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Abstract

Male Student Success

In The Collegiate Early Admission Experiment

In 1951, 420 students of high academic promise interrupted their

high school educations at the end-of the tonth grade and entered eleven

colleges and universities as freshmen. The students were the first of

four groups in the Early Admission Program which was financed by the

Fund for the Advancement of Education of the Ford Foundation between

1951 and 1958. By 1954, Morehouse had become a participating college

and 1350 students had entered twelve colleges and universities-early

under the Program. The follow-up study, began in 1962, was concerned

with five of the twelve colleges and universities in the Program. It

traced the young men vho, in 1951, had entered Columbia University,

the University of Chicago, Oberlin College, the University of Wis-

consin, and Yale University.

The major objoctives of the study were (1) to examine the long-

range effects of academic acceleration and (2) to evaluate a large

scale innovation in education.

Data for the follow-up study came from three sources: (1) The

questionnaires used in 1953 and in 1955 when the Program was =der-

may, (2) the academic transcripts of the young men of both the con-

trol and the experimental groups, and (3) the folio-a-up questionnaire.

In the Early Admission Program, each college had selected

its experimental group using its own criteria. In general, the selec-

tion was based on high school records, scores on the Scholastic

high school principals, and personal interview. Each college also

.6



selected a group of young men of comparable ability who had entered

college in the conventional manner for comparison purposes. In 1951,

240 experimental students and 252 control students had attended the

five colleges and universities in the follow-up study. Of these

students, 213 of the experimental group and 197 of the control group

were men.

The critical issue in the Early Admission Program was academic

acceleration between school and college. The issue involved the

search for procedures for shortening the extended training period

A
of the academically talented student in the United States. Among .1

the procedures currently available for articulating the high school

and the college, academic acceleration has been the least acceptable

among high school educators. Academia acceleration, the high school

educators have claimed, is unwise, unsound and unnecessary.

Other programs of academic acceleration between school and

college have been undertaken. Three such programs were the experi-

ments at the University of Chicago, the University of Illinois, and

the University of Louisville. None of these programs were able to

quiet the objections of the high school educators to academic 1
4

acceleration because none of the programs had provided conclusive

evidence about satisfactory emotional adjustments of the accelerated

students in college.

Ektensive data were already available on the performance and

adjustments of the experimental group to college when the follow-up

study began. The folloe-up study sought answers to the question,

"What happened to the early adeittees after college?" Approximately

65% of both groups responded to the follow -up questionnaire.

Five null hypotheses were identified and tested. These hypotho-

!,:?



3

sew, which Isere tested by extensive use of Chi- squares, 'ere:

1. There were no significant differences between the control

group and the experimental group in socioeconomic back-

grounds.

2. There were no significant differences between the control

group and the experimental group in undergraduate per-

formance.

3. There were no significant differences between the control

group and the experimental group in attainment of

choices of and entrances into graduate schools.

4. There were no significant differences between the control

group and the experimental group in occupational attain-

ments and activities.

5. There were no significant differences between the control

group and the experimental group in post-college socio-

economic activities.

The summary of findings of the follow-up study Shamed that the

yeecond nil' hypothesis could not be rejected bpt all the other four

were rejected. The rejection of the first null hypothesis vas based

on observed significant differences between the two groups in occupa-

tions of fathers, educations of fathers, religious affiliations of

parents, and type of high school last attended. Tne rejection of the

third null hypothesis was baled on observed significant differences

between the two groups in entrance into graduate schools. The rejection

of the fourth null hypothesis was based on Observed significant differ-

ences in the paths taken in occupational activities by the two groups.

The fifth moll hypothesis vas rejected because the groups exhibited

significantly different socioeconamis statuses and bad reproduced the

xi



socioeconomic status of their parents.

The general conclusion vhich evolved from the pattern of the

rejections of the null hypothesis vas that experimental group had

accepted the opportunity offered by early admission to college and

capitalised on it to accelerate the development of careers with

minimum observable ill-effects both during and after college.

As a large scale innovation in education, the Early Admission Pro-

gram laclosd three fundamental characteristics. It lacked a clear di-

rection; it lacked a well- conceived research design, and it leaked a

sound public relations program. All three shortcomings might have been

overlooked if the heuristic properties of the Program had been pro-

tected. Unfortunately, the Program vas also lacking in safeguards

of the heuristic properties.

In spite of the shortcomings of the Program with respect to the

research characteristics, the data gathered provide conclusive evidence

that the experimental group had gained two years over its chronological

peer group with no observable ill-effects in post-college graduate

activities, occupational activities, and socioeconomic activities.

xii
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Chapter 1

Introduction

In 1951, 420 students of high academic promise interrupted their

high school educations at the end of the tenth grade and entered eleven

colleges and universities as freshmen. The students were the first of

four groups in the Early Admission Program which was financed by the

Fund for the Advancement of Education of the Ford Foundation between

1951 and 1958. By 1954, 1350 students had entered college early under

the Program. The follow-up study of male student success in the Program

is concerned with five of the twelve colleges and universities. The

follow-up study, begun in 1962, traced the young men mho, in 1951, had

entered Columbia University, the University of Chicago, Oberlin College,

the University of Wisconsin, and Yale University.

The two major objectives of the study were (1) to examine the

long-range effects of academic acceleration and (2) to evaluate a

large scale educational innovation. Of the two objectives, the second

is currently of greater interest than the first primarily because

academic acceleration seems no longer to be a high priority issue in

education.

The final reports and discussions already published about the Early

Admission Program refer to the early admittees as Scholars. In the

follow -up study, they are called the emalmental amp. Tice regular

superior college students whom the colleges had selected for comparison

purposes were called Comparisons. In the follow-up study, they are

called the control glost. In general, the Comparisons or the control

group mere two years older than the Scholars or the experimental group,



Chapter 6 presents the follow -up data.and the interpretations of

the data under sub-headings of pre-college
information, undergraduate

information, graduate information, occupational information, and socio-

economic information.

Chapter 7 reviews the conclusions of earlier reports and critiques,

and compares them with the findings of the follow-up study.
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Chapter 2

Academic AccelerationA Background

Academic acceleration is one approach toward bringing together

different sections of the educational system. The approach is an

example of educational articulation, the fitting together into a

functioning whole the distinct parts of the educational sequence from

kindergarten to college without the loss of identity of each of the

parts. In the present discussion, articulation programs are limited

to programs which fit together the high schools and the colleges.

In addition to academic acceleration, other forms of articulation

between high schools and colleges are enrichment programs and advanced

placement programs.

Enrichment programs are characterized by studies in depth or

studies in supplementary or expanded topics. Such programs often pro-

vide intellectual stimulation for students because the programs can be

related to existing interests of the students. Enrichment programs,

however, do not shorten the period of time that the students must spend

in high schools and in colleges. Examples of enrichment programs are

the physics course of the Physical Science Study Committee (PSSC),

the chemistry courses of the American Chemical Society (ACS), and the

biological sciences courses of the American Institute of Biological

Sciences (ALBS) (11, 51, 53, 79, 80, 81, 100, 101, 113).

Advanced Placement programs are collegiate quality programs in-

tended primarily for high school students of high academic promise.

When successfhlly completed by students through satisfactory perform-

ances in subject area tests, advanced placement programs permit the

students to waive prerequisites for certain classes in colleges. For

3
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example, students Who are successful in advanced placement mathematics

ate permitted to enter other higher level classes in mathematics in

their first years in colleges. In some instances, students who have

successfully completed several advanced placement courses may enter

colleges with advanced standing; that is, as second semester freshmen

or as first semester sophomores.

Although advanced placement does not typically permit students

to shorten the time they spend in high schools and in colleges, certain

students who qualify for advanced standing do shorten the time they

spend in colleges. Generally, however, students with advanced place-

ment credits spend the conventional four years in volleges but are

able to encorporate graduate level studies into their undergraduate

programs. Examples of advanced placement programs are the program of

the University of Buffalo ( 5, 70, 71, 72, 85, 120 ) and the Advanced

Placement program of the College Entrance Examination Board (24, 25,

26, 28, 32, 38, 57, 73, 94, 118, 121).

Academic acceleration, between schools and colleges, because it

shortens the program of the schools or of the colleges may not be a

genuine articulation effort. It attempts to modify the identity of

at least one of two parts it should be putting together. Academic

acceleration is classed as an articulation program in the present dier

mission because it operates between two distinct parts of the educational

sequence. Under academic acceleration, students of high academic promise

are permitted to omit a year or more of schooling to enter a higher level.

When. acceleration occurs between schools and colleges, students often

interrupt their high school educations and enter college early. Examples

of academic acceleration are the program of the University of Chicago

(12, 17, 20, 68, 116) and the Early Admission Program of the Fond for

"1 7
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the Advancement of Education (4, 41, 42, 57, 58, 76).

Academic acceleration between schools and colleges or early admis-

sions into colleges are solutions to problesm which accompained the

growth of higher education in the United States. The growth of the

American university led to the extension of the training period for

students. The extended time for education by the universities was

partly attributable to the attempt by American universities to merge the

ideals of scholarship and research of the German university with the

ideals of scholarship and research of the German university with the

ideals of liberal studies of the English college (39). Officials of

American universities knew that implementing one part alone could take

the entire four years staudents customarily spent in colleges. The

merging of the two ideals brought about the severe competition for

proportions of the collegiate programs by advocates of both the liberal

arts and specialized programs.

The competition for the time of the students was aggravated by the

increased stature and desirability of the degree of doctor of philosophy

in the tradition of the German university because it furthered lengthened

the educational program from high school, through college and to graduate

schools.

Between 1880 and 1910, schools and colleges participated in large ,

scale efforts to improve the transition program of students from school

to college. Prominent among these efforts were the College Entiance

Examination Board and the curriculum conference of the National Education

Association (NEA) (93). These efforts did not reduce the extended

training period from high school to graduate school, but did eliminate

some duplication of studies between schools and colleges. These transi-

tion efforts provided some degree of similarity in academic backgrounds

of students entering colleges from different schools in different parts

14.11



of the country.

Academic acceleration seemed,a dormant issue until the 1930's.

Although other programs preceded it, the program at the University of

Chicago, in 1937, renewed academic acceleration as a critical issue

(12, 20). Shortly thereafter, under the impetus of the severe manpower

requirements of the nation during World War II (1941,45), other programs

appeared. Some of these programs were intended to keep the college en-

rollment up while others were intended to maintain the flow of talent

through the universities. The proliferation of such programs prompted

Pressey (96) to convene a three-day conference at Chio State University

in the summer of 1942 to map plans for coordinating and controll the

efforts of academic acceleration between schools and colleges.

Pressey sought plans for deriving the greatest knowledge about

academic acceleration from the programs already underway. Among those

present at the conference were Jones, whose work at Buffalo in the 1930's

had anticipated the Advanced Placement Program of the College Entrance

Examination Board by twenty years, and Elicker, who was already executive

secretary of the National Association of Secondary School Principals

and who was to co-author a scathing criticism of the Early Admission

Program in 1951.

In the fall of 1942, the Educational Policies Commission of the

National Education Association adopted the following resolution on

academic acceleration:

We urge that, during the war emergency, selected students
who have achieved senior standing in high school and who
will, in the judgement of high school and college authori-
ties, profit from a year's college education before they
reach selective service age, be admitted to college and, at
She end of the successful completion of their freshmen year,
be granted a diploma of graduation by the high school and
full credit for a year's work towards the fkalfillment of
the requirements for the Bachelor's degree or as preparation
for advanced professional education (40, 89).

Within a few days, the resolution was under attack by educators at

6



both the high school and the college levels (59, 119). Most of the

criticisms had been anticipated by the Educational Policies Commission

but the resolution had been adopted inspite of the arguments or rather

in light of the arguments.

Edmonson, in clarifying the position of the Commission, had out-

lined the negative aspects of the resolution as seen by the Commission

(40). The resolution could be interpreted as undermining the value of

the last year of high schools; it might imply that three years of a

four -year high school program mould not result in loss in educational

value and, thereby, encourage students to leave high school early.

It implied that the colleges were better prepared than the high schools

to offer appropriate instruction to 17-year-old students. The high

schools, on the other hand, felt that the last year of high school was

more valuable to the students than the first year in a conventional col-

lege. Among the anticipated accusations, the Commission foresaw the

claim that the resolution helped the colleges with their lagging enroll-

ments rather than the young students.

Since 1942, the character of the arguments for and against academic

acceleration between schools and colleges has been the serious conse-

quences of academic acceleration upon the emotional and academic moll-

being of the students. Furthermore, conflicting interests and continued

suspicions have resulted in overt arguments not always being the real

issues. For example, the high schools have interpreted the actions of

the colleges toward early admission as a usurpation of institutionalized

prerogatives, but they seemed more incensed about the criticisms on the

adequacies of the high school programs for the academically talented

student (97).

To summarise, academic acceleration is one of three forma of arti-



culation of high schools and colleges. The issue of procedures for

shortening the extended training period of academically talented stu-

dents in the United States has become entagled in the ploitical actions

of the high schools and the colleges. Enrichment programs and advanced

placement programs have provided solutions acceptable to high schools

and colleges but they fail to meet the long-range problem of the

students who will pursue graduate and professional studies.

Three experimental programs are reviewed in the following sections

to provide a context for questions about academic acceleration. They

were independent undertakings at the University of Chicago, the Uni-

versity of Louisville and the University of Illinois.

The Excertgent at the Universit7 of Chicago. 1937-42

The University of Chicago was a pioneer in adopting the early ad-

mission principle in intent and in practice. In 1930, the faculty at

Chicago had searched for a new undergraduate plan which would maintain

a balance between the liberal arts and specialization. When it assessed

the balance, the faculty at Chicago discovered that the requirements

and,academic demands of specialization tended to compress the liberal

arts. into a smaller portion of the collegiate program. By 1937, the

faculty at Chicago were convinced that the two-year program of liberal

studies was inadequate. They mere forced to look for additional time

in the years.students normally spent in the high schools.

The faculty at Chicago reasoned that, if the last two years of the

secondary schools and the first two years of college Goad be combined,

then a four -year liberal arts program was possible. They developed

such a program by first creating a kindergarten to grade 10 plan in

the Chicago campus school. The merger of grades 11 and 12 with the

first two years of college became the four-year college of the Uni-

versity of Chicago. In effect, the plan permitted students to enter

8
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the undergraduate college two years before they had graduated from

high school.

In 1941, Benner (12) published a final report of the experiment.

Table 2.1 summarizes the participation of students in the experiment.

Benner explained that the two sharp drops in enrollment were not

functions of the program but of two other effects. First, the number of

participants was largely a function of the number of students of the

campus school who were ready to undertake academic acceleration and

the Chicago program. The number of students fluctuated over the period

of the experiment. Second, the sharp drops at the end of the second

year for the first two groups were caused by students leaving the

program to enter conventional four-year colleges and universities else-

where in the country. The students were leaving Chicago at what would

have been the end of their senior years in high schools.

Because so many students left after two years in the program,

Hutchins (51) observed that it was impossible to develop a liberal arta

program without presenting the degree of bachelor of arts at the end

of the program. The faculty at Chicago concurred and, in 1942, Chicago be-

gan conferring the degree of bachelor of arts at the end of its four-

year program.

During the program, Chicago put together for each student a dossier

which contained a syllabus for each course pursued, a fairly complete

case history of educational guidance and personnel records, a copy of

each of the seven required six-hour examinations, and the actual exam-

ination papers the students wrote under supervision. The dossier in-

dicated the encases of each student who entered the program, but because

it used the clinical approach, it could not help provide generalizations

about the program itself.
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In 1952, ten years after the critical reactions (102, 110 to the

granting of the degree of bachelor of arts by the University of Chicago

at the end of its four-year program of liberal studies, Chicago accepted

the challenge to emmpere the performances of its four-year graduates to

graduates of other ocmwentional colleges on a nationally recognised

examination, the Graduate Record Examination. With only one hundred

students out of a possible three hundred taking the examinations, Chioago

was able to show that its graduates were comparable to graduates of other

(alleges. Ay the time Chicago had decided t.cosmie the comparison, most

of its graduates were out of reach; hence, the low number of subjects.

nussinzaintrgtatsaintsttaaumnumuluaat
The experiment at LouisWille (I?) provided an earlier intellectual

challenge for the superior student by placing him in a college one year

earlier thin his classmates. To proceed with the experiment, Louisville

sought and received the approval of the Southern Association of Colleges

and Secondary Schools (SACSS). The SACSS, in approving the Louisville

e xperiment, limited it to no more than 25 entering students per year.

Mohan (37) reported that students who were accepted into the

experiment had to stand above the fiftieth percentile for regular fresh-

men at Louisville on the Psychological Examination of the American

Council on Education, the Nelson-Denny Reading Test, and the Cooperatiie

English Test in Usage. In addition, students had to equal or surpass

the achievement levels of students in high schools of the city of

Louisville in the SonseaumIrRigh School Achievement Test. Mahon

reported Thrther that the rem:emendations of the high school principals

were the Important initial qualifiers for students and that favor the

choices of the principals were rejected.

Officials at Inuisville interviewed both the students and their



parents before they made the final selection of the experimental group.

Final deoisions sere made only after Louisville officials were convinced

that the Students were mature enough to undertake the program. The

stringent requirements for admission and the initial suspicions of

parents toward the experiment contributed to the low participation of

only 35 students in the program from 1934 to 1938 (37).

Each student in the experiment was matched with another student,

a control student, who was one year older but similar in sex and in

standings in placement tests. In college, the experimental students

mere treated in every respect like all other studotts. To insure the

sistaartmatment, the experimental. students remained unidentified to

the teaching faculty.

Evaluations were based upon grades earned during the academic

years; on ratings on the National Sophomore Test; on participation in

extracurricular activities; on opinions of parents; on personalities

of the students, and on student opinions. The results, in general,

Ohomedno significant differences between the experimental and control

groups on the various evaluative criteria. The early admittees and their

parents were favorably impremmedby the program.

Among the strengths of the Louisville experiment were its public

relations program and its prime conoern for the best interest of the

applicants and students in the program. Louisville was so sucoessful

in its pablie relations programthat at the end of the experiment,

Louisville received enthusiastic praise from SACSS (37). During the

selection process of the experiment, Louisville acted in the best

interest of the applicants. Although its experiment suffered from low

participation, Lewisville discouraged several girls of high ability

because the girls aspired to completing their imdorgradloate studies at

12



outstanding colleges for women, particularly among the colleges on the

Atlantic seaboard. The girls were discouraged from participating in

the program because the reactions of such colleges toward the experiment

were unknosin.

The EXperiment at the University of Illinois. 1943

Berg and Larsen (14) reported on the early admission experiment

carried out at the University of Illinois in 1943. The?rport was a

short -tern study and covered the performance of the early admittees for

only the first half year in college. Admission to the program was

limited to students who had ranked in the upper one-fourth of their

high school classes; had completed no fever than 14 high school units

toward regular admissions to college; received the recomommiations

of their principals and their teachers; had scored above the seventy-

fifth percentile on freshmen norms of the College of Agriculture of the

University of Illinois in a battery of tests designed to measure

aptitude and achievement, and had rated satisfactory on social and

emotional maturity as determined by clinleAl psychologists of the

Personnel Bureau of the University of Minot,. Thirty-six students

out of 46 applicants made up the experimental group.

The conclusions drawn from the Illinois experiment were tentative

and of limited success. The accelerated students were able to surpass

the moan, level of academic pe4fOrnance of the University of Illinois,

but when cospared with students in the separate fields of study, the

accelerated students had not performed as vell. Thirty-one of the 36

experimental students had placed above the eightieth percentile of the

overall norms of the University of Illinois, but only 14 had ranked

owe the sale percentile leVel on the norms of the Bavaria. colleges

19



they had entered.

A strength of the Illinois experiment was.the extensive collection

of pre-experiment data on each of the experimental students. Unfortunately

the small sample site and the lack of a control group limited the use

of the pre-experiment data.

Illinois had undertaken the experiment after, and perhaps in re-

sponse to, the outburst of criticisms by officials of high schools and

colleges following the release of the statement of acceleration of the

Educational Policies Commission of the National Education Association

in 1942 (40, 59). Therefore, its public relations program with schools

and colleges was questionable at the outset of the experiment.

t

rt

Sane Re- vnst Questions about Academic Acceleration

Are the *pallor students who are carefully selected able to perform

at superior levels when they are accelerated into colleges? The Illinois

experiment, though inconclusive, indicated that the superior students

who are accelerated into college do not perform at superior levels. The

Louisville and the Chicago experiments indicated that the superior

students do perform at superior levels. Unfortunately, the experimental

population at Louisville was too small to be conclusive. At Chicago,

the students could not be compared with other superior students because

Chicago did not use a control group and because the dati was predominantly

subjective.

That the students accelerated Into college might be able to main-

tain their relative superior standings is supported by another source.

In 1958, Wilcox (121), reporting on students admitted; to Harvard with

advanced standing, showed that half of a group of 31 advanced standing

sophomores ranked with the top quartile of regular sophomores at Harvard

on a scale predictive of academic success. Since actual performance was

- 1 4



not reported, the sbudybyWilcox, like the experiments at Louisville

and Chicago, was only indicative of what superior students might do in

college. Therefore, the question about superior students and their

performances when theytere accelerated into colleges remained largely

unanswered.

Are superior students who are carefUly selected able to make

satisfactory personal adjustments when they are accelerated into

colleges? Berg and Larson (14) in reporting an the Illinois experiment

claimed that the accelerated students made satisfactory personal ad-

justments in college but no detailed report on such adjustment was

ever published. Chicago was not able to answer the question about

personal adjustments among its experimental students. Louisville, on

the other hand, was able to compare the adjustments of its early ad-

mittees to that of the control group. Based upon the responses of

parents and students, Louisville concluded that the experimental group

had made satisfactory personal' adjustments in college.

Although the evidence indicated some tendency toward satisfactory

adjustment by the accelerated students, the evidence was inconclusive.

The question about personal adjustments and the criteria upon which

the adjustment was assessed remained unanswered.

To what extent were the early admittees representative of a larger

population of superior students? No evidence exists that any attempt

had been made in any of the three experiments reviewed to sample the

larger population of all students of high academic promise when the

experimental groups were being formed. In general, the clinical approach

of individual cases was used in all three experiments. Therefore,

generalisations and extrapolations about early admissions cannot be

made with confidence..



How effective were the public relations programs of the early

admissions experiments? Of the three experiments, Louisville had the

most effective public relations program. Louisville worked through

the Southern Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools (SACSS)

and was willing to abide by a ceiling of 25 experimental students

per year set by the SACSS. In the selection of the experimental group,

Louisville relied heavily upon the principals of the high schools.

During and after the experiment, Louisville sought the reactions of

parents of the accelerated students. By such procedures, Louisville

had extended its public relations program to the accrediting associa-

tion, to schools, and to the parents of the experimental students.

Chicago and Illinois apparently lacked public relations programs.

Chicago had evolved a remarkable four-year program but its apparent

disdain for the concerns of other colleges and the high schools led

to the unwillingness of its critics to see any favorable aspects of the

program. In a similar manner, Illinois seemed to have undertaken its

program in defiance of the critics of the resolution on academic accel-

eration adopted in 1942 by the Educational Policies Commission (59, S.A.

The reactions of critics of both programs may have been responsible for

the disappearance of the Illinois experiment, a final report of which

was never published, and the withering away of interest in the Chicago

plan.

In summary, the experiments at Chicago, Louisville and'Illinois

were inconclusive in their findings about the performance of the accel-

erated students. The Chicago program was characterized by novel

structure; the Louisville experimenUby an attempt to control critical

variables by the use of experimental and control groups, and the

Illinois experiment by extensive pre-experiment data on its accelerated

students. The three experiments were174,, almilar in one respect; they



each examined academic acceleration on a short-range basis. None of

the three experiments questioned the academic outcomes beyond the

four-year college period. They made no effort to find out mhether

the superior high school student mho was accelerated into, college

could compete effective]' with older superior students in post-

college activities.



Chapter 3

The Early Admission Program

In the fall of 1950, and before the end of the first academic

semester, many college students and recent high school graduates faced

the prospeot of being drafted for military service after their first

year in college. Some enlisted to fulfill their military commitments,

after 'which they planned to re-enter college. Other students entered

college to wait for Congress to enact draft deferment legislation.

College officials were disturbed, however, by the number of stu-

dents who were leaving the colleges and by the nuaber of students who

might not be permitted to continue in college because of the draft. On

January 10, 1951, at the 37th Annual Conference of the Association of

American Colleges, they voiced their concern that Congress had yet to

enact draft deferment legislation (95). They felt that such legislation

would provide a greater stability of the college enrollments, and,

at the same time, keep the steady flow of academically talented students

moving through the colleges. College officials were also disturbed not

only by the absence of draft deferment legislation but also by the

possibility that Congress might adopt a policy of no-deferment because

of the demands and the seriousness of the military situation in Korea

at that time. A no- deferment policy, they felt, might have grave con-

sequences on the pool of young leaders and scholars in the nation after

the Korean Conflict ended. Accordingly, they proposed and adopted at

the 37th Annual Conference a policy urging Congress to defer prolising

students from unitary !service until after such students had graduated

from college.
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On January 11, 1951, Assistant Secretary of Defense Anna Rosenberg,

testifying before the Senate Preparedness Subcommittee, announced a

proposal by Secretary of Defense George C. Marshall advocating the

deferment of 75,000 students a year from military service, but not

from military training. By this proposal, Marshall had hoped to

maintain the steady flow of talent through the colleges and meet the

proposal of the colleges. The Marshall proposal on military service

was enacted by Congress and signed into law on April 19.1951.

During the period when the status of the young high school stu-

dent and graduate vas indefinite, four universities approached the

Ford Foundation with a plan to ensure that 200 young men of high

academic promise would gain the background of a liberal education

Wore they were drafted into the armed services. Under the plan,

the 200 young men would enter college at age 16 so that When they

reached the draft age of 19, they would have completed two years of

studies in the liberal arts. The Fund for the Advancement of Educe-

tion,of the Ford Foundation approved of the plan and on April 22, 1951,

announced a grant of 81,200,000 to the University of Wisconsin, the

University of Chicago, Columbia University and Tale University to

finance the "pre-induction program."

