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In 1972 and 1973, a 37-item questionnaire, the

Accepted Application Survey (AAS), was mailed to a number of
students.e In the 1972 study the focus was on applicants accepted by
Hofstra but who decided not to attend (no-shows). Approximately 45
percent of the 1972 population completed and returned the
questionnaire. In 1973, the questionnaire was mailed to both no-shows
and those who did attend. In the former and latter categories, 28
percent and 31 percent, respectively, completed and returned the
questionnaire. The AAS was designed to elicit certain kinds of
information about factors relevant to university life. Such factors
include academic, iozation, financial, social activities, extermnal
advice, and a general category that includes items that are mixtures
of two or more factors. Findings indicate: (1) No-shows rated their
attended university more positively than they did Hofstra, although
they rated Hofstra in a positive manner as well. (2) In 1973, more
than 50 percent of the no-shows rated Hofstra positively on the
following academic items: academic reputation, course offerings,
availability of desired major, innovative curriculum, and quality of

the faculty.

(3) The positive rated items included under location

were: commuting convenience, easy access to home for residential
students, and general geographic location. (4) Under social
activities, the positive items were: degree of freedom allowed
students, extra-curricular activities, and dorms available.,
Arpendixes include the applicants'! survey and the accepted
applicants!' survey. Statistical tables accompany the *ext.
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Summagx

In 1972 and 1973 a 37 item questionnaire, the Accepted Applicaut Survey
(AAS) was mailed to a number of students. In 1972, the focus of study was '
applicants accepted by Hofstra but who decided not to attend (no-shows),
Approximately 45% of the 1972 population completed and returned the questionnaire.,
In 1973, the questionnaire was mailed to both no-shows and those who did attend
(shows). In the former and latter categories, 28% and 31% completed and returned
the questionnaire. The AAS was designed to elicit certain kinds of information
about factors relevant to University life. Such factors include academic, location,
financial, social activities, external advice, and a general category which
indludes items that are mixtures of two or more factors. The information concerned
whether the factor was important in influencing the applicants decision as to

attended was viewed negatively or positively with respect to the 37.items. One
additional request of the questionnaire was for all applicants to indicate whether
Hofstra was the first, second, or third through fifth choice school. The results
of the survey were organized around four major areas. First, a breakdown of the
1972 and 1973 samplaeg by the predictor variable of college preference was presented,
Seoond, the 1973 samples of freshman and transfer strdents were analyzed in terms
of those factors considered important in choosing a college. These factors were
further analyzed in order f:0 evaluate which factors discriminated anong the 1973
samples. In the third analysis, trends between the 1977 and 1973 samples were
considered. Differences between the 1972 and 1973 freshmen on those attributes
considered important were analyzed for the total group as well as in terms of the
predictor variable of college preference. The final analysis was an assessment of
the 1972 and 1973 samples on students'® reactions to Hofstra and the college they
actually attended.

With regard to the breakdown of no-show freshmen by collepe prefemence,
the results between 1972 and 1973 were quite similar. Of 725 freshman respondents
in 1972, 8% indicated Hofstra as their ficst choice, 497 had Hofstra as their .
second choice, and 43% had Hofstra as their third-fifth choice. In 1973, the .
percentages for the three categories were 9%, 437, and 487 respectivaly, e

Analysis of the 1973 no-show freshmen responses as to which of the 37 items
were important in influencing their decision about colleges, indicated that 3 of
the items.met a criterion of ilmportance. When the items werc groaped by actor;
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academic, location, and financial factors were the most important with social
activities, external advice and mixed factors being »f lesser importance.

The 1972 sample of no-shows indicated almost exactly the same kind of result.

When the 23 important items were analyzed in terms of an ability to discriminate
among the 1973 samples, nine of the items showed such an ability. Finer analysis
of these nine items indicated that no-show students considered quality of faculty,
financial factors, and number of students as more Inportant in choosing a college
than did students who attended Hofstra. On the other hand, students who did
attend Hofstra rated commuting convenience as more critical than those who did not
attend this University.

When students rated Hofstra with respect to those items thev felt were
important in choosing & college, certain attitudes .and trends were revealed. Tirst,
no-shows quite obviously rated their atteuded Unive:rsity more positively than they
did Hofstra although they rated Hofstra in a positise manner as well. In 1973
more than 50% of the no-shows rated Hofstra positively on the following academic
items: academic reputation, course offerings, availability of desired major,
innovative curriculum, and quality of the faculty. The positively rated items
included under location were: commuting convenience, easy access to home for
residential students and general geographic locatiorn., Under social activities
and mixcted factors, the positive items were: degree of freedom allowed students,
extra-curricular activities and dorms available. These may be considerced positive
attributes of Hofstra. For some no-shows the amount. of financial aid offered at
Hofstra was viewed more favorably than at school finally chosen but did not change
their decision. In a similar veln, attitudes toward amount of financial aid offered
at school attending were more positive for Hofstra students than students attending
other colleges,

There were, however, clear differences between those who attended Hofstra
and those who did not. On all of the items considered to be important in choosing
a college, no-show students rated Hofstra University less positively than did
students who attended in the fall semester of 1973. Those items that most clearly
discriminated (a difference of more than 30%) shows from no-shows as far as reactions
to Hofstra were; career and Job considerations and graduate school considerations,
amount of financial aid offered, number of students, and appeqrance of campus.
These might be considered items that need looking into. A few more items that need
looking into are: social activities, total cost, family advice and what students
had to say. Hofstra shows just weren't as positive about these items as shows at
other colleges, Finally, there were clear and strong trends in the data indicating
that between 1972 and 1973 no-show students had an increased negative reaction to
Hofstra University. The items most heavily affected were: academic reputation,
career and job and graduate school considerations, general geographic location,
extra-curricular activities, family advice auad what students had to say.
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Reprrt #107
December 1974

The Accepted Applicant Survey-1972 and 1973:
Important Criteria In Choosing a College, and Perceptions
of Hofstra by Students Who Did and Did Not Attend

W. Metlay, P. Lichtenstein, P. Ferrarra, P, List, J. McArdle

Introduction

One major concern for those involved in higher education at private
institutions has been the recent reduction in undergraduate enrollment. In this
present study, an attempt was made to discover some of the reasons for this
phenomenon by surveying the attitudes of applicants accepted at Hofstra University.
The present research report covers a two-yeasr pericd; applicants accepted to
Hofstra University for the semester beginning September 1972, and those accepted
for the fall semester (Septembed) 1973.

- 1972 Sample and Questionnaire

For the 1972 sample, data were collected by a questionnaire mailled to
1721 accepted applicants who indicated by Hofstra's Candidate Reply Form (CRF)
that they were not coming to the University. Out of this population, 784 students
(approximately 45%) completed and returned the questionnaire. Of the 764 students
725 would have been freshmen and’' 59 would have been transfer students in the fall
1972 semester. The questionnaire, or as termed in this report, The Accepted
Applicant Survey (AAS), had two critical sections (see Appendix 1). First, a
predictor variable, indicating whether Hofstra was the Accepted Applicant's first,
second, or third-fifth choice of school, and second, the dependent variable consisting
of thirty-seven items for which the applicant had three decisions to make. First,
whether the item was important in influencing his decision as to which college to
attend, second, to check whether he considered Hofstra positively or negatively
with respect to the item, and third, to make that same decision with respect to
the college he actually chose to attend. The thirty-seven items were actually
designed to elicit information relevant to six factors: academic, location,
financial, social activities, external advice, and the final category (mixed)
which included six items which were not purely any one factor. Table 1 is a
consolidation of these items into the six groups indicating the items under each
factor, and the number of the item on the questionnaire.

