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A CENSUS OF SPECIAL SUPPORT PROGRAMS FOR "DISADVANTAGED" STUDENTS '
- _
* IN. AMERICAN INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION, 1971-72%

A

M .
- . , . -l

- The Higher Education Amendments 'of 1968 established a legal basis and

{hndiug awthorization for the U. S. Office of Education to eskablish,‘in

""Special Services Rrograms"—-é;unseling,

institutions of higher educationm,

tutoring, c¢areer guidance, placement--for enrolling ‘“students with academic

potential...who, by reason of deprived educational, cﬁ}tqral, qf‘economic

background, or physical handicap, are in need of such services to assist

them to initiate, continue, or resume their post-secondary education.'

\

For the academic year 1971-72W’the second year of operation, 187 pro-

érams or projects involving 206 inbtitutioﬁs or organizations were funded

through the Division of StqdenE Aésistgnce, USOE, at a cost of approxi-

mately $14,925,000 (internal report of the Division of Student Assistance

LY

dated October 12, 1971).

|
-y

In August 1971, Educational Teéfiﬁg'§éfbizé'@és contracted to conduct

o

an evaluation study of the impact of these programs. The statgd objectives

) of the study were "to péovide an assessment of the broad need for specigl
S

services for disadvaytaged students i institditions of higher education,

develop an .information base for use in future evaluation activities, and

\ o

proﬁidé useful ﬁ;ograﬁ”manhgement information to the Division of Special

¢ n

Student Services."

. A
Ajbasic and initial step in the study was an.inventory of gupporting

{

L ‘
, This is a special report of a questionnaire survey mailed ‘to 2 991
institutions of higher educatior in October 1971, as a part of an ‘evalu-
ation of support service programs for disadvantaged students, conducted
by Educational.Testing Service for the U, S. Office of Education under
Contract No. ,0EC-0-72-0116. ;

programs concerned with the disadvantaged--whether Spectal Services Programs
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. S.(un@er taduate institutiops of higher educntion. To
tagk, a rief questionnaire was developed. The question-

naire contain “14 iteﬁs that sought summary information about the insti~ ’

and staff
financia ‘ﬁppott. This questionnaire was to be directed to all insti-
tutions, ? higher education in the United States, toiprovide a 1571-72

census ithe kinds of programsﬁand'numbers of students servéd{ A copy

of the estionnaire ig shown in Appendix A of this report.

] .
t. . - : T
; A. Procedures, Résponse, and Limitations "

-
-

i
5 @
1. D séription of the Population and the Respondents .

-

!
educatfon in late October 1971. After intensive and vigorous follow-up

of n$n esponding institutions (by letter on December 10, 1971 and by mail-
I

!

gram

i
h

Mar#h

January 21, 1972--see Appendix B), responses wer:\received (by

15, 1972) from 1,766 (or 59%) of the institutions polled.z' Insti-
‘ .

tutio s responding by teléphong were polled by phone where possible,

‘the form shown in Appendix é. .
Unfortunately,’th%’l,766 census forms tetprned by*March 15 were not
iform;quality. ‘For this reason, returned forms were categorized into

ajor categoriesfy (1) No information provided due to inclusion of

’

" s
3 ”i

u

2Vigorous follow—up of nonresponding SSDS institutions continued
tWr ugh September 1972, with final effort phone calls made by & research
team member working out of USOE. By November 16, 1972, all but 11 of the
S3D$ institutions had responded,

The all-institution census was mailed to 2,991 institutions of higher -




institutional information in census completed by parent institution; .
/

(2) No information provided due to the fact that the'institugion was

closed or closing; (3) No informatién.provided‘éxcept notation that
institution had no programs for the disadvan::;ed; (4) Data provided.
was conflicting (;.g., more money spent on programs for the disaévantaged
than entire institutional budgetj; (5) Many census items incomplete or
not answeted; and.(6) Relatijvely complete census forms with credible
data. .The return raté‘by'thig qualitative category of returned qu;stion-
naires is given in Tablg 1. From the table it can be seen that usable
data were available from only 1,498 institutions (85% of all‘returned

forms and sligﬁily more than 507 of the original 2,991 institutions).

Complete data were obtained from’ only 39% of the 2,991 original insti-

,__.____——J—“l'—t-‘i,p_ns.., S . . | - | |
Table 1

Response Rales for Institutional Census

’ ) Percent Percent of
. f . of All Regponding - t
Category of Response Frequency Institutions Institutions |

3
¢

1. No information . i
- (Provided by parent institution) 35 1.2 2.0

2, No information Y ' .
K (Closed or closing) 29 1.0 1.6 o

3. No information
. (No programs) » “ ‘ ‘ 204 6.8 ) 11.6

4. Conflicting information ‘ 99 3.3 5.6 .
S. Considerable missing data ’ - 232 7.8 13.1
6. Relagively complete - 1,167 39.0 66.1

" 'v
"Total 1,766 9.1 -~ 100.0




bias due to the self-selective nature of such a sample. It is possible,

-

-

-

The return rate was, on the whole, lower thén hoped for. This,

of course, may have been a function of several factors, such as the
] .

»
o!

ready availability of the information requested or the attitude of

N

‘ ,
some college administrators to surveys in general and/or to the

2
N

special subject of this survey. .

-

™ LS

2. Biases in Sample of Institutions Returning Ceénsus Forms: . - "

In any survey study where the rate of ‘return is not 100%, there is

however, that the sample may have been reasonably representative on some ~
~

set of variables considered critical in terms of the study; or, if they
. . 4 o,

&

were not, one may have been able to determine the nature of du%bias and )

any, implications as to- how such biases-may have—affected the fihdings.
+
. ’ ¢
Twb avenues were available by which to examine such biases in tHe sample

of institutions returning the census form.

'

The first avenue was the comparison of responding institutions with

nonresponding institutions pn such matters of record as: (a) ;égion in

- -

which instjtution is located, (b) status of participation of institution

in the federal SSDS program, (c) institutional control, (d). predominant

’
.

racial makeup of student body, (e) highest offering of institution, and
(£) accreditation of institution. The second avenue was the drawing of

a sample of nonrespondents, obtaining the critical information'By tele-

phone, and comparing that group with the respondents.

Comparison of respondents and nonrespondents on facts of record.

Tables 2 through 7 show the distribution of responding instituqionsoin

v
"

terms of these factors as compared'to the population distribution;

rr
2

EMC .\ ’ I

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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r- " Table 2

Response Rate of Institutions by USOE Regionsa‘

: ) ‘ Number Response Percent Percent in

' Region ) +  Responding Rate ’ in Sample Population
o 60 600 - 3.4 3.3
2, ) ' 150 .534 8.5 9.4
3 193 . »607 10.9 10.6
. 4 B L2100 - .590 11.9 11.9
) -5 332 . 605 °  18.8 18.4
6. ' 321 .575 ~18.2 18.7
7 144 - 0 .578 8.2 8.3
8 . 149 " 693 8.4 7.2
9 67 650 3.8 7 34 %
10 139 - .535 7.9 8%7
Total schools classified = 2,989.b ’ o o ¥
% = 7.989 with 9 df, p > .05 - _ /4' :
. % 3see Appendix D for USOE regions. ’ E

bThe total in Tables 2-7 will not always be 2,991 due to (1) inébility
to classify institution a priori and/or (2) data transformation erroys.

4

.

Table 3 / ) o

-

Response Rate of Institutions by Degree of Past

Participation in SSDS Program

d

Degree of *  Number’ Response Percent Percent in
Participation Responding Rate in Sample Population
N Funded, past or present 141 .678 8.0 . 7.0
Applied but never funded 356 672 20.2 17.7
- Never applied 1,268 .563 71.8 . 75.3

Total schools classified = 2,990.

. x® = 11.485 with 2 df, p < .005.
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*Table 4“
¢ i Response Rate of Institutions by Institutional Control
: . Number Resbonsé ‘Percent Percent in
Type of Control Responding . Rate . in Sample Population
~ » . . = , R . . .
’ Federal, state or local 829 630 50.4 - 49.6
Private nonchurch related 443 .612 5 26.9 27.3 -
Private church related 373 607 . 227 23.2-
. Total institutions classified = 2,655.
‘, e . ]
- xz = .4673 with 2 df, p > .05 ¢
¥, .o “ . . M «

’ oA 1 \
« Table 5 . The—

- . -
' 4 . ——

Response Rate of Institutions by:-

Predominant Student Rdcial Makeup .
Number Rééponse Percent .Percent in
Predominant’ Race . Responding Rate in Sample Population
. " ? “ .
White . 1,561 . ¥ .624 95.4 - 94.5
Black or other K S L X
&thnic group * ‘ 75 .5145 4.6 . 5.5 .

oA
Total schools classified = 2,647,

> = 2.548% with 1 df, p > 05

a . CoL .
Corrected. . , ; : e
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) '.\ ‘ Table 6~ . - |
5 .1\4"- _‘\ M » ( 2
- Response ‘Rate of Instltutions by nghest Offering , '
i Number Resbonse . Percent Percént in \ s
S nghest Offermg Responding - Rate in Sample Population - | NI
/\ Less than 4" years 575 .537 35.1 40.4 -
4 ‘5 year program 513 - 660~ 31.3 © 29.4 i
< . A «{
First professional degree - ’
or masters program 351 .678 . 21.4 19.6 )
‘ N )
,Doct:oral p“rogram 198 .702 12,1 .10.7'
ot ® P v,, - - - . ’
Total ms\tltuta.ons classified = 2,647, o -
- Vi ’ ¢
W% = 19.689 with A3,df, p'< 001 : : T ‘
R ‘ ‘ e‘, ' . .. ’ v ’
e N L
) °
s . ¥
] : , Table 7 ° ’ - -
. - ) - ' - /
\M .
———_.. Response Rate of Institutions by Accreditation - e
, e e = - ‘.”.F"_,““.,_.v.—m——v’:
Number  Response Percent Percent in
Accreditation Responding Rate ‘in Sample Population
.Accredited ) 1,372 642 84,1 ’ *.BN.\\\ - (
Not accredited 259 527 15.9 . 18.7 \ :
Total institutions classified = 2,628, ) o .i \y,/m
x? = 8.256% with.1:df, p < .005
= - hd . ;:\. 4
P @Corrected. ) . -
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. » 4 ,
additionally, the tables give a chi~-square value computed to .test the

. ¢

assumption that the responding 1nst1tutlons coul&be cons1dered as a

random, sample from the population (i e., if the bias 1ntroduced in terms
o}

— ;1qf-these"factors is greater than one thatmcould ‘be expected by chance ) .

. <. ' ‘.-ﬁ
as a result of random sampling). As can be seen from the tables, the '
I = " . A_ 4 -

responding sample of institutions was not biased (or no more biased
than one would expect in alrandom sample) in terms of region (instead
+ of arbitrary geographical regions, USOE regions, which reflect geography,

were used), institutional_control, or predominant student racial makeup.

The responding institutions were, however, a biased sample in terms of -’

-~

degree of involvement in federal SSDS programs, highest_degree offering,

i and accreditation. - _ .

Institutions that had participated {either in terms of having a )

.

funded program or having applied for one) in the federal program were

p overrepresented in the sample, and those institutions that had never
applied for such programs were underrepresented. .While it may be argued

a3 . . . -

that one reason for this difference is that institﬁtionsrourrently funded

_ for. such’ programs felt impiicit pressures to respond this supposition :

- N ’

. is not_supported by the data (note that the response rate for such insti-

.. tutions is almost exactly the same as for those institutions that had ’

3 ‘ » ‘ -

,. applied for funding but had been turned down). A more reasonable ex-

— _ Planation-for this disparity in the response rate is related to whether ¥
or not an idstitution did or did not have special programs for the dis-
advantaged., ;A personal communication to one member of the research

'S
S
. team from”a dean of a large state university, prohibited by state law

r
| o ‘

s | 10 - ‘
- ERIC ‘ "

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .
.
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. A
from developing '"special programs," indicated that the institution
. —
did not respond due to the fact that it did not want to "'look bad" in
comparison to comparable institutions in ‘the study not so ‘hampered by -
+

law. Othér letéé;§ and phone calls from institutions that ultimately

- ¥

did not return the census form substantiated this assumption to some

- s )

. a . ’ *
degree. Since institutions .that applied for SSDS fundg have typically
Q -

been found to have extant programs for the disadvantaged or gésumed to

3

_— ~have some real interest in developing such programs, it is reasonable

~

»

to assume that, of those schools which hdve applied for such funds, the
proportion” having extant programs would be greater than the proportion

within the subset of institutiond never having applied for such funds.

If, in,addition:'our hypothesis that response probability is positively

/

related to having a program on campus,. then the disparity in response
rates is quité réasonable. Further, this type of z

isparity is not par-

3

ticularly critical to the study for most critical questions .asked of - )

the data, in that under our supposition the bias in the sample is in
. ‘ > 4 ;
the direttion of ificluding a greater proportion of institutions with

special programs. A linear projection of what thé total .national pro-

grams must be, from the sample, would provide overestinhtess:

*

Of more potefitial importance to the study, however, is the fact
that the responding sample was biased in terms of highest degree offering;

the bias is in the direction of greater repredentation with higher degree

.

offering. This, of course, means that the community colleges and techni-

i

A%
cal institutes are underrepresented. Since prior studies have indicated
i . ' \

(and as this census indicates as seen below) that such institutions have

-
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-much higher proportions of disadvantaged students,. these 'two facts taken . {/b

»

together suggest that programmatic efforts at two~year institutions, which

] - w .

serve the majority of disaﬁvagtaged studeﬂts, are uhderrepresented. y
¢ 2AcEIreplE
Figally, the sample is biased towards an overrepresentation of

accredited institutions and an, underrepresentation of nonaccredited insti-
C. ) .

-~

tutions. Whjle this b#as is less critidal than th previous one, if for

no other reasons\than he low base’rafe in the pepulation’ and the tendency

§

for nonaccredited institutions to’ be relatively new, it is possible that
Sl . eV O !
some very innovative programs, for disadvantaged students have been missed

L) ~—
-

due to this bias (some of the newer, nonaccredited insti;utibﬁb may have
y A ) - -

demonstrated considerable innovation in the operation of such programsﬂ.

h -
g

oo . J ' , I
3. The Comparison of Respondents with a Sample of Nonrespondents gn 1

» r s N
* Survey Data ' . . . . . .

¢

4 ¥ N *
The second method axgi}ablq for testing for possible biases in the ’
. ’ [ : .

sample of institutions returning the census forms gs a'comparison of those. .

institutions respondlng naturally with those instltutions surqued by, .

- B L
v _— . . o

telephon_e‘.3 Two critical variables for possible cbmparisons are: .(1)

! —
the proportion of disadva;taged students on campus; and (2) the degree .

. to which these students are'serVed by the institution, ;s reflected in
numbers of disadvantaged graduating and in numbers of disadvantaged con- '
tinuing for.graduate education. | 'a.

» ) Y g
A word of gaution regarding these comparisons should be mentioned at -

this point. If appropriate officials at all of the 200 institutions had

2

been contacted by telephone, if additionally, all those-contacted couldf" o

-

%

.

3The form used for collectlng dath by phone from nonresponding insﬁl—
tutions is given in Appendix C.

\ ) ’ -

12 . .
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-

. ~ A 1
-not all officials contacted could (or would) giwe the requested information.

p7risons are presented. . - ‘ .
) ¢ S\

,ticipatlng in SSDS programs showed no significant differences (x = 6.68,

"df = 6). leewise, for those institutions not participating in SSDS pro-

~-11-

!
have given all appropriate information, and if all institutions returning

census forms had provided all appropriate information, then a comparison

- ¢

between the samplé’ of institutions returning census forms and those con-
- l .. ] ‘l R . *
tacted by telephgpe would have provided a true test of possible sample
4
bias. Unfortunately, none of the conditions for such a true test were
4 -~ \

’ / ) . - -~ -
met. As noted previously, since appropriate officfals, in many instances,
- w ’

-

could not be contacted by the telephone interviewers, a bias was introduced

in the telephone returns. Further, as can be seen in the following tables, -

[

Finally, “as noted previously, returned census forms varied markedly in terms
' B “

of eompléteness. With these limitations in mind, the results of the com-

T -
v -
N -~

Proportlons of dlsadvantgged on campus at the institutions responding

.

)

to the telephone survey are*given in Table 8. This table provides an

5

additional breakdown of the 1nstituti@ns by their participation in SSDS
3‘&{
programs. " As noted previously, this survey vyas din fact a stratified

'sampling of nonresponding institutioﬁs--stratified by SSDS participation--

and any comparisonsgmade should bé made within SSDS participation catego;x.

T

A chi—square test for homogeneity of ‘proportion of disadvantaged student’s

AL ’
R
on campus between the two groups of institutlons (those returning the

.
P} S

.:census form and those responding to.,the telephone survey) that were par-

)

.'graus,‘a similar.analysis showed no significant differences ()('2 = 6.33,

= 6). T " S i

MEPT b C .
P37 . . . Foo e ' ) %




aResponse rate of 45.57%. - o

bResponse rate of 88.9%.

P R ’ . . , . J .
. : oo -1 . )
tos .
, Table 8 - . \x B
. . . 3 g
O Estimate of Current, Undergraduates - .
A : = . ! N -
ooy from Families With Annual Income Less Than $4,000 . ' |
oo . y .
4 or National Poverty Criterion--Nonrespondent Sample
o R X SSDS Institution . Non-SSDS Imstitution -
; - . . - b K
N = 46)% N = 88 : Total °
gategory ( ) — ( ) == ‘a -
of ‘Response Frequency Percent Frequency Percent~ ‘Frequency Percent
No information . ’ . .
provided 6 / . 13 ’ <19 i
0-5% . 2 5.0 28 37.3 30, 26.1
E 6-10% 5 12.5 12 16.0 17 _1Q£8
- 1115t " s 12.5 9 12.0 . 14 12.2
| 16-20%  : S5 W 12.5 4 5.3 9 . 7.8
{ - . - N
i 21-25% 2 5.0 6 8.0 : 8 7.0
- 26-50% .8 20.0 13 17.3 21 18.9
E 51% or more 13, 3205 3 4.0 16 13.9
: c i .
fr : :
E
t
|

“Data given as a_p‘rcentage‘of institutions providing information.

.
\ N . - 2

The érdpoftioﬁs of entering disadvantaged .students who graduate, at the

institutions surveyed by telephone, are given in Table 9. Comparisons of

-

the responses pof these inétitutions with those of institutions responding
) . Qm a

to the census show tha&g sponses are homogeneous in the two sets of insti-
*

Gy | - \ ' -
tutions not'gﬁ;titipag ng in SSDS programs (x? = 1,48, df = 3); however,
i ?}.' .
in SSOS participat ‘% institutions, a significant difference in responses
is nZ

ted (x2 =

-~

: | ) -




H /
J : S /13-
! 4 .
, ) F ‘ .
is toward greater ngpﬁérs of admitted disadvantaged graduating in the

' SSDS participéﬁ;ﬂgﬂinstitutidns surveyed by téiephonéhthan in those SSDS
’ s B .
pa{ticipigidé institutidns rgﬁpon@ihg to the censys, if telephone report is

-

7 as credible ag written repofti

~

~
b

Table 9

® .
Disadvantaged Students Entering the Institution

Who Graduate--Nonrespondent Sample

/
VA
’ \ -

$SDS Insaitution’ Non-SSDS_Institution

: b
N = 46 . N = 88 Total

//Ca}egory - ¢ )? : ( A —

of Response Frequency Percent 'Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
//ﬁo information .f' i

! prov1ded . 14 ’ 42 . 56

S 0-24% L 03 9.3 .6 13.0 9 11.5

[ 25-49% - . 4 12.5 10 21.7 14 18.0

4 Lo N
[ so-gan | 12 37.5 20 43.5 32 41.0

[ 75-100% 13 40.6 10 21.7 23 29.5

8Response rate of 45.5%.

bResponée rate of 88.9%. . , s

¢

“Data given as a percentage of institutions providing information.

The proportions qj entering disadvantaged students who continue for

graduate training at those institutions surveyed by telephone are given in

I

Table 10. These responses did not differ significantly from the responses .

of institutions returning census data for either the nonparticipating insti-

tutions (x2 = 1.85, df = 2) or the SSDS institutions (x2 = ,20, df = 2).




14~

Table 10

.
%
N '

=?>Di§%dvantaged Students Entering the Institution

Who Go on to Graduate School~-Nonrespondent Sample

.

SSD§ Institution Non~SSDS Institution

. ‘ - 4ey2 . _ aayb

Category (N = 46) . (¥ = 88) Total -
of Response Frequency Percent Frequency Percentc Frequency Percent
No information ‘ '

provided 21 . < 67 : 88

0-5% 9 ' 36.0 9 42.9 8 -+ 39.1

. 6-15% ~ 7 L 28.0 4 N 19.0 11 23.9
. o .

16~100% 9 3.0 8 38.1 17 37.0

i e eyl

aResponse rate of 45.5%.

~

bResponse.rate of 88.9%. .

-

}
“pata given as a percentage of institutions providing inforthation.

a‘;/
s ~ ’ >

-

Thus,“for purposes of describing biases in the sample of institutions
&

responding to the census on those variables testable through the telepﬁone

survey results, the additional bias that emerged was that SSDS participating

institutions if the sample may have been.ove;reﬁfbsentgtive of institutions
it B B
(‘Z-
h
that had less success in graduating disadvartaged stglents that were ad-

’

mitted. Lower proportions of admitted students who graduate may.indicate

’

. Y co
lack of program success or may only reflect less selectivity in admission.

9§y further implications as to the meaning of this’sampling bias would,
/
however, be highly speculative.
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4. Summary of Kinds of Biases Detected in the Responding Sample

. ,! =
In summary, with regard to the Yidentification of biases din thd sample, " L
and their impact on generalizations therefrom, responding institutions did

nat appear to be different from the total population of institutions with

regard to USOE region in whiph located, 1nstitutional control (pﬁblic, pri-

vate, church related), or predomlnant race of student bodz» On the other -

hand, the sample was biased with regard to participation in SSDS (funded,

—- or applied--never funded, were overrepresented in the sample) and highest

d;gree offering (sample underrepresented two-year colleges, overrepresented o

‘i
four-year colleges, collegés with first professional degree or masters pro-

‘\
-

gram, and univers1ties with doctoral programs), and accreditation (non- N .

accredited_ colleges were underrepresented) "The most, important biases

-~

‘
-

‘for the present purposes would seem to be that instijhtions with special

programs for disadvantaged students may have been overrepresented and

-

two-year institutions (where proportions of disadvantaged students may

be greater) were underrepresented. Extensions to a national picture from
. A '
"the sample data may have overestimated federally‘supported programs, but

have given lenient estimates of the numbers of disadvantaged undergraduates.

- . ?

Unfortunately, 1n spite of the time and expense devoted-to the follow-

I4

’up of nonresponding SQDS.institutions and the random {gample of nonresponding,

9/7 1

5 non-SSDS institutions, the incompleteness of the infogmation made this a

1
thoroughly unsatisfactory source of detecting bias. Nevertheless, some

g

(I
¢

' spec;lations may be derived from the exercise. :f

. , L
It was noted in the preceding discussion of info tion presented in

. ] ko -
TAble 8 that there were no significant differences getween follow-up SSDS
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- , d
"and responding SSDS institutions (or between nofg-SSDS follow-up and re- . o
sponding institutions) in the distribution of roportion of undergraduates ;E
! estimated to ‘be disadvantaged. - 3 ,//
. , \ ‘:?: ol
Inspection of the frequencies in the varmious categories for the non- ;/ '

. / R
.SSDS follow-up vs. responding institutions (data provided elsewtfre in.
-

'hﬁis report) shows not only the absence of statiséically significanz i
differences, but also virtually identical proportions throug@out the
~;,raqge‘ For the SSDS instiéutions, the proportions can be compared by
‘-the figuies in the first columns of- Table 8, aone; and(Tablqjl9, in

the following section. B
Although the numbgrs in the‘foliow—up ofdhonresponding sample are

[

small and the distribuﬁions arg not significantly different, it is -

interesting to note the smaller proportion of institutions in the‘non— .
réspondihg sample with from 0-5% disadvantaged (5% as compared to 177%

for census respondents), and the larger proportion with 51% or more dis-

-

s , advantaged (33% as compared to 19% for census-respondents). This hints

at the possibility that the study sample may have had more SSDS insti-—

tutions with less than 5% disadvantaged--probably the more affluent in-

stitutions where disadvantaged have a token foothold--and ma& have had
fewer’institufions where the majority of students are disadva#taged. It
was also n;ted th;t for SSDS institutions, nonresponding ones tended to
report a significantly larger proportion of disadvantaged students gradu-
ating, but not a different proportion entering graduate study. Again,

the suggestion is that the study sample may have provided underestimates

of the numbers of disadvantaged in colleée. But also, kind and extent of -

programmatic attention on campuses with the majority of the disadvantaged
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students may also have been obscured. A possible.explanation,cthough,

t .
comes ﬁ¥pm the comments several nonresponding presidents made to the

- ISt <

effect that all programs at the institution were special services of

one kind or another, and it was difficult to know where, if anywhere,

“

a line could be drawn. ;
: e

‘A final possible bias may'be'iﬁferred from the situatipn rather

than pﬁé data. With the survey and’rather vigorous follow-up attempts

-

/ directéd to the presidents of the institutions, and with some data of

’

A}

, record requested, those institutions with presidents who had difficulty
+ - . t .

attending to their in-baskets or those with record keeping problems are

.. surely underrepresented. Whether this would affect the sample data, ‘and,

. P
if so, how, is KHard to determine. - \

-
L4
13

B. Findings '

0
>

1. The Census of Disadvantaged Students in Higher Education

P

- The proportion of financially disadvantaged students enrolled at thgse
- institutions responding to the census is given in Table 1l. From this table,

it can be seen that although about one-fﬁird of the institutions report 0~5%

and éﬁout one-fifth report 6-10%, almost.50% of the institutions report they

enroll 117 or more finangiglly’aIEEEQantaged undergraduates, suggesting that

¥ s
the number *fiﬁEHEI;II; disadvantaged students in the college undergraduate

population is substantial. Using the mid-point of the intervals in Table 11l

4
i

and correcting for size of institution, it can be determined that of those

+

> .\ . ‘ \
dnstitutions responding, 14% of the undergraduate enrollment is financially

»

« disadvantaged. Because of the nature of the survey, and the difficulties

bf the institutiéns in ascertaining the number of undergraduates from within

» s
1

the poverty classification, these estimates may be high. |

i

ERIC : 19 | '
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Table 11 .
-k

- . "

{
Level of Poverty of Student Body for Sample &nstithtigné\,
’ . / ) :
I .. ;
- Percent of Student

Body Meeting ) ~;’i‘lumber of ’ Percent w%thin Adjusted
Poverty Criteria Institutidns Total Séﬁple, Percent’ ’
o-5% . 422 - 28.2 32.2
6-10% « 293 T 19.6 22.3
11-15% 169 . 11.3 12.9
16-20% 113 w1 8.6
21-25% 88 c 5.9 6.7,
‘ 26-507" 148 . 9.9 - 11.3 '
"'+ 51% or more | -79 J 5.3 5.9
K No response T 186 - 12.4 . :
-
Total 1,498 © 100 100

’ : . *

A et

aPercent:age of responding institutions providing information

s

on this question. 4

[

2. Distribution of Disadvag&gged by USOE Regio;
A natural question to ‘sk of the data at this point would be: What,
if aﬁy, differences exist aﬁing the institutions in the study in the pro-
portion of disadvantaged undergraduates enrolled? Table 12 shows a croé;-
tabulatign of institutional propértion of undergfaduates who are disad-

vantaged by USOE region of institutions. Within this centingency table,

a chi-square test for homogeneity of percent of disadvantaged students

«

+ within USOE region indicated é'highly significaht difference. It can be
seen from the tdble that institutions within USOE region 6 (Louisiana,

Arkansas, Oklahoma, Texas, and New Mexico) and those within USOE region 4

-

' 20
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{(Kentucky 5 Tennessée,fNorfh Carolina, South Carolina, Alabama, Ceorgia,

Missis§ippi, and Florida) tend to enroll greater proportions of disad- ;

-t

T4

vantaged students than the other regions. -

Region 4, with'19z of the institutions in the totdl igmpie, has 567%

of all institution; reporting 517% or more disadvantaged students although
" 6% of the institutions in the.total sample report 517% Qr more disadvantaged
;tuQents,,Region 4 has 18% of its ihétitutions in this category. Region 6

i

has 32% of its inst%tutions reporting 26-50% disadvantaged (against 117%

;f allliﬁstitutions reporting in the 26-50% range) and another 10%.of the
Region 6 institutions report 51% gr more disadvan;éged students. .
< _At the other extreme, more than half (?4%) of the institutions’in
Region 1 (the New éngland states) report pnly 0-5% disadvantééed (the all-

respondent average is 32%). Only one Region 1 institution, of 111, re-

portéd 51% or more disadvantaged.

It is interesting to note that Region 9, with California in addition
to Nevada, Arizona and Hawaii, has relatively few instiguti;ns--only 5 of
the 109 reporting--with estimates of 51% or more disadvantaged. If the
estimates provided by the institqtions have any credibility, the data

suggest that per-capita income within the region is a stronger factor in

“ .

inflating the préportions of disadvantaged in college than the provisio
- R v

of a state-wide open-door system. Also, as will be seen in other data

to be presented, traditionally black institutions, found in frequent

number in the Southeast, report high proportions of disadvantaged.

22 -
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proportion of disadvantaged undergraduates, enrolled. This is supported -
tutional selectivity by percentage of disadvantaged students entolled.

> * .. ) P i !,
“*highly significant, with proportion of disadvantaged students enyolled

:Ehe chi-square test for homogeneit& within sélécgnvity categoties is

g -21- o ‘ .

-

3. Institutional Factors Related to Proportion of Disadvantaged Students -

X As would be expected, institutional selectivity ig a factorjin the ;o

by  the data presented in Table 13, which shows a cross~tabulation of insti-.

¥

it

4

being an inverse function of selectivity of the instituytion,,

can be
e 33

*
%

observed from the table. Of the High Selectivity Inétitutions;h532 en~
roll 5% or fewer disadvantaged. This finding is not particg}arly sur-
prising given the well-documented relationship between socioeconomig
status and admissions tes;s or achievement in secondary sébnol. Also,
there is probably a modefate positi@e relationship between:sélectivity
and costs to student, another factor tnat would depress thé proportion
of disadvantaged in selective institunions. Finally, selectivity, how-
ever 3ustified}iis a form of elitism that may set up other subtle barriers
to the very poor. ©

Another factor’ that seems to be related to the propont;on of finan-
cially disadvantaged nndergraduatés enrolled in an institution is insti-

tutional control. Taéle 14 consists of a contingency tahle with percent

of disadvantagéd students enrolled cross-tabulated with type qf insti=- .

i
*

tutional control. For purposes of this papef public- institutions are

institutions(controlled~by the federél'government, by the varinus~$tates

]

or territories or by city or county. government units; privately controlled ?*

t .

¢

institutions are subdivided into-fhose that are church re;ateﬁ and those

n e

v
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Explanatory Notes for Interpretation of Table 13 I
- - : N {
' e

1. Selectivity refers to a scale value derived from the reportgd
data and is explained in detail in Appendix D (pp. D4~D5). Low selgc-
tivity generally means that the institutionis either completely opgr-~
) door or requires only high.school graduation. Moderately low generally
s means some selection in terms of high school grades, but with requixe-,

ments of top 1/2 of class or less. Moderately high selectivity insti~*
tutions generally are those having minimum requirements of top 1/3 of
high schoel class and/or use of admissions test for some, but mot all,
applfcants, while high selectlvity institutions are generally those
reporting minimum requirements for admission as standlng in top 1/4
: . of class or higher and admission test scores required for some or
’ "« all applicants.

