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WA ‘ The Higher Educat1on Opportun1ty Program (HEOP) at

New York.University (NYU), which serves economically and ‘
educationally d1sadvantaged residents of New ‘York State, is
described. The HEOB-prov1des supportive servites, 1nc1ud1ng a
pre-freshman summer sessron credit and moncredit courses in basic
skills, individual®tutori ; affd personal and academic¢ counseling.
Economic disadvantage is b¥sed on family income adjusted to number of
household membets, ,while academic disadvantage is defined in terms of

s Scholastic'Aptitude Test (SAT) scores. Transfer students from other:-

opportunity programs in the state are also considered-for admission.
Information is provided copcerning:, the SAT scores Jfor entering HEOP
freshmen 1976-1981; high school averages for entering HEOP freshmen

. 1976-1981; high schoo verages for enterihg HEOP freshmeh,
* 1975-1980; the dis ribution of avexages for students who have

completed the frg€hman year at NYU; the, ethnic breakdown of HEOP

_students; the distribution by-race and sex\ for HEOP students,

1977-1982; graduatlon/attr1t1on fof ‘HEQP f eshmen, 1976-1981; and a
bréakdownh of state, federal, and institutional sources of financial
aid for HEOP students. Since its irfcepti'on in 1970, the HEOP ‘at NYU

. has graduated more than 700° ‘disadvantdged students. Since 1975, more

than 60 percent of- all HEOP students have been graduated~annua11y,
compared to a stdtewide HEOP annual graduation rate of 57.2 percent
in 1980-1981. Of 1,422 transfer students enter1nq°1n fall 1975, 800,
or 56 percent, graduated within 4 years. It is suggested that in
measur1ng program effect1veness, attention should be directed to

.academic and economic eligibility criteria, personal’ ‘factors that ‘may

impede student progress, academic predlctors for measuring potent1a1
success, quality and.use of supportive services, ,and reasons for
program separat1on before graduation. (SW) '
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Program Background

B

New York Univereity has participated in the Higher Education °

¢

Opvrortunity Program since the program's inception in 1970.

Originally, NYU had five pregrams serving disadvantaged students,

L4

the Qpportunities andkEducatiohal Support Programs for Washington

’

A . < ! ' . . .
* . Square students; and‘the Educational Support, Public Service, and

’

‘Career Orlented ODportunltles Programs for students at the
»”

Unlvef51ty'He1ghts College When the Helghts campus w&s sold in
1973, these five programs were merged into the Opportunities

Program for the Schools of Education and:Business and Public
. / '
Administration, and the Educational Support Program for

AN - -

Washington Square Gollege,;and,the Schools of the Arts -and

Continuing Education.gln 1974, the two programs were merged

ig&o the current HEOP program and administration was transferred

from SCE to SEHNAP under the supervision of Dean Daniel E.

P
1

Griffiths. The current program director is Dr. Param S. Chawla,

" and Arnold Spinner, SEHNAP's Associate Dean for Research and

Field Servﬁcesﬁprqyides_overaTl bﬁdgetary sﬁpervision. HEQP/iE////

operatea from a suite of storefront offices at 547 LaGuardia

b}
.

Place and now serves students in SEHNAP, WSUC, BPA, SOA, ahd‘

‘ssw. o+
Programs for economically and educatlonally disadvantaged

/
re51dents of New York State were 1n1t1ated through successive

»

leglslatlve statutes between 4964 and 1969 to expand the

‘ N\ : ) . . ¢ M
participation of ‘minority students in-public and private! R

hidher education The eariiest programs were Colledge Discovery

c

,-and SEEK (Search for Educatlon- Elevation, and Knowledge),' o

(_J

) establlshed in 1964 and'1966 respectlvely, to expand access ¢o‘

{ ‘
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Programs, contracting'with priﬁate colleges and universities

on an annual basis. There are now 73 HEOP ‘programs across the .

K ‘.

state in two- year and four-year colleges and.unlver51t1es and
.é\‘ N N ﬁ. .

-

in five prlsons\ S 5 o

The follow1ng analysis of the NYU HEOR,p%ngramrpxov1des

information on the.target porulation, numbers and types of

‘students served, graduatiop and attritijon- rates, supportive’

"services, and program financing. It also presents some

‘findings gleaned from data and reports of' the HEOP office

°
° ¢
.

and the State Education Department's HEOP Bureau, and inter-
;views with supervisory personnel‘involved with aspects of

program policy. " g A

The HEOPiProqram

-

. . N Target Population

,
- -~
v
P o

¢ To quaiify for admission to HEOP, abblica&ts-must be

state residents, Juneet institntionai criteria, and be both
H academlcally and economlcally disadvantaged as deflned by |
the Regents rules. Economlc d1sadvantage is based on famlly
é s . \ .

» income. adjusted to number oﬁ househbld members for the year

-
& o

prior 'to the student s admlsslon to the college._The max1nun v

.

