\ . : : DOCUMENT RESUME (

[© - \
"ED 138 162 ( : ) HE 008 825
’AUTHOR Piesco, Judith Josephson; Podell Laurence
TITLE Retenticon and Gradnatlon og Dlsadvantaged Students in
. - the Senijor Colleges of CUN
"INSTITUTION City Univ. of New York, N.Y. Office of ‘Program and
R B Policy Research.
é;gﬂ DATE Mar 77
ROTE. 77p. . N
KVAImAELE FROM Office of Program ard Pollcy Research City
S University of New York, 535 East 80 St., New York
Cel e N Y. 10021 ' N
EDRS-PRICE MF-$0.83 HC-$4.67. Plus Postage. *
DESCRIPTORS Achievement; *College Students; Conparatlve Analysis;
L *Dropout Rate; *Educationally Disadvantaged; *Equal
% . . Education; Experimental Programs; Grades

(Scholastic); Graduation; Longitudinal Studies;
*School Holding Power;. Statlstlcal Studies; Tables
(Data) ; *Universities
IDENTIFIERS *Search for Education Elevatleh and Knouledge. SEEK .
’ Program '
ABSTRACT . , o S
A study of the retention and graﬁﬁation experience of
C1ty Oniversity of New York senior college students;-who have entered
since 1970 focused on three groups: (1) SEEK (Search for Education,
"Elevation, and Knowledge program)students; (2) students who were
eligible for SEEK but were rejected by randomization prodedures. and
(3) ineligible students. Results indicate that: (1) .retention is
linked more to high school academic performance. than: to SEEK
e11g1b111ty or SEEK program partlcipatlon' (2) retention is higher in
the SEEK program group than in the eligible group. as a whole; 3)”
SEEK student retention was high during the first four semesters, but
declines later; (4) college completion is linked more closely to high
. school performance than to either SEEK part1c1pation or SEEK
-eligibility; and (5) in general, SEEK students and eligibles
graduated later than did 1ne11g1bles. Data tables are included.
(HSE)

7

******************i**********f*****************************************

* Décuments acquired by ERIC include many infiormal unpublished

* materials not avajilable from other sources. ERIC- makes every effort
* to obtarp the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal

* reproduc1b111ty are often encountered and this affects the quality

* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available

* via the, ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not

* respon51b1e for the quality of the original document. Reproductlons
x
*

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.
******k***************************************************************

PN E R X

1

Q K .‘ . ) ' T :

Dk



- Lo *Ofﬁce of Program and Pohcy Researc

e Cl'l'Y UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK

5.

) oh . .
- ¢ .y, o
. - ‘e -

.

- ’ / L . .
S ..
’ ' - ) LN
¢ ‘ . > . B v
- < . S i : .. .
lf. P . . , . ) '
W% " T "t
— . w . .




’

RETENTION AND GRADUATION OF DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS
IN THE SENIOR COLLEGES OF CUNY

>

.

by

Judith Josephson Piesco‘and Lawrencé Podell

March, 1977

Office of, Program and Policy Research
CITY "UNIVERSITY OF NEW'YORK: -
535 East 80 Street .
* New York, New York 10071

d '




j \ . : S Y OF MAJOR FINDINGS
. ~— ‘

The retentlon dnd graduatlon experience of three groupings of CUNY senlor
college students 7— (l) SEEK students, (2) students who were eligible for .
SEEK but weré rejected by randomized procedures and attended the senior

- colleges anyway, and (3) other students none of whqm was deemed eligiblef

-

for SEEK (and, hereafter will be termed "inellgible") -- who entered ‘since

1970 ‘indicates the following: ' )

-
1 ]
n

“A. . RETENTION - ' : o

Using originéL:enrdllees,as the base.

[

1. . .in the inltial two semesters thq}retentlon of SEEK students was
8
slmilar to that of all other: (ineliglble) students. In subsequent

semesters, the.retention,of SEEK studenfs decreased faster than

- > : .
_ that of all other (ineligible) students; (Tables 1, 2, 4, and 7)
Eq e . .. ) . N .

' : N L, . .
2. . .SEEK students had higher retention rates than SEEK eligibles.

v (Tablesrl. 2, 4, and 7) This difference, greatest in the initial

2 four semesters, decreased over time; (Table 10)

3. . .in‘general, the higher the college admissions ,(high school academic)

average (CAA), thé more likely were students to be retained. This

.
- appeared true for disadvaﬂtaged as Qell as other, students;
(Tables 3, 5, 6, 8y and 9) ,
t . -3 . .
4. . .at all CAA Levels,ﬁSEEK stufents were retained in greater pro-

e
*

portions thhn SEEK eligibles. At CAA levels below 80, the b
- ? t “
retent ion’ of §EEK students compared favorably to that of

|l

N
students who were 1né11g{ble for SEEK, at 80 and above, after the
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[

fourth semester, SEEK students consiétehtly had lower retention than
all other (ineligible) students. (Tables 3, 5, 6, 8, .and 9)

Using as the base those ,students wha had completed the initial‘semesters and

1

gone beyond (i.e., weré enrolled in the fourth, Sixth,keighth;‘or genth

T

semester), the retention bf SEEK students was equal to or less than that'of,

. . ' \
SEEK eligibles in each subsequent year. (Table 11)

ol , :
B GRADUATION : . 7 . J&.
4 . . ‘ ! = ' 7 .0 !
' Using original enrollees as the base. . .,/'
1. . .the higher the CAAy the more likely were students to have

) -

been graduateg. fThis was true for disadvantaged, as well as

[y

other, students; (Table 13, 15, and 16) . -

12

2. . .tbé éroportion of-all other (ineligible) students that
.w;s graduated ranéed }rom four to.five times that of
SEEK students and SEéK eligibles after eight semesteré to
Lwo to two-and-one-half times that of SEEK students and
SEEK eligibles after ten or Lwelve semesters; (Tablg 12)
3., .SEéK stpdents were graduéQed in similar .proportions Lo
SEEK eligibles in each of the entering cohorts. (Table .12)
. wﬂeggﬁabulateé by CAA, no pattern of significant differencéé

wasﬁobgervéd between SEEK students and SEEK eligibles.




v
a'

’(10 0% bs 3.6%;) a difference which was mostly attributaQIe

/

Using as the base those students who had completed the initial years and

[However, 1t.is noteworthy that, for students with CAA below

70, the proportion who graduated after ten semesters was
- | . i

significantly larger for SEEK students than SEEK,eligibles

4

te the figures from two 0f the nine senior colleges.

Data - describing graduation after ten semesters by CAA o

are available for 1971 entrants only (Table 13). The graduati

)

experience of other entering cohorts should be watched fo see

if this becomes a pattern in the future.]

gone beyond (i.e., were enrolledlin the sixth, eighth, or tenth

semesters)

1.

of SEEK eligibles; (Table 17)

]

.the graduation of SEEK students was equal to‘or less than that

1

.among Fall 1971 freshmen who were still enrolled in the eighth

semester after entry, 392 of SfEK'students end AlZ.of SEEK
eiigibies were graduated by the end of the tenth semester,
compared to 71% of all other students; amopg Fall ¥?70 ﬁtesh—
men who were still enrolled in the eighth semester after
entry, 47% of SEEK students and 55% of SEEK eligibies Qere

graduated by the end of the twelfth semester, compared.to

75% of all other_students. _(p. 29)

i
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INTRQDUCTION ‘ ‘

;o Dundng'thé.most'recent decades, a combination of political

\ b .
and'socio—économic events led to a national commitment to *

deal with the historic problems of poverty and race. With

. -

regard to education, it had bécope evident to many that

equal access to educafional,fgcilities did not guarantee

equal academ¥é performance by ail groups of students.:
. C . i

Specifically, the .academic pefformance of students from
.disadvantagéd group$s was ﬁotaequivalent to that of other
- groups in the society; it was suggested that the previoué?

deprivations ingurred'by thege éroups'interfered with the
. P . . ,
. realization of their' academic potential. A redefinition of

-

equality of opportunity fpllowgd. In assessinérone of the;

<

impactsldf the Coleman feport (Equality of Educational

&

Opportunity), Little and Smith ‘obgerved that thaére

<
N

.é&a"eqhality of educational

VEwg outcome rather than an
‘equal chance of acqeg g educational facilities.

