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A

HEIGHUIGHTS

This is a report of the findings of 20 cooperating institutions of higher
education in a study of students who entered -as freshmen in the fall of
1956 and the fall of 1957 and of students at all undergraduate levels
enrolled during the academic year 1956-57. The 20 institutions in the
study are not to be considered representative of the more than 2,000
colleges and universities in the United States, nor can the students involved ~
be considered to represent all college students. The findings do represent
the diligent efforts of a few institutions to study in depth sclected facets of
college life about which too little is known.

Students file 2 mean of 3.2 applications for admission to college. The
colleges approve about 62 percent of the applicants for admission without
condition. Approximately 85 percent of the admitted applicants enroll
in some institution of higher education the same vear they apply-

A distribution which includes the total amounts paid by individuals
as application fees yields a median payment of $§12.00, whereas a distribu-
tion which includes only those individuals who paid such fees yields a
median payment of $23.00. There are indications that application fees
do not tend to reduce the number of applications filed per applicant.

About two-thirds of the nearly 15 percent of students admitted to college
for the first time who do not enroll in any college attribute non-enrollment
to financial factors. More than one-fifth of those who fail to enroll report
no further interest in attending college.

Among the reasons students give for their choice of institution, scholastic
standing ranks first, followed by scholarship assistance, lower costs, and
curricular offerings.

More than 45 percent of the dropouts from the 20 colleges attsibute their
withdrawal to academic difficulties. _Specifically, poor grades account for
almost one-fourth of the attrition. Health and farnily reasons (including
marriage) rank second, and fnancial factors, third. Many students receiv-
ing college schoiarship awards become dropouts. particularly in institutions
under private controi.

Both active students and dropouts depend more heavily on the family
than on any other source for funds to defray college expenses. The mean
percent of college-going expenses defrayed from personal savings by active
students is 20 and by dropouts, 23.

More than 45 percent of undergraduate students are employed during
the academic year. The mean number, of hours worked per week by those
who work is 18. There is a positive relationship between the size of the
community in which a college is located and opportunities for student
self-help through earnings while in college.

College attendance is not restricted to children of high-income families
More than one-feurth of the students estimate their family incomes at levels
below the national median.
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FOREWORD

This study springs from ore undertaken in the fall of 1950 to find
answers to the questions: Who goes to college? Who doesn’t? Why?

That study, based on samples of the classes entzring 147 colleges and
universities in 1950, was published in 1958. Entitled Retention and With-
drawal of College Students,' it demonstrated a complexity of causes for
college dropout so great that even before it was published the Office of
Education began the present study, which explores not only these causes
of dropout but also the causes of a related problem—failure of high school
graduates to enroll in institutions of higher education which have ac-
cepted them.

For the present report, 20 of the 147 colleges and universities studied
earlier were selected for re-study in greater depth. Under Cooperative
Research Program contracts with the Office of Education, each institution
probed the individual reasons for not enroiling given by students who had
been admitted, the factors contributing to the discontinuance of students
who had registered, and the attitudes of enrolled students toward condi-
tions on the campus. They identified the relationships between student
decisions and institutional policies and procedures.

The 20-college study covered students who entered as freshmen in the
fall of 1956 and the fall of 1957 and all undergraduates enrolled during
the academic year 1956-57.

As investigations proceeded on the 20 campuses— and even later,
through 1964, while data from the 20-college study were being processed
and analyzed — the Office of Education was followiny aumerous other
studies covering one or more of the same areas covered by the 20-college
study. These other studies, while not always on the same basis as the Office
of Education project, were frund to produce findings paralleling it to a
remarkable degree.

Taken together, the 20-coliege study and the other studies furnish cur-
rent reading on the thinking of college applicants, registrants, and drop-
outs as it has been observed over a period of more than eight years.

This study has value for all citizens with a direct interest in who attends
college, who does not, and why. It has major implications for parents and
prospective college students; for high school and ccllege counselors; for
faculties and for those who administer or govern colleges; and for legis-
lators and others who provide financial support for higher education. All
of these groups, along with professional students of higher education, are
indebted to the institutions and individuals who participated in the study
on which this report is based.

31 By R. E. Iffert. Bulletin 1958. No. 1. Washington : U.S. Government Printing Office, 1957.
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This study was financed in part by an Office of Education Cooperative
Research contract of $75,000 which was allocated among the 20 participat-
ing institutions, and by funds and services contributed by these institutions.
The report would not have been possible without the cooperation of
thousands of students whe provided the basic information, and of hun-
dreds of professional and clerical workers in the 20 cooperating colleges
and universities who labored to assemble the data and prepare institutional
reports.

Meritorious service was rendered by Eleanor Dolan of the American
Association of University Women and Alien Jones of the Montgomery
Junior College in reviewing institutional reports and extracting descrip-
tive information.

In the interest of economy, suminaries of the institutional reports are
not published as a part of this volume, as was originally planned. A copy
of each summary is on file in the Division of Educational Organization
and Administration and in the Divisior of Educziional Rescarch of the
Office of Education, and they may be consulted by research workers
interested in the detailed case studies.

R. Omix CORNETT,
Directer, Division of Educational
Organization and Admsinistration.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The model representing the status of higher education in the United
States today is drastically different from that for a generation 2go, and
will not suffice for the next generation. The percentage of youth who
graduate from high school is increasing and the percentage of high school
graduates who seek admission to college is also increasing. College enroll-
ments represent a wider range both in age and ability. Efforts of the
higher education community to provide staff and facilities to meet the
demands have been only partly successful.

High on the list of measures being taken to husband resources is
improvement in the methods and standards of college student selection.
The operation is complicated by the fact that the student, with or without
the influence of parents and counselors, selects the institutions to which he
or she applies and eventually selects the one institution among te two or
more which may grant admission. The institution is thus placed in double
jeopardy because it cannot select either its applicants or its admittants.
It is, in effect, limited to selection among its applicants. The characteriza-
tion of a college or university as highly selective is highly ambiguous.

Numerous institutions of higher education hav= made, and are making,
analytical studies of their records of student applications, entrants, and
dropouts, but because uniform definitions and procedures are not followed
it is not possible to make interirstitutional comparisons. To the uninitiated,
it may appear to be a simple task to arrive at a consensus on what consti-
tutes an application for admission to college. Institutional procedures and
practices vary from the requirement that the student first obtain permission
to apply, to the enrollment of students whose first contact with the institu-
tion is on registration day. Differences in practices and policies complicate
the derivation of a definition of an enrollee. Universal acceptance of 2
viable definition of a dropout is yet to be attained. Students of exceptional
ability who discontinue their education after completing a liberal arts pro-
gram are often more properly classifiable as dropouts than students of
limited academic ability who accept employment with on-the-job training
opportunities after one or two years of college attendance.

Only when conflicting practices and philosophies have been resolved
and common terminology has been accepted and uniformly observed can
comparable data be assembled. Recognition of this necessity prompted 20
colleges and universities in cooperation with the American Association of
Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers and the U.S. Office of Edu-

1
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2 COLLEGE APPLICANTS, ENTRANTS, DRCPOUTS

cation to launch a cooperative study in which uniform definitions would
be developed and used in the enum-ration of experiences with applications,
admissions, enrollments and dropouis. Twenty mstitutions, 10 publicly and
10 privately controlled 4-year colleges and universities, participated in this
cooperative study. The tollowing operating definitions were adopted by
mutual agreement.

1. An applicant is a prospective student who has filed, in proper form,
an application for admission to the class entering at a specified time as 2
first-time-in-any-college student in one of the undergraduate schools,
colleges, or departments of a specific institution. He must have submitted,
or caused to be submitted, certificates, credentials, and deposits as required
by the institution to permit a firm determination regarding eligibility for
admission. Advanced standing or transfer applications are not included.

2. An admission is an applicant to whom the institution has issued an
official notification of acceptance, admission, or invitation to enroll,
including those admitted conditionally or on probation. A student who
could have enrolled on an earlier date because of prior admission should
be included if re-application was not required. Prior admission does rot
count if re-application and re-admission are required.

3. A registrant must qualify as an admission, must be formally enrolled,
must have paid or arranged for payment of tuition, fees, deposits and other
prescribed charges, and must have necessary credentials for admission to
classes.

4. A no-show is an admitted applicant who does not register and who
has not informed the institution of no intent to do so in time to permit
the institution to arrange other admissions.

5. An active student is a registered undergraduate in attendance, part-
time or full-time, during the period of study. ,

6. A dropout, for the purposes of this study, is any undergraduate
registrant who withdraws, voluntarily, or involuntarily, from the institu-
tion during the academic year. Transfers from one school or program to
another within the institutions are not counted as dropouts. A student
who is granted an official leave of absence but is not currently enrolled
is counted as a dropout.

The general observance of those definitions has made it possible to
combine and to compare the data for the 20 participating institutions.
It is also possible to compare the data in certain areas with those assembled
in the longitudinal study of students entering higher education in 1950.
This study, reported in a bulletin entitled Retention and Withdrawal of
College Students in 1958, included the 20 institutions in the present study
among the sample of 147 that were selected to represent the universe of
undergraduate higher education in the United States.

The primary objectives which the 20 cooperating institutions set for
themselves were: ®

1]



INTRODUCTION 3

1. To determine the number of applications for admission filed per
applicant; the number of applicants admitted, and the number of admitted
applicants who registered;

2. To study the factors associated with the failure of admitted appli-
cants to register;

3. To examine the influence of academic, financial and other factors
upon persistence in college.

Each institution collected info:mation, analyzed the data, and submitted
reports of its findings in the following areas:

(1) Numerical tabulations of applications, admissions, and registrations
of first-time students in the fall of 1956 and 1957, involving approximately
100,000 applications among the 20 colleges.

(2) Investigation of the reasons why “no-shows,” students who were
approved for admission but did not enroll in the study institutions, entered
other institutions or did not enroll at any institution. Special attention was
given to the impact of economic factors and to the academic promise of
this group, as measured by high school and placement test standing.
Approximately 7,600 students furnished detailed information.

(3) Inquiry into the reasons for dropout of 2,000 students from the 4
undergraduate classes during the 1956-37 academic year, with emphasis
on the importance of college experiences and of financial factors in the
decision to withdraw.

(4) Investigation of a sample of 11,000 active students from the 4
classes during the 1956-57 academic year, for the purpose of ascertaining
the relative influence of academic status, economic status, and personal
experiences on the persistence pattern.

Because funds were being provided to defray part of the cost to the
institution in the 20—college study, it was agreed that primary data would
be assembled by each institution and submitted to the Office of Education
in tabular form. Inevitably, the ratural tendency of institutions of higher
education to be individualistic interfered at times with the establishment
of uniform procedures. For example, not all institutions made the same
basic cross-tabulations. This deficiency is reflected in the summary report
which leaves many questions unanswered because of insufficiert compara-
tive data in some areas. Similar difficulties arose in arriving at universally
applicable definitions of “no-shows” and “applicants for admission.”

Compromises in the interest of usefulness have made it impossible to
maintain absolute consistency in the numbers of cases appearing in the
several tables. Variability in item response combined with variability in
institutional coverage account for a great majority of the apparent discrep-
ancies. One institution, prior to the initiation of the cooperative study, had
sent questionnaires similar to those developed for the 20—college study and,
at the time, it was believed that the results would be sufficiently comparable

ciy
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4 COLLEGE APPLICANTS, ENTRANTS, DROPOUTS

to permit their use. Integration with the group study was possible in only
a very limited number of items. Another institution was unable to carry
the study through to its conclusion and reported only part of the data.

A further point that should be noted is that quantitative differences
which are described as significant in this report have been tested statisti-
cally and the probabilities are that, in 100 repeated measurements, the
greater would become the smaller no more than 5 times. Since the institu-
tions concerned in this study were noi 2 probability sample of higher
educational institutions or of any subgroup having specified characteristics
(e.g., public or private), the representativeness of the findings is uncertair
even where differences are found to be statistically significant.

The limitations are reported here not to detract from the value of the
study but to enable the reader to understand the repeated warnings against
universal application. The data reflect the exisience of wide diversity
among institutions of higher education in the character and scope of the
problems with which they contend in the recruitment and retention of
students. These are pressing problems now, atd will continue to defy final
solution, but the 20 colleges have dene some pioneering work toward
resolving 2 number of the issues.

12



Chapter 2

Applications, Admissions, and Registrations

The strategists in the college admissions corps are greatly concerned
about the problems of under- and over-admission of prospective students.
They must send letters of acceptance to more applicants than thelr instruc-
tional and housing facilities can accommodate. Multiple applications and
multiple admissions make gamblers of admissions officers. Players of the
game can reduce, but not eliminate, the risks. Until the system is changed,
there will be too manv no-shows in some institutions and too few In others
with resulting wastes and inefficiencies which are in part responsible for
the rising costs of higher education.

To reduce the risks, strategists must give more attention to measures
designed to get the right students into college, and into the right college.
The irdividual institution must decide what students it wants and how it
will attract them. To do this, a college must use its accumulated experience
and information as the bases for its decisions. However, experience of
other schools, such as this study presents, is valuable because it clarifies
the problems and suggests some solutions.

The 20 cooperating institutions furnished information on the number
of applications received for admission as first-time college students, the
number approved for admission, and the number of registrations during
1956 and 1957. No-shows — admitted applicants who did not enroll —
received an inquiry from the participating institution or institutions in
which they did not enroll. Some of the institutions in the study, depending
on size as measured by iotal undergraduate enrollment, requested informa-
tion from all of the no-shows; others, from only a sample. Hence, any
attempt to expand the figures to represent regional or national dimensions
would be extremely hazardous. Table I shows, for 1956 and 1957, a sum-
mary of the total numbers applying, the numbers and percentages of
applicants admitted, and the numbers and percentages of those admitted
who registered in the year they were admitted.

The data suggest that the transition from high school graduation to
college registration is not without its casualties. There are more high school
graduates than college applicants, more applications than applicants, more
applicants than admissions, more admissions than registrations, and more
registrations than college graduations. This generalization is well known,
but the magnitude of losses at the several levels is not. Of nearly 50,000
applicants for admission to the 20 colleges in the fall of 1956, 30,504, or
61.1 percent, were admitted. Of that number, 21,780, or 71.4 percent,

5
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6 COLLEGE APPLICANTS, ENTRANTS, DROPOUTS

TaBLE 1.— Number and percent of applications, admissions, and
registrations, by institutional control: Fall 1956 and 1957

Item 1956 1957
Total number applications received ........cecseeeceenees 49,936 51,873
Public . 21,672 29,919
Private 22,264 21,954
Total number applicants admitted 30,504 32,947
Public 20,649 22,992
Private 9,855 9,955
Percent of applicants admitted 6l.1 63.5
Public 746 768
Private 443 453
Total number admitted applicants registered ......... 21,780 22,585
Public 15,198 15,737
Private 6,582 6,848
Percent of admitted applicants registered -...coeeeee 14 68.7
Public 73.6 68.5
Private 66.8 68.8
Percent of total applicants registered ......coceeeeeee- 43.6 43.5
PUDBLIC  coeocmemecesanemnmmenmsssansanarasemseaanamsssssnaneasansa=ossas 54.9 52.6
Private .. 29.6 31.2

NOTE: Where one of a pair of percentages is underlined, the difference between the cor-
responding percentages by years is statistically sigpificant at the 0.05 level

registered in the institutions which reported the admission. Institutions
under public control admitted about three-fourths of those who applied;
privately controlled institutions admitted considerably fewer than half of
theis applicants. About three-fourths of those admitted to public institu-
tions and about two-thirds of those admitted to private institutions reg-
istered. The difference between the percentages of applicants admitted by
publicly versus privately controlled institutions was significant for each
year. The percentage of admitted applicants who registered in 1956 in
publicly controlled institutions was significantly higher than the corre-
sponding percentage for privately controlled institutions; the difference
between these percentages in 1957 was not significant.

For the 2-year period, the 20 institutions received 101,809 applications,
admitted 63,451 applicants, and registered 44365 admittants. One thous-
and applicaticns (assuming that no applicant filed more than one applica-
tion with these institutions) resulted in 632 admissions and 436 enrollments.
Twenty-six admittants, 14 percent of the 187 admittants who did not
register at any of the 20 colleges, did not enroll in any other college, Thus,
161 enrolled elsewherse. This number plus 436 who registered in the 20
institutions makes a total of 597 per 1,000 applicants who entered college.

ERIC 14
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APPLICATIONS, ADMISSIONS, AND REGISTRATIONS 7

It is apparent that these ratios cannot be used to represent the national
scene because. for the decade ending in 1963, the ratio of first-time college
registrations per 1,000 high school graduations was 550. To maintain
nationally the ratios found for the 20 colleges and universities would
require that either (1) 99 percent of all the applicants be admitted, or
(2) that 79 percent of all high school graduates apply for admission to
college. The calculation would be much simpler if the one-applicant-one-
application situation prevailed.

Institutional analysis of applicant-application ratios as ‘well as applicant-
admission and admission-registration ratios will be helpful in the multiple
application game that higher educational institutions generally are forced
to play. The mean number of applications required to produce 1 enroll-
ment in the 20 institutions during the years covered by this study was 2.3.
In 1962 a College Entrance Examination Board study! reported that 3
applications produced 1 freshman enroilee in 270 colleges in 1961 as
compared with 2.6 in 213 colleges in 1957. In terms of admitted appli-
cants, the information obtained from the schools surveyed in 1957 and
1961 revealed that a2 mean of 1.7 students had to be admitted to result in
1 enroliment. The corresponding mean for the 20 colleges was 1.5 for the
2-years, 1956 and 1957. The 1962 report stated that “Of all the ratios,
this one has changed least since 1957.7%

Information on the number of applications filed per applicant was
obtained from 2 40 percent sample of the no-shows. The mean number
of applications filed per no-show applicart was 3.28 in 1956 and 3.21 in
1957. No-shows at publicly controlled institutions filed 2 median of 2.93
applications in 1956 and 2.94 in 1957; at privately controlled institutions
the medians were 4.11 in 1956 and 4.07 in 1957. The mean number of
applications filed by no-shows in the 20 institutions for the 2 years
was 3.24.

The 20-college study did not attempt to uncover factors which deter-
mined the number of applications filed by each student. Marsachusetts
Institute of Technology noted that multiple applications are often stimu-
lated by . ..a high degree of uncertainty on the part of the student as
to his chances for admission to a college.” Whatever the causes, they are
probably multiple. Desire and determination of the student and/or his
parents, and/or his high school counselor, and/or a college recruiter may
influence the number of applications a student files. The “closing-college-
door” emphasis in the general publicity on college admissions may aggra-
vate insecurity and uncertainty. Some students apply to prestige institu-
tions with no intention of enrolling but merely to acquire the status symbol
which admission would confer. These same students also apply to one or
more “insurance” institutions in addition to the institution of their first
choice.

Faced with the multiple applications problem, can the gambling ad-

1 Ann K. Pasanella. 4 Repcrt on a Survey of Admission Statistics. 1957 and 1961, College
Entrance Examination Board, 475 Riverside Drive, New York, N.Y. September 1962. p. 1-2.
2 Ibid., p. 2.
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8 COLLEGE APPLICANTS, ENTRANTS, DROPOUTS

missions officers reasonably predict their successes? In the 20 institutions,
a high degree of consistency in rank order of percent of applicants ad-
mitted, of admittants registered, and of applicants registered in the two
years is apparent (table 2). This consistency suggests that an individual
institution should be able to make a reasonable estimate of the size of
its freshman class. Later studies, although based on averages for several
institutions, show similar consistencies. The 1962 report of the College
Entrance Examination Board survey of colleges in 1957 and 1961 stated
that the freshman enrollment generally turned out as the admissions offices
expected. Since the “Expectation Ratio” consisted of averages, what may
have been serious cases of over- or under-enrollment for some specific col-
leges could not be identified.® In 1963, the University of the State of
New York reported application, admission, and registration figures from
the institutions of higher education in the State for the 1958 through 1962
period; again, the notable characteristic of the figures, for public and for
private institutions, was stability from year to year.*

At the botrom of table 2 are comparisons of the experience of multi-
purpose universities with those of primarily single-purpose institutions,
such as teachers colleges and technological institutes. The single-purpose
institutions, under both types of control and in both years, had a higher
admission rate and a higher percentage yield of registrations from their
applications than did the multipurpose universities. In both years the
private single-purpose institutions had a lower registration rate than did
the private multipurpose institutions, but the public single-purpose univer-
sities had a higher registration rate than did the public multipurpose insti-
tutions.