»

gross annual income for a famlly of four is $10,125. IR 1980-

M 81, 87 percent df all HEOP students in thé state ‘came from' ° Y,

households below that incqme Ievel. Begbeen 1979 and 1981, an.

»

average of 80 percent ‘of all NYU HEOPkstudents fell below
that income level as well. - ) .

o

. Due to the difficulty of quantlfylng academxc ellglblllty

[} -

<

for a11 poStsecondary 1nst1tut10ns, the Regents have deflned

~—
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\ Programs, contracting with private colleges and universities

-

;views with supervisory personnel‘involved with aspects of

<« .-

M g1, 87 percent of all HEOP students in thé state ‘came from ° Y,

-

- < 7

O

on an annual basis. There are now 73 HEOP ‘programs ac;osé the .

state in two-year ang four-year colleges and .universities and’
. :“‘ . S . L

in five prisons) T % : , T

’ .

The following analysis of the NYU HEOR/p%ng{am#éxovideg

information on the,target population,'numbers and types of

"students served, graduatiop and attritjon rates, sapportive’

.
4 ' bl

services, and program financing. It also presents some

‘findings gleaned from data and reports of' the HEOP office - S

Y .

and the State Education Departmeﬁt's HEOP Bureau, and inter-

. »—

3
°

program policy. . . .
. . N

The HEOPiProqram

-

B . N Target Population

.
- -~
- .

¢ To quaiify for admission to HEOP, apﬁlica&és-must be ’ ;

state residents, meet institutional criteria, and be both

X

'3 N

Hacademically and economically disadvantaged as defined by | *

/

L d

the Regents' rules. Economic disadvantage is based on family - ,
- . v : .
income. adjusted to number of. household members for the year

.
w -

prior to the student's admission to the college.AThe méximum v
) . . ~

» J

gross annual income for a family of four is $10,125. IR i9807

households below that incqme Tevel. Begbeen 1979 and 1981, an.

»

average of 80 percent 'of all NYU HEOR\studepté flell below

.0 . -
v N

that income level as well. - - * . o
H

° 4

. Due to the difficulty of quantifyiqé academic.eligibility . ~
for all postsecondary institutibns, the Regents hayé‘dqfined

L] .
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educational d1sadvantage as'"lnadmlss1b1e by normal adm®ssion

standar@s aﬁ each campus," generally based an past hlgh school
perﬁormahce and Scholaspie Achievemenf-fest sbares. Aid levtls are
hiéhér-af campuses with large numbers of semerely“disadvantaged
students, an incentive to recruit and ;ﬁmif more high risk

students from the tarqet Dopulatlon. ) ’

Numbers and Types of Students Served at NYU .

.

ﬁ&u defines academlc d1sadvantage as comblned SAT scores .

. .

‘&% less than 1100 but more ,than 700, and minimum high school

1]

grade point dverages of 2.0 (75 percent): All HEOP freshmen.
arxe regular appIicahts who have heen\rejected.fbr\admissioh
to one of the undergraduate divisions. The Admﬁssions Office ok

evaluates these rejected applications, referring those that

meet academic,. financial, and. residential requirements,te;/jCTﬁr :
) .. _ B L ~ c

HEOP. The HEOP office screens and selects potential -studénts.

from these applicdtions, and then conducts interviews: “At LN

“8,

the ihtérview, applicants present financial eligibility data,'
and are screened for motivation, willingness to participate

e ' - N .

in the pre—freshman summer session’, and”pﬁbhlems that might . \

.

‘interfere withaguccessful program;eomple;ion.

& orogram. This compared to’7,501 freshman applic s and 2,373 x

Transfer studeﬁts;from other opportunity programs in the state--

3

In Fall ‘1950, the Admissions office made 534 freshman

referrals to HEOP and 101 were eventually enrdlle .in the" "

enrollments,ip all undergraduate divisiqnsmincluding SCE!_ '

a ‘ ~

v U ° - \ . - . P Ehe
SEEK, EOPL,and‘HEOP—:are also.considered for _admission to one

of the NYU unaergraduate dfvisions, providiné they\have completed:

o . . &
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. successfully one year of college level work and otherwise meet

. admission criteria In 1980 gl, 100 transfer students Were

admltted to HEOP out of a total of 3,8 transfer students in ¢
4 . .

«

w,all undergrgduate d1v1s1ons. . .,
?he'HEO?«transfer program is basically a financial aid-

~ package, "and only minlmum supportiue services areqprovided.-In

\ addition, finandial eligibility is reviewed each year based -
on DOllCleS formulated jolntly by the Financial Ald and HEOP : N
offlces Students who are denied cont1nued support from, HEOP
may - aooeal to a Flnanclal Review Panel.

| ng HEOP freshmen

|

from 1976 tof 1981. The maJOrlty of these students scored between

Table l gives the SAT scores for enteri

- 0 -

320 and 430 on both the Quantltatluf and verbal sections of the ' .

v

\
SAT. ‘However, whlle 12 ,to 30 percent scored above 500 in math

. : \

-in‘'the past three‘years, less than 5 percent scored above 500
[ v , . . . .
on the verbal. THis reflects the increased number of freshmen

. with severe language deficiencies_and for whom English is a
~ - » » . -

second lahguage.

