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FOREWORD

The research study contained herein N% as conducted III the fall of 1974
by the Bureau of Higher Education Opportunity Programs v.Ith the
support of the ,Burtau of Research in Higher and Professional Educa-
tion, effective and m%ift completion %leas made possible by the superb
efforts of a large number of dedicated individuals.

Staff of both Bureaus coordinated efforts in the conceptualiLation of
the project, the construction ofappropriate instruments, and the collec-
tion and analysis of data. Zenobia O'Neal served as the study director.

We are grateful to the presidents and staffs of the sampled campuses,
Nkithout N% hose cooperation this research effort could not ha% e been
attempted, let alone completed in such a timely fashion.

This study is the first known huge scale attempt to gain a longitudinal
perspective on the impact of opportunity programs. The findings should
be helpful in strengthening ser ices to nontraditional students as part of
providing broader opportunity fur accessTand successin 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 DISADVANTA_GED:
A Report of a Research Study

I. INTRODUCTION
Os er the last decade, se% erad hundred thousand persons has c entered

lnictlean colleges and um% ersities through special programs for the
educationally, economically, and JUL litil disadsantaged. In addition to
the institutions %%ich hay c traditionally sun ed black populations,
nearly public and innate postsecondary IliNtittitiolis in the utilitr)
base mounted programs %%inch, glide varying in ,cope, iutensith, and
resources, have shared the singulai mission of des eloping techniques
and strategies fur meeting the needs of these nu% populations, needs

hich arc quite different. iu a multitude of says, from those of truth-
tional college students.

The purpose of the stud) described he run was to attempt to ascei Lint
the eirectiseness of such programs at pm ate institutions of higher
education in the State Of Ness York in meeting the netts of the 1)01)111E1-
tilnISNLr% ed. The criterion ofeffectu mess used seas not supply .recess to
higher education, but rather the tiaditional ineasul us of aeademic
CCM. grades, timely accumulation of credits toss ard the degree, and
persistence to graduation. Data %sue collected on tsso groups, One %%as
disads antaged student, at a number of prisate institutions in Ness York
State %she) %so admitted in 1967. This seas pi our to the beginning oldie
11iglier Education Opportunity Prow am. The other group gas students
ssho entered those same institutions as Higher Education Opportunity,
Pograin students in 1970. 13oth groups %sere controlled for ities
011 %Eli ions measures of distal% alitage . The predominant inft rciict di assn
is that the prow anis type tu to have had a demonstrable , positive impact
on the success chances of the disads antaged student.
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IL DEMOCRATIZATION OF HIGHER EDUCATION
It can be said'of American higher education that it has been eliarae-

terize(l,since its inception, by matte democratization. Access to the
early colleges ssas a perquisit,' "ac well!born, and a college education
ssas gunerall> preparation for the ininistr),. Es en before the Cis il War,
hews er,-publie pressuic had stimulated the el cation ofdis crse institu-
tions, including a number created by state go. t.; 11111Clib 1/41110St of 1% hick

sick founded or reins igorated by the Mond! Land Grant in 1862) and
the City College of Ness York, begun as the Free Academ> in 1849
,Iris in, 1%1) While it ss as often-the expheit purpose of such institutions
to pros ide increased access to pustseeundar> opportunity for Allterl-
Lans, the enfranchisement of certain groups lagged behind. Women
were long undurrept est. Wed, first being admitted on an equal basis ss ith
men ss ith the opening of Oberlin College in 1833. Fm intoned} groups
the record is spotty Cs en with the opening of institutions specifically for
black students ,norniall> under philanthropic spousurship), few oppor-
tunities existed. Nationall undurgiaduate enrollment gross at a stead>
rate, from 232,000 in 1899 to 1,396,000 in 1939 iAnnstrong, 1939). This
inipresshe gross th in inunbei4s how es er meant little in terms of in-
creased minority access. The number of blacks recen mg bachelor's
degrees during this pet iod.w cut bunt about 1,200 to appluximatel>
9,003. But the percent of blacks ins oh LAI in higher eduJation remained
loss', -reflecting Bin ited access.

Aside from social factors, the ability to pa) ssas the greatest limitation
on pustse eoridar) educational access until World War II. In the last year
of that war, the SerxL.:111C1I'S IkadjlIMIICIlt Act idle GI 1311 brought
about a massix c influx of mess student., into college. Nearly three million
persons attended postsceondary institutions under these pros
and in the peak years of 1946- IS, approximately half of all students
attending college %Sere: reeeit ing benefits as seteraw, kCartter, 1965).

Thus, as AmeriLi inured into the 1956, most large groups had
rect d at least minimum curl-main:A, went for postsecondary uthiea-
tion. Those most notably left out aeic those w lio had tilictlys been left
out the poor., Ad, most Ai ikingl>, the minimal( N. Bross its . Board of
Edut Aim, in 1934, signalled a rise in aspirations, how ex el, thine was
the ICIIMal of hope in Mtn> t1narters that the democratization of'
Aineric.tu e duration, including higher t (location, could at List be corn-

-
pleted.
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A crescendo of e% ems followed. The -Sputnik climate- in 1957
brought about the National Defense Education ALL This minket! the

--firs.1 time that Ft. del al grants ant110,111.5 fin college, awarded pat tl) on the
basis of net (1, beeainu s idul available. The Kennedy -Johnson ad-

ations, ssith tlit pi (muse s of equal ()ppm tuna) finding fulfill-
ment in maim, areas, w el e pediaps 11111MiliZell III Iughet 1.41t11eation

b) the admission of James dith to the lin merl segregated UM. ei -
sity of :..1ississippi,

It was (luring this period that .t ga cat mans colleges and win et sities
1/4s ith the urging °fact:\ ist students', began to make a plaee for minor itie
anel other tiaditionall undeneptcsented groups. Often these limited
programs took an elitist -form. scouring the votintr for the "best
minor it students ho it presented the least i isk to the eitinpus).
This kind of reniitnient was a disseiee to the Liaise of blacks in
high( r education. It was often done at the expense of institutions such as
Hampton Unk ersits and Howard UM% ersit , ei t alread
serving blacks.

In that era there sent swim. institutions sshich took a mint iuclustse
approaeh. The City UM\ crsit) of New \wink, in inan was s beh edict
for the entire countr>, began its SEEK* program at a few eampuses as
earl. ., 1965. This pi ogi etnistituted one of the first at tempts (outside
of the bhit.k colleges; to admit students w ithout aeatlemic .sereening
Kt/Less. The plogiam %,is designed to talc students from it/tent they
(tot. iii tet ins of precollege preparation and, through a ariet of
intim ati. , culturall> sensiti.t. techniques and sere lees, !lel ) them vain
a college diploma.

