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FOREWORD

The research study contained heremn was conducted m the fall 0f 1974
by the Bureau of Higher Education Opportunity Programs with the
support of the Bureau of Research in Higher and Professivnal Educa-
tion, effective and swift completion was made pussible by the superb
efforts of a large number of dedicated individuals.

Staff of buth Bureaus coordinated efforts in the conceptualization of *
the pruject, the construction of appropriate instruments, and the collec-
tion and analysis of data. Zenobia O'Neal served as the study director.

We are grateful to the preside nts and staffs of the sampled campuses,
without whouse cooperation this research effort could not have been
attempted, let alone completed in such a timely fashion.

This study is the first kuown large scale attempt to gam « longituding
perspective un the impact of uppurtumty programs. The findings should
be helpful in strengthening services to nontraditional students as part of
providing broader vpportunity for access—and success—in postsecond-
ary education.

T. Edward Hollander
Deputy Commissioner for
Higher and Professional Education .
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THE EFFECTIVENESS OF
POSTSECONDARY OPPORTUNITY
PROGRAMS FOR THE DISADVANTAGED:
A Report of a Research Study

NN

I. INTRODUCTION /

Onerthe Last decade, seeral hundred thuwsand persons have entered
Amerean colleges and umversities through speaial prograns for the
educativnally, coonunnieally, and souially disadvantaged. In addition to
the institutions which haye traditionally served black populations,
nearly @l public and private pustsceondary institutions in the country
have mounted programs which, whle varying in scope, intensity, and
resources, have shared the singular nnssion of des eloping techuigues
and strategies for mecting the needs of these new pupualations, needs
wluch are quate different, in o mujtitude of ways, from those of tradi-
tional college students.

The purpuse of the study desersbed heren was tu attempt to aseer tain
the effectiveness of such programs at private mstitutwns of higher
cducation i the State of New York in miceting the needs of the popula-”
tions served. The eritenon of effectiveniess used was not simply aceess to
higher education, but rather the tiaditonal inedasies of wcademic sue-
cess. grades, timely accumulation of credits toward the degree, and
pursistence tu graduation. Data were collected on two groups. One was
disads antaged students at a number 6 private institutions in New York
State who were adimitted i 1967, This was pnior to the beginning of the
Higher Education Oppurtenity Programe. The uthior growp was students
who cntered thuse same wstitutions as Hhgher Education Oppurtunity
Prograin students i 1970, Buth groups were controlled for sumilaritics
vt vanionsy measures of disadvantage. The predommant inforence dravwn
15 that the programs appar to have had a demonstrable, pusitive fimpact
on the success chances of the disadvantaged student.

-

il

ERIC | 9

R A vl Toxt Provided by ERC Y
\




-~

Il. DEMOCRATIZATION OF HIGHER EDUCATION

It can be said of American higher cducation that it has been charae-
terized, since its inception, by eriatic democratization. Aceess to the
varly u)llubu was o perquisite u! e wellborn, and « college edueation
was generally preparation for che ministry. Even before the Civil War,
howes er, public pressure had stimulated the creation of dis crse mistitu-
tions, induding a number created by state governments anost of which.
were founded or reinvigorated by the Mol Land Grant i 1862) and
the City College of New York, begun as the Free Academy in 1849
Jrwin, 1961) While it was ufteirthe eaphicit purpose of such mstitutions
to pmu(k increased aceess to postseeondary vpportumty for Ameni-
cans, the enfranchisement of cortain groups lagged hehind, Women
were long underrepresented, first hewg admitted on an cqual basis with
men with the opening of Oberlin College in 1833, Fur mmority groups
the recordis sputty  Lven wath the upening ofistitutions speaifically for
black students inormally under philanthropie sponsorship), few oppor-
tunitics existed. Nationally, undergraduate enrollinent grew at a steady
rate, from 232,000 in 1899 to 1,396,000 in 1939 (Armstrong, 1939). This
infpressive growth in numbers however meant hittle m terms of -
creased minority aceess. The number of blacks recenimg bachelor's
degrees during this perivd went fiom about 1,200 to apprusinately
9,005. But the percent of blacks mvolved in higher education remamed

low, reflecting limited access.

Aside from sucial factors, the ability to pay was the greatest limitation
vn postsceondary L(llll,dtlulldl aveess until World War 11 T the last year
of that war, the Serviceen’s Readjustment Act (the GI Bill) lnuugllt
about a massive influs of new student. into college. Nearly three nilhon
penons attendad postsceondary institutions wnder these provisions,
and 11 the pedk years of 1946- 18, approsimately half of all students
attending college were reeciving benefits as veterans (Cartter, 1963).

Thus, as America moved into the 1950's, most large groups had
received at feast minimum enfrancdinscment for postsceondary educa-
tion. Thuse most nutably Ieft vut were those who had alicays been left
out — the poor, did, most stuikingly, the minoritics, Brown v. Board of
Education, in 1934, signalled « risc in aspirations, howeser, there was
the renewal of hope in many quarters that the democratization of
American ¢ ducation, mglmlmg, higher cducation, could at last be com-
pleted.

ERIC 2 10
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A crescendo of events followed. The “Sputnik climate” in 1957
brought about the Nationadl Defense Education Act. This marked the
T hirsttime that Foderal grants and oans for college, awarded partly on the
basis of need, became widely available. The Kennedy-Johnson ad-
ministiations, with thoir promises of cqual oppurtuiaty finding fulfill-
mentm many areas, were perhaps bost sy mbolized m lagher cducation
by the admission ufj.nnu Mardith to the formerly segregated Univer-
sity of Mississippi.

It was during this penod that « great many colleges and unnersitics
withthe urging ofactivist students; began to mdhe wplace for mmoritie N
and other traditionally wndencepresented growps. Often these lnnltul
programs took an elitist form. scouring the country for the “bhest”
minotity students ghose who represented the least sk to the campus).
This kind of recruitment was a disservice to the cause of blacks in
higher education. It was often done at the eapense ofinstitutions suchi as
Hampton University and Howard University, which were alreads
serving blacks. \

In that cra there wer some institutions w hich took « more inclusiye
approach. The City University of New York, inmany ways a bellw ether
for the entire country, began its SEEK* program at « fos campuses as

carl. 5 1963, This progran um.stltutu! onc ufthe first attempts wutside
of the black colleges; to admit students wathout an academic screening
process. The program was designed to tahe students from where they
wire. in terms of prewllege preparation and, through o vanety of \
innovative, culturally sensitive tedmigues and services, help them can
a college diploma.