[ ) . .

Table 1 - Percent of Distribution in SAT écores i r
For NYU/HEOP Entering Freshmen, 1976-81

- ®
»
<

-

{ ) . _ SAT Scores C , (o
Year 200-310 320-430 440-490 . - 500+
Math Verbal Math Verbal Math Verbal' Math Verbal.

-, . , 1976-77 16.3 30.9 - 58.8. 57.4 17.5 11.7 7.4 -
. 1977-78 19.6 33.7 .53;3% 57.7 .21.7 8.6 ' 5.4 --

o 1978-79° 2.2 18.3% 56.0. 63.5 17.2 14.0 23,6 4.2

. 1979-80 1.} *16.5° . 3676° 62.7 31.9 18.7 30247 2.1

' . 1980-81 4.0 12.0 64.0 67.0 18.0 1700 12.0 2.0

Source: NYU HEOP Annual REPOTLS

.
.’ ’ 2 - ° ’
° .
.
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Table 2 g1ves the h1gh school avErages for enterlng HEOP
freshmen between 1975, and 1980 From’ 46.7 fo 69.6 percent of

n, -
adl freshmen in HEOP had h1gh school averages of ‘80 to 89

+

percent, wh11e between 10 and 15‘percent fell’ below 75 per-

1
cent unt11 5978 79. when a new NYU rule placed 'a 1ower limit-of

2.0 as a criterion for HEOP admission. ) _ \

“

‘Table 2 - Percent of Distribution of High Schdol
Averages for NYU/HEOP Entering Freshmen.,, 1975-1980

-

L3

High School Awverages
Year ’ 75279 80-84

1975-76 1} .4 30.8 28.5 . 20.
1976-77 ) . 20.6 30.9 35.
g 1977-178 . ' 35.9 T 23.9 22,
- 1978-79 . - . 25.3. 38,5 29.
1979-80 ) 23.5 34.8 34.

. . Co . e

_ Source: NYU(ﬁEOP Office Annual Reports. L

- : . . > .
Student progress at NYU is.measured in relation to a cumulative.

*

grade,point‘ayerage of 2.0 or bettér. Students bglow«this level

may be*warned, placed on probation, or dismissed based on’%Qs}

debls1on pof the appropriate student progress commlttee SEHNA

°

malntalns a policy that students who areﬁhot maklng normal

progress toward the degree may be placed on probation even though
they have. a 2.0 GPA, i.e., if 50 percent or more of total credits
taken in a given semesterx culminate in grqdes of incomplete or

2 _ - N

withdrawal. Table 3 gives the distriBution f averages for .
0 - N "

—
«

studghts who have completed the freshman year at NYU: The re-
. I « . . ’ \.
tention rate has been increasing, and between 1978 and 1981,

more than ‘80 Dercent of HEOP freshmen completed their f1rst

Q

’ year satlsfactorlly, from 16 to 27 percent had GPA's of 3.0°

-or ‘better. The HEOP offlce repOrts that ‘thé Fall, 1982 freshman

L]

. class has 33 students or 25 percent w1th GPA‘s of 3 0 or better.
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. T
ri . - Table 3 '~ Percent-.-of Distrioution in'Grade .Point Average
[ES . s . ¢ Of NYU/HEOP Students, 1976-1981
. . N ___ Grade Point-Average,
.~ Year - 0.0-1.99 2 0-2.99 370-4.0 °
K - J . = . ] . . R
g 1976-77 . 26.8 . 67.6 |- 5.6 *
o 1977-78 44.6 - ‘ 48.2° 7.2 O
s 1978-79 .  19.2 N . 64.87. 1670
- _1979—80 / 21.8‘ s 48.9 . 27.3 .
: . 19§0-§1 18.0 . " 66.0 | 16.0 .
. ¢ " .. Source: NYU-HEOP Office - ' o
. R ) o, . /7 . ‘
. e E *  .Ethnic and Sek Distribution of Students
~ ¢ - -~

major aspect of HEOgﬂis to prov1de access, to groups that - -
have been traditionally underrepresented in higher education
In 1980—81, the NYU HEOP program enrolled 386 students. The“

' ethnic breakdown of these students was 36.5 percentyblack,~3§.5‘

percent Hispanic, 22.0 pgrcent Asian, and 6 pexcent white. This
\compared to statew1de totals of 54.9 percent black 2§.§ percent

,Soanish surhamed (72.7 percent of these are Puerto chan), 3.2

L]
'

percent Asian, and: 16 percent-White. S ST T e
\ M la ' . - . R
: L]

