
Below Average 2 8.5 9.6 2.0
‘Average 3 45.0 47.3 32.0
- Above Average 4 34.1 32.7 -42.0
Excellent 5 10.9 - 8.5 24,0
Mean 3.44 3.37  3.88

Note. P = 0. Eta squared = .05.
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Table 33 .
Percentage Distribution of Responses -
Rating the Respondent's:Impression of the
Number of Students on Campus -
2 . Group |
} . Total . Enrollee Non-Enrollee
Response Value (N=333) (N=282) (N=51)
Unsatisfacfory 1 6.3 - 6.0 . 7.8
Beldw Average 2 12.9 12.4 15.7
. Average ‘ 3 16.2 16.0 17.6
. Above Average . 4 30.9 ° 30.5- 33.3
" Excellent 5 - 33.6 35.1 25.5
‘ , : : : ¥
Mean - S 3.73 ' 3.76 3,83
Standard Deviation 1.23 . l.22 1725
Note. P. = .21. Eta squared = 0.
N N ‘ Vi
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- Table 34
< : -
Results of Factor Analysis on Impression)Items -
4 : : ‘
» . J <
S ' : PERCENT OF
) LOADING . COMMON VARIANCE
Factor I: Overall Environment , ' . 54.0
Availability of houstng 7 .63
Social climate and campus activities . .57
Location of the campus ' A7
Labs and other classroom fac1]1t1es e W41
Campus libraries .39
Opportunities for part- t1me work .35
Number of students on campus . 33 . :
Subscale mean = 3.48 */,57 . .
- Factor 1I: Prestige = : n 21.7
Prestige of a U of M degree RO . .82,
Academic reputation NN L W72
Reputation of faCulty members : .45
. Subscale mean = 3.94 * .63 T
Factor III: Availability . 14.2° \
Variety of courses offéred v ~ .75
Availability of a part1cular program of "
. study ' .63
» - Campus libraries . : .41
Subscale mean = 4,18 * .60
. Factor IV: Affordibility : . : 10.2
Availability of financial aid - .61
Cost of tuition and fees .42
Opportunities for part-time work . 41
‘MWillingness to accept transfer credits ®.40
Location of the campus ’ . . W30

¢" Subscale mean = 3.36 % .58

Note. N = 305




-fable 35

, Percentage Distribution of uped ReSpbnses
Describing the Most Positive or Appealing Feature
of the University of Minnesota

L . o ‘ Group

» _ Total: - . Enrollee Non-Enrollee -
Response Grouping - (N=329) - (N=277) (N=52)
Quality/Prestige 35.9 . + 36.5 32,7
Number of Courses/Programs 22.2 . 21.3 26.9
Size . 20.4 .22.0 11.5
Location 5.8 5.1 9.6
Facilities 4.9 4.7 5.8
. Expense (low cost) 2.7 2.5 3.8
- Campus Atmosphere 2.1 2.5 0
Extra-curriculars 1.2 1.1 1.9
Miscellaneous 4.9 4.3 7.7

‘ Table ,36 ,
; . Percentége D1str1but10n of Grouped Responses . ) .
’ Descr1b1ng the Most Negative or Unappealing Feature
of the University of Minnesota )
N

— | ‘Y..
. , ‘ oL © Group _ .
' _ - Total ., . Enrollee Non-Enrollee
Response Grauping © (N=321) © (N=271) ~ (N=50)
A Impersonalness/S1ze - 46.7 46.1 50,0
_Red Tape 18.1 ' 19.9 8.0 .
Quallty 8.1 8.5 6.0
, . Expense (high cost) . 6.2 * 5,9 - 8.0
7 Transportation Problems - 3.7 4,1 * 2.0
Inadequate Housing 2,2 2.2 2.0
Location 1.9 1.1 6.0
Priorities - 1.9 ‘2.2 0
Advising/Guidance . 1.6 1.5 2.0
. Transfer Problems. 1.6 . A1 4,0 -
Lack-of Services 1.2 1.5 -0
Miscellaneous. 6.9 5.9 - 12.0
. .
¥
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Demogr;lhic Data S R -
i L
Insight into the nature of the respondents can be gained from their reports- of
their behavior and background characteristics. °‘Of the 57 reporting o
nonenrollees, 39 (68.4%) said that they did enroll at other colleges (Table 37).
Of these 39 persons, over half said that they were enrolled at colleges within
- Minnesota. The remainder’were divided -among the four adjacent states (12.8%), a
variety of colleges east of the Mississippi, (17.9%), and a variety of schools
i west of the Mississippi (15.4%). Whilte over two thirds said that they were
attending school, only one third of the nonenerollees said they had applied to a
college other than the University of Minnesota (Table 38). One likely explana-
“tion for this apparent contradiction is that a number of the nonenrollees may
have simply continued at their current school, or else took informal courses,
and thus did really "apply" to other schools. ' ‘ o]
. A ) ' .
_Among those who said they®were attending other schools, a majority, 57.5%, said-
' that they received some form of financial aid from the college they?were '