In both 1956 and 1957 the correlation between the percentage of ap-
plicants admitted znd the percentage of admittants registered was too
low to support the hypothesis that the more selective the institution (as
represented by percent of applicants admitted), the lower the percentage
of no-shows. In fact, Pratt Institute decidsd, on the basis of its 1956
cancellations. to accept more students in 1957 because the cancellation
rate would yield approximately the same number of actual registrants.
But many factors operate in determining the effects of less or more
selective admissions policies. Grinnell College offered a cogent summariza-
tion of the effect of 2 selective admissions policy: “The policy of selective
admissions brings about an increase in rejections where there is an increase
in applications, provided the rate of yield does not seem to be affected
by internal factors, e.g., advance tuition deposit, but rather by external
changes such as the kinds of schools with which we are competing or
may corapete, the number of schools to which applicants are applying, and
other external variables.”

2 Ibid., p. 3.

¢ See Collepe Admissions and Places for Freshman Students in New York Statz —A Statis-

tical Study. 1958-1962. The University of the State of New York, The State Education De-
partment, Albany, N.Y., May 1963.
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TABLE 2. — Percent of applicants admitted and registered in individual
institutions, by control and by multipurpose and single-purpose
institutions: Fall 1956 and 1957

Percent of Percent of Percent of
L. applicants admittants applicants
Institutions admitted registered registered
by control
i 1956 1957 1956 1957 1956 1957
TOotal ceeeeeecccerecacene .| 61.1 63.5 71.4 68.5 43.6 43.5
Public ..l T4.6 76.8 73.6 68.4 54.9 52.6
Private .cceeeeeeeee- 443 45.3 66.8 68.8 29.6 31.2
Public:
A e 97.8 94.6 84.0 79.0 82.2 74.8
B 93.8 93.1 88.2 82.6 827 76.9
C 90.8 90.1 76.2 75.0 69.1 67.5
) 0 86.7 81.2 82.4 75.7 71.5 61.4
E 83.4 72.6 77.0 72.2 64.3 524
F 82.8 80.9 70.0 70.0 57.9 56.6
7.8 72.4 64.1 56.5 499 40.9
723 77.5 70.1 58.5 50.7 45.3
£1.6 734 67.3 60.4 41.4 44.3
51.1 49.9 .2 789 39.5 39.4
K 92.0 89.5 74.3 88.8 68.3 79.5
) S 90.9 86.1 61.5 58.8 55.9 50.6
). S 71.2 67.2 62.7 58.3 44.6 39.2
N . .| 66.1 65.5 61.8 77.5 409 50.8
[0 S 56.2 53.3 70.9 74.5 33.9 39.7
P __.....| 538 55.8 46.9 48.3 25.2 26.9
Q e} 51 45.6 66.8 55.2 34.1 25.2
R oo . 449 48.7 509 58.2 22.9 28.3
S e 412 42.8 51.0 479 21.0 20.5
T e 254 27.5 96.2 95.8 24.5 26.3
Universities:
Public e 73.6 8.7 1.7 66.0 52.8 51.9
Private ey 385 39.5 70.8 76.0 27.2 30.0
Single purpose
institutions:
Public .eeeeereeeeee-{ 90,4 87.4 78.6 75.2 71.1 65.7
Private —eoee..... - 4.7 55.7 59.8 62.4 32.7 348

Nonrefundable application fees

No-shows were asked to state the amounts they paid in nonrefundable
application fees on the assumption that the amount might be related to
the number of applications filed. Some confusion was apparent in the
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responses. For example, 22 percent of the respondents who were no-shows
at institutions that required the fees reported that they made no pay-
ments; some students who applied only to Indiana University which re-
quires no fee stated they had paid one. Whatever the reasons for the
apparent confusion — inadequacies of the inquiry form, carelessness on
the part of the respondents, or complete detachment from such sordid
details as costs — any interpretation has a limited validity.

Over the 2-vear period, 63 percent of the no-shows reported that they
had paid 1 or more nonrefundable application fees — 43 percent of those
who were no-shows at publicly controlled institutions and 91 percent at
privately controlled institutions — and the median points on the distribu-
tions of amounts paid (by those who paid some amount) were $23.45 by
2,584; $22.50 by 1,018 in publicly, and $24.10 by 1,566 in privately con-
trolled institutions. The corresponding medians for all responding no-
shows, including the 37 percent who said they .paid no application fees,
were $12.15, nothing, and $21.85. Although the differences between medi-
ans are not great, there is evidence of a considerable shift of the modal
application fee in an upward direction, as shown in the change from
1956 to 1957 in the percentages in the $10-819 and $20-834 intervals
(table 3). Two factors, operating independently or in combination, could
account for the shifts: (1) the increase in the number of applications
filed per student and (2) the increase in the amount of the nonrefundable
application fees charged by institutions.

TaBLE 3. — Percent distribution of amounts paid by no-shows in non-
refundable application fees, by control: Fall 1956 and 1957

Total Public Private
Amount

paid Fall, Fall, Fall, Fall. Fall, Fall,
1956 1957 1956 1957 1956 1957
No Payment ..o.ee--eeee 389 346 60.2 53.8 13.2 2.7
$ 1-83 9 e 8.3 10.6 5.0 8.2 122 14.5
10- 19 18.5 16.0 13.7 11.3 24.3 23.9
20- 34 20.1 219 12.9 15.4 28.8 325
35~ 44 ... - 5.3 5.5 34 2.8 7.6 10.1
45~ 54 4.0 5.5 2.5 4.8 5.8 6.7
55~ 74 2.7 3.1 1.1 1.6 4.6 5.7
75~ 99 1.0 1.3 5 6 1.6 2.5
100- 149 3 1.2 3 1.1 14 1.3
150— eeerrmeresneenen 4 3 3 4 1 1
Total number .......... 2,260 1,839 1,232 1,148 1,028 691

Median amount paid
by those paying..... $22.80 $24.15 | $21.40 $23.55 | $23.60 $24.70
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Students who were no-shows of the five institutions which charged no
application fee tended to apply, if to any other institutions, to those which
did not charge fees; 1,187, or 64 percent, reported they paid none to any
institution. On the other hand, 80 percent of the no-shows at institutions
which charged fees applied to other institutions which also required fees;
the median amount paid by these students was $23.00. No-shows at the
former institutions filed a mean of 2.43 applications each; at the latter,
3.50. The mean number of applications filed by no-shows for the institu-
tion requiring the highest application fee was 4.00. These averages do not
indicate that application fees tend to reduce the number of applications
filed per applicant.

19



Chapter 3

Admitted Applicants Who Failed To Register
(No-Shows)

Regardless of the pressures from students, parents, alumni, legislators,
and friends on behalf of applicants for admission, colleges are still in the
business of recruiting able students. The competition is keen, and the
colleges suffer their first defeat when the coveted students fail to apply.
Wounds of battle are again inflicted when an admitted applicant fails to
register. Some defeats at this point are inevitable for each college because
the typical admitted applicant has also been admitted to one other institu-
ticn. No institution has attained the battle strength to overcome even 1t
1 odds in every skirmish.

Moreover, not only are colieges losing admitted applicants to other
institutions, they arc also losing students who fail to enroll in any institu-
tion. In terms of maximum manpower utilization, it is this group that is
of greatest national concern. Of slightly more than 7,000 no-shows in the
20 colleges, 14 percent of those reporting indicated that they had not
enrolled in any institution. Any loss of human potential should be 2
stimulus to the colleges to investigate the reasons for the students’ failure
to enroll, their plans for future enrollment, and the measures nceded to
encourage enrollment.

Reasons given by no-shows for enrolling in other institutions

The survey form (sce Appendix B) requested each student to indicate
the three most influential reasons for his enrollment in 2 particular insti-
tution. He could choose from a list of nine suggested reasons — A through
1 in table 4. Additional write-in reasons, which were encouraged, were
standardized, the most frequently mentioned are designated J., K, and L.
In a separate write-in item the no-shows were also asked, “What one
factor do you think was most important in determining the institution
you entered?” The responses closely paralleled the wording of the reasons
listed in the form and so were coded accordingly.

High scholastic standing

By every available method of comparison among the 12 reasons, “high
scholastic standing” ranked first. More than one-fourth (27 percent) of
4,542 respondents — 23 percent In publicly and 32 percent in privately

12
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14 COLLEGE APPLICANTS, ENTRANTS, DROPOUTS

controlled institutions — checked this item as the one most important
reason for choosing a school. Two-thirds of 4,911 students responding (66
percent) gave this as one of their three reasons.

When, however, three reasons which could be called “financial” —
proximity to home, financial assistance in the form of scholarships and
lower cost — were combined, this complex outranked the “high scholastic
standing” factor in 7 of 10 publicly controlled institutions and in 7 of 8
privately controlled institutions for which reports were available. Of the
no-shows 32 percent mentioned as most important one of the three reasons
which had financial implications, as compared with 27 percent who men-
tioned high scholastic standing as most important.

Colleges in the 20—college study viewed with some skepticism the appro-
priateness of “high scholastic standing” as a factor in certain choices of an
institution. The institutions, however, were not dismayed by the popularity
of this item. As Georgetown University wrote, “Georgetown has sufficient
confidence in the efficacy of her efforts to reject the implied odium as not
arising from an informed judgment.” Other institutions expressed similar
self-confidence.

A combination of several of the figures possibly indicates that the
majority of students tend to rate the scholastic standing of the privately
controlled institutions above that of the publicly controlled: Eighty percent
of the no-shows of private institutions and 57 percent of the no-shows of
public institutions enrolled in private institutions (table 5), and ‘“high
scholastic standing” ranked first as the one most important reason for
going to another institution (table 4).

Prestige may be associated with high scholastic standing in the minds of
freshmen students. Temple University concluded from its findings that
“__.high scholastic standing seems to be equated with high social stand-
ing.” The reports of both the private and the public schools stressed the
pulling power of prestige. As some indication of the characteristics of the
“institutional image,” Massachusetts Institute of Technology reported that
over a 10-year period, 6 colleges consistently had drawn about 50 percent
of M.IT. nonacceptors — among them Harvard, Yale, and Princeton.
M.LT. has this to say about the situation: «“That these three institutions,
each with an atmosphere and a curricular emphasi; differing from thcse
at ML.I.T., also draw heavily frora M.IT. applicants, indicates that these
differences are less in the eyes of students than might be expected.”

An unorthodox but intriguing experiment in prestige identification (in
which no mirrors were used) is reported here as described in the Colgate
report:

“We performed a rather simple experiment to determine what factors
caused a boy to select a college other than Colgate. We took the ques-
tionnaires which the boys had returned and looked only at the list of
colleges to which an individual boy had been admitted. Without any
previous examination of the data, a member of the Colgate faculty guessed
which college the boy had chosen. The only information supplied to this
person was that the boy could choose from the listed colleges and that he

22
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16 COLLEGE APPLICANTS, ENTRANTS, DROPOUTS

had been admitted to Colgate but had gone somewhere else. Our examiner
could correctly identify the college selected in about 75 percent of the
cases. Often he was required to select from as many as four or five choices.
The results of this modest experiment will come as no surprise to those
already familiar with the hierarchy of status among eastern liberal arts
colleges. These colleges seem to fall into a fairly definite pattern with
respect to prestige in the minds of students, guidance counselors, and
others who advise students. All things being equal, a boy would select the
highest prestige college to which he was admitted in this hierarchy. It
seems reasonable to conclude that the position a college is reputed to have
in this hierarchy is a highly significant factor in the selection of a college.”

However, this artless reason for selecting a college may unfortunately
be a counterweight to efforts to raise retention rates. The importance of
matching student and institution is emerging from various studies of
nature plus nurture-in-the-college-setting. In 1964, Constance Waller stated
the fallacy of choice by prestige: “If a college is selected by a student
and/or his family on the basis of reputation only, the student may be
applying to a college that is wrong for him.”?

Whether or not the chosen institution actually merits a fine scholastic
reputation or has instead been elevated by student imagination is perhaps
beside the point. “High scholastic standing” is a desideratum. The Pennsyl-
vania State University found a solution to the problem of the validity of
student responses: “It is difficult to assign a realism value to students’
reasons for selecting an institution, for when the reason is stated, it is
real to the student.”

Curricular offerings

Ranking second to “high scholastic standing™ as the one most important
reason for enrolling in another institution was a write-in item reladng to
curricular offerings, variously stated as “courses I wanted,” “erogram of
instruction,” and “‘specialized in >’ Fifteen percent of all no-
shows, 17 percent frem privately controlled and 14 percent from publicly
controlled instituticns, mentioned this as 5 decisive factor in their
selection of a college. This item ranked eighth in percentage of checks as
one of the 3 most important reascns; interestingly, 684 of 4,911 no-shows
included this item among the 3 most important, and 683 of 4,542
reported it as the one most importart reason. Since so many students
volunteered this response, educators cou'd reasonably assume that students
would appreciate better pre-college counseling and clearer statements of
institutional programs. Awareness of prospective students’ cognizance of
course offerings prompted Charles Elton and Lewis Donohew of the
University of Kentucky to guestion in 1963 the accuracy of course and
program descripiions presented in college catalogues.”?

1 Constenee Valler. “Research Related To College Persistence.” Colicge and University, Vol
39, No. 3. pp- 281-294, Spring 1954.

2 Churles F. Elton and Lewis Donohew. “The College Catalogr:-: Some Preliminary Re-
search.” College and University, Vol 39, No. 1, Fall 1963, pp. 3G—43.
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ADMISSIONS WHO FAILED TO REGISTER 17

Financial assistance from colleges and other sources

Scholarship assistance ranked third as the one most important reason
to no-shows for choice of institution and second in total percentage of
mentions accorded to the three most important reasons. In pubiicly con-
trolled institutions 22 percent of no-shows and in privately controlled
institutions 29 percent of no-shows received scholaiship assistance {table
27). These figures check rather closely with the percentages in table 4
which show that 23 percent of the no-shows in public and 33 percent in
private institutions who enrolled elsewhere mentioned scholarship assist-
ance as one of the 3 most linportant reasons for enrolling.

The institutions hardest hit by the competition of institutional financial
assistance were Georgia Institute of Technology, with 3G percent of its
no-shows receiving a median of $1,197; Cornell University, with 21 per-
¢ 2t receiving $950; Culzate University, with 51 percent receiving $948;
and Georgetown University, with 28 percent receiving $718 in financial
assistance from the institutions ia which they enrolled. It was noted by
Cornell and Georgia Tech that median amounts of $1,000 were received
by 16 and 8 percent, respectively, from other sources. Comparison of the
estimated family income figures for these 4 institutions in table 21, p. 52
shows that the attraction of financial aid was not limited to students from
families in the lower-income brackets. Nor is it probable that the institu-
tion which was the successful bidder could, in every case, establish the
fact that its higher scholastic standing was the main attraction.

The winning attractions are difficult to identify. The successful bidders
cannot, in every case, attribute their victories to higher scholastic standing.
Neither can an offer of aid, by itself, assure a college of an enrollee —
although its puts the school in a good fighting position. The 1962 College
Ertrance Examination Board Survey of Admission Statistics for 1957 and
1961,2 shows that a college can feel more, but only a little more, confident
about enrolling an accepted aid applicant than an accepted applicant in
general. In 1961, with financial aid, the average “fall-out ratio” (admitted
student per enrolled freshman) was 1.47 whereas for the total enrolled
freshman group it was 1.70; the figures for 1957 were almost identical.
Furthermore, an aid applicant will enroll without aid: “In 1961, one out
of every 2.39 aid applicants accepted for admission but denied aid regis-
tered at the college wsithout aid.”* :

Distribution of no-shows in other institutions

Do students who file two or more applications tend to apply to schools
that are similar? No. The compesite picture shows guerrilla warfare. Not
all the attacks are charted, for table 5 compares only the participating
institnsions of which the student was a no-show and the school in which
he enrcolled, not ali to which he applied; the comparative descriptions

3 Ann K Pasanella, A Report on o Survey of Admission Stalistics, 1957 and 1961. College
Entrance Examination Board, 475 Riverside Drive, New York, N.Y. September 1962.
s« 7bad, p. 6.
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18 COLLEGE APPLICANTS, ENTRANTS, DROPOUTS

are three — location, type, and control. Nevertheless, the description is
sufficient to show the diversity. In 1956-37, 16 percent of the no-shows
enrolled in institutions in the same State, of the same type, and under
the same control; 13 percent, in institutions different in all three respects.
The corresponding percentages for 1957-58 were 11 and 12. The tendency
to enroll in institutions different, in terms of State, type, and control, from
the reporting institution to which they had been admitted was more pro-
nounced on the part of no-shows of public than of private institutions.

The majority of no-shows enrolled in private institutions — 83 percent
from private and 63 percent from public. The majority enrolled in insti-
tutions in another State — 71 percent from private and 57 percent from
public. More than half (52 percent) of all the no-shows enrolled in
institutions of a different type (university, liberal arts, teachers college,
technological school). Lack of commitment to “type” may indicate, in
many cases, undefined educational objectives.

The moderate tendency for 1956-57 no-shows to enroll in institutions
in other States became more pronounced in 1957-58. The percentage of
no-shows of privately controlied institutions who enrolled in private 1nsti-
tutions in other States was significantly higher in 1957-58 than in 1956-57
(59 v. 44 percent) and also higher than the percentages of no-shows in
public institutions who enrolled in out-of-State public institutions in those
years (21 percent). One-fourth of the no-shows in publicly controiled
institutions enrolled in another publicly controlled institution in the same
State in 1956-57, but only one-sixth made the same shift n 1957-58.
In 1956-57 slightly more than one-fifth of the no-shows in the publicly
controlled institutions enrolled in another institution in the same State but
under private control, and more than one-fourth did so in 1957-58. The
rise of enrollments among no-shows in institutions in other States from 55
percent in 1956-57 to 65 percent in 1957-58 may not mark a trend but
does suggest an interesting avenue for further analysis, particularly since
the percentage for privately controlled institutions went up so sharply —
59 to 71.

Any further analysis, however, should take into account the numbers
of out-of-State admittants who may actually enroll in institutions in their
own States. The total immigration pattern for the States involved in the
20—college study has remaincd stable.

The American Association of Collegiate Registrars Study shows that
out-of-State migration in the fall of 1958 was 22 percent in the 13 States
and the District of Columbia where the 20 institutions are located.® In the
fall of 1963, the total out-migration of students from these States and the
District of Columbia was approximately 21 percent.® Since about 60 per-

5 Nelson M. Parkhurst, Coordinutor. Home State and Migration of Asnerican College Students
Fall 1958. Committee on Research and Service. American Association of Collegiate Registrars
and Admissions Officers. March 1959.

¢ Edith M. Huddleston and Joan E. Reinthaler. Residence and Migration of College Students,
Fall 1963. Preliminary Report, U.S. Department of Health, Education. and Welfare, Office of
Education (in cooperatica with the American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admis-
sions Officers) April 15, 1964.
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cent of no-shows went to an institution in a State other than that of the
reporting institutions it is probable that in many cases the other State was
the State of residence of the no-show.

Because of its summary nature, table 3 obscures the no-shew migration

atterns peculiar to individual colleges. The records of students who were
admitted to Indiana University but who enrolled elsewhere illustrate
changes that occur from one year to the next in a large publicly controlled,
multi-purpose institution located at a distance from any large metropolitan
area. In 1956-57, privately controlled institutions enrolled 46 percent of
Indiana University’s 352 enrolled no-shows. In 1957-58 the percentage
was 57. In 1956-57, the percentage of no-shows accepted by Indiana
University but enrolling in institutions outside the State was 63 and in
1957-58 it was 69. The percentage enrolling in the same type of institution
dropped from 60 percent in 1956-57 to 54 percent in 1957-58. The per-
centage of no-shows who went to private institutions of a different type
outside Indiana was 12 in 1956-57 and 21 in 1957-58.

Pratt Institute no-shows who enrolled elsewhere provide a contrasting
picture, due perhaps to rapidly expanding comparable programs on several
campuses of the State University of New York. This privately controlled
institution with an enrollment of slightly under 5,000 is located in a large
metropolitan area, and places great emphasis on engineering and applied
arts. Of Pratt’s 160 no-shows who enrolled in other institutions in
1956-57, 40 percent went to publicly controlled institutions. In 1957-58,
42 percent of 212 enrolled no-shows went to publicly controlled institu-
tions. Only 25 percent of the 1956-57 no-shows at Pratt Institute enrolled
in institutions outside of New York State, and in 1957-58 this percentage
went down to 19. The percentage of no-shows enrolling in the same type
of institution remained practically the same for the two years — 64 and 65.
The percentage who went to public institutions of a different type, outside
of New York State, was 4 in 1956-57 and 2 in 1957-38.