Thu ellautit social cliniatt of the undsixtit s, epitomized I the death
of Nlartin Luther King in 1967 and the attendant public reaction,
fin Ltd tile canipilst. s to speed up then pre. itisl) slow 'rata of assimila-
tion. Nowell/Us L.unpus incidents, such as the seizure i if Cot
Willard Straight hall In armed black student., further sensitized ad-
ministrators at all levels to the el Rica! need for eliange in the Ingliel
etlemation struet um . It 55.15 ill till:, AIM/Spill IL that legislation establish-
ing opportunit programs was w itten Ness Fork State. Initial!),
legislation was passed at The City 1:111 ersit. Opportilint) plograin
legislation Lin t it lid) in t fleet Tasst dui 1970, established such programs
in a toordinatt d main( r at tin Cit) and State rne t 'salt sand at pi mate
hi it education institutions in New York.

Search for Education, Elm Awn and Knots ledge

:3
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III. TIIE HIGHER EDUCATION OPPORT6NITY
PROGRAM

The EduLation ()ppol l'iogram 1/41112()F, ill Neu Yoik's

postseyondar plughtail lit the disadvantaged at.plivaty set tot Colleges
and-tiiii el sales. Untie' its ty11115, 111Stit Ilt1011S .1111111.11i appl \ 101 giants

through a ploposal pa oyes,. In 1971, nein I> .0 sepaiate institutions,
serving:5,300 I I 1:()1) tttLIL. tits. pal tit. ipatud in the progiani.. This u as a
56 percent increase. from 3.4002,..7615 students in 1970.*

I I LOP in tnie s illig-betised fin tau ions ay atle mit siapporti% e set s

for plow am students. ingabl younseling. clitudial"
(1 .velopilioltal Luilisevi,011. .ultl speyial suuuucr prograins. Addition-
a, funds ma} by used fin yollege-t elated expenses, such as room,
board. and books. . IcgislitIVL Mill Mina. lit passed in 1972 muf allots
for partial subsidy of tuition costs as well.

IV. TIIE DISADVANTAGED STUDENT

Students III tilt I llg it t rothitation Opportunit l'iogiam must he
educational l t and t. tot it .1113 disadi autagt tl. 1:kynitimic disatkautage

has aluaxS 1/1.4211 twit flitted on a :Slate of lamil i tang ..adjiisted lin
11111111)o of depundt itts. sit %% as lia. cd ou IRA girth lescl

definitions of the Macao of Loalun S istlis. lit lefinit ion of &Jima-
disatkantage h,s not ht t it so asil% tofltt is «I 1101 NO l:011SiStl'Ilt,

but allWayS Ildlti to dt-1111l that populatioir whose titawt.es fin
collegiate enflame allti 111111U-11 1/\ tittue of
inoloos at. hie% I. flaunt. hi the fetus of 1,117.01) guidelines.

such ,1 student

11.11110t at paired the verbal. inatlicinatiii and full range of
ogintive skills etion d fin t. olk giati le% (.1 %%An k. (.tucttIl lie is a

student %%hos( glades He in the bottom half of his tigh SLI1001(1.1S%,
II411110t eat licd a a. olfi ge pet parattn , diplunt., and imssigned

to a high sL houl a halt has .1 pool lei of d rot stildunt;aLliic% (Anent or
%Om has becii tiat Led into a gt ut hal. Louuuett i.iI orvoyational high
school program.

StiL la a student %%III gt ut 1.111% 1.1111 Iola 011 Sill la ti.iltlitional measures
olLollegiate admissions as die S.1T boa: d scores, high .school ave,
age, class standing, or 1state) \examination.

the 1. Etaram t Ltat iiiii Anon Moan! ha, I Oiiu.tla d that t lt
10, MO grathiating high st hool Srunii S ill \tat 5 of k Stalk t%.#1Ihl ht t hir pat it IN

Lion ill Unlit% intoltlanis ht iktiat of t t ouown Mid atath wn disaalliagt

4 12



Such students are in mutt %, s part of the group of *lieu students,"
in Cross' terms, %elitist appeatante till tatimusi.... that al hi IZeN the

13.1Ned 011 1011.1 I/1 0.111/aNt 1.1 Na1111/11. N. Cass 11971; at U:1111)4'1.1 to

50111111.111 Zu :Anne of tilt t haat. tt tistits of tit, urtt student. She found-
that a high propoition at, ctiniit ntinutttits, about huts-thirtis of the
students' fathers had t.01111)1Utill onl high school ot less, about 60
pert ent of the student's' E.:hers held blue-tollat jobs. in genuial stu-
dents reported their secondat sthool perfutut.wtc to be etagt tit
beim,. measured b self:144pm t giades, tan,. in class, expt ,teti teathei
rating (Sr grades earned.

()tiler %%iters ha% e ticalt in gent ial tut ins teeth the thatattttstn.sof
this group of students. (:tossltid dif71' Hutt ti that the halm Ntt:

shin in emphasis from late to etonotin, s. Sewell ,1971, tut his Ion -
gitutlutlinal st nth of iscoi INIII tit: 1111d121 Nil/11d CIONNIalltrN 110111t

b dust" ibing the dose l) tlt pt nd, lit t lati010.1111) ..f college .,tte11tlauce
to stitioccolioini, :talus. 130), t and But nth ,1969; pit), itled an indepth
pit turt of the black stialtitit not a at.ll bl It students ate nett
students, 11tH .11T all 111.11.11tN, 1101 t VI 11 a 111.1i01 It 1/n111'111. blatio.

Kerr ,1972`, made twial fin cidsts about the shape of Ingliet
edutation ill the flaw, .tied tilt gut at dirt Isifiud Llictitt lt.' it tall hare to
srve.

V. INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSES

During the sixties, there %vas int teasing rtt.treuess ill ingliet educa-
tion that nontraditional Nt111.11. IltN ,.uttering ill etr11 gt tater num-
hers. bringing u ith them add,. uric needs and -Apectatunis tidrent
fr,)in those normall st 'Act! I the c.u11posts. TO' 111.111 , though, there
appeared to I), signifitant lag in de% ising the strategies necessar to
meet the needs of these nett students. The tore tourses of the college
curriculum. the methods or tt tilt provision of financial aid. the
proiision of remedial tourses or tub,' ial services. pet sonal
Louttsuling none st t mud to have begun to thatigc signifitantl Itt
1970.

In designing this ,,ttiti u hit. ,0111 IN typo) Utility plogram unpatt
b comp.trison,ofsituil.r stutitnts l), (Int plogiattis in 1967 aild aft ef
I 1E()1) in 1970. it was kit impo: Lint to test the atturac of th,
nu ntiunrd p, rception. i.t .. that flier,. had l/1.-C11 little tattiptis change
,outside tiltse programs'. to st 1%t nontraditional stud, tits in the ears
tinder serittin.

7
13

O



A questionnaire was thus constructed to attempt to gauge changes in
the college environment HI the timespan of the studs 'see appendix F),
especially III variables affecting the quality of the coil giate experience:
for the nontraditional student. The questionnaire was administered to
key administrators with experience across the span in question.