By mid- spring in 1951, the successful counter-offensive of the

United Nations in Korea had eased the manpower requirements of the armed

services. The enactment of draft deferment legislation by the Congress

had eased the concerns. of the colleges. With goth pressures reduced,

high school educators reacted to the program with serious, misgivings.

Same educators, upon examining the plan, found 'marked similarities be-

tween the pre-induction program and other efforts at early admission

to college which took place during World War II. In 1958, Fels (49)



observed that the similarity ehoulc have been expected since Hutchins

and other former members of the faculty of the University of Chicago

directed the Ford Foundation and the Fund for the Advancement of

Education which had provided the grant.

NhatilLih2JiarkAdainimUlaisa?
The Early Admission Program grew out of the pre-induction plan.

Initially, it was an attempt to preserve for and extend to students

the values of an integrated liberal education at a time when a pro-

tracted national emergency threatened to postpone higher education for

high school graduates. Primarily responsible for the program were

F. Champion Ward of the University of Chicago, Mark Ingraham of the

University of Wisconsin, William C. De Vane of Yale University, and

Lawrence B. Chamberlain of Columbia University. The four men contended

that a college education *037 postponed until after military service

would "impair the quality of our national life, and the personal re-

sources and competences of our young men" 00. Their solution to the

problem was the program of early admission because experiences in

European schools and limited experiences in America had indicated that

"intelligent younger men of normal emotional maturity can profit from

work of collegiate rigor and content at the age of 16" (4).

When the Early Admission Programmes announced by the Fund, the

students who were interested in the plan and had completed ormere

completing the tenth grade or its equivalent were asked to write to

the four universities for application forms and for the descriptions

of the °curies of study. (4, 95). The students were also advised to

contract the College Entrance Examination Hoard to declare their in-

tentions to take the examination scheduled for HO 1951.



Under the plan, each of the four universities would offer its in-

dividual liberal arts programs. At Chicago, the liberal studies led to

a culminating course which sought an integration of ideas through his-

tory and philosphy. Wisconsin offered the prescribed program of "In-

tegrated Liberal Studies" with a core consisting of the studies of

ancient, medieval, modern, and American cultures. The program at

Yale was "Directed Study" and provided a common background of knowledge

with philosphy serving as the instrument of integration in each of the

two years. Columbia offered its prescribed courses, some of which were

of an inter-departmental nature, in the humanities, the social sciences,

and the sciences (4, 57, 58).

The officials at each of the participating colleges and universities

realized that demonstrated ability, high academic premise, and emotional

stability were the initial qualifications for the Early Admission Pro-

gram. They were looking for the elusive quality which makes a scholar

stand out among other superior students. The colleges further recognized

that some students would benefit more by remaining in high school than by

entering college early (58). For those students, the additional year

or two in high school would provide time for them to develop higher

levels of personal assurance and maturity. The colleges felt that the

Early Admission Program was for the truly superior student who might

by characterized by the initial qualifications, a good beginning in

self-knowledge and self discipline, and by an unusual amount of in-

tellectual, social, and emotional precocity.

The Program was an attempt by the colleges to meet the intellectual

needs of the superior, high school student but was not intended to sup-

plant the high schools for all superior students. The University of

Utah argued that the inference to the schools and the public that the



colleges felt the high schools were a waste of time was inescapable (58).

The inference was unfortunate because the Program required a special

kind of student; one who vas able to compress a regular three-year

high school program and a four -year college program into five years,

graduate with honors, and have no more serious emotional problems than.

other regular superior students.

The Program was not intended as a means for overhauling the struc-

ture of public education in the United States but the direct and in-

direct criticisms about the adequacies of the high school program which

were used to rationalize the program (57, 58) made it seem so. The real

issues and urgencies were lost in the context of the times; a period

of national emergency. Part of the urgency can be explained by the

estimates of the drop in college enrollments for the fall of 1951.

Before the draft deferment bill became law, the estimates of the drop

in enrollment ran as high as 25% (95), or 625,000 young men. By the

fall of 1951, conditions had so changed that the actual loss imenroll-

ment was only 10% (95), or 250,000 young men.

By the fall of 1951, other changes had been made in the Program.

The participating colleges mere expanded to include seven other colleges

and universities; Fisk University, Lafayette College, University of

Louisville, Merlin College, Shinier College, University of Utah, and

0oucher College. In addition, the Program was changed from'a pre-

induotion program to a large scale experiment in education. Such major

changes in the short span of four months were to have consequences in

the evaluation of the Program.

Criticisms of the Early Admission Program
t"

it

L,,

On May 4, 1951, less than two weeks after the announcement of the



Early Admission Program, the first major objection to the program ap-

peared. It came in the form of a letter from Joseph B. Chaplin, pres-

ident of the National Association of Secondary School Principals, and

Paul E. Flicker, executive secretary of the National Association of

Secondary School Principals, to all members urging them to resist the

attempt to curtail the high school program through the use of the

Early Admission Experiment by the colleges. Chaplin and Clicker had

challenged the Program as being educationally unsound and damaging

to the best interest of the students and the high schools. They pointed

out that:

it is contrary to the opinions of leading educators
from colleges and secondary schools recently stated at a
Conference on Acceleration held by the American Council on
Education on March 19-20, 1951, in Washington, D.C. This
curtailment of secondary education under the guise of
scholarship aid is more devastating to youth and the secondary
school program than acceleration which was regarded, also by
leading educators at the above conference, as unwise, un-
necessary and unsound . . . (4)

Chaplin and nicker recommended further that principals and

superintendents block the program by discouraging students mho re-

ceive such scholarship aid and by writing letters of protests to the

universities involved in the experiment. They recommended that:

. . . we use every means at our command to present to all
educational, community and other meetings the implications
of the unsound practice of curtailing secondary education
and the subsequent admission of students to college before
graduation. That we point out as effectively and as forcibly
as possible these dangers, even with the alluring induce-
ments of funds provided by the Ford Foundation. We must
make oitisens generally aware of the sinister implications
of such a'program especially if a scholarship award is offered
to their sons . . . (4)

Chaplin and'Elicker claimed that the project was in direct

oposition to Recommendation 8 of the Nine Point Program made by the

Committee on the Relation of Secondary Education to National. security

. of the NAM which read4
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. farlv Admission to Callen. Recommended that secondary
schools refrain from curtailing their educational programs to
the extent that youth would, except in very tuitional cues,
enter college before their graduation from secondary schools. . . (4)

At the time that the Chaplin and Slicker lettering released, the

Early Admission Program as envisioned by the colleges was intended

for the very unusual student. However, by the fall of 1951, the Program

in its expanded form was in opposition to Recommendation 8 because

Shinier had admitted students with a wide range of aptitudes (58).

The fall effect of the letter by Chaplin and Slicker was not known

but the participating colleges did report that secondary school offi-

cials showed some resistance to the Program. In particular, Oberlin

(58) felt that the resistance of secondary school officials was partly

responsible for the difficulties encountered in attracting and selecting

qualified students for the Program. Oberlin reported further that

high school officials seemed motivated by genuine concern for the

emotional development of the students.

AIMEE

Academic acceleration reappeared as a critical issue during the

Korean Conflict (1950-52). The critical issue revolved about pro-

cedures to insure the continuttey of leaders and scholars for the period

beyond the then current national crisis. Ftdr universities proposed"

the pre-induction experiment which grew into the Early Admission Program

to reach young men of high academic promise before they were called

for active duty with the armed services. Even before the nationil

crises had been alleviated, Chaplin and Slicker, two officials of the

National Association of Secondary School Principals, had prepared a

letter sharply criticising the Program. The new issues became the

potentially dangerous emotional adjustments of young men who enter

24



oollege early and the alleged encroachment of the colleges on the

affairs of the high schools. By the fall of 1951, eleven colleges and

universities were participating in the large scale innovation, the

Early Admission Program.
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Chapter 4

The Early Adhesion Program as an Experiment

The Early Admission Program was a large scale effort toward aca-

demic acceleration between schools and colleges and was findmiced by

grants totalling aver two million dollars from the Fund for the Ad-

vanoement of Education. The Program was initially a pro-induction

experiment which grew into a major project to seek solutions to the

imperative demands upon the American educational system for lea broad

enough base to prepare a competent citimnry, and high enough quality

to produce effective leadership" (57, p. 16). The Programme con-

sistent with three videllInes established by the Funds (1) To view

education as a whole and to relate clearly and logioally its institu-

tional parts, (2) to reexamine existing curricular arrangements and to

successive educational stages, and (3) to seek ways to provide for

greater flexibility in accommodating individual students of widely

differing needs and capabilities (57, p. 17).

In perspective, there were four other efforts undertaken by the

Fund for the Advancement of Education in the early 19504. The first

effort was the Sdhool and College Study of General Education. lt

sought a unity between the last two years of high sohool and the first

two years of °college through general education. The School and

College Studying a joint undertaking of the faculties of three

vet* preparatory schools for beys,(Andovervlbeeter, and Lasrenoeville)

and the faculties of thrmprivate universities (Harvard, Prineeton,

and /410 (57). The report of the joint faculties, General Edneatiou

Sahoil and Calms, mdbed'madh intereet among sdhool authorities.

2 6
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.The second undertaking brought together the public school system

of Portland, Oregon, and the faculty of Reed College. In this project,

the palio school children of exceptional endowment participated in

programs of enriched educational opportunities (57).

The third project may have stemmed from the work of the School

and College Study of General Education. It evolved as the faculty

of Kenyon College asked itself and others, "Could the general education

now provided in the last two years of high school and the first two

years of college be completed in a shorter time without losing the

essential values of a liberal education?" The Emma Plan became the

School and College Study of Admission with Advanced Standing, and

still later, the Advanced Placement Program (5?).

The fourth project resembled the Portland Project. It was the

Atlanta Experiment in Articulation and Enrichment in School and

College, a cooperative venture between Agnes Scott College, Emory

University, Oglethorpe University, and the Westminster Schools. All

four institutions are in or near Atlanta, Georgia. The project was

later expanded to include a public high school in Atlanta (5?).

Three reports on the Early Admission Program (41, 57, 58) have

already been published with extensive data and interpretations of the

data. The reports supported the conclusion that, based upon measures'

of academic performance and ratings of personal adjustments in college,

the accelerated students were highly successful in the Program.

The reports, however, reflected the inadequate research design of I

the Program and, thereby, cast some doubt on the findings. FoT example,

the data reported in the earlier reports were incomplete on large

nmilbers of both the experimental and the control students who had

entered the Program in 1951 and 1952. The incomplete data was the
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result of the lack of uniform data-gathering prooedures. In 1953, the
Educational Testing Serena of Prineeton, New Jersey', assumed responsi6
bility for the evaluation of the Program and standardised the data
collection procedures with three qaeationnaires.

In fairness to the earlier reports, it meet be mothered that
the Early Admission Program did not begin as an experiment in education.

It became one sometime between April 22, 1951, then the Fund anneanoed
the initial grant for the Program, and September 1951, then the Fund
announoed the initial grant for the Program, and September 1951, then

the colleges and universities opened for the fall. term. The five-month

period was not sufficient to develop'ani refine a research design that

would have provided complete, consistent and relevant data for such a
large scale tusdertaldng.

1312rtiktalaillint
Data from the three earlier reports and from questionnaires com-

pleted by the control and experimental groups in 1.953 mere reexaminid

in 1960 and 1961. The reexamination vas an ggi mg luta evaluation .

of a sub-seotion of the Early Admission Program. The sub-section or

sub-experiment of the Program vas concerned with the data of only the
students, mho in 1951, had entered the University of Chicago, Columbia:

University, Cberlin College, the University of Wisconsin, awl Tale Uni-

versity. The students mere selected because their scores on the

Graduate Record Examination of the Ideational Testing Berriee showed

that they mere of oaverable abilities and aptitudes. Of the 420

students in the Program in 1951, 240 had attended the five colleges
and universities in the sab-goveriment (see Table 4.01).

The !major objeotive of the sub-experiment was to reexamine the
effects of early admission to college on the governante" students of

2.8
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Table 4.01

The Control and Experimental StudnL,.. at

Five Colleges and UniVersitie5 in

1951 (58, p. 92)*

Group Colleges and Universities

Control

.1.01.
Exp.

Chicago

57

60

Columbia Wisconsin Yale

Totals

46 30 68

52

51

52

232

24:1

* c both males and. females.
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comparable abilities and aptitudes who had entered five colleges and

universities.

The Early Admittees and the Control Group

Each college in the program had selected an experimental group

of students using its own criteria. The colleges had generally based

their decisions for accepting the experimental students on high school
records, scores on the Scholastic Aptitude Test (see Tables 4.02 and
4.03), scores on achievement teats, the recommendations of the high

school principals, and personal interviews with the candidates (57, 58).
Because each college had acted autonomously in the use of promo-

dimes of admissions and techniques for appraising the social and emo-

tional maturity of the applicants, the experimental groups may not

have been equivalent between colleges (42).

In general, the students of the experimental group had not grad-

uated from high school (93%), had come from families in which the

occupations of the ebreadwinning" parent were predominantly professional

or business (71%), and had chosen undergraduate studies in mathematics

and sciences (516). In addition, the experimental students had come

from medium-sized or larger cities, had attended public schools in.

which the sizes of the senior classes were over 100 students, had come
from families whose annual incomes were over $5,000, and had fathers

who had at least graduated from high school. Similar general, information

about the control group was not available (57, 58).

The colleges selected a matching group of regular superior stu-

dents with Which to ampere the progress and performance of the ex-

perimental group. The major differences between the two groups were

that the students in the experimental group had been two years younger

than the control students and had not graduated from high school. The
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i
t.

colleges matched the control and experimental groups using scores on the

Scholastic Aptitude Test, scores on the Psychological Examination of

the American Council on Education or composite scored of both tests.

The Fund reported that same of the colleges attempted to match the

control and experimental students on family background, type and lo-

cation of home community, and amount of scholarship aid. However, the

Fund did not identify these colleges (58, p. 15).

The Treatment,

In general, both the control and the experimental groups studied

in the same academic program for the first two years. The modifications

or slimness made for the experimental students (see Table 4.00 were

carried out only for the first year of the Program. As the students

progressed in their studies, their diverse interests and career goals

led them rapidly into the different offerings of the colleges.

evaluative Techniaues

The colleges compared the academic performances of the control and

the experimental groups annually. To assess personal adjustments of

the students, the colleges relied upon the four questionnaires pre-

pared by the Educational Testing Service. Two of the questionnaires

were completed at different times by the students; the other two were

completed by the colleges. In the sub-experiment, the Chi-sqmares test

was used extensively to examine the differences between the responses

of the two groups to the items of the questionnaires.

In the 1124 Addission Program, the adjustment of the experimental

group to college had been assessed by a team of plsychiatrists led by

Dr. Dana Farnsworth, Director of University Health Sertices at Harvard

University. Other members of the committee were Dr. Daniel R. Fusion-
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stein, member of the Department of Psychiatry at the Harvard Medical

School, and Dr. Bryant Wedge, member of the Department of Student Health

at Yale University. Plirther evaluations were dons by Richard Pearson,

Associate Director of the College Entrance Exadnation Board.

Docioeconomic Backgrounds of the Control and Exoerimental Groups

An examination of occupational status of the parents of both groups

showed that the proportions of fathers in different occupations were

significantly different between the groups (see Table 4.03). A

higher proportion of fathers of the experimental group were employed in

professional occupations. No significant differences were noted on the

occupations of mothers of both groups. Too, no significant differences

were noted on hone community.

The significant differences which were observed on the occupations

of fathers suggested that the experimental and control groups had not

acme from similar socioeconomic backgrounds.

WA School Backarounds of the Control and Excerimentipl Grout*

Two items of significant differences between the control and the

experimental groups appeared in high school information (see Table 4.06).

The first difference, type of high school last attended, resulted tram

the larger proportions of the experimental group which had attended

=ban public high schools as compared with the larger proportions of

the control group which had attended non - parochial private preparatory

high schools. The second difference, percentile ranldngs in high

school, resulted from the absence of a low tail for the distribution

of the rankings of the experimental students.

The significant differences of the rankings of the two groups can

be discounted because they were based on performances at two completed
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Table 4.05

Pre-college Information, ETS Questionnaire,

1953

Item Obsexved X' df I)iff.

Responses

a,b

Con. Exp.

Item 9
Father's Occupation 13.5 4 Si)

1. Accountant, lawyer 12 14

2. Manacjer, manufacturer,

executive, owner,
prop15,.tor, supervisor 45 43

3. Profc teachel,,doc-
tor, d._nt.ist, minister,

arts

4. .Retailer, salesman,
middlcqen, clerical.

5. Skillr'.,

semi-illed, other

ltcm 10
Mother's Occupation

1. Rousewifc
2. Manager, manufacturer,

executive, owner,
proprictor, supervisor

3. Plofesox, teacher, doc-
tor, dcntit..t, minister,

arts

4. Retailel, salesman,
m!.ddlmn, clerical

5. Skillfd, unskilled,
semi-skilled, other,

39. SO

30 22

30 ..____ 22_

156 181

1.2 4 NSI)

96 .114

10 7

27 26

23 25

5 4

161 176

.9 5 . NSO

78 92
35 35

18 17

1.2

15 19
14 14

Item 8
Type and Size of liar...1

Conmunity

1. City of more than 103,000
2. Subulh of lax ye city
3. City.(not sulurb) of

30,000-)00,030
4. City (not suliuxh) of

10,03'.1 -30,000 12

3. Town of 2,503-10,000
6. Town unri :. 2,500

.......................:___ - ...._
dhevcl of confidence .01
bASD no significant:diffel,...rici; SiT Sivnifican!

49

cliffe:!,xce
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Table 4.06

Pro-college Information, ETS Questionwiire, 1953

Item Obsonred X df Diff.a°'
Responses

Item 17
Type of High School or Prep-
aratoly School Last Attended

1. Public high school in city
2. Public high school in

subuJb of city
3. Public or consolidated

high school--rural
4. Private, non-parochial
5. Private, parochial

or private military

Item 18
Size, of Senior in

High Scho,A
1. Les:. than 50

2. 50-'9

3. ?0,71-1W

4. 2W-,9)
5. 5O:' --up

6, Unhiyn

Item 59
Pr.vestnt3l P:,;ing in High

School
1.

2. :80-$2.

3. 7c:!, and below

Con. Exp.

19.6 4 SD

84 121

22 20

20 26
37 14

19
173 189

2.9 4 N';'1;

27 24
17 16

28 27
70 70
30 45
0 6

172 188

32.2 2 S';

,92 116

23 31

-... 7
--F14Y57

aj,evel of confidence .0)

NW. No 1.ignificant differcp; Si) Significant diffovnce



grade levels; the experimental group was ranked on work completed in

the tenth grade and the control group was ranked on work completed
. . .

up to the twelfth grade.

No significant differences were observed on type of high school

last attended reinforces the suggestion that the control and experi-

mental. grouTo had come trmn different socioeconomic backgrounds. Al-

though the significant difference observed in high school ranking can

be discounted, it suggests that caution be used in generalising about

the program and the successes of the experimental group because the

two groups may not have been of similar abilities.

E.

Aspirations of the Control and Efterimental Groure

Table 4.07 displays the responses of the two groups to choices

of fields of study and choices of future occupations. The Chi-square

test for significant differences between the two groups was not

carried out on the two items of Table 4.07 because the frequencies

of the cells fell below the levels required for meaningful use of the

test. Adjoining cells were not merged to obtain appropriate cell

frequencies because the result would have been the pairing of unlikely.

cells.

Table 4.07 shows that more control students than experimental

students selected business aritheir choices of undergraduate major

field of study; the experimental students chose science and mathe-

matics for their undergraduate major fields of study. In addition,

Table 4.07 shows that a larger proportion of the control group as com-

pared with the experimental group indicated lax as their first choice

of Altus occupation.

,The data on aspirations otthe control and experimental group

38
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Table 4.07

. Undergraduate Infulmation, ETS Questimn:lire, 1953 .

Item

.11
Ob.,ervtd . X2 df MC. a,b

Resimses

Item 30
First CLoice of r3j01
Field :if 'Study

1. Undf.,cidtd

2. Fine arts, applied arts,
clergy, other

3. Ed!lation
4. Enginet-.ring, medicine,

science
5. Dut.iness

Con.

15

6
43

87
15.

Exp.

4.4 4 NS1)

20

8
41

10cl

El_
166 185

Ttcm 31

First C'..:4c. of Future
Occupa lion 13 .0 6 N';')

1. 11:dvnided 45 41
2. rice arts, applied arts,

military or goveznm.nt
service, social sorvic,:,
oth: 18 20

. NC:v.v. 12 8
4. Edwation 13 20
5. E1:2.1n,_...;Ingo

scienc.e 51 79
6. La.:: 18 9
7. Clclgy

16(' 184

a
Level of confidence .01

b
HSI) Ho significant diffLrf.ncfl,PD Significant diffencf.

3 9
r:r?



were similar to the observed occupational categories of the fathers

of both groups.

Undertradujite Activities of the Control and Experimental Vows

The academic ratings of the students of the control and the experi-

mental groups in their first and fourth years of college are displayed

in Table 4.08. Both groups seemed comparable on their percentile

rankings in college.

The ratings were not tested for signigioant differences but the

overall distribution of the first year ratings and the fourth year ratings

suggests a stability in the academic performances of both gourps. A

broader base for assessing the performance levels and the stability

of the performance levels should have included a score on the Graduate

Record Etemination (see Table 4.09).

For the 192 experimental students and the 144 control students

mho took the Graduate Record Examinations, earlier reports (57, 58)

gave only the group means of scores. The earlier reports gave no in-

formation about the :amber of students at ea&, college mho took the

ezadination. Hence, thr group means should be used only for identifying

trends or tendencies about the two groups. The entire. 6f Table 4.09

indicate that the experimental group performed as well as the control

group.

The ratings and indications from the performances on the Graduate

Record' Examination support the conclusion that the experimental group

was as successful as the control group in academic performance.

NIELQUIBLASUIdilleaLVILS3224ainifilakan

Three separate groups assessed the emotional adjustment of the



Table 4.08

FZ:itingt. or Stiii. n th el 1 Fl rf. I and th Years,

1953 an/ 19:5 (44

lianL
Col 1 j--. and___-
Obr..., 1 ;:1

Util

Con.

Colunli;a

First
Yeai--

Exp. Con. Exp. C;( 1..Y.p.

1951 CO99 18 12 7 10 35
'19 11 32 6 5 1] 10

12 8 6 7 6 IC

Lo 6 14 9 0 8.

0 0 0 1.0
47 46 23 51

Fourth

1955 0 3 9 20
6' 6. 9 6 2 4

3 2 4 3 2
t t.?) 8 4 7 4 CI

f) 45
7

34
1

36
3

23 32
17

41

1i es

Ya)

Exp. Con.

16 16
9 16
7 7

13 1'1

0 U

45 51

15 10
11 1:-

2 1::

10 1:

43 A':

-



Tab) e 4.09

Gradua te Record Exami na ti on Moan

(58, p. 306)

1951 Group

Area Test

Social
Science Humani ties

Nz tural
!.;:- 1 (nces

Chicago
Ex p

C
664
658

723
676

676
669

Col mbi a

Exp 641 673 611
C 651 672 625

Ober] n
Ex p 61 S 641 593
C 579 656 569

l'os con:, i r;

Lxp (66 639 667
C 55j) 600 605

Val e

Exp 657 636
C 63 637 577

All 13 Col],.;

in the Prc
Ex p 62) 632 605
C 557 57 558

Other Sen:
1955 444 4:)0 652

* N = 192 for i.11 expo: :7 ni al siuAnt!, hi F.11 cc:' 1,

N = 344 for a] 1 cont3o1 sAudints in all col 1 g

55



experimental group to college. They were the colleges, a psychiatric

evaluation team headed by Farnsworth, and Pearson of the Educational

Testing Service.

In arriving at the ratings of emotional adjustment of the students,

the colleges considered many factors. Included among the factors were

poise and self-confidence in social situations, leadership ability,

study habits, participation in group activity, gregariousness, personal

appearance, degree of dependence on family, worry and emotional control,

adjustment to the opposite sex, ease in conversation, academic program

planning, and educational interests (58). In some cases, two faculty

members independently rated the same student, and a third faculty member

arrived at a composite rating. The results of the ratings on adjustment

by the colleges is shown in Table 4.10.

The entires in Table 4.10 show the ratings of the experimental stu-

dents at the end of the first yearand also at the end of the fourth

year. The report of the Fund (58) claimed that the large numbers of

poor ratings in the first two years of the project resulted from the

combination of initial adjustment difficulties, the age of the experi-

mental adents, and the nature of the program itself. The data for

the four-year period showed that a high percentage of the experimental

students had experienced good-to-excellent emotional adjustments in

college.

The information presented in Table 4.10 is ambiguous because there

is no way of determining how marry of the students who were rated "poor"

in their first year were still students in the !mirth year of the ex-

periment. The drop in the number of poor ratings over the four-year

period of the experimental group can be attributed to the attrition of

the poorly adjusted student as well as to the overcoming of adjustment

43



Table 4.10

Nati n:js of Emotional Adjustments by Fix ul ty, 1951

Group at al 1 Col leges and Univers tie; (42, Tab] I-

Year C]oup Number 'of Stui.;,..,;11.,..

Good-to- Exc e 11 ( nt Poor Unknown

First
Year-- FY p. 31.4 (N) 32 (94 24 ((.:,)

1951 Con. 232 (5521 19 (4;') 17) (30;:)

Foul i )1
Year-- 205 (90 3!) OA 8 (4Y)
1955 Con. 16V, (61 $2 (:i;'',- '

.44
57

;A)



difficulties by the students.

The colleges and universities in thq Program did not feel that

early admission to college was the determining factor of the cases of

maladjustments which occurred. Cethe 32 cases of maladjustments re-

ported for the entire 1951 group, the colleges and universities considered

only eight cases as those for whom later entry into college would have

been an advantage. The colleges and universities concluded that the

control group and the experimental group had similar adjustment problems.

