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Factors Contributing to the Postsecondary,Enrollment Decisions of .
- ‘Maryland National Merit ard National Achievement Semifinalists

Michael J. Keller and Mary P. McKeown
Maryland Sta\;e’Bo_ard ‘for Higher Education

e
7

For many colleges and universitiés, "the problems of enrollment

mana.gement brought on by antic'ipated declines in the number of youth 18 :

to 25 years old _are overshadowed by the prospect of‘ an even steeper '

drop in the supply of academically talented high school graduates. The

number of students who scored 650 or higher on the verbal ' section of‘

g.

the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) fell by almost half‘ since 1972, and

‘the number who scored in this range on. the mth section of the SAT

-

declined by nearly a f‘ourth. Demand f‘or "Rhis dwindling pool of top

high school graduates has' meled keen competition among institutions

similar in spirit, . if not intensity, toz th‘e effort to rec'ruit quality

athletes.” Colleges that do otherwise risk losing their best prospects.

Scholastically gif‘ted students generally begin the application /process

before their high school contemporaries, consider a wider range of in-

stitutions, and make. their selections at an earlier date (Litten,

-

1982). v v ‘ . : S

- A college's skill in wooing top st_udents is impartant, since the’

>

reputation of‘ an institution is based in part on the college's. ability

to attract undergraduates with strong scholastic credentials. One of‘

| - the traditional indicators of _,institutional quality has been student

body calibre, and quality assessment studies dope in recent years have

emphas:.zed the qualif‘ications of entering freshmen. o

.
3
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Hence, many schools have mitiated specialfef‘forts to. recruit high Sl
' .abila.ty students, of‘fering lucrative merit sct;olarships and providing ’ T
V prospective new students. with celebritya-st.yle trips ‘to the campus.’

However, no evidence has been advanced to demonstrate that such strate-

gies are ef‘f‘ective ’ in att acting studeri’ts with outstanding records.

diversion of‘ f‘inanc1a1 i liap;,id funds from need-based awards, college , S
admmistrators would bene_’- t: ,g‘rom knguingathemfactnr&tbat were most . ' )

'-w'- : .’, - :
: J.mportant in- the decisio s of‘ high~ ability students to select

[1

particular colleges. Especially helpful to administrators ahd others

R involved in pollcy decisions regarding student f‘inamcial aid prograns ]
' : . B -

" would be a ‘determinationiof‘ the considerations that motivated students - - ", i

to attend a public rather. than a private 1nstitution, or an m-state .

P

college rather than an out-—of‘-state.school.- X
Knowledge of the extent to wh’ich various typ,es of academically o
bright students are dependent on or influenced by financial aid' |
packages would be helpful to institutions in setting priorities for the - A
distribution of these »f‘_unds. Indeedv the d_irector of ‘the Washington |

of‘fice of‘ ‘the Coll‘ege 'Boar'd has condemned the?practice of‘ merit awards

- to high ability students because scarce financial aid funds would be

FOE "siphoned ‘off" of‘ need-based assdstance (Washing ton Post, 19814).
’I'he objective ‘ of‘. this study was to identify the factors that

: 1983 Nationmal Merit;,a,nd Nationalv\@)ievement Semifinalists in Maryland

» w\_”ik

.,,':sélection of‘ a college or university.

Fl

. to a suz-vgy of Max'yland"s 1983 National Merif and Natiorﬂl_

3

S
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Semif‘inalists were ar\alyzed both on the basis of‘ the over%ll findmgs :

- -

and on the basis of.' the typev(priva’te or public) and location (m-state 27
or oﬁt-of‘-state) orf‘ the institution selected by the student,, “the s_ige :
of‘wthe f‘inancial aid package received by the“students, and. the sex’

& . ]

‘ and ‘race of the students. National Mepit ands National Achievement

Semif‘inalists were- targeted in this analysis because theSe students are '

{_a hlghly VJ.sible source of‘ talented hJ.gh school students and* comprise a DI

- T .group eagerly sotght by colleges. ] ). ' . E .

- . Vhile extensive egcaminat‘ions of‘ the reasons why students attend-_
or do not attend college have been mde, less attention has been given -

to the reasons high school seniors have f‘er seI_ecting a particular
' .school (See Maguire, | 1981 f‘or' exanple).v, Notihg ‘that livttle theory
; ;\?XiStS‘ Ito Suide research investigations of college choice, Chapman

o+ Rl S - 4 9

~.(1981) developed a .model Which 'postulat'es that a senior's selectionof‘
/ a postsecondar-y ‘mstitution is inf'luenced by a set of student charac-
v‘.teristics in combination with extended inf‘luences, including the impact : -
of signif‘icant"pe(-sons (f‘amily, f‘riends, and teachers or counselors),
aﬁtributes' of the college (location, costs, ¢ campus envi}-onment, and
de‘sired é'graw ~and the school's efforts to communicate with
prospect ive . stud?nts. _Although acknowledging. thc usefulness of t_he
Chapman ’model," Litten (1982) suggested that an understanding of how the
college select‘ion‘ process dif‘f‘ers’ for various subgrowps of‘ studeui:s is
Co essential if administrators are to iﬁmke eco'nomically citiciont

K

de:isions regarding student recruitment.
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: Res'earch on the f‘acto."r"s influencing the 'co'llege choices of academ-

-1cally talented h:igh school ‘seniors has b@en even more limited. _Hig-

gms.('1982) f‘ound dif‘t‘erences in the characteristics and higher educa-

tion choices of 1981 Indiara Nat fom1 Merit Scholars and those of‘ other

college-bound students in the State. Tier-ney (1983) conclnded that

more able students chose more selective mstitutions and tended to be

more concemed with inf‘ormtion abwt academc pr‘ograns, less inter-~
ested in caupus appedr'ance, and more so?histicat.ed neganding financial
issues in the choice of a college . than stydents of less ability. )

. -, . TR

Dougylasl Powers, and Choroszy (1983) reported that the academic quali-~

ty of an mstit\ution yas’ the most ‘important feature in attracting

in tellectually gifted students.