1973 Sample and Questionnaire

For the 1973 sample, the data were collected by questionnaire mailed
to 4996 freshman and transfer accepted applicants, This was a signifi:ant change
in sampling procedure from 1972, when the population was specified as :11
individuals who I'ad mailed in Hofstra's Candidate Reply Form (CRF) indicating
they would not attend the fall semester. The 1973 population consisted of all
individuals who were accepted by the University, and therefore inrluded
individuals who were coming to Hofstra (shows) as well as those who were not




. -4 -

BEST COPY AVAILABLE Table 1

The Six Factors
Acadeuic

. Academic repuratio.
. Course offerings

. Avallayility of major

Indivilualized academic program

. Innovative curriculum

Courses probably noiv too difficult
Quality of faculty

. Grading system used

19. Career and job considerations

20. Graduate school considerations

36. Transfer students: credits accepted from previous college

WL PN -

Location

13. Commuting convenience

14, Faisy access to home for a residential student
15. General geographic location

1" Proximity to New Yurk City

Finang.al

11. Total cost
12. Amount of financial aid offered

Social Activities

10. Number of students 26. Degree of freedom allowed students
21. Appearance of campur 28, Intercollegiate sports emphasized
22. Church affiliated 29. Extracurricular activities

23. Closely-knit college community 30. Sorial activities

24, Diversified student body
25. Students involved in political activities

External Advice

31. High School guidance counselor's advice
32. College admissions representative's advice
33. Family advice

34. What students had to say .

Mixed

8. School calendar system used
17. Dorms available
18, A predomincntly residential college
27. Availability of counseling services
35, Publicati:ns of the college or university
37. Other
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Planning to attend (mo-shows). In contrast to the 1972 sample, this latter
group of no-shows included individuals who never responded to Hofstra with the
CIF. However, ag reported below 'n more detail, the percentage of individuals
iu the 1973 sample of no-shows who had not mailed in the CRF form was rather
small, approximately 12%.

Cf the 4996 total accepted applicants for 1973, 1986 said they were
coming tv Hofstra in September, and 3010 said they were not. All of the 3010
no-shows were mailed the ‘AAS modified in one important reapect from the 1972 foem
(see Appendix 2). The wording in part 3 was changed in the 1973 form to read "If
you do not expect to attend Hofstra, please use Column 3 to check whatever items
seemed to you, to be strong points of the colleg- (if any) that you do expect to
attend". For many of the individuals receiving the form, that phrasing édeemed to
suggest that if they were not attending Hofstra, just use Columm 3. Because a
check mark in Columns 2 or 3 was interpreted as a positive attitude, and alsence of
a check mark was interpreted ag a negative attitude, it would be inappropriale to
include in r analyses all those individuals who left Column 2 blank because this
would heavi'y load Lhe negative attitude toward the University. All such individuals
who seemed to misir.te pret this question were therefore excluded from the major
analyses of this repovt.

Of the 3010 no-shows, 841 (28%) returned and completed the AAS, while
2169 did not. Of the 841 responders, 758 were freshmer and 85 were transfer
students. Of these 758 freshmen, 211 filled out the four incorrectly., Useable
data for the 1973 sample of freshman no-shows therefore totaled 347 applicants,
Out of the 83 nc-show transfer students, 58 filled out the AAS form correctly.

As indicated above, 1986 applicants said that they were coming to Hofstra
University in September 1973. All of these individuals were mailed a modified AAS
form as shown in Appendix 3.  The major difference between the two 1973 forms
(no-shows and shows) was that in the latter's form they were only requested to
indicate their positive or negative attitide toward Hofstra University. Of the
1986 shows, 606 (31%) completed and returned the AAS, while 138¢ did not. Of
the 606 responders, 374 would have been freshmen and 232 would have been transfer
students in the fall of 1973.

Characteristics of 1972 and 1973 Samples-Scholastic Aptitude Test Scores and
High School Deciles

In 1972 and 1973 ail accepted applicants were requested to provide their
Scholastic Aptitude Test Scores (SAT), both verbal and quantitative, as well as
their high school decile. With respect to these characteristics, certain
comparisions within eaczh year and between years were quite vital in order to
understand the nature of ttLe samples drawn in 1972 and 1975. Table 2 is a
hreakdown of the high school decile, the SAT verbal and meghematteal scores, and
the combined totals for enterirg freshmen for the two years concerned in this
report. Transfer studeuts were deleted from the avove groups due to incomplete
information on these variables,

no-show non-respondent with respect to the high school decile ranks. Their mean
high school decile of 2.92 was higher than the 3.14 for the non-respondents, but
thelr scores on the SAT verbal, mathematics and combined total were quite similar.

(3]
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The 1973 samples of show and no-show respondents aud non-respondents
were also very similar on SAT scores. Again, the only difference that does
exist 18 wich respect to the high schocl decile rank of respondents. The 1973
show respondents used in the analysis are higher than the 1973 show non-
respondent population and the 1973 no-show respundants have h. gher deci'e ranks
than no-show non-respondents. When the characteristics of the 1972 and 1973 samples
tre compared against each other, the majur result is the sirllarity of SAT sc-res
and the dissimilarity ¢f the Jecile ranks, In 1972, the no-show respoudent had
a high school rank of 2.92. The 1973 no-show respondents ranked a little higher
(neam decile rank=2.66). The SAT verbal scores were all approximately tie same;
517 for the 1972 sample and 572 for the 1973 no-show respondents. Although there
was some difference in the math scores, 551 and 566 for the 1972 and 1973 samples
respectively, Yuker, Block and Finnl suggest that this is not a very large difference.

In summary, the 1972 sample inciuded only no-shows, while the 1973 data
included no-shows as well ag a sample of individuals who indicated that they were
coming to dofstra University. Although different sampling procedures were used in
1973 and in 1972, approximately 887 of the 1973 no-show sample was similar .o
the 1972 no-show sample in that both were from a population that used the
Candidate Reply Form to respond to the University that they were not coming.
Additionally, characteristics of the 1972 and 1973 samples as measured by SAT
scores, showed marked similarities, not only as compared to the non-respondent
populations of shows and no-shows, but hetween tle years as well. The higher
h'+h schuol rarks for respondents for both years means that tae conclusions drawn
from the sam)l28 must be used cautiously when generalizing to the entire population
of accepted applicants. However, since the students we are most Interested in
attracting are the students with higher deciles, the findings will be most useful,
Finally, although the 1973 questionnaire posed certain problems with respect to
the sample of useable data, the size of the sample was large enough for certain
major conclusions to be derived.