The second group to assess the adjustment problems of the experi-

mental group was the psychiatric evaluation team headed by Farnsworth.

The team was particularly concerned with evaluating the withdrawals of

students from the participating colleges and universities (see Table

4.11). The team found that some of the factors for withdrawal from

college were realistic ones which were unrelated to early admission to

college. They found that 'immaturity with inadequate goal-directed be-

havior (58) accounted for 34 out of the 147 withdrawals. The psychia-

tric evaluation team concluded that the experimental group shoved no

more psychiatric difficulties than the control group in college. They

felt, further, that the experimental group had met their definition of

satisfactory adjustment.

What is desirable is not adjustment to the group at all
costs, not good interpersonal relations in all situations,
but real autonomy, i.e., men sufficiently free from both
social and cultural pressures and from their men inner
biases, needs and drives that they are able to assess the
realities of situations and act on this basis. Although

such men prize warm interpersonal relations and getting
along with the froup as a satisfactory part of living, they
are not ends in themselves (58, p. 47).

The third rating of the adjustment of the experimental group

to college was conducted by Pearson. He examined the responses of the

control and the experimental groups to a questionnaire administered
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Tab]e 4.11

Withd2awali., and Transh:s

of the 195] Gioap (58, p. 3)2-113)

Collivls anti Univel,Aties

Chicago

C

Oberlin Vii,,consin Yd]e

E C E C F. C E C

Fail 8 8 .2 2. 2 6 8 10 4

Left for
other reasons 3 8 1 8 2 3 7 13 0 2

Transfer 3 0 1 6 3 1', 0 3 0
I

3

I.

TOTALS 13 21 9 11 10 8 2?, 11 6

4 6

SD



during the senior years in college. Pearson concluded that, although

the experimental students had indicated more initial adjustment diffi-

culties than the control students, the bxperimental students had been as

successful in over-all adjustment to college as had the control students.

All three of the evaluation groups were in agreement that the ex-

perimental group had made satisfactory adjustments to college.

Pon-academic Student Activities

Table 4.12 displays the ratings by the colleges of the control and

experimental groups of extent of participation in athletics, in number of

offices held in student organizations, in memberships in student social

organizations, and in the extent of dating. The Chi-square test showed

significant differences between the responses of the two groups to the

item of memberships in student social organizations. Thirty-eight of

item of memberships in student social organizations. Thirty-eight of

the 205 students of the experimental group who were rated by the

colleges had not been eligible for membership in social clubs during

the first two years of the Program. The ineligibility was probably due

to the young ages of the experimental students.

Aside from dating, slightly more than 50% of all the students rated

by the colleges were below average or had not participated in athletics,

social clubs or other student organizations. Without the control

group, the lack of activity could have been interpreted as a loss of

opportunity by the students who entered college early. However, the

same pattern of non-activity occurred with the control group. Whatever

the reasons were for the non-activity of the experimental group, they

were not related to early admission to college.

Student Use of Time
Go

Each student in the control and the experimental group was asked
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Table 4.12

Undergladuate Informltion, College

ETS Cr.ns.tion!ire,

Item
a /I

ObsPyved X
2

df Diff.

1).6.511US.If

Item. 66
Extent of Participation in

Col. Exp.

Athletie Activities,

0. NOW. 47 59

2.3 4

3. Lest., than average 40 63

2. Aveago 35 43

3. Me,o than average 20 34

4. Ext(n!:ive 8 7

350 206

3tem 68
Numl.or of Offices. Held 1..9 3 !;';

O. 94 321

1. One of minor impoi-
tanco 29 35

.2. V-Ir than one of mi-
nor ivprtanct 12

3. On,: of major 5u.po3-
f;mcj 8 8

4. one of
irpoItancyc 3 5

5. Coiination of ma-
j03 and minorc 3 7

149 204

(Table continued on next pag0

.

a
Level of confidence .01
hNSD No significant difference; SD Significant difference
cAdjoining cells merged for Chi-square



it ,:8r.

Table 4.1? (Contintid)

01):;rved X2 df

Rospo:v:es

Item C.9

Mem Lc1 ' I I n

or Sor.-;d1 C:111,

Con. Exp.

27.6 3
ty

1.

II 45 49
2. 1:8381-78-'11,0:.1' 3CV1 304

3. ( 1 q! 111 e 3

4. N,:,;! 16 3

172 2LYJ

Itck 70
C F I t 1

C.6 4

0. 1., 8

1, 32 !.18

79 102

3. r1,!I 2..

a 1.c...8-

14

f : .P 91.1



to account for the hours of the week immediately preceding the week he

completed the questionnaire. He was asked to indicate the number of

hours he had spent in student employment, in preparing assignments, and

in recreation. The Chi-square test of the differences in the responses

of the two groups showed significant differences in the time spent in

student employment. No significant differences were observed on the

other two items (see Table14.13).

The distribution of responses on student employment showed that

over 605 of the experimental group had spent no time in student employ-

ment compared with 441 of the control group. Among the control students,

11 had spent more than 20 hours in employment. The significantly greater

number of hours of student employment of the control group did not seem

to affect the academic performance of the control group (see Table 4.08).

The data suggest that the real potential of the control group for

academic performance may have been hidden by the amount of time it

spent in student employment.

The control group and the experimental group were similar in their

use of time for studying and recreation. The similarity is surprising

because so magy of the control students had indicated student employ-

ment. It is possible that the younger experimental students used up

more time in sleeping than the older control students or that the ex-

perimentals were loss efficient than the control students in the use

of time.

Reactions of the Students to College

Among the criticisms of early admissions to colleges was a claim

that the college program of studies was inappropriate for students of

high school age. The responses of the control group and the experi-

mental group to questions about academic handicaps, value of the col-

5



Table 4.13

Undergraduate Jnformation, Student Responses,

ETS Questionnaire, 1953

7Item Obsc.rved X- df Diff.91)

Con. Exp.

Itv7!. 14

I.:.1.7, of }IOU: ,..: W..i.c.k

,:.; V:orkinj :.: 1,..y SD47.3 4
i

, 0. None
1. Lesl, U. ','

'.... 2-5

::.. 5-30
4. 10 oT T.:...

11, 24

-.7.z of , 7 I "I
t Studyinu i%

4
21

5

)5

53

)70

125

31

)3

10

)0

189

4.] 6 NSD
1. 3 8 5
2. 2 33 26

3. 3 40 43
4. 4 46 54
5. 5 2) 29
C. 6 11 14

. or mcoe 9 14

it(T 25
6ci 185

NA; 3 of How, I :y
in Hvi.1( !ion in

31.0 5 NS1)

). 11 14
2. 2 40 46
3. 3 55 46
l. 4 25 31
... 5 1) 28
(.. 6 or 1117:i. 2'.) IP

167 3b3
1t 27
Ex'(...ni of Datint: 30.7 3 NSD

0. None 4 19
1. Lec.s than iwk.lay. 43 54
2. Average: 83 82

3. More 01 average 3.7 3.1

)67 )86

aLevel of confidence. .01
b
Nf:1) No f.ignifican1 difference-; ;! difft nr

G3



legiate experience, value of the courses taken, and the reactions to

college instructors showed no significant differences when tested by

Chi-square.

The responses of the experimental group showed that 34% of the

students had experienced some academic handicap which they had attri-

buted to insufficient preparation in high school (see Table 4.14). A

similar proportion of the control group had made the same response.

Therefore, the academic handicaps were not attributable sole to early

admission to college.

More than half of both groups rated their college experience up to

that time as being of great value; fewer had identified the courses as

almost all worthwhile, and fewer still had thought their teachers were

interested in them as individuals. The similarity of the responses of

the experimental group and the control group showed that negative re-

actions about aspects of college work and about instructors were not

clearly attributable to early admission to college.

Reactions of the Colleres to the Students

In the Program, the participating colleges had been asked to rate

the health and adjustments of the early admittees. The ratings showed

significant differences between the experimental group and the control

group on physical health, but no significant differences on mental

health, extent of dating, adjustment to college, and popularity

(see Table 4.15).

The colleges felt that significantly more of the experimental

students than control students were of poor health. The ratings were

made near the end of the second year of the Program, but it is not

likely that the lealthratings were attributable to early admission to

collage. Unfortunately, no ratings were made of the experimental group

5 2
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Table 4.14

Undergraduate Information, Student Response,

ETS Questionnaire, 1953

Item

Item 29
Have you been Handicapped by
Faulty High School Preparation?

1. Yes
2. No
3. A little

Item 32
Value of College Experience

1. Little or nothing
2. About half worthwhile
3.

4.

5.

Mo-!t than half woatliAlle
Of weal. value
Too rally to judge

Item 33
Value of Cou::.e:, Taken

O. Nol; wo!thhile
3. Let %, than hi,lf

2. AlloAt to!t!,w1!1:.

3. M07.- th,n h if wr.,21h'1,,

4.

5. All woith..:hilo

Item 34
Number of Coll( e lwA7ucto7-!.

Who Took Ihe:. t iN StudvF;ts

as Indivie:
O. Now'
1. than hair
2. About half
3. MoT( tho1 half
4. Almoc.t. all

5. All

Observed
Responses

X-
2

df Diff.8'1t

Con. Fxp.

.9 2 NSD

1" 16

102 121

47 49

168 186

8.6 3

0 0

21 10

34 34

88 122

24 20

367 )86

6.6 4

0 0

16 15

42 36

39 36
4P 56

22 42

16 I 385

3.6 4 N:;11

3 8

38 46

48 39
23 32
42 4t5

167 18

aLevel of confidence .01
hNSD Nosi9nificant difference; SD Significant diffoiolce
cAdjoining cclls merged for Chi-squa3e

e
,.1
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Table 4.15

Undergraduate Info:tion, Collego Rat

ETS Questionn,:irel 19' 1

Item Observed
Respowe7.

X2 df Diff.lb

Item 43

Con. Exp.

Physical Health Eatingc 9.F1 2 SD
1. Vtly poor 0 0
2. Poor 19
3. Gool (7 72
4. Excellent 79

151 15! .

Item 44

Mental E::.11.1. L:.tinjd
1.' 2 M.1

1. Veay pua' 2
2. Poop 8
3. Good 35 29
4. Excellent 10')

(Table c('A I on nu...1. ). )

a
kievel of cv.d:-Ick. .01
NSD No sirpi fice%nt di f feree; gni f ff,:: rnce

cliated by !.itui,--2nt Health or- ether co :r 4: d!( serOce.
dkated by S:ukt.t Health CeWi7 o othr.,1 tw...-flcal service.

. t
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Table 4.1':.) (Continued)
A

Obsexv,A
Respoe'.;

X2 df Diff.
a,b

; .

1..

Item 71
Adjustv.nt to
College('

0. Vv3y poor°

1. P00:6
2. Vockialely poor

3. Good
4. Pn.ellent

Con. Exp.

3

33

42

61

3)..

.9 3 NSI)

7

20

53

81

49
'210150

(Table continw.d on next pa.y1,)

a
,Level of confidence .01
"Nt'iD No !*Inificant differ(liee; f;1) EAgnificant crfFelonce

cks rat.:! by dean or dvi w!:h ctL n.;!1)es of cla!

dAdjoininj ccllr, merged fat



Table 4.15 (Continued)

Item Observed . X2 df
Responses

Con. Exp.

Item 72
Popularity Ratiiinge

O. Di c l iked. . 1 6
A. Unnoticedd 12 22
2. Accepted 51 70
3. Well-liked 68 88
4, Leade) 17 93

149 209

2.2 3

2Level of cnnfidcice. .01

bNSI) No si c:;: f i a n t di f 1,.renc.c; :;1) ignificant. f ce
CAs rated 1.1 than 03 adviso) with othr,.; 11:,.1:,..rs of clan: .

dAdjoininy c el 1s ycd



in the first of the program.

On an over-all basis, the responses of the colleges showed that the

experimental group was as successful as the control group in social

adjustments in college. On an individual basis, the colleges felt that

10% of the experimental students who had made poor adjustments to

college life might have been better off in high schools free from the

stresses of collegiate early admission.

Conclusions

The data of the Early Admission Program as reexamined and rearranged

indicate that the experimental and control students did not come from

similar socioeconomic backgrounds. Limited data based upon significant

differences of the occupations of fathers and significant differences

in the type of high school last attended support the conclusion.

The data also suggest that the experimental and control groups may

have been of different ability levels. The distributions of high school

rankings, although they were for different years and may be discountable,

show a low end tail for the control group but none for the experimental

group. The difference was significant in favor of the experimental

group. The finding could mean that the colleges had not been successful

in matching the two groups. It could also mean that the experimental

group would appear systematically ahead of the control group measures of

academic performance.

The difference in high school ratings and its effects on college

performance were inconclusive. The indications of significant differ-

ences in socioeconomic backgroUnds, however, were important qualifiers

for the Program because socioeconomic background may influence the

decisions and motivations of the students while they are in college.

In academic performance, the experimental students were comparable
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to the control students in the same colleges. The conclusion is sup-

ported by the findings of no apparent difference between the two

groups in academic rankings in colleges snd in scores made on the

Graduate Record Examination. In non-academic performance, the colleges

rated the two groups of students as similar in adjustment to several

facets of college life.

The general conclusion, based upon the ratings of the colleges

and the responses of the students, is that the experimental group had

gained two years in their academic programs leading to career goals

without visible ill-effects.

Unanswered Questions

The unanswered questions are related to long-range effects of

early admission to college. Did the early admittee, in fact, get into

a graduate school of his choice? Did the early admittee have similar

activity patterns when compared to regular superior students in social,

economic and occupational areae? Dld the early admittee, because he

made career decisions two years ahead of his chronological peers,

suffer instability in his career development? A follow-up study is

neteded to provide answers for some of the questions raised.
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Chapter 5

The Early Admission Follow -up Study

Preliminary Survey

In March 1960, the Fund for the Advancement of Education approved

a request for the reexamination of the data gathered during the Early

Admission Program. The Educational Testing Service retrieved the raw

data from storage and made them available for the follow-up study. By

1962, the data included four questionnaires on 1024 male and 326 female

participants of the grogram almost all of whom had already graduated

from college (see Table 5.01).

A preliminary survey of the data revealed that the colleges had

not been consistently conscientious in completing the questionnaires

so that much of the raw data was incomplete. The state of the data

explained the omissions of the reports by the Fund and by Ekstrom

(41, 42, 57, 58). Chapter 4 discusses part of the data.

Ponular

Following the preliminary survey of the data, the population for

the follow -up study was limited to the same sub-section of the Program

discussed in Chapter 4. It was limited to the male students and their

discussed in Chapter 4. It was limited to the male students and their

counterparts who, in 1951, had entered five colleges and universities:

The University of Chicago, Columbia Uriversity, Oberlin College, theff

University of Wisconsin, and Ya..3 University.

The delimitation of the follow-up study was based upon two con-

siderationsi The first consideration, as in the sub-experiment in

Chapter 4, was an attempt to derive a more homogeneous group than the
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Group

Table 5.03

Participants in the Early Achnistion PA orjram

193) -1954x

Year

1953 1932 1953

Exper linen t al
Male
Females

Total

Control

Female

Total

.348 363 165
72 77 89

420 440 254

336 400 185
91 90 78

427 490 263

1934 ota

148 1024

88 326

2:56 1:: 0

136 ]

67 3.16

213 1403

it. Reports of the Fund for thc Advanccti,cnt of Lciiiim tien and F1.0.: (6.

do riot acp. C.c. on the s5 7.0 of the 3951 group. The fl gore.:
are fl the rc ports of the Fun:. The f i y o by cit

fleet thc. attrition of the first year.

a "p
Irt.11
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total group which was discussed in earlier reports. The experimental

students in the Program had entered eleven colleges and universities.

In 1955, when the experimental students took the Graduate Record Exam-

ination, their scores indicated that real differences had existed be-

tween the abilities of the experimental groups which were in different

colleges. The scores made by the experimental students at six of the

eleven colleges and universities indicated that the students were of

similar abilities and aptitudes. The sixth college, Goucher, was a

college for women. Because there were only 30 women in the experimental

groups of the six colleges, and because the women were difficult to

locate, the follow-up study became concerned with only the men who had

attended five colleges and universities.

The second consideration was that of the four groups of experimental

students who had participated in the Program, only the group which had

entered college in 1951 had been examined by both the Farnsworth team

of psychiatrists and by Pearson. Authoritative statements about the

adjustment to college of the experimental groups was available only for

the 1951 group. In 1953, the second phase of the Program got under

way with a reduction in the number of experimental students at each of

the participating colleges. In order to take advantage of the larger

number of students who had entered college early and to take advantage

of the authoritative studies of adjustments to college, the follow-up

study concentrated on the male students in the 1951 group.

Obiectives

The two major objectives of the follow-up study were (1) to examine

the long-range effects of early admission to college and (2) to evaluate

the Early Admission Program as a large scale innovation in education.
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The examination of the long-range effects of early admission focused

upon comparisons of the graduate and post-graduate activities of the

control and the experimental groups. The examination centered on the

question, "What happened to the early admittees after college?" and

not with "the wisdom of early admission to college."

The second objective, the evaluation of a large scale innovation

in education, was concerned with the Program, itself, and not with the

participants. It was concerned with the shortcomings, strengths and

findings of the Program.

Research Questions

The follow-up study attempted to answer five questions:

1. How comparable were the experimental and control groups? The

examination of the data of the sub-experiment (see Chapter 4) had indi-

cated that the experimental and control groups had come from significantly

different socioeconomic backgrounds. Because of the incompleteness of

the original data, the question was reexamined in the follow-up study.

An answer to the question was sought by the test of the null hy-

pothesis that:

There were no significant differences between the control group
group and the experimental group in socioeconomic backgrounds.

2. Were the experimental students able to compete favorably with

the control students in undergraduate academic performance? An answer

to..the question was sought by the testing of the null hypothesis that:

There were no significant differences between the control
group and the experimental group in undergraduate performance.

3. Were the experimental students able to compete favorably with

the control students for positions in graduate schools of their choices?

An answer to the question was sought by the testing of the null hypothesis

that:

There were no significant differences between the control group

62
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and the experimental group.in the attainment of choices of and
entrances into graduate schools.

4. Did the experimental students have post-graduate occupational

activities similar to the activities of the control students? An answer

to the question was sought by the testing of the null hypothesis that:

There were no significant differences between the control group
and the experimental group in occupational attainments and
activities.

5. Did the experimental students have post-graduate socioeconomic

activities similar to the activities of the control students? An answer

to the question was sought by the testing of the null hypothesis that

There were no significant differences between the control group
and the experimental group in post-college socioeconomic activities.

Instruments

Three instruments made up the package used to obtain data for the

follow-up study--a questionnaire, a letter of explanation, and a trans-

cript release form (see Appendix C). The questionnaire contained seven

parts and was a folded shoet containing four printed sides. The letters

of explanation were individually typed. One form of the letter was sent

with the first mailing of the questionnaire; a second form was sent

to urge the subjects who were late in responding to fill out and return

the questionnaires. Each respondent was asked to sign a transcript re-

lease form so that official copies of his transcripts could be obtained

from U. colleges he attended.

The follow-up questionnaire provided pre-college information, in-

formation on general family background, information on general activity

in high school and in college, information on academic activities, in-

formation on current personal social status, information on current

personal economic status, and information on post-graduate intellectual

or adademic activities. The preliminary survey had revealed that the
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original questionnaires used with the 1951 group (see Appendix A) had

provided predominantly subjective data. The subjective data did not

lend itself readily to other high-powered statistical procedures out-

lined by Tatsuoka and Tiedeman (109). In spite of the statistical

limitations of the subjective data of the original questionnaires, the

follow-up questionnaire was design was based upon a desire for con-

sistency between the existing data and the follow-up data.

A commercial artist working with a publishing company prepared the

format of the follow-up questionnaire. As a result, the questionnaire

was suitably official and pleasing in appearance.

Among the difficulties encountered during the preparation of the

items of the questionaire was the preparation of items on financial

status. Such items sought information of a highly personal and con-

fidential nature. Since the information was needed primarily to establish

patterns of earning power and current accumulated financial wealth,.the

problem was partly solved by preparing items which sought the intervals

of high frequencies and not specific information on each respondent.

The questionnaire was developed at the same time that the data

from the earlier questionnaires were being reexamined. The multiplicity

of occupational preferences pointed out another difficulty. The coding

of information that has not limits resulted in the expenditure of valuable

time to find a format with which to discuss and present the information.

Therefore, items were prepared for the follow-up questionnaire

which only identified levels of occupational attainment and general

nature of occupations instead of identifying specific current occupations

of the control and experimental groups.

The two requirements for approval of the questionnaire were that

it be convenient for the respondents to complete and that the responses
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be easily transferable to data processing cards.

The follow-up questionnaire was pretested with 20 seniors and

graudates of the University of Hawaii. The pretest population, un-

fortunately, was not sufficiently varied to identity all of the typo-

graphical omissions on the questionnaire or the ambiguities of certain

items. The omissions and ambiguities were discovered when the question-

naires were returned by the respondents of the follow-up population.

Procedures

The follow-up questionnaires were sent to 410 men -197 Controls

and 213 experimentals. Respondents were 121 controls (61%) and 144

turns (see Appendix D) shows 80 unclaimed questionnaires (21%) and

$0 subjects for whom no records are available (12%). Two respondents

specified stringent conditions under which the information they sup-

plied could be used. They were classed as "no records available"

and their questionnaires destroyed.

The addresses used in the first mailing were obtained from the

original questionnaires used in the Early Admission Program in 1953.

The addresses were the last known addresses of the parents of the

control and experimental groups. A "PLease Forward" stamp was promin-

ently displayed on,each envelope. In retrospect, a better idea would

have been to ask for the explicit information from the post office

about its information on the last known addresses of those members of

the control and experimental groups who did not respond to the first

mailing.

Several students who were in the Wisconsin group wrote to Mr.

Herbert M. Howe, their advisor in college, informing.-him about the

follaw-up study. Mr. Howe, in later correspondences with the follow-up



study, provided a comprehensive and accurate list of the current

addresses of the experiment4 students who had attended the Univer-

sity of Wisconsin.

Although several strategies were considered in planning the

tracer methods, time became the motivating factor that led to an appeal

to the Selective Service Boird in Washington, D. C., for permission to

obtain from local boards thy, current addresses of all the men who were

in the 1951 group. When this Selective Service Board denied the per-

mission, the tracer effort::: were effectively reduced to a search by

mail. Two tracer methods,! telegrams and telephone calls, were not

used because they were contingent upon locating the current addresses

of the young men. In theimmmh by mail, copies of the questionnaire,

transcript release forms/and two separate appeal letters were repeatedly

sent to each non - respond /ant until the pattern of returned mail es-

tablished that the men ;either were not locateable or did not intend

to respond.

The estimated ti:fie of nine months for the completion of the follow-

up study was overly 'optimistic. The preparations for the study took

sic months; the col*Ition of the follow-up data continued for over

a year before it wadi halted; preparation of the data for analysis

took six months; an4lysis and interpretation of the data took another.

six months, and the; final report took two years to complete.

As the retunediquestionnaires were received, they were screened

for write-in entries and for unanswered questions. The responses were

then punched with print option on data processing cards. Each card was

proof-read rather than verified for accuracy.

The registrar's at each of the five colleges and univerkities

had been contacted early in the study to inform them about the study and

to alert them that a request for transcripts would be made after tran-
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script release forms had been obtained from the respondents. Each of

the registrars was asked to reply with instructions for handling the

request in the best may. In addition, each registrar was asked to

specify the restrictions on the use of the transcript other than to

insure the privacy of each of the students and to head's the data in

confidence.

When the transcript release forms were received, they were accu-

mulated and sent all at one time to the regieurars at the colleges.

As the transcripts were received, they were coded on a four-point scale

(A=4, B=3, C=2, C=1, F=0).

A telley sheet of the progress with each person of the follow-up

population prevented duplicate mailings and charted the progress of the

study. In spite of precautions, two mailing errors were made. One of

the errors resulted in a sharp note from the respondent refusing to

complete a second queitionnaire.

Treatment of the Data

Originally, plans for the follow-up study had called for extensive

collection of data of a statistically continuous nature. The available

statistical techniques would then have provided predictive schemes for

success in early admission to college. The plans were changed because

the pre-college information necessary for the predictive schemes would

have had to come from as many high schools as there were earkve.deittees

and control students. The data under those conditions would likely

have been non-uniform in content and derived by standardised test which

would be very different. Such differences in the data would have pre-

cluded any pooling of the data to form the control and the experimental

groups.

One of the problems of the follow-up study was the development of ri



predivtive measures of student success. The research design had

initially called for the use of multiple discriminant analysis to

answer the question, "What characteristics differentiated the suc-

cessful participants from the unsuccessful participants in the

Early Admission Program?" The question remains unanswered for several

reasons. Meaningful criteria of success were difficult to establish

at the end of the program because success was ultimately dependent

upon the interests and aspirations of the individual students. Too,

the available indicators for success were largely auperficial assess-

ments of success. Finally, most of the data were nominal or cate-

gorical, so that discriminant analysis and regression analysis were

inappropriate. Much of the antecedent data was incomplete so that

even dummy variables were impractical.

Personality, attitudinal, and scholastic inventories, which

could have been part of the antecedent data bank for discriminant

analysis and regression analysis, were not available. These inven-

tories might have been obtained from as many high schools as there

were participants in the Program. The considerable effort to obtain

these inventories from the high schools was not made because there

seemed little hope for consistency in the type of measures available.

The available information on the experimental and control groups

indicated that little differences would have been found.

Matched samples of the two groups were not used in the study.

One attempt to form matched subsets of the experimental and control

groups had shown a large reduction in the number of cases for the

matched samples. The large reduction of cases made that approach to

regression analysis also impractical. An analysis of covariance

was performed but the findings indicated that the results did not

differ significantly from the original uncorrected Chi-square results.



The plan actually used sought descrete or subjective data. The

Chi-square test, an appropriate statistical test for discrete data, was

used extensively in the treatment of the data obtained in the follow-up

study.