P!

Method ' ' Ly

A questionnaire con'taining a’'list - of 22 possible r'easons for a o |'

aptudﬂ!s decision to attend an institution of higher education was

developed by’ the lhr'yland State Board for Higher Edu@tion fon this' ﬁ
study. Val']idation of the instr-ument had heen completed for previous .

studies. Survey participants were asked to indicate how important the

22 f‘actor's were in the. choice of a college. - The factors covered items
‘dealing with  the characberistics of the college, efforts by the

instgn%on to contact students, and influential persons in the »lives
S of the students. It was possible to list additional reasons for choos-

ing - an institution, but few respondents did so.
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7 ‘Suwey participants also. were = asked . tq epproximabe the
/ : «

proportion of f‘irst Yyear college costs (tuitioﬁ ard f’ees, "room a'nd . al

z
boar'd) that would be covér'ed by the f‘inam-ial aid package of‘f‘er'ed b& A

s ®

. '#,he college they selected. Qlestionraines, acconpan}red by a- letter' f‘rom :
. the Mar'yland Commissioner' of Higher qucation, were miled May 1 1983 , o
to. all 344 . Maryland high ‘School seniors who were rnmed 1983 Natioml e

Merit or Mational Achievement Semif‘inahsts, surveys wer'e-sent to the ot
R . B a . .
" students in care of their high schools.~ The survey was conducted at - :

[ [ .

the end of the schools' academic year in order to maximize the number ¥ )
3 - s = . ) R )
of. students ‘who had‘ firm college plans_; however, thiszvarra,ngement»

prec luded ‘a followup mailing. Two quesf:ionna‘ir-es uere ,zvetdmed ss_
. M . v : . . N N ‘o ' .
undeliveraple. Of the remiding Semifimlists, .surveys were returned

-

. by 143 students for a response ‘rate of 43 perp\ent. -

(. N ’*

© Limitations DA S _ e TR )
' Two conditions of the sur'vey e'mnortant in the inter'preta-

. . -

tion of the r'esultss Fir-st, since the study dealt with Natiomal Merit :
and National Achievement Semif‘inalists in one-year and in one state, .

el ~

) the f‘indings of the sur'vey are not necessarily repnesentative of‘ all
“academically talented college-bound students. Further, because of the . - -
-r'elatively low rate of papticipation in the sur'vejlr,. 'c'aution should. b% 3 -
exemised‘ in _ﬂ";gen'e”ra]izing’ the findings to all 3983 bhr'ylandMer-it / o
Semifimlists. a -
Nonethelesv the responses to ' the sur'vey -items: are
'consistent with responses -obtained in studies conduc ted by the b'hr'yland
State’ Board for Higher E‘ducation in previous years. - In:__ some previous.
h 'years, " the response rate was. 'higher. In addition, Jl\ther"e “ was
strong U congr‘u‘ence betneen’ the Irespondent_ gr'oup and all 'l983;h‘hlr'ylanc,i

v
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Semf‘inallsts on{ the two charac‘teristics fdr which~ conpa?iSon-was
Dy posslble (sex and the county of the student's hlgh school) . Table 1. - 7

o .
prov1des 1nf‘ormation on the sex ard on. the- county of a student s hJ.gh -

~ 'school f‘or‘ respondents and f‘or all Marylarnd Semif‘lnalists. _ ‘The. data -
"1nd1cate “that women comprlse . a larger percentage o.t‘ the respondents | . -

- : than of‘ the total pool “of Sem1f‘1na11sts. By county-of‘ resldence, the ) | . N
respondents are representative of the: total group of Semlﬁnallst;s. ‘

': A second posslble 11m1tation is that nény students may have dlfﬁl\

-culty identiﬁ:ing the t‘actor's that were 1nfluential Mhe choice of a - '. o
'particu.lar -scthJ....'. 'Iheiproqcess?of‘ choosing a colilege invelves mgzltiplé |
cons'ider:ations, some . .of‘ vdlichj my not be, repor'ted easi\ly‘r on a
str'ucture.d qusstionnaire.' : Fugther,‘ some students may have‘u'sed the

survey to offer rationalizations 'which seemed attsgc§ve for their

. reasons for attendapce at a particular campus. ¢

Results

N o A : ) ‘. s - i

Table 2 dlsplays the percentage of‘ Semif‘inallsts who deemed each.
factor to be very important, somewhat impor'tant, "or not inportant to'
their decision to attend a particu]ar college or university. The ‘item
are ranked in order of the mean score. The reasons that appear'ed to be
instruméntal in attractmg the greatest nuuber of students were related <
to perceived strengths of‘ the institutlon and how well the instltution
-serves its gradu’ates: the over'all reputation of the school (75 percent' '_
rated as 'wery important"), the a'ttract.iveness of the pfrogram, 'in-‘the

e

- N , cn L
.
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student's ma jor .(68€pencent), the success of the graduates ‘in .f‘inding a,

» N\ Job or getting into gr-aduat pmfessxornl schgol (54 Perc.ent), and

the quality of the sthdent body at the institution (54 pe t). “More
- " r - )

than f‘or'ty percer;t of . the r-espondents emphasized the. appearance or

. atﬂn?here of‘,the campus and the studentlf‘aculty r'atio,, while 39 per-
‘cent cited contacts byzthe college;. Religious consider'ations, having. .