Nevertheless, these figures (table 3) indicate that a considerable number
af students enrolled in imstitutiors which are decidedly different (as meas-
ured by the three criteria: State, type, and control) from the institution
at which they became no-shows. The inference from these figures may
be that to students considerations of location, type, and control are less
important than a reputation for high scholastic standing and an oppor-
tunity to receive scholarship assistance.

No-shows who did niot enroll in any institution

The story of student progression has essentially ignored high school
graduates who do not continue their formal education. This is so, in part
at least, because there has been no agency or institution uniquely qualified
by interest and resources to takc the responsibility for assembling and dis-
seminating comprehensive information on this group of young people.
This study has established a small beginning by obtaining data on 2
sample of high school graduates who applied for admission and who were
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qualified for admission to at least one college or university, but did not
enroll in any institution up to a year after admission. The lost battalion
numbered 952, or one-seventh of the total group of no-shows in the fall
of 1956 and 1957.

Because one of the principal objectives of the study was to obtain as
definitive an answer as possible to the question, “What is the relative
importance of inadequate financial resources as a deterrent to college
attendance?”, the discussion in this section will deal primarily with the
reasons given by these admitted students for their failure to enroll.

Ratings of reasons were obtained from 884 applicants who had been
admitted to 10 publicly controlled and 7 privately controlled institutions
and had not enrolled in these or any other colleges or universities. The
rating form (appendix B) sisted seven of the reasons shown in table 6
(A-G). The individuals were asked to check the three most important
reasons and to write in reasons if they so chose. They were also asked in 2
completion item to give the one most important reason for failure to
enroll. Except for those stricken by marriage on the way to college (item
H, which has been added to the seven originally listed), the students
gave reasons which were generally rewordings of the seven in the check-
list.

The top-ranking reason for failure to enroll in any college, (B) “I could
not afford to attend any of the institutions to which I was admitted,”
combined with the second-ranking reason, (E) “I took a full-time job”
(which also has overtones of financial need), influenced about 3 of 5
who did not enroll. Reason G, “I was needed at home,” which ranked
fourth in mentions as “most important,” undoubtedly has some financial
implications. There is an apparent inconsistency between the percentages
in the public and private columns for items B and G: the differences in
percentages are statistically reliable for item G but not for item B. Item G,
in fact, is the only one for which the differences in percentages between
no-shows in publicly and in privately controlled institutions were large
e~cugh to be significant at the 1 percent level. Commenting on item G,
Berea College had this to say: «About a thir. in toth years said they
were needed at home. Most of our students come from rural areas and
to be needed at home means that many of them are needed on the farm
and for other family work.”

Although it was a write-in response, marriage or situations involving
marriage ranked third among the most important single reasons. Marriage
was clearly a much more impertant deterrent to college attendance for
girls than jt was for boys, as indicated bv the difference in relative fre-
quency of mention between no-sho s in colleges attende. in Jarger propor-
tions by women and those in colleges attended predominantly by men.
For example, 5 of the 13 women who were admitted to Mary Washington
College but did not enroll anywhere mentioned macriage as a reascn, and
3 of 6 who wrote in a “‘most important’”’ reason gi.ve marriage. On the
other hand, of 15 nonenrollees who had been admitted to Georgia Insti-
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22 COLLEGE APPLICANTS, ENTRANTS, DROPOUTS

tute of Technology, none mentioned marriage as a reason for failure to
enroll.

Eastern Michigan University checked the rank in Ligh school graduating
class for the no-shows who had given up college for marriage and reported
as follows: ‘“No immediate answer is available as to why it is so, but
marriage claimed 22 percent of the upper half that did not enroll in any
institution while no individuals listed this as the major determining factor
in the lower half.” The marriage paradox which puzzled Eastern Michi-
gan and which Cornell University discovered in studying its female drop-
outs suggests an Interesting hypothesis, “Smart girls choose marriage in
preference to degrees.” Cornell wrote of its high-achieving female dropouts,
“Apparently, passing grades are a prerequisite for matrirmony.” This phe-
nomenon suggests that educators might give more attention to the
proposition that the trend toward earlier marriages necessitates modifica-
tions in the educational pattern for women to provide greater opportunities
for the resumption of formal education after a period of absence from the
classroom. Any measures which give promise of adding needed talent 10
the national pool of professional personnel should be examined.

Reasons C and D, concerning military service, are probably as predomi-
nant on the men’s side of the loss column as marriage is on the women’s
side. How permanent these reasons are in preventing ultimate college
attendance and graduation cannot be determined from the data. The
ratio of the number of enlistments to the number drafted was nearly 17
to 1. The two groups represent 9 percent of the respondents.

Those who listed marriage or military service as the single most
important reason for not going to college totaled 20 percent of the
respondents. Table 7 shows that 78 percent of all nonenrolled no-shows
were still interested in enrolling; therefore, unless practically all of those
who gave other than marriage or military service as the reason for rot
enrolling did actually enroll, then some of those who gave these two
reasons were planning to enroll later.

Failure to be admitted by the first choice school rated very low as an
important reason for not errolling in college. Similarly, illness took a toll
of less than 5 percent.

Generally, the reasons given by the nonenrolled no-show samples in the
publicly and privately controlled institutions were not significantly differ-
ent. “I was needed at home” (G), was the sole reason which had a
significantly higher percentage reported by the insiitutions under private
control. Furthermore, the rank order of most important reasons correlated
.73 between publicly and privately controlled institutions, and the rank
order of percent of mentions, 97. The rank order coefficient between
percentage of most important reasons and percentage of mentions w2 .83.
These coefficients are high enough to justify the conclusion that inferences
by either of the 2 methods of analysis will be approximately the same.
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Interest of nonenrolled no-shows in entering college at
a later ime

The ratio of those expressing interest in enrolling later to those reporting
no interest was above 3.5 to 1 among no-shows in both publicly and pri-
vately controlled institutions (table 7). The percentage of those interested
in enrolling who would enroll in the reporting institutions was 33, or 59
for publicly and 39 for privately controlled institutions, suggesting that
the former had better chances of ultimately enrolling their no-shows
did the latter. More than three-fourths of the nonenrolled no-shows who
expressed an interest in eventually enrolling named an institution different
in type from that of the reporting institution. They were about equally
divided on the issues of State and centrol.

TasLe 7. — (A) Interests of 1956-57 and 1957-58 nonenrolled no-skows in
entering college at a later date and (B) characteristics of institution
selected in relation to reporting tnstitutions, by control

Number and percent having several interests

Item Total Public ‘ Private

T - .
NumberiPercent Number| Percent | Number ! Percent

A. Interest in enrolling
In reporting institu-

EAT] « RIS 377 430 331 45.7 46 30.5
In some other speci-

fied institution .....| 148 16.9 122 16.8 %6 | 172
In an unspecified

institution ... ... 160 183 113 15.6 47 31.1
Not interested in

enrolling e 191 21.8 139 21.9 32 21.2

Total reporting...| 876 100.0 725 100.0 151 100.0

B. Characieristics of

institutionl

Same State el it 52.1 67 55.8 6 30.0
Different State .........| 67 47.9 53 44.2 14 70.0
Same type e 32 229 28 233 4 20.0
Different type «eeeeeo..| 108 7.1 92 76.7 16 80.0
Same control ..oeeeeq 73 52.1 63 525 ] 10 50.0
Different control ......-.] 67 47.9 37 47.5 10 50.0

Total reporting ... 140 100.0 120 100.0 20 10C.0

1 0f 148 specifying an institution other than the reperting institution, 140 provided dsts
on characteristics.
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The relative importance of inadequate financial resources as a deterrent
to college attendance among the sample of students who were admitted
but did not enroll can be summarized by this statement: More than half
of the no-shows who did not enroll in any college attributed the failure
to do so to factors identified with insufficient econoizic resources. In fact,
about two-thirds of all nonenrolled no-shows gave as their most important
single reason one that was associated directly or indirectly with financial
need.

Although the reference is not restricted to no-shows who did not enroll
anywhere, Massachusetts Institute of Technology observed that, of 600
who failed to enroll at M.LT. for financial reasons, 84 had made no
scholarship application at M.I.T. and 36 more had cancelled their scholar-
ship applications before any action was taken on them. “It is true that
some may have felt the competition for scholarships to be too strong, burt
it appears more likely that these students selected the more or less tactful
course of giving finances as a reason, rather than a blunt, ‘I just did not
want to go to M.LT.” If this behavior is common, it would appear that
financial reasons have been inflated by merely asking the student. The
fact remains, however, that a large number of nonacceptors did have
financial problems.”

Several participating institutions concurred in the belief that the
“ghioxts” who failed to materialize on any campus because of insufficient
resources would, as indicated by rank in high school and other factors,
very probably have succeeded in a higher education program. That there
is some loss of talent at the college threshold is undeniable; that much of
the talent may fail of realization without further cultivation is a reflection
of the values placed by us as citizens on our resources.



Chapter 4

Undergraduate Students Whe Discontinued Attendance
(Dropouts)

Another casualty in the academic struggle, in addition to the no-show,
is the student who leaves college i sore point prior to the completion of
degree requirements. Sometiwa this student is a casualty only in an
accounting sensc bezause he ieaves wiern he has attained his goal. The
geal may have been completion of a 2-year terminal program in automatic
data processing, or, especially among girls, marziage or preparation for a
position as a medical secretary. Another accounting casuaity is the student
who £nds himself in the wrong institution for one or raore of a number of
reasons and transfers immediately or later to another institution. This ex-
perience may result in a loss of self-esteem, time, and money, each of which
is an element ia a casualty evaluation, but the student is not a dropout
from higher education.

The progress and welfare of this country will inevitably be adversely
affected by the failure of able students to continue their education to
levels commensurate with their capacities. Before the college community
can initiate action to reduce college dropouts, better understanding of the
circumstances attending discontinuance is needed. Attempts to determine
what factors cause dropout and to ascertain their relative influence depend,
for the most part, on statements of students describing or explaining their
overt behavior. These statements are often disquietingiy suspected of
masking other, more covert reasons for leaving school. It is undoubtedly
true that many deterrents to continuing education might be overcome if
that vague complex of forces called “motivation” were only at fuller
tide. It is also true that many deterrents can be removed simply by
accepting at face value the reasons given as causes without submitting
them to deeper analysis.

The general status of the dropouts, their reasons for withdrawing, and
their plans for continuing formal education are sct forth in this clapter.
Among the active students (those who were still attending the 20 colleges
at the time of the survey), there were potential dropouts. To round out
the actual and incipient withdrawal picture, the reenrollment plans of
active students and the factors influencing their plans are also described.

Reasons for dropout

All or a sample of the dropouts from the four undergraduate classes in
the 20 institutions were asked to respond in writing to the following three
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items: (1) What is your one most important reason for dropping out of
college? (2) List, in order of importance to you, the other factors that
caused you to drop out. (3) Under what circumstances would you have
continued as a student?

The participating institutions agreed upon a uniform system of coding
the responses. The coding plan appears in table 8, which reports in detail
the relative frequency of mention of the one most important reason for
dropping out of college. Table 9 summarizes the responses to the three
itemns — the one most important reason, the contributing factors, and the
statements of circumstances under which the students would have con-
tinued in attendance.

Nearly 2,400 dropouts named a one most important reason for discon-
tinuance, and a total of 2,206 mentions of additional factors were listed.
Listed wers nearly 1,700 mentions of changed circumstances which would
have influenced students’ decisions to remain in college. Academic reasons
had the highest frequency in all three categories of reasons. Health and
farnily reasons generally ranked second and financial reasons ranked third.

Academic

pell

When the “most important” reasoas for dropout were grouped accerd-
ing to the seven categorles shown in table 8, academic problems headed
the list. According to the responses, these problems caused nearly 60 per-
cent of the more than 1,000 dropouts from privately controlled institutions
and about 36 percent of the 1,350 dropouts from publicly controlled insti-
tutions. Within the academic category, poor grades were responsible for
more than one-third of the dropouts from the privately controlled institu-
tions. In the publicly controlled institutions, on the other hand, only one
of eight dropouts specifically mentioned poor grades as the one most
important reason for withdrawal. The 3 : 1 ratio (36.3 to 12.1) for this
factor far exceeded any other ratio between percentages of importance to
the two groups.

In fact, the academic category is the only category in which the percent-
ages of dropouts from privately controlled institutions are significantly
higher than the pe:rcentages of dropouts from publicly controlled institu-
tions in either the “one most important” or the “changed circumstances”
columns in table 9. This same significant difference between public and
private institutions appears in the analysis of college experiences (ch. 7)
in response to the statement, “My grades were too low.”

It is pertinent at this point to examine the concept that, in highly
selective institutions, where presumably every student is capable of good
academic performance, “poor grades” may be an artificial reason pro-
duced by an established practice of marking on the curve. Table 8 indicates
that there are differences either in the quality of students or in the
grading standards. It may also indicate that institutions which have high
admission standards have even higher grading standards.

Thus, an implied method of preventing attrition due to poor grades is
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TaBLE 8. — Percent of dropouts listing each item as the one most important
reason for withdrawal, by control of institution which they left: 1356-57

Gne most importent reason for dropping

out of college

Percent giving reason

Total Public | Private
Academic - total .. 45.3 35.8 58.7
Poor grades 228 121 36.5
Not interested in courses or desire for
special field of study 79 8.1 7.1
Lack of or change in vocational objective.... 438 5.7 3.6
Inadequate high school preparation ... 4 4 3
Other academic 101 9.5 11.2
Health and family — total 25.2 29.8 19.4
To get married 7.3 9.1 5.1
Sickness of self and/or family ...ceeeeeememood] 7.3 7.1 7.6
To have baby 18 2.5 9
To be with husband 16 1.9 11
Personal injury and/or exhaustion ................ 1.3 1.6 9
Other health and family . 59 7.6 3.8
Financial — total 15.0 17.9 11.4
Lack of funds 6.7 7.7 5.4
Had to go back to work - 1.3 1.7 7
Other financial 7.0 8.5 5.3
Dissatisfactions — total 6.1 8.0 8.5
Size of institution 1.0 14 A4
Evening classes and difficulty in commuting.. 3 4 d
Prefer coeducational institution ... 1 d a
Other dissatisfactions 4.7 6.1 29
Social and religious — total 2.3 13 29
Social life on campus 9 4 1.5
Religious - 1 2 —
Other social and religious 1.3 1.3 1.4
Disciplinary — total .5 5 6
Other — total 5.1 6.1 3.5
Total number of responses 2,398 1,350 1,048

395

Nore: The underlined percentages are significantly higher than the corresponding percent-
ages for institutions under the opposite type of control.
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to equalize admissions and grading standards — ir these cases, by raising
entrance requirements while maintaining performance standards. Accord-
ing to Dean Charles W. Stanford, as reported in a May 1954 Chicago
Tribune article, the University of Iliinois has found that academic diffh-
culties and lack of interest have been reasons for dropout since the
University’s adoption of stricter admissions policies in 1961.1

However, according to a 1963 University .f Deleware study,® simply to
raise admission standards is to cater to “easily educable” students. These
are the students who not only possess superior academic qualifications but
2lso display value-orientations conducive to academic success.® The present
concern of many educators and researchers is the psychological and socio-
logical aspects of the attrition problem. In 1962, Summerskill stated that
economic and administritive approaches to the problem have not explained
the causes of attrition and have not significantly reduced dropout rates.*
As a result of the 1963 analysis of the abilities, values, and achievement
patterns of 334 seniors at the University of Delaware, Pemberton con-
cluded that colleges should ascertain and set the minimum qualifications
of educability but then concern themselves with levels and types of
motivations; and the student motivations are becoming increasingly diversi-
fed as college populations and curriculums become more heterogenieous.®

Health and family

Health and family reasons ranked second to academic problems as the
one most important reason for attrition in both public and private institu-
tions, but these were more common among public than among private
college dropouts. Situations attending marriage (to have baby, to be with
husband) created demands which resulted in 2 significantly higher per-
centage of dropouts among women in the publicly controlled than in the
privately controlled institutions. Among the “changed cdrcumstances”
(table 9), health and family factors also ranked second, but as a contribut-
ing cause of dropout this cluster of reasons ranked third. Unfortunately,
data by sex were not available, and the numbers of students involved in
the men’s and women’s colleges are too small for comparison.

Information from certain participating colleges which, in most cases,
had more women than men in the responding population does furnish
indirect evidence of the sex-relatedness of the health and family reasons,
and specifically of the marriage element. Berea, where 60 percent of the
item respondents were women, reported that “The most frequent reason
given for dropout was in. the area of health and family . . . As was expected,

1Marilon Hedlund “The College Dropout Oftec Isnt That: He Returns for a Degree.”
Chicago Tribune, May 1, 1964.

*W. A. Pemberion. Ability. Values, and College Achicvement. University of Delaware
Studies in Higher Education, No. 1, University of Delaware, Newstk, 1963.

3 Ibid., pp. 53-68.

4« John Summerskill. “Dropouts from Colirge.”” in The American College, ed. by Nevitt San-
ford. Ch. 19. New York: John Wiley & Soms, 1962, pp. 627-658.

5 Pemberton, op. ¢it., p. 53.
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when the students were asked under what circumstances they would have
continued . . . responses coincided with the most important reason — family
resporsibilities.” The situation was similar at Maryland State Teachers
College, Towson, which reported, “Of all the reasons given by students
for failing to remain in college, marriage (or a cluster of reasons related
to marriage . ..) was onc appearing most frequently. This is in all proba-
bility a reflection of the fact that 75 percent of the students enrolled at
Towson are women.”

At Bowling Green State University, where the numbers of men and
women in the sample were practically the same. “health and family” rea-
sons were most frequently given. Bowling Green further reported that
“The average grade of those in all categorics except ‘marriage’ and ‘mis-
cellaneous’ is well below that required to remain in the University in good
standine.” Cornell University also pointed out that, unlike m.n dropouts,
who evidently leave primarily because of academic difficulties, the majority
of women leave for other reasons. At Cornell, only 27 percent of the
women dropouts had grades below 70, as compared with 71 percent of
the men, and marriage, the most important reason given by women for
leaving, was not mentioned by women with grades below 69.

The Pennsylvania State University noted that “Twice the number of
women [dropouts] checked health and family problems (sickness of self
was given most often) as checked academic problems.” “In general,”” ob-
served Penn State, “men believed that better grades would have influenced
them to remain and women believed that if they hadn’t been sick they
would have remained.” Health and family factors were also paramount at
the University of Tennessee, which reported 35 percent of the losses atirib-
utable to these causes.

The marriage fallout reading was highest at Mary Washington Coilege,
the women’s undergraduate college of the University of Virginia: “Regard-
less of tne tenth in which a discontinuee finished ir. her high school class,
marriage was the leading factor that caused dropout from college.” In
contrast, Georgia Institute of Technology, attended predominantly by
men, reported only one dropout attributable to marriage, and Georgetown
University, whose sample was exclusively male, reported, “Marriage pre-
sented no problems to any of the group.”

Apparently these findings are consistent with the male and female
stereotypes: Men are influenced in their decisions by money and marks,
but the great determinant for women is stll men.

Financial

Third in order of “most important” reasons for dropping out of college
were those in the financial category. Fifteen percent of the dropouts rated
fnancial factors as the most important reason for discontinuance and 21
percent listed them as contributing factors. A significantly higher percent-
age of dropouts from public institutions than from private cited financial
problems among their reasons for leaving.
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In terms of most important reasons for dropping out (table 8), there
was a 3 : 1 ratio of total academic reasons to total financial reasons. The
ratio was 2 : 1 in publicly controlled and 5 : 1 in privately controlled
institutions despite the normally higher costs in the latter. When dropouts
mentioned a second or third factor, it was more frequently one indicating
financial difficulties (table 9), but when students named the changed
circumstances which might have altered their decision to withdraw, aca-
demic difficulties returned to the forefront.

Overall, at least 46 out of 100 dropouts were having academic diffi-
culties, and 23 out of 100 were facing financial problems. Whereas financial
problems were preeminently influential in determining where or whether
na-shows entered college (tables 4 and 6), they were not, in the aggregate,
the principai causes of withdrawal. When the financial reasons given for
dropout are compared with college experiences pertaining to finances
(items E and G, “Statements fci Dropouts,” chapter 7), corroboration
is plain.