A pro - determined .01 level of confidence was specified partly

because of the unidentified bias represented by the 35% of the follow-up

population which did not respond to the questionnaires. Also, the .01

level served as a safeguard for Chi-squares being random variables

themselves since so many were calculated.

Because the assumptions underlying the use of the Chi-square test

require sufficiently large cell frequencinA ;106, p.110), cells were

merged whenever it was appropriate to merge them to meet the frequency

requirement. The responses to all items of the follow-up questionnaire

have been tabulated in Appendix G and provide an opportunity for cross-

checking of the data which have been merged.

The data on grade point averages are treated in a somewhat un-

orthodox manner. Although the grade point averages are continuous in

nature, they were tested with Chi-square. Initially, the data had been

tested by the analysis of variance. The results had shown no signi-

ficant differences at the .01 level between the control group and the

experimental group. Tests on the homogeneity of the variances showed

no significant differences, too. In retrospect, tha analysis of vari-

ance seemed not the most appropriate procedure because the data had

been obtained from five different sources and had been generated

through different methods and standards. Therefore, in an attempt to

present the data in proper perspective, a less powerful test, the Chi-

square test, was used with the data.

In the presentation of the findings of the follow up study, a
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modification of standard statistical procedure is used. Under stan-

dard procedure each time a Chi -squre test is carried out, a null

hypothesis is being tested. However, because of the large number of

Chi-squares calculated, a single null hypothesis was identified and

tested for several related items. From a statistical point of view,

the modified procedure is proper because Chi-squares can be added

together with appropriate correction on the degrees of freedom (64,

p. 343).

Summary.

The procedures of the follow-up study were designed to obtain

answers from the control and experimental groups to the question,

"What happened after college?" The procedures yielded data from two

new sources, college transcripts and the follow-up questionnaires.

Because the data from the follow-up questionnaires were categorical

of discreet in nature, the Chi-square test for significant differences

between the control and the experimental groups was used extensively.
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Chapter 6

Analysis and interpretation of the Data

of the follow-up Study

The discussion of the data collected in the follow-up study of

the Early Admission Program is presented in six sections, the first

five of which are pre-college information, undergraduate information,

graduate information, occupational information, and socicexonomic in-

formation. Each of the five sections tests a null hypothesis of no

significant differences between the control and the experimental

groups. The sixth section of the discussion of the data examines the

relationship between some of the pre-college and some of the post -

college observed significant differences in socioeconomic information.

The sixth section attempts to show that initial differences rather than

early admission influenced some of the observed differences between

the control and the experimental groups.

Pre - college Information

The discussion of pre-college information is concerned with the

question, "How comparable were the control and the experimental groups?"

The examination of data collected during the Program (see Chapter 4) .

had provided reasons for suspecting that the control group and the ex-

perimental group were significantly different in socioexonomic back,

grounds. The data of the follow-up study confirmed significant

socioeconomic. differences between the two groups although many similar-

ities were noted. The differences in socioeconomic backgrounds of the

two groups suggest cautions in the interpretations of the results of

the Early Admission Program. In particular, conclusions about the



general effects of the Program on the experimental students, the

academic performances of the experimental students, and the explanations

for observed post-Program differences between the control and the ex-

perimental groups must distinguish between the effects of initial

socioeconomic differences and the effects of the Program.

The null hypothesis under test is:

There were no significant differences between the control group

and the experimental group in socioexonomic backgrounds.

Table 6.01 displays the proportions of the control and experimental

groups responding to four items about size of home community, type of

a school attended, size of school, and family income. The Chi-square

tests of the proportions of the responses of both groups to all four

questions show no significant differences at the .01 level.

The responses recorded in Table 6.01 show that most of the students

of both groups had come from urban home communities although 25% of both

groups had come from communities of less than 25,000 population. The

responses show that the groups were made up of students who, in general,

had attended urban high schools in which the size of the senior class

was less than 500 students. The responses also show that, in 1951,

the incomes of the families of all but nine students in each group were

over $4,000 per year with a median level at $8,000 per year.

The appearance of no significant differences between the groups

in family incomes showed that the financial statuses of families were

not differentiating factors. Under the Early Admission Program, finan-

cial support had been extended to all members of the experimental group.

In some instances, financial support from private funds of the colleges

was extended to the control group. In general, the control group re-

ceived no financial support. Since the families of both groups were of
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ar:131,, .1::: f,:.... 3 h lki.11:a1,

1. I i ' . 1,11:::: 1,!.10,,. .0

2. 1 (, 1 ....:,, coo

120 143

9 9
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5. S- ' 0 , 0'.0 -131 , 999 10 17
6.. $12, 0:;0--up 32......__...3..4

120

aLevel of confidence .01
bITSD. No significant difference; S1) Signi ficant di fference



approximately the same financial status, the financial aid given to one

group and withheld from the other seemed likely to affect the academic

performances of the groups. The students of the'less favored group

mould have to seek self-support through student employment and, thus,

reduce the time available for studies.

Table 6.02 displays responses of both groups to the items on parental

backgrounds. The Chi-square tests showed no significant differences

at the :01 level between the groups on birthplace of father and of

mother, on formal education of mother, and on the extent of employment

of mother. Significant differences were observed between the two groups

on the responses to religious affiliation of father and of mother, and

to formal education of father.

Birthplace of parents had been included as items in the follow-up

questionnaire because of an observation reported by Wagner (102, p. 204-

205) of differences in the drive and persistence of the academically

successful students whose parents were immigrants as compared with

students whose parents were native-born Americans. If the colleges had

been successful in matching the experimental and the control groups on

academic abilities, drive and persistence might explain differences

which might be found in academic performances.. However, the Chi-square

test showed no significant differences between the two groups on birth-

places of parents. Therefore, if differences were found in academic

performances, they could be attributed to other causes.

Table 6.02 displays three significant differences between the

control group and the experimental group in socioeconomic backgrounds.

The responses showed that the two groups were significantly different

in religious affiliations of parents and in formal educations of fathers.

Larger proportions of the experimental group had indicated fathers (434)

V and mothers (444) of the Jewish faith as compared to proportions of the

k. Eli
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Table 6.02

Pre-college Information

Follow-up Questionnaire, 1962

Item Observed
Responses

X2 df
Diff.a,b

Item 1

Con. Exp.

Father's Birthplace 1.6 2 N.;D

1. United States 94 105
2. Europe 11 19
3. Mexico or South America 0 0
4. Rusr.ie. 12 18
5. Otherc 3

120 144
Item 2
Father's Form 41 Education lt).3 3

1. Some grade schools' 8 8

2. Finished grade schoold 5 1

3. So;:,.. h;gh or trade

school° 19 8

4. Finish-yci high or

trade E..1,00le 9 19
5. SO,. con ec e, business

Or technical schoole 2C 21
6. Fini:W businof

Or if.00:ICZ'.1 t( )1001e 2 10
7. Fini!..he! cel 20 16
8. Attende,i gIz%dulte 01

prof,. %! icv 1 school

after c(11,..0, 30 6].

9. Do not 1 0

120 144

(Tab]e continued on fle', pa'.11:.)

al.evel of cohficinIce .01
bUSD No significant di. f feronce; SD Sign' fi cant difference
cNot includyi in calc:ulation of Chi-square
dAdjoining cells merged for Chi-square
eAdjoining cell r,::rged for Chisquare

E7



Table 6.02 (Continued)

Item Observed X df Diff.a2b

Respont,es

Con.

Its 3
Father's Peligious
Affiliat:on

Fxri.

22. 4 Sp

1. Nf.'i:P 16 1/

2. P-t:1;ant 64 49

3. ( 1) 10

4. Je-.:5h 20

5. Oti..ez 10

121
_

144

Item 4
McIther'!. hi/thplace .9 1 NSD

1. lk,it0 Stater, 104 118

2. Canada 0 0

3. FirTopi.c 13 13

4. V.,.,:.!co or South

Aq,,rica 0 0

5 RJc.:-.iac 2 12

6. Oth;.,c 1 1

120

item 5

144

Mother',, Fonll Educatian !.. 3 N'.0

1. S. gradc school 3 3

2. Finished grade schoola 6 5

3. Scl,. high F,choolc 14 7

tT7:,1

et;

4. Firlhcd high school° 28

5. So-e t-chnical or bu,,incss
J.:raining aft(21 high

33

F- Woo 11 25

6. S:,.e conege or finiAed
jul:ier college° 26 29

t,

(Tab)k. centinu:,d on next pz.g9)

aLevel of confidence .01
bNSD No significant difference; SD Significant diffez,nce

Adjoining cells mezged for CM-square.
Adjoining cells merged for Chi-square.
aAdjoining cells merged for Chi-square.



Table 6.02 (Continued)

Item Observed X2 df Diff.
a

'

h

Respeni.es

Item 5
(Continuel)

7. Finit,!:ed college

8. Attod glFr!...late or

plor(sf,ional school

after college
9. Do net knew c

Con. . Fxp.

22

9

1

24

18
0

120 164

Item 6
Did your mothc: have a paying
job when ):.1 en!.eJed colleg? 4.8 2 idyl)

1. Wc..J:vd full time 19 39
2. Wor!..vd pait-time 18 17.

3. Did not have a paying
79 85

4. Was hCt. livingc 3 3
119 144

Item 7
Motherts

20. 4 SD

1. Ncx 7 11

2. Piolv...,tant 71 49

3. Cath,)lic 14 14

4. Jmi,:h 25 63

5. OIL; 4 7
. .

121 164

a
Level of u'nfidence .01

bNSD No sig :ifi.cant diffe3:.'nce; SD Significant diffel:.nce

cNot includ:,.! in calculation of Chi-square.

E 9
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control group. Larger proportions of the control group had indicated

fathers (536) and mothers (591) who were Protestants.

The responses by the two groups on formal educations of fathers

showed a large proportion of the experimental group (40) as compared

with the control group (254) had fathers who had attended. graduate or

professional schools after college. The responses also showed that the

median level of education of fathers of the experimental group was

graduation from college and the median level of education of fathers

of the control group was graduation from high school with some post-

high school studies.

A number of interpretations are possible to account for the ob-

served differences between the two groups on formal educations of

fathers. Fathers whose formal educations included graduate studies were

more likely to understand the advantages offered by early admission to

college and less likely to be swayed by the attacks on the Program in

1951. Too, such fathers very likely were the academic models that

motivated the interests of the sons in the Program.

The Chi-square tests on the differences between the responses of

the control and the experimental groups on family backgrounds indicated

significant differences at the .01 level in formal educations of fathers,

and in religious affiliations of mothers and fathers. Therefore, the .

null hypothesis of no significant differences between the control group

and the experimental group in socioeconomic backgrounds is rejected.

The rejection leads to the conclusionthat the control and the experimental,

group were drawn from different socioeconomic populations.

Undergraduate Information

The discussion of pre-college information is concerned with an-

swering the question, "Were the experimental students able to compete



favorably with the control students in undergraduate academic per-

formance?" Indications were already available that the experimental

group were able to compete favorably with the control students in

undergraduate academic ratings and in winning honors (42, 57, 58).

The question was reexamined in the follow-up study because incom-

plete. data had raised doubts about the conclusion's which were dram in

the report of the Fund for the Advancement of Education in 1957 (58).

The follow-up study examined the relative stability of the choices

of undergraduate major field of study, the academic performances of

the two groups, and patterns of participation in student activities.

The null hypothesis under test is:

There were no significant differences between the control

group and the experimental group in undergraduate performance.

Table 6.03 displays the responses of the control and the expert.

mental groups to six questions about participation in general activities

in high school and in college. The six questions concern leadership

roles, degree of personal involvement in activities, and the educational

attainments of the personal peer groups. The Chi-square tests on the

differences between the responses of the two groups show no significant

differences except in participation in athletics.

The difference observed in athletics was somewhat anticipated

since the experimental group had spent two years less time in high

school than the control group. Therefore, the expermental group had

that much less time to participate in athletics and almost no time for

var$ity athletics.

Approximately one-third of the respondents of both groups had

served in leadership positions in undergraduate academic clubs. Also,

approximately 15% of both groups had been elected to leadership posi-

7 9



Table 6.03

Undergraduate Information

Follow-up Questionnaire, 1962

...,
alb

Item Observed X df Diff.

Responses

Item 1
Were you at officer in any
undergraduite acadrJnic club?

Con. Exp.

2.4 1 NSL

1. No 82 85

2. Yes 38 59

120 144

Item 2
Are you, or have you ever
beenon elected class of-
ficer in college'? .7 1 NSD

1. No 95 121

2. yes 24 23

119 144

Item 3
Were you on any high school
or city athletic teams? 16.8 1 SU)

1. No 41 85

2. Yes 79 58
120 143

Item 4
Did you play in your college
or high school band or or-
chestra? 1.5 2 Ntil)

.1. No 89

2. Bot! Lig school and
coney. 13 2]

3. High school only IS 26

4. Collcgo only 0 0
120 144

(Table continued on next page)

a
Level of confidence .01
bNSD No significant difference; SD Significant difference



Table 6.03 (Continued)

Item Observed X df Diff.
a

'

b

Responses

Con. Exp.

Item 5
Have you eve.,: been in any pub-
licly performed plays while in
college or in high school? 9.1 3 Ns

1. No 57 82
2. Both high school and

college 19 24
3. High choul only 41 28
4. Colley_ only 3 10

120 144

Item 6
How many of your friends are
now in or h;lve finished col-
lege?c 4.6 2 1,;;;!i

1. None
d

2 1

2. Only a fewd 24 16

3. Most of them 60 83

4. All of them 34 40
5. Do not know; lost

contact 0 3

120 143

!Level of confidence .01
'NSD No significant.diffev:nce; SD Significant difference
c"Of the peop)e Mout your cwn ecv! with whom you spent must of yaw

free time : :h$ ]c in high school, how rainy of them are now in collf-j

or have finiLW college?"
°Adjoining ccllr, have been merged for Cli-sqUare



tions in student governments in college. These percentages indicated

the similarity of leadership opportunities for both groups in college.

Items relating to musical performances in bands or orchestras or

dramatic performances in plays were included in the questionnaire to

provide some information about whether or not the experimental group

tended to be seclusive and withdrawn from personal involvement in

collegiate activities. The responses to the items by both groups

showed large proportions of the experimental group with no participation

in either music or the performing arts. A larger proportion of the

control group had indicated participation in publicly performed plays

than had the experimental group. However, the Chi-square test of the

differences between the responses of both groups showed no significant

differences at the .01 level between the responses of the two groups.

The last item in Table 6.03 provided some information about the

peer groups of the control and the experimental groups. More than

80% of the control and the experimental groups hd indicated that most

or all of their personal friends in high school had entered college.

The Chi-square test showed no significant differences at the .01 level

between the responses of the two groups.

In general, the findings of no significant differences in pre-

college and college student activities indicate that participation

in the Program did not diminish opportunities for serving in leader-

ship roles in college. In addition, the patterns of participation

in pre-college and college activities were similar so that academic

performance cannot be said to have been gained at the expense of other

college functions.

The control and the experimental groups were asked to respond to

the number of times they had changed their undergraduate manor field

4
82



of study. Of the respondents, 60% reported no changes (see Table 6.04).

More of the students of the experimental group had indicated two or

more changes, but the Chi-square test of the difference between pro-

portions of the responses showed no significant differences at the .01

level.

The similarity of the responses of the control and experimental

groups on changes in major fields of study indicated a'stability of the

choices of the experimental group although the choices were made two

years early.

Table 6.05 displays the distribution of gradepoint averages for

both groups. Because several students had been able to combine the

four years of college into three, the number of seniors in the experi-

mental group increased over the number of juniors of the preceding

year. The table does not include the gradepoint averages of the Chi-

cago group because a large number of students there had advanced

through comprehensive examinations. Such students could not easily

be classed, particularly between the junior and senior years. All

gradepoint averages were computed to the nearest tenth.

As shown in Table 6.05, there were no significant differences be-

tween the distributions of the gradepoint averages of the two groups

over the four-year period. The calculated Chi-squares for the fresh-

men and sophomore years were large but not significant at the .01 level.

Table 6.06 presents the scheme originally used for comparing the

grade point averages of the control and the experimental groups. The

standard deviations of the distributions and the means appear similar

over the four-year period. The E statistics calculated from the va-

riance ratios for the two groups for each .year with an approximation

to 160 degrees of freedom for the first two years showed no significant

8 3



Table 6.04

Undergraduate Information,

Follow-up Questionnaire, 1962

Item Observed
Response

X2 df Diff.a'b

Con. Fyp.

Item 4 (NIL 1V)
Dumber of Times
uate Vajor Area
Changed.

O. None
I. 1

2. 2c

3. 3 or morec

Undergrad-
of Study

82

30

5
3

1.5 2 NSD
94

34

11
rJ

....

120 144

a
Level of confident .01
bNSD No significant. difference; SD Significant diffe) nce
cAdjoiniii.j cells merged for Chi-square.

8L
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Table 6.05

Undergraduate Information,

Academic Transcripts, 1951-t)4

Class

Gradepoint Avelagesd

X df bif

1.0-

1.9

2.0-
2.4

2.5-
2.9

3.0-

3.4

3.5-
4.0

Freshman 10.6 4

Control 10 33 49 42 16

Exp. 11 23 34 54 30

Sophomore 12.8 4 Itri

Control. 6 32 54 45 14

Exp. 13 24 35 50 2P

Juniors 9.6 3

Control 7 25 45 42 21

Exp. 4 10 \ 31 36 32

Senioic 6.33 3

Control 2 13 4F: . 47 26

Exp. 4 ,.13

a
Level of .01
b
NS)) No I.Agnificr11;t

c1.0-1.9 wIth 7.C-2. 1-;-!jr. :-.

Because or tL 1&i nu I of by

17,

Lc': included

in the %point

ca 1

1



:e 6.06

Undergraduate Information,

Academic Transcripts, 1951-54

Gradepoiralt

Averages

Class

Freshman
Con. Exp.

Sophomore
Con. Exp.

Junior
Con. Exp.

Bev!
Cot..

1.0-1.4 0 2 1 2 1 0 0

165-1.9 10 9 5 11 6 4

2.0-2.4 33 23 32 24 25 10 1::

2.5-2.9 49 34 54 35 45 31 48 2

3.0-3.4 42 54 45 50 42 36 47 4'

3.5-4.0 16 30 14 28 21 32 26 3:

N (Con) 150 151 140

N (Exp) 152 150 133 1)

Mean (Con) 2.8 2.9 3.0 3.3

Mean (Exp) 3.1 3.1 3.4 3.4

Variance (Con) .292 .950 .302 .230

Variance (Exp) .366 .381 .280 .30)

Table continued on next page)

a Because of the large number of_students who profres. by

comprehensive examinations, the Chicago group is not incluth

in the gradepoint averages.

6
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a o 6.06 (Continued)

Class

Freshman
Con. Exp.

Sophomore Juni or

Con. Exp. Co: Exp.

Standard
deviation (Con

Standard
deviation (Exp)

F ratios

df

t for Penns
a b

.54

.60

.50

.62

.55

.53

. 4F

1.25

_351/149

1.52

150/149

] .08

139/112

.50 NSD .32 NSD

a
Level of confidence .0)

bNSD No significant differc:nce; SD Significant

.75 NSD



ti

differences at the .01 level. Therefore, the two sets of distributions

can be said to be homogeneous. The t-test on the means of the distri-

butions of the two groups for each year showed no significant differences

at the .01 level. Therefore, it can be concluded that there were no

significant differences between the academic performances of the control

group and the experimental group as based on gradepoint averages.

The findings of the follow-up study on the undergraduate activities

of the control and the experimental groups do not support a decision

to reject the null hypothesis that there were no significant differences

between the control group and the experimental group on undergraduate

performance. Because the null hypothesis cannot be rejected, it can be

concluded that the experimental group had performed as well as the con-

trol group in college in academic and non-academic activities.

Graduate Information

The discussion of graduate information is concerned with answering

the question, "Were the experimental, students able to compete favorably

with the control students for positions in graduate schools of their

choices?" The report of the Auld in 1957 had indicated that large num-

bers of the experimental students had planned to continue their educa-

tions into graduate schools. The follow -up study was concerned with

what had actually happened by 1962. Entrance into graduate school,

choice of graduate school, degree earned, and relative stability of

choice of area of specialization were examined in the follow-up study.

The null hypothesis under test -1st

There were no significant differences between the control group

and the experimental group in the attainment of choices of and

entrances into graduate schools.

88
1CO



Table 6.07 displays the responses of both groups to the number

of times graduate major area of study was changed. A significant differ-

ence at the .01 level was observed between the responses of the two

groups. Because the item had combined the responses of the members of

both groups who had attended graduate schools with the responses

of the members of both groups who had not attended graduate school,

the item is treated in two parts (see Tables 6.08 and 6.09).

Table 6.08 shows that, of the respondents of the follow-up study,

a larger proportion of the experimental group (90%) as compared with

the control group (73%) had attended graduate schools. The difference

tested by Chi-square was significant at the .01 level.

Among the students who had attended graduate schools, no signifi-

cant differences were observed in the number of times graduate major

area of study was changed. The data (see Table 6.09) attest to the

comparable stability of the choices of the experimental group and of

the control groups.

Entrance into graduate school was not a sufficient test for the

null hypotheas. Each of the students who was in the experimental

group or in the control group had been carefully selected for high

ability, high aptitude, and high academic promise. Such students were

very likely to succeed in gaining entrance into graduate schools.

Therefore, two other conditions wereiMposed7-that the students had

entered graduate schools of their choices and that the students had

completed graduate studies and earned graduate degrees.

Table 6.10 shows that there were no significant differences

between the responses of the control and the experimental groups in

attainment of choices of graduate schools for studies leading to.the

degrees of Master of Arts, Bachelor of Laws, and other degrees of

8 9 101
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Table 6,07

GraduPte Information,

Follow-up Questionnaire, 19(.:?

Observed X df Diff,
a b

ReLTonc'ec.

CON. Fxp.

..
;,.
1.,
!...

Item to (P, -A iv)
G-..-aduate

of Study wt

ClIrin..!!

)14.6 2 I

i-:..

0. ':.,,-...:::.

lc

78 1O.

:...-.

.,,,,-...

2. 2c 2 3

1 I

t:

4. 1130 not iti.,tr.:Id

9r:-.),..i0,.. c,r1koo1 3'..) 1 A

1 1 9

r

a
Levfl or .0l

CUSP Nn CO): 'fic!!t

Adjo :1! 1 s C1:4. :

90

FI ry).
Ago



Table 6.08

Graduate School Versus Non-Graduate School Attendance

Group Observed Responses

0 -3c 4

X
2

df
Diff.a,b

Total
Control
Exp.

87
129

32

14

6.6 1 SD

a
Level of confidence .01
bNsp No significant difference; Si) Significant difference

cSum of first four responses of both groups in Table 6.07.

Table 6.09

Number of Times Graduate Major Area of Study Changed

For Those Who Attended Graduate School

Group Observed Responsesc

None ld 2d

X2 df DM. a,b

Total
Control
Exp.

78
108

6
17

2

3

1

1

1.2 1 NSD

aLevel of confidence ..01
bNSD No significant difference; SD Significant difference

.
CResponses from Table 6.07 excluding responses to 4.
dAdjoining cells merged for Chi-square

91



Table 6.16

Graduate Information,

Follow-up Questionnaire, 1962

Item Observed X
2

df Diff.
a b

Responses

Con. Exp.

Item 1 (Part IV)
Choice of Graduate School
for Master of Arts, Bache-
lor of Law, etc. .5 1 N.JP

I. First. choice 54 . 68
2. Second choicec 6 8
3. Other choicec 1 5

61 81

a
Level of confidence .01
bNSD No significant differences; SD Significant differences
cAdjoining cells meiged for Chi-square



similar nature and stature. Similarly, there were no significant

differences between the responses of both groups to attainment of

choices of graduate schools for studies leading to professional or

academic doctorates (see Tables 6.11 and 6.12).

By 1962, only nine of the. respondents had not yet completed

their graduate studies. .

The null hypothesis that there were no significant differences

between the control group and the experimental group in attainment of

choides of and entrance into graduate schools is rejected. Signifi-

cantly more experimental students than control students had entered

graduate schools. Moreover, the experimental students and the control

students who did enter graduate schools had indicated in comparable

proportions their attainment of first choices of graduate schools and

the stability of their selections of major fields of study.

The experimental students ar examined in the sixth section using

stratification techniques for controlling the effects of pre-college

differences in socioeconomic backgrounds on the observed significant

differences in graduate activities between the two groups.

Occupational Information

The discussion of occupational information is concerned with

answering the question, "Did the experimental students have post-

graduate occupational activities similar to the activities of the

control students?" The follow-up questionnaire sought information on

the occupational activities from both groups. The items of the follow-

up questionnaire seemed biased toward the respondents whose occupations

were among the academic professions. The bias was partly accidental

beeause it was related to success criteria, which were biased in-

udvertmtly because of the academic background of the principal in-

93



Table 6.11

Graduate Information,

Follow-up Q.JesLionnaire, 1962

1:.

- Item Observed X
2

df W.fi.a91'

;: Responses

,
v.

Con. Exp.

Item 2 ('art IV)
Choice of Graduate School
fOr Professional Doctorate 1? 1

.1. First Choice 21 30

2. Sccond Choicoc 1 5

3. Other Choicc 2_ 6....

24 41

'aLevel of vAifid:nce .01
NSD No Lign!ficant diffo?c.n:(1 SignifIcarit cL

cAdjoiwIni cOAT mo:g,d fo,

t 4

1.C6

:



Table 6.12

Graduate Information,

Follo-up Quetionnal:re, 196?

Item Ob E: V r..d . X? df
Iie c. pan:. es

Diff.alb

Con. Exp.

Item 3 (Pe t IV)

Choice of :21du..11.e School

for Acad:;!ic Doctorate .9 1 F.;:i)

I. Fil choice .

16 39

2. Secyld choiccic 3 5

3. Oth..1 choicrc
21 48

aJove) of c.,!7f5-:..-:.e .01D r.
NSD 1.0 di f fezence; SD SiTilficant d; f r

cAdjoinirt fo:

9 5

4



vestigator of the follow-up etudy. The success criteria were discarded

but the items of the follow-up questionnaire were retained. The de-

liberate part of the bias wowed because of the attempt to identify the

continued scholarly interests of both groups since large numbers of

students had indicated intentions to pursue (42, 58) and, subsequently,

had completed graduate studies.