attending. A majority of these aid recipients said they were receiying loans,
- and over a third were receiving a scholarship or grant (Table 39).
This finding needs to be read together with the data on- how many students .
-applied for and received aid from the U of M (Table 40). The majority of those
¢ who did not enroll also did not apply for aid (61%).. An -important question
which cannot be answered from the data at. hand is. what were thé reasons for
their not applying. Did-they not need aid? Did they not kriow the University
. might offer aid? Or did they presume that they were not eligible for aid?

Further understanding of the respondents' behavior can be gained from their
reports of their incomes. , Non-enrollees reported higher incomes than.did
enrollees' (Table 41). Only 6.1% of the enrollees earned $10,000 or more per
year compared to 34.65 of the nonenrollees. The two groups did not differ, .7~
. howeverg in the size of their parents' incomes (Table 42). It might be.sdrmised
- from the¥e figures, that nonenrollees were more likely tq:be involved in
established jobs than were enrollees. They may.also have assumed that they
might not be eligible for financial aid at the University and thus-did not
apply. Given the-number receiving aid at other schools, this assumption may or
“may.not be valid. : _ . , e T

o , R
- Other noteworthy differences between enrollees and nonenrollees were in the . )
/ .number of previous college credits they had earned and in their previous grade o

point averages. Nonenrollees ®arned significantly more - credits in their prﬁ-
- -vious work: than did enrollees (Table 43). Ninety eight percent of the .
nonenrollees were transferring 84 or more credits, compared to only 36% of the
.enrollees. » At the same time, the previogﬁ college grade point averages of
nonenrollees were significantly lower than those of the enrollees (Table 44).

The pattern of the demographic data and reports of behavior suggest that
enrollees are likely to fit the mold of the “traditional" college student,
‘whereas many of the nonenrollees could be considered “"nontraditional." .The
nonenrollees are probably older {as indicated by the number of credits earned),
more likely to have an established job (as indicated by their incomes), and

= perhaps have a more difficylt time devoting themselves to their coursework (as
indicated by their ]oWer.Ggﬁ's).

o L | 36
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) )
. . : /
e : - Table 37 _
' \ B ' ;7> Percentage Distribution of States
Where Nonenrollees Attended College "j
(Instead of Attending the U:of M) :
, L ' " Percent Responding
Response - (n=39)
‘ - Minnesota . ;. 53.8
"North Dakota, South . .
v i o ‘-Dakota,'lowa wisconsin‘ 12.8
.All others east of the o .
. Mississippi - N 17.9 o f
= A11 others west of the '
M1ss1ss1pp1 _ 15,4
&
- d
T - . r 4 -
Table 38
. i : Percentage;D1str1but1on of Number of Colleges E
B y Other than the U of M that Respondents App11ed to . K
‘ L
. \
- Group
o o Total ) ‘Enrollee *"Non- Enro1Tee
Number Applied to (N 330) - (N=276) \ -(N=54)
0 7647 | 8l.6 66.7
21 - 16.4:., o 15,8 0 L2242
2 4.5 S - 4.5 . . 5.5
3 1 0,9 ,0.87 > 1.9
. ’:4.,‘." : - }‘\‘I“l .5 1.1 3.7
. ERE! 1 .
L"NT- . I e "
 Mean : 0.34 St 00430 .-0.54
' Standard Deviation 10474 0.69 - 0,97
Note. P = .04. Eta squere?.é,.dl.
‘ e -
' y” S S
LN / ‘ . 37 . -
Q .




_‘ ) Table 39
. Percentage D1str1but1on of Responses ’
Indicating Types of Financial Aid
Nonehrollees Received From College they Attended
S Percent Responding _—
Response : {n=40) el T
‘None - not rece1v1ng aid 22.5
Scholarsh1p/grant 37.5
S Loan oo 1 52.5 - , ' '
AL *Job,(asipart of aid) 20,0 "
" Note. Only those nonenrollees attending a college respended to
“this question.
Respondents were allowed to give more than one reponse
' S0 percentages total to more ‘than 100 percent. -
v F. ' -
. ) ‘ >
: Percentage DﬂStributﬂOn of Responses BT
_ , Indicatin Nhether Transfer-Applicants - o
et : + Applied.for Financial.Aid:at the U of M
A ‘ ¢/ - e T - Group
L ' . " Total , Enrollee . Non- Enrollee X
» ... -Response - - (N=334) .70 (N=280) (N=54) - .
Yes and I was. offered a1d ;33,2;i. 364 16,7 -
Yes. but I was not offered a1d721;3;} I 1S 22,2
o A LISV o6l
B . ‘ :