¥ 2. The total number of institutions on which this table is based,

or, 1,297, shrinks from the number of 1,312 previously reported as pro-
'v1d1ng proportion of disadvantaged, due to failure of some institutions ' .
to provide selectivity data. Shrinkage from similar causes will show

on subsequent cross-tabular data presented in this report.
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Table 14
" P}oporpion of Disadvantaged ﬁgaerg;adﬁates Enrolled -. ‘
) by Institutional Control
A
ﬁ”Percent of - . ) .;?ype of Control : " -
Disadvantaged - ) . Church- ° Row- Total/
Students . Public Private . Related  ‘Pergent
, <. Frequency . 119 . 154 134,407 -
L 0-5% - Row Percent 29.2 . 37.8 32.9 32.5 '
oo Column Percent 18.0 58.3 40.6
. Frequency . 156 . 53 75 . 284
6-10% Row Percent .. . 54.9 18.7 26,4 22.6
: Column Percent  23.6 20.1 22.7 . R
.. Frequency 93 26 49 168 .
11-15% Row Percent '55.4 15.5 29.2 13.4
e " Column Percent 14.1 g.8 . 14.8
v . s Frequency - 86 9 . 16 T111
’ 16-20% - Row Percent - 77.5 8.1 14.4 < 8.9
. - - Column Percent 13.0 3.4 4.8
- Frequency 61 3 12 ' 76 .
23¥-257% - Row Percent 80.3 - 3.9 15.8 6.1
) Column Percent 9.2 1.1 3.6
o . : . ’
Lo Frequency 106 .9 22 : 137
- 26-50%°  ‘Row Percent - 77.4 6.6 _16.1 10.9
*Column.Percent 16.1 3.4 6.7
PO .+ Frequency . 39: 10 227, . _ 71
51% or more Row Percent 54.9 14:1 ., 31.0. 5.7
y gy J".\C(‘)-h‘zmn Percent. 5.9 3.8 6.7 .
Column Total = : . 660, 264 . . 3300 1254
Percent oo 52,6 21,1 - 26.3 ' 100.0
X’ = 197.81 with 12 df, p .001 . _° ... _
X g ) ' , [




i
' _-25-

. .
that are not church related. As can be seen from Table 714, public insti-

tutions tend to enroll greater proportions of disadvantaged students than
' ’ ) ‘ )
do private institutions. Within private institutions, those that are

~ -

church related tend to enroll greater proportions of disadvantaged stu-
- 0 o

-

éé%ﬁents than those that are not church related. For example, though 4% of
“
the private institutions enroll 51% or more disadvantaged, these represent

14% of all institutions enrolling 51% or more disadvantaged. The

ghurch-réated account for another 31% of the 51% plus institutions, and

the pﬁblic for the remaining 55%. This'rélatibnship can be explained to

some extent by a confounding of type of control with selectivity of insti-
tution; however, when selectivity of institution was controlled, basically

the same enrollment pattern as seen in Table 14 was observed at each of

-

the various levels of selectivity, althbugh the strength of the rgiation-

“

ship was not as great. o
- - \

¢ . N
Another institutional factor related to the proportion of disadvantaged
undergraduates enrolled is the highest degree offering of the institution,

o .
as shown in Table 15\;5@he chi-square test for homogeneit¥ of percent of

i

disadvahtaged students enrolled within each specific offering group indi<
cates a highly significant difference. As indicated in Table 15, consider-

'ably larger proportions of disadvantaged students are enrolled at two-yéar

..

institutions than at institutions offering four-year programs or more.

Those institutions offering higher degrees tend to enroll greater pro-
v portions of disadvantaged undergraduates than do those institutions °
‘offering only the baccalaureate dégree. As may}be expected, selectivity .

B ’

' i confounded with highest degree offering; and while the same basic en-

rollment pattern as exhibited in Table 15 is evident when gelectivity is .

#, ’ . !

)
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Ta@}-ls S
Proportion of Disadvantaged,Undérgréduateé Enrolled
by Highest Offe;ing of Institution , '
. ’ \‘ .
Highest Offering
Percen{ of ' 4-5 Year Masters..
Disadvggtaged - Undergraduate . Degree Row Total/
Studentg. itf*.. 2 Year Degree. ,. or Higher Percent
Frequency 81 « 164 - 158 403
’ " 0-5% Row Percent » 20.1 40.7 39.2 32.3
R : Colum Percent °  18.1 43.4 . 37.3
: Frequency 92 . . 86 . 106 284
6-10% Row Percent 32.4 " 30.3 37.3 22.7 .
Column Percent 20.6 22.8 -1 25.0 -
“ Frequency 63 < 44 60 - - 167
11-15% Row Percent 37.7\ 26.3 35.9 13.4
) Column Percent. 14.1 A1.6 14,2
_ : Frequency ° 53 - 26 © 32 111
7 16-20% Row Percent ., 47.7 oo 23.4 28.8 8.9
Colum Percent 11.9 . 6.9 ¢ 7.5
) ‘ Frequency 48 “ 10 ' 18 76
21-25% .  Row Percent , 63727 13.2 T 23.7 6.1
N ; . Column Percent 10.7 ) 2.6 . 4.2
Frequency - 80 28 , 29 - 137
26~50%: , - Row Percent 58.4 20.4 21.2 ~11.0
Column Percent 17.9 7.4 6.8
Frequency ' 30 20 / 21 71
51% or more Row Percent . 42,3 - 28.2 ‘ 29.6 " 5.7
. Column Percent 6.7 5.3 * 5.0
Column Total B N 378 1424 1249
Percent o 35.8 - 30.3 & 33.9° ° 100.0
2 ./

x = 113.05 with 12 df, p < .001
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. ' controlleg, the relatidonships do not approach statistical significance

[

at any specified level of selectivity. e

. As would be expected, the predomipan;_éthnicity of the student popu- "

~

* 7" . lation of”an imstitdtion 18 higﬁT?'reiated'%%-iHé'broportidﬁ‘of disadvantdged
- ‘ .

undergraduétes enrolled. This relationship is depicted in Table 16. In-
. ) {
stitutions with predominantly white student bodies enroll considerably

v ) ’

+  smaller pefcentageg of finaneially disadvantaged students than thos

.

group (these are, for the most part, the traditionally black 'nstitutions,'
or the "new" bl;ck institutions). This particular relationship would be
expected, if for no other reason than thq.fact that the predominance of
:financial disadvantagement is disproporéionatelé large in the black,

-

Chicano, and native American suBgroups. Selectivity does not §ppear‘to
bg'a moderating factor here; the rélationship maintains Tts éorm and
anength for all levels éf selectiviéf.

. The accreditation of an institution also appears to be a factor in
the percentage of disadvaﬁtaged undergraduates enrolled, as can be seen
from Table 17. From this table we see, for:exéa;le,,that while 357 of
the accredited iﬁstitutiogs engol} less than 67% disadvantaged, oqu 18%

4 of the nonaccredited institutions enroll such smal%‘p;oportibné.' Within
‘ selectivity categories, the same basic enrollment patternustill exists; .
however, insufficient numbers of noﬁaccrediteé_institu;i;ns‘existing in
the higher seiectivigy categories make such comparisons meaningless.
2 Table 18 depicts thé éelationship bet&een proportion ;f diséanptagédl

. undergraduéfes enrolled and residentiélity of institution. For purposes

of this reﬁort, a "primarily residential" institution is one_ in which, '
_ X l“

’ ' | : €

. * .
' N a
a, ¢
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¥ Table -16 b

Proportion of Disadvantaged Undergraduates Enrolled ‘

’ . |

e

ST REEERRRET I AT A

-

Percent of
Disadvantaged -
Students

0-5%
6-10%
. 1i2152‘
16-207%
21-25%

26-507%

517 or more
i

Column Total

" Percent

x% = 379.87 with 6 df, p < .00l

[y

3
?

[ -

ty at Institution

by Predominant Ethnicity of §§uﬁent Populagion .. .

A f R
‘Predominant .Ethnici
7 - ,

Frequency

Row Percent
Column Percent
Frequency

Row Percent ,
Column Percent
Erequency - 1
Row Percent
Column Percent

Frequency
Row Percent
Column Percent

Fréquency
Rbw Percent
Column Percent

RS

Frequency
Row Percent
Column Percent

Frequency

Row Percent
Column Percent

4

.

30

Rowd Total/

. Nonwﬁiée Percent
0 403
0.0 32.3
0.0
1 284
0.4 22.8
1.6 -
3 167
1.8 < 13.4
4.8
2 . 111
1.8 8.9
3.2
1 76
1.3 6.1
1.6

19 136
14.0 10.9
30.6

36 - 71
50.7 5.7
58.1 : ;
62 1248
5.0 . 100.0

L]
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Table 17 : . ! -
" . . N l!'
, Proportion of Disadvantaged Undergraduates Enrolled ~ !
. -:;(.> L ‘~ -,:;-' ] .. . . ].‘
AT by Accreditation of Institutions P,
, ol .'i - ‘4 : . o . . ) . ) i .
SREUUIESL S A S - ' ‘ “ {
gg_i:éjant_:» 9'5 - _ Accreditation .
Digadvantaged. . Accredited Nonaccredited Row Total/
" Students . ‘ Institution _Institution Percent
1 ' Frequency 368- 35 ‘ 4903
: 0~5% Row Percent © 91.3 8.7 32.3
) . Column Percent 34.9 18.0 :
’ Frequency - 241 4 43 284
*6-10% Row Percent ' 84.9 15.1 » ‘ 22.8
K Column Percent 22.9 22.2 )
Lo - Frequency 137 29 166
. ~11215% Row -Percent 82.5 17.5 . 13.3 ;
‘ Column Percent 13.0 14.9 I
‘ Frequency 87 " ‘ 24 111
16-20% Row Percént 78.4 . 21.6 8.9
Column Pércent v, 8.3 ' 12.4
. Frequency - 57 19 ~ 76
21-25% Row Percent 75.0. 25.0 6.1
- Column Percent © 5.4 9.8
o ‘Frequency 110, 26 136 .-
26~507% . Row Percent 80.9" 19.1 ¢ 10.9
Column Percent ., 10.4 13.4 ¢
i . *  Frequency 53 18 71
51% or more Row Percent 74.6 25.4 5.7
. Column Percent / 5.0 9.3 :
Column Total - 1053, 194 1247
Percent L " 844 © 15.%6 " 100.0
‘ - 29.75 with 6 df, p < .001, ,
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- Table 18

Proportion of Disadvantaged Undergraduates Enrolled by

- . ’

" Res{dentiality of TInetitutions’ Tt SRR
' Percent of : Residentialigy : ‘
.+ , Disadvantaged ) Primarily Primarily ‘Row Total/
Students Residential Nonresidential ~ Percent
/ " .
: . Frequency / 244 168 , 412 -
0-5% Row Percent 59.2 ) 40.8 32.0
Column Percent 42.2 ° 23.7 ‘
| 1 3
E _ Frequency ‘ 131 158. . 289
: 6-10% -  Row Percent 45.3 - 4.7 22.5
i 5
[ ’ Column Percedt 22.7 22.3 ‘
E - o Freéuency : 63 jo1r . - 164
*11-15% Row Percent 38.4 61.6 B 12,7 .
Column Percent 100.9 . - 14,2
' \ " Frequency " 34 A - 78 - 112
: 16-207% Row Pefcent 30.4 : 69.6 8.7
3 Coltmn Percent 5.9 11.0 -
- Frequencf > 21 = 65 " 86
21-25% Row Percent 24.4 ) 75.6 .. 6.7
% A Column Percent 3.6 9,2
i -Frequency ' 44 102 - 146
. 26-50% Row Percent 30.1 69.9 11,3
. Column Percent 7.6 , 14.4
Frequency j 41 37 78
51% or more Row Percent . . 52.6 47 .4 6.1
1 Column Percent 7.1 5.2
Columm Total - A ’ 578 709 7 1287
Percent \ 44.9 . 55.1 . 100.0

x? = 75.84 with 6 df, p < .00l E
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residential facilities are provided for 50% or more of the undergraduate

4

population, whereas a “oprimarily nonresidential' institution is one which
provides less than 507 of its undergradH?tes with available residential

e~ = .- -

facilities. ,As_indicated in Table 18, the relatl?nship is toward a greater
proportion of disadvantaged students enrolled in nonresidential insti-
tutions. For\example, 42% of the primarily residential institutions re-
- port O- -5% disadvantaged while only 24% of the primarily nonresidential
institutions fall in this category When'the confounding factor of se~
lectivity is controlled, the same basic enrollment pattern persists,
although the relationships are not quite as strong. This finding is
not particularly surprising, in that other studies4 have indicated a
propensity on the part of the financially disadvantaged to ‘enroll in
nonresidential institutions, particularly the community colleges and

the urban institutions. ' _

e

4, Relation of Federal Funding of SSDS Programs to Proportion of Dis-

1

advantaged Students

-
*

ss migﬁt be expected; those institutions with USOE-funded SSDS pro-
grams enroll larger proportions of disadvantaged student; than those not
participating in these federal programs. Likewise, of the remaining ineti~
tutions, those that had applied unsuccessfully for funding of an SSDS pro-
gram on campus enroll smaller proportions than SSDS institutions, but larger

proportions of the financially disadvantaged than do those that had never

applied. For example, 39% of the SSDS institutions have at least 267 of

«

4For example, see W. Willingham, Free~access higher education.
New York: Cfllege Board, 1970.
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the;E undefgraduat;s in the aisadvantaged category Those applying
uns;ccessfully for SSDS programs show about 19% of the institutions
in this categorys ééainst 14%Z of the institutions never applying. .The
relatioﬁghip bétweeh propértig# of disadvantaged and SSDS program status

12 is sﬂown in Table 19. — Both the nature of the guidelines for such federal
programs and the selection procedure for funding such programs would tend
to account for the enrollment pattern shown in Table 19 in and of it-
gelf. :Selectivity of ingtitutions doés not appear to be a confounding

_factor in determining this relationship; when selectivity is held con-

stant,’Zhe same enrollment pattern exists and the relationship maintains

: *its strength at each level of selectivity except the very lowest, where
A
the relationship is only slightly weakened
In summary, then, the responding institutions provide estimates that

, yield a projection of 14%Z of enrolled undergraduates as falling within the

definition of financially disadvantaged provided by the Higher Education

Amendments of 1968. About half of the institutions report from 0 to 10%
; ,

of their undergraduate enrollment to be disadvantaged, and the other~half
from 11 to 100%. Significantly greater proportions of disadvantaged are

reported by institutions in the Southeastern USOE regions; in institutians

relatively nonselective; in public or church-related institutions; in two-
year institutions; in traditionally nonwhite institutions; in nonaccredited
institutions; and in nonresidential institutions. Institutions with the

higher proportions of disadvantaged undergraduates are those that have

applied for and‘won.contracts from the Division of Student Assistance, ‘

NTRRTTRE e T PR T TR TAE

suggesting that funds have,gone to institutions traditionally committed
3, g\
to the disadvantaged, rather. than toward ¢reating 1nroads for them in

institutions not so traditionally committed. ‘

g
f
E . .' »
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Table 191 :

A}

Proportion of Disadvantaged,Un&érgraduates Enrolled

’

by SSDS Participation

SSDS Participation

Percent of \
Disadvantaged Participated Applied But Never | Row Total/
Students in SSDS Not Funded Applied Percent
Frequency 24 60 .338 422
0-5% Row Percent 5.7 14.2 80.1 32.2
Column Percent 17.1 20.4 38.5 :
Frequency 19 87 187 293
6-107% Row Percent - 6.5 29.7 63.8 22,3
Column Percent 13.6 29,6 21.3
‘ $
: Freduency 14 47 ¢ 108 ° 169 '
11-15% Row Percent 8.3 27.8 . 63.9 12.9
Column Percent 10.0 16.0 . 12.37
Frequency 17 26 70 . 113
16-207% Row Percent 15.0 23.0 61.9 8.6
T “Column Percent 12,1 8.8 : 8.0 -
Frequency 12 19 57 . 88
21-257% Row Percent 13.6 * 21.6 64.8 6.7
Column Percent 8.6 6.5 6.5 h
. .. Frequency 28 30 90 148 1
26-50% Row Percent 18.9 - 20.3 60.8 11.3
Column Percent 20.0 10.2 10.3 e
Frequency 26 25 28 79 .
51% or more Row Percent 32.9 31.6 35.4 6.0
Column Percent 18.6 8.5 3.2
Column Total 140 294 878 ‘1312 ¢
— . Py * "
Percent 10.7 22.4 66.9 100.0
% = 114.06 with 12" df, p < .001 ’
\ ’
L T ,//
® 35 *

.
'
'
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5. Availability of Programs for the Financially Disadvantaged Undergraduate

0f those instftutidns‘éeturning the census form, and for which such in~
formation could be determined, better than half indicated that they had one

or more programs of some sort for the financially disadvantaged undergraduate

t

at their institution. Of those institutions reporting programs, almost half
had only gne such' program: The distribution of number of progréms for the
.respondiné“institutions is given in Table 20. As suggestéd aboﬁe, the dis-
tripution has a marked positive skew. 'It should be noted that in Table 20

the 204 institutions which returned a blank census form with tﬁe comment

-
~

or notation that they had no pfogram are included.
Table 21 shows the relationship between the number of programs ex-~

isting at an institution and the number of disadvantaged undergraduates

7

enrolled by that institution. While the data of Table 21 support the

hypothesis that more programs for the disadvantaged exist at thois insti~-

v .
[

tutions enrolling greater proportions of disadvaﬁtaged undergraduates,
the table also points out the relationship,Betwéen programmatic attention .

to disadvantaged and proportion of qisadvantéged enrolled,is far from a
perfect one.. It één be seen from Table 21, for example, that of those
institutions having less than 6% financially disadvantaged among their
;ndergraduate population, better than 10% have three or more programs
for such disadvantaged students. On the.other-hand, of those insti-
tﬁtioﬁ§ having'bekter than 507 of their ﬁndergfgduate population con~
sidered as financially disadvantaged, better than 15% have.no programs

extant on campus. These are extreme examples, of course, but similar

disparities may be noted throughout Table 21. There are many possible

reasons to explain why programs for the disadvantaged are not more

1
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Table- 20

Number of‘Prograpg for‘Disadvantaggd

% - "
for Sample Institutions® p \
Number ' - Number . . | Adjusteg;
of Programs Responding Percent * Percent ‘
0.00 ' 801 47.1 \
1.0 415 24,4 45.9 T
2.00 T 188 10 20.8 T
3.00 98’ 5.8 10.8
4.00 " 63 a7 7.0
5.00 . 3% “ 2.0 3.8
) 6.00 ©o23 1.4 2.5
7.00 22 1.3 ' 2.4
8.00 1 L1, 2.1
9.00 11 , 0.6 | 1.2
10.00 .10 0.6 L (
11.00° 4 0.2 - 0.4
12.00 5 0.3 0.6 = /
13.00 4 02 L 04 ‘
14.00 4 T 0.2 0.4 '
19.00 " *@%_ N ‘:\Abt{ 0.1
Mean = 1.40 Adjusted Mean® = 2.64 '
Median = .62 Agdjusted Medianb = 1,69
) 8%or this table,~the 204 institutions providing no information,
:El other than they had no programs, are included. '
‘ .? bBased..on insJitﬁtions having programs. .
| ] -
| ) ' .
| o i : ) " . . 2}7 .o
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closely related to proportions of disadvantaéed on campus, ranging‘ﬁrom

\Enstitutional philosophy in dealing with the fiﬁancially disadvantaged

student to lack of sufficient funds to operate such prpgrams; Oqe‘possible

-~

explahation of the data presented in Table Zi cguld be that the proportion

.

of disadvantaged on a particular campus does not'ﬁruly reflect the numbers
of disadwantaged on such campuses. To detergine the relationship between

numbers of prbgrams and numbers of disadvantaged on a particular campﬁs

-
P

the’vgriable of inétffutionél size must be considered. The relationship
;xpressed in Table 21 was fu;ther examiped controlling for size; usingﬁ
quantized inStitutioﬁal size categories. Unfortunately, this adaitionaf
breakdown of the datg produced extremely small cell frequencies in the

resultant contingency tables, making quantitative anq}y %s more or less

o

meaningless in most instances. Qualitatively, howeve did not appear '
1 . ,

/

that the relationship between proportions of disadvant ed on campus and

number of programs on campus for these disadvantagedrstudents increased,

-

greatly when size of institution was held constant. While size of insti-

-

tution, as measured by number of full time equivalent undergraduates, was

signific;ntly related to number of programs for disadvantaged undergfaduates

at an institution (r = .36; N = 1467), the relationship is certainly not an

extremely strong one. This relation dis described in Table 22,,for the ot

quantized categories listed therein. The significance of the,relationébip
and its direction is not particularly surprising. The relationship between
quantized size and proportion of enrolled disadvantaged ungergraduates was

.
’ ’

not significant (x° = 64.56, df = 54).
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.- ‘programs for the disadvantaged are not equitably distributed among the

»
k)

4 g . -39~ . ' -
H . i A Y .

»

* 6. Distribution of Support Programs by USOE Region

X

Table 23 shows a cross-tabulation of number of programs for disad-

’ * vantaged undergr#&uates by USOE gegion.' As indicated by the x2 test

I3

for homogeneity of distribution of number of programs within region,

)

various regfons. Regions with theshighest proportion of institutions
(reporting 5 oramore) are USOﬁ region 8 (North Dakota, South Dakota,

Montané, Wyoming, Utah, and Colorado), region 9 (California, Nevada,
. Arizona, and Hawaii), and region 10 (Washijgfon, Oregon, Idaho, and
R ¥ .

.k

. Alaska). Approximately one out of five institutions in éﬁese three
regions have five or more extant programs for disadvantaged under-

graduétes. Table 23 also.indicates that while about 407% of all insti-

Q i B .
tutions report no programs, only 21%Z of the institutions in USQE\region 2

(New York, New Jersey, Puerto Rico, ang

of gﬁé institutions in region 9 (Cglifornia, Nevada, Arizona, and Hawaii)

the Virgin Islands)’and only éQZ

have no programs for disadvantaged undergraduates. This, undoubtedly, is
, . . N . -
a funqé&yn of the "EOG" and' "EOP" programs operated by the larger states
) ?r " < .
in thege .two regions. The dacaraf Table 23 again point out that programs

A2

éﬁrfor the disadvantaged are not always where the greater proportions of disad-

. N\ - -
* vantaged ,students are enrolled, notably USOE regiohs 4 and 6. .

’

~

4

*7. Institutional Factors Related to Number of -Support ‘Programs

? ’ A

Number of programs for disadvantage@‘students also appears to be R

A s

related to selectivity of institytions, as indicated in.Iable 24, This
Yelationship is;similér, but not identical, to the relationship between

selectivity and numbers of disadvantaged enrolled, as discussed in the

.
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“tutions. 1In this connection, it should be remembereg that church-related

S

=42~ - “ -

» 1

previous section. While numbers and proportions of programs for disad-

3y v

low selecéiv@ty, ' o

L] ¢

vantaged undergraduates are greatest ;n‘institutioﬁs of
< ! ‘ - R
the sﬁéllest”ﬁropbrtions of institutions that have two or more programs

1

are those moderately high in gelectiéity. Institutions of high selec~

tivity and those of moderdtely low selectivity exhibit a marked homo-~

- Ed
@

geneity in distribution of number of programs. A,cbmparison of this
table to Table 13 shows that while 53% of the institutions in the high
selectivity category enroll 5% or fewer disadvantaged students among

their'undergraduate population, 637 of these institutions have one or .
)

more programs fer thei{ disadvantaged sfﬁdents.

Institutional.control is also,related to numbers of programs for

4

undergraduates at an institution. This relationship is shown in Table 25.

[
»

Within public irstitutions, there t2nd to be proportionally greater numbers

of programs for the disadvantaged undergraduate than within the private .

institutions«~ Of the private.institutions, there appears to be, very little

Y

difference in distributions of number of programs for disadvantagéd stu~-

dents ﬁetween church~related instituti

- .

ons and nonchiiréli-related insti~

e e s - ' B s

institutions report highqr proportions of disadvantaged undergréduates

soa ]
.

than do other private institﬁtions. Controlling for selectivity, the . ;
same relational patg%xn;persisted, but the.stqéngth"of the ré;apionsﬂip
was somewﬁat diminishéd, except at the lowest levgl of selectivity where

the differences between public ahd private institu%ions‘became even more

pronounced. A ) ‘ )
. . * ., .

. Table 26 shows the reilationship between'qumber of programs for dis~

advaﬁfaged undergraduates and thqﬁhighest offé%ing of the institutions.

. . , .
/ ?

-
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p . .
Table 25 LT
2 4 .
Numbers of Programs for Disadvantaged Undergraduates
' by Institutional Control
Type of Control
Number x _ . Church Row Total/
of Programs . Public Private -~ Related Percent .
Frequency 197 . 154 204, © 555 -
None Row Percent , 35.5 27.7 36.8 39.2
- Column Percent 26.4 50.8 55.7
- Frequency © 225 76 95 396
-1 - Row Percent 56.8 19,2 24,0 28.0
Column Percent 30.1 - 25.1 26.0 ' -
. Frequency . 119 33 . 30 182
2 . Row Percent 65.4 . 18.1 . 16.5 . 12.9 -
Column Percent 15.9 . 109 8.2
: Frequency 62 16 16 94
- 3 Row Percent 66.0 17.0 17.0 6.6
*  Column Percent.’ 8.3 5.3 - 4.4
. Frequenéy ‘ 42 - 10 8 60
) Row Percent 70.0 16.7 13.3 4,2
Column Percent 5.6 ,3.3 2.2,
: ! . d
. . Frequency 54 ’ 9 11 74
5-7 Row Percent - 73.0 12.2 14.9 5.2
\ Column Percent 7.2 3.0 3.0
. Frequency 48 ) 5 ' 22 55
8 or more Row Percent 87.3 9.1 3.6 3.9
- Column Percent 6.4. 1.7 0.5 ,
. o » P . ‘
Column Total 747 oy 303 ° 366 1416
Percent ' 52.8 21.4 25.8 0.0

x2 = 135.98, with 12 df, P:< .001

a

N 4
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] _ Table 26 ,
Number of Programs for Disadvantaged Undergraduates
by Highest Degree Offering ‘ ;
Highest Offering -
Two-Year 4~5 Year Masters i ’
Number Undergraduate Undergraduate Degree Row Total/
of Programs Degree Degree or Higher Percent °
: L
Frequency 183, 227 141 551
None Row Percent 33.2 41.2 25.6 39.1
Column Percent 37.0 53.0 29.0
: !
Frequency "124 114 157 °* 395
1 Row Percent 3l.4 28,9 39.7 28.0
Column Percent .25.1 26.6 32.2
Frequency 65 41 JI5 . 181
2 Row Percent 35.9 22.7 41.4 12.8
" Column Percent 13.2 . 9.6 15.4
Frequency 29 18 46 93
3 Row Percent 31.2 . 19.4 © 49,5 6.6
Column Percent ., 5.9 4,2 9.4
Frequency‘ 25 13 22 60
4 Row Percent 41.7 21.7 36.7 4.3
Column Percent 5.1 3.0 4.5
Frequency e 36 13 25 74
5~7 Row Percent T 48.6. 17.6 33.8 5.3
Column Percent 7.3 3.0 5.1
Frequency 32 2 21 55
8 or more Row Percent 58.2 3.6 38.2 3.9
Colymn Percegt . 6.5 2 0.5, 4.3 :
Colunn Total 494 428 487 - 1409
Percent ; 35.1 30.4 34.6 100.0

2

4

o .

X~ = 87.42781 with 12 df, p < 001
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The pattern of distribution of number of programs, within offering éroup,

is quite similar to that exhibited in Table 15 for distribution of pro-

>,
N

portion of disadvantaged undergraduates enrolled within dffering group.
y 'y ] ‘
Institutions offering a two-year program tend to have proportionally

~

greater ndmbers of programs than either, of the other two groups, with

L

those'institutiqps offering higheY degrees having proportionally greater
numbers of programs than the institutions offering only four- or five-
year undergraduate degrees. This éifferential distribution of progréms

. for d{sa@%antaged undergraduates maintains iéselfiwhen institutional*
sélectivity is controlled, excépt in the case of the moderately selective

institution. Within this selectivity category, no meaningful pattern of

3

B differences exists in the distribution of numbers of programs for disad—

’

vantaged unde:gfaduates between the three highest-of fering categofiésn

s

The p;edominaﬁt ethnicity of the student.body at an inséitution is

also related to the distributionlﬁf number of programs within an insti-

tution. The relationship between these two factors is depicted in Table 27.

While programs do not exist in 41% of the institutions with predominanfiy
white student bodies, 90% of tRe .institutions with predominantly nonwhite
student bodies have one or more programs for disadvantaged unde%graduates.

This relationship maintéins its strength and direction within level of‘a

LS

selectivity:

Table 2§ shows a crosg-tabulation of numbers of programs forsdiéad—
vantaged undergraduatés by accreditation of institution. The chi-square
test for hdmogeneity of distribution of programs within the twogaccredi—

tation groups indicates that the distribution of programs within these

—- 14

te "
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Table 27

Number of Programs for Disadvantaged Undergraduaﬁes

Number .
of Programs

None

5-7

' 8 or more

Colimn Total

Percent!

2

o

by Predominant Ethnicity of Student Population

Predominant Ethnicity of Institution

Frequency .
Row Percent
Column Percent;

Frequency

ﬂRow Percent

Column Percent

Freqﬁency

_Row Percent

Column Percent
Fréquency
Row Percent
Column Percent

Y

Frequency

'Row Percent

Column Percent

Fréquency

' Row Percent

Column Percent

Frequency
Row Percent -
Column Percent

a

X~ = 45.97 with 6 df, p < .001

White

544 .
98.7
40.6

374
94.9
77.9.