Results

The results of this redjort are presented in terms of descriptive statistics;
that is, ail comparisons are made through the use of percentages and differences
in percentages. ‘the first major analysis was the breakdown o the 1972 and 1973
sample by the predicted variable of college preference, i.e. Hofstra University
as the applicants' first, second, or third through fifth choice school. In the
second analysis, the 1973 sample of freshran and transfer applicants were analyzed
in terms of those tactors considered to be important in choosing a college. These
factors were turther analyzed in order *o evaluate which factors discriminated
amung the 1973 samples. 1In the third analysis, changes hetween the 1972 and 1973
freshmai. on attributes considered lmportant as well a3 or the important items in
terms of the predictor variable of college preference wei: analyzed., 1In the
final analysis, students' reactions to Hofstra and the coilege they actually atterded
were compared over many samples and beiween 1972 and 1973.

lYuker, ILE., and Finn, S.R, Perceptions of Hofstra by Applicunts Who Did
Not Altend. Center for the Study of Higher Education, Hofst:ra University,
Report #68, March 1968.
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Table 2

1972 and 1973 Semple Questionnaire
SAT Ccores and High School Deciles

Group Hign School Decile SAT Ve bal SAT Math SAT Total
(Frosh Only)
1972 No-Shows 3.07 513 545 1058
(N=2212) (N=2329)
1972 Shows 3.42 518 545 1063
(N=1036) (N=1085)
1972 No-Show 2.92 517 551 1068
Respondents (N=725) (N=725)
1972 No-Show 3.14 512 542 1054
Non-Respondents (N=1487) (N=1604)
1973 No-Shows 3.04 506 545 1051
(N=2592) (N=2662)
1973 Shows 3.34 499 536 1035
(N=850) (N=876)
1973 No Show 2,66 522 566 1088
Respondents (N=527) (N=538)
1973 No Show 3.14 502 538 1040
Non-Respondents (N=2065) (N=2124)
1973 Show 3.12 509 540 1049
Respondents (N=357) (N=366)
1973 Show 3.50 492 526 1018
Non-Respondents (N=493) (N=510)

Note: 1) Transfers were deleted from the above groups due to incomplete
information on these variables,
2) In the 1973 sample of no-show respondents, 207 individuals who
Incorrectly filled out the questionnaire were not included in the
'73 no-show respondent group above but were included as non-
respondents,
3) Averages based on those students for whom data are available.
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1972 No-Show Freshmen

As reported previously, d ta wer: available on 784 applicants. Of
the 784, 725 would have been freshmen and %9 would have been transfer students
in the fall semester. Of the 725 freshmen, Hofstra was the first choice of
58 (8%), the second choice of 345 (49%) and the third throuzh fifth choice of
305 (43%) students. Seventeen applicants did not indicate u choice. Transfer
students were not divided by choice, since there were too few to make this a
meaningful division.

1973 No-Show Freshmen

Data were available on 547 no-show freshmen who filled out the AAS
fom: correctly, Of these 547, Hofstra was the first choice of 47 (9%), the
second choice of 219 (43%), the third through fifth choice of 249 (48%) and
32 applicants did not indicate a choice, College preference of transfev
students was not categorized since only 58 transfer students had filled out
the AAS form correctly. In a previous section, it was reported that
approximately 88% of the freshman no-show sample were individuals who had
responded to Hofstra University that they were not coming with a Candidate
Reply Form. The actual breakdown of this population as it relates to college
preference is, of the 47 first choice freshman no-shows, 36 \77%) returned
the Candidate Reply Form to the university and 11 did not. Of the 219 second
choice students, 187 (95%) were CRF responders and 32 were not. Of the 249
third through fifth chcice students, 227 (91%) fell into that category and 22
did not.

II. Important Factors in College Choice

1973 Sample

Gf the 37 items in the questionnaire, 23 were rated as being important
by more than 30% of the 1973 respondents in at least oae of the following.
groups; freshman no-shows, freshman shows, transfer shows, or transfer no shows
(see Table 3). For instance, item 17 in Table 2, dorms available, was rated
as being important by 35% of the freshman no-shows, but less that 30% of 2ach
of the other groups rated it as being important; 21%, 10°%, and 24% for freshman
shows, transfer shows, and transfer no=shows respectively. In order to
differentiate those items which certain groups did not consider to be important,
Table 3 shows the less important items in parentheses,

In Table 4, the 14 items which were not rated as being important by
more than 30% of the respondents in any of the four groups are presented. For
instance, item 6, courses probably not too difficult, was rated as being important
by 47 of the f{reshman no-shows, 5% of the freshman shows, 6% of the transfer
shows, and 5% of the transfer no-shows.,

As one goes from Table 3 to Table 4, it can be seen that some factors
are more important as a whole than others. For example, of the 11 original
items vhich compose the academic factor (see Table 1), 9 items were thought to
be important bv more than 30% of the respondents in at least one of the four
groups, while 2 did not meet the 30% criteria. 1In fact, of the nine items,
five of them met the criterion of 30% by all of the groups. It is important

J
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Table 3

Important Factors in College Choice - 1973 Applicants
(in percentages)

Factors Freshman Freshman Transfer Transter
No=-Shows Shows Shows No=Sho\ 3

Academic N=547 N=374 N="32 N=58
l) Academic reputation ' 87 80 81 85
2) Course of feringr 80 73 75 81
3) Availability of desired major 73 71 78 74
4) Individualized academic program 35 31 (17) 47
5) Innovative curriculum 37 (24) (16) 33
7) Quality of faculty 68 56 49 60
19) Career and job considerations 36 38 47 47
20) Graduate school considerations 32 (27) 36 38
36) Transfer students: credits

accepted from previous college ( 4) ( 2) 16 67
Location
13) Commuting convenience 36 56 69 . 36
14) Easy access to home for a residen-

tial student (29) 39 43 36
15) General geographic location 52 60 49 57
Financial
11) Total cost 69 40 36 72
12) Amount of financial ald offered 45 32 30 53

Social Activities

10) Number of students 50 41 (28) 33
21) Appearance of campus 53 49 41 47
24) Diversified student body 37 36 (22) 36
26) Degree of freedom allowed

students 47 3 32 (29)
29) Extra-curricular activities 40 43 (26) (29)
30) Social activities 39 37 (28) 31

External Advice

33) Family advice 41 40 (18) (17)
34) What students had to say 45 36 36 41
Mixed

17) Dorms available 35 (21) (10) (24)

10
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Table 4

Factors Not Important in College Choice - 1973 Agglicggts

(in percentages)

Factors Freshman Freshman Transfer Transfer
- No-Shows Shows Shows No-Shows
Academic ' N=547 N=374 N=232 N=58
6) Courses probably not too
difficult 4 5 6 5
9) Grading system 7 7 9 7
Location
16) Proximity to New York City 17 21 17 22
Social Activities
22) Church affiliated 4 2 1 5
23) Closely knit college communi.ty - 23 17 13 14
27) Students involved in political
activities 13 10 6 10
28) Intercollegiate sports emphasized 17 22 15 . 12
External Advice
—-\
31) High school guidance counselor 27 29 7 3
32} College admissiong representative 11 12 9 21
Mixed
8) School calendar system used 9 10 10 14
18) A predominantly rasidential college 2] 13 10 16
27) Availability of counseling services 27 28 27 28
35) Hofstra University Publications 20 21 16 14
37) Other: Specify 7 10 5 21
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to notice that of these five ltems, the first three Litems, which were also the

first three items which appeared in the accepced applicant survey, were those

l1tems which were considered to be thme most lmportant by freshman and transfer
students. Even the finanical factor of total cost, item 11, was not as high as
these academic factors. This suggests, perhaps, the influence of a primacy variable
in this study. Nevertheless, items 19, 20, and 36, career and job considerations,
graduate school considerations, and credits accepted from previous college, were
also evaluated as being rather important, suggesting that academic factors are still
rather critical items in making decisions about colleges. Location was also an
lmportant factor, since three of those four items were rated as being important.
Both of the items of the financial factor were important, while about half of the
social activity items were rated as being important and about half were not.
External advice items also were equally divided between Table 3 and Table 4, Only
one of the mixed factor items was considercd important, the other five were not.
This leads one to the conclusion that academic, location, and financial factors may
be the most important criteria in college choice, with the social activities,
external advice, and mixed factors being ~f progressively decreasing importance.