The Institution Questionnaire Included both quantitati% e and qualita-
tive_ areas concerning the os erall college ens ironment, such as total
undergraduate enrollment, total full-time faculty and staff, existence
and magnitude of specific ben ices, admissions criteria and academic
profile, fcuhties, accessibility of faculty, numbers and proportions of
minority students and faculty, academe quality of course offerings,
ov erall mission, ty pes of student clientele and changes brought by
nontraditional students. A Ukert-ty pe scale rating scale on a posits. e
to negative continuum) was used to record the resp'onses.

In reviewing the results in tables 1 and 2, it is immediately obvious
that the unlry 'factors in which a majority of administrators suss "much
change- was counseling 1/485 percent, financial aid 1/462 percent), remedial
services 1100 percent), and tutorial assistance W() percent). All of these
serrates are HEOP-funded. On the other hand, where some other
tAtanges 'night has e been made to be inure helpful to nontraditional
students, such as faculty aceess, service to tt.e community, school
mbswn, or the number ufmmurity faculty, ut a majority ofc.tscs slight or
no change Is listeo. I n all of these, areas change, monk/ be initiatd by the
institution. Thus, as far as differences in performance for similar stu-
dents in 1967 and 1970 are attributable to the factors beli'm, IIEOP %vas
a dttermining influence.

14
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Table 1

QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS
CHANGE IN OVERALL COLLEGE ENVIRONNINT

BETWEEN 1967 AND 1970
(QUANTITATIVE AREAS) N=13

Questionnaire
Item

Percent of Responses by Category

's uch
C ange

Moderate
Change

Slight or
No Change

Total Enrollment 2.3% 15% 62%

Total Faculty 8% 31% 61%

Number Minority Students 15% 8% 77%

Number Nlmority Faculty 15% 8.5%

Counseling 85% 15%

Financial Aid 62% 38%

Remedial Serb ices 100%

Tutorial Assistance 100%

Admission Criteria 8% 41.3%

Academic Profile 15% 85%

15

7



Table\2..

QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS
CHANCE IN OVERALL COLLEGE ENVIRONMENT

BETWEEit 1967 AND 1970
(QUALITATIVE AREAS)

Questionnaire
Item-

Percent of Responses by Category

Much
Change

Moderate
Change

Slight or
No Change

Facilities 8% 15% \ 77%

Faculty Access 15 23 62%

Favorability of
Student Attitudes 8 23 69%

Extent of Schools
Community Srs ice 15 23 62%

Quality of Schools
Communits Relationship 23 8 69%

Quality of Program
Offerings 8 23 69%

School Mission 23_ 23 54%

Clientele 31 2.3 46%

Integration of Traditional and
Nontraditional Students

lolluenc of
15 38 ,.; 46%

Nontraditional Students 15 31 53%

8



VI. RE EARCH STUDY: THE EFFECTIVENESS OF
POSTSECONDARY OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS

Statement of the Problem

While the literature has desetibed the aeadvinic problems of the
disadvantaged student at It ngth and in detail, the %says in wind' these
problerios are met have not received much study.

The fe... programs that hate bet..?1 evaluated in the literature, and
most ye riters %%Ito hate argued foi speeifit pt ()grains, sought to pro. ide
the student with SlIt..t..CSS Achie. Mg greater telt %mac' by
using familial or intrinsieally ink resting material is t,wisidcre41 demi a-
bleilso, personalizing Study plograins to fit 4,nd
capabilities has been useful.

Baer k 1969; i epor tt d a It int dial pi op ,tin for disatklilitligUd St MIL OS
the Chicago City Collegt s spteralizing w individual littt lawn

for the student. Compared to at control group, tilt. c:spe.rlintntal group
bad at signifieautly gi cat( r 11111111K i Of SW& Ilk It inaiiiiiigalter 1 y ear and
lt greater increase iu GPA- from the III St 4/ the !AA 01114 SCIllt Ntt i. S111111411
SlILLUSS has beta it 'rated by ot1111 111Vt Stigattws of ppiglains offering
special anuses -fur the disad.,mtaged ,it the de% elopinunt of
reading. riting. and study skills kBridgt , 1970. Christenson, 1971,
Ilatekin, 19711.

.111 {tppropt.mtu student suppin t lit In t 1 systt ut has bt t u dt 151.11 for

ecolionikall auui eduLationall disadvalitagt d students in Ne full.
State institurrons of bight r education. These prognillIS !MIMI& tilt use
of frig suppor tie t St IN Mt N. Pt 15011.11, atallt 11111., 4111(1 ill!) Lorin-

tutor ingprelit simian 501111111..1 t.0111 St S, tilt upgnaling of study
skills; and developmental courses.

The Ft stilt stijd attv INA( d to IIICAS111 t tilt StILLt SS of disad. lintaged
students in special proghtillS in pm {it( WNW tititillS NCN York State.
The thesis under'y ing this rt st_aiLli was that Hit plot& ins of tin eduea-
Urinal!i disarhantaged, pima& d out by stiell theor Isis as Conant,
Deutsch, Sexton, and others, can be positively {iffeLted by specific
rele.ant strategies.

The primary purpose of the study ,.as to 4,,f the

Iligher Edueation Opportunity. Pi ughtni in lit !ping disad%{intageckstri-
4 (IClitS develop the shills lint! Logiati.t stiungdis to inipio.0 glades., in
college and to graduate.

1"
GPA = t rule 1101111 .1% erag



This stud. essential!. compared the &Adeline progress km er 4 ears)
ofd ism!. antaged eollegt st tide las in spec IA pi up anis ha. mg support'.
sera ices, NA ith a eontrul group of similar disad.antaged students at the
same campuses prior to such special programs.

It was hypothesized that:

1. II EOP students 1% Wild hat %e Inghei grade point a erages than
nonprogram students.

2. A higher percentage of IIEOP students %%mild graduate than
nimprogram students.

3. Amer percentage Of IIEOP students would lea. e college for
academic reasons than rionprogram students.

Method

A longitudinal research approach 1post hue, %%as used to compare the
success ofdtsachautagcdstudentspoortotheh igher Edueation Oppor-
tuna. Ptogrant ..nth sinularil) disad.antages students after the pro-
grams %%ere brought to college campuses. The 1970 freshman class of
program students ..as chuseu for a longitudinal study of their 4-)ear
progress touard graduation in 1974. In onlea to get a comparable control
group for comparison, students ..ere selected v ho ..mild ha.e met the
program requirements as to CU/11011UL cruel aLadellul diSadt autage had
there been a program at the pm att- illStitlitlilliS A% he 11 the!. entered as
freshmen in 1967. The control group dal not recei.e supporti.e ser-,
%ices, as such set-. ices were nut available in the late sixties.

A [nth.: ideal experimental design %%mild Luc meluded the assigning
of disads, aMaged students to, either a treatment group or nontreatment
group during the sonic tune frame, and then follouing them (wet the
next 4 .cars. r, this Maillid nut ha. e been tclueatioaall. feasible.
T. den. students the assistance after progiams became salable ou
campuses would .not have been ethically sound.