158

87.3
11.8

1339

95.1

Nonwhite Percent
7 551
1.3 39.1

10.1' .
20 394
5.1 ’ 28.0
29.0
23 - 181
12.7 : 12.9
33.3
9 93
9.7 o 6.6
13.0 —
2, 60,
3.3 4.3
2.9
6 74
8.1 5.3 °
8.7
2 55
3.6 3.9
2.9 )
69 . 1408
4.9 100.0

Row Totgl/u
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Table 28

4 ‘
. Numbet of Programs for Disadvantaged Undergraduates

by Accreditation of Institutions

Accreditation .
Number Accredited Nonaccredited Row Total/
of Programs Institution Institution -. Percent
Frequency 436 " 114 550
None Row Percent - 79.3 20.7 39.1
- Column Percent 36.7 52.3 .
" Frequency 346 48 394
1 Row Percent 87.8 12.2 28.0
’ \ Column Percent 29.1 22.0 ~
Frequency 159 22 181 ‘
2 . Row Percent ‘87.8 12,2 12.9
Column Percent 134 ¢ 10.1
Frequency 83 10 93 .
3 Row Percent 89.2 10.8 6.6
Column Percent . 7.0 s . 4.6
. o )
Frequency 55 5" 60
4 Row Percent N 91.7 8.3 4.3 °
Column Percent . 4.6 ., 2.3
Frequency 60 14 74
* 5=7 Row Percent 8l.1 18.9 5.3
Column Percent 5.0 6.4 )
Frequeﬁcy 50 5: 55
8 or more - Row Percent 90.9 . 9.1 3.9
Column Percent 4,2 : 2.3
Column Total . 1189 ‘318 ’ 1407
Percent 84.5 15.5 . .100.0

2 = 22.68, with 6 df, p < .001
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‘two.groups cannot be considered the same. Table 28, however, is almost
a complete reversal of Table 17; a comparison of these two ;ables indi-~
cates that, while better than 807% of the nonaccredited institutions have
67 or éreate; financially disadvantaged students in their undergraduate
population, less than 507 of these institutions have nrograns for these

disadvantaged students., This could be a function of several £actors:

ks
RANE

lack of an established financial base among the nonaccredited institutions,

inability to attract outside funding of such programs, etc. The same

Y

[N

pattern of distribution of programs for Ehe disadvantaged, as seen in-
iable 28, was observed in each of the levels of selectivity; however,
insufficient numbers of.nonaccreditedCinstitutians in the higher selec- X
tivity categories precluded any meaningful quantitative comparison of

strength of the relationship.-

4

The reiationship between residentiality of institution and number,/
. ¥

—

of programs for disadvantaged students is shown in Table 29, From this

table, it can be seen that the nonreSidentiai/jffEi%utions have Proggf:ﬂ//,//r"‘*’

Pl

tionally greater numbers .of programs than the}residential institutions.
This relationship persists and is not weakened at the various levels :

. e,
of $e1ectivity. " Ca ! : .
C T




Number of Programs tor Disadvantaged Undergraduates

Number
of Programs

None

8 or more
>

Column. Total

-Percent -
2

I

x* =-87.78, with 6 df,

Table 29

-~

bleesidentiality of Institutions

Frequency
Row Percent
Column Percent

E;equency
Row Percent
Colummn Percent

Frequency
Row .Percent

Column:Percent

Frequency
Row Percent
Column Percent

Frequency .|
Row Percent

Column Percent

‘Frequenzy

Row Percent
Column Percent

» Frequency
- Row Percent

Columd Percent

-
s

L

[
’

Residentiality
Primarily Primarily Row Total/,
Residential Nonresidential Percent
322 258 580
55.5 , 44.5 39.9°
49.8 T 31.9 o
. 180 219 399
45,1 54.9 27.4
27.8 27.1 .
~ 73 . . 110 183 -+
o 39,9 ' 60.1 12.6
< 11,3 - 13.6 ~
. 33 " 63 P
3.4 65.6 6.6 .
5.1 . 7.8 )
.19 ! 43 T 62
30.6 69.4 4.3
2,97 5.3 _
14 . 65 79°
17.7 82.3 5.4
© 2,2 8.0 ° ‘
6 50 56 .
10.7 89.3 3.8
« 0.9 & 6&? “ﬁ‘a
647 - 808 1455 * o
44,5 55.5 100.0

p < .00]
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Table 36ﬂ§hows the relationship between number of programs for dis-
advantaged undergraduates and various other institutional variables (as .

“expressed by the zero-order product—moment correlation coefficient) ©

s EWhiLe all relationships except that for "cost per student" are statis—

s tically significant, the relationships described by the correlations .
are very weak and ofglimited'practical significance with the‘e%ception {.
¢, - . . . . *

of the.positive relationshib between number of programs with size of g
& v . -

institution as measured by total full-time equivalent student:;‘\pre-r
viously mentioned. The positive relationship between number of pro-

[
grams and institutional Current Funds Expenditures is quite credible. 1 [

. Table 30 '
e
;

« Correlations of Number of Programs with

- Various Other Institutional Variables . .
/ .;’ ‘ \ .
,Correlation ! Correlation
‘with Number / o) with Number
Variable of Programs " Variable of Programs :
. Y’ ]
Degree Credit -.11 Cost per Student -.01, .
Proportion- (N = 1464). ' (N = 1315)
Current Funds .15 ‘Total FTE Students . .37
= 1467)

Expenditures (N = 1335) T G




: - -51-" , \ .

- ’

8. Nﬁmber of -Support Programs at Federally Supported SSDS Program
Institutions . ’

o A; would be expected, insfigutions that -have participated in the
USOE-funded SSDS program have proﬁértionally_greater numLers of prog?éms
than‘Fhose that have not. This is shown in Table 31. Further, insti-
tgtioné that had appliéd unsuccessfully'for federally'funded SSDé broT '
grams have progortionally greater numbers of progfams for disadvantaged
undergraduates than institﬁtions that had never applied,for such fundiné.

. Thé direction and strength of‘this relationship is relatively constant
regardless ofaigyels of selectivity; an;e USOE guidelines éor apﬁlié
cation for funding under the SSDS program specify tH;t'aéplying insti-

tutions should have a demonstrable commitment to disadvantaged students,

the disparities in the distributions of number of programs exhibited in
) 4

" Table 30 is not particularly surprising. The fact that six of the insti-

tutions listed as-having participated in the SSDS progfam indicated that

they had no programs héy~be surprfsing to some readers., It should be
h ’

_,kept in mind, howéver, that\institutions classified in this category

include both institutions participating in the program under a planning
, “ - -

grant and “lnstitutions which had participated in the program.but have

subsequently been dropped. ,/// - ‘j - ‘

b 9.“.Characterist£cs of Programs for Disadvantaged,ﬁnde;graduates

-

A

B

Within those institutions having progxams for disadvantaged under-
- ¥ B

L3

graduates} a tatal'of 2381 separate prog ident*fied. The °

characteristics of these pfograms are given in this ﬁ?&tion.




Table 31 ' ‘ ' , '
? _ ) ‘ '
‘Number of Programs for Disadvantaged Underéraduates

by SSDS Participation

y
* r- ) [j
i . SSDS Participation
L3N ’ ' ¢
‘Number ' Participate Applied But: = Never ' Row Total/
of Programs . . in SSDS Not Funded , ‘Applied . Percent
L Frequency 6 / 60 531 597
None " Row Percent 1.0 10.1 | 88.9 39.9
( Column Percent 3.9 7 18.3 . 52.2 !
. ~ . ' . . ’ ©
Frequency ( 34 121 . T, 260 / 415
1 - [Row Percent 8.2 29.2 62,7 27.7
*Column Percent 22.2 . 37.0 25.5
N : ‘
Frequeéncy 46_ - LY 56 86 188
2 Row’ Percent . = 24,5 " 29.8 45.7 12.6
- .Columin Percent  30.1 }.7.1 8.4 ’
. . : A3
. Frequency 20 ) 34 44 98
3 Row Percept 20.4° s, 34.7 44,9 6.5
. Column Bercent 13,1 ¢ T - 10.4 4.3
, - Frequerey- 12 ‘ 18 , 33 63
4 Row Percent 19.0 %.6 52.4 ) 4.2
Column Percent 7.8 15,5 3.2
’ Frequency 18 20 41 - 79
5-7 : Row Percent 22.8 25.3 ' 51.9¢ 5.3
¢ . Colwmn Percent 11.8 6.1 4.0 '
) _ . . . N
i Frequency .17 . 18 .23 58 :
8 or ‘more Row Percent 29.3 . 31.0 39.7 3.9 -
Column Percent 1l1.1 5.5 2.3
- Column Total 153 - —-—— 327 . - 1018 1498
Percent ' 10,2 20.8 - 68.0 . 100.0
x2 = 275.20, with 12 df, p <-.001 - ) ' ' .

F ,
t | ‘
] ‘ . _,,‘ _—
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That specific _programs for disadvantaged undergraduates are relative

newcomers on college campuses is supported by the number of years that the

-

programs uncovered in this study had been in operation (mean number of

-

yeafﬂ? 3.418; median number of years = 2, 639) There were, of course, ‘
* |
some notable exceptions, but only 2.5 percent of the 2253 programs for‘

’

which this informatién was available had been in operation for ten years

[l PR -

or more. Almost 40%, or 1834 of the reported programs were so-called

«"bridge programs" (i.e., programs providing a‘“hridge" for the high

school student into the.college environment--Upward Bound, etc,). For . S
I A t " .

’

the 2150 programs providing such xnformation, iess than 107 of the pro-

’ e ‘

grams were operated during summer.school only. Better than 40% of the

I i

programs were operated during’ the entire academic year, (i e., in the,

} .
o

% Lo regular term and summer school sessions)
* ‘ it o . [
! > Table 32 giVes sources of funding for the extant programs. As can

1 !
’ 4 I b i [}

¢

be seen from this tab;e, almost one in three of the reported programs are
Lo

funded exclusively thropgh USOE. Anothib”;nird.of the programs are funded

f
by state or ldcal government or! byinatltutlonal funds exclusively, while

= 1 b . "

. . o ol )
-a little more than oneﬂfmfth of the programs draw funds from two or more .
. : ! \ 1' . u‘ |<1 - \m -

agencies.: ﬁograms that.are funded exclusively by other agencies of the ,
7 | '-‘::, i
U. S deernmént or<by private foundations account for only a little better .
) ' u,AKr“ " .
1 “!' 4]»,2 o
’ than 107 of ché total‘“‘ "j‘jh. L ”6% : ‘

; '

Table 35 gides ﬁhe Various elements listed as integral parts of the .

T
2 ,‘.,.I‘I"QI.‘I‘

programs fpr FiSadvantaged undergraduates. From this table, it can be

S “,
I

seen that the mqsﬁ

"“lf H Ve

| .
counseling, gpidance
PR ﬂu“

.
“ i

RN rx
' vul\.

i
:frequently 1lsted element; was that of special academic.
‘ R ¥“ e

%rxadvisory assiStance with almost three out of every

I I ! -

b ‘.»':l‘y ' k S Iw':: [ ! ., y ' -
i
|

' : P

< - Lo L R ! co
ERIC T T e ,.

PAruntext provided by eric e Lt PR
. : " e .‘
. i
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‘. Table 32 _
Sources of Funding for Programs for .. ) :
s . . Disadvantaged Under"gradu'ates
. . E 4
. ®ot Adjusted .
‘ Source of Funding Frequency. Percent - _Percent®
USOE Trio 275 - +11.5 - a " 12.1
Other USOE T 449 . .18.9 - 19.8. -
- 0E0 - . T 1.6 1.7
& . .
Other Federal Agency 96 4.0 4.2, ‘
State or Local ‘ 354 14.9 15.6
Institutional. ’ 406 17.1 17.9
) Foundation 134 56 , ' 5.9 ¢
Two Agencies 348 L 14.6 < 15,4 . S
Three or More Agencies 165 . 6.9 7.3 ,
S ’ No Source Given , 116 k9 e .
w77 Total . 2381 100.0 , * 100.0
aPercéntage of those giving source. ',
’ - " ‘ "
) ) )
’& ‘ -~ [2 ' " "h
P N . . ' . , s
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Table 33 -

Program Elements of Programs for .

Disadvantaged Undergraduates

. —— Percent of Programs Listing -
.Program Element This Element (N = 2381)

Ce
’

1. Special academic counseling,

. = guidance, or advisory assistance 74.0 T
2. Special recruiting effort or strategy 61l.4
3. Special facilities or activities for - .
diagnosing academic difficulties 53.7 * ] -

4. Special tutorial service by faculty,

or students 62.9

5. Schools séndiné stud?nts o 32.1

6. Involvementlof>or wiﬁh other colleges 18.4 C., \

7. Involvement of community agencies, iz - -: .
organizations g 46.6

. ?. ‘Involvement of business or industry'ZEJ ) 20,7 vi ‘ : . j
-9, -Extracurricular support . ’::” :I:, \ 34.9 ‘
l_' ' 10, ;Remedial courses '1,’ ,:':'a ,. L 56.3 /
11.’ Spéc;gl ;nstructional media : K :, - :é3.7l ' .':

12.° Special classroom instruétional . °ﬁ L )
‘ strategies o . , . 44,2

13. Loams = . . . " - 523

i4. Grants "' . o . ,l - . 60.1

15. Work study’ e ] - . - ‘35.1’ ’ ot
116. bob placement ' < . ,‘. : ‘ 45.6 .. *

17. Guidamce for gradpéﬁe study ) S 22,0

18. Other . : 7 S




-

3

words, a vigorous majority of the programs include some nonacademic ele-

‘ments. .

-56- . e 5

four, programs containing this component. Almost two of three institutions

- - u'

report special recruiting effort or strategy-a figure inflated, no doubt,

by the fact that 40% of .the programs reported are bridge programs,'but

o,

of special interest in that DSA Special Services Programs do not permit

- \ oo 4 N ; PR N .

funds for recruiting Tutoring components are reported in 63% of the_ N .

P

programs; a 1itt1e more than hdlf provide for diagnosis of learning diffis

1 e ot
. A
.

culties or provide remedial courses. About 447 of the programs report .

components of special instructional media or of specia& instructional :
|

3

strategies., Taking these frequently provided aci#demically-oriented ! N
elements-~counseling, diagnostic work, .tutoring, remedial courses, and

special instructional media or strétegies—-only 341, or about’ 14% of the

[vs

programs, consist exclusively of one or more of these elements. In other .
$ - >
1

2 *

' . . :
.

<

.

For financial aid, grants are the most frequently reported (60%) 4+

though work=-study (557) and loans (SZZ) are almost as popular. P

- )

The most frequent extra-institutional resource activity is, with

’
o

community agencies or organizations, with almost half of the programs
P <,

containing such a COmponent.r‘About one-third report activities with

4 - 4
.- . . - ’

schoolsisending students, while work with other coileges or with‘busi— ’

ness ‘and industry is found it only one of every five progtamsl o
TOWQEO assisting disadvantaged students wftﬂ postwcollége plans

¢ L)

and activities, job placement (in 46/ of the programs) is found about

twice as frequentY§ as guiddnce for graduate study (in 22% of the ' X ,‘

4 .
- programs).: ' , TR “
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There was considérable variability among the programs“in'terms of |

' 5 . .. N

numbers .of students faculty, and staff involved and in terms of cost’ .

of program. Table 3% gives mean and median values for full-time equiva- BRI

. N -
Py P . N .

lent faculty, staff aud students, program costs, cost per student, and s

. - . 4 SR s

studentito faculty ratio.. it should be noted that  the median is probably oy

- -
P

the "better statistic for considerationadue to extremely high variance

and marked positive skew for all of the variables listed in Table 34. ‘

. £

Additionally, the mean” is more influenced by certain limitations in re- °

>
s > ¢ . »

porting or impoSed op coding the data and by possible coding error.

(For example, some schools defined programs as incbuding financial a1d

funds, others left this usually significant amount of money out of the -
reported budgets.) The figures fn Table 34 sﬁould also be treated with .

caution.due to the fact that the data provided on programs was far from ’ N

%
-
- l

complete (partlcularly in "the -areas of,numbers of faculty and staff in-

¢ s

volved). With these caution$ in mind, the average program (medlan values)

- -
. Y v w .. - .

’_consists of about tvo faculty and two staff members serving approximately N

50. full—;ime equivalent students at a cost per full—time equivalent stu-

" dent of around $700 per year. o C R

i :_l0.> Relationships between Source of Funding, Numbers of Faculty and

Students, and Program Costs ‘ Co l . U P
e " . ..,_

Of dnterest, at this juncture is the possibility of program diffex—
" P 4 ‘r‘ '“.,, e
efices between various categories oﬁ,programs, or between prognams existlng .

AR .

o at different types of institutiOns. of particular interest wdhld bé differ- ':

‘ﬂences in terms of full—time equiyalent faculty, full—time equivalent staff

o ' '

. . . .;. L
. . .k .o

ko faculty ratio. . ) . .
“ ’ . 4 LY . .

et . R .

full—time equivalent students served expenditure per student, and student S




e e Table 34

»
- -~
.

. Cost-Related Varrables in Programs for

R Disadvantaged Undergraduates )
. ? . | |
Variable _E_ ggagi - Median ’
FT? Faculty 1356 4.50 2,12
| FIE staff L1368 ‘423 2.03
‘ FIE Students 2010 .205.31 50.39
. “‘Yearly}Program Costs 2136 . s§3,157.oo:; . ' . T;

Cost per FTE Student” .° 1826 & 1,465.00.  $673.00 -
1Y . PR . ) .

’ - - FTE Student to FTE . , T
L Faculty Ratdo®  ~ © 1209 - 67.5 - 19.8 .
‘ - ' ., - L8 ‘ i ¥ <
. . e
r ¥
e . aFigures given are not perfectly accurate due to rounding

and to coding category limitations.

‘ bComputed for each program, ‘where both pieces of information
, were provided before averaging . .
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Tables 35 to 59 depict differences between programs for disadvantaged
' undergraduateé in terms of source of program funding. The variables of
full—tiqe equivalent faculty, etc., have been dichotomiéed into éategories
representing nuﬁbers which do, or do not, exceed the medién value, re-
spectively. A4s such, the chi-square valueg given in Tables 35 to 39
represeﬁt the results of a median test acros; the 10 program-area-of-~
funding categories (i.e.; a test to determine the tenability of the
assumption that the programs within each of the various funding cate-
‘goriés can bg considered as‘samples from populations with a commfon
median). This nonparametric technique, the median test, is used instead
of its parametrictcdunterpart; for much the same reasons given for’our
preference for th; médian as a measure of central tendenty when these
variables were first introduced above. As can be seen froﬁ Tables 35
. “through 39, the hypothesis of common median is not suﬁported in any of
the five instances. It should be noted that the marginal proportions . v
will not always equal .5 due to the fact that tbé_variébles of full-time
equivalent faculty, etc., were rounded to the nearest integer. _ .
Table 35 shows full-time eqﬁivalent f;culty by source of program
funding. Programs funded as SSDS frograms and the other two Trio progfams
of USOE (Upward Bound éﬁd Talent Search) more frequePtly have a higher
number of full-time equivalent faculty than the coﬁmon medién. On the. -

e
other hand, other USOE~funded programs,,K programs funded by federal agencies

N

other than USOE or OEO, and ﬁrograms/ﬁunded by private foundations are

%

characterized by disproportionate numbers of programs having fewer full- .

" time equivalent faculty than the common median. ) o .




-60-

o - ~ . "~ s £, . . .
R ¢ 5 - ’ . ‘ .w Qe o -
3 : PR, . - . A—
¢ x 2 - * - o- . -
' - . : - oY R R
) - %= . ' . . ¢ > ‘. >~
- . . S0°v>d ‘IP 6 WITM 2T LT=pX -
: - o : . T
0'00T S8 6°L1 1°s T st A 'y - 81 TAPA €'6 0y .. - Juedxag *
80¢T 1t vee L9 661 612 ps . €2 .Lze - zzt €S 1e30] wmio)
AR, L°8p £ pe ey . m.ﬂm% 0°LS . S'SV 0°LS 1vS, 1'8y 324 10D . " uBIpay .
(1 4 S8 €°Q¢ N S 4 €61 €91 9°¢ 281 6°P1 AN | S A 2 “39d Moy - uoumoy
29S 8t A9 €Z © 98 98. 0z o1 b8 99 14 Adusnbaaxy anoqy
"8°9§ £°15 L°S9 8°9S" * L°09  0°€9 - S9S 0°€9 6°Sb 6°1S °3d 10D UBTPAN - . Q2
0°LS b8 1°91 6°S 1°St 8°LT - 9% LT 61 S°L 9°'¢ *39d MmOy . uouwwopn W
9vL €9 0zt 147 PAg 130 SRR 45 €1 £vI 95 Lz Aousnbaxy” . noyag .
EUEREVEY] s91duady sa1duady .coﬁmv Teuo1ingy 18997 1€39p34 030 J0SN SlieI80Xg Sass ‘ . TAXGIIITYy 4 )
/1BICL M0y 930 X0 oM] -unog -T3ISujy I0 - I9430 I3Y430 o1l . L3 noey
. 201y > ?31elg - I3Yy30 < juateanbg .
92anog Surpuny . awrl-1INg
s Sutpung 3o adanog £q L3irnoey justeainby surr-1Ing . .
N S¢ °91qel . -
. ’ ) ,v
. . . ’ . 3L ) o T
. ’ |rf .
s o .
- N :
-~ S, ~ . .
v ~ I 2
T -~ C
- - ¢ D —
o
. : - . L1

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




) .(n . ? . . . ) - . P
.. : . . 100" >d “Ip6 wITM SV 69 =
ey . . . . cem . . . . . . T ..
. 0°00L vL S*ST S°S 0°ST L°S1 S'¢ z'1 161 €11 8's . u:vu,sm.
g . SSOT 8L ¥91 8s 8sT 991 Lg €1 10z 611 19 ‘1eloL Wnyo)
. fw. .v.%
- . A 1 60 °  6°9S 8 1p v oy L6 . Z'9% 6°82 z°L9 6°89~ < 12d4.7703 :
vy LS S R 4 S & Tyt € p1 vz €1 vzl 1A 0°6 . "I2d ‘MON: =5
89y 8 . L9 v €¢ 99 L9 o 9 8S 08 ey Ayuanboxy” .. i
) . £°1S i 1°6S 'Sy . z°8s. 9" 65 € 0L g'§s  T°1L¢ stz TS NS .Eu. . depajy
i 9°S§ 8'9 S°91 v - LSt 6°91 vy AR AT/ 9:9 2'g - »dod Moyt |, -~ uowwoey -
o o L8S oy L6 114 26 -+ 66 . 92 L erl L6t ‘b@oéﬁm . zozm,
. . . .3U92I3( soTouady S9TOUIY uoTIBp -[BUOIINT  [ED07 1BI19pay 010 q0Sn . NSwoumu:. '
/1ei0l moy aXOJy X0 . oM], -unoy -I3Suy a0 - I3Y30 * I =100 T} j3eag
' » . 99V - v - T ° oqels . . queteatnby -
— - ; - ... . 95Inog 3utpung ; OWYL-TT0d:
_ ) ) . wcﬁbczm.mo 92an0g ~E 33e1S 2USTRATNbY, oES. Z:w:m. S
‘ » 95 a1qeL
. . ) ' . - e \»w
Y . . >
. ! . . >
r -

]

(T8
"

Al
e

[

FullToxt Provided by ERIC.




] . N m\k/ U "
) _ . e v 07 >4 ‘3P 6 YItm 0z°g8 = X . '
N . . s N -7 TP '
, . ° C X - - .. - 3 » & N - .
. 0°001 8L L St 9 LT . 8°st « 'Y L1 0761 £'8 . bye.s 3Ud3I34
. ) SE61 oSt 0§ 611 «  OSE 90¢ 18 €€ L9 091" - . “e8. 7 Tej0L wmyoy, .
. . . » I' . ; L2 . 1\ A,I- (» ”\|1 } » . . 4 .
L'8S 9°2S £°s¢ IANA4 8°LS 6°0¢g 9°LS VLY. <«» 9°SP: . STE8 T “100 . UeIpS: . - o
1709 1°6 S°91 1 4 Sy Z°81 9°Zz 0°¢- 6°L1 S'L - ‘£°L . -33d Moy - uouuiony -
0L6 88 091 ~ T 182 LLY st 61 . bLl “EL * T4, Adusnbary aa0qy
» . ° . ® . - R SN -~
. ) . . . - = ST
‘. =4 1 4 vLy L°v9 €°LS N.Nv“ 1°69. vy 9°Zs. |2 % ST9T.; "4 “10) . _.mwﬂuoz.,
Q 6°6v " v°'9 6°v1 0°8 . 9°61 -, "b'eT ., 8°§ ST 0°0C 0°6 - . .§T1 7 139d- moy uouoy)
o S96 29 142 Lot 681 (774 O 9 vL - s6T . B8 - BT - »{oyenbozs moreg ¢ .
R JUadIS] . moﬂu:o.w<. moﬂu:ww< , ~uor3ep [eUOTIN] TEJ0T Teiopayd 010 305N “.umEm.Hwo.mm. - 3as5.. ¢ - . ZXio3axe) Lo
/1e30% Moy  saon a0 oMy, -unog -138U] X0 19430 I8ysg, . ouxg .. . - juepnig
) goayy - - a3e3g - . I9yag  -.-. .3 T -7 juereatnby L
b . L c < 9oanog Jutpung -~ R EUSESR 3 2 § . F O o
i ‘ . Butpung 3o sdanog £q PIAI9S s3uapnig Jusfeatnby Ui Ty -1 Eny
>, hd ° - T
= . RARCIC A
. « M ™ ’
1] ~ ~, <
. , _ & e ) - O
Uu, ’ o & - . - .9
, ) * . L. : - * @ ) .1w V M Ev

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

.




. S e - " ) 100" ->d ‘§p-6 WITA L5 T6T = X
. + - ¥
B NAS 8yl 9 6°ST 9°91 0 6T _6°61 v°s vy - juddIag -
. ort ' £9¢ 39 £8¢ S62Z LA £¢ pse - - 0ST " 6L Aﬁo% wnre) ,- R
9789 v 8°bS T°29 © L6 €8¢ - 6°vS 8°'BL 6°9¢ 0°88 €y 3dd "10D weTpa.el
901 L-6'sT 9L €6 szt o4 6°C v°81 9°¥1 . 6°€ . 124 moy, ° uowwo; - -
SR 96 42% 69 - 8 cIt 6< 9z 991 4% G gg, Aduenbaxy . - enofyLr RN
, . e W
vig - z°sy 8°LS £ 0L L°19 |14 271z 1°€S 0°z1 L°SS 7194 "103 | TueIpap . o
0°'S 9°¢1 8 v Lz 802 L' 8°0 ST 12 1°2 0°s 104 moy - T uodmdl ¥
o . R 4 2N 61T 47 611 z81 A% L 881 81 vy  Aouenboxy . .- ML .
“ ., . , l ., N e T
fudQiad -~ » $31oU98y ST UIBY uofrlep TeUOTIN]  [BD07T [RI3PIY 040 08N SWeJI30I § Sass . o, e o8|y . .-
. /18301 MOy 910}y IO . OML ~unoyf -T1sug I0 I3YlQ I3Y10 otxy ° M\ = R w.iu:.o.—umunw. .wf ,.N -
v - a1y - . ¥ oseag N 19130 g. Y, .7 AuareKinby’ |
y ' . DCER : 53Ingg SuTpuny X . RN 5 28 & °F CR
2 . - .t , . . . N P aad. PWOU R
3 . . - ” . . . -ﬂ. -.,. . P -an . . .p/‘,
> . futpung- 3o adinog £q 1uUapni§ jusTeEATInby SWIL-TIng I2d 3s03° ? : <. i <« ‘e
. - : . - * . .fu - ..; ) R ¢ N - . . N
N L. . 8¢ a1qel T . AP L -

Q

IC

Aruntoxt provided by Eic:

E




. - . .-t
k4

. o

. “laquow L3yndey Iad S3UdPNIS Jo SidqUNU IJT[RUS SSOAdXD ‘UBTpOU UOWWOD Y3 AOTSq HOTIBA 10 ‘SOTIEY huﬁzumm\unwv:uw.roq
: P v

\ .

. .

r

. —
-

» Py - ¢

S . ) : 100" >d‘IP 6 YITM 62°SS = X
: { . . ,
) 0'00T | ) g8 ¥°81 €£°S L vt £°91 0¥ 0°¢ /ANA S'6 v JUIDIDg
' 911 - L6, p1e 9 TLT L81 Ly A 20e o1t 8y  T®l0] wunyoj )
'9° 1S 8728 'Sy 6°0S £°09 6 8Y AARATEER-IE ) 2 1°6C S°L8 "3%d 10D Ue Tp o
8 1S 8'8 8°81 L'y STvl 6°81 8¢ 0°¢ € 91 £'S 0'L ° 354 Moy uowwg)
U 09 ! €s. eIt > 827 L8 A €z Al 86 ¢ v Aouenbaxy aaoqy
[Ve) - R ~ -
_ v sy Ly 8°vS ey L7 6E 1°1S 8'Ly S'TS 6704 RA *334 "10) . Ue Ipa
817 . 8L 0°81 1°9 , 07st pret o0 0'¢ S 81 6°¢T 1 "13d Moy uouwoy . <
.19 ° 1220 101 143 ¥8 SL . ve 11 yo1 8L -9 Lousnbaxy moTag
) ECEEECY »soTousdy  soIdUd3dy  uwoTIwPp TeuoIinl [ed07 ﬁmhwvwm 030 308N swexsold  SASS FECYEFCR)
/18301, Moy ,910p 10 OM], -unog | -13SU] 1o ‘12430 - 19410 oTa] ’ otliey .
99ayYl . . 3 i 93818 " i, s 19410 " L11noey
L ] " 951nog Jutlpuny —~ /iuepnig
7 i N > : ) ’ . . :
A . - . . ° - 4/ \ . -
i . - Burpung jo ¥dxnos £q L T3%Y £31noeg 03 3uapnag .
. : . . 6€ °T9el . . ) . )
. ) ’ - - A .
: . _ S A A
. - . -~ & —

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




- ) ° H - . .
of students than the common median numberhof students served by all pro-

v
w
'

L

'("Other Trio Programs') -have greater cost per ‘student than the common

. —65-

[}
(8

; The pattern for faculty given in Table 35 generally holds for full-

time equivalent staff by source.of funding, as shown in Table 36. If

anything, these data show .that. the pattern for Trio programs to have

larger numbers of personnel is even more emphasized when'members of staff
are examined. An obvious impact of the programs administered by the

Division of Student Assistance,has been the support of additignal faculty

. >t ‘ . . .
dation-supported programs, however, appear to be an exception to the .

~

. .
and staff assigned to disadvantaged student interests. Staff for foun— i

pattern observed for faculty: these programs tend to show a higher

~

median number of staff than that for all programs combined.

The relation bétween numbers of students served and sourte of pro-
gram funding is given in Table 37. SSDS programs are characterized by

an extremely disprqportionate number of programs'serving larger numbers

«
4

”

S.grams. The—reverse‘is true for programs funded by federal agencies other

4

than OEO ahd USOE and’ for programs funded by private foundations. 1

Table 38 shows gost per full time equivalent student bv souzce of .

. * l

funding. Almost 90/ of the Talent Search and Upward Bound .programs

-
’

median for all programs. This is also true to a lesser extent for pro- .
L) N . ’ * '¥;
«grams funded by OEO and for those funded by thtee or more agencies (which

N .
. . 4 A

could and usually does xnclude at least one governmental agency) On the .

i
’ ' . 2

1
other hand, programs characterized by‘cost petr'student_less than the common . *.
- v . N * . LRN
Y PUERY . . , L
median- are found in relatively greater numbers among those programs funded
) N - Lt

-

. ' Y
by institutional, stdte, or local seurces. y .

. .

-




SSDS programs and other Trlo programs differ markedly froﬁ\\Tograms funded

by other source d also diffEr quite markedly from one another. While

N

. \ _
the other Trio programs are characterized by relatively large numbers of

R .
programs with low (below the common median) full-time equivalent student

.

to full-time equivalent faculty ratios, SSDS}programs are characterized »

by relatively large numbers of programs #ith greater than median student
to facu%ty ratios., . That is, the SSDS pnégrame involve larger numbers of
/

students per faculty member. This may re due to the differential speci— //\7)

.

fied aims of SSDS programs as compared to other Trio* programs, or, faculgy

S

that must be contained within the othzi Trio programs may serve disaévan-

taged students outside program budget: in Special Services programs. ,

Differences in program goals and setéings make-comparisons less meaningful.

SN / . . /
In all, however, SSDS programs/come out rather well in these cost’

. ~

\effirfency kinds of comparisons. They tend to serve.greater numbers of stu~
. / 4
. i

-~

dents than other programs, with a greater number of staff, a slightly greater

. .
' J -

) ¢
A . p
. ~66— - ' \ ’
. ’ Student~-to~faculty ratio by source of}rundlng is given in Table 39. <o
:
|
3
E
:
i
E
F
|

number of faculty, and at a cost, per student which is slightly less tbah the -
median cost per student for all programs in the sémple.l ¢ Cl

L4
.

11. Relationships between Programmatic and Institutional Variables ‘
) i o/ , Yoy

, Of additional interest are‘possible relationships between the program-

—EBeciflc variables-~FTE students served, FTE faculty assigned to program,

etc,--znd selected institﬂtiOnal indices. Although these comparisons can

+

be made, they should be interpreted carefully, and in'a different light

than the relationships Emong different program specific variables. Due

/
. / PR -

1
E
; - to the fact that some institwtions have multiple programs, and one cannot




.o —67= . e 7

. A, T T . ‘ -
. ; ‘L ' ;:‘ . . y ,
safely assume that programs w1th1n a given inst1tutlon are independent e
5 ! : ', i Y PR
rh terms -of specificvprogram variables,,use of the chi—square test may ' ,
., ook
.~be inappropriate" To éxamine these relationships, therefore, the con-
‘ tingency coefficient (a measure of relationship in an_ r x k contingency
r B ’ Lo {

table) is a more proper statisxic., We dichotomlze the program'specific

. .
'

variables, as before, as e1ther failing above the median or not falling
above the median. The dichotomization which effectively limits the range

l 3

’ ! PR
of the program specific variables to'two possible values, may seem somewhat .