The chiaotic social dimate of the nndsistics, eptonnzed By the death
of Muartin Luther King in 1967 and the attendant publie reaction,
forced the campuses to speed up theis proviously slow pavy of wssinika-
tion. Numcrous campuy incidents, such as the seieure off Cornell’s
Willard Straight Hall by armed black student., furthes b(,llsltllcd ad-
minitrators at all levels to the aitical need for Change i the higher
education structure. Ttwas in this atimosphere that legislation establish-
ing vpportunity programs was written in New York State, hatially,
legiskition was passed at The Cits Umsersity. Opportuinty program
legislation canrently m (et passed m 1970, ostablished such prograams
in acvordinated manncr at the City and Statd®nn isitics and at private
higgher education institutions in New York.

yEGY
.
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III. THE HIGHER EDUCATION OPPORTI.."NITY
PROGRAM ~ N

1Y

The Thgha Education Oppottunity Progran JHEOP in New York's
pustsceondary program for the disadvantaged atprivate secton colleges
andrunm crsities. Undern its tans, mstitutions amuially apphy for grants
through a proposal process, In 1974, ncarhy 70 separate institutions,
serving 3,300 HHEOP students, partiapated in the program. This was o
56 pereent increase, from 3,4()()%6[‘: students in 197Q.~

HEOP munes s nuyheused fi vanous academic supportive seivices
for program students, nutably counseling, tatoPtug, 1emedial’
¢ wvelopmental counework, and speaal sunimer programs. Addition-
W, funds may be used for collegeaclated expenses, such as roow,
buard, and buoks, A legslative amandment passed in 1972 now allows
for partial subsidy of tuition costs as well.

o

s

-

IV. THE DISADVANTAGED STUDENT

Students m the thgha Bducation Opportunity: Program must be
cducationally aud ccononncaly disads antagad. Economic disadvantage
s always been calaudated o aseale of family ipcome, adjusted for
nimber of dependonts, The vnganal sdabe was l).l.q(‘(l on puverty Jevel
defimtions of the Bureau of Labuo S)d(.}m s. The definition of educa
tional disadvantage has not oo so casily conccivdd nor so Consistent,
it abways hay mtcnded to defing that pupulation whose chanees fon
wllegiate enttance and suceess were sevarely limited by virtue of
previons acadennd adnevament. e the tenms of LHEOP gaidelines.
such a student \

.

<« v« has notacquired the verbal, Ill.l(ll(‘llldlik.l\‘. and full range of
copmtive shills 1eqancd for collegiate tesebwork Ganerally heis o
stadent whese grades fdl m thie bottom half of his \ligh school class,
who has not caned acollcge preparatony diploma, and is asigned
tua high school wlnch has a poon econd fur studentachiov ement or
who has been rached mito agencral, commer daturvocational high
school program.

Such astudent wil gonarally rank low vnsnch igditional measnres
of collegiate adunsstons as the SAT buand seores, high school aver-
atre, class standing, or otate)examination,

* 1he Collext Eotrance Lagnaation Board has ostgated that caddi voar approvimatcdy
)

40, 000 graduating high sehool seusorsan New Yotk State would be cligble for partiopa
ton m opputtumts progeans by nktm of Coonomi and acaduing disads antag

O

ERIC 4 12 .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERIC SN

Such students are in man ways part of the group of “new students,”
in Cross™ terms, whose appearance one campuses chaactenzes the
4950°. Based on four hroad-base d samples, Cross (1971 attempted to
summarize somie of the characteristios of the new studeut, She foud- -
that a high propoition arc cthuic minontics, about two-thirds of the
students” fathers had completed only hight school o1 less, about 60
pereent of the stadents” futhers held blué-colla jobs, m gencral, stu-
dents reported their se ‘woinlary school performance to be” .nu.u,t vl
below, measured by selfreport grades, rank i class, expocted teacher - — —
rating or grades carned. ~

Other writers hav e dealt in gencral tumx with the l.lhll.lt'\ ‘Tasties of
this group of students. Crossland (1971 notcd that the futurd May seca

“shift in cmphasis from 1ace to cconumics. Se well JO9TL i b lou-

gitududinal study of Wisconsin studcnts underscored Crossland's point
by describing the doscly depandent rclationship of college attendance
to sudiocconomic status, By aid Botach (1969 provided an m(hpth
picture of the black student althongh not all black students are new
students, o are all ew students, not Cvanra majority of them, blacks.,
Kerr (1972 made supu gaeneral forecasts about the shape of highe
ulut.ntmn in thie fntun .md the gicat divansificd clientcde st wall ave to

surve, - . _ .
1} Y
i
V. INSTITUTIONAL RLSPONSES
1y A
During the sixties, there was incrcasing awareness in higher educas f

tion that nontraditional studcnts word cutering in cven greater nume-
bers, bringing with them acadcmic needs and aapectations different
from those normally scrved by the campuses, To many, though, there
appeared to bo a significant kg in devising the strategies necessan to
meet the needs of these new students. The core courses of the college
curriculum, the methads of teackung, the provision of financial wd, the
provision of remedial courses or tutorial services, personal
coumseling  noue scamed to have bogan to change sigmficantly by
1970. K
In designing tlm study . which imcasurcs oppos tunty program umpact
by comparison,of similar students befor programs m 1967 and after
HEOP in 1970, it was felt imputtant to test the accuracy of the above-
mentioned pareeption, ie. that there had been httle campus change
wutside these programs’ to scrve nontraditivual studcnuts i the years
under scrutiny . °

Q .5




A questivnnare was thus constructed to attempt to gauge changes in
the college environment m the timespan of the study (see appendix F,
espeatally m varbles affecting the quality of the coll -giate experience
for the nontraditivnal student. The questionnaire \\.lsl.l(lmipistered to
hey almuustrators with experience across the span in question.

The Enstitution Questionnaire mctuded bothquantitatise .mfl qualita-
tive. areas concermng the overall college environment, such as total :
undergraduate enrollment, total full-time faculty and staff, existence
and magnttade of speufic services, admissions criteria and academic
profile, faulities, accessibility of feculty, numbers and proportions of
mmy'rlt,\ stuglcuts and faculty, academic quality of course offerings,
overdl mission, types of student clientele and changes brought by
Ax\)lltr.:klltlt\gyl.il students. A Likert-ty pe scale @ rating scale on a positr.e
to negative continuum) was used to record the responses.