Cther

Reasons ranking fourth in frequency of mention, both as the one most
important and as contributing, were those classified as “dissatisfactions.”
Twenty-three dropouts were dissatisfied with the size of the institution,
19 in publicly controlled and 4 in privately controlled institutions. This
ratio indicates some correlation with the 7.5 (public) to 1.6 (private)
ratio shown in table 4 for “size” as a most important reason given by
no-shows for selecting an institution. These numbers indicate that size of
institution is a relatively unimportant single factor in influencing eithe
the enrollment or persistence of students. “Other” dissatisfactions not
specifically named in table 8 accounted for 5 percent of the response and
included size of classes, administrative rules and regulations, and the
unspecified variety of dissatisfactions which the respendents called “gen-
eral.”

The three main categories of reasons for dropnut covering the academic
year 1956-57 —academic, health and family, and financial — were also
the top reasons for discontinuance between 1950 and 1954 (as indicated
by the Retention and Withdrawal study), but have an interesting differ-
ence in rank order. The indicated order of magnitude in the earlier study,
based on weights for level of importance, was (1) financial, (2) academic,
and (3) health and family. The indices of relative importance were 629,
500, and .275, respectively. Analysis of the ratings by sex showed that,
for men, the financial index was .651; the academic, .618; and the
health and family, .175. For women, the financial index was .684; the
health and family, 402; and the academic, .363. Direct comparisons
between the results of the 20—college study ane those of the Retention
and Withdrawal study are not possible, chiefly because of the <ifference in
forms of response. The comparison does permit, nonetheless, some general
impressions regarding the relative importance of discontinuance reasons
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over a span of time. There is also the probability that status involvement
may have influenced responses. In the earlier study student responses were
sent directly to the Office of Education whereas in this study they were
sent directly to the institution.

Rank-order correlations between nine pairs of ratings reflect the internal
consistency amnong the dropouts’ appraisals of their reasons for leaving
college. When the “one most important reason” percentages were arrayed
in rank order and compared with the similarly ranked “other factors
causing dropout,” the correlation coefficients were: total, .72; public,
.78; private, .72. When the “one most important reason” ranks were
compared with the “changed circumstances” ranks, the coefficients were:
total, 92; public, .91; private, .92. And when the ranks of “other fac-
tors” were correlated with those of “changed circumstances,” the coeffi-
cients were: total .79; public, .79; private, .79. Although, during the
academic year 1956-57, 1,538 of 5,232 students, or 29 percent, dropped
out of publicly controlled institutions. and 466 of 3,948 students, or only
12 perceat, dropped out of privately controlled institutions, there seemed
to be no pattern of causation that differentiated institutions by type of
control. Institution-by-institution analyscs showed that indices of relation-
ship varied as much among institutions under the same control as between
institutions under different control

The following extiacts from the reports of the 20 colleges reveal sorse
of the human, and therefore diverse, values behind the statistics, and
stand without comment.

Indiana University — “Of those that discontinue their education com-
pletely, 63 percent are women ...statistically speaking their reasons do
not appear to be academic for, as a group, they were adequately prepared
for college since 89 percent graduated in the upper half of their high
school class and, as a group, their college work was satisfactory since 76
percent made grade averages of ‘C’ or better.

“In order to evaluate properly the reasons given, by this group of 37
women, for discontinuing their education, correlations were run among:
(1) Tke one most important reason fcr leaving, (2) Other factors causing
‘dropouts,” and (3) What changed circumstances would have resulted in
their continuing as students. A very high degree of correlation resulted.
It was approximately 100 percent between item (1) and (3) above. For
instance, one young lady gave as the one most important reason for leav-
ing: ‘to get married’ 2nd, in answer to what changed circumstances would
have resulted in her staying, replied: ‘Had I not founa the right man so
soon’ In addition, individual evaluations were made of the statements of
the experiences at Indiana University, and without exception these state-
ments supported the reason for dropout in each case.

“The complete evaluation and correlation of the thirty-seven question-
naires from women shows that 21.6 percent discontinued for academic
reasons, 51.4 percent for reasons related to marriage, 13.5 percent for
financial reasons, and 13.5 percent because of illness. Or, in other words,
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almost two out of three Indiana University women who discontinue their
education completely, do so because of illness or because of marriage
and family.”

Eastern Michigan. — “It is of local interest to Eastern Michigan College
that one of the complaints that we hear most often among our active
student body is an inadequate orientation, guidance, and advisory pro-
gram. It is interesting to note that only two percent of the dropouts listed
this as having an influence on their withdrawing from school.”

Maryland State Teachers College, Towson. — “Lack of funds as the
principal reason for withdrawal does not stand very high on the list...
this...is...a reflection of the particular situation...the entire program
at Towson is heavily endowed by the State . . . there is no real problem of
students’ . . . dropping out because of inability to receive or maintain
scholasship grants.”

University of Connecticut. — “The most important reason for dropping
out of the University of Connecticut was academic, given by 27.3 percent.
Eight percent said financial although . . . twice as many said they would
have continued if their financial circumstances could have been improved.”

Colgate University.— “Finances do not ceem to be important as a rea-
son for leaving college. Colgate attempts to provide sufficient financial
assistance . . . while, on the one hand, opinion seems to be widespread that
recent pressures on college enrollments have been due in par:i to the
increased ability of more people to finance a college education, there has
also been, on the other hand, the belief that the cost of attending a liberal
arts college presented a real financial burdle for many students. Yet only
one student listed financial difficulty as an important reason for discon-
tinuing, while two others said that they had difficulty in meeting the
financial costs.”

Temple University. — “Financial reed (32.4 percent) and academic
difficulties (32.2 percent) were the two major causes, as reported by the
dropouts, for their decision to leave school.”

Pratt Institute. — “Course considerations ranked first in importance,
Personal and financial reasons ranked next.”

Grinnell College. — “The main reasons for men dropping out at the end
of the first semester were poor grades and lack of educational objectives,
in that order. Men dropping out at the end of the second semester had as
their main reason finances. The men who dropped out at the end of the
third semester did so because of a lack of educational objectives whereas
those who dropped out at the end of four semesters gave as the cause a
change of major field of study ... the women who dropped out at the end
of che first semester had as their only reason finances, while those who
dropped out at the end of the freshman year did so because of marriage
or a desire for more social life, primarily. At the end of three semesters
the reason was marriage, and at the end of four semesters the women
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discontinuees had. as their primary reasons, inadequacy of department
programs and marriage, in that order. The women discontinuees gave as
the cause, at the end of five semesters, finances, and at the end of the
junior year, marriage.”

Status of dropouts

As Dean Stanford of the University of Illinois points out, not all college
dropouts stay out. The majority return. The difficulty of assessing the
status of the dropout is that he takes such a long time establishing himseif.

Table 10 delineates the current academic status and future plans of
students who left 18 of the participating institutions during or at the end
of the 1956-57 academic year. More than half of the dropouts, 51 percent,

TasLe 10. — Status of 2,187 students who dropped out of 18 participating
institutions of first registration, by control: 1956-57

| Total (18) Public (10) Private (8)
Status :

Number | Percent | Number | Percent {Number | Percent

Transferred to an-
other institution .... 819 374 505 35.7 314 40.6

Transferred, plan to
return to original
institution .cocecccoeeee. 186 8.5 148 10.5 38 4.9

Transferred, no plan
to return to origi-
nal iastitution ... 633 28.9 357 25.2 276 35.7

Not trarsferred to
another institu-

tion  eeceeeeeecreerceeeee| 1,368 62.6 908 64.3 460 594
Not transferred,

plan to transfer.... 304 13.9 195 12.8 105 14.1
Not transferred, no

plan to transfer .| 1,064 48.7 713 50.5 351 453

Not transferred,
plan to return to
original institu-
tion e 999 45.7 664 47.0 335 433

Not transferred, no
plan to return to
original institu- |
tion e 369 169 244 17.3 125 161

Total ceemeee-. . 2,187 100.0 1,413 100.0 774 100.0
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had transferred or were planning to transfer, and 54 percent were planning
to return to the reporting institution. Publicly controlled institutions could
expect to get back a higher percentage of their dropouts than could po-
vately controlled institutions, 58 v. 48. Since nearly 60 percent of the
students leaving privately controlled institutions and 36 percent of those
leaving publicly controlled institutions named reasons connected with
academic difficulty (table 9), this suggests a tendency of dropouts to stay
away from the original institution where academic problems were the
primary cause of withdrawal.

Some of the data on the status of dropouts in the Retention and With-
drawal of College Students and in the 20—college study are comparable.
To construct table 11, figures were adapted from table 47, page 90, of the
Retention and Withdrawai report by eliminating th= dropouts in the cate-
gories for which there were no reasonably comparable data. The “trans-
ferred and/or graduated” category shows u higher percentage for the
earlier study because the early dropouts had a longer period of time,
1950-54, in which to return to college.

Of the 1,876 students who entered publicly controlled institutions as
freshmen in 1950 and dropped out before graduation, the percentage
reporting plans for further college aitendance did not differ significantly
from the percentage of the 1,413 students of all classes reporting such
plans who dropped out of the 10 publicly controlled institutions during
the academic vear 1956-57. The records of the two groups from privately
controlled institutions, however, were not so much alike.

The data indicate a relatively constant mortality rate of about 14 per-
cent among the dropouts — in terms of intentions. Individual institutions
could evaluate their admission policies and practices with that norm, but

TasLe 11.— Comparison of college attendance plans and status of drop-
outs in two studies: Retention and Withdrawal of College Students 1950-54
(R & W) and 20-college study 1956-57 (20 colleges), by control

Percent of dropouts

College attendance |Public and Private Public Private
planfs dai-nd status
o opouts 20~ 20- 20~
R.&EW R.&EW R.&EW.
5 | college + | college college
1950-54 | 195657 | 1950-54 | 195657 | 1950-54 | 1956757
No plans to re-
turn to college ...._..| 4.0 14.3 15.1 17.4 12.5 8.8
‘Will return to
some college .....| 403 48.2 45.0 46.9 33.5 50.6
Transferred and/or
graduated ............. 45.7 37.5 399 35.7 54.0 40.6
Number ... 3,157 2,187 1,876 1,413 2,281 T74
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they could make more valid zppraisals from their own annual records of
the proportions of their dropouts who have no intention of reenrolling in
any college, who intend to continue their education, and who actually
do continue.

In 1962, the University of Illinois made a longitudinal study of 1ts
dropouts.® Bruce K. Eckland and Anita C. Smith of the Illinois Office of
Instructional Research conducted a 10-vear followup of 1,332 men of the
University’s freshman class of September 1952. Their data seem to invali-
date the assumption that a large number of quaiified students who should
be graduating are not? Five out of 10 male freshmen graduated within
the normal 4—vear period — 4 from the University and 1 elsewhere. Five
out of 10 dropped out, but 3 returned; 1 graduated at Illinois, 1 gradu-
ated elsewhere, and 1 did not graduate. Thus, 7 out of 10 entrants gradu-
ated within the 10 years.® Ha!f of those dropped for scholastic reasons
eventually received a degree.?

The 1962 report warns that these high graduation rates can be general-

ized only with caution:

The rates, however, at the University of Illinois and otker state-supported

universities are comparable enough to suggest that the prolonged academic

careers and eventually high rate of graduation disclosed in this study xaight

be generalized to male students in most state-support=d universities during

the period of this study. If this is true, one could generalize that a ten-year

rate of graduation is well over twice as khigh &s the four-year rate from all

these institutions.2¢
Other longitudinal studies covering diverse types of institutions must be
conducted and the information pooled to determine the representativeness
of the 20—college or of the Illinois study. Longitudinal studies of the enter-
ing classes of the 1960’s might show the effects of increased losn and
scholarship assistance, of more selective admissions, and of rising college
costs.

Where dropouts transfer or plan to transfer

It is risky to base policy decisions on dropouts’ statements of reenroll-
ment intentions, for comparisons of plans with performance (table 12)
show that the two may be far from identical —or those who had trans-
ferred and those who stated plans were qualitatively different groups.
Two-thirds of the students who planned to transfer from private institu-
tions indicated that they would go to other institutions in the same State;
only one-third of the transfer students did. Noze of the 109 dropouts

¢Bruce K. Eckland and Anita C. Smith. A Follow-Up Survey of Male Meambers of the
Freshman Class of the University of Ilinois in September 1952, University of Illinuis Office of
Instructional Renearch. Report No. 105. Office of Publicati 49 Admins ? Building
(West)., Urbana, Illinois. May. 1964.

TIbid, p. 1.

3 Idid., p- 19.

*Ind., p. 7.

» Itid., p. 21.
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plaxz-- d to transfer from one to another private institution, but nearly
two-thirds of the 314 transier students from private institutions went to
other private schools.

Almost two-thirds of all withdrawals who transferred went to institutions
under the same control as that from which they withdrew. However, the
majority (70 percent) went to different types of institutions. A signifi-
cantly higher percentage of withdrawals from public (nearly 80) than
from private wmstitutions (less than 60) went to a different type of institu-
tion. Since academic problems were more important as reasons for with-
drawa! from private Institutions, this suggests that, if dropouts from
private schools were searcning for a solution to their academic problems,
they were not depending on a change in type of institution. However,
they did tend (two-thirds) to transfer out-of-State — compared to the
public school transferees, of whom only one-fourth migrated.

Comparison of the 1950-34 Retention and Withdrawal study group and
the 1956-57 transier group reveals severa! parallels and a few dissimilari-
ties. The percentages of transfers from public institutions to institutions of
the same type are similar — 23.6 percent for the 1950-54 period and 20.8
percent for the 1956-57 group. However, the percentages of transfer from
private institutions to institutions of the same type differed — 24.8 percent
in the earlier study, 41.6 percent in the 20—college study.

As reported in the earlier study, of 1,475 students who transferred from
147 institutions during a 4—year span, 32 percent of the 718 private college

TasLE 12. — Characteristics of institutions to which students who have
dropped out of tie institution of first registration have transferred or plan
to trensfer, by control of institution of first registration: 1956-57

Percent of drop-cut students by control

Ch:fr “tgﬁgﬁc ‘Who have Who plan to
inshiation transferred from transfer from

Total Public | Private | Total Public | Private

In same State as

first institution ..... 64.4 76.9 33.6 53.0 50.C 66.7
Of the same type

(university,

teachers college,

€tC.)  ereeerceeeceaeeee 30.0 20.8 41.6 378 25.9 537

Under same type of
control (public,
private) ..ceennen. €5.6 66.0 64.2 2.8 45.9 (]

Number ... .| 819 505 314 304 195 109

Nore: The underliced percentages are significantly higher than the corresponding per-
centages for institntions uude~ the other control.
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respondents transferred to in-State colleges and universities. The corre-
sponding percentage for the 314 transfers of the 20—college study is 34.
However, the nercentage gap for public school transfers is great: from
1650 through 1954, 57.4 percent of the students transferred within the
State, as compared with 76.9 percent in 1956-57. This difference is strik-
ing because the 1950-54 record included transfers from junior colleges,
who, although relatively small in numbers, would be expected to increase
the percentage of within-State transfers. This phenomenon might be due
to increasing out-of-State tuition fees, changes in the names of institutions
within a State (teachers colleges to State coileges), and the establishmenc
of junior colleges or other new institutions.

Time dropouts plan to return to college

The stated plans of dropouts froza publicly and privately controlled
institutions were mich the same. More than Lalf of the respondents

TaBLE 13.— Plans of dropouts to reenier higher educatior. institutions,
by control of institution which they left: 1956-57

Type of control of institution
Item dropouzs left
Total Public Private

Number of dropouts from participating

institutions 2,187 1,413 774
Number who had transferred to another

institution ... 820 505 315
Percent who had transferred to another

institution 37.5 38.7 40.7
Number of unenrolled dropouts

(nontransfers) 1,367 902 459
Number of nontransfers planning o re-

enter higher education 1,054 663 39
Percent of nentransfers planning to re-

enter higher education 77.1 73.0 85.2
Number sp.cifying time they plan to

reenter - 775 565 210
Percent specifying time they plan to

reenter " 73.5 85.2 53.7
Percent planning to reenter next fall

after drOPOUL -cceiceeccemrmeecomcecann e eneansoe 53.5 54.2 51.9
Percent planning to. reenter later next

year after dropout 7.1 9.7 0
Percent planning to reenter fall of fol-

lowing year 244 23.5 26.7
Percent planning to reenter after fall of

foliowing year - 15.0 12.6 214
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expected to be back in school ar the beginning of the 1857 fall registration
period (table 13) ; approximately one-fourth planned to reenroll in the fall
of 1958. Fully 85 percent of the dropouts who responded and who were
planning to reenroll expected to do so with a loss of no more than 2 years.
The 27 percent of those planning to return who did not specify the time
probably would tend to give a later rather than an early date, had they
responded.

Reenrollment plans of active students

Nearly 85 percent of all active student respondents were planning to
reenroll (table 14). Of the 622 who reported no plan for reenrollment,
116 or 19 percent gave academic reasons; 74 or 12 percent gave health
and/or family reasons, and 53 or 9 percent gave financial reasons. Of the
1,013 who were uncertain about reenrolling, 348 or 34 percent gave
financial reasons; 211 or 21 percent gave academic reasons; and 148 or
15 percent gave health and/or family reasons.

Active students who were enrolled in privately controlled institutions
and who were not planning to reenroll or were urcertain had highker per-
centages giving academic reasons than were given by corresponding stu-
dents enrolled in publicly controlled institutions, 25 percent versus 16

TaBLE 14. —- Reenrollment plans of active students, by control: 1956-57

Reenrollment pl:«}ns and reasons Percent reporting
given by active students Total Public Frivate
Plan to reenroll 845 84.5 84.4
No plan to reenroll 5.9 5.8 6.0
Uncertain about reenvolling ... .. ... . ...... 9.7 9.7 9.6
Do not plan to reenroll — no state-
ment 3.6 3.7 3.4
Uncertain — no statemert .u.cceeoceeeee 3.0 39 1.9
Do not plan to reenrocll — acaclen:
matters 11 8 1.5
Uncertain — academic matters ........... 2.0 1.7 23
Do not plan to reenroll — firancial
matters B ! 5 G
Uncertain — financial matters .......... 3.3 3.3 3.3
Do not plan to reenroll — health
and/or family T 8 5
Uncertain — health and/or family..... 1.4 .8 | 2.1
Number of students ‘ 10,549 £,720 4,329

10f the approximately 15 Dpercent who did mnot plan to rwenroll or who were uncertain
about plans. 69 percent supplied reasons.

= Students who expected to gradusie no later than su.amer of the 1956-57 academic yesr
were excluded.
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percent. It would be generally agreed that the composite degree of selectiv-
ity of students was higher in the privately than in the publicly controlled
institutions, yet the percentage of prospective nonreturnees for academic
reasons was higher for privately controlled institutions. No difference was
found between the two groups in percentages giving financial reasons, but
17 percent of those either not planning to retvrn or uncertain about
returning in the privately controlled gave health and/or family reasons
as compared with 10 percent in publicly controlled institutions.

The extent to which individual institutions can use with confidence the
figures on dropout and reenrollment for planning purposes is limited
because of the wide ranges around the averages. For example, a mean of
3€ percent of dropouts from public institutions transferred to other institu-
tions, but the range in percentages among the 10 institutions was from
i6 to 51. Similarly, 54 percent of all dropouts planned to return to the
institutions from which they dropped out, but the range in percentages
was from 0.5 to 66. These ranges show that each institution in its planning
must examine its own record of experience rather than rely on measures
of central tendency derived from the records of groups of institutions.

48



Chapter 3

Comparative Qualifications and Characteristics of
No-Shows, Dropouts, and Active Students

Studies of the similarities and differences between students admitted to
college who enroll in college and those who do not enroll, and between
students who remain in college and those who drop out, are incomplete
without consideration of the student ability levels. In this chapter the
comparative qualifications of the students are discussed in terms of the
standings in high school graduating class and on college placement tests,
two indices of the level of student ability generally recognized as having
considerable validity.

As used here, the phrase “college placement tests” includes any test or
test battery administered to entering students in the 20 coileges. The
resulting student standings were expressed in terms of tenths, or deciles, on
local distributions. For both high school and placement test standings
shown in the tables and chart which follow, the top tenth has been desig-
nated “1” and the bottom tenth “10.” The mean placement test standing
therefore would be 5.30 for the total, or for a representative sample of
the population tested.

High school standing

Six institutions under public control and 4 under private control
provided ¢-ta on rank in high school graduzting class for all 3 study
groups — no-shows, dropouts, and active students. The data are presented
in table 15. The means derived from the matched totzls show that, in the
6 publicly controlled institutions, the mean high school tenth of the
no-shows for 1956 and 1957 combined was 2.08; of ‘e dropouts, 3.38;
and of the active students, 2.43. in 4 instituticns under private control,
the corresponding means were 1.93, 3.18, and 2.3 In other words, by this
measure, no-shows were superior to active students, and tne latter out-
ranked the dropouts.