'l' " N ' "
.arbitrary and probably reduces thelmeasured strength of any .linear relation*
* ! ' i 1‘ * :
ships that exist. Due to, problems eX1sfing in the data--coding errorf esti- Yo,

i 1" "‘ | * f

matiops, high variability, etc,—bpreviously mentioned and due to the fact -

. '

/

~

'5|I G '

that many institutional 1ndaces Ere in faot categorical (i e., institutional
| ‘[} ! -

control) rather than,quantitatpve in nature, the quantization of the ﬁ?ogram S

'o'l

specific variables seems JUSQITlaPle.‘g Lo

»

L2 ’ .
o
Pl 4, e - . 4

Tables 40 througé A dep cé”the relationship Between the program spe- ,
) ,cific variables under considera[!pn and the proportion of‘disadvantaged

) undergraduates at insLitutidns,hav1ng such programs. Fﬁbm Table 40, it §

b AN - .

/ ’ can be seen that the. pumber oé %uilitime equLvalent students served by

programs for dlsadvantaged undepgraddates”is positively related to pro- '

i -I"“': : ‘

portions of disadvantaged students in the undergraduate population of .

%

.,‘1, " i R

R the institution, Wﬂéh the ekception'of the slight reversal in the 16-257% !

. ety
! V|[vI !

categories, the proportion of progran serving more disadvantaged than
o

- . ; ' I"" Hll'l"'" ' " >

the median number served 1néﬁed$e% monotoniCally with increases in pro-
"¢ i 'I Co \'7 . o
portion of disadvantaged undé”g,aduates at'an institution. )

1
i

‘ The relationship betyeenlnﬁmqu of full time equivalent faculty . s
" RS
: ’ L Cp T ’ N
asgigned to programrﬁnd proporuiq ,of disadvantaged undergraduates at an .
sa ol ',I‘MJ ' e , ,| !
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‘institution, as shown in Table 4i, is difficult to interpret, even though

T : . i
- ‘the relationship is significant. The overall positive monotonic trend

¢ .
(as ‘reflected in the extreme categories of proportions of disadvantaged

undergraduates on campus) is weakened considerably by the instability of &
this trend in categories of from 6-25% disadvantaged undergraduates. This’

same situation exists, as shown in Table 42, when we consider the relation-

.

. ¢ '
ship between number of full-time equivalent staff attached to program and

-

proportion of disadvantaged undergraduates at the institutions.
Table 43 shows the relationship between cost per student within the
) 2

program and propdrtion of disadvantaged undergraduates at the institution
g , &

N

v

withén which theée progfams are located. While thére appears to be an

(T3

overall negative trena in this data (the proportion of péogramé with cost

» ,, - -
per student ‘greater than the median .cost tends to decrease as proportion

of disadvantaged undergra%uates a& an institution iﬁcreases), the relation-

‘ ship expressed in this table is not significant. There is likewise no

L

significant relationship between student~faculty ratio within a program
. ° N ~_G' ‘
and proportion of disadvantaged undergraduates at the institution within
which the %rogram'is located, as indicated in Table 44. -

. The relatipnships bét&een the program variables considered here and

A3

various other institutiomal indices, as reflected by the contingency Eo—
> & . i

efficient, are given;in Table.45. The contingency tables on which these
-~ . \ .
toefficients were computed do not seem to justify the space required for

4 ' -

their .presentation; however, the contingency coefficient’ does not indicate

»

the direction of relationship. From the raw data and the coefficients

presented in Table 45, the following interpretations are in order.

| . . ” .
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While 1nstitu;ional selectxvity is not signifinantly reﬁa e

l,~‘ —

; number of full—time equivalent students served by programs'wﬁc
: ‘[. L e 3

Relationship of full time equivalent gxogram;facultyfto dnstituti_ -

14 -

selectivity is clearly'positive with Proportion of programs wiﬁh‘mdre

F
> < . ..-‘

FTE faculty than the average monotonically increasing with increésing

selectivity oategory. The nature of the relationshipmof‘full~time 7

equlvalent program staff to institutional selectivity'lé similar to

3
N e
‘ AR

that for full-time eguivalent faculty. RelationShip between cost per

.' ,v

2

full gime equivalent student and 1nst1tuﬁional selectivity is not so

,/""ﬂ"., .

straightforward Proportionally, the greatest number of programs wifh

? -

cost per student eXceeding the common median exists in theumoderately

t_w.,' 2 ‘e,

e high selective schools (614), yhile institutipns in tﬁe*other thtee

o ,.‘\:.

cafegories of selectivity show approximately eguﬁl Proportions Of Pro“‘_fp'uﬁlf

!..P

grams with greafer th@n average,{me&ian value)costs. lt §hould be. noted~

(‘.

at this point that while th& relationshlps Just described are statiSEi-

vt .- - e

cally significantu they aré nbt part;cularly strong ones.l.Ir should
‘» s

- also be kept in/mlnd that for smalI numbers of row and column categories--

4; e .'11 ,' ~
a

1°' which is the casevin the contingency tahles from,which all of Ehe c0ef—
DR 7 et . e‘ . 'tr :

ficients reported«in Table 45 were campnted~-tﬁé dbntingency coeffic1ent 'f’

/ ,’-* \' x .

is bounded from absye by a Value considerabiy less than l (e‘g.)_fov a

3 x 3 table,the contingency hoéfficient is bounded ffom ébove gy .816),

a’
, -

= Schools that are more selective ténd fo have more exnenslve libraries, N

mu . . ‘«5 EELE .

laboratories, and other components of the educational expexience, thé o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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,implication of the‘foregoiq’ gindings.is_moat probably that programs for

%

disadvantaged must share some of “these costs, or, that a, program in a given

1
<~¢ -

setting is to a minor degree a slave to”more general institutional cost -

. * -
&

rates. Buying a.counselor at an institution below a*natibnaL medianjin

- -

salaries‘oaid for such staff costs less than buying one at an 4nstitution o
with higher salary scales. o ’ T

e [y -
i » « . 'S

Institutional size is significantly related to all the program vari-

ables except cost per student, and the relationships, while not spectacular,

are relatively strong. The relationships in all cases are basically posi-‘
« N I 4 Al ‘ .

¥
03

tive, with proportions of programs in the higher than‘hedian category

[

= v

usually increasing as institutional size category increases. Only for o i

. - [

<

\full ~time equivalent students, however, is this relatlonship strictly
- Yy o [

monotonipa The degree of monotonicity for the other progfam variables
N LN "o S .'! , ¥

«'is more or less reflected in the magnitude of the contingency eoefficient.

BRSY '~ 3
2 ..__.‘41‘,,-_4 A

Institutional control is signifiCantly related to full—time equiva-

. " ~
\ 1 \ N .., R r - Ll

©

.

lent students served hy program, program cost per student and program v

‘v T 4

o studentafaculty raﬁio.1 The implication from these relationships is t(:" :H'g‘f .

. ",' .g K - . ¢

.: _vbasicallx-that while the public ingtitutions tend to have greater pro~

,1. ,'b», P . .~

portioﬁ of programs serving a more than average number of students and .
3 Q‘,:'-'..., IR ; Cet N N £ o '
greater proportion of programs with hrgher than average student faculty -

. e ‘ . - % oS -

,;LD ratio, they have proportionally fewer programs operating.at above average N . -

- . LY

P A cost per, tudent. The private nonchurch~re1ated institutions show that

*

L 1y

apgroximately two prOgrams Out °f three are operating at abOve gverage R

. L - ‘ vy R 1 R ‘ -t
SR cost per student..._ Ca : B T s -f.. SE L T
T ~ P : tt . L1 ;«u ‘ e .

e "." f' In terms,of highest offéring, significant felationships exist with L .

.
>
v . - A .5 , . 3 N

number-of full-time eguivalent stadents seryed full-time equivalen{ staff ':l”
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‘attached to the program, and cost per fullqtime equivalent student. It

-
. I

is. somewhat’ surprising to note that anstitutlons with the highest offer1ng
[ - N .tx R .
(offering_maSters degree—~or equivalent——or higher) tend to haVe programs

. . o . & -

‘ Co . serving greater numbers.of sbudents, théy also tend to have'programs with

Lt v >" "° - ot

greater than average numbers of staff members and with higher than' average

v N . -

. o operational cost’ per student. Programs within the four~year degree offerlng

)
. ~

Co category tend to serve the smallest number’of students, whereas programs

‘ .
t 7
e . . . - s

.+ . 'within the ‘two-year offering category tend to have’the feﬁest'number‘of . -
.‘ ! ’ » ~ , r & - . BN . *
, - staff assigned and al$o tend to operate at the smallest cost per student.’

Institutions with predominantly nonwhite student ‘bodies tend to have

Ry -
¢ . P

’ ) prqportlonally greater numbers “of Drograms serv1ng more than the average .

. v \ .' e‘ N N

number of students, and to have‘greater proportions,of prbgramsuw1th above

! o .
>

average numbers of faculty and staff asslgned when compared to institutlons ,

.
. - .
-

N ) with predomlnantly white student bod1es. The student- faculty ratios w1th1n

« Kl

phese programs at institutlons with predomlnantly nonwhite student bodles <

‘.Xr ’ ’:
- ds basically no dlfferent from that of programs dt other ‘fnstitdtions. -

)”?éf
L Likewise, the cost per student at programs within preddmlnantlycnonwhite ~
. B 1ustitutlons is not dif%erent from that at- other insﬁitutionszu. . el
Y ‘iN'Jf;; nxa‘ The significant relationshlps between.residentlallty of imstitution

. and the - varlous program variables are not particularly strong. 'Wlthin the .
nonresidential institutlons, ﬁhere are proportionally greater numbers of

PR N .
- .

it (o L
le'f'.programs serving a greater than average number of‘students and having a

- Y
= '

: o Smaller than average number ‘of full-time- equlvalent faculty. This, of

3 .
" . ;,‘a ¢
R

: ,1: }course, is agaln reflected in the facfuthat within nonresldential insti—

tutions a disproportionately large number of pr grams have higher than

6 “ -
. , :, o

. ~

oA avenage student faculty ratios._ o .o .
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The significant relationships between accreditation of institution

&

and the various program varfables are also rather weak. The basic trend

. ‘ ~
in this relationship is that nonaccredited institutions typically have ‘

-
-

proportio#alry more programs serving a fewer than average number of stu-
dents with a lpwer than average number of fa;ulty and staff involved.

The final institutional index considered in Table 45 is degree of . -
institutional participation in USbE—funded 1SSDS program;. It should be ‘

pointed out that this relationship, reflecting as it does association

between an institutional factor and program.specific factors, is related

to, but certainly not identical with, the previous comparison of these

program variables with source of programefunding. The relationships

expressed in connection with SSDS particdipation reflect not only the
characteristicg of the USOE—fundéd SSDS program, but also other programs

that may exist at that institution. It can be seén from Table 45 that

degree of institutional particip;tion in SSDS program is sfgnificantly
srelated to all of the program variables except that of full-time equiva-

lent faculty. Further, these relationships are, in the main, relatively

-

-,
strong. The nature of these relationships are remarkably similar, with

proportions of programs above the median ‘monotonically decreasiﬂg over
. N . / .

the three categories: (1) institutions participating in the program
(highest proportions-above median), (2) institutions applying but not

funded for the program, and (3) institutions that had never applied for

o

. -~

the program., This pattern held for all the program variables with which

degree of institutional partic{patioﬁ in SSDS programs was significantly

related.
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12, Relationships between Program Content and Selected Programmatic

.

Variables . '

‘ ; ! -

There remains, at this point, one further set of comparisons in our

4

consideration of program specific variables. Such comparisons are con-

.

cerned with the various program elements (those listed in Table 33 but

.

excluding the category ﬁother") in relation to other program specific

" variables (FTE Students Served, FTE Faculty Assigned to Program, FIE
Staff Assigned to Program, Cost per Student in Program, and Student to
Faculty Ratio) which have been considered elsewhere in this report, as

. .
_well as to the institutional indices that have been under- consideration.

L] ‘ . :n ’ ’
.In comparing inclusion or noninclusion of ‘one of the specific program
, H R

-

elements to the various program specific variables (FTE Students in

s

~ Program, etc.) 2 x 2 contingency tables were used, with the progfam

specific variables again dichtqmized into categories of falling above

“the common ;edian aqqérot.jalling above the common median. While m;st
of Eae relaéionships revealed-aré'not at all unexpected, they will be
discussed briefly below. - o

Cost of program per studen£ served was significantly and positively
related to inclusion of all but t&o of the program elements listed in

Table 33. (Positive relationship means inclusion of the elements within

. . N

a program was associated with greater ~proportions of such programs with
J .

cost per student above the common median.) The two elements. for which

this #welationship did not hold were the financial aid elements of loans .

and work-study. While this may appear, at first glance, to be contra-

~

intuitive, lack of relationship:in these °35és is not particularly
¢ i . e

‘ oo ’ v




- -

4

.

apiqﬁl (capital that, in most cases, is not that of the program or of the

»

s 1nst1tution), or the return of services for capital expended outside the ,
progra£ This finding is not surprising, but points tolhe need to examine .
+ ‘ 7

more cdrefully, given good qualitative criteria, the most cosg—efficient

«
-

progr .
Silgnificant relationships were also found between incldsion of all .
but tw¢ program elements .and numbers of full-time equivalent staff assigned.

’ -
to program. It was again the case’that all such réIationships were positive .

. Pl

N , K} . )

additional’staff. The absence of a clear-cut increase in staff when sty- .

dent grants are a program element is not immediately obvious, unless--as’

might b:\expected, and as is supported in our data--the inclusion of grants . .
. 4

»

is'qlosely related.to the inclusions of, either loans or work-study; or the

- .

%robabilitx that grants administration adds to the work of administrative ..

" offites outside,the program. . X

. . Numbers 'of full-time equivalent faculty assigned to program is related

. N ~ LY
-to inclusion. of specific program element for a majority of the elements in

Y
e

Table 33, but not to as large an extent as is numbers of full-time equiva-

T . . : .o .
BRI Tent staff. It is again the case that all significant relationships are

é :’positiGe (inclusion of“specific program element is associafed with greater

PRI . - , . R ’ .
. - . , - . -




. T, - , S ok t

ey Kl

proportions of programs Wﬁth,larger than avarage numbers of. full time |

v u

equivalent facglty assigned) Vumbers of full-time equivalent faculty
"‘0 » '“'n e .

assigned to programs is related ‘to' pnly one of the program elements

PP s ‘, g Ly | ) N :
s concerned with innt of extra-lnstitutiona,l institutions (ele- 4
. ‘!‘ ' ‘f r : .
ments 5 through 8 in Table 33), that being.involvement of or with other

y! ~l
colleges., Increésed faculty rnVOlVement is a1so not sign1ficantly re-
’ - I lu [
// lated to the pr1marily flnancial program elements of grant.or work-study
" . ¢ )
Y or with job placement or guldance for'graduate study. Some of the re-

. g Ut ' ’ . ’
. 1ationships, or lack of relationShmps,fare more intuitively reasonable
o Hn hv‘ 1‘\1 “" ' o -
\ .

' . { than others. Particularly confusing ij why inclusion of guidance for %

i »-\u ,. ‘,.4 IR . " ~ .

graduate study--an element str 11 1mply1ng faculty involvement--is not
% Y

' ;\I,l
1 signiﬂ;gsmtly related to humbérq‘of fullrtime equivalent faculty assigned

iR

to program One p0351ble exp adagion w0u1d be that while this may be a ,
. NI L /
! stated element of the progralel s perforﬁpd by staff, guidance by - /
‘ ,rw;{;‘
faculty membets takes plaee, hf L%,all An departmen al rather than in
.u[,‘l’u

."V“' N

d be recalled that ‘this program

' ‘ 4 |

\ program activities. ‘Of edurs@,liﬁ s ul
1 “| o .

elefent was listéd by onl; one!lnlfivé progéhmsu . \ .,

. ‘”JH}| i’l ‘.’ o i

The 1ncfbsion or, noninclusih of one of the speC1f1c program elements
il 11’4> !‘ -

. 5 | '

b .. N

is typically not related to’ dumhLl of full—time equivalent students served >
. £:!“ l;v . '
. by the program. There are,,df“bourse, exceptions. Number of full time
. -J IS }| ';,' W ‘ ",w' RN : . /

y equivalent students is positﬁve y related to the inclus1on of the elements

Lot
J
." ' ' ‘!

f extraéhrricular supportM,special clasSrOOm instructional strategies,

l ! “"
xr.w'I':‘“?** R R

|
loans, work- study, and guidance for‘graduate std&m (a positive relationship

’ I

P o SN
| Aoy

I

| ] 4 K X T
again implies greater than ?Méragé numher pf dtudents served in those pro-
e ! R .

!

.11‘ Y

AR
o NN i i ;
). |
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grams which 1nclude t e spec fig #l ment) T esewrelationships are, in
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the main, not intuitively obvious. A negative relationship exists between

. . N
number‘of full-time equivalent- students seryed by the program.and use of
i

special recruiting effort or strategy by the program (i e., programs li?ting

A -

;,.this*as'én element of théir program tend to sgerve fewer than average numbers -

- .

of students)\ There is nothing particularly surprising in this- relationship

a -
LN

Student to faculty ratio is related significantly to the inclusion of

N

on}y four of the specific program eleménts. In all but one of these in- ¢

; 0

stances, the relatlopship is a negative one (programs including these ele~

¢
\J

'ments have lower. than average student to ﬁaculty ratio, or fewer full-time

. t

studénts per full-time faculty member). The exception is the element of °
.- ¢ .
wBrkistudy The negative relationships are with the elements of: (1)

special recruiting effort strategy, 443 extra-institutional igvolvement ,

with schools .sending students (feeder schoolg), and (3) extra—institutional

¢
- > . RXi

. 4l
v invoIvement with ‘community dgencieg or organizations. Recruiting efforts

»

. . .o

and sending school aetivity seem to gccur where faculty can absorb additional

-

students; involvement with community agencies may either substitute staff

. L . . , .
there for the faculty role, or may be carried wi}h contributed faculty

) N ‘ ’ T 4
time or insignificant facylty time. , -
[} , , .

The various institutional indices are also related in varying degrees

to the inclusion or noninclusion of specific’ program elements. The indices
¢ ¢ —
of institutional selectivity and, institutional size are significantly re-

lated to each of the specifil program elements considered above.
. . .

', The }elationships of inclusion of program elements to institutional
b I i . ' .

sise are in many cases rather complek ones (i,e., without obvious positive
. ‘ 4 - .
or negative monotonic or quadratic trends). Generally positive trends

. ‘ - ‘.

; . ) T
/ . . .7 a °
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/(increase OE\BEopottion of programs containing the element with increasing

*

- N .

institutional size) were observed for the extra-institutional involvément

s

elements (elements 5 through 8 in Table 35), and for the eiqpehts:of special |
academic counseliné{ special tutorial servipe,,extraéhrricuiar?support, * s
‘T ijob placement, and guidance for graduate study. Overall negative tre%ds

" (smaller proportions of programs‘h%ying this element with increasing in-

-

‘stitutional size), were observed for.the elements of remedial courses and
- ! -

s
-

use of special instructional media. A,generally quadratic relationship

] o

was observed in regard to thé element of special classroom instructional
. . . . . . ) - ' . '
) strategy, with institutions within the mid-range of size  having propgrtion- ’

- S . . 3
‘ ally fewer programs with this element and with proportions of programs .

with this element generally incfeasing with movement toward either ex-

L4 .
Y

treme of size. ‘ : ,
. ' ’ - ) ‘ ’ , '4,_. ‘J-
The relationships of the various program elements to institutional '
\ . .
. . e . .. . : -,
£ selectivity were a bit more straightforward. Positive monotonic relation-

.
D

] ships (strictly increasing broportions of programs containing the element -

. ' / .
‘ with increasing institutional selectivity) were observed for the elements
$ » °~ - .
of special academic counseling, special recruiting efforts or strategy, "  °

/

special tutorial services, extra-institutidnai involvement with feeder

3

~ .
.

schools, and guidaﬁke for gréépate'study. Basically posiEiVe trends

. . N ?
weke also observed for the elements of extra-%nst}tupipnal involvement

£ ,
.
Al ]

b? community agencies or orginizations, extracurricular support, grants,

.and wotk-study. This monotonic trend was pot perfect, however, due:to
/ ) Vi ' : . - \ 3

the fact that (i) institwﬁlons of "hqdﬁrately low" selectivity had the .

smallest ‘proportions of programs containing the extra-institutional 7y
! , ' . oo \

| 4 . .- . .

{ . . PR s -
i . - N ’ B .

L . .

| .

: s )
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involvement element, “and (2) 1nst1tutions of "moderately hig " selectivity

. .
P - IS . H . s

©
-—
, .

R had _the greatest proportlon of programs containing mhe remaining three
elements. Fo& ;he financial element qi student loans, institutions of B
”~ . LA

Lk §
Ly ', = — -

""low selectivity“‘ha& progortionately the fewest number of programs "con-

24

.

taining this element whereas the pzoportion of programs containing this

[y
[}

element amdng the remaining selectivity categories was approximately the
same, Negative monotonic relationships were observed between selectivity .

Y

of institution and inclusion of the elements of extra-institutional in-

4

volvement of business or industry and provision of remedial courses (i.e.,.

3

f the proportion of programs containing these elements mas strictly dew -

c;easing with increasing ingtitutional selectivity). For both the element

of speciai classroom instructional strategies and that of job placement,
- ‘ rf . ) , . ’l
: ) . programs within institut%bns of \high selectivity" were least likely to
o L “ N £4 . v .
« < 1 . } * . ) ‘
contain the element while the proportions of programs containing these

© 3

elements at institutions in other levels of selectivity wera basically

éhe same. The relationships between institutional selecti ity and the . "
s N s (-
inclusion or nonincLusion of the program elements of speclal facilities

v

for dfagnosing acédepic difficulties, extra-institutional involvement , o ¥
. - » -, . . ‘ ' N .

with:other colleges, and use of sbecial instructional media were basically

P/ / ‘ . . . :

cubic. , Institutions of "moderately low"-seleétivity were least likely to

. . .

, have programs containing these elements; institutions of 'mModerately high"
selectivity were most likely to have programs containing these elements; }/
.and the égoportion of - programs containing these elements within institutiohs

R 4 . ot ’ Co
! of either extreme category of sélectivity wgre approximately the same.

»

" 'Highest degree offering of an.institufion was j}‘hificantly related A

/

~ v .
L. to inclusion or noninclusion of all of the program elements except’Qhose

'
4 s
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. . . . N .
of a strictly financial aid nature {loans, grants, and work-study)s

. P ‘. . . . R
K ?ositive reladionships.(greater likelihood of a program to contain the L7

element with increasing degree offering) were observed for the following

A
» -

. elements: special aCademic counseling, special tutorial services, extra—

institutional inVOlvement with both,feeder schools ‘and other colleges, .

2
<

extracurricular suppqrt, and--as certainly would be expected--guidance

»

sfor graduate study. Programs containing the elements of remedial course N
s € ) . P .

.

offerings, speéial instructional media, or special classroom instructional

strategies were found in much higher proportion at the two-year 1nstitutious,
and with about equal likelihood in the remaining offering categories.. The

-3
remaining elements-—special recruiting efforts, special facilities for

-

diagnosing academic difficulties, extra-institutional involvement of both

i

<

community agencies and business or industry, and job placement--wére found

) in relatively larger numbers at institutions offering either a’ two-year ’

?
v

program or at thoge off%ring a masters degree or higher. ﬂhe proportion

" *
W a

of 'programs "eontaining such elements atyinstitutions offering only a four-

2t

or five-year undergraduate degree were less than in either of;the other
“ \‘ . ” T } . . ' M P
- two categories. K . . . .- ,

. i ’ -

“ I 2 K

. . In, relation to institutional control, the private insti utions——both

church—related and nonchurch—related--apoear less likedly than the public

s ¢ .
’ N .t - » R ‘:&

institutions\to provide in their programs remedial courses, job'placement,'
- , . % ]
or involvement of community agenbies, however, they are ‘more likely than
Co. the public institution to include extracurricular support and guidance ’
IS | * ]

for graduate study (these disparities could be due to the two*year public

”
B

. college component of public institutions in general). Private nonchurch-

related institutionsrare’ less likely to provide in their programS“evther

)
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special instructional media or strategies than are public institutions
or church-related private instithtioné; on the other hand, thesé nonchurch-
L]

. related institutions are more likely thaﬂ eLtﬁér the pubiic institupioné
. or the church;related ;riVate institutions fo iﬁciﬁée as. part of their ~
. programs involvements with feeder schools or with Jthgr colleges. Both
puglic instituﬁions'and nonchurch-related privaté institutions, with the
former more so than the latter, are more likely to provide as part of

-

. their proérams involvement of business or industry. ,
Residentiality of an dnstitution is also related to inclusion or
noninclusion:of various program elements of extant progfamé at the insti-

tution. Residential institutions are more likely to include in their pro-

grams special tutorial services, extracurricular support,, work-study, and

A)
.

guidance fgor graduate study. Nonresidential institutions, on the other .\

hand,. are more likely to include in their programs involvement of com-

. munity agencieés and involvement of business or industry, remedial courses,

use of special instructional media or strategies, and job placement.

-

Accreditation of imstitution .also tends to make a difference in terms
~of incl[sion of certain p;dgréﬁrﬁlements. Accredited institutions, are

more lfkely to include in their‘programs involvement with feeder schools

f and with other colleges, and extracur#gcular‘supﬁort, while nonaccredited
- ’ . . ’ co ' M . ”
g ) / institutions are more likely to include in their program remedial .courses,
- ~ . 14 ‘,'\
E . " - .
L use of special instructional media or strapegies,\%rants, and work-study.
3 . . »
E
}
r
E

.

. Bredominant ethnic makeup of student body is unrelated in most cases
\ * / :

“to inclusion or noninclusion of specific program elements. Instf%utions

with predominantly nonwhite student bodies are, however, more likely to f‘

provide in their programs extracufrigular support ai? use of special

l" et i ' '
. ’ N .
o ! - 88 - ~

-
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instructional media or classroomlstrategiés. They are less likely to
have as an element of their programs any special recruiting effort or
strategy.

The Qegree of involvement of the institution with the federal SSDS .

program is markedly related to all but three of the‘specific program

’

elements; these are remedial courses, loans, and work-study. For the ' )

remaining elements, with the exception of recruiting efforts and grants,
. / \
the relationships are all pronounced and in precisely the same direction.
* /
SSDS-participating institutions are'most likely, and idgtitutions never

applying for the program least likely, to provide.each of these specific

" N
elements as parts of their programs. For the two exceptions mentioned

. ‘. MU
above (recruiting efforts and grants), institutions applying for but not

-

receiving federal assistance under the S$DS program are most likely to

»

provide these elements in. thejr programs, with the likelihood of these

elements in programs of ipstitutions in the othef two categories approxi-

.mately equal. ¢

¢

. Inclusion or noninclusion of somd/;rogrém elements also appears to

M be rslated to the proportion of undérgraduates who fall within the national

poverty criteria. For the most part, these relationships are fairly .
, Y . . ) * ./ s
séraightfprward. Basic positive trends (generally increasing likelihood

¥ - of inclusion'ofitheie}ements in a program with increasiﬁg broportion of
- . £ N

hd ]

o -
»

.

disadvantaged students at an institutien) were observed for involvement

-

of business or inaustry, provision of remedial courses, use of special | '

L4

- . - : . ‘ 7/
o ] instructional me%yé or strategies, and student loﬁgs, .Inclusion Bf the

/
-

elément of job placement also showed a monotonic positive rélaqunship

°

with increasing proportion of d;sadvantaged except at those institutions

- ~ s v

Y ' :‘,
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at which the financially diéadvantaged made up more than half of the
undérgraduate population; where, surprisingly, job plécemeﬁt was least
likely to be an included element. Relatively clear-cut negative trends

(reduced likelihood of inclusion of the prégram eleﬁgntgwi;h iﬁcreasing

¢

*

proportions of disadvantaged on campus) were obse}ved in relation to the
program elements of speciai recruiting effogts and guidance for graduate
study. Proportions of fiﬁanciaily disadvantaged undergréduates was also
related to inclusion or noninciu;ion of AXtra-institutional involvemént,

with feeder schools and with community agencies; however, the relation~

ships were not simple and no meaningful- pattern could be ascertained
e -

from them.
“a

4 - i

At this point, it would seem prudent tp state that the relatiSnships.
observed are more understandable in terms of the institutional character- .

istics and the stereotypes asébciaéed with different types or circumstances

.
.

of institutions, than they ‘are in terms of their special program efforts{
For example: emphasis oﬁ continuing into‘grgduateostudy may be pressed

by a variety of prqgrammgtic emphases, put the imgact can be felt in insti-
tutions where values and emphases push toward graduate gtudy, not in those
that tg7éitionally sqé their students 13 technigaliroles in the community
after two f;ars.of training in a highlx pragmatic work role. The lesson

at this point:, given the 1:?;ted time of program operation in most cases,

it is more reasonable 'to asdume that federal support amplifies existing !

‘
. ‘ 13 “

institutional patterns. More time and logg}tudinal stddieé are needed

i

L * - . . . .
to determine how programs may “transform” the institytion.. | K ‘
v - ¢ T, : ‘.
}’ [2 ) 1 s '

.

3
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13. Outcdmes for the'Financially Disadvantaged Undergraduate .
" .

Having examined the distribution of financially disadvantaged Under-

graduates in institutions of post-secondary education programs’ﬁirected

3

toward these financially disadvantaged undergraduates, and the elements

——e ¢

of such programs, we will now turn our‘attention to the critical matter

.
’

of how well these disadvantaged undergraduates are Served by the.post-
N ; . .
secondary educational institutions (the extent to which the institudtions

tend to facilitate these students in their adantation to and perseverance
N P ' .. . ,'
"in their chosen fields of study). Some insight into the answer to this,
" . ’ -
question may be gained by examining the institutional records on student

persistence and student entry into graduaté study. @

T, »

X« -
Institutional reports of the percentage of entering financially dis-

advantaged students who either graduate or continué their education after,

B
ad a

transfer to another institution are given in Table 46 and Table 47, re-
spectively., It can be seen from these tables that on the avérage (medi#"
value) institutions grgduate 9ne¥half'of the financially disadvantaged

undergraduates .who. enter; further, on the average (median wvalue), insti-

K

tutions lose 10% of the entering financially disadvantaged by transfer to

other institutions (which, of course, may or may not be accompanied/By )

‘

sun7equent graduation from the institution to %gich transfet is made).

While it may be tempting to add these values (since, in/fact; the category

- -

' . . , . &
of’ graduation and tpat of transfer are mutually exé}usive, at least for

/.
.t .

four-year'institutions), the values are not strictly additiye,'duégto:’ /

ro
-

(1) medfan values have been used/ but more imporeantly (2) pr0portion
-2 y

Q

of students listed as transferring may, or may*not be included in the
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Table 47

; Percentage .of Entering "Disadvantaged" Students
- . ’ \ .
) Who Transfer to .Another Institution °
[ N . M . *
' = . ’ 4+ . %;‘ ’
o N © 1.1“\ ,‘ . 3 .

b - . a i
+~ « N PR 3 .
Categozz' . N .Ereguencz ; Adjusted Percent

. 0-97 BT 4 35.9 W
. 10-19% C 269 .w' . 28.5
20-297% ' 159 | 16,9 . . i
30-39% 63 | / .67 . /
40-49% A 3.1

50-59% 9 . '\( 3. 5

60-69% . 23 - 24 cL .