In reviewng the results tables 1 and 2, it is immediately obvious
that the only factors n which « majority of administrators saw “much

. change™ was counsehig (83 percent;, financial aid (62 percent;, remedial
>é/fww> J00 percent), and tutorial assistance \100 percent). All of these
servives are HEOP-funded. On the other hand, where some other
Jhianges inght have been inade to be more helpful to nontraditional
students, such as faculty access, service to the community, school

. Miostun, ur the number of inmorty faculty, m amajority of cases slight or
no change 1s histea. In all of these areas change would be initiated by the
mstitution, Thus, as far as differences in performance for similar stu-
Jdents m 1967 and 1970 are attributable to the factors below, HEOP was
a ddtermining influence.

-
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Table 1

QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS
CHANGE IN OVERALL COLLEGE ENVIRONM..NT
BETWEEN 1967 AND 1970
(QUANTITATIVE AREAS) N=13

Pereent of Responses by Category
Questionnaire \tuch Moderate Slight or
- Item Change Change No Change
Total Enrollment 23% 15% 62%
Total Faculty ’ 5% 3% 61%
Numher Minority Students 15% 5% %
Number Minority Faculty 15% — 55%
Counseling 85% - - 15%
Financial Aid £2% —_ 35%
Remedial Services 100% -— -
Tutorial Assistance 100% - —
Admission Cnteria —_ 8% N%
Academic Profile — 15% 85%

i5

O
N

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -




Tal)le\".’.._

QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS

CHANGE IN OVERALL COLLEGE ENVIRONMENT

BETWEER 1967 AND 1970
(QUALITATIVE AREAS)

" Percent of Responses by Category

Questionnaire Much Moderate Slight or
Item- Change Clmngv\ No Change

Facilities 5% 15% TI%
Faculty Access 15 23 62%
Favorability of

Student Attitudes 8 23 69%
Extent of School's

Community Service 15 23 62%
Quality of School's

Community Relationship 23 b 69%
Quality of Progrun

Offerings b 23 69%
School Mission 23, 23 54%
Clientele 31 x 46%
Integration of “fraditional and

Nontraditional Students 15 38 » 46%
Influence of

Nontraditional Students 15 31 53%

i6
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VI RELEARCH STUDY: THE EFFECTIVENESS OF
POSTSECONDARY OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS

P

Statement of the Problem

While the literature has descibed the academic problems of the
disach antaged student at length and w detal, the ways i which these
problems are met have not received much study.

The fess programs that have been evaluated in the hteratere, aned
most writers who have argued for speafic programs, suught to provide

_ the student with success expeniences. Adneving greater relevance by
using familiar or intrinsically mteresting material iy qonside redd desna-
ble, alsu, personahzing stml\ prograins to fit .ndi\ulu.ll needs and
capabilities has been useful. .

Baer (1969 1epurted a rane dial progran for disady antaged students
1t the Chicago City Jutior Colleges speaiahizing i indivadual attention
for the student. Compared to a control group, the capaimental group

- hadasigntficantly gcate rnumbeor of studcuts re maning afta Tycarand
agreater increase in GPA™ from the finst tu the second semester. Sumla
suceess has been repurted by other mvestigatons of programs offenng
speaidl conses-fon the disadvantaged anned_ at the deselopment of
reading, writing, and study shills (Bridge, 1970, Chostenson, 1971,
-~ Ratekin, 197D .
An .q)pmph.ntz student suppotdeivery systein has been devised fin
ceonomically and educationally disadvantaged students m New York
State institufions of higher education, These progiams imdude the use
of the folluw g supportive scavices. parsonal, acade mic, and jub coun-
Ysehug, tutoning, prefroshman summer courses, the upgradimg of stuely
skills: and developmental courses.
“The pre sentstudy attempted to measme the sacce ss of disadvantaged

+

students in special programs mi private mstitutions 1 New Yok State,
The thesis underlyiyg thiss rescardh was that the problems of the educa-
tionally disadvantaged, ponted out by such theonsts as Conant,
Deutsch, Seston, and othiers, can be pusitivels affected by specific
relesant strategies. .
The primary purpose of the study aas to measure the effect.of the
. Higher Education Oppurtuiaty Progean in he fpnig, disady antagedistu-
Jdents develop the shills and cogative strengths to miprose grades in
college :mfl to grachuate.

S 1};7

* GPA =grade pomt average

. ’
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This study essentially compared the academie progress v er 4 y ears)
of disadvantaged college studeats mspeaial programs hav g supportine
serviees, with a contral group of stnnlar disadvantaged students at the

same campuses prior to such special programs.

It was hypothesized that:

1. HEOP students would have lilghm grade point aerages than

nonprogram students.

2. A higher percentage of HEOP students would br.ldu.ntc than
nonprogram students.

3. A lower pereentage of HEOP students would lc.n e wollege for
academic reasons than nonprogram students, .

Method -

A longitudinal research approach post hoe, was used to compare the
successof disadv antaged studeitts poor to the Higher Edecation Oppuor-
tumity Program with stimlarily disadv antages students after the pro-
grams were brought to college campuses. The 1970 freshman class of
progran students was chosen for o longtudimal study of their 4-year
progress toward graduation in 1974, In order to get acomparable control
group for comparnison, students were sclected who would have met the
program requircingnts s to ceononne and academic disady antege had
there been @ program at the private mstitutions when they enteted as

freshmen in 1967, The control group did not receive suppurtive ser-

vices, as such services were not available in the late sisties.

A move ideal expermicntaldesign wounld have ticluded the assigning
of disadvantaged students tu erther o treatiment geoup or nontreatment
group during the same tune frame, and then following them over the
next 4years. However, thus would not has ¢ been cducationally feasible.
To deny students the assistance after programs becamie available on
camnpuses would.not have been ethicully sound.

Therefore, the present study is pust hoc of necessity. Itis, however,
one of the first, 1if not the first, attempts at longitudinal analy sis in this
ficld, using « wontrol group, hard daty, « large, representative random
sample, and statistical analysis.

Sample

The total population included all 33 private colleges having Higher
Education Opportumty Programs in 1970 (3,382 disadvantaged stu-
dents,. The campuses that admitted disadvantaged students in 1967

[C 10 i8

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

K

N




’

(prior to the inception of un upportumty program) we-e weéntified.
These campuses were further chedhed for avalability of pecords of
sufficient aceuracy and detarl to enable the wdentification of students
“who, on the important v .wiables of income, ligh schoolas erage and SAT
scores were statistically similar to HEOP students enterimg m 1970
(average gross income under $6,000, lgh school aserage $3 o1 below,
SAT verbal and math seores, each 500 or below).