. This implied that &% fonal provision might have
to be unequal, or foY“ghere to be "positive dis-
crimination” in favor of the poor, if equal outcome,

i.e., equality of educational opportunity were to.-
S . - be achieved.*

e ...déveloped the ide
opportunity"” as eqgk

] . !

. N

* 13 13 ) - - /—-.‘-
As a result of th;s emphasis on equal outcomes, ograms of
e

compensatory education were developed at every icational

¥

*Little, A. & Smigﬁ} G., Strategies of Compensation: A;Review of
 Educational Projects for the Disadvantaged in the United States,
Paris, Centre for Educationg} Research & Innovation, 1971
Coleman, J.S., et 'al, Equality of Educational Opportunity,
Washington, D.C.: V.S Ofﬁésé of BAucation, 1966. '
\) i . . . - " ’ k\._’ :

EBiq‘ ’ . o ) 0 -
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level throughout the country. These programs usually con-
elsted of special services 1ntended to compensate for a

. combination of social, economic and/or educational handicaps
suffereﬁvbf groups defined‘ as disadvanptaged. '

- - had

-

The SEEK program (Search fér'géﬁcaéién, Elevation and
'Knowiedge) at_the City.Uhiversity of éew York was one such
program.. Implemented in’ September, 1966 * it was de91gned
to help dlsadvantaged New York Clty ‘high school graduates

- gain access to.and successfully complete a senior college
education at CUNY. )

P
-

In order to équalize the, opportunity for ad* .
, . _missions, and to facilitate successful advance
L into the college mainstream, of the economically,
educationally and’ socially-deprived students, .
special funding was. authorized under the teims of
the ‘original SEEK legislation, for recruitment,
counseling, tutoring, remediation, summer schooling
and stipends.**

7

(f*_ These program enrichments were intended to:

S . ..provide for the enrollment in thg senior . ° .

c¢olleges of the €ity University of substantial
numbers of high school graduates whdse secondary
gchool educational/iﬁtalnments would have prevented .

\

v L - ' ) 3 \
8 . . ]

]

*There was a similar program begun at City College, one of the
senior colleges of CUNY, in-1965. ¢

**Annual Report on the SEEK Program, 1971 72, CUNY, pP. 1-2.

) 10




i

_ them from being admitted into any of the senior
: colleges of the City University (and) to equalize
" ' the opportunities for admission, and to facilitate
successful advance into the college mainstrean, :
through to graduation. (Emphasis added.)*

)
PN : ' .
* ’ ¥

To be eligible for the SEEK Program, applicants Qere re-
quired, among other things, to reside in an officially-
designated podé}ty area and be econdmigally disadvantaged.**

. Poverty areas, degignated'by the New'York City Council on
Poverty, were based-on\such'cohsidefations és the proportién
of the population reéeiving public assistance and the median
family income of the neighborhood. 1In defininé economic

' :disaQVantage,\maximhm‘fami1§ income levels were specf%ied,

® based on family size, ranging from $3,432 annual idcome fo£'

a family of one to $13,312 for a family of.eleven or,more.h

3

g For *students deemed eligible (i.e., those who met the

A

criteria), selection was performed, on a random basis, by

the,computeg at the University Application Processing Center

‘ of:-CUNY .

i-.::'- & . . ; /
;‘iﬁ,hay ' ‘h-j : ) % ' o
7R : ’

P . Eé; Tt a
' a N L - -
B R
) PR .

S P
o

£ g o N .
i $ r.'"’. 'I:&,,ﬁ y >
_‘1%-“ I S *
(*’_‘y@daigfanal requirements included: possession of a high school

gzdr guivalency diploma; no previous college attendance (except
vy v.fgx> veterans); one year of New'York City residence; and being

“{Punder age 30. . : ‘
h _ 11 , »

g




With the,implementation og.an open admissions golicx;ﬁin,
September,'l970 disadvantagea youth 'particularly'¥r6m:t;ﬂ' f_ i
minority groups, began applyxng to*senior colleges of CUNY'
in vastly increased numbers. %ppllcants.deemed ellglbl$ for ﬁ':;;
SEEK, but not among ekose.réndomly selected for.Q\vF1c1-

pation ‘in the SEEK program, could, nevertheless, enter

senior colleges. In doing so, they were subject to the
colleges' new-admissions criteria: Af they'were in the

upper half of thelr graduatlné/class or had a college ad—- {;,;

missions average* (CAA) of at least 80% they were guar-

anteed adm1551on to 'a senior colleges Edch of the senior
‘-.- o .

colleges'had its own CAA cut-off point. (The cut-off

varied; at some senior ¢ lleges it was above 80%, and at
. . ‘ b

others it was below 80%, depending upon the rank ordering,

\ - . A
by high school achievement, of applicants.) 1In addition,

' some students who did not meet the entrance criteria were

. >
admitted through. special admissions programs.
R .

’

By the time.the open admissions policy.was implemented at

CUNY, the SEEK.program was beginning its fifth year. 1Its

‘budget** had grown fremaSl.S million-ih 1966-67 (for pro-

grams at thr%eESenior colleges) to $18.5 million in 1970-71"

— -

*College admissions average (CAA) is the average grade of high
school academic courses. . .

i

% The SEEK program is authorized by the Higher Education Oppor-

tunities Act of New York State. It is jointly.funded by
* New York Ciiy and New York State.

- 12



(the'initial yésr of ooen admissions) to $28 1 million in \
5 1974-75 (for programs at nine ‘senior colleges) The SEEK
enrollment had grown from 1, 200\1n 1966~ 67 to 6, 286 in 1970-43\”
to 12,427 in 1974-75. C |

SEER was designed to provide its students with speoisl '

services. - The student-to-counselor r;tio has‘been...f;)f‘
oy oo v

- | 3 | 4 . SRR
: approximately'so-l'for SEEK‘students, compared- to rdtios

four times and eight times that for other studénts attend .g.k
CUNY senior colleges.' During the students' early semepééf
there was strong emphasis upon remedial teaching, small size
sections, and tutoring as needed. In ~addition to regj}ar
offai%ngs, SEEK personnel developed various innovative programs,
many begun prior to the implemsntation of thé 0pen admissions

L]

policy and continued. thereafter. '

. , _ ‘ 4 4
Besides its academic and extra-curricular suppori serwigss,u

.- SEEK provided its students with financial grants based on :
individual student need which were, in general, higher than

‘the amount,of'financial'aig to other students attending

T CUNY. - In cases of extreme need, SEEK. students were provided

' “-ith housing.

.y -’ . .
’i‘,‘- . e \ N v

3




</ Fach senior college adm1n1stered its own SEEK program, sub—
ject ‘to central review.by the Unlverslty Dean for- qpec1a1

Programs in the Offlce of the Chancellor of CUNY. Program
plannlng and management, staff seLgctlon and retentlongN

’ "f.-:._:L.,:,; ]
' student-retention and student personnel services are the

responsibility of the indivigual colleggs. el

4 ' ‘ ®

-~

- After the implementation'of‘tﬁe open admigsions poiicy
resulted in a substantial increase’ in the number of dis-
advantaged students attending CUN? seniog=colTeges, %he

~officials responsible.for SEEK noted that the program

affered its ;students a special educational experience:

(The) SEEK program ngs a distinct and ¢is-
_tinctive structure and faculty, and the -
4&. students in the program identify with it.
(In contrast, the Open Adnmissions Program).
. ‘has no distinctive structure. The students
. admitted under its terms have no special
[ identity and there is no faculty for OAP
students.* i . - .

.

frhe SEEK program had been in operatlon for four yén}s.“

when the open admissions policy was implemented. qupport
- P / . ) -
services for disadvantaged students entering in;1970‘were
4 . L)

v

“The General Plan for the SEEK Program, 1971-72, CUNY, p. 9.