70-79% 17 ‘ " L8 ‘ o
80-89% - 3 IR T R
90-100% . Z} 12 ///i.3

No Response ’ 555 i -

s

Mediaﬁé/& .10 ' ‘ ’ //

2Based on those responding., -
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proportion listed as graduating by another institution. Further, the

- .
»

figures given in.Tables 46 and 47 d¢ not necessarily reflect the fdct

that institut¥ons differ in terms of both size and proportion of finan-
[ an,

cially disadvantaged in tMg undergraduate population. 1In order to take

h
.

these additional factors intd consideration, an estimate of the total
€ - e v

v

. . 5 o .
numbers of financially disadvantaged undergraduates was derived. These
estimates were computed, using the.-mid-point—of institutional size and

proportion of fingncially disadvaﬁtaged'categories. Then, an estimate

-

of proportion of disadvantaged graduating was derived. A similar pro-

cedure wasauééﬁ to determine the overall percentage of entering disad-

.

. - .
vantaged ufidergraduates”who transferred.. This procedure;yielded a value

L

for a}l'in§titdfi6ns in the sample of 48% of entering disadvantaged under-

. . >
~

graduates who are reported to graduate from the institutions, and 11% of .

’

T » .
% . . .
such undergraduates who transfer to ahother institution for continued
y by !
/ e v

un&efgraduate ed@catiog. It should be stressed againm that these two .

values are not necessarily additive. "It should further be pointed out

- ° ’ .
- 2

that these percentages' were obtained by using figures based on past suc-

~

éess'(or lack of it) in graduating disadvantaged undergraduates and by

’ .
1 .

applying these‘figures‘to undergraduates presently enrolled in insti-"

-

-

-
/ -

.
.

. ./ .
tutions of pos?ﬁsecondary education- - ) ’

- ~ .S . L

. Table 48 shows institutional’'responsés to the proportion of their
. ~ . . . .
¥ -

4 )‘ . 4 . .
financially disadvantaged upndergraduates who continued for graduate/édu- L

] ~ v
cation. From the tgble it péh be seen that the median response -was about °*
0 3 .

1 in 10. ‘iﬁntinuin for graduate education represents a goal 'of national

importance for specjal programs?/élven the even-greate{biﬁequltles 1A/en-

' 1

rollment of disadvantaged at this level. Since np relationship exists

R s
. e A
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) Table 48
» ’ '

-

Percentage of "Disallvantaged" Students
ge, g

a0

k2

éategorx ”Fréquenéx.
0-9% .. 310

10-19% * T 169

20-207 7 - 76 .
30-39% . . 150 o
40-49% ° ' 25
50-59% ‘ T24 )

60~69%

. : ﬁ//
70-79% - o

A I
80-89% - 4

. 90-100% 6

No Response 816

Median®.= .10

’
Iy

. ; ]
va. . . 4
Based on those‘ responding.
v i
R . .

)
&

- 1

Who Continue for Graduate Education

1

Ad}usted Percent®
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. . g e 3
-between percéntage 6f disadvantaged students continuing for graduate

~y

e . s s . -y . » ' Lo
educdtion and either size of institution or proportion of financially
B . & . - LI

-

. e " 14, Institﬁtional-Factors Related to Academic Success of Disadvantaged

- < . . M
» a
-

Students, . . : ) ' .
- —_— N B N \ ;\\‘ .

It is cons1dered noteworthy ‘at this point to 1nclude ‘data reflecting

[
i_' i

poss1ble félationships between these 1nd1ces of outcomes for financially

- nea w

S

d1sadvantaged undergraduates and those institutional and programmatic

- TR d
-~ s :

ind1ces}prev1ously considered; however, ‘a strong note of;gaution;must
T, . - ¥ : ] g )

be str ssed prior to introduction of these data. Even thoughwthe dangers

. -

¢ 7

of inferring causality from relational data are well known, the temptation

\

to disregard these /gautions is often very strong Before yielding to\this
R 1

/- temptation, it would perhaps be prudent to recall that there is strong v

.
s

negative relationship between the number of mules per capita and the
/ ) number of Ph.D.'s per capita in the various states. 1t would, however,

be rather foolhardy on the part of state plapners to attempt to increase

- ! i

. ' ‘the proportion of Ph.D.'s in their state population by the systematic
elimination of mules. While this example is, b; choice, quite ludicrous, -
b " i:.does have implications for this.study. Three specific cautions should‘
Uy ) be kept.in mind. ‘First, the various relationships found are certainly ‘
5influenced by additi;nal 1nstrtutional modifiers (e.g., as sho below, .‘G

. Vo .

- . selectivity of jnstitution is related to proportion of disadva taged i
‘.'. .- " / ", . / \> ' “h
» - undergraduates who ultimately graduate and, td the extent that other

-

-
.
1
~—
.
-
A}

. , / / ] ‘
’y' ) . s - ” . . v . M
[ " + ! < N 1
‘? ! ) " A n/ h N .
| : /- .
: ( ' ! ‘
: . . & JG - u
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institutional indices are related to selectivity, ‘these other indices ~

-

will also reflect differences in ‘proportions of disadvantaged under- L
graduates graduating). It is certairly no great enlightenment to find
that institutions that handpiék,financiaily disad&aniag7d applicants on

\— . . . N .
the basis of their indicatid probability of success at the institution

[y

do, in féc;, indicate that greater numbers of entering disadvantaged o »
» - .

~u1timétely graduate. Second, within a giGen institutidn (or set of

institutions grouped-sby some common institutional index) there is no

basis for determining poséible changes which may have taken place within

) " v
result of other institutionally initiated changes (e.g., . .
’ ¢ . . P

Z

graduating, as

* >
- . R ] . : . . .
modification ofi%ntranpe requirements, provision of "special programs," e
. . 23 :
: - - . v '{’ .- ‘
. S . 2% . P . o L
increases in “sizé or in proportions of disadvantaged in the undergraduatey/ -
o i, - . r¥ >
4

.population, ete.) . For example, it could‘well be the case (although it . .
YR '

can certainly nof“be documented by the data of this study) that "special / °
) - N 2 . 7

F] PN ’ . B
programs” for financially disadvantaged undergraduates were initiated due
g , g g

-

to very poor graduation rates for such students, and thét, in fact, the

-
. .

graduation rates have since increased (or decreased), Finally, as we’

have documented above, special programmatic attention to 'the financially j
; S

~

/ - disadvantaged is a relatively new approach at a majority of institution

’ R

failure) of such programs on the basis of such a brief trial,perlod,

“

ERIC . | J7
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§ graduating is shown in Table 4. Thg ’ ST,

P .
- i ‘ ,b Bd ‘

table, w1th.proportlon of disadVantaged '{f\tf -,

4 ‘, . -_ _'

ile IESs than 44% of 1nstitntions wlthln the law

2 H LT L R

tegory graduate SOA ‘or more of thelr disadvanﬁaged ’;;”

- . A»\- Ke ) ", .

of the 1nst1tut10ns cf hlgh selectivity Z_r\ .

.»:t, N

.- .ot P

undergrad ates, over 81

_,\ ;

undergraduate populatipn.q ;',; ; : N fﬂ TK" j: ?;-;:g; )
/// - Table 50'shows ‘that 1nstitutional size, is a&so related Go pro~ i ):? ’{;EL

s . - - Ve

portiqn of disadvantaged undergraduates graduatlng The basic trend

s, 4
in IaBLe 50 suggests that, g1Ven a financially disadvantaged student

{‘r} o

'has~gained admuSSIOn, the likelihood of his graduatlon is generally

“ .

rLlated to proportlon of disadvantaged graduatlng, as shown

P
N -

é;gnificantl

A qfables 51/ and 52,

From Table 51 it can be seen that prlvate nonchurch-
6 .
,&blled di advantaged undergraduates, whlle publlc 1nstitutions tend to

!
g;aduate thd lowest proportlons of their disadvantaged undergraduatess

< 7.

Fom Table 2, we see that instltutlons offerrng a four-year, degree or

:; > 3 - - - ’ ( ) . .
590ve tend [to graduate greater'proportions af enrolled disadvantaged .

1]

, . e oLt Nt ] .
an do institutions offering.only a two~year degreei. As has been noted
5 4 . T - )

] ¢, \ “ - . Y
: P o b e .
‘o . . N »
) ’ N . . .
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previously, the inclusion of two~year community folleges among the pub-

licly controlled institutions probably serves to depreps the proportion
] . o dep P

of disadvantaged graduated by the public institutioms as thef are cate-
. gorized in this study.
Table 53 shows the relationship of residentiality of 1nst1tutions S

and proportions of disadvantaged‘graduating.‘ From this table it ‘can be

seen that residential institutions are more likely to graduate greater
pronortions of their financially disadvantaged undergraduates than are

D » -
nonresidential institutiens. It is again the case that the inclusion:of

the two-year public community colleges in the nonresidential category

may have a depressing effect. It is interesting to note that fnsti—

-

tutional accreditation and predominant ethnicity of student body Were?

not - significantly related to proportion of disadvantaged students

<
r

-
%
U

'l < .

«
ot
[

-graduating

?
%
, ¢
AN
population who are disadvantaged and proportion of disadvantaged gradu—

R

Table 54 shows the relatlonship between percentage of undergradua
t

©

ating. Although the relatlonship described in tbis table is not immedi-

ately obvious, a plot of median prgportion of disadvantaged graduated

"across the seven ¢ategories for percentage of disadvantaged in the under-~
; o . s

.

graduate populdtion gives a basicaliy quadratic curﬁe} with median pro-

'3

'ﬁortion of disadvantaged graduating highest in the extreme categories
and lowest in the categorylwhere‘16*201 of undergraduates are disad-

vantaged. An explanation of this curvilinear relationship may be that A

]

institutions with high proportions,of‘disadvantaged are not particnlarly
. 4 - B -

-

c T
stringent in grading standards, and that institutions with low proportions

.

are both selective and lenient in attrition standards.

e
w oy

r e ettt TE
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. . ’ N ’ . Table 53 9
v s N
Percentage of ﬁDisadyantaged" Graduatiné
_.:by Residentiality gf%instifution ’
Percent o '{”;z’ " iInstitufional Résidentiélit& Row Total/
Graduating T Residentizl ﬁ'Ndnresidential __Percent
Frequenty . 53 ' 144 197
0-24% Row Percent 26.9 73.1 18.7
Column Percent 11.2 24.7
Frequency 107 152 259
25-49% Row Percent 41.3 58.7 Z4.5
Column Percent 22.6 T 26.1
' Frequency s 183. , 186 369
50-74% Row Percent 49.6 . 50.4 34.9
’ Colum Percent 38.6 . 32.0
Frequency 131 100 231
75-100% Row Percent 56,7 o 43.3 21.9
Column Percent | 27.6 17.2
Colum Total . 474 = 582 1056
Percent 44.9 . 55.1 "'100.0

X% = 43.45 with 3 df, p< .001

-
. -
’
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. - A cross—tabulation of percentage of disadyvantaged studgnts\g?adugﬁing:_

.

by number of programs for disadvantaged existing at an institution show no.’
. . - iy b L
1 ] - . s
statistically significdant differences exist: proportions of disadvantaged
. } ) A o
graduating do not vary across institutions containing different nd@bers'

A ~o

?
of programs. Although, as stated, the differences were not significant,

’
v

* : ' v
it is interesting to note that 61% of thé institutions having no programs

for their disadvantaged undergraduates graduated 50% or more of their dis- ,

» - .

, advantaged undergraduates (a percentage which was neither equalled nor

exceeded by any other set of institutions grouped by number of programs).
' - 4 . »

. -
-

Institutions without problems in graduating disadvantaged students do not

have special support programs. ) | ' v
" _ Within those institutions having "special programs' for the disad-
antaged undergraduates, the proportion of disadvantaged graduating, was

. not related to éither full-time equivalent staff or full-time equivalent §

IS
]

faculty assigned to program; however, significant relationships did ex-

ist for full-time equivalent students served by program, cost per studentfﬁ\

>

and student-faculty ratio. These relationships are éhoyn in Tables 55 .
througHES?. It .can be seen from Taﬁie 56 and Table 57 that programs at
R . [ '

inst{tdtiénszéraduating’the greatesf proportions of their disadvantaged

g

-undergraduatk population tend to have below average student-faculty ratio

(greater proportions of these programs have smaller numbers of students

- .per faculty member), and smaller numbers of students. Table 57 indicates

» »

' that institutions graduating the greatest number of their undergraduate

" disadvantaged population are more likely to have programs with greater
e s

)

‘ . Qhan average cost per student. .

'
.
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S Table 355

LN
2
‘e

Relationship between Percentage of Disadvantaged

G;aduatidg‘frqm Institution and Numbers of Fuli-Time -
Equivaf%nt Stpdents-Sefved by Programs within Institutions ’
~ Full-Time Equivalent Students Served
Percent . 2. Below Above Row Total/
Graduating . Common Median Common Median Percent
. S Frequency' 149 143 292"
0-24% . - Row . Percent 51.0 . 49.0 18.5
-7 Column Percent 19.0: 18.0 .
frequencx , 186 1235 421
©25-49% . Row: Percent - v 44.2 ©.55.8 26.7
T ) Colum Percent 23.8 29.5 “k ¥
- .- ) » ‘ h
* T « , Freduency, '.282 309 1 591
50-74%" /- * Row Percent e 47.7 .52.3 37.4 ¢
. . Column Percent T ..36.0- ' 38.8
. .@, . N . N .
- , H .
"Frequenty 166 © - 109 275
75-100% - . Row Percent’ « . 60.4 - T 39.6 ' 17.4
* " Column Percent 21.2 - 13.7
- Colum Total™ - - 700 730 1430
Percent ' 49.0 , 51.0 '100.0
. - D E
Contingency Coefficient = .11, p< .001 + -
) - !’, - N
3 e .
r - \
. ' < -
' 3 ,
* §
‘ é::“:’[ ' i 0 ? I
ey '
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_efforts and (2) guidance for graduate study, are positive monotonic

I

- -108- =
< . \

Proportion of disadvantaged students graduating at an institution
. ¥

is also frequently related to inclusion or noninclusion of sthe specific

»
. x
>

program eleﬁents listed in Table 33. The relationshiﬁ is significant

for all but four of these program elements, the four being: (1) extra-

’

institutional involvement with other colleges, (2) provision of remedial

- ~

: .
courses, .(3)- student leans, and (4) grants.-iZZe/jelationshipg'are, in |
the main, not simple ones. Two .of the relatiomShips, those between pro-

portions nf disadvantaged students graduating (1) special recruiting

relationships (i;e:, Ancreasing likelihood of-inclusion of the program
) A 3
element with increasing percentages of d1sadvantaged students graduating)

-

Four of the. relatlonsbips suggest lowest 11ke11hood of inc1u31on of pro-
gram elements in the 25-4?% graduating category, with likelihood in the
remaining categories aégrqgﬁmately equal; these elements are: (1) use

a
- ¥ -~

of special facflities for diagnosing academic difficulties, (2) extra-

.

institutional involvement with feeder schoois or (3) with business or

1ndustry, and” (4) use of special ipstructional media. Four additional
’\ 4 v
t}}\
relationships, “those .including the eIEments of provision of special
‘ . . . : .
tutorial services, special classroom instrgétional strategies, work-

study, and job placement, indicasf greatest lifelihood of idclusion

of this element in the 50 to 74% graduating categery with likelihood
for, the remaining categories,anproximately equal. The three remaining

. . “ l'/ /7
relationships (those involving the elements of special academic counseling,

cxtra-institutional involvement of community agencies, and provision of

extracurricular support) are basically cubic in nature; that is, likeli-

hood of inclusion of program elements is greatest in the 0-24% and the

50-747% categories and lowest in the remaining.categories.
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-15. Proportions of Disadvantaged Students Graduating at Institutions f:

- Awarded SSDS Programs 7. . " , . B
.- ) N . ‘] ‘
Table 58 shows the relationship between degreé of participation j

’ i
.

of an institution'in the USOE-funded SSDS program ana'pfoportion of

diéadvén;aged sgudents gradpatidg. The relationsﬁip shown in\this
t%bie is somewhat contraintuitive, when taken at face ya}ue; for thes
d}ta show that institutions ¥éceiving funds for SSDS ﬁrogréms are thoge
wh%re disadvaiitaged students in the past have been least likely to
graduate (it must be remembered that the SSDS programs hadﬁnot been
in lexistence long enough to yet produce graduates at lhezgigg of the

\
surjey, even in the two-year institutions). That this reiatiénship is

'

modprated by other institutional indices (parpicularly selectivity),

_however, is almost a certainty. Table 58 may reflect, to a large
» - I g

extent, a strategy of SSDS planners to place their programs at insti-
tutions where the need to improve persistence to graduation was greatest,

or ilt may simply reflect the fact that selective institutions with low
attrfition rates either do not apply for funding, or do not have many

KN
truly "disadvantaged" % their institutions.

I “

16. }Institutional Factors Related to Continuance into Graduate Study

by Disadvahtaged

Although.the_ptopprtipn of disadvantaged undergraduates transferring
-~ 2

. fromjan inét@tutién was found to be significantly related to most of the

; . | , .
instftutional indices considered in this report, and to a few of the

’ .

A .

program-specific vériables.yﬁich have béen considered, presentation of
B N - . ‘ ' '
these data has not been undertaken, for the reason that the meaning of

@"
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is at best ambiguous./ It is possible, for e

: N . i ‘
institution a studeny could graduate as<wefl as, transfer, to a four-year

H . ¢ ~
£ ~
institution to continue his education. Furtheér, transfer could indicate

that the course of /study at ansinstituéion/éffered‘a challenge that was

’

either too great pr too small for the transferring student.
The' remaining portion of this section is concerned with relation-
ships between 7moportions of disadvantaged ﬁndergraduates continuing for

graduate education and the various institutional and programmatic }ndiCes

considered previously in this report. It should be pointed out, however,

that theiquméer of institutions providing these data was relatively small;

Rt e , . .
the number of institutions for which comparisons can be made shrinks evén

P 4

§hrthg;'becadse ihformétion codcerning the additional cross~tabulation

-

index was frequently omitted or incomplete. Perhaps the most critical

F2

aspéct of this shrinkage, in terms of possible implication from the data,

.

. is the disparate effect on the marginal distribution of, the cross~tabulation

index (this effect can be observed by comparing maqginal proportions of the

»

c;oss—tabulation'indices of this section with those of'previous sections,

-
-

for which information was more complete).

‘ The data in Table 59 indicate..that proportion.of disadvantaged under~ -

t ’ -

. PRI . .
graduates continuing their education by enrollment in graduate schools is

positively related to in#titutionai‘selectivity (i;e., as inétitutional
" »

selectivity increases the likelihood of larger proportions nf disadvantaged

students continuing for %rqduate education also increases). This relation~

’
s ¢ -

ship is best observed in the two extreme categories of proportion con-

N

tinufng for graduate qdugséioh. ' ' ‘ - '
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also related to the proportions of such students in the total under-

graduate pépulation of the institution, as shown in Table $60. "The re- .

lationship shown in this'table is not immediately obvious; however, a
plot of the median institutional rgsponse across the seven;categories . \
of the cross-tabulation index shows a steadily decreasing'proportion

]

Proportions of disadvantaged continuing for graduate education is ‘
from 0-57% undergraduate disadvantaged throuéh the category 21 to 25%
with_subsequent increase thereafter. ?his quadratic-type reiations#ip

has been observed previously. \

Proportion qf disadvantagéd undergraduates continuing for graduate
education is also related to. institutional contrel and highe;t offering
of the institution, as shown in Tables 61 and 62. From Table 61 it can f
be seen that, given a disadvantaged student has been enrolled, the li#eli-
hood thaf he will attend graduateischool is greatest at the private non-
Ehurch-related institut%oﬁ; it is, least at the publid\inétitution (again,
the inclusion of the two-year public coﬁmunity colleges within the public
institution category may be distonting this relationship). From Table 62,
we see that the higher the degree pffering.of an institution, the greater

“is the likelihood that the institution will send largér ﬁroportioné of
its disaévantaged undergraduates for graduate training. .

Regidentiality of institutioﬁ'alsolappears to be related to the
proportion of disadvantaged students in the undergraduate pqpulaéﬁon
who enter graduate school, as shown in Table 63. Residential instif

. : . . ' ,
tutions are more likely to send greater proportions of their disai-

vantaged undergraduates to graduate training than are nonresidential
- . N . PR
institutions. ' *
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Notable by the absence of significant relations Ep)to
- . R

roportion

o

in USOE-funded SSDS programs, and number of programs existing at an

institution. , -

<

17. Programmatic Factors Related to Continuance into Graduate Study

’

by Disadvantaged Students
Within thosé institutions having 'special programsh for their.disad-
vantaged undergraduates,\Trpportipns of disadvantaged undergraduatés conz
tinuing for graduate educhtton is~signif;pantly related to only two of
the program~specific variables considered aﬁbve;:these are numger of
full-time .equivalent staff assigned to.program, and program cost per
éullitime equivalent'student. These }elationships are depicted in
Tables 64 and 65. While these relationships are almost ce;taiﬁly dis-
torted by the disproportionate shrinkages of “institutions fal}ingswigbin
ithegcaﬁegories of the éross-tabulation indices\considered above, they ,
are considered of sufficient interest for incluéion. From Tables 64
and 65 it can be seen that both relationships are, in fact, ﬁo;itive
(i.e., institutions sending greater proportions of their disadvantaged
undergraduates to graduate school generally tend to have relatively.
greater numbers of pfograms with above average--median value--number ‘
-of staff assigned and relatively greater numbers of programs with above
average cost). However, the relation;hips are not strictly monotonic .

[P .

(see tabular data).

129
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Proportion of disadvantaged undergraduates continuing for graduate
education at .an institution is also related to inclusion or noninclusion
of some of the elements of Table 33 within'their programs for these‘pisadf
vantaged undergEaduates. Aé'ﬁa& hav; been predicted, a strong positive
mOnotonig relationship exists with the inclusion or nonine&usibn of the
elemente of guidance for graduate study éi.e., increasing proportions of
programs containing this element as percentage of disadvantaged students

continuing to graduate school increasedj( A less marked, but significant,

positive relationship exists with the element of extra—~institutional in-

volvement of business ‘or industry. Generally negative relationships (de- »

creasing proportidné of programs containing the element with increasing

percentage of disadvantaged undergrdduates continuing for graduate edu-

cati;n) were observed for the element® of nemediél‘course offerings aﬁd
special instructional media and stéategigs. -Al though thé intent of such
progfammatic activities may be pure, they are simply morz likely to occur
where they are needeq to keeﬁqstudents in school. Significaﬁt relatioﬁ-
ships also exist with inclﬁsion or noninclusion of the elements{ J;pecial
tutorial services, extra-institutional involvement with other colleges,

and the financia} aid element of loans, granés, and work-study. These

relationships, while.not simple, have one feature in common; that is,
’ F1 £ - L)

instidutions sending 31% or more of their undérgraduates to graéuaté

training ‘have a ﬁarkedly greater proportion of programs cdntaining each

of these elements.

9 ,

..
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" vesting additional funds in disadvantaged stﬁqenzs, some may feel some
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18. Suggestions of Institutional Need in Establishing and/or Supple-

menting Programmatic Attention to Disadvantaged Undergradﬁates

Items 9 and .10 of the Census -Form (see Appendix A) seek from insti-
tutional authorities recommendations for possible changes to or additionms
; N '

o6f programs for optimal institution-specific arrangements for special pro-

>

grammatic attention to disadvantaged students, and of suggestions as to

aépropriate sources for additional funds. Changes proposed by institutional

’

authorities in order to attain what they cogsider to ‘be optimal attention
L] - ¥ .
f -

to disadvantaged undergraduates are given in Table 66. .For this table,
proposed budget changes were deterﬁiqed by comparison of the ﬁigufe given
in respbénse to item 9 of the census form, asking budget for an optimal

progiam, and that given in'response to item 8, asking current total ex-
& \ A=

pénditures for special programmatic attention t¢ disadvantaged students.
- ! . ’

e .
About four out of five administrative officiaI? felt ghaﬁ their insti-

~ Z, a
tutions should serve greater numbers of disadvantaged students, with

.o

increased funds. The preponderance of the remaining group'gf institutional

'

officials saw "optimality" attained by maintaining ,current numbers of stu-

dents with equal or increased budget, a finding that comes, of course, as

nb surprise, considering the context of.the study. Almost 907 of the
administéators saw "optimality" obEainabie only througﬁ increased budg?t,
Only 19 institutions of the 1087 repo;ting (less than 22) felt mqré stu-
dents could be served at éhé existing or a smaller budget.' This may ;ro—
vide more information about the individugl responding than ab;ut whét'is

. , -/ - .
actually possible--some of these may be negative toward the idea of in- .

LI 4

- - . » *
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" of course, more money to cover the costs. Additional revenpe and more

-124- . s e

" and some, indeed, may see more

. »

of the program elements are "frills,

cost-efficient ways of accommodating disadvantaged students.,. For the

more general purposes of the survey: an almost overwhelming number of

institutionai respondents--80% of those responding--imply that the

optimal situation involves more disadvantaged students, not less-—and,

disadvantaged students are, of course, confounded in the notion of

optimality; but, there is no evidence that given the financial in-

centive or possibility, institutions would not be willing to take on

increased numbers of disadvantaged.

~

Table 67 shows the administrators' judgments of what would be

-

appropriate or most likely sources of additional funds. Within Table 67,

there are two indications of the relative importance of potential sources

of funds listed. These are (1) the percentage of administrators indicating

“1
.

that the source of funds is an important one {percentage cgmputed as a_

porcion of those institutions retérning "usable" census forms), and (2)

the median rank awarded to the potential source of. funds checked as

important (respondents were asked to rank sources in order ui Importance).
. .

. ]
Clearly, most respondents look to federa&\sources as the most inportant

potential source of funds, coming from eithér increased appropriations-

under existing federal authorization or as a result of new federal legis-

v

‘

lation. State funds gre also seen as an important potential source’ for
]

increasing programmatic attention to disadvantaged undergraduates. While

foundations are seen as an important source of funds by over one-third _

of the institutional officials, the average rank of importance given to

e,
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this souyrce is between three and four. (One wonders, of course, what .

t
‘

the response would have been had a major foh&Zation condutted the sur-

vey.) With the exception of gi}ts and géner ifunds,,institutional

‘.

- -
B - A
L . Ao

funds are in general seen as g relatively unimportant,source. It is
. . . - . . / -

interesting to note, that, while one of nine officials see institutional '

endowment income as an important source of’ funds, the ‘rank.given to this

- . . “t -
source.is very low, O Ly

C.. Limitations - R
¥

e
“

While certain limitations have been noted in “the discussion of the .

findings, it is considered most prudent, at this point to reviewﬁthe”

totality of limitations affecting the findings of this study. e

-
IS

o i

Limitations regarding the bias, introduced by the self—selective -

3

nature of responding institutions have “been discussed in some detail in .
a separate section,of this paper. However, the ﬁact of response or.nqn—
response from an institution, which is‘affected notably by the ingti- .

tutional capability to respord to surveys in general, of the importance
the president places on the disadvantaged and;on responding, islonlp one d
aspect.pf‘this self-selectivity problem. As noted throughout thislrepért:
‘the numher of ifistitutions contributing to aﬁ§ given statistic shrinks,.
in varying degrees, from the number of 1766 institutions that returned

the census form. For example, 64 of these institutions (3,67% of those
institutions returning forms) yere not included in any analyseg because

i

t - they provided no information whatsoever on their returned census form,

or indicated that information pertaining to their institation would be
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(these instiqbtions were thcsc which ret

- formation provided is qucstionable. It
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included in the form returned by parent
) o+ . .
204 instituti?ns (11.6% of those returni
| ,

only to the o%erall statistic regar&ing

-
v

institution. Additionally,
ng census forms) contributed
numbers of programs on campus

urned a blank census form with

.

a notation that they had no such progriams existing on their campuses).

Further, many institutions left one or a
. \ ) .
in fact, from data presented earlier (ge

the institutions returning the census fo

responded to less than half of the iteTs

‘
of any specific analysis, additional bia

to the representativeness of the sampl

analysis is based (these additional bids
augmenting effect; or a corrective effe

in relation to all institutions returnin

In addition to sampling Biasesw‘thc

.

Table 1) that 5;6% of the institutions 1
conflicting inf;rmation on thi; f;rm (tH
such as greater yearly expenditures for
vantaged students than total institution

+ \

. . ,
full-time equivalent students served in

nother question unanswered:

e Table 1) better than 137% sf
rm were classified as having

on that %orm. Thus, in terms
ses may be inproduced in regafd
of institutions on which that

es ma& have: no effect; an

t, on,those biases discussed
g the census form).
re%;abilipx and validiiy of in-
has been.seeﬂ previousl; (see
eturning censusﬁforms.pgoviQed
ese vere obvioua'éiscrgﬁanhies
programmatic'attention to disad-
al bu@get or greater numbers of

Al -

8 program for disaavantaged

. ¢
undergraduates than the entire undergrad
and budget limitations did not permit ch
suspicious data in most instances.

Another bit of evidence that would

of much of the information provided came from instances where a president .

N

hate student body, etc.). Time

3llenge and resolution of

«

i dicaté the very tenuous nature

igs
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.

‘q; his assistant made xerox ‘copies of the census form and distributed

«
»
-
»

&hesé»to,segeral,difﬁerent Fraff m?mbers. This has been noted in other
. :,’ 5 i . N -

federal surveys;~ in the current survey, over 50 institutions returned

"duplicate" census forms. In virtually every case, there was disagree-. -

ment iq'tefms of: the information provided on these "duplicate" forms.

.

These differences ranged from those concerning judgmental or estimation

-

items (e.g., optimal arrangement for special programmatic attention to

’ disadvantaged studénts% importance of sources of possible funds for in-

’ '.

‘creased support, estimates of percentage of disadvantaged undergraduates !

<

1 €

s ating, transferring, or continuing for graduate study) to those concerning

. factual information of record at the'institutiops (e.g., total current
+

funds expenditurks, full-time equivalent‘undergraduaée enrollment, number .

4 ———— -

of programs, on campus, etc.).‘ In at least two cases, there were disagree-

-

ments in forms prepared by the same individual at an institution. When

such 'a situation existed, only one form was used to provide data for this

o
r Fd
report; the general rule for,use of one or another of such "duplicate"

forms was that the .one containing the greatest amount of information (not

R [

necessarily the most ﬁabtq@l'information) was used. When, in fact, both.

, *n,,
) ‘

a "duplicate" forms were complete to the same extent ghe inclusion or non-
q R i cindd ' )
inclusion of one of these forms in the census data sas determined by random
» e AN H

means. While it may be argued that such disparities in provided information

>
’

- 5'C.f. hodgkinson, H.L. and Edelstein, S. Questionnaires: In fact
.o there is error. Educational Researcher, I (8), August 1972.
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be returned, it is felt that such instances reflect not only Institution-

specific unreliability but also cast serious doubt on the reliability of

LY. ~

the informatiou providéd‘by any institution. If nothing else. the items
' : . . ® ! ’ '
of the census form requesting estimations or judgmental responses are

&

certainly less than perfeétly reliable.
. Error is also introduced into the data from several additional

sources. Errors in encoding the data and in keypunching are inevitable. D

[y

i
|
A3 - < .
4. »>
. -129~ . \ -
» . ‘
¥is more likely to come from institutions where 'duplicate" forms would

Some, but certainly not all, of this error was removed by a lengthy - -

process of pre-analysis data examination, cross-checking, and corrections.
Further, Huring the encoding process, certain assumptions were made. For

examples, if an institution listed no pfogrqms,for disadvantaged under-
. \ » ’ “a L. ‘ P
graduates it was assumed*that no such programs existed 4t that institution

(not’ a particularly upreasonable assumption, since this was the stated

gurpose of the census form); however, some of these may have simply omitted

4

the itew. , One dean to whom the completion'of the form had been assigned . “m

A ~

called the researchﬂtsam for help, through DSA files, in locating on his

complex campus any federally supported proérémﬁ. ,

In order to offset, to some extent, the effect of the kinds of errors

affected by extreme data errors (e.g., we have relied upon the median
- [ PR
as opposed to the mean as a measure of central tendency; we have used

- categoriéal as opposed to continuous data correlational techniques).