After the 23 important items in colle - choice were isolated (by the
criterion of greater than 30% » an attempt was made to determine which of them
discriminated among the fbur groups, or which of the important items, respondents
in one group had rated as belng nore important tha. respondents in the other groups,
A difference of 10-15% was considered large enough in order for it to be considered
significant depending upon the number in the group being analyzed. The smaller
the number involved in the comparison, the larger the percentage needed for the
difference to be considered stable. For example, as shown in Table 3, the
percentage of freshman no-shows, freshman shows, transfer shows, and transfer no-
shows, who rated item 4, individualized academic program, as important were,

35%, 317%, 17%, and 47% respec*tively. If the percentage ¢f freshman shows who
thought this item important is subtracted from the percentage of freshman no-shows
vho theught it lmportant, there is a difference of 4% (35-31%) which is not
significant by our criterion of 10% difference. Since only the important items
were to be evaluated in thig analysis, comparisons involving transfer shows (17%)

for item 4 were excluded, even though certain bpercentage differences exceeded
the criterion of 107.

All of the 23 items in Table 3 were examined to determine which of them
discriminated among them‘;oups and the percentage differences scores are presented
1n Table 5. Items in ﬁﬁﬁ&e 4 were not examined for the séme reasons given above

1.e. even if there was a0, difference between groups on these items, each of

be important in college choice. As can be seen in Table 5, parenthesis are placed
around all difference scores which do not meet the criterion of 10%. Columns

which are left blank, indicate that one group involved in t;.» comparison does not
meet the importance criterion of 30%. Of the 23 items considercd important -y the
1973 sample, Table 5 shows that only 7 met the criterion of discrimirability émong
the four groups, One of the reasons why certain items did not discriminate among
the groups was that the item was considered to be very important by mcst of the
people in the sample. For example, item 1, academic reputation, was considered to be
lmportant by 807 or more of the people in each group, Such large percentages were
also the case for items 2 and 3, coursc offerings and availability of desired major,
respectively. On the other hand, item 13, commuting convenieace, which |

12
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Table 5

Important Factors that Digscriminate in College Cholce - 1973 Applicants

(in percentages)

Freshman
No-Shows
Factors minus
Freshman
Academic Shows
7) Quality of faculty +12
Location
13) Commuting convenience -20
15) General geographic location (- 8)
Financial
11) Total cost +29
12) Amount of financial ald offered +13
Social Activities
10) Number of students (+9)
26) Degree of freedom + 4)

is ccnsidered to be lmportant by 36-69% of the respondents
because it produces three significant difference scores.
considered it to be more important than freshman who did n

Freshman
Shows
minus

Trans fer
Shows

+7)

-13
+11

(+ 4)
(+ 2)

+11

Transfer

No-Shows
minus

Transter
Shows

()

-33
(t 8)

+36
+23

difference of 20%), but the former group did not consider it ag important

students who attended, a difference score of 13%.

Freshman

No-Shows
ninus

Transfer

(+8)

+17

» 18 a group discriminator
Specifically, freshman shows
ot attend Hofstra (a

as transfer

When transfer show students were

compared to transfer students who did not attend Hofstra University, a difference of
33% 1s revealed, indicating the importance of commuting convenience to attending

students.

transfer no-shows, is again evidence for the contention that no-show students do not

consider this location factor to be as important as those who decide to atte

university.

In general, the results of Table 5 point out two major findings.
certain factors discriminate among the groups better than others.

one comparsion.

external advice, and mixed factors, discriminability of

nd this

First

Both items under
» and two of the four itews
ility criterion on at least

the items was not as oud .

Only one of the eleven academic items, and two of the ten social activitv {items

13
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discriminated on at least one comparison. As far as external advice and

mixed factors are concerned, none of the comparisons were very large. The
second major finding, suggests that particular groups tend to rate certain
factors similarly. For example, no-show students, regardless of whether

they were freshman or transfers felt that financial factors were more

important than students who attended Hofstra University and commuting convenience
less important. When freshman no-shows are compared to {reshman shows with
respect to total cost, a difference score of 297 is vevealed, Transfer

no-shows also thought that total cost was more important thar transfer shows
since a different score of 36% is obtained in this comparison. The same

trend is evident with respect to item 12, amount of financial aid, since no-
show students felt this item to be much more important than freshman or transfer
shows. With regard to commuting convenience both freshman shows and transfer
shows thought this was more important than applicants who didn't show.

In summary, of the 37 items sampled in the Accepted Applicant
Survey, 23 of them were felt to be ilmportant in making a decision about
higher education; academic, location, and financial items were the most
ilmportant factors, with social activities, external advice, and mixed factors,
being progressively of decreasing importance., Only 7 of the 23 items
discriminated (by a criterion of 10% or 15% difference) between at least two
of the groups comprising the 1973 sample. The major finding with respect to
differences between freshman and transfer shows and no-shows, was that no-
show freshman considered the quality of faculty more important in their choice
of a college, and both freshman and transfer no-shows considered financial
factors more important, while those that attended Hofstra rated commuting
convenience as more important.

ITI. 1972 vs. 1973 Trends

Important Attributes

In order to compare trends between 1972 and 1973, the criterion
of 30% or greater adapted for the 1973 sample was also used for the 1972 data.
That is, an item was considered important if 30% or more of the sample checked
that attribute on the AAS. Since the 1972 sample was onlv concerned with
no-show frzshmen and transfers, and since the samples of no-show transfer
students were small for both years, 59 and 58 for 1972 and 1973 respectively,
freshmen and transfers were combined for :his analysis. The proportion of
transfers to freshmen was approximately 8% and 10% in 1977 and 1973
respectively, indicating an acceptable degree of variation between the two
years,

Colurms 1 and 2 in Table 6 present comparisons between 1972 and
1973 with respect to the items which these samples considered important in
their college choice. The first major conclusion which can be drawn from
this comparison is that of the 23 items rated important by the 1973 sample,
22 were similarly rated by the 1972 sample. The only attribut. included
in the 1972 column which did not meet the criterion of 300, was poraduate
school considerations, and in that case, 29% of the sample listed it as an
important item. Second, the percentage of individualsrating an attribute
important is consistently stable between the years. [u onily 2 of the 23
attributes, did the percentage difference between 1972 and 1979 reach levels
in excess of 10%. Specifically, amount of financial aid increased in

Q 14
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importance for 1972 to 1973 by 11%, and easy access to home decreased from 45%
to 29%, but the wording of the item restricted the 1973 respondents to residential
respondents so the decrease was expected,

Althpugh most of the attributes showed percentage changes from 1972
to 1973 of only two to four percent, five items on the AAS had moderate increases,
while two demonstrated moderate decreases in percentage importance, The four
incresses were; career and Jjob considerations 31% to 37%; credit accepted from
pPrevious college (transfers only-59% to 67%); family advice (31% to 39%), and
finally, what students had to say (38% to 45%). The two attributes which decreased
moderately from 1972 to 1973 were; number of students (55% to 487%) and the
appearance of campus (61% to 52%).