Tw enty -five HEOP campuses having such historical date were wden-
tified. These were then stratified by size, geographic location, and
religious affiliation. A representativ asample of 13 campuses was then
randomly seclected. ) N i

The total student sample size was 644, Of these, 370 were HEQP
program students who entered as fieshmen m 1970, and 274 were
non-HEOP (but equally disady antaged) students who entered the sam-
ple campuses as freshmenin 1967, See table of sample mstitutions in
appendix.)

Data Collection \

Data collection was done by wonsultants who visited cach of the 13
sample campuses to wpy entiance and performance date from the files
in the Registrar and Financial Aid Offices for cachistudent i the sample,

An interview qn\estiunn.tirc was abu adimsnistered to o high ranking
college official to assess the general clitate of the sample campuses
during the time periods under study.

The data collection instrume nts see appendin) mcluded anmdividual
Student Data Form and W Institution Questionnaire.

The Student Data Form included the following stems. meome,
number of dependents, sex, mantal status, birth year, ethmety, high
school average, SAT verbal score, SAT math score, RSE score, grade
point average for cachchuss y ear, vverall grade pomt as erage, mago field
of study, credit hours carned per weademic period, 1ate of leaving or
graduation, and reason for ke aving. The forms were coded for eonfiden-
tiality. g

'

Analysis

Information from all items un coded indisadoal data frms were
keypunched and processed by the computer tenmmal, Output data
vickled frequency distributions on entrance profiles for program stu-
dents (IHEOPY and nonprogram students uon-HEQOP), as well as per-
formance variables for cach group.

i9
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Entrance profile means were computed, by group, for income,
number of dependents, high school average, SAT verbal score and SAT
math score. ’ : .

Also, academic performance means were computed, by group, for
overall grade point average indudmg all sample students), overall
grade pomt average Jor graduates), and senivr-y car grade puint average
(for graduates). -

In urder to determne the sigmficance of mean differences, the ttest*

“was wsedd, with 4 99 poreent level of confidence. The uull hy pothesis (no
difference) was used with the pussibihty of it being rejected at the 01
level of sigmficance. The value of tat this level of significance must be
2.586 for a sample size of 500+.

Percentages were used to comparg graduation and attrition condi-
tions. In addition, the X2* was computed to test the significance of the
ubservations o cach category. The null hyputhesis of independence of
vdategories m the contingeney table) was used, with the possibility of it
bemg rejected at the .01 ey clofsignificance. The value of X2 at this level
must be-13.277 for 4 degrees of freedom.

Results

¢

Results of the student data analysis for entrance criternia are reported
in table 3.

Table 3

MEAN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PROGRAM AND
NONPROGRAM GROUP ON ENTRANCE CRITERIA

Number of | High School SAT SAT
Income Dependents Average Verbal Math
HEOP $4,758 4.15 - 76.6, 380 387
! Non-HEOP 4931 |° 4.57 , Tid 408 433
Lt 057 1 80 / 39 -4.28%% | ~6.72**
) i

** pP<.01 '

i\
* A ttostas dastatistical test to dissove naf the Diffcroind betaaon two imcans 1s SIL{III[IL-!HL
or merely due to chance.
A A2 el syquards shows the degiee of divergonce between obwnéd and expected
frequencies o

o 12 3
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Subjects in the non-ITEOP group ontrol group; arc not statistically
different from the HEOP group eaperimental group) ou mcome, de-
pendents, or Righ schivol average. They both have an average income
l)(.lo“ $6,000 \actual mean .tl)uut $4,800) and a high school werage
below 85 actual mean about 770, Therefore, the null hypothests of no
difference was not regected. The t value for sigmficanee of nican differ -
ence at the .01 leve Fwas not met. The values are below the 2,586 necded
fur the sample size. Nuither were they significant at the .05 level, which
must be 1.965.

Buth glux'lp.s alsu inect the program critenaas disads antaged aceond-
ing to scores vn standardized tests, The mean SAT scores, buth verbal
and math, are below 300, However, the non-HEOP group does have o
higher average SAT score than the HEOP group, un verbal and on math
seores, Therefore, the null by puthess of no difference s rejected. The t
value is significant beyond the .01 level.

. Table 4

MEAN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PROGRAM AND
NONPROGRAM GROUP ON PERFORMANCE CRITERIA

Total Sample Graduate Graduate
Overall GPA Overall CPA Sentor Year GPA
HEOP 2.33 2.65 2.92
Non-HEOP 1.79 2.39 2.69
t _ 11.65%* " 3 44t 3 79+

** po 0]

In table 4 the mean grade point average for HHEOP program stadents
is siguificantly Ingher than the mean grade point avcrage for non- HEOP
students. The tvalue for differcnce of means is far bey omd the necessary
2.586 needed for the sample size at the .01 level, Thereford, the nall
hyputhesis of o difference is rgjected. This shows beyond the 99
pereent level of confidence statistically, that the differences are real.

The program studcnts abo calubit a lngher poreant of graduates than
the nonprogram group. as shown in table 5

y
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Table 5
PROGRAM AND NONPROGRAM GROUP LEAVING,

BY REASON -
Reason for Leaving
Subgroup Academic | Financial™| Personal
e Graduation | _Problem | Problem | Problem | Other | TOTAL**
HEOP . ‘
number 190 > 7 57 61 370
percent 51% 15% 2% 15% 17% 100%
Non-HEOP
number 97 97 1 11 68 274
* pereent 35% 35% 1% 1% 25% 100%
[ TOTAL | 287 | 132 8 68 129 644
z e

«* signiffant X2= 63.12, < 01, df=+

Note HEOP students are given 3 years m which to graduate. Therefore the total
graduates for HEOP \ISX)! sucdudes 25 students who wall graduate i 1975,

Inspection uftlu table alsu reveals that more non- HEOP st dents ldt
for academic reasonsthan the HEOP students.

The X2 value 0f 63.12 s greater than the 13.277 which would gceur 1
percent of the time when the mll by pothests is true. Therefore, the null

hypothesis, that the two criteria of dassification in table 3 (reason for

leaving, and subgronp) are independent is rejected.
The résnlt shows that the probability of a given individual falling m
particular category of “leaving” (s influenced by the particnlar subgronp

(HEOP or non-1IEOP} in which the individual falls.

Findings .

Results of this study show that program students, thongh similar
nonprogram students in ceoaomic and acadeinie backgronnds, actaally
are mord sneeessfulonthe measures of grade point aserage., E,r.uln.mun
and retention,

An interesting finding was that the nonprogram group entered col-
lege with significantly lghier SAT scores, which nsndlly rrelate well
with CPA and are often ased fin prediction. Had the much lower SAT
seores of program students been msed for prediction, they would have

been quite inacenrate. The correlation 1s dearly negative and lnslg,mﬁ-

<2
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All three of the research hy potheses were supported.