11 | '




developed hurrledly, w1th vgry limlted resources.' The
consensus is that the Btudents in the SEEK prggram had
more available to them than disadvantaged studenthnot
in SEEK Unfortunately, data are not avallable cent;ally
. with whlch to quantify the d1fference in avallable sup-
.porg services and their use. The lack of these data is
"a serious weakneés in the stddy being reported “PGP:‘

. ' ' » 7

The Study = 3

\
. , >
‘DThis is_a'study* of comparable outcomes. Based ugtn data
: » N ,
N Ahat are'céntrally-available'(and very }imited), it’seeks
to determine if differences exist incthe:reténtidn and
graduatibn experience of : .o v

(a) dJisadvantaged students, in contrast to '
° \

other students, who entered the senior
colleges of CUNY after the implemgntation

of the open admissions policy in 1970; and

(b) disadvantaged students who were not in-

-the SEEK program, in contrast to those

. ’ who were.
° . . ’

*in addition to the authord, the following members of the staff

of the CUNY Office of Program and Policy Research contributed to
the study: Susan Wilt, Jerzy Warman, Lou Genevie, Lawrence Kojaku,
Robert Terdeman, and Susan Loveland.

{




Other studies reported in'thelliterature indicate the
~ffoiiowing. diSadvantaged students are less likely to

be reta1n£d~unti1 graduation than.othér college students*

N

and students.-who exhibited poor,academictperformance,in
' | e
high school are less likely than other students to be’

retained and graduated.** , - : .;' - ’
J{ v
- -

_For purposes of this study, disadvantaged students are

‘identified as those who were deemed eligible for entry.
into the SE?K program. Tneir retention and graduation

experience is compared to that of

+
[

-- students who were not eligibie for SEEK who
‘ L 4 .

resided’'in low-incomé, predominantly minority-. .

. * i )l o
areas and low—-income \predominately white areas,***

- \
e

and ° . \

e

=~ all other students w ' were not eiigible for SEEK.

-

—t - —

- oo ' . »
*For example, see Astin, A., Preventing Students from Dropping Out,
San Francisco, Jossey—-Bass, 1975.

-

' . Dhet
_**Fof’example, see Summerskill, J.,  "Dropouts from-Gollege;' in
Yamamoto, K., ed., The College Student and His Culture: An

Analxsis, New York, Houghton Miffldin, 1968, pp. 423_&26

-

***kRegidential area characteristics have been used because no data
_ are available centrally on individual students’ ethnicity or
family incomes. Loinncome areas are defined as zip code areas:
with median family income below $8,000.

16 o



' pation An the SEEK program are compered to data for stu-

dents who were (a) deemed eligible Tor the SEEK program,
,(b) "were not selected (the basis was random) . *for. participa-

tion,in it, (c) but attended the senior cplleges of CUNY
<4 - '\' . X vt ' .
anyway, .under.its open admissions policy,* oo

P -

- 0f course, the two groups of identifiable disadvantaged

 students -- SEEK students and SEEK eligibles who attended

CUNY seénior colleges }-- -though similar, are not identical
A8 is indicated in Chart:A which describes allocation
and enrollment of 1972 and l973 freshmen applicants who
were (a) deemed eligible for SEEK and (b) allocated to

a senior college, thoge accepted for SEEK were somewhat
more likely to enroll than those not accepted for éEEK
11972. 65.0% vs. 54.6%, l973. 70.0% vs. 60.0%). It has
sheen suggested that, as a consequence, the group of SEEK o
eligibles who did enroll may have been somewhat more
highly motivated th;n the SEEK students as a group. fﬁn-

fortunately, there are no data available centrally with

which to assess motivation differentials. There are

Nt

. *For burposes of this study, SEEK students were identified by

computer tape provided by the CUNY University Dean for Special .

Programs. Designations for students eligible for SEEK were o
' derived using eligibility classifications provided by the CUNY

‘University Application Processing Center (UAPC). Those students
who were classified as eligible by UAPC, but were not identified’
as SEEK studeﬁts, were designated as students eligible for, but

.not in, SEEK.

Doy - : R ;
. : . W2
Lo s . . ) i



CHART A ALLOCATION AND ENROLLMENT OF:FALL 1972 AND FALL 1973%.
APPLICANTS WHO WERE ELIGIBLE FOR SEEK .

"10- 'I

S . Not .Accepted for SEEK**

N
_FALL 1972
Eligible for SEEK and
Allocated To Senior College
N = 5653
s _‘> » '
S T .% .
" Accepteéd for SEEK

N .= 3231°

4
Enrolled in SEEK

N =:2103
(65.0%)

2422 &
) x

Enrolled in SeniorAzgllege

N = 1323
(54.6%)

~

- FALL 1973

Eligible for SEEK and
Allocated to Senior College ™

N = 4485

r

Accepted for SEEK -

N = 3042

.Enrolled in SEEK

N = 2129
(70.0%)

I

- Not Accepted for SEEK**

N = 1443 5

" Enrolled in Senior College

N = 860
(60.0%)

1

%0f the four cohorts included in this study (Fall 1970, Fall 1971,

7/

"Fall 1972, Fall 1973), accurate data regarding college allo-
cation¢§pd enrollment were available only for Fall 1972 and

Fall 199% entering freshmen.

 **In Fall 1972, an additional 580 stu
we¥e-allocated tc CUNY community co

. enrolled. ' In Fall 1973, the figures w
o whom 325 or 56.2% enrolled.

‘o .

dents eligible for S%EK o
lleges; 299 or 51.6% of them « .
ere 580 eligibles, of" ’

v
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» . . Co. v
data available, however, for each-of the cohorts included
in the study, which demonstrate the degree to which the

allocation‘procedures resulted in differences between

the mean CAA of the two populations. These appear in

the following table: oo
» | : . SEEK: s )
Initial" SEEK -Eligible
Enrollment Mean Mean " " Mg-Me
Fall 1970 (*)- 71.30 73,49 2,19
Fall 1971, 73.12 + 75.07 - 1,95
Fall 1972 ©73.79°  74.78 | 99

Fall 1973 73.99 » - 75.68. . 1.69

‘ .
In an effort to make more meaningful comparisons, most

tabulations in this' report have .béen bresented controlling

on the étudents"}collegedadmissions (high school academic)

average (CAA).* g

” .
As longitudinal data were not availab}e centrally

students who entered the University in the Spring for '.*

© Summer, the study includes only students entering in
the Fall. Further, students who transferred betpeen
senior and community colleges have been eliminated from

the study sample..

. *All Chi square tests of significance included in this reporf

pertain only to gifferences between SEEK students and SEEK -
eligibles. ‘
19
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concerns retention*, over time, of students who originally

. A

f

e

The report contains two main sections. This first section

enfqréd as freshmen in Fall of 1970, 1971,_1972 and 1973.

. . v ) .

-

'?K; second sectlon concerns graduation after twelve, ten

v CY

and eight semesters for Fall 1970 freshmen, af}ér ten .

- and eight semesters for Fall 1971.;ré9hmen;%and~afté;f

éighg semesters for Fall 1973 freshmen.** ok

.
N : ¥

\..‘:‘~ Lo 3

A

y L N
*Por purposes of this study, retention involves enrollment in a
senior college of CUNY. Students who left to gttend colleges
‘outside of CUNY are not counted among the ro}ained
, "

V

**Retention data were available through June 1975 (e.g., for ten
semesters for the Fall 1970 entering cohort). Graduation data
were provided by the colleges through June, 1976 (e.g., for
twelve semesters for the Fall 1970 entering cohort) Those
senior colleges unable to provide actual lists of baccalaureate
degree retipients for June, 1976 provided instead, 1lists of
candidates for the baccalaureate degree. In those cases,
candidacy was used in lieu of actual June, 1976 graduation.

/
-

20
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. % J RETENTION ' 3

For purposes'of this study+ retained students are those
’
! frestfmen who were Qnrolled in a later semester or had been
' - graduated by then For example, of Fall 1970 frephmen,.

those whe were enrolled in the Spring 1974 semester, or had :

'already rece1ved a baccalaureate by then, were defined as

retained in the eighth semester. .

13 . . . N ¢

Retention of Fall 1970 Freshmen

<
.