College Preference-No Show Freshman Only

This section examines freshmen exclusively within the 1972-73 AAS
samples as a function of Hofstra as a first, second, or third through fifth
preference school. Transfers were excluded due to the small sample size that was
obtained when they were subdivided by the preference category. It should also be
noted that those freshmen who did not indicate a preference were included in the
overall trends showed in the first two columns in Table 6. However, they could
not be included in the preference analysis, This group of non-reference people
resulted in approximately a 5% mortality for this particular analysis,

Within 1972 and 1973

and those who chose it as their second or third-fifth choice, is that academic
and social activities factors are more important to the latter group, while
financial and commuting attributes dre more ilmportant to the former. These trends
are not only strong, but they are remarkably consistant between the 1972 and 1973
samples,

Specifically, columns 3 -5 and 4 -6, in Table 6 have been reanalyzed
as percentage differences between Hofstra as a first choice school and Hofstra as
a third through fifth choice school, separately for 1972 and 1973, and the results
presented in Table 7. The 1972 differences between preference levels appear in
column 1, while columm 2 Presents the percentage differences for 1973. Depending
on the number involved in any given comparison, a difference of 10-15% is probably
stable enough to be worth considering. Minus 8igns indicate that the attribute
was less important for those individuals who rated Hofstra as their third through
fifth choice shcool. It is readily discernable that academic factors, specifically
academic reputation, individualized academic program, and innovative curriculum,
and quality of faculty for the 1972 sample gand availability of desired major for

Analysis of the fimancial and location factors show an exact reverse trend. Except
for general geographic location, Hofstra first choice individuals felt all the
lmportant items under these two factors to be more important than those who chose
Hofstra as their third through fifth choice school,
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ifferences in Importance of Factors in College choice
tween No- tudents Who Rated Hofstra First

Choice apd Third-Fifth Choice for 1972 and 1973

(in percentages)

Year
(1) (2)
1972 1973
3rd - 5th Choice 3fd - 5th Choice
Minus hinus
First Choice First Choice
Factor
Academic
1) Academic reputation 10 8
2) Course offerings 2 4
3) Availability of desired major 7 14
4) Individualized academic program 15 5
.3) Innovative curriculum 16 -1
7) Quality of faculty 12 5
19) cCareer and job considerations -9 4
20) Graduate school considerations 3 1
Location
13) Commuting convenience ~20 -29
14) Easy access to home (for a residential
‘student) -12 =21
15) General geographic location 7 18
Financial
11) Total cost .22 =24
12) Amount of financial aid offered =25 ~26
Socfal Activities
10} Number of students 7 10
21) Appearance of campus 12 14
24) Diversified student body 7 7
26) Degree of freedom allowed student 6 6
29) Extra-curricular activities * 9
30) Social activities 13 3
External Advice
33) Family advice * 4
34) What students had to say -2 9
Mixed
17) Dorms available 13 27

* Less than ,57% 1.7

Q
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Differences in Importance of Factors in College Choice
Between 1972 and 1973 for No-Show Students by College Preference

(in percentages)

(1) (2) (3
1973-1972 1973-1972 1973-1972
Factors l1st Choice 2nd Choice 3 - 5 Choice
Academic
1) Academic reputation 2 4 0
2) Course offerings -4 -3 -2
3) Availability of desired major -8 -3 -1
4) Individualized academic program 8 3 -2
5) Innovative curriculum 16 8 -1
7) Quality of faculty 14 -2 6
19) Career and job considerations % 6 9
20) Graduate school considerations 7 % 5
Location
13) Commuting convenience 3 2 -6
14) Easy access to home for residential stud. -7 -18 ~16
15) General geographic location ~12 3 -1
Financial
11) Total cost 4 5 2
12) Amount of financial aid offered 15 9 14
Social activities
10) Number of students ~12 -1 -9
21) Appearance of campus -14 -7 -12
24) Diversified student body % -5 %
26) Degree of freedom allowed student -~ -5 1 -5
29) Extra-curricular activities -11 -2 -2
30) Social activities 4 . -3 -6
External advice
33) Family advice 9 7 13
34) What students had to say -1 5 10
Mixed
17) Dorms available -1/ 2 -3

*Less than .59 3
13

O
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Finally, the question of avallability of dorms was more important
for third-fifth choice students than first choice especially in 1973.

Between 1972 and 1973 b

In a previous section which discussed trends between 1972 and
1973 on the important attributes of college choice, a general summary was that
the two samples were remarkably similar. When preference level is considered,
this is no longer so; there are differences between the years. To analyze +hese
attributes, columns 3 and 6, 4 and 7, and 5 &¢nd 8 of Table 6 were compared and
percentage differences are shown in Table 8. Minus signs indicate greater
importance attributed to the items by the 1972 sample. Columns 1, 2, and 3, in
Table 8 show these percentage differences for Hofstra as a first, second, or
third through fifth choice school, respectively. Although the pattem which emerges
from these data is rather complex, certain summaries can be attempted. First, there
are many differences between the 1972 and 1973 samples. Among the students who
chose Hofstra as their first choice, eight out of twenty-two important items showed
moderate or large changes between the two years. Second, for those attributes
which showed these changes between 1972 and 1973 there was some degree of consistency
as it related to overall factors. For example, out of the eight academic items,
two showed moderate or large changes between 1972 and 1973. Both changed in the
direction toward increased importance for the 1973 sample. This same trend (more
important in 1973 than 1972) exists for amount of financial aid as well.

When the data for the location and student activity factors are
analyzed, certain trends opposite from those discussed above are indicated. For
example, the 1973 sample rated general geographic location, number of students,
appearance of campus, extra curricular activities and availability of dorms as
less important than the 1972 sample.

Applicants who said Hofstra was their second choice appeared not
to differ on the importance of factors over the two years. :

For applicants listing Hofstra as their third to fifth choice,
amount of financial aid offered, family advice, and what students had to say,
became more important during 1973 and appearance of campus became less important.

In summary, preference level must be considered in discussing the
trends between 1972 and 1973. 1In general, first choice freshmen became more
interested in academic and financial aid factors than in location and social
activities factors. -

IV. Studentg Attitudes Toward Hofstra and Their Attended University-1972 and 1973

All accepted applicants for 1973 and no-show applicants for 1972
were asked to indicate on the questionnaire whether their reactions to Hofstra
for each of the 37 checklist items was positive. No-shows, in addition, were
asked to indicate whether theilr reaction to the school they chose {o attend (other)
was positive for each checklist item. The analysis of student attitudes is based
on those students who indicatedthe item was important to them. The complete
data of their reactions are given in Table 9.

L :lé)
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One major impression that can be obtained from these data 1s that
no-show {reshmen had positive attitudes toward Hofstra as well as toward the
college thev chose to attend, although obviously not as pesitive. For example, the
respondents were more pusitive toward the colleges attended than Hofstra on all
the attributes for both 1972 and 1973. On the other hand, more than 507 ofi the
attributes elicited a greater positivity than negativity towards Hofstra for
1972; 17 of 22 in 1972, and 11 out of 2: in 1973. Positivity is defined as
occurring when at least one-half of the sample reacts positively to an item and
conversely negativity is defined as occurring when less than one-half of the
sample reacts positively. Specifically, for 1973, five of the eight academic items,
all three location items, two of the six social activities items and the dorus
available item were rated positively by more than 507 of the freshman no-shows.
Since these may be considereded positive attributes of Hofstra, we will list them in
order ol positivity: course offerings, commuting convenience, availlability of
desired major, easy access to home for a residential student, degree of frecedem
allowed stuvdents, dorms available, academic reputation, extra-curricular activities,
innovative curriculum, quality of facutly and general geographic location.