Therefore, the present stud) is post hoc of necessity. It is, bout...et,
one of the first, if not the first, attempts at longitudinal anal. sis in this
field. using a control group, hard data, a large, represeutatt.e random
sample. and statistical analysis.

Sample'

The total population imitated all 53 pri. ate colleges ha. ing Higher
Education Opportunit. Programs ill 1970 X3,382 disad.antaged stu-
dents,. The eampuses ta Iat admitted disackantaged students in 1967
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(prior to the inception of an opportunity progiani) ac-e identified.
These campuses were fin the I checked col a% allabilit) of recto ds of
sufficient accurac) detail to enable the Identification of students
who, on the important %au iables of 11110111C, daigh school an e rage and SAT
scores were statistical!) simihn to IIEOF studcuts entering in 1970
(average gross income under $6,000, high school a% mage 85 of below.
SAT verbal and math scores, each 500 or below).

Tw eat) -five II EOP campuses ha% ing such historical data weir iden-
tified. These were then stratified b) size, geographic location, and
religious affiliation. A representathe,,sample of 13 campuses was then
randomly selected.

The total student sample size was 644. Of these, 370 were II EOP
program students who entered as ft eshmen in 1970, and 274 were
non-IIEOP (but equal!) disad% antaged) st unit nts who catered the sam-
ple campuses as freslintemin 1967. &Sec table of sample institutions in
appendix.)

Data Collection

Data collection was done 10, consultants w ho %baud each of the 13
sample campuses to cop) mitt ante and performance data from the files
in the Registrar and Financial Aid Offices for each student m the sample.

An inters iew tAstionnaire was also adniansteied to a high ranking
college official to ,ts.ess the general climate of the sample campuses
(luring the time perio s under study.

The data collection instrumc its see appelldIN) IIILItilled al11111.11Vidttal
Student Data Form and In Institution Questionnaire.

The Student Data Form included the following items. Income.
number of (dependents, se\, marital status, birth ) ear, etlimut), high
school a% erage. SAT %cam! score, SAT math settle, RSE score, grade
point a% erage for each class) ear, overall grade point as erage, inapt field
of stud), credit hours earned per academic period, late of lea% mg or
graduation, and reason for do avim%. The for ins were coded for confiden-
tiality.

Analysis

Information from all items on Ludt d indis idual data forms were
ke)punched and processed b) the computer tcriiimal. Output data
yielded frequelll) dish ibutions on entrancc !Hades for plogiain stu-
dents (11E0P) and nottprogt am sttidents ,non-IIEOP, as well as per-
formance sariables for each group.



Entrance profile means here computed, by group, for income,
number adept:11(121lb, high school a% erage, SAT % erbal score and SAT
math score.

Also, academic ,performance means %%ere computed, by group, for
overall grade point .1%tjralgC \iniluding all sample students), o% erall
grade point a% erage fur graduates), and senior -> ear grade point a% erage
(for graduates).

In order to determine the significance ofynean differences, the t test*
was used, with a 99 percent Ic%cl Of

,
Tlit. uull hypothesis

differe lux., was used with the possibility of it being rejected at the .01
level of significance. The %alue of t at this le% el of significance must be
2.586 for a sample size of 500+. \

Percentages were used to compar graduation and attrition condi-
tions. In addition, the X2* was cumin' ed to test the significance of the
ObSCnalt1011N Olt each category. The nul hypothesis kof independclux of
categories ni the contingency table) 111 used, with the possibility of it
being rejected at the .01 le% el of signifitince. The %aloe of X2 at this level
must be9.3.277 for 4 degrees of freedom.

Results

Results tithe student data analy sis fln entrance criteria are reported
in table 3.

Table 3

MEAN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PROGRAM AND
NONPROGRAM GROUP ON ENTRANCE CRITERIA

Income
Number of
Dependents

High School
Average

SAT
Verbal

SAT
Math

11E01'
NonHEOP
t

81,758
4,931
057

4.15
4.57
I80

, 76.6,
, 77,4

39

380
408

4.28**

387
433

6.72**

** P<.01

A t tt st is a statistical tt st to distrryt r drift drift rr uu Irctvrrr u (wry mt ails is
or merely due to chance.
A X2 ichi squart r shows tht avgit c of do t rgt 'Kt bt tttrcu olut expected

frequencies

12
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Subjects in the non-11EOP group kiontrol group) are not statistical!)
different from the IIEOP group kexperimental group) on income, du-
pendents, or high NLIIOUI .1%erage. They both liac .1% crag income
below $6,000 tactual mean about $4,800) and a high school .1% crag
below 83 kactual mean about 77). Therefore, the null hypothesis of no
difference was not rejected. The t ..due for significance of in eairdiffer-
ence at the .01 le% e I was not met. The Ares are below the 2.586 needed
for the sample size. Nuttier win, they significant at the .051o. el, which
must be 1.965.

Both groups also Inuit the program criteria as disadantaged accord-
ing to scores on standardized tests. The mean SAT scores, both r, erbal
aml math. are below 300. How our, the non-II EOP group dues have a
higher al. crag(' SAT score than the II EOP group, on I. erbal and on math
man Therefore, the mill Iry potties's of no differcrice is rejected. The t
value is significant beyond the .01 level.

Table 4

MEAN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PROGRAM AND
NONPROGRAM GROUP ON PERFORMANCE CRITERIA

Total Sample
0%erall GPA

Graduate
Overall CPA

Graduate
Senior Year CPA

11EOP
Non-11EOP
t

2.33
1,79

11,65"

2.65
2.39
5 +1"

2.92
2.69
3 79"

" l'<.01

In tablc -1 the mean grad( point aeragr for 11EOP program students
is significant!) r than tln nican grad( point arc rage fur lion-IIEOP
students. The t %AK' for nit: of IIICMIS Is far In owl the neceNsar)
2.386 needed fin the sample sizr at the .01 her el. Therefore, the mill
hypothesis of no difference is rejected. This shims beyond the 99
percent level of confidence ,statistically, that the differ( 'ices are real.

The Program stud( iits also t. taint a higlicr pc rci, lit of g,raduatcs than
the nonprogram group, as shown in table 5.
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Table 5

PROGRAM AND NONPROGRAM GROUP LEAVING,
BY REASON

.

Subgroup

Beason for 1.evil e

TOTAL**Graduation
Academic
Problem

Financial
Problem

.Personal
Problem Other

IIEOP
number 190 .4.4" 7 57 61 370
percent 5I 15% 2% 15% 17%' 100%

Non-11EOP
number 97 97 1 11 68 274

\ percent 35% 35% 1% 4% 25% 100%

TOTAL 287 152 3 68 129 644

** signiftomt X3= 63.12. < 01, (11=

Nutt IlEOP shirk ids art giscia 5 }ears in which to graduate. Therefore the total
graduates for 111:0P ,190, intludes 25 student. who all graduate in 1975.