K 1 . *
1wo factors emerge in analyzing the ethnic and sex distri-

e

- bution'of these HEOP studentsf (1) the increaéing number of

A%ian students whichf this year amount. to 25 1 percent  of totai
/. S~
enro}lments, and the Shlft in percentage of black students over .

the past five years from 48 5 percent to’ 38.1 percent‘Qf ‘total

enrollmentskyhile numbers of HiSpanLcs_remained fairly sﬁable
.'atw%Q to:34_peréent; agd;(%j}the;persistentiy:disproportionate
.\number of female students uho continue to outnumber males by
.; 3:1. Some-possibie reasons,?ie offered for these-factors. - -

- d N

Demographic shiftfs in the city's school population have
L] ) « °* v

* resulted in ncreased numbers’of'Hispanics and Asians in

. - . ) .'. .-‘i - L

¢ ! . ~

)
L . 5 . ’ ‘ '
i ’ “\ . ~ ° ’ .
iE . \ i . / K . ~
JAFuliText Provid c v . “ .




oy

: for aﬁl NYU HEOP studﬁnts from 1977 through 198I-82.

* . -
L g

the academlc h1gh schools from wh1ch NYU xeceives 1ts appllcants

Nlnety four peftcent of all NYU HEOP students are city res1dents,

———T T - T

most of these between 17 and 19 years pf age. The ‘NYU prodram

has™ also arown by 22 percent in the past five years as can be

seen in Table 4 which glves the dlstrlbutlon by race and sex ‘ .

\

While the

number§ of black HEOP students have 1ncréased in this perlod

> . < a / . S

jthe Dercentage of blacks to Asians: and Hispanics has shifted, T
s : < )

.
e, e -
.

as enrollments 1ncreasqe
o s Under representation of male students is a statew1de ; '

problem accordlng to a recent SED report "In 1980 -81, women
\ S
outn ered men in all state HEOP]prog{ams by 12 percent The %

HEOP Bureau stated in.-its annual report that "programs need
!

.to continue to seek new ways to reach out to young black males \

N

.who are the group Wlth the greatest ﬁnemployment in the stat

»

e

The National Center for Educﬁtlonal Stat1st1cs found that in

>
\ l97&j ‘7 0 percent of all black students in two year and fou
\

r- .

2

l

y ar 1nst1tutlons were - female compared to 43.3 percent male

~ Aty NYU, only lS.to 20 percent of  the eligible freshmen appilcants

~ . to HEOP are male, the acceptance Yate for males is lower, and

— . \’
28.

the\attrition rate is higher.-For example, in 1981-82, 2

-

percent of the entering freshmen wef?imale compared to'71.8

A

The HEOP offlce notes that black male students

4

> tend to transfer back to New quk City from upstate colleges

percent female.

9

and universitips after one year, entering NYU as transfer

. students.- (—.y . .
- ‘_ -’ B . ) | .
ity Program Annual Report, 1980‘81,

Bure®u of Higher Edudatlon Opportun1ty

%

Eiden, Digest of Edhcatlon Statistics
1980.

- Hrgher Education Ooportun
‘State Education Department
Pzigrams, "Albany, 1981.
2w, vance Grant gtd Leo J.

19840, Natlonal Cen er for Edﬁcﬁtlon Stat1st1ts,\Wash1ngton, DC,

: o - R R

n > 5 ~

) W

o
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Table 4 - Dlstrlbutlon of All NYU/HEOP students s,
, By Ethnic Background and Sex, 1977-82 .

s -\

Black
-Mispanic
Asian

Other ..

Py

r
©

_Black
Hidpanic
Asian
Other

Black

Hispanic
“ " Asian

Other

Black

Hiepanic'’

/ . Asian
Other,

4

Black
Hispanic
Asian .
N k Other
- ¢

[Kc ‘

‘Source: NYU HEOP Annual R?port of

Students.