Data were reported on rank in high school graduating class by fifths
for 9,281 students for 1956—57. It snould be roted that this number does
not represent the total of those admitted that year because *he dropouts
and active students represent admissions for earlier years as well. More-
over, the institutions represented in the 3 status groups are not exactly
"“antical and high school ranks were not available for all students. Table
.. summarizes the data available.

41
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TaBLE 15. — A" -an standing in high school graduating class of sample of
first-time students admitted, of no-shows, of dropouts, and of
active students in 10 institutions

Mean tenth in high school graduating class

Insiitution’ Active

Total® No-shows® | Dropouts’ Students*

- I 2.85 282 3.30 2.76

B 2.67 2.15 4.17 299

C . 1.56 1.85 2.24 1.17

D 1.89 1.55 3.50 2.35

E 2.65 2.14 3.32 2.64

F 2.24 1.72 290 2.22

Total 6 public - 2.47 2.08 3.38 243
NUMDBET  oeoocreiersnmammsensmneommans 6,120 2,724 1,231 2,165

[ PRI SESPP 1.74 1.45 2.48 1.69

H . [ 2.39 2.10 3.94 2.21

b S . 214 1.96 2.50 2.11

15 SO 3.13 2.27 4.20 3.24

Total 4 private ..eeeoceocoeeeeeeee 2.34 1.93 3.18 2338
Number . 1,694 680 295 19

Total 10 institutions ...........- 2.44 2.05 3.34 2.42
Number | 7.814 3,404 1,526 2,884

1 Code letters do not necessarily correspond with those in other tables.

: No-shows, dropouts. and active students combined.

2 Fall of 1956 and 1957 combined. Dropouts are for the preceding 12 months.
4 Academic year 1956-57.

About 60 percent of no-shows were in the top fifth of their high school
graduating classes. Corresponding percentages were, for dropouts, 32, and
for active students, 46. For all 3 study populations the percentages in the
second fifth were remarkably close — 26.4 for no-shows, 26.5 for dropouts,
anc 25.6 for active students. About 73 percent of the students included in
table 16 graduated in th» top two-fifths of their high school classes as
compared with 12 percent in the bottom two-fifths. The greatest percent-
age contrast in the ranking was found in the no-show group and the most
equal distribution in the dropout group.

Mean standings for the 3 groups of students are shown on chart 1 for
the 6 publicly and 4 privately controlled institutions that were able to
provide reasonably complete cata on standing in high school graduatiug
class. In 8 of the 10 institutions the significantly higher means for no-shows
t~an for active students ruled out the probability of chance. In all 10
r porting institutions the means for dropouts were significantly lower than
the means for either no-shows or for currently enrolled students. For each
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TaBLE 16.— Standing in high school graduating class of no-shows,
dropouts, and active students, 1956-57

. . Percent in each fifth of high school
Fifth in high school class, by status group
graduating class

Total No-shows ’ Dropotts Active
Top 46.6 59.8 31.8 46.3
2 26.1 26.4 265 25.6
3 14.9 8.6 19.4 16.3
4 . 9.4 3.8 14.3 102
5 .. 3.0 14 8.0 1.6
Number 9,281 2,536 2,187 4,558
Mean fifth 1.96 1.61 2.40 1.95

institution the longer solid line labeled T shows the mean level for all
admitted students.

Sev.ral notable configurations are evident in the chart. For example,
despite difference in control, Public Institution B and Private Institution |
have very similar patterns. The mean high school standings of dropouts in
4 institutions were higher than the mean standings of active students in
Institutions B and J. In Institution C the mean level of dropouts was
equal to, or above, the means of active students in 7 of the 9 other institu-
tions. These profiles demonstrate the marked diversity in student capability
among the 10 institutions as measured by rank in high school graduating
class.

Table 17 gives a rough approximation of the relative high school stand-
ing of groups in the two studies. The students in the sample from the
entering classes in the fall of 1950 for whom standings in high school
graduating classes were reported showed a2 mean of 3.65, with women
holding an advantage of 1.14 over men. The students from this group who
graduated 4 years later from the colleges of original registration bad a
mean standing of 2.87 with a difference of 0.85 between men and women.
The mean ~nding of those who discontinued was 4.14. The difference
of 1.27 betwc.a the means for graduates and dropouts is significant at the
1 percent level.

It is clear irom the findings that, with one exception, the 20 instituiions
lost good students as no-shows and as dropouts, particularly the transfers.
As Temple University concluded, “. .. On the basis of high school quintile
rank in his graduating class, the ‘admitted non-attcndant’ is apparently 2
capable student ...” That would be the general conclusion as well
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TABLE 17.— Mean tenth in high school graduating class of groups of
students in two studies: Retention and Withdrawel of College Students v.
20-college study of active students, dropouts, and no-shows

Mean tenth in high school graduating class

Group 1950 R.&W. study 20-college study
Total Men Women | Total Men Women
Total ...........] 3.65 4.12 2.98 2.92
Active students ... 2.87 22 237 2.74
Dropouts, excluding
known transfers ... 414 4.69 374 *3.78
No-shows (10 in-
SHILULIONS)  .cecccocamenrfosaremesesnnnenfommmmesnnnaensfene . 2.64 3294 2.14

3 Mean for 4.558 active students entering from 1952 to 1957 inclusive.

2 Mean for 2.187 dropouts entering from 1952 to 195v iwclusive and dropying out during
1956-57 academic year.

3 Mean for 1956 and 1957 no-shows combined.

College placement test standing

In contrast to the availability of reasonably complete information on
standing in high school graduating class from 10 institutions, there were
very meager placement test data in the study samples from the 20 colleges.
Only 1 privately controlled and 3 publicly controlled institutions reported
decile standings for both dropouts and active students. Since placement
data were usually obtained during registration, the institutions that did not
require colleg= entrance board or other test for admission had no results
to report for nc-shows.

For the 4 instituticns reporting placement data, the mean tenth for 675
dropouts was 4.87, and, for 1,971 students who were still in attendance,
the mean placement test standing was 4.22. The mean standing of active
students was significantly higher, tending to confirm the conclusions indi-
cated by the differences in standing in high school graduating classes.

Comparison between the two studies

Direct comparisons of high school and placement test standings between
findings of the earlier Retention and Withdrawal study and findings in the
20—college study are difficult to make because of differences in methods of
gathering data. Despite the limitations, those comparisons that can be
made raise interesting points.

In terms of both high school and placement tenths, the means for drop-
outs in the Retention and Withdraweal study and in the 20-—college s.udy
were significantly lower than the corresponding means for the active
students (table 18). But the mean high school tenth of dropouts in the
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Retention and Withdrecal study was significantly lower than that for
20—college dropouts. T*: differerce of 0.13 in mean tenths for active
students was not significant, but the difference of 0.66 between the totals
for the 2 studies was significant, lending support to the hypothesis that
admissions standards had been raised appreciably during the interval
between the 2 studies. Several factors suggest caution, however, in attribut-
ing the higher rank in high school graduating class of the 20—college
group solely to greater selectivity. It will be noted, for example, that the
6.745 students in the 20—college study entered over a period extending
from the fall of 1952 through the fall of 1957, whereas all of the students
in the Retention and Withdrawal study entered as first-time students in
the fall of 1950. If comparable data were available for each of the 6 years
and if they confirmed a trend, more credence could be attached to the
hypothesis of greater selectivity. On the other hand, if it is assumed that
the mean high schoo! standings of no-shows for 1956 and 1957 (table 17)
reflect the trend for enrollees as well, there is highly contradictory evidence.

In the 20—college study. the differences in mean standings are not large

TaBLE 18. — Comparisons of mean high school tenth and college placement
test standings in two studics, by active and dropou! status

Number and mean tenth standing, by status

Active
Items and studies Total students Dropouts
Num- ' Mean Num- Mlean Num- | Mean
ber tenth ber tenth ber tenth

Tenth in high school
graduating class:
Retention and
Withdrawal
study®  coeeeee-

. 7,881 3.74 4,100 2.87 3,781 4.69
20-college study ..

6,745 3.08 4,558 274 2,187 3.78

Tenth ¢n co.ege
placement test:®
Retention and I

TTithdrawal
Study®  ceceeeecenene 11,404 5.29 4,189 | 4.72 7,215 5.62
)-college study’.-.“ 3,371 4.60 1,971 | 422 1,400 5.13

i 1

! Standings of active students (graduates) and dropouts as Zdrst-time students entering
147 colleges in fall of 1950.

: Standings of active students and dropouts as first-time students entering 20 colleges
from 1952 to 1957.

3 pased on local distributions: therefore mean for stal must be 5.50 by the method of
caleulation.

NOTE: Top tenth is Jesignated by 1 and bottom tenth by 10: therefore the hizber the
mean, the lower the rank.
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enough to justify the conclusion that either high school rank or college
placement test standing can differentiate unerringly between students who
will drop out and those who will persist in attendance. This is generally
the finding of recent educational resecarch. In 1964, Constance Walier’s
study of research related to college persistence! reported that there seems
to have been no significant increase in the correlation of from .47 to .60
between rank in high school class and first semester marks in college since
Butsch’s study in 1939. Even though colleges are admitting more students
of higher ability, as shown in college profiles, the correlations have not
inc-~ased. This, again, questions the college grading system, the criterion
against which these predictors are measured. The comparability of class
rarks among different high schools has also been questioned by researchers.
Waller concludes that if rank is to be used as a criterion, “it should be
adjusted for each school as far as possible.”?

In the 1964 report, Waller also concludes, from various studics on tests
as predictors, that test data should be used with other data: Multiple
correlations of test scores and high school records gave higher predictions
of success than test scores used alone.®

There is evidence, however, from the 20—college study and other studies,
that applicants with poorer records on either measure represent a decidedly
greater survival risk than do entrants who have better scores.

1 Constance Waller. “Research RelateC to College Persistence.” College and University, Vo.
39, No. 3. pp. 27i-94, Spring 1964

2 Ibid., pp. 284~ .

3Ibid., pp. 285-6.
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Chapter 6

Sources of Funds for Defraying College Expenses —
Family Income, Student Employment,
and Scholarship Assistance

Certain central tendencies appear in the distribution of college student
responses to the inquiry, “Where did you get the money to pay the costs
of attending coliege?” Equally discernable are the different patterns of
sources of funds. More than half of the expenses of students attending
college were defrayed with funds provided by the fam‘lies of students,
more than one-fifth from personal savings and about one-sever.th from
earnings of studerts while in college. Similarities and differences in pat-
terns are shown in table 19 where percentages of active studerits and
dropouts using the several sources can be compared. Larger percentages
of active students than drcpouts tended to use the sources but the mean
percentages of expenses defrayed by students using the sources tended to
be iigher for the dropouts.

One of six active students used college scholaiship assistance compared
with 1 of 16 dropouts. The mean percent of expenses defraved with
scholarship funds was skghtly higher for dropouts. Only 2.4 percent of
nearly 13,000 reporting active students and dropouts used college loan
funds to defray college expenses, and 2.3 percent used other loar funds.

Seventeen of the 20 institi.dons participated in the NDEA student loan
program in 1959-60. They reported that 5.1 percent of full-time under-
graduates borrowed under that program (about the same as the 5 percent
nationwide average) and that 1.9 percent were known to have used other
loan funds. Reports by institutions and by students are not precisely com-
parable in the “other leans” category but the figures representing lcans
administered by the institutions would indicate that the percentzge borrow-
ing under the NDEA program alone in 1859-60 was higher than the
percentage of all borrowers "2 195657, 5.1 percent v. a maximum of 4.7
percent. The term “maximum” applies because of the duplicates in the
2.4 and 2.3 percentage figures.

In spite of the relatively small numbers involved (at most 604 active
and 78 dropout students), there was some evidence that defraying college
expenses with colicze loan funds was associated with dropout, particularly
in privately controlled institutions, where the ratio of the weighted mean
percent of expenses paid from college and other loan funds was 2.3 for
53 dropouts to 1 for 306 active students. The relationship, however, is

48
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clouded E - other factors contributing to dropout so that it is not possible
to isolate the influence of financial stress, despite the assumption that the
act of obtaining a loan is evidence of need. Certainly the contrast between
+he relationships of scholarshins and loans to persistence would be clearer
if it could be established th . olarship granis were as closely associated
with financial need as wer. . 5. The ratio of 4.1 to 1.8 (2.3 to 1) in
favor of college scholarships as a persistence stimulant has as many limita-
tions as the inverse ratio against loan funds except for the greater number
of students involved in the scholar:hip category.

The percentages of students using “other” (noncollege) funds were
pracdcally the same for active and for dropout students in both publicly
and privately controlled instit:tions. The proportion of these funds that
could be classified as veterans' benefits was probably too low to justify any
inferences with regard to their effect en type of control of imstitution
attended c¢r on student persistence.

Reports of other stuaics of sources of funds for defrayinz college ex-
penses, although not uniform in amounts, show strong sindilarities in
relative dimensions. A 1959-60 study at the Universit, of Michigan
repoited that of the rnean total cxpense of $1.550 for 232 unmarried
students, 61.3 percent came from parents and 23.2 percent from students’
earnings. Scholarships accounted tor 8.+ percent. and 7.1 percent was
derived from miscellaneous sources. This is rourhly comparable o the
rank order of importance of sources of funds and percentage oi €xpenses
defrayed from e.ch source as shown in the total column for active students
in table 20. In 1961, the University Committee on Student Economics at
the University of Illincis reported that the largast single soucce, again, for
single students for the secon. svmester of 1959-6C was the students’ fam-
ilies; that figure added to the students’ carnings and assets accounted for
< Imost three quarters of the available funds.? The University of Wisconsin
reported in 1961 that, according to the mean amounts from eich source
and from a sample of 1,075 of the 1960-61 students, the sources furnishing
the lion’s share of the total cosis were — in crder of decreasing importance
— family, employment, savinzs, and scholarships.3 "Thus, although per-
centzge uses of varicus sourcus ©0 - ds vary from individual to individual
and from instiv:tion io in-ituii-., the relative importance of the various
searces to the v.: age student is clear.

Family incon::

The ability of a farnily to provide financial assistance to a student can
have 2 signifcant influen~e on whether, where, and how long a student

1 John B. Lansing, Thomas Lorimer, Chikashi Moriguchi. How People Pav for Collcge, Sur-
vey Research Center. Institute for Social Research, The University of Michigan, 1960.

1 American Conncii on Education. Americe Universities and Colleges, ed. by Allan M.
Carttr . Waskington, D.C.: American Counci} on Education. Ninth edition. 1964. ». 45.

31,. J. Lins. Student-Fcpenses and Sources of Income 1960-€1 Academic Year. The Univer-

sity of Wisconain Madison Campus. The University of Wisconsin Office of Institutionai
Studies. October 1961. p. 39.
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TaBLE 20.—Weighted mean percent of college expenses defrayed with funds
from several sources by active students and dropouts, by control: 1956-57

Public Private
Total control co:ltrol
Source of funds T - ; )
Active | Drop- | Active | Drop- | Active | Drop-
students! outs |students| outs |students| outs

Family, :including

relatives ..........cceeeend 51.2 £0.7 53.9 47.3 47.8 55.1
Personal savings ..., 18.9 23.7 20.7 27.7 16.7 17.7
On-campus work ... 3.9 3.1 43 2.6 3.2 39
Off-campus worl ....... 10.2 9.4 8.3 9.5 12.7 9.1
Church . ool e 3 2 2 1 5 5
Civic org._nizatiuns..... 3 5 3 q 2 1
College scholar-

ships(s) ..ccoeeiiemee 4.1 1.8 2.5 1.4 6.1 29
Other scholar-

ships{s) ceemeene. 3.7 1.8 25 1.8 5.4 1.6
College loan funds ... 4 5 3 4 5 8
2ther loan(s) ........... 6 7 6 4 6 1.7
Other funds ............... 6.4 7.6 6.4 8.1 6.3 6.6
Numtker reporting

source and per-

CENtBZE .ooveceereenenans 9,410 | 1,495 | 4,778 838 | 4,632 657
Number reporting

SOUXCE  ..coeeeeneeneanenn 10,983 ' 1,859 5,423 1,098 5,560 761
Percent reporting

both ... e | 85.7 80.4 88.1 76.3 83.3 86.3

NOTE: The weighted mean percentage of expenses defrayed from emch source was derived
by multiplying the mean percent defrayed per student by the percent using it.

The nmbers of students in tables 19 and 20 are different because soine siudents reported
aources but did not show percentages. Weighed mean percentages could be obtained only
on the basis of those reporting use in terms of percentages. For all active students and
dropouts combined. the percent reporting both was R5: in publicly controlled institutions, 86;
and in privately controlied, 84.

attends college. Certainly, individual families, institutions, and studies have
placed and will place varying degrees of importance on family assistance
as a determinant of a student’s educational progress. Nevertheless, it is an
undeniably important factor for the majority of students.

Theoretically, a good single indes. o1 ahility to pay is family income.
However, it has serious deficiencies when considered alone because of
differences in size of family and in standards of living. The reliability of
a student’s estimate of the family income is also subject to question, but
several institutions in the 20-college study checked student estimates
against other information sources presumed to be reliable, si::h as the

U
)



COLLEGE APPLICANTS, ENTRANTS, DROPOUTS

52

-az0w 20 §00‘0T$ Jo ewoduj |

-uoRUNqT} 90T 943 U} PIPO[OU] 6 VUVPUINE UJ ([ HamM OUM FUIPKIS LU0,

08¥%°s 06L's 0L8'y 82%'2 089°L 069°e 088'y J5 Aysieawuf) djdwe],
068°L 098‘q 088’y 986 008'L 098‘9 083 1172 ’ Nmsu] Helg
1000°01 080°6 008‘g 288 100001 | +000°0T 0809 98 - a8a](0D [[UULID
08¢'6 00S'9 026V LLT 0L9°'L 0009 L00'y 03 - - agafjo) 3inqsdn2d
1000'01 | L000'0T | 096'L a1 100001 | +000°0T | 0¥0°9 19 |7 m———— Aysaoatuf) Um0jaBI07H
400001 | L0000T | 088‘9 q88 $000°0T | 088‘L ov6'y 221 N £y1s10A1Uf) [[PUI0)
100001 | +000°0T | 080°L 903 looo‘or | O0SL'L oz¥'g L8 £ysieatuf) 2e310)
032'S 069'S 0812 188 088°g 008'v 081'S L3 = af2[0) UBUIMAN-UOSIE)
00¥%'y 08€'S 090'3 693 086°S 0¥0'e 08L'T 06 ade[[0) waIRY
98'6 9029 g6y Lec'c | dooo‘or | L90°9 LL8'e 98¢ |7 (suopmyyysur ¢) pajloxu0d A[BAlLd
08¥'8 060'9 039'p 029 0969 069'S 069'F 901 - Ajs1aAtu() 9835 dukep
000'L 080'9 090'% 28T°T 0099 00g'e 088'F /% - T weeeees GUEOUURJ, JO AYISIBATU(
0r9°L 0L8's 0Z2'% LLZ 099'L 0eg'e L1’y L [ NdI3RUUC) FO AjisiaAlU(]
0816 | 0909 | o063¥ | 619 ogL's | 090°9 | 0987 - = fYIBI0ATU() 9B} BIUBAJASUUL]
10000t | 01.8 000'9 1 004's 088°g 093V 44 aday0n ucydurysep ARl
036'9 099°¢ 09%'% 192 09L'9 063'¢ 03%'s gq | uosmoL—o30[[05 21§ puslAIel
$000°T | O8L'9 0867 909 08L’6 002'9 ove'y 862 AysleAluf) BUBIPU]
looo‘or | 0169 010'9 969 100001 | L0T'L 08T'g (<1 I e £30[OUYPDT, JO NNISU] BL3I100D)
0126 0929 088‘y 198 061‘9 082'9 0¥’y 147 us3yoT ulalsBj
0088 0609 088y 898 014'L 088°e 086'8 653 usasn Burpmoqg
99¢'6 8LE'9 YoL'Y 9 8i¥'8 c9L‘q 082V ee0'T |=== (suonmjnsur 1) pajoucd ApPHqnd
0L8'6$ $08'9$ 894'7$ T10°2T 1ir'es | ses‘ed | zor'rd 699°T pransesaenenes (suommineut 61) [¥30]
sarjiurey saf[uey
£0 usipa|{ 10 Jo g0 uelpa{ 10 Jo
IaqunN JaquimN suonnINSUI
9961 £961

9¢61 puv £661 “Josmo? Aq ‘uonmpsut £

‘syuapnis hq pajpwitisa sawooup pup, — 1 TV,

O

60

’

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DEFRAYING COLLEGE EXPENSES 53

College Scholarship Service of the College Entrance Examination Board,
and found very small differences in the medians. Furthermore, the rank
order correlation between the 1953 and 1956 medians shcwn in table 21
was found to be .85, which indicates a high degree of correspondence and
reflects favorably upon the reliability of the students’ estimates if it is
assumed that the institutions in the study tend to draw their students
from the same relative income levels from year to year.