1. The'mean grade port ascrage for ITEOP students was found to be
significanthy lugher than the GPA for non-HEOP tudents. The range
and .st.llld.l‘l\d deviation for the two groups differ greatly. Obscrnvation of
fiequenay tables shows inembers of the HHEQP gioup in the 4.2 cate-
gory, sh.n;.,lll A awverage, as compated to o high of 3.2 18) for the
nou-HEOP group. (This is supported by additional statistic A tabks in
the appendices.)

2. The HEOP grovp showed o 3.,n.|t difference in the percent of
graduates. 163, or 43 poreent, of the 1970 entering class, as commpared to
97 students, or 33 pereent, of thy non HEOP group. This was measured
over a d- -year tie penod. However, ITEOP students are given 3 yeas
m which to'graduate. The 25 (10 pereent) students “still there™ will
graduate in 1975, With this number added, the totd graduates become
190 vut pf 370, or 51 pereent, which is actually shghtly above the State
and national rate for regular students. -

3. Fewer program students left college for academic reasons than
non-HEOP students. only 13 percent, or 33 studeuts, of the program
sample, as compared to 97 students, o1 33 porednt of the nonprogram
sample,

A review of the hterate revedled a pancity of rescarch studies
mcasurimg the effectivencess of spedial prograns for college students,
shuswinga need for eapanded actinaty o thas ficld, Mach more attention
has been g encto the ares of cthute studies, also, problems inherent in
the “different” backgrounds of disadsantaged or “uew ™ students, prob-
le tns that scom to foreeast fatlure, have beenidentficd. These problons
have been lnghhghted i the scholarly work of Deutsch and Conant,
ammong others. The positive findings of the prosent study should be
beneficial in promoting additional research in this area.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

The findings of this study did toveal that disadvantaged students at
campuses aftor the mecption of Highar Education Opportanity Pro-
prams performed more successfully than their counterparts ot the
satie campuses pror to sach prograns, offirmnng the thice stated
hypothieses. Both groups of studcuts studicd wore similarly disadsan-
taged. Wiath respect to ceononne carcumnstances, the 1970 group was a
Int more depinved ceonomeally, cspoadly when ond figures in the
effect of iflaton, Tu terins of pror acadcnne acicvamont, aeorollan
stataane it s appropriate, 1970 HEOP studonts word as undciprepared
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as theit 1967 counterparts according to the standard nieasures uruse for
determining academic eligibility. i fact, the 1970 students had lower

SAT scores than the vther group. Given the requiement that HEOP
students must hay e a dual disads antage weonomic and acadenny, there ™ X
<an be no question that the samples diawn for compatisonr were as |
identical as possible. ‘ |

The questiomaire administered to high rankimg acadenic officrals at
the sample campuses gencrated suine witeresting infor matwon, 'llwmust
visible campus changes reported ware inthe area of supportise servaees.
The dramatic increase in counscling, remedial services, and tutorial
assistance clearly suppuort the hypotheses undgrl\iub this rescarch ef
fort. Tu reiterate an carlier point, HEOP is o suppuortive services pro-
gram, such services were not avalable to disadvantaged studonts prior
to the advent of upportunity programs, and one can realtically 1elate
the suceess of program studcats to the additional academic assistanee
the program provided to those admijtted under the HEOP aegns.

Etis also important to note that this study is probably the first attempt
to gaina longitudinal porspective of thic lmp.ldufuppurtumh progratny,
particularly if vire considers the rigor with which the scentific method
was utilized in this case. This was the carbiest pussible time this ty pe of
study could have been attempted, sinee private settor vpportunity
programs have only recently concduded their fouwrth full year under a
funding muded de signed to bring surcly needed supportive acadenme
services tw bear on the cducational deficits on nontraditional students,

Clearly, the suceess tates of the sampled HEOP students greatly
surpass the collegiate achiovement levels of their 1967 counterparts un
all measures, ic., vverall grade point average, GPA achieved in the
senior year, and the percentage of graduates. Additionally, nany more
students in the 1967 group e ft college for academic reasons than did su
in the later sample, again suggesting that the provision of HEOP sup-
purtive services was a critical factor in cnabling a student to persist
through to graduation,

" VIII. RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the overwhelmingly positive results of this study, and the
trend toward decining enrolhment of “regular™ students, there is
goud reasun to believe that the vverall student body should and will
comtinue to be made up of siguificant sumbers of nuntraditional stu-
dents. For an examiple of the magnitude of denand, The City Cinver-
»ity SEEK program must use a lottery system to screen vut the three of
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four chgible appheants annually for w hom thes is no space available In
the private sector, thousands of eligible stadents cannot reecive HEOP
assistance each: year due to limited fiscal resources.

New Federal and State financial aid approaghes, embudying the
philosophy of entitlement to aid based on nc:a. conpled with the
mcreasig reach and scope of public iniversity and commiunity college
systems, with their goal of vpen admissions, provide ascnues of educa-
tional enfranchisement for ever more students —students who continue
to be poor, of ethme mmontics, older, and inmany other ways different
from the trachtional student. With more HEOP-ty pe students vu cam
pus then, more speaal services will be needed. Public support for
opportumty programs should be strengthoned. Institutions, faced with
risig costs, canmot shoulder progeam costs alone. Withont these pro-
grams, those less well pregaed students will be denied cqualopportu
nity for success they have been admitted to college. ) :

Project Directors m the vppurtunity programs frequently encounter
nonprogram, more traditional students who request sarions HEOP
program services, many of which are not available elsewhere on the

campus. These students coniectly perceive such serviees as vahiable to
all students—uot just those characterized as disadvantaged: Leadership
m ligher education would do well to investigate those innovations -
astde from the learmng centers whicl largcly ' gan in these programs
and now sers e all studeuts— that hav ¢ broad applicability and should be
implemented for ail.

Finally, the hterature search undertahen for this study revealed an
amaznig searaaty of good rescarch it the arca ot opportumity programs
Wwhich exist m many states and imvolve many millions of dollars and
thousands of students . Its sital that research and evaluation studics be
carned forward w ths important arca— bothein the sponsoring agencics
- and at the participating campuses. .