.
N

E noted, we have attempted to employ statistics that are less adverself
F
:
:
f
1
|

The use of such statistics, however, does not eliminate the error; it

simply reduces the effect of this' error on the statistic. It should be

’
« \
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’,. . . - L, PP o

P noted in this regard that 1n quantizing continuous data (regardless

', of the amount of error in’ such data) different‘re3u1ts may be obtained

¢ -

by different approaches to the categorization process. The degree of
p)

~
<

distortion introduced'as,a‘result of such quantization is,basicaily a

. _ function of the originalxdistribution of the continuous variablen No

P . ‘ '

"magic formulas'" were used for the quantization of the data reported

1

.

in, this paper. Instead, the basic procedure used throughout was that

B

of maintaining reasonabiy large or gross cell frequencies. .
}"2 . ) Finally one-should be reminded that the statistlcal approach used

" throughout this paper invoIVEs multiple application of certain statistical

A f; tests. The levél of significance for each of these tests has been main-

~ s A \
)

tained at the .05 probability level. The meaning is perfectly straight-

o
‘

forward when only one Such'test is applied With muitiple applications

E 2 < Voo . K3

-

‘ . of the statlstical test to»the same set of data; however, the interpre- )
‘ ‘ tation ot significance level becomes, ar best, clouded. Using a .03

1 7 level of signiflcance, which deflnes a signlficant result as one which a
; - Twill occut one time in‘twenty—-or 1esa-4by chance, suggests that on the

average one could expect one of twenty independent app1icatidhs of the

’

a statistical test’to yleld a significant result even when no real differ-

% . - ’
ence existed, If, in fact, the tests are independent, then appropriate

- ". e
.

- ' corrections to an overall significancé level can be applied. Unfortunately,

when one considers the response of the group of institutions to a given

census item and then classifies the institution on more than one cross-

.

- ’
tabulation index, it is not reasonable to assume--in fact as indicated

from the data it is not the case--that such cross-tabulation indices are
)

’ independent. This makes interprétation of the set of analyses even more

)

.
2 B

] . 4

2 o

., . [
e Y ’ : . '

—it
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d;fficult, since precise conditional probabilities cannot be accurately
determined. In some instances, we have qualifiea our interpretations
on’tﬁé basis of controlling for the ralationships between the various
cross-tabulation indices{ however, simultaneous c&ptrol for the joint
reiat@ons of “all possible indices is not feasible witbin‘the framework
of analysiéladopted for this report.

Another mattér needs to be(reiterated. While the saﬁp}ing units .
for the study were iﬁrfact the institutions, som; results have been pre~‘ \
sented with specific implications to individual programs within insti-
tutions. Regarding these implications, it should be realized that ingti-

; ¢ ,
tﬁ;%onal differences may magnify any program differences found; and that R

to the extent biases exist in terms of institutions in the sample, such

£y
¥ -

biases are reflected and probably magnified in ;erms of programs. ;e
,Finally,'the very nature of é‘crosg-éectf&ngl survey approach, sﬁch

:as this, limits the applicaﬂility-ofzthe findings. No’Qata are available
from which change in institutional or'pfog;ammatic variables as a functio# (
of, some other variﬁblé‘can be judged. ’Théltlme-bound nature of the sgudy

is reflgcted to a greater or smaller degree in most aspects of the findings.

For example, while an§ influence of a program on graduation rates will be
,reflected in future graduates, avg been forced to use d;ta ghat ré-

flect only past'graduation rates. In shqrt: the census provides a less

than perfectly accurate picture of the programmatic treatment of disad-

Kl »

vantaged students in the 1971-72 year.

[
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D. Summary

The Higher Education Amendments of 1968 established a legal basis

-

and funding authorization for the provision, in colleges and universities,
. , ': » . -
of programs of special support services~-counseling, tutoring, career

- guidance, etc.--for "students with academic potential...who, by reason

a———— N

of deprived educational, cultural, economic backgropnd, or. physical
handicap, are in need of such serviceé to agsigt them t? initiate, con-“
tinue, or resume their post-éecondary'educat;o;." e

I/deer ;ontract with USOE, Educational Testing Service beéan, in the

fall of 1971, an intensive examination of support'progréﬁs and students

. , . . .
therein in a sample of 120 institutions. Prior to this "intensive exami-
nation,'" however, a census of all institutions of higher education in the

census " _
United States was taken, to determine‘principally the nature and extent

of special programs of supporting services for "disadvantaged" students.
. " o »

Of central interest was: What kinds of institutions offer such programs?

What do they cost, and what are the sources of support? What students are
. ’ - B

served, in what ways, and at what investment of faculty and staff time?

’

- Finally,\what is the attitude of the responding institutional officials

toward continuihg these programs, and from what sources do they see pro-

«

grammatic support?

If October 1971, 2991 institutions were identified and their chief

administrative officers were mailed a four-page questionnaire that re-

quested information on: total current. funds expenditures for fiscal year

ending in 1971; full~time equivalent fall undergraduate entollment; ad-

<

4 .

missions procedures; brief descriptions of special supporting services




-133- e L

. . . ] <
programs; total expenditures for such special programmatic services for
7 -

disadvantaged students; and Judgments or estimates of optimaI size, new

sources of support, proportions of undergraduates within the federal

poverty c1assification, proportions of disadvantaged graduating, and -

proportions entering graduate school. With extensive follow-up, 1766

-

(or 59/) 6f the 2991 1nstitutions had responded to the survey by the

end of the first quarter of 1972 (five months after the original

.
e

mailing)’ - S - R -
When less than 1007% response to:a survey of a popu1ation'is obtained,” ’

s

. € .
the possibility of biases in the responding portion must be considered.
Two.pre€Edures were employed: First,.responding institutions were com- .

- pared with monresponding institutions on certain critic matters of .

public record; geograpﬁic area, part1cipation in prggr _4of federal

support for disadvantaged students under the Higher Edu_ation Amendments
of 1968, institutional control, predominant or traditional race of stu- .

dent body, highest offering, and accreditation. Second, a random sample’

\

of nonrespondents was drawn, and an attempt was made to obtain the sur-

.

vey information by telephone. ’ ) ,
Responding vs. nonresponding institutions were found not,to differ

\

- as a function of geographic region, institutional control (public,. pri-

- . »
vate, church-related), predominant race of gtudent body, estimates of
proportions of disadvantaged students on campus, proportions who con- o .

‘

tinue into graduate study. On the other hand, institutions more likely /7

to respond were found to be those with federal support for disadvantaged

student service programs, and those without problems of accrediting. ,
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Institutions less likely to respond were found to be junior or community

. -

. tcolleges and, among institutions with federally supported programs, those
. with the highéét.proportions of disaévantaged gradua%}ng. a2

- ! Obviously, institutions with relevant federal support were more
. ~ - o -

-

) inclined to respond to .the survey in the context; nonaccredited Hnsti— i -

.tutions or two=year colfégqg may have more difficulty in responding to

.

any qpeétionna;re survey.. The extension of the findings to be reported

N

. . - - f
to all institutions of higher educatjon would ovérestimate the amount of .
programmatic activity for,disadvantaged, and underrepresent those insti-
fﬁt{ons'pré?iding‘only two' years of academic or yvocational training or

those with accrediting problems (wherein, of course, disadvantaged stu-’

! 4
dents may appear in relatively large proportions, though this was not
r e . L ]
found to be a critical difference in responding vs. nonresponding insti-

PR

-
-

tutions).

At this point in time, with the federally supported. programs of

interest at most only in their second year, it would seem far too early L

> . - v

~
to attempt to judge their success or failure by any of the data available. .

More reaéonablg questions to ask are: How many disadvantaged students

ETY

. get into college? Where are the greatest concentrations of disadvantaged
1 . x ’

- i , ) ) - . . .
students found? 'What kind of institutions are interested in and indeed .

provide such special services (or, what kinds of institutions'are likely

, ‘ ' to be favored by federal support)? What services are provided? 1In short:
. - ,‘ v

the purpose of the census is, most exactly, descriptive, and for providing

. a baseline against which later analyses of trends may be drawn.

-

How many '"disadvantaged" students enter college, and where do they

~

o? For the institutions responding, rohghl§ one-third estimated from
g M

- ¥ ‘ ¢
. A
M .

R .
.- N '
e LAY - ‘
'

. ox
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1 ’ . ' '
to 5% of the undergraduate student body to be diéadvantaged, another,
one~third from 6 to 15%, and another one~third more than 16%. Only L .

‘about one in five institutions estimated more than one-quarter of

their undergrgdua?e populaiionéto be disadvantaged. An estimate .

4 .

-, hrawn from the reported frequencies yislds a figure of 147 of the ’ ' .

total undergraduate population.to.cqpe from families within the N

3
”

. poverty classification.

A}
L3

A number of factors were found to be associated with the numbers .

of disadvantaged in college. The degree.togbhich the anstrtution employs®

selective criteria at admissions is, ,of course, strongly é;lated: over
- ; |

half of ;he‘institutioné&screenihg on the basis of requiring graduation

*

in the top fourth of the high school class and scores on scholastic apti-

-

’ g -.
tude test have fewer than 5% disadvantaged.  More disadvantaged students

K3

&

wére found in public-supported institutyons n in privéte institutions ) 2

-~

o (altﬁg%gh private‘church-related instit contain more disadvantaged

undergraduates than private nonc?urch—f\ ated institutions): this may,

. of course, result as ah aspect both of cos%’%ud of the fact that private

- , 2 .

inStitution; more frequefitly tend to be seiective. Two-yedr institutions,

: ;ﬁ@nd the laréer uniyersities offering gradiate degreés, had larger pro-

portions of disadvantaged than did fou;-yearihollegés. The predominant

¢ . . ) V - .
ethnicity of the student body was highly related: almost 60% of the non-

hY

white institutions had more than half of their undergraduate population

_ within the poverty criteria, while only'3ZM6f the white institutions had

this many poor among their student” bodies. Nonaccredited ingtitutions,
representing 167 of the responding institutions, tended to have highgf P
‘ ) PR - ,/

A

n +
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-

- of course, both complek’and %ignificant. L«

‘vanfaged were found to have, on the average, larger propdrtions of disad~

/vantaged on campus than did those without federally suprrted programs ;

4
/ Vd ¢

’ refléCt the fact that’ federal money tends to be going now where the

of student, or, the infusion of federal fund§ may indeed have served- to ,

-136-

.

proportions of disadvantaged, as did’institutions with more than half.

of their student body living off campus. ' K
There also appearéd to be sharp differences by geographic region.
~ - A 7 .

Dividing the couhtr& according to USOE regions, institutions in region 4
4 - . o

(the Southeastern stateg) and;region 6--Louisiana, Arkansas, Oklahoma,
2 s ~ 1 3
. i

Texas, and New Mexico--tended to have larger proportions of disadvantaged,

while’region 1-~the New England states‘-hadlrelatively few institutions
with large numbers of disadvantaged. This would seem to be a function
of area per-capitagfnCOme and of the/traditional kinds,of institutions

indigenous to the atea (i.e., the traditionally black institution in the

SOutheast). The ihplications of this,finding,for feder%lﬂfunding are,

Ve

r/ .

Instiegéions with federally-supported service programs for the disad-

e i ‘

this relationghip‘holds where institutions are’ grouped according to se~

lectivity at admiszons and théh compared within each categorx This may

*

ins;itution has shown a commitment or a tradition of service to this type

/,/ /’ N
increasé the ptoportlon of disadvantaged on .gome campuses.' Undoubtedly,
both of these possibilities are true to some extent though‘longitudinal

v 4

tudies aré needed to better Judge the impact factor. A marked trend' was

noted for highest proportions of disadvantaged students at institutions

\ e

that had applied successfully for Special Services Programs, the next .
— . .

-
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higﬁest proportions at those applyiwg unsuccessfuliy, and the lowest
: - :) >
proportions at those institutions never ‘applying. In the latter group

1 s

of institutionms, fépresenting two-thirds of all responding institutions,

. 607 had 10% or fewer disadvantaged. Eveh s0, of thése institutions granted
v . . . R . . t
programs, almost one-third had 10% or fewer disadvantaged.

\ What is the extent and nature of the special support se;viiés pro- .
gfams offered? Of the responding institutions, 801, or'almost half, re- oo

pdrted no such programs. Given the biases noted in the responding sample,
it is reasonable to state that somewhat less than half, but. at least 25%,
' of the nation's colleges and EE}ysrsities of fer support programsﬂexpressly

for or appropriate for‘disadvaataged students. '6f those institutions with

N » t,

»

programs, about half offeréﬁ only one proéra@; and the other'half from 2 o

‘ to 8 programs (although one institution listed 19 différent activities).

€ - - -

The 901 institutions(53% of the respondents) reporting one or more pro-
3 ‘ P N

grams yielded a total of 2381 separate programs. These teﬂgéd, on the

o b} - , .
'whole, to be relatively"new: the,médian number of yea?s off program

<

T

. ) operation was 2.6, and less than 3/ of the programs had been in operation
for 10 years or more. Almost,AOAAof the prograﬁs were "bridge" programs

such ag Upward Béaﬁd, thus directed more toward ﬁrgparing theastudent for

2

college than for facilitating his.gn-thé-academic program adjustmént. .
- Although, in generaid'it was, found that the higher the proportion of

disadvantaged on campus,-the higher the number of special programs, the

[

. . ' N N

relationship-is far from perfect. Institutibhs in USOE regions’ 8, 9,,;.

a

and 10 (the Far Western states) tended to take a multi~program approach
in sbmparison with institutions in other parts of the country. Insti- o

¢ 4

o \

]

E

; ‘ . stutions in the Southeastern states, previously noted as having larger .
: . o

:

|

E

[

3




o

138-
disadvantaged college populations, tended to have fewef‘programs. Larger:f s
institutions tended, of course, to have more prograns; as did open-door

1 .

- ingtitutions when compared with more selective'ingtitutfons, public dinsti- .
tutions (when compared with private institutions), two-year'institutions,

traditionally nonwliite institutioms, or nonresidentﬁal institutions; Non-
. - . R . .

<
>

accredited institutions, though generally serving highen proportions of
disadvantaged students than accredited institutions, tended to have fewer
programs; over half of the nonaccredited institutions listed no programs ¢
. . ) . , - F

at all. Institutions. receiving aid through the Division of Student

Assistance, USOE; tended to have more %roérams. Number of programs is

v

v " an extremely gross measure, of course, of extent of attention to disad-
» R ) . N . 3 v N ° “

‘vantaged students; there is nothing particularly surprising in the
¥ s r

find&ngs. A ‘reasonably accurate summation of these findings would be

v - } -

L that special support programs abound where the tradition of service to.
B 5y A . .
" disadvantaged students exists--with some exception of nonaccrédited or S
. > . - @ .’ s
<+ ' BSoutheastern area institutions. > !

What are the characteristics of these programs?ﬁ‘Klmost one in three

5

- of the renorted programs were funded exclusively through USOE, and thus

Wt

would be strongly 1nfluenced by USOE guidellnes as to content. About 15“'43 i K

of the progrdms were funded exclusively by state or local governﬁent,vand

- 3
’ & N

almost 15/ by ingtitutdonal funds exclusively, while a little more than Lo e

&

one—fifth of the “*ograms drew funds from two or more agencies.‘ Programs
R by

that were funded exclusively by other agencies of the U. S. Government or

v

by private foundations accounted for only ‘a, little betteg than lOA of the,
\ N : . v . ‘.'.-' s > ) Co
total. About ohe in ‘five programs reported multiple fundipg sources.
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Clearly, federal stpOrt was the prime resougce being used for program

support, while state and local, or regular institutional Support tended

e
- at

4

‘to appear qnly’half.as frequently. o . . ‘ .
With,regard to the content of the programs: the most frequently o,

listed element was that of special academic counselihg, guidance or

2 3
.

advisory assistance “with almost three out of every four programs con=

taining,this component. Almost two of thrae institutions reported

. 3

specialvrecruiting‘effort’or strategy. Tutoring components were re-
T ported in 637% of the programs; a little mdre than half'provided for
diagnosis of‘learning difficulties or provided remedial coutrses. About

44% of the programs reported components of special imstructional media l%

or of speeial 3fstructiona1 strategies. However, taking these frequently'

é

provided acauemically-oriented elements—-counseling, recruiting, diagnostic

) {
< :Pa .‘“\ o

work, tutoring, remedial COurses,‘and special instructional media or strate-
4 ”

gies——only 341, or abouﬁ 14/, of the programs consisted echusively of one

or more of these elements. In other words, a .vigorous majority of the ~_

programs included nonacademi¢ elements. T : o f

" ' For finamcial aid, grants were the most frequently reported (60%) ’ ,
through work-study (55%) and loaﬁs (52%) were almost as popular? S ) .

,
4 . . Lo . . x

o The most frequent extra—instltutional reéource employed in the pro-

o ) grams was: community agencies or organizationsh with almust half of the -, ‘ \

N N

* program containing such a component. About oneﬂthird\reported activitiﬁg o
N 1. ’ ! . W ' .

. - ~.
? . S

* with! scho 1s'segding students, while work with other colleges or with
o P ' ' . - . - M

business" nd industry was found'in‘only one of every five prpgrams. . .
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. Toward,assisting disadvaataged students with post-college plans

and activities, job placement (in 45% of the programs)‘was found- about
R 4 . . 9" . . “ ’ ‘ »
‘ twice as frequently as guidance for.gradpate study (in 223 ‘of the

. . ’

programs). T ~ .-
) .

staffing, number of students served, and costs per student. The typi—

i

and’ two faculty- ers, and served 50 full-time equivalent students

&

-

at a cost per FT] student of $673'ﬁer year. < o ot

. ) Programs funded under the ngher Education Amendments of 1968

&

| tended to have 4 higher number of full time equivalent faculty and

'. staff (though foundatlon-supported programs had the highest median

- '
- 7 -

_number of staff), and served larger numbers of students, in addition,

.. 5

¥

"\ " however, the Special Services Progranms .served larger numbers of stu-
dents per full-time eguivalent faculty.or staff and at a cost per,

'

» ~

student slightly below'the median reported for all prdgrams.

f Institutions with Higher proportions of disadvantaged involved
. ’ 0" % T
\ substantially more students in their programs, as well as slightly

1

larger nambers of faculty and staff. Cost per student tended to de-
. ' crease as porportlons of* disadvantaged on campus increased, although

'this relationship is nmot statistically significant. .. :

-
s;

. ’ The more seleCtive inst tutions in their programs tended to have
. {

thher numbers of faculty and staff involved in their programs but not
i a higher number of FTE.students,in their programs. Per-student.costs,
oo "% > . * ’

however, appearéh to be higher in the moderately selective institutions .
. ‘ ‘

than in open—door‘or highly selectivé institutions. Largerlinstitutions

&, ) 5 - v * e .
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B . PR ) R ..
tended to Have larger programs in the sense of'fsbulty, staff, and stu- »
. , ) “ . ’ . '
¢ _dents involved, but institutional size did not appear to be related to

-

per-student cost of the programs. Public institutions, on the other
hand, tended to have programs with lower per-student costs, no,doubt a

- . -

function of higher numbers of students per faculty or staff member

’

assigned to the program, particularly in the public two-year insti-~

tutions. Public and private institutions with graduate programs served

] ,

. | 1
larger numbers of students but at greater per-student costs. Undoubtedly,

]

.oyerall 1pétitutional per-student costs affected program cost per student
'served by the program. Program costs per student did not differ for tra-
3ditionally white vs. nonvhite  institutions, however, a function most prob-

ably of larger numbers of involved faculty and staff per student in t:h"é0 B
. - . . i .

program. ,

Institutions with one or more programg funded under the higher edu-
cation amendments'tended to serve more FTE students in their programs,

with more staff (if not faculty), at a slightly higher cost per student . .

rd

(aé previously reported data would suggest).

With regard tc the componedts within the programs: with more com-
» Y *. —

ponent¥ (i.e., counseling, tutoring, remedial work, etc.), highei césts

- per student and faculty and staff involvement were sustained. Addition

-~

4

of programs components te‘ded to create staff involvement to a greater . ¥

-

extent than faculéy involvement. Larger numberd of students tended,;é.
Pé_served in programs 1nc1uding special classroom instructional strate~

gies, loans‘and work-study, extracurricular suﬂport, and guidance for

x

e graduate study, while those institutions with smaller numbers of FTE

T
[

>
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.students in their programs were-more likely to report a recruiting )

4 - 14 . -
. component.
. Larger institutions tended to provide more frequently the com~
. . F > . k N .
ponents of academic counseling; tutoring, extracurricular support, job

e

plagementﬁ.and guidance for graduate study, but reported less frequently "

.y - N
. -

N the use of special instructional media or provision of remedial courses: = .

-~ <"

,i Special instructional strategies appeared more freguently in the very small

and the very large -institutions. More selective institutions tended to .

[N

stress counseling, 'tutoring, involvement with feeder schools, and guid-
ance for graduate study; but involved léss frequently any infusion of -
. - . 2 7

v
' support activities directly into the classroom (i.e., $pecial média, -

.

.  strategies, etc.). An essentially similar pattern occurred when highest

1 “ » -

" degree dfferfng‘,asconsideredﬁ Programs in pribate institutions more
. [ ) . ' 4 R - -

frequently prouided guidance for graduate study, but less .frequently job " .

& - .
placement, cbmmunity agency involvement, or medical courses. There were

5

few differences in the‘p;ogramé providedrin traditionally white as opposed

to traditionally nonwhite institutions, though thé nonwhite institutions

. . e
- . N

reéruited less frequently and contained special intervention in the, class-

N N -

more frequently. Finally, there was evidence that with the,exception .
. & .

of remedial courses, loans, and work-study, the institutions’ w1th pro ,ams .
2

"u

’ funded under the Highér Education,Am@ndments were more likely to have eacn;

«

of theAsupport comﬁonents than were institutions otherw1se ?unded

.
-

‘ From the reports of the respohding insnatutlons, a w1de'@ange of suc-

»cess was reported in terms of the, proport}oa of dlsadvantaged who graduate.’ }
- ’ . ' v . - 1
' ’ ‘ For all disadvantaged in all institut;ons,-about half were believed:to

’ ' .

- 'l\ 144 ki T ’
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graduate, and about 10% were believed to continue into graduate study.

The more selective institutions, ‘the smaller institutions, and the resi-
Hent}al did indeed report higher érbpo;tions graduating. -

" Institutions with programs funded under the Higher Education Amend-

ments of 1968lreported 1pwer'pfoportions oflﬁisadvantaged graduating than

institutions never applying for Special Services programs; also, the

2

number of‘progréms provided by an institution was not related to proﬁor— -

-

tions of disédvantéged;graduatingﬂ

-

Other factors associated with high
- \ .

e

proﬁortions of.aisadvantaged graduating appeared.to be sméller numbers

of students per faculty member in the program, an&\highéf per-student

prograﬁ costs. ' These findings reflected more exactly ithe ingtitutional

facts of life; most programs reported, and all Specialy Services Programs,

had not been in existencé long enough.to produce a gr &uating class. . .

. ~

The reports of propdrtioqs who enter graauate study followed highly
N f ’

> . . ’
similar patterns to those found for proportions graduating. Also, instifl/

«

tutions with remedial study components sent fewer disadvantaged to gradu- °
. ] - , .
ate school; those that provided tutorial services, guidance for graduate

»n
-

study, and financial aid dent more.

A final set Jf que;tiops in the surve& was conce}neé with the‘ref .
’sponding individuéls' opinion ;s to wh;t woﬁld ge an optimai.arrangeﬁént .
fér épeciél p%ogré&matic atténtion to d&s;dvantaged students for thé ]
1972-73 academi. year. inen‘that in most cas;s’éoméietiﬁn of.tﬁe sur- S0

. .- . \
vey was assigned to someone concerned with disadvantaged students, it

is not surprising that four out of five gespondgnté‘felp that given

.“ ”
.

additional funds their institutions could seérve larger numberst The

0y

~ . ‘
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’

.

other one in five felt additional money was needed)toiserve present
numbers, while only nine of the 1087 institutional representatives%;e—

spondigg;to this question felt larger numbers of students could be '

>

. served at the existing budget or a smaller ‘one. Nevertheless, there ;

. -

was in these otherwise nonremarkable patterns no evidence that, given
e

the financial 1ncentive or wherewithal, larger numbers of d1sadvant222d

could be accpmmodated. The sources of this increased financial support

were most ftequently felt\to be attainable through federal sources,

i

though a number of institutional respondents indicated the potential of

state funding should be stressed.. Foundations were less frequently seen

¢

as a likely resourcelfor additfenal money, and the dimmest prospects

seemed to reside in rearrangements of regular institutional income; for

.t
- "

- example, endowment income was given a low rank of importance as a source
‘ "

.

for increased programmatic support. : ;

It would seem prddent to state in final stmmaty thatAthe relation~

N

ships observed at this point of time are more ynderstandable in terms of
: . ) p oo ', :
the institutional characteristics and the stereotypes associated with
. * P 5
different types or circumstances of institutions than they are in terms

. of their special program efforts. For eiample, emphasis on continuing

»

into graduate study may be pressed by a variety of programmatlc emphases, R

«

but the impact can be felt in institutions where values and emphases push
) tdward graduate/stddy, not in those that traditionally see their students

. in technica{ roles in the cdmmunity after two years of training id ahhighly
_praématic worﬁ role. Or, institdtions with the lo&est attrition rates will

* ' . . i 1

ineyitably show larger proportions of disadvantaged graduating, whether

v . &

v L 144
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support ﬁrograms_are'pfovided or not. It would be extremely hazardous
’ !

to infer that some of the effelts' observed are caused by the impact of
the programs. Given the limited ‘time of program operation in most cases,
it is more reasonable to assume that federal support amplifies existing

, .

institutional patterns. More time and longitudinal studies are needed
to determine how programs may "transfQrm" the institution. And, given

the early lead taken by federal sources in supporting such programs and

the obvious fact of their unusual costs without built-in financial com-

# -
pensation as from tuition gnd fees, the current outlook for their future

H

is toward Washington.

. It would thereﬁore seem of critical urgency to look beyond this

2 N
descriptive census to the need for careful research to determine now the

“~
‘

impact of the programs and their components on the progress and the lives

of the disadvantaged students involved. Given alpositive answer (and ob-

-

taining any definitive answer will require time for the embryo programs

to'mature), the task then will be to seek ways in which the early responsi-

bility undertaken by federal support could either be increased or expanded

>
{ 1

to include other interests-s£ate, foundation, business and industry, ‘or

A

tuition adjustment-~if larger numbers of disadvantaged are to be servéd.

The most-critical early sign of potenti%l success from these data resides
2

in the' proportion of disadvantaged who, in 1971, were estimated to be -

- -

enrolled as undergraduates. Although this figure of 14/ may be inflated,

o) \
"we have aSsurealy the highest proportion of students from poverty back-

v
.

grounds now in college than has existed in history. The trick will be
‘to keep them there, in good standing and‘in dignity, while continuing ‘
. ’ a " . ! ’ .
| _to eg¥pand a truly equal .educational opportunity. W
i ’ ’ .o .
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION. AND WELFARE * A
OFFICE OF EDUCATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202 ' T

October 19, 1971

President X
Somewhere College .o )

0 Some Street : | -
Somewhere, Somestate 00000 ' i ‘ "

Dear President: , - .
The U.S., Office of Education has contracted with Educational Testing Service
for a series of surveys to determine the extent and level of success of |
special programs for disadvantaged students in institutions of higher
education.. The initial survey requires a census of all U.S. institutions of '
higher education to determine the kinds and costs of programs in operation, )
,and the numbers of students served .

To expedlte the survey, we are enclos1ng a brief form which we hooe,you

will assign for completiem—to the administrative officer responsible for all

special programs for disadvantaged students. The form asks for some identi- °* g///'
fying information about the instjtution, for information about’special programs

for disadvantaged students and for estimates of need for such programs at

your institution.” : t .

’ 3 ' . - .
.\

All informatlon prOV1ded in th1s survey will be treated-as corfidential., )
Because only aggregates ‘by type of imstitution, will be reported to the U.S. ;
Office of Education by [EducationallTesting Service, the 1nformation you '
provide can not affect federal support of current or requested programs at ,
your institution. JIndirectly, the results of the fotal survey will make an \
important contribytion to estimates of national need, and could have a major

impact on the direction and nature of these programs in the future, -

Yo,
Your asslstance in this critical matter is appreciated. Time deadlines are
very tigﬁt and we would be most gratified for return of the form by

November 30, 1971 ' , o . d

.
PR N
-

-

’ '*Atting Associate Commi;§ioder -
for Higher Education .

-
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Survey of Special Programs for Disadvantaged Students in Higher Education

3

s - " DEFINITIONS

2

SPECIAL PROGRAM. To qualify as a “special program’’ under this definition, there should be a
statement of institutional record as to the goals and objectives of the special program, with specifi
cation of target population, intervention, or treatment strategies, and there should be an Ynstitutional
staff member charged with responsibilityyfor the administration and maintenance of the program. A
separately budgeted (e.g., separate line item, noted in other lineitem, etc.) formal or structured
body of activity by the institution for hngh school graduates (e.g., Upward Bound, Project Oppor .
tunity, etc. )r,or enrolled students, whwh is not routinely available to or appropriate for the typical

! entering studént but directed toward the more disadvantaged stutlent (see next defmmon) is, usually

consldered to be a "special program .

s,

o

v

DISADVANTAGED STUDENT. By “disadvantaged student”’ is meant a student who, by- virtue of
origin from an ethnic minority, a low income group as defined by the national poverty criteria
(see below), or by virtue of physical handicaps restricting movement or sensory acuity, has special
deficiencies of a social, cultural, or academic nature that set him apart from the regular or modal
students at your institution. These are generally students who would’ require special resources and
‘v,tnnova.tlve curriculum to assure their success in the academic environment.

"~ : Co. v , . .
g NATIONAL POVERTY CRITERIA* - ‘
To fall within the national goverty criteria group, a student must come from a family with annual -
¢ "income not exceeding the amount shown below: f '

; -

k]

.Family Size - , Nonfarm . Farm "

1 : o ¢ $1,840** . ' $1,569 . *

" 2 . p 2383 , .- _ - 2,012 ]

- 3. : 2,924 2,480

4 . -\ 3,743 : 3,195 . ,

’ 5 " 4,415 - ' : 3,769 '
& - 1 : 4,958 ' ’ , 4,244
‘ i ‘ . ; 6,101 . % 5,182

. ”

If a low-income student ‘qomes from a family with more than seven members, add $600 for each
additional family member in a nonfarm family, add $500 if the famlily is a farm family.

) v

Thé povgrty criteria is generally met if the student: . . , A .
T 1. .lives in federally supported low-income publlc housmg ‘ . .
- 2. is part of a famnly where there'ls serious mlsmanagemenj of income so that
. Ilttle“ if any, of such income accrues to the benefit of the student. T \
3, s from a family on state or federally funded welfare probram.
c “ ) .- , R . "‘l '
* . ‘ * d ‘e ’ T [ )
. ' 4’ ‘ *
., _ L0 . , . ‘

' 1 4 ¢
* Adapted from Series R60, Number 71, Table 6, Bureau of the C’ensus, U.S. Department of Commerce, July 1970.