The null hypothesis under test is:

There were no significant differences between the control group

and the experimental group in occupational attainments and

activities.

The mill hypothesis was tested by assessing the overall effect of

the Chi...square tests on the differences between the responses of the

control group and the experimental group on broad categories of primary

occupational status, description of levels of occupational positions,

number of different positions held since earning highest collegiate

degrees, extent of research and publications, and the extent of parti-

cipation in professional organizations.

The responses of the two groups to the broad occupational cate-

gories are recorded in Table 6.13. The table includes a write-in item

for nine respondents who were students in graduate schools at the time

they completed the follow-up questionnaire. The occupational cate-

gories were prepared after a study of the occupations of parents in

the 1953 survey of the Early Admission Program had ii:dicated the dif-

ficult task of making sense out of specific occupations.

The responses tabialated in Table 6.13 show that both groups were

engaged predoodnatly in professional occupations and that a large pro-

portion of the experimental group (45%) were connected with schools and

colleges. Unfortunately, an oversight in the preparation of the item

prevents distinguishing between the experimental students who were con-

9 6
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Item

Table 6.13

Occuptional Informition,

Follow-up 0.-Jestionnaire, 1962

Obscslvc:i X
2

.df Diff.a'b

Item 1 (!-_11. VI)

Occuptional
StatuL--1'2ofc:::ional

1. Self-employed
2. Ineotlial
3. A:ildt..;.c

4. Go-n2rnmnt service

Con. Exp.

8.9 4

13

30
36

9n

14

33
61

12;!

Prim.ry Occur:tiona1
o`c

1. ZrAf-c;;.p1.7sycd

c

8 0

2. 1%.io,.tr!e: 5 5

3. Pr:vat,: g;c:.)p 7 2

4. Cc.,.rnm,.nt service 1 1

21 8

Primary OccupitIona1
3 6

Primary 0.:::upational
95 19;; "1.C; 1 )

Primary
Status---p:ofesionF.1

a
Level cf. L'nfier.nce .01

INSD Re) differen:e; Sr, Significant Ciff;t:nce

cAll mcrged for Chi-tgla.re.

109



nected with colleges and those who were connected with schools.

The Chi-square test of the difference between the proportions of

the control and the experimental groups in each of the occupational

categories indicated no significant difference at the .01 level. A

further test showed that, when the observed responses were grouped

into only two categories of professional and non-professional occupa-

tions, there was a significant difference at the .01 level between the

control group and the experimental group in general occupational status.

A significantly larger proportion of the experimental group (94%) as

compared with the control group (824) was engaged in professional occu-

pations at the time they completed the questionnaires in 1962.

Responses by both groups to levels of the positions they held at

their current places of employment are displayed in Table 6.14. The

responses are numbered one through four and correspond to the following:

1. Upper level of the organization

2. Junior level of the organization.

3. Lower level of the organization.

4. None of the above

The last item was included for persons who were unemployed, were

students, or were persons who felt that their positions were not

clearly related to the organizational structure or hierarchy of their

places of employment.

The data recorded in Table 6.14 indicate a comparable rate of ad-

vancement of the control and the experimental groups in their current

places of employment. The proportions of both groups center on the

places of employment. The proportions of both groups center on the

junior level of the organization. The Chi - square test showed no sig-

nificant differences at the .01 level between the responses of both

groups to levels of positions.

98
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Table 6.14

Occupy Li mill I nf Li

Fol ti on.1,111e, .?

I 4.

Con.

It;;; 2 .. VI )
Lev: 1 C!:: I en'.

df

,

of
1.
2.
3.
4.

!

!?
J-.:1;

1'...:Ns

27

11:

5
118

E1.7
17

. .

143

3

7.4

al.evf.1
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Table 6.15 displays the responses of tho control and the experi-

mental groups to number of different positions held since graduation

with highest degree. The responses indicated occupational mobility

for both groups. The Chi-square test showed no significant differences

at the .01 level between the responses of the two groups to occupational

mobility.

As an indication of the directions of post-graduate occupational

activities, each respondent was asked to specify the number of research

projects in which he was a direct participant. The responses, displayed

in Table 6.16, showed participation in a greater number of research pro-

jects by the experimental group (72%) as compared with the control group.

The Chi-square test showed that the difference was significant at the

.01 level. Since significantly more of the experimental group than

the control group had entered professions which placed them in public

schools and colleges, the finding of significant differences in the

responses by both groups to research activities was not surprising.

As shown in Table 6.17, the control group and the experimental

group responded in similar ways to the extent of publications, member-

ship in professional organizations and subscriptions to professional

journals. The differences between the responses of the two groups were

not significant at the .01 level. In general, both groups had in-

dicated memberships in professional organisations and subscriptions

to at least one professional journal. Of some interest is the response

by 43% of the experimental group that they had already become active

in writing and publishing articles in professional journals.

The null hypothesis that there were no significant differences be-

tween the control group and the experimental group in occupational at-

tainments and activities is rejected primarily because of the observed

significant difference at the .01 level between t h e t w o g r o u p s on pro-

1 0 0
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Table 6.15

OccuptioNal

Follow-up Qr.:entionnair,?, 1962

COn.

df

tions G:6(7!:::t5o%
with E-1.;!:.:

0. N'n'.. 8
1.2 4

12
1. ] 46
2. 2 35 46

3 .

3.
3. 3 20 20
4. 4 o: rc.ne 30 9

119
.

144

a
Lave] of (,r1d,.;1.:-,o .01

NSD No tL diffelenc,.; SD Significant diffnce

fi 1
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Table 6.16

Occupational Information,

Follow-up QUonra i a 196?

item 4 (1 ! V )
Numbt,1 L. k..-

t.
Cbservt ci X2 df Diff.

a,

iler..pcin ,c- 1

i

5

Con. Fxp.

jects
pated

ctly Pal tie.-

11.9 3 FD
0. Nc.:. 58 41

3. 1 o: 2 28 43
2. 3 tv 21 34
3. 6 Lk, r 4 5
4. M:,2, tt .n F;(7 8 19

119

a

b
Level o c: !fi .01

NS!) No i f c,:nt di f forcnct ; SD Si gni f iAnt di f
cAdj °in! n ! c -11 (jed f02 Chi -scrin:c
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Table 6.17

Other Occupational Information,

Follow-up QuQt.tionnaire, 19:,2

Iter (P61 t VII) X2 df Diff.
a

'

item
Vf BOal; Pa-

11.10

O. Ec40.?

1. 1

2. Mc.' III:in 1

Item 2
Numb: of Articles
Contl 1.,15ed to Jou) nals

O. roTw

Con. xp.

.5

4.2

1

4

117
3

0

138

6

0
120

74

1..4

82

1. 1 22 20

2. 2 9 13

$,,.

3. 3

4. 4 or more
5

9

10

19

119 144

Item 3
Numl,cr e ]offsionhl

to nich You lArgong 7.6 4

O. !,:v 41 31

1. 1 34 52

r.
2. 2 23 31

3. 3 33 15

4. A or mole 9 15_
120 144

V..

(Table continuod on newt VI)

a
Level of confidence .01

bNSD No significant difference; SD Significant difference

0
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Table 6.17 (ContinuA

Item Obsrw.,1
FIcsporvios

X
2 df .

Con. Exp.

Item 5
Nunibt.-.:

to Piof
Suls:.c.7:5pt i 7.5 5 ti3 D

0. : 25

1.
2.
3. 13 23

4. 13

5. vi
5.2

120 144

aLevt..1 of co?' dence .01
brISI) No F.icrli fi ; ant di f ferc.:;,..; Si) 5ign1 f 5 carat di I. r-.-: ence

1 0 4
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fessional and non-professional occupational status. Larger proportions

of the experimentAl as compared with the control group had entered the

professionsi Excluding the significant difference observed for extent

of articles published, there were no significant differences between

the two groups in occupational levels attained, in occupational mobility,

and.in occupational activities.

Socioeconomic Information

The discussion of socioeconomic information is concerned with

answering the question, "Did the experimental group have post-graduate

socioeconomic activities similar to the activities of the control group?"

Significant differences between the control group and the experimental

group in religious affiliation of both partnes and in the educational

backgrounds of fathers were observed and reported in Chapter 4 (See

Table 4.05). The differences were indicative of similar socioeconomic

differences between the two groups in the post-college period. Therefore,

the follow-up study sought information similar to that already available

on the parents of both groups.

The null hypothesis under test is:

There were no significant differences between the control

group and the experimental group in post-college socio-

economic activities.

The follows -up questionnaire contained items about marital status,

educational backgrounds of wives, number of children, current home

community sire, commmnity service, religious affiliation, current in-

come, and estimates of current financial wealth. The responses to the

ten items of social information appear in Table 6.18. Responses to the

four items of economic information appear in Table 6.19.

On social information, the Chi - square tests of the differences

between the responses of the control and the experimental groups showed

1 7



Table 6.18

Social Infomation,

Follow-up Questionnaire, 1962

(1..11t V)

Item 3
Fducat'.- 1 l'.::(;;.3.1e....nfi

ReLpow-.

CON. 17.:p.

It.m 1
Y,tiit. tv, .8 1

1. 27 39
2. t?.: .'1 92 10?

3. 0 0

4. 1,:vc. ci Srp-12ic
120 144

k" df Diff.
a ',

-L,

of W:f. in y.:.:-., of schcoling 1.5 3

1. L' 9 8

2. Y---14 16 13
,::

3. L,1!...,, 41 '19

4. l'i-1; 24 23

.

.
. 5. 1" 2jr: 2 5

,-F-.

6. !...7.1", tkni 20
d _ 0

9? 10...)

ItfNo 4

F.:ned by Wii-c !,.7 2
.:...

-.7,.

1. 32 26

t:.: 2. 1 ..1c7'5.-. c!,..:-..., 49 55
3. !., 1....1's dip t.::: or.

:,,..

,.. 1 10 20
,.,,.

j':

4. (...7..,-,f 0 4

91 101.,

V- (Table continuf,d on next r7,':-)

,
-,7..

Level of confidence .0]
tl NSD No significant difft-iencrl SD Sign;ficant dific;(:
.t,

!Vcrgrd with Single for Chi-sql,:ire.
uAdjoini.t; crlls mezg-cl fez- Chl-scrizre...

fInr1uA.- ," . r 7r1ticizi.



Item (Part V)

- :

Table 6.18 (Continued)

Observed X
2

df Diff.e'l

Responses

Item 2

Con. Exp.

Num,!;:r c Children 14.3 4 SD
1. N.: o 20 46

2. 1 26 28

3. 2 29 19

4. 3 13 6

5. 5 4

6. VI! 4 0 0

93 103

Item
Resid,n t 6.9 3

1. 1.tinjl, 61 50

2. Du-!ex stion 8 12

3. f.pt:t.::-:,! in building

than 10 22 34

4. 4..,t.. 711 in building
than 10 27 45

5. DO: :P.: t yr! 1

119 142

!. Item
Size or Con:Lunity 2.4 4

1. Lc-% ihkn 2::,0CY) 30 26

2. 2..,V-11 50,003 12 18

3. Itu,' tc 100,00.) 10 12

4. 1C tc 12 18

5. 1,.,C.7,) anl up 5r1_ _219
143

(Tab) e on next F17:gt7.)

a
Level of ecnf:dence .01
b
NSD r.19-,:ficant difference; SD :_tionificPnt difftrtnce

cAdjoihing cells merged for Chi-square.
dRespon:!,-nts were students. Not inclujr2d in Chi-squl:c.

129
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Table 6.18 (Continued)

Item (Part V) Observed X'
2

df LIff.

Response',

Item 7
Membership in Service
Organizations (Lions, Kiwanisoetc.)
0. Nm
1. 1

2. 2
c

3. 3c

4. V7.re then 3

Con. Exp.

2.3 2 N'll?

97
15
5
2
0

124

10
6

3

0

119 143

Item 8
Have you h.-.11 an officc.,2 in

such oig,,ni7atle:-Is? .2 1

1. No 109 1'32

2. Yes ) 0

119 14:'

Item 9
Number of !lc Positir

held in C.,. .4 1

O. NoLe. 10? 13.T,

1. lc 8 3

2. 2c 2 2

3. 3c 0 3

4. Mcrze .
0

119

Item 10
Religiv Pffiliation 3-

1. Nov n 27 59

t.".
2. Prparnt 55 26

3. CetLGlic 12

4. Jewic,h 41

5. Other 4 5

120 1,:3
A

17,

aLevel of confidence .01
bNED No signif!cant SD S'gnif-tcant

cAdjoinin) 7,-.9c.!! fG:

4
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no significant differences at the .01 level on eight of the ten items

in Table 6.18. No significant differences were observed in marital

status, educational background of wife, highest degree earned by wife,

type of current residence; and size of home community. Also, no

significant differences at the .01 level were observed between the re-

sponses of the two groups to membership in community service organi-

zations, to having been an officer in community service organizations,

and to serving in an elective position in current home community. Sig-

nificant differences at the .01 level were observed on two itemsnumber

of children and religious affiliation.

The data on marital status (see Table 6.18) show large proportions

of both groups were married. Only four respondents one control and

three experimental subjects had indicated that they were divorced or

separated. In general, the two groups had attained comparable marital

statuses, although the men in the experimental group were two years

younger than the men in the control group. Among the respondents who

were married, each had indicated a wife who had graduated from high

school. In addition, 759 of the experimental group and 65% of the

control group had indicated wives who were college graduates.

Larger proportions of the married respondents of the experimental

group (45%) as compared with the control group (21%) had reported no

children in 1962. The difference in number of children was tested by

Chi-square and found to be significant at the .01 level.

The responses of the two groups to places of residents indicate

that similar proportions of each group lived in single or duplex homes

and in apartments. In additions, large proportions of the experimental

group (70%) and the control group (65%) lived in urban areas of popu-

lation 50,000 or more. The Chi-square test on both items showy:1'm

significant differences at the .01 level (see TMble 6.18). The two



on type of he residence and size of home community were incluoded

in the follow -up questionnaire to detect extent of mobility of the con-

trol and experimental groups from rural to urban areas. A comparison

of the data in Table 4.05 and Table 6.18 showed that, in 1951, approxi-

mately 50% of both groups had come from urban areas of over 100,000

and that, in 1962, 61% of the experimental group and 56% of the control

group lived in urban areas of over 100,000 population. A mobility seems

indicated but the evidence is inconclusive because there is no way of

determining .how many of the respondents in each case were the same

people.

Three items of the questionnaire provided clues to the extent of

community service performed through service organisations or elective

offices by both groups in their home communities. The responses (see

Table 6.18) showed that most of the respondents reportedfino activity.

The Chi-square test of the differences between the responses of the

control and the experimental groups to community service were not

significant at the .01 level.

Significant differences were observed between the responses of

both groups to religious affiliations. The frequencies of the re-

sponses to religious affiliations exceed the frequencies Shown in Table

6.02 for religious affiliations of fathers and seem more consistent with

the religious affiliations of mothers. Larger proportions of the

respondents of both groups saw themselves with no religious affiliations

than did their parents.

The Chi-square test on the differences between the responses of the

control and the experimental groups to value of property acquired but

not through inheritance showed significant differences at'the .01 level.

No significant differences were observed between the responses of the two

1 1 0
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groups on current salary range, range of property owned, and value of

property inherited (see Table 6.19).

Because no explanation was given in the questionnaire Goths

tended distinction between personal property and other property, the

data are ambiguous. The intended distinction was the separation of

the assessment of property associated With personal living from the

assessment of property of accumdlatedyealth, such as stocikeanilmnds.

The two items relating to property could have been combined to resolve'

the ambiguity. They were not combined because a significant difference

between the two groups was observed for real and personal property.

In 1962, both groups had indicated high earning power with 68% of

the experimental group and 76% of the control group reporting annual

incomes of $6,000 per year or higher. Accumulated wealth appeared

similar for both groups.

The difference observed in personal and real property between the

two groups stemmed from more respondents of the experimental. group (15%)

than of the control group (9%) reporting no property and less of the

experimental group (4%) than of the control group (16%) reporting pro-

perty valued at $20,000 or more.

The null hypothesis that there were no significant differences

between the control group and the experimental group in socioeconomic

activities is rejected because of the observed significant differences

in the religious affiliations of the two groups and the significant

differences in acquired real and personal wealths of the two groups.

One Pattern of observed Differences

The analysis of the falai...up data in the preceding five sections

Showed significant differences on several items which seemed related

in two patterns. The first pattern was the relationship between the

1 1 1
1 21
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Table 6.19

Economle Information,

Follow-up Quc,stionnaire, 1962

-

Obserycd
Respon!-_,..s

DM. a
'

. ... .

Itein (NA v ) X2 df

Item 4

con. Exp.

Curren!. Slan. 3.2
]

.
),,

'
I) ::: .1:-,ory.-.) 10 ) 9

2. iy,,00J-'i,5,9',9 39 26

3. Vi,W0-$7,99) 39 46

4. S,C!,00:)-$9,999 22 23

5. $)00000-$31,999 19 15

6. $1200:0-up
320 14)

Item 5
Range of V. i of Perf.will'

and Accvii:red

(bui n;:t thiou:jh inhclitancfl
since gr.tduition with late,...t

14.8 3 Si)

1 N: 1; 1: 10 2)

2. l.,..!.1. turn $10,000 63 95

3. $10,00-19,999 23 20

4.

5.

$20,03O-$29,99:f
rJ ,00 )-u,

13

.,.(.

6

342

Item 6
Range c:f Value of Prop.:,rty

1pher3t,:q .1.7 '2

. N. !::.1. 92 321)

2. 1.,.. thln 510,0D0 ll 10

3. .5.)0,0-419,999 3 2

4. .10,C00-$29,999' 3 2

5. Si<1,0!.:0-11pc. 10
........,. ,_........................_

2

» 141

(Table continuea en noxt

a
Level of confidence .01

bi40 No significant difference; .SD Significant diffeIence
c4djoining cells Merged for Chi.- squaro.

112



Table 6.19

Economic Infoi.MAS on,

Follow-up Questionnaire

Itcu (Part VI)

Item.4
Curren '. 5 ;.1a 7 y liarre

3.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

t.. , t.!..:!, tr."10((1.1
.

F !,00.,-V.:, 9)9

5(.10:,-$7,99)
S., 000- $9,999

t10,000-. $13,999

4.12,099-up .

Item
'Range of Mu of Perso)
and V, 3 Prcy(rty Acquir ed.

(hut net tin eugh inheai tancf
since gr.!duati on With latest

degree

Observed
Rotponses

df Diff.a°1;.-

Con. Exp.

3.2 NS9

10 19
19 .26 .

39 46
22 23
19 15
11 .

. 12

120 141

14.8 Si)

1. . 10 21

2. thi-n $10,000 63 95

.3. $10,00- $Y 9,999 23 , 20

4. VO$ 000 $29,999(' 13 6

5. .p0,00:)-upe 6
1'12

Item 6
Range of Value of Property
Inheri t f.. A

.7 2 0)
1. N n- 92 32:i.

2. 1, !., than $10,0'00 1) 10

3. ¶10,0:).:)--119,999c 3 2

4. l',0,0;YO-$29, 999( '3 2

5. $7i0,0:)0-upc 10 2
119 141

Cfa:ble continued on next paga

aLevel of confidence :01'1
).-)Nsp,No: signifiant feience; o)s.nce :

cAdjoininij :calls :metgod. for(.0i-tcittore,
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Table 6.19 (Continued) .

Item (Part VI) Observed

Responses

Con. Exp.

X2 df Diff.a'l

Item 7
Range of Value of Other
Property Ow,ned

1. None
2. Less than $10,000

71

31

2:9 2 NSD

72

51

3 $10,000-$19,999c f 3 13

4. $20,000-$29,999c 4. 3

5. $30,000-upc 8 2

117. 141

, 4a .

bLevel of confidence .01 , 1

.
NSD No -significant :difference; SD Significant diff.rcnce

cAdjoiniug cells merged for Chi-square
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the occupations and formal educations of fathers and the graduate acti-

vities, career choices, and acquired wealth of the control and the ex-

perimental groups. The second pattern was the relationship between the

religious affiliations of parents and the religious affiliations of

the two groups as well as the number of children in the .faidlies of

the groups. Only the first pattern is examined in the present section.

The control and the experimental groups were each sub-divided into

sub-groups on the basis of educational backgrounds of fathers (see Table

6.20). The sub-groups were formed by controlling on educations of fathers

rather than on occupations of fathers because adjoining cells in educa-

tion could be merged, if necessary, more readily than occupations to

meet the requirements for cell frequencies for testing by Chi-square.

In the section on graduate information, the data showed signifi-

cantly more members of the experimental group than of the control group

had entered graduate schools. In the sub-groups of the control and the

experimental groups whose fathers had not graddated from college (see

Table 6.21), there were no significant differences at the .01 level

between the sub-groups in entrance into and graduation from graduate

schools.

Table 6.22 displays the responses of the sub-groups of both the

control and the experimental groups whose fathers had graduated from

college. The Chi-square test showed significant differences between

the two groups at the .01 level. Larger proportions of the experimental

sub-group (95%) as compared with the control sub-group (76%) had en-

tered and graduated from graduate schools. Whatever effects the edu-

cational backgrounds of fathers had on the sons, the significant dif-

ferences which appeared despite the equalised backgrounds of fathers

imply that other factors must be examined.

1 14'
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Table 6.20

Sub-groups Of the.Cont3o1 Group and the Experimental Group

Stratified on Formal Educations of FaMc!rs

(19) Groupr

Educatio!'s of Fathers

Up to bp iu(luding
graduatiu-cf)om high school

High scho:1 gYadu;:tion and
some post-Ligh school stu-
dies

GraduaLio:1

Graduate or plofes!.ional
schools

Totals

Control Croup

3).

3./

)9

30

117

Experimntal

1

16

anata a:e f.ro::: the Folle,.-i-weQutionhl!ir,,1 1962, 6J:i.pp',..ar af;

Item 2 oflable 6.02. The:tot-Pis of:Table 6.20 Oightly
for Tab) , 6.02 because infoxmLion on thc. sp.cif!
6.21-6.-2j eXamined. with the stIatified not

for a fc.. )erondcint!..-
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-Table 6.21

Gradu.ite Saco' Attendance of Control and Expelimental Students

Whose Fathers Were not College Graduates.

(1951 Group)

Observed X2 df Diff.alb

Responses

Con. Exp.

Attended 9raduate school 48 53

Did not isttead graduate

school 19 9

No data available 1 0

Totals 68 62

2.9- 1 O

Utf-:itql
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Table 6.22

GradOat4 School Attendance.of Control and Experimental Students

Whose Fathers Were College Graduates.

(1951 Group)

df Diff.
apb

Observed X
2

Responses

Con. Exp.

7.4 1 SD

Attended graduate school 37 67

Did not attend graduate
school 2 4

No data available 0 1

Totals 49 72

a
Level of confidence' .01-

1)NSD No significant' difference; 'SD Significant difference

.)

1



The data support the conclusion that the control and the experi-

mental groups differed significantly in graduate activity and that the

difference is not wholly attributable to pre - college differences in

socioeconomic background. By implication, it fbllows that early ad-

mission to college was in part responsible for some Of the observed

differences.

The significant differences in acquired prvert3rmilidh were

Observed and reported.in an earlier section of the present chapter

disappeared when the groups were stratified and compared. The pro-

portions mere higher in favor of the control group, but the Chi-square

test showed no significant differences at the .01 level in.acquired

property (see Table 6.23 and 6.24).

The data of the. sub-groups support the conclusion that the ob-

served significant differences between the control group and the ex,

perimental group. in property acquired is attributable to pre-college

differences in socioeconomic status. Therefore, the apparent dis-

advantage of the experimental group is not attributable to participa-

tion in the Fixly Admission Program.

Amu=
The analysis of the data on pre-college information, undergraduate

information, graduate information, occupational information, and socio,

economic information showed many similarities and several differences

between the activities of the control group and the experimental group.

The strategy of the analysis was to identify any disadvantages which

the experimental group encountered as a result of participation in the

Program. The null. hypothesis which were tested were consistent with

the strategy;:therefore, the hypotheses were not sensitive to the de-

gree to which the data favored the experimental group. The findings

seemed conclusive that the experimental group had gained two years over

1 1 8



Table 6.23

Property Acquired by Control and Experimental Students

Whose Fathers 7:ere not College Graduates

(1951 Group)

Observed
2

df iff.
aob

Responses

Con. Exp.

None 5 9

Below $10,000 value 17 38

$10,000 and -r in value 26 14

No datanvail. .e 0 .. 1

Totals 68 62

4.4 2 NSD

a
Level of cOilfidence .01

,bNSD No significant. difference; SD Significant difformce



Table 6.24

Property Acquired by Control and Experimental Students

Whose Fathers re College Graduates,

(1951 Group)

ObselVed X2
Responses

Con. Exp.

df Diff.
a,b

6.8 2 NSD

None 4 11

Below $10,000 in value 24 45

$10,000 and higher in value 21 15

No data available 0 1

Totals 49 72

a
Level of confidence .01
b
NSD No signifiCant difference; SD Significant differ,snce

'1
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4

RJR .ate.



its chronological peer group in their formal educations with no Oh-

serVible ill-effects in the post-college period.

1 2 1
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Chapter 7

Conclusion

The reexamination of the Early Admission Program was motivated

initially by the large author of young men in the experimental group

who hid indicated preferences for careers in sicence (see Appendix F).

The Program had sommed'an excellent opportunity to examine the de-

velopment of scientific careers. However, the inadequacies of the

research plan of the Program brought out two other Objectives. By 1962,

sufficient time had elapsed so that graduate school activities, occu-

pational activities and socioeconomic activities of the control and

the experimental groups could be examined, It seemed interesting and

reasonable to ask, What happened to the early admittees after oolIeger

Too, it seemed worthwhile to examine the. outcomes of a multi-million

dollar effort for successes and limitations. TherefOre, instead of

examining the extent to which the early admittees adhered to and were

successful in attaining careers in science, the follow-up study examined

the long-range effects of academia acceleration and evaluated the Early

Admission Program as.a large scale innovation in education.