Although the overall impression that seems to be conveyed by the analysis
of the no-show freshmen responses 1s more positivity than megativity to Hofstra,
(afterall they did apply) there are nevertheless, large differences between this
population and the freshmen who attended the University in the amount of positive
reaction displayed to Hofstra. Column 8 in Table 9 is a comparison of 1973 freshman
shows and no-shows on the 22 attributes. Minus signs indicate more positivity
by the freshman shows than the no-shows. The results are rather striking. 1In no
instance were the no-shcws more positive than the shows, and the magnitude of the
difference in positivity between these populations is substantial. Among the
academic factors, no-show freshmen were less positive to llofstra than shows by as
much as 427 (graduate school considerations) with most of the percentage diflciences
lying in the 207 range. Other items that discriminated no-shows from shows were
amount of financial aid offered, job and career considcrations, appearance ol
campus and number of students. On the other hand, shows and no-shows werc closest
on commuting convenience, degree of freedom allowed students, total cost, availability
of desired major, and easy access to home for a residential student.

To better understand the decision-making process of a student sclecting
a college, data are presented in Table 9 for each item on the percentage of no-shows
who were 1) both positive to Hofstra and negative to the college finally selected
(columm 5) and 2) both negative to Hofstra and positive to college attended (columnm ).
The former can be thought of as some of Hofstra's strongest points and the latter some
of the weakest. The percentages for the strongest points range from 47 to 237 with
the median at 97. The strongest points are innovative curriculum (16/) amount of
financial aid awarded (187), easy access to home for residential students (22.)
and commting convenience (23%). The percentages for the weakest items range from
247 to 677 with the median at 427.. The weakest items are what students had to
say (567), graduate school considerations (617%), total cost (637), and family
advice (677). 1t might appear that there 1s an inconsistency in the financial
factor results. The shows and no-shows were equally unhappy about the cost of
Hofstra and when the no-shows decided not to attend the total cost probably weished
heavily in their decision. As for the amount of finameial aid, althoush it is
viewed unfavorably by no-shows, it is viewed positively by shows and for some
no-shows was viewed more favorably at lofstra than at the school they Linally
attended, which may have won out for other reasons,

21
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As serious as these data arce with respect to such pragmatic concerns
as recruitment {ssues, more important problems are revealed when the data ol
po-show freshmen between 1972 and 1973 sre compared.  1n Lhis cage, there are
stronyg indications that there is an increased negativity towards Holetra, while
at the same time this negative attitude did not [ind its way to the attended
colleges.

In 1972, lofstra was evaluated more negatively than positively on about
207 of the items that the no-show population had initially rated as important in
their college choice. 1In no instance did these students rate the other college
more negatively than positively. However, in 1973, almost 507 of the items showed
this negative trend towards Hofstra. In order to assess this change, certain
questions nust be auswered. First, how may items rated in 1972 as negative remained
so in 1973? Second, were the large increases in negativity among thesc items?
Third, were the additional items rated as negative in 1973 but not in 1972 large
changes? Fourth, was the general pattern between 1972 and 1973 one of increcased
negativity towards Hofstra, and how many items showed such large increases? Could
the large changes in attitudes towards Hofstra be explained on the basis that there
are also large changes in the attitudes students have towards universities in
general?  This would be cxemplified by changing attitudes between 1972 and 1973 to
the University the student attended. Lastly, how do these changes in attitudes
relate to the way the AAS attributes changed in importancce between 1972 and 19737

Table 9 is an attempt to answer these questions in the following way.
All circled entries in the “able are percentages in which fewer than 507 ot the
respondents indicated a positive attitude towards Hofstra or to the college they
attended. Single connecting lines between percentages indicate modcrate or sub-
stantial decreases in positivity between 1972 and 1973. Double connecting lines
are moderate or substantial increases between the two years,

The first thing that one can see from this table is that there were
five negative items in 1972 and cleven in 1973. All five items rated as negative
to Hofstra in 1972 were also negative in 1973. Second, two of these items showed
substantial decreases between 1972 and 1973, i.e. increased negativity, and while
the percentages of the remaining three also decreased, the amount was only slight.
Third, of the six items which in 1972 were positive but were negative in 1973,
four represent substantial or moderate amounts of change.

To evaluate the general pattern between 1972 and 1973, one¢ can sce that
of the remaining eleven items in Table 9, three more items showed substantial
decreases, eight were fairly stable. 1n general, between 1972 and 1973, 457 ot
the items showed substantial change, and all were increases in negative reaction
to Hofstra University, On the other hand, certain changes did occur between 1972
and 1973 with recpect to positive attitudes toward the colleges attended by the no-
show freshmen. Four items decreased in positivity, while two items increasecd.
Nevertheless, the important observation that can be made from these changes is that
in only one case could it be used for explanation for the decrease in positive
reactions to Hofstra University. Specifically, innovative curriculum showsd .
decrcase between 1972 and 1973 in positive reaction to Hofstra but there also was
a corresponding change in attitude to the college the student actually attended.
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In one case, however, graduate school congsideration, there was a large decrease
in positive reaction to Hofstra but this was accompanied by a large increase in
positive reaction to the attend college.

In summary, it is interesting to ovserve where the significant decreases
in positive reaction to Hofstra are occurring between 1972 and 1973. Five out of
the nine substantial negative changes are in the academic factor. Specifically,
academic reputation, individual academic program, innovative curriculum, career
and job considerations, and graduate school considerations. Perhaps as important
to this institution, if not more 80, are the very substantial decreases observed
under the external advice factor. Family advice decreased by 17% and the reaction
from other students went from 52%, 1i.e. a positive reaction, to 30%, a change of
22%. Finally, two student factors, extra-curricular activities and socila! activities,
declined substantially in positivity.

Finally, inferences can be made about how Hofstra is viewed vis-a-vis
other colleges by enrolled students in 1973. This can be accomplished by comparing
the reactions to Hofstra by Hofstra shows and the reaction to colleges actually
attended by Hofstra no-shows (colummns 4 and 5 in Table 9). Most of the items are
rated similarly; on some, Hofstra suffers by comparison; and there is ome on
which Hofstra is perceived more favorably., Hofstra appears to suffer on graduate
school considerations, total cost, social activities, family advice and what students
had to say. The amount of financial aid is viewed more favorably at Hofstra than
at other attended colleges, Furthermore, students when evaluating the colleges
they attended, other than Hofstra, reacted positiwly to all items but those who
attended Hofstra reacted positively to all items except total cost and family advice.

Students' Reactions to Hofstra and To Attended University-1972 and 1973 by
Preference Level

In order to investigate more fully the increased negativity to Hofstra
between 1972 and 1973, the data in Table 9 were re-analyzed in the following way.
For the fifteen attributes which show either substantial changes in reaction to
Hofstra, or negativity to Hofstra, the 1972 and 1973 sample data were subdivided
by preference level, i.e. Hofstra as first, second, or third through fifth choice
school. These data are presented in Table 10. In order to understand which sample
contributed significantly to the increased negative reaction, reference to academic
reputation in Table 9 can be used as an exkample. The overall decrease between 1972
and 1973 was 1i%. 1In Table 10, reference to Columns 3, 6, and 9, indicates that
individuals who chose Hofstra as their second choice school were the major contributers
to the effect, It was also suggested previously, that this reaction to Hofstra
could not totally be explained by some total decrease in positive reaction to the
academic reputation of universities, since the decrease in positive reaction to the
university that the student actually attended was not of the same magnitude as
that observed for Hofstra itself. This general statement holds up under this finer
analysis since in Table 11 which is a comparable treatment of positive and negative
reactions to the attended universities by preference level. c¢>lumn 6 shows a change
of only -8.,. This represents an increased negativity to the university they
attended, but it is not as large as -16%, tihe change that occurred to Hofstra for
the same sample. In fact, on all of the acidemic factors, the negative trend for
Hofstra is the result of second preference or third preference individuals, 1In
some cases, career and job considerations and graduate school considerations, the