friends »at the college, or bemg close to home were considered "not

impontant" by more than 80 per'cent of the Semif‘irnlists. .
¥

Ta.bles 3, 14 5 And 6 present the r'esponses of Semif‘inalists on the
basis of‘ the type amd location of their' institution, their' sex, -’and

» ~ their race. Statistical compar-isons, using the Chi-square test of

Lf
. -

'significame’; were made. The standird 0.05 level of significance was

used. ’ N ' PR o

[

Table 3 displays data compar'ing the r'esponses o{‘ students who chose

public and pr'ivate eolleges. Relatively low costs wer'e mor-e inpor'tant :

J

to the decisions o¥ Semif‘inalists who selected a public college or’
univer'sity while char'acter'istics of the student body were more integral'

in the .choices of individuals who attended a private institution. b‘bst :

"

of the respondents - (51- percent) who wer'e-enroll’ing at public colleges-

or" universities cited low tuition costs“as a very impor'tant‘ reason for

T A

their- cho.ice- a larger . percentage than any other f‘actor' except.
_reputation of‘ the school and the quality of the academic program. - In
-contrast, only six percent of‘ \the students selecting ‘a private
méitution consider'ed tuit ion expenses to be very important to their

decis10ns. A_ttending college ‘e lose to home and having friends at the
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" - same college were very importanbureasons to . more Semfinalists who

. per-cent vs 1 per-cent respectively.

~who chose a private~ college or university deemed the following reasons

Maryland and out-o

selected public than private schcéls, 18 percent vs 2 percent and 6 .

( . .
" On ' the other hand, a gr‘eater proportion of the i‘temif‘inalists

J

to be very important in their- selection of a higher 4education.

institution: . the quality of ‘the student body (63 percent compared to

*

24 percent), the size df the student body (U3 per-cent vs. 6 per-cent)‘,i

, ‘ . - ) . ot
and the student/faculty ratio (47 percent vs. 21 .percent). > !

N
v

. A substantial majorlty (8!3 per-cent) of the Semif‘inalista who went o

. out-of-state for postsecondar'y educatlon attended a private mstitutlon

" while almost two-thirds (65 peycent) of those who remained in Mar'yland
‘enrolled in a public college or university. Hence, the dif‘f‘erences-be- :
‘tween the responses of students who. attended an in-state or out-of‘-

state mstitution were simlar to those of‘ Semif‘inalists who selected a

public or private school respectively. o

<

Table 4 displays data-comparing the responses of students who chose

»

very important co sider'ation f‘or “a hrﬁenmge of Semif‘inalists o

who selected-a Mar'y nd institution than fo lose who enrolled out -of -

state (148 percen /vs. 10 perc'ent) Hewever, attributes of the student

body were more influent ial in recruiting students to out-of‘ state than

N

to Maryland,colleges; a greater prop’ortion of- the Semif‘inalists who

-state institutions. .Lower tuition costs were a



)

lgf‘t Maryland for their postsecondary stt\dies than those who attended a-

"

State mstltutlon rated as "very inportant" the quality of‘ the studa'nt

~

body (61 pement vs. 19 percent), the size of%the student body (36 per-

R
K ’

cent vs. 23 perca'xt), and the studalt/f‘aculty ratio (45 'pe!'cent vs. 21 "

[ S .. ) - ) v :
pement) ,._l ) . :.' ‘ . . . S
oo --',:’ L ;
'.:Familia‘rity' wit'h the 'school ‘was a more 'important consideration
\
among Semif‘irnlists who selected a bhryland rather than an out-of-state
t') .

. college Qr univers:.ty. I“bre than one-f‘ourth (27 percent) of those who

enrolled m a Fhryland school repqrted that they did so largely because
"they knew more about it than other coll!ages;" in contrast, six percent

of‘ the students who went oug-of‘-Maryland stressed this reason. As might

be expected> more of‘ the Semif‘inalistséo selected a Maryland institu- :

tion were influenced apparently by the opportunity 'to attend school

closer to home (26 pencent), while a greater pencentage of‘ the students

who left bhrylancl f‘or postsecondary education (28 percent) indicated
-~

that living away from home was a very . important ingredient in their

Ve
choice of a college.

3

Table 5 compares the responses of‘ men and women, while Table 6

compares the mgponses to the survey f‘or Semif‘iralists who are black or

white. In general there were few striking differences between “the

respoﬁses of men and women, and between blacks and whites. A larger

pencentage of women than men Semif‘inalists cited parental in-f‘lue(nce and
\

f‘amiliarity with their institution as very inportant reasons fon selec-

t1ng the1r edfllege. - A gneater proportion of black than white Semif‘ina-

[

B lists (44 per‘cent vs. 29 ‘percent) Suggested that a better financial aid“

of‘f‘er was a very mportant factor An their determmation of a school; .
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A Except f‘or bladks and whites, no sﬁtically signiﬁ.cant differ-
. ’ ’*‘ oo
ences between the responses~ of Semif‘inalists by subgroup with regard to

enrolling at public and Maryhnd institutions placed markedly greater

emphasis ‘on. lower tuition costs and 29 percent of‘ the resg)fndents

1

identif‘ied their ‘financial - aid of‘f‘er as a very important reason for

1

.proportion _o‘f" the_ Sem.i-,f‘.irnal.ists" : college costs supported by f‘inanclal . ;

”_;‘assistan‘c €. Semifn‘ina.li'sts were asked to approkimaté ‘the p“ropor.tion of

e

wowld, be met by .the f‘inatiCial aid arﬁangement the students had been |

- .
oﬁf‘ered by the colleges of‘ their chOice. Tables 7 and 8 ~display this = -
inf‘ormation. ; V

B The figures in Table 7 suggest that high ability students who :