. In Table l' the percehtage retained from the Fall 1970 ) w
entering cohort is presented for each even—numbered semester

L‘ _'after its initial enrollment
. ' A \' "‘\
(a)  The difference in retention rates between SEEK
students and students ineligible for SEEK was
relatively small during the early semesters and
grew larger with each succeeding year. After two
semesters, there was only a two percentage point

. -

‘difference between the proportion of SEEK‘studePts
and inelﬁgibles that were retained; after tenl
semesters, a third of the SEEK stgdents were re&
tained, in contrast to over half of those ineligible

- for SEEK.
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.-9‘ ' . o

9

(b) SEEK students had higher retention rateg'than

, . - ‘ | X
SEEK eligibles. The difference ?etween the o'

g

. » . proportion reﬁained of SEEK students anq SEEK *
’ C e [N
7 . " . . -eligibles wasvéréatest in the .initial four *

semesters;
A

after the fourth semester, this v
: dlfference diminished in each succeeding

academic yeaf. To illustrate the range: in
. o Co

the second semester, éhere was §'22.63 differ-

ence in the fetehtidn of SEEK students (87.5%)
and SEFK éligibles (64.9%); in the tenth semester,
pheré was a 4;6% difference between them (33{7%
;s. 29,1%);*1 (éee Table 10 also.) U

« R . .

. ¢ ‘o
' W \ . v
o ] . ) _

Retention of Fall-1971Freshmen ' : Lo

In Table 2, the retention experience of the Fall 1971

entering cohort is presented.’ Observations similar to
) ‘ e
those presented for 1970 freshmen may be made for this 3

v

‘cohort as well. : | . >
-, ] : ‘ '

s (a) The differehce in the retention of SEEK

" : students and ineligible students was small in

the‘initial.four'Semesters,“butAin%reaséd
in subsequent semesters.. :

r

=%
S

*Caution must be exercised 1in utilizing these data for the 1970
entering cohort: the number of SEEK eligibles enrolling in

senior colleges in 1970, the first year of open admissions, was
very small. - o




. . ° ’ '
(b) SEEK students had higher retention rates than

LI 3 SEEK eligibles. Differences between the pro-
: ; — . \ - o Lo
portion of retained SEEK students and SEEK

ellglbles were larger in the 1n1t1§f’fbu
» . ! 7
‘'semesters, and dlmlnlshed in. later semesters'

‘ ’ « k there_was an 8, . 2% dlfference in the.seggéd , . !
- | semester after initial enrollment but a 4.4%
;. . _ - difference. in the eighth semester’ (SEE Table "
_ ' 10 also.) | .
Jf Table 3 focuses upon the latest semester == the e1ghth -~

< for wﬁldh dataadn'retentlon of the Fall 1971* entering

p“* grtruésekavailable. It presents these data separately .
. '4'/".' \1-: e “
for five categories of students: those W1th college "ad-

w - *

m1ss1on averages (1 e., grades in academic courses in high
school) of (a) 80 or more, ‘(b) 75 qo 79 &cf 70 to 74, (d)

nnder 70, and those with (e). general equivalency diplomas.
§ N
-, :
(a) In general, the higher the CAA, the more

. likely students were to be retained in the
eighth semester. This was true for the - ,

disadvantagedf as7we11 as the other, students.

SN .. ¢ . Py
- , K

(N

;e . ‘ - .. /\'~ ’ : o
RS . T o 'fﬁ. e,
*Data for the Fall 1970  cohort have not been presented cbntrolled

. on CAA. because the sample sizes in some categorids were too small oo
for meaningful analysis.

.

- "
& 8
. . N
> . o s
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(b) SEEK students wege'retained injéreater pro-
° e /3% .
‘eportions than SEER eligibles dt all CAA

1e§els.l ' : o/

- . Ae) At Cana levels be low 80, the eighth semester
retention of SEEK studehts compared favorably : I
to that of studentsxwho were ineliyible for -,

SEEK.

Retention of Fall 1972/Ere9hmen
oo ,r'r - ’ ’ ) " a .v \

\
o I ’ " !

. / k .-
. I/ . .
1 ‘:' N v - .

. In Table 4, retenpion rates are presented for the Fall 1972

/ . ) - . -
)N entering cohort: Again, the findings are similar to t?7ﬁgi

made for the previous cohorts.

’

- ’/' ’ \‘

(a%’ Differences in retention between SEEK st;dents'
’ , '//’ and ineligible students, 1nitia11y small,
o //4/,‘Iinc£eased over.time.
- / ‘ R [ N
/ - o L . T -
‘o ”//' ”(b) SEEK stugents had:hdéner retentiOn’rate han )

- // o SEEK éligibleb. Differences in retentio 5 o

0;/4 , between SEEK studenﬁs and SEEK eligibles .. ”

fﬁ ' y”" 4 diminished over tiﬁe (9.1% in the second ’ .
A B ﬁ‘;' semester vs. 7. 0% in the sixth semester) |

’ . (see Table 10 also.) .
/ SN | ' 24 -

. . Y .
. . \
. ’ . , » ) !
; . A . . ’. s
. . . I : .. .
B , [ R . . A « R 4”»,“
) ) . . W
. B
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S . .
. . . , € ' .
%able 5 focusés-upon sixth_semeste;_retehtion data,zthg most

3

recent available for the Fall 1972 entering cohort. ' These
' data are presented controlling for CAA, Similar ébserva-

tions to those made for the: 1971 entering -gohort may be made
‘ . A ) N '\’)’ y »

here. - ' : : e

) ‘- ' » ? o
e - | e

.
’
[ 3

(a) In\genexal, regardless of diéad?antaged
. : -
. status, the higher the CAA, the more likely

students were fo be retained.in the sixth
semester. ,
S A

- (b) Regardless of CAA, SEEK students_were ‘more

. ,
likely to be retained than SEEK eligibles. '

Ve

(c) At CAA levels below 80, the retention of SEEK
students compared favorably to that of students/

who were not eligible for SEEK. -

)

4

(

-

- Fall 1971 and Fall 1972'entefing cohorts.

(a) At every level of CAaA,

. . . , \-’H;-,‘;:r"‘
SEEK students and SEEK ‘eligibles decreased ' '
N slightly betweepn 1971 and 1972
- of decreasing retention rates/was not apparent
. for the rest of the student ’ ’
¥ . * .
~ ( A 2 5

. .
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_-18-
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(b) As might be expected in light of previous n
,‘ observations, SEEK students were retained in -

larébr proportions in the sixth semester'than
SEEK eligibles in both entering'cohorts, T t

regardless of taa.. - . “' ' ‘t !

- Retention of Fall 1973 Freshmen

H - ] ) ) x, .
.- LY

Retention data were available after four semesters for Fall

, . 1973 entering freshmen. As may be seen in Table 7, ,

\u

SEEK students had somewhat higher retention percentages than~n

I

SEEK eligibles, but somewhat less .than all other (ineligible)-

students.

-

)
In Table 8, retention data controlled on -CAA, are presented for

. : » . x
: 'f the fourth semester of the Fall 1973 cohort. Y

(a) With few exceptions, the higher the CAA; the
* greater the retention rates. ’ ' s
(b). SEEK students had higher retention rates than = -»

iy SEEK eligibles at every level.of CAA




- o ‘\

"”FF'“ ?‘_ (c), At CAA levels below .80, the retention of SEEK
. L sﬁhdents compared favorably to that of students
1nellglble for SEEK. - * ,
‘\\\ _ o »‘ .

L]

Table 9 compares fourth semester retention, by CAA, of the
Fall 197l 1972, and 1973 entering cohorts. h
(a) Particularly in the CAA levelsvbelowfso;
there was a decrease in'thevfouIQQ éemeéteref‘
a . } : retention rates’ of SEEK students between the
1971 and 1972 cohorts. This appears to have

«v“

been followed by a "levellng-off“ betwee the

E]

- 1972" and l973‘cohorts. For SEEK eligibles,
there was also a‘ decrease between the 197l§
and l972ycohortsf but this appears to *have
heen folloﬁed.by an increase between the 1972

‘.}\i"\ : .
and l973 _‘ orts. (The data of Table 9, four

e

g semesters for three cohorts, differ enough

. frqﬁﬁthose of Table 6, six semesters for two.
cohorts, to warrant attention in future:"\
analy es" of retentlon [involving more semesters

.'and mofe9cohorts]. The possibility of

g alternative patterns developing .over time is

......