Ayt

Lo '7_};3’ Tab]e an
.;;,/// /." Percentage Distribut1on of Responses

~+ Giving the Respondent's Estimate
//J. = of Personal Income

°

: ' . Group et

Y Total . Enro]lee .~ "Non- Enrn]lee ,
Response e (N=335) . .. (N=280) _ (N 55)
';(f;; - f;,*f;?:'n\{xxJ:iu

T s
o2
R S A '
= .7 :

o)
o
. . )
pOOV~

S0t /54,999 .
. $5, 030 to $9,999
-~ $10,000 to $14 999
.. $15,000 to $19,999 .
- -77$20,000 to $24,999
i $25 000 and above

.ti‘h‘

L O

/ . : o ' . Table 425if

[ ' : Percentage D1str1put1on of Grouped Responses
‘ ' Giving the-Respondent's Estimate o
| . ~of Parents' Income , : e
T - = S ‘ ‘51“1};
/ ‘ ‘ : : ‘__'. ’ S Group -féF} : o
/ - ' Total - Enrollee Non-Enro]lee . 1
‘ / .+ Response Grouglng . .- (N=204) (N=168) , ,- (N=36) B
} ® s'f‘ i —// . . . Y "'".- '} ' - ‘ é"- |
R Below $10,000 to $19,999 20.2 . 20.8 S
e $20,000 to $39,999 AT
S $40,000 and above -« /30, _ 31.0 -~ " 30.6" )
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Table 43
A B Percentage D1str1but1on of Transfer Credits | iﬁff"
N - Ubon Appl1cat1on to the UofM ... RS
N . ) R ﬂ . j_.' : }
e

" Number of:Credits =+ (N

- B
N

Group : o
. Non- Enrollee .
- (N=49)

: F-:fhrbilee
(N-277)

12 to 83

e o o
U~ 0.

) 84 to 155 . ,
\ - More than 155 . - . )
- ., /\_ ” - R
Mean 78.8 }

Median R 78,
- -»tandard Deviation + 59,

. Nate. . AsSuming a normal' course lbad of 12 creths, the f1rst
:'grouping represents’ up to 6 quarters (or 2 years) ‘of 'Fulf-time
. coursework. The second category represents 7 to 12 quarters ofe
*full-time' coursework. :The third category represents more. than
‘12 quarters of coursework. 5 i . o R
: -:_;35;‘0. Eta squared = .04;- . . L S 3 o

) o . AP
PR .y . ) . <y
B " ‘_ , o e ]

BEEA S

Table 44

‘i ' | _ | “Percentage D1str1but1on of Transfer. GPA - .
Upon Appl1cat1on to the U ot‘M L o R

" . Group R o
. Total Enrol]ee Non-Enrollee 7"
o GPA . (N=325) 'N=276) (N=49)."
! 0.01 to 1.00 - 0.3 - 0.4 0
1.01 to 2.00.° 1.5 1.8 . 0 g
© 2,01 to 3.00: 50.8 50.7 51.0 -~ :
. 3.01 to 4.00 47.4 47,1 ° 49,0 , . "

. Mean oy 2.85‘

Median 2.94.° 2.94 2.91 :
Standard Deviation 0. 82h + » 0,72

’

o

sal

NOte. £ =' _002. " .,‘E

ta squared ,..02.

. . o
DL | S
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: ;§7Both Enrollees and Nonenrollees

g " DISCUSSION -
~_ 154

. The data from this study can help answer tuo'practﬁcal questions: How can the'
College of Liberal Arts attract the transfer students it now loses? and How can
CLA cont1nue to attract the stddents who now choose to enroll?

'Some answers to these questions can be«suggested;by developing a model of how

potential transfer students make decisions about the University. The main
pieces of data for constructing such a model® are the following: '

Enrollees . Nonenrollees
R -

811_applied only to UM . 67% were attending other schools

. 36% transferred more than 98% transferred more than 84 credits;

84 cred1ts

6% had personal 1ncomes of 35% had personal 1ncomes of $10000

$10000 or more: _ or more.

43% d1d not apply for a1d at - UM ! 61% did not apply for UM aid

36%40ffered aid at U of M e S 17% offered UM a1d e
..' ,‘“ ce :_ “¥é~ 58% rece1v1ng aid at other schools

More-likely to-have;ﬁeéhf

il Less likely to have been positively
positively influenced tdward

influenced toward U of M by

.. U of M by other people” L other people ,d*{"gﬁg

For both groups the the Un1vers1ty s main attractions were the qual1ty and
d1vers1ty of its programs. Its main detracting factors were its size and the
problems associated with that size (red' tape, housing, 1mpersonal treatment,

'large classes).