\ *
selected a Maryland or, to a lesser extent, apublic institution, had a
P - -ﬂ\—"'\ f
. greater percentage of‘ their f‘reshman year expenses covered by f‘inancial

aid t"han did their counterparts ‘who chose an out-of‘-state or- .private _

" ;school. Nearly half (“9 percent) of‘-the Semif‘inalists who planned.to

' attend.\la Maryland college or university report{ed ‘that their f‘inancial
. ald : package would cover more th-an half *--_\Of their college expenses,
~ compared to 311 pércent for out-bf‘-state udents (x'2 .86, 51, p< 001).
- Near’ly one 01ft of every f‘ive students azimlding a 'Mary'land college and

" » iy

about one-f‘ourth of‘ the Semif‘inalist;s who were’ enrolling at a. public

KR

institution indicated that all of‘ their college costs would be met by

v f‘inancialt&assistance. -

the importance of a. f‘inaneial aid’ of‘f‘er were" f‘ound. . However, students'

their first year college 'costs (tuition, f‘ees, .room-and board) that.

T their college decision. vConsequently,; an examination was made of the -

3

ot
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Although no signif‘icant dif‘f‘erences on the basis of sex were f‘ound, ’

w0men had a slight]y larger proportion of their educatloral expenses

-~

Supported by financial assistance. A. sharper distinction existed

' between blacks and whiteszz most blacks (51 percent) reported that more

’ 1

- than half‘ of their f‘reshnan year expenses were met by f‘lnancial aid,
2 .
.tcompared to 36 percent among whites ( x = U2, llll p< 001)

It might be expected that Semif‘imlists whose college expenses were-

red_nced substantial_ly by f‘inancial assistance would be more attracted
to an institution by its aid offer or by lower tuition. " The data in
Table 9 suggest. that this may have been partly ‘true. Those students

who were receiving large amounts, proportiomlly, of fipancial assist-

ance tended to consider their aid'package a key determinant of their

'college choice. An overwhe lming ‘ma jority (85 perce_nt) of the Semifinma- -

_ lists whose aid met more-than 25 pement.of" their educational‘expense:s

N .

cited a better-f‘inamial'-assistance offer as a very important reason

f‘or selecting a ‘school. In‘ contrast, only‘ 11 percent of the .students
whose aid covered 5 percent or less .of their f‘irst-year costs consid-.
5 :

ered a financial aid offer to be very important (x = 59'.35,_ p.€:001). ..

‘ However, _virtub.lly no difference between the amount .of financial aid
Semif‘inalists received and the importance 'they placed on lower tuition

’ i
was reported. . R
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Discussion

o K

The results of this study may assist college off\"icvials in

‘mapping strategies to attract high ability students. The implications -

of the: findings for ‘Maryland's _postsecondary institutions'».a:re
particularly great. l‘hryland's colleges an'dvuniversities, especiallya
those in the public sector, have had dif‘f‘iculty attracting academically
talented students, as evidenced ‘by the migration of Natioml Merit and
Mational "Achieveme'nt Semif‘ina'_l_ists to- out-of-state schools. * These v.
youths are not replaced in Ma‘ryland colleges by\ high ability student‘sv
from other states. ‘ | | | ) |

Although this stuchr deals exclusively with Maryland students, . its “*.z,
f‘indings' are generally consistent with other research on the college

, - v . '
choices of scholastically gifted st_udents. The survey responses ]

confirm the wisdom of Litten s. contention that institutions need to

~apply market segmentation princ);i.ples to their student recruitment

act ivities. The reasons that seniors gave f‘or selecting a private or

'public institution show that a uniform strategy for attracting National

Merit or Natiomal Achievementﬁ Semifiralists may not be adequate.

Institutions need to tailor their ef‘f‘orts-vto fit the type of 'school

they - represent and the kind of student they seek to enroll. "The

‘results' of -this study- suggest several action_s college administrators
might consider. ’

»“’First, keeping tuition and other fees low may be an effective
stra tegy for public colleges and un1vers1ties in preventing an exodus

of highly talented students to private schools. While “lower tuition

costs" was-a very 1mportant fac tor f‘or 18 percent of‘ a1’ Semif‘imlists, .

k4

o L ST ) .1() ‘;'5
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it was a-very important - reason for a ma-jority of those who 'seléc‘ted a'

public institutinon. The lure of a less expensive edueation may be one - -

N - o ,/‘..‘_-

of‘ the more ef‘f‘ective recruiting tools of‘f‘icials at public colleges and

-

' universities have in coupeting for highly talented students. » Surveys-

of entering f‘reshmen by the Cooperative Instit*ut:.on Research Program

(Astin, 1983) show that, since 1974, there*has been at increase in the

f! ;/.,_("-

percentage of‘ first year students who planned to reside with their par-._.

~
-

ents while attending college. This may indicate that an increasing

proportion of‘ students either want to or have to coxmnute to collese to

L N .

avoid room and board fees and reduce educatioral costs. u. Hence, uany

rtalented students may be attracted to institutions where students f‘eel

they can earn a degree more cheaply than at a° priva_te, more pr'e.stigious,

institution a gre, r distance from their .home. With college expenses :
likely to continue to rise, a publie, in-state school may be an

s

appeallng bargain for many scholastically gif‘ted students. 4
Second, private - institutlons ' may be able to increase ~their

| attrac_tivene;ss‘to' academically 'aalented students by° sustaining their'
‘selectivity, -remaining. as stra.l’l‘as:d”possible, and providing auple,
opportunity for personal contact with faculty and staff. The survey'_
learned -that the quality and size of‘ the student body and the
student/f‘aculty ratio were considerably more instrumental in recruiting

Semifinalists to private ﬁhan ‘to public institutions.