. ) ‘ )
: stribution of All Opportunity - °

By Race, Ethhlc ackgroun Age and Sex,'Lg]7-1282

» 3

\,, ’,

~ ~e
197778 - ',‘ ) - N .
Male - , . JFemale - ' Total
% # .2 # S8 t '
115 40 W " 37.0 ‘129 48.5° 169
9.2 32° o 24.1 84, © - . 33.3 116
1.7 6 o 8.3 29 . 10.0 35 .
2.3 8- 5.7 " 20 8.0 _28
24.7 86 _ 75.3 26 * 100.0 348
‘ ) 1978-79 -
Male . ' " Female Total
"11.3 42 33.6° 125 44.9 - 167
8.3 31 22.6 84 30,9 115
4.3 16 . ‘11.0 , 41 ~° . 15.3 57
2.7 10 . 6.2 . 23 . 8.9, 33
26 .6 9 oy » 138 273 100-0. 372"
> 1979-80 " . !
Male' ’ Female' Total
N v N [
8.3 30 ‘ . 27:3- 99 35.6..129
8.5 . 31 c 24.5 - 89 33.0 120
5.8 21 . 16.8 61— . 22.6 82
3.8 14 ’ 8.8 32
26.4 9 100.0 363 .
h Maleh g Total
7.5 29 35.1 136"
.8:5 33 34.0 132
1 6.7 6 . 21.9 85
3.9 . 15" . 9.0 _35
26.6 103 ‘ 100.0 388
‘ N . \\\_ . .
Male ™~ ' — \ * Total \ ‘e
. , .. T
7.2 32 5 38.1% 170
5.1 23 28.9 129
6.9 31 ' 25,1 112
1.3 _6 © 7.8 35
: 2 + 106.0 446



S - \ 10 3 . S
. . ) S T ’ oo
Supportive Services - e S e,
. \ L L. e .
ResourCes are deployed to prov1de serv1ces that w;ll 1mprpve
academlp achlevement of HéOP students, enabllng them to entér - w o

. vz
. . .

the college ma1nstream and compete successfully-thh more
A .
tradltxonal studenf‘cohorts. Serylces 1nclude a struCt%Eed

N . of

pre—freshman summer ses51on, remed1al and developmental course$~

4 &

and workshops, tUtosLng, cohnsellng, and testlng NYU offers

"the following, components to its HEOP students,

- . L3
*l.pre-freshman summer sess1on is mandatory, classes méet ) ’

[~
A 4 -
five days a wéek for.elght.weeks,from 8:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m.

Counsellng 1s also provaded to. ease the ¢rans1tlon into . f .
college work. Courses are g1ven in readlng, wrlting, mathematlés,

. " ’ '
sc1ence, and study skills. Upper d1v1s1on sc1ence majors in

nursing, pre—medlclne, pre—dentlstry,‘and occupatlonal therapy

may also take June review courses to prepare students ‘for T ¢

/ ' Ay

colledelevel organ1c chem1stry, mlcroblology, and sc1ent1f1c

-~ . [y

read1ng for comprehens1on. There 1s some 1hd1cat10n that these

L

m1n1—courses may- not be intensive enough tQ meet student needS'
for entrance to inedical and dental school, however, and their
S~

content is being evaluated . - ' ) :

,

‘
= ~
.
L ®

4 Yo .

2.Tutoring 1is offered during the summer - and academlc year,
and is des1gned to strengthen learnlng SklllS. The Coordlnator

oﬂ’Tutorlal Serv1ces works closely W1tﬁ the HEOP as51stant

9

e . - .

diréctor and science, math and Eng'lish coord1nators,to assure

)

dellvery of serv1ces to allestudents who.need tutorlng§ In 1980*

81, 388 students recelved ‘a total of 5’605 hours of 1nd1v1dual

* .

and group.tptorlng fromzél tutors., Thls was an 1ncnease of 40

E x



11 " S

. ) percent from the preVious year. Undergraduate and graduate
. .o o ‘ -
) . students serve as tutors after screening arid an prientation :

- . -
’

N ‘ workshoo.\ : . s .
3. Counseling and guidance were consolidated in 1975. There

.

.

are g%; counselors--l ea;h for SEHNAP and BPA 2 fOr WSUC,

1 for both SOA an8i SSW, and 1 fqr,admissionsh While counseling. |
. ‘ / '
services have focused on entering freshmen, efforts are being
-9

.

. made to reach transfer and upper division students. The uppey- Yy

classmen are now required to meet with counselors at least

\
‘

z. . once each semester to reView their progress//Counseling =~ -

includes psychological, academic, finanCial, vocational, and ‘
career development components. In, 1980- 81, 47476 indimidual

and 595 group counseling hours were prov1ded 388 students.

_?* R Deyelopmental and remedial courses are offered for .
) E . . -
o =credit and‘non—credit and inclugde Expos1tory Writing, Reading

Modern Literature, Human Relations, and College Mathematics.

lA prerequis1te to Expos1cory Writing is available to students

with languade defic1encies ‘The WSUC English department devel-

‘oped the two-semester English composition requirement Wthh ‘is
- oW available to non- HEOP students as well. Supplemental work;.

-~

' shops offer remedial ass1stance in conjunction with the credité -
y :
! courses, and bilingual education is now being qdded ’

L

.  -5% Recruitment Acade?ic ‘Program for the Sc1ences (RAPS) ig

- a

an orientation and recruitment dev1ce to acquaint high school

- . e .

seniors w1th NYU's undergraduate science offerings including
pre-medicine, pre dentistry, 'nursing,. and«phy31cal therapy.