..
b




N [
(b) As might,be'expectéd from previous observations,

in the fourth.semester, SEEK'stuQents were
feta;oea in larger proportions than SEEK
eligibles in all threo co?orts,'regafdless

of CAA However, because of the rise in . the
SEEK eliglble reténtlon rate in the 1973
cohort [cited in (a) above], these-differenoeo

v

" diminished in three{out of’four CAA levels.

Summa:yr" Retention of Original Enrollees

e

Obsefving the.rgtention experience, over ﬁime,\of many

entering cohorts, the following were found rebeatedly. . .

¢« - (1) . .in the initial two semestérs the re- R
tention_of SEEK studénts,wao similar té

_°that of all other (ineligible) students;

. in subsequent semesters the retention of
'SEEK students decreaoéq.faster than that -

of all other (ineligible) séuden;s.
0

a
¢4,
SN

. (2). . .SEEK students had higher retentioh rates than
SEEK'eligiblés.~:(See Table 10). This dif-
ference, grehtest in the initial fOur'semesters,

diminished over £iﬁe;

Ve v .
Z 8 » s
. L
.

sy

- \

EM , - T e . - .




\ . =21-

®

(3). . .in genéral,'the higher the college adriissions © EEN
(high school academic) average, the more .

"+ likely students were to bevfetﬁinéd, This
:appeared true for disadvantaged,;as wéll-as

A

other, (ineligigle), students.

(4). . .;t all CAA leveis, SﬁEK spudenﬁﬁ were re-
tained in greater. proportions thaﬁ‘SEEK
eligibles. At_CAA levelslgglow 50, the

‘ retention of SEEK students compared favorably
to that of students who were ineligible for

SEEK.

1

i
v

‘Later Retention of The Retained

Until now, retention has been presented as a percent of
original enrollees. It is also poséible to look at re-

tention in other way -- as a percent of those who had- . g

LU [

survived the attrition. of previous semesters‘. .
: g g

8 &

~

In Table 11, .data are presented which describe retention
in a given semester as a percent of the prior year's o
enrollment. Illustratively, the figures would anhswer

Dy
the qgfstiOn: "Of the students enrolled in. the sixtM: 'y
semester. 9fter initial entry, what proportion were, re- | .

PR “'-'

tained 'in the eighth semester?"” These data allow us
. . .‘-‘, .

]

29 ¢ )



“

tion), the early semesters (in which remedidﬁion and

AN compensatory efforts were concentrated), ahd/or the T

A

lowerclass yea;s (during which time mangjsenior college

-@

‘ students are st:ll deciding their major field of study)

With regard to students who were enrolled in the fourth

semester or 51xth .semester or eighth semester after

L s . .
. - N\ ¢ -
Y v ’ . k . 7

v
Y

initial matriculation.

(1). . .the retention of SEEK students and SEEK

eligibles in upperclass (sixth, eighth and<

o _ tenth) semesters was less than ‘that of N
. : : C :

¢ other s‘tud,ents '

;f. (2). . .the retention,gngEEK students in the sixth

" eighth and tenth semesters was equal‘to or

less than that of SEEK eligibles. '
1 e.., ,.\r,'.d . - ‘

This was true for all of«the entering cohorts for which

data were availahle:. Fall l970 Fall 1971, and Fall l972.h,
b ' ) BN B ‘ . : : v-:H
: . 180 SR

v ‘ R Y
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GRADUATION

- RS

'~ . ‘ . o . ;‘ 3
In this section, data-are- presented descrlbipg the per-
1&

centage of students. that received baccalaugfate degrees*:

©

from among -

A
i

.
T . Y B
- N . v
K . .

- ';Fall 1970 freshmen after elght, ten,~and

twelve semesters,

- Fall.1971 freshmen'after’eight'ahd ten. !
’ b . L o :
semesters, and\ "; .
&

[ : !

-- . Fall 1972 freshmen after eight semesters.

i
’ «
o . o .

Table 12 pregents graduation data for Fall 1970 freshmen after

-

twelve semesters (as ef dtne, 1976) Nearlf oneetifth'of

the SEEK studEnts (19.1%) and SEEK ellg;bles (19.2%8) received
their’ baccelaureate degrees, Among the rest of the Eall

1970 entering-freshﬁen, tﬁe-figsfe was moze than twice that.

M

-

. *For purposes of this study, (a) 'students who received Associate

degrees’ from senior tolleges were not considered to be graduates
and (b), when data by college are provided they exclude students
who transferred among senior colleges (i.e,, they include only
those students who originally enrolled in a senior college and
. remained enrolled in that college or withdrew from GUNY),.

31
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Graduation of Fall 1971 Freshmen

. v y St
In Table 12, graduation rates are given for Fall 1971 fresh-
men, . Tﬁp proportion of SEEK students who recéeived bgcéa-
laureate degrees after ten semesters '(as of June, 1976) was

virtually identical to that of SEEK eligibles (16.6% .vs. 15.7%):;

- Among the fest of the Fall 1970 entering freshmen, the figure

.. T

- Graduation by CAA PR o

§ .
was moré than twice that. ’

Graduation of Fall 1972 Freshmen

o ' : .
Tab}e 12 alss pfésgnts g&aduation rates for Fall 1972 =
freshmen. After eigbt semesfers (as of June, i976), the |
proportion that re§eived baccalaufeate degrees was}§ir5
tually identical for- SEEK' students (4.4%) and éEEK

eligibles (?.4%); ’Am6ng the reét of the student‘body,

B}

the figure was about four times that. .

L

L3 T : : g
e i ' .
. o . TR ¢ v
M Y C S - :

Table 13 presents graduation’rates 6f Fa11.1971*ﬁénte:ing

freshmen by ‘college admissions average. ‘

gk.

: . . . N s
fcgaduation data for FalI 1970 entering freshmen weére not pre<-
sented by CAA because, in some categories, the number of SEEK
eligibles was too small, for meaningful ahalysis.’

99 .



(a) In general, at every level of CAA, SEEK
" students and'SgEK'eligiblés.were(graduated .‘
"in smaller propprtions thah'other students;;‘
(b) The proportion'of SEEK students that was BN
graduated after ten semesters was 2. 2% 1arger N
for CAA '8 betWeen 70 and 74 3 3% larger for
g CAA s between 75 and 79, and 3.8% largexr for
caAA! s above 80 than SEEK eligibles.’
5fThe proportionzoflsﬁﬁxrstuéenté'Qith'CAA's
. o below 70 that yas graduated after ten semesters
— was significantly greater (6.4%) than SEEK
| 'eligibles at‘tﬁat level of CAA. As may be;
seen in Table 14 the graduation experience
of students from two (City College and John
_ Jay College)'of'the nine senior colleées were
major factorb accdanting'for this dlfference.*, L ,';

k3

]
-

1 1"’

*1f those tw‘o colleges were excluded, there was a 2.97% difference
(8.8% SEEK vs. 5.9% SEEK eligible) in the graduation rate of -
students with CAA below 70 This difference was not statistically

T signifigant -

TS . ""L?"“' vl P
. B . N »

.l EE N T L. . . [ v




"Table 15 presents graduation rates of‘Fall 1972 entering

-

- freshmen by CAA@?-'
LS,

e® g
a

sgps

(a) 1In generel, regardlées,pf.CAA, SEEK students iy
and SEEK‘eligibles,Were‘graduated in smaller

®

proportions that the rest. °

‘(b) fhe preportion of SEEK students that was
— : — graduated is similar to that of SEEK
ellglbles at every level of CAA, éicept
(a), 75 79 and (b) among students with
:general equlvalency dlplomas, w1th SEEKI
students leading in the former (7. 6% vS.
3.5%) and SEEK ellglbles Leadlng-ln the
Lo latter (0.0% vs 7.2%).