ThlS f‘Lnding has important impllcations f‘or enrollment '
management at prlvate SChoois at ~a time when the pool of college age

./‘ .

youth is expected to decline.-':‘, _;;Private institutlons _which attempt to

°

¢




P

_ ~14- o |

bolster their enrollment by lowering admission" stand-ai'-d_s risk losing
high' ability students who pr-éf‘er' to attend a colle’ge or 'univer'sity that'

" has demand ing entrance requirements. An ef‘f‘ective recr'uiting str‘ategy .
)r
f‘or- ;iriv,ate institutions might include the creation of an honors pr'o- =+

gram open only to top. students and f‘eaturmg small classes and indepen- ‘

h

dent styﬁﬁ/
Third, except for black students and Se'inif“inalists with monetary

"needs, . a more attractive financial award may be less important to aca-’

S

deuficarlly ta lented students than many other f‘actors in selecting a col-

‘leée. " Nearly half‘ 'of“the Semifimalists ‘sur'vey‘ed (48 percent) rated a

be}gter financial" ‘id“p{'f‘et- as not 1mpor'ta{1t to their decision to select

'4,. e

a partlcular' col;.%éé . less than 30 percent deemed it very iupor'tant._' :
r IR /

., .' Financial assidtqme may not be as strong a concern among Semif‘in-

alisﬁs thégl other“ students because of the relative affluence of their'

ik L ‘/:,,, L,
A hd . B (’
p { o "" AR ORLS b

;!‘%’S‘ » ﬁgd}nes#’ The highest level of educati'on achieved by parents isa goad
b SR SN o S

HE e ,i »‘%e"asure of‘ a f‘amily s socioeconomic status, and a large majority of -
“ \": both the f‘a r's and mother-s of the survey i'espondent:s (86 percent and

\,n . ~ e
"72. O yf-‘nﬂ;; r-e*spectiVely) were reported to have conpleted at least a
\ A .' L ’\“*\— -
'_ 3

‘ degr‘etz-. Higgins (1982) found that most of Indiana's merit
b ‘?' h:gh income familiés.

w‘" ndlngs suggest that both public and pr'ivate colleges

e consider whether mer'it scholar'ships, strictly unr-elated: to need,

P
2]

Ee eost-ef‘f‘ective ways of wooing talented high school graduates. In
this light, administnator's at public colleges and at their' contr'olling
and coordina‘ting boar'ds need to balance carefully the twin goals of‘

quality and access in distr'ibuting limited mstitution-based aid.. To

17




-"“ tﬁeir admission literature and in discussions with prospective students

5. S

ow -

)

' ease this dilemma, ,'campus- and ‘state hig‘her educat‘ion - officials could

,tz'y to persuade legislators t’o establish speoial scholar'ships for stu-

/

: dents with both strong scholastic credentials and f‘inancial need.
Of‘f‘icials at private institutions need to determine thther stu- - -

. dents going to a'prestigious school select the college because it is a

pmstigious‘.school - regardless of 'whether they receive money.

Nonetheless, institutions involved in the fierce competition for top.

) black 3‘tudents need to keep 1n mind that black Semif‘irnlists were
- apparently more inf‘luenced in their choice of a col_lege by a better

<f‘inancial aid award, than were other Semif‘imlists.A Hence, sohools that

of‘f‘er special scholarships aimed at minority students might i‘ind -this
an ef‘f‘ective technique in attracting talented black seniors to their

’campus'. ‘ 4 s
Finally, both public and privat‘nstitutions should enphasize in

Y

‘the programs_ at their school, particularly those in academic areas in

which the college is most‘ respecfed. 'l’his woxld be an. appropriate.
apprdach in light ‘of the f‘inding that, for exgery group of Semlf‘inalists

in the survey, the overall reputation of‘ the inst-itution and the
: 1"

quality of the program in the students intendeg, major were

instrumental in attracting high school seniors to a- caupus. Althol,gh

administrators will risk being ac"cused of f‘avoritism if they try to
_"sell" particular programs to talented students, . the resu‘lts of this

" study - suggest that this approach may ‘be a more- effective recruitment

i

N
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technique /than talking more genemlly about the 1nstitution. . In any
'case, ‘the practice of arranging meetings between promi,s:Lng students and

' t‘aculty in- the academic department of _sthe, student s choice should be -

.
N Y

encouraged. . T e,

'Colleges also cquld consider c¢onducting follow-up studies of
recent . g_radua,tés to determine their success in f‘inding euploymentor
continu-ing their\education. Nbst of' ‘the Semlf‘inalists surve'yed rated
as very’ important in their college d Lsion the experience of‘ gr‘aduates
-in getting a job or gaining admission ;\to graduate.‘ .or proi‘essional
school, amnd f‘avorab le information Iabou{.é-;._“‘ these mtters would p‘ea

valuable resource for admission of‘f‘icials. v

" Cone lusion

This paper hasreported~u n the factors thm: - nortant
) ‘ < : .

"to Natiom? Merit and National Achievement Semifinalists in Maryland in

. their selection of a postsecondary ‘educational institution‘.' ;"Th'e‘

responses showed that college officials involved in the recruitmerft : of‘ -

—

. : —_—

academically gifted students mignt be more successml in ‘their .
recr'uitmentt ‘ef‘f‘orts by remembering the type of‘ mstitution theyu
represent as well as the attributes of the seniors they seek to‘
attract. ’I'ne reasons Semifinalists gave f‘or‘ choosing a college varied-
on the."baSJ.s of these two factors. Tmition costs, f‘inancial_ aid
' affers, the size and quality of the student’body, and the proximity of
‘the institution to home were more import;fnt' to some groups' of

Semifinalists than others 1A the choice of a college.
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Expanding this study to, include Semif‘inallsts from a variety
of States would enhance the reliability of‘ the f‘indings and provide a 1 ‘ L
larger nunbér of‘ respondents f‘or conducting detailed ana]yses of‘ grohp ~

,dif‘_f‘erences. _This might be a fruitﬂxl area of 4inquiry for fhtu'_re
research. !