It is a means- of’bringing more minority students 1ntb NYU's

4

~undergraduate diVlSions, with oarticular emphas1s on the .
N . N : . x . v
- ". 1 r) B ~ A
. — : . LN

&
¢
w
.
o~
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sciences. Students meet with peer group counselors, and take
courses in college-chemistry an&hquantitative basic skills as’

preparatlon for advanced sciefitific study They are encouraged

\
to 1nvestlgate offerlngs of HEOP programs around the stateias~*“'

A~
" oe I

well as at NYU. The HEOP office reported that SOﬁpercent of

those who attend the RAPS program eventually ‘enrolled at MVY

throush the HEOP »rosram, .’ .-
6. . Program evaluation is ongoing, utilizing various

LA °

. . ’ . A / ‘
standardized tests, interviews with students, and progress
reports. Testing helps identify student problems and deficien—
R 3 .
cies, and is ,administered at the stgrt of the pre-freshman

- t ”~

summex sess1on Post-~ testlng occurs at its conclus1on, and

is used for pfacement purposes and in schedu11ng specialized

. s ¢ \\\
services durlng the academlc year. )
J-r-»._ -
4 - ¢ .
s Graduation/Attrition N

s ’

NYU's HEOP program is one of the most successful in the

state 'in terms 6f retention and graduation. Since its inception,
t '

4

more than 700 students have been graduated compared to a
statewide total of 6,652 graduates, or 9.5 .percent of all HEOP
graduates rn the participating colleges and universfties. NYU

PY . o -
expects to graduate, 80, HEOP students in June, 1982. Since 1975,

’ more’ than 60 percent of all HEOP students have been graduated

annually. This compares to.a statewide HEOP annual graduation
0 Q S -

¢ - .

-vate of 57.2 percent in 1980-81. l

- R ?
In March, 1982, a cohort survival report of  full-time under-

-~

graduatg/students~who had entered NYU -as freshmen in Fall 1975

~was comp;led by the NYU reglstrar for the State EducatTpn

ooy
"
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Departmenf. This report found that of an initial cohort of

1,324 freshmen including HEOP:students, 38.7 pércent or 512 grad-

3

uated within four years of entrance’ and 48.0 or 635 within five

- &

e yéaps of ent#ance. Of 1,4i§mffans§er students ehtering in Falaﬁ? <

1975, 800 or 56 percent graduatéd within four years. These

-~

data are comparable to nationwide findings. The American\Gouncil_

of Education found that four out ofs ten students graduate within

1

. ~four years of entrance ahd another one out of ten graduates'frbm
‘ . . . . . ) » Y
the same institution in five years, or about 50 percent graduation
Ly N 1 - - ’
rate within five years. The National Center for Educational

Statistics‘estimates that about 44 percent of a}i young adults
enter a four-year program of study leading to the bachelor's

' ”
degree, and that 23 percent (or slightly more than one-half of
. . : - .2
thoge who enter college), complete a'four—ygar prgogram.
. [ ’ . | “ -

NYU limits the nupger of HEOP freshmen to 150, and each

~

_ division is reéuired to provide scholaréhip\aid for its HEOP

student&. This year WSUC enrolled 75 students through HEOP,.

AN

S SEHNAP 50, BPA 20, and SOA and SSW 5 each. SCE discontiriued
@ . .

\its.participation in 1975~76, and no further engineering

students were admitted after 1973 when the school ceased
UL pa .
operations. ~

Under Regents' rules’, HEOP students. have 10 semesters to

~

complete a four-year degree. All services and financial aid

2 -
T

are available for this extra year of attendance.

4

. Pt N
3 ‘.
1 Janet P. Jackley and Cathy Henderson, Retention: Tactic far -
the Eighties, Policy Brief, Washington, D.C.: American Council
on Education, December, 1979.

- S A

2 Grant and Eiden, "School Retention Rates," in Digest of »
Education Statistics, p. 14. ° .
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NYU finds that students who remain for at least four semesters

- t .

-
‘have a hlqper retention rate. The SED collects data’ from all

HEOP programs on the reasons for program separatlon divided

into the following categories:"transfers, academic dismissal /

|

- or agademic leave, financial, personal, or medical.problems:

LY

»Table 5 gives graduation and attrition rates’ for HEOP freshmen

who entered between Y1975 and 1981.

. Ve Table 5 < Graduation/Attriés%n For NYU/HEOP
Freshmen, 1975 1981

-

.