23
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" Table 10
No-Show Students' Reactfoné to Hofstra By

College Preference on Selected Items
(in percentages)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 7 (8) 9
1st Choice 2nd Choice 3rd-5th Choice
1973 1973 1973
minus minus minus
Factors 1972 1973 1972 1972 1973 1972 1972 1973 1972
N=58 N=47 N=345 N=219 N=305 N=249
Academic
1)  Academic reputation 87 89 + 2 80 64 -16 51 45 -6
4) Individualized acad- .
emic program 72 80 +.8 54 55 + 1 56 38 -18
5) . Innovative curric-
ulum 85 77 - 8 59 60 + 1 62 46 ~-16
19) career & job consid. 65 63 -2 63 49 ~14 44 30 ~14
20) Graduate school
consideration 59 82 +23 58 36 -22 48 20 -28
Location
15) General geographic
location 82 82 0 57 55 - 2 59 38 -21
Financial
11) ‘Total cost 16 7 -9 28 17 -11 - 22 23 + 1
12) Amount of financial
atd offered 31 12 ~-19 44 36 - 8 32 39 1 7
Social Activities
10) Number of students 66 80 +14 42 37 -5 42 41 -1
21) Appearance of campus 79 85 + 6 56 49 -7 48 43 -5
24) Diversified studeat
body 81 88 + 7 53 53 0 47 38 -9
29) Extra-curricular
activities 81 82 1 71 53 -18 58 51 -7
30) Social activities 76 68 - 8 59 50 -9 55 44 ~-11
External Advice
33) Family advice 45 43 -2 36 18 -18 34 16 -18
34) What students had
to say 71 42 -29 51 31 -20 51 26 =25

24




BEST COPY AVAILABLE - 24 -

Table 11

No-Show Students' Reactions To Attended Colleges
By College Preference on Selected Items

(in percentages)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
lst Choice 2nd Choice 3rd-5th Choice
1973 1973 1973
minus minus minus
Factors 1972 1973 1972 1972 1973 1972 1972 1973 1972
N=58 N=47 N=345 N=219 N=305 N=249
Academic
1) Academic reputation 81 55 -26 95 87 -8 93 93 0
4) Individualized
academic program 57 53 -4 83 78 -5 82 86 + 4
5) Innovative curriculum 69 55 -14 87 75 -12 88 86 -2
19) Career & job consid. 44 42 -2 81 79 -2 82 90 + 8
20) Graduate school :
consideration 36 41 + 5 71 87 +16 89 93 + 4
Location
15) General geographic
location 68 53 -15 T 82 +10 78 82 + 4
Financial
11) Total cost 94 81 -13 82 715 -7 79 67 -12
12) Amount of financial
alid offered . 69 51 - 18 67 62 -5 55 56 + 1
Social Activities
10) Number of students 69 50 -19 90 79 -11 83 84 + 1
21) Appearance of campus 70 45 -25 87 88 + 1 89 89 0
24) Diversified student
body 76 47 -29 87 83 -4 87 80 -~ 7
29) Extra-curricular
activities 74 57 -17 89 84 -5 86 88 + 2
30) Social activities 85 58 -27 88 87 -1 87 86 -1
External Advice
33) Family advice 72 74 + 2 85 82 -3 81 82 + 1
34) what students had
to say 50 53 + 3 80 80 0 71 82 +11
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c¢lfect {8 a combination of both of these samples. Once again, analyais: of
Table 11 shows that the decreases observed for the other school were not of the
same magnitude as that observed for llolstra Unlverslty. '

As discussed previously, very large changes in reaction to llofstra
were observed for those factors concerned with external advice. In Table 10,
it is interesting to observe that the substantial changes between 1972 and 1973
were the result of all groups. That is, even those who chose Hofstra as their first
choice school, but did not attend, indicated that between these years, there was
an increased negative reaction from their families as well as by other students.
From Table 11, it can be concluded that this effect is a Hofstra phenomenom,
since positive attitudes shown in 1972 to the attended university remains stable
or increased very slightly in 1973.

An additional way to analyze the data presented in Tables 10 and 11 is
to look at the trends over preference level for the 1972 and 1973 samples with
particular attention to the 1973 sample. The magnitude of positivity toward
Hofstra decreased over preference for no-shows. There wds a dramatic increase
in negative reactions from first choice to third-fifth choice on the academic
factor, social activities factor, and external advice factor. On the other hand,
for this group of students, negative reaction to the financial factor decreased
the further they moved from really considering Hofstra as a choice.

Just the reverse trends are apparent for the no-show students' reactions
to the colleges they attended on academic, financial, and external advice factors;
1.e. the greatest positivity to colleges attended occurred for those for whom
Hofstra was third-fifth choice. One difference is worth noting; reaction to the
financial factor. Positivity decreased as preference for Hofstra declined,

Two hypotheses are worth considering. One, students who list Hofstra
as a third-fifth choice are not really a strong potential market. The most likely
market 1s probably the Hofstra second-choice group, Two, students who list Hofstra

as first choice but do not attend are most likely influenced negatively by the
total cost. '
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Applicant's Survey - Hofgtra Unlverslty (cont lnued)

(1)

[mpor tant
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|

14,

15.
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16.
17.
18.
19.
20,

|
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|

21.
22,
23.
24,
25,

|

|

|

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

|

|

31.
32,
33.
34,
35.
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.

|
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Courses precbably not too difficult
Quality of faculty

School calendar system used
Grading system used

Number of students

Total cost

Amount of financial aid
Commuting convenience

Easy access to home

General geographic location

Proximity to New York City

Dorms available

A preduminantly residential college
Career and job considerations
Graduate school considerations

Appearance of campus

Church aftiliated

Closely-knit college community
Diversified student body

Studants involved in political activities

Degree of freedom allowed students
Availability of counseling services
Intercollegiate sports emphasized
Extracurricular activities

Social activities

High school guidance counselor
College admissions representative
Family advice

What students had to say

Hofstra University publications

Transfer students: credits accepted from
previous college

Other: specify

(2) (3
Pogitive

Positive Reaction
Reaction to College
to Hofstra Attending
6. 6.

7. 7.

8. 8.

9. 9.

10. 10.

11. 11.

12, 12.
13. 13.

14, 14,
15, 15.

16, 16.

17. 17.

18. 18.

19, 19.

20. 20,

21, 21.

22, 22,

23, 23.

24, 24,

25, 25,

26. 26,

27. 27.

28. 28.

29, 29,

30. 30.

31. 31.

32.__ . 32.

33. 33. )
34, 34, _
35. 35,
36. 36.

37. 37.

We would welcome your comments on Hofstra's admissiong procedures.

back of this page if you need more room).
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2(24=-26)
2(27-29)
2(30-32)
2(33-35)
2(36-38)

2(39-41)
2(42-44)
2(45-47)
2(48~50)
2(51-53)

2(54~56)
2(57-59)
2(60~62)
2(63-65)
2(66-68)

3(9~11)

3(12~14)
3(15-17)
3(18-20)
3(21-23)

3(24-26)
3(27-29)
3(30-32)
3(33-35)
3(36-138)
3(39-41)
3(42-44)
3(45-47)
3(48-50)
3(51-53)

3(54=56)

3(57-59)

Use the

\‘.
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. For office
’ Applicant's Survey - Hofstra University use only
1(2-8)
NAME:
Last Middle Initial First
ADDRESS

1. Will you be attending college in September 19727 Yes: No: 1(34)

a. If Yes, which college 1(35-38)

b. If No, place a check next to those items which express your
reason(s) for not attending college this fall.