Estimates of family incoms by active students of 19 of the 20 institutions
in the study are presenterl with those of two other related studies in
table 22. The median family income for a sample of active students in
19 colleges in 1953 was $5,947, as compared with a median of $6,304 for
a sample of active students in the same institutions in 1956. The difference
of less than $269 ir median income would probably not net enough to
cover the incre w: a costs of higher education over the period.

The range in {amily income among the 19 institutions is illustrated by
the fact that the Q1 income of $7,960 reported at Georgetown University
exceeded the 1956 median inccmes in 14 of the 18 other institutions.
Because the inquiry form provided for the grouping of all incomes of
$10,000 and over in one interval, it was not possible to derive definitive
measures for some institutions. The public versus private anomaly appears
partly because 40 percent of the estimated family incomes in the privately
controlled institutions were reported by Temple University where the 1956
median income was $583 below that for publicly controlled institutions.

TaBLE 22. — Family incomes estimated by students in related studies

Number

ol stu- | Top of Bottom

Yearof | dents | bottom of top
Study esti- -vho re- | 25 per- | Median | 25 per-

mates | ported cent cent

esti- Q1) (Q3)

mates

Costs of Attending College’ ...... 1952 15,041 | $3,375 | $4,985 | $8,170
Retention and Withdrowal..... 1953 7,644 3,984 5,706 9,221
Public control -—...ccoeeeenaneee 1953 4,253 3,739 5,243 7,522
Private control 1953 3,391 4,434 6,570 10,000
Active students only _....... 1953 8,555 4,124 5,947 9,741
19 colleges—active students®...| 1956 12,011 4,568 6,304 9,570
Public control -.cceceeeeieeccaceee 1856 6,444 4,724 6,373 9,366
Private control ................ 1956 5,567 4,395 6,206 9,264

1 U.S. Department of Health, Educetion, and Welfare. Office of Education. Costs of
Attending College, Ernest V. Hollis and Associates, Bul. 1957, No. 9, Washington, U.8. Gov-
ernment Printing Office, 1958.

1 U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. Office of Education. Retention
and Withdrawal of College Students, Robert E. Iffert, Bul. 1958, No. 1, Washington, U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1857.

2 Estimates by active students in 18 institutions (10 public, 9 private) in all classes in
present study.
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Clearly, children of economically privileged families are not the only
students able to attend college. The figures in tables 21 and 22 show that
more than one-fourth of the 12,011 enrolled students estimated their 1956
family incomes at a level below the national median of $4,783 for that
year. Furthermore, in 10 of the 19 institutions the family incomes of one-
fourth of the 7,647 students feil below the national median family income
for 1956. Thirty-six percent were in 6 institutions in which the medians
of the estimated family incomes were below $6,000, and in all but 1 of the
19 institutions there was at least 1 enrollee whose 1956 family income was
under $1,000. College attendance was a reality for large numbers of chil-
dren of below-average-income families in a large majority of the institu-
tions in the study.

Enlarging the perspective to cover estimates of family income by nearly
35,000 college students for 1952, 1953, and 1956, it is apparent that one-
fourth of the students came from homes with an annual family inccine
under $5,000. One-half came from homes in which the annual family
income was under $7,000, and fewer than one-fourth came from homes
with family incomes as high as $10,000. The percentages of all families in
the United States with incomes of $10,000 and over were: 1952, 4.1;
1954, 5.8; and 1956, 7.9, and the medians for those years were $3,890,
$4,173, and $4,783, respectively.?

Comparison of the family income levels of students in 19 institutions in
1953 with the same institutions in 1956 showed a high degree of con-
sistency in the relative standings of the institutions. It was also noted that
institutions with higher-income clientele tended to have higher percentages
of students receiving scholarship aid. Since few, if any, colleges aspire to
have, or to gain, the reputation of being exclusively for children of the
wealthy, it is to be expected that more assistance will go to able but less
afluent students in the higher income level institutions. When the 19
institutions were ranked in order of median family income as estimated by
students and also in order of cost as indicated by tuition and fee charges,
the rank order correlation was found to be .63, indicating a positive but
far from perfect relationship.

Student employment

During the academic year 1956-57, 45 percent of the students enrolled
in the 20 colleges were employed. By working an average of 18 hours per
week the mean percent of expense:s defrayed was approximately 48. Stu-
dents who attended institutions located in centers of popuiation over
100,000 found more and better opportunities for self-help by working at
off-campus jobs than did students who attended institutions in smaller
population centers where they tended to be limited to on-campus jobs.
Similarly, dropouts from institutions in larger population centers tended

¢« The Nationai Industrial Conferen..e Board, Road Mape of industry, No. 1138, 460 Park

Avenue, New York, October 18, 19K7. Source: Dureau of the Census.
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to obtain jobs ranking higher on the occupational scale than did dropouts
from colleges in areas of lesser population.

The ability and willingness of college students to finance themselves can
only be inferred from rather than demonstrated by the available data. A
comparison of the figures for work on-campus and off-campus shows a
strong predominance of the lat‘er. On-campus work was defined as work
paid for by the institution of higher education attended by the student,
regardless of where the work was performed. Work paid for by some
agency other than the institution was classified as off-campus employment.
More than 2V, times as much money wasc earned by students working at
off-campus jobs than at on-campus jobs during the college year.

Table 23 shows a negative relationship between the percentage of active
students engaged in on-campus work and the percentage engaged in off-
campus work. Those familiar with the locations of the 14 institutions listed
will recognize that the 5 with the lowest percentages (less than 20) of on-
campus work and the 5 with the highest percentages (over 30) of off-
campus work tend io be situated in large population centers.

In the 7 institutions with the higher percentages of active students
engrged in off-campus work, 18 percent of the working students were on
jobs classified as skilied. 37 percent on semiskilled jobs and 45 percent on

"

unskilled jobs.? For the active students who worked and were enrolled in

58 U.S. Department of Labor and U.S. Employment Service. Dictionary of Occupational
Titles, Part 11, Titles and Codea, Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington,

June 1939. (Some institutions used more recent editions which did not affect the uniformity
of the jnb clerssification.)

TABLE 23. — Percent o; active students engaged in on-campus and
off-campus work in 14 institutions: 1956-57

Percent of totai under-
graduates engaged in
Institution
On-campus Off-campus

work work
Georgetown Unrniversity ....... - 4.4 156
Maryland State College—TOWSON ..cooemeeeeeeeeene. 8.1 33.1
Temple University ..o 9.6 58.8
Georgia Institute of Technology ... 10.6 211
Pratt Institute ........ eebeeecne s s s anenes 18.2 3858
Pennsylvania State University .....c.occocoeoes e 20.1 23.8
Gettysburg College ... 20.8 19.0
Mary Washington College 21.4 1.7
Wayne State University . 24.8 4.7
Indiana Uaiversity ......oo......... . 26.6 16.9
Eastern Michigan University 30.8 38.8
Bowling Green University ....ieieicainnns 33.9 20.3
Grinnell College ...........ccourieceecomrrmmerenrneenennnnnons 40.8 9.7
Berea College 88.8 138.b
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the 7 institutions where on-campus work predominated, 13 percent were
employed in skilled work, 30 percent in semiskilled, and 57 percent in
unskilled work. Since it is evident that the size of the community in which
the institution is located and the relative percentage of students engaged
in on-campus work are associated, any examination of the skill level of
work performed should take this association into account.

A further analysis of the levels of work performed shows that dropouts
from the 7 institutions having the highest percentages of students engaged
in off-campus work tended to be employed, after dropping out, at jobs of
a higher skill level than those of the dropouts from the 7 institutions with
the highest percentages of on-campus work. Where off-campus work
predominated, the percentages were: skilled, 24; semiskilled, 50; unskilled,
26. Where on-campus work predominated, the percentages were: skilled,
15; semiskilled, 43; unskilled, 42. These findings form the basis for the
conclusion that, since higher levels of pay tend to go with higher levels of
skill, college students who must depend upon their own earnings to help
defray expenses will generally £ind better opportunities in larger popula-
tion centers. Experience on the job can be more chailenging and interesting

TsBLE 24. — Extent and che:acter of employment of active students
enrolled in 16 instituiions, by control: 1956-57

Total and control
Item
Total Public Private
Number of institutions reporting ............ 16 9 1
Number of students reporting .............. 10,425 5,726 4,699
Percent employed while students ............ 45.5 379 54.9
Percent who worked part-time ........ 38.2 816 46.3
Percent who worked full-time ............ 7.3 6.3 K]
Percent of employed engaged in:
Clerical and sales WOrk ......cccceeeeeed 446 39.0 51.8
Professional, semi-professionel,
managerial 21.6 23.8 18.8
Service occupations ........ceeciiiiienennsd 19.9 24.0 149
Skilled, semi-skilled, unskilled .......... 7.0 4.9 9.6
Agriculture, fishing, forestry, etec..... 14 1.6 1.0
Occupation not given ..ccecieeerranes 5.5 6.7 39
Percent of emiployed reporting hours
worked 87.9 86.2 89.4
Median number of hours worked per
week ... 180 18.2 179

NOTE: Percentages underlined are significantly higher than the percentages for students
enrolled in institutions under other control.
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if the job involves development and improvement of skills.

Comparisons of costs of tuition, board, and roem can be deceptive if
other factors are not taken into consideration. A superficial examination
may dicate that an irstitution is relatively inexpensive; it may attract
students with minimum resources and give on-campus employment to
large numbers of them, but if it has a cheap labor policy the real cost to
the student may be considerably higher than tiie apparent cost at an-
other institution.

There were 6 institutions located in population centers of more than
100,000 and 10 institutions located in smaller population centers {table
25). A slight but significantly higher percentage of the students attending
institutions in large centers had been employed while attending college.
Also, of the students attending institutions in large population centers, a
higher percentage worked part-time, a higher percentage worked full-time,
and these students tended to work more hours per weel than students
attending institutions in smaller population centers. The :ange in medians
for the 10 institutions; in smaller centers was from 9 i 18 hours worked
per week and for the 6 institutions in larger centers ihe range was from

TarLe 25— Number and percent of active studernts, by employment status,
type of eriployment, and size of population center in which
institution is located: 1556-57

l Numbers and percentages in

institutions located in
population centers
Item
Under 100,000
Total 100,000 and cver
Number of institutions 16 10 6
Number of students reporting -.ccccccco... 10,425 4,258 6,167
Number not employed while students......... 5,677 2,427 3,250
Percent not employed while students........ 54.5 . 870 52.7
Number who worked part-time 3,982 1,651 2,431
Percent who worked part-time ... 38.2 8C.4 89.4
Numniber who worked full-time .... 766 280 486
Percent who worked full-time 73 6.6 7.9
Percent of employed engaged in:
Professional, semi-professional,
managerial 20.9 23.3
Clerical and sales WOrk ..c.oeececeeeifonenens 29.5 56.0
Service occupations ...... 32.3 9.0
Agriculture, fishing, forestry . 24 9
Skilled, semiskilled, unskilled 74 78
Occupation not given ......eicececeaifennnns 1.5 3.0

Nore: Porcentages underlined are signifiantly higher than the p t for
enrelled in institutions in the other population classification.
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12 to 24 hours. For 1956, the median estimated family income of students
enrolled in the 6 institutions in the larger population centers was $5,945
as compared with a median of $6,370 for students enrolled in institutions
in smaller centers. The combination of lower family income, more employ-
ment opportunities, higher wages, and more stimulating work makes the
institutions located in larger cities more attractive to students who weuld
work part-time while attending college. Higher living costs could offset
these advantages.

In 1963, Wayne State University, one of the 6 institutions situated in a
populous urban area, reported its further investigatior of the extent and
effect of employment on its students.® A 1960 survey at Wayne State
indicated that 76 percent of the student body either worked, ur planned
to work in the fall semester of that year. An extended study of the employ-
ment pattern between summer 1960 and spring 1962 showed that business
and industry were the largest employers — providing 38.8 percent of the
7,718 jobs held by Wayne State students. Slightly more than two-thirds of
the studen:s who worked and studied concurrently indicated that com-
pensation from employment was sufficient to pay their college expenses
without the need to seek additional financial assistance from cther sources.

Conclusive evidence that student employment was associated with per-
sistence in attendance was not obtained in the 20-college study. Nor, as
Summerskill reported in 1962, has this evidence been develcped by any
other studies; to the contrary, available research on this subject reveals
that there is no clear or consistent relationship between self-support and
part-time work and college grades or attrition.” Reference has been made
to the nature of work performed by students on and off campus while
they were enrolled in college and by dropouts after they left college. Table
26 shows that clerical and sales activities were predominant for both
enrolled students and dropouts. About 45 percent of active students who
worked on campus and 34 percent of the employed dropouts were found
in this major occupational division. Comkined professional, semiprofes-
sional, and managerial occupations, such. as accountant, insurance sales-
men, draftsman, radio operator, and credit or restaurant manager, ranked
second, with 22 percent of he active students and 24 percent of the drop-
outs holding jobs within this combination.

Jobs defined in the Dictionary of Occupational Titles as “service occu-
pations,” including such specific aveas as kitchen help, cocktail waiter,
hospital orderly, camp counselor, and watchman, ranked third and
engaged 20 percent of active students. Similar jobs were held by 16
percent of dropouts. Skilled, semiskilled, and unskilled jobs, such as con-
struction worker, gas station attendant, and truck driver, were held by 7
percent of the active students and by 17 percent of the dropouts.

¢ Impact of Employrent on Wayme State University Students, Office of Divisional Studies,
Division of Admissions an1 Records, Detroit, October 1963.

1 John Summerskill, “Dropouts From College” in The American College, ed. by Nevitt San-
ford. (Ch. 19, pp. 627-58. New York: Wiley & Sons, 1962.
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TaBir 26. - Comnparison of employment records (on  avd off-campus)
of a-tive students and dropouts, by contr.l: 1£56-57

i

Active studenis Jropouts
Item e T
Total ! Public Private, Total | Public | Pri.ate
! —
,,,,, T e R e
Number of stuents
reporting .............] 10,425 5,726 4,699 2,108 _ 1,303 BOS
Percent employed !
full-time ...c.cceeeeeee. 1 9.8 6.3 14.0 59.6 619 559
Percent employed
part-tinre  ...............] 35.7 31.6 408 10.8 10.6 111
Percent of employed
engaged in: |
Professioial,
semiprofessional,
managerial .........J 21.6 258 18.8 24.1 24.3 23.6

Clerical and sales.. 44.7 38.9 51.8 33.6 3.7 264
Service urcupa-

tIONS e 19.9 24.0 149 15.9 145 18.2
Agriculture, fish-

ing, forestry .| 14| 16| 10| so| 25| s

Skilled, semi-

skilled, un-

skilled ....cccaeeeeeeeee | 7.0 49 9.6 16.8 16.9 16.8

Occupatinnas

not listed....... ... 5.4 6.8 39 6.6 40 113
Percent enrolled ix

another institution... | . l 3756 86.7 40.7

As rising costs of higher education exceed the ability of an increasing
number of students to meet them with cash in hand, there will undoubtedly
be more demands for self-help opportunities on and off college campuses.
A recent Office of Education study reports that in 1959--60 the payments
to students by institutions of higher education totaled $98.5 million.® This
represents an increase of 50 percent over 1955-56, whereas enrollment
increased over the same period by only 25 percent.

Experiences in institutions where cooperative work-study programs have
become well established have demonstrated the difficulties encountered in
making work and study activities contribute each to the other in furthering
the student’s education. There is evidence in this study tkat the problems
of providing self-help opportunities for students vary widely among the
institutions, depending on such factors as lecation of the institution; the
character of the student body; the attitudes of the administration, faculty,
and students; and the costs of attending the institutions. To the extent

¢ Richard C. Mattingly, Financial Assistance for College Students: Undergraduate. Office of
Education, Bulletin 1862, No. 11. Washington: U.8. Government Printing Office, 1962.
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that these determining factors are internal, colleges and universities can
initiate studies and can institute programs directed tcward increasing the
aumber of work opportunities and raising the skill levels of the work
provided. They can alsc promniote acceptance by swudents, faculty, and
administration ui self-help as a normal dimension of the college expericnce,
and improve the distribution of work opportunities relative to the needs
of students.

The work experiences of active students were generally not at levels
which indicated the utilization of knowledge and skills presumably acquired
in their collegiate educational program. If it is assumed that the nature
of the work students engage in while attending college is largely deter-
mined by the jobs availabie, and is undertaken primarily for the pay rather
than the experience involved, disregard of training and skill utilization
is not too serious. For active students, jobs would generally bc considered
more of an expediency than a career.

The same tolerance of failure to use training and skills should not be
allowed in evaluating t'.z kinds of jobs, usually full-time, that dropouts
pursuc after leaving college. In analyzing the occupational level of its
apparently permanent discontinuees, Indiana University concluded that
“the college experiences of this gr. 1p did not, apparently, result in higher
p-id positions.” Indiana found that no dropouts were employed at the

-ofessional level anG that the 48 percent who held white-collar jobs were
ai the lower end of the economic scale. The combined data also produced
no evidence that dropouts fared any better than full-time students in their
employment situations even though withdrawals wowd generally be
expected to seck more permanent employment at a level commensurate
with their optimum skills.

It is quite likely, however, that there is a positive relationship between
the kind of job held ard cducationai level attained, although too few
institutions made cross-tabulations of these items to test this hypothesis
for the study sample as a whole. In discussing its active students, Wayne
Stais University reported that “there was a tendency for employment to
be related to length of time the student was in college . .. seniors with
three and one-half years of college far =xceeded the other classes in climb-
ing the occupational ladder,” although, as Wayne State was careful to
point out, “age and experience may have been more basic factors here
than length of time in college.”

Two institutions, Bowling Green State University and the University of
Connecticut, related occupational level of empioyment to high school per-
formance. Bowling Green noted that “superior students... [active stu-
dents] were found proportionately more often in clerical and sales occu-
pations. Those who graduated in the lower 70 percent of their higa school
classes were more likely to be...in agricultural, semiskilled, or unskilled
occupations.” At the University of Connecticut, on the other hand, no
evidence was found that type of employment, for the dropouts at least,
was related to high school rank-
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The institutional data were slightly more conclusive on the relationship
between class standing ¢ time of dropout and level of employment.
Wayne State found that the later ir thei- college careers students dropped
out, “‘the higher they moved up the occuwaiional ladder.” Cornell Uni-
versity similarly observed. ‘It is clear that the longer a student has been
in college before discontinuing, the more likely he is to be employed in a
professional job providing he is employed at all.” The University of
Illinois 10-year followup study reported ir 1963 that 52 percent of the
non-graduates interviewed were employed in occupaticns directly or
indirectly related to their field of study in college — “probably an indica-
tion that even an abbreviated time in college had some vocational benefits
for them.”® These latter conclusions, although not supported by the
findings of all 20 colleges, are in agreement with recent Bureau of the
Census data which show a clear relationship at the national level between
educational attainmen: and occupation.!® Eighty-tive percent of male em-
ployed college graduates in 1959 held white-collar jobs — 47 percent in
professionc!, technical, or kindred fields; only 4C percent, however, of
males with some college short of graduation were employed in white-collar
occupations, mostly ir the clerical and sales categories rather than in
professional and managerial positions.

College scholarships

The 1964 American Ccuncil on Education publication on American
Universities and Colleges siates that the institutions themselves are the
principal source of scholarship aid: “In 1959-60 they awarded $98 million
in scholarships to graduate and undergraduate students; ten years earlier
they had awarded only $27 million.!! The experiences reported by the
institutions in this study indir2te that scholarship funds influence students
in deciding which institution they attend. Table 27 presents comparative
percentages of no-shows, dropouts, and active students who received
scholarships from the institutions in which they enrolled; the figures were
oktained from 15 institutions which had complete data.

In ail of the institutions the percentage of active students who received
sckolarship assistance was higher than the percentage of dropouts who had
received such assistance. In 11 of the 15 ins‘itutions, the percentage of
no-shows who enrolled in other institutions anu received assistance was
higher than the percentage of active students receiving assistance. The
rank order correlation: coefficient of .73 between percentages of dropouts
and active students receiving scholarships suggests that the awarding of

sBiwe K. Eckland and Anita C. Smith, A Follow-Up Survey of Male Members of the
Freshman Class of the Univermty of Ilwmois in Septembder 1958. Office of Instructional Re-
search, University of Illinois Bulletin, Report No. 105. Urbana, Illinois: Office of Publication,
May 1964.