Inspection oldie tablt also re% eals that more non-I1EOP st lents left
for academic reasons /than the I1EOP students.

The X2 AM! Of 63.12 is greater than the 13.27 NS Ilia 'WOUld occur 1
percent of the ti nit w ht a the null II) pothems is true. Therefore, the null

pothesis. that the two criteria of classification in table 3 treason for
leaving, and subgroup) are independent is rejected.

The result shows that the probability ora,gi en ind idual falling in a
part knit' eategor) of -lea% ing" :s influeneed 1)) the particular subgroup
(11EOP or non-11EOP) in which the individual falls.

Findings

Results of this stud) show that program students. tlwugh similar co
nonprogram stud( fits in Lc 0.10inie and acadcone backgrounds. aetually
art ;nor( successful on the. ineasui es of gradc point as t; rage graduation.
and retention.

An ink resting finding was as that the nouprogram group entered col-
lege with significant!) higher SAT scores, winch usual!) correlate well

it CPA and arc oft( n used for prediction. Ilad the much low ei SAT
scot S of plogram stuck ntN,been used for prudittion. UK) would have
been quite iliac& mate . The correlation is clear!) negati% e and insignifi-
cant.

14
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All three of the research h.potheses %%ere supported.
1. The \mean grade point ate:taw for 11 EOP students ..4IS fiuiul to he

significant!, higher than the GPA fin non-Ii COP .atlents. The tang':
and stand.ad dee ',atoll fin the tett, gimps Mica gre,a1.. Obset ati(n of

equenc% fables slums members of the 11EOP group in the 4.r.) cate-
gut., straight A a% mtge., as compared to a high of 3.2 1,9) fur the
non-IIEOP group. kTIIIN is supported b. additional statistical to s in
the appendicies.)

2. The IIEOP group slitmed a great diftetence in tit percent of
graduatt s. 16,5, or 45 ot recta, JUR. 1970 elite! ing class, as einnpat et! to
97 students...or 35 percent. of tht, non II COP group. This teas measured
0% el a ear time period. Iltm et et, IlEOP students arc glee!' 5 >eats
in %%Ilia to graduate. The 25 1/410 percent) students "still time"
graduate in 1975. With this number added, the total graduates bt.01111'
f90 out iuf 370, or 51 percent. %illicit is actual!. slight!. -above the State
and national rate for regular students.

3. Fetter program students left college for acadt ink 1i...ism's than
non-II EOP students. on!. 13 percent. or 55 students. of the inuglant
sumple. as compared to 97 stodt its, on 33 pc 1 ee ut of the nonprogiam
sample.

A retie,. of the hteratute rekualed a paucit of research studies
measuring the effect', ellt:SS of special plogiams fin college students,
shim mg a need for Valldi'd alit% It> ill this field. M attelltil/11
has been gn,ea to the cu of e thinestud It.N, also, pt ohlems ban:lent in
the "different" backgrounds of disathantaged or "tie.," students, pi oh-
le Ills that see in to forecast failure, ha, e been identified. These prohlt sus
bate been highlighted In the .seholarl. aurh of Deutsch and Conant,
ill1101Ig others. The 'tomtit t finding, of the presort stud, should he
benefici41 in promoting additional research in this area.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

The findings of this stud. did t vial that disathantaged students at
eampuse s alit the mice ption of Hight. t 1:thication Opport unit. Pro-
grams performed 111011 successful than their counterparts at the
saint campuses pt tor to such plograms, afrirtning the tine c stated
hyputhesi N. Both gimps of stink its Nt &Ida d I re similarh disatl, an-

tag( d. With respect to (.L01101111( lit-tilliSt."1" S. the 1970 group "as a
Int more tic-pitied t cononneall., taptunlh ah1u nit figurt s in the

t of inflation. hi terms of pint acadt !me ado( lilt Id. a corollar.
shit( Ilk Id IN apploptrate. . 1970 I I LOP stud( rots WI It a, malt !prepared

15 23



as their 1967 ltIllterpal ts.iccureliug to till standard measures in use for
determining academic eligibility. Ln fait, the 1970 students had load
s.vr scores than the other group. Cii en the tequiteent that IIEOP
students must 'laic a dual disailY antagc L'llnIO11114 and alatie MI6, there
can be no question that the samples &i fen eintiPal ism' acne as
identical :IS possible.

Thu questionnaire. administel ell to high rankingat_ alielnil laiS
the s.uuplc'..unpus'.s gllllated Stink twee esting IAA tatto. The most
visihlce .uupuselt,ugcsreporfuelaue in the area OfSlipptil tl% e Sel
The draintie inert:sc ill unuucliug. lg.:edl services, and tutorial
assistance dearly support the hypothesis underlying this research ef-
fort. To reiterate an earlier point, II LOP is a supportive services pro-
gram, such services %cere not available to disadvantaged students 01 tor
to the ad. ent of opportunity plogrants, and One caw r !elate
the success of pruglani stud( his to the additional aeadutnie ssisiatile
the progiam provided to those admitted under the IIEOP aegis.

It is .11:1011111/0Itailt to IRA that this stud is probably the first attempt
to gain a longitudinal pct speak c tithe impact of oppor t unity pug' anis,
particularly iron( wtuiel4rs the rigor %%ll lite li the scientific method
,5 utilii.cel in this laSt. This %%,u the carlie.st possible time this type of
study could !lace been tti npted, sine'. private sector opportunity
programs hav e only recently conehided their limit!, full y ear under a
funding model designed to bring sorely needed supportive academie
Services to bear on the educational deficits on nontraditional students.

Clearly, the success I ateS of the sampled IIEOP students greatly
surpass the collegiate at_ hie inent uf their 1967 counterprts on
all measures, i.e., (Aural! grade point average, CPA achieved in the
senior ye.u, and the Iltgt Of graduates. Additionally, many more
students in the 1967 group left college for acadelnic reasons than Lull SO

in the later sample, again suggesting that the pro% 'slim of IIEOP sup-
portive Nei-% ices .IS a ciitic.l fctor in enabling a student to persist
through to graduation.

VIII. RECOMMENDATIONS

B&W(' till till' tiVerA kilning!) positive results Of this study, and the
trend to...kr(' dee lining enrollment of "regular- students, there is
good reason to believe tht the overall student hod) should and dill
(.0116111K to Ire Inalk tip of ,guirmant imlicu, of tiontratlittunl stu-
dents. For all Xallpit of magnitude of demand, The City 1:111% el-
sit) SEEK program 11111114 use . !OM r NSkil to screen out the three of
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four eligible appheants annually for w hum the I is no sp.teC aikhlc fu
the private see tor, thousands of eligible students Latinot receive II EOP
assistance each yeat due to limited fiscal resources.