In form1ng att1tudes about how the U of M/CLA compares to other schools, the
most important factor was a general assessment of the campus environment,
including-)écation, housing, social climate, and numbers of students on campus.
The second most important factor was a prestige factor, including -the prest1ge
.of a UM degree and the reputat1ons of the University and its faculty. Lo

»The most 1mportant sources of 1nformat1on for forming att1tudes to inform the
enrollment decision were personal impressions, gained from personal visits to
the U of M and conversations with U of M representatives. The second most
important set of information sources were the printed materials--catalogs,

y%. brochures, and viewbooks. . (Because of ‘the nature of the questions’ and.analyses=

;a;these data may be more reflective of enrollees than nonenrollees)

ey . . . . .
e ) - 4
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fjA Model of the Dec1s1on Process

r'

'»The data on. the previous page fit tbgether into fa1r1y,cons1stent descr1pt1ons

t"of enrollees and nonenérollees. It seems likely that’'many. .of:.the nonenrollees

arg "non- -traditional® students--persons who are older, 'haye-had more: college
experience, and are employed in ongoing jobs. In contrast, the enrollees- are
more likely to be "traditional® students in the sense that they are younger,.
making. less . pney, and perhaps less comm1tted to other responsibilities -besides
schoolwork. Because of the regponse rates in the survey, assumptions about the
nature of the twe groupsdmay not be.-accurate. s. But assuming that the respondents
are fairly representat\ve, one: can construct a model of how student charac-
teristics interact with attitudes and information to determine the enrollment ,
decision. - The model would be along the following lines: '

Potential transfer students are initially attracted by the prestige, diversity,
and dominance of the University in the state of Minnesota. The Un1vers1ty s
catalogs .and brochures convey the basic information about these qualities and
generally reinforce the image of the Un1vers1ty ‘of Minnesota as an important,
prestigious university. In essence the status of the University puts it into ~
the' competition for the potential transfer student. .

Howeﬁer, once (he Un1vers1ty is 1n the:runn1ng, other factors become important.
These factors are likely to be the environmental ones identified in the factor
analyses and mentioned by the respondents in the open-end questions. They

... have to do~W1th arranging one's life to accomodate attending the University and
“3ufeel1ng comfortable once enrolled. Thus the decision about tranSferr1ng may

occur in two phases. In the first the individual sorts through options on the
.basis of quality, program availability, and reputation, using catalogs and
brochures as primary. information sources. Later, once.the field is defined, the
person begins to look at practical, environmental questions to determine the
feasibility. of attending. At this point campus visits and conversations with
people from the University become more important sources of information than do
printed materials. The critical questions become housing, finances, credit -
transfer, relocation, and job possibilities. : . '
For some applicants the answers £0 these questions about the University are
positive. They believe they will. be able to work out the logistics of attending
the University with comparat1ye1y few difficulties. They will also conclude
that the adyantages=of the size of the University (diversity, opportunity), -out-
weigh the d1sadvantages (coldness, red tape). In fact, for many of these stu-
dents the Un1ver§1ty may be the only school they cons1dered as a transfer
possibility (as is indicated by the.number of enrolleés who said that the
University was the only school they app11ed to). ~

For a number of otheroapplicants,'however, the answers to the logistical
questions-are negative. They find that they cannot afford to come to the
University, move to the Twin Cities, find reasonable housing, or g} e up a_
current job. -Some may also be discouraged by the size and impers ality of the
,1nst1tut1on, occas1onally directly portrayed through unrespons1ve treatment from
Un1vers1ty personnel
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It is likely that.many of the students who give negative answers to the
logistics-and climate questions-are non-traditional students, persons with more
respons1b111t1es and entanglements. - Those who have less trouble dealing with

. the practical issues of: transferring may be &raditional" younger students with
fewer respons1b1l1t1es. OHRE

Among the,nonenrollees, there is reason to suspect that their negative view of
the difficulties in transferring may not be well informed. One clue to this
possibility is the discrepancy between the number of students who said they
applied for financial aid at ‘the University and the number who said they were -
receiving aid at another school. Students may be making unverified assumpt1ons-
about their chances for aid at the Un1vers1ty.

The same may be the case with respect to other aspects of the University.
Although the data do not permit clear inferences on this point, many. of the
nonenrollees may not be getting accurate information about housing, job possi-
. ~ bilities, and the general climate of the institution. This could be because
fthey do not get enough first-hand, personal information about these charac-
' teristics.” They may not be able to visit the campus, talk with current stu-
, .dents, or talk with faculty about what the University is really like. -
.Consequently they may be operating on unjustified stereotypes about the dif-
ficulties associated with attending the University. . .