1. Could not afford college 4. Got a job
2. Did not receive financial aid 5. Needed at home
3. Got married : 6. Needed time off
7. Other; specify 1(39-45)

c. 1f you will not be attending college in September 1972, do you plan
to resume your studies at a future date? Yes When ; No _ 1(46-50)

2. Please list the colleges that acdepted you for admission in September
1972 in order of your preference. (Please include Hofstra)

1. Flirst prefer- nce 1(51-54)
2. Second preference 1(55-58)
3. Third preference 1(59-62)
4. Fourth preference 1(63-66)
5. Fifth preference ____ 1(e7-70)

3. Below is a list of items that might have influenced your decision as to
which college to attend. In Column 1 check those items that were impor-
tant in your decision. 1In Column 2 check those items that you reacted
favorably to when you were considering Hofstra University. In Column 3
check those items that you reacted favorably to when you were consider-
ing the college you choose,

(1) (2) (3
Positive

Important Positive Reaction
in Reaction to College

Decision to Hofstra Attending
1 Academic reputation 1. L. 2(9-11)
2. Course offerings 2. 2. 2(12-14)
3 Availability of desived major 3. 3. 2(15-17)
4, Individualized academic program 4. 4, 2(18-20)
5. Innovative curriculum 5. S5 2(21-23)

Q (Please continue on next page)

53
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(1) . '
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
Important Strong Strong
in Your Points of Points of
Decision Hofstra Chosen College
31, Total cost 32. 33.
34 7 Amount of financial aid offered 35, 36. "
37 7 Commuting convenience 38~ 39,7 ¢
0. Easy access to home for a 41. 42,
T resident 1al student T
413 e General geographic location 44. 45,
46. Proximity to New York City 47. 48.
49.:-~— Dorms available 50. S1.
52._:~—— A predominantly residential college  53. 54,
55."  cCareer and Job considerations 56. 57.
58.___ Graduate school considerations 59. 60.
61, Appearance of campus 62, 63.
64 Church affiliated 65. 66.
67 Closely-knit college community 68, 69.
70, Diversified student body 71, 72,
73"__ Students involved in political 74. 75.
T activities
76. Degree ot freedom allowed students 77, 78,
9. Availability of counseling services 80. 81.
82.___ Intercollegilate sports emphasized 83. 84,
85 T Extracurricular activities 86 87,
88 ::::: Social activities 89. 90.
91, High school guidance counselor's 92, 93.
advice
94, College admissions representative's 95. 96 .
advice
97 Famtly advice 98. 99,
100. What students had to say 101. 102.
103.__ Publicarions of the college or 104.” — 105,
T university
106, Transfer students: credits 107. 108,
" accepted from previous college
109 Other specify 110. 111.

s —

4 We would welco'we your comments on Hofstra's admissions procedures.

Thank you!

X
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Accepted Applicant's Survey - Hofstra University

Pleasce prant legibly

NAME.

— v o—_—

Last First T TTTMiddle 1nitial

ADDRESS .

Number and Street City or Town State Zip Code

YOUR SOCLAL SECURITY NUMBER:

1. Please list the colleges, including Hofstra, that accepted you for admission ~
in September . 1973 1n order of your personal preference,

1. Fairst preference

2. Second preference

3. Third preference

4. Fourth preference

5. Fifth preference

2. Which college do you plan to attend in September, 19737

3. Below we list a variety of considerations that might have influenced your
decision about college in Scptember. In Column l, please check whatever items
were 1important to you in making your decision, 1In Column 2, Please check
whatever i1tems seemed to you, to be strong points of Hofstra University, If
you do not expect to attend Hofstra, please use Column 3 to check whatever items
seemed to you. to be strong points of the college (if any) that you do expect

to attend
(1) (2) (3)
Important Strong Strong
in Your Points of Points of
Decision Hofstra Chosen College
1 —___ Academic reputation 2, 3.
4 e Course offerings S._ 6.
7 Avairlability of desired major 8 9.
10 e lndividualized academic progran 11. 12.
13 ___ Innovative curriculum 14 L 15.
6 Courses probably not too difficult 17 o 18,
18.  Quality of faculty 20. 21.
22 school calendar system used 23. 24T
25 Grading systcem used 26. .
28 Number of students 29 30.

oo o a— - ———

(Please continue on other side)

ERIC 39
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’ Accepted Applicant's Survey - Hofsira University

Please enter your name and address and the responses to questions 1 and 2 directly
on this sheet. Instructions for the computer answer sheet follow question 2,

NAME

Last ' First Middle Initial

ADDRESS:

Number and Street o City or Town State Zip Code

1. Please list the colleges, including Hofstra, that accepted you for admission
in September, 1973 in order of your personal preference.

1. First prefercnce

2. Second preference

3. Third preference

4, Fourth preference

5. Fifth preference

138

Below we list a variety of considerations that might have influenced your
decision about college in September. In Column 1, please check whatever items
were important to you in making your decision., 1In Column 2, please check
whatever items scemed, to you, to be strong points of Hofstra University.

(1) (2)

Important Stroné
in Your Points of
Declsion Hofstra
1, Academic reputation 2.

3. Course offerings 4,

5. Availability of desired major 6.

7. Individualized academic program 8.

9. Innovative curriculum 10.

1. Courses probably not too difficult 12,

13. Quality of faculty . - . 14. B
15. School calendar system used — 6.
17. Grading system used . 18,
19.________ Number of students 20.
21, Totul cost 22,

3. Amount of financial aild offered 24,

25. Commuting convenience 26,

27, Easy access to home for a residential student 28,

29, General geographic location 30.

(Please continue onzfi?ef side)
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.~ Important

|

51.
53.
58,
57,
59,

|

61.
63.
65.
67.
69.

|
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71.

N

73.

|
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Proximity to New York City

Dorms available

A predominantly residential college
Carecr and job considerations
Graduate school considerations

Appearance of campus

Church affiliated

Closely~-knit college community
Diversified student body

Students involved in political activities

Degree of freedom allowed students
Availability of counseling services
Intercollegiute sports emphusized
Extracurricular activities

Social activities

High school guidance counselor's advice
College admissions representative's advice
Family advice

What students had to say

Publications of the college or university

Transfer students: credits accepted from
Previous collego

Other; specify

S73YES - CSIls

(2)

Strong
Points of
llofstra

32,
34,
36,
38,
40

[[1]

42
44,

46
48
50,

-

|

l

|

52
54.
56.
58.
60,

1

62,
64.
66.
68.
70.

e

72.

74.

-]

It would be very helpful to us if you would transfer your checks in question 2 above

to the enclosed answer sheet in the following manner,
answer sheet has a number on top which corresponds to
cevery check you have entered,

(1/A).

Would you please also arter your name in thao
of the answer sheet and your social

"Student Number, "

Please return both this survey

We would welcome vour comments on Hofstra's adinissions

answer sheet

Thank you

32

Each response box on the

a number in the two columns. For
blacken the first position (1/A) in the response box on

the answer sheet whose number corresponds to the number in front

¢xample, 1f you have checked Course offerings as having been impo
decision, then in the thire rosjonse box cn the answer sheet blac
Similarly, if you have checked Dorms available as

then in the response box on the answer heot That has a 34

of your check. For
rtant in your college
ken the first position
a strong point of Hofstra,

on top of it blacken the 1/A.

grid that is in the upper right hand section
security uumber in the gricd below labelled
shecet and the answer sheet (filled in or not).

procedure on the back of the