New Federal and State financial aid approacjws, embodying the
philosophy of entitlement to aid based on need, coupled with the
increasing retch and scope Of piddle nnis ersity and community eollegc
systems, w ith their goal of open admissions, pros irk as t nuns of C(111(a-

t1011a1 enfranehisement fur es et more :.tudents stuck nts Ns ho continue
to be poor, of et lime minorities, older, and in many other- way s chili rent
from the traditional student. With inure II EOP-ty pe students on cam
pus then, inure special Sen keN sill be needed. Public support for
opportunity programs should strengthened. Institutions, faced with
rising costs, Lannot sloulder program Lusts alone, Without these pro-
grams, those less w ell p:epin ed students sill be denied equal opportu
nity for success they have been admitted to college.

Project Directors in the opportunity programs frequently encounter
nonprugram, inure traditional students who request carious IIEOP
program sets ices, many of which are nut as ailable elsewhere on the
campus. These students Lig eetly pereeis e such St n ices as Saluablc to
all .studentsnot just those eharaetcrized as diNall% a ntagud Leadership
III higher education would do hell to ins stigate those limos Aims
aside from the learning Le-liters ss Lich large I) gan in these programs
and now sere all students that hale broad applicability and should be
implemented for all.

Finally, the literature search undertaken for this study resealed an
amazing seared), of good ruseareh in the area of opportunity programs
kNAIllell exist in many states and ins oh e many millions of dollars and
thousands of students . It is ital that researeh and es alttation studies be
earned forward III tins important area both in the sponsoring agencies
and at the participating campuses.

It I., critical that opportunity programs be fully funded, so that the
necessary support's e r s and Fnialkial assistance can he brought to
hear ou the needs of the ceoumnieally and tdileationally &pHs ed,
especially since. as has been show 11, sneh students are enabled to
achieve a notable record of success with such help.

25
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Appendix A
----.)

DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE

(Tables)
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Table Al

SAMPLE INSTITUTIONS BY STRATIFICATION

Sue

Category

Religions

Affiliation
Number

in.titutions
SMnple

Sue

Mullis ersitr Reiigions 1 124

Multiversity Nonsectarian 2:
1/1-1

Ullhersity Nonsectarian 2 0
83

--_
1.arge College .. 'Religious . I.

Iiirge College--- Nonsectarian 2 92

Small College Religious 2

3

54

Small College Nonsectarian 67

Total 13 6-14

27
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Table A2

INSTITUTIONAL SAMPLE SIZE

_Subgroup-; :
1NSTITKION

.. A B C D E F G ii 1 J K LM Total
Non-HEOP 18 53 10 50 12 26 17 6 12 13 9 6 42 274
HEOP 106 41 15 33 21 36 19 . 8 18 7 9 9 48 370
Total 124 '94 25 83 .33 62 36 14 30 20 18 15 90 644

4

___ _ _ _ _



Appendix. B

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

(Tables "and-Graphs)
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Table BI 3'

MARITAL STATUS BY SEX

Subgroup

Married Not Married Unknown Status
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 ' ' 237 1 438 128 51 6 185 644

Table B2 '

SEX AND MARITAL STATUS

Subgroup

MALE FEMALE :I

Married
Not

-Married Unknown Total Married
Not

Married Unknown Total Total
Non-HEOP 2 78 83 163 77 30 107 274
HEOP 3 122 45 170' 16

333 A 16

160

237

21

51

197

304

370

644
Total 5 200 128

Note: Sex unknown: Non-HEOP 4, HEOP 3

30



Table B3

ETHNICITY

Subgroup Unknown Black

Spanish-

Surnamed
American White Oriental Other

Total
Percent

NonHEOP' 39% ,24.9% 16.5% 18,6% 0.4% 0.7% 42.5%
N=107 N=68 N=46 N=51 N=1 N=2 N=274

HEOP2 9.4% 61.6% 21.7% 5.7% 1.3% 0.2% 57.5%
N=35 N=228 N=80 N=21 N=5 N=1 N=370

Total %3 22% 45.9% 19.4% 11.1% 0.9% 0.4% 100'70

N=142 N=296 N=125 N=72 N=6 N=3 N=644

Figures indicate percent of nonHEOP subgroup.
2.Figures indicate percent of HEOP subgroup.
3 Figures indicate percent of total group.
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Appendix 'LC

ENTRANCE CRITERIA

(Graphs and Tables)
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Figure C3

SAT VERBAL SCORES
FOR ALL SAMPLE STUDENTS
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Appendix D

PERFORMANCE DATA

(Graphs and Tables)
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C.3

Table DI

MEAN SENIOR Grit BY OVERALL GPA AMONG GRADUATES

Overall Grade Point Average

Total Percent of
Subgroup 1.5-1.9 2.0-2,4 2.5-2.9 3.0-3.4 3.5-4.0 Frequency Sample

Non-HEOP 1.1 2.5 3.0 3.2 97 35.4
Senior CPA 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=71 N=28 N=6
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Appendix E.

STATISTICS USED
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Table El
HEOP RESEARCH STUDY RESULTS

N=644

CRITERIA
.

Subgroup Men

t test
Value

:._ Difference
Of Means

Significance
P=.01

Interpre-
tation

Income $4. 58 t= 0.5749 Difference Accept
Non-HEOP L931 is not

significant
Null
Hypothesis

# Dependents 11E0,F' 4.15 t =1.807 Difference Accept
Non -HEOP 4.57 is not

significant
Null ,

Hypothesis

High School HEOP 76.6 t=.3960 Difference Accept
Average Non-HEOP 77.4 is not

significant
Null
Hypothesis

SAT Verbal HEOP 380 t =4.278 Difference Reject N
Non-HEOP 408 is

significant
Null
Hypothesis

SAT Math HEOP 387 t =6.72 Difference .Reject
Non-HEOP 403 is

significant
Null
Hypothetis

- - Significance Interpre-
PERFORM ANC E Subgroup Mean t test P=.0I tation

Overall CPA liEOP 2.33 t=11.65 Difference Reject
(All sample

students)
Non-HEOP 1.79 is

significant
Null
Hypothesis

Overall CPA HEOP ' 2.65 t =5:44 Difference Reject
(Graduates only) Non-HEOP 2.39 z- is

significant
Null
Hypothesis

Senior Year CPA HEOP
,

2. 2.92 t =3.79 Difference Reject
(Graduates only) Non-HEOP 2.69 is

significant
Null
Hypothesis

Significant Interpre-
PERFORMANCE Subgroup Percent X2 P=.0I tation

Graduates HEOP 51% X2=63.12 - "Reject Null
Non-HEOP ,..., 15% Significant 11yraiesis

Attrition HEOP 15%
---

Ileje:t Null
(Academic) Non-HEOP 3.5% X2=63.12 Significant Hypothesis
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Table E2

SUMMARY STATISTICS
Performinee Data-

Criteria
Largest

Observation Range
Smallest

Observation Mean
Standard
Deviation

Overall CPA
(All sample
students)

11EOP 4.0 ;/ 6 0.4 2.33 5.48
Non-11EOP 3.1 3.0 0.1 1.74 7.27

Overall CPA
(Graduates only)