Imp]1cat1ons for change -

.The data suggest some definite ways to answer the two practical questions of how
to attract more transfer students and how to keep the ones whe-do plan to come.
First, the University should work to get potential students to personally visit
the campus and talk with current students and helpful staff and faculty. These
personal visits and conversations should stress the ways in which the University

- can be personalized and can help the student work.out practical problems in

. housing, finances, and-jobs. Some of suggestions from nonenrollees illustrate
this point. ' :

"Provide contact with a present student in the area of study transferring into."

"Stress availability of small social networks" ) ' | —

“Show more of the cultural acfivities (possibly with other universities), empha-
size high]academic grades and professors who spend a lot of time with students"”

If efforts are gade' to iJCrease personal contacts between potential transfer
students and University personnel it is important to make sure that these con-
tacts are _positive oée This has not always been the case, as noted by two of
the comments of nonenrollees : .

“Cut out red-tape: and run around for students. . Most helpers in service- type

jobs are ignorant about the University as a whole and make th1ngs very difficult
for information-seekers." .
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“. . when I ca]]ed regarding general 1nformat1on, the person [ spoke with was
less than enthusiastic. Keeping in mind that ‘we all have our days' I found it
difficult to separate an u leasant voice with an institution."

]

The impersonality of the i st1tut1on is a strong negative factor for all appli-
‘cants, and it must be activgly countered in order to persuade some applicants to
~attend.” Anything that reinfyrces the ?mpersonal image will definitely hurt.

It may not be possible ﬂg g1ve me applicants personal contacts with University
students and faculty. Communication with these persons may have fo be in priat
or through counselors at their current schools. There was some tendency among
the nonenrollees to cite counseler's advice as negative influences on their
attitudes about attending the Univesity. Cultivating better relations with
counselors in feeder colleges might y1eld some improvements in transfer
enrollments. - .

Some new efforts in publications might also help. Current publications were

- highly rated for their portrayal of the University's quality of education and.

diverse opportunities (although one dissenting student complained about their :
"uppity" tone). To a lesser extent, they also convey some of the opportun1ty to
have close personal exper1ences at the University.

However, publications might be able to do more to substitute for personal
sources of information. In particular they might give more information about
ways transfer students can cope with hous1ng, costs, and job opportun1t1es.
Th’s e “discussions should creat1vely discuss opportunities in asway that is
accurate but still actively combats the impression that the University does not
help students deal with the practical problems of studenthood. Some of these
discussions might be'especially targeted to the "non-traditional" student. At
the same time the University's publications might do more, especially in the
viewbook or transfer guide, to talk about opportun1t1es for personal contact
w1th faculty and other students.

»

In a sense, the Un1vers1ty does not have a "problem" with transfer students.
Most of the students who are accepted for transfer do enroll. Still, with the
prospect ‘of declining enrollments, it is .important for the Un1vers1ty ‘to make
. itself more attract1ve to potential transfer students."

Some of the things wh1ch dissuade transfer students are beyond the institution's .
control, but this study suggests that some applicants.may have an exaggerated
view of the University's weaknesses and.an inadequate understanding of its
strengths. . ) . ‘ “~
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA TRANSFER STUDENT STUDY: FINDING OUT
v . WHY STUDENTS DO AND DO NOT 'I'RANSI-'ER

Your Decisidn about the U of M. Our first interest is in what went into your
decision .about attending the University of Hinnesota. .

Q-1. What was the maih reason why you decided to enroll at the University of

Minnesota, last fall rather. than somevhere else? (Write in) -
—
Q-2. How did information from various sources. effect your . decision about \"

attending the University of Minnesota. (CLA)?

Please circle whether information from each source below increesed
vdecreased or had no effect on your desire to attend the U of M?

e

Your Desire to Attend U of M

¢ NO o
- EFFECT/ . et
.’ STRONGLY .. SLIGHTLY ~ DOESN'T SLIGHTLY .. STRONGLY. /- °
:;" INCREASED “INCREASED APPLY DECREASED * DECREASED . “ -

7 . et e . - ‘f.'-‘ . "i.l'._.; - ‘v ‘ . AR
a. University of Minnesota -'_,"{"g"}-;-" . RIS N R SR

- catalog. . . o ow el o1 I 2T R B (7j’
2 b. Uef M brochur;s/viewbook. . 1 2. Y 3 4 g _

c. U of M transfer guide (t ‘ . L ,
‘whvat credits: transfer . . . 1 2 3 4 -5

d. Advice from friends Uof M 1 2 3 - 4 5

e. A‘dvice from_:lf’lfdff‘lu alumi

(not Pﬂl‘entﬁ)-‘ e o o o o o o 1 .
f. Advice from parents. ... . . 1 2 3 4 o5 (12)
g. Advice from a counselor at : '
~ your previous college. . . . . 1 2 3 K S
hs Advice from faculty at your _ . o
_ previous college . . . . . . 1 2 3 4 : 5
1. Your own visits to the Uof M I 2 3 4 5
3. Conversations with U of M ' _
f‘culty. e o o o o o o o oo 1' 2 3 l‘ . ’ 5 :".