» U.S. Department of Comn.erce: Bureau «f the Census, and U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture: Economic Resesarc.: Sorvice, Educational Status, College Plans, and Occupational Status
of Farm and Nonfar:: FYouths: October 1959. Series Census-ERS8, p. 27, No. 30, August 1961.

1 American Council on Education. American Universitiss and Collsges, od. by Allan M.
Cartter. Washington. D.C.: American Council on Education, 1884, p. 46.

i

69



62 COLLEGE APPLICANTS, ENTRANTS, DROPOUTS

TaBLE 27. — Percent of students receiving scholarships from institutions
in which they enrolled, by status in relgtion to reporting
institution, by contrcl: 1956-57

Percent receiving
scholarship aid
Reporting institution No-show3 .
Active
ropov
oomrohed, | DTOPOrtE | students
TOLAl  eeeeeeererearenncnnemmessnsnnannesasensns 248 10.7 18.3
Publicly conirclled 224 71 15.6
Bowling Green State University ..... 6.5 145 19.2
Eastern Michigan College ............... 22,5 6.7 26.2
Georgia Institute of Technology ..... 255 5.5 9.5
Indiana University .......ccccecceceeieeeenee 26.0 11.2 24.2
Maryland State—Towson ............. 27.8 71 8.9
Mary Washington College ..............., 9.5 2.8 9.5
Pennsylvania State University ....... 234 8.2 7
University of Conmecticut ..........c... 23.6 1.8 13.7
Weayne State Univarsity ....ccceeceeeeen 31.1 9.5 19.0
Privately controlled .........cceceeeeet 29.2 15.8 20.1
Berea College ....cccommmnimeeeceemeeecneninnnnd 38.5 29 5.1
Cornell University .-...coccceoceeecennernen 15.2 22.5 25.1
Georgetown University ........cccecene] 22.7 9.9 17.6
Gettysburg College .....ccomivoaacnen. 33.6 10.0 23.3
Grinnell College .....ccoommmmeoceninionencanes 44.6 20.0 41.5
Temple University . 18.3 10.2 16.7
01 7:1 RN i 4,907 1,876 10,14
Public . 3,133 1,106 5,459
PriVALE  ceecceccereresressteccssesssensasasmaassanssnnnanarasss: 1,714 Ti0 4,685

The table is read: Of the no-shows reported by Bowling Green State University, 8.8
percent of those who enrolled elsewhere received scholarship aid at the institutions they
attended ; of those who dropped out of Bowling Green, 14.5 percent had been recipients of
scholarship aid from Bowling Green, and 19.2 percent of the students enrolled at Bowling
Green were then receiving scholarship aid from Bowling Green.

aid was not made on the basis of criteria which differentiate dropouts from
students who continue in attendance. The percentages of all three groups
receiving scholarships — no-shows, dropouts, and active students — were
higher in private than in public institutions, but the percentages of drop-
outs who were recipients of scholarship aid was more than twice as high
for the privately controlled institutions as for the publicly controlled —
158 to 7.1.

Active students and dropouts also differed in the weighted mean percent
of college expenses defrayed from college scholarship funds: the ratio was
2.3 to 1 in favor of the active students (table 20). In other words, $41
per $1,000 spent by active students comes from college scholarships, as
compared with $18 spent by dropouts. The difference between dropouts
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and active students in private institutions was again relatively greater than
that between dropouts and active students in the public institutions. More
than chance concurrence in the allocation of scholarship funds to active
students and to dropouts is indicated by the fact that, for the 11 sources
shown in table 20, the rank order correlation coefficients are .98 for the
total, .98 for public and .95 for private control.

Scholarships from sources other than the college

If it is assumed that funds from churches an1i civic organizaticns were
in the form of scholarships and that there were no duplications, table 19
indicates that the maximum percentages of students who received scholar-
ship assistance from other than college sources were 158 of the acdve
students znd 9.7 of the dropouts. Table i9 also shows that students who
receive scholarship aid from sources other than, or in zJldition to, the
colleges, civic organizations, and churches defrayed about one-third of
their college expenses from such ‘“other” scholarship funds. The mean
percentages were approximately the same for active students and for
d.opouts. However, in terms of the weighted mean percentages of college
expenses defrayed (table 2U) the figure for active students was 3.7 and
for dropouts 1.8. In institutions under public control the percentages were
25 and 1.8, respectively; in institutions under private control, the per-
centages were 5.4 and 1.6, respectively.

Scholarships and persistence in college

In pubiicly controlled institutions the percentage of active students
receiving scholarship aid was twice as high as that of dropouts who had
received scholarship aid (15.6 v. 7.1). In privately controlled institutions
the difference, although not so great, was also significant. The rank order
correlation coefficient of .73 between percentages of activa students receiv-
ing scholarships from the college and the percentages of dropouts receiv-
ing these scholarships indicates a tendency for institutions to give scholar-
ship aid to active students and dropouts in perceniages of corresponding
orders of magnitude. Considering the fact that the ratio of active students
to dropouts was 5 to 1 in publicly controlled and 6 to 1 in privately
controlled institutions, it would appear that the higher percentage of
students receiving scholarships in privately controlled institutions was not,
of itself, instrumental in maintaining a correspondingly higher persistence
rate. This observation, however, ignores the built-in scholarship feature
that characterizes public education; hence inferences are risky.

To the extent that the limited data justify generalization, it can be said
that students who persisted in college attendance received scholarship
assistance in significantly greater numbers and amounts than did students
who dropped out. CILiff similarly found that dropout students received
less scholarship aid.}? Eighty-three students in the Cliff study who dropped

13 Normal ClHff. An Investigation of Fuctors Associated with Dropout and Transfer by
Scholarship Applicants. Research Bulletin 62-13, Educational Testing Service, Princeton,
N.J., April 1962.
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out received a mean of $306 in first year scholarship assistance, 58 students
who transferred received $313, and 725 studants, comparable to the active
students in this study, received $474.

A significantly higher percentage of no-shows received scholarship aid
than did the active students who were enrolled in the reporting 15 institu-
tions (table 27). Apparently, no-shows weic influenced in their selection
of an institution by scholarship awards. This conclusion is reinforced by
the fact that approximately 14 per cent of no-shows stated their most
important reason for enrolling where they did was scholarship assistance
(table 4).

The Pennsyivania State University tutcrird from its findings that “The
awarding of scholarships by instituéic.« in which Penn State ‘no-shows’
enrolled influences not only the choice of institution, but also has a reten-
tion effect.” Their report shows that 82 of the 88 no-shows (93 percent)
who received scholarship assistance elsewhere were still enrolled in the
other institutions at the time of the study.

Meaningful evaluative studies of the administration of scholarship aid
must be made by individual institutions because of the great diversity in
policy, purpose, and practice among institutions. A 2—year study conducted
at Syracuse University involved 145 scholarship holders who entered
Syracuse as freshmen in the fall of 1959.13 Although scholarship holders
generally do well above average academic work, it was discovered that
the general attrition rate was “avccssive” — one-fourth of all the holders
left the University during or at the end of the first 2 years.

13 Charles H. Holmes. ''Are Scholarship Fclders Making the Grade?” College and University, .
The Journal of the AACRAO, Spring 1964. i
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Chapter 7

Reactions of Active Students and Dropouts
to College Experiences

Active students were asked t» check those statements in a list of 11 that
were essentially true as they related to their own experiences in college.
Dropouts were also asked to react to 11 statements, 3 of which were sub-
stantially the same as 3 in the list for the active students, and 6 of which
were rephrased. The mean number of statements checked by 12,260 active
students was 5, by 2,245 dropouts, 2.

Tables 28 and 29 do not provide the bases for direct comparison of
reactions of active students and dropouts. Thz fact that 89.7 percent of
active students checked the statement, “I have been generally interested
in my studies,” does mot necessarily justify the inference that more than
10 percent were not interested, nor does table 29 establish the fact that
66.5 percent of the dropouts were interested in their studies. Item G is the
same for both groups and indicates that more active students than drop-
outs felt they had to spend too much time earning expenses. Item I in
table 28 and item K in table 29 are comparable, indicating a significantly
higher percentage of active students than dropouts making unsuccessful
attempts to improve their financial situation through scholarship assist-
ance. Academic standing may have discouraged attempts by dropouts.
Item J for active students and item I for dropouts are comparable and
show a significantly higher percentage of active students than dropouts
expressing the feeling that they had been treated unfairly by the institution.

In each case the comparable items were checked by significantly higher
percentages of active students than of dropouts, thereby increasing the
probability that there were actual differences between the reactions of
the two groups to some of the other items, such as interest in studies and
satisfaction with grades. A tenable inference involving the factor of time
is related to the larger number of items checked by active students: oppor-
tunities for dissatisfaction, particularly in areas associated with the three
identical statements — time devoted to defraying college expenses, efforts
to obtain scholarship aid, and unfair incidents — multiply with length of
attendance. This would seem to be the case in at least one institution with
reference to statement G. “As the years go by,” wrote the University of
Connecticut in comparing its freshmen and seniors, “four times as many
[seniors] feel that they have had to spend too much time earning their
expenses.” .

A significantly higher percentage of active students in publicly than in
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privately controlled institutions checked items A, D, C, and F, connoting
satisfactory student adjustment. On the other hand, a significantly higher
percentage of active students in private institutions checked items G and 1
indicating frustration regarding amount of time devoted to earning money
for college expenses and failure to obtain scholarship assistance. In con-
nection with this latter item it will be recalled that 20 percent of the
active students in privately controlled institutions received institutional
scholarship assistance, as compared with less than 16 percent in institutions
under public control (table 27).

There were practically no differences between the reactions of active
students in publicly and in privately controlled institutions to statement E,
“I have had little difficulty thus far in meeting college expenses.” Table 21
chowed that the median of estimated family incomes of students in
publicly controlled institutions in 1956 was somewhat higher than that
for privately controlled, $6,373 v. $6,206. (The $167 difference is signifi-
cant at the 0.05 level). Lest mistaken generalizations be drawn concerning
the relationship here suggested, attention is called to the fact that other
elements are involved. For example, only students from homes with very

TaBLE 28. — Reactions of active students to college experiences,
by control: 1956-57

Percent checking
Statement statement as
applicable
Total Public Private
A. I have been generally interested in my
StUIES ..oceeeccreecrcmesnnaentrssannis S 897 92.0 86.8
B. I have been satisfied with my grades . 50.5 50.0 51.0
C. I have been satisfied with most of my
teachers ....cecoeees 808 83.7 7.3
D. I have had ample time for social activities...| 65.0 66.7 62.8
E. I have had iittle difficulty thus far in meet-
ing college expenses ...... . 64.8 65.7 '63.6
F. 1 have found sufficient time to participate
in non-academic activities .......cecccecoeeeen 50.4 51.9 485
G. 1 have had to spend too much time earning
INY EXPENSES wecerres woemrtermrueseness 14.0 119 16.7
H. 1 have clear educational objectives .........ccceee. 63.6 64.1 63.1
1. I have tried to get scholarship assistance
(or additional scholarship assistance)
but have not succeeded . 11.5 10.7 12,5
J. 1 feel that at times I have been treated
unfairly by (college) particularly with
respect to 114 11.1 117
K. I have tried to obtain employment to help
meet my college expenses but have not
succeeded 4.8 4.4 53
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limited income are admitted to Berea College, a privately controlled
institution. Students at Pratt Institute and Temple University generally
live at home, while those at Indiana University, Pennsylvania State Uni
versity, and the University of Connecticut live away from home or com-
mute considerable distances. An example of a more subtle influence is the
relative degree of competition for area students experienced by publicly
controlled Wayne State University in Detroit and the University of Ten-
nessee in Knoxville, which experience little local rivalry, as compared with
the two privately controlled institutions, Pratt Institute in Brooklyn and
Temple University in Philadelphia.

Reflection on the fact that nearly 90 percent of the sample of active
students reported general interest in their studies (statement A) and fewer
than two-thirds said they had clear educational objectives (statement H)
raises some doubt about the usually assumned close relationship between
goal consciousness and interest in content leading to attainment of the
goal. Commenting on the relatively light positive response to Item H,
Pennsylvania State University wrote, “It could be that some students do
not xnow why they are in college at all. Possibly ... others do not know
‘what they want to be’.” {t is probably true that a considerable number
of students do not identify their studies very closely with their educational
objectives.

An analysis of the responses of 2,108 students in 3 special-purpose

TasLE 29. — Iceactions of dropouts to college experiences
by control: 1956-57

Percent checking

Statement statement as
applicable
Total Public Private

A. I was not sufficiently interested in my

studies ...ccceeeeerceeeenn 315 313 32.1
B. My grades were too low 37.3 32.0 46.3
C. I was dissatisfied with some of my

LEACHEIS --reeeeemmeesmeecesansssnssnentossansasaneaaseasssesssnnnny 23.6 23.3 23.9
D. My social activities were too limited ........... 11.8 11.1 129
E. I had difficulty meeting financ‘al costs ....... 23.6 23.8 23.3
F. I became involved in too many non—aca-

demic activities .......... 8.2 5.4 12.9
G. I had to spend too much time earning my

expenses 119 13.2 99
H. I had no clear educational nbjectives ..........., 28.1 26.2 31.3
I. I felt I was treated unfairly by the

(college) ...... - 5.3 4.7 6.4
J. I .lanned to get married and could not

afford to stay at __ - 8.1 8.6 7.3
K. I tried to get a scholarship but did not

succeed - 3.2 3.1 34
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institutions — Maryland State Teachers College at Towson, Georgia Insti-
tute of Technology, and Pratt Irstitute — showed that 92 percent of the
active stadents reported interest in studies and 69 percent reported clear
educational obje-tives. The corresponding percentages for 3,518 students
in 8 liberal arts colleges were 91 and 62, and fu 6,634 students in 7
universities, 88 and 62. The percentage difference hetween interest in
studies and clear educational objectives was 23 for the 3 special-purpose
institutions, 29 for the 8 liberal arts colleges, and 26 for the 7 universities.

The percentage point gap between interest in studies and clear educa-
tional objectives ranged from 14 to 50 among *he 18 individual institu-
tions. This suggests a possible technique for obtaining indices of institu-
tional traits through student self-appraisals. Such indices could prove
helpful to both enroiled and prospective students in sketching a picture of
relative student purposiveness within and among institutions.

In every institution only a small percentage of respondents felt they
were treated unfairly. The grievances reported were in the classic tradi-
tion -— quality of the food, compulsory chapel, bookstore prices, seating at
athletic events, grades awarded by individual instructors, and, in a more
modem vein, traffic and parking problems. Annoyance with administrative
decisions or abstract matters of principle were infrequent. Although twice
as high a percentage of active students as dropouts had “unfair incidents”
to report (114 v. 5.3), the nature of the complaints varied little between
the two groups.

The one most important reascn prompting the decision to withdraw
from college (Chapter 4), was ‘“‘poor grades” and was given a significantly
greater ewphasis by students from privately controlled institutions. Simi-
larly, in recalling their experiences, statement B, “My grades were too
low,” struck a familiar chord. Here again, a considerably higher percent-
age of students from privately than from publicly controlled institutions
indicated dissatisfaction with their grades —46 percent v. 32. for the
dropout group in general, “experiences in college” paralleled “reasons for
dropout,” in terms of the secondary imy ortance of financial factors. State-
ments with academic overtones, expressed either as “experiences” or as
“reasons,” were clearly paramount among the withdrawal group.

Several institutions noted that students whose estimated family incomes
were in the lower brackets expressed a greater degree of satisfaction with
college experiences than did students from higher income groups. Pennsyl-
vania State University, for example, found that students whose farnily
incomes were below $3,000 responded positively to a much greater degree
than did students in any other income bracket. Similarly, Bowling Green
State University reported that lower-income students tended to rate their
experiences as satisfactory with proportionately higher frequency than did
those in high- or moderate-income groups. At Bowling Green, satisfaction
with teachers, interest in studies, and presence of clear educational objec-
tives characterized the responses of students in the lower-income group.
Colgate University, in addition to finding that students with family incomes
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under $10,000 were “consistently more satisfied with their own perform-
ance and with the college” also observed that “students who earn -nore
than ten percent of their college expenses also seem to be more satisied.”

Interest (or lack of it) in studies and satisfaction (or dissatisfaction;
with grades and teachers attracted the highest percentages of response from
both active and dropout students. It is difficult to evaluaie the “satisfac-
tion” with grades expressed by 50.5 percent of the enrolled students. It can
be assumed that these students felt that their grades accurately reflected
performance. Non-response may have indicated a feeling that greater

efforts might have meant higher grades, even though grade levels might

have been academically acceptable. For the dropouts, the flat statement
“My grades were too low” left less room for speculation.

The fact that the relationship between “clear educational objectives” and
“general interest in studies” is far from mutually supporting may mildly
suggest the persistence of an acadernically but not vocationally motivated
group of students whose allegedly decreasing number is being lamented
in some quarters. Pemberton’s 1963 study of 334 seniors graduated in 1960
frem the University of Delaware lends support to this finding.! The most
able and productive students (60) were characterized by an “academic-
theoretical motivational pattern . . . positively correlated with a preference
for intellectual chalicnge and personal independence aud negatively corre-
lated with vocational and 2conomic motives.”

Four-fifths of active students had been satisfied with most of their
studies, with a significantly higher percentage of student satisfaction with
studies in public institutions than in private. Fewer than one-fourth of
dropouts expressed dissatisfaction with some of their college teachers; there
was no difference between the percentages from public and from private
institutions.

Despite tae fact that college scholarship assistarice was available to a
larger percentage of enrolled students in private institutions than in public
institutions, a significantly higher percentage of private college students
indicated lack of success in obtaining a scholarship or augmenting one
already held.

Two-thirds of the active students had managed to meet the costs of
college-going with “little difficulty.” Fewer than one-fourth of the drop-
outs reported difficulty in meeting financial costs.

Three of the statements presented to active students were almost identi-
ezl to three of the statements presented to dropouts, namely:

I had (have) to spend too much time earning my expenses.

I tried (have tried) to get a scholarship but did not surceed .. .

I felt (feel) I was treated unfairly by the (college).

Since a significantly higher percentage of active students than of dropouts
subscribed to each of these statements, it can be inferred that these factors

were not important deterrents to persistence in college.

1W. A. Pemberton, Ability, Values, and College Achievement. University of Delaware
Studies in Higher Ecucation, No. 1, University of Delaware, Newark, 1963.
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Chapter 8

Overview

This study was designed to inquire intensively intc (1) the quantitative
impact of multiple applications on schools and students, (2) the factors
influencing college attendance and withdrawal, and (3) the reactions of
students to their college experiences. Matters of concern to individuals and
to institutions were involved. Generalizations from the findings regarding
institutions must be limited; those regarding individuals are undoubtedly
more reliable.

Competition for able students among institutions of higher education
continues to be keen, and recruitment still plays a major part in the admis-
sions process. Competition among students is also keen and accounts in
large part for the fact that the ratio of the number of applicants to the
number of applications is approximately 1 to 3. Nearly two-thirds of all
applications are approved for admission. Therefore Institution A must
recugnize that, on the averzge, one other institution has also admitted and
could be expecting to enroll each applicant Institution A has admitted.
This makes it important that each institution know its competition in order
to gauge correctly what proportion of its admissions will result in regis-
trations.

In 1956 a total of 611 per 1,000 applicants were admitted to the 20
institutions in the study; in 1957 the number per 1,000 was 635. The
numbers per 1,000 admittants who registered in the 20 institutions were
914 in 1956 and 687 in 1957. Both differences for these institutions were
too great to he attributable to chance. The mean number of applications
filed per applicant was 3.28 in 1956 and 3.21 in 1957. Students admitted
by one institution were generally admitted by all of the institutions to
which they applied.

Approximately 4,100 students who were admitted but who did not
register in the 20 colleges in 1956-57 and 1957-58 reported the amounts
they paid in nonrefundable application fees. For 2,583 prospective students
who remitted fees, the mean amount paid was $23.45. Because students
who paid application fees to one institution generally paid to all institu-
tions to which they applied, about two-thirds of the total amount involved
went to institutions in which they did not enroll. These figures, applied to
the total applications over the nation, represent an impressive financial
waste to both student and institution.