In any case, '» the results of this survey suggeit( that per-haps

the most ef‘f‘ective strategy that instifutions could inplement to
increase their share “of‘ the pool of academically talented h:lgh school
senlors wou,ld be to enphas:ze the . reputation of‘ their canpus and the
'qualJ.ty of the progranB ard serv1ces prdVided. A° quiet demonstration,
Nthr_vough adm13310n literature ard informal campus visite, o. the
academic ‘strengths of a. college my- be a iore Lef‘f‘ecti‘ve v}ay'ﬁ of

recruiting - acad‘emic, superstars ‘than ’whirlwind tours, - extensive N

promotlonal canpaigns,_ or even lucrative financial aid packages. -

o o)
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- I Table 1 . o
" Comparison of Selected Characteristics. of Survey Respondents and all Semifinalists
‘ ' . . ' ‘ . ‘ ' : . o o N A v
) P R ) . . e v N - A
. Characteristic - . .. o Bespogdent _ ' %l. v
: K BT . Group L Semlflnallsts
s ! o "(N=147) (N=344)
' A - .
Sex .
' o Male . . 54% 59%
Female P . e 46 ! 41
Ccounty or City, of High School
. Montgomery oo . 46" 47
o Baltimore (City and County) 23 24 o
_ Howard e o ' 12 : 9 :
Prince George's : ' 8 V 8
.Anne Arundel - , ' 3 -3 -
Harford o » 3 2 ‘
. Charles o Co 1 * .
- St. Mary's . 1 . 1
washington . AR 1 1
Wicomico . A -1 1
. !
Other : - 4 &
*Iéss than 0.5 percent .
. . . v ~
-~ -, N -
i '? 3
> - '. . .,
} A \;’ h \ *
'.,n <
: L3 " ’
.. %ﬁt N
« ,

ot S I

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. Table 2

-~

Percentage of Semlflnallsts Who Rated Cextain Factors as Belng Very ',
Important to their Decision to Attend a- Postsecondary Instltution

' .

3 ot N e
.o :

: o
Overall reputatlon of the college
f‘J . .Had a superior program in your major
g Attracted by the quality'of the student
" “'body - :
Graduates hL: ve reputatlpn for success
-in finding a job or getting into
graduate/profess1onal schgol
Impressed by the appearance
. ' atmosphere of the campus
- Good student/faculty ratio
Contacts by the school made a good -
. " impression . }
" " Social life at the college
The size of the .student body not too -
‘large :
' Special programs for academlcally
, talented students:
* Wanted - to live away from home
Better financial assistance offered
‘fad a good graduate program in your
,1ntended major :
Knew more about it than other colleges

i

Parents(s) felt it was the best choice .

Wanted to go to:school in the area
school is. located
‘ Tultlon,costs are. less
i Frlends recommended it
Teacher or counselor recommendeéd - ;t
' Wanted to attend college close ,to"home:-
' Have friends attending the college

Religious‘considerations

~

RN

mic. . 7 -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v

e

f

"
.

Mean Score: 3 = Very Important, 2 = Somewhat-Important,

Very ~ _ SomeWhat'u Not “ ‘Mean -
.Important - Important - Important  Score
C \ . T#

75% 23% 2% 2.73
68 26 6 2.62
54 , 40 7 2.47
54 30° 15 2.39
46 .ayr 1 2.33
.41 - 41 18 2.23
39 ’ 41 20 2.9
25 55 .- 20 2.06
“ 34 32 ;- 35 . 1.99,
30 “34 a7 1.93 °
.24 45 .. 31 1.93
.29 23 ;g 48 5 1.ea
23 T 53 1.70.
10 a 49 41 . 1.69.
12 - 44 44 ©1.68
13 35 53 1.60
18 21 61 1.57
6 26 67 1.39
5 29 66 1.39
6 13 81 1.24
2 18 80 1.22
. 4 12 84 1.21
1l = Not lmportaht K
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N RS o " Table 3 ' ' ‘ )
Importance of Certaln Factors. to the Decision of. Semlflnallsts to Attend a
College or University (By Type of Institution).

Public  (N=35) -  Private (N=104)

Ky Mean L . Mean -
Very Important’ Score Very Important * Score

a

Overall reputatron of the college . . . 69% ‘ 2.69 . ! 77% L 2.74'

_ Had a superior program in your A . AR - A D
. intended major ) . 73 ' 2.61 66 . . . 2.62 v
‘Bétter financial ass1stance offered v ! 36 ll91 27 " 1.77
Wantpd to live away from home . 27 . 1.94 23 o 1.92
Attracted by the gquality of the .- - ' . T
. student body . - ' v 24, 2.03 63 2.60*%*
Parents feel it was the best ch01ce ! 12 ©1.67 .13 - .. 1.69
. Wanted to attend college - .close to .home : : 18 1.61. o2 L 1.13%Rx
Have "friends attending the college - 6 o 1.47 1 1.15%*x
Tuition costs ‘are less - . . 51 | . 2.29° ¢ 6 ISR L L
“Peacher or counselor recommended it ’ 6 =~ - - 1.38. 5 1.42
Knew mote about it than\pther colleges . - . 18 : ©1.97 7 l.e0* -
Wanted to go 'to school in the area in L - Y
. which the school is located. T 22 ‘ 1.69 10 « 0 1.60
Friends recommended it B S .12 1.42 5 ' 1.39
Special programs for academlcally . ) : : C o
talented students . .27 . - 2.06 31, 1.87%%
The size of the student body not’ too : _ ] . AR . . .
~ large . - 6 . 1.33 T 43 L 2.20%%
‘Contacts by the school made a good impressiocn . 35 . 0 .2.15 42 *2.22
Had a good graduate program in yolur 1ntended L ) - o -
major . . ‘ o 15 S 1.71 25 1.69%
Religious considerations » 3 1.19 4 : 1.21
Impressed by the appearanoe or atmosphere - . oo . AL “ . ' ; .o
-of the campus s 42 - 2,27 o 48 .- 2.35