.chool L] L] . L] L] L L] L L] L . . 1 N 2 . ' 3 4 . ) 5 .

1. Conversations with U of M ‘ . '
admissions office. . . « . . - 1 2 ' 3 4 - -5 . (1P

1 k. Visits by U of M staff to your
-
‘g'a | _j" L . _ A S - Go on to page 2 =




The ggiversity 8 Imag_.' It would help our planning to know what image pros-
pective students have of the University of Minnesota.

Q-3. Pretend that you are rating colleges for a.college'guide. How would you
- rate the University of Minnesota (College of Liberal Arts)? =

Give the U of M'

5* Five stars if you think it's very much above average or
excellent in the area compared to other 4-year colleges you,
have consgdered or know about.
4* Four stars if it's above average.:
"3*% Three stars 1f it's about average compared to other schools. '
2* Two stars if it's-below average. R

1* Only one star if it's very much below averag_ or unsatisfactory
in this area. ° ‘ .

Don't worry if you don't know that much about the University of Minne-
sota.: We are interested in your impressions. (Circle ome rating for
each characteristic.) -

University of Minnesota

a. Academic reputation « « « . o o . e .. 5% 4% 3k _2*' 1* . (19)

b. Availability of a particular
program of Study. « « ¢ ¢« o ¢ ¢ o o o o Sk 4% 3k 2k 1%

c. Variety of courses offered. . . . . . . 5% 4% 3% 2% 1%
d. Reputation of faculty members . . . . . 5% 4% 3% 2% 1%
e. Prestige of a Uof Mdegree . . . . . . 5% 4k 3% 2% 1%

~»
'f. Willingness to_accept trapsfer credits. 5* "4* 3% 2% 1% _(2“)
. g8 -lege entrance req&drements_. .« o e .‘5* 4% 3x 2% 1% l

h. Cost of tuition and fees. . . « . . « . 5% 4% 3% 2% 1%

1. Availability of financial aid . . . . & Sk 4% 3% 2% 1%

J. Opportunities for part-time work. . . . 5% 4% 3% 2%k 1

k. Location of the campus. . « . . . e .. 5k 4% 3% 2% 1% (29)
1. Social climate and campus activities. . 5% 4% 3% 2% 1%

m. Availability of housing . . . . e e e o 5% 4% 3% 2% 1k

n. Campus lihraries. e L 3 :t: 2% 1% ¢

o. iabs and other classroom facilities . 5.5*_ 4G 3% 2% 1% (33)

p. Number of students on campuS. . . . . « 5% 4% 3%k 2% 1% .

-

"Go on to page 3 —o-
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Q-4. What do yOu see as. the most positive or appealing feature of the University

of Minnesota? (Write in)

§

L | T (35-36)
- : \

. Q=5. What do you(see as the University 8. most negative or unsppealing feature?

(Write in)

(37-38) *

4

(skip 39)

if you had it to do over again, would you attend the University of Minnesota’
(Circle one) . ,

. .- 1 YES ' ) . (w0
Caw
L3 DON'T KNOW, -

-bf‘- Background. For our planning, we' ould like to know a bit more about the.charac-
. teristics of transfer students who do or do not.come. to ﬂhg University

Q7.

Q8.

Q9.

£

Whensyou applied to transfer to the’ University of Minnesota, what other

colleges did you apply to? (Write in names. Write “none" if U of M was 2
only one.)

1. - -‘,;&é\ . o _ (W1-kk)

N Al — .
2. ) l) ‘ ‘ .
. o . 5 ] ‘\ ) .
Were you offered financial aid by any of these colleges’
: {1 YES ’_;‘ o ‘ : ‘.("5),
B | 2 NQ e |

(Skup h6 51)

(52) '

“Go on to last page ——



: Q-lb. What would you estimite ydur personél income to ﬁa}re been this past. year'.: A
e (Circle one) '

0-$4,999
$5,000-$9,999 -
$10,000-$14,999
$15,000-$19,999 | b
$20,000-$24,999 .
$25,000 AND ABOVE - N

. (53)

N W N

)

. : B X
Q@-1L What would you estimate the combined income of your parents or guardians/ to
have been this past year? (Circle one)’