< -

Summary: Graduation of bfig;nal Efirollees .

wWith regard7to graduation, the following were observed. . .
' . \ )

(a) the higher. the CAA, the mq:e 11ke1y @ere . '.:ﬂ o

students to have" been grgduated Thls was { :ﬁjn_
;‘ 4' 5 : © true for:dlsedvantaged, as well és otﬁerﬁ}
B ,(ineligible), students. -
4 &
; 34 K
" .
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P :
(b). the proportion of all other (ineligible)
N ‘students that was graduated ranged from four

to fivie times that of SEEK students and SEEK

eligfbles after eight semesters to two to

two-and-one-half tlmes that of SEEK students

L

and SEEK eli bles after ten or twelve semesters.
B -

. (c) At all CAA levels, SEEK students and .

SEEK eligibles were graduated in smaller

\

‘proportions than the rest of the students.

(d) SEEK students and SEEK eligibles were grad-

. o uated in s1mllar proportions 1n.each of%mhe
o
. * cohorts. When controlled on CAA, no pattern e
. )
of significant dlfferences was opservable

between SEEK stﬁdents and SEEK ellgibles. "
‘ ' , (See-Table‘16.) [Howe;erq it iS'notewortn;"
: . Jﬁ\o : ‘ - '
C that, for students with CAA below 70, the
| proportion who graduated after ‘ten semesterso
was 51gn1f1cant1y larger for SEEK students 3‘
. than SEEK ellglbles (10.% vs. 3 7%), mostly
s :. o - S 4attr1butable to flgures from two of the nine
| | colleges. These data (graduation after

ten semesters by CAA) are available for
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Graduation of The Retained )

o
L ]
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’
L]

: ’ K L - . Ky
- 1971 entrants only; the ten semester :
8 . N

4 L]
graduation experience for other cohorts
. should be watched to see ,if this becomes.
a pattern in the future.] | . . . f

s ) ' e
LS

]

*
¢ - (8

{ s , . . . -
Until now, graduation has been presented as a percent of
orlglnal freshmen enrollees. It 1s,also possible to view

graduatlon in an alternatlve manner: as a percent of those

who, having survived the attrition of the early‘semestersj

were subsequently graduated.

1

In Table 17, data are presented wh1ch describe graduation

‘_by the end of a given semester\\u)a percent of the number

enrolled in a prior semester. For example, graduation
by the end of the tenth semester is expressed ds a pro-

portion of the number of enrollees in the eighth semester.

The table focuses upon students who had been enrolled in
the sixth, eighth, or tenth semesters ——'after'most, if -
not all, had completed any remediation courses that they

undertook. and had made their choice of major field.
- .

s «



'.with'regard to students who had persisted to these ubpér-
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~

class yedrs, f T

.o, 4"
Pt

(a) the graduation of SEEK students and SEEK eligibles

was less than that of other students, and

(b) the graduagiqn of SEEK.sﬁudents was:equa_ téhpr
_ less than that'of.SEEE eligibles. _ 4
. . . e » ' " . S
This was true for all ‘entering cohorts for which data‘ were

‘available: Fall 1970, Falle1971, and Fall 1972.

>

¥
A

Graduation data for the.students who were enrolled eight
semes;érsuafter entry were available for 1971 enrollees
after'théir tenth semester and for i%70 enrollees after
their twelfth semester. Of -the.1971 enrollees who were
still enrolled in the eighth semester, 39% of the SEEK
students and 41% of the SEEK eligiblés yer;’graduated by
the end of the tenth semester, in contrast of 71§'Sf other
students. Of the 1970 enrollees who were still enrolled
in the eighth semester, 47% of the SEEK students énd 55%
_of.éhe SEEK eligibles were graduated by the end of the

{

. ) . ‘ N\
twelfth Ssemester, in cdnﬁrast to 75% of the other students.

37
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Percent of those enrolled
, in the eighth semester who
e A were graduated in the. . , .
- - Tenth Semester ,  Twélfth Semester
o ! (1971 enrollees) (1970 enrollees)
SEEK. . . . . . . . . e s . . l‘.’l 38.8 ( 694)‘ 47-6 ( 894) .
Eligible for but not in SEEK. . . . -41.0" (’461) 54.7 ( 53), - .%

Ineligible, from low-income and

.. “ predominantly minority areas. . '. —57.8° ( 263)  ° 69.9 - ( 272)
» " predominantly white areas ... . . 64.1 ( 434) 76.0 ( 567) - '
All other ineligibles .. . . . . . 70.7 (7817) \;7551 (8940) - -
.2 /’,f"_ ' ) Y
J , . By
< ) ‘-!
/ N
f |
R
"
§ \
{ !
." - ‘
) .38 .
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: | | COMMENTS I ’
. Th£%~study; b’seb upon/ data which e;eleentrally-availeble,
e is very limitzé. Furfher reeearch in huch greater debth'--

- ° especially studies tHat might_be—condueted within each of '
N \ - the senior.COlleges and within the SEEK program itself --
) L , is needed.

. Ve

L (a) Because of the variatlon in high schools, the use of

. CAA aé ap e-college performance-measure ré not w1thoﬁt.

to enterifg freshmen in Fali 1970 and Fall 1971. In

- ) -.1970, 71! took,the test but, as mentioned earller,

there w7ke)too few SEEKFeligibleelfq; me;ningful analyeis
~ in thatfcohort. Ip‘l97l,_there were enough SEEK | |
s ' ' eligib es, but ohly 57% took the test - end they werei
- \ known[to be unrepresentatlve of the enterlng freshmen
{ 1l: - k cpho?A:‘~In Fall 1972 and after, each of the colleges

o ] . gave its own test to'freshmen. Many colleges, thereby,

’

; ‘ T 2
students _b » . ] “‘k.\-.,u e R

e ) Ny X : R
. - , R ) .
? .

ﬂlong the colleges and within their SEEK programs, 'program

frespoﬁse.to the needs of disadvantaged students varied.
[ As examples: in some, remedial classes*were*of'smaller

: , ’
| 39',/

V&

-




size than in others; some offered remedial courses for
no credit while othars mixed high school and college
material in compensatoryleourses for credit;! someé em—

ployed upperclassmen as tutors, while others uséd

profesSional teachers- some utilized specialized counsel-

ling,'while others used a generic approach'\ Regardless

E

of the programs' offerings, SOme students made more use

.0of them than others. For these programs to'maximize

their cOntribution to the University and to the field,

of higher education, it is important that the impact of

[ 1
these program variations and their differential\use by

.;students be measured The relevant data are not avail-.

able cent;ally but they can be obtained at . the: colleges

and w1th1n the)programs.

-

This study, then, may be seen as one, admittedly limited,

effort "It will be successful to ‘the extent to which it 1s

. - . followed by systematic studies conducted by the’ researché%s

in the? SEEK program and by faculty and 1nst1tutional re-

searchers at th colleges.~

ot
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Table 2: Retention of Fall 1971 Freshmen - =, '
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AFTER o ..
INITIAL Eligible for Predom, Mlnorlty Predom Whlte All Other
ENROLLMENT SEEK but not in'SEEK Areas « .| Areas . Inellglble
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C6th Semester .« SLSM| 443 59.9) BT I 7
ith Semester 713+ 61.4 ERENTR 0.6 75,0
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- Table 3: ‘Eighth Semeéter'Retention of Fall 1971 Freéhmen bthAA‘”f
: " ) p
B g Inellglble from Low IncOme and...’
‘ COLLEGE' ' \ : -
~ ADHISSIONS 'Eligible. for 'Predom,. Minority predon. Whlte ALl Other
AVERAGEf =~ SEEK, | but not in SEEK Areas Areas Ineligible
o 55,6 9.2 % I B ) 5
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T L 56,0 1 8.6
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¥ Chi square is significant at the .01 level, | The followlng are the mean CAA's of SEEX '

## ‘General Equivalency Diploma

students and SEEK eliglbles within each CAA
category
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‘ Table'4: Retention of Fall 1972 Freshmen
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General Equivalency Dxploma , ~ students and SEEK elig w1th1n each
v | NS category:

ﬁ% N I F1E] aa 9%
- T ¥ 99 1,2 BRI
R N D It R ’7, R VR
| ' : ' S A A 64 - .. 65,52




:fﬁyﬁablefﬁ

Ty

Cqmparlson of* Slxth Semester Retentlon, by CAA, |

Among Fall»IQFkinﬁfghii lT?Z Freshmen(
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Table 10

1570

APTER
INITIAL

* SEEK
Eligible

SEEK

Retentlon of SEEK Students ang: SEEK Ellglbles, ;
. Falli1970 Freshmen Through‘Fall.l973 Freshmen

J

SEEK . SEEK.