Some relief would result if parents, students, and counselors were to

take a more realistic attitude toward filing applications. Alumni must
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realize that not all colleges can accept all of the sons and daughters of all
their graduates. The cutting score in many colleges today would, if it had
been applied to the earlier generations, have excluded surprising num-
bers of the alumni, even some of the heavy contributors. Procedures
designed to obtain a letter of acceptance from a prestige institution which
the applicant has no intention of entering are recognized for what they
are by the institution, as well as by friends who are bored by hearing
about the letter. Secondary schools that establish the indiscriminate “rule
of three” or some other magic number of applications that all applicants
must file would do well to study their records and discover the waste being
generated by this practice. On the other hand, colleges could design and
install better road signs to admission —in their catalogues, at ‘“college
night”” representations, and through communications to alumni and friends.
Strict adherence to a policy of using scholarship funds not to buy students
into the colleges but to make it possible for able, needy students to enter
the colleges of their choice would do much to correct the current miscon-
ceptions associated with these funds. Happily, reformations are in evidence.

Students who were no-shows of the 20 colleges tended to go to institu-
tions in other States, particularly no-shows of privately controlled institu-
tions. Four of 5 no-shows of privately controlled institutions went to other
privately controlled institutions, and nearly 3 out of 5 no-shows of pub-
licly controlled institutions also went to privately controlled institutions.
There was evidence to suggest thiat some no-shows in publicly controlled
institutions had applied to these institutions as an insurance measure. The
reason most frequently given as the one most important in choice of
college was “high scholastic standing,” followed by “curriculum offered,”
and “scholarship assistance.” In terms of percent of mentions among
multiple reasons, “high scholastic standing” again ranked first, “scholar-
ship assistance” second, and “less expensive,” third. If these reasons given
for selecting an institution of higher education represent a rough scale of
student values, it is evident that some revisions are necessary in the popular
conception of what makes a college attractive to students. Such elements
as athletic record, location, size, and physical plant fade in importance
beside the big 4 — academic reputation, courses wanted, scholarship
assistance, and cost.

The no-shows of the 20 colleges who did not enroll in any college rep-
resented about 14 percent of the total — 18 percent in publicly controlled
and 7 percent in privately controlled institutions. More than half of those
who had not enrolled anywhere named factors with financizl implications
as the most important reasons for failure to enroll. About 43 percent of
these non-enrolled admittants were still interested in enrolling in the
participating institution that reported them as no-shows; 35 percent were
interested in enrolling in some other institution, and about 22 percent
were no longer interested in enrolling in any institution. There was evidence
of many potentially excellent -ollege students in this latter group.

Seven of 10 institutions for which data were available found that the
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no-shows of their institutions were of higher quality than the active stu-
dents as measured by mean standing in high school graduating class. By
the same measure, active students were superior to dropouts. Women
exhibited their usual higher average standing in high school graduating
class over that of men.

It was not possible for the institutions to report a longitudinal dropout
rate because samples were drawn on the basis of the numbers enrolled at
each class level rather than on the basis of the numbers that were in the
classes when they entered. Academic difficulties led the list of most
important reasons for dropout, followed by health and family reasons
(which included marriage), and financial reasons. Academic reasons for
dropping out were given as most important 3 times as often as financial
reasons — about twice as often by dropouts from publicly controlled insti-
tutions and 5 times as often by dropouts from privately controlled institu-
tions. When dropouts reported contributing factors, financial difficulties
led the list in frequency of mention. Academic difficulties were second,
followed by lack of interest in studies, which, if interpreted as an academic
difficulty, would place this factor at the head of the list.

About 50 percent of the college expenses of the average active student
were defrayed from funds provided by the family, 20 percent from per-
sonal savings, 10 percent from off-campus work, 4 percent from on-campus
work, 4 percent from college scholarships, and about 12 percent from
other sources. The dropout defrayed an average of about 25 percent of
his expenses from personal savings, and slightly smaller percentzges from
the other sources than did the active students.

Nearly 25 percent of no-shows who enrolled in other institutions
received scholarship aid from the institutions in which they enrolled, in
contrast to 18 percent of the active students in the reporting institutions
who were receiving scholarship aid from institutional funds. Only 3 of
15 institutions were providing a higher percentage of their active students
with scholarship assistance than the percentage of their no-shows who
were receiving such assistance in the institutions they attended.

Of more than 10,000 students reporting, 45 percent were employed
while they were students. Almost 45 percent of thuse employed were
engaged in clerical and sales work, 22 pe:cent in professional, semiprofes-
sional, and managerial jobs, and 20 percent in service occupations. The
average number of hours worked per week was 18. A significantly higher
percentage of active students were employed part-time or full-time in
privately controlled than in publicly controlled institutions. A significantly
higher percentage of students were employed in institutions located in
population centers of over 100,000 than were employed in institutions in
smaller population centers. These students were able to work more hours
and at a higher level of employment, a situation worthy of consideration
by prospective college students who must depend upcn personal earnings
to meet expenses while attending college.

About 85 percent of the active students in the 20 colleges in 1956-57
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definitely planned to reenroll. The 15 percent who were uncertain or did
not plan to reenroll mentioned financial, academic, and health and/or
family difficulties, in that order, as the reasons for not returning to com-
plete their college work.

Opportunities to attend college were not restricted to the children of
above-average income families. More than one-fourth of the students
estimated their family incomes in 1956 at levels below the $4,783 median
for that year.

Although lack of funds did not emerge as the primary cause of attri-
tion, it was nonetheless influential in determining the course of events for
many students. For the no-shows who went elsewhere and the no-shows
who went nowhere, money was frequently the determinant. The impres-
sion remains that, had earlier decisions been made regarding the allocation
of institutional scholarship and loan funds, had greater employment
opportunities been made available during the academic year, and had
choices of college been made more wisely, decisions to go to college or to
remain in college might have been more favorable for many students with
bright prospects for success in college and beyond.
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The 20 Institutions and Their Representatives

Publicly Controlled Institutioas

Bowling Green State University, Bowling Green, Ohio
Glenn Van Wormer, Registrar and Director of Admissions.

Eastern Michigan University, Ypsilanti, Mich.
William C. Lawrence, Vice President for Student Affairs.

Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta, Ga.
W. L. Carmichael, Registrar.

Indiana University, Bloomington, Ind.
Charles E. Harrell, Registrar.

Mary Washington College of the University of Virginia
Fredericksburg, Va.
Edward Alvey, Jr., Dean.

The Pennsylvania State University, University Park, Pa.
C. 0. Williams, Assistant to the President for Special Services.

State Teachers College at Towson, Baltimore, Md.
Rebecca C. Tansil, Director of Admissions.

The University of Connecticut, Storrs, Conn.
Franklin O. Fingles, University Registrar.

The University of Tennessee, Kncxville, Tenn.
R. F. Thomason, Dean of Admissions and Records.

Wayne State University, Detroit, Mich.
Margaret Ruth Smith, Administrative Assistant.

Privately Controlled Institations

Berea College, Berea, Ky.
James H. Dean, Registrar.

Carson-Newman College, Jefferson City, Tenn.
Warren L. Weierman, Director of Public Relations.

Colgate University, Hamilton, N. Y.
Carl A. Kallgren, Dean of the University.

Cornell University, Ithaca, N. Y.
David A. Warren, Associate Registrar.

Georgetown University, College of Arts and Sciences, Washington, D.C.
Joseph G. Connor, University Registrar.

Gettysburg College, Gettysburg, Pa.
Charles R. Wolfe, Dean of Admissions.
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Grinnell College, Grinnell, Iowa
Robert C. Sauers, Directcr of Admissions.

Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Carabridge, Mass.
Richard W. Willard, Statistical Analyst.

Pratt Institute, Brooklyn, N. Y.
Louis Rabineau, Vice President for Student Affairs.

Temple University, Philadelphia, Pa.
John M. Rhoads, Vice Provost.
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Appendix B

Forms and Schedules

Form A. Data on First-Time Students — Fall of 1956. |
Form E. Data on First-Time Students — Fall of 1957. 3
Form B. Report on College Application, Admission, and Registration.
x Form C. Report on Circumstances Attending Discontinuance of Attend- !
ance. 3
{ Form D. Information From Active Student Body Concerning Problems
; of Meeting College Expenses.
20 INSTITUTION COOPERATIVE RESEARCH STUDY
i Form A. Data on First-Time Students — Fall of 1956 3
r Institution , including all unde»graduate schools, !
1
i

colleges, departments, or branches, except

Degree
Total :
Item, number of — candidates

Men |Women| Men |Women

1. Applicants

2. Admissions

3. All registrants

3a. Part-time regisirants

4. All registrants completing 1st period....

5. All reductions during 1st period ..........

5a. Part-time reductions during 1st period.

6. Re-registrants — 2nd period

6a. Part-time re-vegistrants — 2nd period..

7. All completions — 1st year

7a. Part-time completions—1st year

8. All reductions—2nd period

8a. Part-time reductions—2nd period

Nore: Item 3 minus item 8a should equal full-time registrants, and so on. Each “a”
item subtracted from the one above should give full-time students in the group.
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Form E. Data on First-Time Students — Fall of 1957

TSEItULION ooooeeeeiieriieeceee e e emen e , including all undergraduate schools,

colleges, departments, or branches, except

Degree
Total ;
Item, number of — candidates

Men |Women| Men |Women

1. Applicants

2. Admissions

3. All registrants

8a. Part-time registrants

NOTE: Item 8 minus Item 3a should equal total full-time students enrolled for the first-
time-in-any-college in the fall of 1957.

1. To be counted as an Applicant a prospective student must have filed
an application for admission, in proper form, to the class entering in the fall
of 1957 as a first-time-in-any-college student in one of the undergraduate
schools, colleges, or departments in the study. He must have submitted, or
caused to be submitted, certificates, credentials, and deposits as required by
the institution to permit a firm determination regarding eligibility for admis-
sion, Advanced standing or transfer applications are not to be included.

2. To be counted as an Admission the institution must have issued to the
applicant an official notification of acceptance, admission, or invitation to
enroll. Students admitted conditionally or on probation are to be included.
To qualify as an admission a student must also qualify as an applicant as
defined in 1 above. A student who could have registered before the fall of
1957 because of prior admission should be included only if re-application is
not required. Prior admission does not count if re-application and re-admis-
sion are required.

3. To be counted as a Registrant a student must qualify under 2 above;
he must be formally enrolled, must have paid or arranged for payment of
tuition, fees, deposits and other prescribed charges, and must have necessary
credentials for admission to classes.
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Form B. (College Letterhead, if Desired)

Report on College Application, Admission, and Registration

Name

1. List the institutions with which you filed a formal application for
admission to the fall of 1956 entering class and indicate, by a check-mark,
what action was taken by each institution. (Do not include institutions from
which you withdrew your application before final action had been reported
to you by the institution.)

Admitted Placed on
Name of institution Without With wzi.ii:itng Reaiected
condition |condition(s)
A e e
B. ... -
Gt e eeeee e ememmaman | remee et e ne et | e amnmmsaneamanmaaanen [sereennassnanaansananastaee
) 0 J USSR UUUUYUUURUUR FSAUSIUUUSRUURRURUN AVUUURUNRUIY [SODHIRTTPRUN: IO
Bt e mmmeeaaaamnnn | sansnann sasnnssnn oo s e ne nsnsnnnsnns [reresasmeanan s sannn| smmmanoeeeas e
F.
¢ SO URNRUSSUOURURVURRURUOTUY SUSGYPIDUBPIURR AUV RURCHUHIURURIN POrPRspapS
2 (OSUUUSNSUVUSIURUNRUURUNSRURUNY ARSI SRR P
§ S SURRORUDEDRUUUUY FUUUURUUUUUUUP NN UL FAVIIUUUAPSOOP0S SOROVe

2. What was the total amount you paid to the above institutions in the
form of non-refundable application fees? §
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Items 3 Through 8 Apply Only to Students Who Enrolled in an
Institution of Higher Education During the School Year 1956-57

3. Institution in which You enrolled .t naeee
When? .ooeeemeeeeeacecneaens

4. Are you now enrolled? Yes....... NOcccraaetceeamceccnns If not,
when did you leave? During or «t end of first registration period ...........cceeev
After beginning of second registration period ..eererccecen

5. Among the considerations listed below, check the three (3) you believe
were the most influential in your decision to enroll in the institution you
named in Item 3. Add others if they apply.

Near enough to my home (so that I could commute)
Received financial assistance from the institution in the form
of a scholarship

High scholastic standing of the institution

Friends were going there

Parent(s) wanted me to go there

Less expensive than other(s) to which I was admitted
Institution had good intercollegiate athletic record
Student activities and social anportunities

Buildings and other features of the campus

6. Were you awarded any form of financial assistance by the institution
in which you enrolled? YeS...oeeeeenes NO.ecesrmneneaenneen If your ansvrer
is yes, what is the approximate amount (or equivalent) for a school year
in the form of: Scholarship Grant (include remission of fees and tuition)?

L S Student Loan? $oeceoereeceieens Work Opportunity $......ccceceeeeeee
7. Did you receive financial assistance from other sovrces applicable only
to the institution in which you enrolled? Yes No

If your answer is yes, in what form?
In what amount Per Year $...eemmiiiinneenieecseone e e

8. What one factor do you think was most important in determining the
institution you entered? ...

Items 9 Through 11 to be Answered Only if You Did Not Enroll in an
Institution of Higher Education During the School Year 1956-57

9. Check the three (8) most important reasons for your failure to enroll.

................ A. T was not admitted to school of my first choice.

................ B. I could not afford to attend any of the institutions to which
1 was admitted.

............... C. I was drafted for military service.

1 enlisted for military service.

1 took a full-time job.

I became ill.
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................ G. I was needed at home.
H
I
0 SO
10. Are you still interested in entering college? Yes..............
If your answer is yes, where? ...

When?

11. What do you think was the one most important factor that influ-
enced your decision not to attend ccllege this year?

Please Answer Items 12 and 18 Regardless
of Whether or Not You Entered College This Year

12. Some authorities propose that colleges award the greater part of their
limited scholarship funds on the bases of need and performance in college
rather than the bases of high school records, test results and/or recom-
mendations.

In general, how do you feel about the proposition? Agree
Disagree......ccccoeeeeecnn-e

Please check the statement(s) below which best represent(s) your re-
actions to the proposition.

................ A. Many good students need scholarship aid even to get started
in college.

................ B. Too much scholarship money is wasted on poor or mediocre
students.

................ C. Colleges must use scholarship funds to attract athletes, de-
baters, dramatic stars, musicians, and others with specialized
abilities.

eerieeeneneean D. Brilliant students should be recognized by scholarship awards
regardless of need.

................ E. High school grades and test results are dependable indices
of performance in college.

18. If we find that there are additional questions we would like to dis-
cuss with you would you be willing to be interviewed, either in person or
by telephone?

Yes NO.eeeeeereee If your answer is yes, please give
the address and telephone number where you can be reached in the next
few weeks.

(Address)

(Telephone)
OR

(Address)

(Telephone)
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Form C. Report on Circumstances Attending Discontinuance
of Attendance

T, NBITIE  coereoeceecnmeensessemamatesaimesasessestmamasns tamteatameR srem s e s e ao e s s e s s s e e s S am Sttt st oot
2. Have you enrolled in znother institution since leaving 7
YeS.oeecenenene b [+ TS, If so, where? .criieiieicenenes

If not, do you plan to enroll in another institution? Yes

NO.coeeieecoacnemscns IE 50, WHETET ceeircciieinmes et s s
3. Do you plan to return to ? YeS.oiinn. b (s TR
If 50, When T e
4. Are you now employed? Full-time...ooioieeneens Part-time

NO.coeieeeeeencnenans If so, what is the nature of your WOEK? .o enmtesenennanennes
5. What is your one most important reasor for dropping out of?

6. List, in order of importance te you, the other factors that caused you

to drop out

7. Under what circumstances would you have continued as a student at

?

8. Report, for the total period of your college attendance, your estimates
of the amounts and percentages of funds, in terms of sources, that were
davoted to defraying your total college expenses. {Include in total expenses
such items as tuition, fees, books and supplies, room rent, meals, fraternity
or sorority dues, recreation and entertainment, health, greoming, clothing,
laundry, travel, and contributions to church and charity. If, for example,
you waited on tables for part of all of your meals, estimate the cash equiva-
lent of such work.) Write 9 on the line for each item that was not a source
of funds.
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.............. % Family, including relatives ............% Other scholarship(s) —

specit
.............. % Personal savings* pecity

.............. % On-campus work**
.............. % College loan funds

% Other loan(s)

...% Off-campus work**

R T % Chureh e

.............. Oth —_ if
.............. % Civic crganization (s) % er funds Specity

.............. % College scholarship(s)

* Include savings from summer earnings. ** While in school

9. Check the statements below that are essentially true as they relate to
your experiences at :

I was not sufficiently interested in my studies.

My grades were too low.

I was dissatisfied with some of my teachers.

My soczial activities were too limited.

had difficulty meeting financial costs.

became involved in too many non-academic activities.

had to spend too much time earning my expenses.

had no clear educational objectives.

felt I was treated unfairly by the (college).

planned to be married and could not afford to stay at

bod bl bed bod el el

................ K. I tried to get a scholarship but did not succeed.

10. If we find that there are additional questions we would like to discuss
with you would you be willing to be interviewed, either in person or by
telephone? Yes No . If your answer is yes,
please give the address and telcphone number where you can be reached in
the next few weeks (1) and after June ...oceeeeereeeeeeneen (2).

Next few weeks:

(1)

(Address) (Telephone)
After June:

(2)

( Address) ('Telephone)

30
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Form D. Information from Active Student Body Concerning
Problems of Meeting College Expenses

Twenty higher educational institutions are engaged in a cooperative re-
search study being coordinated by the United States Office of Education in
an effort to determine the importance of the financial factor as a cause for
student retention, transfer, and dropout. We are happy to have the oppor-
tunity to contribute our part to this study, but we need your help. Will you
please furnish the informaticn requested on this form and return it in the
enclosed stamped, addressed envelope? Note that you may sign your name
if you wish, but your signature is not required. Returns will be treated
anonymously in either case. It would be helpful, however, if we knew who
had and who had not returned the completed form.

1. Report, for the total period of your college attendance, your estimates
of the percentages of funds, in terms of sources, that were devoted to de-
fraying your total college expenses. (Include in total cxpenses such items as
tuition, fees, books and supplies, room rent, meals, fraternity or sorority
dues, recreation and entertainment, health, grooming, clothing, laundry,
travel, and contributions to church and charity. If, for example, you waited
on tables for part or all of your meals, estimate the cash equivalent of such
work). Write O on the line for each item that was not a source of funds.

Family, including relatives  ceceeeee. % Other scholarship(s) —
Personal savings* specify

On-campus work**

Off-campus work** e 9% College loan funds
Church weeeeeene% Other loan(s)

Civic organization(s) = e % Other funds — specify

College scholarship(s)

* Include savings from summer earnings.
** While in school.

2. In the table below, check the bracket that represents your estimate of
your parent’s or parents’ 1956 income (wages, salaries, profits, interest,
dividends).

Loss ) $4,000-34,999 ( )

$0 ~-$ 999 ( ) 5,000 - 5,999 ( )
1,000~ 1,999 ( ) 6,000— 6,999 ( )
2,000- 2,999 ( ) 7,000— 9,999 ( )
3,000- 38,999 ( ) 10,000 or more ( )

3. Check the statements below that are essentially true as they relate to
your experiences at (college).

A. T have been generally interested in my studies.

_B. I have been satisfied with my grades.

_..C. I have been satisfied with most of my teachers.

__D. I have had ample opportunity for social activities.

E. I have had little difficulty thus far in meeting college ex-
penses.

~
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................ F. I have found sufficient time to participate in non-academic
activities.

................ G. I have had to spend too much time earning my expenses.

................ H. I have clear educational objectives.

eeeeeeee e I. I have tried to get scholarship assistance (or additional
scholarship assistance) but have not succeeded.

................ J. I feel that at times I have been treated unfairly by (colleye)
particularly with respect £0 .coeeeoeeeeeeeee L

................ K. I have tried to obtain employment to help meet my college
expenses but have not succeeded.

4. Are you now gainfully employed (A) Full-time? [I; Part-time? [J.
Not at all [J. If so, for how many hours per week?
What is the nature of your work?

. *Do you plan to re-enroll for further study at (college?) Yes [1;
No [:], Uncertain [1. If your answer is “no” or “uncertain” please state
what changes in circumstances, either at the college and/or with you, would
change your plans with reference to re-enrollment.

Name (Optional) Class of 19........ Date ...cccceeeceee- 1957

sStudents who expect to graduate no later than this summer may omit this item.

Kb
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