BELOW $10,000- , C 0 (5k)
$10,000-§14,999 . - W/ :
$15,000-$19,999 A
$20,000-$24,999 .
$25,000-$29,999
$30,000-$39,999 -
1$40,000-$49,999 : | . _
$50,000-$59,999 - o o
$60,000-$69,999 '
110 ¥$70,000 AND ABOVE
11 NOT APPLICABLE-PARENTS DECEASED ~

‘ . . ~ NOT APPLICABLE--MY PARENTS DO 'NOT CONTRIBUTE
W P o TO MY EXPENSE QR DECLARE ME AS AN 'EXEMPTION
: o7 ON THEIR INCOME TAX :

S

O LN oUn S W N

[
o

[
nN

L

:_J"gve any suggestions on how the University of Minneq‘ta (CLA) could
: __;f"imore attractive to transfer students? ’ s

e _ (55-56

Thanks. -
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: @ UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA . Office of Admissioﬁs ‘and' Records E

TWIN CITIES Williamson Hall ,
: : - | 231 Pillsbury Drive S.E. ~
_ i : - . N Minneapolis. Minnesota 55455 . .
, : UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOIA TRANSFER STUDENT STUDY: FINDING OUT :

- WHY STUDENTS DO AND DO NOT TRANSFER

"Your Decision about the U of M. Our éirst interest is in what went into your
~decision about attending the University of H:Lnngsota, .
Q-1. What was the main reason you did not enroll at the University of Minnesota

(College of Liberal Arts) last fall” ‘Write in)

~—

\(5-6

4 — : ~ - — = ———— e B

N

Q2. How did information from various sources affect your Necigion about
attending the University of Minnesota (CLA)?

ape. ) ‘.*_A afign Ca—

Please circle whether information from each source below increased,

decreased, or had no effect on y*our desire to attend the U of M? -
:;»,-,,_‘ | ‘ . ' Your Desire to Attend U of M 2
EFFECT/

STRONGLY  SLIGHTLY BOESN'T SLIGHTLY STRONGLY |
'INCREASED INCREASED .APPLY  DECREASED DECREASED

a. University of Minnesota

Catalog. « o « o o o o o o%a 1 2 3 5 19
b. U of M brochures/viewbook. . =~ 1 2 i 4 .5
-, €« U of M transfer 'guicie (tells ’ :
\ - what ctedits transfer) . . . 1 2 . 3. 4 5
d. Advice from friends at U of M 1l \ 2 o 3 B - |
e. Advice from U of M alummi ‘ L
(not Parents) e s s s s e e 1 : ; ‘5. ' ,
£f. _Advice from parents. . . ... 1 2 3 5 (12
' g. Advice from a counselor at - ' : . '
. your previgus college. . . . 1. -2 3 4 o 5
h. Advice from faculty at. your . ‘ - o
previoug college . . . . . . ) DI J 2 3 4 _ 5
S ' o N : T : '
-4, Your own visits to the U of M 1 - 2 3 . & 5
j. Conversations with U of M - - ' ' o :
f'culty L] . .l. L] L] . . .- '. . . . 1 T 2 . 3 4 5 !
k. Visits by'U of M staff to your T _
..:hool ® s o s o s s e -~- . 1‘ 2 ’ 3 ‘ . 4 . 5
l.i"-Copvcrutiom vith U of M o R , S -
"‘Qan!u;l,om qfficc. c v e ae ) 2 .3 4 _ '5 (
Q@ W sl el T "~ Go on to page 2 ——e

R e e
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s : ) . : ’ ) .
‘-«° . L]

' 'The University's Image. . It would help our planning to know what image pros-
» pective students have of the University of Minnesota.

Q-3. Pretend that you are rating colleges for a college guide. " How vould you
rate the University of Minnesota (College of Liberal Arts)’ . =

Give the U of M: N J - : SR h
5* Five stars if you think it's very much above averag_ or
excéllent in the area compared to other A-year colleges you
- have considered or know about.
4* Four stars 1f it's above average. :
3% Three stars if it's> about average compared to other schools. .
¢ 2* Two stars if it's below averag§ S S

1* Only ome star if it's vi s gz much below averag_ or unsatisfactory
in this atea. - g .

]

i

Don' t worry if you don t know that much about the University ‘of Minne-
sota. We are interested in your impressions. (Circle-one rating for
each characteristic. ) to

University of“Minnesota,

!