‘ . < ** Al dollar amdlints refer to income before taxes. - . - .
a »

RIS R L2

‘ Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
\ - ‘ . - . .
» -




ST R 1 '
. oo s . SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS : .
‘ - f'r g S '
The attached ford (OE Form’ 160) for survey of special programs for disadvantaged students /

shatld be completed by all institutional units responding ond reporting as such in the annual

v Higher Education, General Information Survey (HEGIS) of the U. S. Office of Education. In the .
event that a branch campus completes the form individually or that the parent institution com

" pletes the form mclusw% of branch campuses, please.indicate such under (tem 1 of the form. The
administrative officer responsible for. all speciat programs for drsadvantaged students, as defined
above, should complete the items relating to such programs

- g p - ¥ : . R . L
A .. . - i
ltems 1 through 5: . , 2 . .

-

These items rnvolve general institutional data of ecord Data requested on opering fall undet-
graduate enrollment in 1971 (item 3), and on current funds expendlt.ures for the fiscal year ending
in 1971 {item 2), should agree with that,prowded in the 1971-72 HEGIS Survey of the #. S. ‘
Office of Educatien'
e . >~ . ) - —

ftem 6: ! A . A

If this itein is applicable to the institution, list separately each program that operates as a
functiona! umt (| e., that’ focuses on a partlcular target ‘group of students consists of one or more
discrete activities, and that has a responsible “'program director” assigned.) Use addipional sheets of
_blank paper ., if. space provrded is insufficient. ‘ ' '

»

If the program listed is a "bridge program” for students not yet formally enrolled in the in-
stitution, please mdrcate in the. approprlate space. .

Numbers of students served by ‘the program and numbers of involved faculty and staff, are
requested,.in "Full-Time (FT!), Part-Time (”PT“), and Full-Time Equivalent (“FTE”) categories.

=~ « A Full- Trme student i¢ defmed as one enrolled for at least 75% of the load normally required
' of; undergradu’ates l T .

A PartTrme st’udent is one enrolled er less than 75% of the normal load.

. “Faculty” are defmed’ as persohs Wrth academlc rank who serve the program in teaching or
sdminjstrative capacities, staff members  are defmed as other pe;vs‘c’)gnel..sgvmg the program who do
not hold academic rank (e.g., CQunSelor; etc) I o

v

A Fuli Tlme faculty or staff mémber is defined as a member of administrative or academic
, staff devoting .three fourths br .more. of avaxlable work time to the program. ,

A Part Time faculty or stafl member |s one devotmg less than three-fourths time to the:f
program. o 3 g ol :

“Full Time Equwalen‘t studént may bé lde,termmed .by the same procedure used in HEGIS.
you have not previously. t.al«,ulated tull trme équlvalen enrollment the following method IS sugs
gested ] e, : T;f R ‘l;r:

t

\

. PR : 'y ) '
. ADJUSTED HEADCOUNT METHOD 41 Bull.Time Equivalent enrollmerit equals
‘ "the headcount of full t«me Studen@ plus one thlrd the headcount of part time
students.

AL : o
' l\lr,:l-l‘l-l"' ’

You maly Use 1tne ul;love méthod' or éINy othbr me‘thod of Cal(‘ulatmq full time equlvalent en
rol'ment ,most apprpprlate and/ol conveme?t fo yozur’ mstltutmn .

t
.

Full Time Equwalem deulty or staff ls detern‘imed’ l)y the average total man hours per work
* week’ devoted to “the proqrflm \A{hale proqdnm lS m opcxallon dav:ded by 40. ‘ ‘ ‘

| N

' SR A IR Do

!

-,
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, .
Item_6 (continued): C .

w P
» L4 »

u

v

ISupport in most cases will fall into one or more of the following categories: “Federal, state,
foundation, institutional general funds, or other {business and industry, community action groups.
church, etc.). . . : . |
In-identifying SOURCE +OF SUPPORT, please observe .the follpwing considerations: —

o If support comes from federal sources, please indicate agency (e.g., OE, OEOQ,

: USDL, ¢tc.) and if possible indicate law and title providing” funds or the name
of the.act (e.g.. Higher Education Amendments of 1968, Title 1-A). . ©o

If support comes from state appropriation§,'please specify whether théir source
is state general funds or specjal appropriations. . ’ .

/70

. If support comes “from a foundation grant, please name the foundation.
o If support is drawn from ins_;citutiona! general funds, please indicate if idén‘ﬂf/i-

” able porticns come from unrestricted gifts, income on endowment, student ' -
tuition, special fees, sale. of goods or services, or other sources. . ,,
. If support comes from other than .federal, .state, foundation, or general institu:

tional funds, please name or otherwise identify the fiature ‘of the source.

Should program support as budgeted come from more than one source, list the several sources
and show In brackets the approximate percentage of total costs from each source le.g., “Title I-A,
(50%): Ford Foundation, (50%)] . '

w . . y -

t

Item 7: ‘ . '
If item 6 is completed, this item provides'space for identifying-the content or natuse of "the
,special programs previously listed. Specifically, those activities or aspects of the programs that are, © -
"as a matter of record, formal emphases, and for which budget line items may exist, should, be *
checked, and,.if more than-one progrémﬁ is listed in item 6, show by number which grogram(S)' e ;

has(have) the feature indicated. * - , ' IR

-:’ L“ . - Al
I T . ’ . . * - R .
ltem 8: . Y .
'tem o: .

' * > 1. " . * * ' *
This item calls for total expenditures for special programatic attention o disadvintaged stu- "

dents. As such, it allows for expenditures for prograps not ‘meeting’ the definition of “special, ,

programs’* given above, but which you consider significant. . . . . ., : .

1.

1 . 1y . 1
. .
« ) ; ] ,
.

- . . ‘

Items 9 through 12: . .. . N "

' These items call for “best estimates” and opinions concerning disadvantaged 'students and -the *
source of support fdr programs fot disadvantaged students &t your institution, - - s .
" i . Lot . . e, T
Should you have any qdeg,;‘@on,s?cor,\ce'rplng the completion of this for‘m,.plea'se‘cali the inds .
vidual listed below at the nearast office of Educca;}aunal Testing Service,
o ! > - v

.
1

S PR
.

- Name of. individual ‘to ‘Contact
. M. Chuck Stone ¢, -
"Mr§. Theresa Strand :

Location_of ETS Office " : Phoné
' eb9-921 9000

Princeton, N. J. 3 )
Evanston, 1. - - St 3172869 7700,

Los Angeles, Cal. .- . &

Redington Beach, Fla.

San Juan, P.R.
« Ppurham, N. C.

Berkeley Cal,

Austin, Tex.

Washington, D. C. 4

213254 5236 . Mrd. Celig DeLavaltade
B13-391 9806 - «Mr, John‘deb'in .
h .fﬁlﬁﬁ5§3@765-3365 .. Mg, Ernio Belén-Trupllo -
- L979.682 5683 '’ Miss ‘Adefe Richardson
476-849 0950
512454 8935 ,
. 2072 296 5930 <.

Mr ghon Hood
- Mr; avid.Nglan

«

\

Mrs' Santefia Knight Johinson

B g
%. %—ﬁ\;k(" . . . .
S N .




[
’ v
N

OMB No. 51-§71033
Approval expices 6/30/72

SURVEY OF SPECIAL PROGRAMS IN HIGHER EDUCATION FOR DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS

4 M

13
- .

Educational Testing Service

, Princeton, N.J.

Please Read lnstruct/'on; Before Completing This Form

P

’

Please return by NOVEMBER 30, 1971
USE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE '

¥

2. Total current funds expenditures for fiscal year endiug 1971 (from HEGIS Survey, OF Farm 23004, 4/71, P. 3, line 18}

.
L S

« .
1} - -

&
2 L d

~

3. Full ime equivatent opeming fail undergraduate enroliment, 1871 itrom iwne 3, coiumn 6, and,or iine 14, coiumn 6, HEGIS, OE Form 23002.3 1, 3/71]

3

- Degree credit students

“

Non-bachelor’s degree credit students ’

« 1

4. For what percent of undergraduate students at this institution are on-campus residential quarters available?

. .. oF ! .: ';' . -
Y - - . " . 9l .. ‘e K e 11 '.:l R A
. x , s . e ; <
5. . Admission Requirements and Standards: . A Y ; ,’ P
A. Usudl minimum requirements for undergraduate admisston (Check one) . P L
(1) Only ability to prait from attendance » .
g) High schobl graduation, or equivaleni : o 3
. 46:(3} High school graduation plus some additional indication of aptitude (grades, tests, etc.) A o ]
{4} Other (Specity} . .
) . - ’ . .
. . - . I'
- - -
v B e f - .- . -
NS # S,
» -~ _ s '
~ o L4 > -
+ - T -
t % e P
L4 - ! 2
. N . . , R . ’ ) -,
1f {3) is checked above, select best single answer for sections B and C below. . - ’ .

8. -Usual minimum bigh school standing for admission:

W wpito] | [@wp1/5 [ ] |19 ron 18 J (@) 10p 1/3

(8) top 1/2 -

RPSUNIAS NONEUED S U

ey Below top 1/2 f In

C. -Use 6f Scholastic Tests in admission

"

13

(1) Generally not required

=

{3) Requtred as'supporting evidence for admission of spmé {not alf) aﬁp]icanf§

(4) Required, and used in determining admissibility for alf appiicants |, i

(1] < ik
ERIC

(2) Required principally as a matter of record

- ; -
v v -~ ’ . R B
153 IR
d , < v, - v
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L Co n‘fentm najure of specral Programs sLheck an that apply 10 this masttution, and ndicate by number which program listed under .1em 6 heren has that feature !

 Speciat academuc counielmg,\qurdance,_mL?dvlsbry assistance . N Financial aid (Check all that apply) .
Speéiatrecruitingeffnr{s or strategy oL ’ ' Loan v
Spemal facilities ar activities for diagnosing academic difficulties |* Gr‘ant ) ‘ .
Speoxahutonat service by !aculty or students o : Wo rk-stude -
‘Involvement-of extrainstitutional resources (C{aeck all thar-a/pplﬂ ’ Job placement -~ . ¢ 5 )
Schools senvding studlents : " o ; Guidance for graduate study S . i
Othercolleges . | | Other (specry) . ‘ )
Community age'r;cies, orgafization - ‘ . . oo ) S )
Business or industry CL e T , - ) #
&xtk-curricular support {facilitation ofsocra;llfe. etc.) o . . o~ : - ) ’
Rgmediél cpurses fcredit or’na::-bre';ﬁt) ’ . ,:’ T N .
Special ins‘tructibn;a.l M.Bdi'a; T T . i N ,, - . ',‘, ..
iSpecial classroom instrucgiofisl sirategies . R . s L T
k. Tﬂtal,expeﬂdﬂures this year for spériat prlgramatu: attennon to dLsadvamaged students 5 . — ', - R
4 |f t‘m aniount daffers,from-sum of “hudgeted custs’ u‘n n’em 6. please explam' ' |
; -
d;sa;jvamagedfmdants at thls nstS;utm in ih;,1972 73 ar.adem;t yeaf" {Check om;, . f:".‘[ S ‘ '!’7 . 3 R -
L .'/f@’,’ )y ,r” Y T A .4,,~. Py T PST7E T e
. - | Nudibegs ofstudents should Aemain thesame,wnh wtal hudget oi Y
o . i . : o e . .

2 3 7R ¥ 77 o oy

’ Numbers,af ,studen‘?s sﬁwld bé mcreased, with’ total budget of

AR .

'_ iy ‘Nu'ffabe;s,uf §iﬂ'd’énts-sho fér ‘ef;decrea§ed wnh totawudgetof i

-~ et ‘ ‘ pe !
. O . » ~ I ,.z
’ - , - =

‘ and]arcome ffér’ri’Whggh ofthe folwwmgsaurces? ,', ‘f‘f- .'j. i ; '7 W
TR g, - -‘ ‘- ' ‘e R

E . leack a/l rhzt app/y ,md lhen /an/;, (hose chec/;,ed in order of »mportapoe with

"Emtaw:m’nﬂncqms

E C !oc,a/ ﬂr nat:qnaf) :
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11 Best estimate of proportlon of current ugderggduat e population at this | institutson who come from famaies with annuat income less tnan

the national ppverty criterion (see instruttions) . . ' '
poosw ]| sdow | - 11.15% | was || ,{ 21.25% ] | gs-sms | | [51%or moie]
a - - == - e —=r- T
12. Of those disadvantaged students entering this i |nsmuuon what percent 1s estlfnéted to . : C . .
{1) Graduate from this institution I % | (2) Transfer to.another instituuon‘[ ¢ ;1 (3) Continue for graduate'studies at any institution -

13 qunmem fe g. any experience with disadvantaged students, tecammendations as to federal pohicy and program, speeial institutional
. phiosophy and policy re disadvantaged, relevant activities not fitting under definitions or categories provided, etc. )

¥ - v - .‘ . . v .
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Y
v, M . % * >
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* . » :’ .\' ¢
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i ! k‘ : 0 3
. . ; ]
’ . : . ~ 7 Lt .
- * .’ . + . . 1] -
. A A . T ’ . .. .l .
- . i ‘ ; [ LN
. . \ 1 12 N \
. PN . . o . R NN .
14: Name ohpersbnc'orgpietingthisquestinnnéi}e .o Lo : ] g s . .ot
, Y ", ‘ < hd ey " ¢
: . 2. k4 /R . . b . f » )
: S ' .
A ! - * .
‘ s 7 o 4 -
Ny ) . N i P 4 N
R Name 7 B co ik Title R Date
~ - : — - — " - - "'"_' ™ T~ A ) B A
o 4 © Please return to:”, ) ’ L :
) . EDUCAT/ONA,L TEST/NG SERVICE . te , . o .
e " 507 Willard Street, : o e :
IR o Durham Norrb Caro//na 27701 PR - .
,u.l i R e . - -
4y \_' :]’A’“ ) s LY . f ' . » ' '
- L3
.t . ; . Vi . . -}
S . ¢ 4 PO , N . . . o
D \ . L 3 . 1:3 (7] , o X .o
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Sample' Text of Pollow-up Letter of 10 December

and Mailgram of 21 January
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[EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE ‘ " SOUTHEASTERN OFFICE

. .

Mitudl Plaia : . ‘
Durham, North Carolina 27701 ' | . ) . ‘ oo o 3
. . . . . _

"Area Code 919 682.7888 o ‘ R
December 10, 1971 . )

Eiesident

Somewhere College ’ .
0 Some Street N
'Anywhere Any State 00000 ) 5

Dear Pre51dent.

On October 28, a survey form concerned w1th special programs . .

for disadvantaged students was.mailed by this ‘office to you, together '

w1th4a letter explalnlng the survey, dated October 19, 1971, from Dr.

Preston Valien, Acting Associate Commissioner for ngher Educatlon, . ’

USOE. 'To date, no response has been received from your institution. :
We realize the many inconveniences that today's crop of ’,

institutional. studies imposes on colleges and universities; we also

realize th t time deadlines in this. instance are not liberal.

. * Nevertheless, the information from this survey will be a malor

component of estimates of national need, and could affect’ the dlrectlon '
and nature of federal spending in the future. It is our sincere hope
that your representative could complete and. return the survey, form at '
the earliest opportunity: If the .form has been mlsplaced we should
be happy to provide you with another. e

-

: Sincerely, nT ol
J. A. Davis . X . .F -
Project Co-Director . % ' .
. - ~ %,
JAD:zm ‘ . .
. , Tl -
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| 2C2C 121 PRINGETON NI, . CL T e T
" ZIP 00000 . et ST
PRESIDENT SOMEWHERE COLLEGE - LA e
SOME STREET ’ Lo T

SOMEWHERE SOMESTATE 00000 -

. BT

EDUCATIONAL "TESTING*SERVICE IS CONDUCfING FOR us OFFICE OF EDUCATION
A NATIONAL® SURVEY OF PROGRAMS FOR DISADVANTAGED -STUDENTS. ‘BRIEF".
QUESTIONNAIRE SENT YOUR OFFICE IN NOVEMBER. .RESPONSE FROM YOUR
INSTITUTION EXTREMELY CRITICAL TO SURVEY'S SUCCESS AND FINAL .

REPORT. « MAY WE REQUEST YOUR QFFICE CALL COLLECT BY WEDNESDAY
JANUARY 26 FOR QUICK REPORT ON .YOUR INSTITUTION'S PROGRAMS o
TELEPHONE 609 921 9000 . L@ .. ) oL
MRS ROBERTA- RAMIREZ ELDRED -+ ’ " - '
ASSISTANT TO THE DI.RECTOR OF MINORITY AFFAIRS
" EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE : . . .
‘ NNNN e , . o
* Vo .
° A s """ -
. IR SRR -
‘ * . . 7
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- B} TELEPHONE FOLLOW-UP FOR ' ) : '
o o ALL-INSTITUTION CENSUS

- » -
.

‘Date C ve - Interviewer

1,. Name of ipstitution

2. Name and title of person ‘or persons Tesponding: oo ot

-

‘a. ..,- Ty L

. . ' »
Ol .
o . - .
F . . . - .
. ¢ '
b . -
. . . .
. ..
. r; = ,
.ot .

3. 'Was questionnaire received? ‘Yes - - No

4. To whom or what office was it routed for completion

‘ 5. Number of full-time undergraduate students

|

6. Percent of undergraduate studeﬂts living on cémpus :

7. Admnsslons requirements and standards for all students (which one applies --
check one) .

R a. High school graduatlon or equ1va1ent

¢

b. ngh school graduatlon plus grades or standardzzed tests (SAT or ACT)

-

c. High school standang

, ‘top 1/10 ~*top 1/4 .. top 1/2 _____ below top 1/2 4

d. Scholast1c tests 1n admxssxon

*»

- not, requared ':rseérequ;redfas supporting evidence

a principal requiremen‘”r

,‘ . T ~ «
.

8. What kinds 6f.student$ are conSLdered d1sadvantaged at thlS 1nst1tut10n’

all low income students S Blacks s Ghlcanos ' .

H

American Indian Puerto Rlcan ,31 Phy51ca11y Handicapped

¢ e, *
v - - "' ,,4 :, v -

9. What kinds of programs for dlsadVantagéd students '5“

Y _upward Bound C

5 .

. b. ‘Talent Séarch L
) -

*a - . ¢
. . .
’ .y . . b

- e SpéciaL Seririées 'g., Summer Rrograms rame

S Spéc1a1 Counsellng — 'f“\ h SPCCiaI RecrULtmeﬁts ,f,m%:;“u

. s 1 . . A
. s . . . S
) 1 ' . ' L Vo "5 ta
. LS ‘ . , v ¥ -
’ EM '
. N .
! P *t hd .7

) A3
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- s '
_ 10. Best estimate of proportlon of current undergraduates who come from fam111es
i
with annual income 1ess than $4 000 or national poverty crltenon. ‘
. . ' - ]
0-5% 6-10% . 11-15% - 16-20% °21-25% 26-50%
- . ) L R — . ~
51% or more Y. R - 2 A
11. What percent of disadvantaged students who enter this institution .
¢ . + N Al
. » . 4 N . o
’ graduate transfer go, on to ‘grad school -
¢ : ' o . : - [d
12. Any additional comments : . .
, . . . T s . . .-
l' M N R
4
> i=4
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) * . -
N ) . B .
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. APPENDIX D

, ' »

B Coding Schemas and Card Layouts for Census Data
- , . s N ) hd . X
. + C .
.o s NOTE: A copy of data gathered in'the all~-institution
L.t Y census has been placed on tape in accordance -
. . . [ - ‘
e with the coding schemas and layouts following.
5_‘ . o This copy As on file with the USOE project
e, i . officer, ih the Office of Planning, Budgeting,
o and Evaluation, U. S. Office of Education.
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1-45

46

47

48

49

50

51-52

53

Colum #

‘CARD 1

~ =162~

-

General Information

Info

e

Name of State in
which Institution
'is located’-

USOE Region

SSDS Participation
Code

SSDS '(or prime program)
target group (major)

»

Contral '

»

-
1]

Selectivity Scale
value

Residentiality:
Proportion -

Residentiality Code

(See 3dded code sheet) S

1=2nd yeax )
2Z1st year d
3=Dropped
4=Not accepted
5=Other

&

1=Black _ RS —J/,/f*
2=Chicano : - .

3=Puerto-Rican

" 4=Native American
S5zWhite(low income)
6=Physically handicapped
7=Other group '
8=Combined or multiple
9—No program

1=Federal or Territorial"

:2=State or Local

3=Independent (non-
profit)

4=Church Affiliation

5=Independent (P:eflt)

sheet)

‘-
0 '
1
2
3 "
4 (See additional
5 coding-info.
6 ;
7
8
9

.
~

1=Primarily Re51dent1a1

2=Primarily non- -
residential *
(Prlmarrdy ‘Residential
is 50% or more-
resxdent1al1ty

percentage)




:5
\v'
\. ’
L
'1 lumn #
" 54
55
56
L
< 4
)
- 57
ll &
|
' 58-60
61

-
.
68
»
A
&
.
! -
‘

J:} 1 !: “' < '1:
- - . ot i
o (% N vl
‘ PR ) o
- ;J N ‘\"
U
I 1
P ‘i_i\,' -;. 4, i
. * Card 1 {Centirued).
' S A
. Info . R
el L b oo
‘ R ‘t‘}"*"éf(‘ ’“ :"' Vo "x)
| . !1 -
a Predomlnanﬁ rac;alnmake~up ,
» of student body ip Fat
,[ ',‘ (:" E‘_i O
i’“‘ '1’: '; :‘.
- R T
Sex of studént body' . - o
[ Xo :; t B
o x s
Highest offergpg‘]{, .
.o ,:“ ),‘S ,
JPEE ;
N B
T AT
- ’ “ ‘\l' : \ '
-N ", ‘ {; K “"J vt
S ' \‘ ! "‘
. ¥ y ! a;JWT
. o e
Size yw N
' S R
. A T A ;
o oo f“
|| RN
i ol !
. i IIM!" ’
{ ‘>tin;ﬁ" ‘
o ;,LIUL@ v
O A
¥ Sy 1
) N -t‘"{ v
S AR R I SR
o ' o P
[ !
Degree crehlt studen f
proportlom R .
."':1' Ve
' v‘( i
Accredltaplon codei 1Ty
y o :',fr:-ul:w
. ' et
- Current fﬂnds éxpep&;tureS‘ ;
(in SlOOd 00 uruts)J ”“W
‘ Undergrad!prop oﬁ Po ertﬂw
level | ok
L oy ]
]
| e ,:J . “1vv;"
L R A O LIS
. T . .’"f'x: oy
RN R
i 'f‘,‘l e
= LT
o P, el o
"f' i '.‘;I\I‘P""‘ N

v
/

. P
‘ . l .
: ..~ Code-
‘1=Pred. White
2=Pred. Black
3=Pred. other minority
1=Coed" 1
2=Male only (mainly) ~
. 3=Female only (mainly)
1=Lgss than 1 year
. 2=1, but less than 2 ,
3=2, but léss than 4 ~~
¢ 4=4-5 years .
5=1st professional degree x
6=Masters ) &
7=Masters +, but not P.H.D.
, .8=Doctoral t
O=Less than 500 o
. 1=50W=088 N .
. 2=1000-1499- . .
3=1500-1999 - .
: v
' 4=2000-2999
5=3000-4999 - -t ,
. 6=5000-7999 o
7£8000-11, 999
%*12 000-19,999 ,
*  9=20,000-or more
iﬁ@ E
SN .
E | }I-Accredlted by someone
: >2 Not accredlted ’
0 0=0-5% . |
‘ 1 1=6-10%
, o 2=11-15%
Hoof 3=16-20% ¢ j
g  4=21-25% '
Yo, 1 5=26-50% - f
. .7 6=51% or more .
B -
; 4 - '




Column #
69-72 - |
73

78,

79

4 digit ETS-SEO Code

=164~ .
Card 1: (Continued)

x Information

.

v
-

1

-
4

Selectivity Code

Other .dimensions of
selectivity v

% : .

.
AY

w

o

> . .

Code - .

" 1=Relatively non-selective
(Selectivity scale value
. of 5 or less)
2=Relatively selective
(Selectivity scale value
_of 6 or more)

Blank=none

l=racial

2=religidus

3=other ideological

4=comittment to some
vocation or calling

S=parental constraint§ - -

6=age

Blank=No Response ’

- O=Igformation included under
parent .institution
l=Institution closed or

closing °
2=Did not complete form - 1o
programs
.* 3=Conflicting or h1gh1y
suspgct data
4=Some missing data -
5= Complete return

”
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- . . oo -
Coding of. Sclectivity Scale Value - i A

. . {(Calumn 50, Card 1)

D
e 4

Assumptibﬁs in codiqgﬁitem 5 of Survey:

alternative which is checked is assumed.

see below: .

Obtaining /thé”selectivity scale score:

o’

-

P

+

:'bo

(2) If alternative (1)-(%) in .item S-B:or if alternative (3) or (4)
is ch cked in item S-€, alternative (3) in 5-A is assumed. .* '

o,

-

o,
*

- -

- (1) If ﬁére than:one response in answering item 5-A,. the higher numbered

(3) If alternative (4) in 5-A is .checked, special procedures are followe

.ob?ﬂining the selectivity score. Obviously, some of the other factors considered

, in selection are not within the same difmension of selectivity reflected by the selec- i
" tivity-scale considered here. Examples are selection due to: race, xreligious belief,
. other ideological belier, individual .or parental membership in some identifiable
organization, commitment to some vocational plan or calling, etc, In these cases, the
selectivity code is determined (Gr}estimgtedj from the other responses-to item 5 and

3 . Q

)
’ * \

N a - 4 1
. . . N .t . . ‘ F) ~ rad
13 - .
. - . . . ¥
. , g i -
‘) . . N S e “
. : B . %
.

/" from any information ;given in ‘the explanatipn of the "other" requirement for admission. .

If alternative (1) or (2) is the response to item S-A,,the‘ﬁca;e value 5 !
is as| follows: - . f ‘ RS : 7
(, ‘ .‘.‘ - ;’.'
Alternative " . ScaleValue - it .: ‘ P
’ . ‘ * - . ) ’}q- -1; :. : * . G
. 1 - - . L4 ’O". goe",-. 4_‘:‘.':- . o ,:‘) .
L A RS S IR IS M " :

[T . ta ‘ ~""‘ . :‘ e .e : A (1Y 2 . ;
If alternative (3) is the response o item 5-A} the scale scoreis the Z S
sum| of the values of the.responses in, item 5:B ‘and 5-C 'as follows: ER

; ;o ) . . S A S o, e e Y
S$-B Alternative. Value *t . 5-C Altérnative “value . B 2
- N i
. 1. ) \7 . * e e 1 - ¢ . 0: % 3 R . .,
v 2 e e 2 e e N
3 s v SR I S A N ‘ ’
. 4 4 ‘ Lo 4, 2. . . Ce e
5. 3 '. ¢ s . ’ . . * LR i . ~ - ,
‘ 6 2 “ ‘: . - K ‘ . . _ . -
Thus if (4) were checked in 5-B %qd'(si'Were checked in 5-C, the selectivity."w
, scale value Would b¢'4 + 1 = §, Co o T : ‘ )
B . . - » © . - . . A
The special case of alternative .(4) in Iteﬁ 5-A: ¢ . ) no . Lt
» > N " * . . N N 2 ‘2 ‘)':) :"' L .
In the event that this alternative is checked (either singly or in cpmbinat%on with .
some other alternative ir’S-A, 5-B, or.5-C) special consideration must be given to )
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On the other hand,.some of the ot;her factoi's fof",select:aon are, w1th;n ‘
e 7 the dnnens‘mn of the selectivity scale consldez‘ed here (for example, . e ek
© ot .an upper divis on c.ollége, whlchﬁtcepts"mxy stydents who have succedsy | . e

fully' éompleted one’ or more years in anotHe¥ post,secopda’ry J.nstltutlon Yy o J,&
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¢GDIRG OF HEW REGIONS
Golum 46, Card 1) .
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CARD 1A
GENERAL INFORMATION (CONTINUED)

(Present if code in card 1 col. 80 is greater than 2)

Infermation Code
L}
Full time equivalent
. ' undergraduate enrollment

iPer student cost in $100 units , o
((62-67 (card 4))#10) /(1-6) - rounded

4 digit ETS-SEQ Code :
1 , —_—
A - " ’. *
’
) |
1!
¢
7’ , ,'7 .,/ \\ .
! . .
‘ 14
. o -




J

Column #

»

1-2
3-7
8-11-

12-15

16-20
21-24

25-29

30-33

© 34
35

36-37

38:39 .
40-41
42-43
44-45
46-47
48»49l

50-51

2170~ T - ot ‘-.‘
. CARD 2 SRR TN

GENERAL INFORMATION ON PROGRAMS FOR - e _
DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS Co T,

. VS
(Present if code in card 1 col. 80 is greater than 2@'& ’
Information : . Code -
' Total number of "Special Programs" . ' L ~
- Total FTE Students served S '
Té?%l FTE faculty ‘ N
. N . 'y
Total FTE staff . - .
. ’ . ! .
Total Budget “for !'Special Programs" . - Lt
in $100 units ’
Cost of programs per FTE”student in $100 units ,
(16-20) /(3- 7) - rounded . . .
) Total Expenses (1tem 8) of any . ‘ - ’ o=
. programmatic attention,to dis- . : ’
advantaged students in $100 units ,

Proportion of programs cost of total.budget
(25-29) /[(62~6T7 (card 1)) ¥10] - rpunded -

Proposed change in programs 1=Smaller Budget
(expenses) - ) : 2=Same Budget
, * 3=Increased Budget
Pr0posed change in programs 1=Fewer Students
) (students) 2=Same # of Students
\g‘ p . . 3=More Students
. Rank given "institutional general "d : -
funds'' (item 10) . * WD

[

"~ Rank given '""tuition and‘feeg" ' -
Rank given "gifts" : . -

~: Rank given '"endowment income" - ’

‘ ¢

~

’ - ’ . v k3 ‘
Rank given '"other institutional funds" . . -
é .
~ Rank given '"foundations' , -
Rank given '"existing...appropriations" . -

Rﬁnk éiven "new federal. legislation" -

y - 1772
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T171- Co o '
) - .o .. € \. 3 .
Card 2 (continued) " L] .
3 . v . N 1’ . X
Information e | Code
‘ . . i )
Rank given !state general funds'" - | - oo
. . ! .'i
Rank given 'ew state legislation" e, -
Rank given,'other" (average if more - - - :
“than 1) ! . ‘ .
. ‘ ) e -
. S5 7 ' .
- ‘Proportion of disadvantaged students ¥ - .t
graduating from instjitution ' . T

t ., . ¢ . . v )

" Proportion of dis'advantaged students . - .
transferring to'another institution — .
Proportion of disadvantaged students” -
continuing for graduate studies. :

) . . a = .. 4 ' ¢
Comment Code Blank= no ,comment, or.
‘ - non-instructive
. \ qpmmen;(s) ;
. ’ . 2 ) R :
. ! 1= Relevant coimment(s)
4 digit ETS+SEQ code \ L '
| ' R .
2 b ‘ ' s '
] * N v
[ “ ' - - .
¢ ! ‘ : ... ‘ . L .;. ) N ) 4
+ ‘ * [} ‘ sy, , ¢ 12
. . ‘.' T R :\‘,T“ﬂ LaRd ":" ', ki . " , »,,A ‘
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-’ - '.‘T Co “‘,,..Cards gy a etc, S ' . . — .
SPECIFIC ‘INFORMATION ON "SPECIAL ey [ AR
' . PROGRAMS_FOR DISADVANTAGED STWENTS" . ¥ L S

- - . . . .
.,, . - oo =N

e (To be completed if code,in,cok 1-2, E:ard 27ig 1 or greater-- LT
' . E one card fo* each’ program speufled in’itom 6] o " il Tl
[N .7 . L. i . . ; ; i . -“ -. : - :_ T, '
- Column -~ . . - . Informat:on e, "Code R A
R . *A':‘:? . . . . ; o - . . . y., . -l S . ;
1 Acaderi¢c orientation code .- . 1—Stnct a,cademlc o S
. oo L .orientation’ .. v T
.o : .- ) o I 2=’SOme non-acaaemla s
‘ ‘. o, A « ., -oriemtation., - .1 7T

¥ . N - - . ] ... &

L. 2.3 NI Nunfber of years program ‘has " . . . - , Cegel T e "':
.. - . . operated ' . ) D
4 ‘ Bridge program code DL s l#Yes § .