ENROLIMENT -

SEEK
10th Semester ‘3347
8th Semester 40. 6

 6th Semester 55 4rx

L= M

29.1

35.1

38;4;

SEEK

R
4.3

Eligible

SEEK -

Eligible _SEEK Eligible

1.2

t "." ‘?.‘\! . , . | |

ith Semegter UM 417 dLI 6L £6.6%% 536 6.5 0.0 o
SRS, ‘~.f'ﬂﬁ%1 1 s D g i

2nd Seméﬁ"ﬁé'r ?2,5,8.-‘3,,'.‘5** 64.9 ’,{Bév 4*1? - Y 37'é** 7.7, | L. o“
. . ‘ - ] 3‘:!-.‘ “r v . ;',;; { i . X 2‘1';[_‘4'

Total N (2200)

(151)

(1624)  (1204)

*Chi square is significant at the .05, level,
**Chi square is significant at the .01 level.

(2150)

(1390) . (2307 (822) & ¢
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Table 10A:
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Ch1 square is slgrlf'cant it the .05 Level
** Chi square is significant at the .01 level.

‘
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A fth Sem.  (6th Sem,)
6th Semv - (4th Sem.) .
4th Sem,  (2nd Sem.)
2nd Sem, (lst Sem.)
) | i 0
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: ‘ i g
“Fall 1972 6th Sem.  (4th Sem,)
{th Ser.' .(2nd Sem.)
;nd Ser. i{lst Sem.)
FaJi 1973 4tk Sem. :(2rd Sem.)
.2né Sem. :i(lst Sem,)
PN

4
Ineligible, from Low-Incone'and o

Eligible for Predon, Minority Predom hxte #ll Other - ¥
- SEEK | but not in SCER Areas Ineligible ..
3.0 (833 | 8.0 ( 53) 8.2 (274). (567) 80,6 ( 8939) -
3.3 (129) | 8L [ see | cem 30y aas 8.1 (10035)
e (1567) | 8.6 { 7) 8.4 (362) * | 853 (M8) | 86.6 (11583)
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oo Table12: Graduation.of Fall 1970, 1971 ahd 1972 Preshment .. ..

o Lo o e e BT
AR b ) R e Gt e (5
Lot oo || Ineligible frem Low Income and ... |: ( o
O NFTER . ¢ e L T S -

CoommAL o, | Eligible for = PredomifMinoriﬁy fi"Predbm.‘ﬁhiié AiioéﬁégLr‘ :
. ENROLLMENT -~ SEERK | but not in SEEK . Breas - " | . - Breas~ ‘| Ineligible ..
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. Freshmen T 1. ‘ ’

10th Semester . 16.6 | 15,7 LT
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PR " ! '

¢ ' . ’u, 1

oo L
- - "
[~ S
>

(v X

-

.—l

g
F

al PR
ke
Lo R

Fall 1972 i {
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# Graduation percentages a{ﬁeg ten semesters of Fall 1971 ffeshmen and aftér\gightjsem@sters A‘ '94%
63 of Fall 1972 fres)men for students at each of the senior colleges are presented in appended
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Table 13:Gfaduation After'Ten Semesters, by CAR, bf Fall: 1971 Préshmen
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\ v RN
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. ¥
B |
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Predom. Mi@prlty
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. Areas #@

| 'ALL Other
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(B19) -
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“ 7)41003
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*Chi square’ sani‘lcént is at-the .05 level
$4Generdl Equivalency Diploma
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i The following are the mean CAA's of SEEK
students and SEEK eligibles within each

CAA category
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72,35
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tdﬂv;ﬂ_Giaduatidk”aﬁkpiéadvantaged Students*Afte#’Ten Semesters,
- " by College::?Fall 1971 Freshmen with'CAA Below 70 Percent#

R TR

< . 'Qﬁ . ‘ "/ I l Eligiblé“f0r . ’
s ® % sEEK ., . - put not in SEEK
Baruch College - 4.4 - 145)"“ V. ) 7;1'“ (14)
Brooklyn College  13.2 (91), .. -~ 11.8  (17) .
. . . : *{‘;2,{;& . . . -, s, .
CitysCollege . 11.4 (79) »% 0.0 (40)
- - - ) _ -
Evers College, 0. 0 (21) . : 3.7 (54)
Hunter College 2.9 (35) 0.0 (6)
- b . ' ' . - |
, Lehman College 0.0° (18) - . 0.0 (17)
Jay éollege/// 4.3 (28) . - 0.0 (38)
Queens College 11.5 (104) " , 8.0  (25)
York College 10:0  (40) s0.0 %) :
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. 4 - . . . §» T N
e . N : N

»

\

# students who transferred'among senior colleges have been excluded
from this table. - . ) -

, : ‘. , ‘ OPPR
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e Table 15:~'Graduétion Afté; Eight Semestexs, by CAA, of Fall 197§ Frestimen
E . R :
5 ” | |
SR 'vﬁﬁ; ' ‘ ' : Ineligiblé,,from Low-Income and ...
" COLLHGE | 3 B
- ADMISSIONS L Eligible for | Predom. Minority Predom, White K11 Other °
" AVERAGE! - SEEK | but not in SEEK Areas Areas | Ineligible
Y 0.2 | 124 20" 2%.5 1.9
(382) (314) . (207) ; (407) (7778) -
75-19 RN A N 13,9
& (472) (317) (131) , (208) (3070)
0-74 EE RO PR X R Y 34 C6s
(515) (345) Ao (95) (118) (1503) 1
| ‘ A ‘J‘, ' l
<10 1.2 Cn0 4,2 0.0 | 443
, (570) (299) /f | (43) ‘ (40) (495) .
L L 7.2
(54) (69) '

/ s C

* Chi square is significant at the .05 level. "} The' following are the mean CAA's of SEEK
## General Lquivalency Diploma students and SEEK eligibles within each CAA

v : category:
| SEEK SEEK Eligible
| >80 83,79 : 83,96
\ 74-19.9 7.0 % 1l
, 10-74.9 72,48/ 72,51
.o, 65. 65.52

68»: . [ o ‘ « / | , ,
. : ' | o ‘ v ' 'J / ) 69 “ul
) ‘ ' ’ L : , . Y
v 7 4 . 0P
' 12/76
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o ‘}&Table, 1¢: Craauatlon, by CAA, of Fall 1971 and Fall 1372 Treshrten
¥ ‘:' l\wl , d‘ ' . h X
4 ; b wo (. , | .
,rot R % . Loy @ "
® ) o ¢ 1971 Freshnen g 1972 Freshmen .
L2 ';‘h’. d e R e
” ‘ | I éﬁ i 1h1e, from Ineligible, fro» |- °
’ R *%7? | »gincome and ... . Low=Incone gno |
' ‘ ., . Elig b},e' | Fligiblell - |
e '  for but ' Predom. ! Predom, ' for but || Predom, | Predom, ‘

N , . ' not 4n Hinority| Vhite | All Other L not in i Minority | White | ALl Other
P Tha SEEK ' SEEK M Areas | Areas iﬁlneli@le + SEEK | BRLK Il Areas ' dreas , Inelioible
SR B m ; | T ' I |

AR R L O iy 0 45,0 452 |7 503 °

: (239) ¥ 29) |1 o08) U oan) 0 (aaz6)

) S e ¢ — . . , ‘
I BN IR U IV TSR N YRR VIS G Y . ‘
P n - (352) (31_9) " (119) 1 (232) | (3006) C ' '

: t ;.‘, ‘ A ! , o .