Graduates have reputation for -success in .
flndlng a jobJar getting into. graduate/ Se : S L .
profgssional.school " 42 2.21 . .57 - T 2,43

.Social, life at/the college : . 29 - 2,11 P .24 0L . 2.05

Good student/faculty ratio ©.o21 1082 47 2.35%%x

: . ) . . . R .
-"Mean Score: 3 = Very Important, 2 ‘= Somewhat Important, 1 = NotlImportant“~

"*\ p <. 05_ ~ } 4 R . ‘ ' : . ') ] ) . . ,'_~ . . - .4 » : ‘ . . . ..' N - ’.: .
- %%k p '.<-':'."O]_ : T o . o . ‘ . ’ B .y ‘ . o S
**k p, ", 001 ~ - :

Rl - e T e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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- ’ ‘ ... Table 4 o : - '
» Importance of Certaln Factors to the Decision of" Semlflnallsts to Attend a
e ' College or Unlver51ty (By Location of Instltutlon)
oo e ' Out=cf ’ - _
e E * . : . - State (N=112)- o Maryland (N=27?
. : % . Mean % Mean
n " Very Important .Score Very Important = Score
Overall reputation.of. the college ) 7% : 2.74. 67% 2067 -
Had a superior prografi in your . . S . ' Lo . o
" intended major - . B 65 - .~ 2.59 - 81 . ©2.73
. Better financial assistance offered ' 28 * 1.78 . 36 192
. Wanted to live away from home - - 28, 2.02° _ 7 1.56*%
. Attrdcted by. the quallty of the ] . . o ‘ - .
7~ - stddént body , &1 ©2.59 197 1.92%xx .
- Parents felt it was the best choice VQ; 13 T 1.71 12 1.56 .
. Wanted to attend cdllege close to home a1 1.10 26" ¢ S L.82xwx . .
~“Have friends attendlng the college o 2 7 1.19 . 4 s. o l.41 7
.2vTuition costs are less -+ = ' . 10 - l.42 48_;°_'J 2.15%*x
_:-fTeacher or counselor recommended. it - T 4 B 1.37 ° . f2 ¢ 1.56
i Knew’ more about ‘it than other colleges 6 1.62 S 27 . 2.00%*
- ‘Wanted to go to school in- the area in ’ . . o : . ' o o
"+ which the school is located N - 11. k63 . 19. ~ 1.58 ¥
Friends récommended it N o L7 "1.41 8f ~.1.36
Special programs for academlcally : o o ' o
) talented students ' . .31 - - 1.90 . 23 T .2.00%
- The size of the student body : . T . Voo o
not too large - : o . 36-.. . . 2.08" S 723 1.62%%
'rContacts by the school made a good _ ) : , - .
impression 41 ' 2.19 37 ’ 1 2.26
Had a good graduate program in your o ’ o
inténded major v ~ ' 22 . T.1.66 22 “v 1.85
Religious considerations . S o4 1.21° : 4 . 1.19
Impressed_by the appearance or . , . ' .
‘atmosphere of thé campus - 50 ’ . 2.37-0 7 31 . 2.15
. Graduates have reputation for N L o
‘success in finding a job or ,
gettlng into graduate/profe551onal S - . )
school - \ _ .56 & - 239 . 467 Lo 2,31
Social life at the college . - - 28 211 0 12 o 1.89
Good faculty/studént ratio ) s 45 £ 2.29 . 21 ) 'l,gg*
Mean Score: 3 = Very Important,;2 = Someﬁhat Important, 1 = th important- f»fﬂ'
N . . . . : _ o i . o
. *  p <.05 . . ' . : » S o ’ SR ‘,
S .p°< .0l o '.;-‘é - . S . .
@} *** p.< .001 ]