By 1962, when the follow -up study.begun, it had been limited to

the young men who, in 1951, had entered the University of Chicago,

Columbia University, Cbeilin College, the'University of Wisconsin and.

Tale University. To examine the long-range effects of academic accel-

eration, the early admittees were contacted by mail and asked to respond

to a questionnaire abodt their activities after they left the under-

graduate colleges. The responses of the experimental group were com-

pared to the responses of the control group, which had also been con-

tasted by mail and asked.to respond to the same questionnaire, under

the assumption that the responses of the,contrel group were the'ream
"".
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sonable post-college activities for both groups.

The second objective, the evaluation, of the Program as a large male

innovation in education, extended the follow-up study beyond the com-

parison of the activities of two groups of young Men. The Early Ad-

mission protramoould have had significant contributions, toward expanding

the research-based policies and prodedures on academia acceleration in

education, but the shortcomings of the underlying research plan limited

the applicability of the outcomes of the Program.

Data for the follow-up study came from three gourmet (1) The

questionnaires used in 1953 and in 1955 when the Program was under way,

(2) the academic transcripts of the young men of both groups, and (3)

the follow-up questionnaire. The Educational Testing Service of Prince-

ton, New Jerseyvaade available to the followmtp study the four question

naires which were used during the Program with the 1951 group. Two

of the questionnaires had been completed by the students; the first

when the students were sophomores and the second when the students were

seniors. The third and fourth questionnaires were completed by the

colleges at the corresponding times, that is, during the sophomore and

senior years of the students. These four questionnaires provided the

data which were discussed in Chapter 4.

The academic transcripts from five different institution's with

five possibly different standards of measurement provided the data for

comparing the 'academic performances of the control and the experimental

groups.

Approximately 65% of both groups responded to the follow-up

questionnaire. The characteristics of the non-respondents were unknown

so that the bias represented by their non - response to the questionnaire

is a major limitation of the follow-up 'study.

Smeary of Findings

12I
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1. The null hypothesis that there were no significant differences

between the control group and the experimental group in socioeconomic

background was rejected. Of the five items obtained from the earlier

questionnaires, three items Shoved significant differences at the .01

level (see Table 7.01). The first of these items, rank in high schools

may be discounted because they were not comparable; the experimental

group had been ranked in the tenth grade and the control group in the

twelfth grade. The other two items indicated socioeoonomio differences.

More of the control group had attended non-parochial private schools.

More of the experimental group had fathers whose occupations were

professions.

Three of the 17 items of pre-college information of the follow -up

questionnaire concurred with the indications of socioeconomic differences

indicated by the earlier questionnaires. The responses to the follow-

up questionnaire showed significantly more fathers of the. experimental

group as compared with the control group had attended gradMate or

professional schools. In addition, there were significantly more

parents of the experimental group whose religious affiliation was Jewish.

The parents of the control group were predosdiuuday. Protestants (see'

Table 7.02).

A fourth item which showed significant difference between the two

groups was participation in athletics. The difference is partly at-

tributable to the early withdrawal from high school of the experimental

The mull hypothesis was rejected because of the seven significant

differences observed on 20 different items on pre-college information.

Therefore, it can be concluded that the groups were drawn from signifi-

cantly different socioeconomic populations.

2. The null hypothesis that there were no significant differences

12 4
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Table 7.01

Summary of Findings - -ETS Questionnaires, 1953-55

o significant differencea Significant difference))

-Pre-college Information

Size of hOTe? comunity
Size of hicjh school senior
class
'!other's ct:cuption

1. Percentile rankig in high schol
2. Type of high sci,col (public, pri-

vate, or pnrochifl.) attended

3. .Father's'eccupation

Undergraduate InforlatIonRated by Colleges

1. Participation in athletics
2. ::umber of (Ifines held
3. Fxtent of dating
4. :justment to college life
5. Popularity rating'
6. ,':ental health rating

1. 'Membership in fraternities or
social clubs

2. Physical Ilalth rating

Undegraduate InformationResponses by Students.

1. Initial career preferences
2. Choices of fields of study
3. Number of hours studying
4. number of hours in recreation
5. Extent of dating
6. Handicapped by insufficient

high schcol preparation
7. Value of college experience
8. Value of courses taken
9. 'Number of teachers who took

interest in students

1. Number of hours working

a
Chi-square te-A for significant differences with .01 level of confi-
dence.

125

.0



Table 7.02

Summary of Findings -- Follow -up Questionnaire, 1962

No ::i.iinificant differencea Significant differencea

Pre-college

1. ;pile of hero community

2. Type of high school attended
3. ;:ize of high school senior

class
4. rallily income

5. Ve.hf:i's bir'hplace

6. '!olher's birtLplace
7. '!other's feral ech
8. 1'%11.her's vtion
9. Officer in college club
10. Officer in college class
11. Parlicip.at,d in bani or

orchestra
12. Per foamed in plays

13. Educational background of
peer group

Information
1. Father's formal education
2. Father's religious affiliation

3. Mother's religious affiliation

4. Participation in athletics

Undergraduate Information

1. Tiwes changed major area of
study

2. Gradepoint avrages

Graduate Information

1. Number of times changed major 1. Attendance in graduate school

2. Choice of MA.gradulte school
3. Choices of Doctorate programs

Occupational

1. Occupational'position
2. No. of positions held
3. Books published

A. Articles published

Information

1. Primary occupational status- -

2. Research projects

Socioeconomic Information

1. Marital status
2. Educ. of wife

3. Degrees earned by wife
4. Type of residence
5. Size Community.

6. Membership--service organizations
7. Officer--service organizations
8. Elective position on fighting.

9. Range of Prop.. inheritedL

10. Range of other Property

11. Current salary iange'

1.

2.

3.

No of children
Religious affiliation
Range of property acquired.

aChi-square test used extensively at the .01 level.
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between the control group and the experimental group in undergraduate

performance could not be rejected. The tests of eight items of under-

graduate activities from the original questionnaires, one item from

the follow-up questionnaires, and the comparison of the gradepoint aver-

ages of the two groups resulted in only one significant difference

the control group had spent more time in student employment than had the

experimental group. The difference in time spent in employment was at-

tributable to the lack of similar financial aid for the control group

as for the experimental group.

Because the null hypothesis could not be rejected, it can be con-

cluded that the experimental group performed as well as the control

group in college in academic and non-academic activities.

3. The null hypothesis that there were no significant differences

between the control group and the experimental group in attaining choices

of and entrances into graduate schools was rejected. Significantly more

of the experimental group had entered graduate and professional schools,

no significant differences were observed in the attainment of choices of

schools. By 1962, significantly more of the experimental group had

earned. doctorates.

The rejection of the null hypothesis and further study of the data

led to the conclusion that the experimental group surpassed the per-

formance of the control group in graduate activities. The observed dif-

ferences in graduate activities between the two groups were attributable

not only to the Early Arlaission Program but also to initial differences

between the two groups in socioeconomic backgrounds. To control part

of the initial differences, the two groups were stratified by formal

educations of fathers. Significantly larger numbers of the stratified

experimental group whose fathers were college graduates had entered the
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schools.

4. The null hypothesis that there were no significant differences

between the control group and the experimental group in occupational

attainments and activities was rejected. Two of the coven items on

occupational information in the follow -up questionnaires showed signi-

ficant differences at the .01 level. Larger proportions of the experi-

mental group had entered the academic professions and larger proportions

of the experimental groups had indicated research activities.

The null hypothetis was rejected because the two groups took signi-

ficantly different paths in occupational activities and not because of.

advantages or disadvantages for either group.

5, The null hypothesis that there were no significant differences

between the control group and the experimental group in post-college

socioeconomic activities was rejected. Fourteen items from the follow-

up questionnaire on socioeconomic information were tested for differences.

Three of the items showed significant differences at the .01 level. The

control group had more children per family and had acquired a higher level

of wealth since graduation with highest degrees than the experimental

group. In addition, the religious affiliations of both groups followed

the pattern of significant differences observed for their parents.

Although there were max similarities between the two groups, the three

observed differences indicated that the two groups had reproduced the

significant differences of the socioeconomic statuses of their parents.

The null hypothesis was rejected because the two groups exhibited

significonay different socioeconomic statuses and not because of ad-

vantages or disadvantages observed for either group.
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Summary og Conclusions

1. The colleges which participated in the Early Admission Program

were successful in selecting a control group of comparable academic

promise as the experimental group. The control group, however, was un-

matched in socioeconomic backgrounds when compared with the experimental

group. Therefore, the advantages which accrued to the experimental group

as a result of participation in the program contained the effects of

initial differences in socioeconomic backgrounds.

2. During the undergraduate years, the proportions of both groups

which survived the attrition rate in college were not significantly

different. The causes of the attrition rate were not examined in the

follow-up stud. The examination of the college transcripts of academic

performance showed that the experimental group was as successful as the

control group in college.

3. If entrance into graduate schools and earned doctorates are

reasonable criteria of academic success, then the experimental group was

highly successful. The academic records were impressive in that 89

of 240 early admittees had earned doctorates. The proportions was

significantly greater than that of the control group.

4. Comparisons of occupational statuses do not provide measures of

success because career goals and aspirations are individual, matters. It

is of interest, however, that a significantly larger proportion of the

experimental group had entered professional occupations.

5. Although many of the socioeconomic activities of both groups

were simLlar, the significant differences observed on parents were

largely carried over to the families of both groups as adulst.
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6. The experimental group of young men, Who 'had acme from families

in which the fathers were welleducated professional men, had performed

well In colleges. Although several significant differences were ob-

served between the experimental group and the control group in post-

college activities, few of the differences were clearly attributable to

the Early Admission Program.

7. The Early Admission Program had provided the opportunity and

the experimental group of young imbed capitalised on the opportunity to

accelerate the development of careers with minimum observable ill-effects

both during and after college.

gomparlson_of ?inclines with Previous Reports

. In 1957, the Fund for the Advancement of Education had concluded in

its second report of the Early Admission Program that the experimental

group had outperformed the comparison group academically. The findings

oUthe follow-up study did not support that conclusion. The findings

showed no significant differences at the .01 level between the academic

performances of both groups on a year-by-year basis as determined, by the

gradepoint averages.

The Fund had also reported that large numbers of the experimental

group had indicated plans for- graduate studies. The findings of the-

follow-up study verified the indications of the report of the Fund and

shoved that compared with the control group significantly larger numbers

of the experiMental group had entered graduate and professional schools 1

and had earned graduate graduate degrees.

Edstros (41), in a swinarized form of her final report of the Program

to the Fund, had conclided that:

Most of those students who entered college as Scholars in the
Early Admission Program made normal progress through college,
achieved grades as high or higher, were well-adjusted, and were
more likely to attond graduate school than students of comparable



ability, who entered college after completion of high school and
at a more typical age (4l, p. 412).

The findings of the follow-up study verified the conclusion by Ekstrom

With two qualifications. The grades achieved by the two groups were not

significantly different. While it is true that the experimental group

did show greater tendency toward graduate studies, the tendency cannot

be attributed solely to the Early Admission Program. The follawoup

study shoved that the attendance in graduate schools was partly attri-

butable to initial differences in the socioeconomic backgrounds of the

two groups.

The Program as a Large Scale Innovation

The early Admission Program as a large scale innovation in educa-

tion could have been one of at least two kinds of projects. It could

have been an exhaustive study with potential for conclusive results or

it could have been a project to arouse interest, raise questions, or sug-

gest solutions to problems. The Program began in 1951 as the second

typeof projectit vas an attempt to meet a specific problem. Before it

got underway, however, the Program underwent a transformation to convert

it into a project of the first type--a research project. 1.

An obvious question about the Program vas, "What was the Program

trying to do?" Intially, the answer was simple the Programme to

provide two years of liberal education for young men before they were

drafted into the armed services. As the Program evolved, the initial

answer beoame inappropriate and subsequent answers became difficult

to formulate. It is at least fair to say that the Program as it evolved

was to provide young mentilth the opportunity to accelerate the develop-

ment of their careers through early admission to college.

As a large scale innovation, the Program lacked a well-oonoeived

underlying maser& plan. Consequently, many flaws were evident. The
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data, the data- gathering procedures, and the identification of critical

variables mere inconsistent. The Program lacked sampling procedures

which would have insured wider applicability of its outcomes. The

collection of purely categorical or nominal data prevented the de-

velopment of schemes useful in identifying the characteristics of young

men who were relatively successAll in the Program. The result was the

preparation of four reports of the Program (41, 42, 57, 58), and now

a fifth (the folloWieup study), each with difficulties because of the

nature of the available data.

The Early Admission Program lacked a sound public relations program

not so much for the public at-large as for the professional public of

school and college educators. The Program seemd to havelmenunder-

taken with disdain for the concerns of critics mho were professional

educators. Pearson (31, preface) had felt that the Fund and the Pro-

gram had misjudged the mood of the high schools. What seemed more

likely was that the Fund and the Program had failed to involve the high

school educators in the planning stages of the Program, and that the

high school educators had interpreted the slight as a characteristic in-

sensitivity of the college to the personal problems of young students.

A public relations program would have resulted in assurances to the

professional public that the Program contained proper safegusads for the

emotional adjustments of the young students.

In addition to providing guidelines for the Program, a public re-

lations program would have provided the necessary restraints that

seemed totally absent in the report of the Fund in 2957. For example,

the Fund had concluded:

There is some evidence that in many cases early admission to
college freed Scholars from the boredom and frustration of an
unohiillenging high school environment, gave them new intellectual
momentum, and enhanoed their social and emotional maturation
(58, p. 10).
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The apparent evidence were comments of the participants in the Program

similar tot

There is some danger that a young student's talents will be
harmaiby being thrust among older students who do not accept
him. But the greater dangerAvthat he will be allowed to
stagnate in secondary school and will arrive in college lacking
imagination and ambition, these having been %ducats& out of
him. The harm to him and to society is great (5E, p. 90).

Such comments were unmistakable in their intent to place the onus

of certain educational ills on the high schools. The comments did not

add substance to the report and were not pertinent to the issue of

academic acceleration. The comments, however, were pertinent to the

context of the times in which many articles and books severely critical

of contemporary American education appeared.

If the hidden rationale of the Early Admission Program had been

to provoke the high schools into actions for improvement, a public

relations program would have provided more acceptable and workable

methods. The critics of the Program could not have been silenced, but

a public relations program might have insured impartial treatment of

the findings of the Program and subsequent impartial examination of the

findings by high school educators.

The shortcomings of the research design of the Program had severe

effects on the heuristic properties of the Program. Since the Program

was incompletely transformed into a research project, some steps ahead

have been taken to obtain as much data as was possible for future review.

There had not been sufficient time in 1951 to prepare the rationales for

the data to be gathered in the Program; therefore, the directors of the

Program should have resorted to extensive straight-forward. procedures

using standardised tests and inventories to extablish data banks. The

inconvenience of such procedures and the criticism of collecting data

without purpose could have been tolerated in favor of the unanticipated
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values of the Program.

Although the Early Admission Program contained many flaws, it,

nevertheless, provided more than mere indications about academic ac-

celeration. The long-range outcomes are compelling reasons for re-

examining the positions of high schools and colleges on helping students

to accelerate their programs c.2 formal education. It is unlikely, how-

ever, that the follow-up study will modify the opinions of sufficiently

large large numbers of educators to permit such a review. The basic

shortcomings of the Program, after all, are limitations of the follow-up

study as mach as they were of the Program itself.

On another scale, it is unlikely that the follow -up study will

affect the policies of private foundations like the Ford Foundation and

cause them to look more favorably upon improving the unanticipated

applications of large scale innovations by expending greater effort

toward standardized data banks. If such foundations continue to sup-

port large male innovations airway, refocused attention from being

educational incidents to being significant research studies.

7urther Comments and Sneculations

One of thn relationships which appeared following the analysis of

the data of the Early Admission Experiment was the similarity in the

careers of the experimental students and their fathers. The data in

Chapter 6 show that many of the experimental students chose academic

careers. The data further show that many of the fathers of these

experimental students were employed in the academic professions. Un-

fortunately, the data reduction techniques used in handling occupational

information merged the occupations of the students and of their

parents into broad categories. In the process, the information about

a specific student *MIAs father was lost. As a result, the relation-

ship between the careers of individual students and their fathers could
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not be tested in the followp study.

The data of the follow -up study raise a doubt about the comparative

academic performance between the experimental and the control groups.

On thwone hand, tests of the data show no significant differences be-

tween the groups in academic performance. However, other data show

that large masters of the control group spent significantly more hours

away from their studies by working at part-time jobs. All of the experi-

mental students had received financial aid while only a small, but un-

determined, number of control students had received financial aid. The

doubt raised concerns the probable academic performance of the control

group if they had received financial aid similar to that received by the

experimental group.

The follow-up study revealed a significant difference in religion

.tetween the experimental and the control groups. The experimental group

was predominately Jewish; the control group predominately Protestant.

These ethnic and cultural characteristics may influence academic per-

formances in college and graduate school. In the follow-up study, no

further effort was made to examine this difference.

An oversight in the data collection procedures made it impossible

to answer the question, "How did the groups fare in the development of

careers in science?" The question must now be set aside for further study.

The findings of the follow -up study provide a perspective with Which

to answer some of the questions posed by educators in 1950 when the

Early Admission Experiment began. At that time, the reactions of educators

showed an unwillingness to consider any change in the school -to- college,

relationship. The reactions seemed inappropriate because of the small

segment of the total high school population involved in the experiment--

400 experimental students from more than two million enrolled in the

tent% grade throughout the country. The follow-up study showed that the
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the mental health, social development, and academic progress of the few

carefully chosen experimental students did not differ from those of tie

older control group.

When the colleges undertook the Program, they announced their

.intention to preserve the continuity of intellectual and leadership

potential in the colleges during a period of national-emergency.

Each of the colleges participating in the Program adopted early admission

procedures in the post-Program period. It seems doubtful,. however,

that they had used the Program as a model for modifying their own

admissions procedures. Early admission, from the tenth or eleventh grade

of high school to college, has been used very rarely, if at all, since

1957.
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Appendix

A. Evalut!on Study of Solcci.d College Stucnts--°cpies-

of thrve cp.stionnalir.s 1.P.,ed in tte FArly Admissiol Program,

1M-58.

B. Leitor by Jf.)r.rih 3. Ch.lplin, rlosident of fte Y.ASP, and

Paul F. il3cker, Necutivr.. :;ecAtta3y o t. 1A:3SP

(Sch rcf 19'Nl 59, 326-r0).

C. The F:1.17 InIJLIuLe7its.

V. Swmaly of Return in tie HAvly

Study.

F. Attrit!on ittte of Contiol and Fxpez.lmnt.11

1951-5t..

F. r_arccr Pli:Foenees of the F.12 1y Admittees, 1951

(57, p. 122)

G. Supic:.r.ntary Tables of Sur,..%-izy of Responses to the

Follow-up Qui,stionnaire
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EVALUATION STUDY OF SELECTED COLLEr; STUDENTS

Collego Student Questlonaliro

IMODUCrION: Your college along with olnvon others and the Ford Foundation's}VA tor U Advanenment of Education in engaged in a nationlAde progran ofevaluation involving the educational progress of soletcd college, students.In order to contribute ita$ share to the study, your collezlo is asking you tocomplete a questiomiairo
enntaining primarily !tens of a biographical nature.Y.Iny of the items aro alrcrdy in tho co3lege files, but othnrsof importanceare not. This questionitnire will he forwr;rded to Educational Testing Servico,Princeton, row Jer4ey, for analysis and interpretation. Some of the informationis of a personal nature but you can be assured that it will be kept confielentialand at no time used in such a way s to identify any one individual. You aroasked to answer each question 03 accurately and hoaostly as you can. In answisr-ing the questions, you may use either pon or pencil. but to sure to clearlyiniic:te your respowas to each question. Observe the following directionsc-vofully.

1)1::(1r10!;S: Whenever a wuestion is followed by a number of axis ::ors, er...:Ireln the

_ _

of the atwA:er that rost nearly fits your ca so or expressos your op.;.nlen.Whe.n a cinestion:is followed by a blank in which sotothin3 is to be written, writein yOur answer.

Your 111'40

(Pinar° print")
Last na me

Your present home addross

1

rr

First naro ::;''die initiA

a

Number and Street

City
Postai-Zono

.....
SWdo

1. What college f..° you now attending?

2. When did you cator,colloco? FL11

3. Whlt:in.your:4xx? 1- Male 2- Fe4o10

4. What was the 1.r.st grade you completed in high school or preparatory sch:ol?
1- Less tAlr.n 10 2- 10; 3- 1014 4- 11; 5- .111; 6- 32.

5. What was your ;.go at tho time you envt...red college?6 months) (14.6 Neans 14 yoarP,

0- ur..'c 14.6; 1- 146-14.11; 2.- 15-15.5;
3- 15.',15.11; 4- 16-16.5; 5- 16.616.11;

17-17.5; 7- 17.6-17.11; 8. 18-18.5;

9- 18.6 and over
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6-7 Encircle the number of your home state. They are listed vertically in
alphabetical order, with D.C. and "Foreign" at the end.

1.

2.

3.

4.
c5.

6.
7.
S.

9.
3.0.

Ala.
Ariz.

Ark,

Cal.
1Cole.

Conn.

Del.
Fla.

Ga.

Idaho

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

Ill.

Ind.

Iowa

Ian.

Ky.

La.

Me.

Md.

Mass.

Mich.

21. Minn.
22.' Miss.

23.- Yoe
24. Pont.
25. Nob.

26. Vex,.

47. N. H.

28. N. J.

29. N. M.

30. N. Y.

31.
32.
33.

34.
35.
36.

37.
Xl.

39.
40.

U. C.

N. D.
Ohio
Okla.
Ore.
Fa.

R. T.

S. C.

D. D.
Tenn.

;..

43.
44.

45.
46.

47.
48.

49.
50.

it;cal,

Vt.

Va.

What..

W. Va.
Wisc.
V.To.

D. C.
Foreign

8. Sizo of hove community:

1 -. large city, population over
100,C0;

3- medium sin city, not a suburb,
.30,000-100,000;

5- town, 2,500-10,000
7- Farm er country.

2- suburb of largo city;

4- :Tall city, not a suburb,
10,000-30,000

6- small town, under 2,500

In items 9 and 10, describe the type of work done. Do not give
the company or organization for which either parent 'rks.

9. Father's occupation:

10. Mother's occupation:

11. Is either lrent deceased? 1- father; 2- mother; 3- both; 4

12. It both arc Vying, are they: 1 living together; 2- separated; 3- di.

13. last year's i:scome of father plus that of mother (o guardian:1) hfoe .

the name of

0-

4-

8-

Unknown;

$4,000.44. 999;

Z8,000P,W9;

1-

5-

9-

Under 2,000i

;!.5,00045,999;

09,000 and over.

2-

6-

'.2.,000-32,979;

Z6,000-;:),999;

3- Z3,001-:$

14. How much have you worked for pay, apart fro college scholaraip:-. or

during the present academic year (not counting the vacton)?

0- None;
1- An average of less than two hours a week;
2 An average of two to five hours a wick;
3- An average of five thten hours a week;

An average of ten to tmity 1;0111'3 a week;
5- An average of more than twenty hours a week.

1 4 0

151

9;1



LC

16.

t",14."ACA:!'"^ 444.4151/44:4''' ir OrtraAtiT:.";

Si,..

Whit is the highest level of schooling completed by;

Father?

0- uOteown
1- at'endfi cr..iv school but not high school

2- attendvl se .;vol but did not graduate

3- erAdu0d fro* hi ;h school but did not attend college

4- attendsi collvge ut lid not graduate

5- graduated from cAls..-e tut did not attend graduate school

6- attended gradultf s,%ool but took no advanced degree

7- has Master's degr..e

e- has law, medical, or dental degree

9- has an earned nor -m' Ural Doctor's degree (Ph.D., S.D., etc.)

Mother?

0- unknown
1- attended grade s:ht. 1 rt not high school

2- attended high school b t did not graduate

3- gradliatel from school but did Lot attend college

4- attevideo collegt b. t. ...id not graduate

5- rr4chlte; from core& but did not attend graduate school

attenlert gn.Auaie ct.ol but took no advanced degree.

7- has Mast,r's di

e- has law, me.'ical, or Jental degree

9- has an earned non-metical Doctor's degree (Ph.D., S.D., etc.)

17. The last high school or preparatory school you attended was:

1- a public city hilh r.chool;

3- a public hi0 school in a town of

less than 10,00 copulation;

5- a private preparatory school, not

controlled by a church;

7- a military academy, privately

controlled;

2- a public high school in a suburb

of a city;

4- a consolidated rural public high

school;
6- a church-controlled high schco:

or preparatory school;

8- a military academy, church-

controlled.

18. The size of the senior class in the last year you attended was approx!mately:

1- under 50; 2- 50-99; 3- 100-199; 4- 200-499; 5- 500 or over; 6- unknowr

How many :ears, of each of the folloiing subjects did you take in high school or

preparatory school groin the time you entered grade 9 until you left sehoolt

(For fractions of years erlircle the next 'higher whole number. For exanplo,

if you has 4 year: of foreign language, encircle 4)

19. Englisbs o 1 2

20. Social Studieas o 1 2

21. Natural Sciences 0 1 2

22. Mathematics: o 1 2

_et

3 4

3 4

3 4

3 4

1 41
3

5 or more

5 or more

5 or more

5 or more

5 or more



..c.:
*st. I V;44.1: 4kt..

What was the averaee number of hours per day during the past week that you

spent ins

24.1 Preparing assignments? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 or more

25. Recreation? (including extra-curricular activities, social affairs, etc.,

but excluding eating) 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 or more

26. Sleep? 4 5 6 7 8 9 or more

List the extra-curricular activities in which you have participated this year:

Athletic

None-athletic

List any offices that you hhve nold this year (elective, mamgerial, editorial,

etc. ) s

Y.

r.