N g 70-747 . 14, 4 Y P Y N O Y 2.0 ’

U o Tl ) o9 (93) (11377) :

“ -‘.‘ :’ ! : ¥ . . ®

0 L0006, 103 | 13,0 14,0 2 !
' LY (Al8) g (2s) (39, (23) (494 .
‘i.“'m ,s' YT\ TT_ ‘ )
~G!'§' 5.6f 13.6
' "“ o (36) (22) v‘

“ . B 1

G800, 159 161 @y jr 25,6 | 3 10,20 124 || 290 | 2.5 31.9

i a(239) (’249) »>(‘208f | (449) ‘ (8462) (382), | (314) ' (207) MOH {7778)

,Qv ) | 2’

K178 R ) 1 ] ' )

B B 4 50 A | 1 IRACI I R 9.6 | 13,9

Lo e (352) 9) i (119) | (232) | (3008) (472) (317) 4 (13 (208) (3070),

v ‘ ' A | o :

Wof-r4 350 6 | B ' 7.5 210 2.9 | N 34 6.5
DTGt (360) | 092) | (93) (515) (345) (\ (95) « | (16) | (1563)
co S I | i
i 700 L7 1) ':f% 51 | 0.0 L2 2.0 l 2.3 0.0 4,4
| sl o9 | om [ | ow | s

.ﬁ.v— ) $ ‘ - ———
T GEDA 2.3) ‘ Voo 0,0 7.2 ’ o
(36) | (22) El o ’ (54) 1 169)
* Chi square is significant at the .05 level ' ,
¥ General Fauivaler¢y Diploma. A . ‘
. ' ':' [ v . . ? 1_2/76
(O - /
' . ‘ :
: L L] b
: ! " .
) “ ! ¢k . I | w,, i "
' 4 vy ?’ ‘ ""l,‘ ’
, ?.' ' ! ¢ ‘ .
o ©o b v e , 4
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Table 17: Graduation of Upperclassmen From Fall’l9;70, 1971 and 1972 Preshmen
[ ' } ;;; .
I . dneligihle, from Low-Incone. and.,.. — “" -
Percent 0f Those 1 - \ . v ‘ " 'f o
INITIAL Graduate¢  Enrolled ‘ Eligible for + Predom. Minority | Predom, White Ml Otgﬁ S
ENROLLMENT by ead of  in the: SEEK { but not in SEEX Areas [ ghreas . Ipell . >
. l 1 ) -
Fall 1970 lith Sem,  (10th Sem.) 49.6 | 639)j 51,1 (132) " 6.9 (145) | 69,7 (310) 1  70 7 “138)
A 10th Sem.  ( Bth Sem.) 23,9 . (%994) | 7.2 (53" 6.0 (276) 658 (567) ° 14 ‘kg“‘ 8940)
fth Sem.  ( 6th Sem.) 8.4 (1219) 20,7 (S 3.4 309) 1 337 (638) N 3.8 (10033)
| S— —— L
. : ‘ . |
(, st Sem.) {2200) t {151) (470) (983) | ! (15023) Lo
h . o/
X ‘ | .o
Fall 1971 10th Sem,  ( 8th Sem.) 38.8 [ €94) ! 1.0 (46)° 57.8 (263) . 64,1 (434) 70,7 7817)
' Bth Sem.  ( 6th Sem.) 9.6 (836)! 14.0 (53 28,6 (287) . . 314 (472)° 1 37,0 (8532)
E— | —r e T °
{ lst Sem.) (1624) (1204) (478) (824) (13676)
Fall 1972 * Ben Sem. [ 6th Sem) 9.1 (1036) 131 [573)* 4.0 (1) 1201 (454) i 6.6 ( 8682)
‘ l i ‘ : D .
A { lst Sem,) (2150) ’ {1390) (501} (800) ’ (14072) .
; 1 - '
» y\
b J.:
\
A\
* Chi square is significant at the .05 level. /-.., ' N Ty
** Chi square is significant at the .01 level. L \ . 73
' i
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APPENDIX TR - .
Table Al: Graduation After Ten Semestgrs, by Collagg, of Fall 197 Freshnen’ . o
: ‘ ﬁ e . t . 4
- ‘--‘—‘ 2 0 - 'z . ; - 1 —r . ‘- 1
_ Ineligible, from Low-Income and SRR ‘ L
SENIOR +'Eligible for B : . C% | ML Other .0
COLLEGES SEEK. - | but not in SEEK Predom. Minority Areas’'| Predom, ¥hite Areas i, Ineligible '~
I \ . . 3 * : N
. Baruch 0.3 (40 | 112 gy L B ) N O O LT | R Ez.a--' (993)
Brooklyn 19.6 (326) | 21,8 +/ (78) 3.5 (26) [} 47,6 (82) - /9‘;3( {2649)
City 18,2 (330) 157 (13) .74 (81), Jd0 0.0 (220) 33,3 (119
. Evers LT 1Y N 19 B 6O SV I | B Y (1 - 0 (9 - 1107, (168) s
: Hunter 1540136 | 203 ) (232) || 30,1 s R 7 9 i 1 ) O LM O - R
B - AR 1 N € A v w CIRT Ty , 118 (34) 19,6 (672) oo
Lehnan 153 (72) . 19.8 (126 9.3 (589" v ' Lo 3l (128) L A0i6 " (1685) TS
Queens M9 @) 1k (6 || 45 (23): 0.5 00, |15l (2393) S T
\ York 155 97 | 20,0 (20) 08 () % (7) 35,7 558 el
. N , j Tl .
. ] & . 4 - R ?’ A
v : 4 g , IR ¥, AN
; * Sy "
| ‘ ! ot K 'v o v --'4 -?‘ ‘ ' | ! ‘ 'l"‘
. ! A l 1 .j“-',‘: |
"} ; ' P9 t wo, 0 ! ',:.
. ‘ . [ ¢ o ", .
) ! t ““ f /et ‘7 T c)' ﬁ”‘ R ‘ .:‘ *
. . . ' ‘r K} : '.‘_‘:‘,A’_u,.
,* Chi square {s significant. at £he .05 l‘ey?el , &1 CR IR i il
Students who transterred among; senior colleges have been excltHa ﬁe, ' OPIR - T
L RO B R e : LI
74 I . ‘ f Y v i ..:"_ _",‘14‘ ;31 , ". N - "‘.
| ' ! I'ﬁm." . : TR
’ ".- "]."I“.“ K] .
th ¢
4y Al g ‘, !
N j

o e
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Table A2: Gracfﬁation After Eight Semesters, by College, of Fall 1972 Fréshmen# ‘
AN ' r ‘
3 , LN g
Ineligible, from Low-Income and ... ‘ .
SENIOR « tligible for e t a A} Other
—COLLEGES —SLER Ut RO In SEEK Predom. 'linority Areas | Predom. White Areas | Ifeligible C
. i B . 3B
. Baruch 3.7 (188) 9.1 33 ok (38) Co15.2 0 (92) S S PO B X '
-Brooklyn 508 80 (a9 ¢ (78) T AR V.) 28,0 (4102)
Ci’;x,;_x; 3.8 (339 3.6 (192) (€5) | 15,6 (154) . 16,7 (129)
Eveyy. 2.1 (48) {.8 (83) - (23) ! 0.0 (5) i 5.5 (182)
Hunter 2.4 (294) 5.6 (427) {56) . ! 26,3, (133 7 7.4 {1082y
"'Jay 12,90 (93) 3.4 (203) (40) T 4.0 (100) C9.6 (1001) r
Lehman 4.8  (166) .7 127y 49 ‘ 4.4 (118) CtALY o [158)) g
Queehs 4.9 (494), 1.7 P X} B (81) ‘ 25,7 (35) o313 (2509), '
York LTlEN LD () yg} (52) 0.0~ {10) 1.7 (71
/‘ '
L4 ' r
] , .
) » N .
w .{ g ' s | ‘1’
* Chi square s significart af the .01 level. ' , SR
¥ Students.-,w'm transferred arong senior colleges have been excluded fror this table, '
t @f‘i L \ , - ) ‘.“
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