It 1o urtical that opportamty programs be fully funded, sv that the
feLessary supportiv e services and ﬁn.nfca.n} assistantee can be brought to
bear on the needs of the ceonomically and cducationally deprived,
especially smee, as has been shown, such students are enabled to

_achieve a notable record of success with such help.
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-
) Table Al *
SAMPLE INSTITUTIONS BY STRATIFICATION
Swe \ _ Religious Number Sample
Category Affiliation . l:l\illixw>|\j_—_ . '51‘10' ]
Multiversity- Refigons | LY
Multéveraty .\'nu\cclarl.TH ’ 2 184 T
mm!y Nonsectarian T jl() ]
—’T:.:Tr;c (:0"1:;1:",- Religions  » 1 -“S-"l‘ T !
large College Notseetarian B 2 92
B ::;TIT( Snllcgc"' - ._Th-hgmus - 2 " o 54 ]
’El!;'lll(_:i)llt-gt' .\‘nnwcl.lri.ln‘ 3 - ET“W
F,TI _,:—_i' I T ~-'“~:*o?f T
| \
- 27 \\
R
E \l) ‘ 19 \
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%
. Table A2
- <
INSTITUTIONAL SAMPLE SIZE .
e INSTITUTION
Subgrowp ™= .} A | B | c | D ]E|F |lc|n 1 ] K | L | M Total
Non-HEOP 18 153 [ 10 |50 |12 {2 |17 6 |12 |13 9 6 | 42 274
HEOP - 1106 41 | 15 | a3 | 21 {36 | 19 8 | 18 7 9 9 | 48 |- 370
Total S ft24 [ s | o5 |83 |33 [e62 |36 |14 |30 |20 |18 |15 | % 644
A}
. /




Appendix. B
DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

(Tables .and'Graph§) ] -
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o] Table Bl * ~. _
MARITAL STATUS BY SEX ' \\
Married Not Married Unknown Status
Subgroup M F | Unknown { Total M F | Unknown | Total M F | Unknown | Total Total
Non-HEOP 2 — —_ 2’ 78 77 . — 155 83 { 30 4 177 274
HEOP 3 16 - 19 122 160 1 283 45 21 2 68 370
Total 5 16 —_ 21 200 Y 237 1 238 . 128 51 6 185 644
. /
S Table B2 -
N * SEX AND MARITAL STATUS
. -
MALE - FEMALE ¥
Not ' Not
. Subgroup Married “Married Unknown Total Married Married Unknown Total Total
Non-HEOP 2 78 83 163 —_— 77 30 107 27(?
HEOP 3 122 15 s | 16 160 at | e 370
Total 5 200 128 333 16 237 51 304 644

)
E TC Note: Sex unknown: Non-HEOP 4, HEOP 3

— A -
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Table B3
. ETHNICITY
* Spanish-
Sumamed Total
Subgroup Unknown Black | American White Oriental Other Percent
Non-HEOP! 39% ~24.9% 16.5% 18.6% 0.4% 0.7% 42.5%
N=107 N=68 N=46 N=51 N=1l N=2 N=274
HEOP2 9.4% 61.6% 21.7% T 5.7% 1.3% 0.2% 57.5%
N=35 N=228 N=80 N=21 N=5 N=1 N=370
Total %? 22% 45.9% 19.4% 11.1% 0.9% 0.4% 100%, )
N=142 N=296 N=125 N=72 N=6 *N=3 N=644 . “

! Figures indicate percent of non-HEOP subgroup.
2 Figures indicate percent of HEOP subgroup.
3 Figures indicate percent of total group.
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AppendixiC

‘ENTRANCE CRITERIA

(Graphs and Tables)
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Figure C3
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MEAN SENIOR GPA BY OVERALL GPA AMONG GRADUATES
. i

I Iy 1
Qverall Grade Point Average
Total Percent of
Subgroup 1.5-1.9 2.0-2,4 2.5-2.9 3.0-3.4 3.54.0 Frequency Sample
Non-HEOP 11 2.5 3.0 3.2 - 97 35.4
Senicr GPA N=7 N=46 N=37 N=7 N=0
HEOP 1.3 2.5 2.9 3.3 3.8 165 44.6
Senior GPA N=4 N=45 ~ N=T1 N=28 N=6
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Table

El
HEOP RESEARCH STUDY RESULT

N=644 :
tte;t .
R Value
K _ Difference | Significance | Interpre-
CRITERIA Subgroup Mepn Of Means P=.01 tation .
Income 'HEOP S—I.GSB t=0.5749 Difference Accept
Non-HEOP 4,931 is not Null
significant Hypothesis
# Dependents HEOP 4.15 t=1.807 Difference Accept
Non-HEOP 4.57 is not Null
significant Hypothesis
‘[ High School HEOP 76.6 t=,3960 Difference Accept
Average Non-HEOP 774 is not Null
significant Hypothesis
SAT Verbal HEOP o 380 t=4.278 Difference Reject
Non-HEOP 408 is Null
! | significant Hypothesis
SAT Math HEOR 387 t=6.72" | Difference |.Reject
Non-HEOP 483 is Null
. ' significant Hypothesis
- ’ Significance { Interpre-
PERFORMANCE | Subgroup Mean t test P=.01 tation
Overall GPA HEOP 2.33 t=11.65 Difference Reject
(All cample Non-HEOP 1.79 is Null |
students) N - significant Hypothesis
Overall GPA HEOP * 2.65 t=5344 Difference | Reject
(Graduates only) Non-HEQP 2.39 is Null
| ) significant Hypothesis
Senior Year GPA HEOP 002 | t=3.79 Difference | Reject
{Graduates only) Non-HEOP 2.69 is Null
significant Hypothesis
Significant Interpre~ ,
PERFORMANCE Subgroup Percent X2 P=.01 tation
Graduates HEOP 51% X2=63.12 | ‘Reject Null
Non-HEOP .| 15% Significant—{~Hypothesis
—— =
Attrition HEOP 15% Reje .t Null
(Academic) Non-HEOP 35%" X2=63.12 Sigmficant Hypothesis

34
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Table E2

SUMMARY STATISTICS
Performance Data-

Largest Smallest Standard
Criteria Observation | Range | Observation | Mean Deviation
Overall GPA
’ (All sample
students)
HEOP 4.0 KE) 0.4 2.33 5.48
Non;}!EO P 3.1 3.0 0.1 1.74 7.27
Overall GPA
{Graduates only)
HEOP 3.8 2.3 1.5 2.65 3.98
| Non-HEOP 3.1 1.6 1.5 2.39 3.29
Senjor GPA
(Graduates only)
llEQP 4.0 2.2 .18 2.92 4.97
Non-HEOP 3.2 1.9 1.3 . 2.69 4.38
\ )
Table E3

SAMPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
(For Graduates Only)

Variables Subgroup Value of r
GPA vs. High School Average HEOP - -0.0686
Non-HEQP 0.20254
SAT-Verbal vs GPA HEOP 0.18026°
Non-HEOP 0.29886
SAT-Math vs. GPA HEOP ~0.01669 ~
Non-HEOP 0.14157
SAT-Verbal vs. High School Average "HEOQOP 32132
Non-HEOP 40584
SAT-Math vs: High Sehool Average HEOP .35369
Non-HEOP .25320

v




Table E4

GPA vs. HIGH SCHOOL AVERAGE
Correlation :
Graduates Overall
" HEOP =0.0686 0.01494
l Non-HEOP 0.20254* 0.28260*

*n<.05

Interpretation. The relatwnship between GPA and high school average among HEOP
students is statistically insignificant.