- T
b. -Availability of a particular B v
: progrm Of ltud}'. . o" L] e .o o L] [ e . o L] 5* ‘* 3* 2* 1*

c. »Variety of courses offered. . . . . . . 5% CA% 3% 2% 1s

d. . Reputation of faculty members . . . . . 5% 4% 3% 2% 1%

e. Prestige of a Uof Mdegree . . . . . . 5% 4% 3% 2% 1«
f. Willingness to accept transfer credits. 5* 4% * 2 l: ! (24)
. 8. College entrance requirements . . . . . 5%  4* 3% 2% 1
" h Cost of tuition and fees. . . . . . . . 5% 4% 3% 2% 1x
1. Availability of financial aid . . . . . 5% 4% 3% 2% 1%
j. Opportunities for part-time work. . . . 5% 4* 3% 2% 1k
k. Locatfon of the campus. . . . . . . . . 5% 4% - 3% 2% 1a ° . (29) .
1. Socilal climate and campus aotivities.—. Sk 4% 3% 2% 1x
m. Availability of housing . . « . « « . .- 5% at C 3% 2% 1%

-( n.- c‘mu 1ibraries. L] .‘ L] [ L] .‘ Y L] L] L] L] 5*' 4*' 3* l 2* 1* ; -

Yoa oo

6. Labs and other clhssrocm factlicies . . 5% 4% 3% 2% 1% (33)
p. Number of students on campua. s e e o o 5% 4% 3% 2% 1%

o , o . Go on_to page 3 ———p=
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Cay

'QI-'-'o..' Hhat do you see as the noat positive or appealing) fea|ture of the . :f
' University of H.inneaota"‘ (write in) o

L (3536)

Q-5 What do you see as the UniVeraity s most negative or unappealing feature? (Vrite i“)
' . . - LS ) - ' " (37 38)

] ‘. . PR
- . e . . m. :
-~ R " .. > . Fu iy T

' Q6. Do you plan to attend the University of Minnesota in the future? (Circle one)

A | 1 YES _ - (39)
N . 2w | LS o
’ . 3 DON'T KNOW . R :
. R : L Co e (skip 40)
Background. A For our planning. ve would like go l:now a bit more about the rtharac- ,

(

‘teristics of transfer atudents who do or do not’ come to the University. (
er

Q-7. VWhen you applied to transfer to the University of Minnesota,’ what ot

. colleges did you agplz to? (Write in names. Write "none" 1‘.{ U of M was only.»one.) o
’ 1. 3. . (41 -ts)
2. / ) . “.e - ) ‘ B ) ' N
Q-8. Did you attend college this past year?. ' LT (4s) -
1 YES—sWhat college" - L (46)
| l If NO, ~|e—2 10 - : (Write in name) -
. » . Skip to Q-lO B | ’ o - (Sklp h-v)

AN

‘Q=9. What types of financial aid did you receive from the college you attended‘ ('48 Sl)
this past. year"( (Circle all you have received)

. 1 NONE — NOT RECEIVING AID | B
. | . 2 SCHOLARSHIP/GRANT- L .
3 LOAN c : A
S 4 JOB (AS PART OF;AID PACKAGE) |
'Q=10. When yc& applied for admiss:l,on to the University ‘of . Hinnesota. did you (52)
also apply for financial aid? (Circle one) _ ) o = L
1 YES, AND I WAS OFFERED AID. “
' / 2 YES, BUT I WAS NOT OFFERED AID." o
3 N




e , L : Seo o L

Q-11. Wha: would you estimate yout petsonal income to have been this past yeat’
(Citcle one) : : :

o e 2 1 0-$4,999
Al o 72 $5,000-$9,999 R K
| 3 $10,000-$14,999 Tt e
LTNE % $15,000-$19,999 B A
S . ST |
6

$20,000-$24,999

- $25,000 AND ABOVE B
' 'Q;¥2}2 wha: w0uld you estimate the combined income of your’ patencs or guatdians to_,
. ",~ have been :his past year? (Circle one) - . '
B 1: BELOW $10, ooo N
. oo 27 .810,000-514,999 o e L
. i sTsisicdossie,eee o b TR
e L 4 $20,0004524;999 ., . gy
o S U577$25000-§29,999 s e I
| -i'gi ‘ 3Q.0007$39.999 ‘ o “ 'f  i 5;‘fh{f!

T .. 7 $40,000-549,999
\ o w8 $50,000-$59,999 -
9 $60,000-569,999. -
10 $70,000 AND ABOVE e
{11 NOT APPLICABLE--PARENTS DECEASED,

. - 12 NOT APPLICABLE--MY PARENTS DO NO} couraznura
. L - | ,T0 MY EXPENSE OR DECLARE ME AS ~,_zxznrrlon
- ' . ,’dN-Tnsxn INCOME TAX SR :

Q-13. ou have -any suggestiions on’ how the Univetsicy of Hinnesoca (CLA) could
ﬁ_ make‘i:selr more ac:ta tive to transfer students? p

(55-56)

Thanst .
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