11EOP 3.8 2.3 1.5 2.6.5 3.98
Non-HEOP 3.1 1.6 1.5 2.39 3.29

Senior CPA
(Graduates only)

IIEOP 4.0 2.2 1.8 2.92 4.47

Non -IIEOP 3.2 1.9 1.3 2.69 4.38

Table E3

SAMPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
(For .Graduates Only)

Variables Subgroup Value of r

CPA vs. High School Merage IIEOP -0.0686
gon-IIEOP 0.20254

SAT-Verbal vs CPA HEOP 0.18026
Non -IIEOP 0.29886

SAT-Math vs. CPA IIEOP -0.01669
Non -IIEOP 0.14157

SAT-Verbal vs. High School Average HEOP .32132
Non. 1 1 EOP .40584

SAT-Math vs' High School Average HEOP .35369
Non -IIEOP .25320
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Table E4

GPA vs. HIGH SCHOOL AVERAGE
Correlation

Graduates Overall

HEOP
No' n.HEOP

13.06.90

0;20254'
0.01494
0.28260'

* < .05

interpretation. The relatiunshis CPA and high sawl aNerdgt a'mung HEOP
students is statistically insignificant.

Amung nun-HEOP students at as signifia.dnt but Andmatts that only d *try small ahluunt of
variance is shared between CPA and HSA.
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Appendix F

COPIES OF INSTRUMENTS
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Study of Disadvantaged Students-1967 and 1970
STUDENT DATA RECORD

Institution Student
Code # (1-8) Code #

71\

Birth Yr.
(2-digit)

Subgroup
Code

Income
Known?

1. Non-HEOP
(1967)

U HEOP
41970)

"31

Known

Q2. Unknoam.

-4)

Income Deperdenta
(Nearest 5) Know

C11. Knowl,

Q2. Unknown

Number of

I!ependente

Sax Marital Status
Harried?

CD Male C11 Yee

Q2 Female 02 No
Unknotas93 Unknown

9

Ethnicity

01 Black
Q2 Spanish

Surnamed
03 Malta
04 Orient al
05 Other

11).
CP U:#1101(0

HS Average SAT-Verbal SAT-Math

14

RSCQT

(EE)
MADE POINT AVERAGE (claw (year)),
Fresh(1) Soph(2) Junior(3) Senior(4

i1 1i1

oviaug)

et
Major (write CREDIT NOURS (or equivalent) EARNED
out-coeple) Summer A Semester 1 Sestr 2 Summ

i3 F31

PER ACADEMIC PERIOD

Sastr 3 Smstr 4 Su= C

72-a

Sasstr 5 Scustr 6 Strom D Scar 7 Smstr 8 Su= E

31\

Sestr 9 Smatr 10 St=s F Scatr 11

3-

atr 12 Date of Leaving
or Graduation

Month Year

01
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STUDY OF DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS
1967 AND 1970

Areas of iliquir fin use dui nig inter% le11N 11t11 till' chief student
personnel administrators of sample institutions.

Gi.11t,/(110bitalt,t. To Lstabilsii the major pc rceptions, twin c Shil/IIS of t lit
administrator concc ruing thc institution's (Aix inniniclitchniate dining
each of the periods 1967 to 1970 and 1970 to 1974, such that inferences
ina be draxyn to describe till' clugrce and tpes of cliangc obseiced
between the two periods.

Quantitative areas:

1. a. total full-time undergraduate enrollments
b. total hill-time faculty and staff

2. existence and magnitude of student NeR ILL N counseling
center. financial aid office)

3. existence and magnitude of icuic dial sc.' vices at .g., counseling
center, tutorial assistance)

4. admissions Li cria mid acadc mc profit( s of c lac rail; frt stimuli
classes

5. a. numbers and prop,' tions of minorit) group students
1). numbers and proportions of facultistaff members

6. residential and other physical facilities of institutions

Qualitative areas:

1. accessibility of faculty and staff by students
2. activity atutudc of student gox crnment and (Alio stud( ut

groups cis -a-cis the institution
3, institutional involx CUR Ilt III cunuuuluty st1%ILLS, ii,cluding cam-

pus and local community relationships
4. acadeniic quality of program offerings
S. overall mission of the institutions
6, pei of stud( ut uhentelt instlypicall served b> institution
7. How litegrated are different tpes of students in the general

campus setting'
S. What types oft.lialigu, Last tilt with aditional st ntlt tits brought to

the campus?
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(NST1TUTION

Quantitative areas:

/ 1967 1970

I. a.

b.

2. (cc) Yes No Yes No

Site Size
of Descriptor of Descriptor

(FAD) Yes No Yes No

Site Size
of Descriptor of Descriptor

Yes No Yes No

Size Size
of Descriptor -of Descriptor

(TA) - Yes No Yes No

Size Size
of Descriptor of Descriptor

4. (AC) Comparative scale between 67 and 70

much modera ely slight!) no change slightly moderately much
lower lower lower litgher higher higher

(AP) 1 I I 1 I I 1
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5

1967 1970

a (#) (%) (#)

b. (#) (%) 1#)

(%)

(%)

6. Descriptor:, oftuntlition fu 67.41070 oit ss f iuldas, ore attom modations:. tumpara
tier scale between 67 and 70

I

much moderately sligItly no sbghtly nuxlerately much
worse worse worse change better better better

Qualnatire areas

1. Comparative scale between 67 and 70

moderate, slight slight moderate great

decreased no Cl ange > increased

2 Descriptions of activity

Descriptions of attitude

Comparath e stale of sidenu of atilt ity and attitude Moan! institution

1 I I I

less Eh (gable no change more favorable
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3. Comparative scale of amount cf activity in community services.

I I

less actisitx no change

Comparative scale of "tostmgown- relationship valence

I I I

more activity

less favorable

4. Comparatise scale of quality

downgraded

no change more favorable

no change -> upgraded

5. Mission Deseriptork 67 70

Change of direction descriptors

Judgment on extent of change .

Much Change

Moderate Change

Slight Change

No Change
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6. Clientele descriptors 67

Change of clientele descriptors

Judgment on extent of change

Much Change

Moderate Change

Slight Change

No Change

70

7. Student involvement in campus 67 70

Change of 1111%61veinelit descriptors

Judgment op extent of change

Much Change

Moderate Change
Slight Change

No Change

/

...

8. Changes caused by nontraditional students 67 70

Judgment of change descriptors

Much Change

Moderate Change

Slight Change
No Change

S
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Appendix G

ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Research Studies of College Programs :for
Disadvantaged Students

Baehr, R. F. Project Succes. Final Report, Office of Education,
(MEW) Washington, D.C., December 1969.
Project Suctss'is a reim.dil program for disachantaged students III

the Chicago City Jul !ha Colleges specialising in ndw, 'dual attention for
the student This re hurt summa rized a followup study oldie effeetwe-
ness of the project.,tu,dents who had been in the grogram fur 1 year
were assigned to an experimental group k =-67). A control group
(N =69) was formed, consisting of students, randomly selected from
other remedial programs in the city cullcgc system. Compared to the
control, the experimental group had a significantly greater number of
students remaining after 1 y car. Project Sneeess students also showed :in
increase in GPA from the first to the second semester, while the a% eiage
for the control group remained unchanged.