Amung nun-HEOP students it 1s significant but indicates that unly a very small aniount of
variance is shared between GPA and HSA.

b
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Study of Disadvantaged Students—1967 and 1970
STUDENT DATA RECORD

Institution 1Student &xbgrt';up Income Incooe ' |Dopexdents  |[Number of | Sex Marital Status
Code # (1-8){Code # | Code < |Xnown? (Nearest $) {Xnown? Dependenta Harried?
,‘ Oa. m’tgop Ch. %o Ch. xnown, Ch ¥s1e [T Yes
2. 1mp . |Ck. tnknown CR. timonn 2 resado |CT2 1o
- (1970) %la Unknown| Tkno\m
0 2 D P B ) i) g
ki.rth Ir. | Ethnlcity |HS Average §SAT-Verbal |SAT-Hath |RSCQT JGRADE FOINT AVERAGE (class (year)) -
(2-digit) — (BSB) [Presh(1)[|Soph(2) |Junior(3)|Sentor(t) |OVERALL-)
pain. kL N .
12 Spanish
Surnamed
13 waite , .
Oriental
8 0 e -
T D I - B R B |m
¥ajor {(write JeREDIT (or equivalent} EARNED PER ACADEMIC PERIOD ; I
out=coeplot) ouumer A |Semester 1 [Sestr 2 [Sums B saote 3/seste 4 [sum ofsastr sfsestr 6]sum Dlseste 7]sustr & summ
- N - 2
E Y A N - N N - - O N N
Sestr 9|Smstr 10[Suzm F] Sestr 11]Sestr 12 [Date of Leaving|Reason for Losving Counter SPECIAL NOTATICNS
or Craduation {pre—entered)
_Konth | Year -
.IC3L Graduation .
CR Acasdendc
1 Financial 1
C¥s Personal -
35 Othor—¥Xnown




STUDY OF DISADVANTAGED STUDER}TS
1867 AND 1970

Arcas of inquiry for use dutmg interviess with the chicf student
personnel administrators of sample institutions.

General obyective. To establishi the mapor porceptions, mipressions of thic
adunnstrator concernmgy the wstitution’s v itonment. chimate dunmg
cach of the perods 1967 to 1970 and 1970 to 1974, such that inferences
may be drawi to desenbe the degree aml types of diange vbserved
between the two periods. i

Quantitative areas:

1.

to

. total full-tinte undergraduate enrollments

b. total full-time faculty and staff .

existence and magmtude of student services g counseling
center, financial aid office)

existence and magmtade of remedial seivices g.. counseling
center, tutorial assistance) ,

adhnissions cntena and aademe profiles of cotering froshmen
clisses )

a. numbers and pmpl.ntion.s of minurity group students

b. numbers and proportions of faculty;stafl members

residential and other physical fucilitics of iustitutions

-

Qualitative arcas:

1. accessibility of faculty and staff by students :

2. activity and attitude of student government and other student
groups tis-a-vis the institution '

3. institutional involvcment in commumty scivices, incduding can-
pus and local community relationships

4. acadeniic quality of program offerings

5. overall mission of the institutions

6. typess of studeut chentele smust typieally served by institution

7. How mtegrated are different types of students i the general
campus setting?

5. What types uf changes s o the nontraditional stude nts brought to
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Quantitatice areas:

4 (AC)

’

INSTITUTION
/ 1967 1970
# #
# #
- Yes No Yes No
Size Size
of Descriptor of Descriptor
Yes No Yes No
Size Size
of Deseriptor of Descriptor
Yes No Yes No
Size Size
of Descriptor ‘of Descriptor
LY
Yes No Yes No
Size Size
of Deseriptor of Descriptor

Comparative scale between 67 and 70

|
|

much
lower

(AP)

moderately

lower

slightly  no change
lower

slightly

hig

er

modenately  much
higher higher
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5 a (#) %) (#) (%)

b. (#) (%) i#) (%)

6. Descarptors ofcondition fut 67 and 70 e w fauilities, tew .lummnml.muns CUmpara
tive scale Detween 67 and 70

much  moderately  slightly no slightly  moderately  much
worse  worse worse change better  better better

Qualitative areas

1. Comparative scale between 67 and 70

moderate, light slight moderate great
decreased no change ——————— > increased

2 Deseriptions of activity

Descriptions of attitude

Comparatis ¢ sale of valence of actinaty and atitede toward mstitution

t
i

I N I N O

less favorable e——me—— na change more favorable

49
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3. Comparative scale af amount of activity in community services.

.
. -
Y,
X
N

A — 5 more activity

less activity «—ﬁ no change

Comparative scale of “town-gown” relationship valence

I I I I N

less favorable e———————mrn no change — 5 more favorable

Ny

4. Comparative scale of quality

S I I N S B

downgraded e——— no change =~ ——0——> upgraded

67 . 70

5. Mission Descriptors,

Change of direction desenptors

Judgment on extent of change .

Much Change .
Moderate Change

Slight Change

No Change

ERIC . 2
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6. Clientele descriptors

Ch:mgc of clientele descriptors

. Student involvement in campus

Change of imvdlvement deseriptors

—

ERIC

Judgment on extent of change

Much Change

Slight Change
No Change

—_— — Moderate Change

67 70

. Judgment op extent of change

—_—  — Much Change

Slight Change
No Change

¥

Judgment of change descriptors

Much Change

Slight Change
No Change

—_——  Moderate Change

8. Changes caused by nontraditional students 67 70

Moderate Change




Appendix G

ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Research Studies of College Programs for
Disadvantaged Students )

Bachr, R. F. Project Success. Final Report, Office of Education,

(DHEW) \\.:’ashipgtpn. D.C., December 1969.