27. Have you had dates with members of the opposite sex during the present

academic year?

0- No;

1- Sone, but less than average for members of iv class;

2- About average for nerbers of my class;

3- more thav wera,:e for members of my class.

28. Have you bee. e;le to finitih your asstznment a on time?

1- No, I a bhirad in moat courses

2- I have t .d dlfficulty in keeping ti, with assignments

3- I am Bello-. be:in: i m- re than one course

4- .1 almost a`ways ( yqleto assignemtnts on time

s- Otis
29. Have you be,. (.01:tc4pped in your college work by faulty or insuificie4t

preparation ih high scLool or preparatory school?

1- 1.3; 2 Rol 3- A little.

If you felt handicappe! , in what subject or subjects:

1111
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:nt is your pre:sent first choice of a major field of uily?

:neck here is unAecide ( )

........=
ii!;:t-iS'your present first choice of a future occupation?
V.eck here if uutteeide,1 ( )

32. ,:each of the following comes nearest, to suminl; yp honest opinion of
v:Alue of your collet;o experience as a whole thud fAr?

))

)- I cot little or nothing out of it.
2- It was of or..! valw but, on the v'L71,e, disapp:Ant.inG.

About half van worthwhile, the re not.
4- More than was woll worLcx:hile,

Almost Al] it vtIN of grvt valu,. to
lt 19 ton w.r)y Yo me to jucle.e.

w the courses you have taken this yc:tr, how many were 1-th enjo.:Ahlt
vAv4hle?

f, None; .Less than !,111 ; 2 Aho..!L

3. "ore than hIlf; 4 Almost all; 5- Al).

of all the teaa,.rs you loive hv!. this ho!. a .y-eal,3.1.

).itre.::t in ::tuInt3

,One; )- Less than 11:+.1f; 2- At.Qat h:lf;

f;..! 3 Mori: tIrtn Ira . Aimo!;1" all; 5.. All.
x-.
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EVALUATION STUDY OF SELECTED gOLLEGE STUDENTS

College. questionnaire,

DIRE:TIONSI Encircle the number of the response to each item that is most

nearly correct for this student. Fill in blanks with scores, etc., as

directed. Than staple this form to the back of the student questionnaire

filled our by this student. The items below begin with number 35 because

itens 134 will be taken from the student questionnaire. If the student is

in his seconi college year, give the information for that year only, except

where otherwise indicated.

Student's name
(Please print) st name

Permanent address

its

iirst name Middle initial

Number and Street

1

4

Postal sone tate

35. College: I T 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 36-37-38. Student's code number:

39. Status in study: 1- Fund Scholar 2- Comparison 3- Classmate

40. Is this student now a scholarship holder, Fund or otherwise? 1- No

2. Partial tuition or1ly 3- Pull tuition only .4- FUll tuition plus a

stipend

41. Height at entrance: Under 5' 2- 500-5'2" 3- 513"-515°

4- 5'6".518" 5 5'9"-5'11" 6- 61 and over

42. Weight at entrance: 1- Under 100 lbs. 2-100-119 3- 120-139

4- 140-159 5- 160-179 6- le0-199

6- 200 and over

Health ratirgs for current year by Student Health Service or other

college men: ,'a' services

43. Physical: 1- Very poor 2- Boor 3- Good 4- Excellent

44. Mental: 1- Very poor 2- Poor 3- Good 4- . Excellent

45-46-47. CEF.0 Sallolastic Antitude: Verbal 48-49-50. Mathematic4

ACE Psyc,log.cal Kxamination: raw scores. Which form was used? 19

51-52. Quantitative 53- 54.55. Linguistic 56-57-58. Total

(If othe- aviitude tilts were used, see Manual for instruciiona.)

1 4 4

Mb
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rs,

In what tenth of the class did this student stand in grade point average?
Lowest YASt121.

. F5x-- 1049 20-29 30-39 40-49 50.-59 69 -69 70-79 80-89c10-99%

59. Last year in .0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
high school

0. First year in 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
college

61. Third year in 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
college

.Cooperative General Achievement Tests taken

Scaled Scores: 0-9 10.19 20429 30-39

62. Social Science 0. 1 2 3

63. Natural Science 0 1 2 3

Month and Year

40-49 50-59 60-60 70-79 8049 90-9

4 5 6 7 8 9

4 5 6 7 8 9

64. Mathematics 0 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

65. Literature 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Extent of participation in extra-curricular activities as rated by dean or
advisor:

66. Athletic: 0- tone 1. Less than average 2- Average
3- More than average 4- Extensive

67. Non-athletic: 0- None Less than average 2- Average

3- More than average 4- Extensive

68. Offices held: 0- None 1- One of minor 2- Yore than one of
importance minor importance

3- One of major 4- More than one of 5- A combination of
importance major importance major and minor

69. Fraternity, sorority, or social club membership:

1- Member 2- Non-member 3- None available 4- Not eligible
(If either 3 or 4 applies, do not encircle 2)

70. Extent of dating: 0- None 1- Less than average 2- Average
More. than 4- excessive
average

71. Stulent's over-all rating of adjustment to college life as compared with
ether meagre of the class: (See Manual of Instructions)

0- Very poor 1- Poor 2- Moderately good 3- Good- 4- Exccllynt

1 5
rr



W. Student's popularity rating as compared with other members of the Class:

(See Manual of Instructions)t

; Ow Disliked. Unnoticed 2- Acoepted 3- Well liked 6- A leader. .

73. Continuance in college: This student 2- Will continue with echolarshin

2- Will continue withour scholarship 3- Has dropped out. or will soon

drop out.

(It response 3 applies, add the month and year of withdrawal

74.. If a scholarship was not renewed, it was:

1- because the student failed primarily in academic grades

2- because the student failed primarily in some other way to adjust to collece life

3- in spite of adequate adjustment o college life

if the student dropped out it was:

1- because the student failed primarily in academic grades

2- because the student failed primarily in some other way to adjust to college life

3- in spite of adequate adjustment to college life

76. Consensus of instructors' reports on keeping abreast of assignments as

collated by dean or advisor: This student

I

1- is usually behind in most courses

2- has difficUlty keeping up wtth assignments

3- is seldom behind in more than one course

4- almost always completes assignments on time

77. (For second year students only) If there were serious gaps or omission* .n

the high school preparation of this student, such as never having had a course

in a natural science, in which of the following fields do such gaps still

remain, in the judgment of the dean or advisor?

0. None 1- English Composition 2- English Literature 3- Social SCiONCO

4- Natural 5. Mathematics 6- Foreign Language

1.4



1. StUdents code no.
illmaiwommbomodbome.mme

Entorod collogo fall of 195

Status in study: 1 Fund Scholar
2 Comparison

COLLE3E qUESTIONNAIRE ON SENIORS

Evaluation Study of Selected College Students

DIRECTIONS:. Encirelo tho number of tho responne to each item that is most
nearly correct for this 'student. Be sure to answer items 1-3 in the uppor
right-hand corner of this page.

Student's name
(Print or typo) Last name

Pernament address

First name Middle inftlal

Number and street

;:

City Postal Zone State

i 4. Collecot X Y 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 C 9
t

5. Did this student hold a scholarship, Fund or otherwise, in the senior year?
(If 5 or 6 applies, do not oncirclo 1.) 0

1 no
2 partial tuition only
3 full tuition only
4 full tuition plus a stipend
5 has already valuated (month and year of graduation: )

6 has entered military service

C. if a previously held scholarship was :IA rcneved, it was 1...eause

1 the student fa;led primarily in ao,Jemic grades
2 the student railed primarily in so:.) other way to adj:rt
3 the financial, aid vz:.s no longer tic
4 sone other reason (}: lease specify:

f 7. Complction of college: Will this student grade:.o in J.ne, 1955?

1 yes 2 no 3 has already graduated

to

Dropouts from college: If this student droppad out, it ms becay..( he or &h.,

1 failed prinarily in academic grades
2 failed pi-In-wily in sone other vay to adjust to colloce life
3 entered military sorvico
4 mareied and left school
5 destred to transfer to another college
6 vas unable to continua for fikanoial rort3ons
7 van unable to confirm:: brcause of ill h:1:Llth
8 Howe othn reason (please speify:

IIINIMONO
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I. Has VON student already entered greduste or professional school?

1 yen 2 no

If not, does this tudent plan to enter a graduate or profeseinnal school'
(If 3 or 4 applies, do not encircle 1.)

1 law
2 medicine
3 engineering
4 business
5 Natural sciences
6 social sciencee
7 humanities
8 education
9 other (please specify!

(including mathematics)

)

yI

t
that is the student's present first choice of a future oceupatioh:

b 4.

1 secondary or elementary teaching
2 colleo teachSng
3 lsw
4 medicine
5 engineering
6 business
7 sclenct
8 agricultrre
9 other (pleas' specify:

Rand in graduating ties,:

)

out of etudeatk.

Percentile rank in graeuating class: percertIle.



'How msny full-year coursee in each of the following areas did this student
take in collez,e? (For fractions of years, encircle the next tizh whole
number. For ecomple, !rho took 3A year.: of foreio lanaites, enelrele
4.) tisregard courses that connot be classified under these headings.

15. English 0..1

16. Social sciences 0. 1

17. Physical sciences 0 1

18. Biological sciences 0. 1

19. ihathematics 0 1

20. Foreign languages 0 1

21. Art and Eusic 0 1

22. Philosophy end religion 0 1

2 3 4 5 6 7

2 3 4 5 6 7

2 3 4 5 6 7

2 3 4 5 6 7

2 3 4 5 6 7

2 .3 4 5 6 7

2 3 4 5 6 7

2 3 4 5 6 7

8 9

8 9

e 9

8 9

8 9

8 0

8 9

8 9

Extent of participation In extra-curricular betivities during senior ,esr:

23. Athletic: 0 none 1 lens then avere6c 2 average 3 ic're tIsn.

24. ton- athletic:' 0 none 1 lees than overage 2 average 3 more then 411,

25. Offices held

O Lone
1 one of Lanor imnortence
2 t. ore 'Len one of minor imsortsnce

:4.1 of me for twortence .

t.ore tLan are of major imporf:ance
5 a comt!LJtion of major and minor

25. Fraternity, sorority, or social club membership:
(if. 3 or 4 s.7plies, en rot 2ncircle 7.)

'1 vro-er 2 non-member 3 none available 4 not AliG:ble

27. Extent or datiro

O rm.
1 leas than 'verso
2 sveraGe
3 a.ore then Average
4 exceslive
5 married

49

160
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Student's over-all rating or e.lju.iment to college life 83 compared

rith other members cf. the senior class ,(see Xenual of Instructions):

0 very poor 1 poem 2 moderbtely good 3 good 4 excellent

If the answer tokquest:)n 28 was "very poor" or "poor, " do you think

thP student's o.er-all adjustment to college life might have been Letter

if he or she had enterP1 college at the "normal" age or after completing

high schc,ol?

1 yes 2 no 3 dc,..bful 4 e-Wt know

:L. Student's popularity lilting as cnI.,..red with other members of the

senior class (see Vat s1 of Instru,'Iatss):

0 disliked 1 unr.ltieed 2 ac epted 3 well liked 4 a leader

i! (To be answeo.ed for '-chc.arn only.) 4lat is present faculty &nil alc.in-

istrative opinion as to whether o, not It was wise to adr4t this st,Ident

to college before co:rltirc his): schAl or before age 16? If opinion

Is that it was unwise, ,leave ci.! ebsors.

1 It was wise.
2 Opinion is divided.
3 it was unwise. (P,tsor-:

..

1 5 0
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Appendix 13

Lettei by Joseph H. Chaplin, President of the 1

the NASSP, and Paul F. Elicker, Executive Secre-

tary of the NASSP (Sch. Rev., )95), 59, 316-320).

2.74

4

3 5 1

1,3:v.
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LETTER BY JOSEPH B. CHAi'LTN, PF.F.SiTli.NT OF TIF. NASSP
AND PAUL E. ELICKER, EXECUri%. NASSP

(As extensively quoted by Andorson, H. A.
"Ford Millions for Education,"

59:336-3Z0, 1951) .

.Secondary school principals are advised that this

Plan (EAP) to admit high school boys befoi.o graduation fro;:.

high school is regarded as educationally uhsound and damagin&

to the best interest of boys individually and to high schools

generally. Furthermore, it is contrary to the opinions of

leadi edeators from co1.lo6s anc: f.cco-d-ry schools rvc(":-

ly stc.ted at a Conforc;ice 0.1 Aceeliration held by the

can Council on Education on Mz.rch 1920, 1951, in Washington,

D. C. This curtailment of secondary cdu, ton under the

guise of schol,',rship aid in more ewvastati;.,:, to youth and th .

pr:condary school progrill than acceleratim which was

also by leading ed ,ucato-rs, at the bove conf'orenee, as unwi!

unnoce..s,ry and unsound.

. . .This plan is in direct oppostio.". to itc!ca.r.mendat:..o.i..

of the "Nine Point Progr;:e made by the Co ,ittec c;.

Relation of SeCondary Education to Nat:inA Security o:

National. As of Secondary School Principals:

Epr ly r 0 C(111 C . .

condclry senoo;.r. Jrom
proi,ran.is to the em:ew...

except in very unusnl enter col h c' he:o:e
their graduation from secondary school."

. .The acceptance by coll(To3 of high school students be-

fore graduation was proposed by a,few colleges at the be-.;11-

163
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ning of. World War II when they anticipated a reduction in

enrollment- of male students. The group soon abandoned the

idea when the Armed Forces decided to send men from the Am.:.

Forces to the colleges for further military and related

training. The plan was then regarded as educationally un-

sound.

. . .Such a plan at any time is unsound and inadvisable

mainly because of the immaturity of school youth to work on

a colle;.,:aie level at such a youthful ago. These youth are

removed prematurely from the guiding direction of parents al.d

home and from the teachers and counsellors o C the secondary

school trained and experienced to work with 15- and 16-year

old youth.

". . .Educators regard the Junior z.nd Senior years in the se.

condary school the most valuable and fortnave years for

school y-)uth. An experionee even in vart;.le away fra.

in colleeo, e!Tecially in our large univen-:;tios, :

and rove =t111170 men and women is an unsatisfactory

for an edcuatinal and developmental progra,

boys and eirls.

for ou...

.R,co,-i.oended action for Seeodi.,ry-Schoo".

1. That we oppose the acceptance of any plan .':1" r;'.

result in the curtailment of secondary educt;oa for

youth even though it may be on a lil-oited sc. 1.!.

That we advise witill students, teachers,

and parents of our schools and school. coi.:a.;.:Lies

accor6ingly.
7 3

ti3
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2. That we recommend. for college only youth who have .7.

completed the requirements for graduation iii keeping

with the policies of our regional accrediting agen-

cies. On the basis of this policy that we recommend

for college only youth who have completed the 12th

grade.

3. That we award secondary-school diplomas or equiva-

lency certificates only to students who meet the

required and established standards for graduation

from the secondary schools.

4: That we use every means at our col:I:nand to present to

all educational, community and other meetings the

implications of the unsound practiceS of curtailing
secondary education and the subsecunt admiss;on of

students to college beforo graduat ion. That wc!

point out: as effectively and as forcibly as po:;si-

ble those dangc,rs, even w:*.th the alluring

of funds provided by the Ford Foundation. 1:t nn;st

val..° citizens generally aware of the sinister -

cations of such a program especia1.1)_ if a sel:olar-

ship award is offered to their .sons.

5.. Mat. you as princ.ipal or superintendent wri ;. NOV: to

the Director of Admissions of ones or more of t1,c:

universities, stating your position on general. po

licy of curtailment of secondary education. Addrc;,::

the institution ;II iit.i.S nexperi.L.sent" with witch

have closebt relations. ."
1 5 4
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The Early Admission Fol low-upS Instrura.n;!..
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a.

t.

1E8EILIT /11)1,111.011011S3 ti:111nEllfil[eiji L'OlLkOVIY4317

ANIE ..... ......... ....... .............. ,-

DDRES.S

STATE

Rod the items catfully and circle the number of the response whi::1 you feel is
most apprbpriate for you. Your tosponses will bo kept in stria' confidence.

I. PRE-COLLEGE INFORMATION
We need information about you at the time you entc red col!

Age enhance into college
I. 14 years old
2. lb years old
3. 16 yens old

Yeats of schooling t ot:tpleted
1. Ninth grade
2. Tenth grade

Si/e of home community
I. I.ess than 25,0no
2. 2:1,000- 50,010
3. 50,000-100,00)

4. 17 )cars old
5. 18 years old
6. Over 19 years old

3. Eleventh grade
4. Twelfth glade

4. 100,009. 500,000
5. 500,000 0.1 up

ype mut:1y .1: t.-ut!,..(1
1. tur0.1 2. tit ban

of senior class ztt setimtlat) scliool
I. than 100
2. Nloie than len k sit!, .11110.,
3. Itlo. c than 200 tf.:; !es,s 5t4.1

intome
1. Less than $
2. $ $ 5,911U
3. $ 6,000 .-

I. GEN! V.I. Fij.;11..Y
Fathei's thplae

1. 11, th LTItitcd S: ttcs
2. hi Canada
3. In the LritiJs

Fatli( I's formal ethic ati...n
I. Son:t grade srho..1
2: Finished grade t.titool
3. Some high scho,..1cn Nool
4. Finished high t110.01 n..dc st 11001
5. Some college, In6ine:.s of technical srltool

f.t1iei s 1cligit)us

2. Protestain
3. Catholic

Thit ptopri i. PI I s ,! Ptarelt !/o

DetarlIncnt (.f 1 :oath,. f!,;,..:tio.n,fi.:'! r!f.;

4. Mort tirm 5P0 than !pl.)
?foie Lot :

6. mot ,

4. $ 8,001 $ 't
5. 1 0,00'1 $11,',
G. .1,1 tip

1. 111 M.. sit ti n: ! crica
5. lit 1.1:oli,e
6. In Itt,..la

6. 1 7itti.;11c,11m..i..1 : .a.t.ol
7.
8. A It ,te %001 ar

prOrA1il1.1 ..1 I college
9.. 1to not

4. Jewkli
5. Other



Mother's birthplace
1.. ht the United \S!,ates

2. lit Canada
3. In the Bluish Isles

i. Igother's formal ctluottion
Someglade school

2. Finished i;:ade. school
3. Sonic high school
4. Finished Itiv.11 school
5. Some terhon.al or business

training after high school

.4. Ili Mexico or South Amo lea
5. in Europe
6. In.kussia-

G. Some college or finished junior coldcge
7. Finished college . .

8. At Rink., 1.,r...dttate school or inot.t...,;01..11
sehoo! :ilk., college

9. Do tint know

6. Did your mottle) have a paying job when you entered college?

I. She wol Led full time
2. She Ivo' la th p at-time

7. Your mother's tcligions affiliation
V None
2. Protest t
3. Catholic

wic you
1. No

3. SIR. did hot 1,..e a paying job
4. She was not lising

4. Jewish
5. Other

III. PENEIAI. ACTIVITY BIA.CICC:=ND

an of: e t.r iu any college undcigracluare academie chi: K.

2. Yei

2. Alt put or 11 :1 \t ,...)!! Oct hvnt a class officer or an .eleaed student 111) or!, e, in any con

1. No
2. Yes

3. Woe you on and Ii.11 s( hunt or city athletic teams?

I. No 2. Yes

4. Did )00 pldy ill )(tor conege or school ltdittl cit. niches', .I?

I. No 3. s:10:

2. Roth high st !o..4 and college
4. (;,-;!tsge o :11;

5. 11;1\t you ever i t ...ny public ly pt.! fo: ..lit::: tt!! in school?

I. No 3. Ili ,It null
4. (:,?.!

2. Ruth N. 11,01 01..0

G. Of the people ! si of 0..t. ;

;luny of them a. o!!cgc.

1. None
3.

2. ()lily a ft.. 4.
NI,. , of t!
All of the :is

IV. P.C.I.v..;.`t C.: t",';

I. Name of Cidch, , 1.. ho:.! attenticd for Nia ter c.f

Arts, 11:y:helot of 1

\Vas the above .te sdluol you cntc.e.1

1. First choice 2. Suon.d.chnit e S. (r.In1

2. Name of CiatItt...t.. S: 114...I t t foit lIt ; 1(11..11.. I t .::

(1)10itsSi011ai

1Vas the algte watludte milord you entelol your

1. First 2. Second choice 3. Oilier choice

3. Na4w, of C.r....111.0e School attended for
(academic

))I0( tOtaIC I tout

...

\Va.. tilt allow gi.tdrnt " yOli !;
1. 1iiN1 (b"1: 2. Sr( (lie.: S. 0:!.. r (1!:

ter

Cole 5% hil. It

Li 8

.: ! Il

c

N:ost I)

1

it



1. Number of times you changed undergraduate major :Ilea or study.

0. None 2. 2

1. 1
3. 3 or mole

Number of times you changed graduate istajOr area of stud;.

I.
0. None 3. 3 or mole

4.-Did not attend graduate school

2.2
O. Have you fulfilled, or are you now fulfilling your military obligation !:'

1. Ycs
2. No

j. Number of difleent positions held since, graduation with highest degsv'.

0. None
I. 1

2. 2

3. 3
4. 4 or mole

S. Did the eh:mgt's in Item 7 mean a change of field of study:

1. .Yes
.2. No

V. PRESENT MMSONAL

I. Marital start.
1. Single
2. Mai t
3. I1'iclot..,1

2. Number (if (11,11ell

I. I ant net marl ied
2. 1 am married and have no childtell
3. l child
4. 2 childtett

4. 1)it Ili, .1

5. Ronal

5. 3 chil.,
6. .1

7. 5 clit(!..
8. 6 us hll(11.01

3. Educatin:,:d I. ,1.1;:l.uncl of wife. Circle appropriate )C:,1% Of St 110911!,..

1 2' 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1.1 15 I! 17 18 19

. 11ig1tot dewy(' carm:1 1,y wife
I. None -3. (1-

2. Btu 's degi .1 :-.ce

5. Itesidence
1. Sinl;le
2. 1)tilde. sritiuu
3. Aparili.Qm ill small building of less than .10

alt:,:

6. Size of (mini which ).)11 now Ike

1. Les 2;.000
2. 25,00f. 5:1,000
3. 50,00,. 100,00J

7. Nfetribership milidAT of service (m:al:aim) (k Iwank, lin, eh'.)

0 1 2 3 1 t; 6 7 8 mo:e

S. Ilavc you Ircuti iut offt:er ii1 such otgattiiati(im?

I. No . 2. Yes
. . .

9. Number of cicczivc position i you linvc held in commusity

0 1 .2 3 4 5 6 7 S ..more.

10. Your religions affiliation
1. None .4.

2. Protest:rut
.e..

5. lh:r1G9
3. (::(tholic

4. Ailni 13%.-:

aii.n;..r.; ,

1. 100,1,...; 5.1.),000

5. birt:,0;1,1



I.

VI. PRESENT ECOX01.11IC

Pt csent primat y oc, upational status
1. Professional, self-emloyed
2. Professional, industrial
'3. Professional, academic (colleges and schools)

4. Professional, government service
.(nott.acatlet.tic)

2. plhent positioll be des( tilled as

S.

1. Upper level of ori;alti. :taw
2. junior level of otganiiat ion

I.cngth of set vice in ptesent position
1. Less than 1 year
2. lore than 1 )c.tr but leis than 3

4. Cut tent salary rani;:
1. 1.ess than 5 1,0:)t)
2. $ 4,000. 1,,999
3. $ 6,000 .. $ 7,999

tINIFORMA.TION

5. Non - professional, sclfcmployed
6. Non-rofessional, industrial -
7. Nonp, of ional, private group
8. Nottprofe.sional, government servi'

3. Lower /eve! of mga»iLation

3. Mote than 3 )cars but less than 5
4. Mote than 5 years

4. $ 8,000 $ 9,999
5. $10,000 ;11,999
6. .I.12,0:10 lip

5. Itange of value of personal and teal ptopo ty
latest degree

(Igit Ilbt (111911i':.111111CritalICC) Sillte

0. None 4. $S0,000 $39,999

L $ 5,000 of 1.,,
2. $10,000 - .; 5.6

.$19,99(J
and on up

3. $20,090

6, Ranze of value o! ph.pct 1) inherited,
0. None 4. $S0,14)3 . S39,999

1. $ 5,000 or 5. $10;0f10 ;49,999

2. $10,000 - $19,Vi1;0 6. $50,(*0 ;lid Oil tip

3. $20,000 - ;29,999

7. Itangc of valise of other prrv.ity owned
0. None 4.

1. $ 5,000 0: I. .; 5. $10,010 C.;:9,()09

2. $10,000 - $19,999' 6. $50,00:1 on tip

3. $20,00

VII. OI1 ACtiVrtT.:5

1. N timber of boul., 1.1,:isi.icti to date
0. None 4. 4

1. 1
5. 5

2. 2 6. Aline lh.tu 5

3. 3

2. Number of :lit:. lc, you contributed to jotirmos
0. None
1. 1

2. 2
3. 3

S. Number of plor, :e:A 01.6,11i/aLions to which you 1ielon2;
0. None 4. 4

1. 1
5. 5

2. 2 6. Mote Own 5
3.3

4. 4
Jr

r5. J
6. Aline

4. Number of I 71t piojvcis of
0. hone
1. 1

2. 2
3. 3
4. 4

all typt.:, in Ndiich you have clip I t tly pi: tit
5. 5
6. 6
7. 7
S. 8
9. Move than 8

Ntintba of vabmiptions to professional journals
0. None
1.
2. 2
3.
4. 4

5
6. 6

. 7. 7
8. 8

;! 9. 1%l o; c tl : n1
-

PN-1- a R

With



Appendix C (Continued)
ADDITIONS AND REVISIONS TO EARLY ADMISSION EXPERIMENT

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

Question
Number

ADDITIONS REVISIONS

Part II
Ques. 1

3
4
7

Part 131
Ques. ('

Part IV
.Ques..8

'Part V
Ques. 1

3

4

5

Part VI
Ques. 1.

2

5
.

......