Year Class . \Graduates In School Attrition % Grad.
Size - ¥ % 1981-82 $ 0 0% Rate
' . ¢ . : # % Projected
. 1975-76 110 59 . 53.7 i 7.3 43 39.1 6l.
- 1976-77 70 . .34 . 48.6 9 - 12.9 27 38.5 61.5
. 1977-78 104 24 23.1 38: 36.5 42 40.4 59.6
. . 1978-79 93 . B --J 69 74.2 -— == 70 - .~
.1979-80 90 . - = «1 78.8 -- -- \ 68
. 1980-81 100 == e 92 92.0 -— - 65-70
gig 1981-82 133 , - - 133 100.0% -- -- NA

Source: HEOP‘Offiée.Attrition Report, December, 1981.

o / . e

The HEOP office reported that the average attrition of all

NYU/HEOP students is 11.3 percent after one year and 26.5 percent

)

after two years, with 6.5 percent of those hho took leaves of )

absence eventually returnrng to the program. In 1980 81 3i

A

-students took academic leave, 33 left for personal reasons,

~

1 transferred, and 20 lefé for,financial\ medical, and other

unspe01f1ed reasons NYU attributes its high retention rate Y

to the. spec1a11y structurgd courses and supportive services,

-, ' -

the availability of flnanc1a1 aldm;f meet supplemental needs

for books,.living expenses, and maintenance costs, the degree

“of motivation of enterﬁng students, and the %act that most
/ n ] ¢

e - - _,-"i" : . ,

B / 16
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s?udentQQEommute from their'homes {ather than live in dormitories
where'there are additional’adjustment,pressures. Approximately

. t

+ o . . : e —— —
three-fourths of all HEOP students are commuters residing in .
i -

New York City. .

Program Financing

By 1980 81, the legislature_was appropriating $25.4 million.

for. direct support of all opportunity programs. HEOP has grown

from, about $4 million in 1970-71" serVing 3,520 students to $8.3
! g,

l nullion ten years 1ater, serVing about 5, 560 student FTE's Q'
(6,670 headcount). HEOP expenditures “¢®Eal $49.9 million from

combined state, federal, and institutional sources (l17% state,

o
T 65% federal; and 18% 1nstitutiona1)

i .. Among state sourges, TAP has had the greatest impact on

the amount of direct student aid, enabling‘NYU and other qEOP- .
P N . . ’ ) /
! .prograns to- release funds for expanding supportive services, )

,and reducipg institutional grants and waivers. Among federal
t M - - |

sources, the main increase has been in Pell grants. Since -

most NYU HEOP students qualify for the maXiﬁgm .TAP and Pell

P’

grantsh to their low income levels, projected changes in
L] .‘!‘

. federal eTiQibility requirements will have little impact on
their total financial- aid packages. ' 7

.Table 7 givegga breakdoWn of state, federal, and institu-

\ . —

! /ydhal sources of financ1a1 aid for NYU ‘HEOP students Approx-

P

imately $2.3 million in state and federal aid comes dAnto NYU L )

T

| :
1. . through its 446 HEOP students, or $5,157 per student. This
‘ total includes $583,837 in HEOP aid, about $700,000 in TAP,

< . and $630,000 in Pell grants. Lo
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- & 1‘
- “~ Table 6 =+' Sources of -Financial Aid for NYU/HEOP, 1980-81
- ' Source ~ , Average Award . No.‘étudents
" state (1 ) . S )
’ . "HEOP .S 736 ' 385
TAP (2) 1,463 385
Other grants : 1,000 | 10
NYHESC/Other loans 807 - ) - 200
v ~ : .
Federal . - o0
> - Y ¢ -~ A I *
Pell ’ . 1,457 . 385 '
SEOG . - Y ’ 654 .. 179 . .
NDSL . : 648 195 -
- CWSP . ) 858 ) 156
g@ . . 2,500 - .8
oc. Sec. g B 750 -4-0
Institutibnal A .
y Diréct grant v 1,094 .. 368
co Tuition waiver ) 5,062 ) 1
Work . . . 1,500 . 40

Source: HEOP Annual Report, 1980-81, State Education ™
Department Bureau of Higher Education'Opportun}ty
Programs, pp. 74-86. g .

(1) Bundy aid is not included in this breakdown.
(2) In. 1981-82, the average HECX® TAP award for freshmen was
'~ _increased by $400. ) .

Findings and Conclusions .

.In ﬁovin& beyond thé rhetoric of "full opportunity,"

-

it is apparent that many difficulties arise in devising

v

. . . . N

sucéessful higher education p;ogréms for\the disadvantaged.
Séyeral areas have been identified in this report ﬁhat under-
‘'score the‘importaﬁce of upﬁértive.services to meet the heedsol
of pon—tradifionél étuaenfs.'ln measuring program effective-
gesgilgpe following ﬁariables'h@ve to be_considered; {a)
'agademic'eligibility criterié aE the time of inginal enroll-
ment, (b) economic é};gibility and stéfus‘gz the timé of

original enrolﬁment énd th}oughout the prégréh, (c) personal

M ) s

Q factbrs that may impede student progress, (d) academic

18 - ‘

/

remiy
- N i

~y
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predictor§“for measuring potential success in college ‘and

their applicability to disadvantaged students, (e) quality

. -

"and“utilization Bf supportive. services, and (f) reasons for
$ * ’

, . a \
program separation prior to graduation.