Project Success'is a remy dial program for disadvantaged students m
the Chicago City Julziur_Co}ngc.'s spedializing in wdiv idual attention for
the student “This report suminarized o followup study of the effective-
ness of the project)Sfudent.s who had been i the progran for 1 yea
were assigned to an experimental group (N=67). A cuntrol group
(N=69) was formed, consisting of students, randomly sclected from
other remedial programs in the dity wllege system. Compared to the
control, the experimental group had « sigificantly greater number of
students remaining after 1ycar. Project Success students also showed an
increase in GPA from the first to the second semester, while the average
for the control group remained unchanged.

Bridge, W. T, ed. “Resecarch and Compensatory Education. What are
we doing®” Proceedings of a workshop sponsvred by The Florida
Educational Research Assuciation, Jacksonville, Fla., January 1970.

Evaluated was a special compensatory program for disadvantaged
students at Florida Junior Colleges. The program consisted of four
courses in remedial reading, word study, and attitude improvement.
Following completion of these wourses, o group of disady anttaged stu-
dents was compared with « control group of randomly selected students
considered more typical. On indices of GPA, attrition rate and readmg
skills, the two groups showcd wo significant differences. Further, sev-
enty percent of the experimental group was performing satisfactordy m
university-parallel courses.

Cliristensen, F. A. “The development of an academic support sy stem for
educationally disadyantaged students.” Paper presented at Amencan
Personnel and Guidance Association Mecting, Atlantic City, N.J.
1971,
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The paper descnibes o program at Park College called the Park
Achiery cment Sennmnar PAS,. Tt consists of special conrses for the disad-
vantaged anned at the development of reading, waiting, and speaking

o shils, cntical thimking, and study habits. The anthor reports that the
average GPA for students i the program was equal to the average GPA
fur the freshman class, He sugpests that this could hay ¢ come about Uul)
as a result of the PAS program,

Dispenzieri, A, Kweller, Loand Gimger, S. “An overview of longitudi-
ual ﬁlldlllga onaspeaalcollege program for disadvantaged students.™
P.lp(il prosented at the Annnal Mecting of the American Educational
l}'cs?nrch Association, New York, February 1971.

Thewpaper presents the findings of an cvalnatioan of a programs which
provided disady antaged students with raunedial courses, tutoring, and
umnau[lug. The author teports that when the stidents in the progran
touk a reduced conrse luad plis two remedial conrses, their perform-
ance was nearly equal to that of students in the regular program.

Hurdcr{ku.nd. F. "Wisadvantaged Stude nts, What makes-for college sur
vival?' Conference of the American Association for Higher Educa-
tion, Chicago, 1L, March 16, 1971. .

The aythor brictly deseribes the speaal program for the disadsan-
taged at Northeaste rn Hhinons State College, begun in 1968, Initially, 27
normally tadinssible students were enrolled. By the fall of 1969, 23
students hiid a “C” or better, n March 1971, 16 were still in college. A
secund group of 30 students was curolled in the fall of 1669. At the end
of the first semester 23 had aceeptable grades. The college considered
the prograim »o successful that' 97 more disadvantaged students were
enrolled m 1970, The sathor maintams that the suceess of the program
rests 1 preadmssion advismg, financial aid, light conrse loads. ac-
ademic, vocational, and personal counscling and in tutoriag.

Losah. J. and Bums, N. "An evaluation of the Community College
Studies Program for the vear 1969-1970.
Miami-Dade Junior College, March 1971,

- The authors asstgnead disadsantaged students to one ol three gronps.

The Connunty College Studic s Program, a traditional ramedial peo-
gram, and the regular Eberabarts program Ater 1 ovear, the attrition
rates and GPA'S wmmong the three groups were compared. For CCS
stadents the GPA was lughost aind the attntion rate was lowest, but
noithercomparson with the othe rtwe groups was siginficant. ttis noted

E TC 46 53




thut among blach CCS students the attrition rate was sygmificantly less
than for the other two groups.

Mayhovich, M. K. Block, Astan and White Students in the Educational
Opportunity Program. Natioual Center for Educational Researchiamd ™

Development (DHEW/OE) Washington, D.C. 1970,

The purpuse of this study was to assuss the attitude hanges of EOP
and non-EOP Asians, blacks, and whites over a 1y ear timespan, The
anthor wed indices of motivativi, type «Cfamuly relationship, achieve-
ment motis ation, sclf-concept, political awareness, and social partiapa-
tivn, Sex, age, and race were niatched for COP and non-EOP students.
The results indicate d that the EOP cxperience bubstered the self-estecmn
of all three groups and fostered need achicy ement s black and white
students. There were no other differences between EOP and non-EOP
students onr any of the other variables. The author points out that
altbough the EOP program dimmishes diffcicuces between disads an
taged and nondisadvantaged students, it does not entirely limimate
them.

Moen, N. and Giese, C. Martin Luther King Tutonial Program, Univer -
sity of Minnesota, 1970, Volume 6. rumber 4.

The Martin Luther Ky Tutortal Program provides disady antaged
students with counschig, tuturiong, and financal suppuort. The authors
state that Martin Luther King students, after having been i the pro
gram, showed muproved attitudes, stronger motivation, and better
study habits.

Ratchin, N, “The effects of two different reading piograms on culturatly
disadvantaged freshman.” Paper read at the Mecting of the Interna-
tional Reading Association, Atlantic City, N.J.. April 1971.

The author reports o study swhich evaluated the effects of a 10-weeh
reading shills course and a study shills ¢ourse apun the subscyuent
perdurmance of disady antaged students. Stadents i the program were
comparced with sumilarly disadvantaged students who had not been o
part of tr.e program. In terms of GPA and reading test gain scores, both
the reading and study shills courses led to superior perfurmance.

Ware, C. and Gold, B. The Los Angeles Cuty College Peer Counseling
Program. Office uf Pubhications, Amertcan Assuctation of Junior Col-

leges. Washington, D.C. 1971.
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The Los Angeles City Colllge s stem has developed a supportive
counschug program for the disadvantaged, using than pecrs for man-
puwer. The present report evaluates the effectiveness of the program.
Thred groups were formed. an expornnental group, students who had
partivpated as counsclies, a control group, students who had been
msated to partiapate, and a sceond control group, similar students who
had been at the college a yean before, The retention rates among the
thice groups were 93 pereent, lSpcrwnt,'.md 12 pereent, respectively.
Grades were highest among connselees agd “invited™ connselees. How -
ever, it should be noted that college entranee scores for the latter were
higher, suggesting the supenonty of the counseling progran. Amoug
blachs, the retention rate was 100 purcent and, furthcimore, while their
grades were slightly mfenor to those of zonblacks, they were signifi-
cantly better than thuse of their counterpa ts of the previous year.
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