BRIC
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/[ . S : : . Table 5 - . ' Sy
v Importance of Certain‘Factors to the Decision of Semifinalists to Attend a -
o Colleqe or Unlversrty "(By Sex) | . : .
7...\\.] “ ' . . . : — o . o L o : \ ) o
‘ ‘ Malex(NT7Q) : . : _ Female (N=57)~ ;
%n : . .‘. ) \, ' .- - . . . ' - - padl '- . ' . o 'l%
. ’ o ’ » - b .
o _ : B P St ~-'2Mean, % " Mean - ‘
S " , " . .'Very Important- ‘Score-. Very Important "chre N
N - - .
" overall® reputat on of the collegei .. 7% 2.73 T 74% . '2.72
.Had a- supeklor rogram in your ) o o : o R
- intended majgr ’ Tooe2, ' . . 2.57- - . 76 2.70 ‘
Better financi 1 a551stance offered . 28 1.74 . ° 31 1.92 ¢
Wanted :to live away from home. . N . 30 f‘ 1.97 . - gt l.§9} '
'Attracted*by the quallty of the L o B e . . ) oL
student body - 54 T 2.45 - 54 - 2.49 ,
parents felt it was the best choice ' - ° R © . 1.49 17 C 1.91%kx
Wanted  to attend college close to home 4 e— 1a21 . 8, 1.28
Have frienas attending the college L0 "L.IS./ c g .. 130
Tuition costs are less ‘ : . Tx7 "7 <, T1.50 197 . 1.7
Teacher or’ Counselor Regommended it 3 g 1.30 *- .8 . 1l.49 . ‘
Knew more about it than other colleges .5 ) ~1.55 ' 16 - - l1.86*
Wanted .to go to school in the area in ) \ ot . ' o t.
-» . which the school is located ' 18 77 1.67 - 6 % 1.53 3
Friends recommended it ' . 4 1.36 9 1.44 "
Spec1al ‘programs for academlcally ) . ’ ‘ )
: talénted students , 29 . 1.90 31 - 1.98%,
'The size of the student body not too . . :
large 29 ’ 1.95 ' 39 , 2.02
‘Contacts by the school made a good - . B ' L
~ impression 39 2.23 39 . 2.14
Had a good. graduate program in your - I . .
.intended major : ' . 20 1.61 ' 26 - ©1.79
-Re¥igious considerations . 4 1.18 .5 . 1.24.
Impressed by the appearance or . T ) - o o
atmosphere Qf the campus 47 2.33 " 45 2.32
Graduates have reputation for success " o . ' . v
in finding a .job or getting into ) - ' - C
graduate/professional school . 55 2.40 . 54. o 2.37 7
Social life at the college 26 - - 2.08 25 .. . 2.03 .
Good student{faculty ratio - . 39 : 2.21 43 - 2:25 .
‘ R . . . . B -

. . . . . . B . . o

Mean Score: 3 = Very'Important,fZ = Somewhat, Important, 1 = Not'Impbrtant

- b*:p-_’< .05 -
_**xp <001
S ] o . Lo S AL e
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Q | ’ oo ) ;
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Table 6 - .
K Importance of Certaln Factors to the Decision of Semlflnallsts to Attend P
v - . A College or Unlver51ty (By Race) -2 W
.A(. B . L. o . - o . / ) - ‘. - - .- o ‘__‘ ‘ ‘_l Y .. ) ’n . Co
_ e .+ . .white '(N=102)' . - Bluck, . (N=26)" i ., b
. o E T e mean T e mdan, T
c ) C C ‘Very Important Score - .Very Important Scote.. : ..
1 ’ - l . _‘ . o ) ~ " .. .. ‘ - .- | e
Overall reputation of the college . : 76% 2.73 o .60% L v 2 60-.
Had a superior program in yoxér . _ ® BRI T o L
.intended major .. - s L 62 - 2.55. 2.83 .
' Better financial’ assistance offep‘é#d/\w,, 29 . 1.75 . ©2.24%% .
Wanted to “live. away from home . 3.*‘ WS 25 . T1.96 e 1092 T
Attracted by the quallty,bf the . s

56 . .2.50 . . . 44
- 10 C . l.65g Ll
B . a2 1.27%
2 3 R
LAY L 18# . 1.54°
ed iteg #. . 5 ¢ 1,37
Knew more about it;than otherucoll 5. T 9 ST 1,70

' -.student body e . i O
: Parents felt it was the '\beﬁ?p&\&io% .
Wanted to attend coLleqe cl
« ‘Have frlends attendlng'tnﬁ ' :
¢+ Tuition costs are léss - ;%

L2238
" 1.76

S1.29
©1.23 . f'_'.“_
©1.85 . N\
l.aa 7T
1:80°

8 N

- Teacher or- ‘counselor fecpg;me

. Wanted to go .to school in- the¥ area.,,,th N : " ' R
. which the school #s located' £ g 14 1.62 . 8 7 1.52
"Friends recommended J.t 8 1.42 0 yiil.24
~Special programs for acag gt _ N oo o
‘talented students” . ¥ tkm‘r _ 28 o 1.95 . "32 vk 71096
The- Size of the student? b Y\.ﬂ@ﬁ i:oqua l, : T : . 4
" large - . v*'; .+ . 33 .99 32" 1.88 .
Contacts by the school made’"ﬁ good "'»""‘ . } : ) RN . S
. . Ampressidn’’ * i . 36 2.16 . . b8 L o2.350 %
‘Had a good graduate/program in, your ’ ' ‘ L . - ,"-.)v : )
intended major : . ... © 19 1.2 - 31 . 185 .. .
Religious. cons:.de'ratlons " - . .5 . . l.23°- - 540 71020000
Impressed by the appearance or ' . o, D RIS S
4 atmosphere of thé" campus. : i 50 2,357 1 T 36':: o, 2724 0
Graduates have ‘reputation for success.r’- T . L LT e T :
in flndlng & "j0B .or-getting. 1r§toc, 5 e . R o,
graduate/pz;ofessn.onal schooﬂ, ’ : oo °2.40 -

2,23 - -
2, 28

Social life at- the college"'a ~§"‘?'Q .
Good student/facnlty ratio

PR 2o s

r-'.('. A

: " s . . ‘
Mean Score: 3 = Very Important, 2 . .
**p < 0L N ;

: J b4 1 . . . .
ey - - v “ ".V‘o O
w, o - - - : L L
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‘ ;éfibnsth Between ‘the Locatlon and Type of Institution Selected by
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. e . o ‘ - . . N R | . -
< . I-;Qca i n._"l-" , ?":3-‘ R . . . ¥ L ) ' ’ . ‘ . ».-‘.
o ‘Out-of-Stae (N=112) 53% .*° 12% .  13% ° . 128 9%
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1 Eablexs, Relatlonshlp Between Sex and Race of Semlffnalmsts.and the Percentage
N of the1r First- Year Eduqat10na1 Costs Covered by F1nanc1a1 Aid Package
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T S SRPEETEEE .
. . AT AR N N . J L}

-
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