7. Other
Unknown

7. Other
6. Unknown

5. Do not know;
have lost contact

3. Not -applicable

6. Separated

0. No:
5. Rc.e,istc,r,:.d

6, Jun .o:
CerLi.fico

5. Dor11:;.tory

9Student

7. $5,003
7.. $5,000 .$9,9V.;

-

0. Not applicz.13o
1. 1-12 ye,.-5.
2 13-1
3. 15-16
4. 17-1S
5. 39-20 y,,
6. More



Appendix C (Continued)
LETTER #1

In 1951, you participated in the Early Admission Experi-
ment sponsored by the Ford Foundation. Now we are making a
study of those who participated in the Experiment to see what
effects it has had.

The project is being conducted at the University of
Hawaii and is supported by a grant from the U. S. Office of
Education. The project has the cooperation of Harvard Uni-
versity, Educational Testing Service (Princeton, New Jersey) ,

and the Ford Foundation. It is concerned with the long-
range effects of academic acceleration between high school
and college.

Your reply will be kept in strict confidence.

The enclosed questionnaire will take a few minutes of
your arm to complete, but: the information you supply may
help us to evaluate more accurately than hc.s been possible
in the paf,t one procedure used in American education.

Please do it now A self-addressed staped envelope
is enclosed for your convenience.

Your cooperation is appreciated.

Sincerely,

James W. Miller
Assistant Pfoftssor of
Principal lnve:Jigato::

11



We are
students we
more useful
your help.

Appendix C (Continued)
LETTER #2

still hoping to hear from you. Most of the
have asked to cooperate have done so, but for
results we need a complete response. We need

You will remember that: we want: to find out the long-
range effects of academic acceleration high school. to
college. The findings from the project might be useful. to
American educators in plotting the direction of American
educatiort. Your answers will be ufc!ci only for research.
Your reply will be held in strictest confidence.

Pleiu.e give a minute of your time now. Please fill
out the cnelosed questionnaire while you have it .before
you.

We .will. sincerely appreciate your he

Sincerely,

James W. MAler
Assistant Professor of Education
Principal. Invcstigator

4
-/- 6 11.



Appendix C(Continued)
TRANSCRIPT RELEASE FORM

The Early Admissions Follow-Up Project, being conducted

at the University of Hawaii under a cooperative research

grant from the U. S. Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare, has my permission to secure transcripts of grades

of my college work.

It is understood that they will handle the information

in confideace.

Signat:ure of. Studcn!

Daft.



Appendix 1)

Summary of Returns in the F.a.rly Acimir.:-.5.on Followup

Study

School Included Deceal Kliumed No Other!' Total
in Study Pe.:cc:d

CHIC.:

Control 37 0 14 2 0
Exp. 24 0 19 7 0

COL WTA
Con!. lel 26 0 12 10 0
Exp. 37. 0 9 5 .0

OBEIJAH
Coniyol 14 0 .. r0 0 0
Exp. 9 0 3 2 0

W1 S'..10:::,1N

Conol 29. 1 9 4 ' 2
Exp. 43 0 C 0

35 1 8 1

Exp. 31 1 7 7 0

1Crit.I.S 265 3 89 c..0 3

33
50

43

51

19
14

'41:

4) 0

41:.;: 1 udet. late áu :d ; .

to a the
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Appendix G

Supplementary Tables of Summary of Responses to

the Follow-up QUOStiONtaile

I. University of Chicago - Control StuCt,nts

JI. Columbia University - Control Studonts

III. Oberlin College - Control Students

IV. University of Wisconsin - Control Stuints

V. Yale Univert.ity - Control Studewt,.

VI. Total Control Stud:mts

Vfl. University of CLiraii:: - :tudents

Vill. Colzmbi& U1:5qc:sity - lApf,;%%ntal

3X. Ci.crlin - Fxp.rintal

X. University of ] Stur:cnt,

Xi. Ye Universit,, - LxpQrilf,cntal

AIL Total Fxpc.r:l



Table I
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

EARLY ADMISSION FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

University of Chicago - Contrc3 Students

Question
Number

Number of Items in Question

0 1 3 4 5 I 6 7 8 9

Part I
Ques. 1

2

3
4

5
6

Part II
1

2

3
4

5
6

7

Part
1

2

3
4

5
6

Part: IV
1.

2

3
4

5.
6
7
8

Part V

10

2 . 2
1 16
2 4
1 4

12
1
5

13

4
3

12
15
9

10
7

6

1

3
7

2

8

2

6

4
2
4 2

.2 3.

10 7
9. 6ii 12

1

2 4
2,

4 r 4

_
o

r

10 6
1 16
2 1 10

6 4 1
5 3 1.

3 2

6

2 5
9 3.

2 5

6

8

2

1

4

5

5

2
1.

1.

3

1.

2

3. .7

9
11

IS



Table I (Continued)
SUMMARY OF RESPMSES

EARLY ADMISSION FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

University of Chicago - Control Students

Question
Number

0 2

Part V
(Cont d)

.../
Ques. 5 5 3

6 4.

7 13 2 2
8 14 3.
9 17

10 6 4

Part VI
1 3 5
2 6 8
3 6 7
4 1 2
5 1 13
6 14 1
7 11 4

Part VI,
1 16 1.

2. 10 2 2
3 8 3 4
4 5 3 2
5 7 4 4

hcsonse

Number of Items in Question

1 3 4 5 6 I 7. 8 9 NR*

4 5
13

1 6

2 5 2
3
3. 3
6 3 2
3
1 1.

2

2 3

1. 1
4 1 1 1
1

1

1



Table II
SUOMARY OF RESPONSES

EARLY ADMISSION FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

Columbia University - Control Students

: Question
Number

Number of Items in qucction

Part I
Ques. 1

2
3
4
5
6

Part II
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Part III
1

2
3
4
5
.6

Part IV
1.

2
3

5
6
7
8

:Part V
1
2
:3

- _.
T

0 1 2 3 4

13
24

5

94
2

4 .4 3 1 14
3 23
7 2 8 7 1
2. 4 4 8

I

2.

15 5
.3 3 7 2 32. 6 5 10 3
18. 7

3 6 7 3
5 6 15

7 5 11 3

22 4
19 7

9 1.7
22. 3 1
15 3 7

3 17

11
5 1.

2 1.

1.6. 8 2
1.6 1 1.

1"/ 9
4 1/. 4 6
3 21

5 21
:5 5 .4

4

.*a **a 00 40E11.0

6

1

6

5

7

1
3

1
3

8

3.

L9

';;
4



Question]
Number

Part V
(Coned)
Ques. 5

6

7

8
9

10

Part VI
1

2

3
4

5

6

7

Part VI)
1

2

3

5

Table II (Continued)
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

EARLY ADMISSION FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

Columbia University - Control Students

Number of Items in Qdestion

0 1

20

25

2
24
18

26
16
4
8
7

2 3 I 4 5 1 6 7

14 3.
.5 3 1
6

24 2
1

7' 5 4.

3. 6 12
g 10 5
8 12 6
.2 3 8.
12 7 3
1 1
5 1. 1

4

13
7

8

5

6

2

2

1

1

8
1 16

7 3

1 2
2

6 4

I.

2

3
1

1

2
1

3

2

2

1

1

8

2

9 N:t*:;

3

1

,

;

I



',.0.'t,

TAble III
SUMMARY OF RESPON3S

EARLY ADMISSION VOLLOW-UP.QUESTIONNAIRE

Oberlin College - Control St talents

Question
Number

Part I
Ques. 1

2
3
4
5
6

Part II.
1

2
3
4
5
6
7

Part III
1
2
3
4
5
6

Part IV
1
2.

3
4

Part V

5
6
7

8

1
2
3
4

Number of Items in Question

3 4 5 6 7 8

fl/
9

1 4
13

7 1

5 3 4 1 3

2 11
7

3 2 1

3

12 1 1

2 1 6 1

3 10
13

2 1. 5 2

2 .3 8

2 11

1.0 3

8 5

3. 3.2

9 2 2

2 3 8
4 8 1.

7

3
1.

2 1.
1;

7 S 3

10 2
7 6

1 7 3 .2

3 7 3

4 9
1

4 1 6 1.

4 3 5 3 3.

4 1 261 9.



Table III (Continued)
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

EARLY ADMISSION FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

Oberlin College - Control. Students

Question
Number

Number of Items in Qoestion

0 1 2 3 4
1

5 6 7 8 9 Ni:*

Part V
(Cont d)
Ques.

6
7
8
9

10

Part VI
3.

2
3
4
5
6
7

Part VI;
1.

2
3
4
5

11

8

3
9

11

13
7
3
4
3

-*No het-:ponse

13
.6
1

12_
3
4

2
4
3.

6
4
2

5
4
1
5

3
1
1
3.

9

9
6
4
3

2
3
2

1 2

2, 9
2
3
6 2

3.

3
3

1

2

3.

1

1
1
1

2
1

I.

3.

1
3.

I.

I.

1

1



Table IV
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

EARLY ADMISSION FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

University of Wisconsin - Control Students

Question
Number

0 1 2

Part I
I Ques. 1

2

3
4

5

6

Part II
3.

2

3

4

5

6

7

Part II)

2:

4
5

6

8
3

13
3

24
3
4

25
1
2
2

3.7

24
9

20
15

1

.5

26
4
5

1

2
17

2

3

18

12

4
20
5

4
7

Part IV
3 14
2 7.

3 4
4 19 9 1

5 20
6 26 3

1 12 7
-8 3. 24

Part V
1. 4. 25
2

3
4.

4 5
4
6

4 1.4

*No Response

Number of Items in Question

3 4
I5

6

7

9

6

7 .21
29
1 8

1 2
6 4

5 2
4 4
1

6 5
22 1
5 4

9

19

8
4

7

1

3

9

1

9

7 .

2
7

3
3

4

S

2

6

17 18

5

6

IL4

5

9

5

22
25



Questio:1
Number

Part V
(Cont' d)
Ques.

6

10

Part: VI

2

5

6

7

Part V)1

2

3

4

Table IV (Continne.d)
SU:.1:;AKY OF RESPONS!::;

EARLY ADMIYJON FOLLOW ATU QU:'.STIONNAIRE

University of Wifxnsin - Control Students

0 r

3

2/1

2F;

19
)3
15
5

2

Nui.Aber of Itews. in Question

3 4 5 7 1 8

4 7 6

:3 5 6

26 2

6 )4 6 :

2 8 6 6

4 22 2

14 4

1 5 13 4
16 5 2 2

2.

9

5

6
4

2
5

8

2
2

J.

3

3

1

CJ

2

5

1

3

1

3

1



Table V
SUMMARY OF RESPO:::;ES

EARLY ADMISSION FOLLOW-UT QUEsTfONNAIRE

Yale University - Control. Students

Question
Number

1.

NuWB

0 2 3

Part 1
Ques. 1

2

3 14 1. 4
4 31 21
5 )2 7
6 7 4

Part II
3. 31. 3
2 3 2
3 2 25 2
4 35
S

6

part 111.
1

6

21

3
28

14

25
2

2 29 6
3 13 22
4

2 5
5 18 7 9
6 2. 4 3.0

Part IV
1 35 3 3.
2. 2
3 6 2 1
4 4 3. 1
S 3

6

8
6

30

6

5

8

2].

5

8

Pars- V
3. 10 25
2 3.0 9 4
3 3.() 4 15

30 7 15

of Items in (.1m-..!,ti,on

4 5 r 6 7 8 9 NII;

15 18 2
35
7 9

4

3 2 39

3
2 8 1. 30 1]

5 1

8 2 33 7 4 1
1

5

3.

19

it%

:.i

26

11
1

2

30 2
5 1



Question
Number

Part: V
(Cont '

Ques . 5

6

7

9
10

Part V1

2

4

5

6

7

Part VD

2

3

4
5

wNo

Table V (Continued)
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

EARLY ADMISSIDN FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

Yale University - Control. Students

NuNibcr of Items in Question
D 1 2 3 4

9 'lilt*

18 1. f3 8
9 3 3 3 16

10 1 2 2
33 2

34 1.

4 23 2 5 1

5 9 7 2 4 2 2 1 36 1.9 6 3
311 17 7

S .5 6 7 7 51 16 8 5 2 321. 4 1 2 2 1. 4 .

1.4 9 2 1 2 3 2

34 1
!2 6 5 1 1
1.3 8 7 1
'.6 5 3. 1- 1

35 12 8 5 2 3

_......_ .....

ti

IsikomrmitragalmstmliamilmilialmailligigmillimmumnitowitraiIfimws

1C7



Table' VI
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

EARLY ADMISSION FOLLOW-Ur QUESTIONNAIRE

Total. Control Students

Question
Number

Number of Itws in Question

0 1 2 3
.011. MOO 11.111

4 5

Part I
Ques. 3 1 5 49 61 4 3

2 3 117.

3 33 15 16 14 42
4 20 97 1;

5 41 17 41 16 4

6 9 22 22 24 10 33

Part II
1. 94. 2 1 10 1
2 8 5 19 9 26 2 20 3C

3
4

16
104

64 11
1

20 8
12. 2 1

5 3 (i 14 28 11 22 9

6 19 1.8 9 3

7 7 71 14 25 3

Part III
1. 82 38
2 95 24
3 41 79
4 89 33 18
S 5/ )9 4)

6. 2. 24 60 34

Part IV
1 U4

; 6 J.

2 21 3 2

3 16 3 2

4 82 30 5 3

5 78 6 2 ) 32

6.

8
90
46

30
35 2.0 30

8 65 20 2

Part V
1 27. 91 3. 3

2 27 20 26 2. 13 S

3 /.8 9 16 4) 24 2
4 28 I 32 49 10.

.1 0!) .



Table VI (Continued)
SUMNARY OF RESPOS

EARLY ADMISSION FOLLOW-UP QCE5TLONNAIRE

Total Control. Studen:t.

Question Number of Item!. in QJ-stion

1-

Number
0 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Part V
(Coat' d)
Qucs. 5 61 8 22 27 1

6 30 12. 10 12 JJr r

7 97 15 5 2

8 109 10
9 109 8 2

10 27 55 13 21 4

Part VI
1 13 30 36 16 8 5 7

2 27 68 18 5

3 35 56 23 8

30 39 39 22 39 3;

S 30 63 2.3 13 2 6 4

6 92 31 3 3 3 1 6 1.

73 29 3 4 4 2

Part VI)
117 3

2
3 4 I V, 21 1) "3 2

4 20 t, 2 2

5 15 2;' F, 7 3



Tab)
OP 1:!

t11 QES'11.ONNAl

1.1n i.v ) of C.11 - al ;tut

Qite i 0:1
N111',1): 2

Part )
Qtic . 1 (S

i
7

1, 1

5
(, (I

Part I

31
2 1

3 5 6
10

3

2
3 8

Part i I

1
3

3.'
3).

3( 8
2, 3/

37
3 1

Part:
J.. I 7

5
Is 1

1. 3.(1 5
3.9 3. 2

(I 32
9

32

20

Part V
3. 8 3.6
1 8 6
3 8 2 )

A 8 3 9

of 11 ( ;1;!. .: !I Qt irol
3 1

) ;

1

7

3
) 5

3.

1

4

3
3.2.

5

)2

3

3(

2

5 2
4

3 6
6 I.

2 I 2

7

3
3

3
5 4

).

7.

I.

9

1

3.

3.

3

5

't c 0



Quvst
Number

Part: V
(Coat:
Ques . 5

9

10

Part: V3
1

2.

6

Part VI I

3

5

Table VI 1. (Cont -;ne, (;)
()1.'

1.1 ty of Ch c a go - Yperii ".,t.t1. St t.

C)

2,

2/1

3/1

2.3

5
3.2

6

Nti.;.1,e r o f It cuis i 1. c' 1,..., r. t ion
______... ______ ...........

7 3

3 4

6 5

2

II

4 5 3.0
.5 9

3. 2. () 3
1 9 5

17 2. 3.

3. 3. 3.

8 3.

1

2. 2

9 .7
'3 1

2

.______.

1 5 t.
I 7 8
i

0

8

3
2

4

3.

2

31

1

2.

1
2

3

1

1

3.

1

3

1
A



Table VI11
SUMARY OF

EARLY ADMISSION 101,1.0WIW QUESTIONNAIRE

Univti.:jty - Exp:.rilu;:utal Studeuts

Quet,tico
Number

0

35i

2.9

4

14
14

F.

27
2

2

2./

31

20
3?.

3i.

2f,

32

1!,

3.4

14

9,

2

5

2

2

30
4

9

2

5

17
4

19

7

3

2

]

7

2.3

3
27

I 23

j
11
6

9

Nu:;c- -
3

3.).

21

2

].0

6

I.

3

4

2.(.:

5

].

2.

2

].

of

J4

2

12
5

1
23

Iii.

1

24

]

S

2

4
4

1

Itemi;

5

24

2

6

6

2

5

S

2

1.

in Question

6

A

2

7 8

9

4

9 .

;

. i

3

.1

Part
Ques. 1

7
3

6

Part

2.

4

(I

Part 3!

2

Pali. IV

Part V

I.

2

3

5

3



Table Viii. (Continued)
SUMMARY OF RESPONsI:s

EARLY Al)M1SS1ON FOLLOW-UP Q) E ST I ONNA) RE

Colurobia University Experiment al Student

Quest ioni
Number

.

0 1 2

Numb.-..r

3

of
4

items ill Qlostion
6 9 I5 7 8 I

Part. V
(Cont Id)
Ques. 5 7 4 9 16

6 3 3 1 6 24
7 34 2

34
3.

2 1

9 36 1

10 12 3 3 17 2

Part Vl.
1 5 20 3 S 3

2 7.4 3 6
3 9 3.8 6 3
4 7 6 3.'/. 5
5
6 34

23 S
3

3.
1

7 2) 32. 2 3 1

Part VII

2

3

)

19
2 4

2
2
2

4 8 S 9 6 2

5 6 11 1 1

g . .1 L

,t)



Table 1X
SUMMARY OF RESP0;;SES

EARLY ADMISSION FOLLOW-0i' QUESTIONNAIRE

Oberlin College - Experimental Students

Question
Number

Part I
Ques.

.3

S
6

Part II
1

2

3
1

S
6

7

Number of Items in Question

Part III

2

3
4

S

Part: 1V

Part V

6

2

3
1

S
6
7

a

2

3
4

0 1 2 3 6 5 6

6

S

2

2

2

*Na Respon!.e

3
4

6

8

2

9

2

3

3

7

5

3

6

4

1.

3

2

2
4

1

1

2

2

1
4

1

7

5

2

4

2.

4

6

2

3

1

5

8

6
4

I.

3

8
2

2

1

3

2

5

5

2

Cl

1

1

5

1

2
1

1

2

2.

1

2.

2

1

2

1

3

1

7 8 9 Nit*

3

2

_ _________....

6

2

. .

. .......

l.

I;

1

6

............

IL 4



Tab3c IX (Gimtinued)
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

EARLY ADMISSION FULWW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

Oberlin College - Experimental Students

Question
Number

Number of Items in qiestion

Part V
(Coned)
Ques. 5

6

7

8

9
10

Part VI
1

2.

3
4

5

6

7

Part VII
1

2

3
4

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

2
1

4

3

3

3 2

8 1

7

9
6 2 1

1 4 3 1

6 1 2

4
3.

4 1. 1

1. 1.

9

7 1

9
7

2
1

2

3
2

3

2
2

1

2.

1

). 2

J;(t.pont,c

7 8 9 NA*

1

1

1

. .... ___



Table X
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

EARLY ADMISSION FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

University of Wisconsin - Experimental Students

Question
Number

1 2

Part I
Ques.

2

3

4
5
6

Part II
1

2

3
4

5

6

7

Part ID

9

3

5

5

34
5

4
34

1

13
2

26

20
17

40
7

.8

1

14

3
5

14

17

2 35 8

3 31. 12
4 30 6

20 8
7

Part IV
22 3

2 12
: 12

30 8 2

5 31 9 1.

23 20
7 5 16 11
8 4 32

Part V
1 7 34
2. 9 14
3 7 3 4
4 7 7 19

wNo ReFTOW4:

Number of Items in Question

3 4 5 6 7 8

23
24 2

5 11 18

14 11 3 2
11 8 2 8

1 3 5
4 4 3 4
1 22 1 1

5 4

7 9 10
23 2

2 23 1. 1.

8

23

1

1

2

3

f;

7

13
15
5

7

10

1

3

2

14
10
2

3

3
. 2

3
1

1.9

4

Nit*

1
1

17
30
29

1

.3

:74



Table X (Continued)
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

EARLY ADMISSION FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

University of Wisconsin .! Experimental Students

Question
Number 1

Number of Items

2 3 4

Part V
(Coned)
Ques. 5

6
7
8
9

10

Part VI
1

2

3
4
5
6
7

Part VII
1

2
3
4
C

*N

39

42

7

36
19

42
25
12
11
10

16 4
7 8

2 2

42 1

1

18 8

5 7

6 27

15 20
7 7

25 6

5 1

15 6

1

6 6

13 8

8 7

8 7

12
4

in Question

5 6

10 1

5 19

2 14

17 9

8 2

6 2

13 7.

3

1

2
5

8

2

2
4

4

1 8 6

1

3

2

3
4

7
I 8 9 NR*

4

2

1
1
1

7

1

1

3.

a.m..,

2.

5

1

2

3

3

3



Table XI
SUMMARY OF Rt-:SPONSES

EARLY ADMISSION FOLWW-OP QUESTIONNAIRE

Yale University - Experimental. Students

Question
Number.

Number of Items in Question

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Part I
Ques. 1

2
3
4
5
6

Part: II.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Part I.13

2
3
4
5
6

Part IV

2

3
4

6

6

Part V
3.

2
3
4

21
24

8
8

3.5
6
8

24

4.
28

o hesp on t.c!

6
2

23
29
15
22
15

15
3
8
9
3

17
17

1

8
8
1
3

9
11

4
25

6
2

1

18

3
18

8
2

16
5
8
3

3
3
2
3.

14
11
25

22
13.

3.

3.5

2.2
16

5

12
30

2.

1
4

22
6

4

1

2.

5

33
3

4
4

3
3

1
4

9

3.

3.

3

4

1

5

1

3

1
7

2
6

2
5

1

1

3.

3

'7

2
4

ri
5



Table XI (Continued)
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

EARLY ADMISSION FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNARE

Yale University - Experimental Students

Question Number of Items in Question

Number
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Part V
(Cont' d)
Ques. 5 18 3 1' 6

6 9 3 4 13
7 23 4 2 2

8 27 4

9 25 1 2 3

10 12 9 6 2 1

Part Vi
3 12 11 4

2 2 22 2 4

3 14 13 4
4 3 2 32 6 5 3
5 3 l.9 16 2

6 25 4 1 1.

7 3.4 5 1

Tart VII
1 31

2

3

17

S

5
8

3
3.1

3

6

2.

1

3.

4 9 3 3 4 1 2. 1.

5 5 4 4 7 3 3 2 3.

1 8 8



Question
Number

Part
Ques. 1

2
3
4
5
6

Part II.
3.

2
3
4
5
6
7

Part
1.

2.

3
4
5

Part

Part V

6

1

2
3
4
5
6
7
8

2
3
4

0

Table XII
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

EARLY AIM SS3.0N FOLMW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

01,00

94
308

39
39

Total Experimental Students

Number of Items in Question

. 1 2

1 43.
53

41 8
22 122
32 23

9 27

105 1
8 3.

3.7 49
118

3 5
39 3.7

11 49

85 59
1.21. 23
85 58
9"/ 2J.
82 24

3. 36

68 8
30 5
39 5
34 3.3

17 3
70 74
51 46
31 132

39 3.01
43. 46

8 3.3
26 55

uNo .cf:po

3 4 5 6 7 8 9

102
70 21
18 19

43 33
35 21

3
8 19

10 62
1
7 33

85 3
14 63

26
2f
83

5

4
5
1

20
21

28

3.4

3.0
40

3.4

9

58

8 4
17 34

16 VI
2/ 10

3 2
12 3.2
25 29

4 2

3

2 1
3.9 6
23 5

6 3

S 9

3.

4
7

1.

3.

3.6 6

24

t'k

1



Table XII (Continuod)
SUMMARY OF RESPONSIS

EARLY ADMISSION F011011 UP QUESTIONNAIRE

Total Experimental Students

Question
Number

Numl)cr of Items in Question

0 1 2 3 4

Part V
(Cont'd)
Ques. 5

6
7

8
9

10

Part VI
1

2
3
4
5

6
7

Part VII
1.

2

3

4
5

124

136

21
125
/2.

1.38

82
31
43.

29

0.W/ff./OWN

5 6 7 8
4.11110

50 12 34 45
26 18 12 18
10 6 3

132 10

3 2 3

59 26 12 41

Nho 1)Cn

14 33 61 20
17 88 22 16
54 64 19 5
19 26 46 23
91 30 6

10 2 2

50 13 3 1

6
20 13

52 31
19 24
33 22

10 6
15 8
17 10
23 13

1

69

15

3

3

7
11

es

1 9 0

5

3. ?.

?.

1

10
4
5
7

4

1
1

3

6

19
3

NR*00...

2

1
3.

2
3
2
2
3

2

4
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1951, 420 students of high academic promise at the end of
the tenth grade entered eleven colleges and universities as fresh-
men. The students were part of%Early Admission Program financed
by the Fund for the Advancement of Education of the Ford Foundation
between 1951 and 1958. The follow-up study, begun in 1962, of five
of the twelve colleges and universities in the Program, traced
the young men who, in 1951, had entered Columbia, Chicago, Oberlin,
Wisconsin, and Yale.

Data for the follow-up study came from three sources.- Question-
naires used in 1953 and in 1955, academic transcripts, and the
follow-up questionnaire.

In 1951, 240 experimental students and 252 control students had
attended the five colleges and universities in the follow-up study.
Of these students, .213 of the experimental group and 197 of the
control group were men.

Approximately 65% of both groups responded to the follow-up
questionnaire.

Five null hypotheses were identified and tested, with exten-
sive use of Chi-squares.

The general conclusion which evolved from the pattern of the
rejections of the null hypothesis was that experimental group had
R.ccelerated the development of careers with minimum observable
ill-effects both during and after college.