{: The criterion for eligibility which receives the greatest
:;/ femphasis, potential'for success in college, . is the ‘least: # -

quantifiable and varies greatly between,opportunity programs

in public and private ifistitutions across the state. Both the

validity of such predictors as high®school average and SAT

scores to identify a disadvantaged porhilation in New York City,
., When a ceiling is placed on past academic performance, should’

s, < . ’
be addressed in the context of expectations of NYU's HEQP gtudents.
f

Oné of the measures the state uses to determlne whether .

Ll il

HEOP program‘goals ‘are being met msgacademlc ach1evement of HEOP

" students. ‘Data are kept on the number of or1g1na1 enrollments,
"transfers, active andjinactive status, credit accumulation,

P, ) .
graduation rates, grade point averages, and reasons for program

separation. In its propod@l for refun&}ng, the NYU off1ce poses

the following quesklons:gmrltlng further skudy ¢

1. What are the speqqfac varlables that d1fferent1ate

.4"

successful and uasug%essful students as measured by grade p01nt

s

average, level'of academlc ach1evement and test results? The

L]

f1nd1ngs of thgs anglysls can be ased to develop predlctors

"for academlc success Yat ﬁ&u, 1dent1fy ¢calses ‘of attr1t1on, and

ways to 1ncre§§q:retentlon‘ . .
ol \ N ' :

2. What are the sbec1f1c components of the program that

«

affect student pe:formance most d1rect1y'> Program evaluatldns

-~
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:700 disadvantaged students. It has provided students with _—

~
-
<
.
.

‘ ‘ - ‘ ’ * ) N
L. : a " ‘

.

shbuld involve observations of counseling, tutoring, remedial

courses and workshops, as well as review of grade point average,

el e — i

dourse grades, test results, student evaluations, and pther data.
' ) ~2

<Additichal areas that can’be’explored in this context are:

"(aﬁ deVeloping norms and standards for academic divisions

enrolllng HEOP students, i.e., business, eduéation, arts and -
sc1ence, and SOClal work;, (b) strengthenlng support services !

for upper~d1vrs1on and transfer students; (c) assess1ng g o
¥ ) . 3
admission procedgres that utilize counseling and diagnostic

l N ‘ - *

~

testing earlier in pinpointing educaticnal needs of new

student clienteles;, (d) recruiting more minorityﬁstudents

and improving services for thosé'wfth serious language and

» ] . R
learning deficiencies; and&iel increased coordination between
»

undergraduate d1vas1ons and graduate schools as 1ncreas1ng

»
; 4 Y

numbers of HEOP studentg seek preparatlon for graduate degrees.

Since its inception, NYU's HEOP program has graduated more than
) \
P

-/

gxtensive support services ranging from individual *tutoring
. . Ll

Ly

and psyehological counseling to an eight-week pre-freshman

‘courses in English Composition taught at NYU's Writing“éenter\
3

- ¢ '
summer session teaching basic skills and required credit
R Ct : ! N

Each year, it has évaluated all aspects of the program and

N '

student achlevement, seeklng ways ,to 1mprove and expand its

services for students in all flve undeﬂgraduate divisions.

. The diligent efforts of its staffas wéll as SEHNAP superv1s-

ory -personnel have paid off in increased retentidh-and gradua-’

tion rate%\aﬁd levels of achievement,. and in more state

-~ M *
- . . . v i

%support for Suoh'he@ services as the RAPS program for poténtial,

LINS
[} ' , N
-
-
.
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science majors among New "York City S disadvantaged high gchool

fach year from 16 to 27 percent of all HEOP freshmen

sen lOI'S .
%

- g ——

have GPA s of 3 0 or better, the annual graduation rate exceeds

-

60 percent, which- is lO percentage .points above the national -

-

average,‘and increaSing numbers of graduates go on to oo

-

' - a’ . W)
profeSSional schools seeking degrees 1in law, mediCine, and .

. ' N — ‘ ‘ * t

\ busmeSS. . : , . : S I .

A
-’ . .

1
|
NYU prov1des an important community serv1ce as an urban. )
uanEr51t¥ through its broad -based participation; in HEOP
J
|

- Heightened awareness of the services offered through HEO? :'

‘to minority students,Will ‘enhance the oyerall impact of this .
. 4 v

fnajor outreach effort, thereby accruing to, the univerSity )

ew graduates from'ﬁis:fity's”llO publiC'

high schools, and raASing the achievement and retention rate ’1 )
AN . 5
i

-

each of the five under-

;
N -

- greater numbers o

= ~of those who are now matriculated in

.

graduate divisions. This 'is a cost-effective program that - Ay

continues to meet the needs of a diverse population in New N |
. ] S .

4
Al

. * York City, enabling NYU® to reach out to these students and .

t ‘e .

,"14" B x . :
, of fer them thd opportunity to obtain a bachelor §<degree
. . . . ,

regardless of academic or economic disadvantage. - o . .
\‘ . . - v M