Bridge, W. T , ed. "Research and Compensatory Education. What are
we doing?" Proceedings of a workshop sponsored by The Florida
Educational Research Association, Jacksonville, Fla., January 1970.
Evaluated was a special compensatory p,ogram for tsadcantaged

students at Florida Junior Colleges. The program consisted of four
courses in remedial reading, \Surd study, and attitude imprmement.
Following completion of these courses, a group of disatkaiitaged stu-
dents was compared with a control group of iandonily selected students
considered more ty pical. On indices of CPA, attrition rate and reading
skills, the two groups showed nu significant differences. Further, se% -

enty percent of the experimental group was performing, satisfactur
university-parallel courses.

Christensen, F. A. "The de\ elopment Jan academic support system fur
educationally disadxantaged students." Paper presented at American
Personnel and Guidance Association Meeting, Atlantu. City, N.J.
1971.
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The paper describes .1 program at Park College Lilted the Park
:kale-et:mew Seminar er.1S,. It consists of special courses for the disad-
%antaged alined at the de % c lupine lit of reading. w I itiug, and six Aing

critical thinking. and stud!. habits. The author reports that the
average CPA for students nl the program was equal to the average CPA
for the freshman class. lIt suggests that this could hat c come about old)
as a result of the PAS prograin.

Dispenziri. A. Kw eller. I. and Clinger. S. -An %Acre-ice% of longitudi-
nal findings on a speual eollege program for disad% antaged students.-
Papr pl est ilted at the Animal Mec hug of the AUieriean Educational
ltesipirch Association. New York. February 1971.
TheTaper presents the findings of au evaluatio of a program which

provided disad%antaged students with re medial Lotuses. tutoring. and
eounse ling. The :atio' it purts that w hen tlll students in the program
took a reduced course- load phis two remedial courses, their perform-
ance wis wad) equal to that of students in the regular progr.uu.

larelerVad. F. -%Disatl% autaged Staid( Zits. What uhakes-for college sur
vi% al? Conference of the Ameriean Association for !light!: Educa-
tion. Chicago. III.. March 16. 1971. -

\
The aiiithor Ink-11 describes the special program for the disad% an-

taged at irtileastern Illinois State College. begun in 1968. Initial). 27
normal!. Tadmissible students acre enrolled. Be the fall of 1969. 23
students !Aid a or better. In March 1971. 16 %% ere still in college. A
second grolip of 30 students was enrolled in the fall of 1969. At the end
of the first semester 25 had aeeeptable grades. The college considered
the program so NULL( that`97 loon diSathantaged students were
enrolled in 1970. The author maintains that the success of the progr.uu
rests m pre-admission advising. financial aid. light wors loads. ac-
ademie. vocational. and personal counseling and in tutoring.

Lova!k. J. and burns. N. -All e% alnation of the Communit% College
Studies Program for the year 1969- 1970."
Miami-Dade juniOr Cullrgt, March 1971.
The authors assigned disatkantaged stude its to one of three groups.

The Connnumt College Stones Program. a traditional re medial pro-
gram. and the regular Iiher.11 arts program After 1 year, the attrition
rates and CPA's among the three groups were compared. For CCS
students the CPA was light st and the attrition rate was lowest. but
in atilt r eompar 11111 with the %Alit r tint grutips was signilieant. kis noted
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Il(it among black CCS studclits the attritishi rate %% as signifieantl) less
than for the other two groups.

Maykosieh, I. K. 131aLk..1sian and Whitt Student, in du. Ed:midland
Opportunity Program. National Center fur Edueatiunal Research and
Development (DIIEWtOD Washington, D.C. 197b.
The purpose of this stud) ss as to assess the attitude changes of EOP

and non-EOP Asians, blacks, and sshites us er a 1-) ear timespan. The
author Used indices of IliotiS at . t) pc 4,4* Can't:. relationship, Alio v-
omit mutt% ation. ffeunecpt, politieal ass areneSS, and social participa-
tion. Sex, age, and race here matched fur COP and nun-EOP students.
The results indieated that the COP experience bolstered tl.c self-esteem
of all three groups and fostered need Jams tnient 1.1 black and %% hits
students. There were no other differenets bets% ecn EOP and nun-EOP
students on any of the other sariables.. The author points out that
although the COP program diminishes Mt itucts betvveeu disads
Liged and nundisadsantaged students, it sloes not entircl) eliminate
them.

Moen, N. and Giese, C. Martin Lutlitr King Tutorial Program. Unice, -
sity of Minnesota, 1970, Volume 6, number 4.

The Martin Luther King Tutorial Program provides disadsantaged
student,s %salt tuunseJnib, tutoring, and financial support. The authors
state that Martin Luther King students, after lasing been in the Oro
grain, slum et! improsed attitudes, stronger mutts Awn, and better
study habits.

Mackin, N. "The effects of tss u different reading pi ugrains un culturally
disads antaged freshman.- Paper read at the Meeting atilt Interna-
tional Reading Association, Atlantic City, N.J., April 1971.
The author reports a study tthit.h evaluated the effects of a 10-ss Lek

reading skills cutirse Mid a stud) skills tuurse apon the subsequent
performanee uftlisadsantag,ed students. Students in the plugs-am %sere
tompared %%Rh disadsantaged stu,dents ss hu had nut been a
part of program. La terms of CPA and reading test gain scores, both
the reading and study skills courses led to superior perfurmanee.

Ware, C. and Cold, B. Tlit Los Angcics City Colkgt Peer Counseling
Program. Office of Publications. Ameriean Association of Junius Col-
leges. Washington, D.C. 1971.
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The Los Angeles City ColLge :./stem has dee eloped a supportice
eut:nseling program for the disaticantaged, using then peers for man-
power. The present report evaluates the effeetkeness of the program.
Three groups %%tit formed. an experimental group, students v lio bad
par tieipated as eounseitt.s, a control group, students echo had been
no Ali to participate, and a sccAnul control wimp. similar students" ho
had been at the college a }cat before. The retention rates among the
tin et: groups 'ere 95 pc recnt. 1S tperce n _ 12 percent, respecti% .

Crudes "ere- highest among (Amuse lees altu itecreounselecs. IttM
C\ et, it should be noted that eullege entrinet. scores for the Litter were
bight r, suggesting tlie super lora> (lithe counseling program. Among
blacks, the retention rate was 100 percent anti, furthermore, while their
grades '.ere sliglitl) inferior to those of mniblacks, the were signal-
eanti,) better than those of their eounterpa is of the pre'. ions )ear.
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