. 8 -~ . . 4 . . 2=NO - 1 .
‘5 . ' .lime-of-offering code - - - .7 l1=Summer school only, . =~

o ‘ | = ’ . 2=Regular t;erm onl)g ]

. ‘ g S-Both oo -

6-10 “. Full time.students served " - o
M I3 . * - L -7
- A SO N . . - ,_:_ : P
©11-15 * " Part time students served . EEE S A R

. A L -

.16-20 . 7 ‘Full time eéquivalent students served
‘ @ , . .

.
v

2122 Full time faculty

23-24 Part'time facllty

1" B IS > *

. 25;26 ' Full'time equivalent faculty:

9

27-28 . . Full-time staff '

29-30 Part time ‘staff -

;* (See' £ ’cached Ry
2= eoding, Y T
LB shEES)- .

§
1
L

[ . ..
il - 7 e LN
I . t ot

L O Y

L

..
A

o . PR
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N 3 n v
:’ . HY )
wr .
y - . r
'v .
=
4
S Jee
" N
. T
L . A
‘.
< o
e T : Blank
»,; : - . 3 : .

. -
w ?

: Gontent or’nature codes of
.~ L program, - £65- the 17 o "ptions ,
. ~(exc1ud1ng pther) of item 7.len) .
fe.g. !"special academc couns‘el:mg,
guidance, or adyisoly assistance™ .”. .
a“ .corresponds to-Col; 417 Mspecigl - " -
. & Tecruiting efforts’ or strategy" Lol
* - corresponds to. Tol. 42;. .. f "1nvolvement
-~ of ‘extra 1nst1tut;ona1 resources--, Schools
*. sending students" corresponds to col. 45; S :
« /3-"guidance for. graduate. study" corres- st BT e
ponds:to col. 57 - - .., B A

“n

Other content or nature code R -' BlankbNo other content ".'“1, E

(1tem 7 category "other") , . 7 a. 7 [ or-natufe fo:r th).s N
IR ‘.- program:.’ .

1: One other content. ” .. .
spec:.ﬁ:.ed for this )

cprogram -7 T L, - T

2—- Two -other: contents’ T

speqifzed for th:.s e

-‘,

: . .; B D
program.--w. (RN Ay SRR

el Lty e -~

'.' ‘x = -7 "‘t ';
‘4 DL ST .
Dy ".. - . . Al

i R e
RUN

y f,.9=.‘Nine other contents ¥
Fee e spec:Lfled for thls L
. program e
Program cost perm student 1.n $100 umts ! e ) i B
(55~36)/(16 20) s rounded. - AR T AP T

RS - e . PRI
» P o

ETE students per FTE facult) memb R P -
(16 -20)/ (252283 -rounded y menber St

N . ¥ Lty
. . - ~ e :
. 4 dlglt ETS-SEO Code . . . o - a T 3
: ‘ SN e g AR T :
3 ‘ o o - 9 ~ y Ty
. . L.
' Card’ number (senal numbetr - . e R S
¥ ' v - L
N . ] NP . -
of prpgram ‘in item 6, pius 2) R Wt L
. “ o. ALED) A
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T TR
. FUNDING PATTERN .CODING . ~ .-, = - ' - 1

R ¥ - oy
. . . "o Ao ¢

y . -
- ’ .

A 3 dlgxt code w111 be generated for each of the lines completed on page 2, (tem 6
of'fhe questlonna1res

. e

L}
-

The first,diglt of this coae represents basic funding incormation as follows: : .
i Flrst Code Dlglt o ° For, . ) .‘ - L :
R : ! - . 3 . .
L i,: b / - USOE funding exclusively relates to the )
» . r three specific-programs."Special Services .
A : . to Disadvantaged Students™, "Upward Bound", Ca,
' . . and "Talent Searchﬂ. e '
2 . . USOE fundlng xc1u51velz of any other program.’ '
+ 3 . OEO funding xc1u51velx ’
4 USDL or other Federal fund1ng xc1u51velz "
— f ) ' .
5 State or Local fund1ng exc1u51velx L :
6 Institutional funding exclusivelx
7 I Foundation funding exclusi@elg1 )
- e 8 T Funding by exactly 2 agencies_ . . .
: ) ol . . . .
’ 9 ’ Fund1ng by 3 or more agenc1es o, ) ]

The last "o d1g1ts of the fundlng code are self produced codes with the fOllOWlng

. excepthns st . . . . S N
.:;__Programs of Special Services to disadvantaged students are coded"}Oli. L ,
R Pregrams of Uprard BoLnd are coded as 02'. ' A ' ‘
Vf : Programs of Talent Search are eoded as ”103; ‘ : . PR ,~' . . Ce
LR I - . "
_ Non speCLfic US0E funding" 1§ coded & nzob{. T T
'ﬁfj On spec1f1 OED fundlng 15 coded as oOO' : »‘ -~::>°d; ~:‘1 ey : ' ::‘ ;. - ;ih’
~‘.Q Non sEeczfic UéDL or' other Federal fundrng 1s coded as '400' SRR '} ’:.f).":i
"Non sgeclflc state or: ldcai fhnd1ng 15 eoded as '500' Y %_"<%Z ) { :: o , Cov
hon speC1§1c 1nst1tut1ona1 fund1ng 1s coded as '60@2 i : fi' ST . -. Y

. Non speclflc f6undat10n fhndqng 1s coded as '700' ) S N




. - 215

200 - Non—speclflc U§OE fundmg

- Title I - ESEA

b}

'?fﬁzsg ¥

201 < Higher~ Educatlon A@t of 1965 o
“Title ILI" ) ) ,'
zoz.~ Higher E&hcatiqn Act of 1965, 240 -
*Title IV-C: . " 241 =
:205'- OE - BHE - DSFA 'WSB ' 242 -
' 204 - DE-- BHE - DSFA - LB ca T
205 -'OE - BHE - DSFA ~ EOG B 7 &
206. - DHEW - ABE \ . 244 -
‘207 - DHEW - Welfare - . .© 7~
208 - OE funds through Supplementary , 243
' 'Training Associates. -, - - .. 246
209 - HEW, Vocat10na1 Amendments. 1‘247‘-
210 - ngher Education. Act of 1965, 248 -.
T Work Study = . YO249 -
211" - Higher Education Act of 1965 250 -
o National Defense Loan '
-212 - EOG ' 251 -
213 - HEW - Peer-Tutor Teacher Aid 252 -
‘.. Program o ' 253 -
214 -'Unspec1f1ed HEW 254 -
- HEW - Public Health Service 255 -
216 - HEW - Teacher Corps’ . 256 -
217 - Higher Education Amendments of 257 -
) 1968 ) 258 -
218.- HEW-EPDA 259 -
219 -"Héadstart Supplementary Training 260 -
. Funds ) 261 -
220 - NDEA '
221 - USCE via State .
222 - HEW - Health Manpower 262 -
223 - HEW (with Southbend Communlty .263 -
School Corp.) 264 -
224 - Vocational Education for Dis- 265 -
advantaged Students and 266 -
Physically Handicapped 267 -
225 - HEW - Adult Education Act of 1966 268 -
226 - Social and Rehabilitation Service 269 -
227 - HEW via County School System 300 -
228 - Vocational Education Act 301 -
229 - Education Professions Develop- ~ 302 -
ment Act 303 -
230 - Mangower Development and Train- 304 -
ing Act . ! 305 -
- 231 - Nurse Training Act of 1964 306 -
232 - Highér Edycation Act of 1965,
CEIHS 307 -
233 - Elementary and Secondary Education 308 -
" - Act, Title III )
‘234 - National Institute of Health 309 -
235 ~'National Fund for Medical Educa- 310 -
: tion : 311 -
- "Title I'' (PL 89-329) - 312 -
- OE - specified for tuition grants 313 -
314 -

177

= ESEA Title T
< 102 - B funds

w i . . . s »
PN . . ]

L

HEW "funds. for “Program for the
recruitment ‘and retention of
Spec1a1 Students

Unspeclficd {QE

iDeveloplng Instltutlons Grant

"HEAP' 11965 H.E. Act Title III

* as amended)

PL 89-329, Title IV-A section 408
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act ‘(Title, VII)

]

HEA T1t1e vl - -

HEW via Greater Omaha Communlt Action
HEW - Maternal and -child health service
HEW - Health Service and Mental Health:
Admlnlstratlon . .
Tralneeshlps . "

Cc.0.P.

HEW Research and Demdnstraﬂlon

Higher Education Act, Title II-B
Federal Vocational F-2

Federal Vocational 4-B

National Youth Sports Program

Title VI - C§&F . . L0
VEA part A i

College Education Achlevement Project.
PL 91-230 Title 6D Dept. of Public
Institutions, Division for Handlcapped
Children

OEG-5-71-0009 .(OE Reglon V)

Soclal ‘and Rehabilitation Service

HEW -~ Division of Special Pro;ects R
Division.of Student A551stance

Public Welfare Foundation
Federal Funds via HEOP ,
Higher Educhtion 4 Act, Title I:
PL 89-329 Title VB C ‘
Non-specified OEO funding
Economic Opportunity Act ’
Headstart Supplementary Tralning
Model Cities

OEO Migrant Division -

High School Equivalency Program
OEO thi.agh Chicago. Committee ‘on
Urban Opportunity
EOG tHrough OEO
OEQ via Greater;JacksonV111e

Economic Opportunity ' *
Job Corps contract " "

LEAA -

Great Lakes Reglon ,

Migrant Opportumity Program

(same as '305)

EPI;STA -- Headstart . S

-

@




315

316
400

401
402
403

' 404
405

407

408
409
410
411
412

414

415
© 416
417
418
419

421
422

423
424
425
426
427
428’

! 500
501
502
503
504

505

406

413f

OEO (and President Phy51ca1 Fit-

ness -Prografn)

OEO (through '"Community Actions"

- Non-specified USDL or other

Federal funding

Federal VEA - Vocatloual Education’

Social Security Act of 1967

Department of Justlce - Law

Enforcement

Public Health Act

.Federal funds distributed through

‘State Department of Education

- Veterans Administration
Department of Justice - Omlnuqk&
Crime Control-Act

Federal funds for- Dlsadvantaged

Employment Opportunity Act

- WIN

' NYC (Neighborhood Youth Corps)

Student Special. Service Planning
Grant

- USDLy via National A111ance of
Businessmen

-. Department of Interior - Bpreau
of Indian Affairs

- Emergency Employment Act of 1971

- Civil Rights Act -

- Public S_rv1ce Careers ‘

- "New Careers" - .* i
- EPA . !

+ 420, Appalachlan Reglohal Commission

- Unspecified. Federal funds via state

'~ Department of, Ihterior - Youth

Conservation ,Corps, *

- College Education Achlevement PrOJeqt

- Pederal Highway Safety Act

- HUD (EOPS)

- LEAP ’

- USDL - subcontract City of Chicago,

- HUD through .North Texas Planning
Copmission "

- Non-specified State or local funding

- State General Education Fund, Title
IIT ~ Alabama

- State Appropriation, dxtended
Program; California

- Alabama -, PL 91 -230 Educatlon of
the Handicapped R

- State. Board for Communlty Colleges
. and Occupational Education

- CDE : '

1
%
&

o . "l 76"

506
507

508"

509
510
Sl
512
513
514
515

" 516
.517
518

519

520

. 521

522
523
524
525
526

. 527

528
529
530
531
532

533

534,

535
536
537
538
539
540

541.
542.

543
544
545
546
547
548

549
550

[ IR TR A TR S TR TR T T N S |

-
[N B | I

Lt

I

[ 4

, o
Special State Appropriation ,

State Board for Vqcational Education *
Disadvantaged and .Resource fund

State Adult Education R

Chicago Committee on Urban Opportunity
State vocation Rehabilitation funds l
Local taxes

State Department of Welfare

State Vocational Technical Board .
Community Gift Support ~ -,

State NYC .

I1llinois revised statute - 122-30-15
State .General and Department of
Rehabilitation’

State Appropriation -, general

State Vocational Education Funds ,
State Employsment Security ‘Commission
State Department of Education’

S.R:S. .

Program of Contlnulng Stud1es

Local (CDA) N
Department of Social and Rehabllitatlon
Institutions (Oklahoma) | -
_Education Opportunity Program - N.J.
"Urban Educatlon Corps: - N.J.

Department of Community Affairs - N.J.
City (or county) Board of Education
State Department of 1abor/1ndustry
State law enforcement a551stance
Council grant

'Board of Regents
CoMblned Special and general state ,
approprlatlon

Chio Rehabilitation Resources Board

Staté Bureau of Employment Services

HEOP N. Y.

N.C. Rural Manpower Development Corp.
County funds (for NYC)

Metropolitan Action Commission

Texas Education Agency (and Local)

Higher Education EqUal 0pportun1t1es '

Act - State funds N.Y?

State Department of Higher Education

C1ty of N.Y. Executive Budget
"5 Towas, Community Center"

+EOP N.Y.

N.Y. Full Opportunlty Program
N.¥. Dgpartmént of Correctlonal

Services .

CCC (Illinois) : )
Illinois State Scholarshlp Commission

é

’

—_—

1'1’7 R . . ) ’ »

v




551

600 .

601
602
603
604

. 605

606
607
608

609

+ 610

611

619

620

621
622

623
624
625
626
627

628

1629
1630

631

. :”172'
| f
- St@te Bureau of Employment ger ces g 700 -
- Non-specific institutioénal fund;ng . 701
- Special "Student Aid" funds | Dot 702 <
- General funds plus fees ';fi L 703'—
- Strictly fees/tultlon. SN R 704;1
- Gifts b Tes 1
- Bdard of Trustees . - T 706“%
- Summer School General Budgett'*'f' ; P
- General funds, tuitighzendowment ~ - '707
- General  funds plus’ 5‘@ £ Govelrn- IR
ment g A U708 -
- Funds for developmental cour es. ‘ﬂ
- Faculty contributions‘plus .| ‘f’ C, 709 ¢
Student Government . . S, 710 =
- Admissions office plus Studbnt.f‘.,’.ﬁlll -
Government T bl 712

- Salaries (from general funds)l f“ 713 -
- Regular financial aids and: f volT14 -
- institutional funds  ° .. v 718 -
- Financial aid and grants-in-aid i{;'ﬁjlé,-
- Institutional "matchlng grantsﬁ | 717 -
& General funds from state ' ! u:LW»-=/¥1§ -,
approprlatlons ang fees ‘;-r“r;m.ﬁ;i Ty
- Geperal funds (in ome -on endow{ ‘L|,‘,71§_;
ment) *’“Til S r o720 1
- General ds (J. C ) - state ‘I}UHj‘;72m;‘
and local funds* ' . ’bﬂ?3ﬁ7.;722;'
- Division of Communlty SerV;cesleJ"; 7%3ﬂ'
- “Funds plus tuition '@ . \,J‘LHW”J nﬁw
- Office of Student Serv1ces J: HQSU;, 725~
- General funds plus unrestr1 te? ;1‘ ! 726r
gifts o : JﬁJ'”“ 727" -
-, ""Claremont Colleges 1;f“‘gA yw$ o ?28'—~
-'Title Grant ° ‘ fo, ,I" 729H
- Institutional Human Relatlons { ,¢N] ; ;QJ
* Council oo 'r) 730 -
- University Grggts to Manrity‘ QIJV 731 -'
Students k732
- Regular College Budget §upportedﬁw,w .,,'
by Sponsor, Stuéent Smate{ R 735 -
- SUNY,- EOP funds 1 SESIRCIRRA k" T

- Voluntary tutoring . : Q‘f”‘ é'fj'?ﬁ
-"SUNY plus Instltutlonal salarﬁuw,b
funds ¥ .l;w!op:ﬂ

%

-, 737 -
tultﬂon,:ﬂ.:l

|

- Instltutlonal funds R
local taxes, state appd‘rﬁon}‘r ‘;1:‘. . 739
| hent Y

'.C611ege§ institution b°‘ N

phial 74é -

L 1

Non sPec1f1ed 1nst1tutlona1 funding
MDTA o

Un;ted Methodlst Church ,

Al'fred P. Sloan Foundation
Rockefeller Foundation

CLEOD' '(Council on Legal Educatlonal

' Opportugity)

Evangelical Covenant Church of
Armerica.

Amerlcan Association of Medlcal
Union B
MAction!
CLEO:

- %

'Tmnker Foundation

Ford Foundation
Reformed‘Church of America
Kellogg . N ;
American Baptist L
Bob Davis Scholarship fund
Rockefeller Foundation plus
Hmll Foundatlon )
Booth Ferris Foundation
Private. (unspecified)
D1ocese offi Providence

-

. B

. Loui's' Calder. Foundatlon

NCAA. -

Unlted Progress, Inc. ..

Butler Mfg. Co. ’

Joélah  Maey, Jr. Foundatlon

Mass on g1 11 Foundati on

Manpower Development Corp.
Natlonal'Endowment for the
Humantles | .

Ro kefeller Foundatlon

Un pec1f1ed Business and Industry
Seven Coileges Consortium (Ford ,
and Dansforth Foundatlons)

Band (unspec1f1ed) ‘ e
/ .

735 - Lutheran Churches and prlvate sourceé
736w—,Zale Foundatlon

Moody Foundatlon

W 738 - Geheral Electric, Inc. P

Foexderer Foundation , o
Calder Foundatlon - '
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+ 754 -
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761 -
762 -

763 -
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767 -
768 -
, 769 -

770 -
775 -

776 -
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pnlted Trlbes Qevelopment Corp.
Haas'Foundation

Association of Foundations

College of DuPage Foundation, Inc.
City University N.Y.; Institutional
funds . '
County;Private, ’
Department of Mental Hygiene; "VEA
Institutional funds; State EOP

OE; Bureau of Indian Affairs

A.P. Sloan Foundation; Student v
tuition *~ « . .
VEA part B; Institutional
Genexal Funds; College Work
Donations ; MCCCD '
WIN; D.O.L.

Campalgn for. -Human Development
Special Fees ) . v
Mary Foundatian; Institutional
Texas Education Agency, Local
Funds .
Institutional;
Christian Brothers
CEP/MDTA ‘ "
Institutional; Ford Foundation -
Center for Educatlonal Actlon, -
Institutional ' * S
State General Fund; ‘Student Aid
Corporate Gifts; Sloan Foundation
HUD Fellowships; ASPA

Private Gifts; F;ﬂeral Scholarships

s

@Study

Contribution from

N.Y. Times Found
dation; GTGE Foundation; Inst1tu—
tional, Funds

NY EHOP Institutional "funds,

. federal funds

777 -

778
779 -

780 -

782 -

Fleischman ¥oundation; Ford
Foundation; NY State; Institution-
al; funds from other institutions °
Same as 776 plus
Same as 776 plus”student fees

N.Y. State Department of Education;
NYC Committee for Blind; Lions

Club

HEOP N.Y.; 1nst1tut10na1
unspec1f1ed other
Academic Opportunity Consortium =

funds;

" NY HEOP; EOG, NDSL, CWS, NY Scholar

Incentive; Institutional funds
HEOP; Institutional Grant;
Division of Rehabilitation
Federal funds; Institutional .
Grant; Dlv1510n of Rehabilitation
HEOP: Institutional; Student 7
Association funds; Foundey)i]on.,
funds - *

786
‘787

788
- 789

790

794

795
796
797
798

G

799

~

ion; Eastman Foun-

ther State funds °

- HEOP; Institutional; Shlffman<foundat10n
EOG; CWS; NDSL; HEOP EOP; Ot ot
Irfstitutional _ //FE
N.Y.*EOP; OE; CACHE .
N.Y. HEOP; N.Y. Scholar Incentive,
~Mater Dei A
Brunne: Foundation Commonwealth
Foundation; Central Brooklyn Model
Cities Human Relations Administration’
N.Y.C.
OE, Divisien of Special Services;
Tuition and other university sources
PL,91-230; MOTA; WIN; DVR; RCC
State, local; 1nst1tut10na1
Special G1fts
EOP-N.Y.; EOG;~NDSL; OE (unspec1f1ed),
Inst1tutlona1
EOG; CWS; Institutional -
-,0E; Institutiomna; Buhl Foundation
- Private Gifts; Federal; General Funds'
- National Defense Loan;<Texas N
Opportunity Plan; United Student Aid
Fund; Federaldy Guaranteed loans,
Oth ‘. . - ‘ "
- Pederal; State; Institutional -

=
[}
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al

Federal;, -
State; Log¢al (or.qoung;i‘
VEA (part A); Local

Federal; State

- QOE-WSP (OE-PL 88-452):

OE (unspec1f1ed), Institutional

Unspecified state; Institutional

State; NDEA .

State; Title III

Institutional; Title III

OEO; Rockefelleg Foundation

State; Vocational Amendments of

1968

Institutional; Local

OEO, Title III; Fees

Institutional; Model Cities

» Unspecified Federal; Institutional

Model’ Cities; State budget,

EPDA-E0A; State’

Tuition; céntributed services of

religious personnel -

HEW Title IV-A PL 89-10 Migrant
ndment; State

Higher Education Act; Local
State- geni?al ;'Title’ I part C' of
EQA
HEW} Department of Labor
Institutional;State Board for
C mmuplty‘Colleges ~
Ifstitutional; Unspecified other
I stltutlonal "'special' state
San/Francisco Consortium; Ford
Foundation .

- EOG; ''special State

Vocational Education; State °’
Department of Rehabilitation
Federal; State vocational

OEOQ; State . :
Divisign of Vocati:nal and Teghni-
" cal Education; Board of Vocational
‘Rehabilitation

OEO; Model Cm#ties ,

Adult Education Act; State

STP; Training Rehabilitation Act
"Local funds; Mode]l Cities’

OEO; Institutional
OEO; Local "
Eugene Agnes Meyer Foundat#én
. Ford Foundation

California Youth Authorlty,
Inst¥tutionaly

-

.

Institutional
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844
845
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850 -
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7'862
863
864

865
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867
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868
869

&
370

871
%A 872

r’ 8753
4
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.State funding; tultlon -

) A
National Urbam Coalitioni~PL 89-329 -
Tuition; Gen&ral Aid
Special State Funds; OE (Special
Serv1ces)
State Papartment of Vocatiomal and

Technical Education; Instditutional
OE; Local . ) y
USDL; MDTA. v

State General Funds; Vocational Edu-
cation Act ’ )
Institutional; M/0 Fund

Auxiliary Enterprlses, Spec1a1 Funds

nstitutional; -Title IV A

stititionalg Title I (PL189-329)
Student Senate; Church
Institutionql; Education Develop-
mént Program -
Institutional; Educational Professional
Development Act Lo
Institutional; Industry

Rockefeller Foundation; Hill Fotndation -
""Special Needs:; 'Vocational Education"

Hill Foundatlon Inst1tut10na1
Land Education Fund institutional
Action for Boston Communlty Develop-_

ment, Mass. Board; Regional Communlty
Colleges ’ , R
"Special State Approprlatlon” Gﬁneral
State Funds :

Institutional; Unspecified’ ”government
funds S
OEO; OE l“

General Institutional fees, outside
scholarship aid
OE (PL 90-575 sec,
Funds - -
Inst1tut10na1 unrestricted gijfts

105);.Genera1 State
[}

.Institutlonal, National Institute

for Management Deve'lopment

EPDA; Private funds L0 vt
Natlonal Teacher Cofps; Urban

Education Corps*

"Suppo~tive Services Funds" "Direct .

Aid to-Students" . :
Title III, OE; Massongill Foundation ,
Varied Ind1an Program support ;

Institutional ’

OE; Institutional "matchlng funds"

, Natlonal Instltute of Méntal Health
CSF )
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| 877 &

878 -
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882 -
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892 -
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H;gher Educatidp Act, Tltle VI CODBS FOR MULTIPLE FUNDING - THREE OR MORE
Institutional N SOURCES e .
Emergency Employment Act of 1971;. . S o B
Institutional funds - .+ 900 - OEQ,, VEA,-Stafe OEP, Dlstrlct JFC
Inst1tut10na1 Rockefeller Founda- - Foundatlon .
tion " 901 - VEA, State OP, Local S
National- Instltate o¥ Health 902 - CWS, EUG, NDSL Local . )
Institutional , 903 -_Department of HEW, PubLic&ﬂealth Service, .
Institutional; VEA : " National Institutiqn of Health. Bureau .
Institutional; Bureau of Indian - . @~ of Health Manpowefggw E TR
Affairs ''904 - Banks and Lending Agencies. :
Division of Student ASSlStance (HEW), 905 - San Francisco Foundation, Oakes Founda- .’
Institutional *  tion, National Foundation for the Arts,
Student fees; ‘county taxes Institutional Funds, S.F. .
Institutitnal; Board of Regents - 906 - School District VIE, Federal Employment, '~
SRS; USCE - y Model Cities
Unspec1f1ed HEW; Vocatlonal 907 - HEW-USDL-IVE T
Amendments of 1968 908 - State and PL 91-230, Title III and .
HEW; N.C. Department of ) Fees . .
. Community Colleges e 909 - State and Local and Fees
Institutional;USDL 910 - Federal and, State and Local - 7
Governors Crime Commission; OEO 911 - Work Study (Federal) and State EOG
MDTA; State (or district) Grants and State Budget .
Institutional; Vocatignal 912 - Work Study (Federal) and CEEB v,
-Rehabilitation ' 913 - USDL ﬁ’Staté Special Appropriations
Institutional; Aron Foundation and Associated Students, Inc..
Institutional; Mellon Grant 914 - HEW E.P.D.A. and S.F.- Foundation and
Title III; Student tuition . Vah Luben Sels and Lev1 Strauss
‘Moody Fbundatlon Texas Educavlon; 915 - Feesrand Associated Students, The.
Agency and Faculty-Staff Contributions amd
State EOP; Federa; . Regents and carryrover funds and
UE; Model Cities COP L N Educational Opportunity -Grant® ,
Institutional; HEOP N.Y. : ,916 - General 'funds and Special Insprtutlonal
HEW, PL 89-36; National Technical . ' (Mellon Grant) and EQG ahd NDEA
Institute for the Deaf . .- " 917 - Institutional and EOG, NDEA, Work Study,
) . t Nursing Scholarship," Nur51ng Loan, .
‘o 4 . ‘Scholarship Y
//~j - - ’ 918 - WIN and Local and State ' '
. , 919 - University of-Miami -and, Dade County -
v Community Acthn Agendy and EOPI ;
. : o ’ 920 - USOE - Vocational Educational® Act Ve
. - and- USOE-Vocational Rehabi-litation
// and USOE - Higher Education Act of 1965
\ 921 --Institutidnal and‘State and HUD Model
- < - Cities I
", ‘ 922 - VA and {WS and COP and Institutionai -
y e 7 - and DVR and State . ‘. ;
‘ 923 1 NYC; Special State; Institut¥onal
924 -/ EM; EMP; Act
. 925 4 tWS; EOPS;. General I tltutlonal
h ' ‘926 + EOG and Spec1a1 St and VEA
~ ‘ 927 L EOG and Special State and District
L ~ 928 -.Federal (CWS; EOG; NDSL) and State

Appropylatlons aﬁd Private Scholat-

- « . i ’
é@ps ) * ) \ ! !
. . "
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. 929 - Same as 917 and State . . . - 953 -
‘930 - OEO, USOE, and Institutional ‘
931 - USOE, Chlcago Community Trust, 954 -
’ WC and JV- Stone Foundatior,
. . Field Foundation of Illlnb;s L
- and National Board of Episcopal .’
- CHurches ‘ 955 -
‘ 932 - Department of Correctlons, Junior
- College~Board Division’ of Voca-
M tional Rehab111tat10n‘ 956 -
933 - OE Division of Student A551stance
. . , Institution; Agencies
934 - MDTA and State and Local -
935 - (OE) CWSP; Title I part C, NDSL; 957 -
- Title II; EOG; Title IV part A ~ )
"~ and ‘Institutional - . Lo
o 936 - Fees; Special needs funds; special 958 -
. projects; State Aid .
937 - Institutiodal; Title IVA; Title IVC; 959.-
Title II; State Grant approprlatlons, 960 -
. Ford Founaatlon 961 -
938 - State; Local; District
939 « State General Funds; State SPD 962 -
:Funds ;» NTF Title III - ©
940 - AAMC; Health. Manpower Inst1tut10nal o,
941 - OEO; NiH;, HU 963 ~
942 - Institutional General , EOG; Work '
Study; National. Defense Loan
. 943 - Rockefeller Foundatign; Claremont 964" -
Colleges;.Student, Famlly '
Contrlbutlons, Grants and Schelar-
ships e . 965 -
944 - VEA; BIA; EOP . . .
945 - HEW; State (and Special State), 966 -
. +. Institutional ’ t
946 - Tuition; General Aid; Vocatlona 967 -
ad / 968 -
947 - Vocational Aid; Federal A1d Local 969/m
tax y ,

948 - USCE PL 91-380; Department of Edu- {

’ catiop PL 90- 575; HEW PL, 91-204; 970 -
| « State funds 971 -
: . 949 ' Ford Foundation; J"‘Aaron Founda- 972 -
-+ tion; Institutional C
, 950 - State; County; Fees 973 -
' 951 - Michigan Departmént of Education;
| Departmeént of Vocational Rehabita- 974 -
3 tion; fnstitutional; Kalamazzoo - 975 -
| ’ Foundation ,
.. 952 - College Budget for Student Aidy 976 -

EOG; State Ald

L}

- . .
°
oy .
'

L

L. e . . . ‘ <
“ .

Institutional ‘General; Pxivate
Industry; Alumnl’Fund T
EOG Title 1V; NDL T1tle II
St.. Paul Foundatloq, Tozer Founda-
tion; Otto Bremer; Aid Associatiomn
for Lutherans Churchers; Instltutlnnal
Institutional (General) Emergency .
Employment Act; Bureau of Indian =~ *.
Affairs; EOG; Work Study T
Higher Educatidn Act, Title III;

eneral Inst1tut10na1 Funds; Amerlcan
Lutheran Church; Hill Foundation;. ~* .
Student ASSQClatlon
HEW, EOG, NDEAL, State, General,
Special; Student Senate; Private
Donations co
OE, Ford Foundatlon General State

Funds ' :

Instltutlohal Title II, Model Cities
Title I; Model Cities; State Funds
942 - éxcept that'institugional

funds tome from tyitien and income
State Department nghér Educatlon,
Restricted- funds ; Unrestricted funds;
EOG; Colllege Job Program
State Board of Regents; Religious
Affiliation, Johnson Foundation,

-PmyueDmmm

,St te General Approprlatlons, Glfts,

EQG; Victoria Foundation; Turtrell "
dndatlon :

EOG; EOF; TAG; VDSL W#§.: Ford
Foundatloh

EOG; EOF; Sloan Foundatlon V1ctorla
Foundatlon

EOF; State General 'Fund; Inst1tut10nal
EOF; CWS (Work Study); Amstjtutional-
EOF; Tuition Aid Grants (State); . -
College contribution from ufirestricted -
funds; EOG; College Job Program
Tuition; State; Cqunty )

V.A.; Instltutlonal -P.N. Gate* -,
Institutional; Private Fohndation-

OE0 !
Pr%ﬁbyterlan Church Mlssourl Synod

f
o

Instititional -
State Adult Education; OEO; Local funds
SSDS money ;* State Dlsadvantaged

General State; Vocational Educatloh o
"SSDS”, funds, Kegents; Student
Development o




